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Foreword



Over most of the last century, Orthodox reflection on ecclesiology has revolved around what has been called ‘Eucharistic ecclesiology’. The origins of this are not difficult to divine: the theologians of the Russian diaspora, rudely expelled from the territory that had been ‘Holy Russia’, were forced by circumstances to reconsider what was meant by the Church. For nearly a millennium and a half, the Church had been conceived on an analogy with human imperial structures, initially the Roman Empire, and then analogously with the Russian Empire and the Orthodox nations that emerged from the fragmentation of the Ottoman Empire. Reaching back behind the conversion of Constantine, the Russian theologians in Paris, notably Fr Nikolai Afanasiev, rethought an ecclesiology focused on the Eucharistic community, presided over by the bishop, which they found in the letters of St Ignatius of Antioch. Such an ecclesiology has been widely influential outside Orthodox circles: it profoundly informed the ecclesiology of the Second Vatican Council and lies behind much ecumenical ecclesiological reflection found, for instance, in the reports of the World Council of Churches.


In Orthodox circles, a widely influential proponent of Eucharistic ecclesiology, inspired by, though critical of, the ideas of Fr Afanasiev, is Professor John Zizioulas, Metropolitan of Pergamon. With Zizioulas, the foundations of Eucharistic ecclesiology are extended from the pre-Nicene theology of St Ignatius to the Trinitarian theology of the Cappadocian Fathers, who, it is alleged by Zizioulas, developed a profound notion of the person, that lies at the heart of both their understanding of the mystery of the Trinity and of Zizioulas’ own development of Eucharistic ecclesiology. Zizioulas’ ideas have been received with a mixture of enthusiastic agreement and critical questioning, and debate has revolved around interpretation of passages from the Cappadocian Fathers, a debate that has become increasingly narrow and sterile. Zizioulas’ linking of Eucharistic ecclesiology with his Trinitarian personalism has led to what one might call ‘episcopocentrism’ (or even episcopomonism), with ecclesial structures of authority focused on the bishop as guarantor of ecclesial unity. More recently still, this episcopocentrism has led to an appreciation of the notion of primacy in Orthodox theology, which has provoked alarm in some quarters.


Fr Chrysostom shares much of the alarm of those who see episcopomonism as distorting ecclesial experience. His book is, however, far more than a tract for the times. In this book, the fruit of long and considered meditation, Fr Chrysostom explores the motives behind recourse to personalist ontology, and revisits the theology of the Cappadocian Fathers from whom Metropolitan John draws his personalism. He draws attention to the dangers of the polarisation between person and nature, taken for granted by Zizioulas’ personalist ontology, a polarisation that distorts the balance between person and communion he finds in the Fathers and, even more dangerously, with its negative assessment of nature, seems to call in question the Christian doctrine of creation, according to which God created nature that was ‘exceedingly good’. There is, however, much more to this book. In an earlier work in two volumes (God of Mysteries: The Theology of the Celts in the Light of the Greek East (2008) and Lovers of the Kingdom: The Encounter of Celtic and Byzantine Monasticism (2009), available, alas, only in Greek), Fr Chrysostom had explored parallels between Celtic and Byzantine monastic theology, finding in both cases a theology founded on ascetic experience and markedly Trinitarian in its concerns. He draws on this extensively in the central part of the book, in a way that draws attention to the common fund of ecclesial experience of the mysteries of the Trinity and the incarnation to be found in the Byzantine East and the Celtic West. In contrast to the one-sidedness that all too easily characterises Eucharistic ecclesiology and personalist ontology, we find an embracing of contrasts that is deeply enriching. Pages on the complementarity of eremiticism and communal monasticism in the monastic traditions highlight the balance found in Cappadocian theology (and Dionysius the Areopagite and St Maximus) between the monad and the triad in their understanding of the Triune God. A theology of obedience that flows all too easily from episcopocentric Eucharist ecclesiology is balanced by an emphasis on mutuality, personal responsibility and spiritual freedom. A failure of much Eucharistic ecclesiology has been an inability to accommodate the rich ascetic theology that marks both the Celtic and Byzantine traditions: this is counterbalanced by Fr Chrysostom’s reflections in this book.


Furthermore, Fr Chrysostom’s reflections are marked by a humane appreciation of the breadth of human experience: he draws on poets as well as theologians; he embraces the richness of human experience of the created order that is such a marked feature of the ascetics, both Celtic and Byzantine, for all the apparent harshness of much of their ascetic practice. It is a book that transcends the pastoral concern for the dangerous consequences, as he sees it, of the academic and institutional bias of much Eucharistic ecclesiology, and becomes a profound meditation on the riches of the ascetic and theological tradition shared by East and West in the first millennium.


Andrew Louth
Professor Emeritus of Patristic and Byzantine Studies





Prologue



‘Because God looked upon me, I had and have to look towards God,’ says Kierkegaard. God reveals Himself to man within a personal relationship; or, rather, this I–Thou relationship originates in the very act of creation. At the same time God reveals Himself as a Three-Personed Absolute. And He ‘enthrals’ the human heart, drawing it to Himself, suggesting, as it were, the divine ‘mode of existence’ to His creature: God is simultaneously one and three – three Persons, yet only one I – and so is humanity.


The way we approach God has a radical impact on the way we see the world and the human being. The trinitarian mystery stands before us like a mirror in which the most secret and sacred purposes of creation are reflected. Accordingly, the way we approach and understand the Trinity determines fundamental perceptions of humanity and the Church, and affects the modus vivendi of both individuals and society.


Early Christian theology was the domain in which the notion of person was for the first time fervently discussed in a trinitarian setting. As for the human person, concrete individuality and its dignity lie at the centre of Christian teaching: it stands in uniqueness and in communion, according to ‘a more excellent way’ (1 Cor. 12:31). But human cultures and civilisations would not so easily accept Christian infiltration. Collectivism, as well as its verso, namely radical individualism, disregarded and crushed the person, threatening both unity and particularity. Then, personalism, in its various philosophical and theological strains, developed throughout the nineteenth century as a reaction to those depersonalising attitudes, underscoring personhood as the ultimate principle of all reality, and emphasising its relational dimension.


Our culture is coloured by the same two apparent extremes: impersonalisation and egocentricity. The dialectic of the ‘internal’–‘external’ relationship, which characterises the language of modernity, often finds expression in the severance of the part from the whole and, consequently, the opposition between the individual and society.


