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Abstract: Eastern Orthodox Christianity and Chinese evangelicals have rarely interacted. Even
if it seems that Eastern Orthodox Christianity and its theology have hardly influenced Chinese
evangelicals in the past, this article demonstrates the possibility that Orthodox theology can still
indirectly transform Confucian-influenced Chinese evangelicals. Moltmann, a great contemporary
Protestant theologian, is influenced deeply by Stăniloae, a great modern Eastern Orthodox theologian,
particularly in the development of social trinitarian theology in Eastern Orthodox heritage. Moltmann
argues that social trinitarian anthropology can prevent the social and individual problems appeared in
the societies shaped by either individualism or collectivism. Selfhood is one academic language used
to discuss this relationship between the self and society. Despite modernization and westernization,
contemporary Chinese people are still deeply influenced by Confucian models of relational selfhood.
Even for Chinese evangelicals who had converted years ago, their way of thinking and behavior
might be as much Confucian as biblical. The Confucian-influenced collectivist mindset may lead to
problematic selfhood and more challenging interpersonal relationships. This article uses Orthodox
theology via Moltmann’s social trinitarian, Stăniloae-inspired approach to develop an alternative
relational selfhood for contemporary Chinese Christians.

Keywords: Moltmann; Stăniloae; Eastern Orthodox; Chinese evangelicals; collectivism; social trini-
tarian anthropology; Confucian-influenced/Ru-influenced; repressed form of self; relational selfhood

1. Introduction

The Orthodox Christian church is the third-largest Christian faith in the world. How-
ever, it Orthodox Christians are an exceedingly small minority among Chinese Christians,
living in Mainland China,1 Hong Kong, Macau, or Taiwan. Only about 0.015% of Christians
in this area, and 0.02% among evangelicals, identify as members of an Orthodox church
(Mandryk 2010, pp. 215–16, 252–53, 256, 259). Consequently, Orthodox Christianity and
its theology are very alien to Chinese evangelicals. There is hardly direct contact between
the Orthodox church and Chinese evangelicals. However, Orthodox influence can still
occur in an indirect way. Applying the findings of the author’s PhD thesis (Hwang 2018)
to further development and research, this paper will introduce a tentative proposal to
show how Orthodox theology can still indirectly influence Confucian-influenced Chinese
evangelicals. This proposal is about how social trinitarian theology, in the Eastern Ortho-
dox heritage (Mosser 2009, p. 132), is transmitted from Dumitru Stăniloae (1903–1993),
through Jürgen Moltmann (1926–), and then can be applied to transform the Confucian/Ru-
influenced selfhood of Chinese evangelical Christians. In this article, Ruism/Confucianism,
Ru/Confucian, Ruist/Confucianist, and Ruification/Confucianization refer to the same
tradition or set of traditions. Confucianism and related terms are sometimes seen as a
mistranslation of a larger cultural, philosophical, and religious tradition, emphasizing the
personhood of Confucius. By contrast, the Chinese word for the term, ru, is much broader
and more inclusive. Therefore, in the contemporary, or post-traditional, context, where Ru-
inspired Chinese is broader, the term Ruism/Ruist, rather than Confucianism/Confucian,
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serves as a more pertinent and helpful description. Besides, it is notable that some parts of
the explanation and description of the proposal in this paper are given in a brief synop-
sis. The author’s exploration in greater depth and longer discussion with comprehensive
interdisciplinary references can be seen in his previous works.

2. How and in Which Area Moltmann Was Influenced by Stăniloae
2.1. Who Is Jürgen Moltmann?

Jürgen Moltmann is a world-famous and influential German (evangelical) Reformed
theologian who is currently a professor emeritus at the University of Tübingen. He was
once the pastor of the Evangelical Church of Bremen-Wasserhorst (Neal 2009, p. 368), the
editor of the periodical Evangelische Theologie (Moltmann 2009, p. 201), and the president
of the Society for Evangelical Theology in Germany (Moltmann 2009, p. 254), and was con-
ferred the first honorary doctorate by the Nicaraguan Evangelical University (Moltmann
2009, p. 370). However, he is not viewed as an evangelical theologian by all evangelical the-
ologians, mainly Anglophonic ones (Chung 2012a), due to his “ecumenical”, “revisionist”,
and “liberationist” theological position (Chung 2012b, p. 1; Buxton 2012, p. 65). (Confus-
ing things further is the fact that the German term Evangelical is often used generically
to describe Protestants.) Undoubtedly, as indicated in his autobiography, A Broad Place
(Moltmann 2009), and his Experiences in Theology (Moltmann 2000)—the summary of his
journey of theology—Moltmann does not confine his theological discussion to the area
of evangelical theology. He is not only open to engaging ecumenically with traditional
theologies from both Eastern Orthodox and Roman Catholic churches but is also willing to
discuss questions from a great variety of contemporary theologies, including charismatic
theology, liberation theology, and public theology. Although Moltmann’s evangelical status
is beyond the scope of this paper, his theology has influenced evangelicalism, especially
Chinese evangelicals, because more than fifteen of his books have been translated and
published in Chinese, mainly by the evangelical publishers in Taiwan and Hong Kong.

