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Abstract

This dissertation explores the connection, or rattisconnection between Rahner's ecclesiology
and his existential ontology, showing that his gjfttLthas the potential to be useful in the plunalist
conversation which Christianity finds itself in #dif pushed in more radical directions. The
dissertation is structured by first exploring thesies of Rahner's terminology and thought,
particularly in contrast with Heidegger — a majaftuence on his writing — showing that
transcendence and immanence are interdependdrnbfoNext, we will explore the wider issue of
Rahner's place in post-modern conversations, éstaig a hermeneutic which focuses on the
'Hearer' — one constituted by the speech of Godtam®ther in the everyday of life, rather than a
stable modernist subject, as is often attributdaimo Next, taking this hermeneutic, | will show
how it is worked out in existential terms, to theeemt that Rahner's thought validates any and all
philosophies and theologies which engender loveha’'s neighbour, hope for the future and
authenticity in the face of death — our prime exknfgeing the philosophy of Hegel. Unfortunately,
Rahner's ecclesiology fails to direct the impulshis existential ontology towards universalism,
instead favouring the privileged status of thehlesiChurch in general and the Roman Catholic
Church in particular. Therefore, | will conclude Bconstructing Rahner's ecclesiology in
conversation with Hans Kiing and Jean-Luc Marionvingptowards a universal idea of the Church
which recognises that the gift of God is receiveelly by all Hearers in their diverse contexts,
groups and possibilities of knowledge, without tieed for a visible Church.
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General Introduction

In Karl Rahner we find the most interesting of Yfagican 1l thinkers, one who sought to both
challenge the stifling traditions of the Roman Gtuand the certainty offered by modernity,
instead offering a third way: focusing on mysteng &duman transcendence. Rahner may have
accomplished more indirectly than directly — offgnviding the theological justification for other,
explicitly contextual, styles of theology — suchliageration theology. Indeed, his thought on itsnow
basis is granted less attention now that debates maved on in both Roman Catholicism and
philosophy; this may in part be due to the moderatf his tone through which he seeks to be

faithful to his ecclesiastical tradition whilstthe same time introducing novel concepts.

The main problems that my thesis will address arthe one hand, the view that Rahner’s theology
leads to the primacy of the visible Church wheroiines to revelation and salvation, and on the
other hand, that it leads to a foundationalist ustd@ding of the individual — both readings which
would rightly lead us to conclude that Rahner’suifiiat has little or no continued value when it
comes to interfaith dialogue or questions of edclegy amidst the decline of western institutional
Christianity. In offering a re-reading of Rahneg will challenge how his thought has been
received both by his contemporaries and today:fasradationalist mainly concerned with the
individual by post-modern thought or as a potehtidangerous figure for more traditional catholic
thinkers. Instead we will argue that Rahner’s thdwggasped the complex interplay of communal
and individual formation in light of the mystery Giod. However, given that Rahner retains a clear
commitment to the visible structures of the Chugspecially in his work entitleBoundations of
Christian Faith, we will deal with Rahner on his own terms, askifigdeed there are possibilities
of re-reading his thought in a more radical manAsisuch, one of the key questions that arise in
this paper is the connection — or rather the diseotion — between Rahner’s existential ontology,
in that it has the potential to affirm an ecclesgyl beyond the visible structures of the Churcld, an
his proposed ecclesiology which retains the Chascthe prime witness to Christ. Bringing
Rahner's theology into conversation with more raldicinkers such as Kiing will allow us to re-

read him the midst of the decline of visible Chaisity in the west, reconnecting his existential

1 One of the key limitations of this paper is th&dus mainly on Rahner's theology as foun&aundations of
Christian Faithbecause it is his most systematic and mature veasrbpposed to thEheological Investigationahich
are earlier and more fragmentary in nature. | dovéver, use other works such as articleSaesramentum Munaind
Rahner'sTheology of Deatin order to better present some of his key corxcept
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ontology to a more open ecclesiology which affimisHearers of the word rather than privileging

those within the visible Church.

In chapter one | will explain the basics of Ralm#rbught and terminology. Specifically, | will
address how he uses ideas of Heidegger's, suBeiag-in-the-world," and takes them in a
Christian direction, building a system of thoughtwhich human beings recognise the infinite
mystery — God — who upholds and conditions theitdde. Next, our discussion of transcendence
in Rahner will widen into an analysis of foundaatiam in Rahner through the work of Shannon
Craigo-Snell, John Milbank, Hans Urs von Balthasaat others in order to establish a way of
reading Rahner in light of the conversation betwaedlernity and post-modernity, showing that he
offers a uniquely Christian third way in his contepthe Hearer who is constituted by the
experience of God in mystery and the encounter thighOther in the world — instead of the stable
individual Self favoured by modernity. Rahner emrgibes the existential ontological nature of the
Hearer and the call of God which the Hearer respaad- being first constituted by that call and
then deciding for or against it through existenmraldes of Being. The complex dialogue between
the individual and the community serves to show Rehner’s subject can neither be an island to
themselves nor be wholly grasped and representaxddrhrough an institution such as the visible
Church.

The second chapter will then apply the hermenduticais on the Hearer to a real example: can
someone like Hegel be understood as a prophet bgdRain other words, can God be heard in
philosophy and other discourses, in Rahnerian tereglore Rahner's existential ontological idea
of revelation which can be applied beyond expfmitns of Christianity to thinkers who are neither
existentialists nor part of the visible ecclesisueh as Hegel. Ultimately, | will argue that any

system of thought, either individual or communaleg access to Christ as long as it encourages the
development of love, hope for the future and autheyin the face of death — all of which
themselves represent our foundational relationghipystery and, therefore, God. In summary, the
Hearer we argue for in chapter one and the reweldtiat the Hearer is exposed to cannot possibly

be contained within Rahner’s later assertion ofpitimacy of the visible Church.

After providing a Rahnerian reading of Hegel in eeond chapter, in the third chapter | will show
how Rahner's ecclesiology disagrees with his extisteontology, which has the potential to be

open and inclusive of philosophy and other the@sgihis conclusion will lead to a more detailed
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discussion of Rahner's ecclesiology through comaterd such as Richard Lennan and Patrick
Burke, arguing that, contrary to their interpraia, Rahner's ecclesiology is a departure from his
wider thought and is in need of being reconstrudtedtly, | will reconstruct a reading of Rahner in
dialogue with Jean-Luc Marion's idea of the saedgthenomenon and Hans King's reading of
Hegel, arguing for the idea of the Church as usizehumanity instead of one in which the visible
Church has a privileged position in its epistemwmaly- rather than existential — knowledge of God.
To conclude, the Hearer and revelation that we laageed for up until this point will be shown as
incompatible with Rahner’s idea of the primacylw v7isible Church as the place of revelation,
instead offering a more complex alternative whiesists being finalised in one or even several
institutions. | will show that an ecclesiology whits more universal in nature is both more
compatible with Rahner’s existential ontology anorenuseful than Rahner’s original ecclesiology

for interacting with the complex questions that dieelining western Church faces.

Page6 of 88



1: Transcendence in Rahner

Introduction

Before understanding the ecclesiology of Karl Rahihés necessary to understand how he regards
human beings in general. If we could describe g/ \of humanity in one word, it would be
transcendent, and, if we could describe his vie@ad in one word it would be mystery. | will
explore both themes in detail in this chapter.righeo to do so | will compare and contrast the
thought of Rahner with that of Heidegger due torRals extensive borrowing of key concepts of
Heidegger. Rahner often takes a concept of Heidesggeich as Being-in-the-world, and pushes it
further in a distinctively Christian direction. Rétd to this is Rahner's turn towards

phenomenology, which was a clear break with Thomissheminant during his time of writing.

Specifically, 1 will show how Rahner develops Hejder's concepts of Dasein and Being-in-the-
world to create an implicit Christianity which fasgs on meaning rather than Being; this approach
results in a methodology that is descriptive rathan argumentative. Next, | will look at how this
ontology simultaneously both reveals God as hadsy&@t maintains limits on reason, drawing us
ever more into a relationship with God as mystaryloing so, Rahner is establishing an a priori
limitation on knowledge prior to that of Kant'siezendental categories. Thirdly, | will address
how this a priori conception of man as transcendealways conditioned by immanence in history
and leads to historicity — the self-interpretatibat arises as we reflect upon our foundational
experience of mystery. Rahner's views on histodytastoricity are ultimately conflicted: leading

to a tenuous balance between a circular existengal which centres on individuals, who may or
may not need the insight of a community, and amareting view of the particular revelation and

salvation which occurs in and through the 'offic@thristian witness.

Human Being as Transcendent

Rahner uses the term transcendent to describe hioenags. InFoundations he asserts that
humankind is inherently transcendent due to italfg®f self-consciousness and ability to question
(1986, p. 20); this is evident from man's conseterience of limitation, which he surpasses upon
recognising and comparing it to the limitless ameffable mystery that constitutes his being and the

world at large; the orientation towards mystergas only true of the subject but the structurehef t

Page7 of 88



world, which also exists as finitude in contrasthe infinite (1986, p. 19). Itis only compared t
the “darkness of God” as mystery that we can knodocanything since we only know what is
known and finite by comparing it to that which iskmown and infinite (1986, p. 22). Rahner
describes this as the a priori subject that is dpenfinite potentiality, evidenced even in itsnid
of such potentiality (1986, p. 20).

Heidegger describes human beings as Dasein in twdkfferentiate them from all other beings;
ultimately, the human being is the focal point @iy in general because it is the only being for
whom their own existence is a problem and whichasoribe meaning to beings and objects in a
conscious manner. Heidegger writes: “Dasein isrdityewhich does not just occur among other
entities...it is ontically distinguished by the féleat, in its very Being, that Being is an issaeif”
(1962, p. 32). This ontic quality or characteristiads to an infinite search for meaning to resolve
the question of Being. Rahner adds to Heidegges that we are constantly dealing with Being in
a familiar yet unconscious way by arguing that Godstitutes human beings through an event of

self-communication.

Both Rahner and Heidegger are descriptive in thmeithodology since human existence is the focal
point of all meaning and Being for both thinkers. Richard Polt writes, “what we can say about
phenomenology is that it is fundamentally desorgtnot explanatory: Heidegger will be
describing how Dasein and the world show themsehagiser than proving...or explaining” (1999,
p. 39). This observation is equally true of Ralsr@ethod in the majority dfoundationsvhere he

is describing man's experience of mystery, guidt an existential christology, until — revealingly —
he tries to prove and defend a traditional Catheticlesiology in the later chapters using scriptura
guotations. Rahner attempts to balance his committoethe structures of the Roman Catholic
Church whilst trying to present an existentiallgdised and intellectually credible alternative to

Neo-Scholasticism.

The anthropological approach, centred on man'snalig@xperience of mystery, is a unique break
with Thomism, which sought to understand God thiotlge analogy of objects or the being of
things in a realist sense. Sheehan outlines Rahinan'scendent project as a four-fold process:
beginning with the study of human behaviour, uni@deding from that what it is to be human,
defining the limits of knowledge and, finally, defig the range of objects available to knowledge

(2005, p. 30). All knowledge is therefore in theaxt of human behaviour in relation to the world,
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God, and the knowledge of oneself which alwaysdisgn the background (2005, p. 31), in
contrast with understanding the world of objectams-itself. We are always aware of ourselves as
knower when perceiving any object — there is nevpure conception of self or a pure conception
of objects. Rahner argues that knowledge is netragghtforward and clear as objects appearing on
a mirror but rather “the knowing subject posseasésowledge both itself and its knowledge”
(1986, p. 18); knowledge is therefore both relatmself and the world, or as Heidegger would say:
Being-in-the-world.

Sheehan relates this limitation of reason to trenpmenological turn to the subject that occurs in
Rahner's thought through Heidegger. Polt desci@degger's concept of Dasein's Being-in-the-
world through the example of a glove, which onlg In@eaning when one understands that it has
utility; however, no meaning can be inferred anel dbject remains simple matter in a physical
form without the presence of Dasein, “Real thingsiadependent of us, but what it means to be
real depends on us” (Polt, 1999, p. 82). For Hygee, Being-in-the-world does not simply mean
being spatially in the same universe or localethsrabjects (‘present-at-hand’), but, rather,
dwelling and being absorbed in the world of objéotsuch an extent that we are shaped by it a
priori (Heidegger, 1962, p. 80). Furthermore, weunderstand ourselves and the world if we view
it simply as an interaction between subject andatbdd as a thing that we can know apart from
ourselves. Rather, we only make true progress wieeanderstand this orientation towards the
world as the background of our every-day living &diliarity with the world. Heidegger can

therefore describe Being-in-the-world as an exisémodality (1962, p. 86).

Rahner brings this change to a theology which veasemed with the being of things: the world,
human nature, and God; Sheehan argues that Raltheygh using the same language of being, is,
in fact, showing how objects are meaningful intielato us and, specifically, our relationship with
God (2005, p. 33). The search for meaning andrfigite number of meanings that we construct in
lived experience is the core of Rahner's transaaatiproject, the infinite potential which

conditions our finitude. Subjects never fully reléd themselves in themselves as God can but
always must relate to themselves through that wthielp are not, as Sheehan says, humans are:
“perfectly imperfect self-related otherness” (20p535). Therefore, the limitations of reason and
the failure to overcome them is not a defect in Ganmature but is rather a part of what it means to

be human. Reason and mystery condition ratherrésoive one another.
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The transcendental project, then, is about dis@egehe limits of reason and revelation in relation
to salvation precisely because man is limited iovidledge and only has his experience through
which he can know God. In the entry entitled "Tcamslental Theology' iBacramentum Mundi
Rahner argues that the difference between transoggidohilosophy and transcendental theology is
that the latter seeks to define the limits and jbdgy of salvation and revelation in relation to
knowledge rather than knowledge in general (197%789). Reason, therefore, is not about
discovering all truth; it is first about understarglthe limits of knowledge through philosophy and
subsequently discovering and putting into wordssideific existential relationship inherent and

implicit in our universal experience of mystery.

Philip Endean argues that Rahner resists the frofeseeking absolute certainty — present both in
modernity and the Roman Catholic rejection of @hRer is not using reason or theology to know
everything, rather he is seeking to use reasopnedo a higher form of knowledge in which
mystery is embraced without being resolved; thisosa deficiency in reason but its fulfilment, as
shown even in the beatific vision when God remaiystery (2005, p. 289). Rahner's personal
reflections support this interpretation of his tlogcal project. In hisConfessions of a Catholic
Theologianhe argues that all theological statements arevgitall dialectics in which we affirm

and then negate any statement about God: the lhjeetmf theology is, therefore, the
incomprehensibility of God (2005, p. 301). He rewsgd the problematic nature of theological
statements that function as if we know God's will attributes. However, if we rightly affirm then
negate theological statements we can “descendhatsilent incomprehensibility of God's very
self... Our theoretical statements then share the sistential destiny as we do, namely, that of a
loving trusting self-surrender to the unfathomaieign of God” (2005, p. 299).

Philosophy and theology have limits: neither aredu® resolve mystery or arrive at full disclosure
of knowledge but, rather, are methods of understgnahd furthering an existential relationship to
God as mystery. Rahner is following Heidegger's itthait existential analysis of Dasein truly
allows Being in general to be seen, or rather, t8dak seen in and through human experience.
Being is truly disclosed through this process a$&xtial examination: it is not a purely mystesou
or subjective process, yet Being is never fullychiised. Likewise, Heidegger states of
phenomenology that it is the discovering of “thdielh shows itself in itself’ (1962, p. 51) yet for
both Rahner and Heidegger this process is nevaengngoth depart from Kant's transcendent

epistemology in which a priori categories are dblprovide the co-ordinates for our empirical
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experience, or indeed our concept of human beingeimg in general. Kant attempts to prove that
“the categories universally and necessarily applgur experience, to whatever might be presented
to us in space and / or time” (Guyer, 2006, p. 8wever, Guyer points out that this idea becomes
problematic when one seeks to establish the pyiofithe category over the sensory data (2006, p.
96) and gives the example of a dog, which we reisegas having several properties such as four

legs.

Kant's approach would lead to three key issues whmmes to understanding human beings for
both Heidegger and Rahner. Firstly, using a pdategories to understand human beings would
lead to a conception of human beings that theyileeether present-at-hand objects in the world,
which have properties and an essence which cotstha&r existence. Secondly, it would be open
to Heidegger's critique of the Cartesian approd@ssuming and ignoring what it means to be,
whilst pursuing categories of what makes the hub®ng present-at-hand: i.e. cognition (Polt,
1999, p. 26). Lastly, it would lead to the dualmmich Heidegger and Rahner overcome by
viewing Being as a foundation that exists priocategories and systems of understanding.

To conclude, Heidegger's and Rahner's transcepdejects limit human reason in a more
fundamental way than Kant's — a way which rejeaedidm and pursues the question of Being.

For Rahner in particular, man is ever orientatedarals mystery — denying or affirming that which
is beyond himself and knowing what is in comparismwhat is not; therefore, he is transcendent in
his experience of every-day life. All subsequetliectual reflection has this original experiemde
mystery as its material and source (1986, p. 18hner answers Heidegger's call for a theology in
which dogma is not the foundation, but, rather, lnraxperience of Being (Heidegger, 1962, p.
30). The goal of theology then is to move from tiniigjinal implicit experience of the mystery of

Being towards a personal, explicit, and partiatistitutional relationship to the mystery as God.

Transcendence and Historicity

Given the imperfect nature of man, the limits afsen and the goal of moving towards an
experience of mystery, history by necessity becamegoint at which man's transcendent search
for meaning interprets and drives his immanent egpee of the implicit and subsequently explicit
mystery of God. Firstly, transcendence is a necgssadition of historicity for it is the experieac

of going beyond the now and relating oneself topast and future (1986, p. 140). Rahner employs
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a circular argument: we are transcendent, thergfeedhave history; we have history, therefore, we
are transcendent. Rahner's distinction betweearkjdtistoricity and their co-conditioning clearly
draws from Heidegger's idea of temporality. Heideggrites, “But temporality is also the
condition which makes historicality possible agmporal kind of Being which Dasein itself
possess, regardless of whether or how Daseinestity 'in time'. “Historicality, as a determinate

character, is prior to what is called history” (296. 41).

Rahner takes Heidegger's idea further in arguiagdhbr transcendence is the a priori condition that
enables us both to be historical creatures anddenstand our a posteriori experience of God with
regards to salvation historically. Indeed, histierpot only caused by the transcendence of man but
history is primarily the “history of transcendeiritaltself” (1986, p. 140). History cannot be
interpreted as salvific without the apriori subjastunderstood by his transcendental theology.
Without the human recognition of finitude and tloégmtiality of the future, history would simply

'be’ — with no search for meaning based on humastmuning.

This relationship was further elucidated by on®ahner's pupils, Karl Lehmann, in the theological
encyclopedigacramentum Mundivhich Rahner edited. Lehmann concludes that “Immea&nd
transcendence belong to each other and mediateodaah which shows both the necessity and the
limitations of these concepts and their applicatid@®75, p. 1736). He repeats Rahner's argument
that we need to define ourselves by what we aramdthe need for the Other to understand our
temporarily against (1975, p. 1735). Furthermoeesatgues that the transcendence of the human
being pervades all immanence but it never resotdascause this would result in the end of
freedom — the ability to will something other thahat is.

Therefore, immanence and transcendence conditidnaher: immanence — or finitude — is the
only way to understand and express our transceedamt transcendence is always necessary in
order that we remain truly free, not becoming ledito immanent conditions or instances in
history. This mutual conditioning provides the Isasir both Rahner and his student to speak of
God as both close and distant at once, ratherdinaply distant or reducible to nature. All that is
finite is an expression of God's transcendencehisiself-communication never brings about an
absolute immanence; our understanding of God orturs by analogy through our experience of
the world. Rahner's transcendence leads us towdmelith Lehmann that God is both “inward and

over against” (1975, p. 1739). Human beings arentated towards God who simultaneously stands
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inside and outside of creation. As Rahner staiéhdt we are calling transcendental knowledge or
experience of God is an a posteriori knowledgefarsas man's transcendental experience of his
free subjectivity takes place only in his encountéh the world” (1986, p. 52).

In this relationship between transcendence and memze, we can see that Rahner was inspired by
Heidegger's idea of Being-in-the world; a categbat describes the way in which we relate to
ourselves and, therefore, Being, through our erpeg of the world. However, Rahner takes this
concept further by identifying this every-day Beingthe-world as the very mediation of God to us
(1986, p. 151). Given the graceful self-communaabf God that constitutes us in the world and
universality of that communication, Rahner righdbks: what place does Christian revelation have
in his system? (1986, p. 139) His problematic raespas that history is “taking place in an
irreversible direction towards the highest and cahpnsive self-interpretation of man” which will
become “ever more intensely an explicitly religiaesf-interpretation of this supernatural,
transcendental and revelatory experience of Ga@8§1p. 154). This position is problematic
because it does not justify his ideas of partictgaelation and an official ecclesial witness, #@nd
even structured to allow thinkers such as Hegehe have no such overt obligations — to be

regarded as a development of revelatory history.

Having outlined Rahner's concepts of transcendandemmanence, we will now specifically look
at how such concepts have made him a problematikethin conversation with modernity and
post-modernity. Rahner escapes being easily idetwfith either of these movements, instead
holding a distinctly Christian position — yet ev#is claim is widely criticised by his Catholic

contemporaries.

