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This book extends Paul Molnar’s major writings on divine freedom and the 

doctrine of the immanent Trinity, and on the work of the Holy Spirit in human 

knowledge of the Triune God.  His earlier studies have deployed the work of Karl 1

Barth and Thomas F. Torrance against an array of other witnesses in modern 

theology, beset by a common affliction: a propensity to render the being of God 

somehow dependent upon creation, historical process, or human experience. The 

corrective? A fundamental obligation that Barth and Torrance discerned: theologians 

need to give due account of the ontological primacy of God in se over God pro 

nobis.  

For Molnar, Barth and Torrance recognized that the Triune God is who he ever 

is in himself: wholly realized, in need of nothing, subject to no necessity without or 

 Paul D. Molnar, Divine Freedom and the Doctrine of the Immanent Trinity: In Dialogue with 1

Karl Barth and Contemporary Theology (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 2002; 2nd edn. 2017); 
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PARTICIPATIO: PRIORITY OF GRACE

within. This God simply is, in the essential plenitude that is eternally all his own as 

Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. He does not give himself his Triune being in electing to 

be the One who has fellowship with creatures. His commitment of himself to that 

fellowship, and his entire self-movement to bring it about, is a matter of his loving 

freedom: his unfathomably generous and majestic resolve to live the fullness of his 

own life with us rather than without us. What it means to say that God is thus “for 

us” is specified where the eternally Triune God lovingly enacts in time his 

antecedent completeness: definitively, in his Son or Word enfleshed, Jesus Christ, 

made known in the Holy Spirit’s power. Absent such an account of the relation 

between God’s immanent being and his economic presence and action, all manner 

of things go wrong.  

The present work brings together a number of substantial essays in further 

applications of the same logic, and of its highly specific Christological investments. 

The prevailing concern is this: “everything in theology really looks different when 

Jesus Christ, the Word of God incarnate, is allowed to be both the first and the final 

Word in theology.” If Jesus Christ has somehow to have a place found for him in a 

theology, or to be fitted into a scheme of reflection developed from some other 

starting-point than the actuality of God’s unique disclosure of his Triune perfection 

in him, it is “already too late” (p. vii). In eight trenchant chapters, Molnar details 

examples of the kinds of contemporary problems he has in mind, setting out once 

again his firm convictions as to the better path. Barth and Torrance remain the chief 

guides. Four chapters reissue or revise material published previously; four are new. 

A preface outlines the structure of the book and its recurring themes. 

The first chapter introduces the overall approach to the treatment of God, 

freedom, and necessity. Molnar remains strongly concerned to rule out a range of 

compromises to essential divine freedom, contesting theological claims that might 

be said in one way or another to present God’s acts of creation, reconciliation, and 

redemption as necessary for the realization, development, or fulfilment of God’s 

being. Key emphases are reiterated from Molnar’s earlier work, with a particular 

slant here towards exposing some of the difficulties that ensue when eternal 

relations are collapsed without remainder into temporal works. Divine action ad 

extra is loving, gracious, and sovereignly effective precisely because it is the action 
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of the One who is complete in the essential relations of his own love. To say that 

God’s outward turn is free and unconstrained is not to say that it is arbitrary or 

capricious, or that there is some other God lurking behind the God who thus makes 

himself known; it is to insist that these actions are what they are inasmuch as they 

are grounded in the being of the God who is beyond constitution or augmentation in 

or through them. It is this One, in the fathomless goodness of his eternal plenitude, 

who commits himself to fellowship with us.  

The alternative, Molnar contends, is a God in some sort of need – and a 

series of theological disasters. Certain ways of characterizing the mature (as 

distinct from earlier) Barth’s putative legacies on the logical relationship of the 

Trinity and election have been heavily challenged in Molnar’s work already; such 

approaches are referenced here once again as disregarding Barth’s enduring 

emphases on the primordial completeness of the eternally Triune God whose 

decisive history with us is the enactment of grace. For Molnar, the proposal that, 

logically speaking, God first determines his being as Triune in determining to be 

God with and for us in Jesus Christ is an instance of what goes awry when the 

incarnation of the eternal Son in time is seen not as a movement of loving freedom 

but as some kind of necessity for the Triune God to be the Triune God. Eternal 

divine plenitude is eroded; a dependent deity in one sense or another comes into 

view; contrary to the appearances of a case that majors on the need to avoid 

speculation on divinity in detachment from Jesus Christ, Christology itself is in fact 

attenuated. Other examples of errors in regard to God and necessity are also 

explored in the chapter: panentheisms of one form or another; misconstruals of the 

nature of divine passibility as it is in fact enacted, in redemptive as distinct from 

self-jeopardizing capacity in the life, death, and resurrection of the incarnate Son; 

attempts to posit a dialectical relation of freedom and necessity in God which 

appeal to an analogy between divine and creaturely being in representation of 

divine love – and thus obscure the glory of the reality that it is the God who is 

beyond conceivable lack in his own love who in love creates and saves.  

The second essay considers Barth in relation to Roman Catholic theology. 

Molnar focuses on two prominent exemplars of post-Vatican II approaches, Walter 

Kasper and Elizabeth Johnson. Both consciously work out their positions in light of 
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Karl Rahner’s arguments on the need to move beyond a neoscholastic theology and 

its alleged tendencies towards extrinsicism. Kasper for his part is critical of aspects 

of Rahner’s theology; Johnson remains fairly heavily reliant on Rahner’s 

transcendental method in her articulation of a feminist theology of experience in the 

reading of scripture and tradition. For Molnar, both still trade on assumptions 

essentially at odds with Barth’s account of revelation and the immanent Trinity. In 

their differing ways, Kasper and Johnson continue to work with a version of the 

analogia entis that remains irreducibly problematic on Barth’s terms; fidelity to 

revelation demands attention to Jesus Christ as both first and final Word. 

