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Original Summary Offered before the CTSA Gathering
In Caritas in Veritate, Pope Benedict XVI noted that Trinitarian relations are key to rightly ordered relationships. The more we know from science about the natural order of things, the more we find revealed the footprints of the Economic Trinity, including the “one and the many.” 


Michael Crosby will argue that all relationships, especially human ones, are ultimately modeled on the perichōrēsis of Trinitarian relatedness. The theologian’s task is to prophetically challenge the community regarding the demands of Economic Trinity whose “reign” or “governance” must be worked out in the “economy of salvation” at every level, “on earth as it is in heaven.” 

Introduction

Last year, when I summarized what I expected to say today, my goal was to find in science, especially physics and cosmology (which probe the “natural order of things”), what might be called perichoretic Trinitarian patterns. However the more I studied those fields, the more formidable my self-assigned task became. So I decided to stick to the one “science” with which I have familiarity: economics itself. 
In my remarks today I will take a triadic approach. First I will ask if economics can be considered a science. It can, especially if we stress relationality more than persons and resources. From “Economics 101” I will describe “Trinity 1 and 3” around notions of the Economic Trinity and the economy of salvation. Secondly, since economics is the “ordering of the house,” I will develop ideas around house-management or what I will call “business” from two scriptural sources: Matthew’s Gospel and the Sister Epistles of Colossians and Ephesians. I argue that Matthew’s Jesus’ proclamation of τò ευαγγέλιον τñς βασιλείας των ουρανων represents what we understand today to be the inbreaking of the macro-reign or governance of the Economic Trinity which begins at the micro-level of the house. I will show how his words (to be practiced so that those who “do good” can  be called the wise ones who build their house on rock [Matt 7:24-27]) and his deeds (notably his “performance theology” of creating a new “house of disciples”) reveal Jesus’ (un)conscious desire to replicate God’s Trinitarian pattern at every level of life “on earth as it is in heaven.” Then, using Ephesians and Colossians, I argue that the “economy” of the Economic Trinity revealed in creation through the Cosmic Christ especially invites the Church to become its embodiment. Finally, I conclude that the task of those members of the Catholic Church who belong to the Catholic Theological Society of America, is to ensure that a truthful gospel is proclaimed in that Church. Grounded in the vision and conviction that the relational dynamics of the Economic Trinity perichoretically constitute the heart of everything, we must prophetically protest whenever God’s Trinitarian ways are violated. This holds especially true when any “official” ecclesiastical articulation of God represents or results in untrinitarian dynamics (such as patriarchy and an unequal access to the resources of the commonwealth ). When this kind of so-called “theology” is at the service of such ideology it must be exposed as idolatry.

I. A Personal “Meditation” on the Link between the Trinity and the Incarnation

I experienced an insight into the connectedness between the Economic Trinity and the economy of salvation and its relevance for our lives this past January when I made The Spiritual Exercises of Saint Ignatius. In the “First Prelude” for the First Day of the “The Second Week,” Ignatius invites the Exercitant to reflect on “how the Three Persons gazed on the whole surface or circuit of the world, full of people” and decided “that the Second Person should become a human being, in order to save the human race.”

Having prayed for the necessary openness and indicated my desire to experience as full as possible the meaning of the mystery involved (in this case the two great mysteries of the Trinity and the Incarnation in one meditation!), I set about thinking about the dynamics that brought about the inbreaking of God’s Trinitarian life in the person of Jesus who became the Christ.

On the first round of meditations nothing that unique happened. However, when I went through the meditations on the “second round,” a rush of insight came to me. The following is my mediation as I recorded it:

When I started thinking of the Trinity, maybe because of my own Masters in Economics, I started thinking of Its members as constituting a “Family Business,” an oikonomia. The family members were quite happy going about the business of their business, of being the loving persons they were, giving themselves totally to each other in mutual love. At one point, however, just because their love was so expansive they decided to expand their family business. This resulted in creation. And creation evolved to the point that some creatures became conscious of themselves. However, despite different ways the Owners tried to communicate, they did not really know what it meant to be images of God and to create their relationships modeled on the original Family Business. As a result they were kind of without much direction.


Consequently, again only because of love (which alone can motivate One Who is Love), the members of the Family had a Business meeting to discuss what they should do. It was decided the humans needed something much more concrete 

to reveal to them how they should conduct their business. Before either of the other two could say anything, the Middle Member said, “I’ll go.”


Now that it was decided Who would go, the question became: how can we take our business “public?” Thus it was decided an IPO, an Initial Public Offering, would be made. In considering the conduit for this a young maiden from Nazareth was chosen; through her the Private Business would go public. When they sent an emissary to ask about her willingness to be such a conduit, Miriam said, “I’m all in.”


So her child revealed in his humanity, especially in his words and deeds, what it meant to be part of the Family Business and what it would take to become stakeholders in it. However, in the process it became clear that the Economic Trinity had even more wondrous “expansion” plans. Not only would those who patterned their lives on its economic model be stakeholders, by sharing in their very life-force or Spirit, they would be made joint heirs as children.

