The Ontological Problem
in the Patristic Tradition™

By Georgios D. Martzelos**

5. The ontology of man

a. The ontological composition of man

Going back to the patristic tradition, someone finds out at first sight
that there are two trends in relation to the ontological composition of
man: the first one is represented by the vast majority of the Fathers, who
accept the twofold composition of man of a material body and a spiritual
soul', whereas the second is represented by a small minority who accept
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the threefold composition of man of body, soul and spirit*. In essence
however, we must have in mind that there is nothing to choose between
them, since the spirit to which they refer, these that accept the threefold
composition of man, is not a separate element, but the intellectual power
of the soul, with which man is already endowed from the beginning of
his creation. That’s exactly why Gregory of Nyssa, who clearly accepts
the twofold composition of man, does not hesitate, based on apostle
Paul?, to refer to a threefold composition of man of body, soul and spirit,
underlining at the same time that the differentiation between soul and
spirit does not mean division of soul in two constituent elements, for
soul with regard to its nature is one, adorned with sentient as also with
intellectual living ability”. In this respect then there is unanimity in the
orthodox tradition with reference to the ontological composition of man.

In fact at this point we must point out that the Cappadocian Fathers,
and mainly Gregory of Nyssa, as also and the 5th century’s Fathers were
obliged to put a special emphasis on the twofold composition of man,
in order to confront Apollinaris, who —as it is known- tried to found
his Christological erroneous belief on the threefold composition of man®.
For that reason, besides the Fathers in their Christological formulations,
underline that man consists of flesh (body) animated by a rational and
intellectual soul and exactly this human nature which is ontologically
perfect assumed God the Word®. As Theodoret notices in this regard,

&v ot 17] obalp. 00de yop TodTOY N Yuyn TG cduatt xot’ odoloy. TOOTO YO O
avlpwmog, Yuyn Aoy oOUATL GOYOVIXDS CUYNUUEVL XEYONUEVT».

2. See Irenaeus of Lyons, "EAeyyog xai avatpony tijg (peudwyiuov yvooews 2, 33, 5,
PG 7, 834A; 5, 9, 1, PG 7, 1144A. Cf. and Origen, Ilepi cpydv 4. 11 PG 11, 365A.

3. See 1 Thess. b, 23.

4. See Gregory of Nyssa, Ilepl xotaoxevijs avlpddmov 8, PG 44, 145C-148B; 14, PG 44,
176 AB; see and Procopius of Gaza, Eis t)v I'éveaty Epunveio, PG 87, 117D.

5. For the erroneous belief of Apollinaris founded on the threefold composition of man
see Gregory of Nyssa, Avtigontixog mpos o Amwodwapiov 2, 46, PG 45, 1233C-1237B.
6. See indicatively Gregory the Theologian, EntotoAn 101, IIpog KAndovioy Ilpeofitepoy,
PG 37, 180A; 184B 188B; Gregory of Nyssa, ibid., 2, PG 45, 1128B; 8, PG 45, 1140B;
35, PG 45, 1200C; 1201A; 54, PG 45 1256A; Cyril of Alexandria, EntotoAy 4, Ilpog
Neotopiov émotod B', PG 77, 45B; Leontius of Byzantium, Tptdxovto xepdiowa
xoto Yefpou 18, PG 86, 1908A; Eulogius of Alexandria, Xvynyopion mepl 100 adT00
xepalaiov (fragmenta dogmatica), PG 86, 2953D.
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turning against the above-mentioned anthropological conception of
Apollinaris, «tovtov o9 yaopw xoi oduo xal Yuyny avélafe [means
God the Word] Aoywejy. OO yop toum Oopel tov dvBowmoy 7 Ocior
Toapn, aAX’ éx Quyic xal oduaros 100e T0 {Hoy ovveoTavar PRoiy.
O yap Ocog éx 10D Y00¢ TO odua damtdoas Evepivonoe TNy Yuyiy,
xal Vo @puoeig Edettey 00 Tpeic»'.

However, despite the fact that the Fathers emphasize that man is
double-natured and compound, consisting of a material body and of
an intellectual or rational soul, it does not concern two elements which
can exist autonomous in human and independent of each other®. On
the contrary there is an indissoluble unity between the two which is
apparent from the functional relationship that exists between them.
The body as material is, without the soul, inactive, lacking of life and
insensible. Whereas the soul as disembodied, alive and intellectual
essence is the one which gives living power to the body and makes man
capable of perceiving through senses whatever comes under his notice’.
For that reason exactly, when the Fathers characterize not only the
persons of the Holy Trinity, but also man as “hypostasis” or “person”
with his fundamental ontological features, such as his unprecedented
existential individuality, and his loving sociability, of which we will
make special reference afterwards, they refer to the whole individual
essence or nature of man as a psychosomatic entity and not only in his
psycho-spiritual hypostasis'.

7. Theodoret of Cyrus, Alpetudjc xoxouvbiog emroun 5, 11, PG 83, 492A.

8. See Justin Martyr and Philosopher, Ilepi avaotaocews 8, PG 6 1585B: «T¢ yap oty
6 dvbpwrog, GAN 7 10 éx Quyiic xai cduatos ovveotog {Pov Aoyxdv; My odv
xad oty Yuyn dvlowmoc; Obx &N’ dvlowmov Yuyi. My odv xoioito oluo
&vbpwroc; Obx GAA avbpdrov cdua xoaieitar. Eirep odv xat’ idlov uév todtwy
00010V AVOPWTIG 0T, TO OE éx THi¢ AUPOTEQWY CLUTTAOXTS xaAeitat GVOPWTOS ».
9. See Basil the Great, Owil el 10 «Eig 10 Ipdoeye oeavtd» 7, PG 31, 216B;
Gregory of Nyssa, Ilepi uyij xal avaotdaoews, PG 46, 29AB.

10. See Basil the Great, Emotodn 38, Ionyopiw 6deipd mepl dtoapopds odoios xal
omootacewg, 2-3, PG 32, 325B-329A; EntotoAn 214, Tepevtinv Kounte, 4, PG 32, 789A;
Gregory of Nyssa, I1p0¢ to0s “EAAvas, éx 1@y xowdy éyvoidy, PG 45, 177CD; 181CD;
185AB. See and John Damascene, Kepadowa @irocopua 30, PG 94, 593A-596A; 41,
PG 94, 612 A; 66, PG 94, 665A-668A.
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The body however, is not understood by the Fathers, as in platonic or
neo-platonic philosophy, as being the grave and the prison of the soul,
in which the soul is imprisoned, so as to serve its sentence because of
its fall into the material world". On the contrary it is God’s “very good”
creature, which is also in need, as an integral part of man’s nature, of
salvation and of theosis. Because of this according to biblical and patristic
tradition not only the soul of human is redeemed or condemned, but
the whole human as a psychosomatic entity — and this is exactly the aim
that the resurrection of the dead serves.

However, although the above mentioned individual aspects of the
ontological problem are answered, as we have seen, by the Fathers of the
4th century when they tried to face the Trinitarian heretical challenges
of their time and to formulate explicitly the trinitarian creed, the
answers that were given by the Fathers to the problem of the ontological
composition of man are closely connected for the most part with their
attempt to overturn the Christological heretical challenges of their time,
indeed not only Apollinarianism, as we have already mentioned, but
also Nestorianism. Particularly, against Nestorius, who separated the
two natures in Christ, accepting only one moral («xata 0éAnow udvny
7] e0doxiay») union between them, the Fathers with Cyril of Alexandria
as the leading figure stressed the real or «xaf’ Omdotaow» (“hypostatic
union”) of the two natures in the person of Logos, comparing it to
body’s union with soul. That is, according to them the union and the
relationship between body and soul is so indissoluble, that is presented
as an example within the frame of their Christological doctrine for the
understanding of the «xaf’ Owdotao» (“hypostatic union”) of the two
natures of Christ in the person of God the Word. In other words, just as
the union of the two natures in Christ, so too the union between body
and soul is considered by the Fathers as «xa’ vwdotaow» (“hypostatic
union”) therefore soul and body are inseparable and undivided from
each other in human nature. Only «xat’ éxivotay» (“as thought”) there

11. See Plato, Kpatvdog 400c; IToAeior 517b; Plotinus Evveades 1V, 8, 3. For that
reason actually Plotinus, as Porphyry mentions, was ashamed of saying that he had a
body and avoided mentioning his genre, his parents and his country! (See ITepi t00
IMwtivou Blov xal tiig Tdéews TGV Bfliwy adTod 1).
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can be a distinction between these elements and not empirically and in
practice'?.

In fact, Basil of Seleucia uses the example of the union between body
and soul, not only as to give a parallel pattern, according to which the
union of the divine and human nature in Christ could be understood,
but also to declare the way of this union, underlining its transcendent
and apophatic character. He supports that, if we are unable to know
the way of the union between body and soul, or even the way of the
indwelling of the disembodied soul in the material body, all the more
reason is impossible to understand the way of the union of the two
natures in Christ'.

