
SAPIENTIA AND THE TRINITY
NS THE TRINITA

West iıdentihed the e1InNg, the ontological princıple, of
(G0d wıth Hıs substance rather than ıth the PCTSON of the ather‘ )
“CThe subsequent developments of trinıtarıan eology, especlally ın the
West wıth Augustine and the scholastıcs, ave led us {O SCC the term

OUSIA, noTt hypostasis, AS the expression of the ultımate character and the
causal princıple (ÜpXN) In eing“) In the West, especılally SInNCe
the time of Augustine, the unıty of the dıvıne eing served AS the
startıng poınt of Trinıtarıan eology’°). Such statements COU be
multiplıed Dy CVEOIN the mOoOost CUTFSOTY eadıng of twentieth Century
Eastern TtNOdCdOX writers, and go0od Man Y cCcontemporarYy estern
theologıans have een inclıned take such Judgments ru and
conclude hat have relatıvely lıttle learn from Augustine ıIn the
task of constructing properly °relatıonal’ mMO of trınıtarıan
ıfe Augustine’s CONMNCEIN ıth the self-relatedness of the dıvine 6ESSCIICC

(on the nalogy of the self-perception and self-assent of the human
subjec 1S SCCI] AS ONC of the primary OUTCCS of that pervasıve estern
European obsession ıth the indıvıdual’s of hım- OT herselfC
has led. ın the wake of Kant, the fundamental iıllusıon of modernıty,
the notion hat the private self 1S the arbıter and SOUTCEC of value ıIn the
WOT Augustine stands accused of collaboratıng ın the construction of
the modern CONSCIOUSNESS hat has wrought such havoc In the Or
antıc cultural WOr. and 15 busy exporting its sickness the rest of
the globe, 116e occludıng the VIsS1ıOoNn of the ole planet’s future ın ıts
delusıons of technoecratic mastery hugely nfated self-regard, fed
Dy the hıstory of introspection*).

Leavıng asıde these LNOTC global cultural Judgments, belıeve that
the connection made between Augustine and the CONSCIOUSNESS of
‘modernıity’ 1s Ser10us $ resting superficial eadıng of h1is
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work especılally the De frın In hat follows, IN Y aım 111 be tO cshow
hNOW, above all ıIn the ast [WO 00 of hat work, Augustine’s
reflection the trınıtarıan eing of God theologıca
possıbılıties VEILY dıfferent from the proto-Cartesıan OT proto-Kantıan
tendencıes ıth 16 he has een charged. As always, the reader of
Augustine must OW for the dıfhculties caused by hıs dıffuse exposıtion
and reluctance {O settle sıngle technıcal vocabulary, d also for the
undenı1able fact that hıs rhetoric remaıns Platoniıc and dualıstic CVECN

when the substance of HIS hought 1S movıng iın quıte other
dırection”): but, thıs eıng salıd. ıt 1S ST1 possıble follow hrough ıIn
the De Frın sıngle many-layered DTITOCCSS O1 exploratıon that emaıns
tantalısıngly suggestive. 15 not, of COUTSC, possıble present
comprehensıve readıng of thıs arge and subhtle tex{i ın the COMPDaASS of
short but hope that, ıf nothıng else, these INa Y help
draw attention the strıkıng absence In recent Augustinian scholarshıp
of an Y sustaıned hermeneutical treatment of the conclusıons of the De
{rin.®); and perhaps Drompt fuller and better study

For SOINC COMMEeNntTS thıs, N chapter of Joseph UO’LEARY, Questioning ack
The Overcoming of Metaphysics In Christian Tradition, Miınneapolıs, 985 TIhe argumen
of the present accords ıth Leary’'s In insıstıng that SCC Augustine
dismantling metaphysıc of timeless spiırıt, raher than sımply reproducıng the
‘ontotheology’ of Plotinus Porphyry.

hıs 15 NOTL overlook the classıcal monographs the subject and the Man Yy
INOTIC recent horter treatments ıIn general SUPVCYS of trinıtarıan theology. Nothing has yet
quıite replaced Schmaus’ standar:' work, Die psychologische Trinitätslehre des hl
Augustinus, Munster, 19280 and SULLIVAN, The mage of God. The Doctrine of
Augustine and 1ts Influence, Dubuque, 1963, remaıns important SUIVCY. Many recent
works tend st1il] overemphasıze Augustine’s COMNCEIN ıth the dıvıine unıty, and accept
the conventional wısdom the dıference between Augustine and the Greek Fathers.

[Du ROY, L intelligence de la foi la Yinite selon ugustin, Genese de theologie
friınıtalre JuSsqu en 391 Parıs, 1966, 15 richly documented argumen fOor treatıng
Augustine’s trınıtarıan thought moniıst and essentialıst, scheme In which the VCONOINY
of salvatıon pDlays relatıvely lıttle part Bourassa has provıde decısıve
thıs ın [WO artıcles, “Theologıe trinıtaıire hez Augustin’, Gregorianum 58 (1977)

6/5-725, and ‘L’ıntelligence de la 01 bıd (1978) 245437 ern! Jochen
HILBERATH, Der Personbegriff der I rinitätstheologie INn Rückfrage VON arl Rahner
Tertullians « Adversus Praxean», Innsbruck, 1988, however, ST1 tends folow the usual
tradıtıon of interpretation; but hıs d1iscussıions of Augustine rely VeILY heavıly
secondary lıterature and do NnOT tackle the concludıng books of De Frin. (see 97-
104) Pp 48-49 er useful SUTVCY of recent treatments Schindler’s artıcle ın the
Theologische Realenzyklopädie (Bd 4’ 645-698) has obviously infiÄuenced Hılberath’s
presentatıon of the 1SSuUeSs. 1Iwo wriıters who ave not sımply accepte: the prevaılıng
AaCCOUNT AICc Y ves Congar and ertiran: de Margerıe. Congar, iın Believe In the Holy
Spirit, London, 1983, does far INOTC Justice the pluralısm of Augustine: vol I’ /8,
seifs asıde the idea of Augustine takıng the dıvine unıty hIs startıng poımnt, and vol HIL,