Post-modern critiques of Rahner

Rahner is accused of giving up Christian tradiaonl the ecclesial community in favour of
philosophical foundationalism by his critics sushHans Urs von Balthasar and John Milbank
(Craigo-Snell, 2008, p. 167). As Shannon CraigoHS$rments out, his claim that there is a universal
experience of mystery in humanity leads to thenclddat he is an essentialist — seeing humanity as
a list of qualities rather than the product of comma and historical development (2008, p. 168).
Furthermore, his focus on the individual Self letathe suspicion that he gives too much weight to

the Cartesian subject which modernity emphasiseisi¢tizes). It is claimed that the transcendent
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Self is simply expressed rather than formed byohystinstead, history is simply the expression of
transcendent subjects (2008, p. 169). Such readiwagge him problematic for post-modern thinkers
and other Christian thinkers alike — but for diffiet reasons which we shall explore. Also, such
critiqgues are not limited to harsh critics of Rahniels generally agreed, even by moderate
commentators such as Kerr and Sheehan, and theldag¢o take Rahner's thought towards
liberation theology, that he does not give enougigit to historical, interpersonal and cultural
sources of meaning (2008, pp. 167-168, p. 173).

Firstly, we shall examine Rahner's thought in cosaton with John Milbank who claims that
Rahner is part of a tendency in theology to cagituto modernity and in doing so that he betrays
his Christian tradition by removing the need fag thhristian community as a source of revelation
in history. Milbank regards the intellectual lanae as broadly split into two categories in hiskoo

Theology and Social Theqgrge writes:

An extraordinary contrast therefore emerges betwpedtical theology on the one hand, and
postmodern and post-Nietzschean social theory @wottiner. Theology accepts
secularization and the autonomy of secular reasmrial theory increasingly finds
secularization paradoxical, and implies that théhmeyreligious can never be left behind.
Political theology is intellectually atheistic; gdsietzschean social theory suggests the
practical inescapability of worship (1990, p. 3).

Milbank reads Rahner as embarking on a projectith@licitly dispenses with the need for worship
and theism — and the communities which sustainisfavour of self-sustaining secular reason
(Craigo-Snell, 2008, p. 173). Underlying this rewygis Milbank's idea that secular reason embodies
forms of violent discourse and action which progi@defalse universalism: one in which consensus
and universalism and an essential view of humamredtave been artificially forced upon differing
communities, contexts, and narratives in ordertonote a false peace, sustained by the violence of
reason reducing or eradicating difference. Thisdfgdeace is in contrast to true Christian peade tha
holds together a 'sociality of harmonious diffe@r(®lilbank, 1990, p. 5). Furthermore, God's
peace comes from within the Christianity commumitych is enabled to critique society due to the
positioning of theology as a new 'master-discouveleich does not resort to intellectual, political
physical violence but uniquely allows differencéellack of totalising reason along with peace-

promoting ecclesiastical practices sustains a unigierpersonal community — the Church — which
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is an image of the unity of the Trinity in its difent persons (1990, p. 6). It is hoped that this
master-discourse and the Church’s practices wiltp@ly influence society from this unique
position of peace, thus Milbank can claim that thris social’ (1990, p. 6).

Therefore, Milbank regards Rahner's transcenddijesuas a manifestation of secular reason being
the totalising master-discourse — eradicating difiee between communities and persons in them,
largely ignoring context and social ecclesial pas which form the human subject. Milbank

writes:

The social is an autonomous sphere which doesewdt to turn to theology for its self-
understanding, and yet it is already a grace-imisypdere, and therefore it is upon pre-
theological sociology...that theology must be foeshdn consequence, a theological critique
of society becomes impossible. Theological belieénselves, however much a formal

orthodoxy may be espoused...tend to become buntaglass (1990, p. 208).

Milbank, in contrast to Rahner — who locates thectainter with grace situated at the margins of
every individual's knowing” (1990, p. 208) offersnmre supportive reading of Hans Urs von
Balthasar and the Nouvelle Theologie which empleas$is need for “confrontation with certain
historical texts and images which have no permapéate’ whatsoever, save that of their original
occurrence as events and their protracted repethi@ugh the force of ecclesial allegiance” (1990,
p. 208). Milbank, therefore, is suggesting thag, @hurch is systematically arbitrary in Rahner's
thought — it is of secondary value as an expressione individual’s foundational experience of
mystery. On the other hand, the Church bears thdebuwf epistemology and ontology in Milbank's
theology because the supernatural is not a perrhanea of human life (1990, p. 209); therefore,
the Church's images and symbols are the only sairs@pernatural revelation, which must
constantly be repeated — only within this contéxéazlesial aesthetics and participation can any

sense of the individual Christian be formed.

Another common accusation made against Rahneatiféhcreates a foundation of individual
Christian experience similar to that of SchleierhecSchleiermacher believed that Christian
theology was dependent upon the Church — a caltedt individuals with similar pious feelings;
in other words, the foundation of the Church ahdrefore, theology is personal feelings of the

individual (Schleiermacher, 1928, p. 5). More spealily, he viewed this feeling as an 'immediate
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self-consciousness' in which one feels absolutepeddent upon that which cannot be changed and
yet which changes you from without, namely, God2@,%. 6). To feel absolutely dependent in the
world and to be in relation to God are “one andghee”, and, therefore, the more conscious of this
dependence you are, the more pious you are (1928) pFurthermore, “The religious self-
consciousness, like every essential element in hurature, leads necessarily in its development to
fellowship or communion...most people become seifscious of dependence via utterance of
others” (1928, p. 26). Christian dogma is therefdr@bout taking those fundamental pious feelings
and transforming them into action and knowledgejtyis only the feelings that are truly ‘abiding-
in-self': knowledge, action and community all steom this individual source (1928, p. 11).

Behind Schleiermacher’s claims is a suspicion eblbgy done with the head but not with the heart
— simply knowing, understanding and expounding lttggowithout a feeling of dependence upon

its source: God.

It is not difficult to see the apparent similarstieetween the thought of Schleiermacher, at a face-
value reading — an essentialist, expressionisf@ntdationalist — and the thought of Rahner.
Rahner's ideas of a universal experience of mystieeyexistential commitment that all potentially
share; and the essence of man who continually adigé&sly seeks meaning in the face of
infinitude. These claims seem to support the caefuthat Rahner had a foundation other than
Christian theology, as perhaps Schleiermacher b&atdohim. However, this simplistic comparison
can be easily dismissed. Rahner's subject is imopty focused on their own feelings of piety,
but, rather, engaged in an existential ontologiektionship with God and the Other by default, as
finitude towards that which is infinite, leadingdalisposition towards mystery and a need to
continually make meaning; Rahner is therefore natancerned about individual feelings of piety
and instead would view this process as much maeegarsonal. Furthermore, it is difficult to see
how feelings, thinking and action can be separatdtahner as they are in Schleiermacher into:
abiding-in-self (feeling) and passing-beyond-s#iinking and doing); there is a sense in which
everything is happening internally and externatlgrce in Rahner and any attempts to neatly
emphasise and differentiate between that whickabrg or knowing, individual or interpersonal,
becomes extremely difficult. Therefore, the claimattRahner is an expressivist similarly to
Schleiermacher is untrue. We must also emphasesexistential category of love for the Other,
which is precisely one of the things that idensifrevelation as Christian. Christian revelationrapa
from the existential disposition in which one risgsmporal well-being in love for the Other is not

possible for Rahner; this is less clear for Schheaeher — who separates the internal feeling and
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external knowing and action.

As Craigo-Snell argues, Rahner is universalisingisnclaims about mystery and the transcendence
of man but he is not a straightforward essentighsigeneral traits in Rahner's subject can belrea
as being constructed in socialisation instead iof ppo this: our transcendence is always and only
worked out in history — towards God and othersis ot an essence which is “innate and inborn”
(2008, p. 181, p. 184). Furthermore, she arguesistghae claim that both Hans Urs von Balthasar
and Milbank put to Rahner: you have everything gead by default of being human without need
for the explicitly divine. Instead, she understaR@dner's unique contribution to be precisely the
opposite; God freely gives himself in self-commuation — it is not automatic nor simply another
aspect of humanity that is essential (2008, p. 181 a gift in the sense that it is offered byds
freely and universally, but the fact it is a gifeams it is not essential — we could be human and
wholly in history without the transcendent sear@hrieaning and orientation to mystery. The
supernatural existential is a universal gift but & automatic part of human essence; perhaps, one
could say that that clue is in the name: it ismettural but something given from the transcendence
of God without. Craigo-Snell points to the facttifar Rahner, the supernatural existential is
correspondent to the coming of Christ in histont, the creation of Adam (2008, p. 183).

Milbank's accusation,“Rahner fails to hold togettiner otherness of God and the claim that this
otherness is present in the a priori structurevefyecreated human spirit” (Milbank, 1990, p. 222)

is therefore invalid because Rahner does emphtsité is a gift — it is not something naturally
innate, and, furthermore, God remains mystery dheroess regardless of being encountered in the
every-day precisely because he is encountered stengyand not as being wholly contained by
words, concepts or theologies.

As has been discussed previously through the woBhiip Endean, Rahner cannot be accused of
capitulating to modernity's search for absolutéasety, instead, he is resisting this tendency of
totalising reason both in philosophy and in the K€hwof his day. The goal is not certainty but
relationship with God who always remains transcahdegystery. We never arrive at absolute
disclosure — to be human is to be finite — and gatentially dangerous and idolatrous to claim
otherwise, as in Milbank's project of theology whamphasises absolute historicity and, therefore,
absolute theological authority has a privilegeatelaf being the master-discourse in society — yet
without the limits imposed by the transcendenc&odi. Ecclesiology bears the whole weight of

Milbank’s theology to the extent that he is in dangf making the historical Church and its images
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the absolute in his theology rather than God whbessource. Rahner’s theology is far more
balanced in that both God and the Other interattt all historical instances of human existence,
yet whilst remaining mystery and thus stopping haitydfrom claiming absolute authority. In
making history and its expression in the eccldsganost important thing, one may accuse Milbank
of subordinating Christian theology to the standaget by the post-modern landscape of current
academic discourse — making Christianity respontiwith an ecclesiastical certainty and
divinisation of images which is antithetical to Rah's idea of transcendent mystery.

Craigo-Snell agrees with Milbank's critique of Rahim that Rahner does not trust human history
in absolute terms because the divine cannot, aitgptd Rahner, be contained or understood
wholly in history (2008, p. 199), however, thiqist a problem for Rahnerian theology in particular
or Catholic theology in general — it can be apptediost major Christian theologians. Instead of
reading Rahner as a modernist, we better undersiamdalong with contemporaries such as Hans
Urs von Balthasar, as providing differing interpiteans of the relationship between reason and
faith?. Rahner is arguing that the natural presupposesxistential ontological grace which
constitutes the very structure of human knowingamirgg that we cannot have an unbiased
approach to arguments from reason nor a pure ctonegf nature as an object such as in the

classical cosmological argument (DiNoia, 1989,91)1

Thus far we have largely defended Rahner by digghtey some misconceptions that might arise
from his transcendent terminology. However, we hasteoffered an alternative — positive — reading
of Rahner. In a chapter entitled ‘Rahner amid moiteand post-modernity’ Michael Purcell does
offer such a re-reading, showing that the termigploe employs — that of Hearer — contradicts the
claims that Rahner is occupied with a CartesiafestidPurcell writes, “The post-modern concern
is for fragmented subjectivity or interiority arftetreturn of the objectivity or exteriority and the
challenge which these present to enlightened tesntmntalism” (2005, p. 195). The question
therefore becomes how we can read Rahner diffgrerghowing the vulnerability and instability

of Rahner’s subject. Purcell argues that we dolihigecognising that Rahner’s idea of the subject
in the face of infinite mystery operates similadyJean-Luc Marion’s concept of the excess or
saturated phenomenon for obvious reasons — na#imelbe wholly known, contained or
systematised without fragmentation. (2005, p. 188dh, for Rahner is a “method of

understanding” and “access which encounters ex¢26€5, p. 198). Purcell goes on to argue that

2 Building on the tradition of Thomas Aquinas ie first part of theSumma Theologica.
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the term Hearer is the most descriptive of thestandental subject in Rahner’s later thought,
particularly inHearer of the WordndFoundationsto the extent that it describes what Rahner
means by ‘Transcendent Subject’ without givingithpression of a Cartesian-Kantian subject. The
term Hearer presupposes one who is addressed fithhmuivby God and neighbour, prior to having
any initiative or reflection; it is not an ‘I' oEgo Cogito’ that Rahner is concerned with but a
subject who, initially is passive as Hearer, thetees constant dialogue — being formed by the
speech of God and all that is in the world (200201).

Therefore, Purcell is arguing that Rahner is neatng an “overarching transcendental method and
structure which unites and synthesizes his work0&, p. 199) but rather is engaging in pastoral,
theological and philosophical fragments, respondintpe needs of his community — both
intellectual and ecclesial (2005, p. 200). In deéeaf this, Purcell cites Rahner’s recognitionha t
introduction ofFoundationghat theology is plural and interdisciplinary (20@5201). The
conditions of revelation are therefore historiaadl @eal with the whole of human existence —
theological reflection is united with the circumstas in which it is done. Lastly, the supernatural
existential, constituted by the self-communicaidisod, is shown to be brought about by being
spoken to by the infinite — encountering excess, it an essence of the subject; the post-modern
concern is therefore satisfied in that the Hea@rot stable but always subject to excess, dealing
with their fragmented self and world (2005, pp. 208!). | would therefore argue that Rahner can
be defended from the often cited critique of Jesmifesté, who claims that victims of abuse —
unable to be free subjects — are not accounteitt f@ahner’s transcendent project. Instead, one
could imagine a Hearer so badly co-conditionedhaysin of others to the extent that they cannot be
free in Rahnerian terms. Furthermore, Purcell n@ssvith many other commentators — including
Milbank who argues negativély- that Rahner’s theology acts as a resource @setin the

margins, validating their theological experience&od and engaging with their cultural and socio-
economic reality (2005, p. 206). Rahner’s projedtagmentary and interdisciplinary and the
Hearer is open to discontinuity and fragmentatfmsPurcell summarises, “the subject is
constituted as a moment and movement of grace hwialways prevenient and which cannot be
comprehended. The mystery of the Other ensuresuthject as a constant dynamic movement
beyond itself” (2005, p. 208).

3 As summarised by Regan (2010, p. 130).
4 In that he assumes Rahner allows such contegltsaientific’ responses to become absolute inti@feto theology.
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But, can we claim that Rahner's phenomenologigailageh to mystery is like that of Jean-Luc
Marion? Marion in his booksivenness and Revelatiangues that revelation comes from without —
unexpectedly as otherness — to the extent thahtne revelation given, the more resistance there is
likely to be from Hearers; if there is no such ottess of revelation, there would be no resistance —

indeed, if there is no resistance to revelatiors, likely not revelation. He writes,

Indeed, revealed religions do not presuppose desat#o are already convinced, as the
result of their sole efforts and desire to adheather, revealed religions assert themselves
upon witnesses who...find themselves neither pegpfmr nor most often convinced of this
communication—indeed, they are often hostile tdlite revealed character of a religion: to
the exact extent that the revelation comes fromvdigre, it exceeds the religion and thus

confers on it only a very ambiguous privilege (204. 1-2).

Another closely related paradox in Marion's thougthat revelation reveals itself to the point of
being non-revealed; Jesus so perfectly revealst@idve cannot bear with the revelation: God
remains hidden yet visible in Christ. Furthermahe, revelation is not endlessly deferred as in
Derrida’s idea of the future or Hegel's idea offiadect idea constantly becoming but which in
reality never becomes concrete — functioning folyather than actually. Instead, Marion's idea of
revelation is that it is present in our experieatthe saturated phenomenon — excess — which
comes from without as a gift — presently givingitso us yet not being understood within our
conditions of knowledge — such as the conditionsnafwledge that we have for knowing objects,

but, rather, it creates its own conditions of kneage; he writes,

Revelation would indeed come from elsewhere, bwbitild only end up saying without a
concept what reason itself will end up saying omgain with a concept... revelation is thus
limited to making something accessible by othermsehat reason already knows or will
soon know, but through shortcuts that are pedagtigimore effective, and which leave the

reason for the effects unknown (2016, p. 3).

Thus, whenever Christianity has gone astray iont$erstanding of revelation it has tried to
“maintain a rationality compatible with rationaliyithout revelation” (2016, p. 3). Instead, the
structure of revelation in the bible is much bettescribed as that of “phenomenality” rather than

“than from the question of beings and their beiexjgtence), and certainly infinitely more than
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from the question of a knowledge of objects (dertratisn)” (2016, p. 5). One of his prime
examples is of transfiguration, in which the disegosimply cannot bear the presence of God, they
cannot grasp it but they experience it and bow dbefore it — both witnessing and yet having to
cover their eyes from the excess. This leads tnarete distinction between an unconcealment of
the truth by which we know objects and conceptsugh reason analysing evidence, ‘aletheia’, and
the uncovering of the truth, 'apokalypsis', in iwh@@od uncovers himself to us as a gift (2016, p.
34). Finally, this results in the claim that werdat approach truth through reason, experience in
general, or propositions, but through the logicludrity or love. We love that which we do not
know because revelation will always be ‘unthinkada impossible in the eyes of reason, yet in

love it is accessible: love for God is a conditadrknowing God.

The structure of revelation is trinitarian for Mami We love and divert the will for God because the
Spirit enables us to do so — not because of anyalatonditions; the ability to love God is alse th
gift of the Spirit — we experience the love of Godl in turn love him back, the Spirit attracts us
toward God; then, having met the condition of lgviBod, we see the Father through Christ, and
this revelation is always more than we can thereaRevelation is therefore the excessive giving of

the Trinity of itself to us freely. According todvion,

Christ appears as the visible icon of the Fathbg vemains invisible, because the believer,
in looking at his face as it should be looked at,anly sees Jesus, the son of the carpenter
of Nazareth, as the Christ, but also the Chrishasson, and thus, finally, the Son as the
Father. Because the Father and the Son sharertteefaee, or precisely, the same icon with
double visibility...In this way we find accompligthdconically and in a trinitarian manner,
what is to be conceived in the foundational paraafdRevelation understood as an
uncovering: “Whoever sees me, sees the Fatherdrakss eme heraken ton patera” (Jn.
14:9) (2016, p. 103).

Marion sees this view of revelation in contrasRhner his predecessor. He directly argues against
Rahner when he writes that his view of love givangess to God should not be viewed as an idea

of anonymous Christianity,

This maxim, above all, must not be understood medieval anticipation of the implicit

faith of the “anonymous Christian”, as if every Wwilere unconsciously oriented toward

Page21 of 88



Christ; rather, precisely the opposite: as thegaitmn of the fact that no will comes to will
except in proportion to what attracts it, and ttaugrhat it loves; we understand, then, that it
wills more the more it loves Christ, who is Godeakng himself as loving... Love knows
and makes itself known, but on one condition: itsafreedom to set the conditions of its
knowledge be recognized; that is, that it be foeldgin with the will, insofar as it can first

be converted and convert the mind (2016, pp. 44-45)

Therefore, Purcell's suggestion that the idea@ktttess can be transferred from the thought of
Marior® to Rahner without much difficulty is mistaken. Ess is not situated in the every-day-ness
of Being-in-the-world as mystery or the Infinitef® Rahner. For Rahner, hearing is default —
automatic — it does not occur through an extravetation from without by the Spirit, rather, the
gift has already been given in the very creatiomah, the self-communication of Godhe

Hearer is not an epistemological ‘witness' to tteess of Christ, there is not the consideration for
Rahner, as for Marion, that “The comprehensiom thees not depend only on what one hears, but
first of all on the way in which one listens toNot every Hearer has the posture of the witness.”
(2016, p. 79). Instead, we see in Rahner that tteesubject hears and encounters in every-day
living is simultaneously normal and excessive fiithin the structure of knowing one's finitude in
the face of all that is possible epistemologicafiyierms of how we make sense of the world and
how we choose to invest ourselves amidst the saipardance of options — all of which ultimately
get reduced to a yes or no for God. God is prdeemitoth Rahner and Marion but, for the latter, is
revealed in a specific way, breaking in from withaa Other — creating its own conditions of
knowing and leading to specific epistemological \ktemlge of God in the Christ event. In other
words, Rahner requires and gives primacy to existiesntological commitment to that which we
do not know — and are never required to khdVarion gives priority to the otherness of Christ
which we are enabled and led to commit to by theitSyefore we 'witness' it; this leads us to be in
awe of the revelation — saturated in meaning byetieunter. God is not epistemologically
uncovered for Rahner apart from in the beatificovisfor Marion, however, we have a far more
present experience of this in our encounter withisthyet this gift always leaves unanswered

question&

5 Important in that he is a Catholic philosopheronened for engaging with post-modernity and theiradtinheritor of
Rahner's Catholic appropriations of phenomenology.

6 | agree here with Hans Urs von Balthasar's suipgethat Rahner's idea of nature is a purely forong — a thought
experiment to show what might have been but neeermor will be.

7 The specific name and event of Christ Jesusjghat

8 Rahner, by the very structure of knowing via fidituand infinitude also leaves unanswered questibuas,avoiding
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Westphal points out that Marion is doing phenomegglinstead of theology — describing
phenomena as saturated as they are apprehendeddyatituition, rather than being contained in
concepts or language (2013, p. 539). Neither isdaexplicitly making truth claims in the same
way that classical theology might, rather, he iscti®ing “modes of existence without committing
himself to their actuality...phenomenology only ctéges the form of givenness such events would
have to have, whether illusory or veridical. Itther affirms nor denies what faith and theology
affirm” (2013, p. 538). The key, post-modern, pagithat the subject is taken off the pedestal,
replaced by focus on the phenomena of faith iteslfan event we are grasped by rather than an
object grasped by us — phenomenological truthaeefiore truth of a different, more descriptive
nature. On this basis, we could say that the thbafRarion critiques Rahner in two ways: first,
Rahner does not state the impossibility of revetatvell enough — instead seeing it as happening in
every-day life for every person regardless of étlmave an explicit intuition and intentionality
towards Jesus; or as he would say, being a 'witheéBsllowing on from that, because the
existential — or, as Rahner would say, the 'evefanl's self-communication’ in the creation and
existence of man — takes epistemological precedeveethe historical event and drama of Christ's
death and resurrection, Marion would view it witlsgicion that, indeed, the ego — as the
supernatural existential — is back on the pedesid) therefore, Christ is devaldédn other words,
love ontologically refers us to God as mystery dhdrefore, explicit knowledge of God is of
secondary concern for Rahner. On the other haedgtstemological and ontological significance
of Christ is equal for Marion: the witness is oaffected to the extent that they have an intuitive

experience of Christ — who is more than they casgmith a concept.