Within this context, certain pioneering theologians who have followed and expanded assumptions of philosophy have, with a view to meeting the existential demands of modern man, built up a personalist thought based on a specific understanding of divine personhood: everything comes from a person, and that person within the Trinity is the person of the Father. This view is supposedly ratified by patristic triadological teaching, particularly the teaching on the ‘monarchy of the Father’. In the forefront of this trend, Professor John Zizioulas, Metropolitan of Pergamon, attributes everything to the person of the Father: the cause of the Trinity is the person of the Father; love is identified with the Father; God’s immortality, indeed His very essence, derives from the person of the Father. The ontological ‘principle’ or ‘cause’ of being is not seen as either essence or nature but invertedly as that which makes up the person. On these grounds the person was detached from nature, aggrandising the imbalance between the two. A transcendental perception of the former makes the latter a bleak necessity.


But the most challenging part of the story is the application of the above thesis in the fields of ecclesiology and anthropology. This ‘monarchy’ of the person of the Father, accommodated in the ‘Eucharistic ecclesiology’, invests the ‘first’ in the Church (either local or universal) with supreme authority, and in the long run becomes the fulcrum for totalitarian patterns and behaviours. Its anthropological corollary is that the esoteric and creative dimension of man, which springs from the spiritual capacity of the ‘inner man’, tends to be eclipsed by structure and relations; furthermore, that ‘inner man’ goes unacknowledged because of fear and distrust of what is seen to be either esotericism or the influence of modern psychology. John Zizioulas is neither the sole nor the first theologian to espouse a personalist understanding of the Trinity. The reason that this study focuses on him is that he is credited with bringing the Greek patristic tradition into contemporary discourse on personhood.


How far can this interpretation, together with its ecclesiological implications, find justification in patristic writings? That was the point of departure for this venture into the thought and experience of the Fathers of the Church. This work pursues a thorough understanding of the patristic notion of person and essence, and traces its ecclesiological and anthropological implications, with special reference to the monastic paradigm.


In the process, the study provides a full account of how the early Greek Fathers, as well as the theologians of the pre-Norman Irish tradition, conceived, used and interpreted the theological term ‘monarchy’, and explores their references to inter-trinitarian relations, simultaneously tracing any repercussions of triadological doctrine on anthropology, Church structure and spiritual life. It then proceeds to consider and assess the multiform substantiation of the above doctrine in the philosophy and life of the monastic world of the Greek East and the Irish West. Sources examined from the Eastern tradition include the Cappadocian Fathers, St Athanasius of Alexandria, St Cyril of Alexandria, St John Chrysostom, St Dionysius the Areopagite, St Maximus the Confessor, St John of Damascus, the ascetic works of Asia Minor; and from the Irish tradition, St Columbanus, Ériugena, anonymous theological treatises, early lives of saints and ascetic writings.


Irish Christianity is included for two reasons: the first is that monasticism plays a prominent role in the perception of spiritual life and the formation of ecclesiastical conscience; the second is the astounding affinity between the two traditions. The Irish Church was a vigorous and growing local Church, which combined its distinct spiritual identity with the consciousness of belonging to a catholic tradition. Strongly influenced by St Cassian and the Eastern monastic spirit and theology, it seems to cleave more to the Greek Fathers on issues regarding the doctrine of grace, original sin, trinitarian perceptions and the interpretation of theophanic events. One does not mean to say that what appears in the Irish mind is entirely absent from Latin Christendom. Still, elements that are to be found in strands of the Western tradition appear to shape the special character of early Christian Ireland. Having devoted considerable research in a previous study to the correlations between the spiritual insights of the Greek and the early Irish Fathers, now I summon the latter to make their own contribution to the overall picture. Such an alignment of two geographically remote traditions seems to create a second strand in the study, in which the identity of spiritual life as being based upon trinitarian faith is clearly exemplified.


Although I do not espouse either the stereotype of collective ‘Celticity’ or an undifferentiated view all over the Greek-speaking East, I do see an identity of mind, vision and experience within each tradition, an identity not to be separated in parallel streams or conflicting powers. In both worlds, varying expressions of truth (owing their robustness to a multitude of vivid individuals) do not really indicate varying ‘truths’ in a climate of disagreement. If there are cases of divergence among the Fathers, they are to be understood at the level of ‘signifiers’ and in the framework of the quest for the measure in religious doctrine and life, not as expressions of a different understanding of the transcendental realities or of a desire to penetrate God’s mystery.


Certain questions emerge from studying the foregoing themes in historical context: Is there any precedence given to either the individual or the corporate body? To what degree and in what way is the individual incorporated in the totality/catholicity? In what way and by which means does the totality live and how is it expressed in the individual as understood as person? What is the relation and interaction between the ‘inner’ and the ‘outer’ in the human person? The objective of the study is the exposition of the intertwining of personhood and catholicity in the thought and life of the Church (especially among monastics) at that early period, a relationship that is a fundamental necessity for man and the malfunction of which would seem to lie at the core of contemporary social and existential anxiety.


Part I provides, in the first chapter, a survey of the quest for a personalistic ontology made by contemporary Orthodox theologians, focusing on their peculiar interpretation of the patristic notion of the ‘monarchy’ of the Father in trinitarian theology. Such interpretation has led in recent times to a specific ecclesiological vision that accords a supremacy of power to the person of the bishop in the ecclesial community.


The second chapter traces the theological notion of ‘monarchy’ in the writings of the Greek and the Irish Fathers. In particular, we delve into some key patristic concepts that form the background to the trinitarian understanding of these theologians, namely: the conception of trinitarian doctrine as the Aristotelian mean; the incomprehensibility of the mode of existence; the basic distinction between theology and economy and the patristic interpretation of the ‘submission’ of Christ to the Father; the understanding of identity and otherness, or nature and hypostasis, within God and in the human being; the concept of perichoresis (interpenetration) of the Divine Persons with regard to the essential unity of Divine Being; and the importance of essence/nature and co-essentiality for the integrity of hypostases.


Part II explores the substantiation of patristic trinitarian doctrine in the philosophy and life of the monastic world of the Greek East and the Irish West and raises the question of the relation of subjectivity and catholicity within the Church as a model of the Trinity. In this framework, I elucidate topics such as the place of the individual in society, the esoteric dimension of the self, the relationship and dialectic of impersonal institutions and personal charisma, and specific monastic virtues as ways to the fulfilment of authentic personhood. A conclusion summarises the findings of the study concerning these contemporary personalistic interpretations of the Trinity, the unique intertwining of personhood and catholicity in the thought and life of the early Church, and the relevance of the patristic theological and anthropological message today.