Besides his famous work Theology of Hope (Moltmann 1967) and his prominent es-
chatology, Moltmann is, in particular, a contemporary pioneer in the Latin-based Church
tradition, including Catholic and Protestant Churches, in paying attention to the social
trinitarian doctrine—whose model of the Trinity “begin[ning] with God’s threeness, defines
the divine essence generically, and is fond of multi-person social analogies of the Trinity”
(Mosser 2009, p. 132), is highly valued in the Eastern Orthodox Church tradition due
to its “rejection of filioque” (Nalunnakkal 2005, p. 11)—and extending it to develop his
interpretations of relational selfhood (Grenz 2001, p. 16). Moltmann (1981, p. 189) traced
this concept of social Trinity back to “the Cappadocian doctrine of the Trinity”. Although
there are other contemporary scholars who also argue for the social model of the Trinity,
their interpretations vary considerably. Besides, Moltmann is one of the few based on the
doctrine of the imago Dei, and social trinitarian theology develops a comprehensive and
profound social trinitarian anthropology in his interpretation, in which the eschatological
perspective of his social Trinitarian theology is very essential in the “becoming” dimension
of human selfhood (Moltmann 1981, p. 216f). Furthermore, Moltmann might be the only
social trinitarian theologian who engages himself in understanding Chinese culture and
dialoguing with Daoism and Ruism in his works (Moltmann 1989, pp. 87–101, 1998, 2008b).

2.2. Who Is Dumitru Stăniloae?

Dumitru Stăniloae was appreciated by both Moltmann and other Western theologians
and Orthodox theologians as one of the modern greats in Orthodox theology (Juhász 1979,
p. 752; Moltmann 2014, p. 37; Toma 2014, pp. 12–16; Munteanu 2015, pp. 25–32). The
main task of this Romanian theologian, the late professor at the Theological Institute of
Bucharest (Juhász 1979, p. 752), was to promote patristic theology, namely early Christian
theology during the first five centuries, establishing “contemporary neo-patristic theology,”
namely, “a creative return to the patristic theology” (Croitoru 2019, p. 89), and producing
“existential personalism” and “neo-patristic revival” in both Orthodox and the Western
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theologies (Louth 1997, pp. 261–62; Toma 2014, pp. 10, 16), and confront with and solve
man’s modern problems (Juhász 1979, p. 747). As “a link between East and West” by
bridging “the cultural gap” between them with “trinitarian spirituality” (Toma 2014,
pp. 14–15, 21–22; Munteanu 2015, pp. 30, 32), his significant contribution to both western
and orthodox theologies is of Trinitarian, Pneumatological, ecumenical, ecological, and
trinitarian anthropological theology (Stăniloae 1994, pp. 53–78, 2000, pp. 65–112, 2012;
Miller 2000, pp. 25–54; Bordeianu 2010; Munteanu 2015, pp. 26–27).

2.3. The Influence of Stăniloae on Moltmann’s Development of Social Trinitarian Theology

Compared to Moltmann, Dumitru Stăniloae is not as world-famous and influential as
Moltmann. However, his influence on Moltmann is second only to Karl Barth (Moltmann
2014, p. 30). Moltmann had engaged in the ecumenical movement as a member of the World
Council of Churches (WCC) since 1963. Through attending the Klingenthal Conferences
of 1978 and 1979 on the “filioque” problem in the doctrine of the Trinity (Moltmann 2014,
pp. 30–36),2 he and Stăniloae began a fifteen-year journey of deep friendship—like son
and father, as Moltmann describes—and theological conversation (Moltmann 2014, p. 30).
Thanks to Stăniloae, Orthodox theology became more and more important for Moltmann
in the second half of his life. As a result, Moltmann is convinced that Western theology
will still be able to learn a great deal from this wonderful Eastern theology of its own
(Moltmann 2014, p. 30).