We are the children whom They have planned, in their oikonomia, to inherit the family business. Jesus entered a human family and then created an alternative human family, oikonomia. In sharing his own Life-Force, he empowered all of us as disciples, his followers, to enter the family business which he came to establish on earth as it is in heaven. Because of the Incarnation, we, including Mary, are all equal members of the family business as long as we “do the will of the heavenly Father.” 

At that I began wondering about this “economy” planned by God and thought of its articulation in Ephesians 1:3-23 and Colossians 1:15-20. Somehow this led me to ask a further question: “well what exactly is the “Family Business.” What does it make? At that, my meditation moved to the concluding words of the Colossian Hymn: the family business is all about “making peace by the blood of his cross” (Col. 1.23) the ultimate act of Trinitarian self-giving love.
The resulting Our Father took on new meaning.

This meditation on the extension of the Trinitarian business into creation later led me into a deeper experience of Bonaventure’s doctrine of exemplarity. God’s Goodness is diffused in creation and humans through what Bonaventure calls the vestiges, the images and the likeness of God found everywhere. Building on the notion of the book as a form of communication, Bonaventure writes:

From all we have said, we may gather that the created world is a kind of book reflecting, representing, and describing its maker, the Trinity, at three different levels of expression [i.e., communication]: as a vestige, as an image, and as a likeness. The aspect of vestige is found in every creature; the aspect of image, only in intelligent creatures or rational spirits; the aspect of likeness, only in those spirits that are God-conformed. Through these successive levels, comparable to steps, the human intellect is designed to ascend gradually to the supreme Principle, which is God.


The basic difference among each of these three “icons” (εικών) is their degree of identification between the Creator (the Trinity) and creation (the icon of the Trinity).

Duns Scotus found God’s “I am-ness” iconically linked for everyone and everything in their own unique haecceitas or “thisness.” In the 1800s nobody captured this notion better than Gerard Manley Hopkins, especially in his As Kingfishers Catch Fire.
 

The theology of Bonaventure and Scotus along with the poetry of Hopkins found their expression in the following free verse I composed shortly after my meditation on the Trinity and the Incarnation. Its context was the very large amount of varied kinds of squirrels that were scurrying around the retreat house grounds on a day when the blue sky was dotted with large cumulus clouds: 

BE-ING ABOUT THE BUSINESS

The business of squirrels is squirreling;

the business of flowers is flowering;

the business of rain is raining;

the business of everything in creation

is to be about its unique business of being

that each and every “thing”

so that it may do its thing

as Trinitarian sacrament of the Word

that makes its be-ness

to be about the Family’s business.

The “business” of each member of the Economic Trinity is to be about Its business of ensuring the viability of the Family Business. Given the expansion of Their business in creation and the Incarnation that leads to a new model of “doing business” revealed by Jesus Christ, the “business” of each creature in the universe, especially those who belong to the business called church, is to be about its business of being its unique is-ness of witnessing to the Economic Trinity in its words and deeds, including its structuring. Just as in the United States the Milton Friedman’s of the world insisted that  the “business of business is business,” so, for our purposes, “the business of our is-ness is to “mind our own business” in a way that perichoretically contributes to the integrity of the “is-ness” of everyone and everything else. This will find us in communion bringing about God’s Trinitarian relatedness at all levels of life. When we do this the common good will be achieved; even more, the Commonwealth of the Economic Trinity will have come on earth as it is in heaven and the economy of salvation will have come ever-that-closer to its full realization.

II. Considering the Economic Trinity and the Economy of Salvation

from the Science of Economics

In The Soul’s Journey to God, St. Bonaventure (who identified philosophy with science) wrote that all science—be it “natural or rational or moral”--leads to the Trinity. He wrote: “When the soul considers its Triune Principle through the trinity of its powers, by which it is an image of God, it is aided by the lights of the sciences which perfect and inform it and represent the most blessed Trinity in a threefold way.”

In our day, the scientist-theologian John Polkinghorne has made the seeming “over-audacious claim” that “a deeply intellectually satisfying candidate for the title of a true ‘Theory of Everything’ is in fact provided by Trinitarian theology.” His goal is to show ”that there are aspects of our scientific understanding of the universe that become more deeply intelligible to us if they are viewed in a Trinitarian perspective.”

In our effort to apply the “science” of economics to offer a lens of interpretation vis-à-vis the Economic Trinity and the economy of salvation, we need to proceed cautiously. First, as the May 2010 Econ Journal Watch shows, we all bring our own political biases to the way we interpret economic theories. This is not surprising; after all the first authors on the subject of economics called their conclusions “political economy.” Secondly, and more importantly, we can ask if economics even is a science. Given the current economic crisis (which started from false assumptions related to housing [οἴκος and οἴκία]), a tentative answer to this question is in a February, 2010 Wall Street Journal.  It’s an op-ed by Russ Roberts (a research fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover Institute and professor of Economics at George Mason University as well as a distinguished scholar in the Mercatus Center) entitled: “Is the Dismal Science Really a Science?” He writes: “If economics is a science, it is more like biology than physics. Biologists try to understand the relationships in a complex system. . . We have the same problems in economics. The economy is a complex system our data are imperfect and our models inevitably fail to account for all the interactions.”