In the field of theology, one has the impression of moving along a circumference or a spiral without an end, for there is no end in following the infinite. This is why the epilogue of this book has the title “Last Prologue”, a title to be found in the Martyrology of Oengus. The more one delves into God’s revelation, the more one realises that one but glimpses through a mirror and needs to shun the sirens of confidence and, instead, participate in the awe of the Fathers as they look from the heights of divine words and figures at the mystery of the uncreated. At the same time, one feels that what is granted from above is the reassuring experience of God’s encircling presence, instructing every humble heart and mind, and also the need to remain more humble and more open, in other words, more true and positive towards one another’s mind, heart and experience; and, most of all, to listen to those from the past who entered the cloud of unknowing in their lives and became witnesses to transcendental realities. Their work beckons us on a wonderful journey through carved reliefs of a humble art that pictures the Uncontainable.


My intention was not to help to recover the past, nor to seize upon some useful ideas from the writings of the Fathers, but, as far as possible, to grasp their ‘soul’, imprinted as it is in their discourse, incarnate in history and even transcending time. I cherish the view, unreservedly taken up by the Fathers themselves, that the whole truth was revealed and received – as far as human beings can contain – at Pentecost, and has been ever present and ever active since then, even though the same content has varied across time in terms of linguistic sophistication or idiosyncrasy. This is why it is possible to perceive a high degree of spiritual homogeneity among the Fathers actually having the same vision of God and not simply trying to interpret the Nicene formula, not because the theology of the past has to be the norm merely on account of its antiquity, but because holiness – that is, union/affinity with God, considered as the utmost criterion for a right theological pronouncement – makes those persons eligible to give an account of the truth, even in diverse contours; in their journey into God they progress within the same light, using its beams to construct their own colourful language, methods and imagery. The saints, St Maximus states, ‘forerunners’ of the same mysteries, can stand in the place of each other. This, I think, justifies my effort toward a synthetic account of their theology.


Clearly, understanding the Fathers and saints involves more than an accurate explication of what they say or an analysis of what has been objectified – knowledge is more of a loving affection and enduring introspection in the light of Divinity, a goal which demands an ascetic effort to identify spiritually with and apprentice oneself to them. And this is what I have attempted in this study, not so as to refute a thesis, but, by breathing with the Fathers’ breath, to juxtapose a modern school of theological thought with patristic theology and anthropology as a point of departure for approaching the meaning and experience of unity and otherness within the Triadic Monad and the cosmos.


This work was completed, thanks to a Visiting Fellowship at the Hellenic Institute of Royal Holloway, University of London. I am indebted to its diligent Director, Dr Charalambos Dendrinos, for his ardent support, wholehearted encouragement and brotherly trust, which I hope I have not betrayed. My profound thanks go to the Revd Andrew Louth, Professor Emeritus of Patristic and Byzantine Studies, Durham University. Fr Andrew not only read various versions of the manuscript, offering his judicious remarks, but also guided me on risky paths. I also extend my deep gratitude to Dr John Carey for his most instructive comments on the Irish material, and Dr Norman Russell for his valuable suggestions. My warmest thanks are due to Denise Harvey for her editorial suggestions and overall generous help. Last but not least, I am indebted to a circle of friends in England for their support: the family of Theo and Louisa Hadjipavlou, Fr Aimilianos Papadakis, and Anthony Smith for his comments on language and style. Finally, it was a privilege and pleasure to co-operate with Adrian Brink and the team of the Lutterworth Press. Needless to say, nothing would have been done without the blessing and ‘shield’ of my spiritual father, Archimandrite Christodoulos, abbot of Koutloumous Monastery.
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Part I



Approaching the Trinitarian Monad




I carved the beloved name


In the shade of the aged olive tree


In the roaring of the lifelong sea.


Odysseus Elytis


 


God, my God, and God, triple oneness.


Gregory of Nazianzus








ONE:
The Quest for a Personalistic Ontology



1. Transcending the tragedy


Man walks along weeping, and no one can say why. The integrity of the human being, its deliverance from fragmentation, denial, annihilation and all forms of death, has been an innate demand, a perennial call to a ‘blissful seat’1 in a world that turns and changes. The human person, no matter whether or in what way it has been conceived and defined,2 lies at the heart of the human struggle through the dramatic flow of the streams of history. Truly, over the ages, the concrete human subject – the living person with a proper name – has often been buried and lost in a vast glimmering desert of structures and ideologies and vague ‘-isms’, creations of a fragmented vision utterly discredited. This, in turn, has led to polarisation and antagonism between the individual and society, between the unique particular and the undifferentiated whole, the personal and the impersonal. The consequence of this has been the creation of mirror images: both individualism and collectivism ‘signal the loss of the person, the disappearance of the one into the many and the many into the one’ and the person, in the syncretism of our times, remains ‘most fervently celebrated and most ardently denounced’,3 enhanced and evaporated in the post-modern ‘irony which plays not on negation but on empty positivity’.4


This theme takes as a point of departure a dilemma that strikes at the very core of being. It was first raised by Heraclitus and Parmenides, who posed clearly and reflected remarkably upon the ontological question: What has priority, the one or the many? Unity or diversity? Since this is primarily applicable to the being of God, the Supreme Being, philosophy enters in a fertile manner into the field of theology. And since God reveals and, in some way, presents His own ‘mode of existence’ to human beings as a model to imitate, the way one conceives and approaches God determines one’s own perception of oneself and, consequently, theology affects society’s modus vivendi.