Influenced by Stăniloae’s richer trinitarian understanding of the coming of the Holy
Spirit than the controversial “filioque” formula could provide, the theologians in the
Klingenthal Conferences reached an agreement to recommend that the Western churches
delete the “filioque” from the creed and that both Eastern and Western theologians continue
to work to develop the trinitarian mystery of God (Moltmann 2014, pp. 34–35). Based
on this new insight, Moltmann then developed a “social doctrine of the Trinity” in his
The Trinity and the Kingdom of God: The Doctrine of God (Moltmann 1981)—its original
German version was published in 1980 (Munich: Chr. Kaiser). Later, he developed a
“holistic pneumatology” under the title The Spirit of Life: A Universal Affirmation (Moltmann
1992)—its original German version was published in 1991 (Munich: Chr. Kaiser).

The most important foundation of Moltmann’s social trinitarian doctrine is based
on Patristic theologians’ understanding of the concept of “the sociality of the three divine
Persons”, namely perichoresis—divine communion (Moltmann 1981, p. 198, emphasis
original, thereafter, “eo”). This is also what Staniloae emphasizes in his doctrine of the
Trinity, from which he develops his theology of love (Stăniloae 1994, chp. Ten; Moltmann
2014, p. 37). The author finds that this insight into perichōrēsis keeps Moltmann’s social
triune God distinguishable and distinctive from either God as three modes of being or
God as the supreme substance. He (Moltmann 2008a, pp. 372–75) pinpoints three in-
dispensable elements in the perichoretic existence and relationships between the three
persons of the Triune God: unity; diversity; and equality (non-hierarchical symmetry).3

Based on this foundation and Christology, Moltmann develops first his concept of the “open
Trinity” to interpret the gracious relationship between the Triune God and sinful humans
(Moltmann 1977, pp. 55, eo; 1981, pp. 90–96; 1985, p. 242). Through the doctrine of the
image of God based on the doctrine of social Trinity and his open Trinity, he establish
his comprehensive social trinitarian anthropology to interpret the perichoresis-oriented in-
terpersonal relationships among human persons, derived from a functional template—the
image of the Trinity: the perichoretic relationships between the three persons of the Tri-
une God (Stăniloae 1980, p. 36; Moltmann 1985, pp. 215–43). Unity, diversity, and equality
(non-hierarchical symmetry) are also the elements of such a community, and this community
is an “open community”—namely “open friendship” in Moltmann’s term (Moltmann 1978,
pp. 50–63)—and a community of grace in the author’s term—namely, “the Community of
the Free” in Moltmann’s term (Moltmann 1981, pp. 198–211).4

It is notable that Moltmann (1990, pp. 269–71, 1992, p. 254) presents his trinitarian
theological anthropology as an alternative synthesis between collectivism (prevailing more
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in Eastern Asian countries)—where the self tends to be soluble in relationships—and
individualism (dominating more in Western Anglo-European countries)—where the self
tends to be autonomous and separate.

There is more evidence to show that Moltmann’s interpretations of social trinitarian
doctrine are inspired or influenced by Orthodox theology/Stăniloae. For example, Molt-
mann’s usage of the term “inter-subjectivity” to describe the divine unity (Stăniloae 1980,
p. 94; 1994, pp. 260–78; Moltmann 2008a, p. 374). Moltmann’s explanation of the Divine
personal differences also shows this influence: “the very difference of the three Persons
lies in their relational, perichoretically consummated life process” (Stăniloae 1980, p. 258;
Moltmann 1981, p. 175). In addition, when Moltmann refers to humans’ intimacy with God
in terms of the Eastern Orthodox emphasis on theosis (Moltmann 1985, pp. 228–29), espe-
cially as the ground for liberation from “the pressure of the world,” he relies on Stăniloae’s
claims (Moltmann 1985, pp. 228–29; Charry 1998, p. 106; Stăniloae 2000, pp. 89, 191–200).

