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Preface to the Fourth Edition

In this book T have attempted to set out in a contemporary
manner (using a rational method and order) a personal re-
sponse to the ontological question as I have understood it in
the Greek philosophical literature of the early Christian and
medieval periods.

The “ontological question” or the “problem of being” are
verbal expressions of a later date which nevertheless draw at-
tention to one of the starting-points of philosophical thought:
our reference to the reality of being, i.¢., 10 that which exists,
with regard specifically to the attribute of existence. What
does it mean to exist, before any other defining character-
istic? We call the ontological question our perplexity about
the reality or fact of being, about participation in existence
(beyond the mere phenomenicity of that which exists). It is
a question about existence as the common constitutive ele-
ment or presupposition of that which exists (Being in itself,
apart from the limitations of space, time, decay and death).

The replies given to the ontological question, as I have
identified them in the particular philosophical tradition that

I have studied, may be summarized under two basic terms:
person and eros. In the Greek philosophical literature of the

early Christian and medieval periods, the starting-point for

approaching the fact of existence in itself is the reality of
the person. And the mode of this approach which makes the
person accessible to knowledge is eros.
Both the starting-point and the mode of the approach pre-
suppose an empirical investigation. And the experience is
not exhausted in what is affirmed by the senses. Nor is it sim-

xiii




Xt Person and Eros

pl}f an intellectual fact — a coincidence of meaning with the
Sbject' Qf thought. Nor is it even an escape into a nebulous
mysticism,” into individual existential “experiences” be-
yond any social verification. By the word experience I mean
helrf the t(?tality of the multifaceted fact of the relarion of the
f:'t iec};t w1tb ot]'1er sybjects, as also the relation of the subject
]15 t e objective givens of the reality surrounding us.
dreXp;rlepce ﬁpds in int@lgctual expression only an outer
teCts:s o.r 1ts social transmission — or only the boundaries pro-
- bl?li ;ts :‘rcl)daﬁfro;ch the ontological question (the reality
Gronk philoso hf: nowledg§ of Being) presupposes — for
e periOdsp ical thgught in the early Christian and me-
comnitine ossﬂ;ye)fperlence as a multiplicity and unity of
e int possibi 1t1e.as: I.t presupposes the existential whole-
ness integrity, not division) of the human person — a unity of
%rkx] iSa.nctl heart, of V\{ordband deed, of morality and being.
o rel; ie\ig;:Ii&:xpelflennal approa.ch to the ontological ques-
s the e ! 0s pr];mary expression (or intellectual dress)
hature or eesen ns between .nature or essence and persons,
o e o1 osse (ie a}rlld energies. These distinctions do not re-
o ively to the Stl:ldy of human existence. They reveal
: rece}p{tulate .the entire existential fact, the “mode of ex-
i;tence in its entu.rety.” And this mode, in the perspective of
e responses which I study here, is the person, in terms of
existential 9therness as against the common ma;ks of the es-
see;rzse, an}? In terms of beings as “things” ~ deeds of a creator
}glwac;r;, ;efsroens;%ts of the energies of the essence, which are
“Clljersoar,lal otherness (otherness of existence and energies or
tio«:le i‘ of :che energy), as the st.arting-point and recapitula-
of an 1r.1tegra1 mode of existence, precedes any intel-
lectual definition of essences or of phenomenal onticities. It
reveals the priority of the person (and the personal chare'xc-
te1j of “things”) as against that of the essence or nature, the
priority which existence has with regard to the underst;md—
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ing of objective essences. And the priority of the person is
revealed (becomes understandable as a fact) by reference
to the ecstasy [ek-stasis or “standing-out-from”] of the sub-
ject, to the ecstatic character of cognitive experience, to the
dynamic transcendence of atomic existence with a view to
achieving an experiential knowledge of that which exists.

This ecstatic self-transcendence is necessarily referential,
a fact of relation and communion. It is eros as a voluntary
ascetic renunciation of atomic (existential and intellectual)
self-sufficiency, as a complete loving self-offering, which is
always revelatory of the uniqueness and dissimilarity of the
terms of a personal relation.

Nevertheless, in spite of relying on the written sources of
Greek philosophical thought in the early Christian and me-
dieval periods, this isnota historical study. A more “person-
al” quest underlies my appeal to history: whether in writing
this book I can test the possibilities suggested by the termi-
nology and problematics of modern philosophy within the
context of an ontology founded on the terms person and
eros.

And more specifically: whether this study can examine
a fundamental social presupposition which seems to exist
(along with equally fundamental differences) both in the on-
tological perceptions of Hellenism’s early Christian centu-
ries and in today’s ontological inquiries, chiefly those of the
phenomenological school and especially of the existential-
ist philosophers: refusal to define essence in ontic catego-
ries, a refusal to identify essence with the idea or concept
of onticity as a whole. It was mainly Heidegger’s turning
1o the Presocratic Greek philosophers, and the new (for the
West) reading of Plato and Aristotle that he attempted that
contributed decisively to the liberating of Western European
philosophical thought from the impasse created by the ob-
jectification of truth in intellectual terms, the adaequatio rei

et mtellectus.
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) To be sure, Heidegger’s attempt (that of the West’s last
essence m_ystlc”) did not succeed in approaching the Greek
un@erstandmg of truth as relation — the cognitive priority
wfhxch the experience of erotic “surprise” has, the revelation
g truth as personal. immediacy — an understanding which
ecame the foundation for the whole of the apophatic on-
‘Fology of Hellenism’s early Christian centuries. And it was
1ne\1/:1table that in the place of the object which had been de-
ﬁ)loilsklled w.hat should h.ave appeared inexorably as an onto-
dif ;:a reahty. was.nothmgness — the other “aspect” of ontic
Stugizzu;: — since it was rul?d out that the subject should be
s éz.er.son and experience of relations which destroy
. fj tvity but only to reveal truth (a-/étheia) as imme-
y 0 relation, or oblivion (/éthé) as absence of relation.
It is from such considerations as these that the aim of the
?r;esﬁnt gtudy has taken shape. I have sought to bring out the
Ch};i:t:;::lo;lsdof thc? ontology of Greek thinkers of the early
which ot o r:leldleval penod.s, that is to say, the responses
o n ology might give to the questions raised by
ern ontological research. I am not concerned with ab-
stract'lss.ues unr;lated to human life. I am, rather, anxiously
gllietim)‘l‘llng th.e gudgment of a whole modern culture based
the objectivity” and usefulness of truth, on the ongoing
S‘?]}ll ection of humanity to this usefulness. ’
booke }i;l:eitéfasct)}?r of the themes brought together in this
con in abolilt : 866 ough many stages or phases since it be-
o ronon . Nor could I say that the pages now before
be prooos epresent a final expression. Once one begins to
be pre upied with the ontological problem, it inevitably
: f:s the .central theme of one’s life — a thirst or hope for
the g‘l‘ﬂ of abiding permanently in the ceaseless motion of the
soul “around that which is the same and one and alone.”

Christos Yannaras
Athens, 1987
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Translator’s Note

This book was originally published in Greek in 1970 under
the title The Ontological Content of the Theological Concept
of the Person. On the appearance of the second edition in
1974, it was given a new title: Person and Eros. The present
translation is based on the greatly expanded fourth edition of
1987. I have attempted to render the Greek as faithfully as
possible, enclosing any additional material in square brack-

ets. The English translation of patristic texts not otherwise

attributed is my own.

Norman Russell
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PART ONE

The Personal “Mode of Existence”




Chapter One

The Ecstatic Character of Personhood

81 The fact of “relation” as the initial assumption of the
ontological question, and the “person” as the sole
existential possibility of relation

By the word prosdpon (“person”) we define a referential
reality. The referential character of the term is revealed
fundamentally by its primitive use, that is, by its gram-
matical construction and etymology. The preposition pros
(“towards”) together with the noun éps (dpos in the geni-
tive), which means “eye,” “face,” “countenance,” form the
composite word pros-6pon: 1 have my face turned towards
someone or something; 1 am opposite someone or some-
thing. The word thus functioned initially as a term indicat-
ing an immediate reference, a relationship.

Prosépon, ot person, is defined as reference and relation
and itself defines a reference and relation. The word’s pri-
mordial semantic content does not allow us 10 interpret per-
sonhood simply as individuality outside the field of relation.
The sense which the term “relation” acquires with regard to
the person will be clarified gradually in what follows. At all
events, it points not to an abstract analogy or comparison but
to the fact of “being—opposite—someone/something.” That
which 1s “opposite—someone/something,” i.e., the person,
certainly represents an individual, but an individual in rela-
tion, a dynamic actualization of relationship. The relation is
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the “specific differentia” of the person, the definition of the
person, the radical differentiation of personhood from the
sense of static individuality.
f.erso.nhooc'l is fum;lamentally the only possible relation-
lsqalpa\;vl‘t‘?hlifmgs' Bemgs‘(tc,l, ?nra) e:xist only as anti-keime-
bei’n . gs'—set-opposne b that is to say, they manifest
g (to einai) only in relation to the person. This reference
deﬁnes the existential character of beings as phenomena —
beings appear (phainontai), are disclosed as that which is
only according to the principle, or logos, of their relation;
:ﬁ the person.'Our attempt to define beings as they are in
em.selves, without reference to their relation to whoever is
defining them, is an instance of a definition that arbitrarily
presupposes relation to be non-relation. This is a conven-
tlonal‘ intellectual construct, a denial of the only possible
e?(perlence that confirms the existence of beings — the expe-
rience of things-set-opposite. [t is a conventional intellectual
cor.lstruct because beings “in themselves™ as a “synthesis of
bemg:—for—irself and being-in-itself " (Sartre),® are no longer
the dlsc‘losed objects [or “things-set-opposite”] of ontologi-
cal ree.thty, but only the ideas or concepts of beings. Beings
are (el{mi) only as phenomena, only insofar as they become
accessible to a referential relation of disclosure. We cannot
speak‘ of the being-in-itself of beings; we can speak only
of: being-there or being-present ( par-einai), of co-existence
with the possibility of their disclosure. We know beings as
presence ( par-ousia), not as essence (ousia).

2 T . I
§ he ontological priority of personal relation with re-
gard to consciousness

ThIS referential relation is expressed directly as the con-
sciousness (syn-eidésis) of persons, as a universal conception
and synthesis of items of knowledge (eidéseis) concerning
the world, of the evidence supplied by objects. Consciousness

e T
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appears first of all as a necessary and sufficient condition of
the phenomenicity of phenomena — the definition of beings as
“phenomena’ presupposes the fact of their disclosure, a fact of
relation. And relation is an exclusive potentiality of persons,
which is expressed first of all by the function of conscious-
ness. The function of consciousness is necessarily referential,
a function of relation. Husser] showed that consciousness is
always “consciousness of something.” There is no conscious-
ness without reference to some content (“Intentionalitdt”).
Consciousness signifies an a priori relationship with objects.
We say at this point: consciousness is a “personal” property.
In defining consciousness as a personal property, We mean
that the reference of consciousness to some content does not
exhaust the reality of the relation between the person and
beings. The capacity for consciousness alone is not suffi-
cient to explain the universality or principle (logos) of the
relationship of beings to the person. Consciousness belongs
to the referential character of the person, but does not ex-
haust it. We may express the primary distinction between the
universal reality of the person and the fact of consciousness
by drawing on Husserl’s account of the real difference be-
tween the subjectivity of cognition (“die Subjektivitdt des
Erkennens”) and the objectivity of the content of cognition
(“die Objektivitat des Erkenntnisinhaltes”).* 1 am aware of
objects, and with the help of the “semantics” which language
offers me, 1 define a stone, a river, or a child, and yet the in-
formation or sense arising from consciousness which makes
the content of cognition common knowledge has its origin in
my “personal” cognition (or experience) of these common
objects. That is to say, cognition differs from one human be-
ing to another. The objectivity® of the cognitive content of
consciousness is not primordial. It is defined and formed by
the “semantics” of language, that is, by the association of
subjective experience with the “acoustic images” imposed
on us by the common language we speak.® Subjective expe-
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ri ; . .
arf;‘f;;rt}é?&lse, tlfllqe .dl]fferentl‘ation from one human being to
sonal” faot in < itltlaIc conscious Fognition, remains a “per—
images which %ue (1) the autqmalm association with acoustic
sonal” fact is ve r é.m%uage imposes on us. And this “per—~
concerns coms rt}; vivid and 1mmed1a¥ely accessible when it
religious: beautp Ogi.sen.sory perceptions that are ethical or
tents of conscio}ss igation and metaphysical faith, as con-
charactor of oo ness, confirm very directly the “personal™
beyond Conscmimtlon. They Teveal Fhe reality of the person
AR sness, the universality of the person in rela-
The differen e,
and the objoe ;::3/; ther;: between t.he subjectivity of knowledge
not theoreroal 1 tt)é of the conscious content of knowledge is
cal idon i b- » oes not refer to some kind of psychologi-
that i ,ri;l s real and defines the reality of the person,
ness. éeingr-)as rity of pt‘:rsthood with regard to conscious-
“somantic” Sha‘PiefSOIlfSIgmﬁes a cognitive power before any
fies the eXistentI') rllg of the content of consciousness. It signi-
This transcendela space of th.e primary disclosure of beings.
lectual) shapin ncfe of the priority of the “semantic” (intel-
from identilt?y ; f Oh the contept of consciousness prevents us
thinking (noeé/g uman existence purely and simply with
ings are (as por SCogztc?). Sane the mode by which human be-
0 the Semantic_c')nS) inrelation to .what exists is not restricted
saatial (dimens: ;gteillectual definition of their temporal and
prior to any intella ) presence but the reality of the person is
the starting-point e(;fual“)blectlvc? definition, it follows that
about bein : of the oqtolog1cal question (the question
gs and Being, their relation and their difference) is

not humanity’s po .
power of rational thought b
univ : ut the
iversal reality of the person itself. g much more

§3 A void in ontology as such

The understanding of the human being purely in terms of

The Ecstatic Character of Personhood 9

its capacity for rational thought, as a zéon logon echon or an

“animal rationale,” was strongly challenged by Heidegger.

He demonstrated that it was far removed from the core of
the ontological problem, and transferred the problem to the

realm of value judgments, making it the starting-point of an

axiological metaphysics.” The exclusive priority given to the

faculty of reason, the :dentification of existence with thinking
(“cogito ergo sum”), lays the foundations for an axiological

(and consequently conventional) metaphysics, because then
the causal connection between beings and Being is always
logically more consistent. The ontological problem is posed
as an a priori etiological question: What is that which makes
beings be? Being is presupposed as the cause of beings (axi-
ologically superior to that which is caused), and at the same
time its interpretation within the context of the etiological
question is necessarily ontic. That is, the interpretation of
onticity is predetermined by the reasons which make it the
cause of beings.

Western metaphysics borrowed elements from Aristotle to
give axiological expression to the way the ontological inter-
pretation of Being differs from the reality of beings in the
world. The Scholastics based their definition of the differ-
ence on the method of analogy and eminence (“analogia en-
tis,” “via eminentiae™). This differentiation was understood
in terms of a scale of magnitude, that is, in the context of the
antithesis between absolute and relative, or infinite and finite.
Being (Einai) was defined unavoidably as “a consummate,
divine being — a most honorable species,” self-caused and the
cause of other beings, an ascent 10 the absolute (“regressus
in infinitum”) of ontic individuality. Being summarizes the
eternal causes or principles of beings. The existence of be-
ings is identified purely and simply with the correspondence
of objects to their eternal principles (logoi), 10 their absolute
concepts. Truthis defined as the coincidence of meaning with
the mind’s object of thought (“adaequatio rei et intellectus™).t



10
Person and Eros

This coincidence is realized and manifested in rational jud -
ment, that is, in the context of the faculty of reason. That is
Why.to dﬁ?ﬁne existence is to identify it with thinking.

This axxol.ogical and rationalistic understanding of ontol-
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closed (phainerai at which is appar?nt, that which is dis-
in its essence IO‘]’:’)’ independently of that which a being is
ing this estraﬁ . or H.ege.l the on].y possibility of overcom-
sible as fuct Bitn'q?m 1s.hlstory. History makes being acces~
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of individuali l‘fzscer{d the I|@1t§ of the subject, the limits
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exclusive prlzorit € ‘c}physms_of absolute subjectivism.”"! The
t0 be replaced by Ohlhe r.atlf)nal faculty is overthrown, only
human subject _}.;ht ¢ priority of the self-awareness of the
produces, directs edprl'onty of the activity of the spirit that
sal becoming, to t?ln gives purpose and meaning to univer-
The “mOdern,a - € rational h1§torlca1 existence of subjects.
ment in com lft is c'hare.lcj[enzed by humanity’s imprison-
effort fo attai1r31 : }:S ;lufgecté\.nty' apd at the same time by its
on the individual, e objectivity, centered, in both cases,

Not only the most indicative but also the most interest-
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ing expression of this imprisonment is the “great mo-
ment” of modern philosophy, the “new ontology” of Martin
Heidegger — his attempt to formulate a non-metaphysical
ontology, to transcend, by the phenomenological method,
the absolute and ontic or the mystical definition of Being,
as well as the subjectivity and rationalism imposed on the
phenomenological method by the positing of consciousness
as the exclusive field of the interpretation of being.

Heidegger rejects any definition of Being, regarding the

power to define as inescapably bound up with ontic catego-
ries. That is why he also rejects the etiological formulation
of the ontological problem, as a question about the relation
of beings to Being, the interpretation of Being as the cause
of beings. He transfers the ontological question from the re-
lation to the difference between beings and Being. The dif-
ference lies in the fact that beings are disclosed (phainon-
fai), they are phenomenad, while Being, or essence, “loves to
hide.”'? We do not know the essence, the Being of beings (7o
Einai ton ontén); we only know the mode by which they are,
and this mode is the fact of disclosure.

Heidegger accepts as a starting-point for the understanding
of the Being of beings (the mode by which it is what it is) an
interpretation of truth as disclosure, as rising up out of obliv-
jon: the Being of beings is not identified with their reality “in
itself,” that is, with a given “egsence,” but is understood as
energy, as the specific fact of “coming into light” (“ans Licht
kommen”), as rising up from oblivion (/éthe) into non-obliv-
ion, or truth (a-létheia), from absence (ap-ousia) to presence
(par-ousia). Consequently, what belongs 10 the mode by
which beings are is not only the reality of their disclosure,
the dimension of their presence, but also their constant ris-
ing up from oblivion. Beings are disclosed (phainontai) as
presence and are (einai) as both absence and presence. This
constant rising up from absence defines the dimension of the
temporality of the being of beings. Time is a presupposition
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for the understanding of the truth (the a-létheia) of beings,
their rising up from absence to presence. 1t is the “horizon’
where beings are understood as that which they are.

The mode by which beings are therefore not only presup-
poses but also determines their disclosure as temporality,
as emergence from absence. Thus our understanding of the
being of beings proves to be necessarily phenomenal. Our
knowledge of beings is exhausted in their temporal emer-
gence from oblivion, in the distinction between presence
(par-ousia) and absence (ap-ousia), that is, in the disclosure
of our cognitive distance from essence (ousia). Knowledge
is not the ascent of the phenomenon to the universal “idea,”
or an intellectual conception of its essence. Itis the cognition
of disclosure or of oblivion as the mode by which it may be
what it is. It is the understanding of the fact of disclosure as
a definition of time — the only “horizon” where that which is
comes into the light, is disclosed.

This understanding of ontology prevents us from remain-
ing satisfied with a simplistic version of the problem of truth
that defines truth as the coincidence of meaning with the
mentally conceived object, limiting essence 10 the idea or
concept. In Heidegger the understanding of truth is cogni-
tion or experience of distance from essence, of possible pres-
ence or absence. It is a restriction of the knowledge of beings
to the mode by which these are disclosed. That is to say, it
is not nothingness. Knowledge is no longer an objectively
complete intellectual certainty, but a cognition of relativity
with regard to the hidden essence — in sum, an anxiety in the
face of oblivion or nothingness, an awareness that oblivion
or nothingness is the other side of temporal disclosure.

The understanding or experience of the distance from es-
sence, that is, knowledge of beings as phenomena, ends up
by being experience of the existential distance between hu-
manity and objective beings in their inaccessible essence.
Humanity understands the mode in which beings are — the
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truth (a-létheia) of beings as disclosure and disclosure as
temporality — but the understanding of disclosure, that is, the
consciousness of time as an exclusively human property, is
only a necessary and sufficient condition of the phenomenic-
ity of phenomena. It does not abrogate the self-hiddenness
of essence, the distantiality between humanity and the hid-
den essence of beings. The experience of this distantial-
ity is an experience of estrangement (“Entfremdung”), the
anxiety of not-being-at-home, which Heidegger calls “die
Unheimlichkeit des Daseins,” “das Un-zuhause.”'* Humanity
is “thrown into a world” where the phenomenicity of phe-
nomena discloses the ontological reality of nothingness.
Humanity’s relationship with the world is only the anguish
of being faced with nothingness."

The existential experience of the phenomenicity of phe-
nomena, as anxiety in the face of nothingness, although
representing a radical relation to the Cartesian cogifo, nev-
ertheless does not differ essentially from the presupposi-
tions of ontic individuality, on which Cartesian ontology is
based. We have noted that according to Heidegger beings
are disclosed as presence and are as presence and absence.
As presence, beings are conceived of as phenomena. As
presence-absence, beings are, conceived of through intel-
lect and word. The separation of presence from absence lies
in the understanding of beings as that which they are, that
is, it lies in intellection (noein). Intellection, as a presuppo-
sition of conceiving of the Being of beings as presence and
absence, proves also to be a presupposition of the separa-
tion of absence from presence, that is, a presupposition of
the definition of the onticity of beings, of the conception
of beings as individual things. Phenomenology insists that
this individuality is phenomenal; it must be understood as
energeia,’® as the emergence from absence into presence,
that is, as temporality. But temporality implies the under-
standing of Being as emergence from absence into presence,



TTTMOYTT Y

14 Person and Eros

and this understanding is concomitant to the separation of

presence from absence, and consequently to a determina-
tion of temporal disclosure as ontic individuality. Even as
the energeia of temporal disclosure, individuality remains
ontic, since beings (onta) are disclosed ( phainontai) only as
objects, only in the distantiality of ontic individuality.

But if we accept temporal disclosure as ontic individuality,
we leave its other aspect, forgetfulness or nothingness, in an
almost mystical state of indetermination. Being, or essence,
self-conceals itself as presence and absence, as disclosure
but also as constant emergence from forgetfulness. This self-
concealment, however, cannot be conceived of in both ontic
and non-ontic categories. When ontic categories are observed
in one phase of the self-concealment of essence, that of pres-
ence, but are replaced in the second phase, that of absence,
by the non-ontic categories of forgetfulness or nothingness,
then the problem of essence, the problem of Being — the on-
tological problem — remains philosophically in suspension.
It is not possible for presence, one of the aspects of the prob-
lem of essence, to be conceived of as temporal disclosure,
using ontic categories, and for the other aspect alone, that
of absence, the eventuality of non-disclosure, to remain as
the basis for the difference of beings from essence, from es-
sence, that is, as self-concealment.

We can accept that temporal disclosure does not exhaust
the truth of a being (a-létheia tou ontos), that truth is not
an ontic category, that it is the emergence from forgetful-
ness, the energeia of disclosure. But although the rising up,
the energeia, of disclosure is understood as time — and time
proves to be a presupposition of the phenomenicity of phe-
nomena — the phenomena themselves can be conceived of
only as ontic individualities if they are to be distinguished
from non-disclosure. However much forgetfulness or noth-
ingness is emphasized by phenomenology as the other side
of the phenomenicity of phenomena, the ontic individuality
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of phenomena is not impaired. The transition from absence
to presence, the separation into the two, even if interpreted
exclusively as temporal phenomenicity, does not cease to de-
fine objects in terms of the distantiality of individuality. And
individuality exhausts only one side of the problem of es-
sence, leaving the other side suspended inan arbitrary identi-
fication with forgetfulness or nothingness, leaving, that 1s to
say, a void in ontology as such. Heidegger was aware of this
void. Tt is well known that in Sein und Zeit he confined him-
self to the interpretation of humanity’s being (einar), which
represents the unique possibility of understanding time, that
is, the mode by which it is what it is. He did, however, prom-
ise a sequel on ontology itself (Zeit und Sein), in which the
problem was not to be humanity’s being but Being in itself,
an ontology interpretative of Being as Being. But he never

wrote it.

§4 The ontological priority of personal relation with
regard to the capacify Jor rational thought

In the context of the ontological problem the term person
(prosépon) first appears in the Greck East, in the fourth-
century theologian Gregory of Nyssa (d. 394)." In their at-
tempt to determine the ccclesiastical experience of the truth
of the Triadic God, that is, the mode of divine existence as
revealed in history, and distinguish this truth from its he-
retical variants (Arianism, Sabellianism, Eunomianism,
Apollinarianism), the ecclesiastical writers of the early
Christian centuries sought to clarify two terms drawn from
Neoplatonic ontology,"” ousia (“essence” or “substance”) and
hypostasis (“substantive existence” or “existence instantiated
in an individual”), with reference to the divine essence and the
three divine hypostases. They needed to show how the three
hypostases were differentiated without impairing the unity of
the One Godhead, the homoousion of the hypostases.
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In the age of the Cappadocian Fathers, however — Basil the
Great (d. 379), Gregory of Nazianzus (d. 390) and Gregors-
of Nyssa — the two terms, essence and hypostasis, had not
yet been fully distinguished from each other and are oftery
confused or identified.® It is characteristic that even the First
Ecumenical Council (325) took the term somoousios to meary
one essence and hypostasis. The Cappadocians were the first
to separate the terms ousia and hypostasis and distinguishy
glearly between them on the basis of the Aristotelian distinc~
tion between primary and secondary substances (ousia proté
and ousia deutera).’ Hypostasis acquires the sense of the
Aristotelian “primary substance” and in Gregory of Nyssa
becqmes synonymous with “person.” Person or hypostasis
is filstinguished from essence or nature on the basis of the
uniqueness and dissimilarity of the properties. It is “that which
makes distinctive” (fo idiazon), or “otherness.” It is defined as
“the concurrence of the characteristic features around each ...
The distinguishing sign of the existence of each,”” “the con-
cept which by the characteristic features that appear restrict
the common and uncircumseribed in a particular thing.”?!
Although essence is the general, the species, the community
of recognizable signs, “essence ... is not distributed to pro-
dlfce any difference of nature,”? “it has been demonstrated
with regard to the essence by those who know how to discuss
such matters in a philosophical manner that no difference can
b.e conceived of if one pares it down and strips it of the quali-
tlet? and characteristics considered to be in it and examines it
as it is in itself, according to the principle of being.”

The development and interpretation of the two terms by
the later Fathers of the Greek East will be examined to some
extent below. Here what principally interests us is this first
appearance of the term person in ontological discussion, its
initial definition as “the distinguishing sign of the existence
of each” — the “uncircumscribed” aspect of the person, its
absolute otherness. The ontological meaning which Greek
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patristic literature gave (o the term is precisely absolute oth-
erness as its existential difference from essence. We conceive
of essence as the fact of the universal, as species, as a com-
munity of recognizable signs, but in the case of God and hu-
manity essence exists only “in persons,” and the person is the
absolute otherness with regard to the common characteristics
of essence. Personhood is differentiated from essence or na-
ture on the basis of the “distinctive” (idiazonta) and uncir-
cumscribed character of the node in which it embodies the
common existential marks of the essence — that is, it is differ-
entiated from whatever is conceived of as being (on) in itself,
as a community of recognizable signs, as a general species.
Finally, the difference is between the mode of existence,
that is, the person as absolute otherness, and the intellectual
conception of essence, that is, of being as a universal, as a
community of objective recognizable signs. This implies that
the ontological problem, the question concerning the mode by
which whatever is is, can only be posited within the context
of the reality of the person, on the basis of the priority of the
person with regard to essence, the priority which existence
has in relation to the understanding of objective essences.

§5 Personal relation as an ontological presupposition
1o the disclosure of the general “mode of existence”

The person, as absolute otherness, is differentiated from
anything conceived of by the intellect as a genuine being,
as a community of recognizable signs. That is why every
person’s mode of existence is objectively indeterminable,
unique, dissimilar and unrepeatable, since every precise de-
termination and every predication necessarily represents a
community of recognizable signs. That which makes a per-
son distinctive — fo idiazon, his or her otherness — cannot
be defined but can only be experienced as fact, that is, as
unique, dissimilar and unrepeatable relation. Otherness is
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by definition referential. It is always defined “relatively” (ezz
schesei), and absolute otherness can only be experienced as
unique, dissimilar and unrepeatable relation. Thismeans that
in the case of the person, reference or relation is not simplx~
a matter of comparison. It is not just a way of understandin g
otherness as the differentiation of ontic individualities. It is
that mode of existence which is actualized as relation, not
merely disclosed as relation. The person is only as dynamic
reference, only as “opposite-something,” only as unique
dissimilar and unrepeatable relation. Within the fact of this
relation, the “towards-something” (pros 1) of personal ref-
erence appears as an occasion for the disclosure of the per-
son’s otherness (the existential ow or mode of existence)
and at the same time is defined with regard to the otherness.
It is disclosed ( phainetai) as that which it is only in the fact
of the relation that reveals the otherness of the person.

Consequently, in the ontological perspective that the pri-
ority of the person defines, the definition of beings as phe-
nomena acquires a sense of pre-conscious cognition: beings
are disclosed not simply as temporality in the distantiality
of ontic individuality, but in the dynamic of a personal Jfact,
which precedes any conscious-intellectual determination.
And this fact is the relation, which is revelatory of the other-
ness of the person and of the mode by which beings are. Of
course, the actualization of personal relation is made com-
plete (as we shall see below) only in the fact of interpersonal
communion, only with reference to supreme (that is, esser-
tial ) otherness. Yet it finds its dynamic starting-point in the
fact of the disclosure of beings in the “horizon” of personal
cognition-relation, that is, in the transcending of the under-
standing of objective essences. Thus the disclosure of beings
represents a fact of invitation (klésis) to reveal the person,
and the person represents the unique power of approaching
the mode of existence of beings, beyond any objective, i.e.,
conventional, determination.
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§6 Personal relation as existential ek-stasis

It is evident, even from these introductory remarks, that
here we are very far from any kind of objectified subjec-
tivism, any kind of axiologically determined priority of the
subject as the capacity for consciousness and intellectuality.
The person, as a power of the disclosure of beings, does not
mean that a human being is primarily a given conscious-
intellectual capacity and that what it conceives of intellec-
tually coincides with the hypostasis or temporality of the
object. It is not confined to the priority of the functioning of
consciousness, which has an axiological character because
it “judges,” because it endows the object formed in the mind
with sense (gives assurance of the bulk, weight, form, color,
cause and aim of beings). The meaning it has is this: what-
ever is becomes apparent only with reference to the person,
is disclosed only within the terms of the relation which re-
veals the otherness of the person. In other words, person and
beings are the terms of a relation, and this relation poses the
ontological question. Beings are as the principle (logos) of
relationship with the person. The truth (a-létheia) or oblivi-
on (/éthe) of beings is identified with their reference or non-

reference to the person.

The initial question of ontology, the question about beings
and Being, about the mode in which anything is what it s,
is consequently identified with the question about the per-
son, with the investigation of the existential fact of personal
relation. The logos of the otherness of the person responds
to the question about Being, no longer as Being-in-itself, as
an intellectual conception or undetermined revelation and
temporal disclosure, but as mode of existence. The human

person participates in the question as one questioned, as a
unique ability for experiential response, as a ferm of a “per-
sonal” relation. Being-as-person signifies the change of the

thinking subject into a term of a universal-existential rela-
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tion, into a fact of ek-stasis from the objectiveness of under-

stanc}mg to a universal-existential relation.

'Thls movement from noetic-conscious stationariness (sta-
;zs)_ tg universal relation is also a transition from the ontic-
mdl\{ldll?ll perception of human existence to its ecstatic de-
tern‘{lnatlon. And here ek-stasis (from exo-istamai, “stand
0uts¥de”) is not confined to humanity’s ability to “stand
ou-t51de” its natural identity, to wonder at its being, to con-
ce;ve — alone amongst beings — of disclosure as temporali-
ty.?* Ek-stasis here is identified with the actualization of the
persqn’s otherness, that is, with the existential presupposi-
tion itself of the person, which is also a unique ability to
approach the mode of the existence of beings. Ek-stasis, or
ecstas;y, signifies self-transference from the naturally given
capacity for intellectualization to the otherness of its per-
sonal ‘actualization, from the self-evidentness of noetic-
conscious conceptualization of objective conventionality
and the naturally given common understanding of objectiv~6
essences to universal existential relation.

Thﬁ: dypamic and always unachieved consummation of this
?elatlon is the eros of the Greek Church Fathers, the loving
1mpetgs and movement of exodus from individualized exis-
tence in the realm of objects, for the sake of the actualiza-
tion of relation in the highest sense. Eros is the dynamics of
ecstasy, which finds its consummation as personal reference
to supreme Otherness: “divine eros is also ecstatic, so that
the lovers belong not to themselves but to the belov’ed.”25

87 Apophaticism at the boundaries of the ontological
problem: apophaticism of essence and apophaticism
of person

The ontologi‘cal meaning which Greek patristic literature
of t,l;xc—: Byzantine period gave to the term prosépon (“per-
son”) became the occasion of an ontology radically different
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from that which the Western theological and philosophical
tradition represents in the course of its historical develop-
ment. The West was trapped in a polarized view of Being as
cither analogically absolute and ontic or else mystical. This
came about as the inevitable consequence of the priority
Westerners gave, even in the first Christian centuries, to the
intellectual definition of essence over the historical and ex-
istential experience of personhood — in contrast to the Greek
East, which always relied for its starting-point on the priority
of person over essence.”

The priority of the need to define essence within the context
of the ontological question requires the objective definition
of the existence of beings and an intellectualist (analogical-
ontic) and etiological explanation of Being. The Scholastics
established the threefold way (“via triplex”) in the West of
the analogical cognition of Being: the way of negation (“via
negationis”), the way of eminence (“via eminentiac”), and
the way of causality (“via causalitatis”).”’

In contradictory but historical conjunction with its cataphat-
ic-analogical determination of Being, the West was also preoc-
cupied with the apophaticism of Being, with the impossibility
of the human intellect to exhaust the truth of Being by means
of definitions. Apophaticism in the West arose from the need
to protect the mystery of the divine essence. That is to say, it
is always an apophaticism of essence. It is characteristic that
the two thinkers who did most to shape the positive-analogi-
cal approach to the knowledge of God, Anselm of Canterbury
(d. 1109) and Thomas Aquinas (d. 1274), at the same time
proclaim the apophatic nature of this knowledge, the essential
unknowability of God, the inaccessibility of Being.*® And we
find following this line on the apophaticism of essence not
only the leading Scholastics but also the great mystics of the
Middle Ages — Peter Abelard (d. 1142), Albert the Great (d.
1280) and John Duns Scotus (d. 1308), as well as Meister
Eckhart (d. 1327) and Nicholas of Cusa (d. 1464).
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for as a theoretical difference. It represents and constitutes
two diametrically opposed spiritual attitudes, two modes of
life, in short, two different cultures. On the one side, life is
based on truth as relation and as existential experience; truth
is actualized as life’s social dynamics and life is justified as
the identification of being true with being in communion. On
the other side, truth is identified with intellectual definitions;
it is objectivized and subordinated to usefulness. And truth
as usefulness objectivizes life itself: it comes to be translated
into technological hype, into the tormenting and alienation
of humanity.

But the historical and cultural consequences arising from
the differences between East and West in the realm of on-
tology must remain the subject for another book.’? Here 1
simply draw attention to {he brilliant formulation by Martin
Heidegger (perhaps the last “essencc mystic” in the West)
of the quandary created by the priority of the apophaticism
of essence.”® Heidegger’s approach showed clearly how the
apophaticism of essence defines and respects the limits of
thought, and consequently the limits of metaphysics or of
the ineffable, but leaves the problem of ontic indjviduality
on the borders of a possible pihilism, reveals Nothingness
as an eventuality as equally possible as Being, and trans-
poses the ontological question 10 the dilemma between being
and Nothingness: “warum ist iiberhaupt Seiendes und nicht
vielmehr Nichts?”* With Heidegger the apophaticism of es-
sence proves to be as much a possibility of ontological and
theological nihilism as an ontic-intellectual definition of es-
sence. We shall return to this theme in a later chapter.
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Chapter Two

The Universality of the Person

§8 Personal otherness as existential actualization of
“nature in general”

The universality of the person is determined by its ecstatic
character. In its ecstatic reference, that is, in its otherness,
the person is differentiated from the referential presence of
beings by the measure in which its universality is differenti-
ated: the principle of the otherness of the person recapitu-
lates the mode in which human existence is, the “universal”
mode of existence. Although the referential presence of be-
ings is restricted to the principle of their relation to the per-
son, it defines beings as phenomena, as individual entities
disclosed by the fact of personal relation. A being, as refer-
ential presence, is the particular, the partial, the phenomenal
(through relation) individual. A person, as possibility of re-
Jation, that is, as a presupposition of the disclosure of be-
ings, is the whole, the universal, Every human person is the
possibility of the universal disclosure of the mode in which
human existence is and, at the same time, the presupposition
of universal relation, in the context of which beings become
true (a-létheuousi), that is, they are disclosed as that which
they are.

Using this definition of the universality of the person, wé
can reply to the question about the essernce O nature® of
humanity. We have said that the person in its ecstatic ref-
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erence - that is, in its otherness — transcends the objectiv-e
properties and‘ common signs of recognition of the form, anag
consequ'ently is not defined by its naturc. On the contrary, it
deﬁne?. 1t§ nature or essence.’ The ec-stasy of the person, the
actu:‘a‘hzétlon of otherness, is the mode by which humanity Z.s
as a “‘universal.”

‘BL.lt in this last phrase there is a fundamental logical contra—
diction: We speak of the “actualization” of otherness, while
at the same time we define otherness as the mode by which
humanity is a “universal.” This simultaneous reference to
o?herness as a definition and as a dynamic actualization is a
vital theme which will be discussed at greater length in the
qext chapter. Here we shall confine ourselves to the indica~
tive character of this fundamental logical contradiction: it
indicates the transcendence of schematic-ontic definitions; it
marks off otherness as a definition, and at the same time’as
a term of an existential fact. The fundamental contradiction
confirms the existential and not only the theoretical charac-
ter both of the otherness of the person and of the common
gropertles of the nature in relation to which otherness is de-
f él;d. The ecstasy of the person, its differentiation from the

mon propemes of the nature, cannot be conceived of in
a purely intellectual manner. It not only defines the other-
ness, bu-t also is defined as an existential fact, that is, as a
prag.matlc reality which is only capable of being know’n dy-
?amlcally. —asa possibility. Personal otherness is as a defini-
ion, but itis also constituted dynamically as an existential
fact .w1th1n the terms of natural individuality.

This means that the objective properties of the nature are
lcp:;):stru'edbhere. not Sfmply as the theoretical and abstract
‘ ogmza. le signs of form, but also as individual proper-
i;e;i 311;1 i};llicen;e;l, as recognizable existential signs of natural
o (; ‘y.'d e1 person in any event represents a primarily
s 1vidual. The fundamental approach to the person

alized by starting from the natural individuality with re-

e T T
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gard to which otherness is defined.* Consequently, the fun-
damental approach to nature can be realized by starting from
the level of personal existence, whereupon nature not only
simply defines the intellectual conception of the “universal,”
but also is defined as existential reality on the boundaries of
the fact of otherness.’ The person “supports” (hyphistatar)
that which occurs in nature® — the “accidents” of nature are
the “passions” of the person’ —and at the same time the per-
son is as otherness with regard to nature and the “accidents”
of nature. The transcendence of objective properties — of
the “accidents” of nature — the actualization of otherness is
an existential fact which is constituted within the similarly
existential boundaries of natural individuality — and conse-
quently otherness does not refer only to objective beings and
other persons, but is also actualized principally with regard
to the natural individuality of personal existence.

Dynamic otherness with regard to the individual “passions,”
which are the “accidents” of nature, determines the ecsfatic
character of personal existence — ecslasy (ek-stasis) mean-
ing the dynamic self-transcendence of natural individuality,
its freedom from the very things that naturally predetermine
it. Ecstasy as self-transcendence recapitulates, that is, deter-
mines, personal otherness and at the same time presupposes,
that is, “contains,” universal nature as an existential reality.
This means that the human person is not a part or portion of
humanity’s being, human essence or nature, but is the exis-
tence of that nature® — since otherness recapitulates nature in

the fact of its ecstatic self-transcendence: human nature €x-
ists only “in persons,”™ only as ecstatic otherness with regard
to its very self; nature is the confent of the person. Since per-
sonal otherness constitutes nature’s mode of existence and
e universal otherness it follows that
every human person in its ecstatic otherness “contains” the
universal nature,'® recapitulates the nature in the fact of the

dynamic reference “qutside” (ektos) nature (within the lim-

every person defines th
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its of personal ecstasy) — that is, every human person is the
dyngmic recapitulation of universal humanity.

Tl.ns ascent to universal humanity could form the basis o f
an intellectual schema — the unity of all human persons is a
fundamental intellectual definition of the “universal” (“that
which is true of a whole class and is said to hold good as a
wl_qole is true of a whole in the sense that it contains many~
things by being predicated of each, and that each and all of
them are one” — Aristotle)"! The ecstasy, however, of the per-
son, as a recapitulation of essence or nature in the fact of its
self-transcendence, corresponds not to the intellectual-semi-
ological (and consequently ontic) definition of “universal’
but'to its existential-ontological sense. It is nature in general
which “stands out” (ex-istatai) in the existential fact of per-
sqnal otherness, both as self-transcendence and as relatior
with beings — an existential presupposition of the general
disclosure of beings.

Consequently, the universality of the person demands an
}mderstanding of essence or nature very different from the
mte}lectual ascent to a “whole of the same form.” In its ec-
static otherness the person remains a fact of recapitulation
of human nature — a determining of the uniformity of hu-
man nature. But here the recapitulation and the determining
presuppose the existential reality of ecstasy, that is, the on-
tological-existential, not the noetic-ontic version of essence
or nature.!?

§9 T h? ontological, as distinct from the ontic, interpre-
tation of essence or nature

Th.e- ontic version of essence in the Western metaphysical
tl.*adltlon, the intellectual conception of Being as an existen-
‘ua.l “universal,” as an intellectual definition of the unity of
being (“Sedes ipsius esse in uno est, in uno semper sedet
esse” — Meister Eckhart), introduces the relation of abstract
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and concrete into the fact of existence as arelation of essence
and person," that s, it leads unavoidably to the understand-
ing even of the person as an ontic unit, as a division or por-
tion of the universal nature, and finally to the understanding
of the person as an individual (Thomas Aquinas interprets
“substantia” as “natura rei, per se esse”)."

By contrast, the ontological-existential interpretation of na-
ture or essence corresponds to the understanding of the person
as an existential fact of ecstatic otherness. Personhood is the
unique possibility of “being-opposite” in respect of beings
and also in respect of its nature itself — not just as fundamen-
tally a conscious capacity for an objective determination of
the dimensional presence of beings and an intellectual con-
ception of the “universality” of its nature, but as a universal
existential relation with objective (anti-keimena) beings and
their underlying (hypo-keimené) nature, & relation which re-
capitulates Being as fact, that is, as mode of existence. Within
the bounds of an ontology which the priority of the person de-
fines, we “recognize” Being as the mode by which it is what it
is: human nature as personal ec-stasy, the essence (ousia) of
beings as presence ( par-ousia) referring to the person.

Nature is the first onomastic expression for Being;! it is
the principle (fogos) of Being.!¢ The principle signifies the
disclosure, the possibility of knowledge. Being is disclosed,
that is, is recognized as essence or nature: nature is not the
general intellectual conception of being or the semantic defi-
nition of Being as an existential “universal,” but the existen-
tial reality — that is, the mode of existence — which makes
Being known, the real possibility of the principle of Being.
I say “possibility” (dynatotés) not to suggest the distinction
of disclosure from some possible “concealment” in an in-
tellectual fashion, but because nature as an existential real-
ity represents only a cognitive potentiality, a possibility of
knowledge: the disclosure of Being presupposes a “horizon”
of disclosure; the principle of Being presupposes the pos-
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sibility of it . o
sonal yappfr:)l;c?lctcs [1);2:;(:, that is, dia-logue, ec-stasy, a pez-—
thg%ﬁg?;?ﬁ;g&thefqueStiOH ablout Be.ing is recapitulated iy
represents the nofan ontologwal-emstential reality, whichy
And essence Oprmclpk? of Being as a cognitive possibility_
as a fact of ex'r :l ature 13 SL.lCh a reality only and exclusivel s~
ence of bein SIS enee that is, as personal ecstasy or as pres—
essence or nst Wlt_h referel}ce to theﬁ person. This means that
closure of Beiunre is the unique possibility of the general dis—
is the principle gfo];l)-l as the content of the person. Nature
only as persgnalo eing only as a dynamic-existential fact,
erence to th ecstasy or as presence (of beings) with ref—

© the person. Every person is the potentiality for &
general disclosure of the principle of Being.

10 jori
3 The priority of the person with regard to nature or es—
sence. The problem of essence in Heidegger's onfology>

d;ilil ii(i)o’glsiso ?omt I have used two basic approaches to, or
ists betwoon 1,1 aet?lsrc-znce or nature and the relation which ex-
appronch. wmture ie and person. In accordance with the first
o fuct (wi’th “passis an”emste‘:‘ntla} reality which is defined as
personal existenCeonsd “and a.cc1dems”) within the limits of’
person i realisnd zn opposite” which the otherness of the
ture as the princi .I nd by_the second approach [ defined na-
which representspﬂi of Bemg, as E}ggi_n an existential reality,
cognition of Bei € unique p()_SSlblhty of the disclosure or
presence of bein g — as a reality of personal ecstasy or of
This attemut th W.lﬂjl }*eference to the person.

fween naturg Ot; an 1nitial definition of the relationship be-
poses the person essence anq the person, even if it presup-
or nature. s th asan exclu§1ve vs{ay of approaching essence
with deci:iin Oe mode of its §x1stence, does not coincide
relation & g on a methodological priority of the person in

0 nature. The person does not “precede nature” as

e —
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the subjective determinative principle of objective unijversal-
ity, as Western metaphysics would have it from the time of
Descartes onwards. Moreover, the person does not “precede
nature” in the way Sartre declares that “existence precedes
essence.”!” The person is not just a self-awareness which is
self-determined before it can be determined by any universal
concept, that is, by any universal nature or essence.'® Both
the priority of the subject (as the bearer of the capacity for
thought or of moral and historical experience) and the prior-
ity of existential self-awareness (as “apostasy” of the self
from its being or nature, an apostasy which consciousness
creates by “secreting” the nothingness of its being, project-
ing itself on to that which it intends to be, as a ceaseless
and undetermined refutation of being-in-itself), presup-
pose the sense of the noetic-ontic understanding of essence
or Being, the noetic-objective definition of the “universal,”
even though this definition follows rather than precedes ex-
istence. When the relation of essence to existence is posited
as a problem of the priority to be given to definitions, then
the question about Being as an existential question is cir-
cumvented, that is, as transcendence of the definitions and
reference to the fact of Being, to the mode by which it is
what it is. Heidegger showed that the converse of the meta-
physical proposition “essence precedes existence” does not
detach it from metaphysics. The converse of a metaphysical
principle still remains a metaphysical principle.” The truth
of humankind (even if as a definition it follows rather than
precedes existence) is exhausted, as is the truth of every be-
ing, in its coincidence with the corresponding sense which
is contained in the understanding. Imprisonment in the me-
dieval objectification of man as “an animal that pOSSEsSCS
reason” (“animal rationale™) Is not transcended.”
Nevertheless, by defining nature as the content of the per-
son, and the person as the existence of nature, we find our-
selves beyond even the transcending of the defining priority
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of essence with regard to existence, or of existential self-
awareness with regard to essence, achieved by Heidegger. Ity
accordance with Heidegger’s perception, the distinction of
essence from existence — a distinction which dominates the
§p1r1mal history of the West?! — is refuted by the understand ~
ing of the human presence (“Da-sein”) as ec-static fact.* Here
f:cstasy (“Ek-sistenz,” as Heidegger has it) means rising up
into :the truth of Being,” and the truth (a-létheia) of Being
that is, the. possibility of beings to be disclosed as that whicl';
they are, is time.?* Temporality signifies the understanding:
of B_emg as a fact of rising up to presence. Without time
nothing is disclosed as that which it is. The human person is
tl?eE only being which understands Being as temporality, as a
Tising up to presence, and this means that the human person
is the only being which “stands out” (ex-istatai), which can
st.and outside” its being, that is, which can understand its
being, as presence, as temporal “nowness.”*
) ansequently, “Ek-sistenz” differs essentially from

E?{lstel}z” (“existentia™), the term established by Western
?Xlstentlalists for distinguishing reality from essence, that
is, frorn. possibility.”® Even for Sartre, “existence” means
the rea.hty of being as distinct from the simple possibility
of theilde;a,zi While “Ek-sistenz” defines an activity, the fact
of Being’s rising up into truth, and this truth (a-létheia) is
unde.rstood only as temporality.

Heidegger’s statement that humanity’s “essence” is defined
by tbe ecstatic character of its existence,?® nevertheless sum-
marizes what distinguishes Heideggerian ontology from the
ontol.ogy of the ontic-noetic categories of the Western philo-
-sophlcal tradition. But in spite of the denial of an a priori
fntellectual objectivization (“Verdinglichung”), Heidegger’s
1nterpretation of “essence” is very far removed, from the on-
tological understanding of the Greek East. There is in Greek
thought a common assumption which is precisely the denial
that the truth of being can be exhausted in the coincidence
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of sense with what is conceived (“adaequatio rei et intellec-
tus”). Heidegger can thus provide the Western thinker with
a very good starting-point for entering into the Greek East’s
understanding of essence or nature. His iconoclastic attitude
(his denial of “intellectual idols™) strips Western subjec-
tivism of the illusion of certainty provided by the common
understanding of objective syllogisms. Stripped of the meta-
physical props of logical necessity, props founded on the
syllogistic capability of the subject or on his or her a priori
moral judgments, ontology reveals the threatening (“‘das
bedrohende™) void of absence as an ontological presupposi-
tion of the phenomenicity of phenomena, nothingness as the
hidden essence of every being.*

The ec-static character of human presence is restricted by
Heidegger to the understanding (“Verstandnis”) of being as
temporality, that is, as presence or absence, in the event of
the disclosure or annihilation of any being. This ec-static
“ynderstanding” is an existential fact. It is defined by the ex-
istential consciousness of being in the world (“In-der-Welt-
sein”) and is actualized as anxiety or anguish (“Angst”) in
the face of Being as nothingness or disclosure.' The world,
beings, the human presence are all “suspended” (“schwe-
ben”) — they are phenomena hanging in the void — within
the ontological reality of Nothing. Finally, the ec-static char-
acter of the human “essence” proves, within the framework
of Heidegger’s ontology, to be a possibility of “rising up”
to cognition of Nothing, that is, the anguish of existential
confrontation with Nothing.** Essence is no longer either the
a priori noetic-conscious definition of being or the becom-
ing of being, the principle of the dynamic of Being. Essence
is the space of both Being and Nothingness,? the reality of
their co-existence, the disclosure of the “abyss-like foun-
dation” or “groundless ground” (“abgriindiger Grund”) of

beings and existence.

The transcendence of the exclusivity of syllogistic thought
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within the framework of Heidegger’s ontology, the denial
of the intellectual certitude offered by objectively obligatory-
syllogisms, certainly marks a radical change in the histori-
cal development of the West’s ontological understanding.
Nevertheless, Heidegger’s ontology does not thereby cease
from being a typical consequence of this historical develop-~
ment. Both the intellectual confirmation of Being and the
existential anxiety of the experience of Nothing represent a
common attitude (stasis) towards the ontological problem,
an attitude which is defined by the subjectivity of a cognitive
self-confirmation, the absence of understanding or experi-
ence of the fact of relation, that is, of the ontological priority
of the person.* But in spite of all this, many of Heidegger’s

ontological discussions are particularly valuable today if we

are to rediscover a correct understanding of the ontological

categories of the Christian East, that is, if we are to detach

ourselves from what in our own time (within the limits of
Western culture) is the self-evident ontic-noetic content

which the Western Middle Ages gave to the basic common

categories of Christian ontology.

§11  Truth as relation

With regard to the problem of essence or Being, we could
perhaps make use of the way Heidegger speaks of disclosure
and nothingness as the unique modes by which we under-
stand Being in its temporality in order to show how we can
transcend ontic-noetic definitions. But with the ontological
presuppositions of the Christian East we should understand
disclosure as personal relation and norhingness as the ab-
sence of relation, whereupon it is no longer femporality but
relation which defines the unique possibility of understand-
ing Being as presence and absence. (We shall see in a later
chapter how even temporality is a connection of personal re-
lationship, the measure of relation). Being or nothingness,
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the truth or forgetfulness of being, is the reference or non-
reference to the person, the revealing or the hiding of the
principle of Being as content of the person. Beings are, exist
not as intellectual, conscious or a priori empirical (always
objective) confirmation, nor as calm identity with their be-
ing, with the structured coherence of their properties (that
is, as beings in themselves), nor even as not-nothing (“nicht
Nichts™), that is, as “disclosure” in temporality, but only as
a fact of reference to the person, as presence ( par-eimi). We
shall see in what follows that the person itself exists only as
presence, but in the case of the referential presence of the
person, the reference is actualized (ontologically — “constitu-
tively,” not simply “functionally”) with regard to another not
only personal but also “essential” otherness.

Yet even though I am urging here an understanding of the
presence of beings as referential to the person, we must de-
fine this understanding as fundamentally a cognitive possibil-
ity, not as an objective necessity. The reference of beings to
the person is their rising up from the oblivion of non-relation.
The truth of beings is the principle (logos) of Being within
+he bounds of the dialogue (dia-logos) of personal relation.
Beings do not contain Being. Being is not their very self,
the structured coherence of their properties. Beings witness
to Being when they rise up in the space of personal relation.
They refer to being as the content ofthe person. Consequently,
we cannot separate the existence of beings from the mode by
which they are what they are, i.e., from personal reference.
The person is in relation to beings with regard to the principle
of essence (ousia) as presence ( par-ousia). Person and be-
ings compose the ontological, revelatory relation of Being.

§12  Beings as “things”

The truth of beings, as a rising up into the space of person-
al relation, corresponds to the definition of beings as things
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(pragmata), as those things which have been accomplished
(pepragmena), as the products of a personal act (praxis),
as ‘[hej principle of personal existence.’® Beings as “things”
constitute a principle of personal uniqueness and dissimilar-
ity, t}?at is, the principle of Being as content of the person
the disclosure of essence as personal ecstasy — they reveai
the “mode of existence” as personal otherness. Accordingly.
they define a possibility rather than a reality.”’ ,
We can gain a more immediate understanding of this chink
of pos.51bility in phenomenal reality — the character of beings
as “things™ (the rising up of beings into personal relation) —
most of all when we are considering art objects. A paint-
ing, e.g., by van Gogh, is fundamentally a composite whole
made up of neutral materials (canvas and pigments) without
these in themselves, as material objects, possessing any fun-
damental qualitative-objective difference from other similar
materials_, (many other pieces of canvas and the same colors).
But a painting by van Gogh is, at the same time, something
gssentiaﬂy different from the dimensional-qualitative objec-
tivity of the materials which compose it. It is a thing, a prag-
ma, a personal act. It testifies to the person of van Gogh. It
is van Gogh. When we have “recognized” the unlike, unique
ar.ld unrepeatable character of the extraordinary creative ge-
nius of van Gogh and meet with another expression of this
genius which is new to us — when we find ourselves in front
of ar.xother of his paintings — then we say: this is van Gogh.
Beings as “things,” that is, as things that have risen up into
personal relation, witness to the person, which means, they
reveal the unlike, unique and unrepeatable character of both
terms of the relation: not only of the personal transaction,
of which they are consequences as things-accomplished,
but also of the pre-semantic cognition which recognizes the
character of a being as a “thing.” Accordingly, the character
of .beings as “things” confirms the personal otherness as the
universal mode of existence of the essence of every being:
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otherness as the unlike, unique and unrepeatable principle
of a personal-creative act, and as the personal expression-
cognition of this principle. (Except that when the productive
act ceases to be personal — and this happens only with the
intervention of the impersonal agency of a machine — the
objects produced are neutralized in the forms of a standard-
ized uniformity. They are no longer “things” [ pragmata] but
“goods” [chrémata), objects of use, not relation. Accordingly,
the machine, at least as we know it today in terms of Western
technology, represents the most radical undermining of the
personal truth of the person and of the world, the denial of
the ontological character of existential otherness, in the de-
gree in which it gives material form to that human attitude
towards the world which does not aim at relation but only at
the subjection of the world — subjection to impersonal indi-
vidualistic need and desire.)

Yet “things,” as the principle of the personal act which con-
stitutes their cause, witness to the person without exhausting
the definition of the person. The person as witnessed to by
“things” is defined without being determined either accord-
ing to essence or according to dimensional presence — itis the
nearest and the farthest.’® The reference of beings to the per-
son is the presupposition of their truth. Beings are as “things”
with reference to the person — they manifest the principle of
their essence as a presence that refers to the person.

But although the presence of “things” witnesses to the
person, it does not interpret the person except as absence.
A painting of van Gogh is the principle of the person of van
Gogh, but only as the principle of his dimensional absence.
On the basis of beings as “things” we recognize the person
fundamentally as a summnions or invitation to a relation which
transcends the limitations of space and time. We recognize,
t0o, the character of the relation, which escapes semantic-
objective determination and is unique and unrepeatable. But
the truth of the person is not exhausted only as an invita-
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tz?n to an exclusive relation through “things” as the prin-
ciple of'its absence. “Knowledge” of the person presupposes
’Fhe act%xalization of the exclusive relation in the context of"
1rmped1gte personal communion, which is a fact of ecstatic
rec1pr9c1ty, that is, of a reciprocal, loving self-offering. This
ecstatic reciprocity, the fact of the “personal” knowledge of

the person, is eros.
Without at this point analyzing this possibility of the “erot-

ic” knowledge of the human person and of the “person” of

thf: world any further, we can, in summary of what we have
said above, say that personal otherness, as the mode of exis~
tence to which every essence in the world refers, represents
the only possibility for a cognitive approach to Being. We
kn'ow Being only in the mode by which it is what it is, and
this mode is personal otherness as an invitation to relation
and as the actualization of the relation. The distinguishing
of the partial essences on the basis of the common and uni-
£orm mqus of recognition constitutes, no doubt, an initial

semgntlcs” for cognitive access to the “rational” otherness
qf bemgs_. It also constitutes, however, a possible conven-
t10na¥ objfactivization, a transformation of essences into se-
mantic “signs.” And this objectivization precludes an exis-
’fentlal approach to Being. Only when the essence of a being
is understood as simply a basically semantic definition of its
othernes.s, only then does the problem of Being remain open
as an ex1§tential possibility. And only then is the universal-
ity of Bemg not exhausted in the intellectual conception of
the. unlvergal, as an intellectual definition of the unity of a
be%ng, buF is identified with the existential experience of the
umver.sahty of the person, with the possibility for it to “be-
opposite” the “rational” otherness of beings as a whole. The
Eerson recapitulates the possibilities of Being. Being can be

knvan” only as the content of the person, only as the ec-
static impulse of relation and the “rational” invitation to re-
lation, that is, as loving-erotic self-transcendence.
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But the person recapitulates Being without ever exhausting
it. Being as the content of the person, as a fact of universal
ccstatic reference, is defined without being determined, is
also the nearest and the farthest.*® Every person recapitulates
the possibilities of Being without exhausting Being, either
as the assumption of the principle of a universal disclosure
of the referential presence of objects, or even as a fact of
ccstatic self-transcendence of nature within the boundaries
of the relation of love. Every person recapitulates the uni-
versality of Being as an endless existential possibility, not
simply as conscious information about the universal as an
intellectual determination of the unity of the species. To re-
turn, then, to our original definition, we must say that nature
or essence is the first name given to Being as “signifying”
otherness, that is to say, as signifying the possibilities of per-
sonal relation.

§13  The truth of Being as experience of personal univer-
sality

The transition from the conventional marking of the phe-
nomenicity of phenomena to the cognition of the “logic” of
otherness, as also the transition from the sense of essence as
an intelligible universality to the existential experience of
Being as content of the person, can itself be taken only as a
syllogistic formulation, only as an intellectual construct ex-
pressed in a poetic or “mystical” way. Nevertheless, it does
not cease to be the determination of a possibility that is ac-
tually felt, the “semantic” term of an experience. But this
possibility of actual experience — the transcendence of the
abstract formulations and the entry into the realm of existen-
tial truth — necessarily presupposes the fact of personal rela-
tion: the meeting of the person with the personal principle
of “things” in the world, that is, the entry of a personal God
within what is bounded by humanity’s personal experience.
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The phenomenal beings of the world as a whole, having
risen up to a personal relation as “things,” have reference
to the universal “act” of the actuality of nature, that is, to
“Creation,” to the unified principle (logos) of the Person
whose things-acts are the beings.* The transition from be-~
ings to Being is a transition from “things” to Person, and
as an existential possibility it defines a possible eventuality,,
not an intellectual certainty. The principle of the presence
of “things,” a principle of personal act (praxis) which con-
stitutes their cause, witnesses to the Person of God without
exhausting the determination of the divine Person. In the
way that “every house” testifies to its having been “built by,
someone,”! to the wisdom and skill of the builder, to his
aesthetic sense and love, his intelligence and ability —that is_
it reveals the “personal” qualities of an artist and poet, but
does not replace the fullness of the knowledge of his per-
son, which is provided only by immediate communion with
him — in the same way beings witness to the Creator God.
On the basis of the principle (fogos) of “things™ as invita-
tion or summons (k/ésis) to a relation which transcends the
limitations of space and time and evades semantic-objective
determination, since it is unique and unrepeatable, that is to
say, personal, We recognize fundamentally the existence of a
personal God-Logos. But “knowledge” of the Person of the
Logos presupposes, by means of the summons, the actualiza-
tion of an exclusive relation, of an immediate communion,
which is an event of ecstatic reciprocity, that is, of reciprocal
loving-erotic self-offering.

Consequently, within the context of humanity’s personal
encounter with the personal principle (Jogos) of the “things™
in the world, the problem of Being is no longer posited as a
question requiring analysis by syllogistic reasoning, an etio-
logical ascent from beings to Being or explanation of their
“existential” difference. Being does not simply represent the
etiological First Cause (“causa prima”) of beings, nor sim-
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ply the mode by which that which is is disclosed as it rises
up to the horizon of time. In the context of relation with
the world’s personal Logos, the truth of Being is identified
with the experience of personal universality — an experience
of ecstatic-erotic self-transcendence. Knowledge of Being
constitutes a “moral” achievement of actualization of erotic
self-transcendence, an entry into that realm of life which
is revelatory of beings as “things,” of matter as personal
Energy, of the Person of God and of the person of humanity
“beyond” any ontic essence.

The first move towards the actualization of this cognitive-
revelatory relation of humanity with God is made on the part
of God. The Christian theology of the Greek East refers to
the ecstatic existence of God, to the erotic will of the di-
vine supraessential essence to offer himself as a relation of
personal communion. “The very cause of all things,” note
the Areopagitical writings, “through a superabundance of
erotic goodness comes to be outside of himself ... and is, as
it were, beguiled by goodness and love and eros. And from
being exalted over all things and beyond all things he is
drawn down to being in all things by an ecstatic supraessen-
tial power which docs not depart from itself.”*? The ecstatic
“movement” of the divine supraessential essence is also the
presupposition that founds and constitutes the human per-
son: “for the beneficent eros moved the divine to providence
for us to be constituted,” writes Maximus the Confessor.*
Moreover, the human person becomes an “image” and dis-
closure of God precisely in its self-offering. And elsewhere
Maximus writes: “Since the divine exists as eros and moves
as agapé, it draws towards itself as the objects of its eros and
agapé those things that are receptive of eros and agapé. And
now to speak even more clearly: on the one hand it moves as
creating a deep-seated relation of eros and agapé in those re-
ceptive of it, and on the other it draws as attracting by nature
the desire of those that are drawn to it
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When Christian theology refers to God, it refers specifi -
cally to the God of personal reference and historical experi-
ence, to the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, to the God
and Father of the Lord Jesus Christ.

Chapter Three

The Unity of the Person

§14  The unitary character of the person as a prerequisite
of ecstatic otherness

The ontological content which Christian Greek literature
gave to the term person defines a unified existential real-
ity. The disclosure of the ontological priority of the person,
its rising up to a fundamental existential truth, presupposes
its primordial unity. The person is primordially unified: as a
pre-conscious power of “being-opposite” beings, as a unique
existential presupposition of disclosure of the principle of
Being, but also in its ecstatic otherness with regard to the
common recognizable signs of the essence, the person is'in-
comparably unified — “there is nothing more unitary”! than
the person. In locating the fundamental recapitulation of the
powers of Being in the dimension of the universality of the
person, we are referring to the single and unique presupposi-
tion of the appearance of the principle of Being, before any
“semantic” definition, in a single and uniform —not cOmMpos-
ite — “horizon” of disclosure. The unity of the person is the
real presupposition of pre-conscious reference and ecstatic
otherness, the existentially necessary and sufficient condi-
tion of the unique, dissimilar and unrepeatable character of
personal relation: the real presupposition for approaching
the mode of existence at all.

43
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§15  The dual character of nature and the unitary charac —
ter of personal existence

Philosophical anthropology’s attempt to define human ex -
istence as a composite — and specifically as a dual — reality-
by distinguishing soul from body, or matter from spirit, was
accepted by Christian theology with exclusive reference to
the nature of humanity, or as a schematic expression of the
ontological distinction between person and nature. The ref-
erence of this duality to human nafure was expressed clearly
by the Fourth Ecumenical Council (451) when it pronounced
the incarnate God “truly God and truly man the same [con-
sisting] of a rational soul and a body.”? This reference finds
support in the Bible as well as in patristic texts’ But the
terms “soul” and “body” are always used loosely with akind
of “perichoresis,” without their precise difference ever be-
ing defined objectively or being identified with a dualistic~
axiological antithesis of matter and spirit.

There are nevertheless patristic expressions which attri-
bute two “essences” to human nature, the “incorporeal es-
sence of the soul” and the “irrational essence of the body.””>
But the soul does not simply represent the “intellectual” and
“rational” element of human nature. It also represents the
“sensible,” being “mingled with the material nature through
the senses.” There are Fathers who speak of the “somatic”®
or “animal soul, and others who distinguish “parts” of
the soul, the “rational,” the “incensive” and the “appeti-
tive” elements.'® The soul is “heavenly”"! and “deiform,”!?
“rational and contemplative of beings.”* But there is also
an “impassioned and irrational” part of the soul." The soul

is “possessed of free will” (autexousios)® but is also “en-
amored of material things” (philoylos),'® “since it has the
passions dwelling within it.”7 From the great variety of pa-
tristic expressions, the relationship between the material and
the spiritual within the terms of human nature is revealed in
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the end to be an existential human “mystery,” the mystery of
mingling, of which the unitary personality of every person is
conscious and has experience,' and thanks to which human
nature can become receptive to uncreated grace, that is, to
the life of God.”

The existential “mystery” of the composite human being
does not in any way affect the unicity of human personal
existence. We could perhaps say that Gregory of Nyssa sums
up the tradition by defining man as “a single being composed
of soul and body.”?® At the same time one could express the
view — while avoiding any kind of definition — that in the
terminology of both the Bible and the Fathers the distinc-
tion between body and soul often appears to adumbrate the
ontological distinction between person and nature. The soul
(the Hebrew nephesh of the Old Testament, the result of the
breath which God breathed into the man of dust)?! is not
confined to one sector or part of human existence — to the
spiritual as opposed to the material — but signifies the “par-
ticular property” (fo idiazon) of the human being (an effect
of God’s particular creative energy),? the vivification and
transmission of personal faculties to the earth-born essence
of man.?* In other words, the soul signifies the entire hu-
man being as a unitary living personal hypostasis. It is the
personality in the strict sense, what we have called here the
human person,2* which is the image and “glory” (i.e., “dis-
closure™) of a personal God.” And the body is the nature, the
material reality which constitutes the worldly dimension of
the person, humanity’s participation in the world’s material
nature, the summing up of the material world in the human

person.”®
The relation of soul and body within the limits of human

existence is something more than the mutual indwelling of
two ontological realities. It is a unitary blending (sygkrasis)
and yoking (zeuxis), in the words of John Climacus.?” The
principle of this commingling is inexpressible, according to
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Gregory of Nyssa, and its mode is inexplicable and incom-
prehensible.?® Humanity’s earthly nature is the only prod-
uct in God’s material creation in which the “supramundane
nature” of the soul is “implanted,” “permeating each part
equally,” to mark it out for personal existence, to imprint
on the body the image of the personal God “as in the im-
pression of a seal.” And it is precisely this blending of soul
and body, the “highest union” (akra hendsis) in the words of
Maximus,? which defines without determining the ineffable
mystery of humanity’s simultaneous identity and difference.
The simultaneous identity and difference of the one human
existence, the “highest union,” confirms both the person’s
unitary “principle” and its essential-natural constitution
“from soul and body.” It conveys both the ontological dis-
tinction of person and nature and the existential mystery of
humanity’s twofold nature.

Even though the two distinctions — soul and body, person
and nature — mutually coinhere in existential terms, it is nev-
ertheless impossible for them to be identified without de-
stroying, through an intellectual objectification, the real and
ineffable unity of all the “levels” of human existence in the
fact of personal ecstasy, the “enhypostatic communion™ of
corporeal and psychical, of personal and natural, distinctive

properties.

§16  The distinction between soul and body as an impor-
tant differentiation of natural energy

The reverence of the Greek Fathers for the existential mys-
tery of the human composite being —a reverence expressed in
the avoidance of any definition or any objectification of ex-
istential distinctions — was not maintained by later “system-
atic” theology. It was specifically the need of the Scholastics
for rationalistic clarifications and comprehensive definitions,
for the intellectualist objectification of the existential fact,™!
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that led unavoidably to a schematization of the existential
mystery of humanity’s composite nature, to an antithetical-
pragmatic separation of soul and body, matter and spirit.*
This separation is a typical consequence of accepting a defi-
nition of man as “an animal possessing reason” (“‘animal ra-
tionale”), as fundamentally a biological being, subsequently
endowed with a soul or with a soul and spirit.

We have already seen® that this definition refers to an
axiological metaphysics, not to an ontology of existential
experience. It presupposes ontic-intellectual rather than
ontological-existential categories. And it ignores the ques-
tion of the difference between beings and Being, between
nature and person.3 On the basis of the objective definitions
of scholastic anthropology,* the Roman Catholic Church at
the Council of Vienne (1311-12) raised Aristotle’s teaching
on the soul as the entelechy of the body to dogmatic sta-
tus.? Tt would belong to a different chapter to show how
the reception of this objectified Aristotelian hylomorphism
led the Westerners inevitably to an external and schematic
understanding of the moral life — and finally to the juridical
moralism of the Roman Catholic Church and the pietism and
puritanism of the Protestants.”’

In the Christian thinking of the Greek East it is not possible
for the elements making up the human composite being —
soul and body — to correspond to ontological definitions.
These elements do not determine the mode by which the hu-
man person is, but are determined and marked (always in a
relative or conventional way) as differentiations of the result
of natural energy. I am speaking here of corporeal, psychical
or spiritual manifestations, marking objectively (and there-
fore conventionally) the manifest result of natural energy,
that is, of the universal-ecstatic reference of the bicomposite
essence or nature. The ecstatic reference presupposes, i.c.,
“contains,” the bicomposite nature as an existential reality.
But it is accomplished only within the conditions of the uni-
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tary fact of personal existence: it is defined with regard to
personal otherness or it defines personal otheress.

Consequently, psychical or corporeal energy has an onto-
logical content. That is, it constitutes an existential fact only
as psychical energy “over against” personal (or, as Maximus
calls it, “gnomic™)* energy — in opposition to, or in coordi-
nation with, the will or energy of the person. In other words,
the distinction between soul and body does not refer to the
mode by which humanity is (as nature and person), but to the
semantic differentiation of the result of natural energy.

The immediate experience of relation confirms the relative
or even conventional character of the semantic differentia-
tions of the natural energy: the human glance, the expression
of the face, the gesture, the articulated thought, the manifes-
tation of love — are these expressions of the soul or body?
Modern depth psychology (“Tiefenpsychologie™) has shown
experimentally how difficult it is to make real distinctions
between different areas of experience and has demonstrated
the non-existence of unmixed manifestations of the body, the
soul or the spirit.* But even the pragmatic ontology of the
existential philosophers, based precisely on an empirical in-
terpretation of the reality of humanity in the world, its being-
there (“Da-sein”), refers the body to the essence of humanity,
and determines the essential difference between the human
body and the animal organism (Heidegger),* the body as fur-
nishing the immediate presence of soulness (Sartre)."

§17  The reference of “in the image” to the uniformity
(henoeidia) of existence

The semantic-objective distinction of partial areas of exis-
tence, that is, the presuppositional definition of man as “an
animal possessing reason,” is also the basis for the attempt
of scholastic theology to interpret God’s “image” in human-
ity by attributing the elements appertaining to “in the image”
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to the objectified result of the natural energy, that is, to ob-
jective properties of ontic individuality — to one of the two
conventional “parts” of ontic nature, humanity’s “spirit”-
intelligence.*? Existential predicates which were used by
the Greek Fathers as indicators of the ontological difference
between person and nature (predicates revelatory of per-
sonal universality and dissimilarity), such as “rationality,”
«self-determination” and “sovereignty,” are interpreted by
the theology of objective categories as individual properties
(universals)* of humanity’s “spiritual” nature: individual
properties are referred to an analogical and comparative in-
terpretation of the phrase “in the image,” which is exhausted
in the phenomenology of ontic individuality and cannot in-
terpret the ontological reality of the difference between per-
son and nature, humanity’s “mode of existence.” The image
of God in humanity defines an analogical ascent,* that is,
a rationalistic reference of ontic predicates to God and to
humanity. The image of God is not referred to humanity’s
being, to the mode in which human existence is. Humanity
does not image God existentially and ontologically, that is,
as personal uniqueness and dissimilarity, as “mode of exis-
tence” which allows humanity a loving relation and com-
munion with God, its assimilation to the divine archetype.
Instead, defined as the absolutely rational, self-determining
and sovereign being, God images humanity analogically and
anagogically.*®

In contrast to scholastic objectification, when the Greek
East interpreted the image of God in humanity, it sought to
protect the mystery of the mode of divine existence, and its
imprint in human existence, from the danger of intellectual
schematizations. As in their distinction of soul and body, so
too in their interpretation of “in the image” the Greek Fathers
rejected any objective definition — dualistic or monistic —and
any subjection of existential truth to a priori conceptual defi-
nitions. They confined themselves to a semantic outline of
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the existential mystery of the difference between person and
nature, preserving the unitary character of the person, the
priority of the person over nature (the power of the person to
determine its nature and not to be determined by it — dynami-
cally to make its nature become like the divine archetype).
Of course there were writers (mainly in the Early Christian
period, in a historical environment still dominated by pagan-
ism) who denied the relationship of the image of God to the
human body, ostensibly to safeguard the truth of God from any
analogy fitted to the body and human passions.”’ There were
also others who strongly emphasized the reference of the im-
age of God to the psychosomatic wholeness and unity of man.*8
But more often the patristic interpretations sum up the truth of
the words “in the image” in the triadic character of the person-
al energies (mind, reason, spirit)*® or in the “sovereignty”** and
“self-determination”' which sum up perfectly the ontological
differentiation of the person with regard to nature.

