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DZIEWICA I MATKA:
PARADOKS MARYJNY

VIRGIN AND MOTHER.
THE MARIAN PARADOX

Abstract

The primordial paradox of any theological discourse about Mary is al-
ready found in her designation as «Mother of God»: the reality of the one
person of Jesus Christ subsisting in two natures, is reflected in this Marian
title, which at the same time preserves its integrity. The even more obvi-
ously paradoxical pair of terms «Virgin and Mother», which is no less pres-
ent in the liturgy and theology of the Church, aims to elucidate the primor-
dial Marian mystery without dissolving it. Mary’s maternal fertility and her
virginal faith have a deep inner relationship. As a virgin, she offers her own
body and her entire existence to the work of the new creation, which God’s
Spirit intends to begin through the birth of her Son. Conceiving in her vir-
ginity by pure grace, Mary as mother takes an active part in the realization
of God’s plan of salvation. Thus, she represents the vocation of the Church
as a whole, whose earthly journey she accompanies as a sign of hope.

Keywords: Mary — Mother of God — Virgin — Paradox — Two Natures.

Streszczenie

Pierwotny paradoks kazdego teologicznego dyskursu o Marii tkwi juz
w jej okre$leniu jako ,,Matka Boza”: rzeczywisto$¢ jednej osoby Jezusa
Chrystusa istniejgcej w dwoch naturach znajduje odzwierciedlenie w tym
maryjnym tytule, ktéry jednoczesnie zachowuje swojg integralno$¢. Jesz-
cze bardziej oczywiste, paradoksalne potaczenie termindéw ,,Dziewica
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i Matka”, ktoére réwnie mocno obecne jest w liturgii i1 teologii Kosciota,
ma na celu wyjasnienie pierwotnej tajemnicy Maryi, nie rozwigzujac jej.
Macierzynska ptodno$¢ Maryi i jej dziewicza wiara majg gleboki zwigzek
wewngtrzny. Jako dziewica, Maryja oferuje swoje wlasne cialo i cate swoje
istnienie dzielu nowego stworzenia, ktére Duch Bozy zamierza rozpoczac
poprzez narodziny jej Syna. Poczgcie w jej dziewictwie przez czystg taske,
Maryja jako matka bierze aktywny udzial w realizacji Bozego planu zba-
wienia. W ten sposob reprezentuje powotanie Kosciota jako catosci, ktore-
go ziemska podroz towarzyszy jako znak nadziei.

Stowa kluczowe: Maryja, Matka Boza, Dziewica, Paradoks, Dwie natury.

Amerykanski historyk teologii Jaroslav Pelikan nazwat kie-
dy$ Maryje ,,Matka Boza Paradoksow'. Kiedy mysli sig o tej cha-
rakterystyce, natychmlast przychodzi na mysl para pojec¢ ,,Dzie-
wica 1 Matka”, faczaca dwa okreslenia, ktore maja swoje zrodlo
W samym Nowym Testamencie. To wlasnie w ich paradoksalnym
kontrascie intensywnie charakteryzowaly one cze$¢ Kosciota do
Maryi, ale takze dogmatyczne nauczanie o Niej. Prawie wszyst-
kie inne mariologiczne stwierdzenia doktrynalne mozna przesle-
dzi¢ wstecz, a najwazniejsze kontrowerSJe teologiczne dotyczace
Maryi przyjmuja je za punkt wyjscia.

I

Pierwszym paradoksem chrzescijanskich wypowiedzi wia-
zacych si¢ z Marig nie jest jednak dziewicze macierzynstwo.
Ukrywa si¢ on juz w same] macierzynskosci Boga. ,,Bogurodzi-
ca” lub ,,Matka Boza” (theotokos / Dei genetrix) to preferowane
okreslenie Marii w modlitwie, po raz pierwszy udokumentowa-
ne w aleksandryjskiej teologii wezesnego IV wieku, z korzenia-
mi siggajacymi samego Pisma Swietego (por. £k 1, 32: , matka
mojego Pana”). Dzigki wprowadzeniu $wigta Mamerzynstwa
Marii z okazji 1500-lecia Soboru w Efezie przez papieza Piusa
XI (1931) oraz jego liturgicznemu podwyzszeniu do ,,Wielkiego

! Jaroslav Pelikan, Mary through the centuries. Her place in the history of
culture, New Haven 1996, s. 51.
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Swieta Matki Bozej” z przeniesieniem na 1 stycznia w ramach
reformy liturgicznej po II Soborze Watykanskim, tytut ten w XX
wieku ponownie stat si¢ centralnym punktem kultu liturgiczne-
go. Wielu teologoéw widziatlo w tym wyrazenie fundamentalne;j
zasady mariologii jako takiej, odpowiadajacej inkarnacyjnemu ta-
jemniczemu dziataniu jej Syna. Jako Bogurodzica Maria ma bez-
posredni udzial w paradoksie chrystologicznej doktryny dwoch
natur. Wcigz na nowo chrze$cijanska pobozno$¢ podziwiata nie-
zrozumiate czlowieczenstwo Syna Bozego w lustrze Jego relacji
z ziemska Matka: Krag calego Swiata nie zakonczy! sig, lecz lezy
w Maryi tonie; stal si¢ malym dzieckiem, ktére samo utrzymuje
wszystkie rzeczy” — mowi poetyckie thumaczenie starych werse-
tow liturgicznych Lutra. Okre$lenie Marii jako Bogurodzicy jest
wtedy 1 tylko wtedy poprawne, gdy Chrystus jest tym, kim opisuje
go dogmat chalcedonski: jedng osoba Syna, w ktorej facza si¢ na-
tura boska 1 ludzka, ,,niezmieszane i niezmienione, nierozdzielne
1 niedzielne”; zgodnie z naturg boska ,,przed wszystklml wiekami
z Ojca narodzony”, ,»W ostatnich dniach jednak z Marii Dziewicy,
Bogurodzicy, wedtug ludzkiej natury”. Odrzucenie tytutu Matki
Bozej w teologicznych kontrowersjach poczatkow V wieku byto
wyrazem chrystologii, ktora wprawdzie uznawata istnienie obu
natur w Chrystusie, ale nie potrafita adekwatnie uchwyci¢ zasa-
dy ich osobowej jednos$ci. Ta pozycja, znana w historii teologii
jako nestorianizm, ktérag Sobor w Efezie w 431 roku oficjalnie
odrzucil, jest intelektualnie trudna do zrozumienia i w poOzniej-
szych wiekach niemal nie doczekala si¢ znaczacych kontynuacji.
Zupelnie inaczej sytuacja wyglada w przypadku modeli, ktore
bezposrednio zaprzeczaja, ze Chrystus jest wieczng boska osobq,
ktora w czasie przyjela ludzka nature do swojej jednosci bytu.
Najbardziej znane altematywy dla chrystologii nicejsko-chal-
cedonskiej od czasow starozytnego Kos$ciola to albo odmiany
subordynacjonizmu/arianizmu, w ktorych Syn, Chrystus, przed
weieleniem uznawany jest za ontologicznie podporzadkowane-
go Ojcu, a wrgez stworzonego, albo adopcjonizm, ktory rozumie
Chrystusa jako czlowieka, ktorego Bog przyjat jak syna, napetnit
swoim Duchem jako proroka i upowaznil jako swojego przed-
stawiciela na swiecie. W pierwszym przypadku Chrystus nie jest
,»rowny Ojcu w bostwie”, w druglm przypadku nie jest on odrgb-
ng od Ojca boska osoba od wiecznosci. Narodziny ,,z Marii, Mat-
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ki Bozej” nie maja sensu w ramach obu tych zatozen. Od XIX
wieku jako nowa wersja antychalcedonskiej chrystologii pojawia
si¢ radykalny kenotyzm. Pragnie on odpowiedzie¢ na wspotcze-
sng krytyke starozytnej formy mysSlenia, interpretujac wcielenie
w dotad nieznany sposob jako transformacje preegzystujacego
boskiego Syna w prawdziwie ludzka osob¢ Jezusa z Nazaretu.
Koncepcja ta jest niejako inwersja starozytnego monofizytyzmu,
ktory nauczal, ze w inkarnacji ludzka natura zostaje rozpuszczo-
na w boskiej, ,,jak kropla miodu w morzu”. Dla wspolczesnych
kenotykow natomiast boska osoba dobrowolnie przeksztalca sie
w czlowieka Jezusa w Jego ziemskiej postaci ponizenia. Jako
paradoksalne, a wrecz absurdalne, mozna by w tym przypadku
nazwac¢ postulat przemiany Boga w stworzenie — ale wynik juz
taki nie jest. W wypowiedziach o bycie Chrystusa i jego Matki
znikajg wszystkie trudnosci zwigzane z nauka o dwoch naturach,
ale jednoczesnie tajemnica ta zostaje rozwigzana. Jesli Maria ro-
dzi swojego Syna, rodzi wedtug tej teorii osobg, ktora kiedys byta
boska, ale juz nig nie jest. Okreslenie Marii jako Matki Bozej jest
wtedy w $cistym sensie jeszcze mniej trafne niz w warunkach ne-
storianizmu. Jesli tytul ten zostaje zachowany, jest to wyraz sys-
tematycznej niespdjnosci. Dlatego dla osoby, ktéra nadal uznaje
nauke¢ o jednej osobie w dwoch naturach za miare chrystologicz-
nej ortodoksji, stowa $w. Cyryla z Aleksandrii, ktory na Soborze
w Efezie chwalil Marie, Matk¢ Boza, jako ,.berto prawdziwej na-
uki”, pozostajg prawdziwe?.

II

Kiedy Matka Boza Maria jest jednocze$nie nazywana Dzie-
wicg, mozna by pomysle¢, Ze niezrozumiato$¢ wydarzenia Weie-
lenia zostanie jeszcze bardziej podkreslona przez zaakcentowanie
cudownego poczgcia Jezusa bez udziatu mezezyzny. Jednak to nie
jest prawda Dziewictwo Marii rzuca nowe $wiatto na teologlcz—
ne zrozumienie wigkszych tajemnic jej wyjatkowego macierzyn-
stwa oraz Wcielenia jej Syna, nawet jesli ich paradoksy zostaja
rozwigzane. Teologiczna rola dziewictwa Marii w zrozumieniu

2 Cyrill von Alexandrien, Homiliae diversae, Hom. 4 (PG 77, 991).
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tajemnicy byla w debatach nowozytnych czesto niezrozumiana.
Od czasow Schleiermachera wielokrotnie pojawiala si¢ teza, ze
narodziny Jezusa z dziewiczej Matki sa w sensie chrystologicz-
nym 1 soteriologicznym ostatecznie nieistotne. Nie uzasadniajg
one ani synostwa Bozego Jezusa, ani jego bezgrzesznosci, 1 dla-
tego ,,same w sobie nie stanowiq elementu nauki chrzescijanskie-
j*. Mozna je co najwyzej uzna¢ za fakt potwierdzony w Pismie
Swietym, ktéremu jednak wspotczesna egzegeza czesto odmawia
jakiejkolwiek historycznej wiarygodnosci. Jako bezposrednia an-
tyteza do tego prezentUJe si¢ proba przedstawiona w nowoczesneJ
teologii katolickiej, majgca na celu udowodnienie, ze naturalne
poczecie Jezusa przez ludzkich rodzicow jest zasadniczo nie-
zgodne z podstawowym stwierdzeniem dogmatu chrystologicz-
nego. Jesli prawda jest, ze Jezus z Nazaretu nie posiada wiasnej
ludzkiej egzystencji ,,dla siebie”, ale istnieje wytacznie w boskiej
relacji synostwa, to wydaje sig, ze istnienie ludzkiego ojca jest
wykluczone. Prawidlowe zrozumienie Weielenia, jak pisze Ger-
hard Ludwig Miiller, ,,wyklucza (..) plciowe poczgceie cztowieka
Jezusa [sic], poniewaz w przeciwnym razie czlowiek Jezus ist-
niatby w dwoch subsystencjach, co uniemozliwitoby autentyczne
objawienie si¢ Boga, a cztowieczefistwo Jezusa nie miatoby osta-
tecznie nic wspdlnego z Bogiem™. Oznacza to: bez dziewiczego
poczecia Wcielenie Syna byloby niemozliwe. Ten argument zo-
stat w podobnej formie przedstawiony juz w tomizmie XVI wie-
ku, jednak wtedy zostal skutecznie obalony przez jezuit¢ Franci-
sco Suareza: Nie mozna wykaza¢ koniecznego zwigzku miedzy
konstytucja czlowieczenstwa Jezusa bez biologicznego udziatu
ludzkiego ojca a przyjgciem tej natury do unii hipostatycznej, ani
z perspektywy ontologicznej, ani z perspektywy teologii objawie-
nia’. Zwlaszcza w mariologii zawsze warto pamigtac, ze ci, kto-
rzy udowadniajg zbyt wiele, niczego nie udowadniajg.

3 Friedrich Schleiermacher, Der christliche Glaube nach den Grundsdit-
zen der evangelischen Kirche im Zusammenhange dargestellt. Drugie wydanie
(1830/31), red. Rolf Schifer, Berlin — New York 2008, § 97, 80.

4 Gerhard L. Miiller, Artykut Gottesmutter, w: Marienlexikon t. 2, Sankt
Ottilien 1989, s. 684—692, tutaj s. 692.

5 Por. szczegbtowo Thomas Marschler, Die inkarnationstheologische Rele-
vanz der jungfrédulichen Geburt Jesu, w: Georg Augustin, Klaus Kramer, Markus
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Jednak zwigzek migdzy macierzynstwem Maryi a Jej dzie-
wictwem nie jest bynajmniej niebezpodstawny, jesli zaprzecza
si¢ jego Scistej koniecznosci z perspektywy chrystologicznej. Nie
ma bowiem watpliwos$ci co do najwyzszej stosownosci drogi wy-
branej przez Boga ,,Tahs decet partus deum” - ,takie narodziny
przystoja Bogu”, $piewa $w. Ambrozy w hymnie adwentowym.
Niektorzy O_]COWle Kosciota interpretowali ,,paradoks i cud Dzie-
wicy 1 Matki” jako bezposrednie ,,0dniesienie do dwoch natur
W Chrystusw Takie wypowiedzi mozna zrozumie¢ wiasciwie,
ale nie nalezy ich zbytnio forsowa¢. Sciste rzecz biorac, dwo-
isto$¢ natur nie znajduje odpowiednika w dwoisto$ci maryjnych
atrybutow ,,Dziewica i Matka”. Zamiast tego wracamy do wcze-
$niej sformutowanej tezy: Potaczenie tych ustalen moze otworzy¢
bardziej fundamentalny paradoks Bozej-Matki dla naszego teo-
logicznego zrozumienia. Dziewictwo Marii wyraznie pokazuje,
ze tworcza interwencja Boga jest niezbednym warunkiem, aby
Wieczny Syn mogth przyj$¢ na swiat dzigki wspolpracy ludzkleJ
matki. Unia hipostatyczna wymyka si¢ w najbardziej radykalny
sposob ludzkim zastugom. Nie moze by¢ przygotowana ani tym
bardziej wywotana przez czltowieka, lecz moze jedynie zostaé
przyjeta z podziwem. Dziewicza odpowiedz Marii polega przede
wszystkim na jej bezwarunkowej wierze wobec poteznego stowa
Bozego, przekazanego przez niebianskiego postanca, ktére tamie
wszelkie ludzkie oczekiwania. Jej gotowos¢ jest wedtug katolic-
kiej wiary wynikiem Bozego daru: wyboru Marii do wspolpracy
w dziele zbawienia od wieczno$ci oraz jej faskawym umocnieniu
do wspoldziatania od poczatku jej ziemskiej egzystencji. Opiera-
jac si¢ na Jej Niepokalanym Poczgciu, uswigcenie Marii wyprze-
dza kazde jej wiasne dziatanie. Tak umozliwione ,tak” jej dzie-
wiczej wiary faczy si¢ z gotowoscia jej ciata do przyjecia dziata-
nia Ducha Bozego, tworzac w pelni spersonalizowany akt, ktory
otwiera Wcielonemu Synowi brame¢ do $wiata. Dlatego Liturgia
Kosciola moéwi o ,,owocnym dziewictwie” (virginitas fecunda).
Nowe stworzenie ludzkosci z Marii, nowej Ewy, nie jest stwo-

Schulze (red.), Mein Herr und mein Gott. Christus bekennen und verkiinden.
F'S fiir Walter Kardinal Kasper zum 80. Geburtstag, Freiburg 2013, s. 117-134.

¢ Anton Ziegenaus, Artykut , Jungfrau und Mutter”, w: Marienlexikon t. 3,
Sankt Ottilien 1991, s. 483.
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rzeniem z niczego, lecz nowym stworzeniem, ktore swiadomie
zaklada 1 aktywnie wlacza ludzka egzystencj¢. Jako obdarzona
taskg dziewica, Maria przypomina ziemi¢ gotowa przyja¢ nasie-
nie, ktoére umozliwia j jego zakorzenienie 1 zapewnia mu sily do
wzrostu. Jako matka, uswigcona przez Ducha, przekazuje swo-
jemu dziecku wszystko co czyni je prawd21wym cztowiekiem
1 przygotowuje do Jego misji zbawienia. Materia Jego ciata, ktora
stawia Go w bezposredniej relacji z calym (ewolucy_]nym) ko-
smosem, ktorego tworcza zasada jest Boski Logos z wieczno-
sci; blologlczne pokrewienstwo z wszystkimi ludzkimi siostrami
1 braémi, ktérzy nosza w sobie obraz doskonalego podobienstwa
do Boga i majg by¢ doskonaleni na wzor Zmartwychwstatego;
zbawcze dziedzictwo Izraela, ktére Maria jako przyktadowa wie-
rzaca w przymierzu z Bogiem reprezentuje, a ktérego obietnice
Jej Syn, jako potomek Dawida wedtug ciala (por. Rz 1,3), wy-
petni. Tak Maria mowi swoje ,,Fiat” w imieniu ludu Bozego,
w imieniu ludzkos$ci’, ktéra ma nadziej¢ na zbawienie, a nawet
w imieniu calej stworzonej rzeczywistosci, ktora z utgsknieniem
czeka (por. Rz 8,20).

Kiedy Maria rodzi swojego Syna jako, wkiad dziewiczej Mat-
ki jest jeszcze wigkszy niz w przypadku normalnego poczecia.
Jednoczesnie czasowe narodziny Syna z Marii ukazujg obraz Jego
wiecznego narodzenia, w ktorym Boski Ojciec jest jedyna zasa-
da poczgceia. Tak, czasowe narodziny Chrystusa sa nierozerwalnie
zwigzane z wiecznymi: ludzka Matka moze wprowadzi¢ rodzi¢
swoje dziecko w wieczne poczgeie Syna z Ojca, ktore nigdy nie
miato poczatku i1 nigdy si¢ nie konczy. Tutaj naJJasme_] widac,
ze Maria w swoim macierzynskim dzialaniu, jak mowi Kajetan
w $miatym sformutowaniu, dotyka granic Boskosci®. Podczas gdy
wieczne poczgcie jest niezbedne, tak jak sam Bog, 1 rodzi Osobe,
ktora mimo rzeczywistej roznicy od Ojca posiada boska naturg
w niepodzielnej jednosci numerycznej z Nim, narodziny z Marii
sg wolnym aktem stworczym, przez Boga zamierzonym, i umoz-
liwiaja to, co wyraza si¢ w personalnej réznicy mi¢dzy Jezusem
a Maria, obejmujqcej istotng r6zno$¢ Syna od Matki, jesli chodzi

7 Por. Thomas von Aquin, Summa Theologica 111, 30, 1 c.
§ Por. Cajetan, In II-11, q. 103, a. 4 ad 2.
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o Boskos¢. W ten sposob zostajemy ponownie przywroceni do
pierwotnego paradoksu maryjnego: Ludzka Matka sama nie jest
pierwotng zasadg tej boskiej Osoby, ktéra przez nig przych0d21
na $wiat. Dlatego transcendencja wewnetrznego Bozego wyjscia
przez narodziny Syna z Marii, Matki Bozej, nie doswiadcza Zad-
nego ograniczenia; obawy nestorian okazuja si¢ nieuzasadnio-
ne. Poprzez dziatanie Ducha Sw1e;tego Bog taskawie daje Maryi
udziat w tworczym momencie swojego wiecznego ojcostwa, aby
mogla je wyrazi¢ na poziomie ludzkich narodzin Jezusa. Wybie-
rajqc Dziewicg¢ Marig 1 spogladajac na ,,pokor¢ swojej stuzebni-

y” (Lk 1,48), Bog pozwala jej urodzi¢ Dziecko, ktore ,,owiniete
w pleluszkl lezy w ztobku” (Lk 2,12) i objawia si¢ ludziom. Jed-
nocze$nie zaczyna si¢ objawienie Boga w radykalnym samookre-
Sleniu, ktore jest charakterystyczne dla inkarnacyjnego poslanmc—
twa Syna Paradoksy macierzynstwa Bozego pozostaja réwniez
w swietle dziewictwa Marii; ale tym samym kontekst znaczenio-
wy miedzy tresciami obJaw1en1a staje si¢ rozpoznawalny zgodnie
z analogig wiary. Rozwazanie tego jest podstawowym elementem
teologii dogmatyczne;.

I1I

W centrum paradoksu dziewiczego macierzynstwa znajdu-
je si¢ tajemnica prawdziwie ludzkiego dzialania, ktore jednak
w pelni zawdzigcza si¢ stworczej interwencji Boga. To odrdznia
biblijny obraz Dziewicy Matki od wszystkich religijno-historycz-
nych paraleli, ktore czgsto umieszczano obok niego. Z Izyda czy
Pallas Ateng kobieta, o ktorej Kosciot mowi, ze ,,nie byta jedynie
biernie Wykorzystywana przez Boga, ale Wspolpracowala w wol-
nej wierze 1 postuszenstwie dla zbawienia ludzkosci” (LG 56),
ma niewiele wspolnego. Wyznaje si¢ rowniez, ze byta w stanie
urodzi¢ Syna tylko dlatego, Zze oddata swoje macierzynstwo na
stuzbe trymtarneJ misji Boga Z tej perspektywy rnus1my wyjsc,
by zrozumie¢, jak Maria staje si¢ takze plerwotnym i ostatecznym
obrazem Koscwla, ,»Ktory stusznie nazywany jest matka i dziewi-
ca” (LG 63).

Kiedy Kosciol patrzy na obraz Marii, dostrzega tajemnice
wlasnej plodnosci jako dar: taskawie wlaczong w proces Bozego
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udzielania zycia $wiatu, ktory nie jest niczym innym, jak tylko
samooddaniem Ojca przez Syna w Duchu Swigtym. Boski Syn,
ktorego Matka ,,przez dziatanie Ducha Swigtego” (Mt 1,18) przyj-
muje, jest nowym Adamem, praojcem wspolnoty dzieci Bozych,
»Ktore nie z krwi, nie z woli ciala, nie z woli mezczyzny, lecz
z Boga si¢ narodzili” (J 1,13). Kosciot daje im zycie nadprzy-
rodzone z jej dziewiczo-macierzystego tona, zrodla chrztu. Bog
otwiera je przez zstapienie Ducha Sw1e;teg0 aby rodzilo siostry
1 braci dla Chrystusa (por. modlitwa po$wiecenia wody chrzciel-
nej podczas Wigilii Paschalnej). Kosciot karmi narodzonych w ten
sposob Stowem Pisma Swigtego i pokarmem Eucharystii, ktore
wynikaja calkowicie z jego sakramentalnego dzialania i sg jed-
nocze$nie catkowicie pneumatycznymi darami z gory. Do ksztal-
towania Kosciota wedtug wzorca Marii, Dziewicy 1 Matki, nale-
Zy to, ze oba te aspekty znajduja konkretny wyraz w Zyciu jego
cztonkéw, nawet jesli nie w doskonatej jednosci archetypu, ale
w komplementarnym nasladowaniu. Chrzescijanskie matzenstwo
charakteryzuje si¢ macierzynska plodnoscig w sensie cielesnym,
ale nie moze obej$¢ sie bez dziewictwa jako postawy serca: jako
swiadomosci nie ,,zrobienia” dziecka, ale ,,poczecia” go; jako go-
towosci do zachowania czystosci w malzenstwie 1 jako zdolno$ci
do znoszenia utraty partnera w sile wiary. Chrzescijanie, ktorzy
decyduja si¢ pozosta¢ w celibacie ze wzgledu na krolestwo nie-
bieskie, deklarujag swoja gotowos¢ do dziewictwa w ciele, kto-
re z kolei pozostaje ukierunkowane na duchowg ptodno$¢: jako
wolno$¢ do niepodzielnego uczestnictwa w macierzynskiej misji
Kosciota, jako stuzba zyciu siostr i braci w dzialalno$ci charyta-
tywnej lub edukacyjnej. Obie formy zycia wzajemnie si¢ uzupet-
niajg 1 tylko razem moga wydoby¢ na Swiatto dzienne to, co jest
zjednoczone w maryjnym pochodzeniu Kosciofa.

Dziewictwo Maryi nie konczy si¢ wraz z poczg¢ciem Chrystu-
sa, ale charakteryzuje calg egzystencj¢ wieczystej Dziewicy jako
oblublenczeJ wiernosci Bogu. Jako matczyna towarzyszka obecna
jest przy swoim Synu az do gorzkiej godziny krzyza. Tak wigc
dziewicze macierzynstwo Kosciola nie moze ogranicza¢ si¢ do
dyspozycyjnosci wobec dzialania Ducha, ktory nadaje sakramen-
tom ich skutecznos¢, ale musi trwaé w wiernym postuszenstwie
1 oddaniu si¢ Chrystusowi we wszystkich wymiarach swego zy-
cia. Nie ma potrzeby udowadnia¢, ze Ko$cidt na ziemi pozostaje
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daleko w tyle za swoim maryjnym archetypem, czgsto bole$nie
daleko, az do zerwania przymierza, do dobrowolnie wybranego
odwrocenia dziewictwa w cudzotéstwo i do $mierci macierzyn-
stwa poprzez bezptodno$¢ z wiasnej woli. W tej wlasnej nedzy
spojrzenie na Maryje jest dla Kosciota nieustannym przypomnie-
niem o pokucie. Jednoczesnie wiaze si¢ to z pewnoscia, ze Mary-
ja ,,w swej macierzynskiej mifosci troszczy si¢ o [siostry i] braci
swego Syna, ktorzy wciaz pielgrzymujg 1 znajduja si¢ w niebez-
pieczenstwach 1 utrapieniach, dopoki nie zostang doprowadzeni
do swej blogostawionej ojczyzny” (LG 62). Tam ,,Kosciot osig-
gnal juz doskonatos¢ w Najswigtszej Dziewicy, w ktorej jest bez
skazy i zmarszczki (por. Ef 5,27)” (LG 65). Ufajac w to, chrzesci-
janie modla si¢ do Boga w uroczysto$¢ Wniebowzigcia NaJ Swigt-
szej Maryi Panny 1 Matki Bozej: ,,Spraw, abySmy wpatrujac si¢
w ten znak nadziei i pociechy, pozostali na drodze, ktéra prowa-
dzi do Twojej chwaty” (Modlitwa dnia).

Z jezyka niemieckiego ttumaczyta Anna Buczniewska

Nota o Autorze: Thomas Marschler, urodzony w 1969 roku
w Diisseldorfie. W latach 1989-1994 studiowat teologi¢ w Bonn
1 Monachium. W 1996 roku przyjat §wigcenia prezbiteratu przez
postuge arcybiskupa Kolonii kard. Joachima Meisnera. W 2003
roku uzyskat doktorat z teologii na Uniwersytecie w Bonn.
W 2007 roku ukonczyt habilitacj¢ w Bochum. W sierpniu 2007
1. objal stanowisko profesora dogmatyki na Uniwersytecie w Au-
gsburgu.
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PARADOKS KIERKEGAARDA
MIEDZY RYZYKIEM A REASEKURACJA

KIERKEGAARD’S PARADOX.
BETWEEN RISK AND REINSURANCE

Abstract

Kierkegaard places the paradox of the God-man at the center of Chris-
tian faith — as a religious author who is driven by the tension between
aesthetic ambivalence and religious intention. The essay examines how the
paradox of faith and the paradox of the religious author influence each
other, primarily on the basis of the three texts that Kierkegaard published
under the title Practice in Christianity (1850).

Keywords: Kierkegaard — Christian Author — Paradox — Socrates.

Streszczenie

Paradoks Kierkegaarda. Pomiedzy ryzykiem a reasekuracjg. Kierke-
gaard stawia paradoks Boga-cztowieka w centrum chrzescijanskiej wiary
— jako autor religijny, ktory jest napedzany napieciem migdzy estetyczng
ambiwalencja a religijng intencjg. Artykul bada, jak paradoks wiary i para-
doks autora religijnego wptywaja na siebie nawzajem, gldwnie na podsta-
wie trzech tekstow, ktore Kierkegaard opublikowal pod tytutem Praktyka
chrzescijanstwa (1850).

Stowa kluczowe: Kierkegaard, autor chrzescijanski, paradoks, Sokrates.
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Pytanie, jaka funkcje paradoks petni w wierze, jest przez Kier-
kegaarda wyraznie i wielokrotnie omawiane, zawsze w zwigzku
z pytaniem, jak mozna przedstawi¢ paradoks wiary. To, ze nie ma
na to prostej odpowiedzi, wynika przynajmniej czgSciowo z sa-
mego sposobu prezentowania, do ktérego, jak wiadomo, nalezy
zar6wno stosowanie roznych pseudoniméw, jak i montaz roznych
gatunkow literackich oraz integracja szklcowych lub rozbudowa-
nych fikcji. Im intensywniej ,.religijny pisarz” Kierkegaard po-
Swigca si¢ paradoksowi wiary, tym silniej musi si¢ w nim przeja-
wia¢ wiasnie ten styl jego filozofowania i teologizowania, nie tyl-
ko poprzez paradoksalne efekty, gdy kategorie sg relatywizowane
przez estetyczne eksperymenty, lub gdy zamierzona przez autora
jednoznacznos¢ jest podwazana przez ambiwalencje tekstu. Takie
interferencje migdzy paradoksem wiary a paradoksami religijne-
g0 plsarstwa zostang zasygnalizowane ponizej na przykladme p1—
sma z poznego okresu Kierkegaarda (o ile w ogdéle mozna méowié
o czyms takim w kilkunastoletniej historii tworczosci).

Pod tytulem Einiibung im Christentum Kierkegaard publikuje
w 1850 roku trylogi¢ tekstow, ktore powstaty dwa lata wczesnie;.
Na oktadce ksigzki Kierkegaard wystepuje jedynie jako redak-
tor, a autorem jest wskazany ,,Anti-Climacus”. Wybierajac ten
demonstracy_]me dialektyczny pseudonim dla autora, Kierkegaard
zasygnalizowat tym, ktoérzy uwaznie $ledzili rozwoj jego dzie-
ta, ze Einiibung im Christentum zostato napisane z perspektywy
chrzescgamna (tak jak przypisane temu samemu pseudonimowi
Krankheit zum Tode z 1849 roku). Natomiast pseudonim Johan-
nes Climacus, przeciwnik Anti-Climacusa, przedstawiat chrzesci-
janstwo 1 stawanie si¢ chrzes$cijaninem z perspektywy przychyl-
nego obserwatora w swoich Philosophischen Brocken (1844) oraz
Abschliefsenden unwissenschaftlichen Nachschrift (1846).