Thus, as we have seen, the Fathers in their attempt to face Apollinarism
as well as Nestorianism and to formulate explicitly the orthodox
Christological creed, are obliged to develop their anthropological doctrine
not only in regards to the ontological composition of man, but also to
the way of the union between body and soul.

b. The ontology of soul

We must underline when referring to the ontology of soul in particular,
that soul according to the Fathers is a non-material and disembodied
essence created at the same time with body and thus created in relation
to its nature. If our body as material is characterized by a nourishing and
growth power, soul as non-material and disembodied is characterized
by a living and moving power, which is expressed with the giving of life
and motion to the body, as well as by the sensible and rational power

12. See Cyril of Alexandria, EmtotoAn 17, Iloos Neotopiov émiatoin I, PG 77, 116A,
Emiotoldy) 44, Ilpog EOAoyov mpeofitepov Kwvotavtwovrolewsg, PG 77, 225B;
‘Eniotols) 45, ITpog Xobxxevooy énioxorov Awoxoucapeiog éntotoln A', PG 77, 233A;
‘Eniotol)) 46, Tlpog Xovxxevooy énioxomoy Awoxatoopeliog émotoin B, PG 77, 245
AB: «Eotw 0t fuiy eis mapadeyua wady 0 xal’ fudg dvlpwrog. Ao uey yop
en’ adtod vooduey tag @uvoels, ulay uey, tis Quyis. Etépay 6, Tob oduatog. AN’
&v Pudaic dedovteg évvolaug, xal ¢ v ioyvalc Oewplialg, ftor vob Qavtoocions Thy
Stapopay dekauevol, o0x avo UEpos Tleuey Tog pUoes oUte uny ooural o i
Toufic éplcuey Ty dbvauw adtaic, AL évoc elvar vooduey: ote Tog 800, unxétt
uév eivor 5bo, 8 cupolv 8¢ to &v droteiciolar {Hov».

13. See Basil of Seleucia, Eisc tov EdayyeAhouov tijs Havayiog Osotoxov 4, PG 85,
436B-437A.
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that itself possesses, thus man as a result becomes able to feel and sense
through his senses and his mind the world that surrounds him'.

The Fathers turning mainly against Apollinaris, who under the
influence of the neo-platonic anthropology was separating soul to a
rational (mind-spirit) and to an irrational (soul) part so as to establish
his erroneous Christological belief, emphasize, as we have seen, the unity
of the soul. However, influenced by the platonic psychology, which was
widely spread in the prevailing atmosphere of their time, they refer to
the threefold division of soul to reason, spirit, and appetite" or to the
rational part, which is principal and sovereign, as also to the irrational
or passive part, to which belong spirit and appetite, however, without
affecting in the least its unity'S.

At this point we must make clear that, although the Fathers were
influenced by the platonic psychology in terms of the threefold division
of soul, however, they were differentiated radically from Plato as it refers
to the immortality of soul. For them soul is immortal not by “nature”
(«pUoer»), as Plato accepts but “by grace” («xata ycpw»). According to
them soul is by nature mortal, as it happens with all the created beings.

14. See Basil the Great, ibid., PG 31, 216AB; Gregory of Nyssa, Ilepi xataoxevijc
avbodmou 8, PG 44, 145C-148B; 14, PG 44, 176 AB; 29, PG 44, 233D; 236B; Ilepl Juxijc
xol avaotaocews, PG 46, 29AB; 48C; Procopius of Gaza, Eic v I'éveow Epunvela,
PG 87, 117D; John Damascene, "Exdoats axoifing tijic 6p0odokov miotews 2, 12, PG 94,
924B: «Wuymn tolvuy éatily odoia {Doa, amAi, Aoduatos, owuatixoic 6@aduoic xat
olxeloy QUOY AOPUTOS, AOYIXT) TE Xal VOEQM, GOYNUATIOTOS, COYOVIXD XEYONUEVN
oduatt xol To0Tw (Wi, avEfoeks Te xal oloOfoewS ol YEVWNOEWS TOOEXTIXY,
o0y Erepoy &povoa maE EauTHY TOV VOOV, alla uépos altiic 0 xalbapdtortoy:
Gomep yop oploiuog ey oduoartt, odtwg v Yuyi vods avtebodotog, Oedntue) te xod
EVEQYNTINT], TOETTY), 1TOL EDEAOTOETTOS, OTL X0l XTIOT)».

15. See Athanasius the Great, [Toog MapxelAivoy, Eic iy eounveiay 1@y paiudy 27, PG
40A; Basil the Great, Epunveio eis tov Hpogntny Hoaioy 26, PG 168C-169A; Gregory
of Nyssa, Ilepi xataoxeviis avbodmov 29, PG 44, 237B; Ilepl 100 Biov Mwuoéwg,
PG 44 353C; 361D; Emotody Koavovwxy, Ilpos tov év ayiows Antdioy, émioxomoy
MeAmwijg, PG 45, 224ABC; Avtigonticos mpos ta Amodwapiov 7, PG 45, 1137B; Iepi
Quyijc xal avaotaocews, PG 46, 48C-49B; 53A; Maximus Confessor, Kepalowa mepl
ayanne 3, 3, PG 90, 1017C.

16. See indicatively Basil the Great, OwAlo eig 10 “Eig 10 Ilocoeye oeavtd” 7, PG 31,
213C; Gregory of Nyssa, Avtigpontixos mpog ta Amolwoapiov 45, PG 45, 1233B; Ilepi
Quyiic xol avaotaoews, PG 46, H3A.
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If it remains after death into being, it owes that not to some independent
natural ability of its, but to the will and the grace of its creator'. If
God had wanted, it would have also stopped existing'®. However, God
is according to apostle Paul the only one who is immortal («udvog
&y abavaocioy»)?. Therefore, anything that is created is according
to the Fathers by nature mortal. As quite characteristically Athanasius
the Great stresses, «T@V uev yop yevnradyv 70 @vots, dte On § odx
ovTwy Omootdoa, PevoTy TS xol dolevic xol Ovnty xol’ Eavtny
ovyxpwougvy toyyaver»*. Consequently, the subject of the immortality
of soul in the orthodox tradition should not be understood with the
platonic sense but with the biblical and on the basis of the consequences
of the ontological distinction between created and non-created.
Although the Fathers refer to the unity and the threefold division of
soul, they are obviously particularly interested in the rational part and
in the part of free will which constitutes not only the specific distinction
of man and the irrational beasts, but mainly and predominately the
«xat’ exdva» (“in the image”) of God in man. John Damascene?
while summarizing hereupon the earlier patristic tradition emphasizes
epigrammatically: «To uév yaop xot’ eixdva 10 voepov onlol xod
adteEovotov». The «voepdy», namely the intellect, is the organ with
which God has endowed man so as to think and decide, before acting®?,
whereas the «adtegodoioy» (“free will”), which as term derives from
the stoic and neo-platonic philosophy?, is the natural motion of the

17. See John Damascene, "Exdoots axpifig tijc opodokov miotews 2, 12, PG 94,
924B-925A: «Ilayvta tadta xata Vo éx TiHc 100 dnutovpyioavtos adthy [means
soul] ydotrog eidqpuia, € f¢ xai T0 pioel 0btwg elvar elAnpey».

18. Cf. Athanasius the Great, Kata Apetaviy 1, 20, PG 26, 53A: «Ta pev yop dilo
old éoti Ta YevnTa 0088y Suotov xat’ odoiay Exel TEOC TOV TemomKdTH: GAN EEwbEY
o070 0Tt xapitt xoi BovAioer adTod TH Adyw ywoueve, dote waAy dvvaoclar xol
raveclol wote, el Oeljoetey O ToRoaS TAUTNS YAE E0TL PUOEWS TO YEVTA».

19. 1 Tim. 6, 16.

20. Kata ‘EAMpywy 41, PG 25, 81C.

21. See "Exdoats axpifns tic opfodotov miotews 2, 12, PG 94, 920B.

22. See Nemesius of Emesa, ITepl pboews avipwmouv 39, PG 40, 764BC; John Damascene,
ibid. PG 94, 920B; 25, PG 94, 957C.

23. See I. Ab Arnim, Stoicorum veterum fragmenta, Vol. 2, Stuttgart 1968, p. 284 abstr. 975;
p- 290, abtr. 990; Epictetus, Aixtofai 4, 1, 56; 62; 68; 100; Plotinus, Evvedades 1, 4, 8;
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intellect, with which man expresses his will rationally and freely*. It’s
characteristic that for the Fathers the freedom of man is not understood
irrespective of the rational attribute which is distinctive of his will, since
there is not freedom without rationale. Nemesius of Emesa® notices
characteristically: «EAedbcpov ycap 1t xal adte€odoioy 10 A0yixoy».
That means that for them not only intellect is indissolubly connected
with the free will of man but also that free will cannot be understood
independent of intellect. Only as rational inclination can have a
hypostasis. In other words, for them there is not intellect without freewill
and freewill without intellect. Intellect is will and will is rational. There
is between them an indissoluble ontological unity which corresponds to
human nature®.

We must notice here that this ontological union of intellect and will,
rational and freewill, is not an invention of the Fathers, but derives
from the ancient Greek philosophy. For the ancient Greek thought,
and particularly for the stoic, the rational does not accomplish just
an inner intellectual function, as internal logos, but constitutes the
capable of willing determinative cause of the created things, when it
is expressed outwards as an act, as practical or poetic logos*. And for
the Greek philosophy the rational is aways capable of will and the free
will rational. As quite characteristically the neo-platonic philosopher
Plotinus emphasizes based on his own philosophical presuppositions
«&Y VO UOVew voodytt TO adteodatoy»®.

II1, 2, 4; 10; 1V, 3, 16; VI, 8, 3-8; 10; 15; 20.

24. See John Damascene, ibid., 22, PG 94, 944C; Elocaywyy Soyuarwy otoyewddne 10,
PG 95, 109D.

25. See ibid., 2, PG 40, 588A. Cf. John Damascene, Exdootg axpiBne tijc 6p0oddEov
niotews 2, 3, PG 94, 868A; 3, 14, PG 94, 1036C; 1041B; Elcaywyn Soyuatwy otoLyewddng
10, PG 95, 112A; Kata Maviyaivy Awddoyos 69, PG 95, 1568B.

26. See G. D. Martzelos, Op0cd0&o Soyua xai Ocodoyixog moofinguatiouds. Meletiuarta
doyuartudc Oeoloyios B', P. Pournaras Publications, Thessaloniki 2000, p. 113.

27. See Aristotle, Meta T Quawxa E, 1, 1025b, 20-25; Diogenes Laertius, Biot ®tAdocopwy
VIL, 1, 130; 1. ab Arnim, ibid., Vol I, p. 50, abstract 202; Vol. II, p. 43, abstract 135; Vol.
III, P. 42, abstract 175; p. 79, abstract 323; p. 134 ff., abstract 495. See and ]. Hirschberger,
Geschichte der Philosophie, T (Altertum und Mittelalter), Herder Verlag, Basel-Freiburg-
Wien 91974, p. 180, 258 ff.