§18  The formal definition of the unity (henotés) of the sub-
Jject and the unitary (heniké) otherness of the person

Thus the unity of the person refers to a pragmatic-existen~
tial rather than intellectual-semantic definition, just as the
universality does. The intellectual is always exhausted in the
ontic definition: it defines a being in itself, its onticity and
manifold senses — “now ‘being” and ‘unity’ have an equal
number of senses” / “there are many senses in which a thing
may be said to ‘be,” but they are related to one thing and one
nature”® / “all refer to one starting-point™* — it identifies
the semantics of being with the Being of being, it refers to
Being as a being, never adverting to their difference.> And
the pragmatic corresponds to the ontological definition: it re-
fers to the mode by which being is, to the difference between
beings and Being — to Being as the possibility and fact of
relation, to beings as the word or principle (logos) of Being.
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The distinction between an ontic definition and an onto-
logical one also clarifies the difference between the objec-
tive-semantic interpretations of the unity of the being and
the unitary otherness of the person. If we wish to define the
unity of a being in the language of Aristotelian ontology, that
is, if we wish to speak of an ontic definition of unity, we
refer to the matter (hylé, substratum) and the shape (mor-
phé, form) and the “third which arises from these.” (“By the
matter I mean, for instance, the bronze, by the shape, the
plan of its form, and by the compound of these [the totality]
the statue.”)”® The Aristotelian form defines the unity of the
wwhole” insofar as it manifests the “form-giving” charac-
ter of the “universal” — “the universal is predicable of some
subject always.”” The “form-giving” character of the “uni-
versal,” the Aristotelian “form,” this given that unifies the
multiplicity of substrata, in its various “total” manifestations
refers to that which can “see,” that is, so that the intellect
may define, and consequently refers to the phenomenon and
to the “semantics” or to the principle (logos) of the phenom-
enon®® — it is exhausted in the “definition,” in the coincidence
of the sense with the thing thought of as a “universal”: “for
definition is of the universal and of the form.”” Thus the
“third” “from both”® (shape and matter) is defined as unitary
thanks to the form (eidos), which precedes both the matter
and the “from both™:#! “they are parts of the totality, but not
of the form and its principle”® — where the principle (logos)
carries the sense of the definition (“the principle we say is a
definition”).8?

Consequently, this definition of the unity of every “total”
substratum with reference to the form-giving character of the
universal cannot interpret the existential fact of the unitary
human hypostasis, since the difference between the “univer-
sal” and the “particular” only pertains to the theory of forms:
a difference “according to principle” and “according to sense-
perception” (“the universal is knowable according to the
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principle, the particular according to sense-perception; for
thg principle has to do with the universal, sense-perception
Wlth the particular”).%* The intellectual and sensory (accord -
ing ‘to the perception of the senses) conception of being asg
“universal” and “particular” simply defines, that is, formally,
marks, the “total” — simultaneously composite and unitary —
hypostasis of the human subject: “It is clear also that the sow}
is the primary substance [the shape-morphé] and the body,
is {natter, and man or animal is the compound of both takery
universally.”®

Thus the mode by which the human subject is as an exis—
tential unity and identity, as a fact which is the ground of
every .deﬁnition of identity and otherness, is not affected
by Aristotelian metaphysics. In Aristotle the unity is a for-
mgl-semantic rather than ontological-existential category. It
arises from the difference between “total” and “whole,” and
refqrs to the non-categorical character of the subject (“the
§ul?Ject is that of which the other things are predicated, while
in itself it is not predicated of anything”).% The same subject
taken as a “totality” (synolon) has discrete parts, while taken
as a “w-hole” (katholou) it is unitary and without parts: “the
bronze is a part of the total statue, but not of the statue regard-
ed as form.”¥ It is evident that the formal-ontic definition of
the unity of the human subject does not affect the existential
problem of the unitary ecstatic otherness of the person.

§19  The distinction between nature and energies in terms
of the unitary mode of existence

Concerning the person, I affirm its unity by referring not
to an intellectual-objective definition but to the universal-
existential experience of relation. In the fact of relation we
confirm the unity of the person as fundamental uniqueness
{:ll’ld dissimilarity of pre-conscious cognition and as ecstat~
ic otherness of the person with regard to nature. Certainly,
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both the pre-conscious relation with the personal principle
(logos) of “things” and the ec-static relation of the person
with regard to nature cannot in the end be expressed except
through thoughts — by means of intellection. There is, how-
ever, a very great difference between intellectual definition,
which exhausts the truth in conceiving and formally describ-
ing its meaning, and using thoughts as symbols or images
of the terms, simply, of the existential fact, which presents
truth as the possibility of universal participation in living
experience, that is, as “moral” achievement. The sense of
the “whole” unity of the elements of the human composi-
tion does not affect the existential-ontological problem of
the mode by which this bi-composite human nature is as a
single human existence. The formal unity does not cover the
ontological reality of personal reference and ecstatic other-
ness. It ignores the existential relation of person to nature:
the person as a referential summing up of nature, nature as
the content of the person.

By defining the person as an existential-referential sum-
ming up of nature, I do not of course deny the form-generat-
ing character of nature or essence. [ am simply interpreting
it ontologically, not ontically (as a cognitive power, not as
phenomenological objectivity). The form-generating char-
acter of nature, as existential fact, is what I called earlier
«“manifested result of natural energy” within the terms of
personal otherness.® It is precisely the ecstatic reference of
essence or nature, as a fact of interpersonal relation and as a
unique and dissimilar pre-conscious cognition, that reveals
the form-generating character of the nature and witnesses t0
the essence (ousia) as presence ( par-ousia). Thus even the
“corporeal nature” of humanity is not simply the “material
cause” (“causa materialis”) of human existence, the matfer
(hylé) with the sense of the substratum in its relation to the
shape (morphé).” 1t is the natural power of disclosure of the
otherness of the person, of the actualization of the ecstatic
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reference of nature oufside nature, the manifested result of

nature’s energies in the fact of personal otherness.

We therefore find ourselves in the area of a second ontolog~
ical distinction, parallel with the distinction between nature
and persons: We distinguish the unjversal nature or essence
from its form-generating character, that is, from the manifest-
ed result of natural energy in the fact of personal otherness
— in the end we distinguish nature from natural energy. The
distinction is a real one, not simply a matter of semantics,
since our only way of knowing nature is through the mani-
fested energies which “formalize” (give form to) nature with-
out being identified with it. “If anything operates like fire, ang
shines and warms in the same way, it is assuredly fire,” say's
Gregory of Nyssa. Consequently the identity of the common
nature “is conveyed by the identity of the operations.””

But if identity of operations discloses identity of nature, the
nature is nevertheless not identified with the operations, just
as the cause is not identified with the result. The products of
causes make known and “image” causes, but are not identi~
fied with, the causes themselves. “There is no exact likeness
between caused and cause,” says Dionysius, “for the caused
carry within themselves only such images of their originat~
ing sources as are possible for them, whereas the causes
themselves are located in a realm transcending the caused,
according to the argument regarding their source. Take a fa-
miliar example. Joys and woes are said to be the cause in
us of joy and woe without themselves being the pOSSESsSors
of such feelings. The fire which warms and burns is never
said itself to be burnt and warmed ... caused things preexist
more fully and more truly in the causes.”” We have here yet
another existential confliction of identity and otherness: it
is in practice impossible for us to separate nature from en-
ergy, to contemplate nature without energy or energy with-
out nature,’ and at the same time it is impossible for us to
identify nature with the energy of nature.”
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§20  The rationalistic ascent 1o the operative First Cause
and the existential experience of the personal expres-
sion of the natural energies

Aristotle identified the energy with the form, and this phe-
nomenological assertion was perhaps his most vital contri-
bution to the development of philosophical metaphysics.
Aristotle distinguished between being in potentiality, which
is matter (the material, which has the power or the possibil-
ity to be something), and being in act, which is the form (the
mode by which being is).” For being in poientiality to be ac-
tivated, there must be movement, and movement is the transi-
tion from being in potentiality to being in act. But movement
always has some initial impetus or beginning (“everything
that is in motion must be moved by something”).” Being in
potentiality must be moved by some being in act, otherwise
movement does not exist: “But if there is something which is
capable of moving things or acting on them, but is not actu-
ally doing so, there will not be movement; for that which has
a capacity need not exercise it.””* Thomas Aquinas adds a
specific example: “That which is actually hot, as fire, makes
wood, which is potentially hot, to be actually hot, and there-
by moves and changes it ... It is therefore impossible that in
the same respect and in the same way a thing should be both
mover and moved, i.e., that it should move itself.””’

It is evident that the backwards sequence of mover and
moved leads unavoidably to the metaphysical necessity of
a first beginning of movement, the first mover.” The first
mover cannot simply have a power of moving, because that
which only has a power might not exercise it — “it is possible
for that which has the power not to be in act.” We therefore
gain nothing by creating eternal essences, like the Platonic
Ideas, if there is not in these essences a principle capable
of evoking change and, consequently, movement (“nothing,
then, is gained even if we suppose eternal substances, as the
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believers in the Forms do, unless there is to be in them som e
principle which can cause movement”).” And for the prim-
ciple of movement to be only active, since a transition from
in potentiality to in act is inadmissable for the first mover,
which no one has set in motion, its essence must be energs;
alone: “there must be such a principle whose very essence is
actuality [energeia].”® And since movement is the transition
from potentiality (dynamei) to actuality (energeia), and this
transition is inadmissable for the first mover, the first mover,
as pure actuality, is itself unmoved.*'

At the same time, since the first mover can only be in ac—

tuality and in no circumstances in potentiality, and since o
being that is in potentiality is matter, it is evident that the
first mover is immaterial and incorporeal. And since move~
ment is neither begotten nor corrupts, but always is, at least
as a temporal transition from prior to posterior (“for it was
always”), and without temporal change nature does not ex—
ist, it follows that movement is eternal, just as time is eterna}
and the first mover is eternal actuality (energeia).”
' The Aristotelian interpretation of energeia was transferred
intact by Thomas Aquinas into the realm of Christian theolo~
gy.“ But the logical ascent to the first mover, which accord-
ing to our reasoning must be, as regards its esscnce, eternal
energy, pure and immaterial, entirely ignores the personal
mode of existence of the Deity as he reveals himself as a
itact in the historical experience of the Church. The ques-
tion of energy interests Aquinas in the objective context of a
rational-apodictic procedure which exhausts the mystery of
the divine existence in the logically obligatory concept of a
productive and motive cause of creation. That is why there
is no reference in the Summa Theologiae to the personal God
.Of existential relation: there God is the object® of rational
inquiry, an abstract intellectual certainty, an ontic essence
absolutely in actuality, an impersonal and existentially inac-
cessible motive cause.
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By contrast, in the Greek East the question of the energies is
posed exclusively within the context ofexistential experience.
The Church’s experience is the knowledge of God as a fact of
personal relation, and the question that is posed concerns the
witness to this fact and the defense of it, the question “how
we know God not as an object of the mind, or of the senses, or
anything at all that belongs among beings.”® The knowledge
of God, as a fact of personal relation, discloses the priority of
the truth of the person in the field of theological epistemol-
ogy. There is no margin for us to sidestep the person by mak-
ing a direct intellectual leap of reference to the essence — “as
i the truth were in things for us and not in names.”®® The
unity of the person, its oneness, recapitulates the mode of ex-
istence, and consequently every possibility of approaching
the existential content of the ontological distinctions between
nature and person, nature and energies. We know the essence
or nature only as the content of the person, and this unique
power of knowing the nature signifies its ecstatic recapitula-
tion in the fact of personal reference, the nature’s power of
“standing-outside-itself,” and becoming accessible and par-
ticipable not as concept, but as personal uniqueness and dis-
similarity. The nature’s ecstasy, however, cannot be identified
with the nature, since the very experience of relation itself is
an experience of non-identification. The ecstasy is the mode
by which the nature becomes accessible and known in the fact
of personal otherness. It is the energy of the nature,*’ which is
not identified either with its bearer or its result: “The energy
is neither the one operating, nor what is operated.”®

It is not of course possible for us to know the energy €x-
cept through the one operating, and even the one operating
can only be known by us through the natural energy both as
personal otherness and as nature or essence. The will, for
example, is an energy of our nature, yet is accessible only
through its personal bearer. We refer to the what of the will
only because we know the how of its personal expression.”
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The what of the will makes known to us the nature which has
the power of willing, while the #ow of the will reveals the
personal otherness of its bearer.” The will, however, is iden-
tified neither with the nature, which has the power of willing |
nor even with the person, which always wills in a unique,
dissimilar and unrepeatable way. That is why we recognize
in the will an energy of the nature ontologically distinct from
both the nature and the person.

Even though we distinguish energy from nature and nature
from persons, we do not attribute any composite character
to the nature itself. That is to say, we do not divide up and
apportion nature to persons and energies. Persons and ener-
gies are not “parts,” or “constituents,” or “passions,” or “ac-
cidents” of the nature, but the nature’s mode of existence. The
personal expression of every energy recapitulates “without
parts” and “in the form of unity” the whole natural energy,
just as the person recapitulates the whole nature and is the
existence of the nature. The how of volitional energy (or of
creative or loving or whatever other energy) recapitulates the
what of the natural volitional energy. The nature’s power of
willing exists and is manifested only through the otherness of
the personal will. Music, painting and sculpture are creative
energies of human nature. But they do not exist except ag
disclosures of personal otherness: as the music of Mozart,
the painting of van Gogh, the sculpture of Rodin, ete. But
nor does any other mode of disclosure and definition of es-
sence or nature exist outside the operation of ec-stasy in the
fact of personal otherness. The only way we have of naming
the nature is the personally manifested energy of the nature.
The principle of the energy “signifies” the nature — “both the
essence and the energy admit of the same principle.”!

Thus every formal predicate of the human essence or nature
(rationality, free will, sovereignty) is a subsequent character-
ization of the essence, an objective determination of the man-
ifestations which refer to the energies, that is, to the universa]
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nature as the content of the person. But even “God has his
divine names from the energies, for his supra-essentiality is
nameless.””? That which we call God’s uncreated “essence”
transcends all human powers of knowledge, or determina-
tion, or even of relative comparison, and for that reason the
divine essence is also “beyond apprehension,” “unevocable,”
“above every name,” “and eludes every perception, imagina-
tion, opinion, name, word, contact or cognition.””

Consequently, the names we give God only refer 1o his
energies, by which the divine nature becomes accessible,
knowable and participable. In its essence it remains inacces-
sible, unknowable and non-participable. And so, “if we give
the name ‘God,” or ‘life,” or ‘essence,” or ‘light,” or ‘word’ to
the transcendent hiddenness, what we conceive of mentally
is nothing other than the powers which reach out from it to-
wards us and deify, create substance, generate life, or bestow
wisdom.” The very divinity of God reveals the divine en-
ergy rather than the divine essence:

The holy Fathers affirm unanimously that it is impossible to
find a name to manifest the nature of the uncreated Trinity,
but that the names belong to the energies. “The divinity”
also designates an energy, that of moving or contemplating
or burning, or else it indicates the “deification-in-itself.”
But he who is beyond every name is not identical with what
he is named; for the essence and energy of God are not
identifical ... the divinity of God designates the divine en-
ergy par excellence.”

§21  The nature participable through the energies. The
energies homogeneous and heterogeneous with re-
gard to the nature

But the energies are not solely and exclusively the mode by
which we name the nature, by which we “signify” the opera-
tor by means of his operations. The natural energy personal-
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ly revealed represents that power of experiential knowledge
which derives from personal “sharing” and “participation>
in the essence or nature, without the participation also sig-
nifying identification with the nature. The Dionysian corpus
uses as an image and example of such sharing the human
voice, which “being one and the same, is shared in by many,
hearers as if it were just one.”

If we treat this image schematically and arbitrarily regard
the word as an essence in itself, then the voice represents
the energy of the word’s essence. It represents the power we
have of sharing in the word’s essence as the voice makes it
known and participable — the power all of us who hear the
same voice have of sharing the same essence of the one word,
without participation also signifying our identification with
the essence of the word or the division of the essence into
as many parts as there are participants in the word through
the voice. Although uttered in a personal manner, the word
remains formally one and undivided, while at the same time
“it is participated in individually by all.”

If we dwell a little longer on this schematic paradigm of
the voice (phdné) and the word (logos), we can shed some
further light on another assertion relating to the possibilitieg
of sharing in the essence by means of the energy. Certainly,
the voice represents a disclosure of the word’s energy “ho-
mogeneous” with the word’s essence, which makes the im-
mediate participation in the word possible. But a disclosure
of the word’s energy can also come to exist through essences
“heterogeneous” to the word — the possibility that other “es-
sences” can be formed as a word, such as writing, color, mu-
sic or marble.

The paradigm implies that we can speak of two forms of
energy of the same essence or nature: one “homogeneous,”
as we have called it, with the nature of the energy’s opera-
tor (what we described above as an ecstatic self-offering of
nature within the context of the fact of personal otherness);
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and another energy which is disclosed through essences that
are “heterogeneous” with regard to the nature of the opera-
tor, “productive of external things, according to which one
constructs something different from some pre-existing mat-
ter.”?’

With regard to God, the “homogeneous” energy interprets
the Church’s experience of divine grace (the gift of true
life) which is uncreated*® (“heterogeneous” with respect to
creatures and “homogeneous” with respect to God), through
which God is “wholly participated in™® and “shared individ-
vally by all,”'® while remaining simple and undivided, of-
fering to the participant that which he has “by nature” except
“jdentity according to essence,”'® and proving the human
being, according to the word of Scripture, to be “a partaker
of divine nature” (2 Pet 1:4). And the disclosure of God’s
energy through essences “heterogeneous” to him interprets
{he character of beings as “things” — products of the divine
energy: The personal principle of “things” (a principle of
power and wisdom and skill),* although “belonging prop-
erly” (idiazén) to each being within the limits of the infinite
variety of essences, makes known the “single wholeness” of
the one divine encrgy, and witnesses to the one simple and
indivisible God.!*

And with regard to man, we could say that the “homoge-
neous” energy refers to the power of love and erotic ecstatic
self-offering, by means of which the existential truth of hu-
manity, the mystery of nature and person as a single other-
ness, is “recognized” and becomes participable — when man
“hecomes wholly in the whole of the lover and is voluntarily
embraced by the whole.”!” But the “homogeneous” energy
also interprets the reality of the human body as an expression
and disclosure of the separate otherness of the person — the
body as the supreme personal differentiation of the natural
energies'® and the power of the meeting and communion of
the created energy of the human essence with the uncreated
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energy of the grace of God.'* As for the disclosure of the (ii) interpret the body as the immediate manifestation and
energy of humanity through humanity’s “heterogencous” es~ accessibility of the recapitulation of the natural energies in
sences, this interprets the preserving and making known of the fact of personal otherness.
personal otherness in the various human “creations,””” in We have also seen that Greek patristic writers rely on the
humanity’s works of art, wisdom and power. same distinction between nature and energies for the pre-
The basic assertion which is maintained and confirmed by~ suppositions and power of the knowledge of God by human
the distinction between the “homogeneous” energy of the es— beings. One might say that the linking of the interpretation
sence or nature and its “heterogeneous” disclosure is that of the human body with the definition of the possibility of
both these forms of the manifestation of the energy alway s knowing God, the reference to the same ontological pre-
reveal the nature or essence in a “single” fashion (henik6s?) supposition, did not come about by chance. If knowledge
always as the “uniform” (henoeides) content of the person _ of the personal God by human beings is possible, it must
The personal differentiation of the natural energies (the be as real as the experiential reality of the recapitulation of
uniqueness and dissimilarity of every human body, as well the natural energies in the personal otherness of the human
as the absolute otherness of every erotic fact, and the differ— body. Transferring the knowledge of God from the realm of
entiation of “creative” expression — the differentiation, for immediate personal disclosure, through the natural energies,
example, of Bach from Mozart or of van Gogh from Goya) to the level of an intellectual and rationalistic approach, the
distinguishes nature without dividing it, reveals the mode by restriction of the possibilities of the knowledge of God to
which nature is —and this mode is personal oneness and oth- the particular abilities of the human mind,'*”® unavoidably
erness. To the energies of distinctions of the nature belongs exhausts the truth of God in abstract intellectual forms and
everything that discloses and reveals the universal nature as etiological deductions,'® that is to say, it destroys the very

the content of the person. reality of divine personal existence.'
It is evident that the problem of the knowledge not only of

God but also of humanity and the world — knowledge as im-
mediate personal relarion and existential experience, or as an
abstract intellectual approach —is judged by the acceptance
or rejection of the essence-energies distinction. The accep-
tance or rejection of this distinction represents two radically
different concepts of reality, two incompatible “ontologies.”

§22  The consequences of accepting or rejecting the dis~
tinction berween essence and energies

To summarize the earlier part of this chapter, we may now
say that in distinguishing between nature and energies we
rely on an interpretation of the existential fact as the unity of

the person.

On the basis of this distinction we may (i) define the hu-
man body not as a part or a division of humanity’s personal
existence, but as the supreme personal differentiation of the
energies of humanity’s “bicomposite” — material and spiri-
tual — nature (which are “created” energies of a “created™
nature,'® in contrast with the uncreated divine energies), and

This does not simply mean two different theoretical views
or interpretations. It means two diametrically opposed ar-
titudes to life, with specific spiritual, historical and cultural
consequences.

The acceptance of the distinction means the recognition of
truth as a personal relation, and of knowledge as participa-
tion in truth, not simply as the understanding of concepts
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gmsing from abstract thought. It therefore means the prior-
ity of the reality of the person and of interpersonal relatior -
ship over any intellectual definition. Within the unrestricted
terms of this priority, God is known and participated throug
%ns uncreated energies, which are beyond the reach of the
mteﬂect, while in his essence he remains unknown and uri—
pgrtlcipated. That is to say, God is known only as persona}
disclosure, as a triadic communion of persons, as an ecstatic
self-offering of erotic goodness. And the world is the conse

quence of God’s personal energies, a “product” revelatory,

of the Person of the Word, who witnesses to the Father by,

means of the grace of the Spirit — the “essentialized” invita—

’.aon of God to relation and communion, an invitation which

is personal and yet also “essentialized” in a manner differen—

tiated according to essence.!!?

By contrast, the rejection of the distinction between es—
sence an_d energies means the exclusion of universal-persor—
al experience and the priority of the individual intellect as
th§ pa_th to knowledge. It means that truth is exhausted in the
coincidence of meaning with concept, in the understanding
of nature and person as determinations arising from intellec -
tual abstraction: persons have the character of the relations
‘_’f essences; relations do not characterize persons, but are
identified with persons, with a view to supporting the logical
necessity of the simplicity of essence. Finally, God becomes
a.ccessible only as essence, that is, only as an object of ra-
Bonal inquiry, as the necessary “first mover” who is himself

umoved,” that is, as “pure act,” and whose existence must
be identified with the self-actualization of his essence. And
the world is the “effect” of the “first mover,” just as God’s
grace is the “effect” of the divine essence (“supernatural”
?ut created). The only relation of the world to God is the
intellectual connection of cause and effect, a “connection”
.Which detaches God organically from the world — the world
is made autonomous and is subordinated to intellectual ob-
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jectification and to a utilitarian intentionality.'

The problem of the essence-energies distinction set the seal
on the differentiation of the Latin West from the Greek East.
The West denied the distinction, wishing to safeguard the
simplicity of the divine essence, since rational thought can-
not tolerate the conflict between existential identity and oth-
erness, a distinction not entailing division or separation.'*
In the West’s understanding, God is defined only by his es-
sence. What is not essence does not belong to God; it is a
creation of God. Consequently, the energies of God are ei-
ther identified with the essence as “pure act,” or any external
manifestation of them is necessarily of a different essence,
that is, a created effect of the divine cause.'”

But this means that theosis, the participation of human be-
ings in the divine life, ¢ is ultimately impossible, since the
grace that deifies the saints, even if “supernatural,” according
to the arbitrary definition given to it by Western theologians
from as early as the ninth century,'”’ remains without any
real explanation. And it was precisely the defense of the fact
of the theosis of human beings, the participation of the hesy-
chasts in the sensory experience of the mode of the divine life
(in the uncreated light of God’s glory), that led the Orthodox
Church in the synods of the fourteenth century (1341, 1347,

1351 and 1368) to define the essence-energies distinction as
the formal difference distinguishing the Orthodox East from
the Latin West and to see summarized under the heading of
the knowledge of God the heretical deviations of the Roman
Church."8

In the following centuries the Eastern theologians were vin-
dicated historically by the tragic dimensions of the impasse
in which metaphysics found itself in the West. The trans-
ference of the knowledge of God from the realm of direct
personal disclosure, through the natural energies, to that of
an intellectual and rationalist approach had as an inevitable
consequence the driving of a wedge between the transcendent
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and tl?e immanent, the “exiling” of God to the realm of the
e.xperlentially inaccessible, the separating of religion from
11fe and restricting it to credal statements, the technological
violating of natural and historical reality and subjecting it to
the demands of individualistic comfortable living — ending
up ﬁpglly in the “death of God” of the Western metaphysical
tradition and the emergence of nothingness and the absurdg
as Western man’s fundamental existential categories.

§23  The distinction between nature and energies as o
presupposition of the powers of knowing unitary per-
sonal atherness

We saw 1n the previous chapter'!® that within the limits of
existential experience the person’s power of “knowledge>>
refgrs either to an invitation to an exclusive relation through
“things,” which is not only the principle of the person but
also the principle of its distinct absence, or to immediate in-
jcerpersonal communion, which is a fact of ecstatic reciproc-
ity, that is, of reciprocal erotic self-offering. The distinction
b_etween essence and energies clarifies these powers, espe~
cially with regard to the knowledge of God. We saw that
nature or essence in itself remains unrecognizable and inac~
cessible — it is both the nearest and the farthest. Only through
the natural energies is the mode revealed by which essence
or nature is, and this mode is personal otherness. Personal
gthel.‘ness is disclosed within the context of experiential real-~
ity either as the “real” principle of its distinct absence or ag
the realization of erotic relation.

Th.ese powers of the person’s “knowledge” refer both to
the interpretation of humanity’s being and to the revelation
gf a personal God. A work of art witnesses to the person of
its creator; it is the personal disclosure of human creativé
energy; it makes known the mode by which human nature
is as personal otherness. Yet the person itself of the creator
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is revealed only as distinct absence. At the same time the
knowledge of the person which is attained in the erotic rela-
tion, in the relation of universal ecstatic reciprocity, cannot
be made known objectively or be defined or described in
individual categories (i.e., categories of the individual na-
ture). The mode by which the person is, revealed in the erotic
ecstatic relation, is a primordial epistemic certainty, but a
certainty which is defined only as a possibility.

To these two givens of experiential reality relating to the
knowledge of the human person (the givens of “real” ab-
sence and erotic certainty) there correspond, respectively, the
basic positions of the Eastern Orthodox on the “knowledge”
of God: God becomes “known” either through the “things”
of the reality of the world as distinct absence, or as grotic
certainty within the context of a reciprocal ec-static relation.
And here ec-stasy finds its most complete meaning, since the
relation is realized within the limits not only of personal but
also of natural or essential otherness. We call grace (charis)
the fact that God gives himself (charizetai) in his erotic ec-
static self-offering. Unknowable and inaccessible as a whole
in his essence — “which is beyond all things and transcends
all things” — he is revealed as self-offering love for every
human person — “condescends to abide in all things” — as
passion fot erotic goodness, as zeal for an exclusive personal
relation. God “goes out of himself,” “by virtue of his super-
natural and ecstatic capacity to remain nevertheless, within
himself.”2° He actualizes “outside” his nature the ineffable
power of personal relation, communion and participation.
That is why our knowledge of God also transcends every
objective cognitive approach. It is an experiential fact of dy-
namic recognition and affirmation of God’s erotic ecstasy —
a fact of participation in another mode of existence, in the
true life of the Uncreated. The knowledge of God does not
refer to the realm of our objective inquiries. It refers to out
inward, personal discovery and certainty that God’s erotic
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ecstasy (the gift of life) is directed exclusively towards us
that we are known and loved by God and consequently all Wé
hqve to do is to respond positively to this erotic invitationn
with the aim of “knowing” the Person of our Bridegroom andi
Lover: “having come to know God, or rather to be known bxs
God” (Gal 4:9).

Oof 'course, the objects of natural reality remain primarxys
data in the realm of objective inquiries directed towards the
knowl.edge of God. For they rise up in the personal relation
as “things” (acts — products of a Creator Person) — that is, the
%*esults of the energies of the unknowable, inaccessible and
%ncomprehensible divine essence or nature, its external man-
ifestations which make known the mode of existence of the
Godhead, its personal character. Through the “things” the
Persop of the Creator God is witnessed to and made known
as existential immediacy of personal relation, and simulta-
neously as distinct absence. In our personal relation to the
world, beings as “things” reveal the existence of a personal
God, the personal Word of the Creator God, the Person of
God the Word, yet inevitably also the distinct absence of the
?erson. Qutside the realm of reciprocal erotic relation, God
is absence. The Church’s theology of experience could jus-
tify Sartre’s expression summarizing the tragic experiential
search for God by Western man after the “death of God,”
the God of ontic categories: “the absence is God.”'*! Ye’S:
but a “personal” absence, which means a fact and an experi-
ence of certainty about the existence of God. Only within
the bpunds of personal relation is the experience of absence
possible. The absence is always experience of the privation
of a personal immediacy, which presupposes the reality or
the possibility of the relation.

This experiential sense of loss of personal immediacy,
the pain of the personal absence of God, sometimes shows
through in Sartre’s writings,'?? as in the works of other con-

temporary Westerners who refuse to exhaust the truth about
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God simply in intellectual constructs.'? Sometimes the
sense of personal absence can even arrive at the immediacy
of an erotic fact. Sartre says: “Let him condemn me to hell
a hundred, a thousand, times, only let him exist!”?* Only a
privation of love can be indifferent to any benefit, provided
the pain of absence can be exchanged for the certainty and
immediacy of personal presence.

Of course, for this pain at the loss of God to be an erotic pain,
a previous knowledge and sense of his Person is implied.
“For if one has mind and senses,” says John Chrysostom,

“one already experiences hell when one is cut off from the

face of God.”* In the language of the Church’s experience

we speak in these circumstances of a “divine eros,” drawing

on the “mourning” of the monks at the loss of the divine

Person. “Mourning which is according to God,” says John
Climacus, “is a melancholy of the soul, a disposition of an
anguished heart that passionately secks what it thirsts for,
and when it fails to attain it, pursues it diligently and fol-
lows behind it lamenting bitterly.”'?¢ And Symeon the New
Theologian calls on the “unknowable person,” “the hidden
mystery,” to disclose himself and manifest his immediate

resence. “Come,” he says, “invisible one, wholly intangible
and impalpable ... Come, thou name so greatly desired and

constantly proclaimed ... Come, thou who thyself art be-

come desire in me, who hast willed that I should desire thee,

thou, absolutely inaccessible.”'?” Doubtless this “mourning”
for the absence of “sensible” immediacy is not only painful
but is also the prerequisite for erotic relationship and com-
munion, and for that reason is in the end “mourning bringing
joy” and “a blessed madness,”'?8 a prerequisite of apophatic-
experiential theological knowledge. The cognitive aspects
of erotic absence, however, must await discussion in a later

chapter.
By this point it should have become evident that the unity

of the person presupposes, as an exis

tential fact, the distinc-
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tion between nature and energies, that is, the possibility of
summing up nature in ecstatic personal unicity — which is

witnessed to and made known through the actions (energé—

mata) of the nature which are “products” ( poiémata) of the

person, or are experienced in terms of erotic immediacy.

PART TWO

The Cosmic Dimensions of the Person
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Chapter One

The Personal Aspect of the World

§24  The “world” as “mode of disclosure” of physical reality

Being as “things,” as that which rises up into personal rela-
tionship, define physical reality as personal disclosure. The
very word “world” (in Greek: kosmos — “order” or “orna-
ment”) determines the mode by which physical reality is, the
how rather than the what of the physical Creation. World
(kosmos) is the ordered (kata kosmon) disclosure of beings.
It is a category of beauty, and beauty implies personal dif-
ferentiation, which is affirmed only within the terms of rela-
tion.

Presocratic writers used the word kosnros to determine the
how, the harmony and order, of physical reality. Aetius men-
tions that “Pythagoras was the first to call the mass of the
whole a kosmos because of the order therein.” The objec-
tive “all” or “whole” of human experience appears as “most
beautiful,” that is, “a cosmos, for it is a product of God”
(Thales),? since it is an organized and indivisible unity (“the
things in the one cosmos are not separated from each oth-
er” — Anaxagoras)® harmoniously put together from infinite
and finite quantities (“harmonized from both unlimiteds and
limiters” — Philolaus),* a unity which can neither perish nor
be developed further, nor lose its harmony and orderedness
(“it will not lose anything nor become larger nor be rear-
ranged” — Melissus).”
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More specifically, Anaximander says that the order ang
harmony of the world are not a mechanical necessity but &
moral one which has its counterpart in the laws of human
society, in “the public social order.” Anaximander savs:
“And the source of coming-to-be for existing things is that
into which destruction, too, happens ‘according to neces—
sity. For they pay penalty and retribution to each other for
their injustice according to the order of time.””” There is g
common starting-point both for the genesis and the destruc—
tion of beings, a necessity which keeps beings in a harmony-
and order which we must suppose to be moral, since it is
analogous to the relationship between punishment and retri-
bution, with time as an objective organizer.

These Presocratic insights were incorporated by Plato
into his view of the world as an ensouled unity — “a living
creature endowed with soul and intelligence” — of a liv-
ing totality of the animate and the inanimate, of gods and
men: “Wise men ... say that the heavens and the earth, gods
and men, are bound together by fellowship and friendship,
and order and temperance and justice, and for this reason
they call the sum of things the ‘ordered’ universe ... not the
world of disorder or riot.” The banishment of disorder and
riot is the disclosure of life, and for that reason the world
is revealed as a living whole, as a “visible living creature™:
“The world has received animals, mortal and immortal, and
has been filled with them, and become a visible animal con-~
taining the visible — a sensible god who is the image of the
intellectual, the greatest, best, fairest, most perfect.”!’

But life implies soul, and that is why the “body” of the
world is ensouled.! The world’s beauty is revealed as a
living and therefore ensouled organism, a god perceptible
by the senses, a “perfect animal from perfect parts.”'? And
the soul is not irrational but intellectual — the order, divi-
sion, harmony and proportion which manifest the beauty

o S
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of the world"? betray the existence of mind, and therefore
the beauty of the world is endowed not only with soul but
also with mind.™ The beauty reveals the mode by which the
world is, the how, not the what, of natural reality, the world
as “a living creature endowed with soul and intelligence.”"

It is clear, however, that in Platonic thought the catego-
ries of beauty are revelatory of life rather than of a personal
presence. The world as a whole is a living subject, not an
objective disclosure of a personal energy that is outside the
world. Plato nevertheless also proceeds to raise the beauti-
ful to the level of good. Beauty, together with proportion
and truth, defines the idea of the good.'® And since the good
(whether divine or human) is necessarily dependent on
God!” and beauty is “mingled” with the good, the world’s
beauty is shown to have a divine quality.'® Thus from the
world’s beauty we can be led up to the goodness of the cre-
ator God.!® Only that the creativity of God refers not to cre-
ation “ex nihilo” but to the arrangement of the world,* to
its dynamic transference from disorder to order,?! in short,
to its endowment with life.

This interpretation of the cosmic whole on the basis of the
category of beauty, the treatment of the world as “a most
beautiful work,” as a living creature endowed with soul and
intelligence, keeps human knowledge of the world within
the bounds of an experiential relationship with the objective
whole or totality of physical reality. It does not permit a ra-
tionalistic approach to causality, that is, neutering the world
within an abstract intellectual framework. The category of
beauty presupposes the experiential cognition and valuation
of the mode by which the reality of the world exists. The
experiential confirmation of the world’s beauty (as indeed
of any beauty) is realized only in the context of a direct rela-
tion and cannot be imposed objectively by using the meth-

ods of abstract proof.
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8§25  The world as the noetic conception of ontic universalf—
ity. Materialist, pantheist and theocentric approaches

Parallel to the experiential reference to the ow of the cosmic
whole, we also find in the Greek philosophers a rationalistic
objectification and abstract approach to the causality of phys—
ical reality, the reduction of the world to a what in the neuter
gender susceptible of intellectual investigation. We may dis-
tinguish (in a completely schematic way without exhausting
the information conveyed by the texts) three different modes
of interpreting the reality of the world within the context of
the rationalistic objectivizing of nature as a totality.

The first mode explains the world’s cause by adopting the
idea of its complete self-containedness. It accepts the eternity,
self-existence and autonomy of the world and is summarized
characteristically in Heraclitus’ saying: “This universe, which
is the same for all, has not been made by any god or man,
but it always has been, is, and will be — an ever-living fire,
kindling itself by regular measures and going out by regular
measures.”

The second interpretation similarly does not locate the
world’s cause outside the cosmic whole. Instead it deifies the
elements themselves that make up physical reality. This re-
flects essentially the same understanding of the world’s self-
existence, autonomy and completion. It attributes properties
to the world which, in contrast to humanity’s mortality and
corruptibility, are described as divine. It is a primordial hu-
man attitude towards the world, an attitude which Plato attri-
butes equally to uneducated barbarians and educated Greeks:
“Why, to begin with, think of the earth, and sun, and planets,
and everything! And the wonderful and beautiful order of the
seasons with its distinctions of years and months! Besides,
there is the fact that all mankind, Greeks and non-Greeks
alike, believe in the existence of the gods.”?

The third interpretation is determined by the rationalistic at-
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tribution of the world’s cause to a supreme divine principle,
to a demiurgic god experientially inaccessible and summa-
rized by Aristotle as follows: “And from the heavenly bodies
too: seeing by day the revolution of the sun and by night the
well-ordered movement of the other stars, they came to think
that there was a god who is the cause of such movement and
order.”*

These three theories of cosmic reality, positing the world as
self-existent and autonomous, or deifying the elements and
laws of the physical universe, or attributing the world’s cause
to some god, may perhaps serve as headings that subsume
all the later theories — all of them being of a materialistic,
pantheistic, or theocentric-etiological type. For they all have
a common presupposition which unites them in a uniform
attitude towards the world: all three fundamentally objectify
the world in a rationalist manner, adopt an abstract etiologi-
cal approach to the reality of nature, and turn the dimensions
of ontological self-completion — whether deified or not— into
absolute intellectual categories, such as the measurable anal-
ogy of sizes, the smooth succession of temporal movement
with respect to before and after, the spatial organization of
movement, i.e., orderliness, and so on.

But this raising of intellectual categories to cosmological
theory implies the priority of the reasoning capacity of the
human subject over the objective world. Physical reality is
interpreted according to its coincidence with our noetic con-
ception of the composite unity of the cosmic whole, the “uni-
versitas creaturarum.” The world does not disclose the mode
by which physical reality is, preserving the truth of Being as a
power of relation and participation. It objectifies Being as on-
tic universality, identifies Being with the ontic-noetic concep-
tion of essence.? Thus the world is held up as a fundamental
metaphysical category,® as a presupposition of the entire in-
tellectual structure of an objectified metaphysics: Being as
ontic universality becomes the measure of working back to
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the ab_so]ute ontic essence of the deity: the world, as the direct
experience of truth, is offered to us with the intention that it
should be traced back ctiologically to the truth of the deity
It becomes the measure of the differentiation of the relativé
from the absolute, of the moved from the unmoved, of the
composite from the simple, of the “third term of the compari-
son” (“tertium comparationis”) between man and God.

All this happens when our image of the world is theocen-
tric, that is, when the God-cause is set in contradistinction
to the neuter what of the cosmic whole, of the “universitas
creaturarum.” But the world also remains a fundamental cat-
egory of Metaphysics in the case of a non-theocentric image
qf the world, that is, when it is made autonomous as an objec-
tive optic universality or even as the “horizon” of existential
experlence. In reality, the world is made autonomous as an
ontic-noetic conception of the physical “whole” both with
the theocentric and the non-theocentric world-images: When
God as first cause (“causa prima”) is set against the neuter
what of the cosmic whole, this creates a very sharp anti-
thesis between the transcendent and the immanent — the tran-~
scendent onticity of God is distinguished to an infinite degree
from the relative and perceptible onticity of the world.

An immediate consequence of this is the “exile” —as it has
iptly been called — of God from the world, his transference to

heaven,” to a realm different from that which is accessible
to human experience. This Being, which is God, is separated
fro'm the reality of the world by the boundary which distin-
gu.lshes the known from the unknown, the expericntially
§x1stent from the experientially non-existent, sensible real-
ity from intellectual conception. The field is left clear for
hymankind to exercise its sovereignty over nature and over
history. Humanity interprets and subjects the reality of the
world to its individual intellectual capacity. The objective
what of the world and of history is organized rationally to
serve the autonomy of human needs and desires. The Wflole
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phenomenon of modern technology is founded very clearly
on this attitude.

§26  The scientific indeterminacy of cosmic harmoiy

This autonomized objectivity of physical reality and its
rationalistic interpretation, however, appear to be opposed
today, before any other objection, by developments in mod-
ern physics, that is, by the very conclusions themselves of
the rationalistic processing of the reality of the physical
world.?” The objectivizing of matter and of the “principles”
and “laws” in accordance with which physical reality is ar-
ticulated were always based on the intellectual processing of
the material provided by observation and experiment, that is,
on the objectivized and measured experience of the senses,
and also on arithmetical-quantitative relations as the absolute
and unique possibility of knowledge of the world.”® But even
from the beginning of the twentieth century the neuter what
of the world’s reality began to be revealed in the light of sci-
entific observation itself more and more as a multiform how
of an infinity of undetermined differentiations.

One could mention purely by way of example, without wish-
ing to trespass on the territory of other scientific disciplines,
that the first crack in the intellectual certainty of objective
measurements was the theory of relativity, which showed that
on the planetary level observation always involves the posi-
tion and movement of the observer. And later, Heisenberg’s
uncertainty principle (“Unbestimmtheitsrelations”) preclud-
ed prediction in the field of physical becoming and linked
the result or conclusion of observation not simply with the

aspect of the “observer,” but also with the very fact of ob-

servation, with the relation between the observer and what is
1 observations of Niels

observed. Then there were the radica
pear either as a

Bohr on the property of the electron to ap
particle or as a wave, without its being in itself either one or
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the othgr but something that implies both; the acceptance thiat
energy in nuclear physics is not only kinetic but also identi-
‘f‘ied Wlth mass and increases with movement; the belief thiat

'antl-matter” exists, or the theory of the continuing “generg -
tion” of maiter and asteroids in the universe; and a host o £
further conclusions both on the microphysical and the mac_
rophysical levels which have shaken faith in the objective
and mechanical nature of the laws governing the universe. =<

These conclusions in the end present the distinction be-
tween truth and error as methodologically unhelpful, so that
it is only on a scale between these two poles of knowledge
that scientific research can make any progress. The harmonyy,
apd order of the world is revealed more and more as sCien—
t%ﬁc indeterminacy and asymmetry: “The scientific concep—
tion of the world of physics ceases to be of a purely scientific
ngture.”” But the indeterminacy and asymmetry are catego-
ries that refer preeminently to the realm of personal unique-
ness _and dissimilarity. The scientific conclusions of modern
physics can be starting-points for the understanding of the
world not as a mechanical system organized deterministical-
1}{, but as a universal harmony of infinite and indeterminate
differentiations of a personal energy.’’

§27  The personal logos of the world’s decorum

Ult'lrnately the transcendence of arithmetical-quantitative
relations as the absolute and unique power of cognition of
the world, that is, the denial of the ontic-noetic determina-
tlo.n qf the truth of the reality of the world (the world as g
c'01nc1dence of phenomenal objectivity with its determina-
tion by the intellect) becomes possible only on the basis of
the ontological distinction, the distinction between a being
(to on) and Being (Einai). And this means: only under the
aspect of an event of “disclosure” of Being within the con-
text of personal relation, and not in the dimensions of its
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ontic-objective sense. Within the context of personal rela-

tion with the reality of the world we recognize Being not

as a being, not as an ontic universality arithmetically and

quantitatively measurable, not as nature or €ssence, but as an

infinite indeterminacy of ontic differentiations, that is, as the

mode by which beings are in their unique and incomparable

dissimilarity, in their “personal” uniqueness. This mode of
the “personal” uniqueness of beings is beauty, is the reality

of nature as “cosmos.” Within the context of the whole of
physical reality, ontological difference, the difference of be-
ings from Being, appears as a distinction between the noetic-
ontic conception of beings — their conventional denotation
on the basis of arithmetical-quantitative relations — and the
mode by which beings are, that is, the “personal” differentia-
tion of beings, the truth (a-létheia) of beings, their rising up
into personal relation, their beauty. “Cosmos,” then, is the
apearance of the personal universality of Being, of the mode
by which beings are as disclosures of a personal uniqueness
and decorum, as presences of beauty. The truth of beings is
witnessed to as beauty, as the principle of a personal unique-
ness and dissimilarity, which presupposes and discloses a
personal creative presence and energy.

This cosmopoeic personal energy, the principle of the
world’s decorum (kosmiotés), beauty as the truth of beings,
is not exhausted cognitively by a “semantic” definition (ar-
ithmetical and quantitative) arising from human reason, but
is encountered by human reason (logos) within the context
of a personal dialogue (dia-logos), a fact of personal rela-
tion. And it is this relation which defines the possibility of
knowledge of the world, the unique possibility of the disclo-
sure of Being. We recognize the world as the appearance and
disclosure of Being® in the measure in which we recognize it
personally (through the experience of relation) as “cosmos”-
adornment (kosmos-kosméma), as personal uniguencss and
decorum (kosmiotés) within the context of the undetermined
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differentiation which represents the beauty, the “personal>®
dissimilarity of beings. We recognize Being as the mode of
personal uniqueness and dissimilarity, as the dissimilar and
unique fow of personal disclosure, in short, as the content of”
personhood.

To return to the example of a work of art, we can deter-
mine the disclosure of personal uniqueness and dissimilarity
more directly and with greater precision through the beauty
of personal creative energy: The dissimilar and unrepeatable
character of artistic expression is not the exactness of a pro-
grammed uniqueness arranged with quantitative relations
but the universal ec-static energy which is always revelatory
of the creative person, the principle-disclosure of a personal
presence-absence. Similarly, the beauty of the entire reality
of the universe does not refer to the arranged exactness of a
mechanical orderliness, but is a personal principle or logos.
It is the beauty of the revelation of a person, the logos of the
person, the person of the logos.

§28  The erotic dimensions of the world’s beauty

The beauty of the world, which shows beings to be the
products and principles® of the divine creative presence, is
not simply and solely an “aesthetic” beauty, that is, a sub-
jective impression which is evoked by the pleasure of the
individual senses. Of course, only the impressions of the
senses represent a form of “knowledge” which transcends
objective definitions, arithmetical-quantitative relations, a
priori concepts and descriptions.** And it is not by chance
that beauty becomes a springboard for love, that is, for that
universal “knowledge” which tends towards completion
in the fulfilling relation of bodily union and self-offering.
Aesthetic beauty can lead to the objectively undetermined
“wonder” which is introduced by the new and revelatory
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“knowledge” of erotic experience, beyond any conceptual
definition or objective assessment.*® Erotic “wonder” in the
presence of the uniqueness of a physical beauty is always an
invitation to communion and relation, an attraction which
aims at union, at the satisfaction of the existential desire
for communion. This attraction is not always tied to human
bodily beauty. Sometimes the physical beauty of a place or
a work of art can generate through wonder the same need
for erotic fulfillment which is generated by the presence of a
beloved person. The contemplation of natural beauty can be
accompanied by the same physical demand for the fullness
of pleasure within the “absolute” relation which the beauty
of a human presence also evokes.

But it is precisely in its erotic dimension that beauty re-
veals the tragic nature of human insufficiency, humanity’s
weakness in responding to the call of beauty, to its essential
“goal”; To succeed in a fulfilling communion and relation
with the world’s personal principle or /ogos. Thus beauty
appears as a tragic call to a fullness of life which proves
unattainable. The more sensitive we are to the need for com-
munion, the more the world’s beauty torments us, a tragic
unquenchable thirst. It is individual nature, the naturally
egocentric human being, which cannot transcend itself to
respond to the call of beauty. It cannot attain the self-offer-
ing which creates the fulfilling relation. Natural individu-
ality — individual feelings, individual thoughts, individual
impressions — are a closed circle of life which sets the call
of beauty in the impasse of self-satisfaction. It receives the
call of beauty as an invitation to seek its own pleasure, since
‘ndividual nature always tends to exhaust life in terms of its
own pleasure and self-sufficiency. The weakness of personal
relation and self-offering transforms beauty into an agoniz-
ingly unattainable thirst for fulfillment. The beautiful proves
to be a tragic impasse. One only need think of the erotic po-
etry of Baudelaire, Cavafy or Saint-John Perse to understand
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the agonizing character of physical beauty, the torment that
accompanies the aesthetic experience of beauty.

§29  Ascetic self-transcendence as a presupposition for-
knowledge of the truth of the world’s beauty

The way in which the Church Fathers speak of the world’s
beauty suggests that they assume a moral effort. Any truth
that becomes an object to be subjected to the individual’s
understanding or the individual’s feeling or the individual’s
psychological experience is only a shadow of the truth, an
image of reality produced in the imagination. For us to en-
counter the world’s true beauty — “not the imaginary beauty
of the flesh’3¢ — we must draw back from the physical de-
mand for pleasure which accompanies the vision of beauty.
We must refuse to change the beautiful into a pleasurable
“fantasy” of the flesh. And this means that we must deny
our individualistic nature, mortify our individualistic desires
which project onto the world’s beauty the physical demands
of pleasure and self-sufficiency.

Through the senses that bring us into contact with the world
we are informed of the world and the world’s beauty. But at
the same time the senses express and make specific the irra-
tional desires of biological individuality: the insatiable thirst
of the senses for absolute pleasure is the rebellious tendency
of physical individuality to be absolutized as an end in it-
self. Therefore the experience of the world and the world’s
beauty, which the senses provide us with, corresponds not to
the truth of the world and its beauty, but to the senses’ de-
mands for pleasure. The world’s beauty is changed into a de-
lectable object of the individual’s senses, serving individual
self-containedness. The senses do not constitute and do not
recognize the true beauty of the world; they constitute and
recognize merely a “phantasm” of this beauty, the distorted
image of a beauty subjected to individualistic demand. “The
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contemplation of creatures,” says Isaac the Syrian, “even if
it is sweet, is only a shadow of knowledge, and its sweetness
is not set apart from the fantasy of dreams.””’

We need to draw back from the physical demands of the
senses if we are to know the true beauty of the world — the
world’s “personal” beauty. And this drawing back is the work
of asceticism. Asceticism, as the Church’s experience has es-
tablished it in its specific practical and bodily forms, aims
at the denial of individual desires so as to free our personal
capabilities, our capabilities for communion and loving self-
offering. Maximus says: “All phenomena need the cross.”*
All phenomena, everything that is accessible to us through
the senses, must pass through the experience of'the cross. We
must come to know phenomena through the experience of
the cross’s self-denial, the experience of the mortification of
the natural-individualistic will. A cross-like withdrawal from
our natural will is the only possibility we have of discerning,
beyond the fantasies of the phenomenal, the truth of things.
The truth of things becomes knowable only within the terms
of personal relation, which means: the possibility of ecstatic
“standing outside” that closed circle of life which is physi-
cal individuality, a humble study of the /ogos of things, a
loving reception of this /ogos. That is why the knowledge
of the world, the knowledge of the truth of things, is a moral
achievement which is realized within the context of asceti-
cism. Bodily askesis is a way of knowledge, is the presuppo-
sition of cosmological truth, our only possibility of finding

“the truly beautiful.”
§30  “Natural contemplation”

In the patristic literature of the Byzantine period, we often
find the path of knowledge expressed as three stages: prax-

is — natural contemplation — theology.®® Praxis is the ascetic
life, the specific bodily endeavor to mortify the individual
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desires, the denial of individual pleasure through the senses.
Knowledge begins with this purification of our cognitive
powers, which opens up the possibility of personal relation-
shi-p. Thus the world, from being an object of the senses, an
objective “phenomenon” and subjective impression, is trans-
formed into the second term of a personal relationship.

Personal relationship with the world defines natural cor-
templation. Maximus the Confessor interprets “natural
contemplation” as “the middle ground between types and
?ruth.”40 Between the objective “semantics” of types (that
is, of conventional definitions, of objectified impressions of
phenomena) and the truth of theology (which is a transfor-
mation of the “heart” into “a place of the mysteries of the
new world,”! the direct vision of God) lies natural contem-
plation, the personal discovery of and encounter with the Jo-
gos of things,*” the personal logos of the world, and the first
experiential certainty of the presence of the personal God-
Logos: “When we understand the spiritual Jogoi of visible
things, we are taught that there is a maker of the phenomenal
world, but we cannot attain to or examine the concept of who
he is. For the visible creation clearly provides an understand-
ing that there is a maker but not who that maker is.”*

The Church’s cosmology, that is to say, natural contem-
plation, begins with the personal discovery of the logos of
things, with the revelation of matter as “logical” energy.
Matter is not a reality which simply has its cause and first
principle in God. Matter is the substantiation of the will of
God, a result of God’s personal energy, and remains active as
the Jogos revelatory of the divine energy: “Beings as a whole
were not brought into the phenomenal world from some un-
derlying matter,” says Gregory of Nyssa, “but the divine will
pecame the matter and essence of what was created.”* God
is not simply the cause of the “forms” or “ideas” or “shapes”
of matter, but matter itself, inseparably tied to the form or
shape (that is, with the logos peculiar to each essence), con-
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stitutes the substantiation of the divine will. The form or
shape, that is, the /ogos of matter,% is the disclosure of the
personal energy of God which is substantiated in matter.

In the words of Basil the Great, God, “after having it in
mind and determining to bring into being that which had no
being, conceived of the world as it ought to be, and created
matter in harmony with the world’s form.”* On the basis
of this statement we could say that God’s mental concept
refers to the form, but the mental concept cannot be distin-
guished from the matter, that is, from its specific hypostatic
realization, since “God creates by conceiving and the men-
tal concepts subsist as the work.”¥ There is no difference
or distance between the concept, the will and the energy of
God, and the substantiation of his logos: The will of God is
a work and the work of God is his logos — “for with God his
work is logos.”*® The word or logos of God, which expresses
his will, is not like the uttered human word which passes
without hypostasis; the word of God is substantiated “im-
mediately” “as the hypostasis and shape of creation.”™ “The
movement of God’s will becomes — at any moment that he
pleases — a fact, and the intention becomes at once realized
in nature; for omnipotence does not leave the plans of its
far-seeing skill in the state of unsubstantial wishes. And the

actualizing of the wish is essence.””
§31  The “logical” constitution of matter

Matter, then, is the substantiation of the divine will. The
logoi of matter, its “forms” or “shapes,” reflect the creative
logoi of the divine acts of thought and will*! In its very ot-
ganic constitution matter is the result of the union of “logi-
cal” qualities, the conjunction and union of which defines
the hypostasis of sensible things. “All the things through
which matter is constituted,” says Gregory of Nyssa, “light-
ness, heaviness, density, rarity, softness, hardness, wetness,
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dryness, cold, heat, color, form, outline, dimensions — all of
them in themselves are bare concepts ... for none of these
as such is matter, but when they come together with each
other, matter comes into being.”*? The “logical” constitutiony
of matter entirely refutes the ontic-objective character of
things. Matter is not the what of physical reality, the mate-
rial which assumes a “form” or “shape” in order to manifest
the essence, but is the coming together of “logical” qualities
(the energies of nuclear units, we might say today).” It is the
cqordination in the sow of a unique harmony, which con-~
stitutes the “form” or “shape” of material things. The entire
reality of the universe, the countless variety of the “forms™-
essences, is not the what of objective observation and intel-
lectual conception, but the how of the “personal” harmony of
the “logical” qualities — “some musical harmony constituting
the mingled and divinely sweet hymnody of the power that
sustains the universe.”*

This ceaselessly activated “personal” cosmic harmony con-
stitutes the fundamental potentiality of humanity’s personal
relation with the world, the potentiality of a personal relation
with the Creator through the /ogos of that which has been
created. In other words, the connection of the world with
God is for humankind not only a possibility of intellectual
ascent of the caused to its cause. This connection should not
be identified with the intellectual leap that traces the “ideas™
or “forms” or “shapes” back to the archetypes conceived
eternally by the divine Wisdom, to the eternal causes of cre-
ated things which are included in the essence of God.” It
means that the presence of God, as personal will and energy
(not as essence), is immediate and active in the world — a
ceaselessly active invitation to personal relation, through the
logos of material things, with the personal God-Logos.

This active invitation is not identified according to the es-
sence with the one who invites, nor with the energy of the
one who invites. The logos and will of God are not identified
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with the creatures themselves,* just as the will of an artist is
not identified with the work of art itself, with the result of the
personal creative energy. The work of art is the substantiation
and embodiment of the personal /ogos and will of the artist,
the active invitation and potentiality of personal relation with
the creator through the logos of what he or she has created.
The work of art is different in essence and energy from the
artist’? (“the skill in the product of a craft” is one thing and
“the skill in the person who takes up a craft” is another, ac-
cording to Basil the Great).” Nevertheless, that which a work
of art is discloses and reveals the unique, dissimilar and unre-
peatable personal /ogos of the artist. And to refer again to the
example used in the previous chapter, a painting by van Gogh
is “according to the essence” a canvas with pigments, but this
canvas with pigments testifies to the person of van Gogh; it 18
the substantiation of the personal logos of van Gogh. Outside
the terms of the fact of personal relation, the personal recep-
tion of the logos which the work of art embodies, it remains
an object made out of neutral materials: the artist’s logos re-
mains unapproachable, the truth of the “thing” uninterpreted,
the experience of personal presence, the personal uniqueness
and dissimilarity of the artist, inaccessible.

§32  The “triadic adornment " of creation

“For from the beauty of created things their creator is con-
templated proportionately in the creation.”® In terms of “nat-
ural contemplation,” as expressed by the Byzantine Fathers,
“proportionately” (analogds) does not imply a rationalistic
comparison of dimensions or qualities. Itis more like a moral
presupposition. Humanity reveals the true — that is to say, the
personal — beauty of the world in proportion to the measure
of the purification of its individual sensc-organs. “The beau-

hich is true and most beloved can only be contemplated

ty w d
been purified.”® When the «unreal

by onc whose mind has
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g p}{al.dz‘asiédés) impressions of sensible beauty formed in the
individual have been transcended through asceticism, being s
are F:(?ntemplated as “all of them very good,”™' since th:y
pa:rtlmpate in the “beautifying” energy of the divine creative
wisdom:

We call “beautiful” (kalon) that which has a share in beauty
(kallos), and we give the name of “beauty” to that which
is the cause of beauty in everything. But the suprasubstan-
tially beautiful (kalon) is called “beauty” (kallos) because
of_ the beauty (kallonén) which is bestowed by it on all
things, each in accordance with what it is, and because it is
the cause of harmony and splendor ... and because beauty
summons (kaloun) all things to itself (hence it is called
“beauty” [kallos]) and gathers all things into itself.?

The ascent from the beauty of creatures to the personal
presence of the creative God-Logos is a moral journey of
participation in the “beautifying” personal divine energy, an
acceptance of the summons or invitation which is embodied
b'y the beauty of creatures — a moral journey of purifica-
tion, of a progressive and dynamic clarifying of the mind
“of being astonished and comprehending ... raised up fron;
knowledge to knowledge, and from contemplation to con-
templation, and from comprehension to comprehension.”®
.The ever-inexhaustible goal of this dynamic contempla-
t19n of the world is the revelation, through beauty, of the
triadic nature of the divine energy, “the triadic adornment
of creation.”™ The beauty of created things is not the one-
dimensional logos of a creative cause, but the disclosure of
the single and at the same time triadic mode of the divine en-
ergy, which reflects the mystery of the single and at the same
time triadic mode of the divine life. “From the wise contem-
plation of creation,” says Maximus, “I mean of the things
aroupd the Holy Trinity, the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, we
receive a logos ... Indeed creation cries out through the cre-
ated things in it, and proclaims, as it were, to those who are
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able to hear spiritually the very cause that is celebrated tri-
adically in hymns.”®

This triadic witness to beauty is an experiential power of
participation in the traces discernible in the world of the
mode of the divine life, which can only be expressed in ap-
propriate images and conventional concepts.®® We venture to
say that the Father “sonceives” of the created world, the Son
«“actualizes” it, and the Holy Spirit “perfects” it.” Creation
is the common work of the Trinity, but cach of the three
Persons is the cause of creatures in a different mode, even
though the mode is unified 58 The wisdom of the Father “ex-
ercises providential care over all things,” is intellective be-
fore all ages, and wills and loves the world’s created things.
The world’s true beauty reveals this providence and will and
love of the Father. But this revelation is logos, the disclo-
sure of the energy of the Son and Logos, “through whom all
things were made.” And the Togos of created things is not
simply their “mental representation,” the “idea” of every be-
ing. It is the being of beings, revealed as “subsistent life and
Jife-giving power,”® that is, as energy of the Holy Spirit. The
beauty of created things (not the beauty arising through the
senses and the imagination, but that which is revealed to the
person who has been purified of individualistic-egocentric
resistance, that is to say, the person who has been crucified)
reflects the personal uniqueness of the divine energy, which
s disclosed as triadic, and yet at the same time as single
and undivided. “For the Father creates all things through the
Logos in the Holy Spirit, since where the Logos is there the
Spirit is too. And the things created through the Logos have
from the Spirit by the Logos the strength of being. For thus it
is written in the thirty-second psalm: ‘By the word (logos) of
the Lord the heavens were established, and all their strength
by the breath (spirit) of his mouth.’ »10 A|] these expressions
remain “bare” thoughts without a real correspondence in life
and truth, outside the field of natural contemplation, which
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is a specific ascetic practice of purification and self-denial
designed to cffect a personal approach to the world’s beauty,
to bring about an immediate experience of the world’s per-
sonal dimensions.

§33  The human being as “microcosm” and “mediator”

The idea of natural contemplation, the moral achievement
of our personal relation with the world, also sheds light on
the teaching of the Greek Fathers on man as a recapitulation
of the created world, on man as microcosm’ and the world
as macroanthropos.”> We also meet the idea of the world
summed up in man in ancient Greek thought in the context
of moral theory (as in Democritus™) or a theory of nature (as
in Plato™ and Aristotle™).

Patristic literature borrows this idea of the analogous rela-
tionship between man and the world: the world may be de-
scribed “microscopically” in terms of a human being, just as
a human being from a certain point of view may be described
“macroscopically” in terms of the world. Nevertheless, the
“differentia” in the patristic view is in fact the transcendence
of the descriptive analogy, the dynamic character of the truth
of humanity as microcosm, which we find chiefly in the
teaching of Maximus the Confessor.

The human being, as a natural structure, summarizes the
elements of the world as a whole, but these elements, af-
ter the Fall, humanity’s “unnatural” estrangement, are found
both within humanity and without in the outside world in a
state of division and separation. But since the human being
remains a personal existence even after the Fall, a rational
psychosomatic hypostasis, it retains the power to realize the
unity of the world dynamically in its person, to recapitulate
the logos of the world in a personal response to God’s invita-
tion to communion and relation between the created and the
uncreated — to disclose the universal logos of the world as a
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personal logos of praise of the creature for the Creator.

Maximus identifies five divisions, already apparent in the
first chapter of Genesis, which must be transcended if human-
ity is to fulfill its natural destiny:" The first is the division
between created and uncreated nature. Then follows the di-
vision of created nature into intelligible and sensible things.
Sensible things again are divided into heaven and earth. The
carth is divided into paradise and inhabited world. And final-
ly, humanity itself is divided into male and female. From its
very constitution humanity has the privilege of finding itself
in the “mean point” of these divisions, as a bond and media-
tor, that is, as a personal power of uniting the opposites. That
is the purpose for which humanity was created: “For this
reason the human person was introduced last among beings,
as a kind of natural bond mediating between the universal
poles through their proper parts, and leading into unity in it-
self those things that are naturally set apart from one another
by a great interval.”” Maximus cites the soul as a specific
example of humanity’s existential mediation, for “the soul is
a middle being between God and matter and has powers that
can unite it with both, that is, it has a mind that links it with
God and senses that link it with matter.”’®

Human beings must begin the work of unifying what is set
apart within the bounds of their own nature, transcending
the division into male and female, attaining, that is to say,
a passionless personal unity according to the divine model.
Next they must unite paradise with the inhabited world, that
is to say, they must transform the whole earth into a para-
dise (must manifest the earth’s beauty as God’s constantly
actualized blessing, which human beings receive within the
context of a personal relationship with him, a sacramental
eucharistic thanksgiving: must turn the whole earth into a
paradise of the presence of God). Then they must go on to
abolish the intervals that set apart, not only with regard to
their souls, but also with regard to their bodies, uniting the
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earth with heaven, the totality of the sensory world.

A{ld then the human person unites what is perceived by the
qud a_nd what is perceived by the senses with each other by
achieving equality with the angels in its manner of knowing

and thug makes the whole creation one single creation no,
longer dlyided by what it can know and what it cannot kI’TOW
through its equality to the angels lacking nothing in their
kn.owledge and understanding of the Jogoi in the things that
exist, acqording to which the infinite pouring out of the gift
of true w1sd<?m inviolably and without intermediary furnish-
es, so far as is permitted, to those who are worthy a concept
of God beyond understanding or explanation. And finally,

be.yond all these, the human person unites the created naturej
with the uncreated through love ... showing them to be one
and tf_le same through the possession of grace, the whole
[creation] wholly interpenetrated by God, and become com-
pletely whatever God is, save at the level of being.”

This work, which has its starting-point in the human person’s
natural capacity for existential mediation between God and
the world, and is completed by the deification of the human
person and the world, by the entire interpenetration of created
.and uncrfaated, was not accomplished by the first Adam. But
it found its realization in the person of the second Adam, the
person of Christ, the progenitor of the “new creation.”* ,

Wlth th.e tl}eory of the human person as microcosm and me-
diator, within the terms of'a dynamic relationship which leads
towards the loving union of the created with the uncreated
the truth of the personal dimensions of the world reaches its’
fulfillment. The world becomes a personal logos-disclosure
of Gpd, a logos which the human person receives and sum-
marizes dynamically, to refer again to God from whom it
originated and to whom it finally returns.

The hltlman person has been called to realize within the con-
tex't of {ts personal freedom the dynamic recapitulation and
unification of the cause and end or felos of the logos of cre-
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ated things, the “ultimate union” of the created and uncreated
logos which is the complete interpenetration and identity “by
grace” of beings in the world and the divine Being. Until the
personal unification of the cause and felos of the logos of cre-
ated things is effected by the human person, this logos will
remain a dynamic energy and movement, that is, a polyphony
of logoi, the “natural” monad of which is the human logos.
The “myriad” of the polyphony “js known by the element
of the monad alone ... as being identical as to its underlying
reality with the monad, even though it admits of a conceptual
difference alone ... For the end of the monad is the myriad,
and the beginning of the myriad is the monad; or, to put it
more precisely, the monad in motion is the myriad, and the
motionless myriad is the monad.”® The human person’s nat-
ural capacity as microcosm and mediator, that is, its personal
ability to turn the world into logos, is summarized in this
relation of unmoved myriad and moved monad.

In the context, however, of humanity’s failure and fall, the
difference between the “monad” of the human logos and the
polyphony of the logos of all created things is manifested as
movement towards an unaitainable goal, a movement which
fails with regard to its refos, and therefore has the charac-
ter of changing life. We perceive this movement producing
change chiefly as a corrupting “mutation” of the world in the
aspects both of temporal succession and of spatial distance
as “a circumscribed fixed position.” The renewal of nature
by Christ lies in the restoration of the possibility of nature to
be “united in an immediate fashion” with God, realizing in
the fact of this “union” (synapsis) and relation the unifica-
tion of the created with the uncreated logos, and manifesting
the Incarnate Logos as the reality “of all things in all things.”

Maximus says:

At such time when nature has passed through space and
time both actively and conceptually, and has been united
directly with providence, it finds providence a logos natu-
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rally simple and stable (stasimon), not circumscribed in any
way, and therefore entirely without movement. But as na-
ture exists in the world temporally, its movement is subject
to change because of the finite state (stasis) of the world
and the mutable decay of time. When it has come to be in
God through the natural monad of him in whom it has come
to be, it will possess an ever-moving state and a stable uni-
form movement which has come to be eternally around that
which is the same and one and alone.®

§34  The use of the world. History and culture

It is obvious that the cosmology of the Greek Fathers is not
exhausted by a single docirine, that is, by a particular set of
views about the world. It represents a specific attitude to the
world, a mode of life and use of the world: the world is the
second term and logos of a dialogue (dia-logos), a personal
relation directed towards the realization and disclosure of
the onefold truth of Being.

'Within the context of this relation, which refers to the ba-
sic requirements of human life (the taking of food, the use
of matter, art, technology and economics), the human per-
son is in dialogue with the world, respecting, studying and
highlighting the logos of existing things. It does not subject
‘Fhe world like an impersonal and non-rational object to its
individual understanding and technical ability — it does not
Viol.ate the logos of material things to serve the needs and
desires of its individual life purely on utilitarian principles.
For a use of the world which denies the logos of creation,
that is, which denies both the personal truth of the world and
the personal truth of the human person, mutilates nature and
even humanity itself, since it destroys the truth and “perfec-
tion” of life, the attainment of the “end” of creation: “For
nature does not produce perfection through art when it has
been mutilated,” says Maximus, “and when what belongs to
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it from God on account of the logos of creation is cynically
disregarded.”®

In other words, Byzantine cosmology, as a mode of life and
of use of the world, represents the possibility of a specific
cultural reality: a particular art, technology, economics and
politics which respects, studies and highlights the personal
logos of the world, and therefore preserves the truth of life,
and life itself, as truth and perfection and serves it. This cul-
ture found its historical embodiment, roughly speaking, in
the period we call Byzantine and post-Byzantine.* It is, of
course, inappropriate to discuss here how art, technology,
economics, culture and law expressed the basic attitude to
life of Orthodox cosmology in the context of Byzantine life,
how they preserved a liturgical understanding of the world
and history, and the cosmopoeic principle of humanity’s rela-
tion with things, a principle which arises when the arbitrary
will of the individual is subjected to the cosmic harmony and
wisdom.®

What interests us here is to note, even if briefly, the cultural
expression of a different cosmology, equally theological but
at the opposite pole to the Byzantine, which completely ne-
gated Byzantine culture as a mode of life and approach to
nsing the world. This was the cosmology that arose from
Western theology and was embodied historically in the tech-
nological culture of the West.

The development of a different cosmology in the West ap-
pears to be founded on the Byzantine teaching of the human
person asa microcosm.® This teaching was transferred to the
West in the ninth century through John Scotus Eriugena’s
Latin translations of Maximus the Confessor and Gregory of
Nyssa.?” But it only became widely disseminated in the first
decades of the twelfth century, that is, with the renaissance
of learning that accompanied the appearance of scholasti-
cism in the West (the rediscovery of classical antiquity, the
entry of Aristotelian epistemology into the field of theology,
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th? .rationalistic organization of human knowledge, and the
utilitarian objectivizing of truth).® It is the century of the

“awakening” of Western theologians to the potentiality of

logic and of their appreciation of the first rationalistic con-
clusions of scientific observation and the systematic organi-
zation of knowledge.

Early scholastic thought set the doctrine of man-micro-
cosm and world-macroanthropos in the context of the cogni~
tive possibilities of the analogous syllogism, that is to say,
it interpreted the microcosm-macrocosm relationship with
the help of a rationalistic comparative epistemology.” The
world was treated as an object along the lines of the human
microcosm as mental concept, sensory observation and mea-
surable size. Its objective truth was defined, measured and
subjected by the human intellect and its material embodi-
ment to human tools.”

Thus the doctrine of man as microcosm was developed in
the West as a basis for the construction of an anthropocentric
world-view, a frumanism,® which saw in the human micro-
cosm and its “interior life” the possibility of an intellectual
and mechanical influence on the macrocosm.”? Within the
context of the mental concept, the sensory observation and
the measurable relations, knowledge of the world becomes
autonomous, is a knowledge with its own structure and or-
ganization, which is no longer expressed by the “semantic”
terminology of aesthetic theory and personal relationship,
but by an objectively articulated scientific method, which
can predict events in nature and account for them causally.?

The objectivizing of the truth of the world and its subjection
to the understanding of the individual, and also more gener-
ally the introduction of intellectualism into Western theol-
ogy, is not an isolated symptom in the general development
of Western Christianity. In the first place, one should note
that in the context of historical phenomenology, the ratio-
nalistic structuring and systematization of knowledge in the
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medieval West is drawn primarily from jurisprudence, and is
first introduced into theology, and then from there into cos-
mology and the natural sciences® — without in consequence
there failing to be a reverse influence: on theology from the
natural sciences.” But the historical causes which provoked
the generation of theological rationalism are much deeper,
and should rather be sought in the need for the objective im-
position of the authority of the Roman Church on the peoples
of the West — a need which appears to have its roots not only
in purely historical and sociological® conditions but also in
the underlying monarchianism of Roman theology, from as
early as the time of Sabellius” and Augustine.”®

The objective strengthening of truth, which a clear and
unambiguous authority lent to its institutional bearer, the
Church, led Western theologians to separate faith from theol-
ogy” and to organize the latter as an independent science.'®
This organization of theology as a science demands an apod-
ictic methodology which objectifies the truth under examina-
tion and subjects it to the thinking and principles (“regulae,
axiomata, principia”) of the human intellect.’®! An apodictic
theological methodology took shape largely in the second
half of the twelfth century, when the logica nova, the sec-
ond part of the Aristotelian Organon,'" appeared in the West.
This became the basis of a theory of knowledge and a tech-
nique of probability.'”

The next step was the transfer of Aristotelian methodol-
ogy from systematic theory to experiential reality, that is, to
cosmology and physics — and it seems to be the naturalist
doctor-philosophers of Toledo who led the way.'* Science
thus opened up a path for the systematic organization of
knowledge in all fields of rational enquiry, that is, for the
restriction of knowledge to the bounds of mental conception
and intellectual expression, leading finally to the subjection
of truth to the human intellect, and consequently to the sub-
jection of the world to human will and buman desire.'”
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When theology, as an apodictic methodology, objectified
knowledge, when it took truth to be an object of the intel-
lect and excluded truth as a fact of personal relation, it also
excluded the possibility of a personal approach to the world.
It ruled out a personal relation with the logos of things, with
the disclosure of God’s personal energy in creation. (The re-
jection of the distinction between the essence and the ener-
gies of God by Western theologians in the fourteenth century
was the formal consequence of an intellectualist theology
and completed the exclusion of truth as personal relation.)
And when knowledge of the world is not realized as personal
relation, when it does not aim at the reception and study of
the logos of things, the only motive that can stimulate human
interest in knowledge of the world is its usefulness. And the
criterion of usefulness implies the subjection of the world to
humanity’s will and desire.

Thus the knowledge of nature began to serve technology
alone. The criterion of usefulness transformed the world into
an impersonal object. It forced nature to subject it to human
need and desire.’* The world lost its personal dimension.
The world’s logos ceased to be the disclosure of God’s per-
sonal energy. God was radically set apart from the world by
the boundary that separates created ontic essence from un-
created ontic essence, the experientially known from the ex-
perientially unknown, sensible and measurable reality from
intellectual hypothesis (suppositio). The field was left clear
for humanity’s endeavor to secure sovereignty over as much
of the realm of truth as was accessible to it through its in-
tellectual and technical abilities, to interpret and subject the
reality of the world to its individual mental capacity.

§35  The theological presuppositions of technocracy

.This subjection of the world to man’s intellectual and tech-
nical capacity (what we call today our technological culture)
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finds its first expression as early as the Middle Ages in Gothic
architecture. The builders of Gothic edifices were not inter-
ested in the logos of the material of the construction. They did
not seek to coordinate and harmonize this /ogos to bring out
its expressive possibilities. On the contrary, they subjected
the material to given forms, and gave the stones a deliberate
a priori shape with the intention of realizing the ideological
objective that was envisaged by the construction.!??

Erwin Panofsky, in his very interesting study, Gothic
Architecture and Scholasticism,'® has drawn attention to the
attempt of both scholastic thought and Gothic architecture'®
to explore the truth intellectually and to the fact that both
arose at the same time:""° “It is a connection ... MOre con-
crete than a mere ‘parallelism’ and yet more general than
those individual ‘influences’ which are inevitably exerted on
painters, sculptors or architects by erudite advisors: itis areal
relationship of cause and effect.”!!! Gothic architecture, fol-
lowing soon after scholasticism, is the first technological ap-
plication of scholastic thought. It sets out in visible form the
scholastic attempt to subject truth to the individual intellect,
drawing on the new logical structures introduced by scho-
lastic theology. In the thirteenth century, for the first time a
truth is arranged and discussed systematically, under a num-
ber of sub-divisions. A complete work is divided into books,
the books into chapters, the chapters into paragraphs, and the
paragraphs into articles. Each assertion is established by the
systematic refutation of objections, and phrase by phrase,
the reader is gradually brought to a full intellectual clarifica-
tion of a given truth.''? It is “a veritable orgy of logic,” as
Panofsky says of Thomas Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae.'”