Kiedy Kierkegaard (a doktadniej Anti-Climacus) w Einiibung
im Christentum prowadzi zadanie stawania si¢ chrzescijaninem
,»Na najwyzszy stopien idealnosci™', to paradoks, w ogolnym sen-
sie myslowego lub jezykowego samoprzeswiadczenia, jak row-

! Soren Kierkegaard, Einiibung im Christentum. Zwei ethisch-religiose Ab-
handlungen. Das Buch Adler oder der Begriff des Auserwdhlten, tham. (czescio-
wo nieznacznie zmienione) przez Theodora Haeckera, Waltera Resta i Hansa
Winklera, oprac. 1 wstgpem opatrzyt Walter Rest, Koln — Olten 1951, s. 55.
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niez w specyficznie religijnym sensie, staje si¢ stalym towarzy-
szem. To zaczyna si¢ juz na stronie tytulowej pierwszej czesci
ksiazki: ,,Przyjdzcie do mnie wszyscy, ktorzy jestescie utrudze-
ni i obcigzeni, a ja wam dam odpoczynek”. Do tego dotaczone
jest wezwanie do przebudzenia i wewngtrznego zrozumienia,
uzupelnione mottem ,,procul, o procul este, profani”. Chrzesci-
janskie zaproszenie wszystkich utrudzonych 1 obciqunych (Mt
11,28) jest polaczone z wygnaniem wszystkiego, co nieposwig-
cone, $wieckie, na sposob, ktory nawigzuje do Wergiliusza. Jed-
nak Klerkegaard nie ogranicza si¢ do tak zewngtrznego potacze-
nia przyciagania i odpychania. Wrecz przeciwnie, pokazuje, jak
w samym zaproszeniu chrze$cijanskim przyciaganie i odpychanie
sq ze soba powigzane, co staje si¢ widoczne dopiero, gdy zapro-
szenie 1 zapraszajacy sa bezposrednio postrzegani, gdy obecnos¢
Jezusa staje si¢ rzeczyw1sta Aby doprowadzi¢ do tej jednocze-
snosci, trzeba usuna¢ pozornie oczywista wiedz¢ o Chrystusie,
nawykowq retrospekcje, ktora zawsze zaklada dobre zakonczenie
1 przeksztatca histori¢ zbawienia i Kosciola w §wieckg histori¢
sukcesow. Wiedza historyczna w tym przypadku jest nieistotna,
a wrgcz moze wprowadza¢ w btad: ,,Poniewaz nie mozna w og(')le
»wiedzie¢” nic o «Chrystusie»; jest on paradoksem, przedmiotem
wiary, istnieje tylko dla wiary”?. To jest paradoks wiary: Bog jako
pojedynczy cztowiek, ktory dodatkowo moze by¢ uobecniony je-
dynie w swojej ponizonej postaci: , Istnicje wigc zawsze tylko
W swojej ponizonej postaci, dopoki nie powrdci — w co si¢ wierzy
—w chwale™. Decydujacy jest paradoks Boga-Cztowieka, Jezusa
Chrystusa, poniewaz stawia on kazdego cztowieka przed decyzja:
,»Albo si¢ gniewac, albo wierzy¢”. To rozwazanie na temat zapra-
szajacego Jezusa Chrystusa nabiera dodatkowej wagi w czasach,
ktore co prawda uwazajg si¢ za chrzescijanskie, ale w wigkszym
lub mniejszym stopniu §wiadomie rozwigzaty paradoks, tym sa-
mym eliminujagc mozliwo$¢ oburzenia. Odpowiedzialne za to jest
szczegollnie podstawowe zaufanie do wiedzy historycznej, ktora
rozni si¢ tylko stopniowo od poetyckich wyobrazen 1 filozoficz-
nych spekulacji, ktore wszystkie przyczyniaja si¢ do zlaicyzo-
wania chrze$cijanstwa. W przeciwienstwie do tego Kierkegaard

2 Tamze, s. 74.
3 Tamze, s. 80n.
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podkresla konieczno$¢ uznania jednoczesnosci, ktora, co istotne,
dotyczy nie tylko konkretnej sytuacji osoby, ale takze uobecnie-
nia historii zbawienia:

,Brakuje tu okreslenia, ktore jest okresleniem prawdy (jako
wewngtrznosci) i cale; I‘Cllgl_]HOSCl dla ciebie. To, co mingto,
nie jest rzeczywistoscig: dla mnie; tylko to, co Jednoczesne
jest rzeczywisto$cig dla mnie. To, z czym jestes jednoczesnie,
jest rzeczywistoscia: dla ciebie. I w ten sposob cztowiek moze
stac si¢ jednoczesny tylko z czasem, w ktorym zyje — ale jesz-
cze z innym: z zyciem Chrystusa na ziemi, poniewaz zycie
Chrystusa na ziemi, Swicta Historia, stoi calkowicie samotnie,
bedac poza hlstorleg”4

Z empatycznym dodatkiem ,,dla ciebie” w cytowanym frag-
mencie mimochodem podejmowane jest wyrazenie, ktore mozna
uzna¢ za patetyczng formute catego dzieta Kierkegaarda. W swo-
ich najwczesniejszych notatkach Kierkegaard zajmowat si¢ przede
wszystkim ideg watpliwosci i1 postacig Fausta jako personifikacjg
watpliwosci. W zapisach powstalych podczas podrozy do Gillele-
je w 1835 roku, sam przyjat role faustowskiego watpigcego, by,
nawigzujgc do sceny z gabinetu z tragedii Goethego, skrytyko-
wac rozne nauki i zapyta¢ o swoje powotanie — a takze uzyskac
,prawde dla ciebie” jako pierwsza orientacje. Tak jak filozoficzne
watpliwosci w dziele Kierkegaarda zostaja zastagpione przez eg-
zystencjalng rozpacz, tak rowniez watpliwosci jako przeciwien-
stwo wiary zostajg zastapione przez zgorszenie — co Kierkegaard
szczegotowo okresla w drugiej czesci Einiibung im Christentum.

,Blogostawiony, kto si¢ we mnie nie gniewa”. Druga czgs¢
tego tekstu jest zatytulowana ,,Biblijne przedstawienie i chrzesci-
janska definicja pojecia”. W tej czesci Kierkegaard koncentruje si¢
na paradoksie Boga-cztowieka, Jezusa Chrystusa, ktory wykracza
poza historyczng dialektyke uznania pomiedzy charyzmatycznym
indywidualistg a religijng wladza, pozostajagc na zawsze mozliwo-
$cig zgorszenia, niezaleznie od tego, czy uwydatnia si¢ chwala,
czy ponizenie w absolutnie sprzecznej wi¢zi Boga i cztowieka.
Kategoryczna definicja zgorszenia u Kierkegaarda opiera si¢ na

4 Tamze, s. 120.
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pojeciu znaku i okresleniu Boga-czlowieka jako ,,znaku sprzeci—
wu” (Lk 2,34): ,by¢ znakiem sprzeciwu, oznacza by¢ czym$ in-
nym, co stoi w opozycji do tego, czym sig jest bezposrednio. Tak
jest z Bogiem-Cztowiekiem. Bezposrednio jest on pojedynczym
cztowiekiem, jak inni ludzie, czlowiekiem matym, niepozornym;
sprzeczno$¢ polega na tym, ze jest Bogiem™. Konsekwencje tego
zostang nastgpnie rozwinigte z szczegolnym uwzglqdmemem
niemozliwosci bezposredniego przekazania sprzecznosci, aby ta
nie zostata w jakis sposob rozwigzana. Koniecznos¢ posrednie-
go przekazu, ktory operuje na poziomie sprzecznosci w przekazie
lub w relacji migdzy przekazujagcym a tym, ktéremu przekazy—
wana jest wiadomo$¢, ma daleko idace konsekwencje zardw-
no dla Boga- czlow1eka jak 1 dla cztowieka skonfrontowanego
z t3 postacig: Dla Boga cztowicka wynika z tego konsekwentne
utrzymame 1nkogn1t0 postac1 stugi, co w1aze 516; Z tajemniczymi
cierpieniami, poniewaz wiasnie ostateczne cierpienie z mitosci do
ludzi musi sta¢ si¢ dla nich zgorszeniem, jak pokazuje przyktad
Piotra z jego pro$ba o oddalenie Pasji. Dla czlow1eka konfronta-
cja z fascynujaco-irytujagcym ,,znakiem sprzeciwu” oznacza nie-
uchronnos¢ decyzji migdzy zgorszeniem a wiarg. Paradoks Boga-
-czlowieka pelni w ten sposob role lustra, w ktérym ukazuje si¢
serce cztowieka, jako zagadka, ktora odstania serce tego, kto ja
rozwiazuje.

Niemal doktadnie posrodku tych definicji pojecia paradoksu
znajduje si¢ ,,male wyjasnienie” autora i jego intencji (podobnie
jak Nietzsche chetnie umieszczal podstawowe uwagi metodolo-
giczne w potowie swoich pism). Autor Einiibung im Christentum
charakteryzuje siebie i swoje dzieto nastepujaco:

W sposdb osobliwy, 1 nie wlasnie z powodu moich cnoét,
raczej z powodu moich grzechéw, zdobytem czysto formalna
wiedze o taJ emnicach istnienia i pelni tajemnic istnienia, ktore
z pewn0s01a nie sg dostepne dla wielu. Nie chlubig si¢ tym;
poniewaz nie z powodu mojej cnoty statem si¢ uczestnikiem
tej wiedzy. Ale staram si¢ szczerze uzywac tej wiedzy do
oswietlenia ludzkiej prawdy, jak rowniez — ludzkiego — praw-
dziwego dobra. I to z kolei wykorzystuje, by moze zwrocié

5 Tamze, s. 182.

22

PARADOKS KIERKEGAARDA. MIEDZY RYZYKIEM A REASEKURACJA

uwage na Swiete — cho¢ nieustannie wskazuje, ze zaden czlo-
wiek nie moze pojac tego Swiegtego, poniewaz w tym zaczyna
si¢ 1 konczy wszystko w uwielbieniu®.

Pytanie, w jakim stopmu jego przedstaw1eme wykracza poza
funkcj¢ samokontroli i moze by¢ rowniez istotne dla innych lu-
dzi, zwracajac ich uwage na Swigte, pytanie o zasadno$¢ maieu-
tycznego podejscia w chrzescuanstww bedzie autora Kierkega-
arda nieustannie zajmowac Religijny pisarz bowiem nieustannie
operuje obrazami, opowiesciami, ktore wymykaja si¢ jednoznacz-
nej okreslone; fllIlkCJl ktorych rola pozostaje ambiwalentna — jak
omawia to trzecia cze;sc Einiibung im Christentum

Ta trzecia cz¢s¢ bada w cyklu siedmiu chrzes$cijanskich roz-
wazan pod tytulem Von der Herrlichkeit will er alle zu sich zie-
hen (J 12,32) funkcj¢ wyobrazni. Relacja migedzy Bogiem-czlo-
wiekiem a cztowiekiem jest przedstawiana za pomoca obrazu
medialnego, jednak nie przez obraz Wzniesionego, jak mogltby
sugerowaé tytul, lecz przez obraz Upokorzonego. Tylko obraz
Upokorzonego jest w stanie ukaza¢ wewngtrzng sprzecznos¢ Bo-
ga-czlowieka 1 roznicg mle;dzy Swieckim a chrze$cijanskim wy-
miarem miary, jesli rzeczywiscie zostanie on przywolany i nie
bedzie analizowany z perspektywy historycznej lub estetyczne;:
»Moze zapomnij na chwilg wszystko, co o Nim wiesz, wyrwij
si¢ z tego moze ospatego, przyzwyczajonego sposobu myslenla
o Nim: poczuj to tak, jakby$ po raz pierwszy styszat historie Jego
upokorzenia™’. Kierkegaard przedstawia ten sposob uobecniania
w opowiesci, w ktorej dziecku, posrdéd obrazow roznych wiad-
cOw 1 bohaterow, ukazywany jest obraz Ukrzyiowanego Irytacja
z powodu brzydoty tego obrazu w poréwnaniu do heroicznych
wizerunkow prowadzi — po stopniowym pouczeniu o losie Jezusa
— od bezposredniego pragnienia zemsty do bardziej rozwazanego
pragnienia nasladowania w cierpieniu, ktére jest jedynie naslado-
waniem bosko-ludzkiego wzoru i uwalnia od zaplatania w $wia-
towe sprawy. Jesli ta historia porusza czytelnika i motywuje go do
nasladowania w cierpieniu, to spetnia swoja funkcje jako uobec-
nienie Boga-cztowieka w Jego upokorzeniu. Jak dotad, wszystko

¢ Tamze, s. 197.
7 Tamze, s. 231.
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w porzadku. Jednakze poleganie na obrazach pozostaje ryzykow-
ne, poniewaz moga one ostatecznie wywota¢ inne skutki. Kierke-
gaard rozwija w tym miejscu fundamentalng krytyke wyobrazni,
przypominajac z jednej strony, ze nawet najbardziej wyszukana
reprezentacja Jest czyms mnym niz to, co reprezentuje a z drugiej
strony zwracajgc uwage, ze z reprezentac_]q (symbohzowamem)
nieuchronnie wiaze si¢ idealizacja, juz samo to, ze nieprzejrzysta
1 niedokonczona rzeczywistosc, przedstaw1ona W postaci obrazu
czy historii, zyskuje pewna przejrzysto$¢ 1 zamknigtoS¢. Ta kry-
tyka wyobrazm nie jest wcale sprawa czysto teoretyczng, ponie-
waz naiwne postugiwanie si¢ wyobraznig, wedlug Kierkegaarda,
w istotny sposob przyczynito si¢ do katastrofalnej sytuacji wspot-
czesnosci. Dotyczy to zaréwno spoleczefistwa, jak i jednostki,
ktorej zycie religijne odbywa si¢ juz tylko w ramach iluzji. Nie-
zaleznle od tego, czy chodzi o 11uZJe; istniejacej chrzescijansko-
$ci”, czy o Koscidt triumfujacy w §wiecie, skierowany na obraz
Wzmeswnego czy o jednostke, ktora w obliczu bosko- ludzkiego
wzorca jest wypelmona podziwem — wszystko to stoi w catko-
witej sprzecznosci z nasladowaniem w cierpieniu. Jesli zwykla
wyobraznia moze juz prowadzi¢ do jedynie podziwiajacego sto-
sunku wobec bosko-ludzkiego wzorca, to tym bardziej dotyczy to
obrazu artystycznego, ktory potgguje wyobrazni¢ w ramach 1 tak
juz tylko wyobrazonej chrzescijanskosci: ,,1 dlatego pod21w1ame
pozwolilo nawet w samym sercu chrzescijanstwa wyrosna¢ no-
wemu poganstwu: chrzescijanskiej sztuce™. Jak ten werdykt na
temat sztuki chrzescijanskiej taczy si¢ z uznaniem obrazu jako
niezbednego $rodka do uobecniania, ktore zostato przedstawione
w historii o dziecku patrzacym na obraz UkrzyZzowanego? W tym
kontrascie ujawnia si¢ nieusuwalna ambiwalencja obrazu, ktory
moze zaréwno umozliwi¢ bezposrednie wrazenie bosko-ludzkie-
go wzorca 1 w ten sposob stymulowa¢ prawdziwe nasladowanie,
jak 1 sta¢ si¢ przedmiotem podziwu, przy ktérym mozna rozko-
szowac si¢ chwilg. Jednak takze podziw jest ambiwalentny, po-
niewaz moze on prowadzi¢ do glebszej refleks;ji, ktoéra prowadzi
do nasladowania w cierpieniu. Ambiwalencj¢ t¢ mozna dostrzec
nawet w sztuce chrzedcijanskiej, ktéra wprawdzie zacheca do
podziwiania idealizowanego chrze$cijanstwa, ale moze rowniez

8 Tamze, s. 324.
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wzbudzi¢ zainteresowanie samym chrze$cijanstwem — a to wy-
daje si¢ by¢ coraz wazniejsze w czasach rosnacej religijnej obo-
jetnosci.

Dzigki trzem cz¢sciom Einiibung im Christentum Kierkega-
ard (a wlasciwie Anti- Cllmacus) przeciwdziata zamieszaniu, ktore
ksztattuje myslenie i moéwienie wspotczesnosci. Kluczowe znacze-
nie ma tutaj paradoks Boga-Czlowieka, przez ktory wiara zyskuje
znowu specyficzny religijny sens, wykraczajqcy poza codzienne
i filozoficzne utozsamienie wiary z opinig. Ostatecznie, tylko w ten
sposob istnieje w ogdle mozliwos¢ istnienia, poniewaz (czasami
autor nie potrafi ukry¢ swojej mechqm do mas) ,,wiekszos¢ ludzi
w glebszym sensie weale nie 1stmeJ . Tak zdecydowane ocenia-
nie nie powinno sprawia¢ wrazenia, ze Kierkegaard zawsze jest
pewny swojej sprawy, poniewaz Jako pisarz religijny nieustannie
uzywa srodkow estetycznych do celow religijnych, Jednoczesme
podkreslajac nicopanowanie tych $rodkow (jak w trzeciej czgsci
dzieta). To napigcie migdzy pewnoscia siebie a watpliwosciami jest
widoczne w catej tworczosci Kierkegaarda. Co si¢ tyczy paradoksu
wiary, Kierkegaard nie dopuszcza zadnych poprawek. Przyktadem
moze by¢ tu rozprawa Ist der Glaube ein Paradox und ,, kraft des
Absurden”? (1850) islandzkiego teologa Magnusa Eirikssona,
pierwsza monografia pos’wiqcona Kierkegaardowi, ktora krytycz-
nie pyta czy paradoks Jest wyrdzniajaca cechg chrzescijanskiej
wiary'®. Wiasnie Einiibung im Christentum Kierkegaarda pozosta-
je prowoku_] ace, mozna je uzna¢ za znieksztalcony obraz teologii
krzyza Lutra, ktory idzie w parze nie tylko z catkowitym pominig-
ciem okolicznosci politycznych (nalezy pamigtal, ze teksty zawarte
w tym dziele powstaty w 1848 roku)''. Kierkegaard publicznie nie
odniodst sie do wspotczesnej krytyki jego przedstawienia paradoksu
1 wiary, jednakze wypowiedzial si¢ na temat paradoksow religijne-
go pisarstwa, cho¢ nie dochodzi do Zadnego ostatecznego wniosku.
W krétkiej rozprawie Uber meine Wirksamkeit als Schriftsteller

° Tamze, 186.

10 Por. Gerhard Schreiber, Jon Stewart, Magnuis Eiriksson. A Forgotten Con-
temporary of Kierkegaard, Kopenhaga 2017.

" Por. Hermann Deuser, ,,Eintibung im Christentum”. Kritische Anmerkun-
gen zu Kierkegaards Theologie, w: Jorg Splett - Herbert Frohnhofen, ,,Entweder/
Oder”. Challenged by Kierkegaard, Frankfurt/M. 1988, s. 101-124; tenze Séren
Kierkegaard. Die paradoxe Dialektik des politischen Christen, Miinchen 1974.
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(1849) kulminacja rachunku sumienia Kierkegaarda Jest program
chrzescijanskiej maieutyki: ,«Bez wiladzy> zwrocenie uwagi na
to, co religijne, chrzescijanskie, to jest kategoria dla mojej cale;
dziatalnosci jako pisarza, rozumianej jako cato$¢”'?. Ta strategia
usprawiedliwienia jest przez Kierkegaarda rozwijana w pracy, ktora
w duzej czgsci zostala zaprojektowana juz w 1848 roku, ale opu-
blikowana dopiero posmiertnie w 1859 roku, a jej tytut zdaje sie
nie pozostawia¢ zadnych watpliwosci co do intencji autora: Der
Gesichtspunkt fiir meine Wirksamkeit als Schrifisteller. Eine direkte
Mitteilung. Meldung an die Geschichte. W tej pracy Kierkegaard
charakteryzuje siebie jako Sokratesa w chrzescijanstwie, opierajac
si¢ na strukturze swojej pracy magisterskiej Uber den Begriff der
Ironie mit stindiger Riicksicht auf Sokrates (1841). Obie relacje
stajg si¢ problematyczne, gdy punkt widzenia Sokratesa i perspek-
tywa pisarza religijnego Kierkegaarda majg by¢ uznane za koniecz-
ne. W swojej wcezesnej rozprawie Kierkegaard wpada w putapki
heglowskiej filozofii historii, przez co Sokrates zbliza si¢ niebez-
piecznie do Chrystusa. W swojej pozostawionej autocharakterysty—
ce jest w tym wzgledzie znacznie ostrozniejszy, ale za to wyraznle
ukazuje ryzykowna sytuacje pisarza religijnego, ktory nie moze
powota¢ si¢ na zadng rehgl_]nq autoryzacje. W tym kontekscie nie
dziwi, ze Kierkegaard, oprocz autocharakterystyki jako Sokrates,
eksperymentuj e z obrazami samego siebie, ktore bez watpienia sg
wlaczone do hierarchii i autoryzowane. Nastepnie charakteryzuje
siebie jako policjanta, szpiega lub strazaka, ktory po prostu musi
uwolni¢ czasy od falszywych prorokow swojg dziatalno$cig lite-
racka. Tak wiec w autoportretach Kierkegaarda pisarski Sokrates
1 biblijny policjant stoja naprzeciwko siebie. Jak potwierdza od-
dziatywanie dzieta'®, to szczgscie, ze Kierkegaard nie rozwiazat po
prostu paradoksu wiary lub paradoksu pisarza religijnego.

Z jezyka niemieckiego ttumaczyta Anna Buczniewska

12 Séren Kierkegaard, Die Schriften iiber sich selbst, ttum. Emanuel Hirsch,
Diisseldorf - Kolonia 1951, s. 10

13 Por. Mathias Mayer, Die Ethik des Paradoxen. Impulse Kierkegaards fiir
die Literatur, w: Hermann Deuser - Markus Kleinert, Sokratische Ortlosigkeit.
Kierkegaards Idee des religiosen Schriftstellers,, Fryburg i. Br. - Miinchen 2019,
s. 245-260.
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PARADOKSOLOGIA.
SZTUKA RADZENIA SOBIE
Z. NIEJEDNOZNACZNOSCIA

PARADOXOLOGY.
THE ART OF DEALING WITH AMBIGUITY

Abstract

The Christian faith seem to consist of paradoxical state ments: one God
in three «personsy, Jesus Christ as true God and true man, Mary as virgin
and Mother of God, the Church as a universal and local reality, the sacra-
ments as a natural-material and divinely graced reality, etc. Why did the
early Church not disregard one of the paradoxical poles in order to make
the Christian Creed easier to understand? Why do paradoxes play a vital
role in the Christian faith? Why are they even celebrated doxologically?
The interplay between paradox and doxology can be described as para-
doxology. Based on Sacred Scripture, mysticism and liturgy this article
unfolds a brief theology of paradoxology.

Keywords: Paradox — Doxology — Revelation — JHWH — Mysticism —
Dark Night — Mysterium Fidei.

Streszczenie

Wiara chrzeécijanska zdaje si¢ sktada¢ z paradoksalnych stwierdzen:
jeden Bég w trzech «osobachy», Jezus Chrystus jako prawdziwy Bog
1 prawdziwy cztowiek, Maryja jako dziewica i Matka Boza, Koscidt jako
rzeczywistos¢ uniwersalna i lokalna, sakramenty jako rzeczywisto$¢ natu-
ralno-materialowa i natchniona przez Boga, itd. Dlaczego wczesny Kosciot
nie odrzucit jednego z paradoksalnych biegunéw, aby uczyni¢ wyznanie
chrzescijanskie tatwiejszym do zrozumienia? Dlaczego paradoksy odgry-
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wajg kluczowa rolg w wierzeniach chrzescijanskich? Dlaczego sa one
nawet obchodzone doksologicznie? Wzajemne oddzialywanie paradoksu
i doksologii mozna opisa¢ jako paradoksologie. Artykut, oparty na Pismie
Swigtym, mistyce i liturgii, przedstawia krotkg teologi¢ paradoksologii.

Stowa kluczowe: Paradoks, doksologia, Objawienie, JHWH, mistyka,
ciemna noc, Mysterium Fidei.

1. Paradoksologia: Kompetencje wczesnego Kosciola?

Chrzes$cijanska wiara jest naznaczona wyznaniami, ktére wy-
daja si¢ by¢ paradoksalne: jeden Bog w trzech ,,Osobach”, Jezus
Chrystus jako prawdziwy Bog i prawdziwy cztowiek, Maria jako
Dziewica 1 Matka Boza, Kos$ciot jako rzeczywistos¢ uniwersal-
na i lokalna, sakramenty jako rzeczywisto$¢ ziemska-materialna
1 bosko-taskawa itd. Czy wczesny Kosciol nie mogtby uczynié
tego wszystkiego prostszym, gdyby porzucit paradoksalne wy-
znania i zamiast tego przyjat jedynie jeden biegun paradoksalne-
go stwierdzenia?

Proby w tym zakresie byty liczne: na przyktad adopcjanizm,
arianizm, doketyzm, monofizytyzm czy monoteizm w debatach
chrystologicznych. Wczesny Kosciot w tych napietych kwestiach
sporow — zwlaszcza podczas pierwszych pigciu soboréw eku-
menicznych! — nie porzucit paradoksalnych napie¢ w wyznaniu
wiary, lecz je potwierdzil 1 staral si¢ je dalej konturowac¢. W tym
celu wykorzystat takze poje;cia 1 formy myélenia filozofii grec-
kiej (takie jak na przyklad «ovcion, «dnoéctacioy czy «(pvcag»)
Charakterystyczne w tym procesie rozwoju wyznania jest to, ze
wezesny Kosciot nie tylko pojeciowo zmierzyt si¢ z paradoksa-
mi wiary, ale rowniez liturgicznie i doksologicznie’® je celebro-

' Sobor Nicejski (325), Sobor Konstantynopolitanski (381), Sobor Efezki
(431), Sobor Chalcedonski (451) 1 Drugi Sobdr Konstantynopolitanski (553).

2 Postanowienia soborowe sg przyjmowane nie tylko w sposob prawny, ale
rowniez obchodzone liturgicznie. Réwniez wyznania wiary — na przyktad ni-
cejsko-konstantynopolitanskie wyznanie wiary — nie sg (tylko) jako rzeczowe
streszczenie wiary, lecz jako doksologiczny hymn. Jest to szczegdlnie widoczne
w greckiej i tacinskiej wersji. Por. Heinrich Denzinger, Kompendium der Glau-
bensbekenntnisse und kirchlichen Lehrentscheidungen, red. Peter Hiinermann,
Fryburg i. Br.*2014, Nr. 150.
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wal. W ten sposob ujawnia si¢ szczegdlne zjawisko, ktore mozna
okresli¢ jako potaczenie paradoksu 1 doksologii: paradoksologia®.

W tym sensie paradoksy nie sg stwierdzeniami o logicznych
brakach, ktore musza zosta¢ rozwigzane na korzy$¢ jednego
z blegunow lecz sg zblizeniami do tajemnic wiary, ktore zastugu-
ja na chwate*. Skad pochod21 to przeczucie, a raczej przekonanie
wczesnego Kosciota, ze paradoksy i1 doksologia moga si¢ pola-
czye w paradoksologiq?

Pochodzi ona — jak glosi moja teza — z zywej tradycji do-
Swiadczenia ludu Izraela z Bogiem, o czym $wiadczy Stary Testa-
ment’. Szczegdlnym wydarzeniem jest tutaj objawienie imienia
JHWH w Ksigdze Wyjscia 3, 14.

2. Paradoksalna partytura objawienia
imienia Boga w plonacym krzewie

Objawienie imienia Boga w ptongcym krzewie jako JHWH
jest przesiqknie;te paradoksalnymi elementami: Krzew ,,ptonie”,
ale ,,nie spala si¢” (W] 3, 2). Mojzesz zbliza si¢ do tego niezwy-
ktego zjawiska i zostaje wezwany po imieniu (,Mojzeszu, Moj-
zeszu!”), ale potem mowi si¢ do niego: ,,Nie podchodz blizej!”
(Wj 3, 5). Teofania przyciaga go, ale takze trzyma go na dystans
— to rowniez wydaje si¢ paradoksalne. Nastepnie ta odlegta oko-
lica, ktora stuzy jako step dla owiec, paradoksalnie nazywana jest
»Swieta ziemig” (Wj 3, 5).

W objawieniu Bozym mowi sig: ,,Ja jestem Bogiem twojego
ojca, Bogiem Abrahama, Izaaka i Jakuba” (Wj 3, 6), ale poja-

3 Terminy ,,Paradoks” i ,,Doksologia” sg potaczone przez greckie stowo
d0&n (chwata, blask). Neologizm ,,Paradoksologia” — w swoim teologicznym
sensie — pochodzi od brytyjskiego teologa Krisha Kandiaha. Por. Krish Kandiah,
Paradoxology. Why Christianity Was Never Meant To Be Simple, London 2014.

4 Por. Henri de Lubac, Glauben aus der Liebe. , Catholicisme”, thum.
i wstep Hans Urs von Balthasar, Einsiedeln® 1992, s. 290-291. W tym sensie
paradoksy nalezy rozumie¢ jako nieodtaczne elementy chrze$cijanskiej wiary.
Por. tenze, Glaubensparadoxe, ttum. Hans Urs von Balthasar, Einsiedeln® 2015,
s. 7-10 oraz s. 97-109.

5 Por. Justin Arickal, Ambivalente Gottesbilder als hermeneutische Heraus-
forderung. Ein interdisziplindrer Trialog zwischen Erich Zenger, Karl Rahner
und Edith Stein, Innsbruck — Wien 2023, s. 141-144, s. 340-344 oraz s. 393-402.
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wia si¢ pytanie: Czy Mojzesz w ogole znat swojego biologicz-
nego ojca 1 przodkow Izraela? Mojzesz zostal porzucony zaraz
po urodzeniu i wychowany na dworze faraona®. Miat podwojna
tozsamos¢, bedac ,,hebrajeczykiem” (W] 2, 6) 1 (pozornym) ,,Egip-
cjaninem’ (W_] 2, 19) co byto naznaczone ambiwalentnym napie-
ciem. Nastgpnie mowi si¢, ze Mojzesz uciekt z Egiptu z powodu
strachu przed faraonem, ale teraz, paradoksalnie, ma wroci¢ do
Egiptu i wyprowadzi¢ lud Izraela z niewoli faraona.

Wreszcie nastgpuje punkt kulminacyjny w objawieniu imie-
nia Boga jako JHWH: ,Jestem, ktory jestem” (Wj 3, 14). W tym
objawieniu imienia JHWH wyraza swoja obecnosé. Zgodnie
z Erikiem Zengerem, w zalezno$ci od skladniowej i semantycz-
nej interpretacji, mozna wyodrebni¢ trzy aspekty ,,bycia” JHWH
z Izraelem: po plerwsze niezawodnos¢ JHWH (w sensie ,,Je-
stem z wami, mozecie na mnie liczy¢”), po drugle niedostep-
no$¢ JHWH (w sensie ,,Jestem z wami, ale mozecie liczy¢ na
mnie wtedy i w sposob, jaki ja Zechce; ’), oraz po trzecie, wylacz-
no$¢ (w sensie ,,Jestem z wami, mozecie liczy¢ tylko na mnie™).
W tych wyktadniach wyraznie w1dac ze Bog sig objawia, ale to
objawienie pozostaje niedostepne. Objaw1eme imienia Boga jest
paradoksalme zar6wno ujawnieniem, jak i ukryciem jednocze-
$nie: ,,BOg ujawnia si¢, nie odstaniajac s1¢; (...) JHWH staje sie
obecny tylko jako jednoczesnie ukryty’. Filozof religii Eckard
Nordhofen okresla to zjawisko jako ,,synchronizacj¢ obecnos$ci
i wstrzymywania™. Ta paradoksalna synchronizacja obecnosci

¢ Por. Ksigga Wyjscia 2,1-15.

7 Por. Erich Zenger, Wie spricht das Alte Testament von Gott?, w: tenze,
Mit Gott ums Leben kdmpfen, red. Paul Deselaers i Christoph Dohmen, Freiburg
i. Br 2020, s. 61-82, tutaj s. 71. Ponadto Zenger zwraca uwage na lokalng
Junkcje zaimka wzglednego WX, wskazujac na czwarty aspekt, a mianowicie
nleogramczonosc JHWH w sensie ,,Jestem tak obecny wsrod was, ze moja
blisko$¢ nie zna granic lokalnych, instytucjonalnych ani czasowych”. Por. Erich
Zenger, Der Gott der Bibel. Sachbuch zu den Anfingen des alttestamentlichen
Gottesglaubens, Stuttgart 1979, s. 111. W tym sensie tetragram JHWH moze
sta¢ si¢ hermeneutycznym kluczem do obrazu Boga w Starym Testamencie. Por.
Justin Arickal, Ambivalente Gottesbilder (zob. przypis 5), s. 121-140.

8 Por. Jirgen van Oorschot, Die Macht der Bilder und die Ohnmacht des
Wortes, w: ZThK 96(1999), s. 299-319, tutaj s. 317.

° Por. Eckhard Nordhofen, Media divina. Die Medienrevolution des Mono-
theismus und die Wiederkehr der Bilder, Fryburg i. Br. 2022, s. 42. Por. tenze,
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1 wstrzymywania utrzymuje niedostgpnos¢ Boga i chroni cztowie-
ka przed pokusa, by probowa¢ zawladna¢ Bogiem lub stworzy¢
— zgodnie z ludzkimi kategoriami rozumienia i oczekiwaniami —
bozka'®. Jest to kluczowy teologiczny aspekt Swiadectwa Boga

w Izraelu'. W tym sensie paradoksy wiary nie sg przeszkodami,
lecz warunkami mozliwos$ci, by moc odda¢ chwat¢ Bogu — a nie
stworzonemu przez cztowieka bozkowi.