80-95, dIC full of nsıghts, especılally the overlap between Augustine and the
Eastern tradıtıon De Margerıie, La Trinite chretienne dans [’histoire, Parıs, 1975, 1 59-
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ere ATC [WO maJor pomnts fOo be borne in mınd A read the ast
00 of De frIN., poılnts which ATC often grasped wıth insufhicıent
larıty because they CIMET SC into full 1g only al rather advanced

Both affect the interpretation of theS of the argument.
‘psychological image’, the paralle between the threefold structure of the
mınd  >  s self-relatedness and the threefold pattern of dıvıne ıfe The rst
has eCChn uc1dly treated by everal scholars, notably Dy ullıyan ıIn h1s
study of 1963 ’) The ımage of God ın us (as opposed the IMeTEC

vestig1a of triadıc structures ın the mın 15 realısed when the three
Oments of OUT mental aBEeNCY all ave God for theır object The

image, in other words, 18 noT the mınd’s self-relatedness elps uüs LO

discover that do, ın factı 1ın about OUT OW ınkıng ASs both
unıted and iırreducıbly differentiated®): ATC nabled hereby

SOTINC extent the ogıcal aporlal of 00 VII of De
trın But ATC nOoTL hereby g1ven Anı y sıgnıflıcant ACCOSS to what the
IMAZO 15 the image 15 preserved only when ıt ex1Ists ad 1DSUM (followıng
the better eadıng here. instead of the ana alternatıve ab IDSO GUO
iımprımıtur (XdL xı 16) 1s perfectly concelivable that the mınd INAdYy
remember, understand and Oove itself, accordıng ıts nature, and yeL
be wıthout sapientia, the knowledge of dıvıne atters AMIV 1B3): it ıll
in fact, ın such CaASC, nOoLt NOW OT love itself truthfully ıf ıt 15 d self-
contaiıned object itself. Augustine’s argument, AS he summarızes 1t ın
the early chapters of De frın. AXIV, has paradoxıcal and teasıng
character. Take AWdY from the mınd ıts aWaTenN«Ccss of iıtself AaSs actıvated
by Outfe sensatıons OI CVCN by inner ıimages, ıts awareness of ıtself A

actıng truthfully OI virtuously, all those ciırcumstances iın which Can

Sa Y cognoscibilia cognitionem gıgnunt X  9 what 1S
Apparently (sOo cshould expect) the mınd’s AaWAaTeNCSss of ıts OW

‘pure’ actıvıty, that 16 1S nOoTt adventicia Sibi; but, havıng saı1d that
thıs 15 the IMAZO QUUAM quaerimus (ıbıd.) Augustine almost immediately
denies that the image 15 constituted Dy self-awareness ıIn the usual
al all (x1.14) We ATC noTt able NOW OT love ourselves ‘accurately’

[Y2: 1S Iso balanced discussıon, 16 like Congar’s, emphasızes the iın between
Augustine’s trinıtarıan eology and hıs eccles1010gy.

As referred ın the preceding ote
Thıs, rather than an Yy rıg1d doctrine of the ‘ftaculties’ of the soul, 1S hat 1S in

question ın Augustine’s argument; which that ecrıticısm of the partıcular trıpartıtıon
of the thinking self which Augustine prefers oes not necessarıly touch the maın pomint
1Ssue. Augustine 1S not resting hıs CASC unexamıned mode!l of mınd that has three
clearly delimıtable capacıtles, but the problems and paradoxes of mental actıvity that
Cal be object iıtself.



320

unless know and love ourselves A known and OVEe': by God:
that. for OUT mınds be re-formed ın sapıent1ia, theır prıime object must
be God AS intellıgent and lovıng, (God ASs Creator of beings who ATIC ablle
LO share ın hıs wiısdom: colat eum AON factum CULUS ab facta
est el CUIUS A partıceps potest X11.159: Thus the mınd share
In the Justitia and sapıent1ia of (G0d not by havıng characterıstics ın
COINIMMNON wıth God, A if God and the mınd both chared
rıghteousness and wısdom., both offered instances of these things, but
Dy recelving the Just and WISe actıvıty whereby (G0od communıicates tO
creatures (ıbıd.) For the mınd acquıre sapıentia 1S for the mınd SCC

ıtself sustaıned and embraced Dy thıs self-communicatıng actıon of
God: {O SCC itself d eing ırectly formed by thıs relatıon
wısdom, noTt g1ven identity by Its relatıon ‘lower'’, transıent objects
X1Vv.20) Its knowıing and lovıng of God ıIn thıs Context 1S also
knowıing of ıts DIODCI place in creation’s hıerarchy, ıts reedom from
empora. and materı1al condıtionıng ın ıts deepest orlıentatıion. 15
possıble for human mınds be free for God, because there 18 nothıng
In the order of creatıon that intrudes between the mınd and self-
communıicatıion.

What CMCT SCS from thıs important section of Augustine’s
T  u 1S that the mınd d independent indıvıdualıty cCannot image
God: when it reaches the pomint al which ıt Can apprehend ıts actıvıty
apar from actıvıty ın relatıon thıs OT that object OT stimulus 1ın the
WOT. it eıther apprehends iıtself 4S acted UDON by God, OT ıt generates
the fantasy of eing self-subsıstent agent, abstract indıvidualıty
beyond all relatıons. For it SCC ıtself d acted uDON by God 1S {O
NOW that it 18 known and OVEe! Dy God: and ın thıs knowledge ıt
acquıres sapıentia, the knowledge of hat 1s eternal. And hat 1s
eternal 1$ the self-ımpartıng actıvıty of Go0od d crea(tor, ASs g1ver of the
Justitia and sapıent1ia Dy 10 COMNMNC {O chare ın dıvıne lıfe,
actualıse the dıivine aCT 1ın OUT OW empora and finıte CoONnfiext The
image of God., 1ın short, 15 realısed when COME be ıIn CONSCIOUS
relatıon the dıvıne AßT that esta  1ı1shes the possıbılıty of relatıon;
when SCC ourselves d actıng Out the self-ımpartıng of God by
consc10usly ylıelding ourselves tO be known and OVEe: Dy God Sınce
hat eing known and OVe by (10d 1s the foundatıon of OUT realıty ıIn
the rst place, SINCE ex1ist because God desıres impart hıs love,
knowing ourselves Aas OVEe: creatures 1S the only WaY of knowing
ourselves truthfully And ıf ex1ist because (10d desıires LO impart hıs
lıfe, ex1ist AS charers In knowledge and love, d beings whose self-
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awaren«ess and self-relatedness 1s poss1ible in virtue of relatedness
lımıtless knowledge and love. ven the dımmest human self-awareness.,