28. See Evveadec 1, 8, 5. Cf. and Evveades 1, 8, 6: «n 8¢ fovAnoig 1 vonoig, BovAnotg
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However, we can find this ontological union of intellect and free will
in Greek language which is, as it is known, particularly influenced by
the ancient Greek philosophy. It is not at all a coincidence that the
verb «fovledecbor», which denotes the internal theoretical function
of the spirit, as also the verb «fBovAeofar», which denotes the external
practical function of it, have common etymological root (8004). Indeed,
the ontological, as also the significative union between these two verbs
is mainly obvious from their derivative noun «fovAn» which means
the logical thought as also the willing decision. And even today this
term has exactly the same meaning. When we say for example «BovuAy
v ‘EAMMjvwv», we mean a body of representatives of the Greek nation
which not only deliberates but also decides.

The Fathers on the basis of these facts of Greek philosophy and
language, underline with particular emphasis the ontological union of
spirit and will or of rational and freewill according to the common
used terminology. For them the rational is indissoluble interwoven
with the freewill and is not to be understood independently. Especially
saint John Damascene, who —as it is known— summarizes in a prolific
and creative way the earlier patristic tradition, refers repeatedly to the
union of rational and freewill underlining its indisputable ontological
character. As he mentions characteristically, coping at this point the
same Nemesius of Emesa verbatim, «E& avayxns mapvelototar ¢
loyx®d to avtebovoloy 7 Yoo odx Eotar Aoyixoy OV xvptoy Eotou
npa&ewy xal adteEodaotoy»* .

In fact exactly because the ontological union of rational and freewill is
general in the Fathers, therefore some times themselves are able and at
home in attributing the «xat’ eixova» (“in the image”) of God in man
without any hesitations and reservations sometimes only to rational®

EAEXON. Ot xator vody. xol yoo [the] Aeyouévy BobAnotg TO xator vodY ULUelTon>.
29. See "Exdootc axpifng tic 0pbodotov miotewe 2, 27, PG 94, 960D. Cf. Nemesius of
Emesa, ibid., 41, PG 40, 776A.

30. See indicatively Athanasius the Great, Adyos mepl 17 évavbpwmnicews TOO
Aoyou, xal tijc S oduaToc TPOS HuUas Empaveios adtod 3, PG 25, 101B; 6, PG 25,
105C; Basil the Great, Entotodn 233, Aupiloyiw owthoavt, 1, PG 32, 864C; Eig t0
«Ilpdoeye oeavt@» 6, PG 31, 212BC; Ilept edyaptotiog 2, PG 31, 221C; Owdior v A
xol aOyud 5, PG 31, 317A; “Opot xotar whatos 2, 3, PG 31, 913B; Gregory of Nyssa,
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sometimes only to the will and freewill® and sometimes to rational
and to freewill®. If someone does not take into consideration that the
reason for this differentiation is the self-evident union of rational and
free will which exists in their thought, then he would think that there
are oppositions and contradictions in relation to this point in orthodox
tradition.

That however, which shows the deeper significance of the union of
rational and freewill for the Fathers is its use in their dogmatic doctrine,
mainly facing the heresies of Arianism and Monotheletism.

While referring first and foremost to the dogmatic importance that the
union of rational and freewill has for them so as to overturn Arianism, we
must underline that, Athanasius the Great already takes advantage of this
ontological and semantic union of rational and freewill, which profoundly
characterizes the Greek philosophy and language, in his fight against
Arians, as we have argued thoroughly in one of our previous studies®.
In fact based on relevant passages of the Old and the New Testament,
which make, as he believes, this union clear and indisputable, formulates

Ilepi xaraoxevijc avbpdmov 11, PG 44, 156B; 12, PG 44, 161C; 164A; 16, PG 44, 185C.
See also Clement of Alexandria, ITpotpentixos mpog “EAAqvas 10, PG 8, 212C-213A.
31. See indicatively Basi the Great, Eig tov 48 (oAuoy 8, PG 29, 449C; “Ott 00x Eoty
aitiog eV xax@y 6 Oeos 6, PG 31, 344BC; Gregory of Nyssa, ibid. 16, PG 44, 184B;
Adyog xoatnyntixog 0 uéyag b, PG 45, 24C; 21, PG 45, 56CD; Ilepl wapbevios 12, PG
46, 369C; Constantine the deacon, Eyxdutov eic mavrag tovs ayiovs évdoEovg xorl
TOVEVPHUOVS UapTLOAS TOLS LTEP XEtoToD TOD B0l NUDY XaTa THY OXOVUEYNY
abljoaytog 14, PG 88, 496C; Maximus the Confessor, Zytnoiws ueta IIvgpov, PG 91,
304C; John Damascene, [Tept T@v &y Xptotd dbo Oednudatwy xol vepyeidy xal Aomdy
QLOLXBY BLudTwY, EE Emdpouijc O xal mepl 600 PUOEWY xal WaE DTOoTATEWS 28,
PG 95, 165D.

32. See indicatively Basil the Great, Eis tov 48 (aduov 8, PG 29, 449BC; John Damascene,
“Exdootg axpfng tijc 6pbodogov miotews 2, 12, PG 94, 920B. See also and the above
mentioned quotations of Basil the Great and Gregory of Nyssa, where they attribute the
«xot’ eixdva» (“in the image”) sometimes to rational and sometimes to freewill.

33. See G. D. Martzelos, ,,Die Freiheit Gott-Vaters als trinitétstheologisches Problem in
der griechische Uberlieferung®, in: Gott, Vater und Schipferr, Pro Oriente, Bd. XXXI, Wiener
patristische Tagungen IIT (PRO ORIENTE - Studierung «Le Mystere de Dieu, Pere et
Créateur» — ,,Das Geheimnis Gottes: Vater und Schopferr”, Luxemburg, Juni 2005, hrsg.
Von Ysabel de Andia und Peter Leander Hofrichter), Tyrolia-Verlag, Innsbruck-Wien
2007, p. 65 ff.
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a very strong argument against Arians in order to prove the non-created
nature of Logos.

Arians, as it is known, claimed that Logos is a creature, because he
comes into being, like all the other creatures, by the will of the Father.
Athanasius, realizing very well the biblical sense of the Son as the Word
of God, and identifying, due to the ontological union of spirit and will,
the Word of God with spirit, freewill and his will, he supports against
Arians that it is not possible for the Son to originate from the will of the
Father, for himself as Word and Spirit is also the living will and the will
of the Father, by which all the creatures were made. Consequently, we
should not attribute another will to God before the Word, to which the
Word owes his existence. Will and freewill is for Athanasius the Word
Himself*. « II&¢ 0dy dvvartar Bovin xoi Oéiqua 10 [latpog OTapywy
0 Aoyog yiveolar xoi adtog Oeiquartt xol Povivoet;»* «Kal ef 7
BobAnog adtog, mwis v BouvAnoer N Bouvdn;»*. The identification of
Word and will in God was undoubtedly one of the strongest arguments of
Athanasius the Great against Arians and clearly indicates the theological
importance of the union of spirit and will in the patristic tradition.

The same applies to the effort of John Damascene to face the heresy of
Monotheletism. Damascene realizing very well the theological importance
that reflects the union of rational and free will, uses it completely as a
background of his theological arguments, in his attempt to overturn
Monotheletism, using also in connection with it the soteriological
argument of Gregory the Theologian against Appolinaris.

Gregory the Theologian, as it is known, in his attempt to overturn the
doctrine of Appolinaris, who considered the spirit as being the main
cause and vehicle of sin in man and therefore he denied the existence of a
human spirit in Christ, characterizes the spirit («mpwtomati vod») and
stresses that if the Word did not assume in his incarnation the human
spirit («mpwromabioavta vob»), the spirit which is the first cause, but
also the first victim of sin, was not saved , for as he epigrammatically

34. See Kartar Apetavay 3, 63, PG 26, 456C-45TA.
35. Ibid., 64, PG 26, 457B.
36. Ibid., 67, PG 26, 464C-465A.
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underlines, «t0 ampdoAnmtoy, abcparevtoy: G de fvwtor 10 O,
10070 X0l 0WOETON»? .

Damascene based upon this argument of Gregory the Theologian and
using the ontological union of rational and free will, of spirit and will,
considers not only spirit but also the human will as «mowromod7»
(“first suffered”) and stresses against Monothelests, who —as it is known—
denied the existence of human will in Christ, that if Word did not assume
the «mpowtomabijoay» human will, then redemption is not complete,
since that which was the first cause of sin was not saved®. In fact,
thinking of rational and free will, as we have said, as the «xat’ elxovo»
(“in the image”) of God in man, emphasizes that, if the Word did not
assume the human will, then he did not assume the «xot’ eixdvor» (“in
the image”) and as result the redemption of man is impossible®. The
incarnation is unable to fulfill any redemptive aim, if the Word did not
assume the rational and the free will, which as «wpwtomalij» (“first
suffered”) elements of human nature need mainly and pre-eminently
the treatment and the renovation®’. This argument of Damascene would
not have any demonstrative cogency, as we understand, if himself did
not accept, according to the whole orthodox tradition, the union of
rational and free will.

Consequently, rational and free will, spirit and will are for the Fathers
two aspects of the one and he same thing, where the one necessarily
presupposes the other. For that reason, exactly, the products of the
spirit and of the will, which are the theory and the practice respectively,
constitute for them an unbreakable unity, which is impossible without
the ontological unity of the two organs of their origin, that is spirit
and will. In this sense it is completely understandable, the reason why
in the patristic tradition is emphasized at the same time the unity of
rational and free will and the unity of theory and practice’!, which

37. See EmtotoAn 101, Mpog Kindovioy Ilpeafitepoy, PG 37, 181C-184A.

38. See Ilepl v v Xptot® S00 Oelpuatwy xoal EVEQYEI®Y Xol AOTTOY QUOXOY
Owudtwy, éE émdpounic 0& xai mepl V0 PUOEWY xai s vrootdaoews 28, PG 95,
161C.