3. Polaczenie paradoksu i doksologii w Nowym Testamencie

Interakcja paradoksu i doksologii kontynuuje si¢ rowniez
w Nowym Testamencie. Co ciekawe, reakcja ludzi na dziala-
nie Jezusa rowniez opisana jest greckim terminem ,,mopdooa’.
W Lk 5, 17-26 opisane jest uzdrowienie paralityka, ktoremu zo-
staty przebaczone grzechy i1 ktory zostaje uzdrowiony na stowo
Jezusa: ,,Wstan, wez swoje toze 1 idZ do domu!” I natychmiast
wstatl przed wszystkimi, wziat foze, na ktorym lezal, 1 poszedt do
domu, wychwalajac i chwalac Boga. Wtedy wszyscy byli zdu-
mieni; wychwalali (é06&alov) Boga 1 mowili z Igkiem:... Dzi$
widzieliSmy paradoksy (mapdéooa)» (Lk 5, 26). Ludzie sa $wiad-
kami wydarzenia, ktore ich przyttacza 1 kt(’)rego nie potrafiag wy-
jasni¢ — dlatego nazywaja to ,,paradoksami”. Wulgata ttumaczy
tutaj ,,Paradowa” jako ,,mirabilia”’: ,,Vidimus mirabilia hodie”'?,
czyli ,,.Dzi§ widzielisSmy co$ cudownego”'®. Do$wiadczenie bo-
skiej mocy Jezusa (widocznej w odpuszczeniu grzechow i uzdro-
wieniu paralityka) jest opisywane jako paradoksy lub co$ cudow-
nego — widoczny jest ,tylko” cztowiek Jezus, ale doswiadczana
jest moc zbawienia Bozego.

JHWH als Zeitgenosse. Die transfunktionale Kraft des biblischen Monotheismus
im Zeitalter von KI, w: IKaZ 53(2024), s. 263-275, tutaj s. 273.

10" Stworzenie Ztotego Cielca w Wj 32, 1-29 moze by¢ interpretowane jako
proba uczynienia JHWH dostepnym, jednoznacznym i usunigcia jego paradok-
salno$ci lub niejednoznacznosci. Por. Justin Arickal, Ambivalente Gottesbilder
(zob. przypis 5), przypis 677.

I Por. tamze, 138-140.

12 Ewangelia wedtug Lukasza 5, 26, Novo Vulgata, Bibliorum Sacrorum
Editio.

13°'W Einheitsiibersetzung 2016 brzmi to: ,,Dzi$ zobaczyliSmy rzeczy nie-
zwykle” (Lk 5, 26).
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Tutaj réwniez w osobie Jezusa ujawnia si¢ paradoksalne zja-
wisko objawienia 1 ukrywania, odkrywania i zastaniania: Kto Go
widzi, widzi Ojca (por. J 14, 9). Na ten paradoks Hans Urs von
Balthasar zauwaza celnie: ,,On [tj. Jezus] moze objawi¢ Ojca we
wszystkim tylko w taki sposob, ze wychodzi na pierwszy plan (...),
by ukaza¢ Ojca, a w tym samym momencie cofa si¢ (...), by znéw
nie pokazac siebie, lecz Ojca. Jako ten, ktory si¢ cofa, nie mozemy
Go przeoczy¢, poniewaz On jest _]edynq droga, ktora prowadzi do
Ojea (...). Jako ten, ktory wychodzi na pierwszy plan, nie mozemy
Go jednak zatrzymac, poniewaz chce On w catej gestosci swojego
ciala by¢ czysta przezroczystoscia dla serca Boga™'*.

Wracajac do uzdrowienia parahtyka Reakcja ludzi na uzdro-
wienie to chwata Bogu («€d0&alov tOv Oedvy»). Oznacza to, ze
reakcja ludzi na paradoks cudownego uzdrowienia nie polega na
probie wyjasnienia tego zjawiska, lecz na przej$ciu do uwielbienia
Boga, czyli do doksologii. Tutaj w sposdb paradygmatyczny
ujawnia si¢ interakcja paradoksu i doksologii, krotko méowiac:
paradoksologia.

W tym biblijnym sensie paradoks nie jest (tylko) czystym za-
daniem mys$lowym, lecz do$wiadczeniem, ktére wykracza poza
przyje;te kategorle mys$lenia, a tym samym zaprasza do Zatrzyma—
nia si¢ i uwaznego wstuchania. W tym wstuchaniu otwiera si¢ co$
w cztowieku, dzigki czemu staje si¢ on otwarty na Boga. To staje
si¢ szczegolme widoczne w mistyce.

4. Paradoksy w mistyce

Gra paradoksu i1 doksologii ujawnia si¢ w sposob imponuja-
cy w pismach mistykow. Szczegolnie bolesny paradoks bliskosci
1 oddalenia Boga — az do Bozego opuszczenia w tzw. ,,ciemnej
nocy”>— jest w tradycji mistyki powtarzajagcym si¢ motywem.
Z jednej strony Bog jest do§wiadczany jako bliski 1 pocieszajacy.
Z drugiej strony jest odczuwany jako daleki i niedostepny. Ale

4 Por. Hans Urs von Balthasar, Katholisch. Aspekte des Mysteriums, Ein-
siedeln 1975, s. 17.

5 Por. Johannes vom Kreuz, Die Dunkle Nacht, pelne nowe
przettumaczenie, Gesammelte Werke, Bd. 1, red., thum. i wstgp Ulrich Dobhan,
Elisabeth Hense, Elisabeth Peeters, Fryburg i. Br.® 1995.
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nawet w (pozornej) niedostepnosci Boga, Bog jest nadal doswiad-
czany lub interpretowany jako fundament tego doswiadczenia od-
dalenia. Na przyktad §w. Jan od Krzyza — ktory byt przez pewien
czas wiqziony i torturowany przez swoich whasnych wspotbraci
zakonnic — réwniez najciemniejsze momenty swojego zycia po-
strzega jako podtrzymywane i noszone przez Boga. W tym czasie
powstaje jego wiersz ,,Bez oparcia, a jednak podtrzymywany”.
To paradoksalne doswiadczenie, ktére moze by¢ wyrazone tyl-
ko w paradoksalnych obrazach quykowych (na przyktad ,,0$wie-
cona noc” czy ,.bezglosna muzyka”'®). Mimo (a moze wlasnie
przez) swoje doswiadczenia w ,,Clernnej Nocy”, Jan od Krzyza
— paradoksalnie — czuje si¢ W ciemnosci dobrze. oslome;ty”17

Takie odczucie nie jest rownoznaczne z falszywa na1wn0sc1q.
Kto porzucit pierwsza naiwno$¢ wiary przez ,,Ciemng Noc”, ten
nie zadowoli si¢ tanig pociechg ani pseudomlstycznym uniesie-
niem. Zamiast tego, w petnej trzezwosci, uznaje sig, ze nic mniej-
szego niz Bog juz nie wystarczy — nawet jesli wznioste uczucia
nie pojawiaja si¢. W tym ujawnia si¢ typowa cecha ugruntowa-
nych mistykow: oni pozwalaja ,,<Ciemnej Nocy», obawom o wia-
sng chrzescijanskos¢, deptaniu obrazu Boga na bruku codzienno-
$ci lub wielkiego cierpienia wnikna¢ w swojg osobg™'® i ucza si¢
w ten sposob radzi¢ sobie z paradoksami wiary.

Taki sposdb postepowania wymaga jednak wysokiej toleran-
cji na teologiczng ambiwalencje¢, czyli zdolnosci radzenia sobie
z wieloznacznosciami — nawet jesli wydaja si¢ paradoksalne —
W sposob teologiczny, egzystencjalny i duchowy. Wtedy takze
w srodku paradoksu moze zabrzmie¢ melodia doksologii, ktora
przeksztatca si¢ w para doksologig.

16 Za pomocg tych paradoksalnych sformutowan Edith Stein stara si¢ opi-
sa¢ doswiadczenia $w. Jana od Krzyza. Por. Edith Stein, Kreuzeswissenschaft.
Studie iiber Johannes vom Kreuz, w: ESGA 18, Freiburg i. Br. 2003, s. 207. Te
paradoksy sa rowniez jezykowymi probami przyblizenia ,,samoobjawienia Boga
w milczeniu”. Por. Edith Stein, Wege der Gotteserkenntnis. Studie zu Dionysius
Areopagita und Ubersetzungen seiner Werke, w: ESGA 17, Fryburg i. Br. 2003,
s. 57.

17 Por. Johannes vom Kreuz, Das Lied von der Dunklen Nacht, Druga
zwrotka.

18 Por. Josef Sudbrack, Abwesenheit Gottes (Theologische Meditationen 25),
Einsiedeln 1971, s. 16.
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5. Zywa paradoksologia w liturgii

Dzwigk paradoksologii jest rowniez styszalny w liturgii. Li-
turgia jest ,,przestrzenia”, w ktorej tajemnice wiary — z ich para-
doksalnym charakterem — sg obchodzone w doksologii. W eucha-
rystycznej modlitwie kanonowe;j wysplewywana jest aklamacja
»Mysterium Fidei”, w ktdrej paradoks $mierci i zmartwychwsta-
nia przechodzi w uwielbienie: ,»1woja $mier¢, o Panie, glosnny,
a Twoje zmartwychwstanie chwalimy, az przyjdziesz w chwale”.
Zarowno ,chwalimy”, jak i ,chwata” wyrazane sa po grecku
przez d6&n. Uwielbienie chwalebnego-paradoksalnego, niewy-
obrazalnego, ktoére si¢ objawito, nalezy do kulminacji liturgii.

W tym sensie paradoksy tworza otwarta (napigta) przestrzen
w ktorej tajemnice wiary —a tym samym sama Tajemnica (= Bog)
— otrzymujg miejsce zamieszkania. Wyrazone w obrazie namiotu:
paradoksy sa jak filary, na ktorych stawiany jest namiot. Dople-
1o dzu;kl tym filarom rozpoS$ciera si¢ przestrzen, w ktérag mozna
wejsc 1 zamieszkac. W ten sposob moze to staé si¢ ,,namiotem
spotkania” (W] 29, 42-43). W tym ,,namiocie spotkania” mozna
takze ustyszec i paradoksalnle celebrowaé¢ obecnos¢ Bozego Sto-
wa, ,.ktore stalo si¢ ciatem i1 zamieszkalo miedzy nami” (J 1, 14).

Ttumaczyta z jezyka niemieckiego Iwona Halkowicz

Nota o Autorze: Justin Arickal, urodzil si¢ w 1985 roku
w Kolonii 1 ma indyjskie pochodzenie. Po ukonczeniu progra-
mu studidw dualnych z zarzadzania we wspotpracy z Bayer AG,
programu MBA na Uniwersytecie Bradford i1 programu Executi-
ve Education na Uniwersytecie Oksfordzkim, pracowatl na roz-
nych stanowiskach kierowniczych w Bayer AG na calym $wiecie.
W 2013 roku przeszedt na teologi¢. Po ukonczeniu studiéw magi-
sterskich z teologii na Uniwersytecie w Bonn, kontynuowal nauke
na kierunku doktoranckim z teologii na Uniwersytecie w Bonn.
W miedzyczasie odbyt semestr badawczy na Uniwersytecie Yale
(USA). Obecnie pracuje na Uniwersytecie Wiedenskim gdzie wy-
ktada teologi¢ systematyczna.
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CHESTERTONS PARADOX

Abstract

Gilbert Keith Chesterton is the master of the delightful and witty para-
dox — a stylistic device that can be met in all his 100 books, in which he
points out many logical fallacies and fake facts that made the debates at the
beginning of the 20th century so dangerous for Europe. Chesterton endeav-
oured to minimize these <false paradoxes> to make room for a philosophy
that is open for a just assessment of reality; after his conversion he also
wanted to rehabilitate the Christian Religion. However, Chesterton knew
the <real paradox> too: Not all things in this world can be comprehended
in technical terms aiding our dominion of nature and societies. These reali-
ties belong to the personal and divine dimensions of our world that can be
understood but only with the help of what we cannot comprehend. One of
them is the double convert G.K. Chesterton himself.

Keywords: Chesterton — Paradox — Theology — Literature — Orthodoxy —
Biography.

Streszczenie

Gilbert Keith Chesterton jest mistrzem uroczego i btyskotliwego para-
doksu — $rodka stylistycznego, ktory pojawia si¢ w kazdej z jego 100 ksig-
zek, w ktorych wskazuje na liczne btedy logiczne i falszywe fakty, ktore
sprawity, ze debaty na poczatku XX wieku byly tak niebezpieczne dla Eu-
ropy. Chesterton starat si¢ zminimalizowa¢ te ,,falszywe paradoksy”, aby
zrobi¢ miejsce dla filozofii otwartej na sprawiedliwg oceng rzeczywistosSci.
Po swojej konwersji dazyt rowniez do rehabilitacji religii chrzescijanskie;.
Niemniej jednak Chesterton znat takze ,,prawdziwy paradoks”. Nie wszyst-
ko w tym $wiecie mozna poja¢ w kategoriach technicznych, ktére pomaga-
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ja nam panowac¢ nad naturg i spoteczefnstwami. Te rzeczywistosci naleza do
osobistego i boskiego wymiaru naszego $wiata, ktory moze by¢ zrozumia-
ny, ale tylko przy pomocy tego, czego nie jesteS§my w stanie pojaé. Jednym
z tych paradoksow jest podwojna konwersja samego G.K. Chestertona.

Stowa kluczowe: Chesterton, Pparadoks, teologia, literatura, ortodoksja,
biografia.

|

O ,,paradoksie” mowi si¢ na rozne sposoby. Potwierdza to
réwniez wglad w The English Oxford Dictionary'. Wszystkie wa-
rianty znaczeniowe pojawiajg si¢ u Gilberta Keitha Chestertona.
Juz za jego czasoéw ,,paradoks” mogt oznacza¢ po prostu stwier-
dzenie wewnetrznie sprzeczne, jak na przyktad stynna formuta,
ktorg G.B. Shaw ukut, aby z krytycznego ,,ducha negatywnego’
(H 47-53) swoich czasow wychwali¢ fakt, ze w dramatach Ibse-
na nie ma wyraznego rozroéznienia mi¢dzy dobrem a zlem: ,,The
golden rule is, that there is no golden rule!” (H 50). Istniejg oczy-
wiscie twierdzenia, ktore nie sg zgodne z zasada niesprzecznos$ci
logiki.

W tym konkretnym przypadku Chesterton bronit Shawa przed
zarzutem, ze sprzeciwia si¢ samemu sobie, formutujac zasade,
1z nie powinno by¢ zadnej zasady. Jak Chesterton podkresla, kto
zrozumiat Shawa, ten wie, ze Shaw odnosi si¢ tu do Nietzschego
idealnego nadcziowwka ktory miatby by¢ ponad wszelkg etyka.
To jest tlo krytyki spo%ecznej Shawa, jego pesymistycznej oceny
lub pogardy dla wspotczesnego cztowieka i jego $wiata. Oczy-

' Por. The Oxford English Dictionary, t. VII, Oxford: Clarendon Press 1913,
450f. To oraz wiele innych odniesien znajduje si¢ w moim artykule, ktory zosta-
nie opublikowany wkrotce: The inner necessity of the paradox in Chesterton's
humble orthodoxy, w: International Catholic Review (Lato 2024), ktéry po an-
gielsku w duzej mierze poprzedza to, co tutaj jest po raz pierwszy opublikowane
po niemiecku.

2 Cytaty z dziet Chestertona pochodzg gtéwnie z: Gilbert Keith Chesterton,
Collected Works, San Francisco 1986 i kolejnych wydan. Wielkie litery wskazuja
na tytut, a po nich znajduje si¢ numer strony cytowanego fragmentu (ttumaczenie
Thomas Mollenbeck): Heretics (H), Orthodoxy (O), The Autobiography of G.K.
Chesterton (A). Wstep do Joba (J) pochodzi z: The Book of Job with an Intro-
duction by G.K. Chesterton, London 1916.
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wiscie, jego ,,zasada” pozostaje nieprawdziwa, dopoki ideat nad-
cztowicka nie stanie si¢ rzeczywistoscig. Jednak Shaw sprzeciwia
si¢ samemu sobie w innym migjscu — i to jest inna forma ,,para-
doksu”: nie sama wypowiedz jest paradoksalna, lecz autor sprze-
ciwia si¢ wlasnemu systemowi mys$lenia, ktory odrzuca wszelkie
idealy, poniewaz pochodza one z platonsko-chrzescijanskiej dok-
tryny zasad, ktora stoi na drodze autonomicznego §wiatopogladu
wolnych duchow. Chesterton zwraca uwage na paradoks: ,.religia
nadcztowieka” Shawa zyje z idealu nadczlowieka Nietzschego,
a tylko porownanie z tym idealem pozwala Shawowi z pogarda
patrzec na rzeczywistego cztowieka. Chesterton przeciwstawia
si¢ temu:

Jesli naprawde zobaczymy cztowieka takim, jakim jest,
nie bedziemy go krytykowac, lecz czcié; 1 to catkiem stusz-
nie. Poniewaz potwor z tajemniczymi oczami i cudownym
kciukiem, z dziwnymi snami w swojej czaszce 1 osobliwg
dehkatnoscu} wobec tego miejsca czy tamtego dziecka, jest
naprawd¢ zdumiewajacg i mepokOJ 3cq sprawa. Tylko arbitral-
ny i wyniosty zwyczaj porownywania go z czyms innym po-
zwala nam zachowa¢ spokdj wobec niego. Uczucie wyzszosci
pozwala nam pozosta¢ chtodnymi i rzeczowymi; same fakty
rzucityby nas na kolana z religijnym podziwem (H 68).

Kledy pisat swojg ksigzke Hdretiker (Heretycy), Chesterton
wyraznie nie podzielat juz wspdlczesnego pesymizmu intelek-
tualnych literatow, takich jak G.B. Shaw, Thomas Hardy, A.C.
Swinburne — ale rownie mato oddat si¢ futurystycznemu opty-
mizmowi H.G. Wellsa czy Blatchforda. Poniewaz oni koncentru-
Ja si¢ na negdzy czlowieka, a nie dostrzegaja jego wielkosci jako
obrazu Stworcy. Chesterton ujawnial wigc samodzielne sprzecz-
nosci, ktore rzeczywiscie mozna znalez¢ u Shawa 1 wielu innych
wspoiczesnych Zarzuca im, ze przez dwustulecie nowoczesny ra-
cjonalizm, materializm czy idealizm spowodowaly, iz stracili ,,sa-
nity of mind”: nie potrafig juz przyja¢ rzeczywistosci taka, jaka
jest, lecz dostrzegaja tylko jej nieliczne aspekty, ktore oglaszaja
absolutnymi zasadami, by zbudowa¢ na nich swoje nihilistycz-
ne, sceptyczne, naturahstyczne scjentystyczne, komunistyczne
czy pesymistyczne systemy myslowe. Falszywe zasady nie moga
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prowadzic do spdjnego obrazu catosci, przez co wezesniej czy
pozniej pojawiaja si¢ sprzecznosci. Takie ,,falszywe paradoksy”
muszg zostacé uJawmone w interesie ,,sane mind”, jesli chcemy
wyemancypowac si¢ od fatlszywych punktow wasma wspotcze-
snego common sense. Krotko 1 zwigzle Chesterton stwierdza to,
kiedy zarzuca A.C. Swinburne’owi, Ze jego panteizm ,,monstru-
alnie spartaczyl”, probujac w swoim wierszu Hertha ,,absurdalnie
dedukowa¢ rewolucyjng etyke, prawo do sprzeciwienia si¢ nie-
sprawiedliwo$ciom z kosmicznego monizmu, ktory w rzeczyw1—
stosci moze prowadzi¢ tylko do wniosku, ze wszystko jest rownie
btedne lub prawdziwe” (A 266). Ale takze bardziej rozbudowa-
nie w Blatchford Controversies, w ktorych ustosunkowat si¢ do
socjalisty Roberta Blatchforda. Blatchford, ktory silnie opierat
si¢ na moniscie i ewolucjoniscie Ernstie Haeckelu, chciat chro-
ni¢ biednych przed powszechnymi argumentami kapitalistow
(-, To ich wina!”), odbierajgc im wolng wolg — nie byli po prostu
odpowiedzialni za swoja sytuacje! Chesterton, ktory widziat, ze
u Blatchforda cnota mito$ci blizniego przybrala absurdalne for-
my, strescit swoja krytyke w paradoksw Blatchford ,,naprawde
jest wrogiem ludzkos$ci — poniewaz jest tak ludzki” (O 234).

11

Paradoksy Chestertona pOJaW1an si¢ niemal na kazdej stronie
jego ponad 100 ksigzek, poniewaz chce on czytelnikom uzmy-
stowi¢, jak konieczne jest rozstanie si¢ z «szalenstwem umystu»
wspoiczesnych intelektualistow i powr6t do «zdrowego umy51u>>
zwyktych ludzi. W ten sposob Chesterton ujawnia sprzecznosc1
ktére nie maja podstaw w samej rzeczy, a zatem nie maja rowniez
prawa bytu w mysleniu ludzkosci; w ten sposob demaskuje fatszy-
we zasady i1 twierdzenia dotyczace faktow, z ktorych wynikajg te
sprzecznosci. Sg to wiec «fatszywe paradoksy», nie tylko dlatego,
ze nie uchodzg przed zdrowym rozsadkiem, lecz przede wszystkim
dlatego, ze podwazajg rados¢ z cztowieka i1 jego $wiata, poniewaz
rzeczywistosS¢ nie jest juz postrzegana taka, jaka jest, przez co takze
podzickowanie wobec Stworcy traci swojg podstawe;

Od tego nalezy odrozni¢ ,,prawdziwe paradoksy”, ktore ,,zdro-
wy umyst” musi rozpoznac i zaakceptowac, poniewaz zawieraja
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one rzeczywistosc, ktora jest wigksza niz jakiekolwiek pojecie,
ktére mozna o niej stworzy¢. Ludwig Wittgenstein pozme_] sfor-
muluje to w sposob nastgpujacy: ,.Istnieja rzeczy niewypowie-
dziane. To <objawia si¢», jest to mistyczne” (Tractatus 6.522).
Mozna podgzaé za jego rada i milcze¢ na ten temat, lub mozna
podaza¢ za Chestertonem i mowi¢ o tym w sposob paradoksal-
ny lub analogiczny: ,,Cata taj emnica mistycyzmu polega na tym,
ze czlowiek moze zrozumie¢ wszystko za pomoca tego, czego
nie rozumie” (O 231). Tutaj mamy do czymema z ,,prawdziwymi
paradoksami”. Juz jego ,falszywe paradoksy” bywajq trudne do
zrozumienia dla czytelnika, ktory nie zna modnej wowczas litera-
tury. ,,Prawdziwe paradoksy” stanowig inne wyzwanie, poniewaz
tylko ,,zdrowy umyst” zna rzeczyw1stosc ktéra si¢ w nich wyra-
za: ,,Prawda moze zrozumie¢ btad; ale btad nie moze zrozumiec
prawdy” (A 248). Taki ,,prawdziwy paradoks” wydaJe si¢ poja-
wia¢ w odniesieniu do samej osoby Chestertona”.

»F aiszywe paradoksy” Chesterton rozprawia z taka bystrosmq
1 zapatem, ze az dziwi, jak jego biografowie moga twierdzi¢, ze
ten , kontrowersyjny” autor, ktorego pisma rozkwitaja dzigki pod—
wazaniu przeciwstawnych argumentow, byt wyj qtkowo pokornym
cztowiekiem, ktory przez cate zyc1e nie mial wrogow. Jednym
z bliskich, ale blednych wyjasnien ,,paradoksu Chestertona” bytby
humor, ktory charakteryzuje wszystkie jego dzieta. Czy moze po
prostu nie traktowano go powaznie, bo byt zabawny? Czy uwazano
Chestertona za posta¢ podobng do starego mezczyzny, o ktorym
Chesterton opowiada w swojej autob10graﬁ1 po tym jak zauwa-
zyl, ze epoka wiktorianska byta pierwszym “bezboznym domem”
w historii §wiata? Ten stary przyJa(:1el jego dziadka zwykl w nie-
dzielne popotudnia spacerowac — z kswgzke} do modlitwy w reku.
Kiedy zapytano go, dlaczego to robi, mimo ze nigdy nie uczeszczat
na nabozenstwa, odpowiedzial: ,,J ako dobry przyktad dla innych!”
Chesterton nie moze powstrzymac si¢, by tego nie skomentowac
paradoksalnie: ,,Nawet hipokryzja byta wtedy bardziej uczciwa!”
(A 30). Nastepnie dodaje: ,,Przynajmniej byta odwazniejsza!”

W przypadku Chestertona nie chodzi o ,,fatszywe paradoksy”
w jego zachowaniu, lecz o ,,prawdziwe paradoksy” w jego 0so-
bie. Nie miat oporéw, by w swoich kontrowersjach wy§miewac
przeciwnikdéw, a mimo to byt uprzejmy w osobistych kontaktach,
wrecz przyjaznie zwigzany z ludzmi (np. G.B. Shaw), ktorych
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sposob myslenia przez cale zycie zwalczal i ktérych pisma od-
powiednio krytykowal. Jego wspoltczesni zdaja si¢ poczatkowo
zle to interpretowac, _]ak Chesterton przypomina w swojej auto-
biografii: ,, Krytycy prawie wszyscy byli pelni pochwat dla tego,
co nazywali moimi blyskotliwymi paradoksami; az odkryli, ze
naprawde mysle to, co mowu; Od teJ pory stali si¢ bardziej bO_]O—
wi; 1 nie moge¢ im tego mie¢ za zte” (A 172). Dlaczego nie moze
mie¢ im tego za zte? Poniewaz z kilku powodow wie, Ze nie ma
do tego prawa: z powodu swojej intelektualnej i metaﬁzycznej
konwersji na chrzescijanska religig.

Na poczatku musiat on w swojej wlasnej intelektualnej kon-
wersji pokona¢ wiele przeszkod na ktorych wielu innych poniosto
porazke. Dotyczyly one zarowno ogoélnej $wiatopogladowej per-
spektywy, jak 1 uprzedzen wzglgdem chrzescijanskiej religii. Aby
doj$¢ do $wiadomosci rzeczyw1steg0 stanu rzeczy, Chesterton
musiat najpierw nauczy¢ si¢ watpi¢ w zdrowy rozsadek swoich
wspotczesnych, w ktorym sam dorastal. Wynikato to z jego nie-
powstrzymanej pasji do czytania. Wszystko, co do tej pory styszat
o chrzescijafiskiej teologii, oddalato go od religii: ,,W wicku dwu-
nastu lat bylem poganinem, a w wieku szesnastu lat bylem petnym
agnostykiem” (O 288). W swo_]e_] pozne_] autobiografii moéwi o so-
bie, Ze jego ,,nienaturalno$¢” byta zar6wno duchowa, jak 1 moralna,
1 ze ,,przezyt odrazajace otchlanie fundamentalnego sceptycyzmu
1 solipsyzmu” (A 330). Cho¢ byt bliski rozpaczy, pozerat wszystko,
co wpadato mu w rece w zakresie literatury filozoficznej. Cho¢
byly to gldwnie ksigzki o naukach przyrodniczych i sceptycyzmie,
efekt ateistycznej, sceptycznej literatury byt paradoksalny:

To Huxley, Herbert Spencer 1 Bradlaugh byli tymi, ktorzy
doprowadzili mnie z powrotem do ortodoksyjnej teologii. Za-
siali w moim umysle pierwsze dzikie watpliwosci wobec sa-
mego watpienia. [...] Racjonalisci sprawili, ze zaczatem kwe-
stionowa¢ uzyteczno$¢ rozumu, [...] Kiedy odtozylem ostatni
z ateistycznych wykladow pulkownlka Ingersolla, pojawita
si¢ we mnie przerazajaca mysl: ,,Prawie przekonaliscie mnie,
bym zostat chrzescijaninem!” (O 288).

Ten efekt ma dwa powody. Po pierwsze: Sceptycyzm, na kto-
ry napotkat, byt stosunkowo powierzchowny. Prowadzit go dalej,
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»tak daleko, jak to mozliwe. I wkrotce odkrytem, ze pdjdzie to
znacznie dalej, niz poszto to u wigkszosci sceptykow”. Na koncu
byl w stanie wyobrazi¢ sobie ,,projekcj¢ catego wszechswiata od
srodka, z jego drzewami i gwiazdami; a to jest tak bliskie wy-
obrazeniu bycia Bogiem, ze jest oczywiscie jeszcze blizsze byciu
szalonym” (A 95).

Innym powodem paradoksalnego efektu popularnej krytyki
religii chrzescijanskiej bylo to, ze z jednej strony sama byta pa-
radoksalna, poniewaz byla z natury sprzeczna; a z drugiej strony
oskarzata chrzescuanstwo o paradoksalnos$¢, poniewaz chciata
pogodzi¢ to, co nie do pogodzerua Sprzeczne oskarzenia wobec
religii chrzescganskw_l sprawity, Ze stat si¢ sceptyczny: ,,Nie tylko
(jak zrozumiatem) chrzescijanstwo posiadato najbardziej razace
wady, ale miato takze pozornie mistyczny talent laczenia wad,
ktore do siebie nie pasowaly. Byto atakowane ze wszystkich stron
na sprzecznych podstawach” (O 289). Probka tych sprzeczno$ci
w sceptycznym ataku:

Udowodnili mi w pierwszym rozdziale (do mojej petne;
satysfakcji), ze chrzescijanstwo jest zbyt pesymistyczne; a po-
tem w drugim zacz¢li udowadnia¢, ze jest o wiele za bardzo
optymistyczne. Jeden zarzut brzmlai ze religia chrzescijafiska
powstrzymuje ludzi, przez nienaturalne Izy i terror, od szuka-
nia radosci i wolnosci na fonie natury. Jednak inny zarzut mo-
wil, Ze pociesza ludzi wymys$long opatrzno$cia i zamyka ich
w rézowo-biatym pokoju dziecic;cym [...] Jeden racjonalista
Jeszcze nie skoficzyl nazywaé chrze$cijanstwa koszmarem,
gdy juz nastgpny nazywat je snem na jawie (O 289).

Chesterton nie moze powstrzymac si¢ od stwierdzenia, ze jesli
chrze$cijanstwo tagczy w sobie wszystkie te cechy, to musi by¢
dos¢ dziwng sprawg, wrecz tajemniczg. Czy moze by¢ tak, ze
zewngtrzna perspektywa jest moze nickompletna? W Orthodoxy,
swojej duchowej autobiografii, przypomina sobie:

Cztowiek [Swinburne], ktory oskarzal chrzescijanstwo
0 pesymizm, byt sam pesymistg. Pomys$latem, ze musi tu by¢
co$ nie tak. I przez chwilg przyszto mi do glowy, Ze moze nie
najlepsi sedziowie zwigzku miedzy religia a szcz¢$ciem to ci,
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ktorzy, wedtug wiasnych stow, nie maja ani jednego, ani dru-
giego (O 290).

Zaczynajac watpi¢, Chesterton przystapit do weryfikacji fak-
tow: Czy moze jednak to, czego jego wspotczesni nie byli w sta-
nie sobie wyobrazi¢ z powodu swoich mocnych przekonan, co
wydawato si¢ im paradoksalne, na przyklad ze zakonnica moze
by¢ szczgsliwa, a $redniowiecze o$wiecone, lub ze cuda moga
si¢ wydarzy¢, jest prawda? Apologeta Chestertona podobnie jak
Newmana w jego nauce o zgodzie, bgdzie mowit o zgromadzeniu
argumentow, ktore zapewniaja mocne przekonanie — za lub prze-
ciw religii chrze$cijanskiej:

Moje wtasne uzasadnienie dla chrzescijanstwa jest racjo-
nalne, ale nie proste. Jest, jak w przypadku stanowiska zwy-
ktego agnostyka, zbiorem réznych faktow. Jednak zwykty
agnostyk catkowicie si¢ myli w swoich faktach. Jest niewie-
rzacym z wielu powodow, ale s to powody fatszywe. Watpi,
ponlewaz Sredniowiecze bylo barbarzyfiskie, ale nie byto; [.. ]
poniewaz cuda si¢ nie zdarzaja, ale si¢ zdarzaja; poniewaz
mnisi byli leniwi, ale byli pracowici; poniewaz zakonnice sg
nieszczesliwe, ale sg szczegolnie radosne; poniewaz chrzesci-
janska sztuka byta smutna i blada, ale byta pelna wyjatkowo
zywych koloréw i zanurzona w ztocie; poniewaz nowoczesna
nauka oddala si¢ od nadprzyrodzonego, ale tak nie jest, zbliza
si¢ do nadprzyrodzonego z predkoscig pociggu (O 354).