inartıculatefar cshort of saptent1da, aCTIS Out of buried and
connectedness ıth eternal knowledge and love: the re-formatıon that

effects 18 the actıvatıon of thıs forgotten ınk which unregeneralte
CONSCIOUSNESS Can UuNCOVETI of iıtself (XIVxV220). We find OUT

nature ASs OVe: creatures hrough the experience of eing redeemed
creatures TIhat Can be saved only Dy cheer gift 1S the revelatıon hat
o1ves ACCEOSS the unknown but always presupposed ground of all
OUT distinctively human actıvıty, the ground ın gift, in the turnıng of
God hat 1S nOTL (30d ın uncaused love.

Growing nto the image of God, then, 1s nOTL matter of perfecting
OUT pOossessionN of certaın qualıities held in COMMON wıth God, NOT SVECN

sımply AS rapı readıng of De rın XIV m1g uggest comıng
ave (G0d A the formal oject of OUT mental actıvıty. 1S for us be

al ome ıth OUT created selves (our selves d produced, er1ve: and
be al home wıth the actıon of cCreator We COMC 'image’ God

Dy grasping that OUT realıty ex1sts solely wiıithın h1s actıvıty of impartıng
wısdom and Justice, and thus etting that pr10r gift form OUT CONSCIOUS
reflectiıon and decisıon-makıng whıch of COULSE 1S nOoTt one by OUT

effort but Dy the rece1ving of the of Christ which reconnects us

wıth OUT vocatıon be created image. The image of God ın us

might be sa1d entaıl MOvem! iınto OUT createdness, because that 1S
moveme into OW ıfe A4AS turned ‘outwards’. What thıs

practically iınvolves 1S somethıng which Augustine eiurns ıIn De frın.

X  9 when he discusses the nature of the ıfe g1ven us in the donum of
the Holy Spirıt, the ıfe of corporate charıty (see XV xxx11.18 in

partıcular). But ıt cshould be clear enough from OM that Augustine’s
VIEW of the ıimage 1S. Sa Y the least, VerYy imperfectly characterised d

°monist' OT individualıst. Not only o€es it insıst uDON the fulfilment of
the image eing matter of relation God (and of charıty realısed in

DYy the oly Spirıt), it also depends upOoN the belıef hat the God wh
1$ imaged himself wiılls relatıon Dy impartıng h1is OW ıfe And thıs
latter poınt throws SOMIMNEC 1g the complex arguments of Book X  E
and what m1g be mean Dy Augustine’s denıal that the mental
trinıty ın COU ın anı y correspond the trınıty that 1S
ıfte

Augustine, ıIn XVAS. refers back earlıer discussıons in the
work notably 111 where he has cautioned agaınst supposing that,
when call the Son W OT wısdom, OT the Holy Spirıt love, ATIC

identifyıng the DEeTSON wıth the qualıity iın such WaY 4S imply that
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the Father has h1s wisdom only hrough the Son What 1S sa1d of (10d
adjectivally, what 1S sa1d about the SOTrT of ıfe hat must be S; 15
saıd of the ole trınıty ogether and of each of the DCTISONS qually
these predicates belong ef UMNLVEFrSAE frinıtatiı el DerSONLS SINZULLS
(ANV Vl We Call, Augustine9 reduce these predıicates three:
eternity, wısdom, blessedness, three ftundamental °cClusters’ of rules for
the approprıiate uUusc of the word ° 1Io be dıvıne, ıfe must be
wıthout lımıt, possessed of intellıgence and order:; and content wıth
ıtself V.8) rather strıkıng echo of the classıcal Indıan definıtion of
the dıvinıty ASs saccidananda, eIng, CONSCIOUSNESS and 1SS Thıs
reduction of dıvine predıicates 1S achıeved Dy recognısıng that there 1S In
God dıstınetion between substance and qualıity, sei of thıngs
happening be Irue of God ASs opposed the thıngs constituting God
ASs God Thıs 1s why, althoug the three °“cClusters’ iıdentihed eTe ave
certaın usefulness In spellıng Out the dıverse 1n of thıngs eed
5Sd y ın order LO clarıfy what INCAan Dy God/’, they do nOoTL themselves
represent rea] trınıty in God theır reference 15 ONMNC and the Samne

V1 We COU quıte properly select only ONC ASs implyıng all three
sapıent1ia, for instance: and the task WOU then be cshow how thıs
predicate iıtself entaıled trınıtarıan ıfe

We ave lready had lımpse of the authentic pattern of thıs lıfe.
S>a y>S Augustine (v1.10) iın the eıghth book of the work (VI1I1L.x.14), where
mention Was rst made of the trıad of el quod amaltlur el aımor

At that the notion Was LOO dıfhcult for usSs tO ulNY;
needed hrough the long purıfıcatıon of OUT ideas about self-
AaWarCcNlSs, ıth 1ts paradoxıca clımax, hat OCCcupIles 00 XIV
In Book NVAIL the iıdea of unchangeable o0d drawıng (1 mınds
ıtself in love Was discussed (  .111.4-5), eadıng into consıderation of
the problem, How Can love what do nOT know? 1V LOVE:
Augustine5 arNlses from recognition, recognisıng in somethıng
OT OINCONMNC else pattern (forma) of Justice ÖT goodness that already
know wıthın ourselves AdSs the SOUTCEC and OTIN of OUT OW Judgmen
(v1 egın understand the trınıty ASs understand love. Oove
consıdered d the desıre for Justitia In PCTSONS, that desıire IC Can