39. See ibid., PG 95, 165D.

40. See "Exdoots axpifne tijic 6pbodokov miotews 3, 18, PG 94, 1072C.

41. See Nemesius of Emesa, ibid., 29, PG 40, 717C; 39, PG 40, 764BC; John Damascene,
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deeply characterizes the theological as also the philosophical tradition of
the East, and in fact as distinct from the West.

Indeed, from the Middle Ages and onwards, the theological western
thought as also the philosophical, are characterized by a dialectical
tension between spirit and will, which is reduced quite often to their
complete split. Characteristic is the dialectic tension that exists in the
field of theology as also in the field of philosophy or even in the field
of psychology between (Intellectualismus) on the one hand, with Thomas
Aquinas, the mystics of the Middle Ages, Descartes, Spinoza, Leibnitz,
Hegel, Kant or even the modern neo-Thomists, as representatives, and
(Voluntarismus) on the other hand with Duns Scotus, Luther, Fichte,
Schopenhauer, Hartmann, Wund, Paulsen etc. as representatives.

This tension, which acquired dramatic dimensions mainly during
the modern period, is not of course inexplicable, but has —as it is
known- its roots mainly and pre-eminently in the philosophical and
theological reflection of Scholasticism, which was intensively occupied
with the problem of the ontological priority between spirit and will.
Thus, whereas early and middle Scholasticism with main representative
Thomas Aquinas supported the priority of spirit over will on the basis
of the principal “Intellectus est superior voluntate”, the late Scholasticism
with Duns Scotus as representative who was followed close behind by
Luther, supported the priority of will over against spirit on the basis of
the principle “Voluntas est superior intellectu”**. In this way Scholasticism
brought up for discussion the presuppositions of a dialectical relationship

"Exdootg axpfne tic 6pbodoEou miotews 2, 24, PG 94, 953A; 25, PG 94, 957C. See also
Maximus the Confessor, ITpoc Oaldaootov mepi Siopdpwy ancpwy i Ocios Toapijc,
PG 90, 689D-692A; “Etcpa Kepaloua 2, PG 90, 1401B: «Apyn wavtog ayalod Adyog
Eumpaxtog xal mweals EALOYLOG; Ilepl dtapdpwy amopidy, PG 91, 1032A: «Xoplag
0¢ xaddog oti yvioig Eumpoxtos 1 TG EVOoPos.

42. See ]. Hirschberger, ibid., p. 511, 540. W. Rod, Der Weg der Philosophie. Von den
Anfiigen bis ins 20. Jahrhundert, 1. Bd. (Altertum, Mittelalter, Renaissance), Verlag C. H.
Beck, Miinchen 1994, p. 345 ff. 364 ff. Ph. Béhner — E. Gilson, Christliche Philosophie.
Von ihren Anfiigen bis Nikolaus von Cues, Verlag F. Schoningh, Paderborn 21954, pp. 544,
587. N. A. Matsoukas, Totoptla tijc Pirocopiog (with a brief introduction in Philosophy),
Thessaloniki 1981, p. 300 ff. Id., Totopla tijg Bulavtviic Prdocopios (With an appendix
about scholasticism in the Middle Ages in the West), Thessaloniki 1994, p. 317.
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between spirit and will, which made him to differentiate completely
itself from the earlier Greek patristic tradition.

The question which is posed in this case is: How is this differentiation
explained, the very moment that Scholastics refer, indeed sometimes
excessively, to the Greek Fathers as for example to Athanasius the
Great, the Cappadocians, Maximus, Damascene etc., who all of them
emphasize, as we have seen, the unbreakable unity of spirit and will
or else of rational and free will, so that any kind of independence
or dialectic relationship between them to be excluded? To answer this
question, we have to examine the sources of this scholastic conception,
who are certainly to be found as we think in the Trinitarian theology of
saint Augustine.

Indeed, saint Augustine, completely independently from the Greek
Fathers, considers mind or even better intellect (intellectus) and will
(voluntas) as the two fundamental component attributes of human spirit,
which is according to him the rational organ of the soul (mens), each
one with different functions. Intellect is according to him the vehicle of
knowledge and theory, whereas will the vehicle of use and practice®.
There is not such a unity between them which would lead to the
identification of the one with the other, as it is the case for example by
the Greek Fathers. They are of course united to each other, although
they differ as it refers to their function, but this unity is simply due to
their common nature, which is the essence of the one and only rational
organ of the soul namely the mind (mens)**. Augustine holds that mind
(mens) is that which constitutes the in the image or rather the image of
God (imago Dei) in man, for only he, as also God, has the attribute to
know, to remember to think and to want®. In this respect mind (mens)
not only is differentiated from will, but also outbalances in relation to it.

In particularly, however, the relation between mind or intellect and will
is clearly brought out through the psychological trinities of Augustine,
with the help of which the holy father attempts, as it is known, to make
the trinity as also the existential relationships between the persons of

43. See De Trinitate X, 11, 17; XV, 27, 50.
44, See ibid., X, 11, 18.
45, See ibid., IX, 2, 2; X, 12, 19; XV, 1, PL 42, 1057; De Genesi ad litteram VI, 12, PL 34, 348.
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the Holy Trinity“®, clear and understandable. The parallel that he draws
between the psychological trinities and the persons of the Holy Trinity
is apparently closely connected with his doctrine that man through his
mind is an image of God, as also with the fact that the three parts of
these trinities, despite their dissimilarity, are in essence inseparable of
each other.

Already in his Confessions, in his attempt to present figuratively the
unity of the persons of the Holy Trinity, holy Augustine adduces the
unity which exists in man’s soul between existence, knowledge and will
(esse-nosse-velle)*’, obviously taking advantage of a similar psychological
unity which is found in the neo-platonic philosopher Porphyry (essence-
knowledge of essence-and between them existing friendship)®. As man
exists knowing and willing, knows that exists and wills, and wills to
exist and to know, likewise God exists as a Trinity of persons, knows
and wills His trinitarian existence®. It is characteristic in this case that
the «ytyvdoxew» (nosse) as an attribute of knowledge is attributed to
the person of the Son, whereas the «Bovictcfoux» (velle) as an attribute
of the will to the person of the Holy Spirit so as to differentiate clearly
one from another.

Similar are the psychological trinities which are found in his work
Iepi Ayioc Toddoc, such as «uvriun-vonon-BodAnan» (memoria-intellectus-
voluntas)™, «vodg-yveon-aydmn» (mens-notitia-amor)®, «uvijun-vonon-

46. Regarding the psychological trinities of Augustine and their importance for his
Trinitarian theology see the very important article of E. Portalié, “Augustine (Sait)” in:
Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique 1, 2, v. 2349; 2351 ff. as also the study of M. Schmaus,
Die psychologische Trinititslehre des hl. Augustinus, Miinster 1927.

47. See Confessiones XIII, 11, 12.

48. See Porphyry, Apopuai mpos tor vonre 40, 51-68. See and S. G. Papadopoulos,
«Adyovotivog ‘Terévog (1430). ‘O péyotog éxxinotaotixog Hotépoag g Aboewe»,
Ocoloyio/Theologia 79, 2 (2008), p. 473.

49. See Confessiones, ibid. See and N. A. Matsoukas, «®pnoxeutixo Biopa xal Ocoroyio oTig
"EEopoloyfioeic 100 Adyovativovs, Emotquoviey "Enetnolda tiic Ocoloyidic Xyolic
100 Aptototedeiov Havemotnuiov Osooarovixns/Epistimoniki Epetirida Theologikis Scholis
Aristoteleiou Panepistimiou Thessalonikis 25 (1980), p. 212.

50. See De Trinitate 1V, 21, 30.

51. See Ibid., IX, 4.4.
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Bovanon» (memoria-intelligentia-voluntas)®* and «uviun-vonon-cydmn»
(memoria-intellegentia-amor)>®, with the help of which he tries to develop
more explicitly his Trinitarian theology and particularly his doctrine about
the origin of the Holy Spirit «xai éx T00 Yio05»* (“and from the Son”). As
according to him exists in man a unity of essence between memory or his
mind, knowledge or intellect, with which man knows himself, and will or
love, with which loves himself and the knowledge that has for himself, so
there is in God respectively a unity of essence between Father, Son and
Holy Spirit. As mind, knowledge, and love or memory, intellect and will
(or love) are three things that differ from each other, but also indwell
mutually, so as each of them to exist not only by itself, but in relation
to the other two, the same happens mutatis mutandis with the persons
of the Holy Trinity. Each person exists by himself, but at the same time
in the other two, so that the three of them to indwell mutually without
mingling. The second and the third, namely, the Son and the Holy
Spirit, originate, although in a different way, from the first, that is the
Father, whereas the third, the Holy Spirit as originating from the first
and the second, connects them one another, as the will or love connects
mind with knowledge and memory with intellect.