Jednoczesnie z naukowego punktu widzenia niektére argu-
menty z perspektywy nauk religijnych nie maja solidnych pod-
staw. Twierdzenie, ze wszystko, co ludzie nazywaja boskim,
zaczeto sie od ,,ciemnosci 1 terroru, okazuje si¢ bezpodstawne:
,Kiedy probowatem zbada¢ fundamenty tej nowoczesnej idei, po
prostu odkrytem, ze ich nie ma. Nauka nie wie nic o prehistorycz-
nym czlowieku; z doskonalego powodu, zZe jest prehistoryczny™.
A w obliczu faktu, ze wszystkie ludzkie religie zgadzaja si¢ co do
tego, ze Ziemia byla kiedys$ lepszym miejscem, a od tego czasu
doswiadczyta katastrofalnego upadku, stwierdza:

Zabawne jest to, ze wlasnie szerokie rozpowszechnienie
tej idei zostalo uzyte przeciwko jej autentycznosci. Uczeni do-
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stownie twierdza, ze prehistoryczna katastrofa nie moze by¢
prawdziwa, poniewaz wszystkie rasy ludzkosci ja pamictaja.
Nie nadgzam za tymi paradoksami (O 349).

I

Doswiadczenie Chestertona zwigzane z wiasnymi intelektu-
alnymi btedami az do nawrdcenia jest wyjasnieniem, dlaczego
byl bezwzgledny w swojej krytyce ,falszywych paradoksow”,
a jednoczesnie traktowal ich przedstawicieli uprzejmle lub nawet
byt z nimi zaprzyjazniony. Nalezy do tego rowniez intelektualna
zdolno$¢ dostrzegania ,,prawdziwych paradoksow”, ktore musza
zosta¢ uznane i zachowane przez tego, kto ma te zdolnos¢, a nie
moga by¢ zaakceptowane przez tego, komu ich brakuje. Dla jego
wspolczesnych — z zewnatrz — to, co chrzescijanin moze rozpo-
zna¢ jako prawdziwie ludzkie, musiato wydawa¢ si¢ obtuda, jak
na przyktad w przypadku krola Ludwika Poboznego, ktory w sza-
cie pokutnika i boso podazal za cierniowag korong w drodze do
Notre-Dame.

Zawsze zarzucano religijnym ludziom przeszto$ci, w sensie
niekonsekwencji lub dwuznacznosci, ze laczyli wyznanie prawie
unizonej pokory z gorliwym dazeniem do ziemskiego sukcesu
1 znaczacego triumfu w sukcesie. Uwaza si¢ to za sprzeczne, gdy
cztowiek skrupulatnie wyznaje si¢ jako nedzny grzesznik, a jed-
nocze$nie nalega, aby by¢ krolem Francji (H 7 1)

Chesterton porownuje tg pozorng sprzeczno$¢, a raczej ,,praw-
dziwy paradoks”, do wiedzy kochajacego, ktory wie, ze nie za-
stuguje na mllosc a mimo to ma w sobie nieograniczong sit¢, by
z tej mitosci by¢ zdolnym i powotanym do wszystkiego — zwig-
zek ten, w $wietle chrzescijanskiej wizji stworzenia (stworzony
na obraz Boga, upadly w grzechu) i nauki o zbawieniu (bez za-
stug pojednany z Bogiem, przez to powotany do swif;tosci) do-
prowadzil do powstania gatunku literackiego ,romansu”: ,,Bo
gdy znikng wszystkie pytania o zastugi i zado$¢uczynienie, dusza
nagle zostaje uwolniona do niewiarygodnych przygod” (H 71).
W swojej przedmowie do Ksiegi Hioba Chesterton zauwaza, ,,ze
chrzescijanstwo naktada na swoich bohateréw paradoks: paradoks
wielkiej pokory w odniesieniu do ich grzechu, potaczony z wiel-
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ka dzikoscig w odniesieniu do ich idei” (J XXV) Nazywa religig
chrzescijanska ,,ponadludzkim paradoksem”, poniewaz w nigj
przeciwstawne pasje moga plonqc obok 51eble a ona utrzymuje
nad nimi kontrolg, poniewaz ,,z nadprzyrodzoneJ wysokosci do-
strzega zdumiewajacg jednosc” (O 352).

Z perspektywy Ewangelii zrozumie¢ to moze ten, kto uzna-
je paradoks Chrystusa: «Jego szalenczg wielkos¢ i szalenczq fa-
godnosé» (O 248); fakt, ze gniewnie wypedza tych, ktorzy uczy-
nili dom Ojca Jego jaskinig zbdjcéw (Mk 11,17), 1 pozwala, by
sam jak baranek zostat zaprowadzony na rzez za grzechy ludzi
(Iz 53,7; Dz 8,32). Pozornie paradoksalne cechy, ktorych jed-
no$¢ — z perspektywy uczestnika — staje si¢ widoczna w kazdym
chrze$cijaninie, mozna réwniez zaobserwowa¢ w Kosciele jako
catosci, ktory rozciaga si¢ migdzy nicbem a ziemia, Juz 1 Jesz-
cze-Nie w swojej ziemskiej egzystencji. Dla chrzedcijanina zwig-
zek z centralnym dogmatem jego religii jest wyrazny: Wcielenie
oznacza wlasnie paradoksalne potaczenie nieba i ziemi, z ktdrego
jedynie rozciagnigcie stworzenia na swojego transcendentalnego
Stworce ma sens. Konieczno$¢ zbawienia przez Weielonego Syna
Bozego dostrzega jednak tylko ten, kto dostrzega paradoks czto-
wieka: Z jednej strony jako dramat cierpigcego sprawiedliwego,
Chesterton dostrzegal to w cierpiacym Hiobie, a z drugiej strony
jako dramat upadlego cztowieka, ktory sam doswiadczyt. New-
man sformutowat ten paradoks w ten sposob: ,,Nasze ziemskie
zycie daje obietnice, ktorej nie moze spetni¢. Obiecuje niesSmier-
telno$¢, a jest $miertelne; zawiera zycie w $mierci, 1 wiecznosé¢
w czasie; 1 kusi nas poczatkami, ktore tylko wiara moze dopro-
wadzié¢ do konca™.

Wielkos$¢ 1 nedza upadlego cztowieka wynikaja z faktu, ze
zerwal on zwigzek ze Stworca, od ktoérego pochodzi obietnica
ziemskiego zycia: stad paradoks obrazu Boga, ktory upadt w pier-
wotny grzech. Chesterton byt (jak Newman) przekonany, ze ta
pierwotna katastrofa jest niezaprzeczalna: ,,Niektorzy nowi teolo-
gowie podwazaja pierwotny grzech, co jest jedyna czescig chrze-
Scijanskiej teologii, ktora moze zosta¢ udowodniona”. Poniewaz
w obliczu zta, do ktorego cztowiek wyraznie jest zdolny, obiek-

3 John Henry Newman, Parochial and Plain Sermons, Volume 4, Sermon
14, London 1909, s. 216.
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tywny obserwator ,,musi albo zaprzeczy¢ istnieniu Boga, jak to
czynig wszyscy ateiSci; albo musi zaprzeczy¢ aktualne_] jednosci
Boga 1 cztowieka, jak to czynia WSZyscy chrzescijanie” (O 217).
Absurdalno$¢ tej sytuacji Chesterton réwniez doswiadczyl na
wlasnej skorze, co wyjasnia w odniesieniu do jednej ze swoich
sztuk teatralnych, The Man Who Was Thursday. A Nightmare.
Dlaczego w scenie sagdowej na koncu pojawia si¢ postaé, ktora
z pelng Swiadomoscia 1 zrozumieniem neguje 1 walczy z dobrem?

Wprowadzitem te deklaracj¢ do historii, ktéra wyznaje
skrajne zlo (ktore jest tylko niewybaczalnym grzechem, nie
chcie¢ przebaczenia), nie dlatego, ze nauczylem si¢ tego od
ktérego$ z milionéw ksiezy, ktorych nigdy nie spotkatem, ale
dlatego, ze nauczytem si¢ tego od siebie samego. Bytem juz
dos¢ pewny, ze gdybym chcial, mogtbym zerwac z calym zy-
ciem wszech§wiata. Moja zona, gdy pytano ja, kto nawrdcit ja
na katolickg wiarg, zwykta mowi¢: «diabeb (A 103f).

Chesterton sam odpowiedzial na pytanie, dlaczego dopiero
stosunkowo p6zno, dtugo po swoim nawroceniu na religie chrze-
scijanska (okoto 1901 roku), ostatecznie nawrdcit si¢ na Kosciot
Rzymskokatolicki (w 1922 roku), krétko 1 zwigzle: ,,Aby pozby¢

"’

si¢ swoich grzechow!

v

Aby zrozumie¢, jak jego droga nawrdcenia konsekwentnie
dopeia si¢ w tej ostatniej konwersji, trzeba zrozumie¢ to stwier-
dzenie w kontekscie jego metafizycznego nawrdcenia na ,,daro-
wang egzystencje” (Hans Urs von Balthasar), na pierwotng, rudy-
mentarng ,religie wdziecznosci”, na wglad: ,,Wiem, ze zostatem
przyjety, gdy realizuj¢ cud, jakim jest zycie” (A 329). Wiasna
egzystenqa jest darem, ktory przyjmujg, przyjmujac z wdzigcz-
no$cig swoje istnienie i zycie; konkretnie, pozwalajac rzeczywi-
stosci stworzenia zblizy¢ si¢ do siebie 1 Jak dziecko otwierajac
oczy na blask chwaly Bozej na Jego stworzeniach. W Wenn ich
nur eine Predigt zu halten hdtte Chesterton kontrastuje t¢ posta-
we z cigglym niebezpieczenstwem niewdzigcznego skupienia na
sobie:
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Ludzie sg szczesliwi, dopdki zachowuja zdolno$¢ postrze-
gania oraz umiej¢tno$¢ bycia zaskoczonymi i wdzigeznymi
za co$, co pochodzi z zewnatrz. Dopdki to posiadaja, maja,
jak zawsze twierdzili wielcy mysliciele, co$, co byto obecne
w dziecinstwie 1 co moze ozywi¢ oraz utrzymaé dorostos$¢.
W momencie, w ktorym wewngtrzne ,,ja” uznaje si¢ za cos,
co stoi ponad wszystkim, co jest mu oferowane, lub ponad
wszystkimi przygodami, ktore mogtoby przezy¢, pojawia sig
rodzaj samouwielbienia 1 przedwczesnego rozczarowania,
ktore niesie ze sobg wszystkie oznaki pragnienia i rozpaczy
Tartaru®.

Napi¢cie w paradoksie czlowieka, ktory ulega tej pokusie
i be;dme si¢ objawia¢ jako mewdzm;czny — grzech, ,ktory byc
moze jest najgorszy, poniewaz jest grzechem niewdzigcznosci”
(A 329) — utrzymywato si¢, wedtug owczesnej oceny Chesterto-
na, w Kosciele anglikafiskim, do ktérego nalezata jego zona. Do
niego dolaczyt w trakcie swojej pierwszej konwers;ji:

Niech méwi wszystko przeciwko sobie, az do bliskie-
go bluznierstwa wobec pierwotnego celu swojego istnienia;
niech nazywa siebie idiotg, nawet przekletym idiota (chociaz
to byloby kalwinskie); ale nie moze powiedzie¢, ze idioci nie
zasluguja na zbawienie. Nie moze powiedzie¢, ze cztowiek,
jako cztowiek, moze by¢ bezwartosciowy. Tutaj, znowu, krot-
ko mowigc, chrzescijanstwo przezwyciezyto trudnos¢ tacze-
nia dzikich sprzecznosci, zachowujgc ich dzikos¢. Kosciot
zaakceptowal oba punkty. Nie mozna zbytnio poniza¢ swo-
jego wiasnego siebie. Nie mozna zbytnio wywyzsza¢ swojej
wiasnej duszy (O 299).

Wytrzyma¢ napigcie paradoksu to jedno. Ale odkupienczego
odswiezenia 1 ozywienia naleznej egzystencji nie mozna znalez¢
w ten sposob. To, co Chesterton mial na mysli, méwiac, ze jego
nawrdcenie do Kos$ciota rzymskokatolickiego miato na celu ,,po-
zbycie si¢ moich grzechow” staje si¢ jasniejsze z tej perspektywy.
Co mogge zrobié, jesli po raz kolejny bytem niewdzigczny i mam

4 Cytat pochodzi z: If [ Had Only One Sermon to Preach, opublikowanego
w posthumejnej kolekcji: Chesterton, The Common Man, New York 1950.
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sktonnos¢ do niewdzigcznosci? Chesterton przypomina sobie, jak
dwa dziesigciolecia po swojej pierwszej konwersji dostrzegl roz-
wiazanie, ktore przez tak dlugi czas bylo przed nim w postaci
Kosciota rzymskokatolickiego, cho¢ nigdy go nie zrozumiat:

Tutaj zné6w odkrytem, ze odpowiedz na mnie czekata. Do-
ktadnie dlatego, ze zlo bylo gtownie problemem wyobrazni,
moglo zosta¢ pokonane jedynie przez ide¢ spowiedzi, ktora
jest koncem czystej samotnosci i tajemnicy. Znalaztem jedyna
religi¢, ktora odwazyla si¢ zej$¢ ze mng w glab moich wia-
snych glebin (A 329).

W spowiedzi Chesterton dostrzega sedno swojej apologii, po-
niewaz w niej, poza przedstawieniem religijnego przekonania,
moze roOwniez ujawnic si¢ tesknota za wiarg:

Coz, kiedy katolik wychodzi ze spowiedzi, naprawde
wkracza ponownie w $wit wlasnego poczatku [...] Wierzy, ze
w tym mrocznym zakatku, w tym krotkim rytuale, Bog na-
prawde odtworzyt go na swoj obraz. Jest nowym ekspery-
mentem Stworcy. [...] Stoi tam, jak powiedzialem, w bialym
swietle na godnym poczqtku ludzklego zycia. Nagromadzenie
czasu nie moze go juz przeraza¢. Moze by¢ siwy i zgnusnialy,
ale ma tylko pig¢ minut (A 320).

Chesterton widzi w spowiedzi nie tylko darowanie grzechow,
lecz takze spetnienie obietnicy, o ktorej méwit paradoks Newma-
na — ze zycie doczesne obiecuje niesSmiertelnos¢, ktorg juz (nie)
jest w stanie spetic¢, zycie jest w $mierci, wiecznos¢ zamknigta
w czasie. W spowiedzi odnawiana jest $miertelna relacja z Bo-
giem, utracona jedno$¢ Boga i cztowieka, jak w pierwszym dniu.
Z swojej wiecznosci Zbawiciel zabiera strach z nagromadzone-
go czasu, nie tylko przez milosierne przebaczenie; wrecz odna-
wia zycie, ktore byto ogarni¢te przez $Smier¢, 1 daje cztowiekowi
nowy poczatek, aby mogt na nowo ukierunkowac si¢ na swojego
Stworce jako Jego obraz i z radoscig Ewangelii podaza¢ ku nad-
chodzgcemu Chrystusowi.

Z jezyka niemieckiego ttumaczyta Anna Buczniewska
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Nota o Autorze: Thomas Mdllenbeck, urodzony w 1966
w niemieckim Wesel. Studia teologiczno-filozoficzne odbyt
w Miinster i Monachium. W latach 2003-2012 byt asystentem na-
ukowym na Wydziale Teologicznym w Paderborn, gdzie w 2005
r. obronit prace doktorska. Od 2007 roku wyktada dogmatyke na
PTH w Miinster. W roku 2012 zostat wikariuszem katedralnym
w katedrze $w. Szczepana w Wiedniu oraz wyktadowca uniwer-
syteckim na Uniwersytecie Wiedenskim, gdzie obronil drugi dok-
torat. Od 2018 roku jest profesorem dogmatyki i historii dogma-
tow na Uniwersytecie w Miinster. Jego zainteresowania naukowe
koncentrujg si¢ na metafizyce 1 logice jako filozoficznych punk-
tach wyjscia dla teologii, relacji migdzy naukami przyrodniczy-
mi, filozofig 1 teologia, a takze na uzasadnieniu teologicznym.
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OBECNOSC TAJEMNICY:
STRUKTURY PARADOKSU
U HANSA URSA VON BALTHASARA

THE PRESENCE OF MYSTERY:
STRUCTURES OF PARADOX
IN HANS URS VON BALTHASAR

LA PRESENZA DEL MISTERO:
STRUTTURE PARADOSSALI NELLA
TEOLOGIA DI H.U. VON BALTHASAR

Abstract

In the article ,,The Presence of Mystery: Structures of Paradox in Hans
Urs von Balthasar,” Roberto Carelli argues that the cornerstones of Baltha-
sar’s thought are marked by paradox. Balthasar sees paradox not as a limit
to or end of thought but ,,as the sign of mystery and the reawakening of
thought.” He uses paradox as a theoretical apparatus by which he ,,avoids
committing both of the contrary errors of modern thought: neither substitu-
ting theology with anthropology nor, reactively, erasing anthropology from
the theological sphere.” The mystery of paradox, Carelli argues, finds an
»original synthesis” in Balthasar: ,,He affirms paradox as the characteri-
stic, synthetic figure of an intellectual project centered on the presence of
mystery, that is, on the hyper-tension between the fullness of God and the
incompleteness of man.” Carelli walks us through the structures of paradox
in Balthasar’s thought, exploring how his use of paradoxes evidences the
influence of his teachers and contemporaries — Erich Przywara, Gustav Sie-
werth, Ferdinand Ulrich, Henri de Lubac, and Romano Guardini.

Keywords: Paradox, mystery, Hans Urs von Balthasar, theology.
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Streszczenie

W artykule ,,Obecnoéci tajemnicy: Struktury paradoksu u Hansa Ursa
von Balthasara” Roberto Carelli twierdzi, ze kamienie wegielne mysli
Balthasara sg naznaczone paradoksem. Balthasar widzi paradoks nie jako
ograniczenie lub koniec mysli, ale ,,jako znak tajemnicy i przebudzenia
mys$li”. Uzywa paradoksu jako teoretycznego aparatu, dzigki ktéremu ,,uni-
ka popehiania obu przeciwstawnych btedow wspotczesnej mysli: ani nie
zastepuje teologii antropologia, ani nie wymazuje antropologii ze sfery teo-
logicznej”. Carelli twierdzi, ze tajemnica paradoksu znajduje ,,oryginalng
syntez¢” u Balthasara: ,,Potwierdza on paradoks jako charakterystyczna,
syntetyczng figure intelektualnego projektu skupionego na obecnosci ta-
jemnicy, to znaczy na hipernapi¢ciu migdzy pelnia Boga a niekomplet-
no$cig cztowieka”. Carelli przeprowadza nas przez struktury paradok-
su w mysli Balthasara, badajac, w jaki sposob jego uzycie paradokséw
swiadczy o wplywie jego nauczycieli i wspotczesnych — Ericha Przywary,
Gustava Siewertha, Ferdinanda Ulricha, Henriego de Lubaca i Romano
Guardiniego.

Stowa kluczowe: Paradoks, tajemnica, Hans Urs von Balthasar, teologia.

Benché sia impossibile racchiudere in un’unica formula la ric-
chezza di pensiero dei grandi autori, ¢ pero utile trovare parole
per esprimerne la fisionomia fondamentale. A nostro avviso, la
categoria di ,,paradosso” risulta particolarmente adatta a caratte-
rizzare la teologia di Balthasar. Altre categorie hanno magari la
stessa estensione, ma non la stessa intenzione. Fondamentalmen-
te, il pensiero di Balthasar ¢ una logica dell’amore, una metafisica
della carita, una teologia dell’amore come trascendentale asso-
luto e dell’apriori teologico di ogni differenza ontologica. Il suo
modello teorico afferma il carattere intrinsecamente epifanico e
drammatico della verita, trasforma la metafisica in metantropo-
logia, interpreta 1’analogia entis come analogia libertatis et ca-
ritatis e identifica in Cristo la sua forma concreta et personalis,
riconosce la portata epocale del principio dialogico non meno del
valore perenne della santa indifferenza e del magis ignaziano. Ma
il carattere paradossale attraversa tutti questi capisaldi del pensie-
ro di Balthasar assicurandone lo sfondo misterico, che compor-
ta, nel confronto fra I’infinita e santita del Creatore e la finitezza
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peccatrice della creatura, un immancabile tratto di iper-tensione:
«il paradosso dell’esistenza consiste nel voler imprimere qualcosa
di assoluto nel relativo»'. In Balthasar, la logica del paradosso
intende inoltre assicurare i/ primato dell’unita dell’amore unita-
mente alla consistenza della differenza, garantendo in tal modo
I’indeducibilita e I’irriducibilita dei termini in tensione, ad evi-
tare ogni forma di derivazione o di assorbimento. In effetti, la
logica del paradosso da I’impronta a tutte le polarita del pensiero
balthasariano: la relazione fra 1’Essere sussistente e quello non
sussistente, il Dasein e il Sosein della differenza ontologica, la
compenetrazione cristologica di Gloria e di Croce, la proporzione
di dipendenza e spontaneita della liberta cristiana, le tensioni fra
singolarita e universalita nei temi della fides Christi e della ,,per-
sona teologica”.

Chiariamo subito che fra i due filoni interpretativi della nozio-
ne di ,,paradosso” — quello che lo interpreta come /imite e arresto
del pensiero e quello che ne fa il segno del mistero e il risve-
glio del pensiero — Balthasar ¢ decisamente schierato a favore
del secondo. Il motivo fontale della paradossalita dell’essere e del
pensiero ¢ per lui i/ fenomeno dell’amore, che ¢ sempre, in cie-
lo e sulla terra, unita differenziata e differenza unificata, comu-
nione delle persone, identita e appartenenza, prossimita e distan-
za, incessante scambio del dare e del ricevere®. Vietate sono per
Balthasar le teorie che cancellano o radicalizzano la differenza:
un’assolutezza autosufficiente o un’identita che non sia relazione
semplicemente non esistono. Similmente, nella relazione con Dio,
non v’¢ alcuna alleanza che sia puramente bilaterale, alcuna legge
che sia logica senza essere drammatica, alcun sistema puramente
sistematico, nulla che mortifichi la reciprocita delle liberta.

' TD4, 91. I testi fi Balthasar sono citati nell’edizione italiana. Le sigle G,
TD e TL stanno per Gloria (Milano 2018), Teodrammatica (Milano 2017) e
Teologica (Milano 2010).

2 Si ascolti la tipica intonazione paradossale balthasariana in questi due pas-
si esemplari: poiché il cuore dell’amore «batte unificando il due nell’uno e divi-
dendo I’uno nel due», «non si puo dire se nell’amore una domanda o una risposta
¢ piu importante. E quando Dio domanda e I'uomo risponde, allora la risposta ¢
gia inclusa nella domanday (H.U. VON BALTHASAR, /I cuore del mondo, Piemme,
Casale 1994, 20, ¢ Ip., Il nostro compito, Jaca Book, Milano 1991, 128).
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Il tratto paradossale della teologia di Balthasar ¢ attestato in
maniera evidente nella ricezione stessa del suo pensiero: di volta
in volta viene ritenuto — sempre frettolosamente — progressista
o conservatore, troppo vicino a Barth o troppo lontano da Rahner,
eccessivamente deduttivo o fastidiosamente antropomorfo. Per al-
cuni critici Balthasar non darebbe sufficiente spazio alla liberta
umana poiché assorbita nella corrispondenza trinitaria e nell’ob-
bedienza cristologica, dimenticando il paradosso dell’obbedienza
come intima forma della liberta compresa in ottica filiale. Altri
critici ritengono anti-moderno un pensatore che fin dagli scritti
giovanili non ha mai cessato di confrontarsi con la modernita:
in realta, 1’alternativa balthasariana non si pone fra moderno e
antimoderno, ma fra cristiano e post-cristiano. Altri ancora giudi-
cano Balthasar disattento all’istanza moderna della soggettivita,
quando ¢ chiaro che egli, se va oltre il modello trascendentale,
non oltrepassa pero ’istanza del soggetto®, e se dapprima abban-
dona la via antropologica, successivamente la recupera in senso
dialogico®. Ecco il paradosso della critica: «un pensiero che ha la
sua chiave ultima nella persona avrebbe dimenticato proprio la
dimensione antropologica»?

Il paradosso ¢ il dispositivo teorico con cui Balthasar evita di
commettere 1’errore uguale e contrario del pensiero moderno: an-
nullare 1’antropologico nel teologico per reagire alla sostituzione
del teologico con I’antropologico. Paradosso significa per Baltha-
sar coappartenenza e differenza dei poli in relazione: vuol dire
che le persone, quelle divine come analogicamente quelle uma-
ne, sono sempre relazioni sostanziali e sostanze relazionali: non
esiste alcuna identita a monte delle relazioni, ma interiorita ed

3 «Non mi oppongo certo ad una riflessione trascendentale sulle condizioni
del soggetto. Ma insisto su due punti: questa riflessione non mi dara mai quanto
mi deve essere rivelato da una liberta che mi ¢ esteriore; e 1’accesso al sopranna-
turale non ¢ assolutamente deducibile partendo da una simile riflessione» (H.U.
VON BALTHASAR, Lettera del 16.6.1972 citata in A. Mopa, H.U. Von Balthasar.
Ecumenica, Bari, 1976, 507.

* E il passaggio dall’opera giovanile La domanda di Dio dell uomo contem-
poraneo all’ultimo capitolo del primo volume di Teodrammatica. Cfr. R. SALA,
Dialettica dell antropocentrismo, Glossa Milano 2022.

5 E. Praro, 1l principio dialogico n H.U. Von Balthasar. Oltre la costituzione
trascendentale del soggetto, Glossa, Milano 2010, 265.
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esteriorita, incomunicabilita e comunicazione, condeterminano il
paradosso della persona: «I’impartecipabile individualita dell’u-
omo esiste solo nella partecipazione all’essere e nella relazione
a tutto cio che esiste»®. Diversamente, se si scioglie il paradosso,
non si evitera il duplice rischio di dedurre I’altro dall’io (Husserl)
o di consegnare 1’10 al dominio dell’altro (Lévinas).

Gia da questa prima approssimazione, ci si accorge che la no-
zione di ,,paradosso” non puo essere applicata a Balthasar in ma-
niera generica, ma va approfondita nella sua specificita. Il nostro
intento sara percio quello di illustrare le particolarita del para-
dosso balthasariano, presentandone dapprima alcune ascendenze
e poi alcune originalita.

1. Infrastrutture del paradosso balthasariano

1.1. E. Przywara: il paradosso nella luce dell’analogia

L’indole paradossale del pensiero di Balthasar dipende cer-
tamente dall’originale rielaborazione dell’analogia entis del suo
maestro Erich Przywara. Egli propone un’interpretazione dell’a-
nalogia asimmetrica, ritmica, notturna, apofatica dai tratti for-
temente paradossali. Da lui Balthasar mutuera quell’attenzione
al paradosso del rapporto Creatore-creatura che esprimera prefe-
renzialmente nelle coppie Tutt’Altro e Non-Altro e «presenza e
assenza» di Dio nel mondo’. Przywara pensa infatti la presenza di
Dio come Colui che ¢ sempre ad un tempo in e sopra il mondo:
«Dio ¢ il Tu non in modo da essere semplicemente un altro io
estraneo di fronte a me. Egli ¢ nell’io ma anche sopra ’io»®.

La legge dell’analogia sorge per Przywara nel punto di con-
giunzione di metafisica e religione’, in quanto entrambe contras-
segnate da un ,,sopra” e da un ,,sotto’: la tensione metafisica si
attua nell’oscillazione fra cose reali e principio ultimo, quella re-

¢ Ibi, 135.

7 H.U. VoN BALTHASAR, Nuovi punti fermi, Jaca Book, Milano 1980, 27.

8 Ibp., Nella preghiera di Dio, Jaca Book, Milano 1997, 18. V. anche Ip., La
verita é sinfonica, in Gesu e il cristiano, Jaca Book, Milano 1998, 330 e G5 191.

° Vedi E. PRZYWARA, Metafisica, religione, analogia, in AA.VV., Metafisica
ed esperienza religiosa, Bocca, Roma 1956, 173-187, 173.
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ligiosa fra esistenza storica e sussistenza eterna. Entrambe sono
contrassegnate dal ,,sopra” di una trascendenza immanente e dal
,,s0tto” di un’immanenza trascendente: per la metafisica ¢ ’eterna
oscillazione fra realismo e idealismo'?, per la religione fra imme-
diatezza e mediazione'!. In metafisica I’analogia traspare nel fatto
che da una parte nessun sistema puo autocertificarsi, ma d’altra
parte 1 sistemi non possono semplicemente integrarsi: tutto rima-
ne oscillatorio'?. Nella rellglone invece, I’analogia ¢ quella per
cui nessuna immediatezza puo essere raggiunta senza mediazione,
mentre ogni forma di mediazione ¢ destinata all’immediatezza'.

Il ritmo paradossale dell’analogia przywariana contrassegna
tutta la realta creata, I’essere come il pensiero. Lo stesso rapporto
di filosofia e teologla verra pensato da Balthasar nel solco del
pensiero di Przywara in termini di «reciproca interiorita»'*. E il
paradosso per cui i/ radicamento teologico della filosofia e in-
separabile dal momento filosofico della teologia: da una parte ¢
impossibile «una fenomenologia della verita del mondo senza una
esplicita trattazione del problema della verita finita e infinita»',
d’altra parte «¢ sbagliato sottrarre alla parola della rivelazione la
sua precomprensione filosofica»'®. Similmente, in campo antro-
pologico, 1’analogia di Przywara porta Balthasar, contro Barth,
a pensare 1’imago Dei in e al di sopra la dualita dei sessi: la
sessualita umana ¢ inclusa nell’'uomo come immagine di Dio, ma
non la esaurisce: non sono dunque ammesse né 1’esclusivita del
sessuale, né la preclusione ad esso. Piuttosto, esiste una dialogica
e una dialettica dei sessi, nella quale le differenze sessuali non as-
segnano nomi univoci al maschile o al femminile, ma si limitano
ad indicare «un differente ritmo complessivo nell’'uomo e nella
donna»'’.

Insieme all’aspetto ritmico, I’analogia przywariana si caratte-
rizza poi per I’aspetto asimmetrico e apofatico che radicalizza i/

O Cfr. ibi, 173-175.

' Cfr. ibi, 176-179. L’impostazione ¢ ripresa da Balthasar in TL2 68.
Cfr. ibi, 180-181.

3 Cfr. ibi, 184-185.

TD2 286. V. anche TD2 304.

> TL1 225.

¢ TD2 263.

7 Ibi, 221.

S5 Soro 3=
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primato della maior dissimilitudo in tanta similitudine. L’influs-
so congiunto del giovane Przywara e del giovane Barth rendera
Balthasar sensibile al Deus sempre maior, e dunque al fatto che
I’intimita e la distanza fra Dio e ['uomo si alimentano a vicenda.
D’altra parte, Balthasar dovra osservare che 1’eccessiva preoccu-
pazione per la maior dissimilitudo — che dovrebbe rimanere di-
mensione interna del dinamismo analogico — diventa in Przywara
la determinazione essenziale'®. L’esito ¢ paradossale: 1’analogia,
che indica pur sempre rapporti di somiglianza e somiglianza di
rapporti, resta definita, con evidente forzatura, dal carattere di dis-
somiglianza. E piuttosto vero che il divieto dell’univocita ¢ solo
I’obiettivo minimo di un pensiero analogico, mentre il suo prin-
cipale compito ¢ quello di pensare la positivita del mistero del-
I’essere come partecipazione alla pienezza vitale ed inesauribile
di Dio".

1.2. G. Siewerth: il paradosso nel quadro della differenza

Intonazione schiettamente paradossale ¢ presente nell’ontolo-
gia di un altro grande maestro di Balthasar, Gustav Siewerth. La
sua tesi fondamentale ¢ che /’essere creato e suprema e perfetta
parabola di Dio*, ma lo ¢ nel senso che la somiglianza fra 1’es-
sere creato e 1’essere del Creatore trova paradossale attuazione
nell’articolazione finita del primo, cio¢ nella differenza di essenza
ed esistenza: «la struttura dell’essere finito ¢ I'unico modo d’i-

18 La fase polemica dei rapporti fra Barth ¢ Przywara «fu dovuta al fatto
che erano giovani: la dialettica di Barth e I’analogia di Przywara erano ancora
molto astratte» (H.U. VON BALTHASAR, La teologia di Karl Barth, Jaca Book,
Milano 1972, 54).

19 «Senza che debba venir violata la sempre maior dissimilitudo da Dio che
¢ tipica della creatura, bisogna tuttavia che ci sia in Dio un presupposto che pos-
sa rendere possibile pianificare una creatura e porla in essere, una creatura che
nel suo essere ed essenza abbia una similitudine riflessa con il Dio trinitario...
una similitudine nella quale si annuncia la riflessa copia strutturale dell’essere
trinitario» (TL2 69 che riprende TD5 70). Ancora: ,,le differenze divina e creatu-
rale si spostano in una certa comparabilita... la differenza mondana presuppone
intimamente una forma di differenza all’interno della divina identita (TL2 156).