The contrast between the thought of Marion and Bakhould, therefore, lead us to conclude that
the idea of the excess or saturated phenomenavelstion cannot be easily transferred to
Rahner's thought by way of redeeming him in postieno discourse. However, Purcell does make
other valid points concerning Rahner without makimg claim, in that Rahner does emphasise the
Hearer — one constituted by the speaking of Godracigient to God in the Other. This conclusion

is enough to discredit the idea that Rahner is demost — overtly concerned with a free and stable

Marion's category of idolatry. Marion writes, “Haven could the question of God avoid sinking imtolatry?
Precisely by remaining a question” (Marion, 2016177).

9 Experience of Jesus likened unto the discipléiseatransfiguration or resurrection.

10 Rahner understands Christ's significance priynarithe incarnation and existential happeningwdger, one must
also note that Christ does take ontological priniade thought of Rahner, even if not epistemalabin that Christ is
the forerunner, ground and condition of all trupesmatural existential orientation towards God angt have been
uniquely God to do so.
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subject — and provides a useful hermeneutical fémuanalysing Rahner's work. We should always
be asking what the dialectic is between the Heamdrthe revelation — without claiming that this
occurs in a transfiguration-like epistemologicab&ening as in Marion.

On the other side of post-modernity — that of ia's deferred Other — Michael J. Scanlon argues
for possible lines of agreement between RahneDamdda. Examples include Rahner’s attempt to
find space for atheists in his supernatural ext&e(1999, p. 224); the secondary nature of
messianisms vs the messianic ‘groundless’ grourigkofg, in that they both seek ways to be more
faithful to a ground prior to thematisation (1999228) and both hope in the apokalypsis
(uncovering) in the future which we cannot wholhagp but which we strive for, the gift we never
“get”. From the conversation between Rahner anddahowever, we must note — with Marion —
that for Derrida the uncovering is always suspendeder arriving; however, for Marion, the gift is
present-tense, as it is for Rahner, yet in a waydbes not emphasise the qualitative difference of
knowledge in our experience of the infinite; instele emphasises the endless possibilities of
existential directions and meanings in our every-eperience, orientating us towards God — the
source and structure of all that surrounds us. Wewdoth agree that it is in the loving encounter
with the Other that we encounter and know God oailgin important epistemological differences
remain, as does Rahner's status as an ambiguows figconversation with modernity and post-
modernity.

The broad themes that we have covered so far ind&a&htheology: the unity of subject and object
in God's self-communication and his idea of theoalie unity between body and spirit in Christian
theological terms leads us to conclude that we ala@scape the co-conditioning of guilt both in
and ourselves and from others (2008, p. 188, p). ¥8edom is constantly in dialogue with and
vulnerable to the history in which it is formedt-si not just expressed. In other words, we cannot
make a choice for or against God out-with our damatext in Rahner (2008, p. 182), and,
therefore, he does not turn the subject wholly mvahe also directs the subject always towards
God and the Other outside of oneself. As Craigdi8oecludes “it is most helpful to see Rahner's
theology as occupying a different space, betweermtitely essentialist and the purely
constructivist” (2008, p. 193). Rahner is not witdbicused on the individual's existentialism and
reasoning as a means to God, instead, the interparalways plays a vital role in forming the
individual in a way that the community nor the widual subvert or subordinate one another but

rather exist in interdependence since both expegiand community stem from God, who remains
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the mystery outside and inside of both (Endean5200289). Lastly, for Rahner, the existential
category of love for others must also be an idgintgf characteristic of revelation, whether
explicitly Christian or not, showing that it is imgsible for Rahner’s subject to be independent of

community in its understanding of revelation andtrenship to God.

Rahner and Catholicism

In many ways, the current debates surrounding Radmeemodernity were already fought within
Catholicism itself and are worth exploring in orde@munderstand Rahner in the context of his own
theological tradition and conversations. The g&atatic of Rahner remains his contemporary and
fellow Churchman Hans Urs von Balthasar due ta tigared Catholic inheritance and
involvement in Vatican Il debates. It is particlyanseful to contrast both thinkers due to theitfar
of the alternative system that Balthasar offerstaadack of post-modern assumptions, which
colours Milbank’s critique of Rahner. Both are dptheology in and for the Catholic Church
during the same debate but with very different dusions; this divergence serves to support our

critique of Rahner’s ecclesioloty

Firstly, as previously argued, Rahner’s thougimasthat of the Cartesian thinker but rather of the
spirit-body unity of Dasein which exposes us to @ad the Other in the world; Craigo-Snell took
us to the point of defending the interpersonal elenof Rahner’s thought but not as far as claiming
that the ecclesial is vital to Rahner’s thoughtithwood reason. John O’Donnell brilliantly

summarises von Balthasar’s critique of Rahner wiewrites,

He (Balthasar) rejects the transcendental methoddasing Christ to the level of human
expectations. For Balthasar, the Christ-event ises@ that no human categories can capture
it. It is completely unpredictable. Secondly, Bakhr believes that the dramatic dimension
is completely lacking in Rahner’s anthropology. Tinearnation and the cross seem to add
nothing to the grace already given to humanity whih creation. For Balthasar, on the
contrary, the cross is the event which turns arabedvhole course of human
history...moreover, he does not believe that Ralalerst into account the fact that Christ
bore the sin of the world on the cross. For Balihate death of Christ was different from

11 Indeed, some reasons that Hans Urs von Baltlyaszs for rejecting Rahner’s system are our rea$onaccepting
it as a valid basis for ecclesiology in the curreamtext of theology.
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every other human death in that Christ bore tHeafaight of sin in our place...Rahner’s
Theology of the death of Jesus reduces Christthdeaa mere example to be imitated. In
his view, Rahner has undermined the unique efficdtiie cross as an event which reverses
the whole tide of the drama between God and humankiohn O’ Donnell SJ, 1992, pp.
105-106).

Regardless of whether we can agree with this aetigve can see a clear contrast with the thought
of Rahner. Balthasar rightly identifies the headrfoundation — of Rahner's theology as being that
of the human horizon and inner structure of knowihg. DiNoia OP writes of Rahner, “revelation
does not invade the human reality as somethingytien but as something to which human
beings are already attuned” (1989, p.192). O'Ddmiytltly recognises that Rahner starts from the
human before trying to understand the divine — &srincarnation and death are made to
correspond to our human structure of knowing andd@e-the-world, fulfilling it perfectly. Fergus
Kerr rightly notes the centrality of the incarnatio his thought when he writes, “Rahner’s version
of what Christianity is could not be more radicadlybedded in the historical existence of Jesus
Christ — in the doctrine of the incarnation” (209791). We must first understand ourselves before
we understand Christ. We cannot understand oursdalv&®ahner's view, by starting with the events

of the passion or resurrection.

Therefore, Balthasar's critique of the lack of devdrama — the drama of the death and resurrection
of Christ — is in some sense justified — he recegmihat the death and resurrection of Christ
correspond to human existence for Rahner, whicaradoxically — is what makes Rahner so
radical. Christ's death is not wholly unique ingudtality for Rahner; rather, it is the fulfilmeaot

the incarnation. As Christ's life is fulfilled inshdeath, our existential way of Being-in-the-wadd
fulfilled in our death — though never perfectlyfas Christ. DiNoia OP defends Rahner’s orthodoxy
by saying that, for Rahner, “the place of Chrigtiars unique because in Jesus Christ both the
divine revelation and the human response to iparéect and definitive” (1989, p. 200) but
nonetheless it is not a drama that we witness asitmess an object or event, but rather it is an
existential fulfilment towards God that we strivegmbody. The term 'mere example' used by
O'Donnell does not give full justice to the worldamging implication that this has in the thought of
Rahner, but it does rightly express the contenpbieBalthasar towards existential christology.
One key aspect missed in this critique is Rahwéls that Christ fulfils human life perfectly. Thi

is important because it raises an implicit questimw can Christ fulfil this perfectly if he simpig
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the same as we are? The answer inherent in bothelRahd Hegel is that Christ is perfect because
he is ontologically divine in a way that every atheman is not. It is therefore difficult to share
Balthasar's contempt of Rahner's christology orgtbends that it diminishes Chris’s unique
divinity. The incarnation — the human existenc€hbfist — is the starting point of Rahner's theology

of the passion.

In contrast, von Balthasar starts with an undedstanof the cross as drama — an event and object
which breaks into history unexpectedly; therefoe,cross is what adds meaning and purpose to
Christ's incarnation and its relevance to our faitbut not vice-versa. John Riches writes, “Itss a
Balthasar comes to consider the event of revelasoan actual drama between God and his
creatures that the role of the believer assumedegrenportance...through all this Balthasar
presses on to the contemplation of the central enystf the faith: the drama of the passion and
resurrection of the eternal Son” (1989, pp. 244}2We contemplate but we do not participate or
mimic Christ's death as in Rahner. Underlying thss,greement between both theologians is the
dialectic between object and subject; Balthasamslave perceive God clearly only by fdith-

losing ourselves as we view God apart from us gcghbwvhereas Rahner argues that we move
within ourselves and have the experience of beragmed there by mystery (1992, p. 24) — subject
and object are interdependent and ever-preseitigsaRiches describes Balthasar's accusation
against the transcendental method as “conceptdattien” by which “statements about the
manner of God’s action in the world, in certain@gan human history, are really statements about
the manner in which | may experience a change iexmtence” (1989, p. 247). On the other hand,
Rahner would view Balthasar's theology as failmgeicognise the implication of the incarnation in
that it reveals God's self-communication being motéel to all humanity — all human subijectivity in
the world — instead of being limited to Christ adollowever, it would be wrong to say that Rahner
proposes endless relativism because of the unityde® subject and object. DiNoia OP writes,
“Although he exploits modern conceptualities in &isculation of the Christian faith, he resisty an
tendency to mute the realism of theological affitismunder the pressure of modern philosophical
critiques of religion” (1989, p. 188). Christ adigas this and remains the ultimate and irreducible

revelation of God as he is in himself.

It is wrong to accuse Balthasar of forgetting thbjsct as, similarly to Rahner, he was vehemently
opposed to Neo-Scholasticism and held a view ofestdobject unity which depended upon the

12 Reason out-with the context of faith is blind ¥on Balthasar (1992, p. 23).
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interpersonal and historical; the key point thaiasates them is how this subject-object unity is
mediated in history: is it through the self-undansting of the subject in the World — as for Rahner
— or is the subject-in-the-world always in needjpécifically Christian aesthetics in order to faam
relationship to God, as Balthasar understand$.tfue difference is revealed in Balthasar’s book
on The Theology of Karl Bartim which he outlines a role for philosophy — eeatistentialism — as
valid in so far as it provides the question butthetanswer; the potentiality but not the actuadity
hearing God, which theology alone can do (195154). On the other hand, Rahner allows room
for both theology and philosophy to both constitine Hearer and allow that Hearer access to God
in as much as their disposition is one of love,ehapd authenticity. Therefore, Balthasar rightly
accuses Rahner of entertaining the idea of nagibeimg a purely formal category — a thought
experiment in which we imagine how things mighté&een if humans were not the self-
communication of God; of course, for Rahner, thinever actualised. As a result, Rahner is
accused of naturalising grace — making it normdlawt supernatural at all, “In Rahner’s opinion

God cannot place an unconditional dynamism in eséund then leave it unfulfilled”(1951, p. 298).

Again, we are drawn to the conclusion — in agreémh Balthasar — that the transcendental takes
precedence over the ecclesial for Rahner becaweseiew is mediated in the world through
interpersonal relations, those relationships ateewuired to occur within the confines of the
Church. I will argue in the last chapter that westnmove Rahner’s theology towards a more
complete definition of the Church than the one tiers of the official ecclesial and, ultimately,
Roman Catholic witness. Kerr places Rahner’s viemvibe context of the Vatican Il consensus that
someone may be understood as part of the Churonebledptism on the condition that they want to
be baptised — or, more relevant to what we areiggtion the condition of existential longing for
the divine-human unity which baptism makes expbcipublic (2007, p. 97). Nonetheless, Rahner

still holds that the ideal situation is one in whibe person fully adopts Christianity.

The lack of a definitive ecclesiology in Rahneesdenced in that most commentators sympathetic
to him, such as Craigo-Snell or Ethna Regan, detflemdhterpersonal aspect of Rahner’s subject
and stop at the point of asserting that Rahneté&spersonal relations always occurs within the
ecclesial context without expanding on why thisesessary to Rahner’s thought. Regan argues
against Kerr’'s moderate critique that Rahner ig“pccupied” with the Kantian-Cartesian subject
by saying that he fails to recognise that inclusleBahner’s turn to the subject is the turn to the

world, the vulnerability of the spirit-body unitgnd the claim of love from out-with the individual
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all elements which we have already discussed. Eurtbre, Regan then cites the influence that
Rahner indirectly had upon liberation and femittigtologians, in as much as he validated the
experience of those usually excluded from theolegyomen and the poor — as a source of
revelation, an argument also employed by CraigdtSHewever, both fail to argue that this
interpersonal element of Rahner’s theology onlydaés women and the poor within the Church;
in other words, it is also perfectly reasonabledoclude that Rahner’s theology would validate the
experiences of any community or individual thinkesuch as Hegel — which were open to mystery
in both God and the Other. One could equally cateshinat Rahner’s theology also validates the
experience of atheist feminists or non-ecclesiatesys of thought (2010, p. 138). Furthermore, the
fact that Rahner was only an indirect source gbinagion for such theologies and did not develop a
coherent and detailed ecclesiology himself — sigcthat of Gutierrez — suggests that the
ecclesiological element of his thought is lackihg.summarise, Rahner claims the visible witness
of the Church is necessary due to his own loyalthe Roman Catholic Church but it is not vital to

systematic thought in the same way that interpeis@tationships are in general.

To summarise our reading of Rahner thus far: tterpersonal is vital for Rahner but the ecclesial
is only one possibility of that in the context a$ Bystematic thinking on revelation — regardldss o
his claims to the contrary. We best understand Baivhen we agree with Purcell's hermeneutical
point that Rahner is constantly concerned withHearer of the message — one constituted and in
constant conversation with God and the Other. H®isa straightforward expressivist, essentialist
or philosophical foundationalist, nor does he sssrkainty in response to modernity but is rather
uniquely expressing a theology which holds togetrerscendent mystery of our encounter with
God and the Other — which are interdependent icdngept of love — and historicity. Revelation
takes place in the every-day existential ontoldgc&ounter with Christ in love, hope and Being-
towards-death; revelation is not straightforwargsgmology in which we are withesses to excess
phenomenon nor do we view God as a sort of obdscsuch, what Marion and Rahner most agree
upon is that the commitment and dialogue of lowléscondition of knowing God. Having
established this reading of Rahner, we shall now dur attention to how the Hearer is affected by
the call and responds to it, showing that the prapatent of Christian revelation is always
existential for Rahner. The Hearer must hear amstextially give themselves to mystery in love,
hope and death.
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2: Existence and Revelation

Introduction

Rahner in his discussion of revelatiorHoundationaultimately claims that the person of Jesus
Christ is the criterion (1986, p. 176) which detames what is and is not Christian revelation, lout i
what way? As we will see, he emphasises not epatagital truth claims about the nature and
work of Christ but, rather, the existential categerof faith, hope and love which such truth
constitute in the Hearer. In other words, it is s@mimuch that we speak of Jesus but model his

existential categories of Being-in-the-world.

Ultimately, we will show that this view of revelati leads him to understand individual thinkers
and communicators as ‘prophets’' — both inside atgide of explicit Christianity. | will argue that
the prophet can take many forms for Rahner in ashnag they direct the Hearer towards an
existential ontological relationship with Christe® when not providing an explicitly
epistemological Christian revelation; in short: éhéstential ontological takes precedence over and
directs the epistemological for Rahner, in conttaghe Christian theologians and philosophers

such as Marion and Balthasar that we have covered.

| will use Hegel as an example of a prophet dukéamportance he places on God and God's
immanence in history; the development and progsessiman history; the limitations of reasén

the overcoming of the subject-object distinctiomgl ahe importance of Jesus Christ for the progress
of reason in history. These are all subjects thrattly overlap with Rahner's theological project,

yet they are from the perspective of a non-ecdlgsidosopher who does not emphasise the
existential implications of their thought. It isgqeisely because of these differences that a thinker
like Hegel can serve to highlight the logical inggliions of Rahner's existential ontology — its
broadness — which he then contradicts in his ptaien of a narrow ecclesiology in the latter

chapters ofFoundations

13 Or the lack thereof.
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Existential categories of Revelation

As we have previously seen, Rahner borrows heéwaly Heidegger's thought in general; however,
he is also strongly influenced by his views on Hesthen discussing Christ's death and the
Christian life. Heidegger viewed death as the @vesent condition which society — or 'They' —
seek to make palatable or obscure to the extenitttiaes not affect every-day events,
conversations and decisions substantially. In otleeds, although we may know we will certainly
die, we do not live each day in light of this imgarg existential threat. Indeed, it is death which
we truly care about, the anxiety or 'care' thatctires Dasein is ultimately orientated towards
death because it reveals temporality as the hootour existence. As he writes, “Dasein cannot
outstrip the possibility of death...its existenpalssibility is based on the fact that Dasein is
essentially disclosed to itself, and disclosedeéed] as ahead-of-itself. This item in the structidre
care has its most primordial concretion in Beingrdods-death” (Heidegger, 1962, p. 308). For
Heidegger, death and our orientation towardsthesbasis of all true self-knowledge and authentic
disclosure in the world — it shows us our limitsaadl as our potentiality and enables us to live

accordingly.

However, this authentic way of being takes effn$tead of being alienated from death — “falling”

— we must make an existentiell commitment to a wfdyeing in light of this horizon, in doing so

we will also be liberated from a view of ourseltkat is false and based on pressure from without —
the 'They-self'(1962, p. 351). Stephen Mulhall esit‘Dasein has a life to lead, it exists — it must
make decisions about which existentiell possikgitwill be actualized and which will not...death is
a way to be; it is not an event” (1996, p. 116jhalgh this will look different for each individyal
Heidegger claims that there are some characterististructures of Dasein which properly
orientate it towards death, namely: anticipatiod essoluteness. He writes of this disposition, $Thi
distinctive and authentic disclosedness, whichtested in Dasein itself by its conscience — this
reticent self-projection upon one's ownmost Beindtg in which one is ready for anxiety — we

call “resoluteness” (Heidegger, 1962, p. 343).tlmeo words, this authenticity is characterised by a
embracing of the care which death causes us aladfgakilence rather than noise which obfuscates
and distracts from such care. Furthermore, thdutswess does not remain simply a disposition but
in line with Being-in-the-world it is made concreteresolution — actions in the world which come
from this authentic space (1962, p. 345).
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One could read this direction of history as Ralsneoint of departure with the every-day focus of
Heidegger's project in which there is no overargldimection of history; for Heidegger, the focus is
always on Dasein's relationship to future potemigsl for the individual. He writes that care is a
disposition that reaches ‘ahead-of-itself' towgatentialities that will never fully be realised —
totality is never achieved (Heidegger, 1962, p.)2&8ditionally, the past is always reaching into
the future: conditioning and influencing Dasein/ergy-day-ness and existential possibilities (Polt,
1999, p. 5). As John MacQuarrie points out, carenaterstood by the existentialists — including
Heidegger — is best understood as anguish, mataisgeasiness and is the “basic way in which
one finds oneself’ (1972, pp. 127-128). This anxanfronts us with our being and Being in
general and potentially leads us to “falling” —tate in which we flee from our existence and its
uncomfortable ambiguities and truths (1972, p. 1B0yoing ahead of itself this anxiety looks

towards perhaps the greatest fear, that of ourtemporal nature which ultimately leads to death.

Temporality — the limitation of possibilities angliging towards a totality which will never be
realised — is what colours our experience of tioug,care or anxiety over temporarily (Heidegger,
1962, p. 278); Heidegger can even claim that if gaun wholeness you lose Dasein (1962, p. 280).
Indeed, he equates wholeness with death — thedmoaigainst which we must choose authentic
ways of Being within our limited situation insteafigiving in to the temptation to flee from our
own experience — through business or being deteahay others (MacQuarrie, 1972, p. 130). In
light of this we must choose authentic ways of Beimhilst all the time being conditioned, in part,
by our past and our every-day experience. Thisgmrfocus on the existential implications of
death has little in common with Rahner's overamglsitory of God's concurrent revelation and
salvation in which history has a common end aneggpce of God's inherent revelation becoming
explicit in some way. Furthermore, even Rahnecsigan the individual in terms of eschatology

does not lead to the same conclusions about dedttotality as Heidegger.