With an eye of what will be saying about the Economic Trinity and the economy of salvation, we must also recognized that these represent a complex system beyond our comprehension. We have no real “data” about God’s triadic ways save that which has been revealed in the one we call Jesus Christ. Furthermore, when the science of evolution undermines the possibility of an “Adam and Eve,” we realize that a theology built on such a “fact of the Fall” truly has failed “to account for all the transactions.” 
Given these cautions, Roberts does say something about the “science” of economics and economists that can be said of theology and theologians: 
The bottom line is that we should expect less of economists. Economics is a powerful tool, a lens for organizing one’s thinking about the complexity of the world around us. That should be enough. We should be honest about what we know, what we don’t know and what we may never know. Admitting that publicly is the first step toward respectability.


Building on Roberts’ earlier comments about it being best if we approach economics as involving “relationships in a complex system” we see that the same can be said of the Economist we call God. It’s the relationships within the Economic Trinity between the Many and the One and the way this God extended what I call God’s Family Business or Household into creation and, finally to humans in the economy of salvation, that finds fuller meaning when we approach both from the perspective of relationality. 

A. Economics 101


The English words "economy" and "economics" have their origin in the Greek words for house (οἴκος and οἴκία) and law or ordering (νόμος). Unlike the notion of “house” today, in the First Century Mediterranean world of Jesus, the house was not so much the building itself but the relationships taking place within it that gave rise to subsequent notions about God and salvation. In the households, persons related to each other vis-à-vis the available resources according to established cultural patterns, almost always hierarchically and patriarchically. An οἰκονόμος was "one who managed a household" while οἰκονομία involved "household management."

While Karl Marx had his own “economic trinity” in the form of land, labor, and capital, whether we study micro-economics or macro-economics, analytically or descriptively, philosophically or historically, almost all agree that, at its core, economics as a science studies a threefold reality: 1) persons, 2) resources and 3) their relationships. These are ordered, managed and structured in varying ways. The underlying issue in economics is not so much defined by the persons nor their available resources but the way those persons produce, distribute and consume those resources. Thus the basic definition of economics is the ordering of (scarce) resources among (competing) persons to meet either basic needs (as in a more socialistic model) or unlimited wants (as in a more free-market, capitalistic model). The fact that economics is not that concerned about the persons involved nor the available resources envisioned as much as the way they are ordered, we will see, has significant Trinitarian implications. Where theologians once approached discussions of the Trinity from the perspective of persons involving the Many (as in the East) or (as in the West) which began with the substance or what I will call the “Commonwealth” of the resources, we are now finding, with the stress on “communion” the need to approach the Trinity from the relationships that show how these Persons order their Commonwealth. 
Whether politically grounded in the poles of capitalism or socialism each has its own telos lurking beneath its theories as to what is the “best” way of ordering for the most people. Given the economic crisis that has impacted us (even here vis-à-vis our diminished numbers), it is more important than ever that we point to the Economic Trinity as the ultimate telos of all personal and social ordering whether it be in our economics, our politics or our church. With the Gallup people showing that all of these face a crisis of faith it’s critical that we bring a true understanding of God and faith as we theologians point to the telos  that should undergird not only these but all individual, group and social relationships if they are to contribute to creating the Common Good.
B. Trinity 1 and 3
In 1989 Orbis published my doctoral dissertation as House of Disciples: Church, Economics and Justice. Its thesis was that the dynamics/relationships associated with “house” (οἴκος /οἴκία) reveal the “assumed primary metaphor” in Matthew’s gospel.
 In that same year M. Douglas Meeks published God as Economist. Two years later Catherine Mowry LaCugna wrote her groundbreaking God for Us. They too proffered “house” to be the key theological metaphor.
 Meeks argued: “My claim is that, according to the faith shaped by the biblical traditions, the metaphor Economist is a decisive and appropriate way of describing the character and work of God.”
 Reclaiming theologia and oikonomia as compatible rather than opposed,
LaCugna wrote: “Household is an appropriate metaphor to describe the communion of persons where God and creature meet and unite and now exist together as one. The reign of God is the rule of love and communion; God’s economy is the history of this communion.” She concludes: “The salvation of the earth and of human beings is the restoration of the praise of the true living God, and the restoration of communion among persons and all creatures living together in a common household. The articulation of this vision is the triumph of the doctrine of the Trinity.”