ımpe us CVCMN self-sacrınce vi1.10) We MUuSst be In love wıth lovıng,
must desıre that there he love, in us and In others. Thıs 1Ss hat it 1S
want Justitia, the ng and PTODCI relatıon between thıngs, 16 1S

or us human beings ng (lovıing relatıon wıth OUT maker. It 1S thus
that Carıtas OT dilectio iıtself provıdes mMO of the trınıty. OVve loves
OVve 1 that OVEe characterıistically loves the aCT of OVve OT
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the condıtion of eing ın OVve ıth somethıing urther We Can only Ove
OVve when it 1S actually loving (obvıously); the OVve that 1S OVEe! cCannotL
be abstract ()1. objectless enclosed in iıtself Carıtas therefore
implıes, iın 1l10N itself 4S aCcTl and relatıon, OVEe: object and
the love that 15 in that object tO make it worthy of love. ere 1S love,
there 1S what 15 OVEe: and there 1s the lovıing that eX1Ists In what 1S OVve
Thıs, ın 1s how should read the statement ın VI11.x.14, UMOYT

alicuius AMANTLS estT, el aliquid amalur ‘“love 15 OVe for
lover an objective, nOoT subjectıve genitive], and somethıng must be
the object of that lover’s love’. In sımpler there 15 IM Y love for
SOMCONGC, theır OVve for OTINCONMNC OT somethıng, and whatever that
OTINCOMNC OT somethıng 15 these three constitute the ealıty of love
ASs know it Any aCct of CAarıtas IC 1S authentic (as opposed LO the
acquısıtıve compulsıon sometimes stupı call OVe VIIL.vu.10)
DT'  S such trıad When SCC myself A lovıng, know why
love the 00d the 00d 1S the exient hat know
hOow tO love, and in the 00d recognIıse the' the forma, of I1 Yy
OW inner ıfe My lovıingness, COln barbarous term, 1S condıtıon
hat UuMmes the of other that IN Y the
o0d becomes sıgn of the lovıng nature of hat Good, enablıng

the continulty between hat and what the 00d 1S
Augustine ends Book 111 Dy warnıng that dIC nOTL yel al the

end of the investigatıon; eadıng Burnaby lO SaY, rather oddly?), that
the nalogy of OVEe has only SMa place In the saınt’s thought. The
reference back {O thıs section In Book agaınst such Jjudgmen
The pomt 15 that: ıile the triadıc STIructure of Carıtas OT dilectio cshows
us where ook for ıllumınatıon about the trınıty, ıt 1S, AS it stands,
analogy resting the relatıons between ubject and external
object ThALSs 1S why the dıgression of XIV 15 NCCCSSATY .

must discover whether there 15 anythıng Caln 5Sd y about the
ubject relatıng ıtself wıthout the medıiatiıon of anythıng outsıde ıtself
ıf ATC LO LIrYy Sd y any  ıng about God; and, A ave SCCI1, Book
TV 1S the culmınatıon of thıs venture ere 1S nothıng that Can be
saı1d of the mınd’s relatıon itself wıthout the medıatıon of the
revelatıon of God AS ıts creator and lover. At the heart of OUT self-
AWAaTEeNCSS 1S the AaWAaTENCSS of the self-ımpartıng of God, whereby
perce1ve the eternal fact underlyıng OUT ex1istence. Book XIV oOUg

John BURNABY, ed and E, Augustine: Later Works ıbrary of Christian
(lassıcs London an Phiıladelphia, 1955, 54, 38
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be movıng us back LO the fundamental insıghts of Book 881 the latter
showed us hat OUT recognıtion of changeless o0d rested upDON the
possıbilıty of recognısıng 1ts continulty wıth OUT mental lıfe, and the
former showed us that thıs VETYV recognıtıon 15 the work of
sapıentia, gıift from the creator What recognise INn ourselves and
beyond ourselves 1S the eternal 00d AS turned towards us and sharıng
ıtself ıth us We d1C ready NO tO understand that the sapıentia of
God (whiıch, ave een told In V1 1S iıdentical ıth hıs essence)
loves the creation 1C. it freely makes; and, i$ it loves other realıties, 1t
cCannot be wıthout love for ıtself OF, consequently, knowledge of itself.
If ıt 1S eternal love, 1t has need for object outsıde ıtself, and ıf ıt 1S
eternal love, it must be the kınd of threefold Carıtas ATC famılıar ıth
in OUT WOTr

The later [070) of De ftrın aTre abDboure: and dıffuse In theır
STIrucCiure that it 1S extremely dıfhcult LO SCC how they form sıngle

Not SCC thıs. however, 15 rısk disastrous mısunderstan-
dıng MaYy be ASs well, therefore, before g01Ing an Y urther attempt
SUMIMAATY reconstruction of the d have trıed _outline it
here.

(1) We PTESUDDOSC In all OUT Judgments unchangıng Good,
end of q1] OUTrT desirıng (a famılıar Augustinian theme: SCC, C
Confessiones XVI1
(11) If desıre it and utılıse 1t In Judgment, must In SOTINC
°*know) it:
111 The form of OUT Judgment about g00dness 1S recognition hat
thıs 1 SCC 1S akın what 1$ present ıIn us already;
1V) Our approbatıon of the 00d 1s iınseparable from wantıng the
00d LO COMNNC be In all;
(V) Thus OUT ÖT chare In the 00d 1$ non-self-directed
desıre: Carıtas;
VI) TIhus the 00d love In others also has the form of love:
Vl What OoVve 1s what 1S lovıng;: hence the triınıtarıan form of
love:
(v1l1) But how Can thıs tell us about God SInCce it PT'  S the
kınd of dıferences that appiy only the WOTr. not eternal
and sımple and changeless realıty?
1X) We MUuUST strıp dWAaVY from the mınd 1ts condıtioning DYy
‘adventitious’ factors LO SCC f Can understand the notion of
uncondıtioned self-presence and self-love;
(X) We conclude that OUT OW ourselves 1S other
than condıtioned by OUT eing the objects of dıvine Knowing and
dıvıne lovıng;
(X1) TIThus the ole DTOCCSS of recognısıng the 00d In uS, IC 1S
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part of OUT intellectu. and moral self-presence, 1S the fruınt of eing
OVEe: by God:
X11 We NOW (secundum quid) hat God knows because God
loves us and imparts us chare ıIn hıs ıfe AS sapıentia;
(X111) saptientia 15 thus iıdentified 4S iıtself OVe desıre for
the 00d be ıIn others;
X1V As eternal,;, ıt must be uncondıiıtioned (et. the remarks the
grammar of eternity early ıIn Book XV):
XV) God 1S ın OVve wıth God, and the (J0d whom God loves 15 the
God who loves God threefold carıtas ıth extiraneOus
condıtionıng 1C the rest of Book endeavours larıfy
urther