20 Cfr. AA. VvV, Gott fiir die Welt. Henri de Lubac, Gustav Siewerth und Hans
Urs von Balthasar in ihren Grundlage, Matthias-Griinewald, Mainz 2001.
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mitare la semplicita divina senza peraltro esserlo»?!, il che ¢ po-
ssibile perché «nella similitudo appare la maior dissimilitudoy,
e questa, a sua volta, «deve manifestarsi pur sempre all’interno
della similitudo»®*. A differenza di Przywara — Balthasar ne trarra
vantaggio — la tensione di ogni differenza si fonda nel primato
dell 'unita: «’atto dell’essere ¢ in eguale originalita unita e non
unita. E se cido non deve essere una semplice contraddizione,
¢ necessario comprendere 1’unita come fondamento unificante
della sua egualmente originaria non-unita»®.

A Siewerth Balthasar ¢ debitore anche in ambito antropologi-
co, precisamente per la sua antropologia filiale**. La tesi ¢ che la
pienezza dell’essere trova il suo simbolo reale nell ' uomo come
figlio: V’esistenza del figlio come frutto dell’amore di uomo e
donna, o I'unificarsi di uomo e donna nella fecondita del figlio,
godono di massima pienezza ontologica e di massima trasparen-
za teologica. Piu in profondita, nella metafisica dell’infanzia di
Siewerth si mostra luminosamente come la differenza di genere,
unitamente al mistero della generazione, realizza 1’incrocio dei
due paradossi dell’unicita del figlio e dall’unita dei genitori. An-
che in questo caso, si comprende come la logica del paradosso
custodisca tesori di verita che altrimenti verrebbero smarriti: la
facilita con cui il pensiero moderno squalifica la semplicita infan-
tile rispetto alla profondita adulta dipende esattamente dal vizio
razionalistico di associare la semplicita all’idea di ingenuita, attri-
buendo la profondita al raziocinio dell’adulto.

1.3. F. Ulrich: il paradosso nella logica dell amore

Non ¢ azzardato affermare che I’infrastruttura filosofica del
pensiero di Balthasar sia quasi sovrapponibile all’impianto filoso-
fico di Ulrich. Lo sviluppo di una ,,logica dell’amore” ¢ 1’obiet-
tivo condiviso da entrambi gli autori: in essa viene in chiaro che
I’articolarsi della relazione di essere creato e increato in termini
di analogia (Przywara) e di distinctio (Siewerth) si da prima e

21 H.U. VoN BALTHASAR, Liturgia cosmica, AVE, Roma 1976, 155.
22 Ip., La mia opera ed Epilogo, Jaca Book 1994, 143.

3 TL2 159.

2 Die Metaphysik der Kindheit, Johannes, Einsiedeln 1957.
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dopo tutto come analogia amoris. Comuni ai due autori, entrambi
impegnati a contrastare ogni tentativo di distillazione razionali-
stica o moralistica del Vangelo, sono inoltre la vis antignostica e
I’acuta percezione dello scontro fra Cristo 1’ Anticristo, fra ,,incar-
nazione” e ,,logicizzazione””, fra fecondita dell’auto-dedizione ¢
sterilita dell’auto-affermazione, fra teo-dramma ed ego-dramma?®.

Ulrich e Balthasar condividono la convinzione che il parados-
so sia la cifra teorica che garantisce la miglior comprensione del
dinamismo dell’amore nel suo carattere ,,abissale””’. La tesi ulri-
chiana, platonicamente ispirata ma radicata nel mistero trinitario
e nell’evento pasquale, ha un evidente tratto paradossale: il di-
namismo dell’amore consiste nell’unita drammatica di ricchezza
e di poverta, precisamente di ,,ricchezza povera” e ,,poverta ric-
ca”, cio¢ di dedizione incondizionata e accoglienza incondizio-
nata. Da qui I’amore come unita paradossale di vita e di morte,
di vita che viene dalla morte e di morte che dona la vita?®, di
verginita feconda e fecondita verginale, di liberta obbediente e
obbedienza liberante®. Qui sta la condizione di pensabilita delle
tesi balthasariane dell’interiorita di gloria e di kenosi nel mistero
pasquale, dello scambio di kenosi dell’infinito e gloria della fini-
tezza nell’Incarnazione, dell’identica dignita del dare e del rice-
vere in seno alla Trinita, della comune e differente dignita della

% Cfr. F. ULricH, Atheismus und Menschwerdung, Johannes, Einsiedeln
1966.

26 Di grande efficacia ’ultima opera di Ulrich, quasi un testamento spirituale
e teologico: Virginitas foecunda. Culla e Croce, LAS, Roma 2022. Cfr. la mia
Postfazione: R. CARELLL, 1] corpo dell’amore, in ibi, 95-104.

7 Ricordiamo che I’opera maggiore di Ulrich &€ Homo abyssus. Das Wagnis
der Seinsfrage, Johannes, Einsiedeln 1961. Gia I’idea di ,,abisso” ¢ in se stessa
paradossale: suggerisce 1’idea di un fondamento senza fondamento che rende
ragione della gratuita del bene e della ,,gratuita” del male. Sono le idee della
Grundlosigkeit balthasariana e dell’ Umsonst ulrichiano, per cui la forza dell’a-
more passa attraverso la dimenticanza di sé e la relativa rinuncia al controllo
(la Selbstoligkeit ¢ la Selbsverzicht di Balthasar), che esprimono la posizione
e I’esposizione della liberta dell’uno alla liberta dell’altro proprie dell’amore.

2 Cfr. F. ULRICH, Leben in der Einheit von Lebn und Tod, Knecht, Frankfurt
1973. Cfr. H.U. VON BALTHASAR, Homo creatus est, Morcelliana, Brescia 1991,
196-199.

2 «L'unita di obbedienza e di libera responsabilita, vissuta nitidamente,
sarebbe una delle basi piu feconde di pensiero teologico rifiorente nella Chiesa
e oltre la Chiesay (La mia opera ed Epilogo, 45).
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postura attiva e ricettiva dell’'uomo e della donna, della forma
,,femminile” della creatura, di Maria e della Chiesa come Gesche-
henlassen, Zur-Verfuhgung-stehen ,Apatheia”, ,,Gelassenheit”,
»santa indifferenza”, ,,infanzia spirituale”, ecc.

L’esigenza di mantenere la tensione del paradosso d’amore
a tutti 1 livelli € uno dei temi su cui Ulrich torna incessantemen-
te: ’amore non sopporta alcuna ,,scissione oggettuale”, e questa
viene evitata solo se le polarita si coappartengono nella distinzio-
ne, se proprio il loro appartenersi realizza la distinzione, ¢ se la
distinzione ne propizia I’appartenenza. Per chiarire, nella visione
di Ulrich ,,ricchezza” e ,,poverta” non sono banalmente identiche
ad ,,avere” e ,,non avere”, ma si approssimano piuttosto alle idee
di ,,pienezza” e ,indigenza”, di ,,per-venire” e ,,pro-venire”, di
attuarsi nel dono e riceversi come dono, di ,,arricchirsi” e ,,rinun-
ciare”. In Teodrammatica, Balthasar sviluppera questa tesi: «né
la poverta ¢ prima della ricchezza: come se Dio dovesse usci-
re dal processo trinitario per guadagnare se stesso (come crede
I’idealismo); né la ricchezza ¢ prima della poverta: come se il
Padre fosse sussistito per sé, prima di generare il Figlio (come
nell’arianesimo appoggiato al platonismo)»*°. L’idea teodramma-
tica di ,,autodedizione” andra dunque intesa nel senso ulrichiano
di identita tra ,,avere” e ,,dar via”, tenendo sempre ferma 1’uguale
dignita dei poli e la loro reciproca interiorita.

Balthasar valorizzera potentemente un’altra grande tesi ulri-
chiana, quella che trova nella condizione esistenziale del bam-
bino — da comprendere come condizione permanente dell’uvomo
— 1l correlato antropologico dell’unita di poverta e ricchezza nel-
I’ordine dell’amore: il bambino, in quanto ¢ identita individuale
e provenienza parentale, ¢ il correlato antropologico, il «symbo-
los» della ricchezza e poverta dell’essere creato come amore?!.
Il bambino rappresenta in persona il paradosso dell’amore in qu-
anto, come figlio, ¢ / 'unita differente che proviene dalla differenza
unificata dei genitori. E in quanto esiste al modo del riceversi ed
¢ libero in quanto obbediente, egli ¢ appunto il paradosso perso-
nale dell’amore come poverta ricca e ricchezza povera.

30 TD2 243.
31 F. ULRICH, Der Mensch als Anfang. Zur philosophischen Anthropologie
der Kindheit, Johannes, Einsiedeln 1970, 47.
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Il paradosso dell’essere come amore ¢ il suo simbolo infantile
sono ulteriormente elaborati da Ulrich in senso trinitario. Poiché
I’identita del bambino si determina nell’unita fra «identita arche-
tipa» con 1’origine e «separazione» dall’origine stessa®’, egli ¢
il simbolo personale di tutta la realta creata in rapporto al suo
Creatore nel movimento di finitizzazione dell infinita. Di piu, per
la forza simbolica del paradosso di «accoglimento ed essere sé»*,
il bambino si offre come trasparenza dell’origine assoluta, rap-
presentazione del Dio uno e trino in quanto «identita di essere-sé¢
ed essere-con»**. Analogicamente, infine, risulta in Ulrich onto-
logicamente e teologicamente paradigmatica la relazione fonda-
mentale di uomo e donna: «I’uomo e la donna si incontrano nella
forma della /libera rappresentazione dei fondamenti ontologici
che costituiscono 1’essere finito: ’atto d’essere (uomo) e I’essen-
za potenziale che riceve 1’atto, lo delimita e lo limita (begrenzt
und einschrdnkt) (donna)»**. Come si vede, nessuna scissione og-
gettuale fra maschile e femminile, nessuna differenza di dignita
ma solo di posizione: 'uomo rappresenta ma non totalizza 1’atto
essere, € la donna rappresenta ma non coincide con 1’essenza.

1.4. R. Guardini: il paradosso nell ottica del pensiero polare

Sotto il profilo culturale, la preoccupazione di Balthasar con-
divisa con Guardini ¢ quella di evitare che il valore positivo della
finitezza venga affermato in orizzonte secolaristico piuttosto che
religioso: la comune sensibilita alla forma del ,,concreto vivente”
di ispirazione goethiana porta entrambi a pensare che la «non-
-assolutezza» della realta finita non possa essere declinata in ter-
mini di «chiusura del mondo in se stesso», ma sempre compresa
«secondo un apriori extramondano»*®. Per questo Guardini non si
stanca di richiamare con forza che «“I’'uomo naturale non esiste.
E un’astrazione”. Concretamente esiste solo I’uomo che obbedi-

32 Jbi, 83, ma anche 98.141, e molti altri passi.

33 F. ULRICH, Dio nostro Padre, «Communio» 19 (1975) 32-38, 35.

3% M. BIELER, Freiheit als Gabe, Herder, Freiburg 1991, 272.

35 Ibi, 49.

3¢ H.U. VON BALTHASAR, Romano Guardini. Riforma dalle origini, Jaca
Book, Milano 2000, 56.61.
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sce a Dio o che rifiuta ’obbedienza a Lui»*’. La pressione che la
presenza di Dio esercita sulla creatura ¢ il motivo per cui «/a vita
e per essenza paradossale». 11 nucleo del paradosso sta in quel-
I’opposizione delle polarita costitutive della differenza la cui di-
namica ¢ quella di una «vicendevole esclusione e inclusione», che
scoraggia una rappresentazione dei poli come sintesi concettuale,
complementarita di parti, mescolanza o compromesso, estraneita
o fusionalita, ma li pensa come unita originaria e oscillatoria di
«atto e strutturay», di «ritmo e melodia»*.

Specificando, il concreto vivente a cui Guardini attribuisce
1 caratteri di totalita, pienezza e mistero non si presenta mai come
unita indifferenziata, ma sempre come unita oppositiva € come
oppositivita unita®. Le forme dell’opposizione polare che de-
terminano la concretezza e la vitalita del reale sono molteplici:
«universalita legata all’individualitay, «forma compiuta» e «pie—
nezza formatay, «conoscenza razionale ed intuitivay, e cosi via*.
Reggere il paradosso ¢ difficile, poiché, per quanto i rapportl po-
lari non siano contraddittori, sono logicamente impraticabili*!, ma
cid che ¢ veramente mortale & solo la separazione dei poh lo
scioglimento del paradosso*’. Lo sforzo teorico sara dunque qu-
ello di pensare ad un tempo i/ massimo di fluidita e il massimo
di distinzione dei poli, che si appartengono restando distinti: essi
«non costruiscono 1’unita di sintesi a prezzo della dissoluzione
dei loro tratti distintivi», ma mediante «interiorita ed esterioritay,
reciproca «coesistenza e inesistenza»*. Ciascun polo puo esistere
ed essere compreso solo in rapporto all’altro, in quanto gli ¢ af-
fine e al contempo differente. Il modello polare di Guardini ¢ in
questo senso aperto al suo impiego teologico, in quanto ¢ in grado
di ospitare le piu profonde coincidentiae oppositorum della fede:
I’Incarnazione come coincidenza di Creatore e creatura, di illimi-

37 Ibi, 63. Cfr. R. GUARDINI, 4ntropologia cristiana, Morcelliana, Brescia
2013.

3% Ip., L opposizione polare. Saggio per una filosofia del concreto vivente,
Morcelliana, Brescia 1997, 113.29.

3 Cfr. ibi, 195.148.

40 Ibi, 168.
U Cfr. ibi, 91.
42 Cfr. ibi, 155.
3 Ibi, 151.41.30.55.151.
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tato e limitato, di elezione e riprovazione; la Chiesa come intimo
nesso di storia particolare e di valore universale; la fede come mix
di non visione e visione potenziata; la grazia come autoschiudersi
di Dio senza la quale nessuna apertura dello spirito ¢ pensabile;
la teologia come complmento e superamento dell’atto filosofico.
L’opposizione polare ¢ poi caratterizzata dalla prevalenza di
un polo sull’altro: il dato, per Guardini fenomenologicamente
inoppugnabile, si giustifica teoreticamente come cid che & respon-
sabile della vitalita della vita. In questo, fra Guardini e Balthasar
vi € una differenza interessante: mentre in Guardini il dinamismo
polare tende a prevalere su quello della sua unificazione, in Bal-
thasar ¢ 1’unita stessa che dinamizza le polarita. Inoltre, mentre
’oscillazione polare ¢ per Guardini ,,Gegensatz”, in Balthasar I’a-
spetto oppositivo, pur riconosciuto e sottolineato, ¢ subordinato
all’originarieta del ,,Miteinander”. Balthasar, in altri termini, se
con Guardini afferma I’irriducibilita delle polarita, piu di Guardini
sviluppa la loro reciproca incorporazione, ossia la coappartenenza
e la fluidita dei loro tratti distintivi**. Il motivo della differenza ¢
teologico: Guardini ¢ un autore schiettamente e filosoficamente
polare”, mentre Balthasar pensa le polarita in prospettiva piu di-
rettamente trinitaria. Qui trova conferma la nostra interpretazione
generale: il paradosso balthasariano ¢ nozione correlata non solo
all’istanza del concreto, ma anche e soprattutto al primato del mi-
stero. Qui ’affinita di pensiero con De Lubac ¢ molto grande.

1.5. H. De Lubac: il paradosso come segno del mistero

Henri De Lubac ¢ il riferimento di Balthasar che tematiz-
za esplicitamente il paradosso come categoria interpretativa del
mistero di Dio®*. Per De Lubac il paradosso ¢ legge della vita
e non difetto del pensiero, ¢ «segno necessario della verita» e non
segnale della sua mancanza*, non si oppone alla conoscenza, ma
la intensifica. Per questo, occorre evitare di «convertire il miste-

4 Cfr. J. Dissg, Metaphysik der Singularitdt, Passagen, Wien 1996, 193.199.

4 Cfr. G. CHANTRAINE, Padadoxe et mystére. Logique théologique chez
H. de Lubac, «Nouvelle Revue Théologique» 115 (1993) 543-559.

4 H. o LuBaAc, Spirito e liberta, Jaca Book, Milano 1980, 258.
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ro in problema»*’. Le antinomie che caratterizzano il paradosso
sono comprensibili in quanto «scaturiscono da ogni mistero»*
G. Benedetti dice che per De Lubac, come anche per Balthasar,
il paradosso ha funzione antisistematica in quanto «il mistero sta
oltre il sistema appunto perché deve fondare ogni sistema; sta pri-
ma di ogni posizione riflessiva e volontaria, perché deve appunto
giustificarla e fondarla»: «¢ il mistero di Dio che fonda il mistero
dell’uomo»®, ed ¢ per questo che il Vangelo ¢ pieno di paradossi,
tanto che il mistero dell’Incarnazione puo essere definito come
«paradoxos paradoxon»™. Sintesi balthasariana: «il mistero non
¢ un aldila della verita, ma ¢ la sua perenne proprieta immanen-
ten, e la rivelazione «non eliminera nella conoscenza il suo carat-
tere di mistero, anzi piuttosto lo evidenzieran!

In De Lubac il paradosso ¢ inteso precisamente come unita
paradossale, «dualita ineliminabile e unione indissolubile»*?
semplicita e complessita, concretezza e universalita, tradizione
e profezia, distinzione e destinazione della Chiesa in rapporto al
mondo e alle religioni®. In tutti i casi si tratta di antinomie con-
ciliate ad opera del mistero, e dunque né semplici differenze né
semplici antitesi. Il paradosso assicura la mobilita del pensiero,
poiché «il paradosso ¢ il rovescio di qualche cosa, il cui diritto
¢ la sintesi»: ¢ «ricerca o attesa della sintesi, provvisoria espres-
sione di una visione sempre incompleta, orientata, tuttavia, ver-
so la pienezza». Cio che il paradosso propriamente vieta ¢ una
sintesi conclusiva: in quanto ¢ il correlato del mistero, esso ne in-
dica I’eccedenza’. Attualissima, in questo senso, ¢ 1’indicazione
di puntare all’unita valorizzando le differenze: «differire, anche
profondamente, non ¢ affatto essere nemici: € essere. Riconosce-
re e accettare la propria differenza non ¢ orgoglio. Riconoscere

47 Cit. di G. Marcel in G. BENEDETTI, La teologia del mistero in H. de Lu-
bac, in H. DE LUBAC, Il mistero del soprannaturale, Jaca Book, Milano 1978,
1-37, 7.

ID., Il mistero del soprannaturale, Jaca Book, Milano 1978, 231.

G. BENEDETTI, La teologia del mistero, 11.

0 H. DE LuBaAc, Paradossi e Nuovi paradossi, Jaca Book, Milano 1989, XV.
31 TL1 143 ripreso in TL2 56,

52 Ip., Spirito e liberta, 255.

53 Cfr. H. pE LUBAc, Il mistero del soprannaturale, 255-268.

Paradosso e Nuovi paradossi, 43.
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e accettare la differenza dell’altro non ¢ debolezza. Se unione
deve esserci, essa non puo essere che unione tra persone che sono
differenti»™

Per De Lubac, il paradosso si attesta in ogni dimensione del
cristianesimo. La rivelazione ferisce e guarisce, squilibra e da nu-
ovi equilibri*®. La fede ¢ I’atto piu oggettivo e il piu personale,
il piu libero e il piu obbediente, si serve delle teorie ma si ele-
va al di sopra di esse”’. Il credente ha un’esistenza paradossale,
perché «puo vivere sensatamente nella storia perché al centro vi
¢ collocato I’eterno». La Chiesa ¢ paradosso poiché in essa «lo
storico diventa permeabile verso 1’eterno»®. Luogo eminente del
paradosso ¢ il «paradosso dello spirito umano» in quanto dice
al contempo validita del desiderio e gratuita del compimento®:
poiché 'uomo aspira al compimento del proprio desiderio nella
forma del dono, per questo la sua «unica esigenza ¢ quella di
non esigere nulla»®. Cid & vero sia con Dio che fra gli uomini:
«cosi come un uomo per essere se stesso ¢ vincolato alla libera
automanifestazione dell’altro nella comune umanita senza poter
estorcere I’autoapertura, allo stesso modo egli ¢ legato all’auto-
manifestazione di Dio senza che egli la possa postulare a partire
da sé»®!

De Lubac sviluppa particolarmente il paradosso della Chie-
sa. Esso viene approfondito mediante concetti che si rifanno alla
»coincidentia oppositorum” di ascendenza cusaniana: la Chiesa
¢ compresenza di «aspetti contrastanti» e «immagini irriducibili»,
di «complexio oppositorum» e «urto degli opposita che nasconde
I’unita della complexio»®. La testimonianza ecclesiale ¢ essa stes-
sa paradossale: la Madre nutre 1 piccoli ma vuole che diventino
grandi, e per questo evangelizzare non ¢ volgarizzare. Poiché gli
uomini sono poco coscienti delle loro vere esigenze, «non si tratta

55 Ibi, 77.

6 Ibi, 5

57 Ibi, 3.

38 Ibi, XXVI.

9 Cfr. Il mistero del soprannaturale, 161-249 e Spirito e liberta, 255-268.
Cfr. H.U. vOoN BALTHASAR, /I padre Henri de Lubac, 97-108.

60 Spirito e liberta, 257.

o' Ibi, 191.

2 Paradosso e misero della Chiesa, Jaca Book, Milano 1980, 2.

65



KS. ROBERTO CARELLI SDB

di adattare il cristianesimo agli uomini, ma di adattare gli uomini
a Cristo». Quando la Chiesa cerca di adattare il Vangelo, in realta
si adatta al mondo, e quando mira ad incarnare il cristianesimo,
in realta tradisce il mistero dell’Incarnazione®. Anche la teologia
dovra essere e rimanere paradossale, poiché ¢ chiamata ad espri-
mere 1’inesprimibile. E se essa deve sforzarsi di ritornare ai Padri,
non deve pero evitare lo sforzo dei Padri, quello cio¢ di onorare
la necessita dell’inculturazione®.

2. Strutture del paradosso balthasariano

Tutti gli spunti raccolti dalle fonti di ispirazione trovano in
Balthasar una sintesi originale, in cui il paradosso si afferma come
cifra caratteristica e sintetica di un pensiero incentrato sulla pre-
senza del mistero, cio¢ sull’iper-tensione fra la pienezza di Dio e
I’incompiutezza dell’'uvomo®. Esprimendoci in termini geometrici,
tale iper-tensione non puod essere rappresentata con un ,,cerchio”
ma come un ,.ellisse”, per dire che la verita di Dio mantiene sem-
pre un carattere drammatico, e il suo compimento teologico non
si afferma mai senza mediazione antropologica®. In altre parole,
il paradosso ¢ in Balthasar il dispositivo teorico che tiene in equ-
ilibrio ogni indivise et inconfuse, preserva la Spannung da ogni
tentazione di Spaltung®. 11 paradosso ¢ in Balthasar I’invito a una
decisa revisione ,,affettiva” dell’idea di ,,assoluto”: programma-
ticamente, «il sapere assoluto ¢ la morte della drammatica, ma
I’amore di Dio che sorpassa ogni sapere ¢ la morte del sapere
assoluto»®®.

8 Paradosso e nuovi paradossi, 14-15.25-26.

4 Ibi, 19.20.

% Cfr. R. CARELLL, L uomo e la donna nella teologia di H.U. Von Balthasar,
Glossa, Lugano 2007, 241-319; R. MaIOLINI, Tra fiducia esistenziale e fede in
Dio, Glossa, Milano 2005; J. ROTEN, Im Zeichen der Ellipse, Diss., Dayton 1995.

% Concretamente, ’ellisse ¢ disegnata dalle tensioni di natura e grazia, di
grazia e peccato, di Incarnazione e Redenzione, di credere e sapere, di contem-
plazione e azione, ecc.

7 Balthasar esprime tale reciprocita in molti modi: ad esempio, «estrema
oscillazioney, «forma fluttuantey, «compresupposizione», «crescente integrazio-
ne» (Liturgia cosmica, 106-108, G5 587).

% TD2 90.
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In questo senso, se ¢ vero che la teologia di Balthasar ¢ un
pensiero della forma e della sua singolarita, nondimeno ¢ pen-
siero del dramma e della sua universalita: la forma cristologica
non e mai separabile dalla forza pneumatologica, o, piu preci-
samente, il concetto di forma non si contrappone alla sua dram-
matizzazione, ma alla sua logicizzazione. In Balthasar, in questo
senso, il paradosso non ¢ tanto I’indice dello scarto antropologico
rispetto al mistero, ma I’indice del mistero stesso in quanto capa-
ce di assumere ogni scarto antropologico. Bella in questo senso
la tesi di Roten, che fa coincidere la ,,soluzione” del paradosso
con il suo approfondimento: in Balthasar «il mistero nasconde nel
suo nocciolo la forse piu profonda realta di ogni paradossalitan®,
ossia il fatto che «l’unica vera soluzione consiste nella redenzio-
ne, nel paradosso redento»”. L’ambivalenza semantica suggerita
dalla coppia ,,erloste-unerliste”, ossia paradosso ,,risolto-irrisol-
to” e ,,redento-irredento”, interpreta perfettamente il carattere for-
temente drammatico del pensiero balthasariano: per Balthasar, nel
paradosso non si puod disociare il momento ,,logico” da quello
»soteriologico”, poiché il massimo paradosso e quello redentivo,
che intimizza la sua stessa antinomia’!, e dunque la radicalizza
proprio mentre la risolve (,,Eriésung”!). E questo, chiarisce Bal-
thasar, lo si puo dire solo in forza dell’Evento, non a partire dalle
«aporie dell’esistenza»’. In forma breve: il paradosso ¢ la cifra
teorica piu idonea ad onorare il nucleo pasquale del disegno di
Dio, in quanto valorizza al massimo [’antinomia come modalita
della correlazione. Balthasar, in altre parole, «ha coscienza che
tanto piu alte sono le verita, tanto piu grandi sono i paradossi»’.

Diamo ora evidenza, seppur brevemente, ad alcune strutture
paradossali del pensiero balthasariano che riteniamo particolar-
mente feconde per I’avanzamento della teologia. Sono ,,punti cal-
di” della teologia di Balthasar, che possono essere poco compresi
o mal compresi proprio se si dimentica la logica del paradosso
che li anima.

% J.G. ROTEN, Erliste und unerloste Paradox, Diss. Dayton 1995, 22.

" Im Zeichen der Ellypse, 32.

" In termini concreti: sulla Croce Gesu realizza la nuova alleanza intimiz-
zando il suo rifiuto.

2 Con occhi semplici, in Gesui e il cristiano, 377-450, 445.

3 Erloste und unerloste Paradox, 10.
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2.1. 1l paradosso analogico

La comprensione analogica della realta e del pensiero, ossia
’articolazione della differenza e della corrispondenza fra tutti i li-
velli dell’essere, trova in Balthasar una comprensione originale,
precisamente paradossale, che permette anzitutto di superare la
perenne contrapposizione fra teologia positiva e negativa, ossia
I’imbarazzo fra la necessita di dire Dio e la consapevolezza di
dire I’indicibile’. Acuta ¢ in questo senso 1’osservazione di Bal-
thasar ispirata a Max Picard: «in Dio parlare e tacere sono un’u-
nica cosa». Meglio ancora, con riferimento a Sant’Ignazio di An-
tiochia, «Gesu Cristo ¢ la parola uscita dal silenzio». Ci0 significa
che la piu grande dissomiglianza che si afferma nella pur grande
somiglianza fra Dio e ['uvomo non conduce all’impossibilita di
nominare Dio, ma alla possibilita di nominarlo nella super-affer-
mazione della Sua Parola’™: «cio che si afferra in Cristo come pa-
rola di lingua umana rimane una piccola parte della super-parola
mediante cui Dio si esprime in lui», e «la comprensibilitd non ¢
in contraddizione con I’insondabilita delle sue parole»’. La verita
dell’analogia ¢ dunque per Balthasar cristologica: in Gesu, vero
Dio e vero uomo, trovano unita il dire Dio e il dirsi di Dio: egli ¢
I’autoespressione di Dio in formato umano. L’esperienza di Gesu
— nota Balthasar — non ¢ semplicemente «espressione della sua
umanita, ma, attraverso 1’umanita, della sua Persona che ¢ da essa
indivisibile e che per essa si manifesta»”.

Dal punto di vista teorico, la tesi cr1stologlca si spiega con
la tesi del fondamento catalogzco di ogni analogia: il linguaggio
umano puo risalire a Dio, poiché Dio ¢ disceso in esso per la
propria stessa automanifestazione. Piti radicalmente: la realta cre-
aturale puo essere trasparenza di Dio, poiché Dio I’ha configurata
come riflesso di Sé. Qui I’esprimersi di Balthasar ¢ tipicamen-
te paradossale. Filosofia e teologia possono essere aperte a Vvi-
cenda, poiché esiste «un’analogia tra archetipo divino e riflesso
mondanoy, un’«ascesa dell’immagine all’archetipo e una discesa

™ Cfr. TL2 73-105.
> 1bi. 99.100.

6 Ibi, 102-103.

7 Ibi, 109.
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dall’archetipo all’immagine»’®. Quanto alla rivelazione, «si puo
addirittura dire che non ¢ antropomorfico parlare di un Dio tri-
personale, dal momento che si puo parlare solo teomorficamente
della persona umanay: «il teomorfismo di Gesu avviene nel suo
antropomorfismo» .

2.2. 1l paradosso cristologico

Se ¢ vero che I’analogia sottolinea maggiormente il momen-
to della ,,corrispondenza” dei termini di una relazione, mentre il
paradosso ne accentua I’*“irriducibilita”, tuttavia in Balthasar la
figura di Cristo ¢ al tempo stesso I’analogia entis concreta et per-
sonalis e il «paradosso incomparabile»®: Egli ¢ 1’Analogia po-
iché la eccede. Egli ¢ infatti 'universale concreto, la visibilita
dell’invisibile, il tutto nel frammento, il volto del Padre senza
essere il Padre. Egli ¢ «I’adeguata manifestazione, dedizione ed
affermazione di Dio», poiché «in Dio stesso la totale epifania,
autodedizione e autoaffermazione di Dio Padre ¢ il Figlio»®'. Egli
«¢ assoluto in quanto io, ed ¢, in quanto assoluto, relativoy; la
sua umanita «si distingue da ogni altro umano e da tutto cio che
¢ possibile nel mondo. E tuttavia I’'umano del Figlio dell’uomo ¢
umano»®?. Con la sua risurrezione, dove ,tutto ¢ compiuto” (Gv
19,30), «tutte le analogie convergono alla fine in un punto che ¢
»senza analogie”»®. In linguaggio teodrammatico, «il paradosso
cristologico fa inabitare ’infinita liberta nella finita e cosi compie
la finita nell’infinita, senza che I’infinita debba perdersi nel finito
o la finita nell’infinito»®.

Il paradosso cristologico si approfondisce vertiginosamen-
te nell’evento pasquale. Due le idee di Balthasar piu stimolanti.

s TL120.22.
7 TL3,124 ¢ TL2 58.59.
8 G1 20.
' Epilogo, 144.
2 H.U. VoN BALTHASAR, Nella preghiera di Dio, Jaca Book, Milano 1997,7-
202, 46.109.
8 Ip., Mysterium paschale, in AA.VV., Mysterium Salutis 6, Queriniana,
Brescia 1971, 171-414, 242.368.
8 TD2 194.

®
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Anzitutto I’idea di ,,inversione trinitaria”, laddove la corrispon-
denza trinitaria fra il Padre e il Figlio si realizza e si manife-
sta perfettamente nell’obbedienza cristologica mediante 1’azione
»differenziale” dello Spirito. E poi, quasi reciprocamente, 1’idea
di Ur-kenosi come fondamento trinitario della kenosi cristologica,
laddove lo ,,svuotamento” storico di Cristo sulla Croce trova la
sua condizione di possibilita nell’auto-disappropriazione e trans-
-appropriazione delle persone trinitarie, cosicché la Selbstlosigke-
it trinitaria ¢ la radice della Selbsthingabe staurologica: sulla base
dell’unica dedizione, cio¢ dell’assolutamente positivo ,,non esiste-
re per se stessi”, nell’immanenza trinitaria la ,,rinuncia” kenotica
¢ ,,pura dedizione”, mentre nell’economia salvifica la ,,dedizio-
ne” trinitaria ¢ ,,perfetta rinuncia”®. In ogni caso — ecco di nuovo
il paradosso nella sua forma piu luminosa — 1’assoluta positivita
dell’amore «supera 1I’opposizione di onnipotenza ¢ impotenzax»®e.