At the time of Matthew not only the word but, more importantly, the relationships that revolved around the word “house” involved the same persons who create the basic unit of Rome’s political economy as well as ecclesial households at all levels. The house was the basic unit of the πόλις and the polis was the basic unit of the Empire or βασιλεία. When Jesus, in Matthew, sends his disciples to every οἴκία in the πόλις their message is the gospel of another βασιλεία: the rule or governance of a God of Trinitarian relatedness that brings about a new social order. This salvation from God rather than the Emperor would be defined by shalom. This gospel of peace and its modeling in his new family of ever-burgeoning disciples was ultimately recognized as so subversive to the existing political economy that the various leaders in that other βασιλεία conspired to kill him.
Before that killing, in the last use of the word οἴκία in Matthew (26:6-13), when Jesus, in the house (whose members defined the basic unit of both economic and religious activity), speaks of the “good” that the anonymous person did to his person in light of his projected need for burial anointing, we see her “doing good” to be both economic (a redistribution of the wealth) as well as religious: an example of the gospel economy that will extend salvation. This is clear from Jesus saying that “wherever this gospel is preached in the whole world, what she did will be told in memory of her” (Matt 26:10). Consequently we do well to take the “assumed primary metaphor” of the house and see its application to the “whole world.” When the woman relates to Jesus in the house as a person generously sharing her resources with him in light of his anticipated need, she becomes the model disciple as well as exemplar of evangelical living. In effect she not only proclaims the gospel of the Economic Trinity; she furthers the purposes of the economy of salvation itself. 

In summary, Jesus came with a gospel (of the Economic Trinity’s economy of salvation) for the whole world. Building on the notion of the house vis-à-vis the “whole world,” the good she did will be seen as an exemplar for our individual lives, our group life, our collective life and that of creation itself. As the metaphor of house is experienced in our dreams and by the mystics as an embodiment of the self, we can consider the self as “house” or an οικία. As the notion of the management or ordering (= νομός) of the οικία/οικος involves family and associational groupings, the resulting Trinitarian dynamics can be considered their οικονομία. At the level of the inhabited world, including its various institutional arrangements, we find the οικουμένη. Therefore its structures are best ordered when they promote the kind of justice in the form of “right relationships” that define the Economic Trinity. Finally, we can call the universe itself, including the relatedness of everyone and everything, the οικολογία. Therefore, if Jesus proclaimed the “gospel” of the kingdom of heaven/God and that his pattern of life ushered in the “economy of salvation,” we can say that this means he identified with the goal of patterning the economy of salvation on the dynamics of the Economic Trinity itself. The closer we model these same relationships among persons and resources in our personal, group, and institutional lives, the more the economy of salvation known as God’s Trinitarian will or reign on earth will be accomplished in us. However, to do this wholistically we need to start not with our individual selves, nor our groups nor our institutions; all must be at the service of what Sallie McFague alls “ecological economics.” This demands that we order our relationships at all levels beginning “with the viability of the whole community, in the assumption that only as it thrives now and in the future will its various members, including human beings, thrive as well.”
 The result will be the common good.

The goal of the “common good” that reflects the Commonwealth of the Economic Trinity brings me to the second section of my talk about the scriptural and theological understanding of “economics” as applied to the Economic Trinity and how humans participate in the “economy of salvation.” I do so aware that, at the time of Jesus and Paul the same actors that defined the notion of “house” as the basic unit of the entire political economy of the Roman βασιλεία also created the church insofar as religion was embedded in the political economy itself—and, that, at all levels.

II. Jesus’ Proclamation and Performance of the Gospel Revealing
a New “Business Model” of the Economic Trinity for the Economy of Salvation

Whether or not we will ever find scientifically the footprints of Trinitarian connectedness in creation or creatures, it is clear from Bonaventure’s Trinitarian theology that we can use the notions of circumincession and exemplarism to better understand that the person and proclamation of Jesus Christ clearly calls for everything on earth to be modeled on and be part of the “kingdom of God/the Heavenly Father.”
 Unfortunately the time allotted me does not allow me to develop these notions.
     A. Expanding Bonaventure’s Scriptural Reflection Regarding God’s Goodness
To Find Its Trinitarian Traces Reflected in the Human Desire to “Do Good”
Jesus never literally declared that everything on earth must reflect Trinitarian relatedness, yet a probe of his words finds a link among naming (as in “Father, Son and Holy Spirit”), kingdom and will of God that must come “on earth as it is in heaven” (Matt 19:29 [Lk 18:28-30). These speak to a Trinitarian “behavior [or mission] theology.”
 