Natural theology is also the subject of the third chapter. Here, in a revised 

version of an article first published in Participatio,  Molnar takes issue with 2

Torrance’s so-called “new natural theology,” the proposed methods of which he sees 

as in tension with Torrance’s general strong commitment, after Barth, to a theology 

of revelation in Christ. What Torrance commended at large was not a natural 

theology but a theology of reconciled human nature. Where Torrance spoke of a 

version of a theology that might serve as “infrastructure” or “intrastructure” of 

revealed theology, he did so not in advancement of a coherent synthesis of natural 

and revealed theology but in inconsistency with his own reasoning elsewhere on 

revelation as a matter of grace from start to finish, and as such specifiable only as 

found in Christ by the Spirit’s action. Molnar is critical of attempts to read “new 

natural theology” as a natural theology in any conventional sense of that term, 

albeit it contained elements of such a thing, not least in its references to ostensible 

analogies between the relationship of natural and revealed theology and the 

relationship of geometry and physics. Molnar contends that Torrance’s scientific 

theology at large assuredly did not commend an account in which pre-

understandings of the Triune God specifically might somehow be had through 

reflection on the world. Barth himself closed the door to such notions more 

consistently, but Torrance also frequently stressed that it was only within the sphere 

of God’s new creation, as reconciled in the person and work of the one mediator, 

Jesus Christ, that reliable knowledge of the Triune God could be found.  

 Supplemental volume 4 (2018): 148–83.2
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The fourth essay is a substantial new piece, which sets Torrance directly in 

dialogue with Rahner on the nature of knowledge. Rahner advocates, on the basis 

of a philosophy of religion, an unthematic or non-conceptual knowledge of God as 

antecedent to reflection, and thus speaks of experience of the “nameless” and of 

anonymous Christianity. Torrance’s approach locates itself in the realm of 

interruptive grace as encountered in the incarnate Word, and thus confesses that 

mystery is disclosed in its own revolutionary and specific terms. Molnar argues that 

Torrance duly recognized that only through revelatory divine action could God be 

rightly as opposed to falsely apprehended. Such action involves, immediately and 

radically, a granting of conceptual knowledge and delighted confession. Its 

consequence is creaturely encounter with ultimate reality: being united to Christ by 

the Spirit through faith, and with Christ approaching the Father. 

Chapter five presents a critique of the concerns of liberation theologians to 

argue from human experiences of liberation to knowledge of God. For Molnar, there 

can be no legitimate movement from human struggles for freedom or the pursuit of 

liberating praxis as such to knowledge of the God who truly liberates. In the gospel 

we are directed by the Spirit to the reality of reconciliation in Christ, in whom alone 

true freedom has been established in comprehensive terms. Discovering that we 

are in Christ liberated from enmity with God by God himself, and thus freed both to 

love God and to love our neighbours and fight against all that oppresses them, we 

are summoned to live a freedom that cannot be generated by human initiative or 

correlated with any merely human programme of political, social, or economic 

liberation, howsoever worthy such an endeavour may appear in itself. Compromises 

to the particularity of the freedom decisively secured in Christ – which has indeed 

established serious responsibilities for Christian agents in the world – are 

anthropocentric in their cast; Jesus becomes but a Christian cipher for a salvation 

towards which people may evidently aspire to work along all kinds of paths. If “fight 

against oppression is the starting point or locus for theological reflection, then 

theology becomes an ideology employed to advance whatever agenda is considered 

necessary to attain that end” (p. 165). Efforts to overcome a polarity between a 

theology of the Word and an account of divine presence established upon human 

emancipatory experiences typically do not give due place to Jesus himself as the 

only true liberator and light of the world, whose unique achievement defines and 
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impels right efforts to free others from the effects of structural oppression. 

Deliverance from sin and its dire effects within and between us involves deliverance 

from our own efforts at liberation as substitute for the irreducible person and work 

of the Christ. 

The sixth essay is another new one, on an ever-important question: the 

nature of language for God. Molnar deploys Torrance’s contrast of “disclosure” and 

“picturing” (or “picture”) models: is God to be named in accordance with his self-

unveiling, or on the basis of human experiences of relationality? Needless to say, 

Molnar contends vigorously for the first approach as determinative of faithful 

theological speech, and presents it in strong antithesis to the arguments of feminist 

theologians who propose changes to classical trinitarian language. Central to his 

critique of revisionist arguments and their appraisals of the connections between 

gender, power, doctrine, and liturgy is a Torrancean construal of conversion. To be a 

new creation in Christ is to be turned away from ourselves – whoever we are – in 

consequence of an achievement that has secured equality and freedom for all. The 

alternative to biblical and credal language for the God of the gospel, Molnar 

reasons, is not freedom: it is the bondage of idolatrous imagination, according to 

which God is either fashioned after our image or elusive of our knowledge entirely, 

an abstract or amorphous something rather than the God and Father of our Lord 

Jesus Christ, known in the Holy Spirit’s power. The God who in reconciling and 

redemptive action makes known that he eternally subsists as God in these specific 

relations in himself is the One who has in fact set us free for transformed human 

relationships, and whose evangel condemns all our falsehoods, including all forms 

of abuse or subordination of women by men in the church. The God who in freedom 

has made himself known as he truly is stands in genuinely liberating contrast to an 

ambiguously subjective divinity, characterized only by the dictates of human 

projection and all its misapprehensions of where human freedom, dignity, equality, 

and empowerment are properly to be found.  

An earlier study of Molnar’s examined Torrance’s claims that a doctrine of 

universalism was a “menace to the gospel.”  For Torrance, while it might be hoped 3

 Paul D. Molnar, “Thomas F. Torrance and the Problem of Universalism,” Scottish Journal of 3

Theology 68 (2015): 154–86.
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that God would save everyone in the end, any statement that he definitely will is a 

pernicious attempt to determine what God must do for us – a denial of God’s 

sovereign freedom in salvation and his unique authority to judge all aright. Chapter 

seven extends that discussion in critical engagement of a recent strong case for 

universal salvation by David Bentley Hart. Molnar argues that Hart’s insistence on a 

universalist understanding of the Christian message as the only true account of its 

logic  violates the principles that Torrance adduced as biblically important. Hart’s 4

case relies on an understanding of a properly functioning moral intelligence 

governed not by the gospel but by a version of natural theology. Once again, the 

matter of divine freedom seems to be reduced to terms imposed by unregenerate 

reason rather than seen in light of an account of sin, evil, judgement, and salvation 

defined, as they must be, only in Christ. For Molnar, Torrance was far more careful. 