2.3. 1l paradosso antropologico

Creata ad immagine e somiglianza di Dio, ['umanita rispec-
chia il paradosso della Trinita. Destinata a partecipare all’amore
e alla vita di Dio, I’'umanita partecipa del paradosso della Trinita.
La destinazione soprannaturale della natura umana, cid per cui
I’'uomo ha un «centro ¢ eccentrico»®’, qualifica 1'uomo come un
paradosso che non solo non ha alcuna risoluzione immanente, ma
nella sua risoluzione trascendente addirittura si radicalizza: «ecco
il paradosso: il carattere relativo dello spirito non scompare mentre
il suo carattere assoluto si consolida, si trasforma soltanto»®®. In
altre parole, la misura dell’uomo sta nella dismisura di Dio, e per
questo la liberta, anche e proprio nella sua irrinunciabile essenza
auto-causativa, ¢ riconducibile a quella ,,disponibilita” (Gesche-
henlassen) che consente al compimento teologale, mondanamente
impensabile e inescogitabile, di comunicarsi. E in questo senso

8 Cfr. TD4 301. V. anche TD4 302.304.308.337.

8 TL2 123.

87 H.U. VoN BALTHASAR, GIi stati di vita del cristiano, Jaca Book, Milano
1985, 69.

8 1Ip., Parola e mistero in Origene, Jaca Book, Milano 1991, 20.
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che Balthasar, con formula essa stessa paradossale, dice dell’u-
omo che «la sua indigenza ¢ la sua ricchezza»®.

La tesi ¢ evangelicamente trasparente: poiché la liberta e or-
dinata all’amore, essa e certo possesso di s¢, ma lo ¢ al modo
della rinuncia, e precisamente della perdita di sé¢*. In altri termi-
ni, sempre paradossali, Balthasar afferma che la ricettivita ¢ una
perfezione dell’essere come la spontaneita®. La ricettivita ¢ infat-
ti in se stessa una forma di attivita, e soprattutto, se da una parte
I’attivita ¢ tanto piu efficace quanto piu ¢ ricettiva, dall’altra la
ricettivita ¢ tanto piu profonda quanto piu ampia ¢ la liberta: «qu-
anto piu un essere ¢ libero, tanto piu ¢ dischiuso, tanto piu ¢ ri-
cettivoy: «con spontaneita crescente aumenta e si perfeziona pure
la ricettivitd. Con autodeterminazione crescente aumenta pure la
possibilita e capacita di lasciarsi determinare da altra cosa»®.

2.4. 1l paradosso teologico

Fra i molti paradossi balthasariani relativi al Dio trinitario ne
scegliamo uno in particolare, che gode del crescente favore del
magistero pontificio” e mostra il valore profetico e promettente
della teologia di Balthasar. Si tratta dell’analogia familiare della
Trinita e della relativa catalogia trinitaria della famiglia. A Bal-
thasar va il merito teologico di aver superato le pur comprensibili
resistenze di Agostino e di aver risuscitato le intuizioni di Riccar-
do di San Vittore®. L’analogia ¢ limpida: nel carattere trinitario
di Dio come nel carattere familiare dell’'uomo sono compresen-
ti I’'uno, I’altro e I’oltre, 1’identita, la differenza e la fecondita,

8 Parola e mistero, 22.

% Lc9,24¢17,33.

o Cfr. TL1 48.51 e D5 74. Balthasar specifica che la ricettivita non va pen-
sata unilateralmente sull’impotenza della liberta, ma ¢ dimensione del suo potere
(cfr. TL1 48), e I’equivoco che la equipara alla passivita dipende dall’analogia
con i livelli d’essere infra-umani (TL1 50-51). Tanto € vero che «la pura passivita
non riceve realmente» (Gli stati di vita, 291).

2 TL1 48.51.

% Vedi soprattutto FRANCESCO, Amoris laetitia, 10.11.121, con riferimenti
al magistero di Giovanni Paolo II.

% Su tutta questa tematica, A. MELONI, L analogia familiare della Trinita:
il contesto, la storia, il bilancio, Cittadella, Assisi 2019.
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I’amante, I’amato e il frutto personale del comune amore. Natural-
mente, Balthasar non ¢ teologicamente ingenuo, ha ben presente
la maior dissimilitudo in tanta similitudine. Non intende disegna-
re un banale parallelismo fra le persone trinitarie e le persone del
triangolo familiare. Egli conosce bene le riserve e le obiezioni al-
I’impiego della metafora familiare della Trinita®, e cionostante ¢
del parere che fra tutte le imagines trinitatis in ente creato, questa
«resta la piu eloquente»’®. Vediamo i due argomenti principali.

Il paradosso delle analogie trinitarie, che conferma
I’inesauribilita del mistero, sta anzitutto nel fatto che nessuna
delle immagini risulta esauriente, ma la miglior approssimazione
al mistero trinitario ¢ data dal concorso di molte immagini. La
prima tesi ¢ dunque che le immagini intra-personali®’ possono e
devono essere integrate con quelle inter-personali: le prime di-
cono bene I’unita divina, ma le facolta dell’anima non sono per-
sone, mentre le altre esprimono meglio la trinita delle persone,
pur nel limite dell’individualita finita. Il vantaggio delle imma-
gini interpersonali, che Balthasar raccoglie da Gregorio Magno e
da Riccardo di san Vittore, sta nel riferimento diretto al dialogo
e alla fecondita dell’amore”. Di grande finezza teologica ¢ poi
I’osservazione — che acuisce il paradosso — per cui le immagini
riflettono 1’archetipo trinitario solo «a specchi rovesciati» — cosa
di cui Agostino e Riccardo sono ben coscienti. Dice infatti Ago-
stino: «¢ mirabilmente inesprimibile o inesprimibilmente mira-
bile: mentre I’immagine della Trinita (nell’'uomo) ¢ una singola
persona, invece nella Trinitd sono tre persone». Similmente Ric-
cardo: «in Dio una pluralita di persone nell’unita di una sostanza.
Nell’'uomo una pluralita di sostanze nell’unita della persona. Cosi
la natura umana e la divina si guardano a vicenda contrariamente,
ex opposito, in una simmetria invertita»®. Come si vede, nessun
banale parallelismo.

% TL2 47-48, 112-114, 149.

% TL2 49.

7 TL2 28-29.

% Riccardo, citando Gregorio, osserva che per «meno che tra due persone
non si puo dare caritas», ma poi al dialogo io-tu aggiunge il terzo nell’amore, il
«condilectus» (TL2 30).

% Citati in TL2 31-32.
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La tesi successiva, che interpreta e spiega 1’analogia in ma-
niera convincente, ¢ che la somiglianza risiede precisamente nel-
la fecondita della generazione umana: lo Spirito ¢ nella Trinita
ci0 che il bambino ¢ nella famiglia, il terzo nell’amore. Balthasar
conosce bene le difficolta sul tema: mentre nella sua visione il
Figlio sta in analogia con il femminile e lo Spirito ¢ analogico
al filiale, classicamente la seconda persona trinitaria ¢ il Figlio e
I’elemento femminile ¢ prevalentemente lo Spirito. Ma questo,
a suo parere, conferma il carattere paradossale dell’analogia come
segno dell’inesauribilita del mistero. Balthasar fa pero presente
che il tema della generazione e della fecondita ¢ stato fino ad oggi
sostanzialmente inesplorato: «la fecondita non viene pensata se-
riamente come una imago Trinitatis... Solo raramente 1’esperienza
meravigliosa dei genitori, che vivono la presenta del loro bam-
bino come un miracolo incomprensibile e gratificante... ¢ stata
considerata con serieta filosofica»!®. E invece, per Balthasar, vale
la pena: ’analogia della fecondita recupera I’intuizione classiche
dell’amore come ,,unitivo” e ,,diffusivo”, supera la chiusura in-
dividuale delle immagini agostiniane, valorizza il ,,condilectus”
di Riccardo richiesto dalla logica dell’amore, supera il rischio di
,,doppio monologo” dei filosofi dialogici'®'. Non ¢ poca cosa!

Nota o Autorze: Roberto Carelli, salezjanin, uzyskat tytul
magistra literatury wspotczesnej na Katolickim Uniwersytecie
Najswietszego Serca w Mediolanie w 1992 r., a takze doktorat
z teologii systematycznej na Wydziale Teologlcznym w Lugano
w 2006 r. Wyktada antropologie teologiczng i mariologig.

100°TL2 48.
101 TL2 49.
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STRUKTURY PARADOKSU
U SW. JANA OD KRZYZA

STRUCTURES OF PARADOX
IN ST JOHN OF THE CROSS

Abstract

John encourages us not to fear the mystery. The five foundational pa-
radoxes structuring his writing hold a promise of salvation: the mystical is
ineffable, and yet can still be spoken; its authenticity purified in suffering
and emerging there as beauty; the beauty of Christ, healing through his de-
gradation; a healing continued in the dark of contemplation; the tiny seed
of love, encompassing the universe. Don’t flee the paradox, John would
exhort; it is the risen Christ, so emptied on the cross as to host all God’s
glory, who comes in secret to the believer, to turn the world around.

Keywords: Paradox — John of the Cross — mystery — Christ — beauty —
contemplation.

Streszczenie

Jan zachgca nas, aby$my nie bali si¢ tajemnicy. Pi¢¢ fundamentalnych
paradoksow, ktdre tworzg jego pisarstwo, zawiera obietnicg zbawienia: mi-
stycyzm jest niewystowiony, a jednak wcigz mozna go wypowiedzie¢; jego
autentyczno$¢ oczyszczona w cierpieniu i wylaniajaca si¢ tam jako pigkno;
pickno Chrystusa, uzdrawiajace poprzez jego degradacje; uzdrawianie kon-
tynuowane w mroku kontemplacji; malenkie nasiono mitosci, obejmujace
wszechswiat. Nie uciekaj przed paradoksem, napominat Jan; to zmartwych-
wstaly Chrystus, tak oprézniony na krzyzu, ze moze przyjac¢ catg chwale
Boga, przychodzi w tajemnicy do wierzacego, aby odmieni¢ §wiat.

Stowa kluczowe: Paradoks, Jan od Krzyza, tajemnica, Chrystus, pigkno,
kontemplacja.
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Juana de Pedraza had known Fray Juan in Granada in the
1580s. After his return to far-off Castilla, Juana, now twenty-five,
felt the loss intensely. She felt abandoned and disorientated, and
wrote to John to tell him so. His reply begins by affectionately
challenging her reproof: ,,All I need now is to forget you! Look:
how could that be, when someone is in my soul as you are?”” He
then diagnoses her suffering: ,,As you are walking in this darkness
and spiritual poverty and emptiness, you think that everyone and
everything is abandoning you. But that’s no surprise, since you
also feel that in this God is abandoning you”. So, in John’s view,
the disorientation and isolation she feels are a symptom of a de-
eper sense of aloneness. Everything is awkward and out of sorts,
because her God seems far away. It is that darkness, that sense of
abandonment by God, which John sees to be underlying the rest.
He goes on, ,,But you are not abandoned, and have no need to
discuss anything, nor is there any matter to discuss [...] because
all this is groundless suspicion. The person who wants nothing
but God does not walk in darkness, however dark and poor she
may be in her own sight”'. The letter continues — brilliantly, and
lovingly — but these lines already bring to the fore John’s insight
into the paradoxical nature of spiritual growth: namely, that the
process of being transformed by God’s love may feel like being
abandoned.

The same is stated vigorously in the books of the Dark Night:
»When you see your craving darkened, your desires squeezed dry,
and your mind powerless and incapable of any inner exercise, do
not let this cause you pain; rather, take it as a blessing; for God is
freeing you from yourself”. (2 Night 16:7)

John’s life and writing is shot through with unexpected con-
trasts and surprising conjunctions. Not that he glories in the con-
tradictory for its own sake, or prescribes it as a universal law:
not every darkness or disorientation is grace. But the deeper he
penetrates the work of transformation which the Gospel involves,
the more decisively the Gospel’s mystery impinges. The mystery
is Christ, rising out of death. He, the dying, rising Christ, is the

' Letter 19, 12/10/1589. Translations from John’s Spanish are the
author’s, employing, San Juan de la Cruz, Obras Completas ed. F. Ruiz and
J. V. Rodriguez, EDE, Madrid, 2009.
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pivot on which John’s writing turns, the rationale for the para-
doxes which structure the entire edifice. That is what this article
aims to demonstrate, the fact that John talks in the surpising way
he does because of his union with Jesus. We shall first present
John’s writings, then focus on five paradoxical structures which
undergird the whole.

1. The pattern of John’s writings

John of the Cross, 1542-1591, Spanish Carmelite, poet, pas-
tor, mystic, writer, younger contemporary and follower of Teresa
of Avila, bequeathed to the Church four major prose works which
are each, in different ways, commentaries on his poetry. His poe-
try, so he humbly but unmistakably attests, is the fruit of his ex-
perience. This means that we have in his writings a window onto
his soul, onto a relationship with Christ who meant everything to
him.

The major prose works, the Ascent of Mount Carmel, the Dark
Night, the Canticle, and the Living Flame, through differing lite-
rary forms, all make the same four points. They all say that God
the Holy Spirit is pressing in to fill the person with God’s self;
that, therefore, the Christian task will be above all one of making
space for that incoming gift; that emptying for the gift must be
ultimately achieved by God himself; and that this is a journey of
faith. The four works all affirm this fourfold message, but with
distinct emphases: the in-pressing gift of the Holy Spirit is espe-
cially evident in the Living Flame; the call to make space for the
gift, in Ascent; the need for God himself to make this space, in
Night; and the sense of this being a journey, in Canticle’.

It is worth lingering over the first of these elements, John’s
primoridal experience of God’s self-giving. The major works are,
as we said, commentaries on John’s verses. His poetry is, histori-
cally and logically, his first word, that which first and best expres-
ses his mind. To see things as he saw them, one must look from

2 For John’s writings, the following abbreviations are used: LF: Living
Flame, second redaction; CB: Canticle, second redaction; 1A 1:1: Ascent of
Mount Carmel Book 1, chapter 1, paragraph 1 (etc.); 2N: Night book 2, etc.
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the vantage point of his poetry. And all his great poems are songs
of praise, praise of God for what God has done for John; for what
he has done for all. ,,You have been thus to me; you are thus to
us. [ praise you”.

In these stanzas, Canticle declares, the bride does nothing but
,»tell over and sing out the great deeds of her Beloved” (CB 14:2).
John’s conviction of being undeservedly, mystically, loved and
embraced by the living Christ gives order to all he has to say. He
was indeed a spiritual guide, a literary genius, and a theologian of
the spirit. First, however, John of the Cross is a witness: a witness
to the risenness of Christ. His poetry, and those among his prose
works which unfold the poetry least dilutedly, are his testimony
to how God really is. While aware that the divine generosity he is
coming to know defeats all logic, and that it is beyond his powers
of explanation, that does not make his testimony irrelevant. On
the contrary:

Since what is precious and rarely experienced is more as-
tonishing than credible, I would not be surprised if some peo-
ple, not understanding this theoretically nor knowing it from
experience, will either not believe it, or think it exaggerated,
or reckon it to be less than it really is.

But to all of these I answer: the Father of lights, whose
hand is not shortened and who pours himself out abundantly
without favouritism, wherever he finds space, like the rays of
the sun, showing himself joyfully to people on the highways
and byways, does not hesitate nor disdain to find his delight
with the children of men’.

John’s spiritual purity allows God to be more ‘God’ in his life,
to be more Godself, without apology or diminution. The com-
mentary on the Canticle puts it thus:

,,God communicates himself to the soul in this inner union
with such a real love, that no mother has ever cherished or
caressed her child so tenderly; with this love of God no bro-
ther’s love or friend’s friendship can compare. So tender and

3 LF 1:15, with allusions to James 1:17; Isaiah 59:1; Eph 6:9; Wisdom 6:17,
Proverbs 8:31.
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so real is the love of the all-encompassing Father that — how
amazing this is, how awe-inspiring, what a wonder! — he truly
submits himself to this humble, loving soul and makes her
great [...]. For in communicating love like this, he in some
way does that service which he says in the Gospel he will do
for his chosen in heaven, namely, that, girding himself, and
going from one to another, he will serve them™.
Such is John’s testimony to the God he has come to know.
,Believe into that”, his writings exhort, ,,and let it shape your
life”.

2. Structures of paradox

With this account of John’s writings in mind, and with their
emphasis on faith in giftedness, we turn now to the paradoxes that
undergird his message.

We take as a working definition of ,,paradox” a ,,statement
contrary to accepted opinion™. The following five facts are con-
trary to accepted opinion, contrary to what one would expect; pa-
radoxes.

— As a writing mystic John declares what is ineffable. No: he
can't do that,; if it’s beyond words, words won't do.

— John composed poetry of extraordinary beauty and literary
accomplishment in the most dehumanising of circumstan-
ces. No: squalor and oppression don't produce beauty.

— Christ did his greatest salvific work when he was most di-
sempowered and derelict. No: dying helpless on an instru-
ment of torture doesn 't help anyone.

— God may do God’s most beautiful work in a person when
she is experiencing the greatest abandonment and confu-
sion. No: a God of light and tenderness shouldnt register
as darkness and rejection.

4 CB27:1; cf. Lk 12:37.
5 The Concise Oxford English Dictionary Oxford 2011, 1038, so describes
the meaning of ‘paradox’ when it appeared in English in the sixteenth century.
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— A little pure love does more good than all other works put
together. No, the hidden life is fine, but it doesnt put food
on the table of the starving.

To the ,,No” of accepted opinion, John stands as witness to the
mystery of divine love confounding human assumptions. In his
,Prayer” (Sayings 26) he confesses his powerlessness, and rebo-
unds from there into Christ:

You will not take from me, my God, what you once gave
me in your only Son Jesus Christ, in whom you gave me all
I desire; so I shall rejoice, for you will not delay if I do not
fail to hope...

Mine are the heavens and mine is the earth; mine the peo-
ples, the just are mine, and mine the sinners; the angels are
mine, and the Mother of God, and all things are mine, and
God himself is mine and for me, because Christ is mine and
all for me.

The risen givenness of Christ holds together poverty and ful-
ness, silence and song, darkness and presence, the greatest in the
smallest. The five paradoxical structures we have enumerated are
sustainable because resolved in the fulness of Christ, ,,this great
God of ours, humiliated and crucified”®.

3. Singing the silence

Mystical language is itself paradoxical, as it puts words on the
ineffable. ,,For who could ever express in writing what the Spirit
gives loving souls where he dwells to understand? And who could
ever manifest with words what he gives them to feel? And who,
finally, what he makes them desire? For sure, no one can; no, not
even they themselves can, in whom this takes place. And this is
why with images and comparisons and metaphors they let some-
thing of what they feel overflow, and they speak secret mysteries
from the abundance of the spirit, rather than explaining things in
a logical way” (Canticle Prologue 1). John’s experience exceeds

¢ Letter 25 to Ana de Jesus, 6/7/1591.
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speech and concept, yet somehow percolates through as image,
poetry, prose. The mystical language, though insufficient, is not
flawed; it does the job language can do, receiving its sense from
life, not mastering life’.

If mystical understanding and poetic expression are incomen-
surable yet fitting, the paradox of language obtains too in the pas-
sage from poetry to prose commentary. Since ,.these verses have
been composed in love in abundant mystical understanding, they
cannot be explained with exactitude, nor will my intention be to
do so, but rather to give some general light [...] so that all may
benefit from them in their own way and according to their spiri-
tual giftedness, rather than tie them down to a meaning which
would not suit every palate”. (CB P 2). The relation between text
and interpretation of which de Lubac writes applies to poetry and
commentary here: ,.the text is ‘prospective, virtually infinite’; in-
terpretation is reflexive; it goes ‘farther than the text in analyzing
it into its elements’ and yet can never go beyond the text whose
‘concrete richness always outweighs the commentary’ and there-
fore calls for ever-further interpretation”.

The excesses which language struggles to contain — where
poetry outpaces the prose, and experience outstrips the poetry —
account for the prevalence in John’s writing of the concentrated
paradox which is oxymoron. He is at home with such disconnects
as a ,wound” that causes ,,delight”, a ,,cautery” that is ,,sweet”,
a jousting clash (encuentro) which is gentle, ,,music” that is ,,si-
lent”, a going up that is a descent, a darkness which guides more
surely than daylight’.

These oxymorons are not mere device. They reflect the exis-
tential tension of being ,,without support and with support”!?, of
a journey which means renouncing what seems most positive: ,,to

7 So D. Z. Phillips, ‘From Coffee to Carmelites’, Philosophy 65 (1990)
19-38, here 37.

8 So Hans Urs von Balthasar quoting de Lubac (Nouveaux Paradoxes ) in
The Theology of Henri de Lubac 99; de Lubac Paradoxes Cerf, Paris, 2010, 82.

° LF, stanza 2, regalada llaga; cautero suave, dulce encuentro; CB, stanza
15, la musica callada; ‘Tras de un amoroso lance’, stanza 3, Cuanto mds alto
llegaba /... tanto mas bajo y rendido / y abatido me hallaba; N stanzas 4 and 5:
mas cierto que la luz del mediodia; ;Oh noche que guiaste!

10 Poem XI, ,,Sin arrimo y con arrimo”.
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come to be all / do not wish to be anything”''. On the path up
the mountain which John sketched for his directees is inscribed
repeatedly, ,,nada”. This nothingness leads to a spacious, sunlit
summit, a mountain top which is broader than the base'?. This
duality only makes sense — its paradoxical nature can only be
welcomed — in light of the primary conviction we set forth above:
the totality of God’s self-communication, in function of which
the human task is to get out of the way. Without that experience
of Christ’s impinging risenness, nada leads nowhere. In the light
of the givenness of Christ, however, letting go of every craving,
being interiorly carved out, purged, scoured, is the best possible
thing that could happen to a person who longs for Christ to fill
her. ,,For Isaiah, ‘All the nations are as nothing’. And they have
that same weight for the soul: all things are as nothing for her,
and she herself is in her own eyes nothing. Only her God is for
her everything” (LF 1:32).

Over and above the tension involved in emptying out for God
to fill, the God who does the filling is himself the source of the
paradoxical couplets in John. The Beloved himself is musica ca-
llada, sweet cautery, graceful wound, night and light. Because
the Blessed Trinity is unconfined in its embrace, all points of the
compass are simultaneously at home in God, in whom power and
gentleness are one. Hence John knows God as ,,the compassionate
and all-powerful Father” (LF 2:16), whose self-gift is more gentle
the more powerful it is: ,,the Father absorbing her powerfully and
strongly in the fathomless embrace of his tenderness” (LF 1.:15).
The Word, the Father’s touch, conveys this same contrast: ,,Tell
me, how do you touch gracefully and delicately, Word of God, be-
ing so tremendous and powerful?” (LF 2:17, see 1 Kings 19:12).

This compressed meaning in the identity of opposites is
strongly present in the commentary on the Word’s awakening (Li-
ving Flame stanza 4), ,,a movement by the Word in the substance
of the soul, of such grandeur and lordship and glory and such
intimate sweetness” (LF 4:4)". It is, then, the Word’s personal

1" “Para venir a serlo todo / no quieras ser algo en nada”, 1A 13:11.

12 Monte de perfeccion, in Obras Completas 141.

13 See lain Matthew ,,Visualising Christology: Llama de amor viva
and the Resurrection”, in Teresianum 1/2017, 87-125.
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communication, Christ’s self-gift, that establishes this identity of
opposites; not, then, a stylistic contrivance, but a mystical reality,
a personal divine communication, which invites one to relinquish
incredulity and to surrender to the lordship of Christ'.

Paradox as a mode of discourse and oxymoron as a figure of
speech distil in language the uncontainable reality of John’s expe-
rience, the nada which functions for the sake of Christ’s fulness;
the God in whom opposites are unity.

4. Beauty from squalor

The historically attested fact is that John composed poetry,
»the sayings of love in mystical understanding” (Canticle Pro-
logue 1), in the crucible of his Toledo dungeon. His friend and
follower, Sr Magdalena, sums up the evidence: ,,When he left the
prison he brought out with him a notebook in which, when inside,
he had written some poems on the Gospel In principio erat Ver-
bum, and some stanzas which go, Que bien sé yo la fonte ... and
the stanzas or lyric verses: jAdonde te escondiste? through to the
one beginning ;Oh ninfas de Judea...!I”"

What John went through in prison was extreme, even by the
disciplinary standards of the time. Teresa was aghast when she
discovered some details. ,,I can’t stop thinking of what they’ve
done to Fray Juan de la Cruz — I can’t understand how God can
allow such things. [...] He was in that prison a whole nine months
— he could scarcely fit, tiny as he is. No change of clothes for all
that time, though he was on the point of death...”®.

In short, poetry of unparalleled beauty was created in most de-
grading circumstances. John’s writings however offer a key to in-
terpreting this contradiction. They indicate a suffering which car-

14 And so the soul feels as much gentleness and love as power and
lordship and grandeur, because in God all this is the same”. (LF 4:12).

15 Magdalena del Espiritu Santo, Ms 12944,132. The Dark night poem,
a song of love for the redeeming Christ, composed shortly after John’s escape,
echoes in its imagery the physical obscurity of John’s cell and the circumstances
of his flight.

16 Letter to Jeronimo Gracian, 21/22 August 1578, Teresa de Jesus
Epistolario, 2* Edicion, Madrid 1984, Carta 252, 556, tr. mine.
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ries the germ of creativity within it. For the Toledo darkness was
symbolic of a spiritual reality. So Dark Night likens the sense of
abandonment which characterises what John calls night of spirit,
to being ,,imprisoned in a dark dungeon”, unable to ,,see nor feel
any favour from above or below, until the spirit here is humbled,
mellowed, purified, and becomes so delicate, supple, and simple
that she can become one with the Spirit of God”'"". Again, his first
extant letter describes the imprisonment and escape to Andalusia
thus: ,,Since that sea-beast swallowed me and spewed me out on
this strange shore...”'®. Not flattering to Andalusia, but clear in
its biblical allusion: John had been swallowed by the sea-beast,
like Jonah. The Jonah image also occurs in Noche Oscura, at the
point where the author is trying to communicate what it is like
to be deconstructed and refashioned in the depths of one’s soul.
»She feels herself falling apart, melting away in the sight of her
misery as it stares her in the face, in a cruel spiritual death; as if,
swallowed by a beast, in the darkness of its belly she felt herself
being digested, suffering the anguish of Jonah in the belly of that
sea-beast. For in this tomb of dark death it is good for her to be,
for the sake of the spiritual resurrection for which she hopes”
(2N 6.1). Spiritual resurrection: like a germ of creativity, pushing
through the soil; like poetry, born in poverty.

Muerte, resurreccion: this is the paschal mystery, the sign of
Jonah, the Son of Man dwelling three days and three nights in the
heart of the earth (Mt 12:40).

5. Achieving through defeat

The foundational paradox, that John spoke beauty in a place
of torture, is leading to a foundation deeper still, to the dying and
rising Christ. John’s knowledge of Jesus stands athwart a more
comfortable take on the Gospel. ,,I can see that Christ is very
little known by those who consider themselves his friends. For
we see them approaching him in quest of their own pleasure and

172N 3:3: , aprisionado en una oscura mazmorra...”
18 Letter 1, to Catalina de Jesus, 6/7/1581.
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consolation, with great love for themselves; but not seeking his
bitter death, with great love of him” (2A 7:12).

What John has found in Christ’s bitter death, in his abject de-
feat and reduction to nothing, is the world’s turning-point, the
birthpangs of salvation (Mark 13:8). When confronted with unac-
ceptable suffering, the temptation is to lose hope and abandon
faith. John forestalls such despair by pointing to Jesus’ teaching,
and above all, to Jesus’ example: physical deprivation, since in
his life he had nowhere to lay his head, ,,and at his death, he had
less” (2A 7:10); spiritual annihilation: ,,it is certain that when he
came to die he was annihilated also in his soul, with no consola-
tion or relief”. The focal point is Jesus’ dereliction, where ,,he had
to cry out, ‘My God, my God, why have you abandoned me?’ (Mt
27,46).

This was the greatest abandonment he had felt in his life.
And in it he did the greatest work of his whole life, greater
than he had done through miracles and deeds, in earth or in
heaven; namely, he reconciled and united the human race by
grace with God. And this, as I say, was at the time, the very
moment, when this Lord was most annihilated in everything
— in his reputation among men, since in seeing him dying,
they mocked him instead of in any way esteeming him; in his
nature, since his natural self was annihilated in dying; and in
support and spiritual consolation from the Father, since at that
time [the Father] withdrew his support so that he might pay
the debt purely and might unite humankind with God, staying
like that, annihilated and reduced as to nothing. (2A 7:11)

The goal of human existence, the Carmelite mystic tells us,
is union in love with God"”. Now we are shown the home of
this union Christ’s dereliction, the Son of God reduced to nada:
,he reconciled and united the human race by grace with God”.
Nothingness, nada, is where one finds todo, the All, because
Christ has established that oxymoron in his flesh.

19 See Ascent title; 2A 5; CB 29:3.

86

STRUKTURY PARADOKSU U SW. JANA OD KRZYZA

6. Night vision

Therefore the paradox must be lived in the believer’s flesh
as well. Faith, hope, love live it: each an emptying in function
of a being filled. Faith surrenders treasured lights and insights,
because the Word is giving his whole self and claims our total
mind (2A 22). Hope sits loose to secondary securities, because
the Father’s eternal plan is our security (3A 7). Love renounces
competing attachments — ,,not this, not that, not this” — because at
the centre of the soul is God, giving himself in love, and inviting
love to welcome him (LF 1:10-13).

The relationship may simplify, through to an ,,interior recol-
lection”, where ,,faith and hope and charity” themselves constitu-
te prayer (Sayings 118). Thus grace may so impinge as to claim
the person wholly, beyond images and reasoning, if she will trust
the night stillness. ,,God is putting wisdom and loving knowledge
in the soul, in a hidden, quiet way”; so the person too should
,»hold herself in receptivity, without great efforts, with the simple
and pure loving attentiveness, like someone opening their eyes in
the attentiveness of love” (LF 3:33).

Such a description is unproblematic. But faith, hope, love may
register more radically, in an grace of darkness which dredges
the soul of all silt. The second book of Night describes this gra-
ce as, synonymously, ‘mystical theology’, ‘contemplation’, ‘dark
night’.

This dark night is an inflow of God in the soul, which
purges her of her ignorance and ingrained inconsistency [...].
Contemplatives call this ,,infused contemplation” or ,,mysti-
cal theology”, in which God is secretly teaching the soul and
forming her in the fulness of love... (2N 5:1)

So begin the most personal chapters of Night, (2N 5-10). The
author recognises the, precisely, paradoxical nature of his propo-
sal. ,,But there is something puzzling here: why, if as we said it
is divine light, which illuminates the soul and cleanses it of its
ignorance, does she here call it dark night?” His answer: ,.First,
because of the sublime nature of divine Wisdom, which is bey-
ond any ability the person may have, and so is darkness for her;
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second, because of her own meanness and impurity — so she finds
divine Wisdom painful and a source of affliction” (2N 5:2).

Taking that second reason first: God’s light is experienced
as darkness because it shows up the darkness in oneself. All
the skewed dispositions ,,built up over the course of life” are so
»deeply rooted in the substance of the soul” that healing invol-
ves ,,a profound undoing and inner anguish” (2N 6:5). What the
sweetness of grace feels like here is the acrid taste of me, the
dregs of the soul flushed up to the surface, to be purged and refor-
med by God’s self-gift. This night is paschal, the victory of God’s
love, turning my resistance around. John himself wonders at the
paradox:

How extraordinary it is, how piteous, that the soul’s weak-
ness and impurity here are such that she feels God’s hand, of
itself so gentle and tender, to be so heavy and contrary; and
this, though God’s hand is not coming down heavily, but me-
rely touching, and that mercifully, since He does this in order
to work blessings for her, not to punish her! (2N 5:7)

Night darkness, then, is human resistance, being purged and
healed. But more fundamentally still (the first reason John gave),
the darkness is an excess of light, God’s infinite transcendence,
irreducible and uncontainable in his self-giving: it is because God
is entering excessively close, unprecendentedly deep, that the per-
son cannot get a purchase on the gift.

The verse of the Night poem, por la secreta escala receives
this commentary: ,,She calls this dark contemplation ‘secret’, for
this is mystical theology [...] infused into the soul through love”.
The Holy Spirit infuses this mystical wisdom and adorns the soul
with it, ,,without her knowing nor understanding how; and so she
calls it ‘secret’. And indeed it is: not only does she not under-
stand it, but nobody does [...]; for the Master is teaching her, the
Master who is in the very substance of the soul, where neither the
devil nor the person’s knowhow nor her understanding can reach”
(2N 17:2).

This is light known best when most secret, like leaven hidden
in the dough (Lk 13:21); like the seed that grows, the farmer
knows not how (Mk 4:26); like the Son of Man, rising.
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7. The power of the mustard seed

The fulness of communion which night makes possible attains
extraordinary intensity in John’s last and most personal writing,
the Living Flame. The flame, he tells us (LF 1:3), is the Spirit
of the Bridegroom, the Holy Spirit; the breath of the risen Christ.
What we have here is the Easter Jesus living out his mystery in the
disciple. Here the Holy Spirit searches out the person and reve-
als dimensions which language scarcely attains. ,,Who could ever
speak appropriately of this intimate point of the wound, which
seems to be in the centre of the heart of the spirit?” (Wondrous:
the centre of the heart of the spirit!) There the Spirit’s action is
felt as a ,,mustard seed, extremely small, alive, on fire, sending
out from itself to the periphery a living, burning fire of love” so
that the person feels ,,the entire universe” to be ,,an ocean of love
in which she herself is engulfed” (LF 2:10).