In an analogous manner the technique of Gothic architecture
is based on a structure of small cut stones of uniform shape.
The stones form columns, and the columns are sub-divided
into ribbed composite piers, with the same number of ribs as
those in the vaulting above them."* The arrangement of the
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colgmns and the division of the ribs create a rigid skeleton
which neutralizes the weight of the material by balancing
the thrusts of the walls. Here again, thesis is reinforced by
the systematic refutation of antithesis, “the supports counter
tche weights placed on them,” and the weight of the material
is neutralized by balances arranged on rational principles.

This technique conceals “a profoundly analytic spirit, re-
lentlessly dominating the construction. This spirit considers
the forces, analyzes them in terms of static diagrams and pet-
rifies them in space,”' forming a unity which is not organic
but mechanical, a monolithic framework. “Our sense of sta-
bility is satisfied but we are perplexed, because the parts are
connected no longer organically but only mechanically: they
look like a human frame stripped of flesh.”"'® We see here
technology, i.e., human will and logic, taming matter. The
structure manifests the intellectual conception and will of
the craftsman rather than the potentialities of the material —
the moral obedience of matter to spirit, not the “glory” of
matter, the revelation of God’s energies in the Jogos of mate-
rial things.

Gothic architecture is historically the first striking example
of the cultural and, more specifically, the technological exten-
si‘ons of the anthropocentric cosmology of European theolo-
gians in the Middle Ages. On this cosmology was founded the
whole structure of Western technological culture. However
strange it may seem, the principle which refers the genesis of
technocracy to theology is not an arbitrary one.'”” The devel-
opment of technology in the West is not simply a phenom-
enon of steady scientific progress. At the same time it is also
the specific embodiment of a particular attitude towards the
world, which recapitulates all the phases of Western man’s
evolution: the subjection of truth to the intellect, the denial of
the distinction between God’s essence and energies, and con-
§equently the sharp divide between the transcendent and the
immanent, the transformation of the personal relation with
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the world into an attempt to dominate nature and historical
reality. The development of Western technology expresses a
particular ethos, that is, the principles of a specific cosmol-
ogy (since, as we have seen above, humanity’s relation with
the world is the fundamental moral problem),'® both as a
phenomenon of the organic detachment of humanity from
the whole rhythm of the world’s life, and as a phenomenon
of history’s being caught up in a nexus of threatening imper-
sonal powers, which make it impossible for the uniqueness
of personal human existence to be presupposed — such as
the appearance of the capitalist system and its socialist coun-
terparts, which alienate human life within the context of an
impersonal economy trapped in the rationalistic balancing of
production and consumption.

This is not the place for an extended discussion of all the
historical consequences of Western cosmology and the prob-
lems surrounding each of them. Perhaps the most important
stage in the historical evolution of the new relationship of
humanity with the world initiated by the scholastic theology
of the Middle Ages is the problem of the pollution of the
environment, which in our time has become an increasing
threat. The poisoned atmosphere of industrial zones, lands
turned to desert wastes, waters made toxic, and the asser-
tions of statisticians that in twenty-five years or less large
areas of the globe will be rendered uninhabitable — all these
reveal in a direct way some fault in humanity’s relation with
the world. They demonstrate the failure of humanity in its
effort to subject the reality of nature to its individual needs.
This subjection has been achieved by the power of the hu-
man mind materialized in the machine, but proves today to
be the tormenting of nature and its corruption, which is un-
avoidably also a tormenting of human kind and the threat of
death. For human life and human truth cannot be separated
from the life and truth of the world which surrounds us. The
relationship is a given and is inescapable. Any falsification,




104 Person and Eros

any violation of this relationship is destructive of the exis—
tential roots of human kind.

Within the context of today’s technological culture, the cul-
tur§ not of relation or use but of consumption of the world
vxfhlch is imposed on the multitude with systematic tech:
niques of persuasion and the total subjection of human life
tf’ the ideal of an impersonal and individualistic comfortable
hfe.— within the context of this culture the Orthodox theo-
logical view of the world does not represent simply a truer
or better theory of nature, but embodies the converse ethos
and'mode of existence, the potentiality for a culture at the op-
posite pole to consumerism. Orthodox cosmology is a moral
st'ruggle which aims at bringing out, by the practice of asceti-
cism, the personal dimensions of the cosmos and humanity’s
pe.rsonal uniqueness. Within the context of Western culture
this could become a radical program of social, political and
cultural change. With the proviso that such a “program” can-
not be objectivized in terms of an impersonal strategy. The
possibility always remains of personal revelation, that is, of
repentance, as also the content of the Church’s preaching
and the practice of Orthodox worship. In opposition to the
messianic utopia of consumer “happiness,” which alienates
humal.aity, turning people into impersonal units, and which is
organized in accordance with the needs of the mechanistic
strflctures of the social system, the Church sets the personal
uniqueness of the human person, as attained in the fact of an
ascetic, that is, a personal, relationship with the world.

I ———

Chapter Two

The Personal Dimension of Space: Absence

§36  Space as the accommodation of the fact of relation

The consciousness of space is a consciousness of the other.
Whatever is other defines a referential separateness. It is
located as “opposite” us and consequently “within” spatial
dimensions. We recognize the person fundamentally as the
unique power of “being-opposite” beings, as a presupposi-
tion of the referential disclosure of beings and consequently
as a presupposition of the cognition of space. That is to say,
we recognize space as the accommodation of personal refer-

ence, as a fact of relation.

§37  The objectifying of personal relation in local dis-
tance (apo-stasis) and spatial extent (dia-stasis)

This primary experience of space within the bounds of per-
sonal relation is objectified and numbered conventionally as
ude and measurable extent, in the degree
that the personal relation itself is objectified. The transfor-
mation of the pre-conscious ec-static reference of the person
in the purely intellectual sense of the disclosure of beings
as objects (that is, the regarding of personal relation as “ex-
ternal” — the notion of personal relation as a fact which can
be defined outside the experience of relation) has as a con-
sequence the objectifying of space, the definition of space

geometrical magnit
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in terms of measurable dimensions: When personal relation-
ship with the world is changed into an objective observation
of phenomena, the “opposite” of personal reference is mea-
sured conventionally in relation to the position (stasis) of the
observer; it is determined by the specific measurements of
local distance (apo-stasis). The “other” as object is here or
there, above or below, right or left, near or far,! its distance
defined objectively and intellectually.

The “external” view of personal relation objectifies space
as distance between the two terms of the relation, and estab-
lishes extent (dia-stasis) as the measure for the measurement
of space: Space is measured between two things “which are
at a distance from each other, that being here at a distance
from there and being there at a distance from here are one
and the same.”? The distance “makes room” (chérei) for be-
ings; it gives them space (chdros). And in giving them space,
it gives them boundaries (oria); it “defines” (orizei) them:
the objectifying of beings means, ultimately, that they are
defined in terms of distance — “now it has three dimensions,
length, breadth, depth, the dimensions by which all body is
bounded.” Thus space loses entirely the character of the per-
sonal “opposite” of dynamic ec-static reference. It becomes
a boundary of beings, their measurable magnitude, the con-
ventional notation of their dimensions. Space is identified
with the place of objects. Place is a motionless boundary,*
which “contains” the object. In other words, it objectifies
the phenomenon in motionless magnitude: “Place is the first
motionless boundary of what contains, like a vessel which is
not transportable.”

On the basis of this definition we can arrive at an absolute-
ly objectified understanding of the whole of physical reality,
in which this movement is “the place of the place™ — “like a
vessel on a river”” — a void is “a place bereft of body,”® and
tl'le totality of the world’s space is constituted by the succes-
sive interpenetration of the local dimensions of beings as far
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as the furthest “limit” of the universe: “and for this reason
the earth is in water, and this is in the air, and the air is in the
ether, and the ether in the world, but we cannot go on and say
that the world is in anything else.””

The objectification of physical reality, however, within the
bounds of local dimensions does not in the least negate the
experience of “ou-topia” (ou topos), which is the experience
of space at the indefinite boundaries of personal relation.
Within the “boundaries” of personal relation, of pre-con-
scious universal ecstatic reference, before any consideration
of the criteria of common convention the “opposite” remains
dimensionless, that is to say, metrically indeterminate. The
ccstatic reference of the person is a fact that transcends the
categories of measurable space, or rather, place — the here
or there, the nearer or farther. The second term of a personal
relation may be here, as a presence with dimensions, or else-
where, as an absence with dimensions, defining always the
same space of personal reference — a space without dimen-
sions. In this case the space is “known” not as the noetic
sense of the distance between two motionless terms, but as
a dynamic non-dimensional ec-stasy with a double impetus,
as a mutual personal reference, as an experienced closeness
which abolishes distance, without negating the conscious-
ness of space. And this means that whatever else, in this ex-
perienced closeness of personal reference there is always a
second person or an act of personal “disclosure,” a pragma —
a “thing in itself” — never a conventionally objectified chré-
ma — a “thing to be used” — belonging to daily necessity.

Only relations between persons and the rising up of be-
ings into the personal knowledge of their uniqueness and
universality as “things” ( pragmata) negates the measurable
dimensions of here and there, of nearer and farther, and point
to both presence and absence as the experience of non-di-

mensional nearness.
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§38  Absence as experience of non-dimensional nearnes.s

Yet presence with dimensions, as immediate local near-
ness, is also directly linked to the noetic function of the
determination of measurable distance, and is monitored by
the perceptible basis of measurement, that is, by the objec-
taﬁcation of space, and consequently by the difficulty, if not
impossibility, of the cognition of the non-dimensional space
of personal relation. The determination of the measurable
distances of space with dimensions, especially when we
are dealing with objects of immediate topical nearness, is
an fiutomatic function of consciousness, which can be ex-
perienced as a substitute for relation, although it concerns
an awareness of distance in terms of objectified space. We
must therefore accept absence as a more important measure
of the experiential cognition of the dimensionless “opposite”
of personal reference.

Jean-Paul Sartre has made an exhaustive analysis of the
r.elation between personal absence and space.'® His inten-
tion is not to demonstrate the personal dimension of space,
to posit personal relationship as the presupposition for the
experience of absence as a felt nearness. Nevertheless, one
could maintain that from the analysis which Sartre attempts
the awareness of the space of absence is confirmed as above
all the possibility of cognition of the non-dimensional im-
mediacy of personal relation.

Sartre uses a story from everyday life to shed light on the
real relationship of absence with personal immediacy."!

The story is about my friend Pierre at the café, where I usu-
ally meet him. I arrive late and don’t find Pierre. Pierre is
not here. 1 look for him in the café and my search reveals
the r.eality of Pierre’s absence within the dimensions of a
specific space. The café with its tables and chairs where we
usually sit, with its mirrors and thick haze from the cigarette
smoke, with its familiar customers, the buzz of conversa-
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tion and the noise of cups and glasses, is a specific whole
of certain dimensions from which Pierre is absent. Every
element of this space makes his absence a reality.'? The fact
that Pierre is not here is not something 1 confirm simply by
glancing at a familiar corner and a particular chair where
I usually see him. Pierre is absent from the totality of the
café’s space.”® The café “discloses” Pierre’s absence to me.
For me the café “is full”of Pierre’s absence. And it is pre-
cisely this space that does not “contain” Pierre, the space
that is empty of Pierre, that confirms Pierre’s existence to
me more vividly than his local dimensional presence.' The
empirical confirmation: Pierre is not here is for me an €x-
perience of direct relation to him, which is evoked by the
specific space of his absence.'s Similar assertions which are
also true, but only noetically (such as “Wellington is not
here in this café,” or “Paul Valéry is also not here”) have no
significance for me. They do not represent any experience
relating to nearness through absence. 't

Pierre is not here, and yet now for me he is has an im-
mediacy with a specific non-dimensional nearness. The di-
mensional space of the café reveals Pierre’s absence to me
as an experiential assurance of his existence, as an experi-
ence of a non-dimensional “opposite” of my personal refer-
ence to Pierre. When Pierre is here, the space does not have
the personal dimension'” which now reveals his absence
to me. When Pierre is here, there is a specific dimensional
presence, self-evidently present to my consciousness. Now
that Pierre is not here, what is self-evident to the automatic
functioning of my consciousness is denied and the pre-con-
scious knowledge of the non-dimensional space of personal
reference is revealed. Now Pierre is pre-eminently existent,
as the second term of an immediate relation, which denies
the objectified measurable distance. Pierre’s absence “de-
fines” an experiential space of existential nearness, the very
cognition of existence as dynamic ec-stasy “opposite” a
second personal reference.

I am, of course, exploiting Sartre’s example with an inten-
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tion guite different from that of Sartre himself. His reference
tq Pierre’s absence does not envisage the sense of a non-
dimensional personal “opposite.” His intention is to define
absence as the actual reality of non-being (“non-étre™),'® the
co.nception of the existent with reference to nothingness. But
this same example of the experience of a personal absence
leads to conclusions which force us to transcend Sartre’s ab-
stract idea, though perhaps without denying it.

§39  Possible ontological interpretations of the fact of absence
as experience of the nothingness of ontic disclosure

Without doubt, the awareness of absence confirms the exis-
tence of the other by nullifying perceptible accessibility, dem-
onstrating the reality of the existence through the experience
of ngn-being. The sensing of the reality of non-being, as con-
firming existence, constitutes a tragic experience of the power
of existence to be embodied both in being and in non-being —
which Sartre calls anguish, that is, a consciousness of the exis-
tential identification of being with non-being (knowledge that
my being, that which I am now, is my future as non-being)."®

This anguish, which constitutes an immediate experiential
knowledge of being and non-being as possibilities but also
as potentialities of existence, confirms existence both as an
immediately accessible dimensional presence and as a nul-
lity of dimensional presence — always on the basis of the
experience of the existential immediacy of absence. Thus the
awareness of absence, as an experiential presupposition also
of anguish, is a form of existential cognition which nullifies
the measurable and perceptible accessibility, demonstrating
the actual reality of the non-dimensional nearness of non-
being: the objective other of existential cognition is and at
the same time is nor. Whatever exists is even when it is not in
thfa dimensions of perceptible accessibility. But the question
arises, whether this annihilation of perceptible accessibility
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which confirms existence refers nothingness to the being of
beings, whether the non-being of dimensional absence refers
to the mode by which beings are, whether absence, as expe-
riential confirmation of existence, nullifies the character of
being as personal disclosure and reveals the nothingness as
the hidden essence of every being.

The confirmation of existence through absence as the ac-
tual reality of non-being, the determination of existence
through the possibility even of its potential annihilation as
perceptible accessibility — it is evident that this is based on a
presupposition of pre-conscious experience, or intuition, as
Sartre calls it.2° Through this experience or intuition dimen-
sional absence is revealed to us as existential immediacy.
But the question is whether the experience of absence, as
existential immediacy, presupposes a relation with the ex-
istence which is absent, a dynamic ec-static understanding
and personal cognition of the uniqueness and dissimilarity
of the other — a relation and cognition which is experienced
as a fact before any conscious marking of the dimensional
presence or absence of the other — or whether it simply rep-
resents the psychological confirmation of a specific void in
a particular dimensional space, where the other should have
been, that is, the cognition of the nullified but specifically
dimensional onticity of existence — an experiential reversal
of the dimensional-ontic concept of being on the cognition
of the dimensional reality of non-being. It is obvious that the
reply to this question depends on our more general position
on ontological matters, on the perception that we have of be-
ing: whether we identify being with the ontic disclosure of
objects, or whether we acknowledge it as the personal mode
of existence —the unique and dissimilar mode by which it is
what it is — as this mode is revealed in the context of the fact
of ecstatic relation.

If we acknowledge existence as ontic-dimensional disclo-
sure, the experience of absence— of non-disclosure — confirms
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the existential immediacy (in the degree in which cognition

of the dimensional disclosure pre-exists) as an unavoidable
and ultimately obligatory reference to nothingness, which is
the presupposition of disclosure. In this case space plays the
role of the specific “context” in which absence is “projected™>
as the dimensional non-being of existence. (In the above ex-
gmple the specific “context” of Pierre’s absence is the “famil-
iar” café.) Existence is confirmed in the specific dimensions
of .its nullification, absence is revealed as “another aspect” of
existential disclosure, nothingness as “another aspect” of be-

ing: but if the truth of existence is experienced only as a fact

of ecstatic relation, only as the non-dimensional “opposite”

of our personal reference to the equally personal uniqueness

and dissimilarity of the other, then the reality of absence

gives being and non-being a content very different from that

which is implied by Sartre’s analysis.

In particular, the following question arises from the exam-
ple of the experience of Pierre’s personal absence: Why is
the absence of Wellington or Valéry from the café I know,
although also referring to the actual reality of non-being, not
as equally confirmatory to me of their existence as the ab-
sence of Pierre? What is the presupposition (the necessary
and sufficient experiential condition) which gives Pierre’s
absence, and not that of anybody else, the existential dimen-
sion of an immediate accessibility? Is it simply the previ-
ous experience in my consciousness of Pietre’s dimensional
(ontic) disclosure in the same space? But then the absence of
any other object, whose ontic disclosure in the same space |
have also experienced (e.g., a hat stand that has been moved,
or an umbrella stand) should be able to confirm for me the
egistential immediacy of these objects in the same way that
Pierre’s existence is also confirmed through absence. Sartre,
ho.wever, asserts that no object (no being in the state of “en-
s0i”) can create the awareness of absence as existential con-
firmation of not-being. The object simply ro longer is. Its
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absence does not disclose not-being (“non-étre”). It only
constitutes a negative affirmation, a comparison of the past
with the present, which is expressed in the form of no-longer
(“pe-plus”).?' Human existence (the unique being in the state
of “pour-soi”) is the only kind that can be placed “outside
being” (“en dehors de 1’étre”) by absence, that affirms exis-
tence (“pour-soi”) by nullifying being as onticity (“en-soi”):
“man is the only being through which nothingness comes
into the world.”?

But the question remains: What is the presupposition in hu-
man experience that affirms existence when the onticity of
being is nullified? Why is it not any absence, but only the
absence of the human existence “known 1o me” from pre-
vious “disclosures” that creates the certainty of existential
immediacy? Is it the result of a distinct experiential clarity
peculiar to the indivi dual that on each occasion accompanies
the disclosure of a person and makes him or her “known” —
a clarity which is “extended” in experience as existential
affirmation, when a specific space discloses to me the di-
mensional absence of the other? But does this distinct and
peculiar — that is, unique and dissimilar — experiential clar-
ity, which accompanies the disclosure of the person “known
to me,” not constitute a personal (pre-conscious) cognition
of the uniqueness and dissimilarity of the other, a dynamic
cc-static reception of the truth of the other, and ultimately a
relation with the other — a relation which transcends any de-
termination of existence through ontic disclosure or through
the nullification of ontic disclosure in dimensional space? Is
it then nothingness as an existential presupposition, or is it
personal relation — the non-dimensional “opposite” of per-
sonal reference — which lies behind the “manifestations” of
existence as presence or absence? Does the consciousness
of absence, as affirmation of existential immediacy, refer the
reality of existence t0 nothingness or to being, as the poten-
tiality for non-dimensional personal disclosure?
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A positive answer to these questions is an experiential

potentiality, not an intellectually obligatory objectivity: a

potentiality which depends on “moral” (i.e., existential-on-
tological, not noetic-ontic) presuppositions which refer to a
possible mode of existence. 1t depends, specifically, on the
ecstatic (ascetic) self-transcendence of individuality, which
makes the experiential approach to the personal existence
of the other possible.

§40  The experience of absence as the basis for the under-
standing of the dynamic “ou-topia” of the person

The awareness of absence affirms existence as personal im-
mediacy only within the limits of a dynamic-existential fact
of ecstatic relation and loving self-offering, which are non-
dimensional terms. Ecstatic relation and loving self-offering
are realized with equal “authenticity” (are experienced as
“actual reality”) both in the case of the dimensional pres-
ence of the other and in the case of his or her dimensional ab-
sence. This means that the fact of ecstatic-personal relation
precedes the awareness of dimensional presence or absence.
Above all, however, the awareness of absence refutes the au-
tomatic functioning of the noetic verification of the objective
existence of the other and manifests the personal relation as
a presupposition of referential immediacy, which affirms the
existential reality of the other in a non-objective space.

In other words, the affirmation of existence through the
experience of the nothingness of ontic disclosure refers to
the personal mode of existence only when the relation has
been achieved, which is the existential experience of ecstasy
or loving self-transcendence, a dynamic movement towards
the non-dimensional “opposite” of personal immediacy.
Thus the pre-conscious ecstatic referentiality of the person
its fundamental capacity to be “opposite” the “essence” (Ou:
sia) of beings, their possible presence (par-ousia) or ab-
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sence (ap-ousia), is proved by the experience of absence to
be not an a priori noetic determination of human existence
but a “moral” possibility and dynamic fact —a capacity for
“knowledge” both of existential essence and of the reality of
space in the world: the essence of existence — Being — is not
exhausted by the denotation of ontic disclosure and by the
pre-reflective conception (“ITrréflechie”) of the nothingness
of onticity through absence. But it is affirmed as the mode by
which it is what it is, that is, as personal presence or absence,
as non-dimensional immediacy within the indefinite terms
of personal relation. And this experientially non-dimension-
al — and only conventionally dimensional and measurable —
immediacy of personal relation is space: cosmic space is not
measured (except with the conventional-quantitative mea-
sures of dimensional distance). Instead, space measures the
ecstatic reference as consciousness of the personal “oppo-
site.” A more realistic basis for the understanding of space is
experience of the dynamic “ou-topia” of the person.

With the experience and understanding of space as the
“measure” of ecstatic reference as our starting-point, it be-
comes evident that the “definition” of the person precedes, or
rather, transcends, the “hereness” of existence in the world
(“in—der—Welt—sein”).23 “Being-here” (“Da-sein”), which de-
fines the reality of human existence, refers not to a dimen-
sional hereness, but to the immediacy of ecstatic relation.
The existential reality of personal (ec-static) relation does
not acknowledge any restrictions of place. From the moment
a person is “opposite,” it is everywhere — the “opposite” of
personal reference is unbounded with regard to place. T he
“being-here” of human existential reality refers, unquestion-
ably, to “hereness” in the world,* but the world is not ex-
hausted of necessity in the quantitative dimensions of con-
ventional measurement. When we hear a piece of music by
Mozart, we find ourselves in the “space” of non-dimensional
proximity to the person of Mozart. The same happens when
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we s.tudy a painting by van Gogh. It is the space of personal
relgtlon, the immediacy of personal uniqueness and dissimi~
]ajmty which is experienced vividly in spite of the dimen-
ilonal non-presence of the person. Van Gogh or Mozart are

opposite” — they exist in a non-dimensional accessibility —
wherever their personal creative energy is manifested, the
perceptible expression of their ecstatic reference. The per-
sqnal creative energy preserves the non-dimensional imme-
_dlacy of personal uniqueness and dissimilarity (more vividly
in the characteristic cases of genuine artistic expression)
transcenc‘ling the hereness in the world of human existencé
as a restriction of place and time. The personal energy is the
p.lace of existential disclosure of the person, the non-dimen-
sional place of relation, which reveals personal uniqueness
and dissimilarity as experiential immediacy.

841  Personal energies as the “place” of personal relation

The .Byzantine theologians saw in personal energy the
non-dimensional place both of the human person and of
the Person of God. John Damascene specifically defines the
space of God’s disclosure of his personal energy as the place
of God: “What is called the place of God is where his energy
becqmes manifest.”” And God’s personal energy becomes
manifest primarily in the space of cosmic reality. When hu-
m:anity achieves the ec-static self-transcendence of individu-
ah:ty which makes an experiential approach to the personal
ex1sten.ce of God possible, the world is revealed “opposite™
humanity as the non-dimensional place of divine personal
energy. Cosmic space is then not measured as convention-
al distance (apo-stasis) from humanity or as the interval
(dia-stasis) between objects. Rather, the cosmos measures
(“chén‘ei” — “accommodates,” “gives space to”) the mutual
fac-statlc reference of humanity to God and of God to human-
ity. In the context of the personal relation of humanity with
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the Maker of “things” — of the “things transacted” of cosmic
reality — the world ceases to be autonomous in the conven-
tional way as a neuter object which is measured because we
lay claim to it on utilitarian grounds. The world “accommo-
dates” — it gives space to the relation of God to humanity.

Humanity, however, discovers the accessibility of God in
the fact of the reality of the world, without this accessibil-
ity annulling the natural distance of God from the world,
the distance separating uncreated from created nature. “All
things are far removed from God, not by place but by na-
ture,” says John Damascene.? The closeness of humanity to
God within the context of the world is not natural but local,
that is to say, it is a personal closeness — a closeness of rela-
tion. The world “is far removed from God” by an infinite
and indeterminable natural distance, but at the same time
the world is the “substantiation” of God’s personal will, the
place of the disclosure of his personal energy. The divine
will or energy does not remain unrealized and without hy-
postasis, but is «“immediately substantiated” “in the hyposta-
sis and form of creation.”" It is “substantiated” oufside God,
although at the same time it discloses the non-dimensional
“topical” proximity of God.

So it is not the world that “accommodates” God or his per-
sonal energy, but the divine will and energy which “accom-
modates” or gives space to the world, a space “outside” God
which is simultaneously God’s place, the disclosure of the
non-dimensional immediacy of his personal energy. Just as
humanity’s own personal creative energy (the energy of mak-
ing, thinking, or loving) preserves the immediacy of personal
uniqueness and dissimilarity, even in the absence of the ontic
“hereness” of human existence, so t00 the distinction between
the nature and the energies of God, without denying the real-
ity of the natural distance of God from the world, preserves
the world as a space of the immediate personal nearness of
God and manifests God as the place of the universe: “For God
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is not contained, but is himself the place of all.”**

The dimensional “opposite” of the world’s reality, as dis—
f:losure of God’s personal creative energy, reveals to human-
%ty. God’s existence as a non-dimensional “topical” prox-
imity, an immediacy of relation. And within the “boundar-
ies” of God’s topical proximity, which are the boundaries
of the cosmos, the cosmic “hereness” of human' existence
transcenc.is‘ conventionally objectified topical restrictions
ihe 'deﬁmtlons of here and there, of nearer and farther. The’
'bemg-here” of human existential reality signifies “being-
m—the-v&prld” and, consequently, in the space of a relation
a non-dimensional personal immediacy. The here interprets’
the mode of being, and this mode is one of personal ecstatic
re.fe.rence: being-in-the-world signifies being-opposite the
divine, personal, creative disclosure.

§42  Eros as transcendence of ontic topicality, a non-
dimensional mode of existence

But the experience of the non-dimensional space of per-
sonal relation indisputably finds its fulfillment in direct in-
terpc?rsonal communion, that is, in the fact of eros — the dy-
namic movement of loving self-offering. For the Fathers of
the Gre:ek East the fullness of non-dimensional erotic unity is
the lolvmg interpenetration of the Persons of the Holy Trinity:
God is “the all of eros™® — “this eros is love, and it is writ-
ten that Gpd is love.”* Eros proves the divine hypostases to
be “non-dimensional”: “for they are not divided by essence
nor are they separated by power, or place, or energy, nor aré
they apportioned by will, since their abiding in each other
and their interpenetration are inseparable.”' Athanasius the
Great “describes” the non-dimensional immediacy of the
personal communion of the Father and the Son, interpreting
the seat of the Son “at the right hand” of the Father:
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Sitting then on the right, yet he does not place his Father
on the left; but whatever is right and precious in the Father,
that also the Son has, and says, “All things that the Father
has are mine” (John 16:15). Therefore the Son, too, though
sitting on the right, also sees the Father on the right, al-
though as a man he says, “I saw the Lord always before my
face, for he is on my right hand, that T might not be moved”
(Ps 15:8). This shows, moreover, that the Son is in the Fa-
ther, and the Father in the Son; for the Father being on the
right, the Son is on the right; and while the Son sits on the
right of the Father, the Father is in the Son.*

The disavowal of any topical delimitation in the relation
of the Persons of the Holy Trinity necessarily implies the
transcendence of any ontic attribute and any dimension
concerning a God who is “beyond every essence.” But this
transcendence is not exhausted merely by an apophatic ap-
proach, on the human side, to the mystery of the divine life.

The transcendence also affirms cataphatically the revelation
of God — the voluntary and active disclosure of God “outside
himself” — as the fullness of personal-triadic communion.

The loving relation and erotic interpenetration of the divine
Persons disavows any measure of dimensional onticity and
reveals the Trinity as “beyond the ‘where,””® as “non-di-
mensional unity,”** and as “non-dimensional connection”
without beginning or end, measure of quantity.”> The place
of God is the non-dimensional personal-loving relation, the
eros of triadic communion. The distinction of the hypostases,
“timeless and loving,” “absolutely beyond any ‘where,”
reveals the mode of the divine existence, which is love: love
is the place as mode of existence — “he who abides in love
abides in God, and God abides in him” (1 John 4:16).

The “theologians,” says Dionysius, call God eros and love

«ip accordance with divine revelation,”
ful and the good in itself, and is

since only he is the beauti
£ himself through himself, and

as it were a manifestation o
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is the good procession and simple erotic movement of the
transc.enden.t unity, which is self-moved, self-motivated,
preexistent in the good, and gushing forth to beings from
the good, and again returning to the good. In this the divine
eros s}.wws itself in the highest degree to be without end
and without beginning, going round on an unerring intro-
verteid course, like an eternal circle, the good from the good
and in the good and to the good, and the same and in the
same way, and always proceeding and remaining and being
restored.?®

The “upcaused” and “transcendent” eros of the triadic
communion is not exhausted in the apophatic “terms” of the
f‘nystery of the divine life but “proceeds by transition” and

acts ecstatically” — “moved itself to operate according to
the superabundance productive of all things.”*® “It goes forth
to the things that are outside it” by a “life-giving” and “patu-
ral” erotic movement “outside itself,” a movement and en-
ergy Which establishes and sustains the spiritual and material
f:reatlon, so as to return through it again to God as the erot-
ic-personal response of creatures to the love of the Creator:

He who is the cause of all things in the superabundance of
h1§ goodness loves all things, makes all things, perfects all
thmg-s, sustains all things, returns all things. And the divine
eros is good, of the good, for the good.”*

8§43 The world’s eros. The erotic unity of the world’s space

The erotic movement from God towards creatures, and
from creatures back towards God recapitulates the mode by
which what is is, and reveals the space of the whole universe
as th'e unquantified and unmeasured how of a loving com-
muniorn — a space which can be understood only in poetic
categories (“in the good, from the good, to the good”), only
as dynamic disclosure “outside God” of the mystery E)f the
love of the Trinity.
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This expression of an integrated view of the cosmos as the
non-dimensional space of erotic communion is character-
istic of Maximus the Confessor. He sees the whole of cre-
ation from the angels to inanimate matter as a unified and
non-dimensional erotic fact, an erotic relation dynamically
arranged in a hierarchy and a universal erotic movement,
which constitutes creation — both personal and impersonal,
animate and inanimate — in a “social” interconnection with
reference back towards God.*' Maximus says:

The first cause of heavenly eros is God, who is transcendent
and without cause. For if this eros is love, as has already
been said, and it is written that “God is love,” it is evident
that the eros or love that unifies all things is God. From
there it passes over to the angels. Hence it is also called
“angelic,” that being especially where one may find the di-
vine eros of unity. For there is nothing disharmonious or
factional among them. Then after the angels there is said
to be also an intellectual eros, that is, among human beings
full of divine wisdom, who are the members of the Church.
To them Paul says: “that all of you agree,” etc. (1 Cor 1:10);
and the Lord: “that they may be one, even as we are one”
[John 12:11]). This refers to Christians who are of the truth.
But then it also concerns humanity as a whole, amongst
whom there is the law of affectionate attraction. And he
called rational souls “intellectual” because he named them
so from the divine mind. And he called the eros of irrational
creatures, the affectional attraction of the senses, “psychic,”
because it is evidently not of the mind. For it is from this
erotic force that birds fly in flocks, such as swans, geese,
ows and the like. And there are similar crea-
tures on land such as deer, cattle and the like. And there are
marine creatures such as tunny and mullet and the like. And
those creatures that do not gather in herds or shoals seek
the companionship of others of the same species. He calls
«“patural” the eros of inanimate and insensate things accord-
ing to their habitual propensity, which belongs to their qual-
ity, things that are drawn crotically to the creator because

cranes and cr
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ﬂ?ey are sustaiqed by him. And therefore according to their
vital force, which is their natural movement, these things
too return towards God.®

The cosmic “hereness” of humanity is the unique power
not onb{ of the disclosure, but also of the actualization of
the (?rot1c unity of cosmic space, of the world’s erotic re-
versionary reference to God. Humanity’s role as “mediator™
bet\fveen God and the world is fulfilled in the dynamic re-
capitulation of the erotic interdependence of creation in its
per§ona1 reference to God. Humanity is the unique poten-
tiality of personal realization of cosmic eros. If eros is the
mode of created orderliness, the “cosmos” of creatures, if it
is the place of the relation of the created with the uncreated
(the place (topos) as mode (tropos) of existence), and if the
relation is fulfilled only in personal ec-stasy, then the human
person is the place of the world, the disclosure of the truth of
the world as erotic response to the personal energy of God.

. But the personal realization of cosmic love, the rational-
izing of the erotic orderliness of creation by human kind, is
nptbing other than the disclosure of the erotic archetype, of
divine life, the image of the triadic prototype. In the degree
that humanity recapitulates the erotic mutual relationship of
the World in a personal reference to God, it interprets and ac-
tualizes and sanctifies life as an erotic movement of God to-
wards creatures and of creatures towards God.*”* It becomes
the place of this dual loving impetus, the place of the world

and also the “place of God,”* the disclosure of that unique

defa of existence which is the eros of the communion of the

Trinity. Apd the more immediate the personal relationship

qf f_lurr_lamty with God becomes — ever increasing without

%1m1tat1.on - the more God, who is trihypostatic, and human-

ity, which is multi-hypostatic, interpenetrate each other lo-

cally (not naturally) within the non-dimensional bounds of
the non-quantifiable place of personal relation.*
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§44  Absence, death and the triadic adumbration of the
fullness of existence

Within the context of the reality of the world, the personal
immediacy of God is affirmed through his ontic absence. If
the experience of absence affirms existence as non-dimen-
sional immediacy of personal relation, that is to say, if rela-
tion precedes the consciousness of phenomenal onticity, if as
a cognitive potentiality it transcends the sensory confirma-
tion of objectified individuality, then in reality “the absence
is God,”* because God is the fullness of personal relation,
the existential transcendence of objectified individuality.
The formulation by Christian revelation of the mystery of
God who is One and simultaneously Triadic, the relation
3 = 1, which abolishes all quantitative and arithmetical ob-
jectivity, preserves the truth of existence as transcendence of
ontic individuality, as a fact of erotic communion and lov-
ing relation. God is One, without this oneness constituting
an existentially lonely and intellectually ontic individuality,
because there are at the same time three Persons without the
Trinity of Hypostases dividing the unity of God, which the
ontic understanding of the number three would have im-
posed. The formula “Trinity in Unity” means that it is im-
possible for God to be defined using ontic-atomistic catego-
ries. It means that God’s existence is revealed only as a fact
of personal relation, the only “definition” of God being love
(1 John 4:8) — “God is the whole and the partial eros.”’ The

formula “Trinity in Unity” is not only a way of preserving
the apophaticism of the mystery of divine existence. It is

also an adumbration of the truth of the personal existence

(of the unique mode of existence) which is revealed only

in the transcendence of autonomous individuality, only in

the immediacy of the loving relation and erotic self-offering.

The truth about the Triadic God therefore also reveals and

interprets the truth of humanity, the dynamic-moral “end” of
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this tr}lth, which is the personal existence of humanity, the
non—.dlmensional personal immediacy of human existence.*®

Existence, as non-dimensional personal immediacy, as
trut‘h which is known only within the terms of relation and
loving self-offering, interprets the fact of death as entry into
Fhe space of the definitive transcendence of ontic individual-
ity, just as it also interprets Orthodox askesis as the volun-
tary death of egotistic individuality and dynamic, and reveals
even d‘eath — the dissolution of physical individuality — as
preeminently the potentiality of entry into the space of the
fullness of personal relationship, into the space of existential
fulfillment. Death is a reality of life which is experienced
fundamentally as the dimensional absence of existence, as
a fact of the nullification of sensory accessibility. But when
absence is experienced as personal immediacy and loving
relation, death affirms the existential reality of the person
as a rea.lity of life precisely in the fact of relation, not in the
dimensions of measurable space. The loving relation itself,
asa 'dynarnic—moral realization of the existential truth of hu-
nf}amty, as self-transcendence of moral individuality, of indi-
vidual wishes and desires, is an experience of death which is
felt as a reality of life and existential fulfillment.*”’

Outside the boundaries of personal relation, however, when
the person “declines” into the objectified individuality of
egotistic autonomy, death is only the anguished awareness
of the temporally inevitable and existentially undeniable an-
nihilation of dimensional immanent onticity — a “phenom-
enon of life” once more (“Death, in the widest sense, is a
Phenomenon of life,” as Heidegger said),” but in the degree
in which it reveals the truth of life as an undeniable and in-
evitable annihilation of ontic existence.

But if God is Triadic, if the truth of existence reveals the
relation 3 = 1, death is the potentiality of true life, that is to
say, the potentiality of humanity’s personal-existential ful-
fillment.’! If personal existence is seen as the fact and real-
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ity of life, as ontic hereness, then the non-dimensional “op-
posite” of personal reference is not limited by death. Death
is then absence as existential affirmation of the person. It
defines the “decline” of the physical, the objective and the
ontic, the “swallowing up” of the mortal,’ the entry into the
personal space of non-dimensional accessibility.

As consciousness of the eventual and undeniable annihila-
tion of ontic hereness (“in which we have received being™),”
that is, as consciousness of a gap between the phenomenal
and dimensional ontic reality of existence and its dynamic-
personal perfection, death remains necessarily the supreme-
ly testing, painful and agonizing experience of existential
individuality. But at the same time it proves to be an act of
“divine philanthropy,”54 the supreme transcendence of the
impersonal objectification of humanity, of the daily failure
to enter into the space of non-dimensional personal imme-
diacy, a “natural” opposition to the absolutizing of the con-
ventional dimensions of dimensional existence.

In the language of Scripture, dimensional individuality is
what is “partial” with regard to existence, and death abolishes
the “partial” so as to preserve the “perfectly whole™ “When
the perfectly whole comes, the partial will pass away> ...
it does not yet appear what we shall be.”® What is “par-
tial” with regard to existence means partial knowledge and
fragmentary self-understanding dimly in a mirror. It means
a relative and partial communion through our conventional
“tongues” — “for our knowledge is partial ... we see dim re-
fAections in a mirror™’ — while the “perfectly whole” abolish-

es tongues, abolishes the partial, and brings us into the space
of personal immediacy: “as for tongues they will cease; as
for knowledge it will pass away ... then I shall know as fully
as [ am known ... face to face.”s® The only thing that does
not pass away on entry into the space of personal immediacy
is the existential foretaste, that is, love, the preliminary expe-
rience of personal universality: “love will never end.””
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§45  The non-dimensional place of ecclesial communiors

The personal dimension of space and the experience of ab-
sence as non-dimensional immediacy are encountered by the
Church abfwe all in the fact of worship. Worship, rooted iny
the eucharistic assembly, is the actualization and formation
Qf the ‘Church as a “body,” that is, as that existential real-
ity which transcends partial individualities in order to attairy
fmd reveal the simultaneous existential unity and multiplic-
ity of thc-:* communion of persons, to adumbrate the mystery
of jche Triadic “mode of existence” which is the truth of “true
ex1stepce.” Within the local terms of worship, terms of per-
sonal immediacy, there is no distinction or distance between
present and absent, living and departed. Every local gather-
ing for. worship recapitulates the whole of the Church — the
.cathohc Chu.rch — the entire “roll of the saints,” the dynamic
1nterpepe?rat10n of loving self-offering, the world’s erotic-
euc'hansjcxc response to God. Worship recapitulates the erotic
reciprocity of creation in a personal reference to God — “in
the person of Jesus Christ.”

I.n the person of Christ, which is the natural union of God
:}?;hriﬁaemty §an organic union, like that of the head with
e memd 1;1 g “‘;he bf)d};), th.e wor.ld’s erotic structure and

ove _uncftlor‘l‘ (lethurgza) finds its personal ex-
pression anq realization “opposite” the personal God: Christ
is the recapitulation of the erotic movement of God towards
creatureg an_d of creatures towards God, the place of this
dual loving impetus, the non-dimensional immediacy of the
personal union of the created with the uncreated.

In the Church’s Eucharist Christ is bread and wine. He is
the‘ world in its existential fullness, as place of the pérsonal
union of the created with the uncreated — body and blood of
phpst. Body and blood signify /ife (and “abundant life,” life
in its fgllness, in its unity with the eternal Source of,life)
which is communicated in and participated by actualizing:
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the Church as existential unity and multiplicity, as personal
disclosure of the world’s erotic decorum and possibility of
entry into the eros of the communion of the Trinity. This
bread and this wine are not the objective creation, which is
contested and divided up by individual desire and will. It
is the body of him who “has died and has risen again.” It is
creation “beyond” the death of autonomous individuality. It
storation of life to its Triadic fullness, in its existen-
tial unity and multiplicity. And the life “beyond” death abol-
ishes the distance between those present and those absent,
the living and the dead. The life in the Eucharist “is love.”
Humanity exists in the personal immediacy of the Triadic
mode of existence. “Understand this in a holy way,” we read
in the Dionysian corpus. “When the venerable symbols are
placed on the divine altar, by which Christ is signified and
through which he is partaken, the roll of the saints is present
non-dimensionally, manifesting their indivisible solidarity
in their transcendent and sacred union with him.”®
The non-dimensional presence ofthe saints defines the place
of the Church as mode of existence, where the living and the
dead, those on earth and those in heaven, the earliest and the
latest are united in the one body of Christ — “in that unity
which has as its teacher the Holy Trinity.”®! The architectural
and iconographic adumbration of the non-dimensional unity
of the cucharistic body in Byzantine liturgical space is tell-
ing: in a Byzantine church the Pantocrator in the dome with
the angelic powers that encircle him, and the prophets of the
01d Testament that follow, and the life of Christ in a lower
register, from which we pass to the Evangelists in the four
pendentives — all this “heavenly hierarchy” is united organi-
cally with the full-figure representations of the saints at eye
level, complementing the presence of the faithful filling the

is the re

church, in a unified body. The Pantocrator, the angels and the
” below are all in a

“in one uniform

saints, together with the living “remnan

single unity of life and personal immediacy, ‘
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urlax.limity,”62 “in a godly sameness of disposition,”® with
Christ as the principle of unity with those who have gone be-
fore.” “The divine rite of the synaxis,” says Dionysius again
i‘even though it has a unified, simple and inclusive principle,
is multiplied out of love for humanity in the sacred variety ofi
the symbols, and goes so far as to accommodate the whole of
the thearchic representations, yet contracts again in a unified
way from these into its own oneness, and confers unity on
those raised up to it in a sacred manner.”%

Worship is the power of disclosure, but also the measure of
the p.ersonal dimension of space, the non-dimensional and
one-hkg “opposite” of personal reference, the realization of
the erotic unity of the world’s space, the realization of the
world’s regressive reference to God.

Chapter Three

The Personal Dimension of Time: Presence

§46  The understanding of personal ec-stasy as temporal
succession

The ecstatic referentiality of the person, the fore-conceptu-
4l universal relation with objective beings and other persons,
also becomes conscious as experience of time. Personal rela-
tion is the existential presupposition for the cognitive disclo-
sure of beings, their rising up from oblivion into truth. This
rising up and disclosure of beings both as fore-conceptual
cognition and as automatic conscious marking, necessarily
constitutes an experience of change (metabolé). Change is
the experience of the transition from one state to another —
“gvery change is from something to something” as Aristotle
says.' The passage, then, from non-relation to relation, from
oblivion to truth, is an experience of change — an experi-
ence which is the starting-point for bringing the disclosure
of beings into consciousness. The ec-stasy of the person
from non-relation to relation only dynamically, that is to say,
referentially, may therefore be defined as change. But even
change cannot be conceived of without an ecstatic charac-
ter, “for change in itself,” as Aristotle says, “makes things
depart from their former condition.” And it is the experi-
ence of ec-stasy as change “from something to something”
that becomes conscious as transition from a state of “hefore”
to one of “after,” that is to say, a8 time. “Every change ---
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is in time™® and “time is not independent of movement and
change.”

Ec-s.tasy is “temporalized” as change; time is the under-
standing of ecstasy as change, the now conscious cognitiony
of suc;cession from oblivion to truth. This means that the
consciousness of time is an experiential co-ordination of the
dlscl.osure of beings, the rising up of beings into personal
re'zl_atlon. The personal relation is the existential presuppo-
sition of the phenomenicity of phenomena, of the change
f‘rom oblivion to truth, that is to say, of the experience of
t!me. The experience of time presupposes the personal rela~
tlc?n — the ec-stasy of the person and the presence of beings
w#h reference to the person. Presence (parousia from par-
eimi) defines and presupposes a dyadic relation, one term
qf which is the person, and the relation “is measured” as
time. “Is measured™ as successive and repeated change: it is
defined “not by a term but by a ratio.” Time, then, “exists™
only as coordination of personal relation, as experience of
the “measurement” of ecstatic change from oblivion to truth
of the presence of beings that is referential to the person. :

Insofar' as it is “temporalized” as change, ec-stasy does not
cease being a personal experience. It invariably presupposes
the person asa “horizon” for the disclosure of change. Itis al-
ways experienced as dynamic reference and dyadic relation,
always as presence, as par-ousia, or “being-beside.” This
means that the fact of the rising up of beings from oblivion
into truth, that is, the phenomenicity of phenomena, does
not define the presence of beings in respect of referentiality
to the person as temporality, but is defined as temporality
by reason of the ec-static character of the reference to the
person. We can accept that even temporality is ecstatic,” but
only as disclosure of the ecstasy of the person, the change
fromloblivion to truth, as experience of the presence of be-
ings in respect of referentiality to the person — as the mode
by which the truth of beings is experienced as change.
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In other words: it is not time as an objective reality that is
measured by ecstatic change (that is, by the truth of beings),
but ec-stasy, as the presence of beings in respect of referen-
tiality to the person, that is measured as time. Time is not
an objectively or consciously independent operation of the
disclosure of beings in the person’s “horizon.” Nor is time
the existential presupposition of the disclosure of beings. It
is the reference to the person, the dyadic relation as pres-
ence, the rising up from the oblivion of non-relation, that
is measured as time. Beings are disclosed in the “horizon”
of the person, not in the “horizon” of time. The person “de-
fines” the disclosure of beings, while time “measures” this
disclosure, is the measure of the personal relation, through

beings.?
§47  Timeas the “measure”’ of personal relation

By interpreting time as an experiential coordination of ec-
static change, and as a measure of the personal disclosure of
beings, that is, as “signifying” the personal mode of existence,
we transfer the problem of time to a different level from that
of phenomenology and objective definitions. We transcend the
conception of both objective and subjective time, and the at-
tempt to conflate the two ideas. (Typical examples in the his-
tory of philosophy of conceptions of objective and subjective
time and their combination are the Platonic view, which iden-
tifies time with the movement of the heavenly bodies,” which
it sees as “instruments of time,”'° the Plotinian view, which
sees time as an “energy of the soul,” that is, it attributes to the
soul alone the ability to “exist in time,”!" and the Aristotelian
view, which combines the other two approaches, defining time
as a relation of measurement, which flows from the coupling
of the objective and subjective factors, as a commingling of
cosmic movement with a psychological function.?)

The phenomenological conception of time — objective and
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subjectin.:13 — has as its starting-point the objectification of
the experience of ecstatic change as change subject to mea;
SL.lrement, the objectification of conscious information for the
dzs‘closure of oblivion and truth as a measurable succession. I
bemgs only become true in a relation referring to the person
and 1f‘ this relation as ecstatic change is “signified” by time,
then {t is evident that time becomes the measure by WhiC};
truth is ugderstood, that is to say, the being of beings. But if
‘fhe expetience of ecstasy as change is objectified as conscious
mforn.latlon of measurable succession, then the measure of
GCStajEIC reference is identified with the very fact of reference
tha.t is to say, time, is identified with the being of beings>
Aristotle says: “It is clear that a thing whose being is mea;
sured by‘ [time] will have its being in rest or motion.”'* This is
the st.amng—point for the conception both of so-called objec-
tive .t1me (the measurable movement of the heavenly bodies
of biological growth, of historical becoming, etc.) and of so:
called su{ajective time (time as the conscious flow of tempo-
iaI. ex.perlences). In both cases, time is understood not as the
significant” experience of the ecstatic reference which meq-
sures the ecstatic reference, but as measurable ecstatic reality
whether objective or in the consciousness, which “deﬁnes’:
t}.le truth of beings as numbered movement of ecstatic succes-
sion. That is to say, it defines the being of beings. The rising
up into truth, the ec-stasy from oblivion, is understood not as
relation and reference to the “horizon” of the universality of
the. person before thought, but as the fact of ecstatic change
which is measured as movement from a “before” to an “after™
(where the “before” and the “after” constitute a semiotic com-
plex qf objective events of a given succession of experiences
of a given flow of consciousness) and this movement consti-
tutes the sole possibility for beings to be understood as that
which they are. Thus the succession of “before” and “after,”
whether as natural-measurable time or as flow of consciou;-
ness, becomes the existential presupposition of beings.
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§48  The “pow” as motionless time: the nothingness of
successive intervals of events or the non-dimensional

time of personal immediacy

The distinction and differentiation of time from the pres-
ence of beings that is referential to the person — the rising
up from the oblivion of non-relation — is expressed charac-
teristically by Sartre: that which separates what is before
from what is after is nothingness, he says.'® The notion of
this nothingness, however, presupposes an understanding of
time as objective and measurable ecstatic change, that is, as
a numbered succession of objective events, which are under-
stood, that is, disclosed, only as a semiotic complex of “vari-
ables.” Nothingness is the mental conception of the mid-
point in ecstatic change, the notional separation of events,
the non-quantitative difference between successive values
taken on by the variables of the temporal semiotic whole.

Aristotle was the first, in consequence of his understanding
of time as numbered movement, to define the “between” of
before and after'® as the indivisible unit of numbered time,
the “now,”"” which being indivisible is also unmoved — the
nothingness of movement and time."*

But Aristotle also interprets the now as a “middle-point”
which at the same time includes the beginning and the end

(“the nowisa Kkind of middle-point, uniting as it does in itself
both a beginning and an end”'?) and this definition permitted

Byzantine thought to see in the now the continuous present

of personal immediacy. John Damascene defines the now as

time “without quantity,” and Basil the Great refers the now
to the divine “perception” of time,?! which knows no motion
or change. Maximus the Confessor sees in the now the truth
of “unmoved time,” that is, of “eternity,” since “eternity ...
is time when it ceases from movement, and time is eternity
in motion, so that eternity ... is time deprived of movement,
while time is eternity measured by movement.” “BEternity”
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is the time of the fullness of the personal relationship between
man and God, because time “is deprived of movement” only,
when “nature is united immediately with Providence.”

At the non-dimensional boundaries of this “union,” that is
of the fullness of the personal immediacy of man and God=
natur.e “finds Providence a principle (Jogos) which by na:
ture is simple and stable, and is not subject to any circum-
sgription at all, and therefore is entirely without movement.>>
Circumscription signifies a boundary, a barrier, a limitation.
It signifies objective individuality and, consequently, move-
ment “from something to something” — it signifies the limi-
tq‘uon or the destruction of non-dimensional personal imme-
diacy. Consequently, in the physical world of objects, the
personal ec-stasy of nature is necessarily measured as time
and “movement in accordance with life has become a source
of change for what exists in time,” because the world is a
“l‘nnited stasis” in comparison with the unbounded and non-
dimensional immediacy of personal relation with God. The
movement that causes change in temporal nature refers to a
preaking of relations — not to the natural condition of “him
in whom the monad has come to be” — and is revealed as the
“estrangement” of time and decay. Only “when it has come
to be in God” does nature transcend time, transcend stasis
and movement, “and will possess an ever-moving sfasis and
a stable ever-movement, having come to have its being eter-
nally that which is same and one and alone.”*

Thus the meaning which we attribute to the now proves
to judge not only the problem of time but also the problem
of existence. These two problems receive radically differ-
ent responses, depending on how we understand the row:
as nothingness, the void of the midpoint of ecstatic change,
or as the non-dimensional time of personal immediacy. The
concept of nothingness, of the void which opens up between
vyhat precedes and what follows, presupposes and defines
time as a given succession of objective events, and the ex-

The Personal Dimension of Time 135

istence of beings and humanity as suspended in the void of
the measured apartness of events. The events are phenom-
enal destructions of the void; beings are because they are
not nothing. Existence is necessarily understood in imme-
diate correlation with nothing (the nothingness of temporal
apartness) and the nothing as starting-point, end and uninter-
rupted content of temporal existence.

But when the preceding and the subsequent are not signs of
an objective succession, which defines and exhausts ecstatic
truth, but are “stations” (i.e., the measures or terms) in the ex-
perience of the person’s relationship with beings, in the pro-
gressive and dynamic disclosure in the person’s “horizon” of
the referential presence of beings, then the succession from
preceding to subsequent measures the ecstatic reference, the
person’s motion towards universality, the universal synthesis
and recapitulation of the personal truth of the world. And
when we say that the temporal succession measures the per-
son’s motion towards universality and the “one-like unity”
of relation, we mean that in the space of the world’s objects
time measures the fragmentary character of personal relation
(the “becoming” of relation), while the measure of this mea-
suring is the relation itself, the non-dimensional time of now,
the erotic time of personal immediacy, the one-like (henoeid-
ous) relation of the creature with the Creator.

§49  Counted time. “Motion” and “continuify”

We have discussed the phenomenological understanding of
time — objective and subjective — which has as its starting-
point the objectification of the experience of ecstatic change
as measurable change, the objectification of the information
provided by consciousness about the disclosure of beings as
a numbered succession of the oblivion and truth of beings.
We must return to this concept and investigate its implica-

tions in the field of ontology.
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We have said that time, as objectified measurement of ec-
static change, represents the confirmation, in the conscious -
ness, f)f truth as a succession of objective events or temporal
experiences, and is identified with the very event of change
from oblivion to truth, that is, with the being of beings. Time
isno lqnger the “signifier” of the truth of beings, the measure
by which we count the disclosure of beings, but is itself the
cognted extent, the “horizon” of the disclosure of beings as
beings. Aristotle says: “Time, then, is what is counted, not
that with which we count.”?

If time is “what is counted,” it is counted by the ec-stasy of”
beings, that is, by their disclosure in the “horizon” of time
apd, consequently, by conscious information about truth as
disclosure. Time, as “horizon” of the disclosure of beings
cgntains the beings — “it is necessary that all the things ir;
time should be contained by time.”? It is the existential
presupposition of beings, since the mode by which they are
what they are is temporality as ecstatic disclosure: beings
are only as exposed to time, that is, only insofar as they are
disclosed, which means they are defined by conscious infor-
mation about truth as ec-stasy in time. Time is thus interpret-
ed as the understanding of being — without time, being is not
conceivable, and without being, time is not conceivable.”®

Thus the temporality of time, its successive mutability, is
made autonomous. It is not the experiential articulation of
the dynamic motion of human kind towards its universality

that counts the personal relation. Nor is it the articulation of
the presence of beings that is referential to the person, nor the
.deﬁnltlon or “semantics™ of ec-stasy as change. Temporality
is made autonomous as objective extent, which is counted
by_the ecstatic disclosure of beings. Put in other terms: time
exists not when change as movement from before to after
counts the personal relation, but when movement as change
from bef0r§ is after is counted: “For time is just this — num-
ber of motion in respect of ‘before’ and ‘after.” Hence time
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is not movement, but only movement insofar as it admits of
enumeration.”’ In this way truth ends up by being an objec-
tive event and, at the same time, a simple phenomenicity,
which does not interpret the ontological problem of the es-
sence of beings, since it 18 restricted to the affirmation in the
consciousness that what is true simply emerges from obliv-
jon, that being is simply not nothing. The ecstatic change
is an objective item of information about truth as counted
movement: “Time is not a number with which we count, but
the number of things which are counted ....% What is in time
is 50 in the same sense as what is in number is s0.”%

Time is interpreted and judged finally in the context of
the ontological distinction between individual and person,
between individual existence and personal existence. The
imprisonment of time in the phenomenological objectifica-
tion of ecstatic change presupposes the sense of the human
person as an autonomous ontic individuality — humanity as
individual consciousness and intellection, as a psychologi-
cal ego. By contrast, the experience of time as measure of
personal ecstasy and reference, that is, as presence, as €x-
perience of rising up from the oblivion of non-relation, pre-
supposes the “moral” achievement of the universality of the
person, the dynamic self-transcendence of individuality, the
erotic recapitulation of nature in the person, the person as
disclosure of unisimilar human substance.

In the former case, the phenomenological objectification
of time seems to have a pragmatic verification in every area
of existential experience, as a fact of progressive decay. The
movement of change 1s experientially tied to the confirmation
of decay. “Movement changes what exists,” says Aristotle.”
Movement transposes existence to an “after” which is always
Jess incorrupt that the «“hefore.” “Those things ... which are
subject to perishing and becoming — generally, those which at
one time exist, at another do not —are necessarily in time.”
Generation and decay in living organisms, or increase and
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dumn.ution in inanimate matter (where increase must be
concelvec} as “change in quantity”® — size) are the immedi-
ate experiential data which bring about the consciousness of
time as “local movement,” that is, as temporal change within

the bounds of individual existence.’
(154 M
But “in local movement there is on the one hand motion
. - . - 2
and on the other increase and diminution” — where motion, as

the necessary succession of before and after, is the cause of

generation and decay,* the cause of their succession, that is
the cause of the continuity (synecheia) of time* (here in the’
sense of cohesion (synoché) within specific limits). Individual
ex1stenge is made to cohere by the passage of time, since
gengranon and decay, being continuous — “coming-to-be and
passing-away happen to things continuously”*® — have their
cause in motion. Thus the passage of time, as a necessary
succession of generation and decay, or increase and dimi-
nution, defines consciousness of temporality as experience
of “coming-to-be” and “passing-away.” And continuity, as a
permanent cohesion of time at the limits of generation and

decay, defines consciousness of temporality as experience of
permanent finitude.

§50 ?eath as temporal “continuity” and total ecstatic
motion” of individual existence

On the‘ basis of these phenomenological presuppositions
of conscious experience, we may understand the necessarily
central fact of existential-temporal self-awareness, the fact
of death, in immediate correlation with the consciousness
of temporality as decay and continuity. Death belongs to the
consciousness of temporality as continuity (synecheia). It
contains (synechei) temporality as motion is itself and “tem-
Porahzec.l” as decay. Death is not the end of temporality, the
1ntenuPt10n of the succession of before and after at somé su-
pervening “moment.” It is the permanent reality of the con-
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tinuity of temporality, the consciousness of motion as per-
manent finitude. Thus the succession of before and after, as
permanent change, is the experience of decay (“for it causes
change by increase and diminution”), and as temporal con-
tinuity, that is, as permanent finitude, it is consciousness of
mortality. Time is experienced as the submission of existence
and of the world to decay and death. The temporality of time
“is permanent” as decay and the continuity of time is perma-
nently limited by death. This is a very pragmaltic experiential
conception and understanding of time, which could become
the stimulus for referring even the objective cause of natural
decay to time: “A thing, then, will be affected by time,” says
Aristotle, “just as we are accustomed to say that time wastes
things away, and that all things grow old through time, and
that people forget owing to the lapse of time, but we do not
say the same of getting to know or of becoming young or
fair. For time is by its nature the cause rather of decay, since
it is the number of change, and change removes what 8.’
The ec-stasy of existence, as change which is “temporal-
ized” in the succession of before and after, is confirmed as
decay. But ec-static existentiality (“existing in a state of ec-
stasy”) is also experienced as a consciousness of the total
continuity of temporality. That is to say, it is & confirmation
of death. The ec-stasy of existence is recapitulated in the fact
of death: death is existence’s potentiality for total ecstatic
reference — reference to the nothing of ontic individuality,
ec-stasy from being to nothing. Hence the awareness of
death can constitute the recapitulatory self-awareness of in-
dividual existence, the self-cognition of existence as tempo-
ral finitude and ecstatic reference. We understand the reality
in the world of individual existence as temporal confinyity
(synecheia) and total ecstatic reference only in the fact of
death. The temporality of individual existence is contained
(synechetai) by death; existence is as permanent finitude; the
being of individual existence — the mode by which it is —
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may be defined as being-towards-death (“Sein zum Tode™”) 38
as a total ecstatic motion towards death. The consciousne’ss
of death is the potentiality of individual existence for reca-
plt_ulatory self-awareness, a potentiality for self-cognition of
existence, as total ecstatic reference.

But' the potentiality of individual existence for total ref-
erential ejcstasy is also, at the same time, a first possibility~
of entry into the space of personal presence (here with the
sense of gninterrupted immediacy). Temporal existence may~
be recapitulated not only in the total ecstatic impetus to-
Wards death, not only in the continuation of death, but also
in the duration of personal energy, that is, in every fact of the
dlsclos.ure of the personal uniqueness and unlikeness of exis-
tence, in very fact of presence. Presence endures as personal
energy, as immediacy of universal ecstatic relation, creating
a chink in the cognition or awareness of the temporal fini-
tude of existence.

§51  The “duration” of personal energy

This transition from the awareness of temporal continuity
and tl.le total ecstatic motion of individual existence to the
experience of personal referential catholicity, the passage
from Fhe recapitulatory self-awareness of individuality to the
experience of the fact of presence, that is, of a non-dimen-
sional personal immediacy which is not contained by time, is
of course a potentiality, not a necessity. Nevertheless, there
are many specific experiential confirmations of this potenti-
ghty. .There are ecstatic projections — total disclosures — of
individual existence which are not recapitulated in the tem-
poral finitude of individuality, that is, in the fact of death
but egdure beyond and outside temporal continuity. To such,
ecstatic disclosure belongs every work of art and every true
erotic cc?r_nmunion. A painting, a piece of sculpture, a musical
composition, a poem preserves the unlikeness and unrepeat-
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able uniqueness of the person, as an experience of non-di-
mensional immediacy and relation, beyond the boundaries of
the temporal finitude of individual existence.”* With the un-
derstanding of the arithmetical succession of time and its cor-
relation with the finite limits of individual existentiality, the
human existence of the artist van Gogh is a continuity of life
of thirty-seven years. Nevertheless, van Gogh certainly “ex-
ists” beyond these temporal limits. He is a personal presence
which transcends the temporal fnitude of individuality and
endures as a universal ecstatic disclosure in each of his works
of art, that is, in each disclosure of his personal energy. Each
van Gogh painting #s van Gogh. It reveals his presence, the
non-dimensional immediacy of the unique and unrepeatable
unlikeness of the person van Gogh, his personal otherness.
One could also say, comparatively speaking, that van Gogh
is, “exists” — as & universal ecstatic disclosure of his per-
sonal otherness — much more in one of his paintings than
as 2 historical individuality and objectively confirmed tem-
poral existence. The properties and characteristics of indi-
vidual character and life, which we bring together with a
view to determining and knowing the individual existence
of the painter van Gogh, the interpretations of his work and
the circumstances of his life which influenced it, always re-
main objective-conventional determinations which can just
as well describe other individuals and inevitably leave the
personal otherness of van Gogh, the immediacy of his pres-
ence, inaccessible. Every painting of van Gogh, that is, every
disclosure of his personal energy, every work of art he pro-
duced, is a potentiality for knowing van Gogh incomparably
more immediate than the totality of information about van
Gogh, a potentiality for realizing a relation with him which
transcends every local and temporal limit.
And this relation, which preserves the universality of the
ecstatic reference of existence, that is, the immediacy of
personal presence, abrogating the temporal finitude of in-
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diVi'dual life, is not a potentiality necessarily bound to the
genius and technical skill of the artist. Artistic genius simply-
f:hsclos.es, in emphatic terms, personal energy as duration and
1mmed1acy of presence. But the personal energy is the real
presupposition for the disclosure and the knowledge of the
pe.rsonal otherness of every human being. It refers to the very,
existential truth of the person, his or her ecstatic character-
The problem does not lie in the differentiated margins of thé
potentiglity for expression — in the degree to which a distinct
expressive capability in each person is innate or cultivated —
but in the dynamic (“moral”) transition from the temporal
self-awareness of individuality (as ec-stasy towards death)
to the experience of the universal personal reference which
abrf)gates temporal succession. The temporal ecstasy of in-
dlyldual existence is, inevitably, an impetus towards death
(§1nce .the only possible existential metathesis of ontic indi-
v1d}1a11ty is nothingness, the opposite of disclosure, oblivion)
while the ec-stasy of the person is an impetus towards re-
lation.and the realization of relation, an experience of the
non-.dlmensional presence of personal immediacy. And it is
posslble even for this anguished experience of temporal con-
tinuity, that is, the anguish of the certainty of death, of the
certainty of the inescapable ec-stasy of individuality towards
the ngthingness of phenomenal onticity, to be objectified as
conscious experience without touching on the certainty of
the Potentialities for non-dimensional personal ecstasy. It is
posm.ble for it to be only anxiety in the face of the objective
certainty that “one dies.”

§52  The erotic transcendence of temporal “continuity,”
divided eros” and “true eros”

T-he jtre'msiti.on from the self-awareness of the total ec-stasy
of individuality to the experience of personal universal refer-
ence may serve as a preliminary definition of the erofic fact.
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We could define eros fundamentally as the existential impe-
tus towards transcending the boundaries of individuality, to-
wards abrogating temporal continuity and inevitable decay.
The consequently total ecstasy from individuality may not
only be an impetus towards death, but also erotic ecstasy.
Erotic ecstasy from physical individuality, however, is not
sufficient to transcend it. It is not this which determines the
erotic fact of personal universal reference. We must distin-
guish the erotic ecstasy of physical individuality, from the
erotic-universal reference of the person —of, in the words of
the Dionysian writings, we must distinguish between “real
eros” and the “empty image” or the “lapse” from “real eros,”
which is a “partial,” “physical” and “divided” eros.*

The erotic ecstasy of individuality is, fundamentally, a nat-
wral necessity, nature’s obligatory reproductive urge, which
aims at the self-preservation of nature through the perpetua-
tion of the individual species and is realized as a movement
of self-satisfaction of individuality, the satisfaction of the
natural desire of the individual’s feelings. This obligatory
natural urge is certainly a fact of existential ec-stasy — “a
faint echo” of “the desire for Jife,” of the existential need
for the transcendence of temporal continuity and natural de-
cay. But individual existence “stands-out” (ex-istatai) always

within the bounds of nature. It encounters the “other” not on
the level of personal otherness but on the level of nature, as
a similarly individual species, as object and insurmountable
limit of individual pleasure. That is to say, it realizes and
confirms the partition of nature into individualities. And the
erotic ecstasy of individuality is fulfilled in having children,
in this objective manifestation of the inescapable slicing up
of nature, in the “condemnation” of the newly born human
being to be the bearer of an individual nature. Philosophical
terminology can suggest, but lacks the capacity to describe,
the erotic ecstasy of individuality as the experience of exis-
tential transference to nothingness, as the tragic awarencss
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of the void which is revealed by egocentric eroticism. Only,
some passages of poetry or literature can “signify” this ex—
perience.

The dynamic (“moral”) transition from the self-awareness
of the total ec-stasy of individuality to the experience of
personal universal reference, is the definition of “real eros.>>
Doubtless, the erotic ecstatic impetus of individuality is th.e
natural presupposition of personal universal reference, since
the person is not an existential reality separate from nature
Maximus the Confessor sees the natural presuppositior:;
Sf l}umanity’s “power of love™? in the “power of desire:

Without the power of desire there is no longing, and so no-.
¥ove, which is the issue of longing; for the property of desire
is to lo_ve something. And without the incensive power, in-
tensifying the desire for union with what is loved, there can
be no peace, for peace is truly the complete and undisturbed
p@sessmn of what is desired.”** Of course for Maximus de-
sire refers not to sensual pleasure but to the pleasure of the
mind* — and the mind (nous), in his own Janguage, signifies
the personal powers of humanity.*> The reference of desire
t.o sensual pleasure is, for the Fathers, an existential distor-
tion, as we shall see below. But this distortion does not de-
stroy the natural basis of “true eros.”*¢

“True eros” presupposes the natural impulse of erotic ec-
:s‘tas.y that belongs to individuality, the Joving-power® that is

mingled” with nature and at the same time transcends and
destroys t_he natural continuity of this ecstasy, the containing
qf eros within the bounds of nature. Eros transposes existen-
tial ecstasy to the unrestricted bounds of personal reference
to the dynamic and dimensionless immediacy of personai
refere‘nce — it discloses existential ecstasy as universality and
dumnqn of communion. Eros is the “disclosure,” that is, the
unmeqlated experience of personal universality and 0‘[z the
non—'dlmensional present of personal immediacy.

This present is always a fact of presence. 1t is the truth of
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the person, the rising up of the “other” from the oblivion of
non-relation — a rising up that abolishes temporal succession
in the human experience of a universal existential astonish-
ment, referring to the otherness of presence. Presence en-
dures as immediacy of unique, incomparable and dissimilar
relation, and time can only measure this duration in a con-
ventional way — since duration is experience in connection
with presence and does not depend on the objective-conven-
tional counting of temporal succession - presence enduring
as the non-dimensional present of erotic communion, that
is, as transcending and abolishing the objective counting of
temporal succession.
The confirmation of this truth is empirical and immediate-
ly accessible, both as duration of personal energy in every
creative “disclosure” of the person (which is all the more
“erotic” the more integrally, that is, the more universally it
is expressed), and as duration of the immediate erotic com-
munion of the sexes. The time of an erotic encounter, objec-
tively measured, may be the same as the time spent waiting
for a delayed train, or carrying out a tedious duty, but these
equal tracts of time differ with regard to duration.

§53  The “estrangement” of time in decay and death as
connected with the use of the world

ftime as correlative to pres-
subjective” or “psychologi-
vitably restricts research on
f individual consciousness.

The definition of the duration 0
ence in no way implies a kind of ¢
cal” time. Such an implication ine

the problem of time to the field o
But time, as empirically correlated with existential experi-

ence, cannot be restricted exclusively to the realm of con-
sciousness, however much consciousness seems t0 include
the necessary and sufficient condition of the phenomenicity
of the phenomenon of temporal succession. There is with-
out doubt a primary given conscious function which con-
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neither to the bounds of a conventional syllogistic proce-
dure, nor to the bounds of an exclusively conscious opera-
tion, must be based on the experience of personal relation as
a dynamic-existential ascent to the worldly universality of
the person and the personal universality of the world.

As human beings we necessarily realize an immediate re-
Jationship with the world, a relationship of existential com-
munion. We are not observers or students of the world’s

stitutes the experience of time as the cognition of tempora]
succession, without the intervention of objective factors of
measurement,*® a function which can be disrupted in cases of
mentgl illness. As a definition of this given primary conscious
fun.ctlon one may start by accepting Husser!’s statements,* to
which modern psychology does not seem to be opposed. Tt
Would, however, be arbitrary to restrict the problem of time
simply to the function of consciousness which puts together

temporal experience as a cognition of temporal succession

We Would then be leaving unanswered essential questions re;
ferring to the empirically confirmed correlation between time
and the fact of progressive decay, which itself necessarily
transfers the problem of time from the field of consciousness
to the realm of universal existentiality.

Neither the experience of decay nor the consciousness of
the total continuity of temporality, that is, the certainty of
death_, can be interpreted only on the givens of the conscious
fugctloning of time. Time as decay and time as cohesion of
existence in the enduring finitude of death cannot be inter-
preted ?xcept in the context of the fact of personal relation,
except in respect of the duration of presence.

I said above that time is interpreted and judged in relation
to the ontological distinction between the individual and the
person, between conscious individuality and personal univer-
sality. The imprisonment of time in the conscious operation
of bringing together temporal experience as the cognition of
Femporal succession has as its starting-point the understand-
ing of existence as ontic individuality, as the self-awareness
and psychological ego of the individual. By contrast, when
we see time in the context of the world’s challenge, which
for 'humankind is decay and death, this presupposes the ex-
perience of the universality of the person — the person as a
referential-ecstatic recapitulation of nature and the reality of
the world as the result and disclosure of a personal energy.

In other words, an interpretation of time which is confined

reality. We engage with the world immediately both as food
and as material for our technological achievements, with a
view to the maintenance of our existence. And although this
relationship and communion between humankind and the
world, the daily and organic assumption of the world by us,
seems to preserve human existence, at the same time this
very relationship gradually consumes human individuality,
coordinating it existentially with the progressive decay of
every ontic individuality — the decay which is measured as
time. The relationship between humankind and the world
is not only conceptual or conscious. It is a dynamic move-
ment and existential transposition towards the world, which
s realized as assumption of the world and is simultaneously
“temporalized” as decay: the movement towards the world
is an ec-stasy which changes existence, and the ec-stasy is
measured as time. The relationship of humankind with the
world, even though an existential-real communion, seems to
have its “end” — its essential goal — outside the relation itself.
It seems to tend towards an unattainable personal-erotic im-
mediacy, towards an unrealizable duration of presence. That
is why it also constitutes a movement which is not completed
(which does not arrive at its natural “end”), an uninterrupted
metabolic change which destroys duration and is “temporal-
ized” as decay.

Time as decay, but also as continuity of death, is then the
measure of the relationship between humanity and the world,
arelationship whose failure and disorganization and persistent
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finitude is measured by time. The relationship has life, that ig
thfa duration of existence, as its essential-natural “end.” Th .
failure of the relationship is a “missing of the mark™ witz
regarc? to the end (that is, hamartia — the Greek for “sin” — in
’Fhe primary sense of the word*®) — the relationship being real
ized as decay and keeping life within the enduring finitud ‘
f)f death, never arriving at existential duration of personai
immediacy, at the non-dimensional present of existential ful
fillment. )
. And t'he relation does not attain to the duration of persoricz 7
1mrged1§1cy, because humanity’s engagement with the world
has in view not a personal loving relationship with the world
bu’f an individualistic claim on it, the subjection of the worlé
to 1nF11vidual desire and will. Engagement with the world, hu-
manity’s existential ec-stasy towards the world, does not serve
:a‘ personal relationship with the world, but is subjected to the
pa'tural” necessity and urge of the self-preservation of the in-
511V1dua1, an urge which “becomes temporal” as decay. And it
becomes temporal” as decay because the “natural” urge of
Fhe.s§lf-preservation of the individual is an ec-stasy of the
1nd1v1du§l within the bounds of nature, not an ec-stasy of na-
ture putmde-of—nature, that is, within personal existentiality,
w1th1n.the personal mode of existence. )
The 1'nd.ividual’s urge of self-preservation is “natural” be-
cause it is defined by nature and is exhausted within the
bgund§ of nature. That is why it inevitably comes into con-
flict W'lth -the equally “natural” urge of the self-preservation of
other }n41viduals. But these opposing ec-stasies of individu-
als, within the bounds of nature, split nature into fragments.>!
They are the cause of the existential finitude of individuals
and their progressive decay. And if the “end” of nature is life
as duration of existence, then the “natural” impulse of the
ielf—preservation of the individual proves to be an impulse
' contrary to nature,” which destroys the “natural” existential-
ity of nature, that is, life as duration.
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§54  The ascetic experience of life as “duration”

If, therefore, it is personal immediacy — the non-dimension-
al present of erotic communion — which is the only empirical
possibility for the experience of life as duration, and if the
essential-natural “end” of humanity’s relation with the world
is the duration of existence, then this relation is “according
to nature” only when it is a personal relation. And humani-
ty’s relation with the world is personal when our reception of
the world, our existential ec-stasy towards the world, is not
subjected to the necessity and urge of the self-preservation
of the individual and does not subject the world to the indi-
vidual’s desire and will, but transcends natural individuality
and objective ontic phenomenicity, in order to encounter the
personal /ogos of “things,” to disclose the personal dimen-
sion of the world.