Jesus’ “Jubilee Economics” envisioned on earth the dynamics of the Economic Trinity in heaven; these are probably clearer in Matthew than any of the other gospels, including Luke’s. We find its notions enshrined in the “Our Father” wherein Matthew’s Jesus uses the economic term for debts that need forgiveness (6:12) rather than Luke’s “indebtedness” as connoting sin (Lk. 11:4); chapter 11:2-6 not only parallels Luke’s use of the Suffering Servant text as the one bringing about a new economic order (see Lk. 4:16-19 [Is. []); it also indicates that this entails right theology as well as right practice; and finally, the notion of the “Reign/Rule/  Pattern of God/Trinity” in Matthew 18:23-35) involves two of the four signs meant to usher-in a structured re-ordering of the political economy as envisioned in Leviticus 25:8ff): release of the slaves and forgiveness of debts. In fine, Jesus’ “Jubilee Economics” for the house-churches echoes what we have come to know as the dynamics of the “Economic Trinity.” These dynamics must find their realization at all levels of life to fulfill the economy of salvation,
 God’s plan for the world to reflect its Maker.
This Trinitarian vision and mission (see Matt 28:16-20) got institutionalized primarily in the selection and formation of an alternative household of disciples that would be under the patronage of the patron in heaven rather than Rome. The way of life of its members would involve “doing good.”
Chapter 6 of The Soul’s Journey into God is entitled: “On Contemplating the Most Blessed Trinity in Its Name Which Is Good.” From his previous chapter, it is clear that Bonaventure’s stress on God’s Self-reality and consequent Self-revelation to us
 as Supreme Goodness
 which is diffused in creation as the “good” is understood from Jesus’ response (Matt 19:17; see Mk 10:18; Lk 18:19) to the “one [who] came up to him, saying, ‘Teacher, what good deed must I do, to have eternal life?’” In Matthew’s version, which I develop here, Jesus says “One there is who is good” (Matt 19:18).
 Grounding himself on God’s revelation of God’s “I am” to Moses (Exod. 3:14), Bonaventure, bases his reflections on Jesus use of the phrase “No one is good but God alone.” He states: “Damascence, therefore, following Moses, says that He who is is God’s primary name; Dionysius, following Christ, says that the Good is God’s primary name.”


Time does not permit me to discuss Damascene’s stress on God’s “I am” and how someone like Heribert Mühlen, showed how God’s “I am” identity necessarily involves relatedness to an Other who is equal as an “I am” in mutual self-giving. In the totality of their I-being-for-the-Other, a We is revealed.
 Because of these time constraints I will develop Bonaventure’s use of Dionysius. This will lead to the notions of God as “Good” and our human desire to “do good” as revealing the core construct of both how we are called to image relationships that reveal the dynamics of our Maker, the Economic Trinity in the Economy of Salvation.
B. The Matthean Gospel’s Approach to the Economy as “Doing Good”
I’d like to suggest that, while Bonaventure stresses the part of the biblical text that identifies the ultimate “good” with God, the fact that the one who questioned Jesus about eternal life did so from another dimension of the “good,” i.e., doing good (άγαθον ποιήσω). The text makes it clear that his desire to do good ultimately represents a desire to become godly. Such a desire for God involves, according to Bonaventure, a longing to be connected with “the highest good [which] must be self-diffusive” and, thus, also according to Bonaventure, Trinitarian. Thus the rich young man’s question “is no more than a center or point in relation to the immensity of the divine goodness” itself.
 

Expanding on God’s Goodness and the question about “doing good,” I would add that knowingly or unknowingly, the text articulates dynamics involved in the teleology of Genesis 26-28. We know its context is the Exile. Herein the freedom of the persons was denied because of slavery; they lacked the key resources of territory and Temple and, finally, their relationships were defined by power dynamics of domination. Within this context, God is revealed as the One who makes all creation, including males and females, in the divine image to be very good (Gen. 1:31). The one who is made to be very good thus seeks what good must be done to reflect God’s will. Agere sequitur esse evidences that the man’s desire to do good reveals something about himself as imaging God’s very goodness. Furthermore, given the representational character of the rich young man (because of his anonymity), because we ourselves are made in the image of God who is good, the question about doing good of the God who made us for that goal or purpose is at the heart of God’s economy of salvation. How we work this out will determine whether the “common” good is getting more perfected via patterns that proximate the dynamics of the Economic Trinity.
With Genesis 1’s teleological purposes in mind, further reflection on this Matthean passage shows that, when the man says that he has “done” the commandments but seeks to “go further,” Jesus links the notion of going further to God’s own perfection. Thus the telos of humankind is to be perfect (τέλειος) in the way the τέλειος of The-Goodness-Of-God-Communicated-As-Trinitarian-Relatedness has been revealed (Matt 5:48). The prime source of this revelation is in the words and the deeds of Jesus Christ and his gospel of the “Kingdom” or Trinitarian Connectedness/Communication. 
Given the peasant economy of Jesus’ day and the fact that any young man who would be rich would have that wealth because of inherited family connectedness, when Jesus invited him to be part of his new family of disciples he made it clear that such a “following” of him demanded that he reorder not only his resources but his personal, familial ties vis-à-vis those persons without resources. If he could do this, he would be perfecting his life on the pattern of what we call the Economic Trinity. 
While Matthew’s anonymous youth in Matthew 19 failed to reflect the τέλειος of God’s Trinitarian ways, in chapter 26, we’ve seen, another anonymous person does. This is found in the story of the woman who washed the feet of Jesus (Matt 26:6-13). She not only did something that Jesus defined as good (καλòν); he declared that “what she did” was “performance theology;” it witnessed to the heart of the gospel of the “kingdom of heaven.” She engaged the Other in his anticipated lack of resources, by sharing her resources on his behalf “while he was at table” in the house. Matthew’s Jesus canonizes her economic/religious activity as an embodiment of the “gospel” of the Economic Trinity that will bring about the economy of salvation. He declares: “Wherever this gospel is preached in the whole world, what she has done (i.e., her economic reordering of her resources toward the [anticipated] needed resource of Jesus) will be told in memory of her” (Matt 26:13).