What cshould be partıcularly noted 1s that Augustine, far from
separatıng the dıvıne substance from the ıfe of the dıvıne pECTSONS,
defines that substance ıIn such WaYy that God cCannot be other than
relatıonal, trinıtarıan. Because the dıvine ıfe ın ıts coming-forth
creation Cal only be grasped 4S self-ımpartıng, sapıent1ia and Carıtas ATC

inseparable; and Carıtas 15 inconce1vable wıthout relatedness. H (GJ0d 15
eternal wısdom, he 15 eternal love. Ihe dıvıne 6ESSCHNCC 15 noOoTt abstract
princıple of unıty, NOT °cCausal’ factor OVCI and above the hypostases:

be God al all 15 be desiırous of and actıve iın giving the dıvıne ıfe
That 1$ the CSSCIHICC, the definıtion of G0d for OUT9 there 1S
‘dıvinıty' not constituted DYy the aCT of Carıtas, and thus dıvinıty that
Can adequately be conce1ved apar from the trınıty of peTrSONS.

Thıs In turn throws SOMINEC lıght what Book clearly implıes 1S
the nature of the IMAZO ın the human mınd: because the of
human mental actıvıty do NnOL correspond, eXCcepL In rather loose WaY
(xx111.43), the PCISONS of the trınıty, the mınd images, in 1ts ensemble
of characteristically mental operatıons, the trınıty IN tOLO 15
trınıtarıan ıfe appropriate the created order, A agaıinst the
triınıtarıan ıfe approprliate eternity. As ave SCCH, the eternity of
God ınvolves aDsolute self-ıdentity. In God there 1s nothıng pertaınıng
IO the nature of God that o€es nOoT pertaın LO thıs trınıtarıan 111e
Vl and nothıing that 1s rue of ON PCISON IC 1S nOoT iIrue of all

that (as Book VII had alrerady stated) cshould be 5Sd y
that the Father 1S WI1Sse hrough the wısdom he begets OT lovıng hrough
the love he sends or 4S Spirıt YlL12): Because all AIC dıvıne ın virtue
of the ONMNC sapıtentia 16 1S theırs, and because hat sapıentia involves
all INcan Dy MECMOTY, understandıng and love, OR PDCTISON
performs speclalıse mental aCT behalf of all the Spirıt WOU nOTL
be wısdom S17 alius e1 meminısselt eique alius intellegeret tantummodo
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SIhri Inse diligeret and cf. XV11.28). Human beings, the other
hand. AIC not human In vıirtue only of eing capable of ‘sapıential’
ıfe OUT humanness 1S nOoT constituted Dy MCMOTY, understandıng and
love, but by other thıngs d ell mortalıty and anımalıty vu We
only DOSSCSS hat God ımmutably 15 Thus Cannot understand the
sımultaneıty and otalıty of dıvıne sapıentia: OUT mental operatıons ATC

ırreducıbly time-bound vVi.13) We NOW partly hrough self-percep-
tıon, partly hrough sense-perception Xu.22):! a  oug X1 X11 22)
OUTr OW production of verbum and the relatıon of that verbum
actıon has SOTNEC Ser10us analogy tO the ıfe of God, thıs dual character
of OUT knowıing, self-relate: and other-related, that there 1S
abıdıng unlıkeness X11 Our knowledge 1S nNOT ıke NOT 11]
it GCGVG6Gi be it 111 always and necessarıly be sapıentia earned OT

acquıred (XV.26) CVCNMN when 1t 1s assured (as ıt NO 1S not) of Tu
basıs XV.24-26).

The image of God. created sapıentia iın uS, has therefore rather
paradoxıca character. Our ordınary mental]l actıvıty 1S radıcally unlıke

actıvıty; nothıng ıll actually assımılate us {O the absolute self-
entity of nature d lovıng wısdom. We image the dıvine
wiısdom the exient that OUT self-perception 1S perception of OUT OW
aDSOlute dependence the self-g1ving of hat w1sdom: {O the extient
hat what SC when o0k al ourselves 1S ireely generatıve
And thıs that must perce1ve ourselves d tiımebound, 1imıted
and vulnerable, A4S eing In eed of NOL d self-generating. Our
sapıentia o€es nOTL termınate in Visiıon of ourselves A timeless spirıt
but In the recognıtion of OUT created dıstance from God only do
become WISE, because only 1S creatıve wısdom made the object
of OUT self-kKnowing. IThus the temporal SUCCESSIvVeENESS, the Iragmentary
and rather insecure ıfe of INCMOTY, understandıngz and ıll In us 1S
approprıiately the ehıcle of the dıvıne image, In ıts vCIrYy difference from
G0d self-understandıng AdS ure (ın the ullest ınvolving
a4WaTren«ess of lovıng creator) 1S the reflection of love, and of

sapıentıial eing 1s tOo become of the all-pervasıveness ın
human miınd, human lıfe, of the dıvine Carıtas. The purıfıcatiıon of

the mınd Irom empora condıtioning descr1ibed In (070) LO XIV 1S
noTlt esigne ead us dWdY from OUT knowledge of ourselves ın the
WwOor but sShow how the MmMOoOst abstract form of self-awareness
Can attaın confronts us wıth the OoVve of G0d ırreducıbly there beyond
OT before us TIo recall hat WdsSs saıd earlıer, the image 1S "MmMovement
nto OUT createdness’.
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If ATC ontologıcally incapable of eing saptentia as God 1S, OUT