The final chapter considers whether Christians worship the same God as 

those from other Abrahamic faiths. The question is approached via Barth’s critique 

of religion and his argument that it is in Jesus Christ alone and his action to justify 

that any claim to truth is established: the basis of true belief can only be the 

electing grace and covenant fidelity of God as enacted in his reconciliation of the 

world to himself in Christ, a reality by which Christian religion as well as other 

religions stands judged. The truth of Christianity is in no way grounded in Christians 

but in Christ himself. Molnar prosecutes his case through critical dialogue with the 

views of a representative of each of the three faiths: Islam, Judaism, and 

Christianity. His argument is that Muslims, Jews, and Christians are not united by 

their attachment to monotheism: they are in fact divided by it. This is so not only 

because the nature of monotheism is differently appraised by each but also because 

no religious commitment as such can so unite. Only God can tell us the true identity 

of his being; in doing so uniquely in Christ he has shown that Christians no less 

than Jews and Muslims are dependent entirely on the grace of God for salvation. 

Christians cannot affirm oneness in general terms as a basis for their proper 

relations with Jews or Muslims, nor can they locate a common truth in shared 

investments in ethical or religious practices. The basis for solidarity is revelation – 

the gospel of the Triune God who reconciles – not religion.  

 David Bentley Hart, That All Shall be Saved: Heaven, Hell, and Universal Salvation (New 4

Haven: Yale University Press, 2019).
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Molnar’s knowledge of both Barth and Torrance is considerable, and he 

pursues their core dogmatic commitments with clarity and passion. His vigorous 

style once again bears evident debts to his heroes: there is maximal presentation of 

positions, great fondness for strong contrasts, a pervasive interest in tracing out 

the directions in which fundamental principles lead. The accents in the reading of 

Barth are undoubtedly reflective of Torrance’s own, and there are some obvious 

sympathies with Torrance’s ways of characterizing Western historical theology at 

large. As a collection of essays rather than a monograph, the book evinces a degree 

of internal repetition, but in that the author’s major concerns are undeniably clear. 

It serves to make its case by way of a cumulative set of studies on the dangers of 

not taking the route that Barth and Torrance did in fidelity to scripture and creed.  

Those familiar with Molnar’s work will recognize a good number of the 

targets. There are also some new ones: Brandon Gallaher’s study of freedom and 

necessity in modern theology in chapter 1;  Rubén Rosario Rodríguez’ case for a 5

comparative theological analysis of the Spirit’s presence in liberating praxis in 

chapter 5;  Hart’s essay on universalism in chapter 7. Examples drawn from Roman 6

Catholic theologians deeply invested in correlationist and symbolic renditions of 

doctrine remain an obvious focus, and assessment of Rahner’s various legacies 

again looms large; but Molnar also engages in strong critiques of Protestant or 

Orthodox approaches that he finds wanting. He sees a properly functioning 

Christology as lacking across confessional boundaries, and is ready to challenge 

Reformed thinkers as well as others who seem not to have learned from Barth and 

Torrance as they might. The illustrations across the board are by definition selective 

(perhaps most obviously in the treatment of Barth vis-à-vis Roman Catholic 

theology in chapter 2), but their range is also sufficient to show that a fair few of 

the critical questions with which Barth and Torrance reckoned can hardly be 

domesticated as the theological issues of a generation or two ago: they continue to 

call for careful thought in light of further instantiations of the themes. 

 Brandon Gallaher, Freedom and Necessity in Modern Trinitarian Theology (Oxford: Oxford 5

University Press, 2016).

 Rubén Rosario Rodríguez, Dogmatics after Babel: Beyond the Theologies of Word and 6

Culture (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2018).
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For those who might be tempted to suppose Molnar thinks neither Barth nor 

Torrance ever got anything much wrong, chapter 3 shows he is quite willing to 

identify tensions in Torrance’s thought (just as elsewhere he has, for example, 

criticized the mature Barth’s reasoning in comparison with Torrance’s on a due 

theological articulation of the obedience of the Son).  In reality, valuable 7

contributions are again made to the ongoing scholarly assessment of both figures. 

Molnar’s interaction with Alexander Irving’s reading of Torrance’s “new” natural 

theology is one instance, as is also Molnar’s consideration of Alister McGrath’s use 

of Torrance in the construction of a contemporary natural theology. In the latter 

case especially, Molnar’s comments tender a contribution to a much larger critical 

conversation on Torrance’s representations of the relationship of theology and the 

natural sciences, and on the helpfulness or otherwise of those representations for 

the depiction of theology’s engagements with other academic disciplines more 

broadly, particularly where the interests of such engagements may be framed in 

strongly apologetic terms. 

By addressing themes of obvious pertinence for theology and church – the 

nature of religious experience; the status of doctrine; the use of language in 

worship; what it means to know and proclaim freedom in Christ; the relationship of 

Christianity to other faiths; the claim that a God who is love, or a fellowship of 

relations, must as such be envisioned in accordance with our understanding of such 

things, or that he must surely save us all in the end – Molnar shows that close 

attention to the dogmatics of Trinity and Christology ought to be no diversion from 

practical questions of everyday faith, but the very context in which those issues can 

be responsibly appraised. His proposal is that only a theology submissive to the 

tutelage of the gospel set forth in scripture and confessed in creed can, in reality, 

address them well.  

Running through the whole text is an impassioned soteriological argument. 

For Molnar, those who envisage theological epistemology and its entailments in 

other terms have yet to ponder the weight of sin, and how enduringly perilous the 

lure of self-justification. This is, at heart, the recurrent problem for him in a great 

many of the theologies with which he takes issue: in closely associating the content 

 See, for example, Molnar, Faith, Freedom and the Spirit, ch. 7.7
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of thought about God to that which is in one way or another available to us 

(however variously or vaguely) in our own experiences of creatureliness, or 

nameable merely as felt stimulus to the better enactment of their conditions, 

theologians appear repeatedly to postulate a divinity malleable to the imperatives 

of creaturely self-will. They thus ignore a fundamental reality. Sinners are not 

dynamically structured toward the Triune God made known in Jesus Christ: they are 

at enmity with him. The chief expression of their wickedness is their tendency to 

establish idols in his place, whether those generated by appealing visions of moral 

idealism or emblematized in such mobile symbols or negativities as may be 

attached to an elusive mystery. The enormity of that plight is itself made known 

only in Christ; it is in recognizing him as the one who frees from the bondage of 

self-will and its delusions that otherwise lost and confused fashioners of falsehoods 

discover the truth and what it means to live it out in his Spirit’s power. Only in 

reconciling and transformative encounter with the personal relations that eternally 

subsist within the Godhead – in being drawn into the fellowship of the eternal 

Trinity in wondrous mercy – do they find out what is actually the case about God, 

and about their proper ends as his redeemed creatures and adopted children. Only 

thus do they learn to speak to him and of him as they ought. 