In the last five decades, theologians and religious thinkers have been wholeheartedly committed to establishing and safeguarding the reality of the person on a personalistic ontology of the Deity. Personal ontology has become an assertion of the metaphysics of particularity.5 Moreover, following the thread that runs through modern philosophical thought from Kant to Heidegger, and after inheriting the dialectical scheme in construing reality, the same thinkers have built upon the severance of the individual, understood as ‘person’, from the common and supposedly static essential nature. On theological and anthropological levels, total precedence has been afforded to the notion of the person, as a distinct category, over essence or substance.6 Furthermore, this precedence has been narrated as the alternative presented by the Greek East to the ‘essentialism’ ascribed to the Latin West.7


‘No, the ground of God’s ontological freedom lies not in His nature, but in His personal existence,’ asserts one of the more influential contemporary Orthodox theologians, John Zizioulas.8 Similarly, since person transcends nature, the notion of the image of God ‘cannot relate to nature … but to personhood’.9 The identification of God’s being with a person, whose will abolishes the necessity of its essence, carries profound existential significance, for it liberates the human being from the ‘necessity’ of existence, which is the ultimate challenge to the freedom of the person. Nature, signifying the common substrate, represents the impersonal element or, worse, a blind force opposing the realisation of the authentic person. Indeed, should one accept that God’s freedom lies in His ‘nature’, the created human being cannot be expected to receive authentic personhood. If personhood is to achieve otherness, it must be freed from nature.10 Personhood, as absolute freedom, is incommensurable with existence, let alone created existence, in which nature has priority over the person; for nature ‘subjugates’ the person within its homogeneous prescriptions. The vain pursuit of freedom is a tragic and intrinsic feature of humanity, a feature stemming from the very condition of being created. It follows that the ancestral and ongoing Fall is inherent in the human being or, more specifically, in the ‘biological’ hypostasis.11


This biological hypostasis is associated with the notion of the individual, which is to be distinguished from and opposed to the notion of person. The individual – a natural category – denotes the isolated entity, the autonomous, monolithic, singular self, the post-lapsarian self, an ‘island’ determined by its own boundaries and equated with the ‘essential’ being. On the other hand, person means a ‘being in relationship’, a being that breaks through the natural boundaries in a movement of communion. This is ‘the hypostasis of ecclesial existence’, not determined by nature, but born from above.12


On closer inspection, these positions reflect the absolute divisions, existential oppositions and antithetical schemes that are used to decipher the intricate fabric of creation, life, history and culture.


2. The monarchy of the Father


St Gregory Nazianzen witnesses the paradox of the personal encounter with the Trinity when he confesses that he conceives the One in the splendour of the Three, contemplating each One as the whole, and the Three together as one torch.13 The mind is invited to be filled with the perception of the Trinity, for, as another representative of the same tradition states, such perception is the Kingdom of God.14 Trinitarian doctrine lifts the mind to dizzying heights; it appears, at least to Western reasoning, as a logical antinomy – a dynamic dialectic – that calls for an unfolding of its secret layers.


The fact that the one and undivided Divine Being is three distinctive hypostatic Realities provides a firm basis for the validation of the essential content of the person. The fact that these persons are One points to a common essence, by virtue of which they constitute the being of God. Yet, how are we to understand this unity if not monadically? Does it suffice to anchor the oneness in the perfect empathy of the distinct persons, thus presenting a social model?15 According to John Zizioulas, who strives for the justification of the person, ‘if otherness is to be ontologically primary, the one in God has to be a person and not substance, for substance is a monistic category by definition.’16 This personalistic ontology, as opposed to essentialism, is allegedly ratified by the emphasis on the monarchy of the Father that figures in the Greek Patristic literature.


John Zizioulas is the theologian par excellence who has been engaged in a prolific outworking of this notion with a view to meeting contemporary existential questions and tensions head on. For him, ‘unless the ontological ἀ[image: image]χὴ [principle] in God is placed clearly and unequivocally in a Person – and who else but the Father could be such a person in the Trinity? – substance becomes the obvious candidate for such an ontological ἀ[image: image]χή.’17 Thus, the teaching of the monarchy in God is understood and used within the conceptual system of antithetical schemes; namely that the unequivocal aim of the Greek Fathers was to stress and undergird the precedence of the person over a common substance; a precedence that determines a new ontology. In this way, from the anthropological point of view, the priority of the particular over the whole, the many over the one, the difference over the identity, would also be sustained.


According to this view, the person of the Father in the Triune Deity is the ultimate ontological principle, ground or, more precisely, cause of the divine being itself. The personal existence of the Father not only generates the other divine Persons, but constitutes His very substance, the common divine nature. On similar lines, every attribute of God, say love, freedom, or immortality, derives from the person of the Father in juxtaposition with the common essential ground.18 The word ‘one’ referring to God in the first clause of the Nicene Creed is deemed an intentional addition to the early Western ‘limited’ version, which confesses simply ‘deum patrem’. In contrast, in the Eastern Creed, and according to Greek patristic thought and biblical language, the ‘one’ God is identified with the Person of the Father, thus providing a final answer to the question of divine unity, without recourse to the category of essence/substance that subjects freedom to necessity.19


Zizioulas admits that in St Gregory Nazianzen one encounters the two senses of monarchia: as unity of rule, ‘or what we may call the “moral” sense’ and as personal origination, ‘which can be described as the ontological sense’. It seems strange that beyond the sense of personal derivation, the unity has to be illustrated in moral terms, as if it were lacking any ontological basis. It is at this point that we find a biased gap between person and substance. The Father ‘as a person, and not as substance’, formulates what God is.20 Thus, the persons’ common essence receives a derivative value. The creed of Nicaea-Constantinople (AD 381) supposedly promotes this new ontology by striking out the word ‘ousia’ from the Nicene Creed, yielding that the Son was born simply ‘from the Father’.21


This thesis is a logical outflow of the premise that has deep roots in philosophical discussion: ousia (essence) is equated with necessity, whereas the person represents freedom from necessity. The unequivocal connection of essence with freedom, made by St Athanasius, supposedly falls short of being an accurate response to the Arian contrivance.22 Instead, St Gregory Nazianzen and St Maximus the Confessor are recruited by Zizioulas in support of his assumption, as the former rejects the Platonic automatic ‘overflowing’ of essence and the latter refers to the element of love in the generating movement of the Father.23 The modern theologian seems confined in this bipolarity of exclusive and evident opposites inherited from the Western tradition: essence, associated with blind necessity, versus person as ontological freedom and love.


Thus, love becomes a personal rather than an essential property. The person of God the Father is the absolute Willing One, the ultimate ontological category, the initiator of the otherness of other persons and of divine freedom itself. This assumption has immense and far-reaching consequences. Given that such interpretation includes a kind of subordination of the Son to the Father – albeit without degrading the Son’s ontological status – it is most likely that the oppressive and totalitarian element, which the personalist strives to avert, would eventually enter the scene in a more subtle way.24



3. Drawing implications for the many



We are images of God – of the trinitarian prototype. As St Porphyrios says, ‘the three persons of the Holy Trinity constitute the eternal Church … the uncreated Church’ and, since ‘the love of God created us in his image and likeness’,25 theology is transferred into ecclesiology and the matrix of human relations. Yet, danger always lurks insofar as human conceptual images, societal or ecclesial, are projected on to God’s mystery.