Tiny as a mustard seed, encompassing the universe. This po-
ints to the fifth foundational paradox, namely, that a little pure
love does more good than all else put together. A person’s hidden
acceptance of God’s secret work is the greatest source of healing
and transformation for the world. In his final redaction of Cantic-
le, the author was at pains to emphasise the point:

Now, for a person who has not reached this condition of
union of love, it is good for her to practice love in both the ac-
tive and the contemplative life. But when she does reach it, it
is not good for her to be taken up in other works and external
practices which could get in the way, however slightly, of that
loving presence to God, even though they be of great service
to God; for a little of this pure love is worth more to God and
to the soul, and does more good to the Church, even though it
seems to be achieving nothing, than all those other works put
together?.

If Christ did the ,,greatest work of his whole life” when he was
,»most annihilated” and in ,,the greatest abandonment he had felt

20 CB 29:2; see LF 1:3; cf. Henri de Lubac: ,,One deed alone where the
living Gospel asserts itself is sufficient to justify the Gospel for ever”. Paradoxes
of Faith San Francisco 1987, 17.
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in his life”’; if in the nada of his crucifixion, the whole of God’s
self could embrace humanity wholly, reconciling and uniting ,,the
human race by grace with God”; if John recognises this Christ
event to be at work in his and contemplative darkness, where the
stillness of night allows a purer togetherness; then it follows that
where contemplative love — ,,a little of this pure love” — wel-
comes God’s self-gift, there the world’s salvation is happening.
This, for our author, is the one thing necessary, ,,the practice of
being continuously present to God in love” (CB 29:1). To demand
more measurable action from such a person, so impeding the self-
-giving Spirit’s claim on her, would be an unconscionable inter-
ference. ,,Since God warns them not to wake her from this love,
who would dare do so and escape reprimand? [...] For this love
were we created” (CB 29:3).

John encourages us not to fear the mystery. The five foundatio-
nal paradoxes structuring his writing hold a promise of salvation:
the mystical is ineffable, and yet can still be spoken; its authenti-
city purified in suffering and emerging there as beauty; the beauty
of Christ, healing through his degradation; a healing continued in
the dark of contemplation; the tiny seed of love, encompassing
the universe. Don’t flee the paradox, John would exhort; it is the
risen Christ, so emptied on the cross as to host all God’s glory,
who comes in secret to the believer, to turn the world around:

,» My sister is a garden enclosed’ (Song of Songs 4.12)....
Let her be closed, then, without anxiety or pain, for he who
came to his disciples bodily, when the doors were locked,
and gave them peace, without their knowing or imagining
that such a thing could happen, nor how it could happen, will
come spiritually into the soul, without her knowing how [...]
like a river of peace; and in this way he will take from her the
fears and suspicions, disturbance and darkness which made
her afraid that she was lost or that she soon would be. Let her
not fail to pray, and let her hope, in nakedness and emptiness,
for he who is good to her will not delay”. (3A 3:5-6.)
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explores five pos—sible responses to paradox—apostasy, false cataphaticism,
synthe—sis, false apophaticism, and acceptance—scrutinizing the major he-
resies that have afflicted the Church from Arianism to Hege—lianism, and
thus shedding light on the nature of Christian faith.

Keywords: Heresy — paradox — apostasy — false cataphaticism — syn-
thesis — false apophaticism — acceptance — scrutinizing.

Streszczenie

Dlaczego popadamy w herezje? Peter John McGregor stara si¢ odpo-
wiedzie¢ na to pytanie w ,,Heresja: Odrzucenie paradoksu”. Twierdzi, ze
herezja jest spowodowana niemoznos$cig pogodzenia si¢ z tym, co Henri de
Lubac nazywa ,,paradoksami wiary”. W Ewangeliach Chrystus przedsta-
wia swoim rozmowcom niezliczong ilo§¢ paradoksow; samo jego istnienie
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(zarowno Boga, jak i czlowieka) jest paradoksem, z ktorym Apostotowie
nieustannie si¢ zmagaja. Uwierzy¢ w Ewangeli¢ oznacza zaakceptowac te
paradoksy: Bog jest zarowno trdjjedyny, jak i jeden; Jezus Chrystus jest
w pehi Bogiem 1 w pelni cztowiekiem; i tak dalej. Ten, kto wierzy, ak-
ceptuje oba bieguny paradoksu i uznaje, ze rzeczywisto$¢ jest tajemnica,
ktéra przekracza jego wilasne zrozumienie. Heretykiem jest ten, kto od-
rzuca paradoks w taki czy inny sposob. W tym eseju McGregor analizuje
pie¢ mozliwych odpowiedzi na paradoks: apostazje, fatszywy katafatyzm,
synteze, fatszywy apofatyzm i akceptacje — badajac gléwne herezje neka-
jace Kosciol, od arianizmu po heglizm, i rzucajac w ten sposdb $wiatto na
natur¢ wiary chrze$cijanskie;.

Stowa kluczowe: Herezja, paradoks wiary, apostazja, falszywy katafatyzm,
synteza, Falszywy apofatyzm, akceptacja

Heresy has been the constant companion of the Church from
the very beginning. From the ,,circumcisers” who confronted the
Apostles (cf. Acts 15:1-2 and Gal 2:11-21) to the pluralists who
believe in a ,,cosmic Christ”', we cannot find a time when the
Church has been free of heresy. However, the fact of heresy is not
the issue. The two issues are: 1) Why do believers fall into here-
sy? 2) How can we respond to heresy or reduce the possibility of
falling into it? This essay will deal only with the first question.
However, by doing so, it may suggest to readers some strategies
for avoiding the second problem. Essentially, I will be arguing
that believers fall into heresy because heresiarchs, and those who
are convinced by them, are unable to cope with what Henri de

I See, for example, Leonardo Boff, ,,Is the Cosmic Christ Greater than Jesus
of Nazareth”? in Luis Carlos Susin, Andres Torres Queiruga, and Jose Mana
Vigil, eds., Pluralist Theology: The Emerging Paradigm, trans. Paul Burns (Lon-
don: SCM Press, 2007), 57—64, at 58-59: ,,Before appearing in human history,
Jesus, Siddhartha Gautama, Chuang Tzu, and others were in gestation within the
universe. On account of what they did they were called Christ, in Jesus’ case,
or Buddha in Siddhartha Gautama’s. All of them have cosmic dimensions to the
extent that the entire universe worked to make their appearance possible. What
emerged in them did not become a personal monopoly. They gave archetypal
shape to potentialities inherent in the universe. We can say that Jesus emerges as
a singular expression of the cosmic Christ. The cosmic Christ does not exhaust
all the possible forms of his manifestation in Jesus, a man from the Mediterra-
nean, limited in time and space”.
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Lubac has called the ,,paradoxes of faith”. In this essay I will
aim to present five possible responses to the following paradoxes:
apostasy, false cataphaticism, synthesis, false apophaticism, and
acceptance. But, first, I will take a leaf out of Voltaire’s book by
defining my terms.

1. Definition of terms

The two terms that need to be defined are heresy and paradox.
According to the Catechism, the term ,heresy” is ,,the obstinate
post-baptismal denial of some truth which must be believed with
divine and catholic faith”*. As explained by Fr. John Hardon,

Four elements must be verified to constitute formal her-
esy; previous valid baptism, which need not have been in the
Catholic Church; external profession of still being a Christian,
otherwise a person becomes an apostate; outright denial or
positive doubt regarding a truth that the Catholic Church has
actually proposed as revealed by God; and the disbelief must
be morally culpable, where a nominal Christian refuses to ac-
cept what he knows is a doctrinal imperative’.

For a Christian who has not been brought up as a Catholic,
if he or she acts in good faith, ,.the heresy is only material and
implies neither guilt nor sin against faith™. Such a person is not
a heretic in the strict canonical sense. For the purposes of this es-
say, I will use the term in its material rather than canonical sense,
that is, I will assume good faith, even of those who are Catholics.

The term ,,paradox” is more difficult to define because it can
be used in a variety of senses. The Oxford English Dictionary
gives five definitions of the noun. The sense that concerns us is
that ,,paradox is a statement or proposition which on the face
of it seems self-contradictory, absurd, or at variance with com-
mon sense, though, on investigation or when explained, it may

2 Catechism of the Catholic Church, §2089.

3 John A. Hardon, SJ, Catholic Dictionary: An Abridged and Updated
Edition of Modern Catholic Dictionary (New York: Image, 2013), 206.

* Tbid.
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prove to be well-founded’™. This could be called the Chesterto-
nian sense. The English journalist and essayist G. K. Chesterton
is often referred to as the ,,prince of paradox”. For example, in his
work Orthodoxy, Chesterton defines courage as a ,,strong desire
to live taking the form of a readiness to die. This is a paradox,
not a contradiction. Chesterton explains the paradox thus:

,,He that will lose his life, the same shall save it”, is not
a piece of mysticism for saints and heroes. It is a piece of eve-
ryday advice for sailors or mountaineers. It might be printed
in an Alpine guide or a drill book. This paradox is the whole
principle of courage; even of quite earthly or brutal courage.
A man cut off by the sea may save his life if he will risk it
on the precipice. He can only get away from death by conti-
nually stepping within an inch of it. A soldier surrounded by
enemies, if he is to cut his way out, needs to combine a strong
desire for living with a strange carelessness about dying. He
must not merely cling to life, for then he will be a coward, and
will not escape. He must not merely wait for death, for then
he will be a suicide, and will not escape. He must seek his life
in a spirit of furious indifference to it; he must desire life like
water and yet drink death like wine’.

What could be called the Lubacian sense goes beyond this.
Like the Chestertonian sense, it refers to a statement that initially
seems to be contradictory or absurd, but which proves to reveal
what might be called a deeper truth. In his 1948 work Paradoxes
of Faith, Henri de Lubac says, ,,Paradox is the reverse of what,
properly received, would be synthesis.

But the proper view always eludes us Paradox is the search
or wait for synthesis. It is the provisional expression of a view
which remains incomplete, but whose orientation is ever towards
fulness™. This means that, ,,as each truth becomes known, it

5 J. A. Simpson and E. S. C. Wiener, The Oxford English Dictionary, vol. 11
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), 185.

¢ G. K. Chesterton, Orthodoxy (London: John Lane, The Bodley Head,
1943), 153.

7 Ibid., 153-54.

8 Henri de Lubac, Paradoxes of Faith (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1987), 9.
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opens up a fresh area for paradox™. De Lubac is specifically ap-
plying the concept of paradox to the Christian faith, where the
resolution of one paradox does not lead to an ultimate synthesis,
but to a new paradox. This is where de Lubac goes beyond Ches-
terton. De Lubac further defines what he means by paradox thus:

There are paradoxes of mere expression: one exaggerates
in order to emphasize. And there are real paradoxes. These
suppose an antinomy: one truth upsets us, another truth bal-
ances it. The second truth does not restrict the first, but only
places it in the proper perspective. It will not lead us to say
,»30 it was only that”. That is why, most of the time, neither
Christ nor Saint Paul explained a paradox. They feared a fool-
ish interpretation less than one which would debase the truth
and deprive it of its ,,heroism”'°.

All of us, not just Hegel, are searching for synthesis. We want
to know how everything is related to everything else. Yet this
synthesis always eludes us. For instance, think of how, on an em-
pirical level, Stephen Hawking sought ,,a theory of everything”
but eventually abandoned his search!!. If this is true even of finite
things, the whole cosmos, how much more is it true of God who
is infinite?

2. Five responses to Christian paradox
What might be called the paradoxes of the Christian faith are

many. There are numerous truths that we must hold if we are to
accept the teaching of the New Testament, but we are unable to

? Ibid., 10.

10 Ibid., 11.

" Stephen Hawking, ,,Godel and the End of Physics”, Texas A & M Univer-
sity, March 8, 2002, available at http://yclept.ucdavis.edu/course/215¢c. S17/TEX/
GodelAndEndOfPhysics.pdf. As Hawking says in this address, ,,Some people
will be very disappointed if there is not an ultimate theory, that can be formulated
as a finite number of principles. I used to belong to that camp, but I have changed
my mind. I’'m now glad that our search for understanding will never come to an
end, and that we will always have the challenge of new discovery. Without it,
we would stagnate”.
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reconcile them in a comprehensive and final way. For example,
God is both three and one; baptism is necessary for salvation, but
unbaptized people can be saved; we are predestined to salvation,
but we still have free will, and so on. We are constantly being
asked to accept a ,,both/and” position that cannot be completely
comprehended or ultimately synthesized. There are five kinds of
response to this dilemma.

2.1. Apostasy

The first option is to reject the whole paradox as a contra-
diction: Christian doctrines are inherently contradictory. Strictly
speaking, this is not heretical. It could be called ,.the apostate
solution”. It could also be applied to those who hear the kerygma
of the Gospel but never come to believe: the seed falls along the
path; there is a failure to penetrate the deeper truth of the para-
dox. One of the most obvious instances of this in the gospels is
the inability of many of Jesus’ disciples to accept his statement
that they must eat his body and drink his blood (Jn 6:51-73).
Their initial response is incredulity: ,,How can this man give us
his flesh to eat”? (Jn 6:52). Even many of his disciples found
this teaching too ,,hard” to accept (Jn 6:60) and ,,no longer went
about with him” (Jn 6:66). One reason for this is that they had no
conceptual category by which they could understand him. This is
because they understood only two kinds of language: literal and
metaphorical. Literally understood, Jesus was advocating canni-
balism; metaphorically, he was employing a very confusing and
contradictory metaphor. Metaphorically, to eat his flesh and drink
his blood would mean to treat him as a hated enemy. Further-
more, given the Jewish precept to abstain from the ingestion of
blood, the invitation to drink someone’s blood would have been
highly offensive to Jewish sensibilities.

The paradox here is a statement that does not seem to make
sense either literally or metaphorically. But Jesus was using a new
kind of language, neither literal nor metaphorical, which in this
instance we could call ,,sacramental”. It was a new kind of lan-
guage, since it described something that, prior to the sacraments,
had never happened before. Before the Incarnation, the trans-
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cendent God had never become immanent. To have some under-
standing of what Jesus is talking about two things are necessary.
First, one needs the illumination that comes from faith. This is
displayed by Simon Peter in his response to Jesus’ question to
the Twelve, ,,Will you also go away”? (Jn 6:67). To this, Peter
responds, ,,Lord, to whom shall we go? You have the words of
eternal life; and we have believed, and have come to know, that
you are the Holy One of God” (Jn 6:68-69). It is doubtful that
Peter understood at the time, any more than the other disciples
who decided to walk away, what Jesus meant, yet he accepted it
because he had come to know Jesus, ,,the Holy One of God” (Jn
6:69). This is the second thing necessary. Because Peter believed
in and had come to know Jesus, he accepted what Jesus said, and
he stayed. After the Resurrection, the Apostles eventually gained
some understanding of what Jesus meant (cf. 1 Cor 11:17-34).
Understanding the teaching of Jesus follows from knowing him
and having faith in him. Indeed, it requires the exercise of all
three theological virtues: believing in him, hoping in him, and
loving him.

We can see that the fundamental deficiency here is a lack of
faith, mindful that one’s relationship with God is never one of
faith alone, without both hope and love. However, a further les-
son from this episode is that if one cannot accept the words of
Jesus, it is better to walk away than to stay. Apparently, this is
what Judas did not do. That walking away in this situation is the
better choice is implied by Jesus when he says: ,,Did I not choose
you, the twelve, and one of you is a devil [diabolis]”’? (Jn 6:70).
By not believing in the words of Jesus, and yet staying, Judas
became, at a fundamental level, an adversary of Jesus, or even
someone who sought to deceive him.

2.2 False cataphaticism

The second option is to accept one truth but reject the other,
accepting the premise that to make one truth comprehensible the
other must be rejected. This could be called the rationalist solution,
a false cataphaticism, or the either/or solution. For example, rather
than accept that the one person called Jesus is fully God and fully
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man, one divine person in two natures, Nestorius postulated two
persons in two natures, while Eutyches championed one person in
one nature. For Nestorius, Jesus is not fully divine; for Eutyches, he
is not fully human. One truth is affirmed while the other is denied.

What is interesting, not just in this case but in others, is that
different positions may have the relation ,,action-reaction”. The
position of Eutyches is an overreaction to that of Nestorius. The
same can be said of Apollinarius’s reaction to the teaching of Arius.
Apollinarius of Laodicea wished to defend the full divinity of
Christ against Arianism. However, what he proposed was an over-
reaction to Arianism. For him, contra Arius, Jesus is fully God but
not fully man: Jesus had a human body and human sensation, but
no rational human soul. Rather, the Logos takes over the function
of a rational human soul, making Jesus not fully human.

One fundamental problem here is an overconfidence in the
power of reason. Another is what could be called a case of mista-
ken identity, that is, a paradoxical misidentification of the middle
ground as the opposite extreme. Both Arius and Apollinarius wo-
uld have seen themselves as defending the authentic faith of the
Church against heterodox believers. Arius, the Alexandrian priest,
would have seen himself as developing the subordinationist te-
aching of the great Origen of the catechetical school of Alexan-
dria against the Nicene modalists who adopted the Sabellian term
homoousios. Against these supposed modalists, he stood for both
the unity of God and the distinction of the hypostases. Apollina-
rius would likewise have seen himself as defending both convic-
tions, albeit in a way that affirmed the full divinity of Christ.

Another fundamental flaw is the failure to theologize correctly
both cataphatically and apophatically. The development of doctri-
ne takes place through a process that is both apophatic and cata-
phatic, thereby arriving at a greater precision in what the Church
believes and a greater exclusion of what she does not believe.
For example, the term homoousios is both apophatic and cata-
phatic. Cataphatically, it tells us that the Father and the Son are
of the same ousia, but apophatically it does not tell us what that
ousia is. Apophatically, it excludes homoiousios, homoios, hete-
roousios, and anomoios. After the term was introduced, it had to
be clarified further to exclude both tritheistic and modalistic in-
terpretations.
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2.3. Synthesis

The third option is to attempt to reduce both paradoxical tru-
ths to comprehensible truths and then synthesize them. This could
be called the synthetic or Hegelian solution, after the man who
may be its most famous practitioner. It is another kind of false
cataphaticism. Hegel sought to solve the dilemma of a God who
was both one and three by developing a rational, idealistic—not
superrational or mysterious—explanation of the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Spirit.

Cyril O’Regan interprets Hegel’s thought thus: ,,In its sym-
bol of the Trinity Christianity anticipates the fully self-validating
truth of speculative philosophy”'?. Rather than accept that the
mystery of the Trinity, the revealed inner life of the triune God,
must be accepted in faith before it could be understood analogi-
cally, Hegel was convinced that unaided human reason, namely
his own, could comprehend the Trinity.

Hegel does not think of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as
»persons”. For him, this would be a form of tritheism. Rather, he
thinks of them as three ,,moments”'*. Nor does he think of them
as pure relations. Rather, he thinks in terms of ,,ideas”, ,,subjects”,
and ,,objects”. For him, God equals the absolute idea—not mystery.
Hegel thinks about God as though he, Hegel, could completely
comprehend God. For him, God is ,,absolute”, and Christianity is
an ,,absolute religion”. Abstracting from the doctrine of the Trin-
ity, he thinks that God is the absolute in the process of coming
to greater self-understanding through a dialectical unfolding of
his divine love in human history. He holds that God is not God
without the world. In fact, for Hegel, God is a triadic dynamic
that ,.fully realizes itself only in and through divine activity in

12 Cyril O’Regan, ,,The Trinity in Kant, Hegel, and Schelling”, in The Ox-
ford Companion to the Trinity, ed. Gilles Emery and Matthew Levering (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2011), 254-66, at 258. For a detailed study of the theo-
logical implications of Hegel’s philosophy, see Cyril O’Regan, The Heterodox
Hegel (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1994).

3 G. W. F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, trans. A. V. Miller (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1977), 465, no. 771. See also O’Regan, ,,The Trinity
in Kant, Hegel, and Schelling”, 258.
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the world or, put better, in divine activity as world”'*. We could
identify Hegel’s theology as a kind of ,,process theology”: God is
in the process of becoming God.

For Hegel, in the Son, God is an object to himself. In the
Holy Spirit, God is loving his idea of himself. The absolute idea
that is God must become absolute spirit, which is the fullness of
reality and truth, both infinite and finite, universal and concrete.
This absolute idea must evolve dialectically through the historical
process of creation and history. In fact, for Hegel, there seems to
be an intrinsic connection between creation and evil considered
as a productive contradiction essential to the trinitarian divine be-
ing really real'®. Here, he is applying his fundamental philosophi-
cal idea about thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. The absolute idea
(thesis) must negate itself by passing over into its own opposite,
called ,,Other-Being”, that is, the world of nature (antithesis). The
world of nature (particularity, concreteness, finitude) is the nega-
tion of the abstract and universal. In mankind, this process that
God is going through reaches fulfillment by way of synthesis.
Our destiny is to negate the negation of the absolute idea, that
is, the world of nature, yet preserving and integrating in a higher
synthesis whatever is valuable in it. Thus, in us, the abstract and
the universal, the absolute idea, comes fully to itself by becom-
ing conscious of itself in humanity as the concrete universal, as
definite infinity, as absolute spirit. In other words, God comes to
self-knowledge (or self-consciousness) through mankind. It is not
only a matter of God knowing himself through humanity, but also
of humanity knowing itself in God.

How does this affect Hegel’s Christology? For him, there is
a substantial unity between the human and divine natures. The
Incarnation manifests this unity at the level of sense perception,
which is accessible to all people, not only ,,thinkers” like Hegel
himself. Christ is the Son of God in the sense that he is the one
object of the self-thinking absolute idea. Christ is the highest, the
absolute idea of God. Hegel regards his explanation of the nature
of Christ as superior to the naive representations of revealed re-
ligion. His theology is monistic. He breaks down the distinction

4 O’Regan, ,, The Trinity in Kant, Hegel, and Schelling”, 258.
15 Ibid.
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between God and the rest of reality. For him, God is reduced to
the human spirit, knowledge of God to self-understanding, and
salvation to the understanding that self-knowledge is the know-
ledge of God. His thought amounts to a new kind of gnosticism.
It leads to Feuerbach’s position that all theology is anthropology
in disguise, that God is a projection of ourselves. It is easy to see
here that the fundamental problem is a lack of faith; according to
Hegel, we just need to use our powers of reasoning.

2.4. False apophaticism

The fourth option is that, rather than attempting to solve the
problem, the problem is ,,dissolved”. This could be called the
skeptical solution, the relativistic solution, or a false apophati-
cism. One example is the Christology of John Hick (1922-2012).
Originally, Hick was an evangelical Christian who, through his
involvement in interreligious dialogue, came to a position that
could be called religious pluralism or, as Jacques Dupuis would
define it, a theocentric universe and nonnormative Christology'®.
In books such as God Has Many Names and God and the Uni-
verse of Faiths, Hick recounts how his involvement in interreli-
gious dialogue led him to see that people from non-Christian re-
ligions could possess the same value and exhibit the same moral
actions that could be found in Christians. The great conundrum
for the evangelical Hick was how an all-loving God could sen-
tence such people to eternal punishment in hell. He pondered how
non- Christians who practiced a theistic religion might be saved'’.
Here we can see another example of an overreaction to a false
idea, namely, that only self-professed Christians can be saved.

Hick could not accept the two truths that God is both merciful
and just, or the truth that he desires everyone to be saved but can-

16 Jacques Dupuis, Toward a Christian Theology of Religious Pluralism
(Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1997), 186-89; and Jacques Dupuis, Christian-
ity and the Religions: From Confrontation to Dialogue (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis
Books, 2002), 77-78.

17 See John Hick, God Has Many Names (Philadelphia: Westminster Press,
1982), 13-28; and John Hick, God and the Universe of Faiths: Essays in the
Philosophy of Religion (Oxford: Oneworld, 1993), xviii, 121-23.
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not force anyone to accept salvation. His way to escape from this
paradox was facilitated by certain epistemological premises. Philo-
sophically, Hick was influenced by Kant’s philosophy of percep-
tion'®. For Kant, there is a gap between human perception of things
and what things actually are, that is, between the phenomenal and
the noumenal. Hick held that the same gap exists between God and
the human mind. We experience God through categories. Yet God,
or the divine being, is transcategorical'®. Thus, what Hick calls the
real, that is, transcendent reality, or God, can only be known as it is
perceived. Hence, absolute truth claims about God are really truth
claims about human perceptions of God. Thus, our knowledge of
the real is culturally and historically conditioned, not absolute, as
are our truth claims about it. Therefore, although Christians may
think that the truths they believe about God are absolute, they are
mistaken. Rather, all theistic religions make culturally and histori-
cally conditioned truth claims about the real. Diverse religions are
the result of diverse historically and culturally influenced responses
to diverse perceptions of the real®®. Hick states that ,,the different
religious traditions, with their complex internal differentiations,
have developed to meet the needs of the range of mentalities ex-
pressed in the different human cultures?"

For Hick, the essence of Christianity is not to be found in its
beliefs about God but in the teaching of the Sermon on the Mo-
unt, which provides a practical way of life. Thus, he says,

The Christian essence is not to be found in beliefs about
God, and whether he is three in one and one in three, but in
an attitude to man as our neighbour; not in thinking correctly
about Christ’s two natures, as divine and human, but in living
as disciples who in his name feed the hungry, heal the sick
and create justice in the world®.

18 John Hick, An Interpretation of Religion: Human Responses to the Tran-
scendent (London: Macmillan Press, 1989), 240-44.

19 John Hick, The Fifth Dimension: An Exploration of the Spiritual Realm
(Oxford: Oneworld, 1999), 8-10.

20 Tbid., 77-96; and John Hick, A Christian Theology of Religions: The Rain-
bow of Faiths (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 1995), 57-81.

2 Hick, God Has Many Names, 21.

22 Hick, God and the Universe of Faiths, 109—10.
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Since all the teachings of Christ flow from his ministry, his
birth, life, death, and Resurrection form the permanent basis of
the Christian tradition. After his death, Jesus was deified by the
early Christians. So Hick reinterprets the doctrine of the Incarna-
tion as follows: he says that ,,the historical Jesus of Nazareth did
not teach or apparently believe that he was God, or God the Son,
Second Person of a Holy Trinity, incarnate, or the son of God in
a unique sense”?. Rather, he claims, the Incarnation should be
understood metaphorically. Metaphorically, Jesus was the pres-
ence of God: ,,Jesus was so open to divine inspiration, so respon-
sive to the divine spirit, so obedient to God’s will, that God was
able to act on earth in and through him. This, I believe, is the true
Christian doctrine of the incarnation”. For Hick, Christ is not
fully God; God is not three and one. Hick held that throughout
history there have been people, like Jesus, who have been exem-
plars of the ,,real”*. Ratzinger refers to Hick’s kind of position as
the Hinduization of Christianity®®. Although Hick was influenced
by Kant’s epistemology, he ends up adopting a quasi-Hindu epis-
temology.

The problem here is even deeper than we have previously en-
countered: it is not just a lack of faith but also a loss of faith in
reason. This kind of response to the paradoxes of the Christian
faith has become more prominent in a postmodern, post-truth
world. What Hick does, and what is increasingly being done by
postmodern theologians, is hold that all statements about God are
metaphorical®’. There is either an explicit or implicit rejection of

% John Hick, ,,Believable Christianity”, Carrs Lane URC Church, Birming-
ham, UK, October 5, 2006, available at http://www.johnhick.org.uk/ jsite/index.
php/articles-by-john-hick/2-believable-christianity.

2+ John Hick, ,,A Pluralist View”, in Four Views on Salvation in a Pluralistic
World, ed. Dennis Ockholm and Timothy Phillips (Grand Rapids: Zondervan
Academic, 1995), 58.

% Hick, The Fifth Dimension, 173-79.

% Joseph Ratzinger, The Nature and Mission of Theology: Essays to Orient
Theology in Today s Debates, trans. Adrian J. Walker (San Francisco: Ignatius
Press, 1995), 91-92.

?7 For example, see the Christology of Lieven Boeve in ,,Christus Post-
modernus: An Attempt at Apophatic Christology”, in Terrence Merrigan, ed.,
The Myriad Christ: Plurality and the Quest for Unity in Contemporary Chris-
tology (Leuven, Belgium: Leuven University Press, 2000), 577-93. Also see
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the distinction between names being attributed to God by meta-
phor or by analogy. The former imply a limitation incompatible
with divine perfection, whereas the latter do not. As Gilles Em-
ery explains, ,,For example, when we call God ‘wise,” we sig-
nify a perfection that really exists in God. However, the reality
signified by this word ‘wise’ surpasses our concept ofwisdom”,
Furthermore, human wisdom is distinct from man’s essence, but
God’s wisdom is not distinct from his essence. Wisdom, as signi-
fied in God, is beyond human comprehension®. Yet it is a true
statement to say that God is wise, if we remember that his wis-
dom is far beyond human wisdom.

The kind of theologizing practiced by postmodern theologians
is sometimes characterized by them as apophatic®. By this, they
mean that we cannot say anything definite about God; we cannot
have ,,certainty”. However, this is a false apophaticism. Aquinas
tells us what true apophaticism is: we do not know what God is,
only what God is not, but we can know him through our knowl-
edge of his creatures®'. The reality is that one cannot have a com-
pletely apophatic theology. Such a theology must simply remain
silent about God.

2.5. Acceptance

The fifth option is to accept both truths as true, along with
our inability to completely reconcile them because we cannot
completely comprehend them. This is Henri de Lubac’s solution.
We could call this the paradoxical or the both/and solution. An

a critique of Boeve’s Christology in Conor Sweeney, Sacramental Presence after
Heidegger: Onto-theology, Sacraments, and the Mother s Smile (Eugene, OR:
Cascade Books, 2015), 111-17. Sweeney gives an analysis of some of the con-
sequences of Boeve’s post-Heidegger rejection of metaphysics as onto-theology
(ibid., 96-126). See also Peter John McGregor, ,,The Leuven Project: Enhancing
Catholic School Identity”? Irish Theological Quarterly 87, no. 2 (2022): 106-30.

2 Gilles Emery, ,,The Immutability of the God of Love and the Problem of
Language Concerning the ‘Suffering of God,”” in Divine Impassibility and the
Mystery of Human Suffering, ed. James F. Keating and Thomas Joseph White OP
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009), 27-76, at 56.

2 See Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae [= ST| 1, q. 13, a. 5.

30 See Boeve, ,, Christus Postmodernus”, esp. 590-93.

3 ST, qq. 3, 12-13.
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example of this is the development of the concept of ,,relation”,
initially by St. Basil the Great. The problem for Basil is how God
can be both three and one. How can we speak of three persons
in one God? Basil argued against the Eunomians, who taught
that the Son has a dissimilar substance from the Father. In other
words, the Son is a creature of the Father, who alone is fully
God. Eunomius of Cyzicus identified ,,unbegotten” or ,,unengen-
dered/ ingenerate” with the very substance of God. In himself,
God is ,,unbegotten substance” (ousia agennetos)®?. Therefore,
God cannot communicate his own nature by begetting. Since the
essence of God is ,,unbegotten”, the Son cannot be of the same
essence as the Father. If they were to have the same substance,
then there would need to be two equal ,,unbegottens”. When Eu-
nomius speaks of the only-begotten Son, what he means is that, in
begetting the Son, the Father produced the substance of the Son,
which is not the same as his own substance, and this substance
did not exist before the Son was brought into existence by the Fa-
ther. When Eunomius calls God ,,Father”, what he means is this
fatherhood is an activity (energeia) of the unbegotten, different
from his own substance.

This heresy led Basil to develop the concept of relation in trini-
tarian theology?®®. For Basil, some names express what things are.
Other names designate what things are not. The term ,,unbegotten”
belongs to the second category. It does not signify the substance of
God, but the fact that God the Father is not begotten. We could say
that the statement ,,the Father is unbegotten”, is an apophatic state-
ment about God. It states what God is not. Moreover, according to
Basil, some names signify substances, things that exist in them-
selves, and some names signify relations. For example, ,,‘Man’ sig-
nifies the reality that is a human person; but the name ‘friend’ signi-
fies this man under the aspect of his relation with another person”3*.

32 Eunomius of Cyzicus, Apology 8 (Sources Chretiennes 305:250).

33 For a clear and more detailed explanation of this development, see Gilles
Emery, The Trinity: An Introduction to the Catholic Doctrine on the Triune God,
trans. Matthew Levering (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America
Press, 2011), 83—-88. For a more extensive account, see Stephen M. Hildebrand,
The Trinitarian Theology of Basil of Caesarea (Washington, DC: The Catholic
University of America Press, 2007).