If Heidegger's horizon for time is death then wisaRahner's alternative? Firstly, Rahner views
eschatology as a continuation of the rest of tosigint, in which we move from the implicit towards
an explicit understanding of God — it is not anréva the sense of an intervention by God from
outside of the worltf (1982, pp. 431-432). Secondly, this is only hist@rin the sense that it will
generally occur within community as well as indivadl experience (1982, p. 432). Thirdly, he holds

the view that the corporate end of humanity willdbgositive fulfilment of what God has done in

14 In contrast to Marion.
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Christ for our salvation, again showing the ideghef direction of history, yet, problematicallyigh
may not be applied to all individuals. Lastly — andst importantly — death is an existential horizon
in terms of 'wholeness' but this wholeness is “tcorquering” in the sense that time matures into
an eternity which is realised in all of creatios,veell as our individual movement towards God
(1982, p. 437). Moving towards death as fulfilmesntherefore an existential category but one
which directs us to love or give freely in a wagtthcknowledges that temporality is not permanent
but coming to fruition in an eternity where ourians will count (1982, p. 439). Rahner’s concept
is a radical reworking of Heidegger's idea of desthwholeness' and it shapes what he thereafter

understands as valid salvation or revelatory hystor

Rahner takes the ideas of resoluteness and atiicipeeworking them according to his
christology. In the article “Death” found Bacramentum MundRahner argues that we encounter
ourselves in anxiety towards death and that Godiges the answers to our existential cares (1975,
p. 329). Our orientation towards death ideally gsiigreater union with God, as we live our lives;
then, in dying, there is continuation — rather tkanape — from our former existentiell orientation
for God (1975, p. 331) to the extent that the difd¢aith or the life of sin is completed at deatlt b
not by death (1975, p. 332). Death is therefoledgs already present” showing our “necessity of
activity, uniqueness of opportunity, irrevocabildf/decisions” (1975, p. 332) and is anticipated by
acts of faith and participation in the sacrame@twist provides both the example and the
potentiality to live this life of faith — throughslife and death. Most clearly in him do we seatte
as a fulfilment of his life in the sense that hesth was a result of a life committed completely to
God's call, even if that meant an unjust deathraakling a sacrifice for sin. This unconditional
openness to God in death — anticipation and remuodss — was present in every act of Christ’s life
until his death and was vindicated by his resuitweci{(1975, p. 332). Rahner writes in
Fundamentals;The resurrection does not mean the beginningredva period in the life of Jesus, a
further extension of time filled with new and diféat things. It means rather and precisely the
permanent, redeemed, final and definitive validitghe single and unique life of Jesus who
achieved the permanent and final validity of hie firecisely through his death in freedom and

obedience”. It is a “single event” (1986, p. 266).

For Rahner, Christ is not only the model for Betogrards-death for Christians but he is the inner
ground of such authentic living for all. In his kloOn The Theology of Deatlyitten earlier than

Foundationsand less systematic in nature, he outlines a Gmisiew on death in which all human
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deaths historically contribute to the existentiaigmtial of humanity — the culmination of which is
in Christ's death. All deaths after Christ's areedrined, enabled or fall short in correspondence
with his. Rahner begins to develop this world-enpassing view of death by advocating that the
soul does not leave the material body to ascendruksnatter or worldliness when one dies
according to Christian theology (1961, p. 24). éast, the human soul continues to contribute to the
development of human existential potentiality ia thorld, in so far as he can say the dead in fact
become less isolated than they were in life insteambming involved in the world as a whole
(1961, p. 34) — yet without Eastern philosophigadertone®. World-centred death — which does
not feature as explicitly in the later wdfloundations -has its critical claim in the idea that
temporality must be fulfilled in eternity; eternityy not simply continuation of earthly life but its
end in fulfilment. He writes: “Time is a unique pess, determined in its beginning through God's
free act of creation beyond time...it moves in aarabiguous way (hidden, however, from us who

dwell within time) towards a perfectly determinédal, and irrevocable end” (1961, p. 36).

Rahner, in claiming that the pre-fall Adam would/éalied in some way (1961, p. 42) is arguing
that to be human is to both fulfil oneself and citmtte to the greater fulfilment of the eschaton
through living one's death and — ultimately — dyiihgt death. The difference brought by sin is that
it obfuscates death (1961, p. 50), making it a oisky able to be faced by grace through faith — in
contrast to the pre-fall Adam, who would of in sowey known his end was fulfilment in death and
lived in correspondence to that. Christ, thenhésriew Adam, who in entering the current fallen
state of ignorance and sin nonetheless lives ifegieiulfilment towards God, culminating in a
death which changes the existential potentialitthefworld through his resurrection — which we
are then enabled to enter into. God's grace inisgrichrist and Christ's perfect human response to
grace in a world of death and sin truly changessttumtion for all who come after his resurrection
(1961, p. 70). In this, Rahner differs from Heidegm the respect that death — and, most
importantly — Christ's death, changes the fabrikistory (1961, p. 73), driving it onwards towards
fulfilment through the life of the individual. Weenot dealing with the fulfilment of individuals
alone; death truly affects human experience in nttwaie simply an emotional or material way. This
correspondence between the death of Christ andeaih does not mean that Christ's death is no
longer unique — it remains so due to his perfeedance to God in spite of the obscurity brought
by sin, something that humanity is otherwise intdgaf. As Rahner states, “his death...helped to

offer to God the “flesh of sin” — which death rgalt — transforming it into a flesh of grace; satth

15 Rahner strongly rejects any dualism which wdale: our attention away from the world.

Page34 of 88



we now can...belong to God and to Christ in dedgpite the fact that death, in itself, means

remoteness from God” (1961, p. 79).

Rahner's history-changing view of death — partidylde death of Christ — completely agrees with
what we have read of him so far, in his reworkifi@@eing-in-the-world along Christian lines. We
must define ourselves against that which we are-r@bd — and this only takes place in a historical
context as we are with God and people; therefdref aur experience of transcendence is
mediated in history. Having established how outhiead the death of Christ operate on a large
scale for Rahner, we must ask how this fits withitidividual — what responsibility does death
place up on us? Craigo-Snell answers this questiber bookSilence, Love and Deatim which

she writes:

Rahner does not claim that the moment of deathei®xact time that a person says “yes” or
“no” to God. Instead he asserts that the realitguofown death is something about which
we cannot remain neutral. It forces us to take ppsture that either affirms or denies the
love of God. This is Rahner's “existential” apprio&c death as an act of the human person
(2008, p. 127).

Craigo-Snell's position is completely in agreemeitih what we find inOn a Theology of Death
where Rahner describes death as having both aspadement — its unpredictable and unstoppable
intrusion into human existence and it its activengnt — our choice for or against God in light of
our inevitable end (1961, p. 48). Therefore, sphtly concludes that this leads Rahner to a pasitio
in which eschatology is not an “external rewargbonishment inflicted upon the person from

without” (2008, p. 139) but is rather a continuat@f our existentiell choice.

Furthermore, Craigo-Snell recognises the co-depe@lbetween orientation towards death; hope
in the future or significance of life; and love flve anonymous Christian in making a choice for or
against God. All three existential categories agfor establishing a radical reading of Rahner,
over and against a more ecclesial reading. Thisading emphasising love can be accomplished
without sacrificing the communal elements of Ralsrought but may be less straightforward
than Craigo-Snell's defence of Rahner, who is nes\a§ any readings of Rahner which may

circumvent the importance of the official histotlgaconstituted witness of the Church.
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Craigo-Snell points out that the idea of an allm@ssoul, which we mentioned earlier, is phased
out inFoundations yet the presuppositions of the world being a amdntal one-ness for Rahner
and the idea of the soul being in open-ness tovtitéd (2008, p. 148) are retained. We must ask if
this historically effective element of death — boffChrist and ours — is still important for hisda

more systematic work, and, if so, in what way.

The most logical place to start exploring Rahndcdgight on death iRoundationds his chapter on
guilt because of its close relation with deathisithought. In this chapter he reminds us of previo
themes, writing that: “Freedom is the capacityna bne subject to decide about himself in his
single totality...Freedom is freedom in and throbgdtory and in time and space, and precisely
there and precisely in this way is it the freeddrthe subject in relation to himself” and this
freedom is the “capacity to do something final dedinitive” (1986, pp. 95-96). He goes on to
explain that every free act that we do is a yesootowards God (1986, p. 98) either un-
thematically or thematically understood by us. Rennore, the eschatological statements of our
faith — such as those found in revelation — areetstdod as revealing the radical possibilitieswof o
lives — either for or against God, thus revealimglasting historical impact of our lives and our
deaths which fulfil them (1986, p. 103, p. 115)e$é decisions not only matter for the individual
but affect all since “by his very nature a spiritsabject is permanently related to the world” (698
p. 104). We can, therefore, agree with Craigo-Shell the historical importance of all death, for o
against God; explicitly or implicitly understooddadecided when facing the mystery of God and

the unknown of death is maintained in Rahrnieoendations

Having outlined how Rahner's view on death agradsearlier themes of Being-in-the-world and
how it is understood as historically and existdlytidefinitive, we may now explore the
implications this has for our larger project. Asfdem the complexities previously mentioned, the
un-thematic experience of death for God — in teoitsow he describes the disposition towards
death — is that of hope or actions which presuppoge in the face of the uncertainty posed by
death post-fall. This faith is always worked ouheard in community due to his emphasis on the
unity of all creation and God; and the ways in vdhilommunity provide the explicit terms in which
we all understand our orientation towards mysteirycluding the questions posed by death. It
therefore follows and is clearly taught by Rahtet this disposition of saying yes to God in light
of death is available to all — both those insidé antside of visible Christianity — to the extematt

those who say yes by their orientation towardshdaet called anonymous Christians.
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George Pattison argues that the departure of @Ghriskistential positions from Heidegger is two-
fold: that of hope beyond and in death and thedaaly that exists between the living and the dead
— particularly for Christians (2013, p. 79). FiystPattison argues that Christian theology offers
hope of something beyond death, contrary to Heidedg the extent that hope becomes as
fundamental to the existential position of the Gtiain as anxiety. Therefore, anxiety or care — a
general uneasiness at the overall experience sfegde in light of death — is co-conditioned by a
hope that is without (2013, p. 88).

Secondly, Pattison argues, against Heideggerihitsahope — present in Christianity — does not
obscure death in the same way that idle 'talk’ mighanquillizing' the subject against the nothing
that they must face as an individual. Rather, hbjse recognises the impact that the death of others
has to our own experience of life and death — mfog us perhaps more than Heidegger's approach
of individual contemplation towards death and ungjtihe resurrection hope that we have for
ourselves and the hope we have for those who haive Igefore us (2013, p. 110). Pattison argues
that this approach is far more consistent with dgger's concept of Being-in-the-world in the
sense that it recognises the profound impact oOtmer in our constitution as human beings. We
are affected as a whole by others and, therefloeg, dying — such experiences are not
compartmentalised, separated from our individuat@mplation of death (2013, p. 111).

Furthermore, Pattison's re-reading of Heideggewonbt removes the privileged position of anxiety
in favour of love, making it co-dependent with carel hope. Pattison accomplishes this by
challenging the philosophical burden that Heidegiaces on the individual — one who ultimately
faces the world and death alone, instead arguisigdlie — not death — is the lasting horizon of our

existence beyond death. Pattison writes,

In a religious perspective, we may make the poyrgdying that living in love will still be
the business of our lives in heaven, when we hiengysed off mortality. There is an
obligation that, literally, outlives mortality. Atéral understanding of such eschatological
hope is obviously not available either to those wWhaot have a religious faith or to many
non-fundamentalist believers, but my point heneasto commend that faith with regard to
its dogmatic content but as phenomenologicallylegaey of the possible independence of

conscience from being towards death. In these tdmensomportment it discloses is equally
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available to those who self-describe as ‘religiarsd to those who don't (2013, p. 103).

Pattison does not explicitly explore his contradigtof Heidegger in relation to Rahner in

particular. Rather, he refers to Christian hopelieakegaard and attempts to maintain a
phenomenological approach to the experience ohdeather than an explicitly theological one.
However, Rahner faces similar issues as Pattis@mwlk attempts to push Heidegger in a Christian
direction; the existential ontological themes ofdpdeath and hope are not hierarchical for Rahner
but, rather, co-condition one another equally, ileguDasein to offer a definitive yes or no to God.
Indeed, our way of embodying hope in the face athiés love, regardless of whether our hope is
explicitly Christian or not. Rahner arguesHaundationghat the true way of distinguishing

whether something is of God is its orientationayMd in the absence of immediate benefits or,

indeed, the possibility of worldly disadvantageutéag from loving action — including death.

Rahner's position is in agreement with Pattisoordradiction of Heidegger insofar as Pattison
takes Heidegger's concept of Being-in-the-worldgddogical end, recognising it in love, hope and
solidarity with the dead. Secondly, Rahner's pitogeephasises the idea of mystery which

underpins all three existential dispositions. Asi§ttans, we live in solidarity with the dead ireth
sense that the dead have fully entered their fieitn the face of the infinite mystery of God — the
limits of humanity have been fully realised fortthand thus call us to recognise our own

limitations in the face of God, who is infinite nigsy, which will one day be revealed in our own
death. The death of others leads us to hope adapstfor a resurrection that remains a mystery, as
we do not know the nature of the resurrection @taist both experienced and promises us — yet we
hope, trusting that in death and in resurrectitenvie will know God who is mystery more
immediately. Lastly, the dead whom we have lovedi\aho have gone before us, remind us to love
the Other who, like us, face mystery both in lifelaeath; the experience of God as mystery unites
us and we find solidarity in that. The Other rensaime point at which we meet mystery — the self-
communication of God in man — to the extent thdbt@ people is to love God for Rahner.
Therefore, what unites all three existential categas what underlies the whole thought of Rahner

— finite humanity meeting the endless mystery ofl @od solidarity in this shared experience.

Rahner seemingly contradicts this existential neguly claiming at the end of his chapter on
revelation inFoundations pre-empting questions concerning clear critéhat we can distinguish

Christian revelation by its christology. He boldiates:
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We can speak of “anonymous Christians.” But it stiinains true: in the full historical
dimension of this single self-communication of Godnan in Christ and towards Christ,
only someone who explicitly professes in faith amtaptism that Jesus is the Christ is a
Christian in the historical and reflexive dimensairGod’s transcendental self-

communication (1986, p. 176).

However, Rahner's christological criteria are oné he same as the general existential criteria
covered thus far. He argues that Christianity srit@se with common professions of faith and that
there must be some kind of continuity between #ré/eChristian community — the apostles — and
those who now claim to be Christian, in that thiegre the same existential commitment we have to
Christ, in spite of vastly different contexts. A®piously discussed, Rahner yet affirms the unique,
irrevocable and world-changing redemption broughthie historical events of Christ death and
resurrection — the event which provides the coméhristian proclamation and explicit belief.

On the face of it, then, he could claim that a pegps one who proclaims the traditional tenants of
Christianity in continuity with the traditional afdstorical Christian Church, and there is no doubt
based on the above quotation that there is a gisittlesial body which is discernible in Rahner’s
thought. However, the true issue which categoreatlation and its relation to the ecclesia reveals
is how broad it is possible for this visible ectde® be and if it is truly necessary to his exisid
ontology. No sooner has Rahner claimed that Cisrite criteria for objective revelation does he
undermine it in the rest of his chapter on chrsggl— as well as by his previous assertions on the

nature of prophets and revelation.

Rahner undermines the previously mentioned intéapos — and its supposed clarity — by
admitting that faith in Christ is difficult to theatise due to its implicit nature (1986, p. 204).
Therefore, the continuity that is experienced betw€hristians of different generations, going back
to the apostles, is not one of dogma and professian objective sense but one of existential
commitment to Christ (1986, p. 241), to the extleat one can be part of an objectively erroneous
group within or without Christianity as long as dmees the disposition of commitment (1986, p.
227). On this basis, it is difficult to see how aran clearly identify a visible ecclesia without
resorting to a protestant notion of an invisibkeceélChurch or some more radical solution. Indeed,
he claims that theology presupposes an already tbedniHearer of the message — one who has

said ‘'yes’ to God implicitly. The goal of theologynd apologetics is therefore not to convince
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people to become Christian but to affirm that Grarsfaith which is already present in the Hearer’s

existential disposition (1986, p. 294).

Furthermore, the christological criteria that heaxds upon is not that of proclamation of objective
statements but, instead, that of existential disipos which implicitly call the Hearer into an
existential disposition towards God, in agreemeith wur earlier analysis of his use of Heidegger’s

concepts of death and anticipation.

Firstly, he advocates the category of loving omeghbour as an indicator of Christian revelation
and community, in the sense that one does goathéoDther in spite of having no immediate or
guaranteed future benefit or perhaps even at sheofiharm to oneself (1986, p. 295). He argues
for this based on the biblical idea that to love’smeighbour is to love God through them (1986, p.
309). He writes:

Anyone who lets go and jumps falls into the depthgh are there, and not only to the
extent that he himself has fathomed them. Anyone adtepts his humanity fully, and all
the more so of course the humanity of others, hasmed the Son of Man because in him
God has accepted man...he who is at once nearestaiodufarthest from us is always

accepted and loved in every neighbour (1986, p).228

Craigo-Snell draws the connection between the tdv@od in Christ and our existential love, to the
extent that Christ is the ground of all love ofgidour and connects it to God. When we love God
we are entering a trinitarian movement of love: $io&'s unconditional love for God and humanity
and God's unconditional love for humanity in Ch¢208, p. 89). Christ thereby becomes the
ontological ground for anonymous Christians whal f®@od through love of neighbour, therefore
anyone who truly loves their neighbour in such g et they are “honest when dishonesty would
be approved, whenever someone offers kindnesssthat required, such a person is affirming a
meaning and value that cannot be account for ielptnuman terms” (2008, p. 79) can be said to
be Christians. Ultimately, this is the case becdlis@ther as the self-communication of God is
also mystery and thus our orientation towards tieesmmultaneously an orientation towards God as
mystery(2008, p. 91).
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Werner Jeanrond in hiEheology of Lovevrites of Rahner, “Every genuine human love fa th
neighbour — in truth and action, without self-dacap— is an act of faith in God and God’s love for
the human being, notwithstanding whether or na ireflexively known.” (2010, p. 148) and
concludes that love is always tied to the incomensibility of God. Love does not, therefore, try to
grasp the Other or God wholly but, rather, allole ©ther to be mystery (2010, p. 150). Therefore,
if mystery underlies the existential dispositioridee the neighbour and God, the goal of theology
for Rahner — including that of making the impligrientation towards God explicit — is not done in
order to grasp them wholly within definitions an@gps. As such, | would argue that the privileged
position of the visible ecclesia in his thoughaiodds with his overall appreciation of mystery —
both in God and people. His goal of moving all tosgaa highest institution of truth which cannot
possibly account for the mysterious and diversaneatf human beings is the low point of his

theological project.

Rahner calls his second christological categorgdimess towards deatfd;in connection with love
and hope, in order to describe the existentialatigipn present in those who both commit to and
proclaim Christ. Rahner also employs the ideawtfigersal ‘'memory' which directs humanity — the
Hearer — to the benefits of Christ’s death andrrestion; this is the new reality because the
constitution or ground of humanity has been charimyetthe resurrection to the extent that all are
now endlessly drawn towards an inevitably succéssfarch for Christ — culminating in final

validity in death.

Thirdly, hope in a future redemption of some fooontained even in a mere hope that one’s life
had some significance on persons or history innabiguous way is a mark of a Christ-inspired
revelation. These three broad concepts, which@aependent, confirm that which we have
already learned from Rahner — that his main conisean existential ontological faith which
informs the whole of his thought, including hiswief specifically Christian revelation. Regardless
of the form, therefore, it is this existential distions of faith, hope and love in the face ofttea
and at potential cost to oneself, which revealsatbek of the Holy Spirit (1986, p. 316). This is
what he means when he claims that christologyesctheria of Christian revelation, and, as such,

the revelation does not overcome mystery but, raghxestentially grapples with it.

16 Previously covered in our discussion of Rahné€a of death in contrast with Heidegger.
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This reading of Rahner takes into account and agséth Rahner’s extensive use of Heidegger’s
concept of care and Being-towards-death, althobgbigg it in a communal and historical
direction in Christ — rather than the lonely indival crisis that one faces in the thought of
Heidegger. Lastly, it also agrees with descriptivethodology of phenomenology used by both
Rahner and Heidegger and maintains the limitsRiadiner places on reason. Therefore, Rahner’s
criteria for what counts as revelation — even QGiansrevelation — is more existential than
dogmatic; we have also established criteria fodirgpaRahner as neither modern nor post-modern
but instead one who focused on an existential ogichl commitment of love which experiences
revelation in the every-day; a Hearer who is contgd by God and humanity in their own specific

contexts of existential choices.

Rahner presupposes that all of history is a deveop of self-understanding in relation to God, or,
as he would call it, revelation (1986, p. 153)stisi perfectly in line with the views of immanence
and transcendence which condition one anotherstottyi and his view of the Hearer of Christian
revelation being both constituted and informedHh®y gelf-communication of God as mystery. He
attempts to separate revelation into two main fospscial knowledge or revelation — by which he
means explicitly Christian theology as proclaimgdhe Church and as understood in the Old and
New Testaments (1986, p. 155); and categoricalagga — which includes all non-Christian
knowledge of God. Both types of revelation haveithglicit knowledge of God as mystery as their
common source and are directed by the Holy Spiméirefore, both are considered valid by Rahner

as revelation (1986, p. 157). He writes,

The Christian historian of religion...can observe dedcribe and analyse the phenomena in
the history of non-Christian religion without regations, and interpret them with regard to
their ultimate intentions. If he sees the God ef @d and New Testament revelation also at
work there, however primitive they might be or hewedepraved, and these things of
course do exist in the history of religion, henso way prejudicing Christianity’s absolute
claims” and this “raises the question about thecoetie criteria for drawing distinctions
(1986, p. 156).

However, Rahner claims that his view of a wideeraof revelation cannot be accused of being
relativism because all categorical revelation stdry is driven by the self-communication of God,

even though it is co-conditioned by human guilt.dde even go as far as to say that “God
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interprets himself in history” (1986, p. 158) indtendless human history of spiritual reflection.
Now we shall go on to consider how these categaresambiguous and do not clearly distinguish
certain systems of philosophy or non-Christian kbgyp as being either categorical or special. This
problem is, in part, caused by Rahner’s view ofghaphet in his systematic thought of revelation,
as well as the criteria — even christological + tileuses to distinguish special revelation from

categorical revelation, which is naturally moreuansal and diverse in its nature.