What do we learn from the immanent Trinity? ‘Freedom from nature and dependence on the person is a lesson learnt from divine causality.’26 This is how the personalist unravels the implications of his trinitarian concept for anthropology. Moreover, personal otherness, being dictated by the one, cannot but be ‘a-symmetrical’.27 The other, who bestows us otherness, is ‘ontologically prior’ to us. Thus, we are directed to the field of ecclesiology, where the asymmetrical character of personhood implies hierarchical structures grounded in ontology. Since the person can exist only in communion, and communion can never exist without the one, the concept of hierarchy is inherent in the idea of a personhood.28 Strangely enough, it is such hierarchy that ‘brings forth … equality of nature’.29 The ministry and, in the first instance, the bishop, reflect and image God the Father to the rest of the members. The bishop is ‘the one in whom the “many” united would become “one”, being brought back to him who had made them’. He comprises the unity of the Church, and it is in his person and in his role that all divisions are transcended. Such relational primacy is to be seen even in God’s being.30


Undoubtedly, the conviction about the ontological priority of the person has served as the theoretical basis for an ecclesiological vision that accords a supremacy of power to the person of the bishop in the ecclesial community, notwithstanding the rhetoric of service. For, if a bishop is to be placed ex officio on the seat of God the Father, the assumption above, by giving particular emphasis to the role of a hierarchical ‘primus’, paves the way for excessive exaltation and cloaks him with dominating authority, even if his status is described in relational terms. Within this interpretative framework, it has been argued in an exaggerated manner that the denial of a primacy among bishops cannot but be a heresy. The belief that common faith and worship are the locus of unity is considered no less false, since these are ‘impersonal factors’, whereas the cause of unity is always a person and not an ‘idea’.31 This is commensurate with the triadological thesis: the explanation of the Divine Being lies ‘in a free person’, the ‘One of the Many’. On this view, caution has been drawn: is not this precedence, although presented as emerging ‘freely from the communion of love’, in great peril of rendering the communion of love an empty demand degenerating into ideology with regard to the relationship between bishop and congregation?32 Therefore, may not the ‘homogeneity’ of the essence be substituted by the despotism of the one, even though the one is conditioned by the many?


No less significant is the anthropological corollary. The Person of the Father is the ultimate ontological principle that causes the being and secures the otherness of the other Persons, while keeping for Himself the monarchy in a non-reciprocal manner.33 Therefore, in anthropological terms, personhood is something that comes from outside, as an addition to the natural concrete being, the outcome of an external will. While this idea may be speculated upon with reference to the relationship between the creature and the Creator, what significance does it acquire when woven into the fabric of human relationships? The concrete person is in danger of losing any internal dimension, any substantial inherent character, insofar as it receives its being and identity exclusively from the ‘willing’ and ‘loving’ Other, whose love is not a common essential fund but a personal property. Not surprisingly, when treated in the wrong manner, personhood is dissolved. After all, personhood is not ascribed to any individual who remains within the confines of nature.34


Working towards recapturing the patristic threads, one is bound to ask: Does this ‘monarchical’ logic actually stem from a coherent reading of the theology of the Cappadocians and the Greek Fathers in general? This question – raised also in the recent past – does not touch solely upon a historical issue; rather, it opens or blocks paths towards the charismatic experience of the saints. To this venture we now turn, seeking to come closer to the patristic trinitarian mind and draw out its impact – factual and potential – on anthropology and ecclesiology. At the same time one should never lose sight of the fact that according to the methodology of the Fathers, approaching the divine mystery is not a matter of speculation, nor a product of a historical evolutionary process, but rather a personal initiation in the event of Pentecost, attained by cleansing the divine image within.





TWO:
Monarchy and Trinity in the Greek and Irish Fathers



1. The ‘middle point’


In this chapter, we shall delve into some key concepts that are the background to the trinitarian understanding of the Greek and the Irish Fathers. Among them is the idea of trinitarian doctrine as the Aristotelian ‘mean’.1


The Greeks were haunted by the idea of measure or moderation. What was considered by classical Greeks as the means to attain virtue in personal and social life then became the cardinal concern for medieval Greeks in the wide spectrum of religious life. This measure was defined by Aristotle as the mean, the ‘middle point’ between two extremes: meagreness and surplus, or deficiency and excess. Indeed, virtue receives its status from its very nature and not through addition or subtraction. It is rather the extremes that suffer a deviation from that ‘royal road’; they drift away from the ingredients of truth, namely symmetry, proportion and harmony. That is why in the final analysis μεσότης indicates not distance but quality; it was equated not literally with a ‘middle point’, a kind of third alternative or simply moderation, but with truth itself,2 which lies beyond juxtaposition but which can also be seen from two opposite points of view. It is remarkable that the definition and framing of the truth revealed by God and experienced by the community was given in the aforementioned Aristotelian terms. Far from being considered simply a figure of speech or a rhetorical device, μεσότης, for the Greek Fathers, is an essential part of life. This principle is no less evident in the Irish Christian mentality, where virtue as the middle point between extremes became the prescriptive rule of authentic spiritual life: standing between ‘the poor and the excessive’, virtue ‘ever recalls us from every superfluity on either side’, and for this reason, it is associated with ‘the light of discretion that illumines the true worshippers’.3


In the world of late antiquity the Christians cultivated the consciousness of their faith being the mean between two extremes: the first was the rigid monotheism represented at that time by Judaism; the second was the chaotic polytheism of the ancient religious systems. In the first case, God was perceived as a dominating single personal figure establishing exclusive contracts/covenants; in the second, the whole being was imagined as a patchwork of worldly and transcendental entities in harmonious co-operation or fierce rivalry. As Gregory of Nyssa says, ‘The truth passes in the mean between these two conceptions, destroying each heresy, and yet accepting what is useful to it from each … of the Jewish conception, let the unity of the nature stand; and of the Hellenistic, only the distinction as to persons; the remedy … being thus applied on either side.’4


According to Aristotle, while there is one way of going right, there are many ways of going wrong. Thus, mainstream orthodoxy, in the face of insidious internal threats, applied the principle of the ‘mean’ also in defining itself in relation to the notorious archetypal heresies of the Eastern world, namely Arianism and Sabellianism. The former divided God into unequal parts; the latter denied any kind of distinction within the Godhead. Each was the by-product of a speculative penetration of skilful minds into the depths of the divine mystery at the expense of paying poor homage to the living marrow of the mystery, which presented an antinomy. Pseudo-Athanasius associates Sabellianism with Judaism as advocating a stringent monotheism, and regards Arianism as espousing Greek heathenism. Here, polytheism is overtly matched to ‘monarchy’, representing the two extremes, each lying far beyond the ‘mean’ of true faith.5