It is critical that the context of this passage be highlighted here: in Matthew’s version, the “good deed” of the woman who engages Jesus in a clearly economic transaction (as indicated by his own followers) takes place “in the house;” furthermore it takes place while he is at table. However, as we can see from the whole structure of Matthew’s gospel this kind of “house-building” and communion is at the heart of the whole Gospel itself. 

“Doing good” in Matthew’s gospel, I have shown elsewhere, 
 is directly linked to four other notions: bearing fruit, producing a rich harvest, the harvest of justice and doing God’s will.
 Together these five notions reflect dynamics associated with bringing about the “Kingdom” (or rule, governance) of the Economic Trinity. Those who “do good” are part of the kingdom; those who do nothing to bring about good in the face of evil are “evildoers” (Matt 7:23; see Matt 25; 31-46).

C. The Matthean Gospel’s “Kingdom of God”

as the Governance of Trinitarian Relationships

The connection between Jesus’ proclamation of the Reign of God (which can also be called the Rule or Governance of the Economic Trinity that must come on earth as it is in heaven), begins in chapter 4. Upon hearing of the arrest of John the Baptist, Jesus withdraws in a way that finds the scriptures fulfilled in him (Matt 4:12-16). This empowers him to begin preaching: “Repent, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand” (Matt 4:17). Immediately after this he behaviorilizes at the micro-level this macro-message about the “kingdom” by calling Peter and Andrew and then James and John to inaugurate a new economic model or a new way of “doing business” in the way they reorder their family business defined by patriarchy to follow him as equals (Matt 4:18-22). No longer will their family business be modeled on “father” and “boats;” now it will be discovered in an alternative family of brothers and sisters under the one called the “heavenly Father. This form of discipleship represents a totally new kind of “domestic asceticism.”

Matthew’s gospel shows the members of Jesus’ new household exhibiting the same conflicts found in every human household in one form or another, including the kind of traditional power and rank dynamics that Mrs. Zebeddee advocated for her sons (Matt 20:20-21). Yet Jesus’ response to her and his arguing disciples also makes it clear that these ways of relating are no longer to be the norm among the members of his household: “It shall no longer be so among you” (Matt 20:26). Jesus’ political economy that begins in his new family and which must come on earth as it is in heaven is to be  structured with a different telos in mind: that of the Economic Trinity wherein all persons involved will be equal and the relationships they have will occur in a way wherein all will have full access to all resources, including power. 

This new social order at the micro-level of the empire becomes more clear in the very structure of Matthew’s gospel itself, especially when we consider the pivotal text of Matthew 12:46-50, the Gospel’s center. While the members of his traditional, patriarchal family are “outside” [the house] Jesus points to those who constitute his new household. Calling them “disciples,” he indicates that these (mothers, brothers and sisters) are so because they are doing the will of his “heavenly Father” (12:50). 
While Jesus here says who will be constituting his new household, this house has been undergoing construction ever since his calls to Peter and Andrew, James and John. It should not be surprising then, that when he shares with these disciples his vision of life via the Sermon on the Mount, he ends it by declaring that whoever puts his words into practice by “doing good” will be those who not only bring light into the house but do so in a way that has cosmic implications in the way that makes them salt of the earth and light of the world. He states: “Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good works and give glory to your Father who is in heaven” (Matt 5:16). Doing good is the original house-work; it all must be done to bring about the common good so that the world will mirror its original constitution.
D. The Economic Trinity as the Pattern for the Economy of Salvation
in Ephesians and Colossians

It is clear from an examination of the “primacy of Christ” passages found in what Benedict XVI has called the “twins”
--Ephesians 1:3-22 and Colossians 1:15-20--that the new order of the Trinity-Communicated-in-Christ is revelatory of God’s plan or economy for the salvation/peace of the world. The texts’ author refers to this plan of the Economic Trinity that became expressed in the “economy” or plan/will/stewardship of God (i.e., the Economic Trinity)
 for the universe. 
Pope Benedict XVI has said, in effect, that the economy of salvation is patterned on the “architecture” of the Economic Trinity. This involves, he said "a plan for the fullness of time, to unite all things in him, things in heaven and things on earth" (Eph. 1:10). He added that, “prominent in this ‘plan,’ in Greek ‘oikonomia,’ that is, in this harmonious plan of the architecture of being and existence, is Christ, head of the body of the Church, but also axis that recapitulates in himself ‘all things, things in heaven and things on earth.’“
 A further link between God’s plan for the world in the “economy of salvation” and the [Economic] Trinity was made earlier this year when the Pope stated: “The ‘Program’ of God’s Plan which is valid for every follower of Christ . . . is centered on Christ himself, who must be known, loved and imitated to live in Him the Trinitarian life, and, with Him, to transform history to its fulfillment in the heavenly Jerusalem.”
 