We could say that in terms of the relation of mind or intellect to will
the above mentioned psychological trinities are classified in two groups.
In the first group belongs the psychological trinity «vodg-yvdon-
ayarnn» (mens-nottitias-amor)*®, where mind (mens) which is paralleled

52. See Ibid., X, 11, 18.

53. See Ibid.. XV, 17, 28.

54. As it refers the doctrine of holy Augustine about the origin of the Holy Spirit «xai
éx 100 Yioo» (“and from the Son™) (Filiogue) see G. D. Martzelos, ‘0Opfddoko ddyuo
xai Oeodoyinog moofinuatiouds. Meletiuato Soyuatixis Ocoloyins A’, P. Pournaras
Publications, Thessaloniki 1993, p. 113 ff. G. D. Martzelos, ,Die Anfinge und die
Voraussetzungen des Filioque in der theologischen Uberlieferung des Abendlandes®,
Orthodoxes Forum 13 (1999), Heft 1, p. 37 ff,; L. Ayres, “Sempiterne Spiritus Donum:
Augustine’s Pneumatology and the Metaphysics of Spirit”, in: A. Papanikolaou & G. E.
Demacopoulos (eds.), Orthodox Readings of Augustine, ed. by St Vladimir’s Seminary Press,
Crestwood, New York 2008, p. 126 ff. See also B. Oberdorfer, Filioque. Geschichte und
Theologie eines okumenischen Problems, Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, Gottingen 2001, p. 107
ff.

55. See De Trinitate I1X, 4, 4.
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to the person of the God-Father, is the organ, from which originate
knowledge and love®, whereas the last two, which are paralleled to
the persons of the Son and the Holy Spirit respectively, are distinctive
functions of mind which are related to but do not identified with each
other. Indeed, in this case, the concept of love (amor), which refers to the
person of the Holy Spirit, is identified with the concept of will (voluntas),
as it already explicitly appears and from the rest psychological trinities
of Agustine. In this sense mind as also the function of knowledge are
clearly differentiated according to Agustine from the function of love
and will.

In the second group belong the rest psychological trinities that could
essentially be summarized in to one: «uviun» (memoria), «vdnon»
(intellectus or intelligentia) and «BoubAnon» (voluntas) or «drydmn» (amor),
which Augustine himself considers as the most successful from the
previous”. In this trinity there is no reference to mind as the rational
organ of the soul (mens), but to its intellectual functions, memory,
intellect and will or love, which are not understood independently from
mind, since it is the common ontological background of these three
of its functions, which in addition reassures their unity®®. However,
also in this case intellect and will or love are not identified with each
other neither in the human nor in the divine level. Hence however
Agustine considers the Son as the intellect of the three persons of the
Holy Trinity and the Holy Spirit as the will or love which characterizes
them. However, will as an intellectual function presupposes the intellect
and follows it and cannot function independently from it, considering
that, to want something we first have to know it*. So also, the Holy
Spirit, mutatis mutandis, is identified with the will and love of God,
and therefore does not operate independently from the Son, but
presupposes Him and follows Him, as the will the intellect, and for

56. See indicatively L. Karfikova, ,,Das Geheimnis Gottes des Vaters in Augustinus De
Trinitate IX-X and XV* in: Gott, Vater und Schipferr, Pro Oriente, ibid., p. 252 ff.

57. See De Trinitate X, 1, 1.

58. See ibid., X, 11, 18. See and L. Karfikova, ibid., p. 255 ff.

59. See De Trinitate X, 1, 1-3, 5.
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that reason proceeding from the Father (principaliter a Patre), who is the
cause, proceeds at the same time and from the Son (Filiogue)®.

Consequently, for Agustine, unlike the Greek Fathers, mind is neither
as rational organ of the soul nor as intellectual function (intellect)
identified with will, in addition there is not between them the ontological
unity which is attested in the Greek patristic tradition. If there is any
unity between them it is a unity of distinctive things due to the unity of
soul’s essence. It’s characteristic that whereas for Athanasius the Great-
as we have seen- mind, intellect and will are identified with each other,
so that the Son is considered as mind, intellect and will of the Father,
according to holy Agustine mind intellect and will differentiate clearly
from each other, so that mind is considered as the Father, intellect as the
Son and will as the Holy Spirit. However, this distinction, irrespective
of its different variations, which are found in the psychological trinities,
is for holy Augustine an argumentation, in order to explain and found
rationally not only the unity of the persons of the Holy Trinity, but also
the proceeding of the Holy Spirit «xai éx t00 Yioo» (“and from the
Son”™).

However, we must point out that, despite the clear distinction
between intellect and will in Agustine and the apparent priority that
acknowledges to intellect compared to will in their function, something
that is -as we have seen-impressed on his Trinitarian theology with
his doctrine about Filiogue, the holy Father has never put forward a
philosophical principle similar to the one that was prevailing in the
early and middle Scholasticism according to which “Intellectus est
superior voluntate” that we are aware of. From the moment however
that the Scholastics, based almost unilaterally on him, and despite the
quite often impressive use from their side of the Greek Fathers, saw
the relation of intellect and will in the light of the importance for the
trinitarian theology of the psychological trinities of Agustine, which they
used in their Trinitarian theology®, the formulation of this principle in
the scholastic tradition was a matter of time. We must underline that the

60. See Ibid. XV, 17, 29, PL 42, 1081.
61. See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1a, 27, 1-5 Compendium Theologiae 31-34;
37-39.
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use of the psychological trinities of Agustine in the trinitarian theology
from the greatest representative of Scholasticism, Thomas Aquinas, was
realized in such a way that, the Son is considered and characterized as
the second principle (principium) of the origin of the Holy Spirit after
the Father®?, something which as far as we know is never to be found
in Agustine®. For him the source and the principle (principium) of the
origin of the Holy Spirit is only the Father®.

We are of the opinion that Scholastics, taking advantage of the
importance of the psychological trinities of holy Agustine for the trinitarian
theology, according to which-as we have seen-intellect (intellectus) in
the Holy Trinity is identified with the person of the Son, whereas will
(voluntas) with the person of the Holy Spirit, and expanding his doctrine
about Filioque, so that the Son as inner trinitarian intellect (intellectus)
of God to be considered as the second principle of the proceeding of
the Holy Spirit which is His inner trinitarian will (voluntas), they were
naturally and inevitably led to the elevation of the ontological priority
of mind in relation to will, differentiating themselves clearly at this point
from the Greek patristic tradition. From that point on the appearance
of a dialectic between spirit and will in the context of Scholasticism
was inevitable, since, as it is known, it was closely connected with the
very opposite trends that prevailed among Scholastics regarding the
ontological priority of intellect against will or of will against intellect in
man.

However, as we have pointed out, it was not holy Agustine the one
who formulated the philosophical principle that prevailed in the earlier
and the middle period of Scholasticism, according to which intellect
has supremacy over will, but the same scholastic theologians, using

62. See Summa Theologiae 1a, 27, 4. Cf. ibid., 1a, 36, 4.

63. In this point see the very interesting remark of Lewis Ayres: “In the atemporal
context of the divine communion, questions of whether the Son mediates the Spirit or
acts as secondary cause become extremely difficult to pose, and it is perhaps no accident
that Agustine offers no discussion of the question” (L. Ayres, ibid., p. 148).

64. As Bernd Oberdorfer very accurately attested in this case, ,,Zweifellos lehrt Augustinus
den ,Hervorgang” des Geistes ,,aus dem Vater und dem Sohn“ bzw. ,.aus beiden®; er
verittelt dies ja sogar mit dem traditionellen Gedanken von der Monoprinzipialitit des
Vaters“ (B. Oberdorfer, ibid., p.126).
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the psychological trinities of Agustine in their Trinitarian theology
and interpreting its doctrine about Filioque in such a way, that the
Son becomes the second principle of the proceeding of the Holy Spirit.
In this way, we believe, the Scholastics contributed decisively to the
differentiation of the western thought from the Greek patristic tradition,
with regard to the relation of intellect and will, laid the foundations
for the discussion concerning the ontological priority between them,
which occupied the philosophical and theological thought throughout
the Middle Ages, regardless of the very opposite answers that they gave
to this discussion. Thus they paved the way for a dialectic juxtaposition
between intellect and will, and as a result the subsequent western
thought was led to two opposing sides, that of the intellectualists,
and that of the voluntarists, and by extension to the independence of
theory from practice and the clash of them, the reverberations of which
we experience so far. However, we believe, that the western thought
wouldn’t have been differentiated from the Greek patristic tradition to
such an extent, if the scholastics had not used and given impulse to the
impact of the relationship between intellect and will which set up with
his Trinitarian theology holy Agustine.

c. Ontological evaluation of man

The ontological evaluation of man in the orthodox tradition is directly
connected both with the twofold nature of man, which-as we have
seen-consists of a material body and an intellectual soul, and with the
conception of his creation «xat’ elxdva» (“in the image”) of God.

Man, consisting of body and soul, composes in himself the visible and
the invisible world, according to Gregory the Theologian, who decisively
determines in this case the orthodox patristic tradition, and in this
sense is the connection of the whole creation, a second world, who as a
microcosm depicts the macrocosm®. As st. Gregory refers, showing off in

65. See Gregory the Theologian, Adyog 28 Iepi Osoloying, 22, PG 36, 57A; Adyog
38, Eic ta Ocopavia, €ir’ ody yevéblio 100 Xwtipog, 11, PG 36, 324A; Adyog 45,
Eic 1o dywov Ilgoye, 7, PG 36, 632A; Leontius the Monk, Kata Neotoptavdy xoi
Edtuoyiaviotéy 1, PG 86 1284C; Cosmas, Egyptian monk, Xptotiavixy tomoypopior 5,
PG 88, 320A; John Damascene, ibid., 2, 12, PG 94, 921A.
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a masterly and poetic way the wider ontological value of man, «Todto o7
Bovinbeic o teyvirng émdeiEacbon Aoyog, xal {oov Ev EE aupotépwy,
QOPATOV TE AEyw xal OpOTS (PUOEWS, ONULOVOYEL TOY GvOpwToV:
xal mopo uey tig 0Ang Aafwv to oduo 10N mEoDTOoTAGNS, OO
EowtoD O& mvony évbeic (6 % voepay Yuyny xoi eixova Ocod oidev
0 Adyoc), 0idv twa xdouoy Sebtepov, v uxod udyay, émi ¢ Yic
lotnow, dyyeldoy dAAOY, TEOOXVYNTNY UXTOY, EXOTTNY THG OPOTIS
XTIOEWS, UDOTNY THS YOOULUEVYS, BaotAéa tdv Erl Yijg, Baotievoueyvoy
dvwbey, érniyeioy xal obpavioy, meooxoupoy xol alavotoy, 0paToy
xoll YOOUUEVOY, UECOY UEYEDOVS XOl TATEYOTNTOS TOV AOTOV, TVEDUX
xal oopxor TVeEDUO Sl TNV YA, GoEXa Ol TNY ETTOOOY TO UEV,
oo uévy xoi dokaln tov edepyétny: TO O, Vo ooy, xol TACXWY
omoutuvoxnTol xol moudevnTon TG UEYEDEL QrAoTiuovuEvos {Hov
evtadbor 0ixovouovuevoy, xol aAdayod uebiotauevoy, xal Tepas To0
pvotneliov T TEos BOeoy vevoer Oeovuevoy»%. Indeed the fact that
man as microcosm composes in himself the visible and the invisible
world, having a giver of life spirit which gives life and connects his
body, makes him according to saint Gregory Palamas superior even to
the angels, who are not by their nature in position to do so®".