Molnar is concerned, as his heroes often were, to expose and dismantle 

flimsy theological edifices. Those inclined to assume – not always on the basis of 

much primary reading – that Barth is best pigeon-holed (and thus largely ignored) 

as patron saint of a dodgy, atavistic cult called “neo-orthodoxy,” or at any rate of an 

especially noisy subsect of it called “Barthianism,” Torrance one of its high priests, 

will doubtless find much of the reasoning a trial. It is fair to say that an exposition 

of divine freedom and creaturely knowledge of God in Jesus Christ could well draw 

deeply on the insights of Barth or Torrance without remaining quite so much in their 

shadow; whether that might soften the challenges for some such readers I cannot 

rightly say. But the work is in any event pitched as a “conversation” with these two 

sources in particular, and as an invitation to heed some important expressions of 

their wisdom, counter-cultural as it may be. In effect, Molnar says, we ignore the 

substance of their arguments at our peril, and the evidences of that are clear. 
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Perhaps the material collected does risk a certain mixture: in part a reading 

of Barth and Torrance as strong contrast to a range of other approaches in theology 

and their wide contemporary impacts; in part a Sachkritik of possible tensions or 

inconsistencies in Barth’s and Torrance’s thought (Torrance’s more than Barth’s 

here); in part a set of arguments about how Barth and Torrance might or might not 

be legitimately invoked in the interests of a strategy such as a reconceived natural 

theology; in part an appeal to the beauty of a joyful confession of Jesus Christ as 

first and last word. Such may be a natural consequence of an assemblage of 

occasional essays with other pieces. The overall effect is nevertheless a weighty set 

of reflections on theological method and the places to which it may take us.  

A slightly less energized or fulsome treatment of sheer differences, a more 

leisurely exposition of the positive realities, and a somewhat wider lens on the 

possible philosophical and cultural roots of the ideas concerning freedom, necessity, 

and knowledge to which Barth’s and Torrance’s dogmatics stand as corrective might 

at times be welcome. But sharp as the polemic can be, lengthy the argumentation 

and evidence, these studies are undoubtedly aimed at constructive ends: at 

theology’s due articulation of great good news concerning the God who loves in 

freedom and in love really does come to us in Jesus Christ, the Alpha and Omega of 

all our true confession. Not everyone with general sympathies for Molnar’s essential 

contentions would necessarily seek to frame all of the issues just as he does; there 

are of course questions also that Reformed theologians themselves might 

legitimately wish to ask about aspects of both of the Reformed theologies here 

celebrated so warmly by a Catholic enthusiast. But the soteriological refrain in 

particular that Molnar brings out in respect of the knowledge of the Triune God of 

the gospel is surely of immense importance; its general inflection in these chapters 

ought to be congenial to many an Augustinian.  

The book is vintage Molnar: a collection of astute exercises on matters about 

which he has thought long and hard, and on which he shares a compelling 

theological vision with considerable skill and panache, tracing out its implications in 

further areas of immediate relevance for contemporary Christian consideration. The 

volume will be read with appreciation by all who have valued his work on Barth and 

Torrance, and with profit by anyone with a concern for the vital connections 

211



PARTICIPATIO: PRIORITY OF GRACE

between a robustly theological theology and the practices of faith in today’s world. 

It fully deserves to be pondered also by those who have yet to reckon in 

seriousness with the issues of enduring significance it ventures determinedly to 

address. 