task 15 let the DTOCCSS of OUT mortal existence be transformed Dy the
self-knowledge of 1C 18 OUT DTrODCI wıiısdom. It 18 thus VETY
much In order when Book consıderation of the Holy
Spirıt AS agen of OUT transformatıon and of OUT partıcıpatıon ın the ıfe
of God The Spirıt 1s called CAarıtas OT dilectio, nOoTt because the Spirıt
alone LS love, but because the effect of the Spirıt’s work 1S the effect of
love, ASs far A4ASs ATeC concerned 1Le the Spirıt facit NOS INn deo UuUnNere

el LDSUM INn nobis (XY1L;31: cf. XIX:37) Liıkewise, the Spirıt 1s donum
(Xvill. X1X.38) ASs the ABCNCY makıng love present In us be the
formal of OUT salvatıon. oes nOTL matier that ONa INdYy also be
used of the Sprirıt, SINCE the WaY iın 1C the ONC sSavıng dilectio 1S
appropriated to the needs and callıngs öf dıverse human beings In the
ONC Body of Christ involves pluralıty of relatıons between the Spirıt
and us x1x.34) TIhe tıtle of donum O0€es noTt INCAall that the Spirıt s
dıviıne STatius depends the relatıon of God tO the world: the Spirıt 1S
(G0d eternally Nor oes it INcan that the Spirıt 1S: d gıft, infer10r the
Father and the Son A o1vers; God g1ves God, havıng nothıng else
o1ve: IDSUM det sıcul eUsSs X4Xx:30) The Spirıt, AS God, CannotL be
passıve, object be passed Dy the ABCNCY in Father and Son
AON es!t 76 Conditio altı el dominatio dantium sed concordia 'atı el

dantium (ıbıd.) In other words, the pırıt’s godhead 18 precıisely that of
Father and Son the lovıng wısdom of self-g1ving. But INa Y SaV of
the Spirıt ın partıcular what 1S Irue of 1vinıty in general (dilectio
donum) because ıt 1S hrough the Spirıt that the ıfe of love and gıift
1C 1S God 1S lovıngly gıven ın the specıfic hıstOry of OUT salvatıon
and CONCT! and dıverse indıvıduals. 1s because of the Spirıt that

have ACCOSS AS redeemed creaftures sapient1da, because of the Spirıt
that INa Y be taken into the ıfe of self-ımpartatıon IC
recognIıse AS the ground Ol OUT VeCILY relatıon ourselves.

The Spirıt 1s °cOommon’ Father and Son (la XLA
XXVIL. noTlt ASs qualıity characterıisıng them equally, impersonal
attrıbute, but ASs that actıve dıvıne 91VINg, not sımply ıdentical wıth the
pCTrSON of the Father, IC the Father communicates LO the Son
g1ve in h1s turn (xxv1.47 XXVI1 Thıs 1S perhaps the moOost dıfhcult
aspect of Augustine’s thought in Book The Spirıt s ‘ıdentity' ıIn the
eternal ıfe of God has be defined mostly Dy negatıons. As ave
SCCIHI), the Spirıt 1S not passıve OT impersonal, but ubject who o1VES

1S what it be dıvıne) the Father. in eternally 1vINng
1vıine ıfe the Son, g1ves that ıfe d iıtself ‘g1VINg’ ABCNCY, for
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there 1S abstract, pre-personal OT sub-personal dıvinıty: he g1VES the
Son the capacıty g1ve that Sarmne 91VINg ıfe W.  1C ın OUT hıstory, 1s
the g1ver us of the relatıon of gıft that exX1Ists between Father and
Son Se 1IDSUM det Sicult euUuSs the Spirıt d God Q1VvES God, g1Vves the
realıty of self-sharıng sapıentia that ex1Ists eternally AS the Father’s
generatıon of the Word The pırıt’s acı of g1ving 1S not that of the
Father begetting the S5on, NOT 1S it that of the Son 'releasıng’ the Spirıt
into the WOT. DYy h1ıs o1ft of himself the Father:;: but it 1S the aCTl of
(30d Q1VINg, and 1S ess ‘'person' than Father and Son The Spiırıt
proceeds principaliter from the Father XV11.29, cf. XXV1.47 XV11.48
perfectly clear indıcatıon that Augustine dıd not teach procession of
the Spirıt L[ANquam ab UNO PFINCIPLO in the scholastıc sense): but the
cContexti makes it plaın that dIC not therefore LO CONCEeIVve of the
Father ASs prıimary ‘self-posıting subject’ out of whose indetermiınate
plenıtude Aow the Son and the Spint*?). Augustine insısts iın precısely
these XXV1.47 XXVIL. the aDsolute sımultaneıty of the
triınıtarıan relatıons. In WaY 1C makes ıt impossıble accept an Yy
crude acCccount of the Father’s priorIity, ÖT CVCNMN an Y mMO of the trınıty
in IC the Father as prime "‘pOSsessor’ of the divine ESSCNCC

dıstrıbutes it others (we ave noted that the dıvıne DCISONS do nOL
"pDOSSESS’ the dıvıine CSSCNCC, but ATIC hat ıt IS)1 1) Sapitentia ex1Ists Dy
generatıng other, it has 1ts eing 4S lover by eing actıvely for
another: the Father 1s Father, and 1S concretely and actıvely God, Dy
eing for the Son Sapientia eX1sSts Dy eing eternally OVEe! eternally
contemplated, it has ıts eing 4S hat recelves and responds {O such
everlastıng OVEeE the Son 18 Son. and 15 concretely and actually God.,
Dy eing from the Father And sapıentia exX1Ists Dy eIng, quıte sımply,
Oove In search of object, 1t has ıts eing d the aCctT of everlastıng love
1C 1S g1ven form but not exhausted Dy the mutual gift of Father and
Son the Spirıt 1s concretely and actually God by eing from OT hrough
the Father and the S5on, iın the of eing the AaSCNCY that constitutes
theır relatıon ıtself actıve OT productive. In eternity, that productive
OoOve 1S must SUDDOSC ‘satıshed’ In turnıng everlastıngly the
exchange of generatıng and generated wısdom d$S ıts perfect object. In
the CCONOMY of salvatıon, the contemplatıve VIS1ION of Father and Son