This dynamic ec-stasy of nature outside-of-nature, the dis-
covery and reception of the world’s personal immediacy, is
a specific work and attainment. It is the empirical content
of the Church’s askesis, as it has been defined in an earlier
chapter. Asceticism is our dynamic and practical refusal to
be subjected to the necessity and urge of self-preservation of

the individual or to subject the world to the individual’s will

and desire. Our ascetic relationship to the world transfers

the ecstatic urge of the self-preservation of the individual
outside-of-nature, to the existential discovery and recogni-
tion of a personal presence, whose principle and disclosure

is nature.
The personal logos of “things” refers to the presence of the
sure of the person of the Logos,

Creator Logos, to the disclo
to the personal God-Logos. And the presence of the Logos
the character of beings as

endures as personal energy in

“things,” in the “personal” uniqueness and dissimilarity —the
beauty and wisdom — of the beings constituting the world’s
reality. The logos of the beings constituting the world’s real-
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ity is outside their self, is a logos referring to the Person of
the Logos (just as the logos of a painting by van Gogh is no
exhausted by the painting itself but refers to the person 0;‘
van Gogh, discloses the person of van Gogh). This referenc

is not a necessity but an ecstatic potentiality, 2 possibility 0;
truth, a rising up from the “oblivion” of objectivity, a pos
31.b11'1ty. of erotic surprise before the personal uniqueness an(;
dissimilarity of “things,” before the personal beauty of the
world (like the surprise before the incomparable and unique
peauty of every erotic offering, which transforms the gift
into an image of the beloved).*

Conversely, when our relationship with the world is ex-
Eausted within the limits of individual need and desire, in the

wgakness of the senses,” the Jogos of beings is restricted to
their own selves and loses any personal reference — beings
?11'6.01.’11}7 objective “things-to-be-used,” in the service of the
individual, their truth is exhausted in their objective disclo-
sure,” and their temporal change is experienced only as an
ecstasy of decay, as an enduring transition to nothingness.

§55  Liturgical time

. The'dynamic ec-stasy of nature outside-of-nature, the ex-
1stent1a% discovery and recognition of the presence of the
Logos in the world, as the experiential content and work
of ecclesiastical askesis, finds its “final” realization in the
Church as a fact of eucharistic thanksgiving. The Church

asa fact of eucharistic thanksgiving, is the world’s commu:
nion under the forms of bread and wine with the flesh of
tbe Logos, the reception of the world as immediacy of rela-
tion with the personal God-Logos. But this relation, as a fact
and the reality of the transformation of the world into the
ﬁesh of the God-Logos and the transformation of humanity
into a partaker of the divine nature, presupposes a recipro-

cal ec-stasy, a self-transcendence not only of the human but
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also of the divine nature: personal askesis finds its “final”
realization in the Church’s Eucharist, not only as nature’s
ec-stasy ouiside-of-nature, not only as the dynamic self-tran-
scendence of individual nature, but also as encounter with
the corresponding ec-stasy of God towards nature.”

In the Eucharist the personal assumption of nature by hu-
manity encounters the nature that has been assumed by God,
the nature that is not simply the result of the personal energy
of the God-Logos, but is the flesh of the God-Logos. This
assumption of nature by God, the incarnation of the God-
Logos, is the one unique event which fully recapitulates the
Church’s truth about existence and temporality, about hu-
manity, the world and God. In the person of Jesus Christ, the
incarnate God, the personal dimension of the world and the
existential ecstasy of the physical individuality of humanity
find their “final” personal consummation, their “final” real-
ization and fulfillment, as an event of hypostatic union of the
created with the uncreated.

The incarnation of the Logos does not mean that God be-
comes the world and the world becomes God.” It means
that the world’s petsonal potentialities and their universal
recapitulation in the human person, the unisimilar existential
truth of personal universality towards which every form of
existence tends dynamically, reaches its natural “end” in the
theanthropic person of Christ, in the unconfused, immutable,
undivided and unseparated unity of the divine and human
natures — of God and the world® — in one person and one hy-
postasis.”” This union and communion and unconfused mu-
tual interpenetration of the two natures is a “new” existential
reality, which abolishes existential ecstasy as temporal suc-

cession and decay and the finitude of death, or rather, fulfills
existential ecstasy as immediacy of personal communion
and grants existence its physical duration.

The incarnation of the Logos, as immediacy of personal
communion of the created with the uncreated, is a “new”
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existential, and consequently temporal, reality: it is a cutting
into time which destroys the continuity of time, or temporal-
ity as enslavement to the “before” and “after” — it inserts
into time the duration of the “physical” communion between
humanity and God. God intervenes with a chink of potenti-
ality in phenomenal reality. The potentiality is of an imme-
diate relationship with him — the incarnation being a chink
in objective temporality, revelatory of the non-dimensional
time of personal relation, the transcendence of time in the
boundless present of loving communion. The Church’s faith
in “eternal life” refers not to an endless extension of tempo-
ral succession, but to a present of loving relation, to a non-
dimensional fact of erotic communion, that is to say, to that
mode of existence which restores humanity to the fullness of
its personal truth, free from the limitations of physical indi-
viduality, limitations of time, space, decay and mortality.
The taste and experience of this incorrupt time of per-
sonal communion is approached by the believers within the
Church’s liturgical time. Each liturgical-eucharistic assem-
bly is not a repetition, imitation or symbol of the world’s
communion with the flesh of the Logos, but the ever-present
potentiality of participation in this communion, in the fact
of the “physical” union of humanity and God. As a repeated
yet nevertheless unchanged and ever-present potentiality
for communion with the Logos, the Eucharist dissolves the
past and the future in the immediacy of presence: the offer-
ing and realization of the Eucharist is an act of universal
existential unity, which abolishes every moral or temporal
difference: the living and the dead, the near and the far, the
holy and the sinful, the first and the last, are all present here
and now “before” Christ and “in Christ” — in the immediacy
of the personal relation with him. The experience of eter-
nal life within the Church, the eternity of the Church, is not
interpreted (except relatively and symbolically) by the phi-
losophers’ “immortality of the soul.” The incarnation of God
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saves not “spirits” but the whole human person, as assumed
by Christ in his theandric flesh.’® The eternity of the Church
is the experience of the transfiguration of time in the imme-
diacy of presence — of the incarnate presence of the Logos
and the temporal presence of the Body which participates in
the Logos.

The Church’s liturgical time transforms temporal succes-
sion into a festal witness of the presence of salvation. Parallel
to and, essentially, outside and beyond the arithmetical time
of measured decay, the Church has her own cycle of time, the
ever-dynamic cyclicality which unifies life “around the same
one and alone” of erotic oneness (henoeidia) — the assurance
of salvation expressed as daily celebration. The cycle of her
feasts is movable and immovable — unchangeable movement
and movable stability — reciprocal fissures in the horizontal
time of corruptible change, fissures of the potentiality for the
experience of “non-dimensional and infinite life,” the expe-
rience of “eternal” time, “of participating in eternity” — “of
participating in every being.”® Liturgical time is the time of
the liturgy of one Body, where the members participate in
the same experience of personal immediacy. It is the time
of the Kingdom of God, the non-dimensional present of the
“Eighth Day”: in contrast to the “week that measures out
time,”® the Eighth Day “suggests the mode of that condition
which is beyond nature and time™®' — the non-dimensional

present of the Eighth Day is a mode of existence; it is the
fact of the relation between humanity and God as duration
of erotic communion.

The incarnation of the Logos abolishes not only the conti-
nuity but also the impetus of time, impetus as history — that
utopia of temporal potentialities of dynamic “change” and
evolutionary improvement of objective “conditions,” the
imagined eternity of an endless “becoming” which is woven
together from human suffering, violence, antagonisms, hor-
rific hatred, bestial exploitation, and inadequate good inten-
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tions. For history is only that which can be objectified within
time. That is why the immediacy of personal relationships —
worship, love, art and politics as justice and self-denial — is
not history. And those manifestations of personal life that
are commemorated expressively and prove victorious over
time are not historical fossils objectified in the memory but
convey the immediacy of personal presence, uninterrupt-
edly current possibilities of personal participation in life.
The incarnation of the Logos abolishes history, because it
recapitulates human “becoming” in the present of an exis-
tential confrontation with truth. It recapitulates life in truth
and reveals truth as life. In the context of this confrontation,
history as a succession of possibilities of dynamic change
proves to be a form of slavery to objective time. The human
person, imprisoned in historical “becoming” is a temporal
unit either submissive or rebellious within the bounds of the
objective “conditions” that limit it, a unit hopelessly tied to
the gearing of the social balancing of rights and duties, to the
vicious circle of time and money.

The incarnation of the Logos abolishes not only the conti-
nuity and impetus but also the decay of time, for it abolishes
the finitude of the “moment,” transforming desire into erotic
fullness of duration. The Logos becomes incarnate “of the
Virgin,” and this virginal birth is the incorruption of nature,
since love transcends the “natural” necessity of the ec-stasy
ofthe individual, to be fulfilled as universal ec-stasy of nature
outside-of-nature: In the flesh of the Virgin the whole of God
and the whole of man are united unconfusedly, immutably,
indivisibly and unseparably within the bounds of the fullness
of the erotic ecstasy of the two natures, which is virginal be-
cause it is free from insatiable individual desire. From now
on love becomes a mystery of the manifestation of the unity
of Christ with humanity, and every love has the potentiality
for a fulfilling duration as virginity of self-transcendence.
Longing is free from its temporal bondage to the “moment.”
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Erotic time is no longer the recurring cycle of the tragedy of
the Danaids.?? Love becomes again a possibility for human-
ity to transcend its physical individuality, its enslavement to
the temporal succession of the moments of desire, for it to
realize the mystery of the communion of the natures in the
non-dimensional space of erotic self-offering.

One final observation; it is evident that the “eternity” of
humanity, the existential self-transcendence of individuality
and entry into the space of personal immediacy, differs from
the eternity of God as much as human nature differs from
the divine nature: when we were discussing the efernity of
God, we were referring to the conceptually unapproachable
mystery of the fullness of the personal communion of the
three divine persons within the unity of the one indivisible
nature. This communion, which does not presuppose a self-
transcendence of individual existences, is as unknowable to
us as the divine nature itself. Our reference to the eternity
of God is only relative, on the basis of the experience of the
“eternity” of the liturgical time of ecclesial communion.




PART THREE

The “Semantics” of Personal Disclosure




Chapter One

The Logos as Disclosure of the Person

§56  The logos as “declaration » and the logos as “logic”

The primary sense of logos is derived from legé. It means
collection (syl-logé), gathering, assembly. Homer says:
“Let us gather up (legémen) the bones of Patroclus, son
of Menoetias.” Originally legé meant I assemble, I bring
together partial elements or attributes into the unity which
is indispensable for that which exists to become manifest.
Philo of Alexandria’s later interpretation reflects this origi-
nal meaning: “seeing that the /ogos of being is the bond be-
tween all things, as it is said, and holds all the parts together
and constrains them, preventing them from disintegrating
and falling apart.”? Logos is identified with the presupposed
original unity of being, with the initial potentiality for the
unitary character of the universality of being to be revealed,
that is, with that which being is when regarded as a “whole”
or as “essence” (ousia). “The essence is one, the logos of
the essence is one, and the name is one,” Plato says.> And
he adds that the unicity of the Jogos of the essence preserves
the unisimilar character of being: “the essence of which we
define the logos of being is the same.” Which means that
the logos of being is identified with the essence of being. It
refers to that which being fundamentally 7s, as a given uni-
versal unity. That is to say, it precedes the determination of
properties and attributes (the predicates of being).

159
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‘ Th§ relationship between the logos and the ousia of be-
ing is analyzed systematically by Aristotle. In Aristotle’s
language the partial elements of the unity of being as uwi-
versal ‘(matter, form and “in a third sense the compound of
these™ — “the compound of both taken universally”®) like the
prop.erties of being as a whole — the synthetic totality of the
predicates of being (“a certain quality or quantity of some
such other predicate asserted of it””) allow the possibility
of “speaking [of being] in many ways,” § yet “all referring
to one principle” — always with reference to the original
unity of being, to the essence or nature of being. When we
say thg tree is woody (quality), the tree is tall (quantity), the
t'ree z'; in the forest (place), the tree is ancient (time), the tree
is fruit-bearing (energy), etc., we define this one being “in
many senses,” the being which is the tree. But we presup-
pose the single definition of its essence or substance: this is a
tree — the initial unity of this being, the unicity of its essence
(“the essence of each thing is one™'’ — “and unity is nothing
apart from being”"). The logos of being precedes the predi-
cates, that is, the properties of being as a whole. Hence it is
me}nlfested as a presupposition for understanding the units of
being: “It is said to be one ... when the Jogos of what it is is
one and the same.”'? And this unity has a universal character.
‘It refgrs to all the partial existent units of being, to whatever
‘is said to be one” — it is always a logos of the “universal”
(“the {ogos is of the universal”??), it is “the logos in respect of
the thing.”" The logos of being refers fo something; it is not
‘the loggs about something. It concerns the initial question:
“Whgt is it and what is this?”'"> that is to say, in its essence.
_‘Wh-lle ‘being’ has all these senses, obviously that which
is primarily is the ‘what,” which indicates the substance of
the ’['hing.”16 The identification of logos with the power of
manifesting the essence or substance of being immediately
§hows the character of logos as declaration. Not every logos
is declaratory.'” But the declaration — the presupposition that
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being should be manifested in its essence — is always logos."®
The logos is declaratory when it refers to essence (pros t),"
when it tells us that something is or is not, exists or does not
exist, when it is disclosed (rises into truth) or is hidden.*
The activity of disclosing, that is, the function of the /ogos
which discloses the essence of being, or allows it to appear,
presupposes the gathering (syl-logé) and assembling of the
partial elements and predicates of the universal entire unity
of being. But it also presupposes the exclusion of other ele-
ments and predicates which do not belong to this unity. We
are thus led to the sense of logos as definition, that is, as a
boundary of the distinguishing presuppositions of the unity
of every being’s essence. Logos, which is declaratory of es-
sence, defines, that is, circumscribes and distinguishes, the
elements which “signify” the uniqueness and unity of the
essence. It separates and differentiates these elements from
other elements which “signify” other essences. The defi-
nition refers to the unitary character of essence (“it is one
thing, the logos of which we call a definition™"), presup-
posing the differentiae which bring out the singular unique-
ness of the essence: “clearly the definition is the logos which
comprises the differentiae.”? And this unity always has a
universal character, referring either to the uniqueness of the
actual unity of being (“some man or some horse” — primary
substance, or individuals) or to all the partial actual units of
being, “all that are called one” (secondary substance).”

In both cases the logos of the distinguishing differentiae
subsists in the unisimilar logos of the “universal,” which is
declaratory of the essence. The definition defines the unity of
the cssence as Jogos “from the differentiae”: “the last differ-
entia will be the substance of the thing and its definition.”
Thus the energy of disclosure, the declaratory logos, reveals
not only the unity of being as “universal,” but also the mode
of this unity: it preserves both the logos of the distinguishing
differentiae, which define the universal unity of substance,
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and the Jogoi of the incomplete “parts” or elements which
make up the order of the unitary universality of substance:
“the /ogos of the parts must be present in the logos of the
whole”? — “the logos of what the essence is contains the
parts of the thing defined.”?* Consequently, the logos as defi-
nlt}on corresponds not only to the “semantics” of the unitary
universality of the essence, but also to the disclosure of the
que of the combination of the incomplete “parts” or distin-
guishing differentiae which manifest the unitary universality
of the essence — the logos corresponds to the mode or the how
of the existence of essences. Therefore so long as beings are
disclosed with the logos, they are also disclosed according
to their logos. The mode of their disclosure is determined by
the Jogos that is declaratory of their essence. It is a logical
mo.de, referring to a harmonious and ordered (with an etio-
lqglcal harmony and order) combination of distinguishing
differentiae and incomplete “parts” which manifest the unity
of the universal essence — that which being is: “order is ev-
ery logos,”” “that which for the sake of which it is is in the
logos.”*® Thus we arrive at the meaning of logos as logical,
organic and etiological series and order.
. But the mode by which essence is, the unitary universal-
lty e'md uniqueness of the essence, constitutes its form, its
dissimilar shape. Consequently definition, as a declaratory
logos (a logos which discloses the unitary and unique char-
acter of the essence) refers to the form and is productive of
it: “for definition is of the universal and of the form.” And
the? distinguishing differentia, which manifests the unitary
uniqueness of the essence, is a “differentia productive of
form” (eidopoios diaphora): “for the logos that comes from
the differentiae belongs to the form™*° — “for every differentia
productive of form along with the genus makes a species.”!
But the. form (or species) can only be “signified.” That is
to say, it can only be connected with the experience of its
uniqueness, which is why logos as definition is a “sign” of
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the uniqueness of the essence: “the logos, of which the name
is a sign, becomes a definition.””® The same name, as an ut-
tered expression, has no meaning when it is not a “sign.”
that is, a symbol — when it does not “symbolize” (in the
ctymological sense “put together,” “unify”) the incomplete
experience, of the form which each of us possesses sepa-
rately, with a view to signifying” being, that is, to defining
it: “no name is a name naturally, but only when it becomes a
symbol.”* The signified form names the things: “the species
gives names to the individuals that belong to it.”** The logos,
consequently, both as declaration and as logic, is identified
with the potentiality of disclosure of essence only when it
functions significantly and symbolically, that is, only when
it presupposes the experience of the form and refers to this
experience. Here we could add that experience of the form
also presupposes and discloses the pre-conceptual relation
of humanity with the “personal” uniqueness and dissimilar-
ity of beings, and consequently the /ogos, as declaration and
as logic, presupposes and discloses the personal relation of
humanity with the things that are, since relation is the neces-
sary and sufficient presupposition of the experience of the

form “signified” by the logos.

§57 Logosas “mode” of the person’s ecstatic reference

We saw earlier that the rising up of beings from oblivion
into truth presupposes a “horizon” (a possibility of disclo-
sure) which is the existential reality of the person. We could
say now that it also presupposes a mode or means of dis-
closure (not only the where but also the how of disclosure)
which is the logos. Beings become true, are disclosed in
the “horizon” of the person, as Jogos. Their declaratory and
logical disclosure has been discussed above, with the help
of Aristotle’s analysis, as a semantic and symbolic function
of the logos, that is, as reference to the unitary uniqueness
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of the universal unity of being — to the form (eidos). And we
went on to say that the semantics of the form presuppose the
experience of the form and refer to it, with the result that
thgy refer to the primary potentiality of the person’s relation
.w1th beings, which is a relation of the disclosure of beings
in the “horizon” of the person. The logos is identified with
the mode or the how of the disclosure, so that the distinction
of the mode of disclosure from the horizon of disclosure is
more a conceptual distinction than a real possibility: what
we call a “horizon” of disclosure, before being a specific
where, a specific “place” of either reflective or conceptual
kno?vledge, is a dynamic how of ecstatic reference, an exis-
tential fact of pre-reflective relation, which constitutes the
necessary and sufficient presupposition for the disclosure
and truth of beings. But if we keep the distinction between
the mf)de and the horizon of disclosure for the sake of sys-
tema.uc (if conventional) exposition, we can express it more
specifically as follows: the dynamic-ecstatic referentiality
of ths: person constitutes as a potentiality the “horizon” of
the disclosure of beings, and as a result or consequence the
trutb Qf beings, the cohesive unification of the elements of
ontic individuality as declaration, as a declaratory definition
o.f the essence of being. In both cases — as potentiality for
disclosure — the ecstatic reference of the person is realized as
logos and constitutes Jogos. In the first case, the potentiality
for the disclosure of beings in the “horizon” of the person is
constituted as a readiness for /logos, a potentiality for “logi-
cgl” reception of the logos of things, a presupposition for
dialogue (dia-logos), that is, for relation. In the second case
the_ result of the person’s ecstatic reference, the disclosure 015c
be.mgg, that is, their truth, is also /ogos, a “semantic” deter-
mlnatu?n of pre-reflective experience of the form, that is, of
huma%nt'y ’s personal relation with the “personal” uniqueness
al‘ld dissimilarity of beings. Here we might add that as a in-
vitatory operation of interpersonal relation (speech, written

The Logos as Disclosure of the Person 165

and emblematic representation, facial expression, gesture,
work of art, manifestation of love) the person’s ecstatic ref-
erence is again logos. We can therefore conclude that the
personal in its ecstatic reference is always /ogos.

§58  Logos as “signifier” of personal relation

Logos, consequently, is the mode of the person’s universal-
ecstatic reference. That is to say, it is an existential fact, the
fact of relation, the ontological transcendence of ontic indi-
viduality, the dynamic denial of individual self-sufficiency —
the supreme disclosure of the person. The conception of the
logos of beings, the disclosure of their essence, proves to be
a fact much broader than the reflective-conceptual function
of connecting objects with the conventional “signs” of the
common linguistic idiom. Knowledge of the logos of beings,
as universal experience of the personal truth of beings, ex-
perience of their disclosure in the “horizon” of the person,
is not exhausted in the coincidence of sense with the thing
thought, or in the “acoustic image” which conventionally in-
dicates this connection. It 1s not exhausted within the frame-
work of the automatic matching of names to objects, such
as is imposed by the need for daily communication.”® The
“logical” disclosure of beings in the “horizon” of the person
presupposes both the personal logos of beings as “things”
and the pre-reflective universal-ecstatic reference of the per-

son in this Jogos, its dynamic reception —and consequently a
relation of the person with the beings.

We can perhaps se€ a suggestion of this relation, which
nscends the simple intellectual

as universal experience tra
marking of objects, in Aristotle’s identification of sensory

perception with logos: “The sensory perception and the lo-
gos are the same.”¢ Aristotle refers specifically to the “con-
cord” of an external stimulus with the experience of its sen-
sory reception: “If voice is concord, and if the voice and
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the hearing of it are in one sense one and the same, and if
concord is a logos, hearing as well as what is heard must be
a logos.” The logos, as “concord” of the sensory experi-
ence with the external stimulus, represents in a very specific
G\Zvay ‘the function of the “logical” disclosure of beings in the

horlz.on” of the person. Aristotle does not oppose sensory
experience to the epistemic powers of the soul. On the con-
trary, “thinking and understanding are regarded as akin to
a form of perceiving (for in the one as well as the other the
soul.d1scriminates and is cognizant of something which is)
and lr}d.eed the ancients go so far as to identify thinking and
perceiving.”*® We could say that both the sensory experience
and the mental capacity constitute phases or manifestations
of the universal-ecstatic reference of the person, which is
ilways “logical,” just as the external stimulus is also always
.loglcal,” that is, the form (eidos) of beings or language as
mj_‘ormaz‘ive (eidopoios) marking of beings. In the context of
this thepry “the language of the soul’s epistemic activity is
symbohg” — “for the logos is the activity and the disclosure
pf the mind,” as Maximus the Confessor very concisely puts
it.* The epistemic activity of the soul or mind is here simul-
taneously expressions of it which refer to the ecstatic refer-
ence of the person, which is always “logical.”

.In other words, the logos, as a function of disclosing, sig-
nifies ‘the existentially universal (not merely the mental or
cons.cnous) fact of personal cognition, the experience of hu-
manity’s “logical” reception of the logos of “things,” that is
?he fact of humanity’s relation with the world. Hence logo.;
is a.ISO Sieﬁned as the supreme personal power, as the power
wh1c}.1 is fundamental to the person and the source of ev-
gryth}ng .else. “While there are some wild animals in which
1mag1nrf1t10n is found, there is no logos,” observes Aristotle.*
_Log(.Js is the differentia that distinguishes humanity from
irrational (a-logé) nature, the differential of the personal
power of ecstatic reference and universal relation with be-
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ings. It is this relation that defines the truth of beings, their
rising up from oblivion (non-relation). Before being objec-
tified conventionally in the realm of the automatic function-
ing of daily necessity (before language is “devalued” and
transformed from a symbol “of the soul’s epistemic activity”
to a conventional sign of daily utility for facilitating human
co-existence), this definition of heings in terms of the opera-
tion of disclosure has a unique experiential character which
is dissimilar and unrepeatable, since the universal relation of
every person with beings or other persons is unique, dissimi-
lar and unrepeatable. What we call the Jogos of being is the
affirmation of the essence (ousia) of being as presence ( par-
ousia), as reference, in the “horizon” of personal uniqueness
and dissimilarity.
We arrive consequently at an interpretation of /ogos, which
we can “define” as a person’s power to reveal and express the
uniqueness and dissimilarity of its ecstatic reference and its
universal relation with beings or other persons. Before being
objectified as a conventional “naming” of being, logos" is
a personal disclosure, the revelation of a unique, dissimilar
and unrepeatable relation. Every partial mode or phase in
the disclosure and expression of this relation, every mode of
utterance (speech, written word, facial expression, gesture,
work of art, manifestation of love), before being a definition
declaratory of the essence of being is a Jogos-definition of
the person, a disclosure of personal uniqueness and dissimi-

larity.
8§59  The “logic” of aesthetic experience

It should be clear from the above that the primary meaning
of logic is not the putting together of a hermeneutic and de-
terminative structure in accordance with a certain objective
agreed order and set of rules, but the personal power of the
reception and cognition of the logos of “things,” the encoun-
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ter and coordination of the human /ogos with the world’s
logos.. On the basis of an objectively and conventionall
established “logicality” (ratio, raison, Venunft), this pex?,
sona} coordination can only be expressed as indeterminac )
or disorder and asymmetry. The logical structure of a phg:
nomenon implies not the objective cogency of a systematic
1ptellecmal polishing and reflective interpretation or defini-
‘.uve classification, but the witness or disclosure of human-
1t¥’s personal coordination with the world’s logos. And this
w1tpess or disclosure may be expressed either in intellectual
or in sensory categories. It may be manifested by speech
writing, facial expression, gesture, a work of art, or a dem:
onstration of love.
“Logos"s decline to the impersonal conventionality of the
semaqtlcs” of objects (its becoming autonomous and its
subjection to the usefulness of the “naming” of objects, or
the df:tachment of logos from the existential fact of relatio,n)
that is, neutralized speech (language*), and the restrictior::
of 10g1.c to the power of constructing objectively compelling
syllogisms,” has restricted the function of disclosure — the
character of logos as the manifestation of personal unique-
ness — to a very few areas of life, perhaps chiefly to the ex-
pression of love and artistic activity. A work of art always
remains the Jogos of a person, the “logical” disclosure of a
person, the “sign” of the artist’s personal coordination with
the personal logos of the object which he undertakes to rep-
resent. Artistic activity defines the facts, and reveals their
tm.zth. That is to say, it restores their personal reference. And
this definition of the facts, in the case of a work of art, is a
personal /ogos, a unique, dissimilar and unrepeatableawit-
ness to the personal discovery and reception of the /ogos of
the fa,cts. I.t is a witness to and disclosure of a person. Van
Gogh s painting of a pair of old country boots defines these
boc?ts in an unrepeatable way. It reveals their unique truth,**
their emergence into the space of the artist’s existential e;i-
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perience — into the “horizon” of his personal cognition — and
their representation becomes a personal /ogos, a disclosure
of the very person of van Gogh. When we stand in front of
the painting, we say: this is van Gogh.
Here we might add that the evaluation of a work of art
refers to the degree in which the artist’s logos has repre-
sented the uniqueness of his or her personal relation with
the object of the work. It refers to the degree in which the
artist’s interpretation transcends the impersonal and con-
ventional versions of objects. The revelation of the artist’s
personal relation with the object of the work “draws up”
the object from its impersonal neutrality, inviting the be-
holder (or reader, or listener) of the work of art to an equally
personal participation in the personal uniqueness of the ob-
ject. Accordingly, a work of art is always a symbol, for it
brings together (sym-ballei) the partial experiences of per-
sonal participation in the personal uniqueness of the object.
The artistic expression or disclosure of the artist’s personal
encounter with the personal logos of the object (which is
always a logos of beauty, not of concepts) opens up a new
path. It calls forth and brings together our partial personal
participations in this logos — it coordinates and reunites the
presence of beings with the “horizon” of their truth, which
is the human person, manifesting the dynamic universality
of the one personal relation. And being a symbol, a work of
art is also an allegory, in the ancient meaning of the world.
It manifests the logos of the object as a witness 10 the person

who has received this /ogos. The object of the work of art

refers to a reality which is other than its conventional ontic
gical sense that it

version: it “allegorizes,” in the etymolo
says something other.s Thus the logos of art is more univer-
he more personal it is, the more it succeeds
power which is personal rela-
| uniqueness and dissimilarity
personal “horizon” of

sally immediate t
in expressing the universal
tion, the power of the persona
of the object to be disclosed in the
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dlsclqsure. It is precisely because the person “contains” and
recapitulates universal human nature — because the person is
the ecstatic power of nature and nature is the content of the
person — that the Jogos of art is more universal and more ad-
Tmttmg of common epistemic experience when it succeeds
in expressing personal ecstasy, that is, when it transcends
the cy.cpression of merely individual experiences (individual
emotions or inspirations).

In. other words, artistic expression is a “moral”-erotic
achievement that transcends individuality, or the dividing
up of nature into discreet items. It is an achievement that as-
cends to the universality of a personal relationship with the
wqr]d. The transcendence of individuality is attained by the
artist’s submitting to the internal “laws” which govern the
“coherence” of the logoi of physical reality — a “coherence”
of' the logoi of physical reality — a “coherence” which con-
st{tutes the onticity of beings.* This submission endows art
with the potentiality for an essential “asceticism,” makes it a
yvay of restoring the person to its existential authenticity, and
identifies artistic creation with the experience of the world’s
personal dimension, with the personal discovery and mani-
festation of the personal logos of things. Hence when artists
seek not simply to give a perfect impression in their per-
sonal rendering, but to convey the truth about life — even if
they do not succeed in experiencing or expressing any more
than humanity’s existential failure — when they approach
the ﬁ'f)ntiers of personal creative expression, they always
experience something of humanity’s bliss before the Fall.
Revealed behind every work of art is the abyss of the mys-
tery of the person and of the world beyond any conventional
{‘epresentational rendering. In the degree in which the person
is the nearest and the farthest, it is at the same time also the
inexpressible. Art is the /ogos of this inexpressibility.

B B
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§60  Natural energies as the logos of personal otherness

We are now in a position to say that the logos constitutes a
disclosure of the person through the natural energies, as we
have defined them in an earlier chapter, as nature’s univer-
sal power to reveal the personal mode of its existence. We
know nature only as the content of the person. That is, we
know only the mode by which nature is, and this knowledge
becomes accessible to us through nature’s energies, which
reveal to us the logos of personal otherness. Speech, the writ-
ten word, facial expression, gesture, the production of art, the
manifestation of love are energies-potentialities of universal
nature of such a kind which disclose the logos of personal
otherness. The person in its ecstatic reference is always logos
and this Jogos is the disclosure of nature’s energies which
always reveal the personal otherness.

Within the context of this ontological approach to logos we
can reappraise the reality of the world’s logos, we can look
at the world as the logos-disclosure of a personal creative
energy. Approaching beings as “things” refers the logoi of
beings to the energies or 10 the “acts of will” of a creator

person. In the words of Maximus the Confessor:

Since the logoi of beings, having been prepared in God be-
fore the ages, as he himself knows, are invisible, and are
customarily also called good desires by the saints, they
are observed by being apprehended mentally from created
things. For all of God’s creatures, when contemplated in-

tellectually by us in accordance with nature and necessary

knowledge, secretly reveal to us the logoi by which they
manifest the divine

have been brought into being. And they 1

purpose which is in every creature just as the heavens tell
of the glory of God and the firmament proclaims the work
of his hands. There is an eternal power and divinity that is
the providence that embraces beings and the energy that
in accordance with it deifies what has been providentially

conceived of 77
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The entire reality of nature is “logical” in the degree in
which the logoi of beings are not exhausted in themselves,
but disclose the personal energies and “acts of will” of God,
composing a symphony of logoi, “in which this whole and
the parts of the whole naturally appear to and do contain the
whole of their cause shining with a brilliant radiance.” The
“logical” structure of the world, the cosmic symphony or
operation of the logoi of ontic reality, adumbrates the unity
of the existential principle of beings, the person of the God-
Logos as he is revealed through the encrgies of the divine
essence.”

Consequently the power of knowing God through the wit-
ness borne by the world does not refer the logos of the world
to an impersonal causal principle. It refers the logos, as the
power of personal disclosure, to God himself. And this is
not a reference of the particular to the general, of the rela-
tive to the absolute, since in the realm of personal disclo-
sure there are no quantitative categories. The reception of
the logos of beings signifies the experience of a personal
relation. Tt reveals the world’s logos as the second term of
this dialogue-like relation, which can be experienced only as
personal communion, a communion of ecstatic-loving reci-
procity. Within the context of this experience of communion,
the “logical” existence of humanity and the “logical” struc-
ture and unity of the world reveal their “in the beginning”
existential presupposition, the person of the God Logos: “In
the beginning was the Logos, and the Logos was with God,
and the Logos was God. He was in the beginning with God;
all things were made through him, and without him was not
anything made that was made” (John 1:1-3).

Chapter Two

The Image as “Signifier” of
Non-conventional Logos

§61  Phenomenological ontology as a presupposition of
conventional semiology

If we take as our starting-point for the problem of knowl-
edge the etymological meaning of the Greek word for
“truth,” a-léthia, which is truth as disclosure, as rising up
from oblivion (/éthé), our definition of the *“horizon” of dis-
closure defines the problem of knowledge, and becomes the
basis for the construction of an epistemology. If the truth of
beings, their rising up from oblivion, both defines and pre-
supposes an objective “horizon” of disclosure — the horizon
of time in Heidegger’s ontological approach — epistemology
is necessarily phenomenological. Knowledge is exhausted
in the phenomenal, temporal rising up from oblivion, in the
distinguishing of presence from absence, in the disclosure,
that is to say, of our epistemological distance from the es-
sence. Knowledge is not the raising up of the phenomenal
to the universal “idea,” or to the mental conception of its es-
sence. It is the awareness of disclosure as the mode by which
what is is, the understanding of disclosure as determinative
of time, which is the only horizon in which that which is
comes into the light, or is disclosed.

The disclosure of distance from the essence, which is the
knowledge of beings as phenomena, ends up as being ex-
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perience of the distance between humanity and the inacces-
sible essence of objective beings. Humanity understands the
mode by which beings are — the truth of beings as disclosure
and disclosure as temporality — but the understanding of the
disclosure, or awareness of time, as an exclusively human
potentiality is only the necessary and sufficient condition for
the phenomenicity of phenomena. It does not annul the self-
hiddeness of the essence, the distance between humanity and
the veiled essence of beings.!

Our distance from beings, which defines objects, is il-
luminated by the logos. The logos bridges the void be-
tween the subjectivity of knowledge (“die Subjektivitét
des Erkennens,” as Husserl puts it*) and the objectivity of
the semantic content of knowledge (“die Objektivitit des
Erkenntnisinhaltes”). Knowledge is always experience or
awareness of a disclosure, but a disclosure of a particular
thing. Knowledge always has some semantic content. Thus
it finds in the logos the schematic-objective expression of
its semantic content, with the result that its pragmatic use,
the delivery of practical consequences through necessarily
conventional forms, then becomes possible.

Consequently, although it is dependent on the awareness of
distance from essence, on truth as temporal phenomenicity,
the epistemology that emerges from a phenomenological un-
derstanding of ontology inevitably objectifies the knowledge
of “essences” in the space of the “semantics” of objects. The
objectivity of the content of knowledge is shaped by the /o-
gos as concept, as what is signified (“'signifi€”), so that the
signifier (“significant”) might be expressed — through the
acoustic image (“image acoustique™) — linguistically.” Thus
the boundaries of knowledge are transposed to the bound-
aries of language. Nothing is differentiated, no knowledge
is determined, before it is expressed linguistically. The con-
ceiving of the concept (“concept-signifié¢”)* is possible only
through its conjunction with the acoustic image (“signifi-
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cant”) — we think in acoustic images even when we do not
express our thoughts aloud.?

The acoustic image shapes, or defines and exhausts, the
semantic content of knowledge. It becomes the “sign,i’6 the
schematic expression of the concept, which now 1ose§ 1_ts re-
lationship with the existential experience of the relativity of
knowledge in respect of the self-hiddenness of the; essence.
Knowledge is necessarily relative, since not only is the sig-
nifier arbitrary in its conjunction with the signified,’ but the
signified itself is only phenomenal — “it stands apart from_the
essence.” The relativity of knowledge nevertheless establish-
es an absolute affirmation of linguistic expression as means
of cognition, that is to say, a linguistic positivism, which is
to confine knowledge within the boundaries of language.®
We know reality only in its logical form and structure, tk_mt
is to say, only in respect of the possibilij[y it 'of.fer‘s us to sig-
nify it with the signs of our common linguistic Id!om. The
common element which binds language to reality is logical
form and structure as reflected in language. Consquently,
we know only what can be expressed or reflected within 1.an-
guage, only what has meaning, what corresponds to logical
form and structure. Thus truth cannot be expressed except
by rules of “linguistic logic.” It must depenc‘l on the.ru’l,es of
linguistic logic, even if this logic is mere}y ‘ semzjmtlc, ora
conventional knowledge useful only for its practical conse-
quences. . o o

Saussure’s basic thesis, that the linking of signifier to signi-
fied is absolutely arbitrary, reveals the exclusively relative
and conventional character of linguistic logic. The truth of
the statement “a tree is a plant” and the falsity of the st'ate-
ment “a tree is a mammal” depend totally on the convintlon—
al arbitrary designations of the names “plant”. and. mam-
mal.” And yet this relative and conventional !m%ulstlc ex-
pression and logic is the “vague” and “imprcicnse _c?:nmon
daily language which we use to create the “precise” sym-
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bolic language of scientific positivism.'” No knowledge can
be expressed apart from the conventional linguistic idiom of
a human group.!

§62  The ontology of the personal “mode of existence” as a
presupposition for knowledge as a universal relation

_If we now accept the human person as the “horizon” of the
disclosure of beings (their rising up from oblivion to truth),
knowledge becomes the experience of the disclosure within
the context of the person’s relation to objective beings. Our
understanding of the existential and cognitive fact of rela-
tion depends on ontological presuppositions necessarily dif-
ferent from those relating to phenomenology. There is one
common presupposition, the denial that essence can be de-
fined in ontic categories, or the denial of the identification
of essence with the idea or concept of being a “universal.”
Consequently, in neither case is knowledge the disclosure of
essence. The essence remains inaccessible not only on the
phenomenological but also on the personal cognitive level.
Beyond this common presupposition, however, our approach
to the problem of essence is radically different.

In an earlier chapter'? I gave a brief description of the void
which a phenomenological approach to the problem of es-
sence leaves in ontology as such. This void permits both
Western apophaticism’s absolutized mysticism of essence
and the conventional intentionality of a “semiological” epis-
temology. Against the phenomenological approach to the
problem of essence I have proposed here a distinction of es-
sence from persons, and also a distinction of essence from
the essence’s energies, which are always personal. These two
distinctions respond to the question concerning the mode by
which that which exists is: the essence, or Being, “conceals
itself”” in the mode by which whatever is is, and this mode is
the persons (the bearers of the energies of the essence), and
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the “things” or “acts”'* of the persons (the results of the es-
sence’s encrgies), which are always personal.

Consequently, the “self-hiddenness” of essence does not
imply here an arbitrary mystification of essence, leading
inevitably to a nihilistic interpretation of it. The “self-hid-
denness” means that essence is never identified with ontic
individuality, or with conceptual definitions, or with the phe-
nomenological version of oblivion-truth. Essence can only
be known within the context of the existential fact, the mode
of existence, and this knowledge constitutes a possibility of
potentiality, not the delineation of a given objectivity.

The ontological problem is summarized exhaustively in the
reality of the person (a reality never circumscribable linguis-
tically), which is the only possible way in which essence is
disclosed, essence’s mode of existence. The reality of beings,
their mode of being, is not bound up with our understanding
of ontic individuality. It is not exhausted by objective tem-
poral phenomenicity and our intellectual conception of non-
phenomenicity, of oblivion or nothingness. Objective beings
are forms of energy, and in this assertion the ontological views
of the Eastern Church Fathers on the “logical” character of
the simple qualities of matter resemble the ideas of modern
microphysics.' The ontological problem is transposed from
the realm of the phenomenicity of ontic individualities, or
the conventional “semantics” of meaning and the contents
of consciousness, to the realm of personal existence, 10 that
dynamic and universal fact of relation which is the person as
ecstatic existence, or the result of personal energy as invita-
tion to personal communion. It is the personal relation that
constitutes the dynamic realization of an authentic mode of
existence. And it can be known only as a fact of living ex-
perience. No intellectual definition can exhaust the mode by
which that which is is, that is, essence (Being) as personal
existence and personal energy. The fact of relation alone
constitutes a universal existential and cognitive potentiality,
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the_: fullness of existence and knowledge. Being (the mode of
existence) “is hidden™ not because it is indeterminate or dif-
ficult of intellectual access, but because it is the existential
and cognitive content of a dynamic-moral attainment of free-
dom, an ascent to an authentic (or natural) mode of existence.
The dynamic self-transcendence of ontic individuality (the
tr'agscendence of the splitting up of nature into separate in-
dividuals and of existence into partial functions or potenti-
alities), the ascent to the ecstatic unity of nature, or to the
dynamic universality of the person, which is realized within
the context of loving self-offering and relation, is a moral
achievement. It is a dynamic-personal expression of exis-

tence, not an ontic one. It is an experiential expression, which

means one that is morally accessible. The personal unity of
existence and knowledge is realized dynamically as a unity

Qf mind and heart, of logos and praxis, of morality and be-

ing, a unity which transforms the whole of existence into a

cognitive instrument, ensuring the universal immediacy and

experiential certitude of “true knowledge.”

§63  The unity of knowledge as a fact of universal relation

This ontological theory remains within the bounds of ex-
periential reality — without recourse to a priori principles —
even though it represents an experiential potentiality rather
than an objective certainty. The space of Being is covered
by the personal presence of God and the personal presence
of humankind. It is identified with the dynamic fact of this
personal relation. In phenomenological terms we could say
Fhat the *horizon™ of disclosure (the true person) and the be-
ings that are disclosed (the things accomplished by the divine
energy) are the two terms of the relation within which the on-
tol'ogical problem is summarized. Whatever is — the reality of
belqgs and the whole of what happens within the bounds of
reality — is situated within the single fact of the personal re-
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Jationship between God and humankind. Beings are “things”
or products ( pragmata-pepragmend) of the divine energy,
which reveal the divine personal presence, and constitute
forms and structures of beauty, that is, a world or cosmas, a
complete adornment (cosméma), of God’s erotic invitation
to a personal relationship with humankind. And the entire
process of cosmic and historical becoming is the positive im-
petus of acceptance, or the converse movement of rejection,
of this personal invitation to communion between the created
and the uncreated — the existential fact of personal freedom
in its pragmatic and cosmic dimensions.

Mode of being is thus not an escape from the problem of
essence. It leaves no room for a mysticism of essence, which
interprets the self-hiddenness of essence both as ontic-tem-
poral disclosure and as the purely notional conception of
non-disclosure, that is, of oblivion or nothingness. The mode
of being summarizes the ontological problem exhaustively
in the existential fact of personal relation, which is a uni-
versal experiential possibility, not a conventionally signified
phenomenicity.

The possibility of personal relation refers to the primary
“definition” of a human being, to that which a human being
fundamentally is: a possibility of erotic self-transcendence
and loving communion. And possibility also implies the ad-
missibility of non-self-transcendence, an individualistic im-
prisonment in the subjective contemplation of the phenom-
enicity of the phenomena of an irrational world. In the latter
case, the truth of beings is an intellectual conception and
conventional description of their rising up from oblivion or
nothingness, and knowledge is a “semiological” set of con-
ventions. In the first case, truth is an erotic wonder, a rev-
clation of the world’s personal dimensions, and knowledge
is a dynamic-moral fact, a bodily and spiritual attainment
of ascetic self-denial and loving self-offering. Knowledge
of the world is possible only within the context of human-
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ity’s dynamic-personal relation with God. We know beings
not through a conventional description which identifies the
object with the concept or uses the concept to define tem-
poral phenomenicity, so as to make it available for practical
use through its acoustic image. We know beings as dynamic
disclosures of God’s personal energy, as the logos of this en-
ergy or as an invitation to a personal-erotic relationship with
him. And the knowledge of the invitation itself is already
an erotic participation in the relation. It is eros as a unique
mode of existence. It is the unity of the fullness of existence
and knowledge.

§64  Logos and language — language and morality

Knowledge, as a personal relation, is necessarily expressed
by the logos, but the logos is not restricted to the combining
of the semantic content of subjective understanding with the
linguistic expression that has been established by the com-
mon conventional idiom. The logos possesses wider margins
of possibility for the disclosure of personal relationship and
the realization of personal knowledge that are ignored by
both phenomenology and linguistic neopositivism. In the
context of the reduction of the person to an objectified indi-
viduality, to its alienation as a social or psychological unit,
these two schools of thought complement each other very
well. But they do not arrive at the conclusions imposed by
the erotic logos, the logos of art, the logos within the words
and beyond the words,' the immediacy of the logos of hu-
manity’s bodily expression.®

The common linguistic idiom of a human group is a means
or instrument which serves the expression or disclosure of
the personal logos of every specific person. It can therefore
be the bearer of cognitive “surprise” beyond any pre-existing
subjective knowledge. We can isolate words as the “acoustic
images” and conventional “signs” of common communica-
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tion, but this isolation of words and study of their conven-
tional character, the technique or “mechanism” of language'’
and its presentation as “phonetic matter” which organizes
thought,'® is inadequate for interpreting the working of lan-
guage, which always discloses the personal Jogos within
and beyond the words. The separation of language from the
personal uniqueness and dissimilarity of the personal logos
is an arbitrary intellectual act. Language, separated from its
personal bearer, is not the complete fact of humanity’s lin-
guistic expression, the fact of life, which is the relation and
communion of human beings through language — just as the
cadaver on the dissecting table is not the complete fact of hu-
man existence. Even an utterly conventional and artificially
constructed linguistic register that functions purely as a code
for practical communication does not cease 10 be life, that
is, the logos-disclosure of an ethos of non-communication, a
denial of personal relation.

“The language of the soul’s cognitive energy is symbolic,”
says Maximus the Confessor.”” The soul’s “cognitive ener-
gy” is a personal power to receive the logos of “things” and
of other persons, and an ecstatic-logical power to disclose
the person to the external world within the coniext of the
relationship with “things” and other persons. This personal
“power”” is a personal energy, the disclosure of the unique,
dissimilar and unrepeatable mode by which every human be-
ing is. And language is the result of this personal energy (of
cognitive-logical energy, of the soul), a result inseparably
interwoven with its organic cause — language is symbolic:
it conjoins (sym-ballei) the soul’s cognitive energy with the
disclosure or result of such energy.

Under no circumstances can language be separated from
the person who speaks it. Tt cannot cease being the logos of
a specific human being, a disclosure of his or her uniqueness
and dissimilarity. And if we describe as human morality the
measure of the differences or dynamic grades between a per-
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sonal-loving relation and an egocentric self-sufficiency (or
between a personal mode of existence “according to nature”
and an individualistic mode “contrary to nature”), language
is then one of the supreme disclosures of human morality.
When it is made subject to an egocentric individuality, lan-
guage becomes a conventional means or an instrument for
the satisfaction of individual needs, desires or demands. It
is restricted to the arbitrary intentionality of an interaction
serving individuals. The words do not refer to common ex-
perience. They are no longer bridges to communion but ma-
terial which people use to express themselves and buttress
themselves as individuals. That is why they often support
the sense which each person wants to give them. We speak
the same words and each of us understands what we want
to understand, not what will bring us into communion with
things and other people. Words like justice, love, freedom,
reverence, democracy, beauty and truth lose their symbolic
character. They cease to “signify” and coordinate personal
experience. They become variables veiling the most diverse
individual meanings.?® Linguistic neopositivism has sought
to restrict the arbitrariness, imprecision and polysemy of ev-
eryday language, proposing the putting together of strictly
logical systems for constructing or clarifying linguistic pro-
portions. That is to say it has proposed a rational reconstruc-
tion and refurbishment of everyday language.”' Naturally, a
l%nguistic approach of this kind aims simply at a more objec-
tive reinforcing of the conventional character of language. It
wants to construct a stricter convention which still ignores
the moral character of language — the identification of lan-
guage with life, with the mode of existence of the human
person. It aims at the subjection of life to language, not lan-
guage to the dynamics of life.

T'he‘ opposite linguistic morality to that expressed by a lin-
guistic “semantics” which has been made autonomous (or by
the subjection of language to the arbitrariness of individu-

4
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alistic egocentricity) is manifested in that use of language
which maintains and serves personal relationship. When we
speak of a use of language which serves personal relation-
ship, we should understand this as a dynamic-moral fact of
freedom: the ascetic subjection of the egocentricity of indi-
vidual existence to the common logos, to the “semantics” of
personal experience.”

This subjection of an arbitrary individualism allows the
logos of personal disclosure to be possible. It makes lan-
guage a personal potentiality and energy, a fact of cognitive
relation and communion. The common linguistic idiom then
functions as the disclosure (or consequence) of personal en-
ergy. Language serves the dialogue of personal relation. It
expresses, provokes and coordinates personal experience. It
is a dynamic invitation to communion and relation. Language
functions as an invitation to personal relation in the degree
to which it embodies personal energy, since the energy is
always invitatory to communion and relation and accessible
only within the context of the fact of relation. Language as
invitation represents a semantic expression of the fact of per-
sonal energy. It “signifies” — that is, it calls forth, ensures
and preserves — the existential power of relation. Of course,
language does not cease primarily to “signify” objects and
the reality of life. Nevertheless, its “semantic” character
may perhaps not be exhausted in the conventional mean-
ing of objects, in the linking of a commonly agreed acoustic
image with a specific phenomenorn, whether object or fact.
Language has the power to “signify” phenomena as facts of
personal energy, 10 disclose the personal fogos of “things”
and events, to encounter this logos, since it is itself a per-
sonal logos or energy, within the bounds of the existential
fact of relation® — and this power represents the authentic
function of language. The “semantics™ of language become
complete when language refers to, or rather, passes over 10,
the person — and we should understand this reference or pas-
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sage as a dual dynamic thrust: language shows the bearer of
the logos and what is signified by the /ogos as the two terms
of a personal relation.

8§65  The image as analogous knowledge

Within this context the Greek East understood the image as
a means for expressing the truth of persons and things, and
spoke an iconic language that signified the disclosure of the
person of God and the person of humankind. Image is the
signifier of personal relation, the “logical” disclosure of per-
sonal energy as invitation to communion and relation. This
means that as a cognitive category the image is not exhausted
Wl.thln its own terms. It does not represent a static signified
thing,” or substitute a reality or fact simply by an “example,”
but discloses a personal energy invitatory to communion and
relation, and preserves the character of knowledge as a fact
of dynamic relation.

The understanding of the image as a category of cognition
which was developed by the Christian Greek world differs
both from the ancient concept of the image and from the
modern use of the term in analytical philosophy.

The ancient Greek concept of the image relies on anal-
ogy (etymologically deriving from the verb eikd, “1 give
way to™) and means a likeness, a representation, an analo-
gous expression of the form. The image may be a material
rePresentation of real or imaginary objects, that is to say, a
painted or sculpted impression,* or it may be a reflection —
the phantom of an object in any mirror® — or it may even be
thg representation of facts and realities in the human mind.?¢
Finally, the image may be an allegory (allégoria), a sensible
form that speaks (agoreuei) of something other than itself,
referring symbolically to another reality or idea.*’ ,

The concept of the image is also analogical in modern an-
alytic philosophy — at least in Wittgenstein’s early work.?®
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Only here the analogical relation of the image to the reality
depicted is based on the analytical correspondence of logical
relations which link together simple objects both in reality
and in the image. For every fact we form a corresponding
image® — the image is analogous to a fact, that is, it is analo-
gous to a certain combination of objects® and to the mode
in which objects are combined, or to the structure and form
of the fact.?! The image has the logical form of depiction in
common with the thing depicted:* the combination of ob-
jects in the context of the depicted fact and the combination
of the elements of the image® by which the fact is depicted
have a common form and structure which is logical. The im-
age is a model of reality, which means that the Jogical form
and structure of the image is also the form by which we can
know reality, the mode by which we can reach out to it.*
Every image is at the same a logical image®® and only as a
logical image can it depict the world® (i.c., the totality of
the facts®). And since we know the facts (i.c., the world)
only by forming images, it follows that the only possibility
we have of cognitive access to the world is the logicality
which is identical to the possibility of depiction. The identi-
fication of logic with depictable form implies the identifica-
tion of image and meaning: what an image represents is its
sense.®® “ A state of affairs is thinkable’: what this means is
that we can picture it to ourselves.”™® The image is the mode
of knowledge-understanding. Thought constitutes the pos-
sibility of knowledge, because it is image: every thought is a
logical image of the facts.¥)

The Byzantine understanding of the image, or the possi-
bility of depiction, also presupposes an analogical relation
between depictable form and depicted reality. Only here the
analogy cannot be fully investigated in the correspondence
of the analytical-conceptual correlation of both the simple
objects of reality and the elements of the image. The /logos
of reality isnota measurable correlation of objects that con-
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stitutes a state of affairs, and the /ogos of the image is not
purely and simply a form of depiction, or rule of measure-
fnent,. that corresponds to the structure or correlation of ob-
jects in a particular state of affairs. The depiction lies notin a
correspondence of correlations (which leaves the question of
what the correlated things are unanswered) but in a relation
between Jogoi: in the relation between the logos of things
and the logos of human beings, in the capacity of the human
logos to encounter and disclose logically the logos of reality.
:{he. logos of reality is the logos of the things themselves as
things accomplished” ( pepragmena). It is a personal logos,
the logos of an event, that is to say, the logos of the personal
energy of God, the “accomplished” logos (pepragmenos
Zogqs), the logos-thing (logos-pragma). And the logos of
the image has to do with energy, not measurement. It is the
pfarsonal-logical reception of the logos of reality by human-
kind. It is the logical mode by which the /ogos of humankind
encounters and discloses the logos of “things.”*?
. Consequently the possibility of depiction is exhausted not
in l.ogigality as the bond and structure of the partial, but in
logicality as existential fact, as the possibility humanity has
of encountering and disclosing, by its own Jogos, the per-
sonal Jogos of objective “things.” “Through mental imaging
(logismos) the logos arrives at spiritual reality (fa logika),”
says Maximus the Confessor.”® If we accept mental imag-
ing as a “logical” expression of the “personal” particularity
of things, of their “personal” logos or beauty,* this is then
the mode by which the human logos encounters the logical
nature of things. “When anything is depicted, it is not the na-
ture but the hypostasis that is depicted,” declares Theodore
the Studite.** Apart from its importance as a fundamental
‘Fheological reference, this statement clearly indicates that the
image does not depict the very essence or nature of things.
It depicts their hypostasis, the mode by which the nature or
essence 7s. And this mode is always logical — the hypostasis
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is known only as the bearer and disclosure of the logoi of
nature, of its energies, which are always personal.
In this way the boundaries of knowledge are transposed to
the boundaries of personal-logical relation, to the mode of
“existence in accordance with logos.” Such existence cannot
be grasped in the measurable or formal structure or correla-
tion of what is partial. It is grasped only in their referential-
ity — by reference to the hypostasis itself of the partial, which
is a logos, a disclosure of the logoi-energies of the essence.
And the knowledge of partial logoi is always logical. 1t is the
fact of the “encounter” between two personal logoi, the fact
of personal relation. The problem of the knowledge of simple
objects, or even of essences, is transposed from the domain
of conceptual-conventional marking to the experience of the
energies of the essence, which are always personal, because
they are personal /ogoi. And since the energies of the essence
are personal-logical, they are always invitatory to relation.
They invite us 10 knowledge of the hypostasis, which only
becomes known through the energies of the essence. The se-
mantics of this knowledge is the image. The logos of the im-
age “signifies” an energy, an invitation, “whence it is called
‘beauty.” *¢ Consequently, the image is a language of beauty,
not of objectified concepts or correlations. In contrast to the
concept, which corresponds to an intellectual grasping of the
essence, and also in contrast to logical correlation as an objec-
tified structure which is also exhausted in the act of grasping
intellectually, the logical beauty of the Image presupposes
experiential participation, a universal existential response 10
the invitation to personal communion.

In other words, the Image, in the patristic view, represents
the semantics of a language of which the instrument is not
our partial and fragmentary capacity for intellection, but the
whole person in its existential integrity, in the unity of mind
and heart, logos and action, morality and being, in short, in

its whole human hypostasis.




188 Person and Eros

§66  The Greeks and “contemplation” (theoria)

. We might perhaps suppose that this understanding of the
image and its cognitive function as logical beauty has its his-
torical and experiential roots in ancient Greek art. There is,
of course, an analogy between the Byzantine icon and the
function of the image in Greek art, particularly the art of the
ﬁfth_ century B.C. In both Byzantium and classical Greece
the image manifests a dynamic-personal approach, a con-
scious view of things.*’” The Greek artist of the fifth century
B.C. did not aim at the faithful representation of a physical
original or its artificial reproduction. He aimed at the form
of representation which permitted an immediate vision of
t}}e logos or essence of the thing. Accordingly, he effected a
kind of subtraction of the individual and incidental features
of the object represented so as to ascend from the particular
to the universal aspects of logical harmony and coherence.
Thus “a work of art, an agalma, served as a measure of the
beauty of the physical original, not the reverse.”*® The work
of art is an agalma [an image rendering honor, from the verb
agallé, 1 “glorify” or “exalt”] because it offers us the joy and
exultation of a true contemplation of the world. It expresses
a vision of the object along with its logos, referring its sen-
sory aspects to their logical reality, which is more real than
their circumstantial impression: art offers us a mode of vi-
sion which interprets the world.

More generally, sight for the classical Greek was the
highest power of a relation which permitted participation
in the visible. It is the mode by which the logos of things
is “recorded” in our rational consciousness — in our mind
( phronéma).* Democritus in particular transfers this cogni-
tive function of sight to language, and sees words in terms
of mental vision — he calls the names of the gods “sound-
statues.”’ Language is made to function “through names as
it does through images.”
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The Platonic identification of knowledge (gndsis) with
contemplation (thedria), the vision of truth, does not dif-
fer very much from this epistemological understanding
of Democritus. We come to know sensory reality through
our bodily eyes and intellectual reality, which is real truth,
through the eyes of the soul. Our cognitive instrument is
sight, that is to say, the complete recapitulation of all our
cognitive and experiential powers in one immediate vision,
which is simultaneously participation in what is known —
sight does not objectify knowledge and what is known in
reflective syllogisms.®! Plato calls true philosophers “those
who are fond of contemplating the truth.”** They do not seek
the truth by relying on their own private opinion, which only
gencrates ignorance.” They try to see the truth by “the eye
of the soul” — “for only by this eye is the truth seen.”” The
unit of knowledge is the idea in its primordial etymological
sense (from idein, “to see”), as a consequence of the dynam-
ic-energetic vision of things.” The ascent to the Idea, that
is, to the dynamic vision of things, presupposes something
much more than simple observation. It presupposes the com-
plete experience of and participation in the beauty of what is
beheld. The knowledge of beauty is not a detached experi-
ence of only an intellectual or emotional character. On the
contrary, it presupposes the coordination of all our cognitive
and experiential powers, and this coordination is a dynamic-
existential movement towards the beauty of what is beheld,
an experiential-internal relationship with it, an eros towards
the beauty that is beheld. Sight is consequently a cognitive
instrument as the experiential starting-point of love, which
constitutes supreme knowledge. The “ascending steps” of
progress in knowledge are steps of erotic love. They depend
on the successive contemplation-vision of the beauty of bod-
ies, and occupations, and Jaws, and sciences, which leads to
erotic astonishment, to the unexpected vision of beauty in
itself, which is one and eternal, and in which the philosopher
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remains, “turned towards the open sea of beauty and con-
templating it.”¥’

The scope of this study precludes a systematic attempt to
demonstrate the priority of the universal-experiential vision
of truth in Aristotelian cognition theory — to demonstrate
the wrongness of the opposition which Western interpreters
have seen (from the period of the Scholastics to the pres-
ent day) between Platonic contemplation and Aristotelian
logic. I shall simply confine myself to a statement of the
view, without trying to prove it, that Platonic contemplation
as an epistemological approach finds in Aristotle its natural
continuity and development. Aristotelian logic presupposes
the right logos as the right definition and right structure of
concepts and syllogisms, but does not exhaust knowledge
in the definition and structure. Knowledge refers to “con-
templating logically.”*® It is the soul that encounters the
knowable concept — “when the soul becomes absorbed in
some concept”® — and the soul is the whole human being,5
which moves towards knowledge by “contemplating and
reflecting.”®! Learning by intellection structures, organizes
and combines pre-existing items of knowledge — “all teach-
ing and all intellectual learning come about from already ex-
isting knowledge.”® And the immediacy of cognitive expe-
rience always remains non-demonstrable — “understanding
in the case of immediates is always non-demonstrable”** —
just as there are aspects of knowledge which cannot be put
in words — “for there will often be Jogoi for which there is
no name.”® Finally, contemplation is “the most pleasant and
best” aspect of knowledge,® but it is also its metaphysical
goal. The meaning of human life lies in “the contemplation
of God,” in “contemplating and serving God.”*

§67  The language of images. A code for readers

With the comparative standard or help of the classical
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Greek understanding of contemplating (thedrein) and im-
aging (eikonizein) (which does not survive into the age of
Neoplatonism) we can now return to the Byzantine under-
standing of the image. As an initial definition of the differ-
ence between the two approaches we could say that again it
centers on the truth of the person, that fundamental presup-
position of patristic ontology. The Greek Fathers saw in the
language of images a language expressing the beauty of per-
sonal disclosure. They saw the beauty of the created world
as an image and logos of God,”’ as a consequence of the per-
sonal energies of the divine essence,” as a personal disclo-
sure of the God Logos.® And they identified knowledge of
God with the experience of the contemplation of the “noetic
beauty” of the Lord’s person.”

But how does language function as a cognitive instrument
when it borrows the mystagogic depths of the image in order
to facilitate the possibility of personal disclosure?

We could begin by saying that language functions icono-
logically when it attempts to preserve an interior /ogos by
transcending the autonomy of concepts, that is, when it does
not exhaust the signified in the established use of the sig-
nifier. This transcendence of the conventional character of
words is achieved mainly through an oppositional use of es-
tablished concepts, that is, through a scheme of linguistic-
conceptual contradictions which are nevertheless not logi-
cal contradictions as well. In the writings of the Byzantine
Church Fathers concepts often conflict with each other and
refute each other to make their transcendence possible, so
that through these conceptual contradictions the transcen-
dence of the conventional objectification of meanings and
the experiential participation of the whole of ourselves (not
just our thought) may be attained in the truth that is ex-
pressed. Thus the Church’s God is “supraessential essence”
and “mind beyond mind” and “ineffable logos.” He is the
“nameless name,” the “Godhead transcending Godhead,”
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the “principle of origin beyond origin,” and his name is “in-
comprehensibly comprehensible.” The knowledge of God is
“knowledge through ignorance,” and “imparticipable par-
ticipation.” Theology is “shapeless shape,” “non-symbolical
symbol,” “formless form,” “perfection beyond perfection.”
It expresses “dissimilar similarities,” “grasping all things in
a relationless combination.” Truth is identified with mystical
experience, theology with secing God, which is perfection-
Jess perfection itself. Theologians who are visionaries of the
divine “see invisibly the ineffable beauty of God himself,
They hold intangibly, they comprehend uncomprehendingly
his formless form, his shapeless shape, and his unconfigured
configuration, unvariagatedly variegated in an uncompound-
ed beauty, through a visionless vision.””"

The simultaneous reference of two contrary concepts to the
same signified indicate a concept which cannot be confined
to the objective-conventional understanding of one of the
two concepts. The common and unified sense t0 which the
pair of contrary concepts refers presupposes the entire noe-
matic content of each concept and simultaneously their mu-
tual noematic negations. Each concept is valid as a complete
meaning. That is to say, we must understand the signified as
both a noematic thesis and the negation of that noematic the-
sis. Each term of the conceptual antithesis expresses a like-
ness with the signified, which in the context of the unified an-
tithetical expression can only be conceived of as otherness.
And this is precisely the cognitive content of the image. In
every image the representation is like the object represented
but at the same time in its essence is unlike it. Conversely, in
an iconic linguistic expression which uses contrary pairs of
concepts both the noematic thesis and its noematic negation
have a likeness to the thing signified, a likeness which must
be understood not as noematic identity but as iconic like-
ness, which presupposes the essential unlikeness.

In other words, the simultaneous and unified reference of

-
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both the noematic thesis and the noematic negation to the
same signified permits a dynamic imaging of the signified
truth, that is, the transcendence of the exhaustion of knowl-
edge in the coincidence of the concept with the thing thought,
a dynamic transition or “passage” (diabasis) to another kind
of knowledge, the organ or instrument of which is not the
conventional-common linguistic idiom and our conceptual
encounter with it, but a much more general experiential-cog-
nitive human capacity. This very much more general human
capacity for knowledge is the capacity for a personal rela-
tionship with the signified, and it is the image that calls us to
the realization of this dynamic relationship.

Let us apply the above analysis to a specific example: the
knowledge of God through ignorance or “unknowing.” The
knowledge of God cannot be restricted to the understand-
able-conventional concept of knowledge, which is valid for
the space of the knowable. In comparison with knowledge of
the knowable ( gnosis), the knowledge of God is inevitable
“unknowing” (agndsia) — since it transcends the limits of
the knowable — without ceasing to be a kind of knowledge of
dissimilarity to the knowledge of the knowable. But neither
can “unknowing,” with respect to God, be identified with the
noematic content given to it by the common linguistic idiom,
only because cognition of our ignorance of God, in relation
to our knowledge of the knowable, is a kind of knowledge
without ceasing to be ignorance similar to ignorance of the
knowable. Both the concept of knowledge and the concept
of ignorance or “unknowing” have a noematic (iconic) simi-
larity to the signified truth of “knowledge through ‘unknow-
ing,”” which nevertheless must be understood as essential
dissimilarity. Thus the expression “knowledge through ‘un-
knowing®” functions only jconically. It becomes a “sign” or
image that “signifies” the possibility of a personal cognition
beyond any conventional noematic objectivity established
by the common linguistic idiom.
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In an analogous way the (imagistic) iconography of the
Byzantines transcends not only a naturalistic (or rather, “pho-
tographic”) representation of objective individuality but also
its allegorical-analogical interpretation, and refers (“passes
over”) to the prototype,’? the personal uniqueness of which
can only be represented as unlike likeness and can only be
known as a fact of personal relation. The amazing technical
skill of Byzantine iconography succeeds in transcending the
sensory onticity of physical individuality without resorting
to a schematic-aesthetic impression or idea or to a commem-
orative allegory. When the Byzantine icon depicts specific
persons, it succeeds in representing, or rather, “describing,”
a mode of existence: the transcendence of ontic individual-
ity, the restoration of the person to its existential wholeness,
the unconfused union in the sensory person of created and
uncreated nature, or of created and uncreated energy. The
depiction of the “archetype” (of the person of Christ, or of
the Theotokos, or of the saints) functions as a call to partici-
pation in a personal mode of existence, and only as a fact
of dynamic response to this call (that is, with the limits of a
“moral” achievement) is a cognitive “passage” to the arche-
type possible.

Consequently, in both cases not only in the iconology but
also the iconography of the Byzantines, the truth is “signi-
fied” without being exhausted in its “semantic” expression,
The semantics of the image “presents otherness, but other-
ness as likeness.” And it is precisely this dynamic way of ex-
pressing an unlike similarity” (ever calling us to a personal
and objectively undetermined relation) that encounters the
cognitive category of the image.

§68  Truth'’s iconic disclosure and essential hiddenness

I have suggested that the language of the Christian phi-
losophers of the Byzantine period functions iconologically,
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with the intention of preserving an interior /ogos beyond
the words, by transcending the objectification of concepts
within the framework of the common linguistic idiom. This
preserving of the logos from the objectification of concepts
presupposes the iconic similarity between signifier and
signified and at the same time their essential dissimilarity.
Consequently we could say that language functions icono-
logically when it aims at both the disclosure and the con-
cealment of the truths signified (in their iconic disclosure
and essential concealment).” The following passage from
Dionysius the Areopagite is very illuminating on this point:

Now there are two reasons for proposing types for the type-
Jess, for giving shape to what is without shape. First we
lack the ability to raise ourselves up directly to conceptual
conteniplations. We need our own ascents that come natu-
rally to us and can offer us those forms of formless and mar-
velous visions that are attainable by us. Second, it is most
fitting to the mystical passages of Scripture that the sacred
and hidden truth about the celestial intelligences should be
concealed through the inexpressible and the sacred and be
inaccessible to the many.”

According to this passage the iconic function of language
proposes (offers the possibility of) a dynamic ascent to the
vision of “formless” and “shapeless” truths, through the
“forms” and “shapes” thal are accessible to our cognitive
powers. But precisely because the “forms” and “shapes,”
which are accessible to human language and a conceptual
approach to it, refer to truths which transcend the level of
language’s given semantics, the iconic proposal operates in
two ways, or represents two possibilities. [t is a “sign” or
invitation to engage in a dynamic ascent towards a universal
(not merely intellectual) knowledge (vision) of truth. But at
the same time it is also an unutterable enigma hiding the truth
and making it inaccessible to those who approach it simply
through the instrument of language’s given semantics.”
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In other words, the enigmatic aspect of images functions
objectively as concealment and personally as revelation of
truth. It thus represents not only a very deep respect for truth,
which must be preserved from the alienation of objectifica-~
tion, but also a supreme attitude of love for humanity,”” g
desire to protect humanity from the danger of transforming
truths into “intellectual idols.” The sacred enigmatic aspect of
images refuses to present truth as an object of the intellect,”8
since this would have implied a denial of truth, the truth of
the personal God, of the human person, and of the personal
dimension of the world. The language of images conceals the
truth like a dynamic leaven in the mystagogic space of per-
sonal relation and ecclesiastical communion. Access to the
truth through the language of images presupposes a “moral>
achievement — an ascetic transcendence of the ego, a denial
of the individual’s intellectual or emotional self-sufficiency,
an entry into the space of loving self-offering, that is, of per-
sonal relation and communion.

§69  The image as a category of sensory, logical and in-
tellectual beauty

The cognitive function of the image may also be ap-
proached through Maximus the Confessor’s distinction be-
tween three levels of knowledge. These three levels are the
senses, logos and mind. Each represents a human cognitive
power together with a corresponding domain of knowledge
or mode of regarding reality.

The sense refers knowledge to the immediacy of objec-
tive beings, to their material hypostasis, their form or shape,
which differentiates every ontic individuality. They also re-
fer to the experience of the natural relations which bind to-
gether the objects constituting the reality of the word and
form the world’s facts. Consequently, sense perception is the
human cognitive power to “perceive objects in their form as

The Image as “Signifier” 197

a whole.”” This simultaneous perception of the formal dif-
ferentiation of beings arises from the cognitive power made
available to us by the senses, the power o distinguish “the
difference of the subject.”® The formal differentiation of
every ontic individuality is a differentiation made through
the senses which constitutes the starting-point of knowledge.
The knowledge of beings “impressed formally in the senses
by the shapes of sensory things™® goes on to find the measure
or standard of distinguishing difference in the logos.* But
the fundamental cognitive function of the senses, the pre-
logos cognitive approach to sensory forms and shapes which
makes possible our initial access “to the practical” (reality as
a whole), is realized through the phantasia, or imagination,®
(here meaning the sensory expetience of phenomena).*
The logos is the mode or means and potentiality for per-
sonal knowledge, the link between sensory experience and
the generalization of knowledge which is represented by the
“mind.” The forms and types of sensory things are conveyed
to the mind as logoi,* thanks to our “rational faculty,” our
ability to order the information of the senses “logically,” to
transform sensory experience into “scientific” knowledge.®
Thus the competency of the logos is identified both with “hu-
man intelligence,”®” or the operation of thoughts (logismoi),®
and with “the natural faculty of the rational appetite which
is also called the will of the intellectual soul.” The ratio-
nal will reveals the wholeness of the operation of the /ogos,
which is not exhausted simply in the capacity for syllogistic
reasoning. Our rational power weaves together our faculties
of cognition and will, and therefore becomes the starting-
point of erotic ecstasy, which constitutes supreme knowl-
edge.® Before being made whole in the “movement” of the
“power of love,”! rational knowledge is restricted to “natu-
cal” or “Gnostic contemplation,” “since it lies between types
and truth.”®? It represents the power of transcending conven-
tional “types,” but cannot approach truth itself. The knowl-
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edge “which lies only in the /ogos and in conceptions’>o3
is necessarily “relative.” 1t emerges “from the analogy of
beings,”® “from that which is relative to something” (pro.s
t7), and is inseparable from “the things that are understood in
connection with each other.”® It corresponds to the natural
necessity for a practical cognitive intentionality, “by which
our present life is governed.”*

Finally, the mind (nous) is “the soul’s contemplative
organ,™’ its power of contemplation or vision of truth. The
vision of truth is an experiential knowledge: knowledge
“in the true and proper sense is found only in experience
through an operation apart from /ogos and concepts.”® This
no longer concerns sensory experience, the experience of
sensible types and forms. It concerns the “sensing” of the
mind, which transcends not only the experience of the bodily
senses but also the cognitive experience of the Jogos — “the
experience of the reality itself puts an end to the logos about
it It is a cognitive power incomparably more general
even than thoughts and concepts. It is the knowledge that
is brought by the general existential fact of relation, that is,
by participation — “participation in what is known, which ig
manifested after every act of intellection.”'® We must refer
the cognitive immediacy of participation, which transcends
every conceptual objectivity, exclusively to the space of per-
sonal disclosure and communion, to personal truth which
is unique, dissimilar and unrepeatable, because “it does not
belong to anything relative, for it does not possess anything
at all which is to be understood in connection with some-
thing else.”!®! Personal relation or participation is a knowl-
edge that is attained dynamically — “by subtracting actively
(kat’ energeian) the knowledge that lies in the fogos and in
concepts™® — and therefore is never possessed definitive-
ly, so that it can be transformed into an objective cognitive
category, but is “ceaselessly active ... furnishing the whole
sense perception of what is known by participation.”!s
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Consequently the mind or nous, as the bearer of the personal
possibilities of participation in truth, is “a power that uni-
fies us with God,”'% “through which in an unknowable and
indemonstrable way we are united with God in a union that
transcends intellection.”!®

We may say now that the cognitive function of the image is
realized dynamically on all three levels of knowledge (sen-
sation, Jogos and mind) defined by Maximus. The “seman-
tics” of the image, through types and forms, “ascend to the
mind from the senses, communicating to it the things that
pertain to the senses, and descend to them from the mind,
submitting to the senses what pertains to the mind.” In the
space of the Orthodox Greek East, the cognitive category
of the image, which is a category of sensible, rational and
intellectual beauty, refers to “active” knowledge, to that per-
sonal, dynamic relation and participation that is “in cease-
less operation.” “In everything depicted,” says Theodore
the Studite, “it is not the nature but the hypostasis that is
depicted.” Natures or essences arc not depicted. They are
defined in intellectual categories which necessarily exhaust
their cognitive content within their boundaries. They presup-
pose the ontology of ontic categories or the phenomenicity
of ontic individualities. The image, however, as a category
of sensible, rational and intellectual beauty, or of universal-
experiential knowledge “putting a stop through experience
to the logos about things,” refers to persons or hypostases
which are objectively dissimilar and unrepeatable (“are not
towards anything”) and are known only by a dynamic, active
and ceaseless knowledge.




Chapter Three

On Analogy and Hierarchy

§70  The way of knowledge by analogy

By seeing knowledge as an existential problem and by link-
ing the possibility of knowledge with the dynamics of relation
as a “mode of existence,” we are led to the notion of hierar-
chy, which is the way and mode of articulating relation (the
transmission and appropriation of knowledge), the reference
of the power of cognition to the successive stages or levels of
humanity’s existential authenticity or spiritual perfection.