212


	Face to face with God, we are up against the ultimate truth of being in God’s own self: it is only as we are cast upon him in this way, as the ultimate source of all truth who is not closed to us but who by his nature is open to us, that we may know him truly, for then, we know him under the immediate compulsion of his own being, in the power of his self-evidence.
	because of the alleged non-evidence of its object [since we only know phenomena and not the noumenal] faith was moved to assent through the will, so that its understanding of God was made to rest on moral grounds. But once a gap is opened up in this way between the understanding and its proper object and the will is allowed to move in to assist the understanding in giving assent, then sooner or later some form of the active intellect or active reason comes on the scene and there takes place a shift in the basic notion of truth.
	Because God has concluded us all under His mercy and justified us freely through grace, all men are put on the same level, for whether they are good or bad, religious or secular, within the Church or of the world, they all alike come under the total judgement of grace, the judgement that everything they are and have is wholly called into question simply by the fact that they are saved by grace alone.
	The difficulty of Bultmann’s position becomes clear when we find that even the fatherhood of God becomes problematic. In Jesus Christ and Mythology (p. 69), Bultmann says, ‘in the conception of God as Father the mythological sense vanished long ago’, but he says that we can speak of God as Father in an analogical sense. However, he also says that ‘we cannot speak of God as he is in himself, but only of what he is doing to us and with us’ (op. cit. p. 73). We cannot make general statements about God, only existential statements about our relation to him. ‘The affirmation that God is creator cannot be a theoretical statement about God as creator mundi (creator of the world) in a general sense. The affirmation can only be a personal confession that I understand myself to be a creature which owes its existence to God’ (op. cit. p. 69). Statements about God are not to be understood as objective (that is mythology) – they have to be understood as existential statements (op. cit. p. 61ff). But if we can say nothing about God in himself or about what he does objectively, can we still give any content to his actions in relation to ourselves, and can we really say anything at all of God, even in analogical language? Can Bultmann discard what he thinks of as mythological and still retain the analogical?
	We cannot know Christ a priori, but only after and only in his action, but in his action. Thus to assert that we know the deity of Christ a posteriori is not to say that it is an arrière-pensée! The Divinity of Christ can be no after-thought for faith but is its immediate asseveration in the holy Presence of the Son of God. After-thoughts as such are bound to degenerate into value-judgements, and thence into doubt and even disbelief.
	the essence of knowledge lies in the mystery which is the object of primary experience and is alone self-evident. The unlimited and transcendent nature of man, the openness to the mystery itself which is given radical depth by grace does not turn man into the event of the absolute spirit in the way envisaged by German idealism … it directs him rather to the incomprehensible mystery, in relation to which the openness of transcendence is experienced.
	in forming any concept, he [the human person] understands himself as the one who reaches out beyond the conceptual into the nameless and the incomprehensible. Transcendence grasped in its unlimited breadth is the a priori condition of objective and reflective knowledge and evaluation. It is the very condition of its possibility … It is also the precondition for the freedom which is historically expressed and objectified.
	a theological object’s significance for salvation (which is a necessary factor in any theological object) can only be investigated by inquiring at the same time as to man’s saving receptivity for this object. However, this receptivity must not be investigated only ‘in the abstract’ nor merely presupposed in its most general aspects. It must be reflected upon with reference to the concrete object concerned, which is only theologically relevant as a result of and for the purpose of this receptiveness for salvation. Thereby the object also to some extent lays down the conditions for such receptiveness.
	an understanding of justification which really lets Christ occupy the centre, so that everything is interpreted by reference to who He was and is … we must allow the Person of Christ to determine for us the nature of his saving work, rather than the other way round. The detachment of atonement from incarnation is undoubtedly revealed by history to be one of the most harmful mistakes of Evangelical Churches.
	must not what God decrees for man be eo ipso an interior ontological constituent of his concrete quiddity ‘terminative’, even if it is not a constituent of his ‘nature’? For an ontology which grasps the truth that man’s concrete quiddity depends utterly on God is not his binding disposition eo ipso not just a juridical decree of God but precisely what man is, hence not just an imperative proceeding from God but man’s most inward depth?
	is also a hidden closeness, a forgiving intimacy, his real home, that it is a love which shares itself, something familiar which he can approach and turn to from the estrangement of his own perilous and empty life. It is the person who in the forlornness of his guilt still turns in trust to the mystery of his existence which is quietly present and surrenders himself as one who even in his guilt no longer wants to understand himself in a self-centered and self-sufficient way.
	We are not starting out from the Christological formulations of the New Testament in Paul and John … we are not assuming the impossibility of going behind such a ‘late’ New Testament Christology to ask about a more original and somewhat more simple experience of faith with the historical Jesus, in his message, his death, and his achieved finality that we describe as his resurrection.
	and seek in every way to let it declare itself to us … we must be faithful to the actual facts, and never allow preconceived notions or theories to cut away some of the facts at the start … The ultimate fact that confronts us, embedded in history and in the historical witness and proclamation of the New Testament, is the mysterious duality in unity of Jesus Christ, God without reserve, man without reserve, the eternal truth in time, the Word of God made flesh.
	deep and subtle element of Pelagianism in the Roman doctrine of grace, as it emerges in its notion of the Church (to use modern terminology) as the extension of the Incarnation or the prolongation of Redemption, or in its doctrine of the Priesthood as mediating salvation not only from the side of God toward man but from the side of man toward God.
	The Gift and the Giver are one. Grace is not something that can be detached from God and made to inhere in creaturely being as ‘created grace’; nor is it something that can be proliferated in many forms; nor is it something that we can have more or less of, as if grace could be construed in quantitative terms … Grace is whole and indivisible because it is identical with the personal self-giving of God to us in his Son. It is identical with Jesus Christ.
	If one has a radical hope of attaining a definitive identity and does not believe that one can steal away with one’s obligations into the emptiness of non-existence, one has already grasped and accepted the resurrection in its real content … The absoluteness of the radical hope in which a human being apprehends his or her total existence as destined and empowered to reach definitive form can quite properly be regarded as grace, which permeates this existence always and everywhere. This grace is revelation in the strictest sense … this certainly is revelation, even if this is not envisaged as coming from ‘outside.’
	the unreserved fidelity of our minds. It is no blind act of faith that is required, divorced from any recognition of credibility, for the reality of the incarnation or the resurrection is the kind of objectivity which makes itself accessible to our apprehension, creating the condition for its recognition and acceptance, that is, in such a way that belief on our part is the subjective pole of commitment to objective reality, but intelligent commitment to an objectively intelligible reality which is to be grasped only through a repentant rethinking and structural recasting of all our preconceptions.