10) See John MILBANK, “"Ihe Second Diıfflerence: FOor Iriınıtarianısm wıthout
Reserve’, Modern Theology, vol 2 n . 1986, 213-234, CSD Z IS

11) Note, in XIV and XX1 the Janguage of the Father ‘speakıng’, ‘uttering’,
hat he 18 in the Word, rather than giving hat he has another.
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that 18 the work and the identity of Spirıt (God’s love lovıng the love of
od) 1s worked, realısed, iın creatures, ASs they AdIC drawn Out of theır
dıstance from dıvıine love share the relatıon between Father and Son,
and themselves 1ve iın the bond of Ccarıtas ıth each other the
bond of OoVve 1C 15 the ıfe of the Church, the COMMUNLO sanctı
SDINLEUS (Augustine’s favourıte theme in hıs antı-Donatist writings)**).

The notion of the Spirıt AS love in search of object MaYy SCCINH

slıghtly odd ONC, but xXx1.40-41, though densely and obscurely
expressed, lıttle 1g Here Augustine, ıle grantıng the
inadequacy of the created analogy of mınd 1ın hıs usual WAdY, invıtes the
reader tO reflect. nonetheless, the role of love ın understandıng, of
understandıng ın love, and of INCIMOT Y in both, d tOo diıscover
inadequate but quıte authentic intuıtion of the inseparabılıty and
mutual conditionedness of the dıvine PCTSONS. Nisı reminiscendo AON

redit ad aliquid, el ALSL amando redire HOn nNnNOSTIrae cCogitationis
INTultus; hought involves ‘interest’, desiırous intent, kınd of CFYOS,
1C sends us into the MCMOTY in search of the image, the VLS1LO, 1C

eed in order {O complete OUT ınkıng, in order for OUT ınkıng
be recogniıtion, 1: be CONtINUOUS and coherent. Thıs love, thıs eros

of ınkıng and interpreting, unıtes the hıstory of OUT percelving ıth
the present experiıence of perce1ving, establıshıng the former A 'parent’
of the latter. Ita dileciio qQUAE VisS1ıONEM INn memor1a constitutam el
VLS1ONEM cCogltationts inde formatam quası prolemque coniungit
xx1.41) The dilectio of hought 1s hat makes ınkıng coherent
actıvıty, act from which Can rationally SO Thus, turnıng from
image archetype, Can SaVY that it 1S in the love of the Spirıt that
the entire DTOCCSS (to UuUsc hopelessly inept empora term) of the
sapıential Oove which 1S (J0d finds ıts completeness, ıts inner
‘conJoınedness’, and ex1Ists AdS realıty capable of actıon ad e  E}
CVCNMN though ıt 1s ın eed of nothıng ab

SO far, then, from Augustine’s trınıtarıan eology dealıng
inadequately wıth the Holy Spirıt, ıt succeeds, for the rst time in the
hıstory of Chrıistian doctrine, ıIn g1ving SOTNC ACCOUNT of how and why
the Spirıt 1S intrınsıc the trinitarian ıfe task 1C not GG the
mMoOst sophıiısticated of Gregory of yssa ManNagc wıth an Y grea
cClanıtyr2)): Like the Cappadocıans, Augustine remaıns UNSUuUTC how est

12) Especıally De baptısmo 111-V, and Ep 185.x .43
13) Davıd BROWN, The Divine Irinity, London, 985 (esp ch belıeves that the

Cappadocıan eology of the trinıty 1S preferable Augustine’s in ıts greater fundamental
clarıty about the dıstinctness of the PDETSONS;, but Brown 1S not able ShOW NOW
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dıstingu1s the generatıon of the Son from the ‘breathing-out’ of the
Spirıt ıIn an y but these hıghly metaphorıcal (xXxv11.48); but he 1S
noTt unduly worried by thıs. and believe he 18 Ng nOTL be worried.
He has establıshed WdYy of aikıng about the pattern of dıvıne relatıon,
complex but nOot at all incoherent, 1C Can MAaANagcC perfectly ell
wıthout any  ıng but provısıonal and heuristic TawWw
dıstınetion whose sıgnıfıcance 1S made plaın In the whole analysıs of the

of eternal lovıing w1isdom. Is the price of all thıs
insupportably °moni1st‘’ pıcture of God? As Burnaby points oUut+):
Augustine 1S absolutely clear hat °the Persons lof the rınıty ATC nOoTt
faculties OT functions of dıvıne Ego there 1S self of 1C the

of sapıentia 1S part, ASs mental ıfe 1S part of human lıfe,
and the CONSCIOUS ıfe of mınd part of mental]l ıfe overall, and the
sapıentıal ıfe of parti (untıl gel {O heaven) of CONSCIOUS ıfe
ere Can therefore be question of an y subordinatıon of triınıtarıan
pluralıty unıty of ESSCHNSC TIhus there 1S sımple AdNSWeET the
question of whether Augustine thought in of ONC dıvıne
“°CONsSCIl0usness’ OT three The PCTISONS of the trinıty ALC nOoTt three phases
of Q CZO; but neıther ATC they three quası-ındependent agents In ser1a]
conjunction. The OIlC ıfe of sapıentia1 1S ıfe 1S Dy definıtion

CONSCIOUS, intellıgent, knowiıing lıfe:; it 15 also, ASs have observed.,
ıfe that 1S (agaın Dy definıtion, ONCC ATC clear what sapıentia really
means) ıfe that generaltes relatıons of OVe and generates otherness.,
dıfference. The dıvıne wısdom eX1sts only RN somethıng iıke relatıon
between subjects. Yet the "content‘' of what these subjects AdTiIC CONSCIOUS
of 1S ormally identical, dıfferentiated only Dy the locus of thıs (F that
subject wıthın the overall pattern of relatıon ÖT interdependence. Hence,
In XNVAXIV.23 Augustine’s observatıons the knowledge of Father and
Son the Father knows all thıngs both 1ın hımse and ın the Son
that 1S, he knows hımself AS ultımate inıtl1ator of all, and he knows IN
thıs aCctTt of knowıng how thıs inıtlatıng AaCt 1s realısed In, °uttered’ ıIn and