Rahner’s concept of the prophetioundationss problematic in that he seeks to maintain aglac
in his theology for the official interpreters ofobesial religion whilst at the same time promotarg
existential ontological project that, by necessgyar more broad and universal in nature. Fiystly
prophets are not limited Judeo-Christian prophatghey are understood as those who have the
calling and the ability to express the faith ofeth— putting the implicit experience of mysteripin
objectified proclamation, though not in the traali@l sense of creedal affirmation (1986, p. 159).
There is a need for prophets which are unique ¢b ealture and community due to the
interpersonal nature of humanity and, thereforeykadge of God (1986, p. 159) — which again
reflects his use of Heidegger’s category of Bemmghie world; being with God and people.
However, more importantly, the key criterion foemdifying a prophet is in their self-understanding

of receiving revelation from God for others (1986159). He writes,

The light of faith which is offered to every persamd the light by which the “prophets”
grasp and proclaim the divine message...is the sighteespecially since the message can
really be heard properly only in the light of faitiperhaps as distinguished from other
believers, it is expressed in the prophets in sualay that it becomes for others too the
correct and pure objectification of their own tregisdental experience of God, and it can be

recognised in this correctness (1986, p. 159).

Furthermore, he adds that this self-understandirigeoprophets includes their confidence in being
kept from error by God; they also do not clinghattwhich is merely provisional. However, the
logical end of his thought results in dogma beimysional in comparison to the greater weight he
affords existential commitment and, thereforeait @e argued that it is Rahner who clings to that
which is provisional in the later chaptersFafundations which defend a visible institutional form

of the Church in spite of such assertions madéeeanl the book. Having established this reading of

Rahner, one can ask if Hegel can be understoodiag €hristian theology in Rahnerian terms, in
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order to show that Rahner’s view of historicity aedelation can bear with a key philosopher of
the same subjects. A philosopher who, importarglgot situated within the official Christian
Church. Ultimately, viewing Hegel's philosophicgstem as being compatible with Rahner's
salvation history will serve as a basis for crititquRahner's conclusion of there yet being a “pybli
official, particular and ecclesially constitutedeéation” (1986, p. 174), which retains its priygkx
and protected status in his thought in spite outhigersal nature of revelation and salvation
history.

Hegel and Immanence

In outlining Rahner's ontology it was shown thahRer both sees history as a cycle and as having a
revelatory direction towards God — contrary to Heiger. It is therefore helpful, in thinking about

the radically open possibilities of Rahner's thaughcompare and contrast his ideas of history

with a thinker who likewise dealt seriously witletboncept of linear history, namely Hegel. First,
however, | will summarise Hegel's views on immarmgmeason and epistemology, which provide

the necessary background to his idea of historgrdier that we may establish his thought as being

compatible within Rahner's concept of anonymousstianity.

Hegel is generally interpreted as rejecting notioinsanscendence in favour of purely immanent
metaphysics. Joseph McCarney supports an immaeading of Hegel based on its compatibility
with his overall project in which reason becomegregsed fully in history, without any unknown
realm of knowledge. Hegel's insistence that Clanisty is the highest form of religion due to its
union of transcendence and immanence, or rattfemtude and finitude, further establishes the
immanent reading. It is the doctrine of the inciorathat makes Christianity distinct from Judaism
and other religions which keep God at transcendistéince in an absolute sense — breaking into

history from without (2000, p. 46). In higctures on the Philosophy of Religidiegel writes,

Inasmuch as this knowledge exists immediately isetfyall external authority, all foreign
attestation is cast aside; what is to be of vadumé must have its verification in my own
spirit, and in order that | may believe | must hétve witness of my spirit. It may indeed
come to me from without, but any such externaliorig a matter of indifference; if it is to
be valid, this validity can only build itself up o the foundation of all truth, in the witness
of the Spirit (1895, p. 43).
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In this passage, Hegel clearly rejects the ideatodnscendent revelation in which knowledge
comes independently of man's constitution and exi&tl situation — disconnected from his being in
the world and the historical development of theldioFhis immanence is dependent upon his idea
of self-directing Spirit which constitutes both thwbole and the particulars of the world, thus
leading to a fundamental unity within all that isubject and object, absolute and individual. Thus,
all truth is mediated in humankind and through hokiad in history.

Reason is furthered through the process of thedial— different stages of intellectual affirmaijo
negation and synthesis. Firstly, we observe thedyprogressively conceptualising how one part
of experience may reveal something of the wholgt,ivee realise that the concept that has been
arrived at cannot explain all experience and sgjlih a synthesis happens in which the concept is
changed to bear all of that experience withouefalty (Beiser, 1993, p. 18). Ultimately, this will
result in God — or reason — being fully actualiaed known as such in history and will provide a
model for understanding universal and particulfgien. How this immanent revealing or
progression is worked out in human terms is thrahghcunning of reason’ working in and
through humanity. Self-determining Spirit or reasomst come to pass through man’s self-
consciousness, but the way in which this occutsstory is not necessarily through individuals or
masses willing it or understanding it. Man’s caliee desires, failures and self-interest, and his
progressive achievements regarding self-consciessaed morality, lend themselves to the
progression of Spirit in history; they reflect @iféent stages of the dialectic — negation and

affirmation — ultimately leading to the progressadrReason.

Frederick Beiser (like many others) reads Hegeltismpting to overcome the Kantian limits on
metaphysical knowledge and the dualism in whigksults. Firstly, Hegel can be read as defending
the notion that one can have “rational knowledgthefabsolute” based on the idea that the
absolute is not in a self-contained realm beyonddruexperience but is the whole of the material
universe working itself out in an organic and stermining fashion. Mind is the highest

organised form of matter and matter is the loweganised form of mind. In arguing this, Hegel is
overcoming Kant's limits on knowledge of the traerstent absolute because the absolute is the
whole of the universe that is “given to our expece’ (Beiser, 1993, p. 8). We can, therefore,
confirm that the categories that make up our wartdthe same as the ones that structure our mind,

against Kant, who believed that we could simplycped as if the universe was structured in this
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way (1993, p. 9). Knowledge is, therefore, immarfenHegel — it does not go outside or beyond
creation in any sense but will inevitably be reeéalvithin it; however, Hegel is very specific as to
how this knowledge can and will be discovered.

Hegel's Christianity

Hegel is critical of Schelling's solution of intiwih that limits knowledge to the select few whol fee

it (Beiser, 1993, p. 16). Hegel writes, “We knowatsod is, but not what He is — the content, the
filling up of the idea of God, is negated.” Instehd advocates that “by philosophical knowledge or
cognition, we mean not only that we know that ajects, but also what it is” (1895, p. 44). Hegel
rejects the idea that intuitive unmediated experethat lacks theoretical content can lead to the
realisation of reason in the world. The overalljpcb of reason becoming revealed through
philosophical thinking and his rejection of intoii is extended to religion, which Hegel views as
having become corrupted in three ways. Firsthyatygies that the Lutheran Church of his day has
either retreated into biblical exegesis, ignoring tlevelopments in philosophy and the sciences —
thus cutting itself off from the worldwide developnt of reason. Secondly, the rise of religious
ideas of revelation and epistemology that rely ufgahing or intuition entail disregarding reason as
a means of discovering truth about God. Hegel'svigethat this has led to a content-less
Christianity in which the logically developed antstantial dogmas of the Christian faith — such as
the Trinity or incarnation — have become optiomaiavour of a moral Christ or an indefinite
mystery. Thirdly, he rejects the critical enlighteent philosophy of religion for a similar reasos, a
he states “For God was conceived by that ratiomaligay of looking at religion, which was only

the abstract metaphysic of the understanding, abstmaction which is empty ideality, and as

against which the finite stands in an externalifash(1895, p. 30).

Lawrence Dickey describes Hegel as a philosoph@hoistian consciousness based upon his
position relative to thinkers contemporary with hmBerlin. On the one hand, elements of
Protestantism sought to defend traditional theisomfhis ideas; on the other hand, Hegel rejects
the radical post-Christian approach of his studkenterbach, who departs with the usefulness of
Christianity and sees religion as a projection ahta ideal attributes. The incarnation and other
Christian dogmas hold no value beyond these phiojex{1993, p. 323). Instead, Hegel's insists
that “logic had to be grounded in religion — in Bhian anthropology — if proper account were to be

made of the spiritual dimension of human naturBitkey, 1993, p. 308) For Hegel, Christianity
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remained unique and the highest point of reasosaleng and working itself out in religion — it was
not merely the projection of man's ideals but iddrding revealed in and through its dogmas and
symbols. Therefore, Hegel's ultimate goal becanexpwess Christianity in speculative thinking
which would lead to concrete action, leading toaety with Christian values (1993, p. 317).

However, this does not lead him to traditional stieiChristianity.

Hegel's solution to the problematic relationshipaugen philosophy and religion — or Christianity in
particular — is to present a view of Christianitiziegh emphasises freedom and the development of
logic in its theological content. He writes, “IretiChristian religion | am to retain my freedom or
rather, in it | am to become free. In it the subjéwe salvation of the soul, the redemption of the
individual as an individual, and not only the sgscis an essential end. This subjectivity, this
selfness (not selfishness) is just the principleatibnal knowledge itself” (1895, p. 17). The way
the rational knowledge inherent in Christianityggetrked out is through the symbolic and
intellectual content of historical dogmas. He gordo argue against theologians who view
traditional Christian dogmas with contempt or kéegm at a historical distance — viewing
themselves as the inheritors of such knowledgeowitkaking the content of the dogmas seriously.
Concepts such as the Trinity and the incarnatioe mat arisen from intuition or traditional
revelation as such but through reason working éwtbrld through Christianity. As such,
Christianity remains for him a key factor in thetory of reason and freedom manifesting and
becoming in the world and is the supreme examplewfis speculative philosophical project must
re-interpret and take further. For Hegel, evendtistic elements of Christianity which are not
immediately given to speculative intellectual refien are an invitation to a higher mode of
thinking in terms of universals (Taylor, 1975, 0.

Hegel's God is an organic self-organising and getérmining whole which is becoming through a
dialectic between universal truths and particutathts in history. This concept is embodied in his
metaphor of the tree, of which writes, “All specé#tions or determinations are contained in thes, th
whole nature of the tree, the kind of sap it hlas,way in which the branches grow; but in a
spiritual manner, and not pre-formed so that a osiwope could reveal its boughs, its leaves, in
miniature.”(1895, p. 61) In other words, the ungeers implicitly structured and has an end but this
end does not come from without but exists as anpiadevithin the world; potential becoming
actual. His argument reveals his critique of Karttp believed that we could simply act as if the

world had structure and telos because we do na theesconditions to know this for certain. Hegel
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interchangeably uses the terms Spirit, reason drtGdescribe the absolute which both forms the
whole and is manifest in the distinctive instanaesself in history, and will relate and disclose
itself fully in history after a series of progressirevelatory moments. As Charles Taylor puts it,
“God comes to knowledge of himself through man’swledge of him” which is “slowly and

painfully realized through history” (1975, p. 481).

The view of God in Hegel that | have just presemtey be best described as monist, however, this
is not the only interpretation of Hegel’s idea add; and so it may be helpful to take a moment to
contrast this with other, more conservative, regsliof Hegel’s philosophy (or, theology) of God.
Beiser charts the development of Hegel’s thougtauhh his earlier years spent in Bern to his later
years in Frankfurt (2005, p. 132), arguing thastasted off more critical of Christianity, in a

similar way to his student Feuerbach, or even llarx; although he would have preferred a
Socrates-like figure, eventually he came to belignat Christianity was actualised in such a way
that it was the religion which one must deal witthe one which most gripped the world at that
time and expressed the most useful ideas that d¢owrtda positive citizen within the state, which
Spirit now uses as the vehicle for progress (2p0%34). Beiser goes on to read Hegel as re-
working, rather than rejecting, pantheism — in saiety that the individual expresses the whole

rather than disappearing into it.

Daniel P. Jamros, a Jesuit theologian, agreesthigimonist reading and dismissing conservative
readings in which Jesus is identified as whollyquiei in Hegel, by pointing out how Jesus seems to
be less important than that which he accomplishe®irth of a human community via his Spirit,
which more and more moves from the particular esqaom of the Church to universal expression in
the state (1995, p. 288). What Jesus accomplishé@xpressed can therefore, in principle, be
shared by all human beings; this challenges thee tiolet Hegel had a traditional Christian view of
unique Son of God in the incarnation, although éxists in tension with a yet high view of
christology. Jamros writes, “For the Church a ueigqucarnation of God preserves divine
transcendence; but for Hegel the universal incarnaiminates transcendence.” (1995, p. 298) He
also admits that, although in principle all humaas achieve this unity with the divine, on Hegel’s
terms Jesus is both the first — and perhaps, ireseays, the only historical instance of this unity
being actualised (1995, p. 281). Humanity neededhastorical person to achieve this in order to

grasp it with empirical certainty — in order thiatviould become universal.
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Peter Hodgson, arguing for a reading of Hegel wisahore friendly towards traditional
Christianity, writes “Yet according to Christiantfg so Hegel affirms, it (the incarnation) does
happen once in a revelatory definitive way.” (2005156). And, although the systematic logic of
Hegel’s thought may not require this to be excles Jesus, “at this point he is bending his
argument to accommodate normative Christian dagt(005, p. 162). Hodgson concludes, “Jesus
is revelatory definitive more than he is ontologdjicdefinitive for Hegel. To be sure, his revelgtor
impact follows from the fullness of God’s presenté&im, so the revelatory ad the ontological are
connected” (2005, p.163). We may expand on thatioel of ontology to revelation in Hegel that
Hodgson touches upon by asking what kind of onioldginderstanding of Christ is implicit for
Hegel in his claim that Jesus revealed the unityhefdivine and human so perfectly. In other
words, if Jesus is ontologically like everyone dlsen why him and how could he achieve which
others, thus far, have not? Clearly, although Hegg} not make it explicit, his view of Christ
requires us to conclude that there is somethinglogically different about him. We may conclude
therefore that Jesus is both fully human and divirntae sense that others are not — both implicitly
and by necessity — for Hegel’s understanding ohiktoric progress of Spirit through Christ and

into the world.

Bernard Reardon supports this interpretation ofddag which the significance of Christ goes
beyond that of symbol; rather, Christ actualisesmneiliation and constitutes the ground upon
which self-consciousness can be achieved (1977 @@1). Burbidge claims that the unique
significance of Christ for Hegel is rooted in tlaetf he was formed by Lutheranism and likens
elements of Hegel’s writing to those of the myssash as St. John of the Cross, who overcome the
dark night of the soul (negation) in order to aghkia unitive experience with the divine, or —in
Hegelian language, synthesis (1993, p. 100). Bgebfdrther argues that this movement present in
Hegel, from separation to salvation; negation tatlsgsis; individual to universal; is, in fact, a re
wording of Christian doctrine of redemption or reciliation (1993, p. 101) and he argues that
Hegel’s doctrine of the Spirit of Christ movingarnthe community — or the unity between
resurrection and the outpouring of the Spirit ihide gospel — is mostly compatible with Hegel’'s
thought, and vice-versa. Therefore, Burbidge cldimas Hegel was not only a Christian but that

Christianity is the necessary condition of his pbdphy (1993, p. 101).
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Ultimately, we can conclude that there is a tengidHegel between traditional christology and
monism, to the extent that we can say he both oniglibelieves and philosophically requires a
high christology in which Christ uniquely accompks unity with the divine, becoming the ground
for all others to do so through his post-resurggc&pirit working in community. In other words,
Christ does not disappear into the universal wdithe Spirit; he retains a unique and important
place both ontologically and revelatory in Hegéisught. This position is supported by this quote,
found in hisPhilosophy of History

This implicit unity exists in the first place onlgr the thinking speculative consciousness;
but it must also exist for the sensuous, repretigataonsciousness — it must become an
object for the world — it must appear, and thahm sensuous form appropriate to Spirit,
which is the human. Christ has appeared — a mansvdod — God who is man; and
thereby peace and reconciliation have been acdouig World...the appearance of the
Christian God involves further its being uniquetékind; it can occur only once, for God is
realized as Subject, and as manifested Subjects/gyclusively One Individual (1956, pp.
324-325).

This view is also reflected in tHthenomenology of Spiiih the section entitled “Revealed
Religion” (Hegel, 1977, p. 476), suggesting that unique identity of Christ — the first and
foundational historical and ontological instanceSpfrit becoming self-conscious in the individual

— is central to his thought.

Given Rahner's view of this immanent and univehsstbry of salvation and his positive view of
philosophy, we may ask if his idea of history isngatible with a non-theistic philosophical
account of history, such as that of Hegel. Cledilg,two ideas are not wholly compatible, for the
following reasons: Rahner's idea of reason is dsadth Hegel's self-determining and all
competent reason because human reason has limgatievhat it can reveal about God to the
extent that it does not seek to resolve or disdlase fully but rather tries to apprehend him inreve
as mystery in ever greater degrees. Hegel, onttiex band, states, “There cannot be two kinds of
reason and two kinds of Spirit; there cannot bevee reason and a human, there cannot be a
Divine Spirit and a human, which are absolutelyedént. Human reason — the consciousness of
one’s being is indeed reason; it is the divine anrand Spirit, in so far as it is the Spirit ofd> s

not a spirit beyond the stars, beyond the worldtl@ncontrary, God is present, omnipresent, and
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exists as Spirit in all spirits” (1895, p. 33). Hégwould, therefore, view Rahner's limitation of
human reason and his focus on mystery in the saayehvat he viewed the theology of his day —
which he accuses of making God “an infinite phantamich is far from us”, presenting human

knowledge simply a mirror on which phenomena apfpE2®5, p. 36).

The very idea of God is radically different for R and Hegel and this is what underpins their
epistemological differences. Rahner is still trytngnaintain some semblance of tradition Catholic
theology, regardless of his turn towards the subfgod nonetheless remains transcendent in spite
of Rahner's unique way of overcoming dualism bywg God as the constitutive part of man's
being. As he writes ifFundamentals‘we make the presupposition and hold to it ratiidhat the
Trinity in the history of salvation and revelatimithe “immanent” Trinity because in God's self-
communication to his creation through grace andrnimation God really gives himself, and really
appears as he is in himself” (1986, p. 136). Howeagpreviously discussed, God is the infinite
transcendent against which our creaturelinesdedligible; therefore, Rahner is not proposing a
self-communication in which creation and creatardmee indistinguishable.

Rahner escapes the critique that Hegel directsrtsv@chelling, who advocates a direct intuition of
the absolute and the theologians — most notablieteclhacher — who emphasised feeling rather
than thought because of his central notion thatraginal experience of mystery is mediated
through thought in greater or lesser degrees. Nefess, this key epistemological disagreement
about the limits of reason remains, leading Ratmearvery different idea of salvation history, and
more specifically, the history of religions, whidbes not lead to a universal, all-encompassing
disclosure of God, as it does for Hegel. ClearBhier is probably closer to Heidegger than to

Hegel here.

Both thinkers also disagree on the fundamentalodiipn of man. Contrary to Rahner’s idea of the
transcendent human disposition towards that whsaehithout and that which is not, we may say
that Hegel'’s idea of humanity, or the subjecthet of collective humanity becoming that which is
already implicit in itself and in the world at l&gegardless of conscious or unconscious
phenomenological experience. Due to the cunninmgagon, as previously discussed, reason will
proceed collectively both in spite of and througdividual experiences, depending on the historical
moment. Thus, McCarney can predict that Hegelsrpretation of the Holocaust would not be that

of the failure of the dialectic or reason sincenty lasted a few years before things progressed to
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better state, rather it was necessary. The suff@irndividuals thus was not the most important
because the collective realisation of Spirit wemtad freedom was realised again, perhaps in a
more developed way (2000, pp. 211-212). The movewfareason takes priority over the

individual, even if that means suffering.

Another apparent disconnect between Hegel and Rahhew immanence and transcendence
condition one another and the resulting idea dbhysLehmann argues Bacramentum Mundhat
the German Idealism of figures such as Hegel faidts assertion that “spirit-that-thinks mediates
itself to itself” as opposed to Rahner's view inethGod is simultaneously inside and outside of
human experience. Hegel’s view thus led to a “suteeing of God to history” (1975, p. 1739)
whereas the task of transcendental theology must iwe an account of how history can continue
to be changed. It would appear, therefore, thahBe project of transcendental theology is at odds
with Hegel's view of immanence and, indeed, thenoéthe freedom that Rahner advocates based
on there being a transcendent questioning andisé&armeaning which allows human beings to go
beyond their historical and finite circumstanceshinann believes that there is not sufficient
potentiality inside of history in order to changstary — history must be affected from without and
within by God, most particularly in his plan foretleschaton. History, for Rahner and for Lehmann,
therefore, does not have this inner and self-susigitelos which drives it — as with Hegel — but,
rather, depends upon the transcendent experier@ed$ self-giving communication. For
transcendent theology, there is no self-sustaiitimgning of reason’ directing historical human

progress towards its end.

In spite of these differences, Hegel is still paiedty useful for drawing out a radical reading of
Rahner, particularly if we can show in what waygels system could be considered valid in
Rahner's terms, perhaps even as particular remelathe first sense in which Hegel is valid for
Rahner is in Rahner's understanding of philosopityh@ means to understanding man in the world
— it establishes the idea of the Hearer of the agessipon which theology then works. As well as
co-conditioning one another, philosophy and thepkexamine the same subject matter in Rahner
and he views the state of his contemporary philbg@s too fragmented — not examining or
offering a comprehensive picture of human expegasrcknowledge and giving deference to the
natural sciences: a claim that could not be appbddegel.
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According to Rahner, the Hearer of the word of €tianity is constituted by the Hearer's self-
interpretation through true philosophy (1986, p. d%his leads Rahner to say, “we do not have to be
concerned about separating philosophy and theatogiiodologically in the sharpest possible

way” and indeed, he claims that “a philosophy thabsolutely free of theology is not even
possible in our historical situation” (1986, p. 2Bhilosophy, therefore, conditions and is
presupposed by theology — they are interdepend®86( p. 25) and both make explicit what is
implicit in the universal “unthematic experienceonir orientation towards ineffable mystery”

(1986, p. 53). Both theology and philosophy are aisited in the sense that neither can completely
reveal the truth about God or resolve mystery,lzotth are constituted by grace (1986, p. 56), as
opposed to the scholastic view in which grace eded to perfect philosophical or natural
knowledge of God. Rahner can agree, therefore, Methel's assertion that religion and philosophy
reflect upon the same subject matter — God becownnihging revealed — and that both must be
synthesised. Moreover, Hegel's project is validRahner in the sense that it reveals and reflects
upon historical experience and in doing so contabuo the construction of the Hearer, as well as
revealing some provisional truth about God basetheroriginal experience of mystery — whether

the Hearer explicitly acknowledges that mysteryai.