We must notice here that Gregory the Theologian characterizing man
as microcosm which depicts the macrocosm uses the stoic notion of
man, from the Christian point of view, according to which man is being
traversed and kept together by the seminal principle, which is the soul
in his body, depicts as microcosm the macrocosm of the universe, which
is traversed and kept together by the universal and catholic logos®®.
However, we must point out that the Christianization of this stoic notion
from Gregory is clear and unobjectionable, since this anthropological
notion of Gregory is irrelevant to the stoic pantheism. In other words,

66. Adyog 38, Eig ta Ocopdviar, it 00y yevéblio t00 Zwtijpog, 11, PG 36, 321C;
Aoyog 45, Eig o dywoyv Ilaoya, 7, PG 36, 632AB.

67. See Kepaldouwa puatxd, Ocoloyixa, n0uxa te xold mpoxtixe 38, PG 150, 1145D-1148A;
62, PG 150, 1165AB.

68. See relatively J. Hirschberger, Geschichte der Philosophie, 1. Teil (Altertum und
Mittelalter), Verlag Herder, Basel — Freiburg — Wien 91974, p. 259; W. Rod, Der Weg
der Philosophie von den Anfingen bis ins 20. Jahrhundert, Bd. T (Altertum, Mittelalter,
Renaissance), Verlag C. H. Beck, Miinchen 1994, p. 207.
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the relation which exists between these two notions is restricted to a
clearly morphological level.

Besides, as it refers to the notion of the «xat’ eixdva» (“in the image”)
of God creation of man there are, as it is known two main interpretative
approaches in the patristic tradition: The first is represented by the
majority of the Fathers, and locates the «xat eixévo» (“in the image”)
in rational and in free will, with which man is endowed in his creation®.
This interpretation is closely connected with the fact that man as rational
and sovereign being depicts according to the Fathers the Word of God
who is as apostle Paul emphasizes the “image of the invisible God”
(«elxova 100 @00 100 GopaTov»)”. He is namely created in the image
of God who is the Word and, on this account, man is rational and
sovereign. The second interpretative approach is mainly represented
from the Antiochian theologians, who connecting the «xat eixéva» (“in
the image”) with the passage in Gen. 1, 26", accept that this lies in the
sovereign and dominating place that man has in the creation. That is
as God is lord and dominates over the whole world, He created man in
His image, so as to dominate over the whole earth’. However, we must
underline that with the first as well as with the second interpretation

69. See characteristically Athanasius the Great, Adyos mepi tijc évavbpwmioews T00
Adyov xal tijc do oduatog mEOg quas émpaveiog adtod 3, PG 25, 101B; 6, PG 25,
105C; Basil the Great, Eic toy 48 Qaduov 8, PG 29, 449BC; Eic 10 «Ilpdoeye oeavtd »
6, PG 31, 212BC; Ilept Edyaptotiog 2, PG 31, 221C; Ol év Aud xol adyud 5,
PG 31, 317A; Ot 0dx oty aitios 1@V xaxdv 6 Ococ 6, PG 31, 344BC; “Opot xora
nAarog 2, 3, PG31, 913B; Emotody 233, Auplloyiw éowtioavt. 1, PG 32, 864C;
Gregory of Nyssa, Ilepl xataoxevijs avbodmov 11, PG 44, 156B; 12, PG 44, 161C; 164A;
16, PG 44, 184B; 185C; Acdyos xatnyntixos o uéyos 5, PG 45, 24C; 21, PG 45, 57CD;
Ilepl moapbevias 12, PG 46, 369C; Constantine deacon, Eyxdutoy eic mwavrag ToO¢
ayiovg évdokoug xai mavevPHUOVS UdpTLEOS ToUS UTTEP XpLotol 100 Ocod HudY
xato Ty olxovuévny abinoavras 14, PG 88, 496C; Maximus the Confessor, Zitnotg
veta IIvgoov, PG 91, 304C; John Damascene, ibid., 2, 12, PG 94, 920B. See and G. D.
Martzelos, '0p0060&0 Soyua xai Ocoloyixos mpofAnuortiouds, op.cit., p. 109, 121 ff.
70. See Col 1, 15. See and 2 Cor 4, 4.

1. «xal qpyétwoay TOV XOOWY Ti¢ Baddoons xol TV TETEWGY TOD 00p0VOD XAl
TRV XTNVRY X0l TAGNS TS YIS Xl TAVTWY TRV EQTETAOY TOV EQTOVIWY ETL YTjG».
72. See Diodore of Tarsus, Eic ™y ['éveow, PG 33, 1564CD; John Chrysostom, Eig Ty
T'éveawy 9, 2, PG 53, 78; 23, 5, PG 53, 202-203; Theodoret of Cyrus, Eic iy ['éveoy,
Quest. 20, PG 80, 105AB. Cf. and Basil the Great (dub.), IIspi 7 100 dvhpdmouv
xatooxevis 8, PG 30, 20C.
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of the «xat’ eixova» (“in the image”), from the one hand is presented
the princely and dominant role of man in relation to the rest of the
creatures and from the other hand his holiness as a person who depicts
God in the whole creation is ensured. Indeed, this holiness acquires for
the Fathers an even greater importance since man having himself mind,
reason, and spirit depicts the three persons of the Holy Trinity, as also
the unity that exists between them™. Therefore, the Fathers consider
man due to his «xat’ elxdva» (“in the image”) of God creation not only
as the «fBaotléa xal dpyovra maons s yfis»", but also as the only
creature, to which is allowed to attribute honorable worship on behalf of
the rest of his fellow beings™. Accordingly the twofold nature of man as
also his creation «xot eixdvax» (“in the image”) of God are the two basic
elements which according to the Fathers show off the incomparable
ontological value and his superiority to the rest of the creatures.

d. Anthropological dimension and ontology of the “person”

It's evident that the term “person” in ancient Greek philosophy had
the sense of appearance, countenance, or facade, and exactly with this
meaning was used from the ancient Greek dramatic composition as also
from the heretic of the 3rd century Sabellius, who was perceiving the
persons of the Holy Trinity as simple facades of the unique God. However,
the Cappadocian Fathers, after they discerned the terms «odoio»

73. See Gregory the Theologian, Adyos 23, Eipnvixog v eig )y obuPaocw, v ueta
™y obotaoty éromocuelo of ouodokot, 11, PG 35 1161C; Gregory of Nyssa, Ilepi 100
1 éott 10 xat’ exova Q00 xal xol)’ ouolwoty, PG 44, 1340C-1341B; Theodoret of
Cyrus, ibid., PG 80, 108AB; John Damascene, ibid., 1, 6-7, PG 94, 804A-805B; I1pos to0g
Safardovrac tog aylog eixovac 3, 20, PG 94, 1340D.

74. See John Damascene, "Exdooic axpifns tic 6p0oddkov miotews 2, 11, PG 94,
909D-912A. See and Gregory the Theologian, Adyos 38, Eic T Ocopdvia, eix’ odv
yevéblr Tod Xwtijpog, 11, PG 36, 324A; Adyog 45, Eic to dytov Ilaoya. 7. PG 36,
632B; Gregory of Nyssa, Ilepl xataoxevis dvbodmov 2, PG 44, 132D-133A; 4, PG 44,
136 BCD; Cosmas, Egyptian monk, Xototiavim toroypapio 3, PG 88, 153AB.

75. See John Damascene, ibid., 4, 16, PG 94, 1169A. See and G. D. Martzelos, ibid., p.
144 ft; G. D. Martzelos, ,,Die dogmatischen Grundlagen der Orthodoxen Ikonnlehre®,
Emtotnuovee Enetnoldo Ocsoloyixijc Xyolijs | Epistimoniki Epetirida Theologikis Scholis
[New series], Department of Theology. Special edition in honor of Antonios-Aimilios Taxiaos,
Professor Emeritus 8 (1998), p. 278.
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(“essence”) and «Omdotaoic» (“hypostasis”), they identified the term
«mpdowrnoy» (“person”) with the term «Omdotaoig» (“hypostasis”),
and they used it in their theology, establishing it definitely in the
whole Greek orthodox tradition”. It’s characteristic that Basil the Great
in order to avoid a possible understanding of the term «mpdowmoy»
(“person”) in accordance with its ancient Greek and as a result Sabellian
meaning, when he refers to the hypostases of the Holy Trinity, he does
not only confine himself to notice the danger that the simple use of the
term «mpdowmov» (“person”) with its traditional content hides, but he
is also obliged to underline clearly the ontological meaning that the
term must have so as to avoid the danger of Sabellianism: «00 yop
é€opxei», emphasizes, «dapopas wpoodrwy amopbuncaciot, aila
X0 EXACTOY TPOCWTOY €V OTTOOTATEL aAnOwi] OTTap)0V OUOAOYEIY»'.
The simple enumeration of the three divine persons could have, despite
their difference, very well been understood in the Sabellian way as an
enumeration of simple facades of God, and for that reason only the
ontological conception of the person as a real hypostasis could have
prevented such a danger. Both Gregory of Nyssa and Gregory of Nazianzus
attempt, with their own way, following Basil the Great, the same, when
they identify conceptually the terms «Omdotaoic» (“hypostasis”) and
«mpoowmoy» (“person”) with each other, so as to exclude the Sabellian
understanding of the term «mpoodmov» (“person”) and to ensure in this
way the orthodox Trinitarian theology™. Thus, the Cappadocian Fathers
identifying the terms «Omdotaois» (“hypostasis”) and «mwpdowmoy»
(“person”) with each other, not only they lend ontological content to

76. Cf. J. D. Zizioulas, « Ao t0 tpoowmeiov €ig T0 Tpdowmov. ‘H cupfoin Thg mateptxic
Oeoroyiog eig Ty Evvolay TO0D TEOOWTOL», in: Special edition in honor of Metropolitan
Revd. Father Melito of Chalcedon, Thessaloniki 1977, p. 287 ff.