	‘a strictly theological proposition’. In this instance the faith conviction is rooted in the scriptural assertion of God’s universal saving will, and in the belief that if God truly wishes the salvation of all, then it must be a concrete possibility for everyone. One way, although obviously not the only way, of understanding grace as a universal possibility is to understand it as an existential in human life. Philosophy serves theology’s task of seeking an understanding of faith in the sense in which Anselm defined theology as fides quaerens intellectum, faith seeking understanding.
	whereby Renaissance humanists transplanted creare, creator and creatio from the hallowed ground of Christian liturgy and doctrine (which hitherto had been their sole preserve) onto the soils of art historical and art theoretical description in the sixteenth century—to refer now not to divine but to fully human activities and accomplishments.
	… God is the poetry caught in any religion, caught, not imprisoned. Caught as in a mirror
	that he attracted, being in the world as poetry is in the poem, a law against its closure.
	which really lets Christ occupy the centre, so that everything is interpreted by reference to who He was and is. After all, it was not the death of Jesus that constituted atonement, but Jesus Christ the Son of God offering Himself in sacrifice for us. Everything depends on who He was, for the significance of His acts in life and death depends on the nature of His Person.
	we are yoked together with Jesus in his bearing of our burden and are made to share in the almighty strength and immutability of his vicarious faith and faithfulness on our behalf. Through his incarnational and atoning union with us our faith is implicated in his faith, and through that implication, far from being depersonalised or dehumaised, it is made to issue freely and spontaneously out of our own human life before God.
	God loves us, that He has given His only Son to be our Saviour, that Christ has died for us when we were yet sinners, and that His work is finished, and therefore it calls for repentance and the obedience of faith, but never does it say: This is what God in Christ has done for you and you can be saved on condition that you repent and believe.
	Jesus Christ has to come to lift man out of that predicament in which even when he has done all that it is his duty to do he is still an unprofitable servant, for he can never overtake the ethical ‘ought’. But actually the Gospel is the antithesis of this, for it announces that in Jesus Christ God has already taken a decision about our existence and destiny in which He has set us upon the ground of His pure grace where we are really free for spontaneous ethical decisions toward God and toward men.
	Through women’s encounter with the holy mystery of their own selves as blessed comes commensurate language about holy mystery in female metaphor and symbol … conversion experienced not as giving up oneself but as tapping into the power of oneself simultaneously releases understanding of divine power not as dominating power-over but as the passionate ability to empower oneself and others … in the ontological naming and affirming of ourselves we are engaged in a dynamic reaching out to the mystery of God.
	the doctrine of the Spirit requires the doctrine of the Son. It is only by the Spirit that we know that Jesus is Lord and can assert the homoousion of him, but apart from the Son, and the inseparable relation of the Spirit to the Son, the Spirit is unknowable, and the content of the doctrine of the Spirit cannot be articulated.
	can only be said from this point, from [our] being in Jesus Christ. If this rule—which is the basic rule of all sound doctrine—is followed, the statement that God is knowable to [us] can and must be made with the strictest possible certainty, with an apodictic certainty, with a certainty freed from any dialectic and ambiguity, with all the certainty of the statement ‘the Word was made flesh.’
	When Bultmann wishes to reinterpret the objective facts of kērygma, e.g. as given in the Apostles’ Creed, in terms of an existential decision which we have to make in order to understand, not God or Christ or the world, but ourselves, we are converting the gospel of the New Testament into something quite different, converting christology into anthropology. It is shockingly subjective. It is not Christ that really counts, but my decision in which I find myself.
	a possible strategy for moving past the impasses between theologies of the Word that take a fideistic stance on Scripture as God’s self-revelation without subjecting their dogmatic claims to external criticism, and the theologies of culture that contend that God can only be known through the medium of culture but lack criteria for differentiating revelation from the cultural status quo. The argument has been made that God is encountered in history in works of justice, compassion, and liberation, even when the locus of this spiritual work is a body politic not historically associated with any religion whose members describe their emancipatory work without appealing to explicitly theological language.
	all my human responses to God, for in Jesus Christ they are laid hold of, sanctified and informed by his vicarious life of obedience and response to the Father. They are in fact so indissolubly united to the life of Jesus Christ which he lived out among us and which he has offered to the Father, as arising out of our human being and nature that they are our responses toward the love of the Father poured out upon us through the mediation of the Son and in the unity of his Holy Spirit.
	Here the ultimate ground of the moral order in God is no longer a detached imperative bearing down abstractly and externally upon us, for it has now been embodied once for all in the incarnate Person of the Lord Jesus Christ and takes the concrete and creative form of new righteousness that transcends the split between the is and the ought, the righteousness of our Lord’s obedient Sonship in which our human relations with our Father in heaven have been healed and reconciled. We are now made through justification by grace to share in the righteousness of God in Christ. Thus we are made to live in union with him and in the communion of his Holy Spirit who sheds the love of God into our hearts, and informs our life with the very mind of Christ the obedient Son of the Father. This does not represent merely a conceptual change in our understanding of the moral order, but a real ontological change resulting from the interlocking of incarnation and atonement in the depth and structure of our human existence and the translation of the Son/Father relation in Christ into the daily life of the children of God.
	In Jesus Christ, God has intervened decisively in the moral impasse of humanity, doing a deed that humanity could not do itself. That impasse was not simply created by the inability of human beings to fulfill the holy demands of the law and justify themselves before God, but created by the very nature of the (moral) situation of man before God, so that it could not be solved from within itself as demanded by the law. Thus the intervention by God entailed a complete reversal of the moral situation and the setting of it on a wholly new basis … as sheer gift of God’s grace which is actualized in them as reality and truth.
	Hence we must think of the reconciling work of God in the cross, not only as once and for all completed and effected, but as travelling within and through our historical existence, as it were, as continually operative in reconciling intervention within history and all the affairs of humanity, and in the whole cosmos — Immanuel, God almighty with us in the midst of history, bearing all its sin and shame in his holy love, for he has already gathered it up upon himself.
	For humanity, the redemption of the cross involves at the same time reconciliation of man with fellow man, of all men and women with each other, and particularly of Jew and Gentile, for the middle wall of partition has been broken down and God has made of them one new man in Christ Jesus. The word of the cross is not that all men and women are as a matter of fact at one with one another, but that such at-one-ment is achieved only in desperate and crucial action, through atonement in the death and resurrection of Christ. But because that has been finally achieved in Christ, the cross cuts clean across the divisions and barriers of the fashion of the world and resists them. It entails a judgement upon the old humanity of Babel and the proclamation of the new humanity in Christ Jesus which is necessarily one and universal. That becomes evident in the Christian church, whose function is to live out the atonement in the world, and that means to be in the flesh the bodily instrument of God’s crucial intervention.
	If Jesus Christ is only morally related to God himself, then the best he can be is a kind of moral Leader who through his own example in love and righteousness points us to a better moral relationship with the heavenly Father … The Church then becomes little more than a way of gathering people together on moral grounds or socio-political issues … But if Jesus Christ is God the Creator himself become incarnate among us, he saves and heals by opening up the dark, twisted depths of our human being and cleansing, reconciling and recreating us from within the very foundations of our existence.