However, we could take this argument one step éuttiian simply suggesting that Hegel is a
philosopher of the Christian consciousness, workitg the same material as the theologian.
Based on Hegel's reconstruction of basic Chrigtmgmas such as the incarnation and Trinity,
along with his view of Jesus dying in order tha #ibsolute may dwell within the Church and
ultimately wider community or state (2005, p. 18¢ter Hodgson argues that Hegel is better
described as a “Christian theologian of the Spwikio is treating theology as a branch of
philosophy “that concerns itself with the knowledgegsod and exhibits the rational content of
religion. It does this by raising the symbolic, aggtorical, representational language of religion
into a conceptual, scientific terminology” (2005,15) against thinkers such as Schleiermacher — a
theologian of feeling, as well as materialist regdiof Christianity — as argued by philosophers
such as Feuerbach (2005, p.10). Although this wmedt the condition of being theology by most
definitions, it is not clear that it would be unseod as valid theology by Rahner, particularly as
Hodgson describes Hegel’s project as “ontotheold{jio contrast to anthropological (and
therefore existential) approaches (2005, p. 17h siscthat of Rahner. However, we could ask if
Hegel's project can be understood by Rahner, wietianxious to preserve the theological

authority of the Church, to be in some way Christizeology which nonetheless reveals some truth
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about God and cannot be simply described as plpitose even if heterodox.

As previously discussed, Hegel argues that thedFathChristianity is representative of the
universal — or Spirit — which structures and isdmemg in the world, and who was understood as a
distant deity in the Jewish religion. The innovataff Christianity — which makes it the highest
theological truth and indispensable to his spemddahought — is that the idea of the Son both
represents and initially brings to pass the conggther of this distant divine absolute with the
particular instances of human history, or we may s&tance. Christ is both the first unique
instance and the ultimate symbol of man's unityhwhie divine and not merely a profound teacher
such as Socrates (1956, p. 325). The unity of iMiealand the human as express in Christ results
in freedom because the particular, the Son, irl tdéstity with the will of the Father — the

universal principle working itself out in the worl@his unity overcomes the human struggle
represented by the myth of the fall in which selfiscious humanity recognises itself lacking and
subsequently experiences alienation by pursuingmaatand personal interests (1956, p. 321). The
Trinity is so important for revealing this concélpat it not only applies to the Church but it also
must be applied to the State, in order that thelevhbthe human history can come into conformity

with the outworking of the absolute (1956, p. 33%.Hegel writes:

It was then through the Christian religion that éifbsolute Idea of God, in its true
conception, attained consciousness. Here Manfitats himself comprehended in his true
nature, given in the specific concept of “The Savidn, finite when regarded for himself, is
yet at the same time the image of God and a foumtainfinity in himself. He is the object
of his own existence — has in himself an infinisdue, an eternal destiny (1956, pp. 333-
334).

Hegel is using explicitly Christian theological a@pts which reveal the movement and
development of reason in the world; he understaindself and philosophy in general as true
revelation of God or Spirit both working itself cand becoming conscious of its own development
simultaneously. The wide theological differencesMeen both thinkers may be best expressed in
that Rahner believes that God — a person — givasdif freely and fully constituting man but,
nonetheless, the divine is never wholly united witlexpressed by the particular; on the other hand,
for Hegel, the universal is in potentiality andyhbkecomes actualised through the particular,

progressively, until the universal expresses itiegly to itself.
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A serious challenge to this reading of Hegel isadiby William Desmond in his bo@ounterfeit
Double which is a critique of the idea that Hegel ismy way a theologian or Christian
philosopher. Desmond argues that Hegel's systenuate®o monism masquerading as trinitarian
Christianity; he argues this based on the symbmatare of the Trinity and its correspondence to
Hegel’s three-stage dialectic, or as he describésiadic logic’. As we have previously read: The
Father is the Absolute; The Son is the ideal huomaty with the absolute; and the Spirit comes to
be understood as the relationship between themeMewDesmond points out that this is wholly
symbolic and what is in fact going on is that timévarsal is relating to itself as Subject (Son) and
Object (Father) and so the Trinity, for Hegel, isrely a useful tool to represent his monist idealis
(2003, p. 79). For Desmond, this whole which iskiag itself out in self-relation as subject and
object destroys any notion of the Christian Godgpughtranscendent — beyond complete
understanding (2003, p. 97). Rahner would agrele thit critique due to his insistence on the
limitations of Reason and his transcendent projeathich we always remain limited as humans in
the face of the infinite horizon of God; we existaresult of God’s self-communication but we are

not identifiable as God.

Furthermore, Desmond uses the analogy of erossiribe Hegel’'s monistic use of the Trinity and
claims that the Father is simply a potentiality @¥hilacks the condition of Being’ until it actuadis
itself through a limited creation in a process thiimately will lead to its fulfilment (2003, p14);

he writes, “There is a fullness shown to this ptwvef our knowing which it fills, but neither the
knowing nor the showing are absolutely determinabléhe self—knowing or self-showing of God.
There is always the (reserved) otherness of Gddghmet God’s self-othering” (2003, p. 112).
Demond’s interpretation of the transcendence of &uitlhis critique of Hegel’s Monism is in
agreement with Rahner’s view of God: the one wis&danothing and gives of himself freely in

creative self-communication in creating self-conssi humanity.

Hegel as Prophet

In spite of key differences, Hegel may be saidttthe criteria of advancing Christian revelation —
even as a prophet in Rahner’s terms — in the seneaking the implicit experience of mystery
explicit for others, even if on erroneous grouraig] in that he understands himself as expressing
divine truth — even Christian truth. Hegel beliettest he — like others who rightly understand the

divine — are constituted by the first revelatiortted unity of absolute and the human in Christ and,
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furthermore, are being used to make this unionemsal and actual in history. Therefore, he clearly
meets Rahner’s broad definition of a prophet, at ine must understand oneself as
communicating divine truth with certainty. We wgid on to examine if Hegel fits the specific
criteria of being able to orientate people towattsist existentially in Rahner's terms, those terms

previously described as love, hope and orientdbarards death.

It is less obvious how Hegel would be able to ntketexistential criteria that Rahner requires for
‘Christian’ revelation: faith in spite of the thred death, expectant hope for future redemptiah an
love for one’s neighbour. At first glance, the aghorganic outworking of the principle called
Reason seems to inspire duty or intellectual dgretmt rather than a disposition of love towards
one's neighbour — and, therefore, God. Howevesshveelld not forget that this is not wholly an
impersonal principle but the developing of self-®cpusness in which the divine discovers and
outworks itself in individual and human consciousn€l his view may be supported by our earlier
assertion that Hegel's view of the holocaust mimgéan viewing it as a necessary stage in the
dialectic — a necessary evil in order that the aumof reason be worked out. However, McCarney
notes that Hegel does not advocate a state ofsaffawhich one merely intellectually develops
oneself or their surrounds nor does his theory teadactivity in the face of problems (2000, pp.
217-218). Since we are at times able to becomecealicious of the direction of reason in history,
and, at other times we are unconsciously at theyradrthe 'cunning of reason’, it follows that
either way we implicitly or explicitly commit to éhprogress of history as individuals — expressing
the progress of the whole. Hegel's system can tbexde said to produce existential hope for a
better world and purpose in the face of death &@vene is ignorant of the whole picture. What
remains less obvious is how he meets Rahner’s @ated loving one’s neighbour.

Although Hegel does not describe existential commaiit on an individual level nor talk in terms of
existential love, nonetheless, his system of thoughrough its use of the image of the triuneywnit
of God and man — results in human concern forrtexests of the whole which may result even in
personal death for the sake of progtéddegel meets that existential criteria if onevieee of a

risk of losing immediate benefits — even life ifsefor the sake of progress when making decisions
for the individual other or for communal progresgeneral. This reading agrees with Hegel's view
on metaphysics which is far from materialist, lemgditself to hope in a future which is not

contingent upon physical life or death. The ide&pifit being the synthesis is the collapsing then

17 Through the 'cunning of reason'.
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including of the dialectically opposed affirmatiand negation into a harmony which is analogous
to love for the neighbour. The state of affairs tHagel calls freedom, in which the unity of the
particular interests and the outworking of the &ltedbecomes actual, neighbours would be united
in absolute interest for one another as a normco\d also note that Spirit took the place of love
in Hegel's later thought, suggesting that love is in the background of Hegencept of the Spirit
when he talks about the spirit of Christ forming tommunity of the Church and beyond.
Therefore, we can say that Hegel meets the brotatiarof faith, hope, and love established by
Rahner to identify Christian forms of revelatios,\eell as the fact that he uses specifically
Christian theological terms to describe reality #malfuture. Indeed, Hegel’s reading of the Trinity
partially resembles Rahner's insistence that God\@dence leads particular revelation to become

ever more universal (1986, p. 161).

However, this reading of Hegel in Rahnerian terppsaaently faces issues when it comes to
Rahner's requirement of there being a communitglvbekpresses particular religious views
because of Hegel’s role as an academic philosophiigut any overt ecclesial commitment
(Rahner, 1986, p. 174). As previously discussealjriterpersonal nature of human beings
necessitates a communal expression of divine rewejahis potential problem is further
highlighted by the existential ontological roleref/elation for Rahner in contrast to the more direc
epistemological role that revelation plays for Hegwwever, our argument thus far — that the
criteria of revelation is far more loose and therefapplies to people outside of the ecclesia far
more readily, gives support to our reading of Hegebtly, the fact that we are by nature
interpersonal also applies automatically to alheluding Hegel and his contemporaries; therefore,
even if unintentionally, he was yet informing thew of a community. Secondly, as an academic,
he was already part of community of learning inathhis ideas would have had the potential to
cause existential reactions among Hearers of tresage — especially given the metaphysical
subject matter, which, as we have argued, lendl ttsfaith, hope and love. Revelation can
therefore take place in settings not limited tooddt ecclesial institutions as this would contidi
the inner logic of Rahner’s claims. Furthermorensi&ing in his reading of Hegel offers a view of
his ecclesiology, one which does not bypass thed@hout views it as being part of a more

universal outworking of speculative thought in warld®.

18 As argued by Hans Kiing and others.
19 King's interpretation of Hegel shall be examitieoughly in chapter three.
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| therefore disagree with Desmond’s claim thatTheity is simply symbolic for Hegel, thereby
destroying the uniqueness of Christ. As previoasgued, Hegel is better read as having a high
christology — even though not presented in stragindatic formulation — in which Christ uniquely
actualises the divine and human relationship irag thiat is not achieved by anyone else.
Furthermore, Christ constitutes the ontologicalva as the epistemological ground for that
relationship to become actualised universally. €we, Christ must be ontologically unique in
order to achieve this height of revelation and hamecomplishment, as no one else has done so
before or after him. Although Hegel’s system ultiela results in the divine-human unity becoming
actual for everyone, it is also true that it is tgehappen and remains a potential for the futtitbea
time of Hegel’s writing; until that changes, Jegiboth the first and the last person to actuahse
relationship perfectly in Hegelian terms. This hajtristology in Hegel also suggests that Hegel can
be understood as not only a prophet but a Chrigtiaphet in Rahnerian terms in that he directs the
Hearer, with all their existential ontological potiality and experience of mystery, towards the
explicit revelation of God in Christ. The lack otkear ecclesia and tradition does not diminish thi

claim.

Moreover, due to the nature of the existential fothat Rahner offers and his subordination of
creedal or doctrinal truths — including the Trinityo interpretations which can affect existential
meaning and commitment, Desmond’s critique of Hepalhges little even if it were accepted; for
Rahner, Christian monism is a valid — though neald- way of affecting existential commitment to
Christ assuming that it promotes the existentitdgaries of faith, hope and love — which represent
the true marks of Christian revelation. Althougffeting views of God do matter, they do not

render Hegel as invalid for Rahner but simply &sran of Christian revelation with some
misunderstandings — as can be expected for creatitie limited reason. Moreover, Hegel could

be viewed in Rahnerian terms as one of many vakdlbgies because Rahner admits to the validity

and necessity of plural theologies.

In conclusion, Hegel can be understood as a Camigtiophet in Rahner’s terms; prophet — in that
he makes the implicit existential orientation todsamystery explicit and in the fact that he
understands his philosophy as being an express$ithe @bsolute being revealed and actualised in
history, this fits Rahner’s definition perfectlyeltan be called Christian because his metaphysical
thought lends itself to encouraging the three eristl markers of revelation: hope, authentic

orientation towards death and love for the neiginplog also uses explicitly Christian concepts to
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make the implicit human experience explicitly fondsin Christ; lastly, his philosophical
understanding of Christ reveals a high christolegy that Christ is not only able to express and
become the ground of the divine-human unity but @t&ist must be uniquely ontologically able to
do so, in a way that no other human being can. Meweven without the high christology and the
explicit mentioning of Christ, we could yet undarst him as a prophet in Rahnerian terms and as
expressing the Christian orientation towards Golape, authenticity and love. There is a
disconnect between the Rahner who can approvdfefaht theologies and philosophies, such as
that of Hegel — due to their existential ontologatential — and the Rahner who yet wants to

maintain that the highest expression of this madblbind in the Catholic Church.
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3: Rahner's Ecclesiology

Introduction

In this chapter we will be exploring ecclesiologyta most basic — who is in the Church and how
are they in the Church, instead of a discussidmstbrical or concrete instances of churches.
Having established a reading of Rahner which empésishe existential ontological Hearer — one
who is constituted by his relationship to God aedgde in the world through the existential modes
of love, hope and resoluteness towards death keasrtix of his thought, we shall now be more
explicit in how his ecclesiology in the last chapié Foundationds at odds with this existential
ontology. Although we have previously hinted ah&ats of Rahner’s ecclesiology, we shall now
explain it in more detail from the final chapterFadundationsbefore offering criticisms. Next, we
will read of two solutions proposed by Rahner'stemporaries: Paul Tillich's existential
ecclesiology which emphasises the “latent” and “ifiegti’ modes of the Church and faces the same
problems as Rahner’s existential ontology, and H&irgy's reading of Hegel's trinitarian and
christological thought, which results in a univdissa in which the whole of humanity is caught up
into the inter-trinitarian relationship of love tlugh the Spirit. Finally, we conclude that Kiing's
approach is far more useful for reconstructing Ralsrthought in order that the privilege of the
visible Church is removed in favour of affirmingd tdat has the potentiality to affect positive
ontological disposition towards mystery, removihg boundaries between anonymous and explicit

Christianity.

Rahner’s problematic Ecclesiology

In the chapter ‘Christianity as Church’ Rahner agythat since humans are interpersonal and
historical, the interpersonal must find concretpresgsion via historic institutions (1986, p. 323).
Furthermore, the Church is a unique institutiothie mediation of religion — privileged above all
other individual and collective expressions ofgielus truth to the extent that the period we now
live is the “period of the Church” (1986, p. 322)dat is in this institution we will find the prope
context in which to practice love as political asatial beings. However, based on the hierarchy of
truths in Vatican I, the doctrine of the Churcle, dlaims, is of secondary importance and is not
essential to Christianity in the same way thatttfaind love, entrusting oneself to the darkness of

existence and into the incomprehensibility of Godrust and in the company of Jesus Christ”
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(1986, p. 324). Nonetheless, the Church remairgadrto his thought as shown by his claims that
the particular institution of the visible Churchaisiecessary outworking of the universal history of
revelation, having a special categorical revelabegond other intuitions or manifestations of God
as mystery. The Church makes explicit the personvasrk of Jesus Christ. Indeed, he goes as far
as claiming that no serious theologians can questie idea that the Church needs to be a particular
historic institution — not just a collection of g®who have an existential relationship to Christ
(1986, p. 326).

The visible Church is a post-Easter institutiorated by Jesus for the interim period between his
rejection by the Jewish people and the coming @fegchaton in which all will be gathered in
(1986, p. 328). An institution which has its purpas preserving a witness to the faith of Jesus
post-resurrection in a way that individual or graafgpious individuals could not because the
Church must have continuity and identity throughtbietages, just as Jesus and the early Church
had with the history of the people of Israel befibrem (1986, p. 330). Because of its special place,
the current visible Church has authority to intet@nd restructure itself after the departure sfige
in the trust that he still directs the Church -epposed to having to justify everything via the
verifiable history and actions of the early Churébsus gathered and formed the Church in order
that it might have a broader mission: first to dlegvs, as shown by the symbolism of the twelve
disciples, and then to the wider world; speciahatity is given to Peter to accomplish this mission
The gospels of Luke and Matthew in particular pdeviRahner with ecclesial concepts, such as the
three periods of time: that of Israel, Jesus aedxhurch in Luke (1986, p. 337). Rahner goes on to
outline a biblical picture of the Church from tledtérs of Paul — the imagery being that of the body
of Christ. However, it is not our goal to offer istierical or biblical criticism of Rahner’s
ecclesiology or to offer a critique of the varidaiblical justifications that he has for the spezifi

role of the Pope and teaching authority of the Chum matters of dogma — such as that of the
assumption of Mary. Instead, our focus remainsratieh more basic level, the philosophical
theological or systematic case that he presentthéoprivilege of this institution and how it redat

problematically to the rest of his thought.
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Writing of the privilege of the Church, Rahner st

Does not mean that anyone who does not belongctoau ecclesially constituted
Christianity loses his salvation, nor that he carrave the ultimate and decisive
relationship to God which is grounded in the graic€hrist. But the fact that God’s salvific
work is offered in principle to all people, andttivaprinciple it effects the salvation of
every person if it is accepted in obedience to®neral conscience, this does not exclude
the fact that the full and historically actualizétristianity of God’s self-communication is
an Ecclesial Christianity...By its very nature, subjectivity of man...requires that it
encounter an objectivity which is the norm for thihjectivity...As something which is able
to act authoritatively, this objectivity must bestteligion of God and not only an explication
of my own feeling about existence. Christianitytis religion of a demanding God who
summons my subjectivity out of itself only if it mivonts me in a Church which is
authoritative... The concreteness of Jesus Christ...oargtont me in what we call the
Church...(it will) make the reality of salvation pezd for me (1986, pp. 343-344).

When a Christian understands the Church as theritiak tangibility of the presence of God
in his self-communication, he experiences the Gnascthe place for the love of both God
and neighbour...although it can be grasped onlyith &nd hope, this ultimate success is
pledged and is sacramentally present in the Chagchuse interpersonal love can find

ultimate success only if it takes place within tealm of God (1986, pp. 398-399).

Rahner’s justification of the privilege of the Chhris based on the every-day and interpersonal
nature of man’s existence — both themes that we peaviously emphasised. This institution is the
only place that man's interpersonal nature cantfunel fulfilment because in the Church one
encounters loving relationships based on the gpeeielation of Christ; Christ founded the visible
Church and it is not merely created by man’s sanstincts (1986, p. 347). Therefore, itis

uniquely empowered — both by its historic Christim@ssage and its authority granted by Jesus
himself — to bring objective revelation to man'svensal and subjective experience of mystery. As
such, Rahner rejects the “ecclesiological relativisf evangelicals who would put all churches on
the same level of authority — removing the privéddglace of the Roman Catholic Church (1986, p.
353) because it would lead to the end of true ecirakdialogue which has its goal in the

institutional unification of all churches. If alharches are equally valid then moves towards
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institutional unity are unnecessary. For Rahner uthity of the Church must be visible rather than
invisible. On the contrary, we are arguing for agading of Rahner based on his existential
ontology to the extent that the revelation is ursa#ly accessible through existential ontological
commitment and is always already interpersonalt-+eguiring the Church specifically as the point

of revelation.

Patrick Burke, a catholic theologian and commenmtatoRahner, reads him as claiming that the
visible Church is a reality before it is institutally constituted — presumably due to the ontolalgic
disposition of its members (2002, p. 160). Howeasrywe have read from Rahner, this reading is
incorrect. The Church has authority not only thioitg correspondence to authentic human
experience but also due to the biblical and histbassumption that it was constituted by Christ
and continues to be led by the Spirit. Burke alagrts that Rahner reverses Augustine's thought
that we believe the gospel because of apostollwaity (2002, p. 173), again, this is not fully the
case in Rahner because the Church provides thanagahbbjective witness to the resurrection
which is necessary to fully constitute a Heareldaarer of God's self-communication. Burke does
recognise that, for Rahner, the only complete dedlidestination for the anonymous Christian is
the Catholic Church (2002, p. 179), yet the visibleurch makes the Hearer what they are by virtue
of their existential disposition rather than whegyt are not (2002, p. 180). The Hearer already
possesses faith, hope and love to the extent ¥hagelism is telling a person that they are always
already in Christ and that their home is in then@iat Church — the “full categorical expression” of
faith (2002, p. 185), as opposed to other exprassib faith which are impure and, therefore, open

to error.