(a) Analogy in Plato

The notion of hierarchy interprets the mode by which the
Christian East understood the analogical way of knowledge
or analogical participation in knowledge. The analogical pos-
sibility of knowledge has, of course, its starting-point in its
intellectual formulation by Plato.! In Plato’s view every be-
ing participates “proportionately” (ana fon logon) in its Idea,
and every Idea is “the offspring of the good, which the good
begot to stand in proportion (analogon) with itself.”? The lo-
gos represents the possibility of cognitive participation in the
truth of being through the analogy of beings and Ideas (the
being possesses “the same logos” as its 1dea). Consequently,
it also represents the possibility of participation in the good
through the analogy of Ideas and the good. Access to the
analogy of beings and ideas becomes easier with every cre-
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ative acl. Every creative act discloses (brings to light) the
common logos of Idea and thing made. 1t presupposes the
“vision” of the Idea of the thing that is made, while the Idea
itself remains “beyond” any creative possibility:

And are we not also in the habit of saying that the craftsman
who produces either of them fixes his eyes on the idea or the
form, and so makes in the one case the couches and in other
the tables that we use, and similarly of other things? For
surely no craftsman makes the idea itself. How could he?*

By recognizing the logos of beings we “contemplate” the
truth of the Ideas and participate analogically in the space of
incorruptible and eternal truths. This contemplation is partic-
ipation in the good, because the good is “the reality that gives
the truth to the objects of knowledge and the power of know-
ing to the knower.”™ The good is participated “analogically”
through the contemplation of the Ideas or essences, because
it is the cause both of the essences and their contemplation,
since it is “beyond essence™ — “an inconceivable beauty.”
The truth and its proportionate (ana ton logon) knowledge
and “essential” manifestations are “products” of the good
and means of analogical participation in the good.

The instrument or mode by which knowledge-contempla-
tion and participation are attained is the mind (#ous), and it
is evident that here the mind is not confined simply to its in-
tellectual capability but represents the soul’s general power
of cognition.® The mind participates in the good in a manner
analogous to that in which the faculty of sight participates in
the vision of the sun. The vision of the sun is not the same
thing as the sun itself, but is a “most sunlike” perception.
“And the sun is not vision but the cause of vision.” Thus
the mind is not the good but “goodlike,” being the supreme
power of “vision of the good, and the good is not mind but
the cause of mind.”

The analogy that links the “most sunlike” faculty of sight
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with the sun and the “goodlike” mind with the good is the
power of cognitive “participation,” a power which is given
and yet is also a dynamic possibility. Analogy represents the
logos of the fitness of the eyes to receive light or the fitness
of the mind to recognize the good.

You are aware, I said, that when the eyes are no longer
turned upon objects upon whose colors the light of day falls
but that of the dim luminaries of night, their edge is blunted
and they appear almost blind, as if pure vision did not dwell
in them. — Yes, indeed, he said. — But when, [ take it, they are
directed upon objects illumined by the sun, they see clearly,
and vision appears to reside in these same eyes. — Certainly. -
Apply this comparison to the soul also in this way. 'Wher.l it
is firmly fixed on the domain where truth and reality shine
resplendent it apprehends and knows them anfi appears to
possess mind, but when it inclines to that feglon whlch is
mingled with darkness, the world of becoming gnd passing
away, it opines only and is blunted, and it shifts its opinions
hither and thither and now seems as if it lacked mind.®

Plato’s understanding of analogy, then, is not a cc.)mpa.ri-
son of quantities or dimensions. Nor is it the propoTtlc.)nalilty
of arithmetical relations or measurable aspects of .51m11ar1ty.
Analogy is an iconic relation, a relation between image ?fmd
that which is depicted, and the knowledge of this relation1s a

dynamic fact which presupposes the mind’s aptitude for cog-

nition and the mind’s participation in that which is depicted

through its image. o .
In other words, analogy, as an 1COnIC relation, presupposes

the logos more generally as a cognitive power of part'icipa—
tion, not as an apodictic proof of measural?le—quanuﬁame
relations. The classic example of anjcllog){ m.the Gorgias
(“sophistic is t0 legislation what beautlﬁcat}on is to gyr_nnii-
tics, and rhetoric to justice what‘ cookery 18 'Fo mc?dlcme )
presupposes precisely the experience of the identity of the
logoi, the experiential knowledge of these analogous human
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activities. Plato seems to have had a clear understanding of
the dangers of self-deception when analogical relations are
absolutized and used as apodictic proofs. That is why he
notes in the Sophist: “A cautious man should above all be on
his guard against resemblances; they are a very slippery sort
of thing.”!

(b) Analogy in Aristotle

The formal statement, however, of an analogical relation
(to have an analogy to something = to have the same lo-
gos) also applies to purely measurable-quantifiable relations.
Perhaps the actual origin of analogy is fundamentally math-
ematical rather than a comparison of qualitative similarities.
At any rate, in Plato’s time the Greeks were aware of the
mathematical concept of analogy — the relationa : b=c : d
(e.g.,2 :3=4:6)and the derivatives of this relation.!! The
critical problem for philosophy is the transfer of mathemati-
cal analogy, as an epistemological and apodictic principle,
to the field of the investigation of truth. First Aristotle trans-
ferred the mathematical concept of analogy to the space of
ethics, to prove that “the just is proportional” and “the un-
just is what violates proportion.”'? He defines analogy not as
(qualitative) identity of /ogoi as principles, but as (quantita-
tive) equality of logoi as ratios,"” because only by quantita-
tive-measurable analogy can the distribution of the just be
maintained within the context of human society.

This need for analogical balance leads Aristotle to in-
troduce into the space of ethics the concept of the fertium
comparationis, an objective measure for the qualitative bal-
ancing and objective measuring of the work produced by
every member of the community and the proportional (or
“analogical”) distribution of the just. The specific measure
of comparison in the space of social exchange is the ro-
misma (money). The nomisma balances and measures the
product of work, whether the shoes made by the shoemaker
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or the house built by the builder." Money is a conventional
measure of comparison: “money has become by convention
a sort of representative of demand; and this is why it has the
name ‘money’ (nomisma) — because it exists not by nature
but by law (romos).”"* It nevertheless represents the objec-
tive power of the practical application of proportional equal-
ity. The work that the builder offers to the shoemaker must
be proportional to the work which the shoemaker offers to

the builder:

Now proportionate return is secured by cross-conjunction.
Let a be a builder, & a shoemaker, ¢ a house, d a shoe. The
builder, then, must get from the shoemaker the latter’s work,
and must himself give him in return his own.'s

This proportionate return is effected by the common refer-
ence of the work of both of them to the objective measure
of money, which is the “third of the comparison” of shoes
to houses — the possibility of balancing shoes and houses
propottionately. In the relation a : b = ¢ : d, the farmer’s rec-
ompense in money (a) and the work produced by the farmer
(c) must be proportionate to the recompense received by the
shoemaker (b) and the work he has produced (d) — whereby
“a farmer is a, food ¢, a shoemaker b, his product equated
to d ... so that as farmer is to shoemaker, the amount of the
shoemaker’s work is to that of the farmer’s work.”"”

Besides his transfer of mathematical analogy to the field of
ethics, however, Aristotle does not ignore the analogy of the
image. His best discussion of this is in the Poetics, where he
offers an interpretation of poetic metaphor:

Metaphor consists in giving the thing a name that belongs
to something else .... That from analogy is possible when-
ever there are four terms so related that the second is to
the first, as the fourth to the third; for one may then put the
fourth in place of the second, and the second in place of the
fourth. Now and then, too, they qualify the metaphor by
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adding on to it that to which the word it supplants is rela-
tive. Thus a cup is in relation to Dionysus what a shield is to
Ares. The cup accordingly will be described as the “shield
of Dionysus™ and the shield as the “cup of Ares.” Or to take
another instance: as old age is to life, so is evening to day.
One will accordingly describe evening as the “old age of
the day” — or by the Empedoclean equivalent; and old age
as the “evening or “sunset of life.”'®

So in poetic metaphor the relationa : b : = ¢ : d is applicable,
or in the specific example, life : old age = day : evening. The
relationship of old age to life is analogous to the relationship
of evening to day. The analogy permits the poetic metaphor,
that is to say, it permits the relationship b : ¢ = a : d. We can
thus speak proportionately or analogously (kata logon) of
the old age of the day or the evening of life.

The analogy of poetic metaphor was used later by the scho-
lastic theologians of the Middle Ages, but in their case to
demonstrate iconic analogy (the “externa analogia propor-
tionalitatis impropriae”) as the transfer (“translatio”) of iconic
relation to a reciprocal correspondence of literal meanings.'
A characteristic example of this kind of metaphor is Paul’s
speaking of the Church as the body of Christ (1 Cor 12:12).
As the body is one, but with many members, so the members
of the ecclesial community constitute a unified whole, and
this whole is Christ. The analogous relationship of body and
members, ecclesial community and members, permits the
transference (“translatio”-metaphora) of the image (“imago”-
séma) to the concept (“notio”-Ekklésia), the reciprocal literal
correspondence of image and concept, by a common refer-
ence to the members, which are the “third of the comparison”
(“tertium comparationis”) between body and Church.

(c) Analogia entis
The most important application of the relationship of anal-
ogy, with regard to historical consequences, was that which
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was undertaken in the field of ontology. This was the ana-
logical relation between beings and Being, or beings and es-
sence, known in the Middle Ages as “analogia entis.”

The origins of this lic again in Aristotle. He began with
the statement: “There are many ways in which a thing may
be said to ‘be,’ but they are related to one central point, one
definite kind of thing, and are not homonymous.”? To define
being we usc the verb “is” (esti), which affirms onticity, or
participation in Being — and we use it to define being “in
many ways”: as quality, quantity, place, time, relation.?! We
say the horse is white, the horse is two meters tall, the horse
is here, etc. It is evident that in defining the horse “in many
ways” we always use the verb “is” analogically in relation to
a principle: the horse is white in analogous relation to white-
ness as such; the tree is tall in analogous relation to tallness
as such. Consequently, the knowledge we have of the ontic-
ity of a specific horse or of a specific tree is analogous.” It
relies on the analogy of its attributes — the analogy of quality,
quantity, place, time and relation (“analogia attributionis,”
as the Scholastics were to call it).

But even if we use the verb “is” to define “in many ways,”
the onticity of the subject on the basis of the analogy of its at-
tributes, the primary determination of the onticity of being is
still always made with reference “to one thing,” that is, with
reference to what the specific subject “is.” We say primarily
that this is a horse and this is a tree. We define the speciﬁc
subject by reference to the one horse and the one tree,_that is,
to the essence of horse and the essence of tree.: “Whlle. ‘bc?-
ing’ has all these senses, obviously that which is primarily is
the ‘what,” which indicates the essence of the thing”? — “the
essence of each thing is one.” And the reference of th.e spe-
cific subject to the “first one,” that is, to the essence, 18 also

analogous. Every specific subject participates “according to
he common essence. It has the same lo-

the same logos” in t _
gos as the essence — “for it is in virtue of the logos of the
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essence that the others are said to be ... for all will be found
to contain the logos of the essence.”?

It is evident that determining the subject not only on the ba-
sis of the analogy of attributes but also with reference to the
logos of its essence exhausts analogous relation as a possibil-
ity of defining or knowing being. Aristotle uses the concept
of analogy to safeguard the unity of the subject. He does not
extend analogy to mean a relation of ontological identity, the
participation of beings in Being as such. The relation of be~
ings to Being is for Aristotle a relation of cause and effect—a
relation of transition from potential being (dynamei on) to
actual being (energeiai on), a relation of moved and mover
(“whence comes movement”)? — not a relation of analogical
participation in Being. The regressive sequence of effect and
cause, moved and mover, refers the Being-as-such of nature
to a principle which transcends nature, to the “first unmoved
mover,”? “which moves without being moved, being eter-
nal, essence and actuality.”

The Scholastics were the first to use the analogical relation
of beings and Being to define Being in itself, or God, the
“first mover,” the transcendent First Cause of Being. Every
being participates in Being. It is an “ens per participation-
em,” whereas God, the “first and ultimate” being, the “eter-
nal and best,” does not participate in Being but constitutes
Being in itself, “ens per essentiam,” self-existence, in anal-
ogy to which whatever is, is.

The relation of beings to the Being-as-such of nature, and
the relation of the Being-as-such of nature to God, the Cause
of Being, can, in the scholastic view, lead to the analogical
knowledge of God, since relation itself is analogous, with
only one unknown term, namely, God. The Being-as-such
of nature occupies the position of the “third of the compari-
son” between beings and God. The Scholastics used as their
model the mathematical analogy a : b=c:d (2:3=4:
6), in which when one term is unknown it can be defined
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by the productive combination of the remaining three. If the
unknown term is d, we have the relationa : b=c:x 2:3=
4:x,2x=34,x=34/2=6)."

Thus the relation between beings and Being, and be-
tween Being and God, may be expressed according to the
Scholastics with the precision of mathematical analogy: be-
ings: Being = Being : x, where x represents the Cause of
Being, namely, God. In this case, the analogical participation
of beings in Being is the key for understanding the analogi-
cal participation of the Being of beings in its divine Cause,
and God, the Cause of Being, is defined analogously in rela-
tion to Being, the cause of beings.

We have seen that the participation of beings in Being was
defined by Aristotle as the subject’s analogical reference to
‘ts essence, and as the analogy of the attributes of the subject
to the attributes of Being-as-such.

In the former case, the subject “is spoken of” (is known)
according to the logos of its essence. The participation of
the subject in Being is defined as an analogical participation
in its essence. On the basis of this definition of the relation
between subject and essence, we can say by analogy that
in God this relation is a relation of identity: the subject that
participates in the essence is the essence itself. The Being
of God is God himself, and the essence of God is his very
existence.”

In the latter case, the subject “js spoken of” (is known)
“in many ways,” on the basis of the analogy of its attributes
to the attributes of Being-as-such (quality, quantity, place,
time and relation). The analogical participation of the sub-
ject in the attributes of Being-as-such necessarily exhausts
the knowledge of Being within the limits of experience in
the world — since the experience of quality and quantity, of
measurable relation always refers to the sen-
¢ world. It is nevertheless possible for us to
that are partial and incomplete certain

place, time and
sory reality of th
recognize in beings
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attributes which transcend the Aristotelian categories of be-
ing. These attributes can, through an intellectual ascent to the
absolute (“regressus in infinitum”), disclose the perfections
of Being. That is 1o say, they can make known to us by anal-
ogy the transcendent attributes of God.*! Thomas Aquinas
and Albert the Great summarized these attributes, which can
be the foundation of a transcendent analogy, in the predi-
cates: “unum, verum, bonum, res, aliquid” (one, true, good,
thing, something).’? Being in itself is real, a reality (“res”).
By transcending the partial and incomplete, it is always one
(“unum”). In contrast with the other beings, it is something
(“aliquid”). With regard to the knowledge we have of it, it is
true (“verum”). And with regard to its willed intentionality,
itis good (“bonum”). The Scholastics called these five predi-
cates of being “transcendentals” (“transcendentalia”). Their
reference to God constitutes not an experiential analogy, but
a transcendent analogy, an intellectual extension (“extensio”)
of these predicates beyond the limits of experience in the
world, in the space of the transcendent absolute.”> Thus we
can come to know the attributes of God’s essence, namely,
unity, goodness, truth, supreme onticity and supreme other-
ness, with the aid of the intellect (“per lumen intellectus™),**
through the analogical elevation of the perfections of beings
to the absolute and transcendent perfection of God, which is
the Cause of every perfection.”

§71  Scholastic analogy as theological epistemology

We can draw two basic conclusions from this brief account
of scholastic teaching on analogy as an epistemological path
and method.

1. The knowledge of God by analogy, as established by the
Scholastics, is confined to an intellectual approach to the es-
sence of God, which is a transcendent but nevertheless ontic
essence — a transcendent object (“objectum™) of the intel-
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lect.® Scholastic analogy ignores the personal existence of
God, the Triad of the divine persons, the mode of existence
of the divine essence, which is personal. They thus introduce
into the field of Christian theology not only the “poverty” of
Judaic monotheism, but a conception of God which is incom-
parably inferior. For the personal God of biblical revelation
and ecclesiastical experience they substitute the impersonal
conception of a transcendent “object,” a logically necessary
absolute cause and origin of beings.”’

This transcendent “object” is accessible only through the
subject’s ability to rationalize. It is understood solely in the
context of the antithesis between the absolute and the relative,
the infinite and the finite. God is separated from the world by
the sharpest possible contrast between the transcendent and
the immanent, the empirically existent and the empirically
non-existent, sensible reality and intellectual conception.

Consequently, the analogy of the Scholastics established
an ontology of exclusively ontic categories. It left the exis-
tential problem untouched, the problem of the mode of exis-
tence of God, humanity and the world. It accepted existence
i as logically determined. Matter remained ontologi-
ained, and the origin or principle of what exists
ed to the necessity of the things that determined
t to triadic love

a prior
cally unexpl

was transferr
essence, not to the freedom of the person, no

as the self-determination of the mode of existence.

2. Scholastic analogy ignored the personal mode of exis-
tence, not only as an ontological reality but also as a means
of cognition. It ignored the cognitive power of personal
relation, the disclosure — the unmediated knowledge —of
the person through the energies of th‘? essence, Whlch are
always personal. It ignored the immediacy and. umv‘ersahty
of the knowledge, beyond any conceptual signification that
accompa :
tory cognition of personal uniqueness a
arises in the relationship of love.

nies erotic “astonishment,” the unexpected revela-
nd dissimilarity that
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Thus for the Scholastics even the knowledge of God was
not a universal (rather than just intellectual) cognitive experi-
ence of the revelatory disclosure of the persor of God within
the limits of a dynamic interpersonal relationship between
God and humanity. For them it was not the eros of God for
humanity and humanity for God that reveals unutterably and
discloses indefinably the uniqueness and dissimilarity of the
mystery of personal existence. But it was the human intellect
(“la raison seule™®) which objectifies God’s cxistence as the
logical necessity of an impersonal principle and cause of the
world.

Consequently, the Scholastics established an epistemology
that exhausted the possibility of cognition in the convention-
al categories of objective syllogisms and restricted the truth
to the coincidence of the concept with the object of thought,
or opened up the way to a mysticism of essence, a confem-
plation of an impersonal absolute, which precisely because
it is impersonal permits no solution other than pantheism or

agnosticism.*
§72  The analogy of dissimilar similarities

If Western theology preferred the Aristotelian concept of
analogy as a guiding principle, Byzantine theologians were
more inclined towards Plato when seeking to express the
Church’s experience of knowledge. They saw analogy as a
cognitive method for manifesting experiential participation
in truth, as the logos of the fitness of the soul’s “eyes” for
receiving the “light” of truth.

In contrast, then, with the scholastic understanding of anal-
ogy, which is no more than the intellectual ascent from rela-
tive predicates to absolute ones, and from partial predicates
to universal ones, analogy for the Byzantines refers, as a
cognitive method, to the possibility that existence can be led
by the call to personal relation to the actual realization of the
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relation. That is to say, it refers to the analogical grades of
the power of existence to participate wholly (not only intel-
lectually) in truth.

A revealing example of the difference between the two ap-
proaches is the distinction between analogy, in the sense of
a comparison of similarities, and the idea of analogical simi-
larities as dissimilarities. Analogy as an intellectual ascent
from partial to universal and from relative to absolute predi-
cates is necessarily an analogy of similarities. It presupposes
“the same logos” (or “ratio”) of relative and absolute, partial
and universal. By contrast, analogy as a possibility of ascent
from the partial call-to-personal-relation to the universality
of knowledge promised by the actualization of that relation
is based on the transcendence of objective similarities, on a
cognitive approach to similarities as dissimilarities — “taking
the similarities as dissimilarities,” as Dionysius says.*

In the latter approach, analogy functions qualitatively-icon-
ically, not quantitatively-measurably. The quantitative-mea-
surable version of analogy can be used to compare essences,
that is, common objective attributes, while iconic analogy,
which presupposes the understanding of similarities as dis-
similarities, aims at a dynamic cognitive transition from the
objective attributes of the essence 1o personal otherness, to
the mode of existence, to the uniqueness and dissimilarity of
personal existence. Personal existence cannot be known de-
finitively through analogical similarities, since its “definition”
is its otherness, its unique, dissimilar and unrepeatable char-
acter. Personal otherness can be marked (that is, “depicted”
iconically) by analogical similarities, but only by similarities
which must be understood as dissimilarities. If we try to de-
fine personal existence, together with personal energies and
the effects of personal energies (the pragmata-pepragmend,
or “things” and deeds of the person), simply by analogical
similarities, it shows that we are unaware of personal other-
ness, that we are taking ignorance for knowledge.
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As a cognitive method, the analogy of dissimilar similari-
ties represents an epistemology at the opposite pole to ob-
jective demonstrative proof. It represents the refusal of the
Greek Fathers to objectify knowledge, to subject it wholly to
utilitarian ends. It implies the strongest possible defense of
the truth of the person, of the limitless limits of knowledge
which personal otherness reveals.*'

Analogical similarities have a cognitive value only because
they mark and depict the dissimilarity and uniqueness of
persons and “things” as this is revealed in the dynamic fact
of personal relation. Analogical similarities therefore have a
cognitive value only when they mark the possibility of per-
sonal relation, when they express the relation and lead to
the relation. But they are empty intellectual predicates when
they are without the cognitive experience of personal rela-
tion.

The analogy of dissimilar similarities also helps to clar-
ify the radical difference between the apophaticism of the
Grecek theologians and the negative theology of the Western
Scholastics. Negative theology (theologia negativa) com-
pares objective dissimilarities, just as cataphatic theology
(theologia affirmativa) compares objective similarities. In
both cases the purpose is the comparison of essences and
ontic attributes. Of course, the similarities do not constitute
identity. They therefore presuppose a percentage of given dis-
similarities, which permits cognition of the relative character
of knowledge. Nor do the dissimilarities constitute absolute
otherness. They therefore presuppose a percentage of given
similarities, which docs not permit a complete agnosticism.
The Fourth Lateran Council (1215) adopted the view that
no significant likeness could be posited between the Creator
and creature without presupposing an even greater unlike-
ness (“‘quia inter creatorem et creaturam non potest similitu-
do notari, quin inter eos maior sit dissimilitudo notanda™?).
It is evident that even in this statement dissimilarity does
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not refer to the otherness of the personal mode of existence.
Dissimilarity coexists with similarity in a quantifiable-mea-
surable relation. The analogy of similarities, which presup-
poses at the same time even greater dissimilarities, does not
cease to represent objective predicates, or to constitute a
quantitative comparison of objectified magnitudes.

By contrast the analogy of dissimilar similarities, by which
I mean the apophaticism of the Byzantine theologians, is
based not on the quantitative comparison of objective dis-
similarities, permitting also a percentage of similarities, but
on taking the objective similarities themselves as real dis-
similarities. That is to say, it refers the dissimilarity to the
otherness of the personal mode of existence, to the prior-
ity which existence has in relation to the understanding of
objective essences. This means that for the analogy of dis-
similar similarities to function as a cognitive method, a dy-
namic transformation is presupposed of objective predicates
into experiences of personal cognition, a transition from the
cognitive level of intellectual categories to the space of the
universal knowledge provided by the experience of personal
knowledge.** This dynamic transition is a possible fact which
when accomplished becomes a “moral” achievement. It is a
self-transcendence of the natural individuality and objective
demands of the individual intellect, an entry into the space
of personal relation,* an ascent to a personal mode of exis-
tence and the completeness of knowledge which this mode
reveals.®

This means that the epistemology of the Byzantine theolo-
gians is not just another method of cognition, better or worse,
more appropriate or less appropriate than the way of affirma-
tion and the way of negation. It is a dynamically possible
“moral” fact, a cognitive potentiality that accompanies the
dynamic restoration of humanity to its existential authentic-
ity, its progressive acquisition of the personal completepess
of existence.* The epistemology of the Eastern theologians
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presupposes “the transformation of the understanding,”*’
the unification of the fragmented cognitive human faculties
(the unit of mind and heart, of Jogos and action, of morality
and being), the single cognitive “contemplation” which is
attained within the dynamic limits of ascetic self-transcen-
dence and loving-erotic ecstasy and self-offering.*

Thus treating similarities as dissimilarities presupposes, as
a cognitive method, the moral-dynamic character of knowl-
edge, the linking of knowledge with the stages of humanity’s
existential perfection® (the non-alienation of the relations
which form the existential fact of subjectivity and make it
known). Ultimately, it presupposes a hierarchical ordering of
the personal powers of knowledge, which are always analo-
gous to the hierarchical ordering of the stages of existential
perfection. It signifies analogy as a hierarchy of cognitive-
existential powers and perfections.

§73  Hierarchy as teletarchy, as the ordered perfection of
the transmission of knowledge

The notion of analogy as hierarchy was interpreted defini-
tively in the Areopagitical writings of the fifth century. Much
work has been done by scholars to identify the Platonic and
Neoplatonic sources used by the author.”® But from a system-
atic point of view the idea of hierarchy, as analyzed in the
Arcopagitical writings, finds its proper place in Byzantine
theology, where it has been integrated into the whole struc-
ture of the Church’s teaching.

Analogy as hierarchy — knowledge as a power analogous
to the stages of existential perfection, or the transcendence
of alienation — does not represent in the Areopagitical writ-
ings an intellectual-methodological scheme for grading the
quantitative differentiations of knowledge, but articulates an
existential reality with knowledge as an experiential-univer-
sal participation in this reality. The moment we recognize
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that knowledge transcends a static-intellectual understand-
ing of objectively signified essences and refers to a dynamic-
universal cognition of the otherness of persons and “things”
(the personal mode of existence and the effects of the per-
sonal energy), we are bound to accept a hierarchical ordering
of knowledge, a hierarchical order of the powers, not the
quantitative differences, of knowledge.

But this hierarchical ordering is not simply a graded ar-
rangement of the subjective powers of knowledge on analogy
with the stages of existential perfection. It is at the same time
also the reality of a universal mode of transmitting knowl-
edge, a comprehensive “sacred order” within whose bounds
the transmission and every personal existence is “raised up
in proportion” (analogés) “to the imitation of God™' (the
imitation of the truly existent). The “imitation of God” is the
way and the goal of all knowledge, the practical mode and
unperfectable perfection of knowledge. For if knowledge
is not exhausted in the intellectual marking of objective es-
sences, but refers to the dynamic-universal cognition of the
otherness of persons and “things,” and if this cognition is
only achieved in the fact of a personal-loving relation, then
the imitation of the triadic mode of divine existence — the
fullness of personal-loving communion, the existential mod-
el of non-estranged relations — is pre-eminently the praxis
that conveys knowledge.

So the entire existential and cognitive hierarchy is an order
and energy which ascends dynamically “to the imitation of
God.” It is a “sacred arrangement, an image of the divine
beauty,”* a disclosure of the beauty of the triadic commu-
nion. The “beauty befitting God” is “simple,” “good” and
moreover “teletarchic,” which means “transmitting to each,
according to their merit, a share of his own light.”** This
teletarchic transmission of knowledge is accomplished by
means of the mode of existence of its bearers, who are “clear
and spotless mirrors, receptive of the divine ray of primor-
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dial light. On the one hand they are filled in a sacred manner
with the radiance that is granted to them, on the other, they
generously illuminate others in succession in accordance
with the divine laws.”*

Therefore hierarchy, as mode by which knowledge is trans-
mitted, constitutes a universal and unifying communion and
relation, a united teletarchy of the reciprocal transmission
of knowledge, the beauty of an entire “mode of existence,”
reflecting the deiformity of the loving communion of the
Trinity: “Therefore when one speaks of hierarchy, one means
in general a certain sacred arrangement, an image of the di-
vine beauty, which performs the mysteries of its own illumi-
nation in an ordered way and with hierarchical knowledge,
and is assimilated, so far as permitted, to its own source.”>

The beginning and end of this hierarchical order, in ac-
cordance with which knowledge is dynamically activated,
is God. He activates the dynamic realization of knowledge
as “assimilation to”” and “union with “his own most divine
beauty.”* And those who participate in this teletarchic unity
are “co-workers with God,” who cooperate with the hierar-
chically accomplished divine energy and disclose “the di-
vine energy manifested in them so far as possible.”’

The cooperation of “those who have been allotted a share
of hierarchy” follows the divine order of loving-kenotic
communion and beauty. That is to say, it is actualized as a
dual dynamic impulse. The transmission of knowledge is ef-
fected as love and the reception of knowledge as humility,
“pecause it belongs to the order of hierarchy for some to
be purified and others to purify, for some to be illuminated
and others to illuminate, for some to be perfected and others
to bring about perfection.”® The transmission of knowledge
constitutes purification and illumination and perfection, that
is, “mystagogy,”® an encrgy of love that perfects those who
are loved. And the reception of knowledge is also a dynamic
readiness to respond to this work of “mystagogic” love. Itis
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a self-emptying of any individualistic self-sufficiency, an act
of humility. The cognitive path of hierarchy is summarized
in these two basic Christian “virtues,” which are not conven-
tional moral predicates, but existential categories, dynamic
disclosures of a mode of existence which is “according to

nature.”
§74  The hierarchic unity of truth

Finally, the author of the Areopagitical writings sees the
whole of creation as participating in the “sacred order” and
“universal arrangement” of deisimilar hierarchy. He sees all
beings as participating in the hierarchic unity of communion
with the Godhead, in proportion, or analogously, to the mode
of existence which each one embodies.®® The analogical gra-
dation of modes of existence is also triadic. Inanimate beings
participate in the dynamically accomplished divine energy,
which constitutes creation, because they participate in the
Being which God provides. Living beings participate in life,
which is accomplished dynamically as a gift of the divine
life-giving power and energy. And rational and intellectual
beings participate in the personally-energetically manifested
divine wisdom, dynamically summarizing the whole hierar-
chic arrangement of the world in the immediacy and unity of
personal relation between created and uncreated.®'

This theory of the whole world as a uniform hierarchy and
thearchic arrangement represents a unified approach to the
problem of knowledge, the problem of Being, and the prob-
of the end or goal of existence — what today we call
ontology and ethics. It would require a sepa-
rate study to show how this unified epistemological-ethical
approach is implemented in practice in the organization and
structure of ecclesiastical life —in the symbolism of worship,
the structure of the administrative hierarchy, the “canonical”
presuppositions of the regulation of Church life, and the cos-

lem
epistemology,
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mological synthesis expressed by Church architecture and
the iconographic schemes within them.

It would also require a separate study to show how the idea
of hierarchy is founded on the presuppositions of a compre-
hensive mode of life, that is to say, a culture at the opposite
pole to the culture of analogical-quantitative relations. The
difference between Byzantium and the West is a difference
between two comprehensive epistemological-ethical views
of the world, humanity and God, views which find their spe-
cific cultural expression in the organization and structures of
public life, and in art, politics, economics and technology.
Finally, this difference could be summarized in the contrast
between the objective-quantitative understanding of analogy
and the understanding of analogy as hierarchy —a difference
between two cultures, whose consequences for human life
we are only just beginning to evaluate.

Also worth a separate study is how the same idea of hi-
erarchy interprets the Greek East’s understanding of the
Church’s Tradition. In the Orthodox view Tradition func-
tions as a dynamic, hierarchic teletarchy and progression.
It follows the divine order of a loving-kenotic communion
and beauty. That is to say, it is expressed as a dual dynamic
impulse: the transmission of experience, knowledge and vir-
tue, which is handed on as a dynamic expression of love, and
comes to be accepted as a humble readiness to participate in
and cooperate with the hierarchically accomplished teletar-

chic unity of truth.

PART FOUR

The Fall and Nothingness




Chapter One

Nothingness as “Outside”
Personal Relation

§75  Nothingness as the distantiality of ontic individuality

In the course of the preceding chapters, we have exam-
ined the main lines of an ontology summarizing the truth of
Being, or the truth of every existent and existential reality,
in the light of the relation between a personal God and the
human person. This relation presupposes the ecstatic char-
acter of personal existence. That is to say, it presupposes the
recapitulation and self-transcendence of essence or nature
in the fact of personal otherness, the disclosure of the es-
sence only through the essence’s energies, which are always
personal. The person is the bearer of the essence’s energies,
which means that the essence’s mode of existence is per-
sonal otherness. It is persons and the “things-deeds” of per-
sons, the effects of the essence’s energies, which are always
personal. The knowledge of persons and “things” represents
a personal potentiality. It is possible only through the fact
of relation, of an empirical-universal participation in the
personal energies or in the effects of the personal energies,
which is participation in the logos of the personal otherness
of “things.” The energies make participation-relation pos-
sible as existential self-transcendence, loving self-offering,
and erotic communion, which is why eros is the fullness of a
non-alienated relation, the fulfillment of the potentialities of
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the knowledge of persons and things. The erotic knowledge
of things reveals the world as personal energy: the sum total
of the things-deeds of the divine personal energy constitutes
the world. And the world is a dynamically activated erotic
summons of God to communion and relation.

Relation, however, as ecstatic self-transcendence, consti-
tutes an existential potentiality, not a given existential neces-
sity. The potentiality also implies the possibility of failing
to transcend nature through personal relation. It points to a
fact of limitation, an estrangement or “falling away” of the
person to the existential limits of natural atomic individual-
ity. The failure to attain a personal relation does not mean
the absence of any relation at all with the objective world.
It means the loss of the ecstatic character of this relation,
a character that underlines personal otherness and makes
erotic participation and communion possible. The loss of the
ecstatic character limits the relation to an intellectual noting
of objective essences. It identifies existence with thought,
being with thinking. The intellectual potentiality or energy
of nature does not distinguish and is not distinguished as per-
sonal otherness in the fact of relation. It is objectified as a
common and impersonal natural power, and is subjected to
the objective utilitarianism which serves the self-sufficiency
of atomic individuals. Human existence ceases to recapitu-
Jate the universal mode of existence, the personal oneness of
Being. It falls away to the existential limits of natural atomic
individuality. It is an ontic unit simply endowed with indi-
vidual self-consciousness and a capacity for rational thought.
The capacity for rational thought, and often individual self-
consciousness as well, are objectified within the context of
the conventional relations imposed by ordinary social life
and common linguistic usage.

We are thus speaking of the falling away of the person with
a view to defining its alienation or estrangement physically in
terms of a more or less undifferentiated individuality, intel-
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lectually in terms of mental capacity and psychologically in
terms of a self~conscious ego. This falling away corresponds
to the ontic definition of existence according to “classic”
metaphysics — the metaphysics of Aristotle, as interpreted by
the Scholastics and the postscholastic Western philosophi-
cal tradition. That is to say, the ontic definition of existence
reflects the presuppositions of an ontology founded on a
mental-abstract concept of Being, Being as a notional uni-
versal, on the causal connection between Being and beings,
and on ignoring any question about the difference between
Being and beings, essence and energies. The notional sense
of Being always refers to the Being of being, that is to say,
to the nature of being, to the concept of being as a universal,
and to the identification of existence with onticity in general.
Consequently, within the context of “classic” metaphysics
both Being and existence remain categories of physics, that
is to say, they remain conventional objective definitions.
“Physics,” says Heidegger, “determines from the beginning
the substance and history of metaphysics. Even in the theory
of Being as actus purus (Thomas Aquinas), as absolute con-
cept (Hegel), as eternal return of ever the same will to power
(Nietzsche), metaphysics steadfastly remains physics.”!

We saw earlier that Heidegger, on the basis of the givens of
the phenomenological method, denied the intellectual con-
ception of Being as nature as a whole, but without transcend-
ing the ontic sense of existence. We “know” Being through
intellection and the use of reason as the mode by which
whatever is is, that is to say, as /éthe and a-létheia, oblivion
and truth, or as disclosure and hiddenness. The disclosure
of beings nevertheless only becomes accessible to us in the
distance of ontic individuality. In the end Heidegger’s onto-
logical discussions show clearly that the ontic sense of phe-
nomena, even with the transcendence of the physical sense
of Being, leads inevitably toa nihilistic ontology, to an iden-
tification of the potentiality of being with the potentiality of
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not-being, or nothingness (Nichts).* The phenomenal object,
as an entity enclosed within its simple identity (“a being as
a being”) is that which it is and nothing else.> The phenom-
enicity of phenomena is significatory of objective ontic indi-
viduality. It presupposes the assertion: this and nothing else,
referring existence to the possibilities both of the phenom-
enon and of nothingness. A being becomes apparent because
it is not nothing, and consequently the mode by which the
being is presupposes both disclosure and nothingness.

It is evident that here “nothing” does not refer t0 a men-

tal conception of the opposite to essence, to the notion of
non-existence derived syllogistically from the notion of ex-
istence. Nothing represents the presupposition of individual-
ity, the disclosure of objects as ontic individualities. Nothing
is revealed as the presupposition of the phenomenicity of
phenomena, that is to say, as the distantiality of objects. It is
revealed as the presupposition of the disclosure of beings “in
themselves” as “a synthesis of themselves with themselves.”
Distantiality (apo-stasis) defines their static individuality. It
is the opposite of ecstasy (ek-stasis), the dynamic referential
self-transcendence of individuality, which reveals the unity
of persons and “things,” the universality of the logos of per-
sonal otherness. Nothing is the void of the distantiality of
objects, which is disclosed when relation 1s destroyed and
the personal—energetic unity of existential reality is cut up
into objects. It is the absence of relation which leaves ontic
individuality existentially suspended — it is that which is out-
side personal reference.

The existential potentiality of person
falling away from this potentiality (the
tion as dependence, subjection, €gocen
and delusive self-sufficiency) proves to be the key problem
of ontology, a dynamic-moral possibility which underpins
two radically different answers to the question of existence,
two radically different ontological theories. The failure or

al relation, or the
alienation of rela-
tric defensiveness,
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denial of personal relation, the falling away of the person to
the existential level of physical individuality, is consequent
upon the exhaustion of the truth of beings in the intellectual
and conscious marking of phenomenal ontic individuality,
revealing nothing as the “other face” of ontic disclosure, as
the hidden cssence of every being. And this identification of
essence, that is, of Being, with nothing is the most shocking
revelation we owe to Heidegger’s ontology: nothing proves
to be the only metaphysical reality.*

The person’s falling away, its inability to transcend the
self, that is to say, the person as an individual, is unable to
conceive of beings as “things,” as the logos of personal oth-
erness. It embodies the non-rationality (a-logon) of things,
the non-essential (an-ousia) existence of beings, the disclo-
sure of beings as the silent response of nothingness to the
question about existence. The inability to attain a personal
relation nullifies beings in the apartness of mdividuality.
Individual presences are transient and unexplained breach-
es in the universal ontological reality of nothingness. The
absence of personal relation also nullifies the bearer of the
consciousness of nothingness in his or her perfect non-ra-
tional aloneness, in the lethargy of the self-completeness of
the atomic individual. Thus nothing proves to be the basic
ontological category and the only existential reality, which is
experienced directly as absence of relation, as outside refer-

ence to the person.

§76  The Fall as exisiential alienation or estrangement

The elevation of the fallenness of humanity into an on-
tological reality, rather than simply a conventional cat-
egory of moral evaluation, is something we also find in
Heidegger,® even though he defines it somewhat differently.
For Heidegger the Fall (“Verfall, Verfallen, Verfallenheit”)
is an uninterrupted falling away of human existence from
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its authentic self-motivated existential potentiality to a neu-
tralized “world” of “everydayness” — a falling away from
being (Sein) to being-with-another (“Miteinandersein”) in
the space of coexistence.® This coexistence constantly neu-
tralizes humanity’s being, creating a “middle term” of our
presence-in-the-world (“Durchschnittlichkeit des Daseins,”
or “averageness of Dasein”). In the context of “everyday-
ness” the mode is disclosed by which individual existence
(“Alltaglichkeit des Daseins,” or “everydayness of Dasein,”
also usually is by a middle term, and this mode is the neutral-
ized unit of coexistence, the neutral “Man,” or “somebody.”’
The “somebody” is not anybody specifically, and although it
isall of us, it isall of usnotasa whole, but as disclosures of
the mode by which anybody-is in everydayness.®

Heidegger declares that the present technocratic age most
emphatically magnifies the neutralization of human exis-
tence within the context of mass coexistence. Modern pub-
lic information systems, mass means of communication,
political and ideological propaganda, and consumer adver-
tising, all impose habits, and the same mode of thought. In
different forms, the “dictatorship of publicness” (“Diktatur
der Offentlichkeit”) and “enslavement to publicness”
(“Verknechtung an die Offentlichkeit”)? inevitably alien-
ate human existence and transform it into an anonymous
arithmetical unit.! The alienation of humanity, however,
in today’s consumer society is not just the subject of philo-
sophical investigation, nor is it dealt with exhaustively in
Heidegger’s discussions. It is one of the central problems
of our globalized Western culture. On a popular level, the
term “One-Dimensional Man” has gained currency through
the work of Herbert Marcuse as a definition of the type of
person created by modern technocratic societies.! A uniform
technological and economic system, the product of relent-
less organizational necessity, creates a directed conscious-
ness serving inevitably, if unwittingly, to enslave the mind.
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But such observations are now commonplace. Here we
must advance beyond the point where Heidegger leaves us
and go on to investigate the ontological content of human-
ity’s falling away, the alienation of our personal unique-
ness and dissimilarity. 1 have said above that the absence
or denial of personal relation, the inability to attain ecstatic
self-transcendence, leaves ontic individuality existentially
in suspension, revealing the void of the distantiality not
only of objects but also of individual existences, the bear-
ers of the consciousness of the void. Distantiality is expe-
rienced principally as absence of the /ogos which makes
relation possible as existential participation in the personal-
energetic unity of reality as a whole. The irrationality (a-
logon) of existence restricts its truth to a transitory rising up
from the abyss of nothing-else, from the void of the absence
of any other existential reference whatsoever apart from on-
tic individuality. This void of the distantiality of ontic indi-
vidualities is bridged conventionally by the substitutes for
existential relation, which make our obligatory coexistence
within the framework of the world’s reality productive in
a utilitarian sense. Our capacity for reasoning, and often
our self-consciousness as individuals, are objectified in the
conventional relations which are imposed by the common
life we share and by our common linguistic usage. These
conventional relations serve objective usefulness, subject
the existence of the individual to objective usefulness, and
alienate the existence of the individual as a neutralized inter-
dependency of objective usefulness.

This means that while the many social manifestations of
humanity’s alienation within the framework of the con-
ventional relations of everydayness refer principally to the
existential distantiality of individualities, such distantiality
is expressed and manifested within the framework of co-
existence and being-with. The distantiality of individual-
ity is the fact of existential neutrality, while coexistence,
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or being-with, is simply the potentiality and the context
for the manifestation of this fact. In other words, coexis-
tence in society is not the cause of humanity’s alienation.
Alienation is the effect of the deterioration, or falling away,
of the ontological reality of the person. The person is the
only ontological reality which counters the falling away of
atomic individualities and bridges the gulf between the part
and the whole, between otherness and universality, between
a specific dissimilar, unique and unrepeatable existence and
human nature in general. The person is the only ontological
reality which counters the antithetical correspondence of be-
ing and nothingness, ' since the absence of the person does
not negate its existential immediacy, and the “opposite” of
the person is not its ontic negation but the existential fact of
non-relation, or neutralize ontic individuality.

The shape of this neutralization of human existence within
our Western consumer culture is a matter for historical rath-
er than ontological analysis. The ideological and theoretical
presuppositions of this culture are based on a view of the
person as an atomic individual. They identify existence with
the capacity of the individual for rational thought and indi-
vidual psychological self-consciousness.”

By denying the ontic definition of Being in Western meta-
physics — the exhaustion of the truth of being in the coinci-
dence of concept with object conceived (“adaequatio rei et
intellectus”) — Heidegger laid the foundations of a new (to
the West) ontology springing from the question of the differ-
ence (“Differenz”) between beings and Being."* By insist-
ing, however, on the phenomenal individuality of being and
on the individuality of immanent existence (“Dasein”), and
by finding the only solution in 2 general reference, to the
horizon of time, Heidegger was led unavoidably to pose the
question of Being as a dilemma between temporal disclo-
sure and self-concealment, between being and nothingness:
“Warum ist iiberhaupt Seiendes und nicht vielmehr Nichts?”
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(In §10 above it should have become evident that time, taken
as the general horizon of ecstatic reference, or as the poten-
tiality for understanding Being, is a pseudo-solution to the
fundamental problem of the ontological difference between
beings and Being, or otherness and universality, since time
[chronos] is a product and measure of relation and only “be-
comes temporal” [cAronoutai] as a dimension of personal
relation. And this fundamentally personal dimension of
time is revealed indirectly by Heidegger himself when he
refers temporality to existential consciousness in terms of
“care” [Sorge] or when he distinguishes “Historie” from the
«Geschichtlichkeit des Daseins.”")

The individuality of temporal immanence defines the fall-
ing away of beings, the possibility of their disclosure or nul-
lification, that is to say, the mode by which beings are and
which the Being of beings is. The Being of beings is identi-
fied with the possibility of their transitory emergence from
the abyss of “nothing else” or their sojourn in this abyss:
Being is the falling away of individuality, the potentiality of
beings to become truth or nothing.

Of course the ontological nihilism into which Heidegger’s
thought leads us, and which is the unavoidable result of reli-
ance on individuality as mode of existence, does not destroy
his contribution to ontology. The question of the difference
between beings and Being has now been posed within the
terms of the Western approach to philosophical problems. It
has overturned the ontic-intellectual definitions of nature-€s-
sence and existence, and can therefore lead Western thought
much further than any imprisonment within the confines of
the distantiality of individualities. In Heidegger’s case, his
fundamental question has as a more positive result (in com-
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that is to say, the identification of the limits of thought as an
instrument of cognition and respect for them."” Here I shall
try to show that the same question may express the ontologi-
cal difference between the person and nature, which is the
basis for the ontological theory of the problem of existence
as understood in the theological thought of the Christian
East, the basis for an apprehension of the existential content

of truth and nothingness.

§77  The existential fact of freedom: the ontological dif-
Jerence between person and nature

In earlier sections 1 described nature as the content of the
person, and person as nature’s mode of existence, or the ex-
istential recapitulation of our nature as a whole. The ecstatic
otherness of the person is not defined by its nature, since it
transcends (as otherness) the fixed boundaries of the com-
mon attributes that constitute the nature. But the person fixes
the boundaries of its nature or essence, since it constitutes
nature’s mode of existence. This means not that every human
person is a part of humanity’s being, a part of human nature,
but that it “contains” the universal nature, or is the existential
instantiation of that nature. Human nature exists only “in per-
sons,” only in a personal mode, only as disclosure of person-
al otherness. Personal otherness is instantiated and disclosed
with respect to the common attributes of nature. It presup-
poses the common nature, although it transcends it as an ec-
static fact in the case of every specific human existence.

This relationship between nature and person in our Being
and specific existence cannot be exhausted in ontic-intellec-
tual definitions. It is not a relation of the whole to the part, but
a primary ontological reality, an existential fact, the mode by
which a human being fundamentally is. We know the Being
of humanity (the mode by which a human being is) as per-
sonal otherness, but the personal otherness is instantiated in
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respect of the identity of the common characteristics of our
nature in the fact of a single human existence. The existen-
tial relation between person and nature presupposes their on-
tological difference. The person recapitulates the nature, as
existential reality, without exhausting it and simultaneously
transcends the nature, as ecstatic otherness — it determines
the nature without being determined by it. The ontological
difference between person and nature, the simultaneous ex-
istential identity and otherness, constitutes the single human
existence as a specific existential fact of freedom: freedom
of the person with regard to the nature, freedom of the deter-
mination of the nature by personal otherness.

It is obvious that within the context of this theory freedom
does not represent an abstract idea — a predicate of an ideal-
istic axiology or a social demand for a rational arrangement
of the individual’s rights and obligations. Freedom is the con-
stitutive precondition of personal existence, the immediate
empirical existential fact of the relation between person and
nature, which is experienced by the single human existence
as ontological difference between existence and essence, as
natural identity and existential otherness.

As the ontological difference between person and nature,
freedom is an immediate experiential reality which is so spe-
cific as an existential potentiality that it can destroy itself.
What we call freedom is not simply our power to make ratio-
nal choices among the possibilities presented to us, but the im-
mense potential we have for the self-realization of the person,
a potential that destroys itself. The self-destruction of freedom,
which is the most tragic way it has of affirming itself, signi-
fies the voluntary subjection of the person to the impersonality
of the nature. It is what we call the “Fall,” a deterioration or
reversal of the primordial relation between person and nature,
an existential alienation of their ontological difference.

Thus the Fall is defined as an existential potentiality of

the person, as the fact of the self-annihilation of freedom in
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terms of the relation between person and nature. The per-
son is subjected to the nature and is defined by the nature.
It becomes an atomic individual — an impersonal unit of the
nature.'® The determination of the person by the nature signi-
fies the deterioration of the ecstatic reference of existence,
which ceases to transcend nature and is exhausted within the
bounds of its natural identity. It signifies the existential alien-
ation of personal otherness, the dominance of the common
attributes of the nature over the uniqueness and dissimilar-
ity of the person. Ecstatic transcendence of the nature in the
fact of personal otherness degenerales into an ecstasy of the
individual within the bounds of the nature — and the antitheti-
cal ecstasies of the individual entities within the bounds of
the common nature divide up the nature, fragmenting it into
small pieces. The nature is fragmented into atomic individu-
als who are distinguished from each other only by the quan-
titative differences belonging to the impersonal attributes
of the common nature. Existential otherness gives way to a
static individual self-consciousness, which sets the nature of
the atomic individual, as the ego, against other natures of
atomic individuals.

§78  The exercise of freedom: opposition fo the passions

The existential experience of the fact of freedom, as the on-
tological difference between persona and nature, is the foun-
dation both of the anthropology of the Greek Fathers and the
Orthodox practice of asceticism. The ascetic struggle against
the natural desires, the natural will, and the natural demand
for pleasure refers neither to a Platonic evaluation of spirit
over matter, nor to a Stoic view of the negative character of
the passions, those natural movements of the soul and the
body which war against the rational element. Christian as-
ceticism is not the struggle of the spirit against matter, nor is
it the opposition of the rationality of the mind to the irratio-
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nal elements of human nature. It is a dynamic transcendence
of the autonomy of nature — an autonomy which is irratio-
nal (a-logos) because it does not arise out of the dialogue
(dia-logos) of personal relation and communion. Asceticism
fights not against nature but against the autonomy and self-
sufficiency of individuality which is the irrationality of non-
relation. Asceticism “forces” the autonomous natural will in
order to subject it to the personal will of communion and re-
lation. It “forces” nature to achieve the freedom of the person
from nature, the ecstasy of nature, the realization of the truth
of the person which is “in accordance with nature,” which
is the personal otherness of nature, the transcendence of the
alienation of the person as an impersonal unit of the common
nature.

Maximus the Confessor defines freedom as the “voluntary
movementofintelligentlife”"*and Gregory of Nyssaas“assim-
{lation to that which is uncompelled and self-determining.”°
Voluntariness, self-determination and non-compulsion are
the opposite to subjection to natural necessity, to the imper-
sonal laws of survival which mould nature, subjecting it to
the common necessity for the sake of self-preservation and
perpetuation of the species. Nature in itself, in its biological
identity, is governed by necessity, while personal otherness
presupposes the ecstasy of nature from subjection to neces-
sity, because it is realized only as relation, only as uniqueness
and dissimilarity of communion, free and undetermined by
any a priori necessity. “The precise meaning of freedom is
1o lack nothing whatsoever,” says John Chrysostom:*! per-
fect deliverance from every necessity, from every impersonal
natural need for survival, is the fullness of the powers of life
as personal relation, the fullness of freedom.

We have seen in an earlier chapter* that personal otherness
is not defined simply in a comparative sense with regard to
objective beings and other persons. It is realized principally
with regard to the natural individuality of personal existence.
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Natural individuality recapitulates, as an existential fact, the
common-objective properties of nature. Nature is “enhypos-
tatized” in individual existence. It subsists as a real existen-
tial fact only within the bounds of individual existence.” This
means that personal otherness is actualized principally with
regard to natural individuality, differing not essentially but
only existentially from natural individuality. Personal other-
ness is differentiated from natural individuality as a mode of
existence which presupposes the self-transcendence of natu-
ral individuality. Tt is differentiated with regard to another
mode of existence which is the non-self-transcendence of
natural individuality, that is to say, its existential self-com-
pleteness, autonomy and self-sufficiency.

The existential fact of freedom therefore presupposes the
ontological reality of the simultaneous natural identity and
existential otherness of the person — of the personal otherness
and common-natural properties of each single individual exis-
tence. The common properties of nature, “enhypostatized” in
individual existence, disclose the personal otherncss when the
individual nature “stands out” (ex-istarai) as a fact of personal
communion and relation. They are natural energies capable
of revealing personal otherness. In which case the common
properties of nature do not determine the mode of existence
but are the natural preconditions for the disclosure of the per-
sonal mode of existence. But when natural individuality does
not actualize its ecstatic self-transcendence in the fact of per-
sonal relation, the objective properties of nature themselves
determine the mode of existence. They destroy the personal
otherness of natural individuality and existence “suffers” the
existential deterioration of falling away into the impersonal
neutrality of the individual “form.” The objective properties
of nature are proved then to be “passions” of existential indi-
viduality, “unnatural” energies of individual nature.*

The ascetic literature of the Christian East sets forth the
struggle against the passions as the only way to attain
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freedom,” and identifies freedom with the “restoration” of
nature to its personal otherness — with the restoration of the
person to its existential integrity. The existential integrity
of the person signifies the fullness of a personal erotic rela-
tion with creation and God. It signifies the discovery of the
world’s personal dimension, and entry into the “darkness of
theology,” which is immediate communion with God, or
“empirical” knowledge of the mystery of divine existence,”’
that is to say, of true life. Thus freedom in the end signifies
the salvation of human kind. And to “save” (sézein) means to
“make whole” (séon), to restore humankind to its existential
integrity, to the fullness of life.

§79  The moral paradox of freedom: justice and love

The struggle against the passions, as the only way to real-
ize freedom experientially, implies a moral “paradox” —one
corresponding to the ontological “paradox” of the simulta-
neous existential identity and otherness of person and nature
that is the presupposition of freedom. The struggle against
the passions implies subjection to the commandments and
Jaws of the ascetic life if the transcendence of every law and
the realization of the freedom of the person is to be achieved.
Our nature’s identity also supplies the identity of the “rules”
for transcending our nature’s autonomy. Yet the otherness of
personal freedom is realized as subjection to common presup-
positions for transcending our nature’s autonomy. The com-
mandments and laws of asceticism are general and objective
precisely because they represent the identity of the common
presuppositions for transcending our nature’s general objec-
tive need for autonomy and self-sufficiency. Our nature must
be subjected personally (that is, dynamically and freely) to
the “rules” of freedom, which are the commandments laid
down for the works of askesis,” and this subjection is the

starting-point for the realization of personal works of askesis
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(the works which militate against the impersonal wills and
desires of our nature that have become autonomous) arising
from universal experience and also from the revelation of the
divine will for the salvation and freedom of humankind.?

In Orthodox ascetic practice, subjection to the command-
ments is intended to achieve freedom and is realized as jus-
tice towards nature®® and as /ove towards God. Our nature’s
autonomous self-sufficiency, as expressed in the impersonal
demands of the passions, is an injustice towards the nature
itself,>! since the passions are natural energies which are
“contrary to nature.” It is an injustice towards the existential
authenticity of our nature, which is the personal mode of its
existence. That is why Orthodox writings describe the works
of asceticism as “works of justice” and a “path of justice.”*
They are also bodily works, specific acts of resistance against
the autonomous natural will.3* Christian ascetics reject sub-
jection to the need for food, the need for bodily pleasure, the
need for sleep and bodily relaxation, not because they de-
spise the body and matter through some spiritual idealism,*
but in order to impose on the body and on matter the jus-
tice of a mode of existence that is “according to nature”: so
that the ascetic may rediscover the body, and matter, and the
beauty of the world in their true, personal dimensions, that is
to say, within the bounds of the fullness of a personal-loving
relation® that is free from the autonomous imperatives of
the nature of the atomic individual. And it is only through
the freedom of the person from subjection to the necessitude
of its nature that nature as a whole, the totality of creation, is
freed from the corruption of an aimless independence from
the Creator, and is revealed as the “glory” and disclosure of
God, the personal Jogos of its Creator. The freedom of the
human person also frees creation from its self-containedness
and subjection to decay. It gives it back its personal other-
ness, the beauty of the erotic fact, of the loving summons
of God which it embodies. In Paul’s words to the Romans
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(Rom 8:19-23) we have the primordial Christian expression
of the cosmological dimensions of the fact of freedom.*

But the dynamic askesis of freedom through obedience to
the commandments which counter the autonomy of natural
atomic individuality is not exhausted in the keeping of the
commandments, in the imposition of justice on nature. It
aims at the ecstatic self-transcendence of nature, at the real-
ization of the primary relation that is free from the bonds of
the autonomy of the creature — at man’s love for God. If the
subjection of nature, the suppression of its desires, becomes
an end in itself, freedom from nature remains unattainable,
since the self-annihilation of nature is exhausted within the
bounds of the nature of the atomic individual, with nature
being transcended as the indeterminacy and otherness of
personal relation.

Furthermore, the self-annihilation of nature within the
bounds of atomic individuality remains merely conceptual.
Ascetic experience confirms that “it is not possible for na-
ture to overcome itself.”?7 It is impossible for the natural
self-sufficiency and self-completeness of atomic individual-
ity to be transcended when the subjection of the autonomous
desires of our nature is not set in the context of an erotic
fact. The subjection of our nature is not simply a rational
arrangement and moderation of natural selves, the purpose-
less self-sufficiency and self-completeness of our atomic in-
dividuality — and this can only be achieved as an ecstatic
loving relation and self-offering. Personal freedom is a fact
of love, and love is the existential ground of freedom.

The moral “paradox” of freedom reaches its completion in
love, for love is free from any law, from any subjection to
commandments and natural or conventional fetters,’® while
at the same time it voluntarily subjects itself to any kind of
privation, fetter or limitation in order to be realized as a fact
of self-offering. Love is “the life which is not subject to the
law and therefore is above all natural necessity and change;
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and he who has attained it is as if liberated from the outer
flesh ... for what is partial within him has been abolished.”?
But the transcendence of natural need and the departure from
the flesh (the ecstasy of nature) which lead to the fullness
and universality of existence (to the abolition of “what is
partial”) presuppose a simultaneous subjection to precisely
those laws which militate against the natural need of “the
flesh” for autonomy. These laws and the commandments of
askesis, as presuppositions for the freedom of love, cannot
be impersonal. They are not simply objective legal ordinanc-
es but disclose and define a fact of relation and communion,
the fact of ekklésia. The commandments of askesis aim at
incorporation into the ecclesial body, which knows no other
law than the life “which is not subject to the law,”* the life
which is realized as the transcending of justice and as erotic
self-offering and freedom “in all things.”!

§80  The limit to the self-annihilation of freedom: the dis-
similarity of distantiality

The dimension of person and nature, the evolution of their
ontological difference into an existential antithesis, as di-
rectly experienced in the life of everydayness, is not a fin-
ished actuality but a dynamically constituted existential fact.
It is a ceaseless antithetical bipolar force, a tragic duality in
us as human beings, the first and last test of our freedom,
or of our power to actualize ourselves as persons. In every-
day experience the “falling away” of the person into natural
individuality, the neutralization and alienation of existence,
is not always the result of a consciously willed process or
decision. It is often a more or less involuntary subjection to
the nature’s dynamic urge to be liberated in terms of atomic
self-completeness, to prove itself (as natural individuality)
to be self-determining.

Before defining more precisely what I mean by “the na-

Nothingness as “Outside” Personal Relation 241

ture’s dynamic urge to be liberated in terms of atomic self-
completeness,” I should note, as a given of immediate ex-
perience, that the evolution of the ontological difference
between person and nature into an existential antithesis, the
falling away of the person into atomic individuality, does not
signify the total and definitive destruction of the elements
of personal otherness, of the personal mode of existence. If
carlier I defined the falling away of the person into atomic
individuality in starkly schematic terms and with reference
to clear-cut states, that was in order to analyze as accurately
as possible the semantic content of the notion of a “fall.” The
experience, however, of everyday reality confirms that the
falling away of the human person into atomic individuality
is not a definite transition from one state to another (as would
have suited a schematic concept), but a progressive dynamic
urge to downgrade personal otherness and freedom of will
without leading to its final extinction. Even when objecti-
fied and neutralized in the greatest possible degree, human
nature does not cease to differ ontologically (as a mode of
existence) from irrational ontic units. There is a limit to the
self-destruction of freedom, and this is constituted by its on-
tological ground and constitutive starting-point, namely, the
given ontological difference between person and nature, the
specific difference of humanity and marking it off definitive-
ly from the rest of ontic reality. A human being can fall away
experiencing a serious deterioration of his or her existential
reality, but cannot destroy this reality utterly. (“Humanity is
condemned to be free,” says Sartre,* noting from another
perspective the impossibility of freedom to destroy itself to-
tally as an ontological reality. But if the limit which exis(s to
the self-annihilation of freedom is an absolute prerogative or
an absolute condemnation, this is a judgment which, as we
shall see, is defined by the hermeneutic presuppositions of

the existential fact.)
The “preservation” of the person, in spite of its progressive
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falling away into atomic individuality, is not confined only
to the maintenance of the givens of the individual unique-
ness and dissimilarity of a human existence (uniqueness and
dissimilarity of logos, facial characteristics, psychological
peculiarities, powers of expression, physical and spiritual
capacities, erotic uniqueness, etc.) All of these presuppose
the ecstatic transcendence of the common properties of the
nature within the limits of individual existence — a self-tran-
scendence which, however greatly limited, always remains
the point of departure for the personal mode of existence.
The consequence of the “fall” is not the complete loss of
the power of an ecstatic self-transcendence of the nature,
but the confining of this self-transcendence within the limits
of the existential self-completeness of atomic individuality,
the inability of the self-transcendence of the nature to be ac-
complished as a mode of existence which is not defined by
the needs of the nature, but defines the nature as a personal
otherness of communion and relation.

We must therefore say (defining more precisely the expres-
sions used at the beginning of this chapter) that the falling
away to atomic individuality does not destroy but down-
grades the personal ecstasy of the nature out-of-the-nature
to an ecstasy of atomic individuality within the boundaries
of the nature. It downgrades the ecstasy (ek-stasis) of the
person to the distantiality (apo-stasis) of an individual self-
completeness, to a domineering individual self-conscious-
ness and psychological ego. The downgrading of ecstasy to
the distantiality of individual self-completeness breaks up the
nature into dissimilar and objective atomic individualities.
The dissimilarity of the individual existences is not the oth-
erness of beloved persons that summons to a unifying com-
munion and relation, but becomes a distantiality of objective
individualities within the limits of the common nature. The
otherness of the persons is the otherness of a mode of ex-
istence which transcends the limitation of existence by the
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nature. It is revealed only in the fact of loving communion
and relation — unifying the nature as a mode of the nature’s
existence free from natural necessity — while the dissimilar-
ity of atomic individualities is revealed only as a distantial-
ity which separates atomic individualities as existential units
within the limits of the common nature, breaking the nature
up into fragments.

Dissimilarity as distantiality is the existential reverse of
otherness as relation and reveals the falling away of the per-
son into an objectified individual. Awareness of dissimilarity
is experience of the distantiality which objectifies the exis-
tence of the “other” and opposes me as an object to every
“other.” Sartre has analyzed at some length how atomic ex-
istence becomes aware of its objectification through the gaze
of the other (“le regard d’autrui”).** The gaze, the faculty of
sight, which is the initial potentiality of the immediacy of
relation, the primary potentiality of experience of personal
otherness, proves to be, with the falling away into atomic
individuality, the supreme experience of objectification. The
gaze of the “other” turns me into an object, sets me opposite
the atomic autonomy of his existence, against the autonomy
which works against the self-completeness and self-determi-
nation of my own individuality.

§81  Distantiality as nakedness and shame

Of particular relevance to our understanding of what the
Fall means is Sartre’s observation that the objectification of
my existence is revealed primarily in the sense of shame that
I feel under the gaze of the “other”:

Shame is a sense of the original Fall, not because I have com-
mitted this or that transgression, but simply because I have
fallen into a world, among things, and need the mediation of
the “other” in order to be that which I am. The conscious-
ness and, especially, the fear that 1 will be caught in a state
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of nakedness is nothing other than a symbolic representa-
tion of ancestral shame: in this event the body symbolizes
our defenseless objectification. To dress yourself means to
cover your objectivity, to claim the right to see without be-
ing seen, that is, to be only a subject. That is why the biblical
symbol of the Fall, after the original sin was committed, is
the fact that Adam and Eve knew that they were naked.*

The reference to the biblical account of original shame
sheds light on the falling away of humanity from person to
individual. In the personal mode of existence before the Fall
there was no shame, because such a mode of existence did
not have the defense of atomic individuality with which to
protect itself from transformation into an object useful to
the individual pleasure and self-sufficiency of the other. In
the personal mode of existence before the Fall the body is a
complete expression and disclosure of personal otherness, a
potentiality for universal loving relation and self-offering,
a dynamic summons to the realization of mutual ecstatic
self-transcendence and communion. The sense of nakedness
and the shame of nakedness begins the moment the loving
relation and the mutual ecstatic self-offering are destroyed
and the distantiality of objective individualities is created.
Love has no knowledge of the sense of nakedness, because it
has no knowledge of the distantiality of objectification. And
it has no knowledge of the defense of an individuality that
has become autonomous: “Love knows no shame .... Itis a
natural property of love not to feel shame and to be oblivi-
ous to its appearance.” In true eros the body as a whole
reveals the personal otherness, the beauty of the prelapsarian
integrity of the person. True eros is the fullness of mutual
ecstatic self-offering, and therefore is unaware of the distan-
tiality imposed by defense and imposition, while the “par-
tial and divided” eros of atomic existence “is not truly eros,
but an ido! or rather a falling away from authentic eros.”® It
parts and divides because it aims at the satisfaction of atomic
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individuality and, consequently, sets the other apart in the
distantiality of nakedness and defends itself against the de-
mands of the other with shame.

Shame is the defense of atomic individuality against its ob-
jectification, the claim of its freedom to remain subjective
within the limits of an objectified nature. The freedom of the
atomic individual is not a self-transcendence of nature for
the sake of loving communion and relation. It is the denial of
the objectivity of nature so that the subjectivity of atomic in-
dividuality can be facilitated and made autonomous. Atomic
freedom is the knowledge and the defense of subjective
self-completeness, which is why the distantiality of atomic
individuality is defined by the freedom of the “other” that
undermines the autonomy and sovereignty of my own sub-
jectivity. Thus every other atomic individuality is revealed
as a threat to my own atomic freedom. The atomic freedom
of the “other” inevitably turns me into an object. It subjects
me as an object to the defense of his own subjective autono-
my — between the “other” and me there opens up the void or
distantiality of freedom, the existential chasm or experience
of nothingness that sets apart the autonomous subjectivism
of atomic individualities.”’ This is the annihilation of rela-
tion, the void that surrounds ontic individuality, the condem-
nation of existence to an irrational loneliness.

§82  Nothingness as erotic experience of the absence of
relation

In the space of our fragmented postlapsarian nature, shame
and nakedness and atomic freedom and individual dissimi-
larity are experiences and disclosures of the existential dis-
tantiality that separates atomic individuals, occasioning the
sense of nothingness, which is the absence of relation. But
the sense of the distantiality of nothingness, which divides
atomic existences, necessarily presupposes an initial potenti-
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ality for ecstatic reference and the experience of the impossi-
bility of realizing this reference as relation. The impossibil-
ity of a personal universal relation refers the potentiality for
ecstasy to the void of atomic distantiality, to nothingness as
outside personal relation.

This last statement calls for amplification. 1t is not possible
for the ecstatic reference of natural individuality to be fully
explained by the sense of atomic distantiality. It ceases to be
ecstasy when it is confined within the limits of nature, frag-
menting nature into dissimilar individualities. Ecstasy nec-
essarily defines a transcendence of nature, and is therefore
realized as the existential dissimilarity of atomic individu-
als, that is to say, as an existential fact which transcends the
objective properties of nature. And this existential fact of the
ecstatic self-transcendence of natural individuality can only
be a relation outside-of-nature, or else the failure of this rela-
tion, a failure which leads to the experience of nothingness
as outside personal relation.

And of course the basis for preserving the ccstatic reference
through the failure of a relation outside-of-nature is not the
“other” of our normal social life. The “other” is the disclo-
sure of atomic distantiality, that which occasions the sense
of existential loneliness. But it is only that which occasions
it. The fact itself of existential loneliness, which preserves
the potentiality for ecstasy, although as the impossibility of
universal personal relation, presupposes a second person to
whom the ecstatic reference is directed as failure of relation—
a person and not an atomic individual at a distance. Only a
person who has not fallen into the distantiality of atomic in-
dividuality, but continues to send out to me an ecstatic sum-
mons to personal universal relation, only such a person can
preserve my own ecstatic reference as a failure of relation
and experience of existential loneliness.

An empirical confirmation of the presupposition of a sec-
ond person who preserves the ecstatic reference as a failure
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of relation is our sense of erotic absence. Erotic absence is
the sense of a universal ecstatic reference which is not real-
ized as relation, yet neither does it recognize the distantiality
of individuality. The beloved person has then been revealed
as an ecstatic summons to a personal universal relation, be-
yond and outside the self-completeness of atomic individu-
ality. That is why he is absent from everywhere. The absence
of the beloved person is not an experience of distantiality, but
a confirmation of his existential reality. It is an experience
of inaccessible immediacy — an experience of that which is
outside personal relation. Within the context of the ontology
defined by the truths of eros and the person, the definition of
nothingness refers directly to erotic absence: the definition
of nothingness is not an intellectual abstraction. Nothingness
is not the void of ontic absence, or absolute non-existence,
or the opposite of being, or non-being. Nothingness 1s an
erotic experience of the absence of relation. Nothingness as
outside personal relation presupposes the universal ecstatic
reference of the person as failure of relation. Consequently,
the experience of nothingness confirms the existential reality
of a second person; it is the experience of an erotic absence.

This ontological (because it refers to the mode of existence)
presupposition of a person who has not fallen away into the
distantiality of atomic individuality and who preserves, as an
ecstatic summons to a personal universal relation, the reality
of the human person (i.e., preserves the ecstatic reference of
human existence as relation or as failure of relation) leads us
to the theological truth of a personal God whose summons
to personal-erotic communion constitutes the fundamental
presupposition of the human person and the limit to the self-
annihilation of humanity’s personal otherness.

If God is not personal, but is the absolute subject which
can never become an object, since he “only sees without be-
ing seen,” Sartre’s view is justified that the existence of God

precludes human freedom because it turns human beings de-
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finitively into objects, without their being able to preserve
their subjectivity by objectifying the invisible and absolute
subjcct on equal terms.*® Sartre’s view could be justified in
this way because the concept of the subject presupposes the
existential autonomy of atomic individuality and, conse-
quently, the existential distantiality which only the truth of
the person can remove.

One might venture to make the somewhat schematic and
general, yet not arbitrary, observation that behind the rejec-
tion of God as absolute subject, and indeed behind most
forms of Western atheism, there lies the same theological
void which is also characteristic of the Western metaphysical
tradition as a whole, namely, ignorance of, or disregard for,
the truth of the person. Western atheism does not reject the
personal God of Christian revelation because, very simply, it
does not know him. It rejects the theologically and morally
necessary being of Western theological rationalism.*” When
denouncing the contradictoriness of the concept of God as
absolute subject, Sartre does so within the context of an ex-
istential conflict between the individual freedom of human
beings and the absolute threat to that freedom posed by God
in the distantiality of the absolutized subject. But this con-
flict occurs principally in the context of Western theological
rationalism: theology was subjected to an anthropocentric
attempt to objectify God, to change him into an intellectual
object with the aim of safeguarding the individual autonomy
of human beings, the individual freedom of subjectivity con-
fronted with transcendent absoluteness. The West changed
God into an absolute transcendent subject, which human in-
dividuality could nevertheless confront on equal terms, sub-
jecting God as an object to the individual human understand-
ing, to the rules and presuppositions of human logic. But this
subjection is logically and ontologically contradictory, and it
is this contradictoriness in the concept of God that Western
atheism denounces.

Chapter Two

The Personal Dimension of Nothingness

§83  The existential grounds of personal otherness

We know the human person as ccstatic reference “pre-
served” within the context of the realization or failure of a
relation — a relation transcending the distantiality of atomic
individualities. We have defined this “preservation” as the
last barrier to the self-annihilation of human freedom, the
freedom of the person with regard to nature, and we have
seen it as a hypostatic “response” to an equally ecstatic
sumnions to personal universal communion presupposing a
second person to whom the ecstatic reference is directed as
relation or as failure of relation.

Before this summons becomes a certainty of erotic ab-
sence, it can (as we have discussed in an earlier chapter)
be the experience of our participation in 2 fundamentally
dialogical relation with the reality of the world. The real-
ity of the world as a whole in its logical structure, that is,
as a fact of disclosure of the world’s logos, presupposes the
human person as the second term of the dialogical relation,
which reveals the truth of beings as “things — deeds,” as the
effect of a personal creative act, as the logos of a personal
existence. The disclosure of the world’s Jogos presupposes
humanity’s personal mode of existence, and this presuppo-
sition is not an intellectual necessity but a real potentiality
for humanity’s immediate experiential relationship with the
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beings that constitute the world’s reality. When this relation
transcends the conventionality of the use of things (the sense
of beings as “things-to-be-used” or “currency” [chrématal),
it becomes inevitably a dialogical relation, the experience of
a summons to participation in and communion with the /o-
gos of the world’s personal otherness. Consequently, beings
as “things,” as the logos-disclosure of a personal otherness,
summon the human person, that is to say, “preserve” it in
the ecstatic reference which is the ground of its dialogical
relation.

This means that we “know” the human person, or preserve
the existential potentiality for personal otherness, only in the
measure in which we actively experience the reality of the
objective summons of the world’s logos — only as a hypos-
tatic response to this summons which transcends individual
distantiality. In other words, the mode by which we know
the reality of the human person is not by studying human-
ity’s specific temporal being-there (“Da-sein”), because this
can be exhausted within the limits of individual distantiality.
We know the person only in the fact of relation, and con-
sequently only as response to the primary summons which
“preserves” the person as the realization or failure of rela-
tion. And since the person is the response to the summons
to an ecstatic relation, it is the summons that defines its ex-
istential grounds. Consequently, the truth of the person lies
beyond the given being-there in the world of individual ex-
istence. It lies in the fact of the summons which defines the
person as an ecstatic potentiality. And this summons —a fun-
damental potentiality of the person which is disclosed as the
logos of the world’s personal otherness beyond the limits of
the distantiality of ontic individualities —is a personal pres-
ence which transcends the being-there in the world of indi-
vidual existence. This is why in the theology of the Christian
East we approach the reality of the human person from the
starting-point of the revealed truth of a personal God — in
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contrast with Western theology, which seeks to discover the
truth about God by anagogical and analogical means, focus-
ing primarily on the reality of the human being.’

8§84  The triadic summons: the fundamental starting-point
of personal otherness

We know the person of God not in the distantiality of atom-
ic individuality, but as experiential immediacy of personal
relation and communion through the divine energies — the
potentialities by which the unknown and inaccessible divine
nature reveals its mode of existence, which is personal. Thus
the first cognitive given with regard to the knowledge of the
personal God is the creative effect of the personal divine en-
ergies, that is to say, the objective beings constituting the
reality of the world that rise up in the “space” of personal
relation as “things,” as acts-deeds of a creative person.

Beings as “things” disclose the /ogos of personal otherness
which is distinctive of the divine creative energy, the uni-
versal referential ecstasy of the Godhead, the ability of the
divine essence to offer itself as a relation of personal commu-
nion. But the ecstatic reference and “logical” disclosure and
self-offering is the personal mode of existence. This means
that God does not become personal only in the ecstasy that
manifests him, but is personal as divine existence. Revealed
ecstatically, the personal character of the Godhead refers on-
tologically to the mode by which the Godhead is in itself,
that is to say, in a given relation and communion of persons.
We approach the mode by which the Godhead is in itself as a
communion of persons, in the measure in which it is revealed
to us through the divine energies, as referential ecstasy call-
ing us to communion and relation. The mode by which we
recognize the summons to personal communion and relation
which God addresses to humanity reveals the Godhead in its
manifestatory ecstasy as a communion of hypostatic charac-
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teristics which “distinguishes” the divine nature or essence
as a triad of persons without impairing the unity of the nature
or essence. Without impairing the unknown and inaccessible
character of the uncreated divine nature, we “distinguish” the
triad of persons because it is the mode by which we recognize
God’s summons to humanity, which reveals a triadic energy
of the one undivided divine nature.?