The term ‘monarchy’ as an attribute of the Judaic perception of God is also used by Gregory Nazianzen. He insists that the Godhead is neither diffused beyond the three, shaping ‘a mob’ of entities, ‘nor is it bounded by a smaller compass than these’ for the sake of ‘monarchia’. ‘For the evil on either side is the same, though found in contrary directions,’ that is, in the defect of the absolute One or in the excess of the unequal and factious multitude. Equidistant from both was the ‘middle and royal road’.6


The ‘rich’ conception of Deity transcends this polarisation, attaining the ‘extreme’ of right and perfection; yet at the same time it embraces a kind of synthesis of what is the right and genuine part of the two diametrical opposites. This synthesis furnishes the crucial antinomy of the Christian Mystery, according to which God is simultaneously ‘monadic’ and ‘triadic’. Undoubtedly, for the Christian Fathers, this faith was the product not of a philosophising mind, but of the common experience of God’s revelation.



2. The unfathomable mode of existence



The mind is shown to be outwitted in its total effort to understand the trinitarian mystery. How far can we unfold the hidden layers of the divine being? To what extent can our intellects fathom the mystery of the Godhead, as revealed in the salvific economy? From the point of view of gnosiology, the Greek Fathers stand at the mean between two extremes: agnosticism and the rational grasp of God’s essence and persons. They unanimously adopted an apophatic approach, which has stood as a stumbling block for many venturing minds ever since. This approach is shared by their Western brothers in the insular world.


According to the Cappadocian Fathers, the infinite and boundless Being cannot be named or defined by words; it escapes all conception of time and nature, as is evident from the appearance of God to the baffled Moses.7 What we can confess is what has been disclosed to us by God Himself, and this is the existence of the three distinct personal realities within the Godhead, characterised as hypostases or persons with no separation or confusion. The Cappadocians, with a view to presenting the divine reality in ontological terms, proceeded to what proved to be an innovatory contribution to philosophy: the distinction between essence (ousia) and hypostasis, and the equation of the latter with the notion of ‘person’.8 That meant, in the first place, that there can be otherness within one essence, in other words, co-essential identities;9 in the second place, hypostasis directly implied relationship. Last but not least, the term ‘person’ acquired an essential aspect, for it ceased to be merely a persona or ‘role’.


Here, one is tempted to override apophatic theology so as to scrutinise with a certain optimism and confidence the interpersonal communion within the triune God. What does it mean to say that God is Father, Son and Spirit without ceasing to be one God? A possible answer is the identification of the person with the being itself. The being of God Himself is identified with the person. The person constitutes being, it is the ‘principle’ or ‘cause’. And this is the person of the Father, ‘who makes the one divine substance to be … the one God’.10


But does this contemplation of the mystery of the Trinity imply knowledge of the Persons themselves? At the same time as this ‘knotty’11 Trinity is revealed to us, equally it is concealed. Being infinite, it is intangible to rational faculties, and, as Gregory Nazianzen insists, the internal ‘order’ of the hypostases and their relations within the divine being is known only to itself.12 General doctrinal statements are articulated to set forth a logic of relationship,13 but there is no evidence at all in patristic writings that the divine hypostases are offered for further investigation beyond the confession of their revealed unique and incommunicable personal properties.


Confronting the deviating effects of unduly inquisitive minds and their desire to possess a logical grasp of the mystery, the whole lineage of Greek theologians warn against scrutinising the ‘mode of existence’ of the divine Persons, for such an ‘audacity’ would bring about the same result as that of using any natural capacity to excess: the human voice can surpass its fixed limits only to lose its power altogether, and human sight is lost by gazing directly into the sun.14 There is something of the divine nature that is held in the treasuries beyond, and something that stays and dances within the human being, to be loved and revered by the created person.15 Indeed, Gregory confesses, the Trinity itself may reserve for the saints, that is for purified hearts, some shadowy knowledge of the internal relation of the divine Persons. That knowledge is to perceive the one, undivided and identical divine nature in the revealed hypostatic attributes.16 But, the divine Persons retain for themselves the exclusive knowledge of each other’s mode of being, a knowledge that is not of the same order as human knowledge. Thus, biblical references to the Holy Spirit signify its natural affinity with the other divine Persons, while at the same time ‘Its mode of existence is kept unutterable’.17 Although the Fathers do confess the ‘unoriginate’, ‘begotten’, and ‘proceeding’ Divinity, namely the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, they refrain from giving any ontological account of a divine Person and its mode of existence. The unfathomable tropos hyparxeos, the ‘how’ of the Persons, is the ‘ungeneracy’ of the Father, the ‘generation’ of the Son, and the ‘spiration’ or ‘procession’ of the Spirit – terms that merely assert the Persons’ origin or lack of origin.18 Hence, ‘one does not find in pro-Nicenes extended attempts to develop an ontology of divine personhood.’19


Therefore, if God ‘has a simple, unknowable and inaccessible existence’,20 if ‘that which is above essence will also be above knowledge’,21 are we justified in saying that the very being of the Persons is communion or the absolute freedom of being other, which, in turn, is one and the same with eros and agape, identified, in the final analysis, with the hypostasis of the Father?22 By contrast, all the Fathers make clear that the Persons as well as their mode of existence, being uncreated, remain behind the borders of cognition and language. Far beyond human understanding, ineffable and inconceivable are both the communion and the distinctiveness of the divine hypostases. The trinitarian ‘being, together with the mode, the nature and the quality of its being, is altogether inaccessible to creatures’.23


Even ‘the great mystery of the incarnation remains an eternal mystery … even what is revealed still remains entirely hidden and is by no means known as it really is.’24 This is elaborated upon by St Maximus the Confessor, who wrestles with the Christological matters of his time. Maximus sheds light on St Paul’s statement that ‘he has but a partial knowledge of the divine Logos’ by saying that ‘the Logos is known from His energies only to a limited degree, while knowledge of Him as He is in essence and hypostasis is altogether inaccessible to all angels and men alike.’25 Within this frame of mind, the orthodox stance is to confess a state of ‘harmless ignorance’. As St Nilus of Ancyra said in the sixth century, the ‘darkness’ where God was (Exodus 20:21) indicates the ‘incomprehensible and inscrutable’ of God; it hides what lies inside and impedes the ‘curious ventures’ of human intellect.26 Notwithstanding the patristic use of philosophy for the formation of the faith in a classical milieu, the ancient Fathers shared the conviction that the revelation of the divine Persons in history does not really justify a prying into the immanent Trinity. To some degree, God’s activity is incomprehensible and its minute knowledge is concealed from creatures. For, His essential ‘surroundings’ are infinite; and there is no end to His splendour, His glory, His holiness, as is proclaimed by prophecy.27 Having said that, the patristic message is unequivocal and uncompromising: man is called to become – and can become – in a very real manner, partaker of the uncreated divine nature (2 Peter 1:4), something which will be addressed in due course.