For Burke, Rahner is in danger of contradictinglitranal ecclesiology precisely because of the
ontological element in his thought, which leads imead Rahner as more dangerous than he
actually is when it comes to the Church's authoHtywever, | would argue that one can aptly
describe Rahner's chapter on ecclesiology as owvatdiious — a break with the rest of his project
explained by his personal loyalty to the Catholim€h. The reason for describing Rahner's
position as cautious is that the existential orgial basis of Rahner's thought, even whilst
supporting the need for interpersonal relationshdpgs not justify his claim that this community be
the particular community described in the latemtbes ofFoundationsAs we have argued, the
universal experience of mystery, God's universiifgawill, and the interpersonal nature of man

do not need particular expression in order to biel viaut rather can be expressed in any form
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philosophically or theologically which engendergdphope and authenticity towards death.
Therefore, it is impossible to claim that one comitwis the only group instituted by God which
can fully constitute a Hearer towards the mystér@od and offer revelation. Rahner prioritises the
existential ontological above the ecclesial: haeagrthat his ecclesiology “Does not mean that
anyone who does not belong to such an ecclesialigtituted Christianity loses his salvation, nor
that he cannot have the ultimate and decisiveioalship to God which is grounded in the grace of
Christ.” (1986, p. 343). It is conspicuous that Refhalmost wholly abandons his normal form of
writing and argumentation — that of phenomenoldgiescription — in favour of biblical and
'indirect’ historical argument in his chapter oolesiology. Rahner fails to give argument for the
unique validity of the Catholic Church on the badiis existential ontology, instead choosing to
rely on claims of biblical and historic authoritgegent in the Church through Christ and the
apostles. He seems afraid to draw out the moiiealggbtentiality of his thought — that of true
universalism in which other faiths and philosopHhiase equal validity and authority to that of the
Roman Catholic Church on the grounds of Chrisftsofiuniversal salvation and God's self-

communication to all as mystery.

As Lennan points out, Rahner believed that sea#ion means that most people will not attain the
fullest categorical truth of Christ in the Churalt bather experience it anonymously. Nonetheless,
he also agrees that this did not lessen Rahnemaation that the Church was that fullest
expression and would continue to be so due itsroaity with the early Church and its subsequent
objectivity. Lennan incorrectly claims, like Burkiat the objective faith of the Church is in some
way dependent upon the anonymous faith of the rmabk®vever, as we have shown previously, it
is rather dependent on the Church being in histbdontinuity with the community given authority

by Jesus. In his bookhe ecclesiology of Karl Rahneennan writes,

While secularization had not obliterated—indeed@omot obliterate—humanity’s
relationship to God, Rahner accepted that it pribaeant the Christian message would
remain ineffective for the majority of people inyamture world. Consequently, it was not
an articulated theism, but an ‘anonymous’ respooggod’s offer of salvation which was
likely to become the norm...For Rahner, truth, esdly when it related to the fundamentals
of human existence, was inextricably linked witktitution. Human beings, he argued,
arrived at truth via a common search and dialogaby through encountering the opinion of

others could we be sure that our truth was mone sletf-deception. Indeed, only through
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such encounter did our truth really become ouhtrtihe alternative was the ‘hell of
absolute aloneness’. The Church, therefore, likeronstitutions, represented the
objectivity of reality; through it, ‘the Other’ hadlmeaning for me and was beyond my
manipulation (1997, p. 178).

Based on what we have quoted from Rahner on eotdgysithus far, the role of the Church is not
theologically reliant upon nor gets its authoritgrh anonymous Christians but rather relies upon
the historical Christ, although this Church doesotece and give the fullest categorical expression
to the faith, hope and love that anonymous Christexperience in the light of mystery. We may
conclude, therefore, that Burke and Lennan in thetterstanding that Rahner's Church is
dependent upon the anonymous disposition of thediéawards God are mistaken. Rather, the
anonymous Hearer depends upon the Church whicls Jesaded for its fullest categorical
expression; however, the reverse is not true: thech is rather dependent upon the post-Easter
arrival of the Spirit in the first community of bevers and the maintenance of historical continuity
with that first Church. Therefore, Burke and Lenaa@ overestimating the continuity of Rahner's
thought in seeing his ecclesiology as congruent thiis existential ontology. On the other hand, as
we have argued, Rahner’s ecclesiology is a fundtahdaparture or, rather, an unnecessary

addition to the rest of this thought.

Rahner's ecclesiology breaks with two major prilespf his theology: the universal salvific will of
God and the universal experience of God as mysaecgssible through faith, hope and love. It
does this by establishing a two-tier Christianitynhich anonymous Christians are of secondary
importance both in their knowledge and their pgytiton in the world — they are lesser and
potentially deceived if they find any other expresdor their inner orientation to God other than
the one prescribed by Rahner. As such, anonymotisti@hs will never fully be themselves
outside of the one true Church, even if they avedan the end. The Hearer is constituted by
listening to the visible Church in a way that canmbolly be achieved outside of its bounds. Given
the decline of Christianity — which was acknowleditpy Rahner in his lifetime — his position
means that only a privileged few truly and categgdly know God, compared to a mass of ignorant
yet noble people; both groups will be saved bygtaee of God but only those within the Church
will know it and reach the fullest salvation andfifmnent available in this life. This position

violates the principle of the universal salvificlvaf God in that the visible Church exists in

particular times and contexts — it is not univerdarefore, people or communities without access
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to or in disagreement with the visible Church dveags already at a disadvantage towards reaching
the ultimate categorical expression of their relahip to God. Underlying this idea is the
assumption that there is a universal salvific willGod but not a universal fulfilment and

enjoyment of that will — a contradictory positiantake. Also, one cannot argue that this is simply
due to free-will and human rejection of God becahseHearer is always already being constituted
by their environment — Being-in-the-world; theredpif the main speaker is the visible Church there
are many who will not hear simply by virtue of thdiffering contexts.

To conclude, Rahner's ecclesiological positiomistark contrast to his fundamental claim that the
grace of God encounters all in their every-day erpee of mystery and finitude. | am therefore
proposing an alternative reading of Rahner in winngmy contexts may speak positively to the
Hearer — directing them towards faith, hope an@ld&Rahner does not think that mystery is
resolved within the Church; rather, he is sayirg this through Church that we gain the best
loving, hopeful and anticipatory orientation towsurdystery, yet this position is still inadequate as
it creates a two-tier Christianity — that of anomyma Christianity and actual Christianity. A questio
arising from this conclusion is as follows: is dtrpossible for Rahner to imagine an individual or
group outside of Christianity who might invest égigially in God more fully than those who are
within the visible Church? It seems impossiblerievaer this negatively given that the criteria for
knowing Christ is existential — in one's love, atation towards death and hope for the future.
Rahner's system in its emphasis of existentiakratian epistemological commitment to God does
allow for this to occur until we get to the lastgter ofFoundationsespecially through his
category of the prophet, which may be applied titopbphers such as Hegel. This being the case,
Rahner's ecclesiology should reflect the univessadiimpulse of his existential ontology in its
understanding of those outside of the visible Chuwtho are nonetheless following their

relationship to God as mystery in their every-dagyezience of the world.

We have argued thus far for an interpretation diriea which emphasises the Hearer — one who
encounters God through charitable relationshiph ti€ir neighbour; the interpersonal nature of
man is one of Rahner's non-negotiable claims. Hewen the ecclesiology that we have just
presented, an extra and unnecessary leap is madahmer: the Hearer is an ecclesial being, not
just an interpersonal being. Thus, Rahner is aggthiat the Hearer must find some historic
continuity with the early Christian Church whichvgaexpression to his faith long before he ever

experiences it, engaging with it in a sacramemtsiion, hearing its authoritative explanations of
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his orientation towards mystery and investing iastthe interpersonal existentiell expression of
their whole life. However, are we really to claintwRahner that there are no other equally valid
expressions of the interpersonal for humanity tdoatid draw out a proper existential orientation of
love, anticipation and resoluteness towards daadthape in uncertainty? This position would
seem to be at odds with the universal salvific willod and also to be in disagreement with
Rahner's operative theological term: mystery. Ot@@confusing points about Rahner's
description of the prophet mentioned in the lastise — which, as we have shown, does suggest
that other interpersonal expressions of truth atel v in that the prophet must have certainty that
they are hearing from God and expressing God's.tHdwever, given that we know God primarily
as mystery — even as Christians — and that Ralprej&ct is not taken up with a modernist search
for certainty — it is a departure for Rahner taral#éhat the prophet or the visible Church needs tha
sense of certainty in order to understand themsedsaloing valid theology. Instead, there needs to
be a less rigid outworking of Rahner's existerdrgblogy — one that does not validate a search for
certainty in the face of mystery; only in this waan Rahner's thought be of use in future ecclesial

conversations, which are inherently involved ingensations with a pluralistic culture.

Alternatives: Kiing and Tillich

One alternative to the problematic ecclesiologiRahner is that of Hans Kiing, who takes the
Vatican Il conversation in a more radical directierplicitly reading Hegel as doing valid Christian
theology. Kiing claims Hegel is inspired by andinatontradiction of traditional trinitarian thought
and christology, arguing that when Hegel talks aloe movement of reason in the world, which
first establishes itself positively, is negated &ndlly achieves synthesis, it is wholly compagibl
with the relationship of the Trinity to itself atide world, in the following ways. Firstly, the earl
Church gave up too much to Hellenistic philosoplinewit accepted that God couldn’t be changed
— he could not suffer nor develop in any way beedhat implied metaphysical lack in God (1987,
p. 408). Kiing, on the other hand, argues thatribtsonly Christ who suffers but that God suffers i
Christ; this is not problematic because such saflecomes not from a lack in God but from the
divine fullness of love. God gives of himself frg@h the suffering of Christ out of an abundance of
love directed towards the good of humanity (1982446). Having established that God can suffer
and God is in some way dynamically involved in tielaship with the Son and creation, Kiing
claims that there is change, development or beapmiGod (1987, p. 462), in line with traditional

trinitarian and christological thought. The divideama of the Father giving the Son to the world
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and then pouring out his Spirit into the world nder that it might be one with him is a dialectc:
dialectic which is in agreement with that of Heg@hout contradicting normative Christian
theology which highlights the unity between God amah. The fact that there is a Son separated
from the Father proves antithesis in God himselcWlis then resolved in a movement towards

synthesis.

Thus, Kiing and Hegel can say that the truths ofsGanity are accessible to reason alone (1987, p.
73) after the coming Christ, his death, and therrésurrection in community and world via the
Spirit; the coming of Christ and explicit faith lmim was a necessary but transitional phase in the
dialectic, a temporary image or mystery (1987,32)1Christ's death being negation and the
antithesis of God to himself, we have now reaclyath®sis where God knows himself as God in
unity with man in the world: the hypostatic uniathus universalised via the Church to the whole
of humanity — this is the eschaton and it is alygadting place among us. However, this is not
pantheisr® because the infinite never wholly swallows thétdinrather, the finite is recognised as
being inside the infinite — each finite part beargexpression of the whole (1987, p. 132) and in
conversation with each other, a constant movemahtlsscovery of self-consciousness of God in
man and vice-versa. Indeed, as in the unity anerslity of the Trinity, “Otherness does not

preclude identity” (1987, p. 367); this is extendedhe relationship between God and humanity at
large. God is present in the Church via the Sand drives on towards universal self-consciousness
in the world (1987, p. 212). History is therefortbcircular and linear in the sense that God
returns to himself anew (1987, p. 220) in humahamhsciousness as the dialectic achieves
synthesis. Unity had to be accomplished througheat series of historical events — through the
history of religion, ultimately culminating in ti@hurch and its integration into the universal

vehicle of philosophy (1987, p. 224) and yet ipast of the bigger picture of divine self-becoming.

Kiing defends the Christian nature of this dialegtidhe basis of traditional christology; he

explains that Christianity has always acceptedatieogical nature of language, including the terms
‘Father’ and ‘Son’; the concept of reconciliatioetlwyeen God and man, in as much as God accepts
man who is sinful (which Hegel freely admits) andnmmoves beyond self-centredness towards the
divine in such a way that universal divine-humaityuis achieved. Hegel’s use of the Spirit in the
Church to take the place of Christ is not conttarthe basic Christian doctrine that the Church is

20 King also claims that Hegel is different frongga or pantheistic claims in that he believes wégrly in sin —
alienation from God in self-centeredness; in otherds, everything is not inherently good. (19873%2)
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united to Christ to the extent that it can be chlies body. Christian history is progressive, it is
moving towards universalisation — God wills thate saved (1987, p. 226). Lastly, the Logos in
John’s Gospel is similar to the dialectic of Heigethe sense that in it God comes full circle. God
before the world with Christ in a dialectic of loaad self-knowing; Christ creates and is united
with the world, bringing universal light or knowlgel of God to all; in these relationships we see all
the stages of the dialectic: affirmation, negaaond synthesis — in which full unity with the worid
achieved (1987, p. 260). God is dynamic and devwadpand the Church must do likewise through

its own dialectic towards universalism. Kiing wrjtes

But how did Hegel actually come to think up...thifrafation through negation? The whole
foregoing account of Hegel’'s thought has adequabgbfained just how decisive a role his
christological understanding of God played at tldsy point. Such restriction, renunciation
and negation are demanded of man because theyeaieghy what the absolute demands of
itself. Consequently, man simply accompanies adves what the absolute Spirit itself
achieves in the common history of the world andetgg1987, p. 304).

However, Kiing is not wholly uncritical of Hegel'gstem but rather tries to resource it from a
Christian perspective of love. Kiing claims thatligeproblem with Hegel is that he gets rid of the
distinctiveness of the Other to the extent thaelbecomes impossible and of secondary concern to
the idea of reason being the operative dynamitioelship (1987, p. 236). Consequently, we must
move beyond Hegel towards a concept of the liviog @ithin a dialectic of love versus a non-
relational God who operates primarily through detiaic of knowledge; indeed, love and knowing
are united in the theology of the New Testamen8719. 240) and Kiing describes this love as
“becoming fond of” God (1987, p. 239). Furthermas we have previously heard in the above
guote, the movement of God in affirmation, negatiod synthesis — or rather, self-giving — is a
movement of self-consciousness and love combinieel Spirit is eternal love — the love between
the Father and the Son and our participation iHatv then is Kiing's reading of Hegel worked out

in ecclesiology'?

21 Here | am talking specifically of Kling’s readiofja potential Hegelian ecclesiology ‘from abolvetause it is far
more useful for a more universalist re-reading ahRer, instead of Kiing’s own ecclesiology ‘fromdvel(1987, p.
469). Indeed, Kiing's own ecclesiology seems to btlerin common with the lengthy exposition of ¢td that
precedes it, instead he chooses to focus on a mimiof historical knowledge of Jesus and his mesHaaeve can
gain from the gospels.
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Having established this reading of Hegel, Kiing dispgiaom it without fully giving attention to

what an ecclesiology based on Hegel’s principleghtiook like; yet, it is useful for us to do so
because the theoretical and theological points tfagefar are valid and would be able to push
Rahner’s ecclesiology in a more universal directieor Hegel, the qualitatively new has already
been achieved — the eschaton has happened: thedssmming of Christ to his Church in the Spirit
— and the Church is now in the business of quaatityniversalism. The role of philosophy is now
to explain religion and the Church allows itselb brought into a wider philosophical discourse —
universalising its message of divine-human unitg & (Hegel’s) final speculative form. The
message of reconciliation, therefore, is realllrtglpeople what has already happened — how they
are always already orientated to God in unity. Ksiegtique of this position is that ‘it justifiesd
deifies status quo” (1987, p. 407), however, wesmaclear uses for this approach when it comes
Rahner’s idea of the supernatural existential @sdgnise that Rahner would be open to the same

critigue from his more traditional contemporariesisas Hans Urs von Balthasar.

Rahner’s beliefs in the universal salvific missairGod; the unity between God and his self-
communication in man; self-interpretation of Godnan; the overlap between philosophy and
theology and the unity of reason and revelatioredirare present in what we have heard so far in
King’s reading. And, Kiing’s point of re-introducitige concept of love, rather than a cold
knowledge, into Hegel’s thought is clearly in agneat with the idea of existential ontological
nature of knowledge in Rahner in the sense thatwslknowledge of God has its start and end in
love. Furthermore, the Church would no longer bgesbed with its own objectivity and authority,
as has been our critique of Rahner but would rdikenvolved in a larger philosophical project,
explaining itself through a diversity of means #bm overtly Christian and philosophical
concepts, in order to show the unity of God and.nradoing so, the Rahnerian hope is to engender
loving appreciation of the mystery of God that wee@unter in our every-day existence. It is
enough at this point to note the connections anenpal for Kiing’s reading of Hegel for a
different kind of ecclesiology, one that might bemnfitting for Rahner’s thought overall. However,
we shall reserve a more general, critical and thginadiscussion of these topics until the next
section of this chapter, in which we will outline@dtical reading of Rahner which results in a more

universal ecclesiology inspired in part by Kiingading of Hegel.

Having covered one solution to the theological peob— how to deal with christology and its

resulting ecclesiology in the context of thé"2@ntury, we shall go on to see yet another prapose
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solution, that of Paul Tillich and his systemahioaght on the nature of the Church, affected by
existentialism as Rahner is, yet from a Protegtargpective. Tillich argues that the visible Church
— that which claims to have faith in Jesus as thesC— both represents and does not represent
what he calls Spiritual Community: the communitytluése who have experienced New Being in
Jesus Christ. Immediately, then, we can see tlfierélifce between what he calls the ‘essence’ of
churches or religions as organisations which haweiguities and differences of theology and the
Church itself, a group of people within these Misitommunities which are unified at least in their
experience of New Being through Jesus Christ. HaweNllich prefers to use the terms “latent”
and “manifest” to instead of “visible” and “invisdJ to describe this distinction because at times
the visible Church does truly reflect the Churdfe-invisible sometimes becomes visible. We shall
see if some statements of Tillich regarding thiy staed some light on this relationship; he writes,

It is the Spiritual Community that is latent befame encounter with the central revelation
and manifest after such an encounter. This “befarel “after” has a double meaning. It
points to the world-historical event, the “basiir&s,” which has established the center of
history once for all, and it refers to the contiyigecurring and derivative kairoi in which a

religious cultural group has an existential enceuntith the central event (1978, p. 153).

Yet, this becomes more complex in a following sativhere he writes,

There are youth alliances, friendship groups, etilcaartistic and political movements,
and, even more obviously, individuals without aisibie relation to each other in whom the
Spiritual Presence’s impact is felt, although they indifferent or hostile to all overt
expressions of religion. They do not belong to arCh, but they are not excluded from the
Spiritual Community...churches are not excluded ftbm Spiritual Community, but neither
are their secular opponents. The churéhespresent the Spiritual Community in a manifest
religious self-expression, whereas the others sgmtethe Spiritual Community in secular
latency (1978, p. 153).

22 Given the context, Tillich is specifically tatig about churches that are in some sense ‘godldéin orientation to
God in Christ, not churches in general since he ééscribes some as demonic or profane, ratheretknessions of
the Spiritual Community (1978, p. 153).
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The difference is that the term latent means “paxttual, partially potential” and “one cannot
attribute latency to that which is merely potentiat example, the reception of Jesus...by those
who have not yet encountered him” (1978, p. 158 @riterion for these latent groups becoming
manifest is “the faith and love of the Christ” aihése groups are “unable to actualize a radichl sel
negation and self-transformation as it is preseneality and symbol in the Cross of Christ” (1978,
p. 154) because they only have a vague orient&diwards ultimate mystery and loving concern
rather than epistemological knowledge and, theegfontological experience of the cross. However,
what Tillich fails to consider is if there is nattaality and potentiality mixed both in manifest
churches which profess Christ and groups or indiisl outside of the Church, given the disconnect
between some churches and the Spiritual Communitight of this, his system logically leads to
the idea that there is the possibility of greatguality in some non-Christian groups than many
churches, leading to a much more equal ecclesiolegyoving the problem of there being two-
tiers of Christian experience which are clearlyniifeable. This critique of Tillich's ecclesiology
mimics our critique of Rahner: both potentially givalidity to expressions of God's salvation
outside of the Church but nonetheless fail to fullyidate the historical expressions of God's
universal salvific will that are not the visible @ieh. Furthermore, Tillich’s context relies far raor
upon the reality of a cultural Christianity whichshbeen rapidly retreating in western countries
since his death. We could not as easily ascribéetime latent to the un-churched majority of people
in the West today, growing up with little or no @tian theological experience or literacy.

Tillich who, like Rahner, teaches an implicit eristial ontological relationship to mystery — or in
Tillich’s case: Being — concludes similarly to Rahthat the churches are still always going to be
the highest guardians of truth, both epistemoldgiod existential. In spite of the emphasis on the
existential ontological nature of Christ, salvateomd human existence and the universality of God’s
grace and in spite of Tillich’s admission that ewbuarches — presumably with the epistemological
knowledge of Christ in their tradition — may faltd demonization and profanity. As such, Tillich is
open to the same critique that we have employethstg@ahner’s ecclesiology: he creates a two-
tier system of Christianity and is therefore ofitied use to our discussion going forward other than
to illustrate that this problem is common to exisiist Christian theologians — compared to a

more radical thinker such as King.
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Having looked at two useful and contemporary cosaton partners that engaged with the same
philosophical, cultural and theological contextsahner, we will now go on to consider how to
proceed towards a critical re-reading of Rahner@esiology — bringing it into harmony with the
universalising and existential ontological concegtgphasised in the rest of his thought, inspired in

part by Kiing's Hegelian explanation of Christiactdoes.

Universal Ecclesiology

The first ecclesiological principle | want to praggoin re-reading Rahner is to maintain his main
thesis that the main way of experiencing God iswgstery — finitude relating to the infinitude
which surrounds, creates and sustains it. Likeviis&e must be a universal ecclesiology — one
self-conscious that it interprets mystery: it widver arrive at certainty but this not exclude the
possibility of communities which foster the exidiet affirmation of mystery that we can achieve
through love, hope and an authentic orientatiorato® our death. This approach would not take
the form of a content-less existentialism: a commaitt to nothing, rather, it would take the form of
an appreciation of the diversity of symbols, baliahd philosophies that can and do sustain an
existentiell commitment to God, without regard tbether they are overtly Christian or not. In
other words, the Church would attach a disclairetstmessage: we may be wrong but if our
symbols, beliefs and sacraments help you understad@dommit yourself to your experience of
mystery in your every-day life then our theologyaetheless helpful. In such a way, we can
affirm Rahner's recognition that there is a divwgrsf valid theologies and, we might add,
philosophies and ways of life which may not epistéagically correspond to the Christ event but
which nonetheless existential ontologically fin@itrground in the unique person and universal
historical-ontological event of Christ. Each diveegpproach to God as mystery is always already

included in the Christ event.