(a) Essential monad and existential triad

The mode by which we recognize the summons to personal
communion and relation which God addresses to humanity
reveals a triadic energy in the measure in which it is disclosed
as the power of participation in the fullness of a personal
mode of existence — in a fullness of personal life. By “full-
ness of personal life” I exclude both individual distantiality
(apo-stasis) and a dyadic (and therefore mutliple®) division
(dia-stasis) in the divine nature. God is revealed as one God,
a monad of divine essence, but not in the monad’s arithmeti-
cal sense, which constitutes an existential individuality in a
state of distantiality (apo-stasis). And the transcendence of
the arithmetical monad is not accomplished as an internal
division (dia-stasis) within the unitary essence: the monad is
not divided into an existential dyad. The mode of existence
of the Godhead transcends both the existential atomicity of
the arithmetical monad and the existential division (and dy-
namic multiplicity) of the dyad in a unique (“monadic”) uni-
ty of fullness which the triad reveals as the transcendence of
both atomic individuality and dyadic division. The monad or
oneness of the Godhead “subsists triadically.” It is a monad
which exists as an undivided triad of persons, without the
existential triad impairing the essential monad.* The truth of
the divine life transcends the onticity of numbers.” It is “at
the same time wholly a monad and wholly a triad.” It is the
one essential unity of the fullness of the triadic communion

of the persons.
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(b) Triadic “perichoresis”

In the theological language of the Greek East “perichore-
sis,” or mutual indwelling, is the mode of existence that tran-
scends the ontic atomicity of numbers without impairing the
hypostatic otherness of the persons, and discloses the one-
ness of the nature as an essential unity of the existential com-
munion of the persons.® The hypostatic otherness is revealed
in the “dynamic” reference and total communion of each di-
vine person with the other persons of the Trinity, by a kind
of self-concealment of each of the persons in the relation of
communion with the other divine persons, or by the perfect
absence of any element of existential self-completeness —
and this mode of existential communion is called “pericho-
resis.” It is the transcendence both of atomic distantiality
(apo-stasis) and of dyadic (and therefore multiple) division
(dia-stasis) in the divine essence. None of the Persons stands
apart (aph-istatai) as individual self-completeness, nor is the
nature divided (di-istatai) as an existential multiplicity.

This mode of existence, which indicates the fullness of per-
sonal otherness without impairing the unity of the nature, is
revealed in the referential ecstasy of God outside his nature,
in the summons to communion and relation which the per-
sonal God addresses to the personal human being. Only in
the context of the historical experience of this summons do
we gain access to the mode of divine existence which refers
primarily to the inner relations of the divine persons, to the
“gpace” of the unknowable and inaccessible divine essence.
On the basis, and only on the basis, of the historical experi-
ence of the summons to personal communion and relation
which is revealed as triadic energy,” do we define the other-
ness of each person of the Trinity in categories reflecting the
intellectual capacity of the human mind — do we use the rela-
tive, but nevertheless experiential and existential human cat-
egories of “fatherhood,” “sonship” and “procession” to refer
to the fundamentally inaccessible mode of divine existence
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as a communion of persons in the “space” of the individual
and unitary divine nature.®

This last phrase calls for further comment. When we speak
of the mode of divine existence as a communion of persons
in the “space” of the undivided and unitary divine nature, we
are not attempting to “define” the divine nature as a unitary,
simple and undivided whole, supposing the persons to be
parts of the whole or internal relations of the essence, so as to
confirm the logical necessity of the simplicity of the essence.
We are not subjecting the persons to the abstract ontological
conception of one divine essence, one creative and motive
Cause of all that is. The only “definition” of the essence is
its mode of existence, that is to say, the persons who are de-
scribed or named from their mutual relations® without these
relations being identified with the persons so that the persons
are regarded as the internal relations of the essence.'?

We distinguish the persons of the Father, Son and Holy
Spirit in the disclosive energy of humanity’s call to personal
communion with God, and this distinguishing defines the
mode of divine existence. The disclosive energy of the call
to personal communion is triadic, revealing a universal mu-
tual coinherence or perichoresis of the persons, whose in-
ternal relations and order, while inaccessible and ineffable
in themselves, that is to say, objectively indefinable, may be
expressed in our intellectual categories by the numerical for-
mula 3 = 1, which signifies that they are beyond and above
any arithmetical and ontic definition. The relation 3 = 1,
which abrogates any quantitative and arithmetical objectiv-
ity, expresses the experience of the summons which the hu-
man person receives to participation in the fullness of the
personal mode of existence and this mode is the perichoresis
of life and energy of the divine persons.

Thus we refer the disclosure of the energies of the Godhead
to the person of the Spirit."! The divine energies, however,
which are communicated through the Spirit reveal the per-

g et e o
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son of the Logos: the Spirit actualizes the personal revela-
tion of the Logos in the infinite “actual” disclosure of the
divine energies.'”? We “know” the personal presence of the
Spirit as a dynamic self-concealment, as an energy revela-
tory of the person of the Logos. But the Logos, too, who is
revealed by the Spirit, is the Logos of the Father. He witness-
es not to himself but to the person of the Father, the unique
source and existential principle of the Godhead.'® The Logos
is manifested in order to make the Father known, just as the
Spirit operates in order to manifest the Logos. Finally, even
the person of the Father hides itself in this universal mutual
coinherence of personal communion, eternally “begetting”
the Logos and causing to Spirit to “proceed.”™

(c) Hypostasis — kenosis

By destroying any possibility of atomic distantiality the
Godhead’s mode of existence demonstrates the reality of
hypostasis, the mode of the fullness of personal existence
that is Aypostatic. “Hypostasis” signifies the dynamic reality
and wholeness of personal existence in its ecstatic mutual
perichoresis and total communion, the antithesis of the dis-
tantiality of atomic self-containedness.

The knowledge of the Godhead’s hypostatic mode of exis-
tence, or the truth of the hypostases, is accessible to human-
ity within the context of historical experience, experience
of the specific fact which embodies the Godhead’s mode of
existence historically — that is to say, only in the person of
Jesus Christ. The two specific paths or possibilities for ap-
proaching the truth of God, as we have frequently noted in
the preceding pages — that is to say, giving priority to the
conception of God’s essence, or giving priority to the knowl-
edge of the hypostases which are the essence’s mode of ex-
istence — do not simply constitute two different theoretical
methodologies; they constitute two radically different atti-

tudes to the truth of God. .
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Giving priority to the conception of the essence implies an
intellectualist approach to truth, an etiological and anagogi-
cal definition of the concept of God (as an abstract divine
essence or supreme being which is logically the necessary
principle and cause of existence) and leads unavoidably to
the theory of the hypostases as internal relations within the
essence.

Consequently, giving priority to the hypostases focuses
on the primary and specific experience of relation through
the historical disclosure “in the flesh” of the person of the
Logos, a disclosure which alone reveals the mode of di-
vine existence, the reality of the triadic communion. We are
speaking here of the mutual indwelling of the divine persons
which “distinguishes” the divine essence as a trinity of hy-
postases without destroying the unity of the divine essence
and energy, because we know the mode of existence which
the incarnation of the Logos revealed, namely, the kenosis
of Christ.

We call “kenosis” the dynamic “self-concealment” of the
deity of the Logos in a relation of communion with human
nature, a relation which reveals to us the “emptying” of ev-
ery element of existential self-containedness. This is a new
mode of existence in terms of human experience and human
categories of thought. It is the hypostatic mode of existence
of the Logos who is enfleshed by the energy of the Holy
Spirit in order to disclose the Father, the mode of existence
of the triadic perichoresis which reveals to us the mystery of
the One Triadic God in the kenotic mode of the Logos’s as-
sumption of human nature.

Thus the truth of kenosis is revealed as humanity’s unique
possibility of knowing the truth of God in the specific con-
text of historical experience. And the truth of kenosis is not
simply a new category of thought. It offers us the possibility
of experiential coordination with the truth and authenticity of
existence, that is to say, with the hypostatic mode of person-
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al existence. The idea of Christian asceticism and Christian
virtue summarized in the practice of humility means noth-
ing other than the effort to achieve this kenosis, this “emp-
tying” of the elements of individual self-containedness. It
is an attempt to achieve the personal fulfillment which is
the realization of hypostasis — in the etymological sense of
hypostasis, which is “standing-under,” hiding oneself as an
atomic individuality in a comprehensive ecstasy (“standing-
out™) of erotic communion.

§85  The energies of the divine nature as the ontological
presupposition of a relation “outside of " that nature

We approach the Godhead’s mode of existence as a com-
munion of persons, the truth of the mutual coinherence of the
hypostases in the fact of the ecstatic reference of the divine
essence “outside itself,” through the divine energies, that is
to say, as a realization of our own relation and communion
with the Godhead “outside” the divine essence. The personal
mode of existence of the divine essence is revealed “oppo-
site,” that is to say, in relation to a second possibility of per-
sonal existence, a possibility for the realization or denial of
ecstatic relation, the acceptance or rejection of communion
with the Godhead. The ecstatic reference of the divine nature
through the divine energies constitutes a summons which
substantiates or establishes the personal potentiality of “be-
ing opposite” the divine personal existence. The summons of
God is substantiated in the human person. The potentiality
for the realization of a personal relation “outside” the divine
nature is the fundamental ground of the human person.

The human person represents a potentiality of'total commu-
nion with God, but this total communion of life constitutes
4 relation “outside” the divine essence: humanity communes
totally with the Godhead without participating in God’s un-
created essence, because as in the case of every created be-
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ing it “stands apart from God not spatially but by nature.”'?
The ecstasy of God, his power of “standing out of” his na-
ture, of offering himself as the potentiality for total personal
communion,'® refers to the distinction of the divine nature
from the divine energies — to that distinction which is the
“specific difference” in Aristotelian terms between Orthodox
theology and every other theological or philosophical ontol-
ogy. The ecstatic power of God belongs to his will: in the
Fathers the divine energies are identified with divine acts of
will.'” The personal mode of existence of the divine essence
does not necessitate the actualization of an ecstatic relation.
It is simply revealed in the ecstatic relation, and it is revealed
as erotic goodness and consequently as freedom from any
natural predetermination. The triadic energy of God, as a
summons to the actualization of a relation “outside of” the
divine nature, is a free act of will revelatory of the personal
mode of existence of the divine essence, not a natural neces-
sity.!®

The nature’s will or energy is distinguished from the nature
itself. It refers to the nature’s personal mode of existence, to
the personal potentiality for the realization of relation out-
side of the nature. There is no necessity which determines
the divine nature and can be regarded as the obligatory cause
of the ecstatic summons that is the ground of ontic individu-
ality and of humanity’s personal existence. The Platonic and
subsequently Augustinian and Thomist approach that refers
the eternal causes of created beings to the essence rather than
the volitional energies of God" attributes to God’s creativity
a character of natural necessity. At the same time it denies
the ontological priority of the persons in relation to the na-
ture, the fact that the nature’s will or energy is expressed
and realized only as personal disclosure, as a free act which
is not determined by the nature but reveals the nature’s per-
sonal mode of existence.?

If the ideas of beings are their eternal causes that are in-

The Personal Dimension of Nothingness 259

cluded in the essence of God, in the intellectual content of
the divine essence (“in mente divina”), if they are determi-
nations of the essence to which created beings refer as to
their exemplary cause, the divine essence not only takes
precedence but also becomes existentially autonomous with
regard to the persons, and we are led inevitably to maintain
that the principle of that which exists is predetermined by ne-
cessity, not by freedom. God in that event cannot not be that
which he is required to be by his essence, and consequently
the personal existence and freedom of God is dissolved by
the necessity of the existential predeterminations imposed
by the essence. On the epistemological level, we arrive at
an ontic interpretation of the essence or at the identification
of the essence with the intellectual conception of the whole.
Any conception of the essence or nature in itself, as distinct
from the mode of existence of the essence which is the per-
sons, is a conception which is entirely schematic, divorced
from the givens of existential experience, the experience of
relation. The conception of the essence in itself, the render-
ing of the essence autonomous with regard to the persons,
is the basis of an intellectualist ontology which restricts the
question of being to an intellectual-ctiological tracing back
of beings to a causal universal (in the double sense of a com-
mon principle or a supreme divine cause) and restricts the

fact of existence to the limits of ontic individuality, with no

inkling of any question concerning mode of existence or the

mode by which whatever is is. It thus becomes impossible

for the uncreated divine essence or nature to share a common

mode of existence with created human nature. It becomes

impossible for God to be able to exist in the flesh as a person

who unites two natures existentially, and it becomes impos-

sible for man to be able to exist as a partaker of the fullness

of the life of God.

The whole of Western metaphysics, both theological and
philosophical, having denied the primary ontological distinc-
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tion between essence and energies (the difference between
the essence and its mode of disclosure through the energies,
which are always personal), is inescapably imprisoned in an
intellectual conception of essence?' and in an etiological in-
terpretation of existence.?? It thus sets essence and existence
in antithesis to each other, polarizing the abstract and the
concrete.” This leads inevitably to the deterministic ideal-
ism of the principle “essence precedes existence,” which
traces back the ideas or causes of beings to the intellectual
content of the divine essence, and presents ontic existence as
the only existential reality.® At the same time this antithesis
polarizes the divine and human natures not only ontologi-
cally but also existentially, and consequently interprets the
“salvation” of humanity by the legal model of the justifi-
cation of the individual or by positing the intervention of
an ontologically inexplicable (and therefore rather magical)
“grace.”

By contrast, the ontological concepts of Eastern theolo-
gians were grounded primarily on the experience of personal
relation that is attainable through the energies of the essence:
The energies differentiate and reveal the personal, otherness
while simultaneously disclosing the homoousion of the per-
sons, since they are the common energies of a common nature
or essence. The ontological concepts of the Eastern theolo-
gians are consequently based on the priority of the mode of
existence in relation to the essence.”> We know the essence or
nature only as personal mode of existence, the nature exist-
ing only as the content of the person. That is why the acts of
will or energies of the nature, as the potentiality for reveal-
ing the mode by which the nature is, are not identified with
the nature but are distinguished from it, for they refer to the
nature’s mode of existence.

Thus in the theological understanding of the Orthodox East
created beings are the result of the divine acts of will — the
natural acts of will — which are expressed as a personal tri-
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adic energy revelatory of the personal mode of the divine ex-
istence and also of the one common undivided divine nature.
Since they have their cause in the will or energy of the divine
nature and not in the divine nature itself, created beings differ
in essence and nature from the Godhead. They constitute an
entirely different natural and essential reality with regard to
the divine nature or essence, an essential potentiality of oth-
erness opposite the divine essence, that is to say, a personal
potentiality to be-opposite the divine personal existence.

The triadic energy of God as a summons to the realization
of a relation outside of the divine nature is actualized in every
created being. Every created being embodies the divine sum-
mons, because every created being is a “combination” and
“union” of logoi*® revelatory of the divine energy. But at the
same time the “logical” constitution of created beings points
to their power of also embodying the “logical” response to
the dynamically actualized summons of God to communion
and relation, of manifesting the essential otherness of the
world opposite the divine essence as a personal potentiality
of communion with the divine personal existence.

Even though all created beings embody the divine summons
to the realization of a relation with God outside of the divine
essence, nevertheless only human personal existence has the
existential potentiality to realize this relation by actualizing
and recapitulating the “logical” potentiality of created beings
to embody the “logical” response to God’s dynamically ac-
tive summons to communion and relation. Human personal
existence is the only existential potentiality for the logos of
created beings to become a logos of response to the active
summons of God — that is to say, a fact of relation with him.
In this respect the human person wholly recapitulates nature
as the consequence of the divine will for personal commu-
nion — it recapitulates not only human nature as a whole but

o the whole of what in essence is outside of God.
osure of the potential-

als
Created beings, then, exist as a discl
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ity for personal relation with God of the entire world, of the
created with the uncreated, a relation which can only be real-
ized through the human person. We can thus see here more
clearly that the truth of the beings that constitute the world’s
reality is their rising up to the “horizon” of personal relation,
before any other intellectual or conscious determination. It is
the disclosure of their “logical” constitution which embodies
both the divine summons to communion and relation, and
the power of responding to this summons. In other words,
the personal relation between humanity and God is the exis-
tential presupposition for the disclosure of their truth. Beings
become true as a disclosure of this universal relation, as a ris-
ing up from that which is “outside of” the personal relation.

When humanity “discovers” in the “logicality” of created
beings the otherness of the personal Jogos of their Creator,
when it enters into a relationship with beings as “things-acts”
of the Logos, it transforms their created “logicality” into an
erotic-logical relation with the uncreated Logos — into a rela-
tion of existential freedom from the createdness of creatures.
Conversely, when this does not happen, humanity abandons
objective beings to the non-related “logicality” of the mere-
ly intellectual determinations of created self-containedness,
that is to say, to a logos which refers only to itself, to the
uninterpreted dialectic of the phenomenon and nothingness.

§86  Ecstatic otherness with regard to nature, and the an-
tithetical dimension of person and nature

Humanity’s personal existence constitutes the only exis-
tential potentiality for the realization of the wortld’s response
to the divine summons, in the measure in which it embod-
jes nature’s ecstatic potentiality, the potentiality for nature to
“stand outside” itself, as personal otherness and freedom, in
the fact of relation. This “ecstasy” of nature also constitutes
the unique potentiality of existentially bridging the gulf of
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the narural distance between the world and God — and this
unique potentiality is embodied in the human person. It is
the potentiality of the person’s freedom with regard to na-
ture, the possibility that nature will transcend itself in the
dynamics of personal relation by bridging the natural dis-
tantiality between the world and God, or the possibility that
nature will make itself autonomous outside of God.

In other words, humanity’s freedom is defined as the specif-
ic potentiality of the human person experientially to realize
or to abolish the natural distantiality of the world from God,
the possibility that humanity can reveal this distantiality as
the irrationality or “non-logicality” of that which is outside
of the divine essence, by rejecting personal communion with
the divine personal existence, or else that it can abolish this
distantiality through the realization of an all-encompassing
ecstatic relation with God. The first possibility (that of per-
sonal reliance on distantiality, on the autonomy and self-con-
tainedness of nature) results in the Fall of humanity, which
also drags the world with it into the irrationality (a-logon)
or absurdity ( para-logon) of ontic self-containedness, refer-
ring nothingness to the truth of beings: the truth of beings
is identified with temporal phenomenicity, the phenomenal
“rising up” of beings from nothing.

The Fall fragments human nature itself into as many indi-
vidual self-contained units as there are personal rejections of
the transcendence of natural distantiality from God. In the
same way, the Fall also shatters the harmonious polyphony
of the logoi of created beings. The logoi of created beings
cease to refer to the one unified Logos of the world. They
cease to be logoi summoning to the one unified relation of
the created and the uncreated. The logoi of created beings
refer to the multiplicity of individual understanding or to the
conventional semantics of a common utilitarian necessity.
Turned into partial concepts of a semantics which remains
as a whole irrational and conventional, they serve to support
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human individual self-containedness.

The biblical narrative ofa Fall affecting the whole of human
nature refers to the initial choice that the first human beings
made of individual self-containedness. It refers to the funda-
mental fragmentation of nature into atomic individuals — a
fragmentation which was subsequently extended in the gen-
erations that followed. The unity of human nature before the
Fall is manifested as an existential fact. Nature existed as a
communion and relation of persons. The personal mode of
existence distinguished nature as personal otherness without
dividing up and destroying nature as atomic individualities
in opposition to each other. The oneness of human nature, of
course, presupposes the referential ecstasy of every natural
atomic individuality to the unity of the mode of existence
which constitutes the personal relation. It presupposes the
recapitulation of nature in the personal mode of existence
and consequently in every fact of personal otherness, that is
to say, in every personal existence. The oneness of nature is
identified with personal otherness with regard to the nature,
or with the personal self-transcendence of the nature, which
has its initial presupposition and its dynamic fulfillment in
the realization of a relation “outside-of-nature”; in the ac-
ceptance of the divinc summons to personal communion and
relation.

The moment humanity denies communion with God and
relation to him, its personal existence ceases to be ecstatic
with regard to nature as a whole, ceases to recapitulate na-
ture by a referential movement outside-of-nature. Personal
ecstasy (ek-stasis) becomes no more than atomic distantial-
ity (apo-stasis) within the bounds of nature, and nature is
fragmented into self-contained individual units.?’ That is
also why the first fragmentation of nature is definitive. The
first free choosing of individual self-containedness shattered
nature once and for all and condemned the will of all the
remaining persons to be simply an individual will, not the
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common will of a unified nature coordinated with the free-
dom of a relation outside-of-nature. Personal freedom with
regard to nature becomes a mutually hostile separation of
person and nature, a ceaseless antithetical bipolar impulse, a
tragic bisection of the unity of the person.

What I called in the previous chapter “nature’s dynamic
urge to be liberated in terms of atomic self-completeness”®
is this subsequently inescapable fragmentation of nature in
every generation, the “condemnation” of the human person
to be the bearer of an individual natural will. Every new hu-
man being is born subject to nature. Its very birth marks a
further fragmentation of nature. Its initial orientation (that is,
its freedom) is not ecstatic otherness towards nature but its
antithetical separation from nature.

There is therefore much truth in Sartre’s aphorism: “My
original fall is the existence of the other.”® The existence
of the “other” in the objective distantiality of individuality
is the disclosure of my fragmented nature. The “other” is
the confirmation of the inescapable fragmentation of nature.
Every “other” is an immediate empirical proof of the impos-
sibility of the person to annul the dynamic impulse towards
the fragmentation of nature into individually self-complete
units. The “other” is my condemnation to be the bearer of an
individual natural will.

Thus it is the “other in his individual distantiality who de-
prives me of an existential potentiality, the potentiality for my
nature to be transcended in the personal mode of existence.
The freedom of the other” separates me from possibility of
transcending the atomic individuality that belongs to nature
and realizing that mode of existence (the personal mode)
which might substitute for it the existential unity (rather than
the existential fragmentation) of our common human nature.
For freedom after the Fall no longer constitutes the ecstatic
otherness with regard to nature which would have permit-
ted the unity of the personal mode of existence. Freedom is
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identified with the denial of the objectivity of nature, so that
the subjectivity of atomic individuality can be supported and
made autonomous. Atomic freedom is the knowledge and
defense of subjective self-completeness. Freedom is identi-
fied with the will that differentiates atomic individuality in
its biological and psychological self-defensiveness.

The identification of freedom with the natural will, that is to
say, with instinctive individual self-defensiveness, fragments
nature into existentially self-complete units and consequently
annuls the existential unity of our common nature, abandon-
ing individual existence to an abyss of existential loneliness.
The necessarily personal ecstatic impulse of atomic exis-
tence towards the realization of relation collides against the
hard shell of the “freedom” of the “other,” that is, against his
atomic self-defensiveness. Movement towards relation is ex-
perienced as a tragic sense of the impossibility of relation, the
tormenting experience of the nothingness of relation imposed
by the “freedom” of the “other.” The freedom of the “other,”
the objective existential self-completeness of his atomic na-
ture, annuls my own possibility of transcending nature.”

That is why “hell is other people,” as Sartre says.>! For him
this expression clearly means that hell is not some external
objective punishment. The hellish element in the human hell
is “other people.” The failure of the restoration of personal
existence in its existential fullness, its falling away into a state
of natural atomic individuality, sets it against the individual
natures of the “other people.” The “other” is the confirmation
of my existential failure, my inability to smash the shell of
the “freedom” which has been identified with the natural will,
with the self-defensiveness of the biological and psychologi-
cal ego. The “other” is hell because he torments me by re-
vealing the condemnation that is my “freedom,” that is to say,
the tragic loneliness of my existential self-containedness, my
inability to relate to the “other,” and consequently the irra-
tionality of my existence, the impossibility of dialogue, my
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incapacity to express love. That which is outside of personal
ecstasy is shown to be an abyss of atomic distantiality, a hell
of tragic and insurmountable loneliness.

Before Sartre, Dostoyevsky had already defined hell in
a similar way but more fully, summarizing the theological
teaching on hell in the Orthodox tradition: “Hell is the tor-
ment of not loving.™? It becomes evident from this defini-
tion that “other people” are the occasion of my own hell,
although the cause lies in my own inability to relate to them,
in my imprisonment in the egocentric autonomy of atomic
individuality, in my own “freedom.” Hell is therefore all
the more tormenting when the “other” is not an atomic in-
dividual at a distance from me who nullifies the possibility
of relation, but is a person who presents himself to me as a
loving ecstasy of self-offering and calls me to a fulfilling
communion and relation which for me remains unattainable.
This inability to relate, the punishment of someone not lov-
ing, is the ultimate failure of existence which summarizes
the Church’s teaching on eternal punishment. It is not God
who is the punisher and creator of hell. What we know of
God is a ceaseless outpouring of love, a “passion of erotic
goodness.” Hell is freely chosen by humankind. It is the tor-
menting loneliness of an atomic nature made existentially
absolute. It is the willed refusal of communion with the di-

vine erotic goodness.
§87  The ontological content of “salvation "

The original choice of the first human beings in favor of in-
dividual self-containedness was the first and definitive frag-
mentation of human nature, a universal condemnation to the
hell of existential separation from the fullness of life, which
is communion with God. This hell is destroyed in the person
of Christ, in the event of the incarnation of God, in the union
of the divine nature with human nature.
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The meaning of the salvation of humanity “through Christ”
and “in Christ” refers to the reality of a “new” united and in-
divisible nature, a “new creation” which is recapitulated pri-
marily and initially in the personal existence of Christ. In the
person of Christ the ecstatic reference of human nature to its
existential relos was restored (the relos being a living com-
munion with the uncreated cause and fullness of life, with
the unlimited duration of life) so that what was restored was
humanity’s immediate universal relation to God and com-
munion with him. This communion is the logos of existence,
its meaning, its cause and, at the same time, the goal and
fullness of its truth. Every ontological and existential theory
is made whole in Christ because he is the Logos of every
existing and existential reality. He is the Logos-hypostatic
revelation of God, but also the logos of created beings, the
disclosure of God’s personal creative energy. He is also the
logos of human existence, its existential felos and meaning —
the recapitulation of the “logical” harmony of the world and
of the logos of history in God’s relation with humanity.*

This vital communion of Godhead and humanity in the per-
son of Christ was not only volitional but first and foremost
natural. In the person of Christ the divine and the human
natures were united without division or confusion and with-
out change. This union of the two natures, the now natural
relation and communion of Godhead and humankind, has
resulted in a definitive change in humanity’s existential ca-
pabilities. The possibility of the ecstatic mode of existence,
the personal possibility of ecstatic otherness with regard to
nature, which after the Fall had been condemned to be ex-
hausted within the limits of nature itself as individual dis-
tantiality — this personal ecstasy of nature outside-of-nature
now becomes a natural possibility within the bounds of the
theanthropic nature of Christ. It is now the nature which goes
out of itself and is in total communion with the Godhead,
and it is left to the freedom of the person to coordinate itself
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with this natural ecstasy, that is to say, to deny the existential
autonomy of individuality, to abrogate the distantiality of in-
dividual self-containedness, to raise itself up to the totality
of the ecstasy of nature, which is realized existentially in the
person of Christ.

Of course, the union of the divine and human natures in the
person of Christ is defined by the Church as a mystery inac-
cessible to objective categories of thought, that is to say, as
a fact accessible only to the knowledge provided by living
experience as a whole.* Hence the change that takes place in
humanity’s existential powers cannot be described exhaus-
tively in philosophical language. The self-transcendence
of natural individuality, the “kenosis” or self-emptying of
atomic self-containedness and the restoration of the person
to the fullness of hypostasis, that is to say, to the total per-
ichoresis of loving communion, is an existential potential-
ity with which humanity is “graced” by God (the cause of
every existence) — it is a “grace” or charisma given by God
as a response to humanity’s free and dynamic will to com-
mune with the Godhead. And the charismatic restoration of
personal communion with the Godhead is experienced as a
“mystical participation” in the existential fact of the natural
union of divinity and humanity.

This existential fact of the natural union of divinity and
humanity is a new nature, that is to say, a new mode of exis-
tence — since we know the nature only as an existential fact.
It is the “new” theanthropic nature which has as its “head,”
or its fundamental personal recapitulation, Christ himself,*
and as its “members” all those who participate in the mode
of existence which he inaugurated, all those who participate
personally in the total natural union of divinity and human-
ity. The “head” and the “members” form a body, the body of
the Church, the concrete realization of the “new” nature of
the incarnate Logos, the ontological reality of a new mode
of existence — new compared to the mode of existence of




270 Person and Eros

a nature fragmented into atomic individuals. The Church is
a “gathering together of those previously scattered” atomic
individuals of fragmented nature into the unity of personal
loving perichoresis and existential communion with God .

The Church, then, does not simply represent a sociologi-
cal or moral fact or a “religious” manifestation of fallen hu-
manity. The Church is an ontological reality, the existential
fact of a “new” human nature, which communes wholly with
the Godhead, or which realizes an existential “impulse” op-
posite to that of the Fall. It realizes existence as love and
eros, not as survival as an atomic individual. Human free-
dom does not cease, even within the “limits” of the Church’s
life, to be an antithetical dimension of the person and of
“fallen” nature. To be grafted onto the “common” nature of
the Church is a personal achievement, an attainment of per-
sonal freedom, which becomes possible “by the power of the
Incarnation.”’ Overcoming the Fall, the “kenosis” of natural
atomic individuality, represents not an automatic alteration,
but a dynamic fact of progressive metanoia,” a change of
outlook, and consequently a change of mode of life — in the
end a fact of existential rebirth. It is the “death” of the “old
man” of atomic self-containedness and the “resurrection” of
the “new man” of total personal self-offering and relation.

The whole meaning of the Christian ascetic practice and
mystical life is summed up in the dynamics of this existential
change.?? And this change is possible because the inability of
nature to realize an ecstatic relation of communion with the
Godhead has been definitively lifted. The human person is
no longer condemned to remain within the existential limits
of natural individuality. It can now realize dynamically the
presupposition of its existential fullness, the movement and
reference outside-of-nature within the dynamic context of
the natural union of God with humanity.

This brief review of Christology brings the Church’s teach-
ing on hell into focus. Hell is a mode of existence. It is the ex-
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istential distantiality of atomic individuality, the impossibil-
ity of natural ecstasy, the unattainability of communion and
relation. This mode of existence is obligatory and universal
after the Fall, but the obligatory and universal character of
the Fall is expunged in the existential fact of the Incarnation
of God, in the union of the divine nature with the human. The
distantiality of atomic individuality, which is the denial of
the existential fullness of the person, that is to say, of com-
munion with God, is now a matter of free personal choice, a
voluntary refusal to ascend to the totality of natural ecstasy
which was realized existentially in the person of Christ.

God’s union with humanity is an existential fact that is de-
finitive and total. Our free personal response to this natural
union with the Godhead restores humanity to the fullness of
its existential potentiality, to the fullness of life. The free re-
fusal of personal participation in this natural union with the
Godhead perpetuates the “unnatural” mode of existence of
the Fall, which is humanity’s hell.

The “eternal life” the Church speaks about is the abrogation
of time within the ceaseless present created by the immediacy
of God’s relation to humanity or within the ceaseless bounds
of the tormenting experience of the annihilation of relation.
“Atthe end of the ages,” says St. Maximus the Confessor, that
is to say, when “time ceases from motion,” the union of God
with humanity will be revealed in its universality: it will have
included every human being. For the “worthy,” those who
will be able to respond to the fullness of God’s loving self-
offering, this union will be “by grace” and a source “of divine
and inconceivable pleasure.” For the “unworthy,” those who
remain existentially unable to enter into relation, union with
God will be “contrary to grace” and a source of “indescrib-
able pain.”* The eternal salvation or eternal damnation the
Church speaks about are existential possibilities beyond the
conventional categories of punishment and reward which are

verified by direct experience.
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§88  Nothingness as personal power and choice

The power of the human person to accept or refuse the
natural distantiality separating the human from the divine
nature, the possibility that we might reveal this distantiality
to be the irrationality [a-logon] or absurdity [ para-logon] of
existential self-containedness, that is to say, to be the void or
the abyss of being outside-of-Being, leads us to an ontologi-
cal rather than ontic-intellectual understanding of nothing-
ness.

In philosophical thought, nothingness is defined by the logi-
cal necessity of that which is the dialectic opposite to being.
“Of opposites one of each pair is a privation,” says Aristotle,
“and all things are traced back to being and non-being.”*! Thus
nothingness belongs to an ontic category, is defined by being,
is the opposite of being, is the denial of being, is non-being.
In short, it is purely conceptual. But in the ontology of exis-
tential categories — the ontology which starts with the ques-
tion, “what is the difference between being and Being?” or
“what is the difference between nature and nature’s mode of
existence?” — nothingness has an existential meaning which
confirms a fundamental ontological difference.

We know Being only as existential fact, only as the mode by
which whatever is, is. We know nature in its totality only as
ecstatic otherness with regard to its common attributes, only
as personal immediacy or as the effect of personal energy: we
know it in the fact of the relation which recapitulates nature
outside-of-nature. The personal ecstasy of nature is the mode
of existence of the whole, the only mode by which Being
becomes accessible to us in its ontological totality and not in
the quantitative narrowing of fragmented ontic individuali-
ties. Yet every personal refusal to refer nature to the fact of
the relation which recapitulates nature in personal otherness
(a refusal based on the existential potentiality defined by the
ontological difference between person and nature) exhausts
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the meaning of the existential ecstasy of nature in the dis-
tantiality of atomic individuality, or in the “unnatural” self-
containedness of atomic nature. Personal insistence on the
distantiality of atomic individuality, the free choice of atomic
self-containedness, does not refer the ecstasy of nature to the
fact of a total personal relation, which recapitulates the mode
of existence as a whole (the only mode by which Being be-
comes accessible to us in its ontological totality); it refers the
ecstasy of nature to the fact of the absence of relation, of the
nothingness of the existential totality, that is to say, to noth-
ingness as an existential reality.

In other words, nothingness is a mode of existence which is
defined by insistence on natural individuality. A possibility
of free personal choice, it is the distantiality (apo-stasis) of
atomic individuality as against the ecstasy (ek-stasis) which
recapitulates the total unity of existence in personal other-
ness. Nothingness is the existential reality of being outside-
of-Being as the fullness of personal existence, that is to say,
outside the relation and communion of humanity with God,
the only relation which recapitulates nature in its totality ina
personal ecstatic reference outside-of-nature. As experience
of the absence of ecstatic reference, nothingness is not purely
and simply the existential (atomic) experiencing of the noth-
ing on which atomic existence depends. It is the existential
consciousness or anxiety of falling away from Being, of the
essential non-existence of existence, of imprisonment in the
irrationality of atomic existence.®

Nothingness constitutes a personal potentiality of existence
because it is the denial of the hypostatic mode of existence
which the person alone can attain (or refuse to attain). It is
the opposite of “kenosis,” the hypostatic mode of existence
which was revealed by the incarnation of God. As free per-
sonal choice, or as personal existential potentiality, nothing-
ness refers to the ground of personal existence, which is the
summons of God, the fundamental possibility to-be-oppo-
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site the divine personal existence. Thus we could say that
nothingness, as existential experience of ecstatic referenti-
ality outside-of-Being, confirms the existence of a personal
God. It is the consciousness of the existential possibility of
the ecstasy of existence outside-of-nature either towards the
existential fullness of personal relation, or towards the noth-
ingness of existence that is the absence of relation.

The personal dimension of nothingness, nothingness as a
personal existential possibility, is revealed not only in the fact
of human freedom, which preserves the truth of the person
even within the limits of the existential self-containedness
of atomic individuality, but also as the experiential assur-
ance of the personal existence of God, in the dynamic of the
existential ecstasy which reveals him as either immediacy of
relation or failure of relation.

Chapter Three

The Moral Dimension of Nothingness

8§89  Morality and Being: identity and difference

The meaning of morality (éthos) refers to the mode of exis-
tence: “character (éth¢) is what makes us ascribe certain qual-
ities to the agents.”! The reference to the “quantity” of being
presupposes the truth of existential authenticity and, at the
same time, its distortion or alienation, that which we call the
Fall of man, the falling away from the mode of existence “ac-
cording to truth.” The falling away from existential authen-
ticity is defined anagogically by reference to the prelapsarian
integrity of existence, and the measure of this reference we
call ethos or morality. As a measure of existential authentic-
ity, morality finds its fulfillment or wholeness in the mode
of existence “according to truth.” Morality which has been
made whole or integral is existence “according to truth.”

This definition attributes to the concept of morality an on-
tological and existential meaning, not a conventional or le-
galistic one. It identifies the ontological content of morality
with the “quality” of the mode of existence, that is to say,
with the truth of being or with the distortion of this truth.
What I call the prelapsarian integrity of existence is the unity
of morality and being, the refusal to make an ontological
distinction between the two, or to differentiate at all between

morality and being.
If the truth of being is defined by the freedom and other-
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ness of the persornal mode of existence, then morality, as the
measure of the reference to existential authenticity, defines
the nearness or distance from the fullness of the truth of the
person, of personal communion and relation, of freedom
from the sclf-containedness of atomic individuality. With re-
gard to the divine existence, where there is no occurrence of
a fall from existential authenticity, the morality or ethos of
God is identified with Being (the mode of divine existence),
with the triadic communion and mutual interpenetration of
the divine persons. When Christian revelation lays down that
“God is love” (1 John 4:8), it refers not to a partial property
of God’s conduct but to that which God is as the fullness of
the triadic communion of persons within the “framework™ of
an undivided nature. The communion and mutual interpen-
etration of the divine persons, that is, the mode by which the
Godhead is, reveals the morality of the divine life, the love
and the Being of God. But with regard to human existence,
which infroduces a fact of fall from existential authentic-
ity, morality is differentiated from being by the concept of
the difference between the measure and the measured: As a
measure of reference to the truth of Being (to the freedom
and otherness of the personal mode of existence), morality
defines and “measures” the fact of the “preservation” of the
person within the bounds of the realization, or failure to re-
alize, a relation beyond and outside of the distantiality of

atomic individuality.

§90  Morality as convention and an axiological ontology

But this ontological-existential interpretation of morality
presupposes, of course, a more general approach to the on-
tological problem wich identifies Being with the personal
mode of existence, or alternatively, recapitulates in the per-
son and in the personal energies-deeds of the person the truth
of every existent and existential reality.
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By contrast, an ontological approach which identifies Being
with an intellectual conception of onticity “as a whole,” that
is to say, with the concept of an ontic totality, or an ontologi-
cal approach which identifies Being with temporality as the
mode by which whatever is appears, that is to say, with not-
being-nothing, in both cases result either in a definition of
morality determined in objective, individualized categories,
or in a sense of morality simply as convention. When the
truth of Being is separated from the mode of existence “ac-
cording to truth,” that is to say, from the experience of per-
sonal relation and personal energies, the concept of morality
inevitably acquires a conventional content. It is exhausted
in the axiological measuring of objective advantages, which
are founded on the demands or goals of social survival, that
is to say, which have their beginning and end in individual
and social usefulness (the latter idealistic to a greater or less-
er degree).

The objectivization of morality within a framework of an
axiological gradation of social demands enshrines an indi-
vidualized morality as the basis of all moral values. And this
individualized morality is absolutized and projected anagog-
ically in order to define the idea of an “absolute good” — just
as being, or ontic atomicity, is absolutized intellectually in
order to provide an anagogical definition of Being. These
two corresponding abstractions can then converge to form a
single fundamental theory of ontic reality as an axiological
synthesis, that is to say, to define the framework of an axi-
ological ontology. Such an axiological ontology is necessar-
ily dualistic. It confronts the problem of existence within the
framework of a bipolar ontological antithesis between good
and evil, spirit and matter, soul and body. The purest form of
existence is spirit, outside any necessity or suffering, that 1s
to say, outside any limitation imposed by ontic individuality.
The spirit is existence “as a whole,” existence at its most
integral and unlimited. It is both the absolute good and the
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definition of Being. A falling away from the universality of
the good and the integrity of Being creates inferior, coarser
forms of existence. These are the material forms that are
divided up into ontic individualities. The experience of the
senses is experience of falling away from the good and from
the universality of Being. But the mind can ascend progres-
sively as far as the absolute ontological antithesis of good
and evil, spirit and matter, that is to say, as far as a cosmo-
logical and theological dualism attributing two principles or
causes to the world. The objective standard by which this
ontological gradation, or antithesis, is measured is moral-
ity as determinative of the individual, and the good as the
fundamental summary of the properties which serve atomic
individuality or justify its absolutized existential demands.

(@)  Scholastic axiology

The approaches and systematic theories which provided the
framework of an axiological ontology and ethics underwent
an often contradictory development (from Plato’s axiologi-
cal idealism, the identification of Being with the “Idea of the
Good,” to the dualism of Plotinus,’® the Hermetic Corpus®
and the Gnostics®) before finally arriving at the rationalis-
tic synthesis of Roman Catholic scholasticism which either
positively or negatively has influenced almost the whole of
Western thought. The Scholastics® defined the concept of the
good or of virtue on the basis of the rules of logic: “Virtus
moralis bonitatem habet ex regula rationis.”” Every act or
habit that conforms to the demands of reason is good or Vir-
tuous, while any disobedience against reason, whether ac-
tual or implied, is evil or a sin.® And this is because human
reason is an anagogic faculty, or an existential microcosm
of the divine reason, in which all the eternal laws of ethics
and existence are summarized.” Hence disobedience against
reason is contrary to nature and its eternal laws. It is disobe-
dience against God himself and the divine will."
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Thus Roman Catholic scholastic axiology summarizes
Being and the good in an intellectual approach to the abso-
lute. It introduced an individualized ethics as the measure
of the good, as the measure of the submission of individual
nature to the intellect and of the intellect to the eternal laws
of divine reason. In this manner Roman Catholicism has es-
tablished the rationalism and subjectivist ethics of modern
European culture. The personal God of historical revelation
and of the Church’s experience is transformed into an ab-
stract “source” and “cause” of all natural, ethical and social
legislation.!! Human individuality is subordinated to the au-
thority of absolute reason, or else it rebels violently against
it, with the result that European history takes the shape of a
tragic polarization between totalitarianism and revolution.

(b)  The Kantian imperative

Kant marks an important stage in the history of the prob-
lem. He sought to soften the stark contrast between transcen-
dent reason and human reason by abolishing the metaphysi-
cal dimension of scholastic axiology' and raising moral
subjectivism to a rational rule of absolute validity: “Handle
so, dass die Maxime deines Willens jederzeit zugleich als
Prinzip einer allgemeinen Gesetzgebung gelten kénne.”!3
This stark contrast was consciously substituted by the dia-
lectical opposition between the moral imperative and an ab-
solutized abstract conception of nature or Being." But the
moral imperative, for all the support it finds in individual ex-
perience, does not cease itself to be a mental absolute, a trac-
ing back of an individualized morality to the absolute. And
an individualized morality inevitably represents a standard
of conventional values, a utilitarian estimate of objective hu-
man relations, without the slightest reference to the problem
of existence, to the question regarding a mode of existence
“according to truth” — a non-alienated existence.

Even modern value-theorists who wish to define the good
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as beyond the conventional and relative limits of a utilitarian
standard have not succeeded in combining ethics with the
problem of existence, the essential transcendence of abstract
mental forms. The following statement of Nicolai Hartmann
might be taken as an example: “The good is not the ideal be-
ing of value or its inner meaning, nor is it the simple actual
existence of the thing valued. It is simply the teleology of
value — with evil as the teleology of non-value — in the space
of reality.”’> The attempt to define the good not compara-
tively (hés pros) or referentially ( pros #i), but in itself, apart
from any comparison and relation, in a teleological combi-
nation with a priori recognized “values,” inevitably ends up
as a bare concept of the good, or a schematic idea without
existential content.

§91  Heidegger’s combination of morality and Being

The most serious attempt in modern Western philosophy
to combine morality and ethics with the ontological problem
was made by Heidegger. The transition from a metaphysics
of ontic categories (the causal linking of beings to Being) to
an ontology of the difference between beings and Being was
accompanied by an attempt to establish an ontological (not
“ontic” and categorical) definition of morality, to identify
ethics with fundamental ontology (“Fundamentalontologie™)
as Heidegger calls the interpretation of humanity’s being,
which is the knowledge of Being as the power of ecstasy, or
as the consciousness of temporal phenomenicity.'®

Heidegger himself did not go on to formulate his ontologi-
cal ethics systematically, but he did define its boundaries.
With Heraclitus’ fragment, “man’s ethos is his daimon,”"’ as
his starting-point, Heidegger discusses the etymology of the
Greek word ethos and its ontological content. The first use
of the word in the plural means “haunts” or “abodes.” “The
haunts and pasture of horses,” we read in Homer’s Iliad,'®
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and in the Odyssey we find the expression: “to sleep in their
abodes.”" The word has the same meaning in Hesiod,” and
also in Herodotus,?! Plato,” and Arrian.” Gradually the word
begins to mean (even as early as Hesiod*!) “the traditional or-
dinances prevailing in a place where people dwell together,
which are shaped by the life led in that place, are established
by a shared existence as fitting customs and are regarded in
that place as habits which are legal and right.”

Heidegger notes that Heraclitus’ fragment 119 must be in-
terpreted in accordance with the first sense of ethos: our ethos
is the disclosure of the place where we dwell permanently,
the definition of our abiding, the specific space of our life.
Consequently, when Heraclitus declares that “man’s ethos
is his daimon,” that is, God, he refers ethos to our space or
mode of life, and this mode is the existential nearness of God
and our abiding in him. Thus the word ethos defines that
which man is, man’s essence.”®

Heidegger limits himself to observing that such an under-
standing of ethos refers principally to ontology, not to eth-
ics.2” Nevertheless, this interpretation of ethos does not lead
to the ethics of Western Christianity and European philoso-
phy, the axiological ethics of an individualized morality. But
Heidegger does not go on to determine the consequences
that flow from the identification of ontology with ethics,
the identification of morality with being, which is indicated
by Heraclitus’ definition. Humanity’s ethos, as the mode })y
which we are, and, specifically, as “nearness” to and “abid-
ing” in God (where nearness and abiding signify, of course,
an existential reference and relation), necessitates an unde'r-
standing of Being as a personal mode of existence. And 'fhls
understanding is very different from the phenomenologlca1
sense of Being, on which Heidegger insists, the power of
«disclosure” and “self-concealment,” where
understood as temporality and time as the mode b

beings are-not-nothing.

“disclosure” 18
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§92  The “ethics of freedom” in French existentialism

The existential-ontological theory and interpretation of
morality and ethics was developed most consistently in the
French existentialist movement, which of course has its roots
in Heidegger’s “new ontology.” Existentialism takes the
dominance of the absurd in the life of the world and in his-
torical “becoming” as an ontological reality.?® From the mo-
ment we affirm this ontological reality existentially, from the
moment we are persuaded that the absurd and “evil” are not
creations of chance circumstances but are the “natural” real-
ization of historical life, or givens which refer to the mode of
our historical existence, from that moment we consciously
transfer to the space of conventionality and unrealistic ideal-
ism both our attempt to achieve an individual morality and
our organized action aiming at historical “change.”

Existentialism affirms the absolute and definitive domi-
nance of the absurd in the life of the world, seeking the ulti-
mate preservation and valuing of human existence precisely
through the absurd and in full knowledge of the inescap-
able engagement of history with the “gears™ of evil. It is
significant that it was during the Second World War, with
its horrific loss of life and the madness of the Nazi camps
and crematoria, that the existentialist movement appeared in
France as a desperate attempt to give some value to human
existence in the face of the given absurdity of history.*

The preservation and valuing of humanity is realized in ex-
istentialism by the affirmation of our freedom in historical
action. Historical action, a conscious and responsible resis-
tance to the absurdity of the world, affirms human freedom
as an existential differentia distinguishing it from the force
of determinism and the absurd, and endows humanity with
value in the face of any kind of totalitarianism.*’ Humanity
exists not simply as the potentiality for thought, as Descartes
claimed, since thought cannot interpret the absurdity of his-
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torical existence. Humanity exists as a potentiality for the
dynamic realization of its freedom. It is “thrown down” into
an absurd world. The circumstances in which human be-
ings are born and grow up deny the freedom of the subject.
Nevertheless these “situations” are precisely the presuppo-
sitions for the dynamic realization of freedom, that is to say,
for the self-realization of existence, in dynamic contrast to
every “external” determination.

The basic ontological distinction which Sartre introduc-
es between human existence as a dynamic self-realization
(“pour-s0i”), and every other kind of existence as always
given and “in-itself” (“en-soi”), reveals the ontological
content of human freedom.*® Human freedom precedes the
essence of man. It is its presupposition,** that which distin-
guishes the human being from all other beings which do not
have the power to change the given situations by which they
are determined absolutely. Even in the hands of his execu-
tioner a human being is free, not in the sense of an “interior”
freedom as proclaimed by Luther and German idealism but
as the power of immediate energetic action which can be re-
alized even at the last moment.>* This action, even if it fails,
even if it is only the possibility of action, gives humanity j[he
power to be itself and not the passive result of the situation
in which it finds itself.

Thus humanity’s being is identified with freedom: “That
which we call freedom cannot be distinguished from the be-
ing of the ‘human reality.” Man is not there first so as to be
free in consequence; there is no difference between the.be—
ing of man and his ‘being-free.””*® This identification t‘glves
humanity’s being an absolutely dynamic character: * Man
is that which he does.””" Our historical activity is the mode
by which we are what we are. It is our responsibility for
our own existence. The human person is responsible for that
which it is, chooses that which it is, even if this choice ends

ultimately in failure. To live the absurd to the extreme, c7e-
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ating (historically or artistically), filling the senseless void
with images or hopes — that is a kind of “heroic despair,”*® an
absolute and tragic faith in humanity and in the ontological
prize of its freedom, a noble and despairing ethics.

The identification of humanity’s being with freedom, with
responsibility for the realization of existence in the face of
the given situations which fetter it, that is to say, historical
activity as humanity’s existential self-realization, is a thesis
which brought French existentialism into a kind of comple-
mentary relation with the Marxist theory of historical mate-
rialism — in spite of the gulf separating Marxism from any
kind of philosophical thought that presupposes cognitive cat-
egories drawn from a subjective approach to life. Marxism
relied on a comprehensive theory of individual conscious-
ness and the action which it expresses. It saw the human
person only as a member of a “wider whole” with individual
consciousness as a product of the historical evolution of this
whole and, at the same time, as an instrument or “tool” of
adaptation to historical evolution in general.

French existentialism appeared to want to fill the enormous
anthropological void left in Marxism by the total depen-
dence of the individual on the social environment and on an
impersonal historical evolution, the void of the alienation of
the human subject within the context of a Hegelian-Marxist
“fetishistic worship of facts.” It appears that it was the en-
counter between the two “ideologies” of existentialism and
Marxism that prompted modern attempts to express an “an-
thropology™ of historical materialism, a neo-Marxist human-
ism, based on the “principle” of humanity’s hope or denial of
alienation within the mechanistic structures of a consumerist
(socialist or capitalist) society, and on the absolute priority
of the human subject in relation to these structures.”

I shall not attempt a broader analysis of these ideas here. I
will simply note that in all these cases the ontological prob-
lem of the Fall, at least as defined by Heidegger,* remains
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essentially unexamined. The absurdity of the word and of
history are a given and invariable reality,*" and nothingness
is revealed to be an existential realization of humanity’s be-
ing through the continual destruction of ontic identity (the
“en-s0i”).*> Human freedom, as a conscious and active reac-
tion to the absurdity of the world and of history, is a tragic
potentiality for existential self-annihilation without any re-
demptive character, and ultimately a reality of condemna-
tion, as Sartre defined it of his own accord.”

§93  Good and evil, two anhypastatic concepts

If we accept the otherness and freedom of the petson, or
a personal mode of existence, as a fundamental ontological
reality, it follows that on the level of morality and ethics we
should go beyond not only the duality of good and evil and an
a priori axiology but also an existential “ethics” that aims at
the dynamic self-realization of existence in terms of its own
freedom, that is to say, in terms of its own self-annihilation.

The truth of the person as a fundamental ontological reality
necessarily denies any ontological content to the concepts of
good and evil. Good and evil are two anhypostatic concepts,
two intellectual categories which are created by raising an in-
dividualized morality Lo the level of an absolute. Conversely,
the concept of an individualized morality necessarily presup-
poses a conventional definition of good and evil on the basis
of empirical usefulness, that is to say, on the basis of an a
priori axiological gradation of social relations.*

If morality has on ontological content, it cannot be €
ed in the conventional axiological categories of good anc.l evil.
The ontological content of morality refers to an existential re-
ality, and an existential reality is always hypostatic. MOl'aht.y
is not an anhypostatic concept but a personal predicate. IF is
the “measure” of reference to a mode of existence “according
to truth,” that is to say, to a personal mode of existence-

xhaust-
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In Christian theology, however, (both biblical and patristic)
we often find absolute good, or good in itself, with an onto-
logical content, defined as a hypostatic reality referring to
Fhe person of God (“no man is good but God alone”). But it
is evident that in this case the good refers to the ethos of the
divine life, which is identified with the Being of God, with
the triadic mode of divine existence, which is the fullness of
personal communion and relation.*® That is to say, it is not
about the intellectual ascent to an absolute derived from a
morality individualized within the context of empirical use-
fulness. It is about the ontological interpretation of the good
of that mode of life which is not alienated, or which is “ac-
cording to truth,” as revealed in the triadic communion of
the divine persons.

It is striking that although the good refers to the hypostatic
reality of the triadic Godhead, the Church’s theologians ab-~
solutely refuse to allow an ontological content to the concept
f)f e‘vi I as well.¥7 And this refusal necessarily entails the re-
Jec‘u_on of any kind of dualistic interpretation of existential
reghty. The Church Fathers do not recognize any mode of
existence other than the personal, the fullness of which is
revealed in the truth of the triadic God. Evil is not a different
ontol_ogical reality. It is not a different mode of existence, but
the distortion and corruption of the one unique — that is, per-
s‘onal — mode of existence, the result of a wrong use of the
freedom of persons.*® For this freedom cannot be destroyed
utterly. The wrong use of it cannot eliminate its ontological
ground, which is the personal mode of existence.”

It was precisely the danger of interpreting evil as an onto-
logical reality, corresponding to the existential realization of
the go'od in the ethos of the divine triadic communion, that
sometimes led certain of the Fathers to reject the ontological
content even of the good, the reference of the good to the
Godhead, and regard the good (now with a conventional axi-
ological meaning) as a simple accident.’! Of course a con-
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ventional axiology cannot define the existential fact. Hence
an axiological evaluation can only express partial passions,
relations or accidents. The distortion and corruption of the
mode of existence which is “according to nature” is not dis-
tinguished in an ontological or conventionally axiological
manner, but only morally. In this moral differentiation the
ethos signifies precisely the measure of the reference to the
fullness of the personal mode of existence. The differenti-
ation of the mode of existence is moral in the measure in
which it manifests the difference between personal ecstasy
and atomic distantiality, between Being and nothingness.

To speak of the moral differentiation of a mode of existence
as disclosure of the difference between personal ecstasy and
atomic distantiality implies reference to a moral dimension
of both Being and nothingness. Like Being, nothingness de-
fines the moral differentiation of the one unique existential
fact, the differentiation of the personal mode of existence,
as either affirmation or denial of the fullness of personal
communion. Atomic distantiality is not distinguished onto-
logically, but only morally, from personal ecstasy. The con-
sciousness of atomic distantiality is, of course, a personal
ecstatic experience, but an experience of the moral distortion
of the personal ecstatic mode of existence.

Consequently, from the ontology of the truth of the person
there emerges a morality which neither recognizes nor justi-
fies a schematic intellectual opposition between ontological
(dualistic) or conventional and axiological ideas of good and
evil. It recognizes only the general moral dilemma of choos-
ing between Being and nothingness, that is to say, between
«|ife” and “death™ — since Being is identified with the full-
ness of life, with the pleroma of a mode of existence “ac-
cording to truth,” while nothingness is death, or distantiality
from true life, the negation of the logos of life, the irrational-

ity of non-communicating individuality.
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8§94  “Virtue comes through truth”

Within the framework of this ontological morality there ex-
ists a deontology and a legal expression of its terms which
aims at the restoration of humanity to its existential authen-
ticity. Such restoration is not confined to the prescribed ob-
jective improvements of conduct, as usually happens in every
system of codified ethics, where the objective consequence
of the moral code is ultimately the self-sufficiency of atomic
individuality.” The restoration refers to a total change, or
metanoia, on the part of humanity. And metanoia means a
change of mind, that is to say, a change of humanity’s entire
outlook, a dynamic transition from the distantiality of atom-
ic self-containedness to the ecstasy of personal communion,
a return from the individual to the person, from humanity’s
existential distortion to its existential truth.**

In other words, the goal of this ontological morality is truth,
not virtue. Virtue is the ascetic practice which serves the re-
alization of the truth of humanity — truth is not some “knowl-
edge” subordinated to a utilitarian understanding of virtue.
Maximus the Confessor clearly defines this presupposition
of the ontological character of Orthodox moral teaching:
“Virtue exists for the sake of truth, not truth for the sake of
virtue.”>* And he distinguishes the “natural forms or expres-
sions of virtue” from those “which are spiritual, that is, are
supernatural and characteristic of God™*® — distinguishing
between the virtue which serves the self-containedness of
human nature and the virtue which reveals the truth of the
mode of divine existence. Putting the virtues into practice
does not constitute for Maximus a quantifiable moral per-
fection. It creates a unit of wisdom which is “contemplated
indivisibly” and is “perceived in a single form™ through the
practice of the individual virtues.”’

Truth as the goal of virtue defines the cognitive character
of ascetic practice for the attainment of the virtues and the
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ascetic character of “the path of knowledge.” Ascetic prac-
tice leads to knowledge, because knowledge of truth is an
existential realization, not something appropriated mentally.
Truth is approached only by “a person who knows along
with acting and who acts along with knowing.” Christian
ascetic practice and Christian virtue as a moral endeavor are
summed up in the deliberate and dynamic rejection of the
egocentricity of atomic individuality, in the emptying of the
ego of atomic selfcontainedness, which is the rebellious im-
pulse of fragmented nature to preserve itself in its ontic self-
sufficiency. Ascetic practice aims at the rejection of what is
willed by atomic nature, so that the freedom of the person
can be attained, the existential self-transcendence of atomic-
ity in personal communion and relation, the ecstasy of nature
outside-of-nature in the existential fulfillment which is com-
munion with the Godhead. o
And precisely because the aim of Christian ascet1_c1sm is
humanity’s personal communion with God, and this com-
munion is a human existential capability only because QOd
freely gives himself to humanity in an ecstati<_: se!f—offe.rmg
of “erotic goodness,” the aim of ascetic practice 1s atfalned
only in the fact of divine grace. The grace of C.}od.ls not
some indeterminate kind of divine “plessing,” which is add-
ed quantitatively to humanity’s natural capabilities. It is the
life-giving summons and ground of the summons ceas?less—
ly issued by God for humanity to participate 1m the existen-
tial fulfillment of personal communion witb jthe Godhead: It
is the dynamically “gttractive” power of divine loye, Wthh
seeks to restore humanity to the sublime gifts which 1ts na-
ture received in the person of Christ, in the fact of the natu-
ral union of God with humanity. This means that even the
achievements of ascetic discipline, the human virtues, ha}’e
only a relative significance with regard to the goal of exis-
tential fulfillment, and are appropriated only through d1V1.r16
grace, only by the fact that God gives himself to humanity
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in a ceaselessly actualized self-offering. If human virtue be-
comes an end in-itself, it imprisons humanity in an objective
self-sufficiency which perpetuates its atomic self-contained-
ness, its condemnation to be distanced from life and “true
existence.” Virtue finds its existential goal, the goal of truth,
only as a dynamic assent to divine grace, which is the dy-
namically activated summons of God’s erotic goodness.

§95  Sin, the moral content of nothingness as an existen-
tial fact

Abiding in the distantiality of atomic individuality signifies
the failure of humanity to be that which it is “in accordance
with truth.” It signifies a falling away from Being, a kind
of “para-existence,” a mode by which humanity is outside
of Being, “contrary to (para) nature.” This falling away is
sin. That is to say, it is missing the mark with regard to au-
thentic existence “in accordance with truth.” It is again the
Eastern Church Fathers who insist on this interpretation of
sin as missing the mark and failure — a failure of humanity to
remain in “that which is human in accordance with nature.”
Maximus the Confessor writes, for example: “Failure and
weakness open the door to evil, bringing about what is con-
trary to nature by the privation of what is in accordance with
nature.”’® And elsewhere he says, commenting on Dionysius
the Arcopagite: “He calls sin, that is, a failure or a falling
away by someone, a privation and a missing of the mark, a
shooting wide of the target rather than hitting it, to use a met-
aphor from archery. When we fail to attain movement which
belongs to the good and is in accordance with nature, or or-
der, we are borne towards that which is contrary to nature
and irrational and entirely without essence or existence.”

As 1 have already emphasized, the Greek Fathers refused
to give sin hypostatic substance as a natural reality, just as
they refused to see it in juristic terms simply as transgression
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and psychological guilt. Sin is not a nature, an evil nature,
which exists hypostatically as an opposite pole to the good-
ness of God. There is nothing in God’s creation which is
hypostatically and naturally evil. Sin is failure, the failure of
persons to become complete as persons in an all-embracing
relation and communion amongst themselves and with God.
It is the product of free will, of a mistaken choice. This mis-
taken choice has inevitable implications for human nature,
since it makes the individual will and nature autonomous
and consequently fragments and distorts the personal unity
and wholeness of nature.®

But this “remodeling” of nature does not imply its essential
change into something evil. To exclude any such interpreta-
tion Maximus goes so far as to describe the fall of nature as
blameless, in contrast to the blameworthy sin freely chosen
by Adam. He writes:

Once the faculty of free will of Adam’s natural logos had
first been corrupted, it also of itself corrupted nature, reject-
ing the grace of dispassion, and so sin came into being. The
first and thoroughly blameworthy sin was the falling away
of the faculty of free will from the good towards evil. The
second sin came on account of the first. This was the blame-
less remodeling of nature from incorruption towards cor-
ruption. For two sins came into being in our first ancestor
through his transgressing the divine commandment, the one
blameworthy, the other blameless, since it had the blame-
worthy sin as its cause. The former arose when the faculty
of free will voluntarily rejected the good, the latter when
because of the faculty of free will nature involuntarily re-
jected immortality.®’

The “remodeling” of nature, the falling away from Being
(from the totality of personal communion) in the distantial-
ity and fragmentation of atomic individuality, is a kind of
“nonexistence,” a form of existence “contrary” to existence,
“contrary to nature,” outside of Being. On the basis of such
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an understanding of sin, Eastern Orthodox theologians have
refused to see humanity’s relation to God in juristic or legal-
istic terms as an individual transgression of objective ordi-
nances resulting in a purely psychological guilt. In Eastern
theological literature, God was never understood as a vin-
dictive inflictor of punishment. The juristic Roman Catholic
tradition is quite alien to it. God “judges” human beings not
in the sense of a judge in a court of law ascertaining guilt and
imposing the appropriate penalty. He judges because he is
what he is: the potentiality of humanity’s “true life” and ex-
istence “in accordance with truth.” When the human person
cuts himself off voluntarily from this existential potential-
ity, he is “judged” with regard to this potentiality.” It is not
God’s verdict but his existence that judges it. God is only
an outpouring of love, a “wealth of benignity,” a “torrent of
erolic goodness.” But since God is love and the fullness of
the truth of Being, he is a judging presence for humanity,
“since (the holy and consubstantial Trinity) is one God who
is by nature Creator, and exerciser of a providential and judi-
cious care over all that he has made.”®

Sin is a self-punishment which the human person chooses
freely, rejecting communion with God, rejecting that which
it has been called to be, rejecting Being, which is existence
“according to nature” and “according to truth, and preferring
“to miss the mark” with regard to the “natural” end of its
existence and fall away from Being.

As something without hypostasis yet nevertheless a real
moral potentiality for existential missing the mark and fall-
ing away from Being, sin refers to nothingness, whose moral
dimension it “measures.” Sin is the moral content of noth-
ingness as an existential fact, the measure of the annihilation
of existential fulfillment, which is a ceaseless fall into non-
existence which is never wholly accomplished, since the
person is still preserved even in his ultimate self-destruction.
Hence even as moral experience sin is not restricted to the
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cognition of a legal transgression, but is the experience of
nothingness, the irrationality (a-logia) or absurdity (para-
logon) of existence, the experience of the abyss of being
“outside” personal communion, the pain of a nullified exis-
tential fulfillment, the “second death” of Revelation.**

Nothingness, then, may be defined in the end not as a con-
cept but as a moral reality, a confirmation of the existential
truth of the person, the ability of a human being to say no to
God - “nullifying” but not annihilating the truth of his or her
personal existence. The ethos of humanity is this adventure
of its freedom, its never-ending choice between Being and
nothingness, a choice which is ever confirmatory of its per-
sonal truth.

Thus the truth of the human person recapitulates both the
ontology and the ethics of Christian philosophy. The et/os of
the Church is its Truth, the truth for humanity and the truth
for the world and for God. And this truth, which is faith and
a rule of life, is the reality of the person. For the person to be
restored to his or her integrity and wholeness, for the human
being to become “all prosépon” — “all person” — defines our
existential end. It is the conclusion of our moral journey, the
attainment of theosis or deification, the goal towards which
the Church strives — as defined by Macarius of Egypt when
he wrote: “For the soul that has been deemed worthy to par-
ticipate in the spirit of his (God’s) light and has been made
radiant by the beauty of his ineffable glory, since he has pre-
pared it for himself as a throne and dwelling-place, becomes
all light, all face, all eye.””
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ausdrﬁckilic[-] ,;)vaecb, _1 969)., 25—26: “Bei ihm (Gregor von Nyssa) wird
Hihore Eingr:e nzu; 21 Basileios nur u.nausdrijcklich gemeint ist: die
dern Bearios g des I{ypf)stascbegrlffs durch die Gleichsetzung mit
o (%1 1 rosopon (prosdpon, Person).”
o 6]; tc:)r, .AI;II/(E Ph.710301)lr.1'e, 23: “Die altkirchliche Theologic hat
Begrjffer:] iSlncllsc ]Sn' Phxlos.ophle vicle Begriffe entlehnt. Von diesen
mit demn Be ’rit?;d sia (ousia) der wichtigste ... In enger Verbindung
Begrifl dor i] o;:r Usia erschelpt in der altkirchlichen Theologie der
o Terminol}cl)p' ase (h)y)os”faszs), den sie ebenfalls der neuplatonis-
Fosonher (i nge emm.mmt. The term ousia was used by earlier phi-
e iea ; rt;socratlcs, Pla.to and Aristotle) in senses similar to that
Philasophio, 23) s }fology gave it. Ahlthough, according to Ochler (4ntike
Pl , 23), Cﬂfﬂm hypostas:s.acquired a philosophical sense with
us, Helmut Késter (Hypostasis, in G. Kittel, Theol. Worterbuch
Zum Neue;? Testament, 8:574) attributes this to th,e Stoic.s Before the
Neop‘latomsts or Stoics the word Aypostasis was used excluéivelv in ex-
Hressmns relating to physics or medicine (“the hypostasis in the bladder,”
the hypostasis originating in the kidneys,” “the hypostasis of wei ht,”
“the hypostasis of a cloud,” etc.; see Kdster, Hypostasis, 57273 galn,d
Demetrakos, Mega Lexikon, 9:7504-5). See also Leontius ;f Byzaniium
A ggi’n'st fh'e Nestorians 2.1 (PG 86:1528d-29a): “What we call ‘hypos:
tasis’ is said by some of the older Greek writers of the sediment and lees
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of wine and similar liquids, to indicate its settling below the liquid float-
ing above it, as we call substantive signs. The movement or departure of
what was once present is also called ‘hypostasis’ .... The word is also
used of the acquisition of some money or income.... ‘Hypostasis’ is also
that which endures and does not easily collapse ... and also the proposi-
tion of some narrative or simply some speech which is particular to it and
not general; as in the expression ‘in this hypostasis of boasting’. Faith
is also called a ‘hypostasis’ as if it were some kind of knowledge that is
apprehended ....” Kdster cites three characteristic expressions using the
term in Plotinus: “truly not-being, an insubstantial image and phantasm
of bulk, a desire for hypostasis” (Enn. 3:5.7.13); “from the perfection
in it and ils concomitant activity (energeias), the activity generated ac-
quires hypostasis” (Enn. 5:4.2.36); “it is not appropriate to disbelieve
that it is a hypostasis and essence from an essence inferior to that which
made it” (Enn. 3:5.3.1). In the New Testament hypostasis is used five
times with different meanings, only once in the sense later given to it by
Christian theology: “as being the reflection of his glory and stamp of his
hypostasis” — i.e., of God the Father (Heb 1:3).
18 See B. Stephanidis, Ekklésiastiké Istoria, 3rd ed. (Athens: Astir, 1970),
193.
19 See Aristotle, Categories 5:2°11-16: “A substance — that which is
called a substance most strictly, primarily, and most of all — is that which
is neither said of a subject nor in a subject, e.g., the individual man or
the individual horse. The species in which the things primarily called
substances are, are called secondary substances, as are also the genera
of these species” (Oxford trans.). See also Metaphysics 7.1 3:10389-16:
“For primary substance is that kind of substance which is peculiar to an
individual, which does not belong to anything else; but the universal is
common ...~ (Oxford trans.).
In patristic literature, however, the terms ousia and hypostasis or proso-
pon acquired very early ona meaning which went beyond Aristotle’s dis-
tinction of primary and secondary substance. Vladimir Lossky writes: “II
est clair qu’une telle définition de I’hypostase [on the basis of Aristotle’s
distinction] ne pouvait servir que de préambule 2 la théologie trinitaire,
de point de départ conceptuel vers une notion déconceptualisée, qui n’est
plus celle de individu d’une espéce. Si quelques critiques ont voulu
voir dans la doctrine trinitaire de saint Basil une distinction d’hypostasis-
a la distinction aristotélicienne entre proré et deu-

ousia qui répondrait
déméler le point d’arrivée d’avec le

a ousia, ¢’est qu’ils n’ont pas su
difice théologique, au dela des concepts, d’avec son

tuel” (4 Iimage et la ressemblance de Dieu [Paris:

ter
point de départ, 1’é
échafaudage concep
Aubier, 19671, 112).
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Even though Lossky’s observation is correct, it betrays a Western un-
derstanding of the Aristotelian distinction, The scholastic interpretation
of Aristotle established in the West for centuries had imposed an intel-
lectualist understanding of Aristotelian terms (substituting intellectual
terms for the reality); it had stripped them of the “semantic” content
which the Greeks had always seen in them. I would repeat here, too,
how urgent the need is today for a Greek reading of Aristotle as well as
Plato. (On this point E. Gilson makes a telling observation. With regard
to the misinterpretation of Aristotle’s views by Westerners throughout
the Middle Ages, he says: “Réalistes et nominalistes du moyen ége, pour
leurs donner leur noms traditionnels, n’avaient pas tort de se réclamer
pareillement d’ Aristote, bien qu’ils Iinterprétassent, comme 1’on sait, en
deux sens diamétralement opposés” (L Etre et I'Essence [Paris, 1948],
57). And M.-D. Chenu completes the observation with regard to Plato:
“On a vu, & propos du platonisme au XIle siécle, que les mythes exis-
tentiels de Platon furent alors tournés en simples allégories, et, par cette
désexistentialisation intellectualiste ramenés & une expression figurée de
la loi metaphysique des essences” (La théologie au Xlle siécle [Paris:
Vrin, 1966], 313.)

» Gregory of Nyssa, On the difference between ousia and hypostasis 5
(PG 32:336¢).

' Ibid., 3 (PG 32:328b).

Z Gregory of Nyssa, Ep. 24 (PG 46:1089c¢; ed. G. Pasquali, 76.16-17).

7 Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius | (PG 45:337b; ed. W. Jaeger,
1:109.22-26),

# This is the sense which Heidegger gave to the ecstatic character of
human existence, creating the terms “ek-sistieren” and “Ek-sistenz” to
emph.a.@lsize a contrast with the term “existentia” of Western metaphysics.
See Uber den Humanismus, 15-16: “Das ckstatische Wesen des Men-
schen beruht in der Ek-sistenz, die von der metaphysisch gedachten exis-
Femia verschieden bleibt .... Ek-sistenz bedeutet inhaltlich Hinausstehen
in die Wahrheit des Seins.” And in an earlicr book, before introducing the
words “Ek-sistenz” and “ek-sistieren,” he wrote: “Der Satz: ‘der Mensch
existiert’ bedeutet: der Mensch ist dasjenige Seiende, dessen Sein durch
das offenstehende Innestehen in der Unverborgenheit des Seins, vom
Sein her, im Sein ausgezeichnet ist .... Sein ist nicht etwas anderes als
‘Zeit,” insofern die *Zeit’ als der Vorname fiir die Wahrheit des Seins
gennant wird ...” (Was ist Metaphysik? 9th ed. [Frankfurt: Klostermann,
1965], 16—17).

 Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Divine Names 4.13 (PG 3:712a).

2 “Latin philosophy,” says Th. de Régnon, “first considers the nature
in itself and then proceeds to the person; Greek philosophy first consid-
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ers the person and afterwards passes through it to find the nature. The
Latins think of personhood as a mode of nature; the Greeks think of
nature as the content of the person” (Etudes de théologie positive sur
la Sainte Trinité 1:433, quoted in Vladimir Lossky, Théologie mystique
del ’Eglise d’Orient [Paris: Aubier, 1944], 57; ET, The Mystical Theol-
ogy of the Eastern Church [London: James Clarke, 1957], 57-58). See
also H.-M. Legrand, “Bulletin d’Ecclésiologie: Introduction aux Eglises
d’Orient,” Revue des Sciences Philosophiques et Théologigues 56: 709,
where, commenting on the Western scholastic structure of P. N. Trembe-
las’s Dogmatics, he notes: “puis vient le traité de Dicu (livre I), oli le De
Deo uno précéde le De Deo Trino, comme dans la Somme de S. Thomas
d'Aquin (cognossibilité de Dieu, vrai notion de Dieu, attributs divins et
aprés seulement le dogme trinitaire ‘en général’ puis ‘en particulier’).”
27 See M. Schmauss, Katholische Dogmatik, vol. 1 (Munich, 1960),
306ff.; Karl Barth, Die kirchliche Dogmatik, 2:390; Ch. Androutsos,
Dogmatiké (Athens, 1907), 47ff,; P. N. Trembelas, Dogmatiké, vol. 1
(Athens, 1959), 186ff.

8 See Etienne Gilson, La Philosophie an Moyen Age, 2nd ed. (Paris:
Payot, 1962), 241ff., and Johannes Hirschberger, Geschichte der Phi-
losophie, 8th ed., vol. 1 (Freiburg: Herder, 1965), 504-5. See also M.-D.
Chenu, La Théologie comme science au XIlle si¢cle, 3rd ed. (Paris: Vrin,
1969), 971f., where the author affirms in the works of Thomas Aqui-
nas a “grandiose” synthesis of theology's mystical-theoretical character
with the demands of scientific rationality: “Verbe éternel ou Verbe fait
chair, spéculation contemplative ou régles de vie morale, symbolisme
sacramentaire et communauté des saints, relévent tout uniment du méme
principe de connaissance. Les catégories si fermement tranchées du phi-
losophe entre le spéculatif et le pratique ne divisent plus ce savoir ... ces
savoirs sont campés dans un méme champ d’intelligibilité, que constitue
la lumiére de foi en oeuvre de science: intellectus fidel.”

2 This is an expression well established in the theological literature of
the Greek East, and the starting-point of its approach to the ontologi-
cal problem. Cf,, for example, Maximus the Confessor, Ambigua (PG
90:285a) and Mystagogia (PG 91:701a); Gregory of Nyssa, Against
Enomius 1 (PG 45:316¢); Justin Martyr, 1 4pology 3 (PG 6:1209b); John
Damascene, Against the Jacobites 52 (PG 94:1461b).