3. Problematic Selfhood and Interpersonal Relationships Appears in
Confucian-Influenced Chinese Evangelicals

Relational ethics dominates almost all the codes of conduct, interpersonal relationships,
and value systems in post-traditional Ru-influenced Chinese societies.5 Since the 1970s,
the problem of selfhood and social repression has been seen as contributing to “personality
disorders or other psychological and social problems” (Wong 2001, pp. 2, 24, 31), including
suicide (Zhang et al. 2004, pp. 431, 435–36).6 This has been identified as a product of
Ruist relational ethics in a growing number of non-Ruist scholars’ studies.7 These include
both theoretical and empirical research, produced in the realm of interdisciplinary social
science studies, including, but not limited to, (socio-)psychological, sociological, historical,
(psychological) anthropological, medical, and even business studies.8 Drawing from and
integrating the findings in an extensive literature review of these studies, the author, in
another journal article (Hwang 2017, p. 105), adopted the phrase “repressed form of self” to
integrate and describe a common critique, by scholars, of the Ruist self in post-traditional
Ru-influenced Chinese societies.

This problem is produced in post-traditional Ru-influenced Chinese contexts of a
relational selfhood resulting from some Ruist cultural elements: familism (Ru-based collec-
tivism), an ingrained Ru-influenced hierarchical social structure, the absence of transcendent
external creator God, and a strong ideology and practice of moral self-cultivation (Hwang
2018, pp. 41–63). Although this problematic selfhood and these causative Ruist elements
have been identified by social science studies since the 1970s, some notable post-traditional
Ruists, such as Weiming Tu (1985, p. 13), do not regard this problematic selfhood as the
product of orthodox Ruist traditions or as native to orthodox Ruism. It is interesting that,
although the New Ruist Weiming Tu (1976, pp. 52–54) criticizes the problem of collectivism,
in a general sense, like those scholars, what he advocates for is actually a self with the
same problematic characteristics. In his Ruist understanding, social roles are assigned,
individual autonomy and subjectivity are restrained, and dominance is asserted. In other
words, Tu’s account of New Ruist relational selfhood fails to disprove scholarly critics re-
garding Ru-based collectivism. His so-called orthodox Ruist version of relational selfhood
is essentially the same as the version criticized by social science scholars in post-traditional
Ru-influenced contexts. For example, Tu (1985, pp. 8–9) maintains that the distinctions
between self and society are unimportant in traditional Chinese or post-traditional Ruist
thinking because he (Tu 1985, p. 82, eo) argues that the boundary between “individual
and society” should vanish, and even the usage of the word “self” as well as first person
pronouns should be “reconsidered”. Hall and Ames (1998, p. 42), Hawaii Ruists describe
this similar vision of Ruist selfhood in detail:9

In the classical Chinese language, there is no distinction between the first person
singular, I, and the first person plural, we. An I is always a we. Equally significant
. . . is the absence . . . of any explicit and consistent distinction between the
subjective I/we and the objective me/us. The I/we is embedded in the me/us.
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Even if such an assertion can be criticized as being too over-generalized and reduc-
tionist, it is still noted as a claim that requests some serious consideration. This is exactly
one of the reasons Xuewei Zhai翟學偉 (Zhai 2010, p. 204) offers for why there are very
few studies focusing on the Chinese self.10 He generalizes that, in comparison with “the
Western one,” “the Chinese individual self” is not as emphasized or important as a Chinese
cultural characteristics, and so is not considered to be worthy of study (ibid.).11 However,
it is notable that this problematic selfhood and the problem it produces is not unique to,
but fortified in, Ru-influenced cultural contexts.

Ruification/Confucianization is a quite common phenomenon among contemporary
Chinese, even Christians, because contemporary Chinese people and societies are still
consciously and unconsciously influenced by Ruism. This phenomenon also appears
among other East Asian Christians (Koh 1996; Oh 2003, p. 132; Lee 2006). The Ruification
phenomenon of Christians’ values, mindsets, and behavioral modes includes legalistic
readings of scripture, emphasizing moral teachings and admonitions in sermons. In
these scholars’ readings, this leads to a “repressed form of the self”, problematic lack
of individuation, and interpersonal relationship problems. These predominate in Ru-
influenced Chinese Christian evangelical contexts due to Ruification. These observations
are echoed in the work of many scholars. Confirmations are found in works by Cheming
Tan陳濟民 (Tan 1988, pp. 18–21), Andrew Chiu丘恩處 (Chiu 1999, pp. 222–23), Fènggǎng
Yáng楊鳳崗 (Yáng 2004), and Leechen Tsai蔡麗貞 (Tsai 2014, p. 205), as well as foreign
scholars and missionaries, such as Wright Doyle (2006, 2011), Jackson Wu (2011b), and
Wendell W. Friest (2013, p. 199).This is a relatively new approach and only two studies by
Chinfen Yu余錦芬 and Yuting Huang黃郁婷 (Yu and Huang 2009) and Zhuōjiā Lı̌李卓
嘉 (Lı̌ 2013) involve the Ruification phenomenon among Chinese evangelical Christians.
Both verify the existence of this phenomenon. However, these shared observations still
need further development through the use of relevant ethnographic studies.12 It is notable
that the Ruification of Christianity has become a political means to restrain and control
the development of Christianity in Mainland China in its new religious policy, initially
formulated by Jìnpíng Xí習近平 in 2016 (Song 2016).