	Thus there has opened up a deep gap in our relations with God and with one another which we cannot bridge…. The human heart is so desperately wicked that it cunningly takes advantage of the hiatus between what we are and what we ought to be in order to latch on to the patterns and structures of moral behavior required of us, so that under the image of what is good and right it masks or even fortifies its evil intentions. Such is the self-deception of our human heart and the depravity of our self-will that we seek to justify ourselves before God and our neighbors …
	Now if from this perspective, in light of the fact that as the Mediator between God and man Jesus Christ is the personalising Person and the humanizing Man, we look back at the doctrine of the Church, we may be able to see more clearly why the Church is not merely a society of individuals gathered together on moral grounds and externally connected with one another through common ethical ideals, for there is no way through external organization to effect personalizing or humanizing of people in society or therefore of transforming human social relations. But that is precisely what takes place through the ontological reconciliation with God effected in the Mediation of Christ which binds the Church to Christ as his Body. Through union and communion with Christ human society may be transmuted into a Christian community in which inter-personal relations are healed and restored in the Person of the Mediator, and in which interrelations between human beings are constantly renewed and sustained through the humanizing activity of Christ Jesus, the one Man in whom and through whom as Mediator between God and man they may be reconciled to one another within the ontological and social structures of their existence…. The very same message applies to human society, for in virtue of what takes place in the Church through corporate union and communion with Jesus Christ as his Body, the promise of transformation and renewal of all human social structures is held out in the Gospel, when Society may at last be transmuted into a community of love centring in and sustained by the personalizing and humanizing presence of the Mediator.”
	[I]t is necessary to see that the resurrection means the redemption of space and time, for space and time are not abrogated or transcended. Rather are they healed and restored, just as our being is healed and restored through the resurrection. Of course we cannot separate our being from space and time for space and time are conditions and functions of created existence and the bearers of its order. The healing and restoring of our being carries with it the healing, restoring, reorganizing and transforming of the space and time in which we now live our lives in relation to one another and to God.
	An outstanding mark of the Nicene approach was its association of faith with ‘piety’ or ‘godliness’ … that is, with a mode of worship, behavior and thought that was devout and worthy of God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. This was a distinctively Christian way of life in which the seal of the Holy Trinity was indelibly stamped upon the mind … of the Church.
	implies that the very basis for a merely moral or legal account of atonement is itself part of the actual state of affairs between man and God that needs to be set right. The moral relations that obtain in our fallen world have to do with the gap between what we are and what we ought to be, but it is that very gap that needs to be healed, for even what we call ‘good’, in fulfillment of what we ought to do, needs to be cleansed by the blood of Christ…. The inexplicable fact that God in Christ has actually taken our place, tells us that the whole moral order itself as we know it in this world needed to be redeemed and set on a new basis, but that is what the justifying act of God in the sacrifice of Christ was about…. Such is the utterly radical nature of the atoning mediation perfected in Christ, which is to be grasped, as far as it may, not in the light of abstract moral principle, but only in the light of what he has actually done in penetrating into the dark depths of our twisted human existence and restoring us to union and communion with God in and through himself. In this interlocking of incarnation and atonement, and indeed of creation and redemption, there took place what might be called a ‘soteriological suspension of ethics’ in order to reground the whole moral order in God himself.
	Thus in living out to the full in our humanity the relation of the Son to the Father, and therefore in bringing the Father into direct and immediate relation with the whole of our human life, Jesus Christ was the perfect man perfectly reflecting the glory of God, but as such and precisely as such, the whole course of Christ's perfect human life on earth was identical with the whole course of the Father's action toward mankind.
	Let us consider then what is involved in justification by Christ alone. It means that it is Christ, and not we ourselves, who puts us in the right and truth of God, so that He becomes the center of reference in all our thought and action, the determinative point in our relations with God and man to which everything else is made to refer for verification or justification. But what a disturbance in the field of our personal relations that is bound to create! … How different altogether, I thought, was the ethical disturbance that attended the teaching and actions of Jesus or the upheaval that broke in upon contemporary society and law when He proclaimed the absolutes of the Kingdom of God, and summoned people to radical obedience … What the Gospel of Jesus proclaims is that God Himself has stepped into our situation and made Himself responsible for us in a way that sets our life on a wholly new basis.
	God Himself has intervened in our ethical predicament where our free-will is our self-will and where we are unable to extricate ourselves from the vicious moral circle created by our self-will, in order to be selflessly free for God or for our neighbor in love. It means that God has interacted with our world in a series of decisive events within our historical and moral existence in which He has emancipated us from the thraldom of our own failure and redeemed us from the curse of the law that held us in such bitter bondage to ourselves that we are now free to engage in obedience to God’s will without secondary motives, but also so free from concern for ourselves and our own self-understanding that we may love both God and our neighbour objectively for their own sakes. It is thus that justification involves us in a profound moral revolution and sets all our ethical relations on a new basis, but it happens only when Christ occupies the objective center of human existence and all things are mediated through His grace.
	By pouring forth upon men unconditional love, by extending freely to all without exception total forgiveness, by accepting men purely on the ground of the divine grace, Jesus became the center of a volcanic disturbance in human existence, for He not only claimed the whole of man’s existence for God but exposed the hollowness of the foundations upon which man tries to establish himself before God.
	We recall that in Jesus Christ the Word of God has established reciprocity with us in the conditions, structures and limitations of our creaturely existence and within the alienation, disorder and disintegration of our human being where we are subject to the wasting power of evil and the divine judgement upon it, in order to lay hold of our world and sustain it from below, to recreate its relation to the Creator and realize its true response to Him as God and Father of all. That is to say, in Jesus Christ the transcendent Rationality of God has planted itself within the created order where its bounds, structures and connections break down under the negation of evil, in order to reintegrate spiritual and physical existence by setting up its own law within it, and restore it to wholeness and integrity in the form, as it were, of a meeting of the Rationality of God with itself in the midst of estranged existence and in the depths of its disorder. In this way, the incarnation has affected the whole creation, confirming the primordial act of the Word in conferring order and rationality upon it.
	we must think of the human person as transcendentally determined in his or her existence as soul and body, which not only constitutes him or her as a personal human being before God, but maintains him or her in relation to him as the ultimate Ground and Source of his or her creaturely order…. The human embryo is fully human being, personal being in the sight and love of his or her Creator, and must be recognised, accepted, and cherished as such, not only by his or her mother and father, but by science and medicine.