From our understanding of God as Trinitarian and God’s vision for human creatures to be made in the image of God (i.e., Trinity), it follows that an authentic theological anthropology will have as its goal 1) the dignity of the person realized in freedom; 2) the commonwealth shared by all in a way wherein there are no needs so that 3) the relationships among the persons vis-à-vis the resources are ordered for the purpose of communion. From this it follows that, to ensure #1 there can be no discrimination among the persons at any level of life; to realize #2 there can be no deprivation vis-à-vis the goods of the commonwealth; and, finally, that, to enable ##1 and 2 to be realized relationships there must be communion rather than domination. If any form of discrimination, domination or deprivation would be structured into the relationships they would be “untrinitarian” They would not only undermine the commonwealth or common good; they would denigrate the personal perfection to which all human beings are called to share together. Pope John XXIII said that the common good is “the sum total of those conditions of social living, whereby men are enabled more fully and more readily to achieve their own perfection.”
 And this “universal call to perfection,” will be an icon of God’s perfection to the degree the community reflects Trinitarian relatedness.
Margaret Farley wrote as early as 1975 that the Trinity should be the moral icon for human relationships at all levels.
 Given such a theological anthropology based on Trinitarian relatedness, some basic moral principles, as enshrined in Catholic Social Teaching should follow logically. Building on what we’ve said thus far we can then conclude, first of all, that the freedom of the social body cannot be undermined by the individualism of a few members. Secondly, the need for basic resources for the whole cannot be denied by the wants of the few. Finally, the goal of communio in the relationships among the members cannot take place when power among them is in the control of the few.
 

It was Jesus, as revealed in the gospels that offers us basic insights into the notion of the Trinity. However, it was the historical Jesus (in his self-giving love) who became the Christ and it is this Christ, not Jesus, that serves as the connector between the Trinity and Humanity. The “I am” that was Jesus became the Christ. It is in this Christ who, like the Trinity, can never be defined as male nor female, Jew nor Gentile, that we find our Trinitarian identity. Thus in the same text that notes the new order that comes with the resurrected Christ, Paul tells us that the gospel Jesus proclaimed will come to its fullest expression in us when we are each “morphed” into the Christ, the image of the invisible, Trinitarian God (see Gal. 3:19). If anyone is “in” this Christ and this Christ is in them, Trinitarian as well as cosmic relatedness ushers in a new created order (see 2 Cor. 5:17-21). The old order of patriarchy and control has been put to death; now, whoever is in Christ constitutes a Trinitarian Family of equals under God the Economist. This insight led someone like Francis of Assisi to call everyone and everything as brother and sister. Furthermore, in self-giving love, he felt called to “be subject to them” in a way that would define a new haustafel. Consequently, Ilia Delio writes: “one who lives in Christ no longer calls Christ by the name of Jesus but by the name of ‘brother’ and ‘sister.’ To live in the experience of Christ is to live in the experience of relatedness, to be a member of the cosmic family, because Christ is the Word of God through whom all things are related.”

III. The Challenge of Theologians/Trinilogians

to Ensure the Integrity of the Trinitarian Vision,

Especially in Their Own Religious Institutions

Last November, Pope Benedict XVI discussed the Trinitarian theologies of Hugh and Richard of St. Victor. He concluded his thoughts with an insight I will use to open this final section. “The Trinity is truly perfect communion! How the world would change if in families, in parishes and in all other communities relationships were lived following always the example of the three Divine Persons, where each one lives not only with the other, for the other and in the other.”
 
From this papal teleology, it’s clear that theology needs to do a better job of de-linking discourses about the Trinity from categories defined by East and West, substances and essences, and even traditional philosophical and metaphysical treatises about the “one and the many” to stress the need for God’s Trinitarian “economy” for the world to find their expression in every-day life relationships at all levels. I am also aware that, until recently, much of our theologizing on the Trinity has reflected unconscious or, God forbid, unconscious biases of unaccountable hierarchy, blatant patriarchy and abusive clericalism. Theologians like LaCugna and Jürgen Moltmann have clearly shown how such “theologizing” that stresses “the One” rather than “the Three” can undermine not just the theological project but sustain unjust ecclesiastical structures. Moltmann writes:

As long as the unity of the triune God is understood monadically or subjectivistically, and not in Trinitarian terms, the whole cohesion of a religious legitimation of political sovereignty continues to exist. It is only when the doctrine of the trinity vanquishes the monotheistic notion of the great universal monarch in heaven, and his divine patriarchs in the world, that earthly rules, dictators and tyrants cease to find any justifying religious archetypes any more.

Having said this, I am not unaware of Catherine Mowry LaCugna cautions against “projecting” Trinitarian relationships onto human ones as a way to support “a hierarchical or egalitarian vision.” When either an overstress on “monē archē or triadikē archē takes place, theology and theologians become “blind to their own ideological construction of reality, likewise supposedly rooted in the nature of God’s inner life.”
 Arguing for a “Christian Trinitarian monotheism” she concludes that, had we adapted this balanced model, “a different political and social order likewise would have prevailed.”
 