Accordingly, social trinitarian anthropology is offered as a potential alternative to
relational selfhood, which is quite new to Chinese evangelical Christians,13 and might ben-
efit post-traditional Ru-influenced Chinese, including Ru-influenced Chinese evangelical
Christians.

4. How Social Trinitarian Anthropology Has Been Engaged in Transforming
Ru-Influenced Chinese Evangelicals

After affirming the Ruist predicament in this problem through critically analyzing Tu
Weiming’s interpretation of Ruism, the author’s theoretical study explores Moltmann’s
Christian social trinitarian account of relational selfhood to see whether, or to what extent,
it can be a potential alternative solution to the problem of the repressed form of self in
post-traditional Ru-influenced Chinese through a comprehensive analysis of the essential
distinctness in Tu’s and Moltmann’s presuppositions and claims.

According to Moltmann’s interpretation of social trinitarian anthropology, one’s iden-
tity is made secure by gracious moral cultivation,14 moral transformation by Christ’s saving
and transforming grace, in contrast to Ruist moral transformation by oneself, namely,
moral self-cultivation, granted by the triune God but not by moral self-cultivation, so as
to earn worthiness of social relationships. Besides this, in Moltmann (1992, p. 259, eo)
interpretation, “the moral purpose of changing the world”, which is the ultimate purpose of
achievement-oriented Ruist moral cultivation (Tu 1990, pp. 74, 123, 177), is not considered
as “the motive” for gracious moral cultivation. Instead, it expresses how the triune God
made itself “wide open for the others” (Moltmann 1992, p. 259, eo). Therefore, Tu’s moral
self-cultivation and Moltmann’s gracious moral cultivation are two essentially different
life-transforming approaches, which exclude each other. The author succinctly summarizes
Moltmann’s gracious moral cultivation in this way.
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The realization of a real self for any person is by the promise, grace, and works of the
triune God, through the embedded imago Dei [(image of God)], namely the imago Trinitatis
[(image of Trinity)]. This is God’s work within human beings, a messianic redeeming and
reconciling imago Christi [(image of Christ)], promising a hope for the transforming gloria
Dei [(glory of God)] that is fulfilled for future fellowship with God and others in Christ
(Moltmann 1981, 1985).

That is to say, Moltmann’s social trinitarian account of relational selfhood is based on
humans’ status as both being, namely existent, and becoming, namely transformable, as the
imago Trinitatis. The author further highlights the concrete difference between these two
moral cultivations in practice.

In Moltmann’s account of gracious moral cultivation, wisdom, holiness, and morality
are the outcomes of a renewed image and likeness of God, bestowed to human beings in
the New Creation. In contrast, in Tu’s accounts of traditional and post-traditional Ruist
ethics, it is promoted that they are the outcomes of pursuing moral self-cultivation through
ceaseless activity. However, the outcomes are unattainable and unrealistic idealism, as the
other New Ruist Shuhsien Liu (1987, pp. 228–30) admits.

As mentioned above, the community in Moltmann’s social trinitarian account is “an
open community of grace. According to the perichoresis-oriented template from God’s
social trinitarian relationships, this community is framed within its relationship with the
open Trinity. Accordingly, this open community cultivates open relational selves, namely an
orientation towards ontological equality among individuals in relation, a dynamic balance
between the diversity of each individual and the unity of the community. Although in the
functional social order of that community, each individual has their different duties and roles,
they are ontologically equal. As a result, sincere and appropriately assertive expressions of
self, mutual respect and submission, as well as direct and effective communication, can
happen in such a community. Therefore, such a community also provides ways to overcome
manipulative, demanding, coercive, co-dependent, hurting, and broken interpersonal
relationships. Besides, in addition to a relational foundation, the absolute and objective
value of the self in this open community is grounded in an external transcendent reference
point—the triune God, instead of society, as in Tu Weiming’s Ruist account.