» See Gilson, La Philosophie au Moyen Age, 589-90: “Il y a, dans le
thomisme, un acte de la forme elle-méme, et ¢’est exister ... L’acte
de I’essence n’est plus la forme, guo est du quod est qu’elle est, mais

I’existence.”
31 Lossky, La théologie mystique, 63-64 (ET, 64-65).
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32 | have tried in an earlier study, again on the level of theoretical dif-
ferences, to demonstrate on the basis of Heidegger’s writings how the
scholastic theological tradition of the West leads inexorably to the mod-
emn phenomenon of “European Nihilism.” See Christos Yannaras, On the
Absence and Unknowability of God, ed. Andrew Louth, trans. Haralam-
bos Ventis (London and New York: T & T Clark, 2005), with reference
to the Dionysian corpus and Martin Heidegger.

3 Cf. his characteristic aphorisms: “Sein erweist sich also einhdch-
stbestimmtes volig Unbestimmtes” (Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik,
59); “Das Sein ist das Nichste. Doch die Nihe bleibt dem Menschen
am weitesten” (Uber den Humanismus, 20); “Die Unbestimmtheit de-
sen jedoch, wovor und worum wir uns éngstigen, ist blosses Fehlen
der Bestimmtheit, sondern die wesenhafte Unmdglichkeit der Bestim-
mbarkeit” (Was ist Metaphysik? 32); “Das Sein als das Geschick, das
Wahrheit schickt, bleibt, verborgen. Aber das Weltgeschicht kiindigt sich
in der Dichtung an” (Uber den Humanismus, 26). Cf. also J. Hirsch-
berger’s revealing comment on Heidegger’s philosophy: “Was bleibt, ist
eine Art Mystik und Romantik des Seins, bei der alles auf die Hinnahme
ankommt” (Geschichie der Philosophie, 2:648).

¥ Heidegger, Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik, 1.

Chapter Two

! “Universal” (katholou) means “general.” See Aristotle, De interpeta-
tione 7:17338-39; “Now of actual things some are universal [katholou],
others particular [kath’ ekaston] (I call universal that which is by its na-
ture predicated of a number of things, and particular that which is not;
man, for instance, is a universal, Callias a particular)” (Oxford trans.).
See also Leontius of Byzantium, 4gainst the Nestorians and Eutychians
(PG 86:1289d-92a): “Those who investigate logical problems teach that
particulars participate in universals, while universals are predicated of
particulars, And among indivisibles there is a natural participation in the
form, but among universals there is a participation in particulars accord-
ing to their name. We therefore do not reject calling the particular by the
appellation of the universal.”

2 Nature (physis) and essence (ousia) originally had the same mean-
ing, as also did person ( prosépon) and hypostasis. See Maximus the
Confessor, Ep. 15 (PG 91:549b): “Essence and nature are identical; per-
son and hypostasis are also identical.” Also: “The words essence and
nature are identified and given the philosophical sense of eidos [*form’
or ‘kind’]: Essence or nature are called by them [sc. the Fathers] that
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which the philosophers call eidos” (Leontius of Byzantium, Scholia 1
[PG 86:1193a]).

3 “For essence only signifies being itself. Hypostasis signifies not only
being, but also presents how it is and of what sort” (Theodore of Rhaithu,
Proparaskeue, Analecia Patristica, Orientalia Christiana Analecta
[Rome, 1938], 204.10.16). See also Gregory of Nyssa, Against Euno-
mius 1 (PG 45:337b): “With regard to essence, it has been shown by
those competent in dealing with such matters philosophically that no
difference can be conceived of if one strips it bare of the qualities and
properties that are considered as being in it and examines it as it is in
itself according to the principle of being.”

4 “Hypostasis, that is, the indivisible subject of nature, is nature but not
nature alone because it is with characteristic property. But nature is not
hypostasis which is indivisible” (John Damascene, Against the Jaco-
bites 52 [PG 84:1461a]).

5 “Hypostasis ... is something which exists as a hypostasis in its own
right and is the division of the indivisible essences into the number of
each thing according to person; hence the Fathers understand it as being
the same as person and call it such” (Leontius of Byzantium, Against the
Nestorians 2.1 [PG 86:1529d)).

§ “Hypostasis is a subsistent and substantial thing, in which the bundle of
accidents subsists as if in one underlying thing and energy” (Theodore of
Rhaithu, Proparaskeue 206.5). See also John Damascene, Dialectica 16
(PG 94:581b; ed. B. Kotter [Berlin, 19691, 86): “The accident is said to
be in the underlying essence.” Also Dialectica 43 (PG 94:613b; ed. Kot-
ter, 109): “The holy Fathers called the same thing hypostasis and person;
that which subsists individually in itself from essence and accidents, and
differs in number, and indicates someone such as Peter or Paul.” Also
Dialectica 1 (PG 94:593a-96a; ed. Kotter, 94-95): “Hypostasis is natu-
rally disposed to have essence with accidents and subsist in itself and be
contemplated by sense-perception or energy.”

7 For the identification of “accidents” (symbebékota) with *‘passions”
(pathé), see Aristotle, Metaphysics 14.1:1088al7 and 1.8:989b3; De
Anima 1.1:402a7-9. Also Maximus the Confessor, Scholia on the Divine
Names (PG 4:412bc).

8« not dividing up the unity of the essence into persons” (Gregory of
Nyssa, Against Eunomius 1 [PG 45:405b]). See also Leontius of Byzan-

tium, Scholia 8 (PG 86:1252bc): ... according to hypostasis, that is, ac-

cording to existence.” Also John Damascene, Dialecticad42 (PG 94:613a;

ed. Kotter, 109): “For the essence subsists actively in the hypostasis.”

9 «Essence does not subsist in itself, but is contemplated in the hy-

postases” (John Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith 3.6 [PG 94:1001d]).
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See also Leontius of Byzantium, Against the Nestorians and Eutychians
(PG 86:1280a): “An hypostatic nature, that is, essence, can therefore
never exist. Nature is not hypostasis, because they are not conversely
predicable. For hypostasis is also nature, but nature is not yet also hypos-
tasis. For nature admits of the principle of being, but hypostasis admits
also of being in itself. For the one points to the principle of the form,
while the other reveals the being of something. And the one indicates the
character of the universal thing, while the other demarcates the property
of what is common.”

10« .. nature ascends towards that which subsists” (Maximus the Confes-
sor, Theological Chapters [PG 91:200d]).

" Metaphysics 5.26:1023b29-31 (Oxford trans., modified). See also
Heidegger, Was ist Metaphysik? 11: “Allein die Metaphysik antwortet
nirgends auf die Frage nach der Wahrheit des Seins, weil sie diese Frage
nicht fragt. Sie fragt nicht, weil sie das Sein nur denkt, indem sie das
Seiende als das Seiende vorstellt. Sie meint das Seiende im Ganzen
und spricht vom Sein. Sie nennt das Sein und meint das Seiende als das
Seiende.”

' We encounter the existential-ontological interpretation of the term na-
ture, as a rule, in the ascetical writings of the Orthodox East. Orthodox
ascetical teaching is based on the assumption of a dynamic self-transcen-
dence of nature within the bounds of personal existence and the belief
that this is possible. Cf. the expressions “to triumph over nature,” “defeat
of nature,” “the flesh, the hostile friend that is mine and not mine” (John
Climacus); “to go out of the bounds of nature,” “to sanctify nature,”
“when he attains love, he transcends nature,” “to renew nature” (Isaac
the Syrian); “to alter and change nature,” “to be altered and changed into
another state and nature” (Macarius of Egypt).

1 See Chenu, La théologie au XIle siécle, 302: “Les concepts de nature
et de personne impliquent le rapport de I’abstrait (quo est) et du concret
(quod est) dans les étres existants .... Jeu philosophique de I’abstrait et
du concret.”

" See Summa Theologiae 1:29.2 and De Potentia 9:1-2. Sec also in rela-
tion to this Johannes Hirschberger, Geschichte der Philosophie, 1:490~
91, and Chenu, La théologie au Xlle siécle, 303: “Le mot res sortira de
son neutralisme (chose) pour désigner, grace & I’alliteration de la formule
technique res naturae - natura rei, 1a densité réelle d’une chose concréte
existante, en equivalence d’hypostasis.”

This loss of the existential content of the concept of hypostasis, its ac-
quisition of the sense of ontic atomicity, led rapidly in the West, as early
as the twelfth century, to the objectification of all existential categories
in the field of theology. M.-D. Chenu observes perceptively: “Even if
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from Anselm and Abelard to the great Masters of the thirteenth century,
metaphysics continues to exhibit insight [I believe that Chenu means
metaphysical insight into the transcendent as opposed to the limitation
of metaphysics to rational analysis), it is nevertheless interesting to dis-
tinguish in this insight two fields that are significantly different in spite
of being contiguous. One field, in which the most prominent figure was
Abelard, is marked by the use, within the bounds of theological syn-
thesis, of dialectical methods which in themselves were purely secular
(“profanes™) instruments (of knowledge) but which were nevertheless
used because their value in the realm of the sacred was acknowledged....
Gradually, another field took shape in which it was not only syllogistic
modes that were introduced into the study of God’s word, but new ob-
Jects, which had recently been confirmed in the context of the world and
the nature of things. What was important now was no longer the refer-
ence to God, through the symbolic or dialectical path, of created reali-
ties, which by reference to their final cause lose their specific meaning
and earthly significance. It was an independent knowledge of humanity
and of the world, with an absolute validity within the context of secular
knowledge, actually effective in theory and practice, now transformed
into theological science. Thus while they had long been accustomed to
using the distinction between form and matter to analyse the structure of
sacramental symbols, now ... they discovered the metaphysical truth of
hylomorphism, they understood humanity as a form bound to a matter,
they constructed a corresponding view of the universe, they defined mat-
ter as the substance of things .... The theologian appropriated, within the
context of the organic structure of his wisdom, the objects supplied to
him by the rationalistic branches of science, the sciences of the universe
and its laws, the sciences of humankind and its capacities” (La théologie
au Xlle siécle, 314).

15 Presocratic writers “On Nature” discuss what today we would call on-
tology. Sec also John Damascene, Dialectica 31, ed. B. Kotter, 94.27: to
de einai kai pephykenai tauton esti. ]

16 See Heraclilus, frag. | (Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, ed. B. Diels
and W. Kranz [Zurich/Berlin: Weidmann, 1964] 1:150), where the ex-
pressions kata logon and kata physin are treated as ideptica}. Seﬁe a'lso
Heidegger, Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik, 100: “Logosilst die sténdige
Sammlung, die in sich stehende Gesammeltheit des Seienden, d.h. d?s
Sein. Deshalb bedeutet in Frg. 1 kata ton logon dasselbe wie kata physin.
Physis und logos sind dasselbe.”

17 « ’existence précede 'essence
est un humanisme [Paris: Nagel, 1962], 17-18).

” (Jean-Paul Sartre, L’existentialisme




304 Person and Eros

12 In_ Sartre, L'existentialisme, 21: “Il y a au moins un étre chez qui
I’existence précéde ’essence, un étre qui existe avant de pouvoir étre
defini par aucun concept et cet étre ¢’est I"homme.” There is a fuller
analysis in my Schediasma Eisagdgés sté Philosophia [FT, Philosophie
sans rupture (Geneva: Labor et Fides, 1986)], §29.
19 Sec Uber den Humanismus, 17.
: See? il?id., 12, 17; Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik, 108.
“Die in ihrer Wesensherkunft verborgene Unterscheidung von essentia
(Wesenheit) und existentia (Wirklichkeit) durchherrscht das Geschik der
al?‘endléindischen und der gesamten europdisch bestimmten Geschichte™
(Uber den Humanismus, 18).
fz “Das ‘Wesen’ weder aus dem esse essentiae, noch aus dem esse ex-
1ls6t§ntiae, sondern aus dem FEk-statischen des Daseins bestimmt” (ibid.,
» “Ek-sistenz bedeutet inhaltlich Hinausstehen in dic Wahrheit des
Seins” (ibid.).
e ipsofem die ‘Zeit’ als der Vorname fiir die Wahrheit des Seins gen-
;1ant wird ...” (Was ist Metaphysik? 17).

* “Als der Ek-sistierende steht der Mensch das Da-sein aus, indem er
das l?a als die Lichtung des Seins in ‘die Sorge’ nimmt” (Uber den Hu-
manismus, 16).

?6 “Elf—sistenz ist nich identisch mit dem tiberlieferten Begriff der ex-
istentia, was Wirklichkeit bedeutet im Unterscheid zu essentia als der
Moglichkeit” (ibid., 15).

# “Existence, meint dagegen actualitas, Wirklichkeit im Unterscheid zur
blossen Moglichkeit als Idee” (ibid., 16).

% “Das ‘Wesen” des Menschen beruht in seiner Bk-sistenz ... ‘der
Mensch eksistiert” antwortet auf die Frage nach dem “Wesen’ des Men-
sc!len” (ibid., 15-16). See also Sein und Zeit, 42: “Das ‘Wesen’ des Da-
seins liegt in seiner Existenz.”

* “Making in themselves idols, an intellectual idolatry” (Basil the Great,
On Isaiah 96 [PG 30:276¢]).

30 “‘Das Nichts gehort, auch wenn wir es nur im Sinne des vollingen
Nicht von Anwesendem meinem, ab-wesend zum Anwesen als eine von
dessen Moglichkeiten. Wenn somit im Nihilismus das Nichts waltet und
(ias We'sen des Nichts zum Sein gehort, das Sein jedoch das Geschick des
Ubersticgs ist, dann zeigt sich als Wesensort des Nihilismus das Wesen
der Metaphysik” (Heidegger, Zur Seinsfrage [Frankfurt: Klostermann,
31956], 33; .Cf' 38). See also Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik, 62, 64.

" “Wenn sich demnach als das Wovor der Angst das Nichts, das heisst
die Welt als solche herausstellt, dann besagt das: wovor die Angst sich
dngstet, ist das In-der-Welt-sein selbst” (Sein und Zeit, 187 [**So if the
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‘nothing’ —that is, the world as such — exhibits itself as that in the face of
which one has anxiety, this means that Being-in-the-world itself is that
in the face of which anxiety is anxious” (Macquarrie-Robinson).]

32 “Da-sein heisst: Hineingehaltenheit in das Nichts .... In der hellen
Nacht des Nichts der Angst ersteht erst die urspriingliche Offenheit
des Seienden als eines solchen: das es Seiendes ist — und nicht Nich-
ts. Dieses von uns in der Rede dazugesagte ‘und nicht Nichts® ist aber
keine nachgetragene Erklirung, sondern die vorgingige Erméglichung
der Offenbarkeit von Seiendem iiberhaupt, das Wesen des urspriinglich
nichtenden Nichts liegt in dem: es bringt das Da-sein allererst vor das
Seiende als ein solches™ (Was ist Metaphysik? 34-35).

33 «Das Nichts gibt nich erst den Gegenbegriff zum Seienden her, sondern
gehort urspriinglich zum Wesen selbst. Im Sein des Seienden geschieht
das Nichten des Nichts” (Was ist Metaphysik? 35). And on p. 39: “Das
Nichts bleibt nich das unbestimmte Gegenitber fiir das Seiende, sondern
es enthillt sich als zugehérig zum Sein des Seienden.”

3« beide gehdren in Eins zusammen” (Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik,
62).

35 In the patristic literature of the Greek East, relation is always revelato-
ry of hypostasis. Cf. Athanasius the Great, Dialogues on the Trinity 1.25
(PG 28:1153d): “the term ‘god’ indicates the nature, the term ‘father’
the relation with the son.” Also Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 29.16
(PG 36:96a): “The Father is neither the name of an essence ... nor ofan
energy, but of a relation.” Also Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius 2
(PG 45:473b): “The name ‘father’ does not represent an essence, but
indicates the relation with the son” (ed. Jaeger, 2:319.1-3).

36 This is based on Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, 68: “Die Griechen, hatien
einen angemessenen Terminus flir die ‘Dinge’: pragmata, d.i. das womit
man es im besorgenden Umgang ( praxis) zu tun hat.” [“The Greeks had
an appropriate term for ‘Things’: pragmata — that is to say, that which
one has to do with in one’s concernful dealings ( praxis)” (Macquarrie-
Robinson).]

37 This again is based on Heidegger, Sein und Zei, 38: “Hoher als dic
Wirklichkeit steht die Moglichkeit. Das Verstandnis der Phdnomenolo-
gie liegt einzig im Ergreifen ihrer als Moglichkeit.” [“Higher than ac-
tuality stands possibility. We can understand phenomenology only by
seizing upon it as a possibility” (Macquarrie-Robinson). ]

38 This is based on Heidegger: “Das Seiende, das wir je selbst sind, ist
ontologisch das Fernste” (Sein und Zeit, 311). [“The entity which in ev-
ery case we ourselves are, is ontologically that which is farthest” (Mac-

quarrie-Robinson).]
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9 “Das Sein ist weiter denn alles Seiende und ist gleichwohl dem Men-
schen néher als jedes Seiende .... Das Sein ist das Nachste. Doch die
Nthe bleibt dem Menschen am weitesten” (Heidegger, Uber den Hu-
manismus, 19-20).

It may be noted that when modern physics refers every form of mat-
ter in the end to forms of energy, it confirms the character of beings
as “things” ( pragmata). It reveals the totality of Creation as an accom-
plished act ( praxé). See my Schediasma Eisagégés sté Philosophia [FT,
Philosophie sans rupture), §31.

# “For every housc is built by somc one, but the builder of all things is
God” (Heh 3:4).

2 On the Divine Names 4 (PG 3:712ab).

8 Scholia on the Divine Names (PG 4:261b).

“ Ambigua (PG 91:1260).

Chapter Three

' This expression is used by Leontius of Byzantium with reference to

the union of the divine and human natures in the Person of Christ. See

:4 gainst the Aphthartodocetans (PG 86:1380b).

* See loannes Karmires, T dogmatika kai symbolika mnémeia tés Ortho-

doxou Katholikés Ekkiésias, 2nd ed., vol. 1 (Athens, 1960), 175.

? There is a vast bibliography on the bicomposite character of human

nature in the Bible and the meaning of the terms body-soul-flesh-spirit.

See, c.g., Ernest de Witt Burton, Spirit, Soul and Flesh (Chicago: Univ.

of Chicago Press, 1918); Daniel Lys, Nephesh, Histoire de l'dme dans la
révélation d’Israel (Paris: PUF, 1959); K. Galling, Das Bild vom Men-
schen in bibl. Sicht, Mainzer Universitits-Reden 3 (1947); A. Gelin,
L’homme selon la Bible (Paris: Cerf, 1968): Gerhard von Rad, Theologie
des Alten Testaments, vol. 1 (Munich: Kaiser, 1962), 166-67; Rudolf
Bultmann, Theologie des neuen Testaments, 4th ed. (Tiibingen: Mohr,
1961), 204t

* “Holy Secripture says many things, and often assigns names loosely
[kat‘achréstik(is]. Some belong to the body but are used of the soul. And
again, those of the soul are used of the body, and Holy Scripture does
not distinguish them” (Isaac the Syrian, Extant Ascetic Works 83, ed.
Spanos, 317).

5 John Chrysostom, Homily on Genesis 14.5 (PG 53:117).

¢ Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis 8.4 (PG 9:573b) and Fragments 38
(PG 9:769c¢).

7 Gregory of Nyssa, On the Creation of Man 14 (PG 44:176).

Notes to pages 3945 307

8 Didymus the Blind, On the Holy Spirit 54-55, 59 (PG 39:1079-82).

? Hesychius of Sinai, To Theodulus 2.24 (PG 93:1520a): “The tripartite
nature of the soul ... anger ... the appetitive ... and the rational.” And
Clement of Alexandria, Paedogogus 3.1 (PG 8:556a): “Since the soul
consists of three parts, the intellectual, which is called the rational, is the
inner man ... but the irascible part, being brutal, dwells near to insanity;
and the appetitive, which is the third part, is multiform.”

10 Basil the Great, On Isaiah 1.13 (PG 30:140).

Il Gregory of Nyssa, On the Creation of Man 27 (PG 44:228).

12 Basil the Great, Homily 31 (PG 31:1340d).

13 Basil the Great, Homily 3.7 (PG 31:213c).

14 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechetical Lectures 421 (PG 33:481b).

1s Macarius of Egypt, Spiritual Homilies 1.5 (Die 50 geistlichen Homil-
ien des Makarios, ed. Dérries, Klostermann and Kroeger [Berlin: Walter
de Gruyter, 1964], 6).

16 Maximus the Confessor, Chapters on Theology 1.12 (PG 90:1088b).
17 Macarius of Egypt, Spiritual Homilies 1.5.

18 Cf. John Climacus, Ladder of Divine Ascent 15.83: “What is the mys-
tery concerning me? What is the principle of my constitution?” (ed.
Sophronios [Constantinople, 1883], 97).

19 Gregory of Nyssa, On the Creation of Man 29 (PG 44:233).

2 See Gen 2:7: “And God formed man of dust from the ground and
breathed into his face the breath of life, and man became a living soul.”
21 “He breathed even at the beginning into the face of the first created hu-
man being” (Gregory Palamas, On the Procession of the Holy Spirit 2.8,
ed. P. Chrestou, vol. 1 [Thessalonica, 1962], 85).

2« that which is in the divine image and likeness the soul has in its
entirety, since the soul is unitary in the mind and reason and spirit” (ibid.,
2.9.85). Sec also Macarius of Egypt, Spiritual Homilies 1.7 (ed. Dérries,
Klostermann and Kroeger, 9): “[the soul] is a created thing which is in-
tellectual, beautiful, great, wonderful and good, a likeness and image of
God.” See also Gregory of Nyssa, On the Making of Man 6 (PG 44:140):
“for there is one faculty, the implanted mind itself, which passes through
each of the organs of sense and grasps the things beyond. This it is that,

by means of the cyes, beholds what is seen; this it is that, by means of
hearing, understands what is said, that is content with what is to our
taste, and turns from what is unpleasant, and uses the hand for whatever
it wills” (trans. Wilson, NPNF).

2 «Aq the members of the body are many parts, yet they designate one
ers of the soul are many: the mind, the conscience,

man, so also the memb
yet all these are

the will, ‘thoughts accusing and excusing’ (Rom 2:15),

bound together in one soul even though there are many members. The
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soul, however, is one, the interior man” (Macarius of Egypt, Spiritual
Homilies 1.8 [ed. Dérries, Klostermann and Kroeger, 76; trans. Maloney,
CWS]). See also Gregory Palamas, On the Holy Hesychasis 3.2-22 (ed.
P. Chrestou, 1:673): “The soul is one, simple and non-composite.”

* “Moses says that the body was fashioned from earth ... but the rational
soul was breathed in by God into the face [prosépon]” (Clement of Alex-
andria, Stromata 5.14 [PG 9:140a)).

* “For the form of the soul is given its image in accordance with the
divine beauty. Therefore when the soul looks at its archetype, then it per-
ceives itself accurately” (Gregory of Nyssa, To Mourners for the Depart-
ed [PG 46:509¢d]). See also Gregory of Nyssa, Dialogue on the Soul and
Resurrection (PG 46:52a): “The soul is a likeness of God ... whatever is
alien to God is outside the boundaries of the soul.” See also Gregory of
Nazianzus, Oration 38.11 (PG 36:321d): “taking the body from matter
already existing and putting in it breath from himseclf (which the Logos
knew (o be an intelligent soul and image of God).”

?6 “Now, by a provision of the supreme Mind there is a blending of the
intellectual with the sensible world, in order that nothing in creation may
be rcfjected as worthless, as the Apostle says (1 Tim 4:4), or be left with-
out its portion of the divine fellowship. On this account it is that the
ct.)n.1mixture of the intellectual and sensible in man is effected by the
divine nature, as the description of the cosmogony teaches us. It tells
us that God, taking dust from the ground, formed man, and by his own
lnbreathing he planted life in the work of his hand, that thus the earthly
m}ght be raised up to the divine, and so one certain grace of equal value
might pervade the whole creation, the lower nature being mingled with
the supramundane” (Gregory of Nyssa, Grear Catechetical Oration 6
PG 45:27d-28a; trans. Moore, NPNF, modified]). See also Gregory of
Nyssa, On the Making of Man 27 (PG 44:228): “the blending is nothing
else }han the mixture of the elements — by elements we mean those which
furnish the substratum for the making of the universe, of which the hu-
man body also is composed, while the form necessarily remains in the
soul, as in the impression of a seal ..." (trans. Wilson, NPNF, slightly
modified).

7 “What is the principle of this blending ... therefore never by reason of
the yoking, which only he who has bound them knows™ (John Climacus,
Ladder 15.83, 26.54 [ed. Sophronios, 97, 143]). See also Christos Yan-
naras, £ Metaphysiké tou Somatos (Athens: Dodoni, 1971), 651T.
 Gregory of Nyssa, On the Making of Man 12 (PG 44:160): “the mind
should be thought to permeate each part equally by the ineffable prin-
ciple of blending.” See also ch. 15 (PG 44:177): “The communion of
the mind with the corporeal presents a union which is inexpressible and
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inconceivable; it is neither within it (for the incorporeal is not contained
within the corporeal), nor does it surround it from outside (for what is
incorporeal does not contain anything); but the mind approaching our
nature in some inexplicable and incomprehensible way, and coming into
contact with it, is to be regarded as both in it and around it, neither im-
planted in it nor enfolded with it” (trans. Wilson, NPNF, modified).

2 “The highest union possesses both identity and difference; or identity
of essences and difference of persons and vice versa. In the case of the
holy Trinity identity is of essence, difference is of persons ... In the case
of humankind identity is of person, difference of essences. For although
a human being is a single entity, the soul is of one essence, and the flesh
is of another” (Maximus the Confessor, Theological and Polemical
Chapters [PG 91:145b]).

30 “That which is enhypostatic sometimes means the essence, as when
it is contemplated in hypostases. But sometimes it means cach of the
things that come together to form a single hypostasis, as in the case of
soul and body” (John Damascene, On the Composite Nature, against the
Acephali 6 [PG 95:120c]). See also Maximus the Confessor, Theologi-
cal and Polemical Chapters (PG 91:149b); “That which is enhypostatic
is what is common according to the essence, that is, the species, which
exists in a real way in the individuals under it, and is not regarded in.a
merely conceptual fashion. Alternatively, that which is enhypostatic is
what is composed and subsists in a different way according to the es-
sence for the formation of a person and for the genesis of a hypostasis,
and in no way is known as it is in itself.”

31 “cette désexistentialisation intellectualiste” (Chenu, La théologie au
Xlle siécle, 313). See also Chenu, La théologie comme science, 42:
“Saint Thomas, lui faisant prévaloir la consideration de I'objet, s’engage
ainsi dans une recherche qui d’une part ménagera le concept authen-
tique de science, et qui surtout /’ameénera a accepler I"objectivation de
la connaissance de foi dans la théologie” (my emphasis). And on p. ‘83:
“La foi a pour objet la révélation (revelatum), tandis que la théok_)gle a
pour objet les conclusions que nous en pouvons tirer, le révélé ‘virtuel’
(revelabile).”
32¢Maintenant ... on découvre la vérité metaphysique de I’hylémorphisme,
on considére I’homme comme une forme liée a une matiére” (Chenu, La
théologie au Xlle siécle, 314).

33 See above, pp. 9-11.

3 The distinction between nature and person
anthropological level even by the modern Gree
Christos Androutsos (Dogmatiké [Athens, 1907),

s is entirely ignored on the
k dogmatic theologians
129—64) and Panayiotis
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Trembelas (Dogmatiké, vol. 1 [Athens, 1959], 456-568), typical repre-
;qfentati\fcs of a radically Westernized and estranged Orthodox theology.
3; See, fo_r example, Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1:76.1.

De Anima ut forma corporis; see H. Denzinger, Enchiridion Symbolo-

rum, 31st ed. (Freiburg: Herder, 1950), 222-23, §481. Sec also Aristotle,
On the Soul 2:1.412%27, 412°5-9: “the soul is an actuality [entelecheia)
of the first kind of a natural body having life potentially in it .... If, then,
we have to give a general formula applicable to all kinds of soul, we
must describe it as an actuality of the first kind of a natural organized
body. That is why we can dismiss as unnecessary the question on wheth-
er the sou! and the body are one: it is as though we were to ask whether
the wax and its shape are one, or generally the matter of a thing and that
of which it is the matter. Unity has many senses (as many as ‘is’ has), but
the.proper one is that of actuality” (Oxford trans.). See also Gilson, La
FPhilosophie au Moyen Age, 627: “Le concile de Vienne venait de décré-
ter (13.11—1312) que la substance de I’ame raisonnable, ou intellective,
est vraiment et par soi forme du corps humain.”
The ACouncil of Vienne is for the Roman Catholics the Fifteenth Ecu-
m en,lc’:al Council (see La Foi Catholique, Textes doctrinaux du Magistére
g;)l Eglise, trans. Gervais Dumeige [Paris: Ed. de I'Orante, 1961], 161
7 See 'the references to Aquinas relating to this theme in Hirschberger,
3C)?liesc/wchte der Philosophie, 1:517-18.

See the Theological and Polemical Chapters (PG 91:48d, 192c, 193a).
See a‘lso 45¢d, where Maximus says: The Fathers “wisely called the will
[lhele{na] the natural appetite of intelligently ensouled flesh, but not the
gnomic appetite of a particular human being, meaning the appetite that
arises through the movements of the mind, since the former has a natural
power of a desire for being, naturally moved and moulded by the Logos
for the fulfilment of the economy .... The power of speech is an innate
property of nature; but how one speaks belongs to the hypostasis. It is
Fhe same with naturally willing and willing. If naturally willing and will-
ing are not identical (for the one, as I have said, belongs to the essence,
the other to the deliberate intention [boulé] of the person who wills) ...”
ete.

* For an interesting example, I strongly recommend Igor A. Caruso,
Psychoanalyse und Synthese der Existenz (Vienna: Herder, 1952). The
importance of this book lies in its attempt to approach the basic problems
of psychoanalysis using the criteria of Orthodox theology. With regard
to the unified character of psychosomatic manifestations, Caruso writes:
“It is in the recognition of the close and inseparable union of spirit with
matter that the solution should be sought of anthropology’s central prob-
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lem ... The absolutizing of the ‘Nestorian’ view has led to what is chiefly
and specifically human being distinguished in a merely quantitative way
from the psycho-physical element of animal life. By contrast, the ‘mono-
physite’ view of humanity saw the distinguishing aspect only in the spirit
and in freedom. Both views among the integrists were one-sided. Neither
the psycho-physical nor the spirit are what distinguishes humanity. What
distinguishes humanity is the incarnation of the spiritual: the fact that
flesh became spirit and spirit flesh” (279). “The concept of human neuro-
sis cannot easily be understood either in terms of pure metaphysics, since
the humanity is not just spirit, or in terms of pure biology. Human neuro-
sis has a meaning which transcends the biological, the psycho-physical
and the spiritual levels, and this should be taken into account on all its
levels” (p. 110; page references are to the — unsatisfactory — Greek trans-
lation by Athanasios Karantonis [Athens, 1953]).

4 [Tber den Humanismus, 14: “Der Leib des Menschen ist etwas wesen-
lich anderes als ein tierischer Organismus.”

4 I °Etre et le Néant (Paris: Gallimard, 1943), 368.

42 See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1:93.4-8. See also J.-H.
Nicolas, Dieu connu comme inconnu, Bibliothéque Frangaise de Phi-
losophie (Paris: Descléc de Brouwer, 1966), 332ff.: “C’est par son intel-
lectualité que I’étre spirituel est & I’image de Dieu Trinité .... Si I'étre
intelligent créé est a I'image de Dieu, c’est donc trés précisement & ce
point d’actualisation supréme de sa vie intellectuelle ou il est donné de
communier incffablement & ’intellection divine ...” (339). “Une infinité
de degrés est possible entre la derniére des intelligences, I'dme humaine,
et I’Intelligence infinie, identique 2 I'Etre premier, et qui est simultané-
ment Esse et Intellegere” (334). See also Christos Androutsos, Dogma-
tiké, 137: “Obviously the image of God does not refer to the corporeal
part of humanity ... The divine image in humanity belongs to its spiri-
tual part” (my emphasis). Also P. N. Trembelas, Dogmatiké, 1:487: “The
‘in the image’ ... refers to the immaterial and spiritual make-up of hu-
manity, that is, to the soul ... In other words, the ‘in the image’ consists
in the rationality with which the Creator endowed humanity’s spiritual
nature, and in the indispensable completion of this, free will, through
which humanity is led to moral personality ...” (my emphasis).

43 “How many ways do we use the phrase “in the image’? According to
rationality, intellectuality and free will, according to the principle that
begets the mind and puts forth spirit; according to sovereignty” (John
Damascene, On the Two Wills in Christ 30 [PG 95:168b)).

4 Here with the Aristotelian sense: “I call universal that which is by its
nature predicated of a number of things” (De Interpretatione 7.17°39

[Oxford trans.]).
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* “Si toutes les créatures ressemblent a Dieu, ¢’est-a-dire 4 la Trinité,
seules les créatures intellectuelles lui ressemblent en propre, car elles
procédent de Lui selon une similitude qui se prend selon la perfection
spécifique (similitudo speciei), bien qu’elle soit, évidemment, analogique:
mais la ratio analogata, en cette analogie, est I’étre sous la forme ou il
est caractéristique de I’Etre divin. C’est ce caractére analogique, impli-
quant la multiplicité et la hierarchie 4 I’interieur de cette ressemblance,
qu'exprime la formule: a ’image de Dieu” (J.-H. Nicolas, Diex connu
comme inconnu, 335),
* On this point Vladimir Lossky writes: “St. Augustine takes as his start-
ing point the image of God in man, and attempts to work out an idea of
God, by trying to discover in Him that which we find in the soul created
in His image. The method he employs is one of psychological analogies
applied to the knowledge of God, to theology™ (Mystical Theology of the
Eastern Church, 114-15),
47 See Origen, Against Celsus 6.63 (PG 11:1896a): “If the nature that is
in the image of God is in the body alone, the superior part, the soul, is de-
prived of being in the image, and this exists in the corruptible body. Not
one of us holds this view. But if the words ‘in the image of God’ apply to
both together, God must be composite .... The remaining possibility is
that that which is made in the image of God is to be understood of the in-
ward man” (trans. Chadwick). See also Cyril of Alexandria, Against the
Anthropomorphites (PG 76:1068a): “Everyone agrees that man is in the
image of God, but the likeness is not corporeal; for God is incorporeal.”
Also Gregory of Nyssa, On the Making of Man (ed. Homer [Leiden:
Brill, 1972], 9): “How are the words ‘in the image of God’ to be under-
stood? One should conceive of nothing corporcal and earthly.”
“ See Gregory Palamas, Prosopopoiia (PG 150:1316¢): “Man should
not be said to be only a soul, nor only a body, but the two together, which
God is said to have made in his image.” Also his One Hundred and Fifly
Chapters 63 (ed. Sinkewicz [Toronto: Pont. Inst. of Med. Studies, 1988],
156): “In company with many others you might say that also the three-
fold character of our knowledge shows us to be more in the image of
God than the angels, not only because it is threefold but also because
it encompasses every form of knowledge, For we alone of all creatures
possess also a faculty of sense perception in addition to those of intellec-
tion and reason” (trans. Sinkiewicz). See also Cyril of Alexandria, Com-
mentary on St. John’s Gospel 9 (PG 74:277d): “To achieve the property
of a perfect nature through both, I mean through soul and body, the Cre-
ator implanted the Holy Spirit, that is, the breath of life, like a seal of his
own nature, through which he formed a beauty after the archetype, and
completed the ‘in the image’ of the Maker, directed towards every idea
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of virtue by the power of the spirit dwelling within him.” Also Irenaeus,
Against Heresies 5.6.1 (PL 7:1137a): “Now the soul and the spirit are
certainly a part of the man but certainly not the man, for the perfect man
consists in the commingling and union of the soul receiving the Spirit of
the Father, and the admixture of that fleshly nature which was moulded
after the image of God” (trans. and ed. Cleveland Coxe, ANF).

49 See Theodoret of Cyrus, On Genesis, ques. 20 (PG 80:108ab): “The
mind begets the word, and the spirit goes forth together with the word,
not begotten like the word but always witnessing to the wlorc.i and go-
ing forth with the begotten. These are present in man as if in an im-
age. For the word is not for pleasure or without substan?e, nor‘ is the’
spirit.” See also Anastasius of Sinai, From the sermon {I-I’l the tmagle
(PG 89:1148bc): “Let us come to the most important thing about the
words ‘in the image’ that we might demonstrate - ‘Fhe ur}lty of thedDe1tfi/
in Trinity ... It is clear that our own soul, and its intelligent v(;for‘t,hir:u
the mind [are also three in one] .... The soul is unbegotten a;ll V\]'Blut ”
cause as a type of the unbegotten and uncaused God a.nd Fat ‘teki)ut o
intelligent word is not unbegotten; it is beg(?tteq fron? it ... v;fll ho c:use
sion as a type of the begotten Son. The mmd‘ is nelthe; 1""}(<le1;ess e
nor begotten, but is made to proceed ... in the image and 11

all-holy and proceeding Spirit.” Vakingof
3 See Gregory of Nyssa, On the Making o, d .
the powergofry ruling is, there is the image of God.” Also, John Chrys

“ ords ‘in the
tom, Homily on Genesis 9.2 (PG 53:78): “Leamn wllljattﬂal:e"; N anens of
image’ mean, because they do not refer to essence bu

. ' but ‘accordin

soversany God did ot mesn 1 b e o0 0 i
L . , e !

to the principle of sovereignty. Therefore e eaniary ot Genesis

. - ; arsus, . .
110260211‘:;;23?5}1642;?: élss:l;ljgiir?azig the FI:CatiOrl of ma? TIEJ;IZQSG
aée of God’ to mean according to the invisibility of the ZOU . How then
not considered that if an angel is inviS}'bﬁ’ys,? fs & demon -
is man an image of God? In his sovereignty. 44:184b):
5! See Gregorygof Nyssa, On the Making o Mailv 16.10(:1.;1 (I;?e languag)e
“But since the list of individual good gifts 18 3 Oqulegnsive.ia.hrase, in say-
of Scripture expresses it concisely by a colél’Pre bt preeminent among
ing that man was made ‘ix; g;e fig]rigSe?:iSGSﬁy and notpin bondage to any
. T . X
ig&i?;ﬁ:&%ﬁt‘gz\: f;he free will to do as \.Jve ple?ie'lvl:;]e;;isr? C)grsl}
of Alexandria, Commentary on Jo"’”_ 9 (PG 74'277;;): ([)wn will: f(%rpthis
sessed of free will, and entrusted with the reins ot his ;

too is a share of the image, for
of his own will.”

Man (ed. Horner, 16): “where

God exercises dominion over the products
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2 Aristotle, Metaphysics 10.2:1053825,

3 Tbid., 3.2:100333.

* Ibid., 3.2:1003%.

5 Cf. Heidegger, Uber den Humanismus, 12: “Die Metaphysik stellt
zwar das Seiende in seinem Sein vor und denkt so das Sein des Seienden.
Aber sie denkt nicht den Unterscheid beider.”

* Aristotle, Metaphysics 7.3:1029*2-5 (Oxford trans., modified).

7 Ibid., 7.13:1038°16 (Oxford trans.).

*® “Our theory [logos] seems to confirm the phenomena and to be con-
firmed by them™ (Aristotle, On the Heavens 1.3:270°4 [Ox{ord trans.]).
* Aristotle, Metaphysics 7.11:1036°28 (Oxford trans.).

 Aristotle, Metaphysics 7.3:1028%.

% “Therefore if the form is prior to the matter and more real, it will be
prior to the compound also for the same reason” (Aristotle, Metaphysics
7.3:1029"5-7 [Oxford trans.]).

% Aristotle, Metaphysics 7.10:1035°20-21.

8 1bid., 7.12:1037°11-12.

* Aristotle, Physics 1.5:189%5-8. See also Metaphysics 4.11:1018°32~
33: “For according to the principle, universals are prior; according to the
sense-perception, particulars.”

% Aristotle, Metaphysics 7.11:1037°5-7 (Oxford trans.).

8 Thid., 7.3:102836-37 (Oxford trans., modified).

“ Aristotle, Metaphysics 7.10:10356-7.

® See above, pp. 47-48.

* See N. Augeles, “E hyperbasé té&s physikés ston Aristotelé,” Philoso-
phia (K. E. E. Ph, Yearbook of the Academy of Athens) 2 (1972), 293.
" Against Eunomius 2 (PG 45:564b; ed. Jaeger, 2:402.16-26).

’ On the Divine Names (PG 3:645cd; trans. Luibheid-Rorem, CWS).

7 “Without energy, nature neither is nor is cognizable™ (Gregory of
Nyssa, Fragments, in F. Diekamp, ed., Analecta Patristica, Orientalia
Christiana Analecta 117 [Rome, 1938], 144). See also Basil the Great in
F. Diekamp, ed., Doctrina Patrum de Incarnatione Verbi 14.9 (Miinster,
1907), 88.19ff.: “For neither is essence without energy in accordance
with nature, nor is energy ever without essence, or rather, we are cogni-
zant of the essence through the energy, since we have the energy itself
as evidence to assure us of the essence.” See also Maximus the Confes-
sot, Theological and Polemical Chapters (PG 91:200c): “the lack of this
[natural energy] either makes the nature not be a nature, or makes them
all identical with each other and one instead of many, confusing them all
together through the abrogation of what constitutes them.” See also his
Ambigua (PG 91:1037¢): “The principle of the natural energy is the term
of the essence, naturally characterizing all in which it has been implanted
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according to the essence. For what is predicated in common and in gen-
eral is the term of their essence.” See also Gregory Palamas, Defense
of the Holy Hesychasts 3:1.24 (ed, P. Christou, 1:637.6): “You would
not be able to see any essence whatsoever without a natural energy;”
and 3:3.6 (Christou, 1:685.9): “The holy fathers clearly state ... that no
nature whatsoever can either exist or be known without the energy that
belongs to it essentially.”

73 See Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus 18 (PG 75:312c): “nature and en-
ergy are not identical.” See also Basil the Great, Against Eunomius 1.8
(PG 29:528b): “How would it not be absurd to say that the power of cre-
ation is an essence, and the power of providence also an essence, and the
power of foreknowledge an essence too, and in general that every energy
is an essence?” Cf. 2.32 (PG 29:648a): “The things he has made are in-
dicative of power and wisdom and skill but not of the essence itself, and
neither do they present of necessity the whole power of the Creator:” S.ee
also Gregory Palamas, One Hundred and Fifty Chapters 142 (Sinkie-
wicz, 246): “energy affects something else, not identical with the opera-
tor” (trans. Sinkiewicz). Cf. Gregory Palamas, On Deifying Participa-
tion 29 (P. Christou, 2nd ed., 2:162.5): “So when you hear us saying that
the essence is one thing and the energy another, you should understand
us to be saying that each of these has its own meaning.”

™ See Metaphysics 7.2:1069°15-20.

75 Aristotle, Physics 8.5:25614 (Oxford trans.).

5 Metaphysics 7.6:1071°12-14, Cf. N. Augeles,
physikés,” 300.

7 Summa Theologiae 1.2:3 (trans. and ed. Pegis)- ) .
78 Ibid.: “If that by which it is moved be itself moved, ‘then this a}lso must
needs be moved by another, and that by another again. But this jaggr(:

go on to infinity, because then there would be no first mover, ane, o -
sequently, no other mover, seeing that subsequent movers moV! only
inasmuch as they are moved by the first mover; as the staff moVBS_ve ;{
because it is moved by the hand. Therefore it is necessary to ilimto b
a first mover, moved by no other; and this everyone understands

God.”
™ Aristotle, Metaphysics 7.6:1071°14-16 (Oxford trans.).

%0 Aristotle, Metaphysics 7.6:1071°19-20. _ .
8 “and the first 1111;0\}:er must itself be unmoved” (Aristotle, Metaphysics
4.8:1012%31 [Oxford trans.]).

82 «Byt it is impossible that movement 51.10
or cease to be; for it must always have exis
being, or cease to be; for there cogld not‘
time did not exist. Movement also is continuous,

) hyperbasé tés

uld either come into being

ted. Nor can time come lntjo
be a before and an after if
then, in the S€NS€ In
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which time is .... There is therefore a mover which moves without being
moved, being eternal substance [ousia] and actuality [energeial” (ibid.,
7.6:1071%-10 and 7.7:1072:24-26).
"3 This transference took place within the context of the subordina-
tion. of theology to Aristotelian epistemology: “Par Pintroduction de
I’epistemologic aristotélicienne, s’était constituée au Xllle siécle, dans
u?e réﬂexion explicite, la théologic comme science. Saint Thomas
d Aqum était le maitre de cette opération” (Chenu, La Théologie comme
science, 9). And on p. 11: “Saint Thomas le premier a su — et 0s¢ — poser
nettement le principe d’une intégrale application du mécanisme et des
procéfiés de la sgience au donné révélé, constitutant par la une discipline
organlque ou I’Ecriture, P’article de foi est non plus la matiére méme, le
sujet d‘e? Pexposé et de la recherche, comme dans la sacra doctrina du
Xlle siécle, mais le principe, préalablement connu, 4 partir duquel on
travaille, et on travaille selon toutes les exigences et les lois de la de-
monstratio aristotélicienne.”
8T Summg Theologiae 1.1:7: “The object of our science is God ....
In sacred science the ruling idea, to which everything is subjected, is
God ....”.See also Chenu, La théologie comme science, 55: “La foi qui
8aspo.ur ob;ect la Vérité premiére ....”
. DIOH?’SIUS the Arcopagite, On the Divine Names 3 (PG 3:869c).
Maximus the Confessor, Theological and Polemical Chapters (PG
91:32bc).
"? “I-pr energy is the essential movement of the nature, and what is opera-
tive is the nature, from which the energy issues” (John Damascene, On
jlmhe Orthodox Faith 59 [ed. Kotter, 144]).
./} reference to Basil the Great by Gregory Palamas, One Hundred and
xl:(‘fzt_v Qfaplers 143 (PG 150:1220d; ed. Sinkiewicz, 248).
' Willing and the ‘how’ of willing are not identical, any more than see-
ing gnd the ‘how’ of seeing. For willing, like seeing, belongs to nature,
ar}d is an atiribute of all beings of the same nature and race. But the ‘how’
of \j\/l]]mg, like the ‘how’ of seeing ... is the way in which willing and
seeing are used. [t is an attribute only of the one who exercises it and sep-
arates him from the others with what is commonly called a difference”
FMaxmws the Confessor, Disputation with Pyrrhus [PG 91:292d)).
" “By the principle of nature the will is shown to be one for all; but by
the way it is moved it is different” (Maximus the Confessor, Theological
and Polemical Chapters [PG 91:25a)).
' Basil the Great, Lefter 189.8 (PG 32:696b). See also Maximus the
Confessor, Theological and Polemical Chapters (PG 91:200d): “For the
energy is referred back to the one who operates, and the nature in turn to

the substratum.”
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%2 Gregory Palamas, In Defense of the Holy Hesychasts 3:1.31 (ed.
P. Christou, 1:643.15-17).

% Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Divine Nanies 5 (PG 3:593ab).

% Ibid., 7 (PG 3:645a).

% Gregory Palamas, In Defense of the Holy Hesychasts 3:2.10 (ed. Chris-
tou, 1:664-65.9, trans. Gendle, CWS). There is an ccho here probably of
Plato’s Cratylus: “My notion would be something of this sort. I suspect
that the sun, moon, earth, stars, and heaven, which are still the gods of
many barbarians, were the only gods known to the aboriginal Hellenes.
Seeing that they were always moving and running, from their running
nature they were called gods or runners (theous, theontas) and when men
became acquainted with the other gods, they proceeded to apply the same
name to them all” (397¢8—d9 [trans. and ed. Hamilton-Cairns]). See also
Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius 2 (PG 45:960; ed. Jaeger, GNO
1:268): “On the one hand God is in himself what he is believed always
to have been; on the other, he is called by those who invoke him not that
which he is (for the nature of beings is inexpressible), but is believed to
have the divine names from the effect he has on our lives.”

% On the Divine Names 9 (PG 3:825a). See also Maximus the Confessor,
Scholia on the Divine Names (PG 4:332¢cd).

97 Maximus, Ambigua (PG 91:1265d-68b). The whole passage is as fol-
lows: “There are said to be two universal energies among beings, one
of which is the one that naturally brings forth from beings that which is
homogeneous, of the same essence and identical to themselves in every
way .... The other energy they say is the one that is productive of exter-
nal things, according to which one constructs something different from
somie preexisting matter alien to one’s own essence, to do with energies
that are external and heterogeneous. The latter energy they say is consti-
tuted with knowledge and skill.”

98 «Therefore Basil the Great says: ‘God poured out the Holy Spirit abun-~
dantly on us through Jesus Christ. He poured it out; he did not produce it.
He bestowed it, he did not create it. He gave it; he did not make it.” What
then did God pour out and bestow and give us through Jesus Christ? Was
it the essence or the grace of the Holy Spirit? Surely it was the deifying
grace, in accordance with which John, the Golden-mouthed theologian,
said: ‘it is not God but grace which is poured forth,” For through this
grace the nature of the Spirit, being uncreated, is both made known aqd
shown, since it has no manifestation in itself. Clearly, then, this grace 18
uncreated, and so clearly, that its result is that each of those who have
been divinely graced and deified [ say to be unoriginate, eternal and un-
ending ... not through created nature, through which being began and

came to an end, but through t

he grace that is divine and uncreated and
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is for cver beyond all nature and time, since it is from God who is for
ever” (Gregory Palamas, To Akindynos 3.17 [ed. Christou, 1:308.2-14,
23-26]).
? “the whole {of God] having interpenetrated ( perichorésanios) the
whole of those who are worthy, as becomes his goodness” (Maximus the
Confessor, Ambigua [PG 91:1076c]). See also Gregory Palamas, On the
Divine Energies 28 (ed. Christou, 2:116.24-28: “Even if deifying grace
is not the nature of God - for the latter is imparticipable — it is neverthe-
less a natural energy of God, naturally consequent on God and always
contemplated inseparably around him. Therefore he who is an heir to this
is said to be an heir of God.”
19 Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Divine Names 9 (PG 3:825a).
""" “Everything that God is, the person who has been deified by grace
will also be, except identity according to essence” (Maximus the Confes-
sot, To Thalassius 22 [PG 90:320a]). See also Ambigua (PG 91:1308b,
1237ab).
103 “Creatures are indicative of its power and wisdom and skill, but not of
:g essence” (Basil the Great, Against Eunomius 2.32 [PG 29:648a]).
“Every divine energy by itself, according to the true principle, indi-
'cates God as indivisibly whole in cach thing in which it is individually
in accordance with some principle ... and God without being divided or
apportioned is wholly in all things in common and in each being individ-
ua?ly. He is neither expanded in various ways by the differences of the
beings in which he is, nor contracted by the individual existence of the
one, nor does he contract the differences of beings in accordance with
the one single wholeness of all things, but is truly all things in all things,
though he never goes out of his own undivided simplicity” (Maximus
the Confessor, Ambigua [PG 91:125 Tab]).
1 Maximus the Confessor, Chapters on Theology 5 (PG 90:1377ab).
See also Nicolas Cabasilas, On the Life in Christ (PG 150:644d-45a):
“The love-potion utterly changes the lovers of humanity.”
105 “For there is one faculty, the implanted mind itself, which passes
through cach of the organs of sense and grasps the things beyond: this it
is that, by means of the eyes, beholds what is seen; this it is that by means
of hearing, understands what is said; that is content with what is to our
taste, and turns from what is unpleasant; that uses the hand for whatever
it wills” (Gregory of Nyssa, On the Making of Man 6 [PG 44:140; trans.
Wilson, NPNF ]). On the mind as humanity’s energy, see Gregory Pala-
mas, In Defense of the Holy Hesychasts 2:2.26 (ed. Christou, 1:5.33.25—
27), and Basil the Great, Letter 233.1 (PG 32:864d).
106 “T¢ tells us that God, taking dust of the ground, formed the man, and by
an inspiration from himself he planted life in the work of his hand, that
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thus the earthly might be raised up to the divine, and so one certain grace
of equal value might pervade the whole creation, the lower nature being
mingled with the supramundane” (Gregory of Nyssa, Great Catechical
Oration 6 [PG 45:27d-28a]).

197 “An energy of man is a house or a ship” (Gregory of Nyssa, Against
Eunomius 1 [PG 45:381b; ed. Jaeger, 1:149.12-13).

108 “Any essence of which the essential energies are created must itself
necessarily be created” (Gregory Palamas, Jn Defense of the Holy Hesy-
chasts 3:1.31 [ed. Christou, 1:643.4-5; trans. Gendle, CWS).

109 See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1a:12.2: “Hence as other
intelligible forms, which are not identical with their existence, are united
to the mind according to a sort of mental existence by which they inform
and actualize the mind, so the divine essence is united to a created mind
50 as to be what is actually understood and through its very self making
the mind actually understanding” (Blackfriars trans., 3:11). Also la:12.5:
“When however a created intellect sees the essence of God, that very di-
vine essence becomes the form through which the intellect understands”
(Blackfriars trans., 3:19.). Cf. P. N. Trembelas, Dogmatiké, 1:139: “Man,
being intelligent and possessing the capacity to know God, is led up by
automatic reasoning from visible things to those which are beyond the
senses and proceeds through the mind to the investigation of God.”

110 See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1a:12.1: “If therefore the
created mind were never able to see the essence of God, either it would
never attain happiness or its happiness would consist in something other
than God .... The view is also philosophically untenable, for it belongs
to human nature to look for the causes of things — that is how intellectual
problems arise. If therefore the mind of the rational creature were inca-
pable of arriving at the first cause of things, this natural tendency could
not be fulfilled. So we must grant that the blessed do see the essence
of God” (Blackfriars trans., 3:5). The same conclusion is found in the
Summa contra Gentiles 3:51: “Possibile sit substantiam Dei videri per
intellectum.”

1 “A person can neither pray nor even sacrific ! \
sui’). Before the First Cause a person can neither fall on.hls knees in axyfi};
nor can he praise or worship him. That is why atheistic thought whic
denies the God of philosophy, God as First Cause, is pe‘.rha}f:S”ClOSC.r to
God as he really is (‘ist dem géttlichen Gott vielleicht ndher’) (HS}Ic_i;é
gger, Identitit und Differenz [Pfullingen: Neske, 1957], 70-71).

final blow against God and against t
come from those outside, those who do not
the believers and their theologians” (Heideg,
Klosterman, 1963], 239—40).

e to such a God (‘causa

he suprasensible world ... did not
believe in God, but from
ger, Holzwege [Frankfurt:
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12

[The Greek expression: kiésé prosdpiké ... heterousids ousiémené
conveys more elegantly than the English the hypostatic reality of God’s
lr]e}achmg 0L.1t to us in the third Person of the Trinity. Trans.]

. My setting down here the difference between the acceptance or re-
Jecn(?n of the essence-energies distinction highlights what is perhaps a
genuine weakness, or even ron sequitur, in this book as a whole: I speak
of the priority of personal relation and experience and the transcendence
of conceptual definitions, using, however, conceptual definitions which
I set out systematically. It is therefore possible for the reader to con-
cIuFie that what this discussion is about is merely two different systems
Qf ideas — not two radically opposed modes of life or attitudes towards
it. Of course, the use of intellectual ideas and their systematic discussion
can havg a “semantic reference” to life, provided that the objectification
of tru.th In concepts is constantly resisted. This resistance is not purely
and simply a literary form. It articulates a social dynamic of the word. In
the work:s of the Greek Fathers, readers may find and confirm for them-
§elves th!s expression of personal experience, which gives language the
¥conologlcal depth of the experiential dimension. Such an achievement
is beyond my powers in the present work. Here an attempt is made to go
beyond the objectification of truth in concepts, but again only through
ideas expressed in concepts.

4 See Thorl}as Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles 2:9: “God’s actuality
Eenergeia] s his essences.” And 2:8: “This divine power is the essence
of God.” See also Barlaam of Calabria, Against the Messalians, in The
Works of Gregory Palamas [ed. P. Christou, 1:300.24-301.3]): “For if
even the light [of God’s energies] is uncreated, what is caused and par-
ticipable and visible ... is necessarily called a divinity (4eotés), and the
nature of .God, which is beyond any causc and participation, vision and
apprehlel}swn, naming and exposition, how will it be one and not uncre-
ated divinities, one superior and the other inferior?” And St. Gregory

Palamas replies: “Not knowing that with regard to the uncreated energies

and the essence such a distinction and the superimposition (hyperthesis)

that goes with it does not impair the fact that there is one divinity. Indeed,
rather, it strengthens it, as without it the things that are distinguished
could not be brought together into one divinity in an orthodox manner”

(Exposition of Impieties [ed. Christou, 2:579.18-22]).

3 “God's activity (actio), however, is not distinet from his power ( po-

tentia); each is the divine essence, identical with the divine existence ....

we justify the meaning of power in God, not as being the principle of
divine acting, which is identical with his being, but as the principle of
an effect” (Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1a:25.1 [Blackfriars

trans., 5:155]).
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116 Gee the expression of this in the encyclical Mystici Corporis of Pope
Pius XII: (in La foi catholique — Textes doctrinawx du Magistére de
1’Eglise [Paris: Ed. de I'Orante, 1961], 364): “Ce qu’il faut rejeter: tout
mode d’union mystique par lequel les fidéles, de quelque fagon que ce
soit, dépasseraient I’ordre du créé et s’arrogeraient le divin au point que
méme un seul des attributes du Dieu éternel puisse leurs étre attribué en
propre.” And cf. the Eastern viewpoint expressed by Gregory of Nyssa:
“Man transcends his own nature, becomes immortal from having been
mortal, and imperishable from having been perishable, and eternal from
having been transient, and wholly god from having been man ... For if
what he [God] is by nature he grants as a property to human beings, what
else is this other than that he promises an equality of honour through kin-
ship? (On the Beatitudes 7 [PG 44:1280cd]).

17 See Chenu, La théologie au Xlle siécle, 294n. Scc also La foi
catholique, 321: “La grace est gratuite et surnaturelle,” with references
to Roman Catholic dogmatic sources. See also Nicolas, Dieu connt com-
me inconnu, 218fF. On created grace there is a characteristic fragment of
Gregory Akindynos cited by Gregory Palamas: “The hypostasis of the
All-holy Spirit creates deifying grace in the saints, but in spite of that this
created grace is said to be a hypostasis of the All-holy Spirit. And those
who receive this created grace are said to receive the Holy Spirit, the
very essence and hypostasis of the Spirit” (To Athanasius of Cyzicus 33
[ed. Chrestou, 2:443.20-25]).

118 See the study of Stylianos Papadopoulos, Ellénikai metaphraseis
thomistikon ergon: Philothomistai kai antithomistai en Byzanid (Ath-

ens, 1967), 20, 137.

112 See above, pp. 37-38.
120 Dionysius the Arcopagite, On the Divine Names 4 (PG 3:712ab).

121 “Dg you see this void above our heads? It is God. Do you see this
crack in the door? It is God. Do you see this hole in the ground? Again,
it is God. The silence is God. The absence is God” (Le Diable et le Bon
Dieu 10:4).
122 T am walking in your darkness: give me your hand. Tell me, the dark.—
ness is you, isn’t it? The darkness, the heart-rending abance of the uni-
verse! Because you are the one who is present in the universal absence,
the one who is heard when there is absolute silence, the one we see when
nothing more is visible” (ibid., 8-9:2). .
123 4T 1gt then so painfully impossible for anyone to apprehend God v.v1th
the senses? Why does he hide behind a fog of half—sl?oken promises
not faith, not conjec-

and invisible wonders ... ? I want knowledge, onjec
tures. Knowledge, 1 want God to put his hand out, to reveal himse
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to me ....” (Ingmar Bergman, from the scenario of The Seventh Seal
[Greek trans.]).

¢ Le Diable et le Bon Dieu 10:4. See also Christos Yannaras, “The
Theology of Hell,” in £ krisé tés propheteias (Athens: Domos, 1981),
153ff.

'>* Homily 5 on Romans 6 (PG 60:430).

%6 Ladder of Divine Ascent 7.1 (trans. Luibheid-Russell, CWS).

2" Mystical Prayer of Symeon our father among the saints, cited by
Lossky, Mystical Theology, 160—61.

128 John Climacus, Ladder 30.1.

Part Two

Chapter One

! Diels 1:105.24-25.

? Diels 1:71.11,

* Frag. 8 (Diels 2:36.14),

* Frag. 1 (Diels 1:406.25; trans. Kirk-Raven-Schofield, 325).

5 Frag. 7 (Diels 1:270.161T; trans. Kirk-Raven-Schofield, 396).

8 The expression (koinon tés poleds kosmon) is Plato’s, illustrative of the
use of the word kosmos. See Laws 8:846d5-6 (Hamilton-Cairns).

" Frag. 1 (Diels 1:89.111F; trans. Kirk-Raven-Schofield, 108, modified).
See Konst, Michaelides, “Kosmos und Ethos bei Anaximander und Her-
aklit,” Philosophia 1 (1971), 141-54.

§ “In this way, using the language of probability, we may say that the
world came into being — a living creature truly endowed with soul and
intelligence” (Timaeus 30b6-8 [Hamilton-Cairns, modified]).

* Plato, Gorgias 507e6~508a4 (Hamilton-Cairns).

'° Plato, Timaeus 92¢5-9 (Hamilton-Cairns, modified).

! Plato, Timaeus 32cl.

2 Tbid., 32d1-2.

13 “That the world is correctly said to be most beautiful ... is easy to
comprehend. For first the visible beauty of the heavens, the order of the
cycles, the divisions of time, the harmony of the elements, and the pro-
portions extending through all things show those who are not completely
benighted that the universe is most beautiful” (Proclus, Scholia on Pla-
to’s Timaeus 11:101d [ed. E. Diehl 1:1903.332.181f]).

14 “Of the things which are by nature visible, no unintelligent creature
taken as a whole could ever be fairer than the intelligent taken as a
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whole, and again intelligence could not be present in anything which was
devoid of soul. For which reason, when he was framing the universe, he
put intelligence in soul, and soul in body, that he might be the creator of
a work which was by nature fairest and best” (Plato, Timaeus 30b1-6
[Hamilton-Cairns, modified]).

'* “Thus, using the language of probability, we may that the world came
into being —a living creature truly endowed with soul and intelligence”
(Plato, Timaeus 30b6-8).

16 “Then if we cannot hunt down the good under a single form, let us
secure it by the conjunction of three, beauty, proportion, and truth, and
then, regarding these three as one, let us assert that that may most prop-
erly be held to determine the qualities of the mixture, and because that is
good the mixture itself has become so” (Plato, Philebus 65a1-5 [Ham-
ilton-Cairns]).

17 “But there are two different kinds of good things, the merely human and
the divine; the former are consequential on the latter” (Laws 1:631b6-8
[Hamilton-Cairns]). “God is good in reality” (Republic 2:379b1).

18 “Bverything that is good is beautiful” (Timaeus 87c4-5). “For we shall
not say that God is deficient in beauty or virtue” (Republic 2:381¢1-2).
19 “This world is good and so the creator is good” (Timaeus 29a2-3).
“We must say that the world came into being as a living oreature truly
endowed with soul and intelligence by the providence of God” (Timaeus
30b7-31cl [Hamilton-Cairns, modified]).

% “When the world began to be ordered ...” (Timaeus 53bl). “God who
set it in order” (Statesman 273d4). “But others, among whom is ... Plato,
claim that God made the world from pre-existent and uncreated matter:
God would not have been able to make anything unless matter already
existed” (Athanasius the Great, On the Incarnation 2 [trans. Thomson,
OECT)). _

2 “God desired that all things should be good and nothing bad, so far as
this was attainablé. Wherefore also finding the whole visible sphfaref not
at rest, but moving in an irregular and disorderly fashion, out of disorder
he brought order, considering that this was in every way better than the
other” (Timaeus 30a2—6 [Hamilton-Caitns]). : ‘ Ce

2 Frag, 30 (Diels 1:157-58; trans. Wheelwright, no. 29).

% [aws 10:886a2—5 (Hamilton-Cairns). :
2 Fragmenta Selecta, Peri Philosophias 123,
64), 80 (Oxford trans.). ST e
215,9“Di)e Aug‘fassung des V&eltbegriffes ist abhéinging vom Yelf sta,ndm§ def

” i 1 des Grundes; 5th ed. [Frank
Wesens,” observes Heidegger (Fom Wesen des G el

’ so-Was ist: Metaphysik?.11; “In
furt: Klostermann, 1965], 27). See also- s e von Anaxi-
swischen bleibt der Metaphysik wihrend ihrer Geschichte:

od. W. D. Ross (Oxford,
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mander bis zu Nietzsche die Wahrheit des Seins verborgen .... Allein
die Metaphysik antwortet nirgends auf die Frage nach der Wahrheit des
Seins, weil sie diese Frage nie fragt ... Sic meint das Seiende im Ganzen
und spricht vom Sein. Sie nennt das Sein und meint das Seiende als das
Seiende.”

... der Weltbegriff als ein Grundbegriff der Metaphysik ...” (Heideg-
ger, Yom Wesen des Grundes, 27).

%7 See the very interesting study of S. Kyriazopoulos, £ parousia tés
physikés epistémés (Athens, 1963), where there is a relevant bibliogra-
phy. See also Marios Begzos’s doctoral dissertation, Dialektiké physiké
kai eschatologiké theologia (Athens, 1985); and Christos Yannaras,
Protaseis kritikés ontologias (Athens: Domos, 1985). [And, most recent-
ly, Christos Yannaras, Postmodern Metaphysics (Brookline, MA: Holy
Cross Orthodox Press, 2004), esp. “Thesis 1, The postmodern challenge:
? metaphysical extension of physics.” Trans.]

* “The mathematical study of nature could be represented from the point
of view of the observer as a kind of theater. The observer holds a chro-
nometer in his hands and marks precisely when the actors participating
in the play enter and exit the stage. If onc reflects that this natural knowl-
edge ha.s from time to time enthralled modern man, one can understand
t}}e vamty and impertinence of such a person who, relying on the preci-
sion of his chronometer, intervenes in the production to teach the partici-
pants precisely what the play is about” (Kyriazopoulos, E parousia tés
physikés epistémés, 259-60).

2? See Sartre, L'Etre et le Néant, 36970, where he concludes: “La rela-
E]Vlté de l§ science moderne vise I’étre. L'homme et le monde sont des
fotres re]gtlfs et le principe de leur étre est la relation.”

; 1W. Heisenberg, Das Naturbild der heutigen Physik (Hamburg, 1955),
*' Without this meaning that the same conclusions of modern physics
f:annot.]ead towards a radically different attitude towards the world and,
in particular, towards a getting round the quest for knowledge for the
sake of human domination over the world, the subjection of the world to
hurpan needs and desires. “In the practical approach it is not Anowledge
V\{hlch is important but use. A mechanical work does not have truth as its
aim, but benefit. It is concerned not with what nature is but with what is
constructed through nature. The practical approach is characteristic not
only of those who do not participate in scientific research, but even of
the natural sciences, for research only advances through technical skill.
So instead of technology being presented as applied science, physics
appears as a systematic development of the technical disposition. This
disposition is orientated not towards theory, but power through theory”
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(S. Kyriazopoulos, ] katagogé tou technikou preumatos [Athens, 1965],
275-76). See also Panayiotis Kondylis, £ kritiké tés metaphysikés sté
neoteré skepsé (Athens: Gnosé, 1983).

32 An echo of Heidegger: “‘Welt’ bedeutet ... die Offenheit des Seins.
“Welt” ist die Lichtung des Seins” (Uber den Humanismus, 35).

33 [“products and principles” may also be translated as “poems and
words.” In Greek a “poem” ( poéma) is literally a “thing made,” and a
“word” (logos) is a thought or principle until it is uttered or expressed.
Trans.]

34« other senses, which are receptors of impressions coming from out-
side, and are not accessible to rational investigation” (Gregory of Na-
zianus, Oration 28.22 [PG 36:57a]).

35 Note the Platonic expression of this in the Symposium: “Whoever has
been initiated so far in the mysteries of Love and has viewed all these
aspects of the beautiful in due succession, is at last drawing near the
final revelation. And now ... there bursts upon him that wondrous vision
which is the very soul of the beauty he has toiled so long for” (210e1-6
[Hamilton-Cairns]).

36 Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus 3.1 (PG 8:557¢).

37 The Extant Ascetical Works, Letter 4 (ed. Spanos, 389).

3% Chapters on Theology 1.57 (PG 90:1108b).

1 See Hans-Georg Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzan-
tinischen Reich (Munich: Beck, 1959), 347ff.

“ gmbigua (PG 90:752a). On “natural contemplation” in the Fathers of
the Byzantine period, see H.-G. Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur,
348, 356, 357, 360, 363, 585. See also Hans Urs von Balthasar, Kosmis-
che Liturgie (Einsiedeln: Johannes, 1961), 53, 114, 176, 296, 581, 639,
cte. Also Lars Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator, 2nd ed. (Chicago
and La Salle: Open Court, 1995), 343ff.

41 See Isaac the Syrian, Extant Ascetical Works, 383. )

42 «J¢t s necessary to believe that in every being there lies some wise
and skilful Jogos, even if it is beyond our powers of vision” (Gregpry of
Nyssa, On the Hexaemeron [PG 44:73a]). See also 73¢: “The wisdom
contemplated in creation is a logos, even if it cannot be expressed.”

# Maximus the Confessor, Chapters on Theology 3 (PG 90:12610(-1).

“ FHomily on 1 Corinthians 15.28 (PG 14:1312a). See also Eusebius of
Caesarea, Evangelical Demonstration 4.1 (PG 22:252d): “He put forth
his own will and power as if it were some matter and essence of the gen-
esis and constitution of all things.”

45 For the identification of form and Jogos,
2:996%8, 8:1044°12; Physics 4:209°21-22, 1:190°16.
4 Hexaemeron 2.2 (PG 29:33a).

see Aristotle, Metaphysics
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*7 John Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith (PG 94:865a; ed. Kotter, 45).
Se.e also Gregory of Nazianus, Oration 45.5 (PG 36:629a): “... he con-
ceives of the angelic and heavenly powers, and the mental concept was a
z);/ork, fulfilled by the Logos and perfected by the Spirit.”
N gregow of Nyssa, Hexaemeron (PG 44:73a).
N asil the Great, Against Eunomius (PG 29:736¢).
** Gregory of Nyssa, On the Soul and Resurrection (PG 46:125b; trans.
Moore, NPNF, modified). 7
3N CL Qregory of Nyssa, Hexaemeron (PG 44:73c): “By some logos the
causative power of each thing that comes into being is brought to actu-
alization.”
(Plée;ca.emeror.v Z (PG 44:69c). See also On the Soul and the Resurrection
6:124c¢): None of these things is in itself a body — neither shape,
?or color, nor we'lght, nor dimensions, nor size, nor anything else of what
asn Zogvtggx]ptl;lgd c]gl 1t]heetqualti&ies. On th<.e con.trary, each of these is a logos,
into being. ogether and unite with each other, a body comes
B3 f the. electron, being neither a ‘particle’ nor a ‘wave,’ exceeds all the
.geom.etncal possibilities of representing it, and consequ;:ntly, as regards
::,sh :x1§ttence independently of ourselves, does not refer to physics, even
e :nij c}zlan b.e 'represc':nted by'mathematical equations, it would appear in
F at }t I1s possible for it, naturally or artificially, to become what-
;ver object is ob‘served. ‘Particle’ or ‘wave,” ‘force’ or ‘field,” are thus
or 1119dern ph.ysxcs symbols for position or velocity. Both this position
and this Yelomty are nevertheless not position and velocity as such, but
are con§t1tu1ed })y observation. Therefore, if the concept of the pa;ticle
sym_b_ollzes position and the concept of the wave a related succession of
positions, both the one and the other are consequences of (or better: are
connec?ed with) the presence of the human observer” (Kyriazo oul(;s E
ﬁarousm 1és physikés epistémés, 151). P ’
Gregory of Nyssa, On the Inscriptions of the Psalms (PG 44:441b; ed
J. McDonough and P. Alexander, 32.4-6). . T
’f For the refutation of this view, which was first expressed by Augus-
tine and subsequently became established as the common teachi}; ofg' the
Western Christian tradition, see Lossky, Mystical Theolo 91gﬁ See
also Olivier Clément, “Le sens de la terre — Notes de Cosmfl}:; ie dﬁho—
doxe,” Contacts 59—60 (1967): 2571f. &
%6 See Lossky, Mystical Theology, 94-95. See also John Damascene, On
the Divine Images 2.14 (PG 94:1300b; ed. Kotter, 105): “I venerate I’nat-
ter ... not as God, but as filled with divine energy and grace.” Also Basil
the Great, Against Eunomius 2.32 (PG 29:648a): “The things made are
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indicative of its power and wisdom and skill, but not of its essence; nor

do they necessarily represent all the power of the creator.”

57 Gregory Palamas, The One Hundred and Fifty Chapters 142 (PG

150:1220c; ed. Sinkewicz, 246): “Hence it should be clear to those who

think rightly that the divine energy is distinct from the divine substance

for the energy effects something else, not identical with the operator.

God effects and makes creatures but is himself uncreated” (trans. Sinke-

wicz).

58 On the Holy Spirit (PG 32:180c).

5% Procopius of Gaza, Commentary on Genesis 2.17 (PG 87:324c¢).

60 Basil the Great, Homily on Psalm 29 (PG 29:317ab).

61 “Not even one of the things that are is at all bereft of participation
in the beautiful, if ‘all things,” as the truth of the Scriptures says, “are
very good” (Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Celestial Hierarchy [PG
3:141c; SC 58.80.32-34]). [The biblical reference is to Genesis 1:31.
The Greek word for “good” used here in the Septuagint (kalon) also
means “beautiful.” Hence in the passage that follows Dionysius’ play
on kalos (“beautiful/good”), kallos (“beauty”), and kaleé (“call,” “sum-
mon,” or “invite”). Trans.]

s2 Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Divine Names 4 (PG 3:701c; trans.
Luibheid-Rorem, CWS, modified).

&3 Jsaac the Syrian, Ascetical Works, Leiter 4 (ed. Spanos, 384).

6+ Didymus the Blind, On the Trinity 2.1 (PG 39:452a).

65 Tp Thalassius 13 (PG 90:296bc).

66 “The divine ... remains mentally ungraspable and verbally inexpress-
ible” (Maximus the Confessor, Letter 6 [PG 91:432c)).
67 See Basil the Great, On the Holy Spirir 16.38 (PG 32:136ab), and
Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 45.5 (PG 36:629a).

&t See Lossky, Mystical Theology, 100~101.
69 “From the natural movement of beings, we learn of a being’s subsis-
tent life, the life-giving power of beings, the Holy Spirit” (Maximus the
Confessor, To Thalassius 13 [PG 90:296d]). See also Chapters on Theol-
ogy (PG 90:1209a): “The Holy Spirit is in all things in a simple fashim_l,
seeing that it constitutes and exercises providence over all things, and is
able to set the seeds of nature in motion.”
70 Athanasius the Great, Letter 3 to Serapion 45 (PG 26:632bc).

71 Cf. John Damascene, On the Two Wills in Christ 15 (PG 05:144b):
«Man indeed is a microcosm; for he has soul and body, and stands in be-
tween mind and matter. He is a com
is, of sensible and intellectual creation.
Against Nestorians and Eutychians 1(P
when [the Logos] produced the world ... nor a

bination of visible and invisible, that
» Also Leontius of Byzantium,
G 86:1284c): “Neither before
fierwards when he fash-
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ioned man for himself as the great world in miniature, was he circum-
scribed.” Also Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 28.22 (PG 36:57a): “this
small world, man.” And Orarion 38.11 (PG 36:324a); “he stands on earth
like a second great world in miniature.” Also Gregory of Nyssa, On the
Inscriptions of the Psalms 1.3 (PG 44:441d,; ed. MacDonough-Alexan-
der, 32.18-27): “man is a microcosm ... that which the Logos saw with
regard to the great world, in all likelihood he sees in the small world ...
thus in the small world too, by which I mean human nature, is perceived
the music which is contemplated in the whole, in proportion to the tatal-
ity through the part, as the whole is contained by the part.”