77. See Basil the Great, Emtotodn 210, 5, PG 32, 776C.

78. See Gregory the Theologian, Adyog 20, Ilepi S0yuaTOS X0l XOTATTATEWS EMIOHOTWY,
6, PG 35, 1072CD; Adyos 21, Eig tov uéyav Abavaoioy émioxomoy Aleovdpeiog,
35, PG 35, 1124D-1125A; Adyoc 39, Eic ta dyia @ata, 11, PG 36, 345CD; Adyog
42, Yvytaxtiolog, €ig ™Y TeY oV émoxonwy mopovaiay, 16, PG 36, 477A; Gregory
of Nyssa, [Ioog t0o0s "EAAnvag, éx t@v xowdy évwvoidy, PG 45, 175A-181A 185A, D;
Kato Edyvouiov 1, PG 45, 320CD; 405B; 2, PG 45, 472CD; Emtotody 24, HoaxAeiavd
alpetix®, PG 46, 1092A.
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the sense of «wpdowmoy» (“person”) differentiating it completely from
the ancient Greek and Sabellian meaning, but also, they underline the
unique and unprecedented existential dissimilarity, due to its exclusive
hypostatic individuality, according to which is discerned from the other
«TTOOOWTTO»™ (“persons”). Indeed, we must point out that, in the context
of the Greek orthodox Trinitarian theology, this hypostatic individuality
is understood by the Cappadocian Fathers only in absolute connection
with the existential and at the same time loving communion of the
persons of the Holy Trinity. In other words, the Cappadocian Fathers
giving meaning to the term «zmpdowmov» (“person”) and using it in
their Trinitarin theology, they offer essentially the basic elements which
compose its existential content, namely the unprecedented existential
individuality and the loving sociability which characterizes it.

It’s a fact that, although the Cappadocian Fathers developed clearly the
sense and the ontological content of the term «mpoowmov» (“person”)
in the context of their Trinitarian theology, they avoid, obviously owing
to the absence of relevant provocations, to proceed to the expansion of
its importance for the Trinitarian theology in the field of Anthropology.
However, in their effort to explain the meaning and the ontological
content of this term, in order to use it in their Trinitarian theology,
they refer to clearly anthropological examples which show off at least
the relationship which according to them exists between the Trinitarian
theology and the anthropological importance of the term «mpoowmov»
(“person”).

Specifically, according to what they refer, as Peter, Paul and Barnabas
or Paul, Silvanus and Timothy have as humans common essence but
differentiate as individual persons or hypostases on the basis of his own
each one of them exclusive hypostatic attributes, mutatis mutandis, this
is the case with the persons of the Holy Trinity they are consubstantial,
but also they differentiate from each other on the basis of their hypostatic
attributes, which characterize them as persons, so that each one has its
own hypostatic individuality: the Father is unbegotten, the source and the

79. See characteristically Gregory of Nyssa, Kata Edvouiov 2, PG 45, 472C: «'H uév yop
TOY OTOOTATEWY [BLOTNG TOAVAY TE Xol AoVYYUTOY TOELTAL THY TPOCWTWY SIGTOANY».
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cause of the persons or hypostases of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, the
Son is begotten and the Holy Spirit is proceeded®. And, as we have seen,
referring to the sense of divinity according to the Fathers of the Church,
this existential individuality which characterizes forever the persons of
the Holy Trinity is not obligatory, but is connected indissolubly with the
free and loving communion that exists forever between them. For that
reason, however, as Dionysius Areopagita notices, God is characterized
not only as divine love €pwtag and love aydmy but also as dear €pootdg
and beloved é&yoamntdg which notices from his point of view st. Maximus
the Confessor® saying that: «'O @cog xoi Iatno xwnleis ayoovws
xal ayorntixds meofAley eic Oiaxploy Omootdoewy»®:. We must
underline that the analogy which is found out in the patristic thought
between the importance of the term «mpoodmov» (“person”) from
the aspect of Trinitarian theology and that from the anthropological
aspect, is simply confined only to the pointing out of the existential
individuality, which is based on the hypostatic attributes of the human
as well as of the three divine persons, and is not expanded to the free
and loving communion, which characterizes, according to the Fathers,
the persons of the Holy Trinity.

Those who for the first time in the history of the Christan thought
expanded from the level of the Trinitarian theology to the anthropological
level the element of the existential individuality as also the element of
free and loving communion, which both constitute, according to the
Fathers, the ontological content of the «mpoowmov» (“person”) are
Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius in the frame of their Christian
doctrine.

As it is known, both these Antiochian theologians in their effort to
emphasize against Apollinaris the perfection of the human nature of
Christ, they supported that this perfection has as a consequence the

80. See Basil the Great, Emtotodn 38, [onyopiw adeApd mepl diapopds odalog xal
omootaocewg, 2-3, PG 32, 325B-329A; Entotody 214, Toevtivw Kountt, 4, PG 32, 789A;
Gregory of Nyssa, IIpog tob¢ "EAApvag, éx t@v xowdy évvoidy, PG 45, 177CD; 181CD;
185AB. See and John Damascene, Kepalata pirocopixo 42-43, PG 94, 612A-613B,
Eioaywyyn doyudtwy otoyetddns 2, PG 95, 101A.

81. See Ilepi Staxpopwy amoptdy, PG 91, 1260BCD.

82. See Yyola eic to Ilepl Oelwy ovoudtwy, PG 4, 221A.
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perfection of the human person in Christ, who as perfect is characterized
by the existence of human free will*®. Besides, accepting the metaphysical
principle, according to which the «xat’ ovolav 7 xoro @vow» (“in
essence or in nature”) union takes place out of necessity and therefore
applies only to consubstantial things, whereas the «xata 0Anow» (“ in
will”) or «xat’” eddoxioy» (“in good will”) union takes place freely and
suits to things different in substance®:, they do not accept that the union
of the two natures in Christ, which are different in substance became in
nature, for that would meant that this union was out of necessity, and
as a result Christ would not had human will and consequently a perfect
human person, which would inevitably led to Apollinarianism. Therefore,
the union of the two natures in Christ should have been realized in a
will level, that is to be moral in other words to be based on the free will
of the human nature-person, so that the human person of Christ to be
freely and with love conformed to the divine will and to be amenable
to moral evolution and progress®. That’s what they mean, when they
characterize this union as «xot’ eddoxiory ovvapeia»® (“indwelling of
good pleasure”) or when Nestorius refers to «ovvagetor» (“indwelling”)

83. See Theodore of Mopsuestia, Awrdor. ano 10 Kara Evavlpwninoews tod Kvpiov
Nuey Tnood Xototod 8, PG 66, 981BC; dmdom. éx t0od 8 Adyov, PG 66, 989CD; Fr.
Loofs, Nestoriana. Die Fragmente des Nestorius, Halle 1905, pp. 219, 224; F. Nau, Nestorius.
Le livre d” Héraclide de Damas (traduit en Francais) Paris 1910, p. 144; G. R. Driver — L.
Hodgson, Nestorius. The Bazaar of Heracleides (Newly translated from the Syriac), Oxford
1925, p. 163.

84. See Theodore of Mopsuestia, Awroon. arno ™y Emotoly mpds Aduvov, PG 66,
1013A; Fr. Loofs, ibid., p. 219 ff. See and F. Nau, ibid., p. 142 ff.; G. R. Driver — L. Hodgson,
ibid., p. 161 ff. With reference to the metaphysical problematic of the Christology of
Theodore of Mopsuestia and of Nestorius see. ]. S. Romanides, “Highlights in the debate
over Theodore of Mopsuestia’s Christology and some suggestions for a fresh approach”,
The Greek Orthodox Theological Review 5 (1959-60), p. 162 ff. and L. Hodgson, “The
Metaphysics of Nestorius”, The Journal of Theological Studies 19 (1918), p. 46 ff.; A.
Grillmeier, ,,Das Scandalum oecumenicum des Nestorius in kirchlich-dogmatischer und
theologiegeschichtlicher Sicht“, Scholastik 36 (1961), p. 339 f.

85. Theodor of Mopsuestia, Awdor. and 1o Kara Evavbpwnicews tod Kvplov fudy
Tnoob Xopwotod 7, PG 66, 977A-980B; 14, PG 66 989CD; 15, PG 66, 992C; Fr. Loofs,
ibid., p. 239; F. Nau, ibid.. pp. 35, 59 ff., 158, 159, 187; G. R. Driver — L. Hodgson, ibid..
pp. 38, 62 ff., 179, 181, 211.