Therefore, by offering relational options that do not demand a repressively socially
imposed idealized morality, such a community is helpful to reveal the true person, without
the continual need for negative masking, and so is able to liberate the repressed form of
the self.

Although scholars such as Bellah (1980 and 1982, cited in Tu 1990, p. 8) are concerned
with the problems caused by both individualism and collectivism, an individual person
is undoubtedly never impervious to his/er own communal relationships, in which s/he
is always embedded. Therefore, Moltmann’s social trinitarian anthropology, as a spe-
cial synthesis of the good elements of both individualism and collectivism, might fulfill
this universal hope among scholars. The problems of the repressed form of self among
post-traditional Ru-influenced Chinese Christians are closely related to problems of their
personal development, especially before their conversion. It can be found that Moltmann’s
account of relational selfhood might nurture a transforming vision for personal develop-
ment within Ru-influenced familial and communal settings. Consequently, Moltmann’s
theoretical approach might also provide a foundation for counselling, transformative psy-
chology, and integrative psychotherapy, so as to liberate individuals and communities
suffering from repressive social impositions.

In sum, in facing to the problem of a repressed form of self among post-traditional Ru-
influenced Chinese evangelical Christians, Moltmann’s Christian social trinitarian account
of relational selfhood offers a concrete and promising alternative solution. It then becomes
possible to liberate the repressed form of self and replace repressive social impositions
with Moltmann’s open relational options. The beneficial contribution of social trinitarian
anthropology to post-traditional Ru-influenced Chinese, including Chinese evangelical
Christians, is argued for because it provides a solution to liberating the repressed form of
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self by developing and cultivating a different “relational selfhood.” For Chinese evangelical
Christians, the social trinitarian doctrine is not intended to replace their current trinitarian
theology but to enrich it, because they need a Christian theological “relational selfhood.”

In the proposal this paper presents, Moltmann’s social trinitarian account of relational
selfhood is proposed as an alternative solution to the repressed form of self that occurs in
post-traditional Ru-influenced Chinese, including evangelical Christians. This shows how
Orthodox theology can indirectly help to transform Ru-influenced Chinese evangelicals via
Moltmann’s Stăniloae-inspired approach. Undoubtedly, will take time to see how much
Orthodox theology will influence Chinese evangelicals, and further empirical research is
needed to verify how beneficial this social trinitarian anthropology will be for Ru-influenced
Chinese evangelical Christians.

5. Conclusions

Eastern Orthodox Christianity and Chinese evangelicals have rarely interacted. Even if
it seems that Eastern Orthodox Christianity and its theology have little influenced Chinese
evangelicals in the past, the author’s study forms a tentative proposal for how Orthodox
theology can still indirectly transform Ru-influenced Chinese evangelicals through Dumitru
Stăniloae’s influence on Jürgen Moltmann.

In the same way, Orthodox theology might, through Moltmann’s social trinitarian an-
thropology of relational selfhood, influence contemporary Ru-influenced Japanese, Korean,
and Vietnamese evangelicals.

Funding: This research received no external funding.
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Notes
1 Most Orthodox Christians and churches are mainly in “Heilongjiang, Inner Mongolia, Xinjiang minority regions or

Beijing” of Northern China due to the mission work of Russian Eastern Orthodox churches (Wang 2013, pp. 15–16).
2 This term filioque literally means “and from the Son” (Bromiley 1984, eo). In order to defend themselves against Arians,

the Latin Western churches first added this phrase into the Nicene Creed (325) at the Council of Toledo in 589 to
emphasize that “the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son”, stressing “the perfect equality between the
Son and the Father” in their full deity (Dulles 1995, pp. 31–32; Edgar and Oliphint 2009, p. 16). However, this was
not the agreement made within the confessions at Nicaea (325) and Constantinople (381) but that “the Holy Spirit
proceeds from the Father” (Dulles 1995, pp. 31–32). As a result, this insertion was rejected by the Greek Eastern
churches (Bromiley 1984), who also opposed Arianism (Blaising 1984), but insisted on stressing the full deity of the
Holy Spirit (Moltmann 1981, p. 181). This main doctrinal bifurcation led to the great schism between the Eastern
Orthodox Church and the Western Roman Catholic Church in 1054 and has never been resolved officially with
binding declarations (Moltmann 1981, pp. 178–80; 2014, pp. 35–36; Pless 2005, p. 116f; Siecienski 2010; New World
Encyclopedia 2017).