How are we to justify this openness on a theolddiesis? Surely this position devalues the Christ
event by reducing it to one of many options andlegimg it unimportant, or, worst, suggests that
Christ's death was ineffectual or meaningless?h@rcontrary, such an approach truly recognises
the grace of God in the sending of Christ as aagift truly affirms — as previously discussed via
Kiing — the fullness of God as opposed to lack.dfl Gends Christ, who accomplishes salvation
through his existential yes to God in his life, the@nd resurrection for us, and then God requires

that humanity responds in order to validate antubi#led by this gift then it makes the Christ
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event no longer a gift by exposing a lack in Godther, if God in a superabundance of love —
concern for the Other — gives his Son to be thelogical ground of all past and future
relationships to him as mystery, in the sense@maist in an existential ontological way changes
history and humanity at large — orientating all launity towards ultimately saying yes to God as
mystery, even anonymously, then we may truly dbsc@ihrist as a true gift. God gives salvation to
humanity out of concern for its ultimate good, requiring anything other than its orientation to
mystery which is always already universally conséitl and effective due to the Christ event. God
does not therefore require any more efficacy warttaking explicit of himself as mystery in the
Church — there is no gift beyond the life, deattl esurrection of Christ, either in Church or
sacrament. Therefore, if the Christian Church dhch@mory of the Christ event disappeared from
the face of the earth due to some historical ottipal event, Christ would remain the universal
ground of all orientation towards God and salvatiauld still have full efficacy and fulfilment

among human beings.

However, this should not lead one to conclude tf@tChurch and other expressions of human
interpersonal relationships are not necessary; lexvehey are more necessary due to man than
God. Rahner correctly argues that it is in the reatd man to question and search when he
encounters God as mystery; however, it is the estéj that Rahner makes in saying that the visible
Church is necessary in order to reach final validite true objectification of the faith or true
interpersonal love. Rather, we are arguing thattherch, secular groups or even individual
orientations which express an inner orientationai@s mystery must remain in mystery — they
never reach certainty, final validity or objectivess Rahner claims; rather, they are all equalligva
ways of responding to God's gift of Christ. Heresheuld be critical of Rahner's distinction
between implicit and explicit relationships to Gmetause it assumes that religions and
philosophies, as well as the Church in generalable to make the mystery of God explicit to some
greater degree or foster a closer relationshipdd tBan is generally possible without the visible
Church. This assumes that those who have an irnaffaimation towards God remain ignorant or
lesser even though all are constituted by the saimist event. Instead, one can argue that all
experiences of God in Christ are implicitly and keifly taken up with the mystery of God — or, in
Tillich's terms — we are always existing towardsi@ostates of latency and manifestation,
potentiality and actuality — both are always préssen for the Church and its members. To
conclude, all humans are always tied up in theesdfjuestioning and encounter with mystery, and,

as one conclusion is reached another question esiadyinfinitum, regardless if this is done in
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group or individually, within visible Christianityr outside of it.

The principles of ecclesiology | have argued farstifar (the universal salvific and effective wifl o
God; the nature of the Christ event as gift reggimothing; and the persistence of mystery
throughout all experiences and epistemologicalangtions of God), can lead us to solving one of
Rahner's main problems— that of a two-tier Chnistya If one accepts these principles then there
can be no superiority of any subset of humanitiuiting the visible Church, over those who love
God but do not know what they love. This interptietawould allow for the helpful idea that an
anonymous Christian has the same potential to havvenly experience of God as mystery but
some appropriate interpretation of that mysteryclwhvould be equally valid to that of the
traditional Christian because both are constitutgah the same ground of the gift of the Christ
event and God's universal salvific will is effeetifor both of them — nothing is required of them
because it has already been required of and acwmaglby Christ. Furthermore, our interpretation
destroys the distinction between the anonymouseapticit Christian: there are simply different
people all constituted and directed by the Chnvatre in different ways — some towards individual
or even atheistic questionings of mystery and stawards ecclesial and theological questionings
of mystery. Equality and existential freedom isstablished in both ontological and

epistemological terms between anonymous and ekglhaistians.

We must duly be critical of Rahner's idea that uéhe highest expressions of love can only be
found in the Christian ecclesia. Firstly, his ué®eing-in-the-world assumes that we are thrown
into interpersonal relationships both towards God @od through the Other from the moment we
are born; furthermore, we can assume that Chrstiamot have a special ability to love or be
loved that would set them apart from humanity egdaunless one wanted to argue that the Spirit as
love is not common to all humanity. This would berablematic idea in the context of Rahner's
theology and theology in general as it would méet éveryone had the experience of mystery but
only a few had the experience of the Spirit in otdeguide their experience of mystery. Again, this
situation would be at odds with the universal $elwvill of God as expressed in the Christ event, i
which God's love was poured out — gifted — for ladistly, Christ is the ground of all love and his
death and resurrection being effective for all nseifwat knowing Christ in one's love for the Other

cannot be limited to a certain group of people aedain location at a certain time. We can
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therefore agree that loving interpersonal relatigpe® are a reality for all and, as such, individuals
and groups outside of the Church and their orierabwards God are always already constituted
within interpersonal relationships. Again, this mras the privileged place of the visible Church.

One possible way of expressing this notion bettan tRahner himself does — the language of
implicit and explicit being problematic in its swgggion of final conclusions and validities — is
through a Rahnerian reading of Marion's saturateshpmenon, modified in the sense that the
saturation must appear and occur in the everyatmstituting its own conditions for being known
in our 'hearing' of the love of God in the Othearn in speaking of his concept of the saturated

phenomenon writes,

What sort of phenomena might this be? It includetha phenomena that exceed and
overwhelm the ego and its horizons, not just moardgtbut permanently. To say that they
give rise to an infinite hermeneutic is to say tihat Other is never reducible to the same,
that no language or conceptuality can ever dqgdslice to what is given (Marion, 1998
cited in Westphal, 2013, p. 539).

Westphal summarises, “Marion calls such phenomanaaed because they give more to intuition
than conceptuality can capture or language exp@€43, p. 539).

For Rahner, the place of this saturated phenontetiee ievery-day experience of love and mystery
that we encounter in the Other — who we cannondefiontain or express fully. There is never a
sense of lack in the approach of Rahner: man al#d with the superabundance of God's self-
communication in himself and through human comnywrttich resists all definitive conclusions.
Furthermore, this does not occur as it does foridfian a transfiguration experience in which we
encounter the Word, it occurs in the every-dayrpgesonal relationships for Rahner: the contrast
between our finitude and the infinite mystery ofd5As Hearers we are not only encountered by a
superabundance of options — quantitative — butawe lan encounter with something altogether
gualitatively different — saturating to the extémit the idea of mystery is preserved; no mattar ho
much you interpret it in the context of the Chuochnterpersonal relationships you never get closer
to mystery than anyone else. This re-reading ofidviés idea establishes equality between

23 This claim is still true even if, hypotheticaltite only loving relationship in a person's liethat of the Trinity
towards them.
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categorical and anonymous Christianity and shows iltenomenologically impossible it is for the
Church to be in an epistemological position of peye because it does not have a monopoly on the

every-day.

As has already been suggested by reading Heggbraphet in Rahner's terms and by our
discussion of Kiing's view of Hegel, | am also iwlieg to re-read Rahner in conversation with
Hegel. Firstly, as has been suggested: the proplidhner's terms makes the implicit explicit and
is certain that they are in some way communicdtnghe divine — an understanding that we
applied to Hegel. Hegel can be said to be self-@onsly certain, indeed, his system leaves little
left to the idea of uncertainty and mystery whiglunder discussion; and, | have argued that his
system is useful for the existential modes thatriRalemphasises. Beyond this, however, can we

still make some use of his ideas in relation toriehand if so, in what way?

Firstly, there is a divine-human unity in Rahnerietthworks itself out as God'’s self-communication
of himself to man — God himself being the gift enhas Rahner states: “God interpreting God”
(1986, p. 158) in man’s search for meaning in lightnystery. Here we find an inter-trinitarian
love: a knowing-love along the lines that Kiing wbatgue for, adding love back into Hegel's
concept of Spirit. The love of the Father is exthtb his antithesis in Christ (and his body, the
Church) through his Spirit — which is eternal loVeaerefore, the phenomenological encounter
between man and God as mystery is always alreaistalogical in the sense that God’s love as
Father is directed towards humanity in the Somxjeerience the saturated phenomenon is a divine-
human moment of unity to the extent that Rahnemnan it in a circular notion — similarly to

Hegel — of God’s endless return to himself. Hereageee with Kiing's reading of Hegel and the
point in general that man must be divinized toxaem: Christ must be universalised existential
ontologically to the whole of creation, and, indetus is what is accomplished at the resurrection.
Man, then, is an expression of this love and of '&oeturn to himself in his encounter with the
saturated phenomenon in his every-day life. Eacheaery disposition of love, hope and
authenticity towards death is therefore alwaysaalyea knowing-loving response to the saturated
phenomenon of God, enabled not only in that Gagteater than man but that God has constituted
man through the creation and the reconciliatiothefChrist-event to participate in the love
between the Father and the Son. As such, we agtie&iing’s point of departure with Hegel: the
self-consciousness of God cannot be unfolded anpraduce epistemological revelation — reason

becoming actual in the world; rather, if it is te touly Christian, the encounter between God, the
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God-man and those included in God-man — humanityst necessarily be a loving encounter, just
as knowing and love are united in the New Testar{i&87, p. 240). | am not arguing that God has
lack and must gain knowledge of itself through asdaevelop through us, but rather, returns to
himself in love through us. In this way he remdmang mystery from the human perspective,

gualitatively different from us — remaining God.

On this point one can absolutely agree with Kimetggm that the Church lost the sense of the
dynamic God: one who suffers in his Son and togetlid humanity; one who truly loves that
which he has created; one who changes and becexwmsciled to himself through the drama of the
crucifixion, resurrection and universal communifytlee Spirit. This is not in Hegel’s sense of
becoming self-consciously knowledgeable of himbalf rather, self-consciously loving towards
humanity in himself. Hegel is finding other analmgjilanguage other than ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ to
describe this movement but that in no sense wholglidates his project from our standpoint of
Christian theology because the analogical lange&ddeather’ and ‘Son’ points towards God'’s
loving movement towards himself and humanity in $&@th A movement which could likewise be
described in other terms, such as ‘Affirmation’ aNdgation’. As Kling writes “It is said to be
Hegel’s intention to have such expression as “Fathenderstood in a speculative sense — but is
not even traditional theology obliged to understdrese words analogically (indeed, as more
dissimilar than similar to the object of comparisand therefore to sublate their meaning per viam

affirmationis, negationis et supereminentiae?” (1,98 226)

Given this re-interpretation of Hegel through Kiagapplied to Rahner, what more may one say
about Rahner’s category of the prophet which wkezapplied to Hegel? Simply, if the prophet’s
role is not to make that which is implicit explititen its purpose must be directed towards the
greater knowing: that of a knowing love between anity and God. Through the prophet we are
not called to resolve mystery but called to knowstayy in love — love that which saturates us and
leaves us mystified by the encounter. Only in s@sse can Hegel, and other forms of philosophy,
truly embrace God as mystery, responding in thenBaén terms of faith, hope and love. The
message addressed to Rahner’s Hearer becomes wimitarfian love calling the Hearer to commit
existentially to the unknown God, and, in this moeat, God loves his Son through the Spirit —
inclusive of his Son’s mystical body, the Churcheth visible and anonymous.
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How then are we to define the Church, having depldrom Rahner’s definition of an official
ecclesial witness in historic continuity with thest community established by Jesus himself?
Continuing with our concept that there is equaddiégween anonymous and explicit Christians
rooted in the nature of the Christ event as griéguiring nothing extra; their experience of the
saturated phenomenon of mystery and their inclusidhe inter-trinitarian loving knowledge of
God, then we must define the Church much more bro&aigping in mind that the goal in this
whole exercise to re-construct elements of Rahrtleosght that are exclusionary towards
anonymous Christians, any definition of Church nprstuce unity and equality between those
who explicitly identify as Christians and those wdwnot. The Church cannot be defined on the
basis of doctrine or practice or even physical pnaty but rather must be understood on the basis
of the mystical body of Christ — those graftedarthe trinitarian love of God by the Christ evdnt.
is existential ontological disposition towards neygtwhich constitutes the ecclesia and not explicit
and self-conscious belief; therefore, there is mamum standard as all standards have already

been met in Christ and received as a gift.

One could point to the verse, “For where two oe¢hare gathered in my name, | am there among
them. (Matthew 18:20)”, and by “in my name” undarst not the explicit naming of Christ by

those gathered but rather who are named by Chrieve as his own body through his work on the
cross. Humanity as a whole — who consequently kimowin the saturated phenomena of every-day
living. In this sense | am using the capitalisedrfe- Church — intentionally: a universalised and
invisible Church yet one that cannot be descrilselint versus manifest as in Tillich precisely
because those in the Church will be manifesting thsposition towards God in loving action, the
spreading of hope and authentic living in the fatcdeath. The way that this manifestation may
take place may indeed be within churches but @ alay be within secular groups, atheist groups or

simply in ‘individual’ lives.

Only by interpreting the body of Christ as univérsan one have a true universal Christian hope
that we are united with all the living and the deaabt leaving humanity or escaping humanity
through the Church but rather teaching that all fuusrare Hearers of the hopeful message of
Christ's death and resurrection for them. Withbig tiniversalism, Christian love would easily slip
into a false love and hope with separation andrsity at its heart: we are separate from those

outside of the Church — anonymous Christians ortmcause they do not have the same fullness

24 Implicit in all of this is a suggestion towargtsteriological universalism.
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of hope that we have nor can we love them as equéte body of Christ. Only by embracing the
fullness of the universal salvific will of God care claim to truly believe that all who embrace
love, hope and authenticity towards death are tedypients of God's revelation.

Our project at this point runs into the same pnobés all universalism; namely, the problem of
evil. What of those who do not love, have no hape lave superficially — given to “idle talk” and
“falling” in Heideggerian terms — or, indeed thagkeo perpetrate acts of e¥l In line with the rest
of Rahner’s project, we have to simply say that mathe self-communication of God is also
himself mystery and that all love, hope and auticégptare interdependent dispositions all relating
to mystery for this reason. Therefore, just as meumable to grasp the saturated phenomena of
God, we are likewise unable to categorise humasmiyply into those who are saved and lost, evil
and good. In Christian terms, one accepts onelgditons as Rahner would encourage, leaving
such questions of individual salvation and goodretgt of being good enough for salvation — up
to the judgement of God whilst at the same timening that God as judge has spoken in the gift
of his Son and, therefore, one has cause for supogtimism in this matter.

As Kiing argued via Hegel: explicit faith in Chrstind the churches as the official withesses to
this — can be understood as a necessary but ttgnpltase: one which moves towards a
universalism of the divine-human relationship fr@trist to the Church and ultimately to the
whole of humanity (1987, p. 212). However, it ispible that the visible Church remains part of
the wider discourse and universalisation — notdpsimallowed up into a universal reconciliation,
similarly to how individuals do not disappear ih@ collective. Likewise, for us as for Hegel, the
name of Christ is likely to remain unique — the @@ convinces us of the divine-human unity in

history, resisting being swallowed up into an ajrisal understanding of universal revelation.

Another strong argument against my thesis is thiabagh society at large may foster hope in the
face of finitude and death, respect and solidavitih those who have died in anticipation of one's
own death and love towards one's neighbour, nolesthieonly in the Church and its narrative of
God dying is this truly realised in history. Themed, only the Church truly celebrates hope, love
and death in their fullness because God has mamberntative for humans — it is the way things are

25 Hegel too believed in evil as a self-centredaesfement of the individual from the absolute whighltimately
overcome through our reconciliation or synthesi€lmist; again, Kung relates this to the Christiaekground of
Hegel's system (1987, p. 216). Rahner likewiseghesnception of evil, describing it as the co-ctinding of guilt
which can cause some partial and seemingly tempoegection of God, but he does not emphasiseithHi®undations
or his thought in general due to his theologicdlmjzm.
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according to Christ and only the Church truly knamsl preaches this. However, this argument is
not without its faults. Firstly, it downplays thele of universal orientation towards mystery — vimic
is encountered by everyone in their experiencé®feath of others; love of neighbour and of
seeking hope in the face of evil; and the fact tbeaRahner this orientation towards mystery will
always be instantiated in history somehow, evewifin the Church. Revelation is always taking
place and is always already in history. It woulddifécult to argue based on Rahner’s idea of
mystery that only the Christian Church — and evenRoman Catholic Church more particularly —
is truly giving the fullest expression to the eveigy experience of love and death that all
encounter. Love, hope and death are all normativedmanity because they represent and
encounter mystery, which demands a decision fagainst God universally — both inside and
outside of the Church.

A universal notion of the Church will then substalty change the course of interpretation of
Rahner; if a visible witness is not necessary thiat is the role of the visible Church in relation
the Church of which it is a part; and what mighe tklationship be between the Church and other
groups or individuals? Kiing in talking of the ultite destiny of the Church in Hegelian

Christianity writes,

The deepest and ultimate purpose of the philosopingligion is that it points not to, but
beyond itself. Not that this discipline does nattain the ultimate and entire truth, but
simply that it does not contain it in its defingivand unsurpassable form...quite apart from
the fact that religion offers revelation to evergomhile the philosophical penetration of
revelation can only be grasped by a small elitegefiansists that religion continue to be
regarded as an absolute state of knowledge...itlistba form in which this content is
present in religion that differs from the way inialnit is present in Philosophy. Philosophy,
then, does not create a new truth or new revelationrather aims to reflect on and to
deepen actual religion (1987, pp. 374-375).

Hegel is arguing for philosophy to take over asrttaster discourse, quite contrary to the idea that
theology is the ‘Queen of the Sciences’. Althoughskould not go this far due to the very problem
that Hegel mentions — philosophy being for an déte — might we still re-imagine the relationship
between theology and philosophy as being a moreopppte discourse for the visible Church of

today to be taking part in? One could argue thatigha useful way forward given the increasingly
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specialised realm of theology in the academy — aatgide the bounds of Churches; the decline of
Christianity as a social, religious and politicatde in the West; and the lack of credibility o th

idea of an official ecclesial witness that we has&ablished. There is a clear need for a re-
engagement between theology and philosophy whi¢m&arecognised as an issue in his day,
confessing that theology was no longer dealing Withissues in people’s lives and that anonymous
Christianity would increasingly be the majority @tianity, at least in the west (Lennan, 1997, p.
178). As we have argued, the re-engagement sheubth® in which all Hearers are equal,
emphasising interpersonal but not necessarily siatleelationships, open to all theologies and
philosophies which promote love, hope and authgypticunderstanding that they too are

constituted on the ground of Christ's resurrection.

Ultimately, we are re-interpreting Rahner accordmdyis own view on the ‘interlocking of
philosophy and theology’, he writes “Hence theoldgglf implies a philosophical anthropology
which enables this message of grace to be accepteckally philosophical and reasonable way,
and which gives an account of it in a humanly dassivay” (1986, p. 25). Contrary to this, we are
claiming that both philosophy and theology havegbtential to inform humanity of what they
truly are because both theology and philosophyalid ways of arriving at a disposition of faith,
hope and love, and that theology has no privileghis regard, not in spite of but precisely beeaus
of the gift given to us in Jesus Christ. A gift wihidoes not require itself to be known explicitiyt b
rather offers Jesus as the ontological ground werables one to live. Philosophical and
theological explorations of this, either collectiver individually, serve the purpose of enabling
humanity’s endless confrontations and interpretatiith God as the saturated phenomenon. A
process which never arrives at a definitive conolusor the corresponding privilege of theology

and the Church that Rahner suggests.
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Conclusion

My argument until this point lends itself as a fisation for a new kind of theology — one which
led us to re-reading Rahner in the perspectiveagehs philosophy as a means of universalising
Christianity and its message. The nature of thietlggit God gives us in Christ — requiring nothing
in return out of an abundance of love — should kdad the visible Church to a similar discourse of
gratuity: freeing itself from the fear of declinearder to promote a universal message of existenti
ontological relevance, which may in turn requiréhmag of people towards itself as an institution
but rather turn people towards their own experiefaaystery, even to the institution’s detrimént

If the message can therefore reach the universaloBh- the whole of humanity — in such a way
that it promotes love, hope and authenticity inlitlet of death, then this should be done, even in
philosophical rather than theological terms.

In doing so, | am not suggesting that the visibten€h gives up the command to, “Go therefore
and make disciples of all nations, baptizing tharthe name of the Father and of the Son and of the
Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that V@@ommanded you. And behold, | am with you
always, to the end of the age.” (Matthew 28:19-FR@jther, | am arguing the opposite. The reason
that the Church can go to all nations and bap&spie in the name of God is because they are
already named by God in Christ with their own etyualid understandings of what it is to live
authentically towards God as mystery. The Churechpraach the gospel to anonymous sisters and
brothers in a fullness of love without requiringithassent or visible participation in return, jast
God freely gives his Son out of a superabundandavef Such a disposition of love would
transform Rahner's idea of the Church from a ggeld visible institution into a life-giving
sacrificial witness to its Lord, able to engagelmather groups — both religious and non — on the
grounds that all are equally encompassed and irdddoy Christ's salvation instead of trying to
make up a perceived lack in itself. This would fesuindividuals and groups being affirmed in
their unigue and contextual sense of the knowleddgeod without being forced into a rigid visible
institution which considers itself above all otlespressions of truth. Through this way of love
which fully recognises God in the mystery of thertaunity, the visible Church has a prosperous

future in a pluralistic world.

26 As previously discussed, one of the key mar&élsve for Rahner is the willingness to sufferdder the Other.
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