Cappadocıan analysıs MANaALCS the question of the ternal dıstinctness of the Spirıt iın Al y
1NOTEC than superficial WaAY Brown’s subsequent remarks the question In hıs defence
of hıs book, “Wıttgenstein agaınst the « Wıttgensteinlans»: Reply Kenneth Surın
The Divine I'rinity’, Modern Theology, vol Z n“ 3, 1986, 257-276, repealt number of
pomnts Oou Augustine’s suppose interest ın the unıty of the dıvine SAl which 1ın
IO be unsustaıinable, but Iso hınt trinıtarıan MO| not In fact all that far from that of
the atfer 00 of De Frin. gratefu Dr Brown not only for dıscussıon of ese
quest10ons, but for the opportunıty of readıng h1s unpublıshed “Irınıtarıan
Personhood and Indıvidualıity”, whiıich be stıil closer Augustinian
pDerspective.

14) Op eit.. 31



PIENTITA AN  eH IHE IRINITY 331

AS the Word The Father knows the Son because he kKkNOWS hımself d

and only as) the Son’'s begetter; the Son knows the Father because he
knows hımself ASs (and only as) the ONC generated Dy the Father
gignendo, Tle nascendo). They do NOT NOW dıfferent thıngs, NOT do they
know themselves A4ASs independent Ndıvıduals they AdIiIc nOTL independent
objects themselves. We AA efit wıth lıttle Sa Y but hat sapıentia 1S
CONSCIOUS ıfe whose CONSCIOUSNESS of iıtself ex1ists only in manı10
interrelatıon of lovıng aCTSs OT rather, dıfferentiatiıon and self-
reflex1vity wıthın OHC lovıng V  s 1C 15 also INOTC than self-
reflex1vity' ın the ordınary because it 1S, though Complete ıIn tself,
also indeterminately ıIn search of object love, and thus both
sufhcıent iıtself and productive.

have een arguıng that Augustine CannoTt be held responsıble for
INOVC towards indıyıdualısm ıIn anthropology and abstract theism In

eology. The introspective method of De trın 1S esigne:
‘demythologıise’ the solıtary human CDO Dy establishing the ıfe of the
mınd rmly In relatıon (30d and, hat 1S MOTC, (God undestood
as self-gıft, ASs into otherness and distance ıIn self-ımpartıng
Ove As the work 1ts conclusıon, it INOTEC and INOTC into

mediıtatıon the impartıng of diıvine CAarıtas hrough the Holy Spirıt,
and thus meditatıiıon the human self wıthın the cCcCOommunNnıoN of
belıevers. Liıkewıse, the INOTEC and INOTEC elaborate discussıon of the
themes of OVe and gıft In Book X  9 agaınst the background of earlıer
and INOTIC ketchy remarks, makes 1t quıte plaın that the chliches about
‘beginnıng from the dıvıne unıty’ d determinıng Augustine’s eology
ATIC of usc whatever ın understandıng what 1s go1ng ın h1s
theologıca treatIise. He 15 less concerned than anı Yy Tee theologıan

SCCUTC the unıty and sımplıcıty of the dıvıine nature, but, A

polemical CONCEIN, thıs ADDCAaIS VETY rarely ın De Frin. ere 1S certamly
al all of Neoplatonıist interest ın the One al work Hhere °)

What Augustine 0es achleve 1S the transformatıon of cConcept of the
ONC dıvıine nature AS the Content of the three dıvıne subsıstents (a
CONCeEPL icC Can suggest rather statıc pıcture of that nature) into
the VISION of the dıvıne nature 4S actıvıty (sapıentia OVe that
Cannot but ex1Ist In trinıtarıan relatıon. Thıs 15 hardly mon1ısm OT

°abstract theısm'. Contemporary eology 1S increasıngly taken wıth
forms of trinıtarıan pluralısm that threaten become mythologıica

15) Pace BROWN. ‘Wıttgenstein agaınst the « Wıttgensteinians»’, 269, and others,
notably ROyY
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the dıvine ıfe AS interactıve drama and such trends eed {O be
alance!' Dy Ser10us attention {O Augustine’s aCCOunt odern
trınıtarıan pluralısm 15 often wholly intellıg1ıble reaction LO the
unhelpfully formal vers1ions of trinıtarıan orthodoxy Current
scholastıc textbooks OT LO the abstract unıtarıanısm LO 1C ıberal
Protestantism tended But it 1S not the only possıble WaY of retrieving
thıs central element ın the Christian STaMMar of God: and ıf ıt 1S
content wıth hıghly anthropomorphic pluralıty of agencıles, ıt l
mMI1Sss the central element iın Augustine’s analysıs the understandıng of
the dıvıne nNalure d lovıng wısdom, ASs relational, and thus the
integration of the doctrine of the trınıty wath diıscourse about God [Oul

trınıtarıan theology prepare stick close {O the fundamental
Chrıstian perception of eing given chare In the unlımıted gift and
exchange that 15 the JOY of (GJ0d ıll ave much learn from the De
frIN., ıth its exceptionally nuanced fusıon of theology and anthropo-
10gy In hıs work Augustine, Tarsıcıus Van ave has consiıstently
drawn students of the doctor Carıtatis INOTEC deeply into thıs riıch
interaction between God and the humanum In the ole COTDUS of
Augustine’s hought It 1S therefore appropriate tO end thıs grateiu
trıbute Fr Van ave ıth SOTIIC words of hıs Augustine’s
anthropology, 1 m1g ell be taken tO summarıse hat ave
ere argued be the maın thrust of the De frın

Thıs VISION involves immense responsıbıilıty for those who
ATC belıevers. We become responsıble d for the of

love ın the WOTr For OUT love of INan, In the end, 1s the
OoVve of God hıimself God loves the WOT hrough us*©)

(Oxford Rowan WILLIAMS

16) Tarsıcıus Va  — BAVEL, “CIhe Anthropology of Augustine’, Milltown Studies
u  1n), prıng and Autumn 1987,