3 It is noted that some other social trinitarian theologians, for example, Zizioulas (1995, pp. 50–55), interpret the three
persons of God as a community of asymmetrical hierarchy (Volf 1998, pp. 76–81).

4 In the Eastern Orthodox theological tradition, theological anthropology is also based on a social trinitarian theology
with these three elements: “person (hypostasis) . . . communion (koinonia)”, and “nature (ousia)” (Bates 2012).
However, for Moltmann (1981, pp. 188–89), it still supports a trinitarian structure of asymmetrical hierarchy because
the Father is the “sole origin” of both the Son and the Holy Spirit (Zizioulas 1995, pp. 50–55; 2004, p. 45; Volf 1998,
pp. 76–81). Insisting on the concept of “equally primary”, Moltmann (1981, pp. 188–202) criticizes both the accounts
of the Latin church tradition and the Eastern church tradition, which support “clerical monotheism” and “political
monotheism” and have asymmetrical trinitarian structures.

5 The phrase post-traditional Ru-influenced Chinese is adopted in this paper to avoid the problem of ambiguity and
generalization. The word “Ruism/Confucianism” is an ambiguous term, which can include a range of historical
and contemporary meanings. This paper follows the general approach of Lauren Pfister (2015). Post-traditional
Ru-influenced Chinese in this paper denotes “the small folk tradition” still influencing contemporary Chinese, as
described by Shuhsien Liu 劉述先 (1934–2016) (Liu 1996a, p. 92), a contemporary New Ruist. This tradition that
has existed for centuries and has been influenced by the other two main traditions, “the great tradition of the Ruist
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refined intellectual spirit” and “the tradition of the Way expressed in politicized Ruism,” is the mental habits and
behavioural customs of most common Chinese people from ancient times to the present. It indicates looser and
wider meanings of Ruism that cannot be interpreted by ordinary people themselves but must be done by researchers
(Liu 1996b, p. 85). Confucianism or Ruism is often listed as part of the constellation of the three teachings (Buddhism,
Daoism Confucianism), which are sometimes used as a shorthand for Chinese religions.

6 See also Jie Zhang et al. (2009, p. 187), Jie Zhang (2010, pp. 323–24), Jie Zhang et al. (2010, pp. 581–84), Fei Wu (2011a,
pp. 213–19), Zhang and Li (2012, pp. 659–60), Yingyeh Chen et al. (2012, p. 139), Hyeon Jung Lee (2012), and Jie
Zhang (2014, pp. 146, 151–52).

7 The term non-Ruist scholars, used in this paper, denotes those scholars whose academic disciplines are not mainly Ruist
studies regardless of their ethnicity or nationality.

8 For example, Winnicott (1965, p. 133), June Ock Yum (1988, p. 386), Stephen K. K. Cheng (1990, p. 510), and Zhèngbó
Zhèng鄭正博 (Zheng 1990, p. 172). Due to the limitation of space and the focus of this paper, many other references
to social science scholars and their relevant findings are not listed and discussed here. They can be found in detail in
Tsung-I Hwang (2018, chp. Two and Appendix E).

9 Ames (2006, p. 520) states that the Ruist self is not an individualized self.
10 See also Zhongfang Yang (1991a, pp. 48–49; 1991b, p. 95) and Jiādòng Zhèng鄭家棟 (Zheng 2003, p. 63).
11 See also Yiyin Yang (2008, p. 152) and Wenberng Pong彭文本 (Pong 2009, p. 77).
12 There are many discussions on this phenomenon within the realm of contextual theology; a few notable examples

among many include: Paul Fong封尚禮 (Fong 1967, p. 50f, 79–81, 297), Willard G. Oxtoby (1933–2003) (Oxtoby 1983),
Weiming Tu (1985), Toynbee and Ikeda (1989), Ching and Küng (1993, pp. 279–83), Thong and Fu (2009), Bǎoluó
Huáng黃保羅 (also as Paulos Huang) (Huang 2011), and David Marshall (2012).

13 Social trinitarian doctrine is not taught in most Chinese-speaking theological seminaries. Therefore, most Chinese
evangelical ministers do not know it, let alone Chinese evangelical lay-Christians.