	If we are to follow this Jesus in the modern world we must surely learn how to apply scientific knowledge and method to such terrible problems as hunger, poverty, and want, without falling into the temptation to build up power-structures of our own, through ecclesiastical prestige, social success or political instrumentality, in order to make our ministry of compassion effective within the power-structures of the world, for then we would contract out of Christian service as service and betray the weakness of Jesus. On the other hand, if we are to engage in scientific exploration of the universe, in response to the Word of God incarnate in Jesus Christ by whom it was made, we must learn to respect the nature of all created things, using pure science to bring their mute rationality into such articulation that the praises of the Creator may resound throughout the whole universe, without falling into the temptation to exploit nature through an instrumentalist science in the interest of our own self-aggrandizement and lust for power, for then also would we contract out of Christian service as service and sin against the hiddenness of Jesus in the world.
	Hence, far from thinking of the saving acts of God in Jesus Christ as in any way an interruption of the order of creation, or some sort of violation of natural law, we must rather think of the Incarnation, Passion and Resurrection of Christ … as the chosen way in which God, the ultimate Source of all rational order, brings his transcendent mind and will to bear upon the disordered structures of our creaturely existence in space and time.
	the creative order of redeeming love, and the kind of order that is unable to reveal to us its own deepest secret but can only point mutely and indefinitely beyond itself. Yet since this is an order that we may apprehend only as we allow our minds to yield to the compelling claims of reality, it is found to be an order burdened with a latent imperative which we dare not, rationally or morally, resist, the order of how things actually are which we may appreciate adequately only as we let our minds grope out for what things are meant to be and ought to be.
	The Church can only be the Christian Church when she is ever on the move, always campaigning, always militant, aggressive, revolutionary…. to turn the whole order of State and society, national and international, upside down…. By throwing the social environment into ferment and upheaval, by an aggressive evangelism with the faith that rebels against all wrong and evil, and by a new machinery through which her voice will be heard in the councils of the nation as never before, the Church will press toward a new order. Whenever there is evil in the industrial and economic order, in the political or international sphere so in the social fabric of ordinary life, the Church must press home the claims of the Christian gospel and ethic…. [T]he great task of the Church is the redemption of the world and not a comfortable life in little, religious churches and communities.
	Hence Christ is to be found wherever there is sickness or hunger or thirst or nakedness or imprisonment, for he has stationed himself in the concrete actualities of human life where the bounds and structures of existence break down under the onslaught of disease and want, sin and guilt, death and judgement, in order that he may serve man in re-creating his relation to God and realizing his response to the divine mercy. It is thus that Jesus Christ mediates in himself the healing reconciliation of God with man and man with God in the form, as it were, of a meeting of himself with himself in the depths of human need.
	The Church cannot be in Christ without being in him as he is proclaimed to men in their need and without being in him as he encounters us in and behind the existence of every man in his need. Nor can the Church be recognized as his except in that meeting of Christ with himself in the depth of human misery, where Christ clothed with his gospel meets Christ clothed with the desperate need and plight of men.
	Until the Christian Church heals within itself the division between the service of Jesus Christ clothed with his gospel and the service of Christ clothed with the need and affliction of men, and until it translates its communion in the body and blood of Christ into the unity of its own historical existence in the flesh, it can hardly expect the world to believe, for its diakonia would lack elemental integrity. But diakonia in which believing active intercession, bold unashamed witness, and the reconciled life are all restored in the mission of the Church will surely be the service with which Jesus Christ is well pleased, for that is the diakonia which he has commanded of us and which he has appointed as the mirror through which he reflects before the world his own image in the form of a Servant.
	Thus any preeminence of the male sex or any vaunted superiority of man over woman was decisively set aside at the very inauguration of the new creation brought about by the incarnation. In Jesus Christ the order of redemption has intersected the order of creation and set it upon a new basis altogether. Henceforth the full equality of man and woman is a divine ordinance that applies to all the behavior and activity of 'the new man' in Christ, and so to the entire life and mission of the Church as the Body of Christ in the world.
	[I]n view of this representative and substitutionary nature of the sacrifice of Christ, to insist that only a man, or a male, can rightly celebrate the Eucharist on the ground that only a male can represent Christ, would be to sin against the blood of Christ, for it would discount the substitutionary aspect of the atonement. At the altar the minister or priest acts faithfully in the name of Christ, the incarnate Saviour, only as he lets himself be displaced by Christ, and so fulfils his proper ministerial representation of Christ at the Eucharist in the form of a relation ‘not I but Christ,' in which his own self, let alone his male nature, does not come into the reckoning at all. In the very act of celebration his own self is, as it were, withdrawn from the scene.
	“3. Christ is the one Mediator of reconciliation. If all things were created by Christ and for him, then he alone can unite them, when evil threatens to disintegrate them - whether they are things in (on) earth or in heaven, things visible or invisible. If all the fullness of God dwells in Christ and he has made peace through the blood of his Cross, then what we have here is a cosmic peace. There are no differences under heaven, or even in heaven, which do not fall under the reconciling power of Christ and his Cross. Even the visible and the invisible realities are reconciled to one another.
	If this is the Christ whom we preach, the one Mediator of reconciliation through the blood of the Cross, how can we preach that Gospel, unless we are prepared to act out that reconciliation in our own lives and bodies, and so refuse to let divisions among us give the lie to the Gospel with which we are entrusted?
	Let us listen to the words of Jesus himself: ‘If you bring your gift to the altar and there remember that your brother has something against you, leave there your gift and go your way, first be reconciled to your brother, and then come and offer your gift’.
	Are we ready to let this govern our relations with other Churches, even to govern Holy Communion in our own Church as well as inter-communion with other Churches? - first go and be reconciled with your brother’.
	Are we ready to let this reconciliation affect also our social and national life, so to set Christ and his Cross in the midst of all that divides us, that he may heal our wounds, unite and bind us together in one Body until every wall of partition is demolished by the Cross?
	... Come, let us put the love of God incarnate in Christ in all his creative power, with healing and compassion and reconciliation unbounded, absolutely first in all we think and do; and to him, with God the Father and God the Holy Spirit, be all praise and glory for ever and ever. Amen.”
	Perhaps the worst thing Churchmen could do would be to lose their nerve at the wide gap opening up between historic Christianity and modern patterns of human behavior, and allow themselves to be panicked by the avant-gardes into translating the Christian message into current social manifestations which are themselves part of the sickness of humanity. That is alas the line so often pursued by reactionary liberals in the name of ‘involvement,’ as though the Church were a sort of religious discotheque, whereas I want to challenge them to follow the example of the Greek Fathers in undertaking the courageous, revolutionary task of a Christian reconstruction of the foundations of a culture: nothing less is worthy of the Christian Gospel. (Theology in Reconciliation, p. 271)