86. See Theodore of Mopsuestia, EntotoAn mpog Aduvoy (frag. 1), PG 66, 1012C-1013A;
Fr. Loofs, ibid., pp. 178, 292.
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and «xowwvia T@Y ovoudtwy 7 TtV Bwudtwy» (“communion of
names or of attributes”) between the two natures or persons of Christ®.
It’s certain that these two Antiochian theologians refer to one person in
Christ, which however does not have ontological content, so as to refer
either to the divine or to the human hypostasis, but exists only in moral
level, and is understood as a communion of will between the two natures
or persons in Christ® or as «ujvoua t@v dbo @pbocwy» (“message of
the two natures”) as Nestorius characterizes it calling it with the name
«XpLotdc»®. Exactly for that reason the Fathers of Chalcedon (451) in
the Canon that they compiled emphasized that the one person of Christ,
who is known «&v 8o pioeot» (“in two natures”) after the incarnation
is nothing else but the hypostasis of the Only-begotten Son of God, God
the Word™.

As it appeared from what we have said, the expansion of the ontological
content of the «mpdowmoy» (“person”) from the Trinitarian theology
to Anthropology which was accomplished by the above mentioned two
Antiochian theologians is due to clearly theological reasons which are
connected with their Christological problematic. Nevertheless, particularly
in our age it is attested among orthodox theologians and intellectuals
an expansion of the ontological content of the term «mwpoocwmov»
(“person”) from the Trinitarian theology to Anthropology for clearly
philosophical reasons in order to give an orthodox answer to the
challenge of existentialism (G. Marcel, R. Guardini, K. Barth, E. Brunner,
F. Gogarten, D. Bonhoeffer, P. Tillich, N. Berdiaeff, M. Heidegger) and

87. See Fr. Loofs, ibid., pp. 178 ff. ; 248 ft.; F. Nau, ibid., pp. 53 ff., 66, 141 ff., 212 ff. ; G.
R. Driver — L. Hodgson, ibid., pp. 56, 69, 160, 240 ff.

88. See Theodore of Mopsuestia, Awdor. ano 10 Kata Evavlpwnioews tod Kvpiov
udy Inood Xototod 8, PG 66, 981BC; F. Nau, ibid., pp. 141ff., 191 ff.; R. Driver — L.
Hodgson, ibid., pp. 163, 219 ff.

89. See Fr. Loofs, ibid., p. 295 F. Nau, ibid., pp. 146, 184, 18; G. R. Driver — L. Hodgon,
ibid., pp. 166, 207, 209. See and A. Grillmeier, ibid., p. 333 and G. S. Bebis, Yvufolai ig
v mepl Neatoplov Epevvay (BE énddews '0pbodbEov), Athens 1964, p. 137 ff.

90. See Mansi (=]. D. Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio, Graz
1960-1961) VII, 116 ACO (=Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, ed. E. Schwartz, Berolini et
Lipsiae 1927-1940) IL, 1, 2, 129 [325] ff. See and G. D. Martzelos, I'éveon xai wnyés 700
“Opov tijc Xalxndovag. Xoufoly oty iotoptxodoyuatixy diepebvnoyn tod “Dpov Tijg
A" Oixovpevixijs Xvvodou, P. Pournaras Publications, Thessaloniki 1986, p. 192.
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of personalism (M. Scheler, J. Lacroix, J. Maritain, G. Mandinier, M.
Nédoncelle, E. Mounier, M. Buber), which show off emphatically the
existential individuality of the hypostasis or person in relation to the
hypostases or the persons of the other humans. Thus it developed in
Orthodoxy a strong stream with main representatives His Eminence
loannis Zizioulas Bishop of Pergamon?' Christos Giannaras’ and the
Reverend Father Dumitru Staniloae®, which aims to show off not only
the unique an unprecedented existential individuality of the person, but
also his loving sociability and freedom as elements which constitute his
ontological content, and in this way showing of the Fathers of the Church
as the fathers and the founders of the orthodox understanding of the
term «7mpdowmoy» (“person”) in the framework of the anthropological
and philosophical reflection.

Although this attempt was disputed by some as a misinterpretation of
the patristic theology®, and as a result to arise a serious and important

91. See characteristically his works: «Amo 10 Tpoowmelov gig T0 Tpdowmov. ‘H cvufoin
Tiig TatepLxtig Beoroyiog gig TV Evvolay T0D TEOCHTOL», ibid., pp. 287-323, and Being
as Communion. Studies in Personhood and the Church, Contemporary Greek Theologians
Series, No 4, New York 1985.

92. See characteristically his works: To Ilpoowrmo xai 0 "Epwg, Domos Publications,
Athens 2006 and "Ovroloyla t00 mpooémov (mpoowmoxevtoxy évtoloyia), Tkaros
Publications, Athens 2016.

93. See characteristically the doctoral dissertation of N. Neaskou, referring to this subject
ITodowmo xai xowwvio otn Ocoloyior Tob mateog Anuntoiov Ytavidode, Thessaloniki
2014.

94. See loan. Panagopoulos, «’Ovtoroyia 3 ©@coroyior 00 Ilpoowmov. ‘H ovpforyn tiig
natepixdic Totadoroyiog oty xatovonen Tod avlpwmrivov TPocwTov», Xivatc/
Synaxis 13 (1985), pp. 63-79; 14 (1985), pp. 35-47; id., «'H eixévo 100 Ocod xoi 10
TPOOWTO», Xovakic/Synaxis 21 (1987), pp 59-62; S. Agouridis, «Mmopody & mTpdowma:
t7ig ToLddag va dwroovy ™ Baon Yo lepoovahiotinésg amodelg mepl T00 AvOpidTou;s,
Zivakig/Syntaxis 33 (1990), pp. 67-78; Chr. Stamoulis, «“Eyd eiut 6 ¢v”. ‘H Stokextinn
QVOEWG XOl TIPOCWHTOL 0T VEWTEPY, 0p06J0EN Beoloyior xal 6 Heohoyixog OALGPOG TOD
arytov Tpmyopiov t0d Ilohaud», Ziovheois/Sythesis (online journal of the Department
of Theology, AUTH) 1 (2012), pp. 104-120; Hierotheos (Vlachos) Bishop of Nafpaktos
and Hagios Vlasios, «'H dvtohoyio 10D “mpoowmon’™ N cuoTnUaTixy TopepUVELn TGOV
ayiwy Abavaoiov, Kamradoxdy xal MaEipov amo 10 Mrtporoiity Hepydpov Twdvvn
ZnGLodha», in: http://www.parembasis.gr/images/anakoinoeis/2016/NI-ONTOLOGIA %20
PROSWPOYP-PI-FEB2916.pdf, Nafpaktos 2016; M. Berkoutakis, «Ilept Tptddog ot
mpootyTov. “Hyovy, &mt tfic "0OpbodoEov Tpradohoyiog, oyoioy éxtevic eic LB (12)
gpwTamoxpioelg», in: http://www.oodegr.com/oode/theos/trias-proswpo.htm; Sp Tsitsigos,

175



G. Martzelos
Theologia 2/2023

theological dialogue® about this issue, we must notice that, thus far in
what we have been saying, this effort has by far its origin in the Fathers
of the Church, and particularly the Cappadocians, who in order to define
the sense of the term «mpdowmoy» (“person”), so as to use it in their
Trinitarian theology, they refer —as we have seen— to anthropological
examples which make clear the unique and unpreceded existential
individuality of the «mpoodmov» (“person”) in the level of Trinitarian
theology and in the anthropological level. From that moment on, the
patristic doctrine that man is a creature «xat’ elxdva» (“in the image”)
of God, depicting in his mind, word and spirit the persons of the Holy
Trinity?, is definitely a basic presupposition for the expansion of the free
and living sociability from the level of Trinitarian theology to the level
of Anthropology. However, this analogy between Trinitarian theology
and Anthropology in terms of these two elements which constitute the
ontological content of the term «mpoo@mov» (“person”) that is the
unique and unprecedented existential individuality and his free and
living sociability, must take into account the apophatic theology of the
Fathers, so as to avoid an anthropological understanding of the elements
which characterize the patristic Trinitarian theology, on the basis of the
scholastic analogia entis, and leading to the distortion of the patristic
theology. The ontological distinction between created and non-created
is decisive for the understanding of the analogy between the Trinitarian
theology and Anthropology.

Conclusion

After of what we have said, it became —as we believe— clear that
all the individual ontological doctrines mentioned were developed

«Ilpog TobLg dixpitwe Towtilovtog Tpdowno xal DrdéoToon atny ‘0pbodoEn ypLoTiovix
Ocoroyio, in: http://www.romiosini.org.gr/a206c8d2.el.aspx.

95. See His Eminence Ioannis Zizioulas Bishop of Pergamon, «To elvat 100 Og0d xal tO
elva 100 avBpwmon. Andmetpo Beoroytwod dtahdyov», Zovaky / Synaxi 37 (1991), pp.
11-36; Chr. Giannaras, «Ilepl dTLEOPBAATOL TTHOUATOS F) ATOXACEWY DTOPELTTIXGY %Ol
TEPOOVONGTIXDY», Zovaly / Synaxi 37 (1991), pp. 7-45.

96. See footnote 73.
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from the Fathers of the Church during their effort on the one hand
to fundamentally overturn the various heretical challenges, basing
their theology, and particularly the orthodox Trinitarian theology and
Christology, on indisputable ontological conditions. In this respect the
Fathers were somehow obliged to answer to individual philosophical
problems of ontological content, contributing in this way decisively to the
renewal of ontological refection beyond that of ancient Greek philosophy
and became the proponents and founders of a new ontology that could
rightly be characterized as Christian.

In fact it is extremely characteristic that this Christian ontology, with
its unquestionable theological and philosophical originality, is not born
of any primary philosophical interest of the Fathers but, as we have
said, through their painstaking effort to secure Orthodox Theology, and
especially Orthodox Trinitarian Theology and Christology, from the
various philosophical and heretical forgeries of their time. Thus, starting
exclusively from theological starting points, they contributed decisively
to the genesis and development of the Christian ontological reflection,
highlighting its enormous theological and philosophical significance. And
here we can find the great and indisputable contribution of the Fathers
in the promotion not only of theological but also of philosophical thought
in general.