14 The author coined the phrase gracious moral cultivation to denote and explain the Christian theology of life-transforming
development from imago Christi, in contrast with Ruist life transformation by oneself (moral self-cultivation) though
moral cultivation is not a Christian theological term.
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Bates, Dana. 2012. A Trinitarian Framework for Transformative Praxis. Draft of a Public Lecture at Gordon College. Wenham: Gordon
College.

Blaising, Craig A. 1984. Nicaea, Council of (325). In Evangelical Dictionary of Theology. Edited by Walter A. Elwell. Grand Rapids: Baker,
pp. 774–75.

Bordeianu, Radu. 2010. Filled with the Trinity: The Contribution of Dumitru Stăniloae’s Ecclesiologoy to Ecumenism and Society.
Journal of Eastern Christian Studies 62: 55–85. [CrossRef]

Bromiley, Geoffrey W. 1984. Filioque. In Evangelical Dictionary of Theology. Edited by Walter A. Elwell. Grand Rapids: Baker, p. 415.
Buxton, Graham. 2012. Moltmann on Creation. In Jürgen Moltmann and Evangelical Theology: A Critical Engagement. Edited by Chung

Sungwook. Eugene: Wipf & Stock, pp. 40–68.
Charry, Ellen T. 1998. The Crisis of Modernity and the Christian Self. In A Passion for God’s Reign: Theology, Christian Learning and the

Christian Self. Edited by Miroslav Volf. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, pp. 89–112.
Chen, Yingyeh, Kevin Chien-Chang Wu, Saman Yousuf, and Paul S. F. Yip. 2012. Suicide in Asia: Opportunities and Challenges.

Epidemiologic Reviews 34: 129–44. [CrossRef]
Cheng, Stephen K. K. 1990. Understanding the Culture and Behaviour of East Asians—A Confucian Perspective. Australian and New

Zealand Journal of Psychiatry 24: 510–15. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Ching, Julia, and Hans Küng. 1993. Christianity and Chinese Religions. London: Student Christian Movement.
Chiu, Andrew 丘恩處. 1999. Yóutài Wénhuà Chuántǒng yǔ Shèngjı̄ng《猶太文化傳統與聖經》. (Jewish Cultural Tradition and the Bible).

New York: New York Theological Education Centre (紐約神學育中心).
Chung, Sungwook, ed. 2012a. Jürgen Moltmann and Evangelical Theology: A Critical Engagement. Eugene: Wipf & Stock.
Chung, Sungwook. 2012b. Moltmann on Scripture and Revelation. In Jürgen Moltmann and Evangelical Theology: A Critical Engagement.

Edited by Sungwook Chung. Eugene: Wipf & Stock, pp. 1–16.
Croitoru, Ion Marian. 2019. Patristic and Neopatristic Theology? Periods of Patrology in the Church Life. Icoana Credintei 5: 79–96.

[CrossRef]
Doyle, Wright. 2006. Cultural Factors Affecting Chinese Church Leaders; Global China Center|Analysis. Available online: http:

//tinyurl.com/jzb8zn2 (accessed on 30 January 2016).

http://doi.org/10.2143/JECS.62.1.2056230
http://doi.org/10.1093/epirev/mxr025
http://doi.org/10.3109/00048679009062907
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2073227
http://doi.org/10.26520/icoana.2019.10.5.79-96
http://tinyurl.com/jzb8zn2
http://tinyurl.com/jzb8zn2


Religions 2021, 12, 321 9 of 11

Doyle, Wright. 2011. Doyle Prayer Update: English-Speaking Churches. [E-mail] Message to T I. Hwang (mtsugnih@gmail.com). Sent
Friday 17 June 2011, 17:52. Available online: http://tinyurl.com/h5erb9x (accessed on 17 June 2011).

Dulles, Avery. 1995. The Filioque: What Is at Stake? Concordia Theological Quarterly 59: 31–47.
Edgar, William, and K. Scott Oliphint, eds. 2009. Christian Apologetics Past and Present: A Primary Source Reader (Volume I, to 1500).

Wheaton: Crossway.
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Kēxué Bǎn)《上海大學學報 (社會科學版)》 [Journal of Shanghai University (Social Science Edition)] 11: 111–12.
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Zheng, Zhengbo鄭正博. 1990. Zhōngguórén Dāngrán Búshēngqì 〈中國人當然不生氣〉 [Chinese People Do Not Certainly Get Angry].
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