3 Tbid., 85.
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According to Basil, the term ousia (substance) belongs to the first
category, the essence of God, what God is. The names ,,Father” and
,»Son” belong to the second category: they signify a relation toward
another, a relative mode of being. A father is a father fo someone.
Naming Jesus ,,Son” describes him in his relation to his Father.
Thus Basil says that the names Father and Son ,,just express the
relation [schesis] of the one to the other. A father is one who sup-
plies for another the principle of his being in a nature like his own;
a son is one who receives from another through generation the prin-
ciple of his being**. ,,Unbegotten” and ,,begotten” denote different
modes of being, describing the relationship between persons who
are distinct within the eternal Godhead, but not different essences.
As Emery writes, ,,The use of the notion of relation enables one to
show that the generation of the Son and the procession of the Holy
Spirit imply no change in the spiritual nature of God*. Faith in
the generation of the Son and the procession of the Holy Spirit,
who are of the same essence as the Father, does not contradict the
fact that God’s essence has no cause. These two kinds of names,
substantial and relative, enable us to identify what is common to
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit-that is, their operation, power,
nature, essence, and divinity—and what is proper to each of them in
a distinct way—that is, the distinctive property of the Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit, which involves a relational mode of being®’. The
property that characterizes the Father is ,,paternity”. The Father is
the principle (cause) ,,without principle”, that is, ,,unbegotten”. The
distinctive property of the Son is ,.filiation”: he is begotten.
According to Basil, the properties of the divine persons in-
volve an ,,opposition”: the Father is not the Son, and the Son is
not the Holy Spirit. Thus he writes that, ,,When we hear of the
unbegotten light, we think of the Father; of the begotten light, we
think of the Son. As regards light and light there is no contrariety
between them, but as regards begotten and unbegotten one con-
siders them under the aspect of their opposition (antithesis)”.

35 Basil, Against Eunomius 2.22 (Sources Chretiennes 305:92).

3 Emery, The Trinity, 85.

37 Basil, Against Eunomius 2.28 (Sources Chretiennes 305:120). See also
Emery, The Trinity, 87.

3% Ibid.
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Another way of putting this is to speak of ,,relative opposition” or
»opposed relations” to identify the distinction of divine persons
by such relative properties. One can speak of ,,relations of origin”
or ,,opposed relations of origin”*.

It 1s essential to realize that when Basil uses the term .,rela-
tion” he is speaking analogously, not univocally. In seeking to
establish what is proper to each person of the Trinity and what
i1s common to them, he is speaking of the mystery of God in two
irreducible aspects: God is both one and three. This is the prin-
ciple of ,redoublement”. As Emery says, ,,The ‘redoubling’ or
redoublement of the language of Trinitarian faith... connects the
level of ‘substance’ with that of ‘properties’ in order to express
the mystery of the Trinity”*. He gives an example of redouble-
ment in the theology of St. Gregory of Nazianzus: ,,When I speak
of God, you must be illumined at once by one flash of light and
by three: three in properties, or hypostases, if any one prefers to
call them, or persons [prosopal... but this light is one in respect of
the substance [ousia], that is, the Godhead™*!. One cannot speak
of God as one and three simultaneously—herein lies the irreduc-
ible paradox. We can identify what is common to the persons and
what is proper, but we cannot derive what is proper to each per-
son from what is common, or vice versa. Nor can we conflate
the unity and distinction of the persons in God. What is also im-
portant is the order in which these two investigations are carried
out. As Matthew Levering says, ,,It is appropriate to investigate
first what is common, so as to integrate this concept into the con-
cept of Person as subsisting relation... These two steps are the
‘redoublement’ in Trinitarian theology: in seeking to understand
the Persons (the second step), one integrates what one has learned
about the essence (the first step)™.

Levering gives an example of what can happen when a theo-
logian conflates the oneness and threeness of God. According
to him, the Thomistic philosopher W. Norris Clarke holds that

39 See Emery, The Trinity, 87-88.

4 Tbid., 86.

4 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 39.11 (Sources Chretiennes 358:170-72).
See Emery, The Trinity, 86.

42 Matthew Levering, Scripture and Metaphysics: Aquinas and the Renewal
of Trinitarian Theology (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2004), 215.
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,being” must be ,,substance-in-relation”®. All creatures, all be-
ings, are not absolutely autonomous but are constituted by rela-
tion. In itself, the creature is constituted by its relation to God.
For creatures, ,,being” is ,relational”. Thus, Clarke says, ,,To be
a substance and to be related are distinct but complementary and
inseparable aspects of every real being. The structure of every
being is indissolubly dyadic: it exists both in-itself and as toward
others™*. The question is, does this relationality of being apply to
divine being?

One problem with Clarke’s position, if exaggerated in a one-
sided way, is that it can lead to the idea that God must create.
Clarke says, ,,It is according to the divine nature—inevitable, if
you will (“necessity’ is perhaps too strong a word, with mislead-
ing implications of impersonal compulsion)-to communicate its
goodness to some finite created world, but to which particular
finite universe would have to be determined by free choice”.®
When it comes to the Trinity, Clarke says that ,,the inner being
of God is by the very necessity of its nature self~communicating
love, which flowers out into the internal procession of the three
persons within the unity of the divine nature™®. What Clarke is
saying is that the divine being itself is relational, and this inner
dynamism of the divine being is expressed in the procession of
the persons; they are the divine being communicating itself. For
Clarke, according to this reading, ,,substance” is not static and
self-enclosed. Rather, it simply refers to the ,,in-itself dimension
of being™¥. ,,Being” both stands on its own and is relational and
self-communicative. Clarke’s definition of being ,,mirrors Aqui-

nas’ definition of the Divine Persons as subsisting relations™*,

4 Ibid., 202. For Clarke’s exposition of his position, see W. Norris Clarke,
Explorations in Metaphysics (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press,
1994), 102-22.

4 Clarke, Explorations in Metaphysics, 108, as quoted in Levering, Scrip-
ture and Metaphysics, 202 (emphasis original).

4 Clarke, Explorations in Metaphysics, 108, as quoted in Levering, Scrip-
ture and Metaphysics, 203 (emphasis original).

4 Clarke, Explorations in Metaphysics, 109, as quoted in Levering, Scrip-
ture and Metaphysics, 204 (emphasis original).

47 Clarke, Explorations in Metaphysics, 113, as quoted in Levering, Scrip-
ture and Metaphysics, 205.

8 Levering, Scripture and Metaphysics, 205.
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but, for Aquinas, these relations are identical to the divine es-
sence, so that they are distinct from one another but not from
God’s substance. In Thomas’s view, then, relationality pertains
to the persons vis-e-vis one another, and not to the divine nature
as such. For Clarke, ,,being” itself is relational; thus, ,,Relations
emerge from the self-communication intrinsic to being”™.

The potential danger here, if this is not qualified, is that of con-
flating the divine unity with the divine threeness. For Clarke, one
cannot speak of a ,,unity” that is not relational. Levering observes
that, for Clarke, ,,being itself is relational, in the sense that ‘being’
flowers internally into relations™°. The word ,,being” would ap-
ply equally well to the Trinity of persons. This being so, how can
one distinguish divine unity from divine threeness? According
to Levering, ,,It becomes difficult to speak of a divine unity that
is conceptually distinguishable from divine threeness™'. Now,
Clarke is not a heretic, nor are his theological speculations he-
retical. Yet his apparent conflation of divine unity and threeness,
and his seeming, at least according to this simplified reading, to
derive divine threeness from divine unity, is the sort of thinking
that could contribute to a kind of modalism.

2.6. Problems with faith and reason

We can see that heresies arise from various sources. There
are problems of faith, problems of reason, and problems with
the relationship between faith and reason. Beginning with faith,
the choice here is between ,,we have believed, and have come to
know, that you are the Holy One of God” (Jn 6:69), and ,,I will
not believe” (Jn 20:25)%2. In other words, the choice is the one

4 Ibid., 213.

30 Ibid.

ST Ibid.

We invariably refer to St. Thomas the Apostle as ,,doubting Thomas”,
whereas it would be more accurate to refer to him as ,,refusing Thomas™ or ,,dis-
believing Thomas”. ,,I will not believe” is a choice. Thomas refuses to believe
unless he has proof. Jesus’ response to him is not ,,doubt no longer, but believe”,
but, literally, ,,be not disbelieving [apistos, not distazo] but believe”. The one in
doubt is in an epistemological limbo, not knowing whether to believe or disbe-
lieve, whereas Thomas has made a choice to withhold his belief.
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presented to us by St. Anselm: Neque enim quaero intelligere ut
credam, sed credo ut intelligam (,,] do not seek to understand in
order that I may believe, but rather, I believe in order that I may
understand”)3.

Another problem can be an inadequate understanding of the
nature of faith. This can be seen at both ends of the theologi-
cal spectrum. Those old enough to remember catechesis before
Vatican II may well have experienced an almost exclusive focus
on the fides quae creditur, the faith that is believed, derived from
a neoscholastic conception of revelation as a communication of
truths to the intellect.

Paradoxically, we find the same emphasis among various post-
modern Catholic theologians. For example, the Flemish Catholic
theologian Didier Pollefeyt speaks of ,faith contents” and ,,doc-
trinal belief contents™**, the fides quae creditur, the faith by which
we believe. It is these that cannot be ,literally” affirmed but must
be symbolically affirmed by ,,post-critical belief>. This ,,post-
critical belief”, also called ,,post-critical faith”, is what is tradi-
tionally referred to as the fides qua creditur, the faith by which
we believe. This faith ,,is acquired through the active, creative,
and interpretive handling” of mediations such as ,,stories, rituals,
traditions, institutions, churches, ministries, communities, social
organisations, and so forth™°. According to Pollefeyt, this is nec-
essary to distinguish the ,religious message” from mythological
images’’. We can see that, for him, the fides qua creditur, the faith
by which we believe, is placed in ,,faith contents/doctrinal belief
contents”, what Catholics often mean when they speak about ,,the
faith”, what Jude calls ,,the faith which was once for all delivered
to the saints” (Jude 1:3).

Pollefeyt’s fides qua creditur is not faith in God per se, Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit. It is not a faith wherein one entrusts oneself

53 Anselm, Proslogion, Proemium.

3 Didier Pollefeyt and Jan Bouwens, ,.Framing the Identity of Catholic
Schools: Empirical Methodology for Quantitative Research on the Catholic
Identity of an Education Institute”, International Studies in Catholic Education
2 (2010): 193-211, at 195, 197.

> Tbid., 196.

% Tbid., 197.

37 Tbid.
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to God. In fact, fides qua creditur has two aspects. It is both faith
in God and faith in what God reveals. For example, fides qua
creditur is ,faith in the Son of God [1] who loved me and gave
himself for me [2]” (Gal 2:20). One cannot have the first without
the second, and to have only the second without the first is not
to have a saving faith, since although one may believe that God
is one, the demons also believe and shudder (cf. Jas 2:19). For
Polle- feyt faith is not ,,personal” in the sense that it is not the
faith of a human person in an incarnate divine person. Therefore,
there can be no response in faith, hope, and love to ,,the Son of
God who loved me and gave himself for me” (Gal 2:20).

An alternative to this is presented by Joseph Ratzinger. For
him, when the term ,,faith” is used in a Christian sense, its basic
form is not

I believe something, but I believe you. Faith is a disclo-
sure of reality that is granted only to him who trusts, loves,
and acts as a human being; and as such it is not derivative of
knowledge but is sui generis, like knowledge, although it is
indeed more basic and more central to our authentically hu-
man nature than [empirically verified] knowledge is*®.

What is primary for Ratzinger is the ,,faith by which we be-
lieve”, not the ,,faith that is believed”. This assent to God has its
content, but it is not a system of knowledge. Rather, it is ,,the
form of our trust”. Paradoxically, we will not completely com-
prehend its content. We can never completely integrate faith and
knowledge. Rather, ,,The assent of faith as such is concerned with
the whole, and only secondarily has it to do with the part, with
the separate contents to which faith assents”®. Hence, even if
there are times of darkness, faith declares, ,,Yes, I believe you,
Jesus of Nazareth; I believe that in you was revealed that divine
purpose which allows me to live with confidence, tranquility, pa-
tience, and courage”.®!

58 Joseph Ratzinger, Faith and the Future (San Francisco: Ignatius Press,
2009), 30.

% Ibid.

€ Tbid., 32.

1 Ibid., 33.
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There can also be problems with reason. One problem is the
Enlightenment’s reduction of reason, especially the reduction of
reason to ,,reasoning”, ,.calculating”, or inductive and deductive
reasoning. This reduction can be seen in Kant’s epistemological
assumption that human knowledge is exclusively discursive: ,,The
reason cannot intuit anything”%?. For Kant, ,,human knowing con-
sists essentially in the act of investigating, articulating, joining,
comparing, distinguishing, abstracting, deducing, proving”®. The
traditional name for this kind of reasoning is ratio, the active ef-
fort of discursive thought. This is the properly human element of
our knowledge, and it requires effort. Yet there is another kind of
knowing, traditionally called intellectus. This could be described
as a simple vision in which the truth reveals itself, like a whole
landscape revealing itself to the eye®.

Aquinas refers to this way of knowing thus: ,,Although the
knowledge most characteristic of the human soul occurs in the
ratio, nevertheless there is in it a sort of participation in the sim-
ple knowledge which is proper to higher beings, of whom it is
therefore said that they possess the faculty of spiritual vision”®.
Commenting on Aquinas’s position, Josef Pieper explains that, in
intellectus, we participate in the angelic faculty of nondiscursive
vision®. We apprehend the spiritual like the eye apprehends light.
Our knowledge includes an element of nonactivity, purely reflec-
tive vision. This is the fulfillment of the highest intellectual activ-
ity, the contemplative. As Aquinas says, this kind of knowledge
1S non propriae humana, sed superhumana (not properly human
but superhuman)®’. Human spiritual knowledge is both ratio and
intellectus. The discursive element is fused with intellectual con-
templation®®.

2 Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason (London: St. Martin’s Press,
1956), 95.

8 Josef Pieper, Leisure, the Basis of Culture, trans. Gerald Malsbary (South
Bend, IN: St. Augustine’s Press, 1998), 10.

¢ TIbid., 11.

% Thomas Aquinas, Quaestiones disputatae de veritate 15.1.

5 Pieper, Leisure, the Basis of Culture, 12.

7 Thomas Aquinas, Quaestiones disputatae de virtutibus cardinalibus 5.1.

8 Pieper, Leisure, 32-33. See also Josef Pieper, Happiness and Contempla-
tion, trans. Richard Winston and Clara Winston (New York: Pantheon, 1958), 74.
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Another contemporary, postmodern problem is a kind of loss
of faith in the power of reason. Whereas the modern era lost faith
in God, it seems that the postmodern era has lost faith in the hu-
man person, especially in a person’s ability to know things, in-
cluding God. Jean-Frangois Lyotard has undermined the faith of
postmoderns in metanarratives. Jacques Derrida speaks of ,,dis-
semination”, the dispersion and decomposition of human thought.
Gianni Vattimo heralds the advent of pensiero debole (weak
thought). Zygmunt Bauman uses the term ,,liquid modernity” to
describe a society that is constantly in a state of flux®. At the bot-
tom of this epistemological skepticism is the rejection of meta-
physics, or our ability to know things in themselves. By ,,meta-
physics” I mean the investigation of the fundamental nature of
reality, the investigation of the first principles of such realities as
being, existence, identity, change, space and time, cause and ef-
fect, necessity, actuality, and potentiality.

However, even those who explicitly reject the possibility of
metaphysics will still have an implicit metaphysics. One can-
not escape from the verb ,,to be”. Those who deny metaphysics
cannot think, say, or write anything without contradicting them-
selves. For example in his essay ,,Christus Postmodernus”, the
Flemish Catholic theologian Lieven Boeve writes that the ,,Logos
incarnated in the word, becomes signified in the word, but does
not identify itself with the word. The word ‘evokes,’ thereby de-
termining the indeterminable, and precisely in this determining
distinguishes itself from the Logos””. According to Conor Swee-
ney, Boeve is arguing that

Jesus’ humanity, as particular, embodies a radical herme-
neutical path to God. To say that the Word is made flesh is to
say that in becoming flesh the Word subjects itself to the her-
meneutical condition of the Aumanum In other words, ,,word”
(note the lower case), as a phenomenon occurring within the

% See Jean-Frangois Lyotard, The Postmodern Explained: Correspondence
1982-1985 (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1993); Jacques
Derrida, La Dissemination (Paris: Seuil, 1972); Gianni Vattimo and Pier Aldo
Rovatti, eds., Il pensiero debole, 2nd ed. (Milan: Feltrinelli, 1984); Zygmunt
Bauman, Liguid Modernity (Cambridge, MA: Polity Press, 2000).

0 Boeve, ,,Christus Postmodernus”, 589.
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limits of history, is not able to contain the divinity of Logos
as such’’.

For Boeve, ,,The word never becomes Logos, but is the way
to the Logos™”?. He writes this because he holds that one cannot
make definite statements about God”. Even statements that have
been regarded as such, like the Chalcedonian formula, are actu-
ally contextually determined metaphorical statements. In the case
of Chalcedon, this formula now needs to be recontexualized in
a new metaphor’.

However, despite his rejection of definite statements about
God, Boeve himself makes such statements. It is my conviction
that Boeve has an implicit metaphysics, which he does not ac-
knowledge. For example, he writes that ,,in a Christian perspec-
tive ‘event’ is a happening of grace, a grace-experience in which
God reveals Godself as inexhaustible Love, to which every hu-
man expression and answer in word and deed falls short””. Later
he writes, ,,Time and again believers have sought for clues in
their personal and communal, historically developing and chang-
ing context in order to give form in word and deed to the experi-
ence of grace as inexhaustible divine gift of love™’¢. If we think
of ,,inexhaustible” as a synonym for ,,infinite”, these are absolute
statements about God. Boeve cannot have it both ways: either all
statements about God are metaphorical and contingent, or at least
not all of them are. Again, one cannot have a completely apophat-
ic theology, because such a theology must simply remain silent
about God. We can see that Boeve has not maintained a correct
balance between the cataphatic and apophatic dimensions of the-
ology. The term ,,inexhaustible love” is both cataphatic and apo-
phatic. Cataphatlcally, we know what exhaustible human love is.
But ,,inexhaustible” is an apophatic term. It means ,,not exhaust-
ible”. But we do not know what inexhaustible love is.

I Sweeney, Sacramental Presence after Heidegger, 113.

2 Boeve, ,,Christus Postmodernus”, 589.

3 Lieven Boeve, ,,Postmodern Sacramento-Theology: Retelling the Chris-
tian Story”, Ephemerides Theolcgicae Lovanienses 74 (1998): 326-43, at 340-42.

% Boeve, ,, Christus Postmodernus”, 581-85.

5 Ibid., 580. Boeve himself capitalizes ,,love”.

¢ Ibid., 581.
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In fact, for Boeve, the fundamental problem is that we do not
even know what exhaustible human love is. We do not know even
finite things with certainty.

Having become conscious of the finitude, the particularity
and the contingency of existence, no one can claim to have
access to Truth-as-such  Postmodern philosophy strives to
become an open narrative: an always particular and contextu-
ally embedded openness to, and testimony to the irreducible
heterogeneity which accompanies human attempts at truth”’.

Hence, it would follow that when Jesus kenotically assumed
the hermeneutical condition of the humanum, he assumed the hu-
man inability to know Truth-as-such.

To theologize we need more than faith and reason as they are
sometimes understood. The most famous Catholic definition of
theology is St. Anselm’s dictum fides quaerens intellectum, which
is invariably translated as ,,faith seeking understanding”. Howev-
er, to understand what Anselm means by this, we must go deeper.
The phrase appears in his Proslogion, which is mostly a prayer-
ful meditation on the nature of belief in God. By ,,faith”, Anselm
means more than what he calls a faith that ,,merely believes what
it ought to believe”, which he describes as ,,dead”.”® For Anselm,
the goal of faith in God is to rise to the contemplation of God.
Thus, he says, ,,I give thanks, good Lord, I give thanks to You,
since what I believed before through Your free gift [ now so un-
derstand through your illumination””. What we translate as ,,un-
derstanding” could more fittingly be called an ,,illuminated under-
standing”. As a biographer of Anselm says, ,,Then suddenly one
night during matins the grace of God illuminated his heart, the
whole matter became clear to his mind [intellectui], and a great
joy and exultation filled his inmost being”%"

7 Ibid., 579.

8 Anselm, Monologion, chap. 78, in Anselm: Basic Writings, ed. and trans.
Thomas Williams (Indianapolis, IN: Hacket, 2007), 71.

” Anselm, Proslogion, chap. 4, trans. M. J. Charlesworth (Oxford: Claren-
don Press, 1965), 121.

8 Eadmer, Vita Sancti Anselmi, trans. R. W. Southern (London: Thomas
Nelson and Sons Ltd., 1962), p. 30, bk. 1, section xix.
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This kind of faith will renew and ,,reconfigure” our reason.
It will not simply add knowledge that is inaccessible to natural
reason. Rather, it will both add supernatural knowledge and re-
order ,,all that can be known naturally in light of the triune God
as our beginning and supernatural end”®'. In biblical terms, it will
form in us the ,,mind of Christ” (1 Cor 2:16). But we need more
than this kind of faith; we also need hope and love. As Ratzing-
er shows us, we need to be exercising all the theological virtues
perichoretically®.

2.7. The christic sense of paradox

The sense that I have called Lubacian could also be called
christic. If we look at the words of Christ, we will find all kinds
of paradoxes. For example, ,,Blessed are the meek, for they shall
inherit the earth” (Mt 5:5); and ,.,he who is greatest among you
shall be your servant; whoever exalts himself will be humbled,
and whoever humbles himself will be exalted” (Mt 23:11-12).

Among the most puzzling paradoxes of Christ are the follo-
wing: ,,He who finds his life shall lose it, and he who loses his
life for my sake will find it” (Mt 10:39); and ,,he who loves his
life loses it, and he who hates his life in this world will keep it for
eternal life” (Jn 12:25). Here we can see that the Lord is using the
verbs ,,find”, ,lose”, ,love”, and ,hate” in particular ways. The
paradox can be penetrated if one can grasp the sense in which
these verbs are being used, which goes beyond a strictly literal
meaning. Rather, the verbs must be understood in what could be
called a metaphorical sense. For example, ,,to find one’s life” is
being used in two different senses: the sense of to ,.find” so as
to ,,grasp one’s life as a possession” is being compared with to
»find” as finding ,,a truer and more fulfilling kind of life”. To lose
one’s life means to discover that a selfish life, treated as a posses-
sion, leads to misery, whereas a self-sacrificial life for Jesus leads

81 Levering, Scripture and Metaphysics, 31.

82 For more on Ratzinger’s understanding of the ,,mutual indwelling” of the
theological virtues, see Peter John McGregor, ,,The Theological Virtues”, in The
Cambridge Companion to Joseph Ratzinger, ed. Daniel Cardo and Uwe Michael
Lang (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2024), 296-312.
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to a joyful life in him. The paradox could also be explained in
a different, albeit related way, like variations on a musical theme.
There is depth upon depth in these paradoxes. This is why they fit
the Lubacian sense.

2.8. The paradox of the Cross

Perhaps the most profound Christian paradox is that of the
Cross. In the Acts of the Apostles, we find the record of a missio-
nary failure. St. Paul’s presentation of the kerygma to the Epicu-
rean and Stoic philosophers on the Areopagus (17:16-34). Paul
begins well and succeeds in holding his auditors’ attention for
some time. He builds on the religion they already have and moves
on to something to which they would have been open: that there
is one God who is the Creator and ruler of all. However, it all
ends in mockery and disengagement as soon as he brings up the
Resurrection. St. Luke puts the best possible face on the outcome,
but we have no letter of Paul to the Athenians, and in the New
Testament we never hear of any Church in Athens.

Immediately after this failure in Athens, Paul goes to Corinth,
and the contrast is startling. He stays in Corinth for eighteen mon-
ths and establishes a thriving Church. Culturally, there would not
have been much difference between Athens and Corinth, so what
can explain the difference in their response to the Gospel? I sug-
gest that the difference can be explained by looking at what Paul
writes near the beginning of his first letter to the Corinthians:
,For Christ did not send me to baptize but to preach the gospel,
and not with eloquent wisdom, lest the cross of Christ be emptied
of its power” (1 Cor 1:17). We could say that what was missing
in Athens was the proclamation of the Cross of Christ. What the
philosophers heard from Paul in Athens was ,,Jesus” and ,,Resur-
rection”, to the point where they thought these to be the names
of two new gods (cf. Acts 7:18), but there was no mention of the
Cross of Christ. On the Areopagus, Paul ,,skipped” over it and
went straight to judgment and resurrection (cf. Acts 17:31).

It seems that Paul took a powerful lesson from this failure,
such that he came to the Corinthians with the decision ,,to know
nothing among you except Jesus Christ and him crucified” (1 Cor
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2:2). By this, I do not mean to say he literally did not preach abo-
ut anything else, but that he made the proclamation of the Cross
the centerpiece of his kerygma. Having failed in his attempt to
convert the wise through the humanly accessible wisdom that
acknowledges the existence of one God who is Creator and ruler
of all, his approach shifted:

For the word of the cross is folly to those who are peri-
shing, but to us who are being saved it is the power of God.
For it is written, ,,I will destroy the wisdom of the wise, and
the cleverness of the clever I will thwart”. Where is the wise
man? Where is the scribe? Where is the debater of this age?
Has not God made foolish the wisdom of the world? For
since, in the wisdom of God, the world did not know God
through wisdom, it pleased God through the folly of what we
preach to save those who believe. For Jews demand signs and
Greeks seek wisdom, but we preach Christ crucified, a stum-
bling block to Jews and folly to Gentiles, but to those who are
called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ the power of God and
the wisdom of God. For the foolishness of God is wiser than
men, and the weakness of God is stronger than men. (1 Cor
1:18-25).

A little later, Paul tells the Corinthians more about this
wisdom:

Yet among the mature we do impart wisdom, although it
is not the wisdom of this age or the rulers of this age, who are
doomed to pass away. But we impart a secret and hidden wis-
dom of God, which God decreed before the ages for our glo-
rification God has revealed [this wisdom] to us through the
Spirit. For the Spirit searches everything, even the depths of
God. For what person knows a man’s thoughts except the spir-
it of the man which is in him? So also no one comprehends
the thoughts of God except the Spirit of God. (1 Cor 2:6-11)
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2.9. The gifis of the Holy Spirit

Besides the theological virtues, in order to theologize we need
the gifts of the Holy Spirit, which perfect these virtues®. Three
gifts of the Holy Spirit that could be called ,,intellectual” are un-
derstanding, knowledge, and wisdom. Through the mystery of
,Christ in us” (Col 1:27) we can receive ,,all the riches of assured
understanding and the knowledge of God’s mystery, of Christ,
in whom are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge”
(Col 2:2-3). However, as with the theological virtues, I suggest
that openness to receiving all seven gifts of the Holy Spirit is
necessary for truly fruitful theologizing.

To put some flesh on the bones of this suggestion, I wish to
give three personal examples of the gratuitous reception of these
three intellectual gifts to illustrate their value for theologizing.
Concerning the gift of understanding, a small question for me
was why the order of Christ’s temptations was different in the go-
spels of Matthew and Luke. To me, the order in Matthew seemed
more ,,logical”, ending as it does with the dramatic choice betwe-
en worshiping God or Satan. This seemed to be the ,ultimate”
temptation. So why the different order in Luke? Then one Sunday
I was listening to the account of the temptations in Luke during
Mass. I had not been thinking about this question for some time,
and I did not think about it while listening to the Gospel reading.
All T was trying to do was listen attentively to the Gospel. Then
the answer appeared: the order was different because of the place
Luke gives to the Temple and Jerusalem in his gospel. This was
why he ends with the temptation in the Temple in Jerusalem. My
point is that I did not reason my way to this conclusion. It was
simply ,,given” to me.

Concerning the gift of knowledge, many years ago, just after
I had come to the Lord, in a conversation with a nonbeliever,
I first heard about contraception and the Pill. Since it was the first
I had ever heard of it, I knew no arguments against it, but at that
moment | intuited that there was ,,something wrong with it”. If
I had been asked to explain and justify my rejection of it, I could

8 See Dei Verbum, 5: ,,To bring about an ever deeper understanding of rev-
elation the same Holy Spirit constantly brings faith to completion by His gifts”.
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not have done so. Now I understand what is wrong with it and
can give my reasons, but then I had no understanding. Neverthe-
less, somehow I knew that it was wrong.

Finally, concerning the gift of wisdom, I remember a time
over twenty years ago when I was having my daily time of prayer
and ,,out of the blue” I experienced what I would call a ,,content-
ment to die and be with the Lord”. What made this all the more
surprising was that, after desiring for a long time to be married,
I had only recently been married! Yet, although I did not quite go
as far as St. Paul in positively desiring to ,,be with Christ” (Phil
1:23), I felt that I could say to him, ,,If you want me to come now,
I am quite content to do so”. I have not experienced this content-
ment since, but for me this was an experience of true wisdom.

3. Conclusion: a ,spiritualized theology”

It has become a commonplace in theology to speak in a one-
sided and overly simplistic manner of ,,Christology from above”
and ,,Christology from below”, or of someone having a ,high
Christology” and someone else a ,,Jow Christology”. While such
phrases can communicate something important, in some cases
this dichotomy can indicate, on the one hand, a simple stress on
either Christ’s divinity or humanity or, on the other, an assump-
tion of Christ’s divinity or humanity as the starting point for the-
ologizing about him. This above/below dichotomy can be applied
to any area of theology®*. Indeed, it can be applied to theology as
a whole. ,,Theology from below” could be one that begins with
human experience in its changing historical and cultural context,
while ,,theology from above” could be one that begins with un-
changing absolute truths about God.

However, it is my contention that the above/below dichotomy
is a false one if it is taken in a simplistic form, as are the dichoto-

% For example, Larry Chapp applies it to moral theology, where a moral
theology from below ,,will be guided less by theological ‘doctrines’ and more by
the psychological and sociological sciences”. See Larry Chapp, ,,Avoid Moral
Theologies ‘From Below’ That Puncture the Immanent Frame”, Catholic World
Report, January 7, 2024, https://www.catholicworldreport.com/2024/01/07/
avoid-moral-theologies-from-below-and-puncture-the-immanent-frame/.
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mies of right/left and conservative/progressive. The true dichoto-
my is not above/below but inside/outside. It is a theologizing that
begins from being ,,in” Christ. Always remembering that ,,Christ”
is a pneumatological term, this could also be called theologizing
»in the Holy Spirit”. Hence, the dichotomy would be correctly
identified as ,.theologizing in the Spirit” as opposed to ,,theolo-
gizing in the flesh”, or, rather, between genuine theology and an
ersatz theology that could lead to heresy. Just as there is only one
teacher, the Christ, so there is, in the final analysis, only one theo-
logian. ,,Lower-case” theologians must be able to say, ,,It is no
longer I who theologize, but Christ who theologizes in me” (cf.
Gal 2:20). And this theologizing must be not just in an isolated
Christ, who is not Christ at all, but in a ,,koinonial Christ”, that is,
with God in Christ and with brothers and sisters in Christ. It must
be theologizing in the fotus Christus. In other words, the basis of
all true theology is a vertical-horizontal koinonia in Christ.

Nota o Autorze: Peter John McGregor, Jest doktorem filozo-
fii 1 cztonkiem Wspdlnoty Emmanuel ( Communauté de I’Emma-
nuel ), wspolnoty osob §wieckich, ksiezy 1 oséb konsekrowanych
w Kosciele katolickim. Jako cztonek tej Wspolnoty brat udziat
w roznych akcjach ewangelizacyjnych: spotkaniach modlitew-
nych, misjach parafialnych, nocach milosierdzia, Zacheuszu (kur-
sie na temat katolickiej nauki spolecznej), Mitosci 1 Prawdzie
(programie wzbogacania malzenstw), rekolekcjach dla ksiezy,
postudze dla par bezdzietnych, akcjach mlodziezowych, migdzy-
narodowym forum mtodziezowym, Swiatowych Dniach Mlodzie-
zy 2008, ewangelizacji ulicznej 1 wizytacji parafii. Peter obecnie
stuzy jako duchowy i teologiczny dostawca formacji dla czton-
kéw Wspolnoty Emmanuel 1 jest odpowiedzialny, wraz z Zona,
za ,towarzyszenie” w ramach Wspolnoty Emmanuel w Australii.
Ma szerokie zainteresowanie teologiczne. Zajmuje si¢ teologia
Josepha Ratzingera, teologig fundamentalng, postmodernistyczna,
antropologia teologiczna, misjologia, relacjami miedzy teologia
a duchowoscig.
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