Let us now turn to the western parallel, manifested in the Irish monasticism of the pre-Norman era. It has been argued that the Irish theologians developed a more acute sense of trinitarian doctrine than that expressed by the religious minds of Latin Europe.28 Be that as it may, it is clear that Irish piety expresses itself in a trinitarian perspective, and the opening and closing apostrophe to the divine Persons is a distinctive ancient Celtic formula in poetry.29 No less evident is that in their worship of the triune God and in their manner of speaking of God, the Irish also share the Greek apophaticism. There is an absolute ontological gap between the created and the uncreated and, because of this gap, God’s being always remains a transcendental and unapproachable awesome mystery. The ‘Celtic’ God of the mysteries is ineffable, incomprehensible, beyond all, immeasurable, boundless, intangible: ‘who can trace His existence at all, what is He, who is He, or how does He exist?’ asks St Columbanus, and this is reiterated by Ériugena.30 God is summoned in a variety of names expressing His energies, but is not gathered up by discourse, since He is above all these names.31 Since His absolute transcendence refers not only to His nature, but also to the mode of His being, not only to the essence but also to the Persons, ‘pious silence knows better and more than impious garrulity’.32 By the same token, apophaticism characterises the appropriate stance of mind before the trinitarian distinction. God remains the mysterious paradox of three Persons and one being, Three in One and One in Three.33 It is noticeable that even in the fullest self-revelation of the triune God in history through the incarnation, the Son remains ‘He whom nobody knows save the Father only’. Nobody can narrate or scrutinise His magnitude and altitude and obscure mysteries; He remains ‘God unutterable in the unity of the Trinity’.34 For He is not unity or trinity of such a kind as can be conceived by any created nature.35


The question is raised as to whether this apophatic approach leads in the long run to a kind of ‘defunctionalisation’ of the divine Persons, rendering the trinitarian doctrine irrelevant for us. Well, apophaticism is not the gloomy obscurity of an unidentified bewildering presence; rather it is gnosis as contemplation. Abiding by a clear distinction between the immanent and the economic Trinity – that is, God in Himself and God in relation to His creation – but also recognising the direct connection between them, since God reveals His true self, the Greek as well as the Irish Fathers maintained a clear vision of what is knowable and what lies beyond human grasp in the very revelatory act of God. The economy shows the immanent Trinity, since everything in creation and history is acted out ex patre per filium in spiritu sancto.36 Explaining this in the insightful terms of St Basil, ex denotes the ‘original cause’; per signifies the ‘creative cause’; in connotes the ‘perfecting cause’.37 Thus, the experience of the multiform divine presence and activity – what we call theophanic experience – not only introduces the distinction of the Persons and of their unique status and their distinctive forms of activity, but also communicates their common indivisible will and energy, operating one and the same work.38 That is why Mary, in her conception, became ‘Trinitatis thalamus’.39 This is also stated by the best representative of the Irish tradition in Carolingian Europe. For John Scottus Ériugena, the extrinsic activities of the Trinity are common, yet each of the three Persons has a particular role in the shared trinitarian operation.40 Still, Ériugena was the scion of a rich insular trinitarian tradition. St Patrick himself in his dramatic autobiography recounted time and again the distinct role of the divine Persons in their common interventions in his life.41 Such union and distinction is equally witnessed in the apophatic context of ‘mystical’ prayer, where the supplicant co-operates with the unutterable energetic presence of the Spirit – addressing the Father and leading to the new creation, which is Christ. This internal dialog is ‘not a simple communication between an individual and a divine monad, but rather a movement of divine reflexivity, a sort of answering of God to God in and through the one who prays’ (Rom. 8:15-21, 26-27).42


In conclusion, we may recall the words of the Areopagite: ‘those fully initiated into our theological tradition assert … that the indivisible Trinity holds within a shared undifferentiated unity its supra-essential subsistence, … its ineffability, its many names, its unknowability’ as well as ‘the abiding and foundation of the divine persons who are the source of oneness’, and they are grounded ‘in an unconfused and unmixed way’.43 ‘There is distinction in unity and there is unity in distinction,’ the same Father remarks, summarising the earlier tradition, and this is what is ‘revealed by Scripture’.44 This balance between the unity and distinction within the Godhead is another facet of the patristic mean. But of ‘what is beyond, let the Trinity have knowledge’.45


3. The semantic value of ‘monarchy’ in trinitarian theology


i. Aition and the source of unity


The ancient Fathers would not dispense with the fact that ‘right belief’ (the literal meaning of the word ‘orthodoxy’) stood as a ‘middle point’ between polar opposites. They realised that on the one hand they had to protect trinitarian doctrine from a modalistic interpretation – the core of the Sabellian heresy – by emphasising the reality and integrity of the Persons. Thus, they invented the image of ‘three suns’ or ‘three torches’. On the other hand, they had to explain to the philosophical mind how real distinctions can avoid the charge of tritheism or the endorsement of ontological grades within the Divinity. Indeed, ‘shaping our attention to the union of the irreducible persons in the simple and unitary Godhead’ was their most profound concern.46


The patristic intention to safeguard unity in diversity and diversity in unity was assisted by the Nicene linguistic device which we now call ‘Χ from Χ’ language: The Son is ‘Light from Light’ and ‘God from God’. This brings forward what came to be accepted as a typical theological feature of the Greek Fathers, namely, the ‘monarchy’ of the Father, a notion introduced quite early in patristic literature. The Father is the ‘source’, the ‘principle’ (ἀ[image: image]χὴ) and the ‘cause’ (αἴτιον) in the Trinity.47


Now, Χ from Χ, or the notion of cause, has recently been interpreted in strictly personalistic contours, and this is often exhibited as the achievement of the Cappadocians. Accordingly, the vindication of the monarchy of the person has been suggested as the reason for the determinative decision of the second Ecumenical Council (AD 381) to substitute the credal phrase ‘from the Father’ for the initial Nicene clause ‘from the essence of the Father’, with reference to the Son’s generation,48 as if the Fathers of Nicaea wished to disjoin the person of the Father from His essence.