With LaCugna’s caution in mind, we need to know that Jesus’ vision of the reign of what we have called the Economic Trinity brought him into controversy with the religious leaders of his day. Also, the fact that he created a new “business” model of organization in contrast to the prevailing underlying metaphor of hierarchy and patriarchy as the model for house-ordering cannot be discounted. Further yet, in his link of discipleship with a way of economic modeling that he held up to his followers as a way of being “perfect in the way” the heavenly Father is perfect (i.e., Trinitarian) must ground all our understanding and execution of relationships at all levels on earth—as it is in heaven. If Jesus created a new business model this meant he called for a new way of religious-belonging. 
If the Church, especially if, in its Catholic version, is to be a sacrament of God the Economist, it must reflect the Economic Trinity at all its levels, especially in the way it becomes salt of the earth and light of the world. This involves words and deeds that promote the dignity of every person as equals, the resources of its Commonwealth (from organizational to sacramental) available to all with relationships of power ensuring that there will be no more abuse of that power to protect interests, structures and dynamics that are untrinitarian and, to that degree, ungodly, and, to that degree, sinful. This is my conclusion of what Pope Benedict XVI envisioned in Caritas in Veritate. He said:  

The reciprocal transparency among the divine Persons is total and the bond between each of them complete, since they constitute a unique and absolute unity. God desires to incorporate us into this reality of communion as well: “that they may be one even as we are one” (Jn 17:22). The Church is a sign and instrument of this unity. Relationships between human beings throughout history cannot but be enriched by reference to this divine model. In particular, in the light of the revealed mystery of the Trinity, we understand that true openness does not mean loss of individual identity but profound interpenetration.

Lászlo Lukács writes: “What has been said about the Triune God who is love and is not an abstract formula: real communion is perfect communication. It is proclaimed, cherished and carried by the church even if it is not carried out in its full form.” However, given what we have said about the teleological goal of the Trinitarian perfectedness toward which humanity itself must be moving, it is clear that the Church  should be the primary exemplar of how these Trinitarian dynamics are to be evidenced in the life and structures of the Church itself.
 He explains:

Living fully human means to live in communion (i.e., in communication) with others both on the micro level of private life and on the macro level of social life. The church by its origin and essence and goal is/should be a communication-communio. With its very existence, with its mistakes and frailties, with its efforts for a better communion, but first of all with its continuous proclamation and presentation of the loving communion of the Holy Trinity it can offer a model and a companion to the society in its effort to change into a genuine communications society and to the individuals to fulfill their self-development in strengthening their loving relationships, their communications with others.

This year’s CTSA conference theme is Theology’s Prophetic Commitments. This implies that theology involves a “prophetic commitment.” If this be so, our theological task is to ensure fidelity to a vision of God that leads to fuller worship of that God. I believe a model for doing this is found in the archetypal story of Isaiah’s prophetic call.

As we consider Isaiah, it’s good to recall that he was a priest; part of the “holy priesthood.” As such he had a “culturally received” understanding of what holiness meant. However this got upended with his epiphany of God’s true holiness. This made him immediately aware of how he and everything around him failed to measure up to this holiness. Indeed he and his people were sinful (Is. 6).
 
The theologian’s prophetic commitment is to be faithful to the vision; not an institution. The task of the trinilogian is to ensure orthodoxy and orthopraxy vis-à-vis the Economic Trinity and how Its pattern is to be worked out in the economy of salvation. As theologians this demand should lead us to critique our own lives, our communities and our organizations in Its light and let our light shine before all in the house so that God’s Trinitarian Goodness might be diffused more clearly to the ends of the world. This is especially incumbent on us whenever we find ourselves part of a church that may be constitutively Trinitarian but becomes organizationally untrinitarian. We must apply to the church the same principles of Catholic Social Teaching we apply to other structures. In other words, when structures exist that undermine the integrity of every person realized in freed because of their various forms of discrimination, they must be exposed as untrinitarian and ungodly and, therefore, sinful. Likewise when the resources of the commonwealth of the church are denied some who image God because their image is female rather than male we must define such deprivation as untrinitarian, ungodly and sinful. And, finally, when the relationships are not ordered in a way that ensures equality but results in domination of one group over another in a way that disempowers them, these structures and patterns must be declared untrinitarian, ungodly and, sinful. Truly, with Isaiah, from this understanding of God’s Trinitarian holiness, we are sinful ourselves; but we also live among a sinful people. 
When we find patterns and structures manifesting untrinitarian dynamics, especially if they occur in our own church, we should not be afraid to practice the truth in love in order to make those communities (including the institutional church) more Trinitarian (see Eph. 4:15). Furthermore when we become convinced that the economy of salvation is being co-opted by another “gospel” that is un-trinitarian, and of the flesh rather than the Spirit, we must be faithful to the legacy of Paul with the Galatians and expose it as ungodly and, therefore, sinful. Finally, if any organizations are structured in an untrinitarian form, especially religious ones, and are buttressed by an appeal to “God” and “God’s will” that justifies this injustice, our task as theologians is to unmask that idolatry and replace its gods with a God that is credible. Faith seeking understanding demands nothing less. 
The integrity of the theological process is at stake; so is the integrity of the Economic Trinity we call God.
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