According to the above interpretative thread, Western theology, in order to face the Arian challenge, erred by dissociating the word ‘God’ from that of ‘Father’ and by attaching ‘one’ to God only, making of divine essence a notion prior to that of the Father, and assigning to the essence the role of expressing divine unity. The East instead preferred to solve the problem ‘in a way that was faithful to the biblical equation of God with the Father’.49 For the Cappadocians the ground of unity remains the Father. Gregory Nazianzen puts the matter clearly: ‘The three have one nature … the union being the Father [ἕνωσις δέ, ὁ Πατή[image: image]], out of whom and towards whom the subsequent persons are reckoned.’50


In accord with the above reasoning, it is the person of the Father as ‘principle’ and ‘cause’ who gives being, identity and freedom to the other Persons; He is the giver of ontological otherness in the Trinity. In order to justify or elucidate the oxymoron of the bestowal of ontological freedom, Zizioulas is forced to introduce concepts implying temporal priority within the Trinity. Thus, the Father’s ‘freedom in bringing them forth into being does not impose itself upon them, since they are not already there, and their own freedom does not require that their consent be asked, since they are not established as entities before their relationship with the Father’.51 Moving within the structure that emerges from the relations of origin, and, moreover, considering the person of the Father as the ultimate ontological category, the personalist advocates a one-way traffic from the Father to Son and Spirit, implying a vague idea of subordination. The Trinity is a ‘movement’ initiated by a person.52 Indeed, there is a significant detail missing in this articulation. In the mystery of generation and procession of the other Persons there is no spatial or temporal interval: the Father is not senior to the Son, says Patrick. Their existence ‘is synchronous, sundered by no distance of time’, ‘without time or distinction in glory or separation’.53 It has been rightly argued that if ‘to cause and to be caused … cannot be conceived in a “successive” way, this means that “cause” and “causation” are ultimate and reciprocal presuppositions of one another’.54


But the radical personalist is starting from an uncompromising premise. For him the fact that causation takes place ‘on the hypostatic or personal level and not on that of ousia implies freedom and love’. He holds that the Cappadocians insisted on the Father, rather than the divine ousia, being the arche of personal divine being precisely because they wanted to avoid necessity in ontological causation. The divine being, God the Trinity, owes its very being to the ‘free love’ of the Father; it is the outcome of a personal decision in love. This reality instructs us not to attribute the ultimacy of being to a necessity inherent in the nature of a being. It follows that ‘Being owes its being to personhood and ultimately becomes identical with it.’55


The connection between essence and necessity was at the centre of Arian reasoning. The Arian argument, that by introducing the notion of homoousios, the Orthodox made the generation of the Son necessary for the Father, was simply rejected as irrelevant by St Athanasius of Alexandria. He insisted that the Father generates the Son ‘willingly’ and ‘freely’56 without any detailed demonstration of the Arian argument’s invalidity. Is there any vacuum in his formulation, apart from not being embedded in an absolute personalistic rationale? For the Alexandrian bishop to dismiss the very premise of the Arian argument – the association of essence to necessity – would suffice. Nevertheless, instead of simply rejecting it, he does present a logical counter–argument: Nature precedes will, and it is by nature that the Father is good, although what He is, is also His pleasure, for ‘who is it that imposes this necessity on Him?’ Thus, ‘To say, “The Father wills the Son”, and “The Word wills the Father”, implies not a precedent will but genuineness of nature and propriety and likeness of essence.’57 Quite clearly, Athanasius’ theological framework would not embrace the oppositional separation of essence from person.


However, the patristic writings are utilised to establish a personalistic ontology. Indeed, the supposedly Cappadocian contribution to the solution of the problem seems to derive from an interpretation of two patristic references.58 The first refers to the trick set by the Arians in employing the notion of ‘willingness’ or ‘unwillingness’ in the Son’s generation by the Father.59




He [the Father], they say, either voluntarily begat the Son, or else involuntarily…. [I]f it was involuntarily, He was under the sway of some one, and who exercised this sway? … But if voluntarily, the Son is a Son of Will; how then is He of the Father? – and they thus invent a new sort of Mother for him – the Will – in place of the Father.





In order to invalidate the argument, Gregory applies it to the relationships between creatures and between God and creation.




You yourself, … were you begotten voluntarily or involuntarily by your father? If involuntarily, then he was under some tyrant’s sway (O terrible violence!) and who was the tyrant? You will hardly say it was nature, – for nature includes also chastity. If it was voluntarily, then by a few syllables your father is done away with, for you are shewn to be the son of Will, and not of your father. But I pass to the relation between God and the creature … Did God create all things voluntarily or under compulsion? If under compulsion, here also is the tyranny, and one who played the tyrant; if voluntarily, the creatures also are deprived of their God … For a partition is set up between the Creator and the creatures in the shape of Will. And yet I think that the Person who wills is distinct from the Act of willing; He who begets from the Act of begetting … Thus the thing willed is not the child of will, for it does not always result therefrom; nor is that which is begotten the child of generation … but of the Person who willed, or begat…. But the things of God are beyond all this, for with Him perhaps the Will to beget is generation, and there is no intermediate action.





Then, the Cappadocian ends with rhetorical questions concerning the cause of the very Divinity:




The Father is God either willingly or unwillingly; … If willingly, when did He begin to will? It could not have been before He began to be, for there was nothing prior to Him…. And if unwillingly, what compelled Him to exist, and how is He God if He was compelled – and that to nothing less than to be God?





Now, Zizioulas employs Gregory’s distinction between ‘will’ and the ‘willing one’, to sustain the notion of the ontological priority of the person – here, the willing one.




Gregory distinguishes between ‘will’ and the ‘willing one’. The significance of his position for our purpose here is twofold. On the one hand, it implies that the question of freedom is a matter of personhood: God’s being ultimately depends on a willing person – the Father; and, on the other hand, it indicates, as indeed Gregory explicitly states, that even the Father’s own being is a result of the ‘willing one’ – the Father himself. Thus, by making a person – the Father – the ultimate point of ontological reference, the αἴτιον, the Cappadocian Fathers made it possible to introduce freedom into the notion of being.60
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