2 Cf. Maximus the Confessor, Mystagogia 7 (PG 91:684d-685a): “The
whole world constituted of what is visible and what is invisible ... is
man. And man consisting of soul and body is another world.” On man
as a microcosm and the world as a macranthropos, see Lars Thunberg,
Microcosm and Mediator, esp. 132-43. Also W. Vélker, Gregor von Ny-
ssa als Mystiker (Wicsbaden, 1955), 51ff. Also Hans Urs von Balthasar,
Kosmische Liturgie, 169-75.

7 See H. Diels and W. Kranz, Die F ragmente der Vorsokratiker,
2:b34.153.4-11: “And just as in the universe we see some things only
ruling, like the divine, and others ruling and being ruled, like the human
(for these are both ruled by the divine and themselves rule the irrational
animals), and others are only ruled, like the irrational animals, so in the
same way the same is contemplated ... in man the microcosm. Some
things only rule, like reason (logos), others both rule and are ruled, like
anger (thyvmos), ... and others are only ruled, like desire (epithymia).”

™ Sce Timaeus 81a-b2 and Philebus 29b~30a.

" Physics 8:2.252224-27: “Now if this can occur in an animal, why
should not the same be true also of the universe as a whole? If it can oc-
cur in a small world it could also occur in a great one” (Oxford trans.).
76 See Ambigua 41 (PG 91:1304dff ). See also Thunberg, Microcosm and
Mediator, 143.

7 Ambigua 41 (PG 91:1305bc; trans. Louth). See also 1305ab: “Like a
laboratory in which everything is very concentrated and in itself natu-
rally mediates between the extremities of each division, having been
drawn into everything in a good and fitting way ... having the power of
naturally uniting at the mean point of each division since it is related to
the extremities of each division in its own parts” (trans. Louth, lightly
modified).

8 Ambigua 10 (PG 91:1193d; trans. Louth).

7 Ibid., 41 (PG 91:1308ab; trans. Louth).

% Ibid., (PG 91:1308d-12b).
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81 Maximus the Confessor, To Thalassius 55 (PG 90:541bc; ed. Laga and
Steel, CC 10.489).

82 Ibid., 65 (PG 90.:760a; ed. Laga and Steel, CC 22.285).

8 Ibid., (PG 90:756b; ed. Laga and Steel, CC 22.279).

8 N. Jorga, Byzance aprés Byzance: Continuation de I'histoire et de la
vie byzantine (1935; 2nd ed. Bucharest, 1971).

8 A basic bibliography would include Dimitry Obolensky, “The Prin-
ciples and Methods of Byzantine Diplomacy,” Actes du Xlle Congrés
International d’Etudes Byzantines I (Belgrade, 1963); Amold Toynbee,
Constantine Porphyrogenitus and His World (London: Oxford Univ.
Press, 1973); K. Lechner, Hellenen und Barbaren im Weltbild der Byz-
antiner (Munich, 1954); L. Bréhier, Les institutions de |’Enpire byzantin
(Paris: Albin Michel, 1948); P. Charanis, “On the Social Structure of the
Later Roman Empire,” Byzantion 17 (1944-45): 38-57; E. Bach, “Les
lois agraires byzantines du Xe siécle,” Classica et Mediaevalia 5 (1942):
70-91; J. B. Bury, The Imperial Administrative System in the Ninth Cen-
tury, 2nd ed. (New York: Burt Franklin, 1963); Gervase Mathew, Byz-
antine Aesthetics (London: John Murray, 1963); J. M. Hussey, Church
and Learning in the Byzantine Empire (London: Oxford Univ. Press,
1937); Héléne Ahrweiler, L'idéologie politique de ['empire byzantin
(Paris: PUF, 1975); F. Dvornik, Early Christian and Byzantine Po{itz‘ca/
Philosophy (Washington: Dumbarton Oaks, 1966); Steven Runciman,
Byzantine Style and Civilization (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1975).

8 Qee Chenu, La théologie au Xlle siécle, 341T.

8 See M. A. Schmidt, “Johannes Scotus Eriugena,” in Die Religion in
Geschichte und Gegenwart, vol. 3, cols. 820-21; Chenu, La théologie au
Xlle siécle, 40, 50; also Gilson, La Philosophie au Moyen Age, 202.

# «Jt is in this context of renaissance — where inspiration takes prece-
dence over imitation, where also the resources of antiquity nOUI"lShed
new spiritual initiatives ~ that there developed the literary, aesthetic and
doctrinal theme of the relations of humanity with nature: the human be-
*»* (Chenu, La théologie au Xlle siécle, 37). S(?e alsF)
Gilson, La Philosophie au Moyen Age, 327-28; Chenu, La théologie
comme science au Xllle siécle, 101; “Between the two great crossroads
of the Carolingian renaissance and that of the Quattrocento, the twelfth
and thirteenth centuries mark a stage characterized by the recovery of the
capital of Antiquity.” ’

8 “the first attempts at a mICrocosm-

a rational, we might even say of an eafl ; .
théologie au Xlle siécle, 41). See also Gilson, La Philosophie au Moyen

Age, 327: “... reasoning by analogy, which consisted of explaining a
beil;g or fact by its correspondence with other beings or other facts. A

ing is a ‘microcosm

macrocosm parallelism were of
y scientific, type” (Chenu, La
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method this time legitimate and which all science makes use of .... The
description of the human person as a universe in miniature, that is to say,
as a microcosm analogous to a macrocosm, is a classic example of this
kind of reasoning.”

* “Confronted by the universe, the human person not only accepts the ex-
terior world, but changes it, and seeks with its tools to compose a human
world .... The thinking of the men of the twelfth century ... perceived
all that art, in forcing nature, could reveal about humanity” (Chenu, Lea
théologie comme science au XIlle siécle, 49 [my emphasis]).

1 See ibid., 40.

%2 “The ‘interior life’ calls in the microcosm, in the very name of its
nature, for the intellectual and mechanical domination over the macro-
cosm” (ibid., 42).

% See ibid., 314: “There is an autonomous knowledge of this world and
of the human person, valuable in its own order, actually helpful for spec-
ulation and action, which is transferable to theological science.” And on
p. 48: “The order is no longer simply the schema of an aesthetic imagina-
tion or a religious conviction; it is proved, sustained by a method.”

% See ibid., 16: “In its earliest state, theology is normally a commentary,
and throughout the course of its development it evolves in constant ref-
erence to structures related to the teaching of law. In the Middle Ages
above all, canonists and theologians work in constant collaboration in
analogous and interchangeable forms.” Further research would be useful
on the historical development of the legal-juridical spirit of the Roman
Church even from the time of Tertullian and Augustine (who were both
very well versed in legal matters). The same legal-mindedness calls for
the objectivizing of particular cases, and the monarchical understanding
of objective authority.

% See ibid., 315: “In the organic construction of its wisdom, theology
takes account of objects which furnish it with rational disciplines, sci-
ences of the universe and its laws, sciences of humanity and its facul-
ties.” And on p. 51: “It is the same Alan of Lille (d. 1203), this master
of nature, who is also the theoretician of the ‘rules of theology,” that
is to say, of the method by which, as in every mental discipline, the
knowledge of faith is organized and built up, thanks to internal principles
which give it the appearance and value of science.”

* The Roman Church is the only Western Medieval institution which
preserves an unbroken cultural tradition and can meet the need for unity
of the various nations living together in Western Europe. The exploita-
tion of the need for such an institution had already arrived at a complete
religious organization of the Western communities by the tenth and elev-
enth centuries, For the religious structures of the Western Medieval com-
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munities and their expression in the religious art of the eleventh century,
see the extremely interesting study of Georges Duby, Adolescence dg la
chrétienté occidentale (Geneva: Skira, 1967). See also Robert Fossier,
Histoire sociale de I'Occident médieval (Paris: Colin, 1970), esp. 43—4.4,
54-56; Jean Chélini, Histoire religieuse de I’Occident médie\./al (Paris:
Colin, 1968; and J. Le Goff, La civilisation de | 'Occident médieval (Par-
is: coll. “Les grandes civilisations,” 1964). i
97 “The West made the unity of God (one God) a clear and firm ba51sf
(for the dogma of the Trinity) and tried to conceive of the mystery ©
his threeness. A fundamental formula was ‘one substance, one hyposta-
sis.” From such a formula there was a danger of arriving at one person
(Monarchians, the monarchianizing bishops of Rgme Victor, .Zcp;l}"rllgll:
and Callixtus). The formula favored monarchlam?n} an_d ’assmte‘ 1[1169)
battle against Arianism” (Basil Stephanidis, Ekklésiastiké Istor;a, 09).
The monarchian spirit of the West was revealed very clearly by t ‘31reJ‘3‘3t
tion of the distinction between Essence and Energies and by thfe ;iteva?h
works which tried to support this rejection, mainly in thed (;inefle?he
century. The pro-Latin opponents of St. Gregory Palam;i; :im e en
hypostasis as a referential essence which “differs from eh . }zached
sence because the one is referential, the other detached ... T e de o
differs from the referential only conceptually” (John Kypar:issgtt‘g;n doal
the Hypostatics in the Trinity Differ from the Essence, €. S.t Grego:
Orientalia Christiana Periodica 25. [1959]: 132, 1"(0, ltft‘ztl){e u.ncreated
ry Palamas judged from the beginning that thg denial oh e and
Energies of the Trinity conceals a hidden denial gf .thc yp0§ 27 led
their identification with the essence (see On the Divine Energies lamites.
P. Chrestou, 2:115]). And Matthew Blastares accuses the %‘m‘f’“?ztroduc-
of wanting “to contract the divine nature into one hypOSFalils, o;wtheism
ing into Christianity the Jewish “poverty,” tt'lat is, Jewish m g o
(see On the Divine Grace or On the Divine nght: Qod. E\/Izna'c- Tri;zdos
150, cited by Amphilochios Rantovits, 70 mys.terzon 1és 2?0257)

kata ton agion Grégorion Palaman [Thessalonica, 1?7“3], th;: Wc;,st he
% See Stephanidis, Ekkiésiastiké Istoria, 198-99n: Ikll‘l - rough the
(monarchianizing) phraseology of Western Theolcz’g}sl‘ aslso v i oofs,
influence of Augustine endured to the present’ day. Iee' a (La. Téolor
Dogmengeschichte (1906), 363ff, Also Chenu’s conclusion

« ine’ ..isa

gie comme science au Xlile siécle, 95): ‘ Augﬁ;ﬂgfe; 1;[:;0;;%}; [ Be
i i ism” i junction wi
fine piece of intellectualism™ in co‘n_l \ s observer
tion IZEkklésiastiké Istoria, 166):“ The 2}(:]3::::;5; lt\ﬁgl;:;n s tiose
ional argumentat1on, Su en the

wor. bt?ls: ?d:gsr:ll?ey wouﬁi arrive at.” See also N. Nissiotis, Prolegomend
were

eis tén theologikén Grosiologian (Athens, 1965), 178-79.
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‘:"’ “Theology is decidedly distinct from faith (and Scripture) in the lead-
ing scholarly circles” (Chenu, La théologie conime science au Xllle sie-
cle, 26; see also 55, 79, 83).
10 See ibid., 26-27: “The ‘scientific’ regime which now established it-
self - was the right of reason to install itself at the heart of the deposit
and light of faith, and work there according to its own laws.” See also
85~86: “Faith admits of ... a capacity for rational elaboration, exposition
and proof, according to the philosophical sense of the word argumen-
fum .... Even the definition of faith opens itself from now on, as if on a
Is;nooth h.orizon, 10 a rational expansion of a scientific nature.”
. ! See ibid., 42: ... to accept the objectivizing of the knowledge of faith
in thec.)logy ... and 20: “Gilbert de la Porrée (1076-1154) vigorously
enunciated the principle of the transfer to theology of the formal proce-
du'res (regulae, axiomata, principia) customary in every rational disci-
p]Tne.” See also 51: “Like every intellectual discipline, the knowledge of
falth was organized and built up thanks to internal principles which gave
it the appearance and value of science.”
192 The first part comprised the Categories, the De interpretatione and the
Prior analytics, the second part the Posterior analytics, the Zopics, and
the Sophistical refutations. In some editions of the Organon the treatises
8}" generation and corruprion and On the universe were added.
” IS[;Z Chenu, La théologie comme science au XIlle siecle, 20.
105 “Man’s encounter with nature was only accomplished in such a way
that man seized this nature and put it to work for him .... To set up Na-~
ture in fact put paid to a certain Christian conception of the universe”
(ibid., 44, 50).
9 “In this mechanical universe, man ... depersonalized his action, be-
came sensitive to the objective density and the articulation of things
under the domination of natural laws ... Human science embraced the
l|(01710w1edg§ of this mastery of nature” (ibid., 48).

l?yzan?me and post-Byzantine architecture expresses a radically op-
posite attx.tude to the material of construction. A comparison of Gothic
to Bylaptlne buildings gives us perhaps the clearest illustration of two
diametrically opposed cosmological views which lead to two diametri-
callyA opposed technical approaches. See Christos Yannaras, E eleutheria
tou e{hous (Athens: Ekdoseis Athena, 1970), ch. 13, “To éthos tés lei-
tourgikés technés,” 183ff.: “Every piece of Byzantine architecture is a
persongl exploration of the potentialities of the physical material .... In
Byzantmc‘: architecture we not only find a personal use of the material of
construction, but also a personal dialogue with the material, the personal
encounter of humanity with the /ogos of God’s love and wisdom, which
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%s revealed in the material creation. This dialogue, which is embodied
in Byzantine architecture, conveys the measure of the truth of the entire
natural world as communion and Ecclesia .... The material creation is
‘shaped’ as person, the Person of the Logos ....” [CE. the ET of this
work by Elizabeth Briére, The Freedom of Morality (Crestwood, N.Y.:
St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1984; based on the Greek of the 2nd
ed., 1979), ch. 12, “The Ethos of Liturgical Art.”] See also Olivier Cl¢-
ment, Dialogues avec le Patriarche Athenagoras (Paris: Fayard, 1969),
278-83; P. A. Michaclis, Aisthétiké thedrésé tés byzantinés technés, 2nd
ed. (Athens, 1972; ET of 1946 ed., An Adesthetic Approach to Byzantine
Art [London, 19551), esp. 85-98; Christos Yannaras, “Teologia apofatica
¢ architettura bizantina,” in Simposio Cristiano (Milan: Ediz. dell’ Isti-
tuto di Studi teologici Ortodossi, 1971), 104-12; and Marinos Kalligas,
E aisthétiké tou chérou tés Ellénikés Ekklésias sto Mesaiéna (Athens,
1946).

198 Erwin Panofsky, Gothic Architecture an
Archabbey Press, 1951).

d Scholasticism (Latrobe:

109 Thid., 271f.

no < this astonishingly synchronous development ...” (ibid., 20). See
also the diagrams later in the book.

1 Thid.

N2« the construction of a knowledge within faith. From this, theology
is established as a science” (Chenu, La théologie comme science au XIlle
siecle, 70).

13 Gothic Architecture and Scholasticism, 34.
114 See Michaelis, Aisthétiké thedrésé, 89-90.
15 Tbid., 90.

16 Thid. See also Worringer, Formprobleme der
(cited by Michaelis).

117 “Theology is the first great tec
tian world ... The men who built
summae” (Chenu, Introduction d ’étude de Saint Thomas d
Vrin, 1974], 53, 58).

118 “For according to whether we use
come either good or bad” (Maximus the Confessor,

Love 92 [Palmer-Sherrard-Ware]).

Gotik (Munich, 1910), 73

hnical science (technique) of the Chris-
the cathedrals [also] constructed the
'Aquin [Paris:

things rightly or wrongly we be-
First Century on

Chapter Two

¢ —up and down and the rest of
14 [Oxford trans.]).

| “Nlow these are regions or kinds of plac
the six directions” (Aristotle, Physics 4.,1:208b12—
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2 1bid., 3.3:202°17-19.

? Ibid., 4.1:20924—6 (Oxford trans.).

* ... place is motionless ... a motionless boundary ... it moves neither
others nor itself™ (ibid., 4.4:212218-21, 5.1:224%3).

> Ibid, 4.4:212720-1, 212°15-13; 4.2:209°1-2: On the Heavens
4.3:310°7-8.

¢1hid., 4.2:21079,

71bid., 4.4:212217.

¥ 1bid., 4.1:208%26-27.

®Ibid., 4.5:212%20-22 (Oxford trans.).

' See his L'Etre et le Néant (Paris: Gallimard, 1943), 40ff. (ET, Be-
ing and Nothingness, trans. Hazel E. Barnes [London: Routledge, 1993],
61F).

"' See L 'Etre et le Néant, 44—46 (ET, 9-11). 1 give the story largely in his
own words.

' “When 1 enter this café to look for Pierre, there happens to be a syn-
thetic arrangement of all the objects in the café against the background
of which Pierre is given as if about to appear” (ibid., 44).

" “That Pierre is not there does not mean that I discover his absence in
some precise spot in the establishment. In fact Pierre is absent from the
whole café” (ibid., 45).

¢ was expecting to see Pierre and my expectation made Pierre’s ab-
sence happen like a real event concerning this café. This absence is a
present objective fact. I have discovered it and it presents itself as a syn-
thetic relation between Pierre in the room in which I am looking for him”
(ibid., 45).

" “And, certainly, Pierre’s absence implies an original relation between
me and this café” (ibid.).

'6... they have a purely abstract meaning ... they do not succeed in es-
tablishing a real relation between the café and Wellington or Valéry: the
relation ‘is not’ is here merely thought™ (ibid.).

7 Here not as dia-stasis but with the metaphorical sense of a perspective
of depth, of dimension.

'® See L ’Etre et le Néant, 40.

"” See ibid., part 1, ch. 1, par. 5: “L’origine du néant” (581f.; ET, 21ff.),
and especially 69: “It is precisely the awareness of my being my own
future in the mode of non-being that is called ‘anguish’.”

2 L'Etre et le Néant, 45,

21 “A witness is needed who can retain the past in some way and compare
it to the present in the form of ‘no-longer*” (ibid., 43).

2 Ibid., 60: “L’homme est I’étre par qui le néant vient au monde.”
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2 See Heidegger, Sein und Zeit 1:1.2: “Das In-der-Welt-sein tiberhaupt
als Grundverfassung des Daseins” [Being-in-the-world in general as the
basic state of Dasein] (52fT.).

24 «7Znm Dasein gehort aber wesenhaft: Sein in einer Welt” [But to Da-
sein, Being in a world is something that belongs essentially] (Sein und
Zeit, 13).

25 On the Orthodox Faith 1.13 (PG 94:852a; ed. Kotter, 38).

26 Ibid. (PG 94:853c; ed. Kotter, 39).

%7 Basil the Great, Against Eunomius (PG 29:736¢).

28 Theophilus of Antioch, Against Autolycus 2.3 (PG 6:1049d).

» Maximus the Confessor, Scholia on the Divine Names 4.17 (PG
4:269d).

% Ibid. (PG 4:268¢); cf. 1 John 4:16.

31 John Damascene, Against the Jacobites 87 (PG 94:1476b). See also
Clement of Alexandria, Stromata 5 (PG 9:109ab): “Form and n.'lovemez'n
or station or throne or place or right or left is not to be (':(‘)ncelved of in
any way with regard to the Father of the universe, even 1t.these expres-
sions are used in Scripture .... Therefore the first cause 1s in a place, but
beyond all place and time and name and intellection.”

32 doainst the Arians 1:61 (PG 26:140b).

33 Hyper to pou (Maximus, 7o Thalassius 61 [PG 90:640b; ed. Laga

Steel, 2:103, line 319]). ) PG
M Adiastaton henoréta (Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus 12 [

75:192¢]). ‘ e
35 Synapheian adiastaton (Gregory of Nyssa, Agamst the .ace3 boj
nians 16 [PG 45:1321a]). See also dgainst Eunomius 9.(P.G 45:813b):
“How can one measure or divide that which is non-quantltat_we.and non-
dimensional? What measure is applicable to the non—qua..ntxta.tlve or in-
terval to the non-dimensional? How can one conceive o.f mﬁn.lty with an
end and a beginning? For the beginning and enfi of dlmgnsxongl ﬁtmt.e
beings is their names. Where there is no dimension there is no.h.ml ei-
ther. The divine nature is certainly non-dimensional; and since it is non-

dimensional, it has no limit.” .
36 Maximus the Confessor, Scholia on the Divine Names (PG 4:221a). ;
37 Maximus the Confessor, To Thalassius 61 (PG 90:640b; ed. Laga an
Steel, 2:103, line 321). 71207138)

38 On the Divine Names 4.14 (PG 3:712¢-715a). A

% Ibid., 4.10 (PG 3:708b). Cf. Maximus the Confegsor, Sjcholza on dth'e
Divine Names (PG 4:261ab): “Since good eros pljeexlsted in the good, it
did not remain sterile ... for the divine is operative and productive, ac-

cording to the text: ‘My Father is working still,

and

and I am working’ (John
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5:17) ... For beneficent eros moved the divine to exercise providence,
for our coming into existence.”
“ Ibid. (PG 3:708ab). Cf. Maximus the Confessor, Various Texts 5.87
(PG 90:1385b): “They call the subject of love and eros, that is, God,
producer and begetter. For since these are within him, he brought them
forth into the outside world, that is, among (he creatures. That is why it
is said that God is love. Moreover, he is Sweetness and desire, which is
eros. That which is beloved and truly the object of erotic love is God. By
the fact that the loving eros is poured forth from him, the begetter of this
is said himself to move. By the fact that he is that which is truly the object
of eros and love and desire and choice, he moves those things which look
towards this. And the power of desiring is proportionately in them.”
“' The quotation from Maximus is a scholion on the following passage
from the Dionysian corpus: “When we talk of eros, whether divine, or
angelic, or intellective, or in the soul, we should conceive of a unifying
and sustentive power which moves what is superior to exercise care for
what is inferior, things of the same rank to enjoy reciprocal communion,
and what is lowest to return to what is higher and superior to it” (On the
Divine Names 4.15 [PG 3.7 13ab]).
** Maximus the Confessor, Scholia on the Divine Names (PG 4:268¢c—
269a).
* “As active eros and love the divine itself moves, and as the object of
eros and love it moves all things receptive of eros and love towards itself.
To put it more clearly, it moves itself as implanting an immanent relation
of eros and love in those things receptive of it, and it moves others as
naturally attracting the desire of those things move towards it” (Maxi-
mus the Confessor, Ambigua [PG 91: 1260]).
" See Evagrius Ponticus, Grostic Chapters (PG 40:1244a).
54 speaking of ‘place’ he does not limit the place indicated by any-
thing quantitative (for to something unquantitative there is no measure).
On the contrary, by the use of the analogy of a measurable surface he
leads the hearer to the unlimited and infinite ... the place with me is so
great that the one running in it is never able to cease from his progress”
(Gregory of Nyssa, On the Life of Moses 2.242 (PG 44:405ab; ed. Mu-
surillo, 117.15-24, trans. Malherbe-Ferguson, CWS).
* “L’absence c’est Dieu” (Sartre, Le Diable et le Bon Dieu 10.4).
4 Maximus the Confessor, Scholia on the Divine Names (PG 4:269cd).
“ For the Byzantine Fathers, the knowledge of God is the beginning and
end of every kind of knowledge — knowledge of humanity as personal
existence and knowledge of the world as the disclosure of the personal
Energies of God — and that is why the knowledge of God, which is real-

37, ¢k,

ized only as a fact of love, is the “true philosophy”: “therefore love for
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God is itself the true philosophy” (John Damascene, Dialectica [ed. Kot-
ter, 56, 137, 160)).

4 “... rational death that releases and separates the soul from the pas-
sions ...” (Clement of Alexandria, Stromata 7.12 [PG 9:500a]). See also
Basil the Great, Homily on the Psalms 33 (PG 29:385a): “T'hose who
die to sin have died the death that is good and brings salvation.” And
Symeon the New Theologian, Ethical Treatises 11 (SC 129.332.46-48):
“For God arranged providentially that through death we should lay hold
of eternal life. Die and you will live. You don’t want to? Then you are
already dead.”

30 Sein und Zeit, 246.

$1«... we hope to receive the whole after death ...” (Symeon the New
Theologian, Ethical Treatises 5 [SC 129.104.341-42]). See'also Gregory
of Nyssa, To Pulcheria (PG 46:877a): “If death is benign, it has be:.:ome
the principle and the path of our change for the better.” And Basil the
Great, Homily on Psalm 115 (PG 30:109d): “Have no fear of death, for
it is not corruption but the beginning of life.” o

522 Cor 5:4: “so that what is mortal may be swallowed up by life.

3 See John Climacus, The Ladder of Divine Ascent, 2f5: j‘Only one ‘?f
God’s creations has its being in something else and nc.;t in itself. Yet.lt 1;
amazing how it can come to exist outside that in wljnch it has re(\:;lé/e
being” (ed. Constantinople, 1883, 136; trans. Luibhe{d-Russell,E t(zﬁ
54 See Gregory Palamas, On Deifying Participation (ed. Cfr res thé
2:144.13—-16): “For this is the death of the soul, estrangen?em O_m "
life in God. And this death is truly terrible. The one.ai."ter it, tha} (115, Fn:
death of the body, is after it most to be prayed for, for it is an act of divi
philanthropy.”

%1 Cor 13:10.

% 1 John 3:2.

571 Cor 13:9, 12.

81 Cor 13:8, 12.

¥ 1 Cor 13:8.

© On the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy 3.3.9 (PG 3:437¢).

6 Tsaac the Syrian, Ascetical Works 84.323. . .
62 «In these [the holy synaxes] a person who beholds in a sacred ma

. archic
ner will see the one uniform unanimity, moved as onﬁ l;y ﬂ;eli?:rarchy
Spirit” (Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Ecclesiastica

3.3.5.432b). ibution of the one and the

o : H i tr]
63 «“The most divine, common and irenic dis . ther a
same bread and cup lays down for those who partake of it tog

godly sameness of disposition” (ibid., 3.3.1.428b).
6 Ibid., 3.3.3.42%a.
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Chapter Three

' Physics 5.4:23400 1,

T Ibid., 4.13:222021. Cf, 222°16: merabolé pasa phvsei ekstatikon — 1t
is the nature of a// change 1o alter things from their former condition”
(Oxford trans.).

*Ibid., 4.14:222830-31,

*Ibid., 4.11:218P33-34.

* Meraphysics 1.1:1052%20; “measure is that by which quantity is known”
(Oxford trans.).

® Eudemian Ethics 8.10:1243°29: “(he measurement must be by one mea-
sure, only here not by a term but by a ratio.”

" “Temporality is essentially ecstatical” [“Die Zeitlichkeil ist wesenhafy
ckslatisch™] (Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, 331 ).

*“The succession of intervals as portions and hours and nights and days
is not what time is. This and time are homonyms. For just as we are ac-
customed to calling both that which measures and that which is measured
by the same name, so it is in the present case. For example, if something
is measured by a cubit-rule, whether a floor, or a wall, or something ¢lse,
we call it a cubit” (Maximus the Contessor, Scholia on the Divine Names
[PG 4:316ab]).

? According 1o Plato, time is a moving image of cternity, an image in
cternal orbit “according to number™: “Wherefore he resolved to have a
moving image of eternity, and when he set in order the heaven, he made
this image cternal but moving according to number, while eternity itsel{
rests in unity, and this image we call time” (Timaens 37d5-7). See also
Definitions 41163 “Time is the movement of the sun, the measure of
motion.”

" Timacus 41e5, 42d5.

! Enneads 3.7:7-13. See esp. 11.59-62 and 12,2228, 40-43: “But onc
must not conceive time as outside soul, any more than eternity there as
outside real heing. 1t is not an accompaniment of soul nor something
that comes afier (any more than eternity there) but something which is
seen along with it and exists in it and with it, as elernitly does there [with
real being] ... This is why it is said that time came into existence simul-
tancously with this universe, because soul generated it along with this
universe. For it is in activily (energera) of this kind that this universe
has come into being; and the activity is time and the universe is in time.
But if somcone wants to say that Plato also calls the courses of the stars
‘times® he should remember that he says that they have come into exis-
tence for the declaring and ‘division of time,” and his ‘that there might

|
i

Notes to pages 129-133 339

be an obvious mcasure,” ... *So, then. it will be the movement of the
universe which will be measured by time, and time will not be a mea-
sure of movement essentially. but it will incidentally, being something
else first, afford a clear indication of how long the movement is” {trans.
Armstrong, LCL).

1 See, for example, Physics 4.11:219223-30: “But we apprchend time
only when we have marked motion, marking it by before and after; and
it is only when we have perceived before and after in motion that we say
that time has clapsed. Now we mark them by judging that one thing is
different from another, and that some third thing is intermediate to them.
When we think of the extremes as different from the middle and_th.c
mind pronounces that the ‘nows’ arc two, one before and one after, 1t 1s
then that we say that there is time, and this that we say is time. For \Vl}ﬂt
is bounded by the ‘now’ is thought to be time — we may assume this”
(Oxford trans.).

'* See Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, 326, 420. Also Husserl, {deen zu einer
reinen Phdnomenologie und phiinomenologischen Philosophie 1, Tus-
serliana, vol. 3 (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoft, 1950), 196.29-32.
'Y Physics 4.12:221227-28.

5 “Ce qui sépare I"antérieur du postérieur ¢’est précisément ricir. Lt €€
rien est absolument infranchissable, justcment parce qu’il n’est rien
(L Etre et le Néanr, 64).

16 Physics 4.11:219°26, 6.1:231"9.

17 “Time contains something indivisible, and this is what we call. the
now” (ibid., 4.3 '734“22723).U“FOI' the number of the locon'mlion is lllmc.
while the ‘now’ corresponds to the moving body, and is like the unit of
number” (ibid., 4.11:220°3-4) (Oxford trans.). )
¥ “The same reasoning applics equally to magnitude, 10 llme,‘m.u.j 0
motion: either all of these are composed of indivisibles anq {H‘C.dl\’lSlblC
into indivisibles, or nonc” (Physics 6.1:231719-20). “Motion ls\always
in time and never in a now” (ibid., 6.10:241°15). “thn., thcrcfgrc, wc.
perceive the ‘now’ as one, and neither as before and after in a :nom?n not
as the same element but in relation to a ‘before’ and an _‘al‘lc‘r, no time 1s
thought to have elapsed, because there has been no motion f}lthCl‘. On t?lc
other hand, when we do perceive a ‘before’ and an 'afl_cr, }hcn we sa}[/‘
that there is time. For time is just this — number of motion in respect 0
‘before’ and ‘after’ ™ (Physics 4.11:219°30-219°1) (Oxford trans.).

19 Thid., 8.1:25120-21 (Oxford trans.). _ .
2 Pialectica 40.52 (ed. Kotter, 116): “Time is measured in lhc' past and
in the future, and its divisions have a common houndary which unites

them, the now. The now is without quantity.”

1. Et ce
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2 On Isaiah 119 (PG 30:31 2a): “The now for us signifies the integral and
indivisible aspect of time. But for God all things are perceived as now.”
2 Ambigua (PG 91:1164bc). Plotinus had already distinguished eternity
from time, referring the former to everlasting nature and the latter to
material - limited nature. See Enneads 3.7:1.1-3: “Eternity and time, we
say, are two different things, the one belonging to the sphere of the nature
which lasts for ever, the other to that of becoming and of this universe”
(trans. Armstrong, LCL).
2 To Thalassius 65 (PG 90:760a).
* Physics 4.11:219°7-8, See also 4.12:220°8-9: “Time is not number
with which we count, but the number of things which are counted.”
® Aristotle, Physics 4.12:221228,
2 See Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, 235: “Der Entwurf cines Sinnes von
Sein iiberhaupt kann sich im Horizont der Zeit vollziehen” [Within the
horizon of time the projection of a meaning of Being in general can be
accomplished]; 404-5: “Alles Verhalten des Daseins soll aus dessen
Sein, dass heist aus der Zeitlichkeit interpretiert werden™ [All Dasein’s
behaviour is to be interpreted in terms of its Being — that is, in terms
of temporality] (trans. Macquarrie-Robinson). See also Was ist Meta-
Physik? 17-18: ““Sein ist ... nicht etwas anderes als ‘Zeit,” insofern die
‘Zeit’ als der Vorname fiir dic Wahrheit des Seins genannt wird, welche
Wahrheit das Wesende des Seins und so das Sein selbst ist ... Gesetzt,
die Zeit gehore in einer noch verborgenen Weise zur Wahrheit des Seins,
dann muss jades entwerfende Offenhalten der Wahrheit des Seins als
Verstehen von Sein in die Zeit als den mdéglichen Horizont des Seinsver-
sténdnisses hinaussehen.”
¥ Physics 4.11:219°1-3 (Oxford trans.).
2 1bid., 4.12:220*8-9 (Oxford trans.).
*1bid., 4.12:221%26. See also 221°14—16: “To be in number means that
there is a number of the things, and that its being is measured by the
number in which it is. Hence if a thing is in time it will be measured by
time” (Oxford trans.).
* Physics 4.12:221%3,
3 Ibid., 4.12:221%27-28. See also On Gerneration and Corruption
2.10:336°18-24: “Thus we see that coming-to-be occurs as the sun ap-
proaches and decay as it retreats; and we see that the two pracesses oc-
cupy equal times. For the durations of the natural processes of passing-
away and coming-to-be are equal. Nevertheless it often happens that
things pass-away in too short a time, because of their mutual commin-
gling. For their matter is irregular, i.e., is not everywhere the same; hence
the processes by which they come-to-be must be irregular too, i.e., some
too quick and others too slow. Consequently the phenomenon in question
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occurs, because the coming-to-be of these things is the passing-away of
other things” (Oxford trans.).

32 Metaphysics 12.2:1069°11-12, 14.1:1088"*31. _ o

3 See Physics 3.1:201a12-15: “of what is increasable and its oppose t(;
decreasable: (entelechy) ... increase and decrease; of what car]; com .
be and pass away, coming to be and passing away; of what cin fehc'arlzind
along, locomotion.” Also 4.3:211#14—17: (local movement) “O tdlsnthe
of motion there are two species — locomotion on the one hand fm h0t e
other, increase and diminution. For these too involv'e change.r“;niliauer”
then in this place has now in turn changed to what is largei.oe T e

(Oxford trans.). Aristotle’s distinction between the guantlta C;v e

and diminution of inanimate matter and the generation and at:lcii); o hich

ing organisms perhaps corresponds in some dfgree ‘t‘o thte que]ism & T the
modern physics gives to the terms “entropy and “me t? aniéles of 2
case of inanimate matter, entropy — the t.ender'lcy (‘;ft etgnsposes the
closed system towards a state of increasing disor erh— e pefore.”
existent to an “after” which is always less mcqu’ups tfzrlllbstances with
In the case of living organisms, which are constétuge rr(l)etabolism, which
little entropy, a new order is constantly create ‘yle  entropy would
tends in the opposite direction to what the prmmﬁdism cansposes the
have permitted. We could therefore say that meta o Soefore.” Nev-
existent to an “after” which is more inc.:OI'I'uPt thtal‘:)olism rends finally
ertheless, every living individual, in spite of me ?h d

towards a state of maximum entropy, which is :16;3-3%16

3 See On Generation and Corruption 2.10:336 1  ntis ea
35 Tbid., 2.10:336%2-3: “the continuity of this move

motion of the whole.”

36 [bid., 2.10:336%25-26 (Oxford trans.).

37 Physics 4.12:221230-221°3 (Oxford trani.)-]iChe Ganzsein des D?Seins
38 See Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, 2:1: Das mog o on p. 245: “Das mit dem
und Sein zum Tode, particularly the expression sondern

Tod gemeinte Enden bedeutet kein Zu- 4 ist cine Weise 2u sein, die
ein Sein zum Ende dieses Selcnden.. thr To d ein Mensch zum Leben
das Dasein iibernimmt, sobald es 1st.t iz‘l?:’l” [The “ending” V:,hich. we
komn}t, S.OgleiCh it eé slitefl?t)ufgdizﬂi,edoes not signify Dalsei12§ 32;“:;:’3
e o Wh;ﬂ.":’ _towards-the-end of this entity. Deatfnan COMmE to
at-an-end but a etlalfes over as soon as it is. “AS S(;{mb?s om]. And on
b.e, Whl(fh Dasein e aagh to die” (Macquarric-F o 1r.15 ) Al o
life. 1 ‘l‘s a't once'(l: d steht sich das Dasein sefbst 1n S-emff in its own-
2. 251(0 nlt:/gtbiirgr” c[]With death, Dasein stands before itse
einkon

i insom)].
most potentiality-for-being (Macquarrie-Robin$

sed by the
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** That is the sense of the following lines from George Seferis:

Like the pines

hold the form of the breeze

though the breeze has gone, is absent

so do words

keep the form of the human person

though the person has gone, is absent

(Three Secret Poems [Athens, 1966], 33)
“ See On the Divine Names 4.12 (PG 3:709bc).
“'Ibid., 4.20 (PG 3:720bc).
® Chapters on Theology 5.98 (PG 90:1392a).
® Centuries of Various Texts 2.74 (PG 90:1248cd; Palmer-Sherrard-
Ware). See also ibid. 3.56 (PG 90:1284c—85a); “Pleasure has been de-
fined as desire realized .... Desire, on the other hand, is pleasure that
is only potential .... Incensiveness is frenzy premeditated, and frenzy
is incensiveness brought into action. Thus he who has subjected desire
and incensiveness to the intelligence will find that his desire is changed
into pleasure through his soul’s unsullied union in grace with the divine,
and that his incensiveness is changed into a pure fervour shielding his
pleasure in the divine, and into a self-possessed frenzy in which the soul,
ravished by longing, is totally rapt in ecstasy above the realm of created
being” (Palmer-Sherrard-Ware).
“ See Various Texts 4,33 (PG 90:1317¢): “When God the Logos created
human nature He did not make the senses susceptible cither to pleasure
or (o pain; instead, He implanted in it a certain noetic capacity through
which men could enjoy Him in an inexpressible way. By this capacity [
mcan the intellect’s natural longing for God. But on his creation the first
man, through an initial movement towards sensible objects, transferred
this longing to his senses, and through them began to experience plea-
surc in a way which is contrary to nature” (Palmer-Sherrard-Ware).
** See Other Chapters 158 (PG 90:1437b): “Of the rational soul, the
outer court is the senses, the nave is the intellect, and the bishop is the
mind”; Various Texts 2.33 (PG 90:1233a): “The mind has the power to
diseriminate between the mental and the sensible, the transitory and the
eternal”; Centuries on Love 3.92 (PG 90:1045b): “The mind has the
authority and power to follow or resist whatever it wishes”; To Thalas-
sius 25 (PG 90:332d). “The understanding of the word is a clear knowl-
edge of the mind that has begotten it, since it manifests in itself the mind
that subsists essentially, towards which it raises the mind that desires
identity with God by grace”; To Thalassius 25 (PG 90:333cd): “Every
mind that has become a lover of mystical theology has its head covered
when praying or prophesying. That is to say, when it steps without dis-
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cursive knowledge into the shrines of contemplation, or teaches or initi-
ates others into theology, or if it has acquired some form of intellection,
or has been initiated or initiates others into the Logos who is beyond
intellection, it is ashamed of its head. It has subordinated him who is
simple and far transcends any intellection to something that belongs to
the realm of what has being and is knowable. It is necessary that it should
be naked of all concepts and knowledge, and without eyes see the true
God-Logos, knowing with clarity that with regard to God the supreme
negations convey truth in the degree that they disclose the affirmation of
the divine through the complete subtraction of beings.”

46 See Dionysius, On the Divine Names 4.15 (PG 3:713ab); ibid., 4.12
(709c¢): “Love for you came upon me like love for women” (cf. 2 Kgds
1:26); John Climacus, step 5.6.57: “I have watched impure souls mad for
physical love but turning what they know of such love into a reason for
penance and transferring that same capacity for love to the Lord. I have
watched them master fear so as to drive themselves unsparingly toward
the love of God” (trans. Luibheid-Russell, CWS) (cf. Yannaras, E meta-
physiké tou sématos, 157fL.); Gregory of Nyssa, On the Ma{cmg of Man
13.5 (PG 44:168): “for it is through the senses that the union of mind
with man takes place” (trans. Wilson, NPNF); ibid., 14.3 (PG 44:176):
“Thus, neither is there perception without material substance, 1’1,or docs
the act of perception take place without the intellectual faculty” (trans.

Wilson, NPNF).

47 See Gregory of Nyssa, On the Making of Man 18.5 (PG 44:1 93)‘..
4 See E. Husserl, /deen zu einer reinen Phéinomenologie 'un.d I{hanon'z-
enologischen Philosophie 1, Husserliana, Band 3, 197:'“].)lejemge %elt,
die wesensmissig zum Erlebnis als solchem gehort, mit ihren Gc?ge en-
heitsmodis des Jetzt, Vorher, Nacher, des durch sie modal bestxmm?en
Zugleich, Nacheinander usw., ist durch keinen Sonneqstand, durcrll l}(leme
Uhr, durch keine physischen Mitte]l zu messen und u?erh:aupt nic ‘1bzu
messen.” See also 292, on the “Ursynthese des urspriinglichen Zeitbe-

wusstseins.”
4 See E. Husserl, Vorlesungen zur Phéno
wusstseins (Halle, 1928), ch. 2,§ §18é §14; a
inomenologie, 1:§81, §113, §118. _ i
fyz%iﬁ (hamaftia), t}?at is,§a failure to attain, a falhr}g away from Wh}'l‘?:nls
fit, is what he refers to as falling short or going wide msFead of i thg(;
the target, to use a metaphor from archery. When we fail to attaliri, o
good and go against movement Or order according to nature, we aft

absolute non-existence, which is irr
ner contrary to nature” (Maximus t
Names [PG 4:348¢]).

menologie des inneren Zeitbe-
Iso his Jdeen zu einer reinen

ational and lacks substance ina man
he Confessor, Scholia on the Divine
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3 “The one nature h,
We who are of the S
(Maximus the Co
397¢: “The self-]
something mogt

as been shattered into thousands of fragments. A:;,C}
ame nature turn on each other like savage serp?; d
nfessor, 7p Thalassius (PG 90:256b). See also lfrln.l,
Ove of each person’s will ... has turned nature o

ary essences, not to put it more strongly, and cut it Up mtz
ctive of each other.” Also ibid., 716b: “Having becomr
estranged from nature, [man] uses every aspect of nature in a manne
5czo‘r‘nrary to nature, corrupting nature’s beauty by his abuse of i'g.” If
: Take g beloved maiden .., her lover approaches from outside .---
Indeed the maiden stretcheg out only her hand, covered in gold, th‘."ugg
a small and narroy Wwindow and gives it to her lover, and he grasps 1t a0
understanding its Cxceeding beauty kisses it . .. in consequence of this he
feels the fire of Passion all the more strongly ... And when a bridegroom™
sees the lifelegg pbortrait of his bride made of pigments, he clings to it an d

the Creator in the grandeur and beauté/
. nd progressively from this to love an
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ning. No, it was before the ages and is now and will be for the ages of
ages, and is said to have a beginning when it comes with certainty and
is revealed to us finally as a day that never sets and becomes part of us
without end.”

62¢... the pleasure of women, which has no limit ...” (Maximus the Con-
fessor, To Thalassius 54 [PG 90:516¢)).

PART THREE

Chapter One

' lliad 23, 239,
* De jfuga et inventione 112, ed. Starobinski-Safran (Paris: du Cerf,
1970), 184.
* Laws 10:895d4—s5.
* Phaedo 78d1.
; M.efaphysics 7:10292—4 (Oxford trans.).
. ]b'ld., 7:1037%6~7 (Oxford trans.).

1bid., 7:1028'12-13 (Oxford trans., modified). Cf. 4:1017:24-27: “some
predlcates mdlcgle what the subject is, others its quality, others quan-
Flly,.others relation, others activity or passivity, others its place, others
1vts tlme”'(Oxford trans.); 7:1029%24-25: “There are compounds of sub-
filél:’(’:e_ “‘/‘]]ﬂ;:};; ]ottzzr caltetgorie.s --- quality, quantity, time, place, and mo-

ma i ic it” (2:995%

(Oxford trans ) er with something predicated ol it” (2:995"35)
# “There are many senses in which a thing may be said to ‘be,” but they
arc related to one central point, one definite kind of thing, and are not
(l)l?‘monymous” (Metaphysics 3:100233-34 [Oxford trans.])7.

So, 100, there are many senses in which a thing is said to be, but all
refer to one starting-point; some things are said to be because they are
substances, others because they are affections of substance, others be-
cause ti.ley are a process towards substance, or destructions o,r privations
or-quallties of substance, or productive or generative of substance, or of
things which are relative to substance, or negations of some of these ’things
or of substance itself”™ (Metaphysics 3:1003%5—10 [Oxford trans.]).

" 1bid., 3:1003%32.

" 1bid., 3:1003"31. Cf. 4:1016°8-9: “but the things that are primarily
called one are those whose substance is one”; 10:105325: “now being
and unity are equivalent in meaning” (Oxford trans., modified).

12 Physics 2:185%7-8.
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13 Metaphysics 7:1035°34-35.

4 Tbhid., 7:1034%21.

15 Ibid., 7:1028*11-12.

16 Ibid., 7:1028213-15. L,

17 “For even the Jogos of man is not yet a declaratory /ogos, unless ‘1; or
‘will be’ or ‘was’ or something of this sort is added” (De Interpretatione
5.17°11-12).

18 «The simple declaration is a meaningful utterance about whether
something exists or does not exist” (ibid., 5:17223-24). ' ' .
19 <A single Jogos is declaratory either when it reveals 2 single thing or is
one by a bond of union” (ibid., 5:17215-16). ) .

20 “Not every [logos] is declaratory, but only that in Wthh' there is truth
or falsity” (ibid., 4:17°2-3). Cf. John Damascene, Dialectch 64: On as-
sertion and denial (ed. Kotter, 132); Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, 321L.

2 Metaphysics 7.12:1037°11-12.

2 1bid., 7.12:10388-9.

3 Categories 5:2°11-16 and Metaphysics 7.13:1038"9-16.
% Metaphysics 7.12:1038*19-20 (Oxford trans.)

25 Ibid., 7.10:1034%23.

% Tbid., 7.11:103722-23.

¥ Physics 8.1:252*13-14.

2 Ibid., 2.9:200°14-15.

2 Metaphysics 7.11:1036%28-29.

% Ibid., 8.2:1043°19-20.

3 Topics 6.6:14307-8 (eidos is both “form
32 Metaphysics 4.7:1012°23-24.

3 De Interpretatione 2:1627-28.

3 On Plants 1.1:816°14. _
35 On the conventional character of names in ¢0
nand de Saussure, Course de linguistique genera
Characteristic expressions are “La langue est un”e conv
du signe dont on est convenu est indifféxjente (2,6);_ g
un systéme de signes ou iln’y a d’essentiel que I'union u]ement psy-
I’image acoustique, et ot les deux parties du signe sont egaciété repose
chiques” (32); “Tout moyen d’expression regu dz.ms une sou méme, sur
en principe sur une habitude collective ou, ce qui revient a

la convention” (100).

» and “species”).

mmon speech, 5¢€ Ferdi-
le (Paris: Payots 1969).
ention, et 1a nature

“La langue, c’est
e et de

36 On the Soul 3.2.426"7. g st
37 Ibid., 3.2:42627-30 (Oxford trans., except that the translation §ra
tio” is left as logos). lightly odified).

38 Tbid., 3.3:427°19-22 (Oxford trans., very
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¥ Cf. Various Texts 2.89 (PG 90:1 253c) and Mystagogy 5 (PG 91:680b).
S?e also Farious Chapters 131 (PG 90:1432a): “Nor do thoughts (Jo-
gzsmoi). bek')ng to the irrational part of the soul, for there is no thought
among irrational things. Nor do they belong to the intellective part, since
thouglfts do not exist among the angels. Being products of the rational
(logfkes).parT itself, they ascend towards the mind from the senses, using
the imagination as a ladder, and report to the mind what belongs to the
senses. They also descend to the senses from the mind and propose what
belongs to it.”

jj’ On the Soul 3.3:42823-24.

- F or' the dxst.mcnon bet'ween logos and conventional name see Aristotle,

rrior Ana/}_)ncs 1.35:48%30; “for we shall often have phrases (logo?) to

which no single name (onoma) is equivalent™; 1,39:49°5; “take a word
(onomay in preference to a phrase (logos)”; Topics 5.2:130°39: “replaces
r‘;‘;‘:;‘is((onomam) by their definitions (logoi)”; Physics 1.1:184°10: “a
analysczntolgza? mea_ns vag;?ely a.sort of whole: its definition (logos)
ering Cor]Sis t1ntc§ particulars”; Topics 1.5:10222-5 “people whose ren-
o pone Sﬁs ofa le@ (onoma) only, try it as they may, clearly do not
ey the efinition (orismos), of the thing in question, because a defini-
A, dea)ésai phrase (Jogos) of,a certain kind” (Oxford trans.).
socia]”;‘ 5. “Czsrtll’r:,‘tCouri de nguzsrzqu'e, 2]‘: “Le langage est un fait
mais I faculis St pas le langage parlé qui est naturel 4 ’homme,

: Jfaculte de constituer une langue, c’est-a-dire un systéme de
f}l%nes qmmcts correspondant 4 des idées distinctes.”

“Logic may be defined as the science which investigates the general
PF‘PCIP]CS Oqu/id thought ... , it seeks to determine the conditions under
which we are justified in passing from given Judgments to other Judg-
;r}cx‘ﬂs that f(?llow from them” (J. N. Keynes, Studies and Exercises in

or.ma'/ Logic [London, 1906], introduction §1). “Logic is ... the ex-
amination of that part of reasoning which de;;ends upon the manner in
w!nch inferences are formed ... It has so far nothing to do with the truth
of thg facts, opinions or presumptions, from which inference is derived
Il;;let s!mpll})/ tilkes care that the inference shall certainly be true, if the

mises be true” (Aug. de M 7 Logi
London, 1547]. ¢ 15 ])% organ, Formal Logic (Elements of Logic)
“ This draws on Heidegger, Holzwege (Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1963)
25: “Van Goghs Gemilde ist die Eréffnung dessen, was das Zejug, da;
Paar Baucmschuhe, in Wahrheit ist, Dieses Seiende tritt in die Unverbor-
g.enhcu seines Seins heraus. Die Unverborgenheit des Seienden nannten
die Griechen afértheia ... Im Werk der Kunst hat sich die Wahrheit des
Seienden ins Werk gesetzt. ‘Setzen’ sagt hier: zum Stehen bringen. Ein
Seiendes, ein Paar Bauernschuhe, kommt im Werk in das Lichte Seins
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zu stehen. Das Sein des Seienden kommt in das Standige seines Schei-

nens.”

4 This again draws on Heidegger,
tigten Ding wird im Kunstwerk noch etwas anderes
Zusammenbringen heist griechisch symballein. Das
Das Kunstwerk ist wohl ein angefertigtes Ding, aber €s sag
anderes, als das blosse Ding selbst ist, allo agoreuei."’ . i
“ Cf. Gregory of Nyssa’s definition, already mentioned in an e?r ier
chapter: “Nothing conceming the body is in itself body, r_mth‘;r orr;]:
nor color, nor weight, nor dimension, nor size, nor anything € .S; C:ch
nected with quantity. Each of these is /ogos. When they cohere Wit e[PG
other and unite, they become body” (On the Soul and Resurrection
46:124c]).

47 Tp Thalassius 15 (PG 90:293d-964).

% Maximus the Confessor, Mystagogy 1 (PG

% “For the origination and shaping of creation .-

? _Basil, Against Eu-
Iginati < is the logos of God” (Ps-Basil
e 301360, e om tent and perfectly holy L.ogos of

nomius 5 [PG 29:736¢]); “the omnipotent his power
the Father himself who is present in all things ar?d.slt teg:;tailnifg and
everywhere, illuminating all things V{Slblzanfr;ng; fes’ 42 [PG 25:84b;
enclosing them in himself” (Athanasmi, Su%’;titute d for “Word”]); “The

Holzwege, 9. “Mit dem angefer-
zusammengebracht.
Werk ist Symbol. —
t noch etwas

91:665a).
. the principle of the

trans. Thomson, OECT, except “Logos” Subst > S umon the
know it, is one. Itis @ single illuminating hght, acting cpeive "
sun, as we know it, . e o and various things vre per '

em. It estab-
renews them, nourishes thes, protects them ar.lg };ir}fzgs Itrwarms them
lishes the differences between them and it 1.ml erow ch'ange’ take root,
and makes them fruitful. 1t makes them exlSt’l-gfc Each thing therefore
burst forth. It quickens them and gIves them slan.le <un and the one sun
has, in its own way, a share of the one and t?eu the things which partici-
contains within itself as a unity the causes 012 ¢ Cause which

:th respect to th
pate in it. All this holds all the m(())rdeutcrg;y x;trhy ihi Sg o e exemplars
ch pr
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of everything pre-cxis °8 ' t;a:ssence We give the name of ‘exemplar

essences as an overflowing © - . God and which produce the
: i unity in i

to those fogof which pre-ex ailalls tt:::ym predefining, divin€ and good
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prought into being every-

8 [PG 3:824bc;
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Chapter Two

' These ideas have been set out at greater length in the first chapter of
part | above, pp. 9-11.
2 Logische Untersuchungen, 4th ed., 1:173-4.
> See Saussure, Cours de linguistique générale, 97T
* The acoustic image is identified with the signifier and the concept with
the signified: “Nous proposons ... de remplacer concept et image acous-
tique respectivement par signifié et significant” (ibid., 99).
> “Sans remuer les lévres ni la langue, nous pouvons nous parler & nous-
mémes ou nous réciter mentalement une piéce de vers. C’cst parce que les
mols de la langue sont pour nous des images acoustiques” (ibid., 98).
® “Le signe linguistique unit non une chose et un nom, mais un con-
cept et une image acoustique .... Nous appelons signe Ja combinaison
du concept et de I"image acoustique: mais dans I’usage courant ce terme
désigne généralement I'image acoustique seule” (ibid., 98-99).
" “Le signe linguistique est arbitraire ... Le principe de Iarbitraire du
signe n’est contesté par personne” (ibid., 100).
¥ “Positivism legitimizes only that which is said, branding the other —
that which is not said, which is not put in words or expressed in lan-
guage — as lacking reality or existence .... The tragedy of positivism is
not that it has nothing to say but that it has nothing to be silent about”
(Zisimos Lorentzatos, “O Tractatus tou Wittenstein kai ‘o anax ou to
manteion ... ,”” in Dyo Keimena [Athens: Ikaros, 1972), 41-42, 50).
* See Wolfgang Stegmiiller, Metaphysik- Wissenschafi-Skepsis (Frankfurt
and Vienna: Humboldt, 1954), 4849,
1% See ibid., 55. v
! “Prise en elle-méme la pensée est comme une nébuleuse ot rien n’est
nécessairement délimité ... rien n’est distinct avant I’apparition de la
langue” (Saussure, Cours de linguistique générale, 155).
12 See §3, pp. 8-15.
" [Etymologically “things” in Greek ( pragmata) are closely connected
with “acts” ( praxeis) and with “what has been accomplished” ( peprag-
mena). The personal reference is built into the word. It may also be noted
that the Greek word for “reality” (pragmakotés) belongs to the same
ctymological group. Trans.]
14 See pp. 87-89.
' “The word within a word, unable to speak a word” (T. S. Eliot, Geron-
tion).
6 Cf. Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius 2 (PG 45:980; ed. W. Jae-
ger, Gregorii Nysseni Opera 1:285): “There are times when merely by
nodding we have made clear to those near us what is to be done, and
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similarly a glance has indicated our inner wish, and a movement of the
hand has either forbidden something to happen or has allowed it .... Be-
ings enveloped in bodies often make known to those near them the secret
movements of their mind even without uttering a word, and silence has
in no way hindered what they have intended to do.” o )
17 “Mécanisme de la langue” (Saussure, Cours de linguistique gen
176). P
18 “I_),a langue comme pensée organisée dans Ja matiére phonique” (ibid.,
155).

° Vari 2.89 (PG 90:1253c). .
» IriZ F}ZZSBYSZSPrima(donna Tonescu gives a startlingly I'ea]l.Sth ftcuc;(rf:r:
of the breakdown of language within the context of conventiona e
relations, and its final transformation into an unconnected success
words which do not differ from inarticulate moans a}nfi groans.. Bomos
21 See further my Orthos logos kai koindniké praktiké (Aifhegz :
1984), 212ff.,, where these arguments are more fully dcvel?;ati(-m of the
22 The way poetry works demonstrates the supreme rc;a et o
transcendence of individualism within the context of { et fogr personal
pression and service of the common 10gos: "‘Poetry is ?}?at  aintain it
confessions, and although it makes them, it is not thei; o i seeks t0
It does not seek to express the personality .Of poels. Ka ot,herpersoﬂ-
abolish it, as Eliot wrote. But in doing thisl, it 'exprélslsffzisn?init the Gospel
ality which belongs to all; he who loses his life w1 details, of his daily
says. So we should not expect from the poet the petty tim, Even if they
life which we think he expresses, so as to geta fec?l forb 1ox;g to you and
have been tumned into poetry, these small happenlﬁs ;e after us. If it
me, and to those who have gone before us Or'WlM CZS e 1945-1951
were not so, poetry would not exist” (G. Seferis, Mer

[Athens: Ikaros, 1973], 168-69).
2 1n the theological tradition of the C

a personal energy and the realization o ergy Which
ar]; named on t%}el basis of the difference of the personal en

) rgies ... dif-
they embody: “In accordance with the difference oft tlj: Z?ijunomius
ference and the names are imposed” (Basil the G.ria s fr o the essence
1.7 [PG 29:525a]); “The significance of names w; rzg o the Trinity 8
comes from some energy or value” (Gregory O_f st 1;am65 ond name.
[PG 32:696b]). The interpretation of the function 2;1 A esting. G.

iving in the entire history of religion 1s §1§0 e‘)ftre y st picht eine
van de L oncludes that in every religion der Nam haftigkeir
B d'er e cndcrn eine auf ein Wort gebrachte W(-:ser;,har d says:
Bezelchiung, SO eligion [19331, 129—41). Hans Bieten o BV
(ihano”;zZZnafder Anrufen des Namens setz die in ihm en
“Ausspr

érale,

«o name”’ manifests

hristian East, '
fa relation. But the things named
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tentielle Energie um in wirkende Kraft” (“Onoma,” ThWNT, 5:242-43).
To bear a name signifies that you belong to a community and share in
a common relation. That is why for a child to take its place in society
it is given the name of its father (L. Lévy-Bruhl, Die Seele der Primi-
tiven [1930], 335). And to give something a name means to bring it into
the realm of communion and relation. Naming creates the possibility
of reference, summoning, and invoking, that is to say, the possibility
of relationship. According to Plato not everybody can become a name-
giver. Name-giving is not the product of arbitrary free will or choice
alone: “not every man is an artificer of names, but he only who looks to
the name which each thing by nature has, and is able to express the true
forms of things in letters and syllables” (Cratylus 390e1-4 [Hamilton-
Cairns]). The name refers to the formal uniqueness or essence: “so long
as the essence of the thing remains in possession of the name and ap-
pears in it” (ibid., 393d2—4 [Hamilton-Cairns]). Plato attributes these
views to Socrates, who argues against the opinion of Hermogenes that
the correctness of a name is only convention and agreement (see ibid.,
384d8). (On the significance of a name in ancient Greek philosophy, see
F. Heinimann, Nomos und Physis, Schweizerische Beitriige zur Alter-
tumswissenschaft 1 (1945), esp. 46—56, and W. Nestle, Yom Mythos zum
Logos (1940), esp. 197ff. and 2711f. In the Jewish tradition, knowledge
of a name implies some kind of power over the thing named: my giving
a name to something means that I bring it into the domain of my own
existence (see H. Bietenhard, “Onoma,” ThWNT, 5:252). When Adam
gave names to all the animals of the earth (Gen 2:19-20), he manifested
his dominion over creation, his royal office. And every human being
bears a name which refers to his or her existential identity or person (see
M. Noth, Die israelitischen Personennamen in Rahmen der gemeinsemi-
tischen Namengebung, Beitriige zur Wissenschaft vom Alten und Neuen
Testament 3, no. 10 [1928], 66ff.). Having children is a blessing, because
the children will keep their father’s name alive (cf. Gen 48:16). This
significance of the name makes the name of God unapproachable to the
Israelites. Both Jacob in his wrestling with God “at the ford of the Jab-
bok” (Gen 32:22-32), and Moses before the burning bush (Ex 3:13) ask
to know the name of God, which is the only assurance of the Theophany
(see F. Geisebrecht, Die alttestamentliche Schéiitzung des Gottesnamens
[1901], 17ff.). In the New Testament Christ declares that “I have come
in the name of my Father” (John 5:43). The revelation of God lies in
the disclosure of his Name: “I have manifested thy name to men” (John
17:6). The disciples do “mighty works in my name” (Mark 9:38-9;
Luke 9:41, 49). Christ’s name is “the name which is above every name”
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(Phil 2:9), “by which we must be saved” (Acts 4:12) (see Max Meinertz,

Theologie des Neuen Testaments, 1: 175-76, 2:75). .

This brief reference to the function of the name in the .ﬁeld of fehglous
traditions is merely indicative of a linguistic “semantics” wh1ct} tran-
scends the conventional meaning of names as mere signs for substituting

the objects in the sentences of common speech. The sense of names as

mere signs with a defined meaning (see Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatis

Logico-Philosophicus 3.202, 3.203, 321,3.22,3.221,3.23) represen'ts a
concept of language that is formally utilitarian. It presupposes ﬂ}e rejec-
tion of the distinction between essence and encrgy, which is an inability
to regard language or experience it as a bearer and cons.equence of per-
sonal energy, as an existential fact revelatory of the person.

2 Cf, Herodotus, History 2.930; Aeschylus, Seven Against Thebes 559;

Plutarch, Moralia 117¢c.

25 Cf, Euripides, Medea 1162; Plato, Republic 402b. )
of what we prevl-

26 Cf, Plato, Philebus 39b10-39cl: “pictures or images
ously opined or asserted” (Hamilton-Cairns). .
z Cf?., Pﬁto, Timaeus 29abf:: “If the world be indeed fair ?nd.the artificer
good, it-is manifest that he must have looked to that whxph is eternal ...
and the world must therefore of necessity, if this is adm1t.tef1, be a copy
of something .... And in speaking of the copy and the original we may
assume that words are akin to the matter which they describe; when thety
relate to the lasting and permanent and intelligible, they ought to be 1151‘:
ing and unalterable ... But when they express only the copy o 1ke :
ness and not the eternal things themselves, they need only be hke'b‘r‘ %ﬁe
analogous to the former words” (Hamilton-Cairns). Cf,'also 92c: "L i
world has received animals, mortal and immortal, and i fulfilled w1 '
them, and has become a visible animal containing the visible —the sen”
sible God who is the image of the intellectual, the greatest and best .-
(Hamilton-Cairns).

2 Specifically in Notebooks 191
G. E. M. Anscombe, Oxford: Blackw
ico-Philosophicus. . )

¥ “We picuﬁe facts to ourselves” (Tractatus 2.1; Pears—l\glc?f:;gniss)tm
30 «“What is the case — a fact —is the existence of states O t?lin s)'n (ibid.,
of affairs (a state of things) is a combination of objects (thing

ight and
4-1916 (ed. G- M. von Wright
ell, 19(61) and in the Tractatus Log:

2 and 2.01). Ll i f af-
31 «“The determinate way in which Oth’?fCFS ?r ' ng;ct)?g;n ‘?Fit?rtg ?s the
fairs is the struture of the 872 ogf;aji'sfliicatorial form is the possibility

ibility of structure” (ibid., 2.033) ors ) of
f]:?:tsil:hilng are related to one anotherin the same Way as the elements
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the picture. That is how a picture is attached to reality; it reaches right
out to it” (ibid., 2.151, 2.1511).

3 1bid., 2.2.

¥ “In a picture the elements of the picture are the representatives of ob-
jects” (ibid., 2.131).

¥ 1bid., 2.12.

*1bid., 2.1511.

3 Ibid., 2.182.

71bid,, 2.19.

*¥ “The world is the totality of facts, not of things” (ibid., 1.1).

¥ 1bid., 2.221.

“ Ibid., 3.001.

1 bid,, 3.

“ Cf. Maximus the Confessor, To Thalassius 13 (PG 90:293d-96a): “For
when the things God has made are contemplated by us in accordance
with nature, spiritually and with the necessary knowledge, they commu-
nicate to us in a hidden way the Jogoi by which they were brought into
being and disclose the divine purpose in each creature.”

® Various Chapters (PG 90: 1425a).

# Cf. Methodius of Olympus: “having represented the beauty in his
own mind by mental imaging” (On Free Will 22; ed. G. N. Bonwetsch,
205.13). Cf. also Clement of Alexandria: “Conceptions are the likeness
and impressions of the subjects ... subjects are things by which the con-
ceptions are impressed in us” (Stromata 8.8 [PG 9:588d]).

S Antirrhetics 3.34 (PG 99:405a),

“*... since it invites all things to itself (whence it is called ‘beauty’)”
(Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Divine Names 4.7 [PG 3:701c]).

471 owe this observation to Christos Karouzos, “Oi arches tés aisthét-
ikés orasés ston 5on aiéna p. Ch.” in his book Archaia techné ([Athens:
Hermes, 1972], 431F), where the term “conscious view” is used for the
art of the fifth century as distinct from the “unconscious view” expressed
by archaic art.

# Karouzos, “Oi arches tés aisthétikés orasés,” 51.

* Cf. Gorgias, frag. 11 (17): “This vision has recorded images of the
things that are visible in the mind” (Diels-Kranz, Die Fragmente der
Yorsokratiker, 2.293). See also G. Rudberg, “Hellenisches Schauen,”
Classica et Medievalia 5 (1942), 162: “Die Hellenen besassen in ho-
hem Grade die Gabe des Sehens, des Schauens. Sie waren ein Volk des
Auges, mit feinem Sinn fir das Geschaute verschiedener Art und auf
verschiedener geistiger Hohe.”

 Frag. 142 (Diels-Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 2.170.9).
See also lines 10—14; “Zeus’ name is a symbol and image in sound cre-
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Notes to pages 185-191 355

ative of essence so that those who first laid down the names for thmgs
through an excess of wisdom, just like excellent makers of statues, mani-
fested their powers through names as if through images.” )

51 The theme of Plato’s theoria is vast and lies at the heart of Platonism.
Here I can only offer the briefest of sketches and simply refer the reader
to two basic handbooks: F. Boll, Vita Contemplativa (1922), and A.jJ :
Festugiére, Contemplation et vie contemplative selon Plciton (&artlis‘;
Vrin, 1967). Very much to the point is also the chapter called “Das od ‘
des Schauens bei Plato” in Otfrid Becker, Plotin und das Problem der
geistigen Aneignung (Berlin, 1940), 72-87.

52 Republic 5:475¢4: tés alétheias philotheamonas.

53 See ibid., 4:443e-44a.
>4 Ibid., 7:533d2.

%5 Ibid., 7:527de.

% Cf. Symposium 204c¢:

delicate and blessed, but the lover possesses a e d
have already described.” And L. Sykoutris comments: “Here the wor

. o " 1t
‘idea’ has its primordial etymological meaning (from e_";;‘i”’i’s timza;;,cx)xlty
is that which is presented to sight, a thmg.' But since 51g0fthe e,
which leads us more deeply and more precisely than any

i istic of the Greek
ies i i rception characteristic o
e o marily o R dea’ comes to mean the nature

i ies primarily on vision), B! the 7
Z?u;’ tvl‘llizg: r(il}izta‘ry)qos Symposion, Academy of Athens Publications 2
[Athens, 1949], 147). )
57 sium 210a~11c.
® Ezzggé’:}t):eérein: Posterior Analytics 1.21:82"35-36.
® Physiognomonics 6:813:30.
% «Tt is the soul by which primaril
Soul 2.2.414212—13; Oxford trans.).
51 On Memory 1:449°17.
62 posterior Analytics 1.1:71°1-2.
6 Ibid,, 1.3:72019-20.
% prior Analytics 1.35:48'30.

s 1:1072°24. _ §
y ge;apz');;qzczﬂlll;i‘? 7721 2490161, For further discussion, see ny Schedi
uaen .

A 1.125-26; 2:23-29, 89-101; Orthos lo-
asma E_fsa,géﬁé.;;’;r‘;’;t’f,‘jéfé’g;‘l} 61;219rotaseis kritikés ontO}llogZJs, ilo, N
A i komom 1 carth is not self-made, but ... sent by the han 3an le;lG
For k:eauty o oras, Embassy o Behalf of the Christians 34. [
of God’ (éthenag tiés of the phenomenal world are representations
?zgésgi}s‘m%bf? ltlhe invisible loveliness” (Dionysius the Arcopagite,
apel

On the Celestial Hierarchy 1.3,SC 58 bis, 72 [PG 3:121¢])

is, i i fect
“ beloved is, in fact, beautiful, perfect,
v different idea, such as I

y we live, perceive and think” (On the
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% “I reverence [the matter] not as God but as brimming with divine
energy and grace” (John Damascene, dpologetic Discourse 2,14 [PG
94:1300b; ed. Kotter, 105.17-20]).

* “If it should wish to understand the external beauty fully, it knows

how to wonder at the Creator analogously from the creatures ... for in

this way the mind becomes cognizant of the Creator from the wealth and
beauty of creatures, and ascends to the contemplation of him” (Symeon

the New Theologian, Ethical Treatises 1, Or. 6 [SC 129.138]).

" “it is impossible ever to be entirely satiated with the beauty of contem-
plation” (Symeon the New Theologian, Ethical Treatises 4 [SC 129.70)).
And on 96 (no. 5: “All the logoi and all the explanation of them come
to us rather through the vision and contemplation of them .... How can
anyonc speak of God and divine things or discuss them ... and say what
the vision of God is like ... unless he has first been illuminated by the
light of knowledge?” Cf. Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Ecclesiasti-
cal Hierarchy 4.3.1 (PG 3:473b): “When it fixes its attention on that
fragrant and noetic beauty ... it moulds and fashions itself in imitation
of the supreme beauty.”

7' Symeon the New Theologian, Ethical Treatises 4 [SC 129.68-70].

" “For the more frequently [the persons of Christ and the saints] are seen
in iconic representation, the more are thosc who see them raised up to
the remembrance and desire of the prototypes” (1. Karmiris, Dogmatika
kai Symbokika Mnémeia 1.239 [Mansi 13.373]). “For the honor of the
image passcs over to the archetype” (Basil, On the Holy Spirit 18.45
|PG 23:149c¢]). “An image is a likeness depicting an archetype, but hav-
ing some difference from it; the image is not like the archetype in every
way” (John Damascene, On the Divine Images 1.9 [PG 94:1240c; ed.

Kotter, 83; trans. Louth]). See also 3.16—17.1337aff, (ed. Kotter, 125—
26): “An image ... a likeness and pattern and impression of something,
showing in itself what is depicted .... Every image makes manifest and
demonstrates something hidden” (trans. Louth). See also Epiphanius,
Against Heresies 72.10 (PG 42:396¢): “Since an image is of something
clse not of'itself ... and bears in itselfthe characteristics of the archetype,
it presents otherness, but otherness as likeness,”

7 “These dissimilar similarities are to be fashioned from material things
and applied o the intelligible and the intelligent in one mode for what is
intelligent and in a different one for what is sensory” (Dionysius the Are-

opagite, Or the Celestial Hierarchy 2.4, SC 58 bis, 81 [PG 3:141c]). See

also 83 (144bc): “So, then, forms, even those drawn from the lowliest
matter, can be used, not unfittingly, with regard to heavenly beings. Mat-
ter, afler all, owes is subsistence to absolute beauty and keeps, through-
oul its earthly ranks, some echo of intelligible beauty. Using matter, one
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may be lifted up to the immaterial archetypes. Of course one must l?e
careful to use the similarities as dissimilarities, as discussed, 10 avoid
one-to-one correspondences, to make the appropriate adjustments as olni
remembers the great divide between the intelligible and the perceptible

trans. Luibheid-Rorem, CWS). .
g" The iconic portrayal but essential concealment of truths, _Whlflh.tr?fé:

scends the noematic content of the given in the common lmgmsngslof
iom of concepts, corresponds broadly to the fundamc'mal dezrleZtatus’

Wittgenstein’s epistemological approach as expressed in th? c'l’ i so'

“[Philosophy] must set limits to what can be thought; and, mb though;
to what cannot be thought. It must set limits to what cannothti @)
by working towards (‘von innen’) through what' can be thour%ting cll carly
“[Philosophy] will signify what cannot be sald,' by prefe anoi be put
what can be said” (4.115). “There are, indeed, things thahzt is mystical
into words. They make themselves manifest. They arz Wt we must pass
(“das Mystische’)” (6.522). “What we cannot speak ad Or‘:iber s man
over in silence (“Wovon man nicht sprechen kann, ¢

schweigen’)” (7, Pears-McGuinness). )

75 On the Celestial Hierarchy 2.2, SC 58 bis, 76
Luibheid-Rorem, CWS, modified). ot
76 “Tn this way, the wise men of God ... separd € .
from defilement by anything in the realm of thetgl;tpthe divine things 1e-
They therefore honor the dissimilar shape 501 dose with a real wish to
main inaccessible to the profane and so that al

a-
true. So true N8
see the sacred imagery may not dwell on the types aZS offer due homage
tions and the unlike comparisons

with their last echo i
to the divine things” (On the Ce

is, 8
lestial Hierarchy 2.5, SC 58 i
PG 3:145a; trans. Luibheid-Rorem. ¢ v being
7[7 “However, this divine ray can enlighten us only by

_77 (PG 3-140ab; trans.

he ‘Holy of Holies’
cfect or the profane.

upliﬁingly

CWS)).
1s which the providence of the Father

concealed in a variety of sacredbv?rl1 oo (On the Celestial Hierarchy 1.2,
adapts to our nature as human DEINSS 4 m, CWS]). o
SCI;S bis, 72 [PG 3:121c; trans. Luibheid-Ror€ ted in patristic litera-

i t is no

7 The objectification of truth blzl ti]:vlel:tz?f:uth Maximus the Confessor
. t e .

ture as the ultimate danger for

f
.1 that has become @ 10VET ©

writes, for example: “Andr‘;?zgh?ge;n‘lwith his head covered & C(;it
mystical the ology praﬁ Out knowledge into the M sanctyfalt’lye hould
11:4) (that is, enters wit od ivates others inf0 theologyz if| fould
templation), or teaches o ion while being initiated or 1n'1t1atm(;g’ ohers
keep any form of mIle? IR oy etion, he *dishonors his head {1
into the Logos who 13 beyz him who is simple and beyond any Intetiecs
11:4), for hegla_s :frj:g:ething that is subject to knowledge, It is neces-
tion to some bein;
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sary for him 1o see the true God Logos sightlessly and stripped of every

concept and knowledge, knowing clearly that with God it is the supreme

negations that are more likely to be true, in the degree that they initiate

onc into what belongs to the divine through the complete subtraction of

beings” (To Thalassius 25 [PG 90:333cd]).

? Kata athroan morphésin (Scholia on the Divine Names 1.5 [PG

4:201b)).

’“’I“The mind (nous) of a reality is one thing and its Jogos is another; and

different again is that which comes under the senses. The first is essence

(ousia), the second is an accident (symbebékos), the third the difference
of the subject” (Other Chapters 112 [PG 90:1425ab]).

¥ To Thalassius 49 (PG 90:456b).

% “The standard and measure of beings is the logos” (To Thalassius 64
[PG 90:709b]).

* “Sense perception approaches the practical through the imagination”
(Other Chapters 110 [PG 90; 1425a)).

Raw im‘agination -.. around which, the philosophers say, the senses
gathe.r thmgs-that are alike, its organ being the perception of the things
ir:}ﬂgm{:d by it” (dmbigua 10 [PG 91:11 16a]).

- For the knowledge of sensory things is neither completely alien to the
mtcll?ctua.l faculty nor is it confined solely to the operation of the scnscs.
But since it is a middle term like a meeling of the mind with the senses
and the senses with the mind, it is the means by which these are joined to
cach other, in the case of the senses as impressed formally by the shapes
o.f sensory things, and in the case of the mind as translating the impres-
sions .mto fogoi of the forms” (To Thalassius 49 [PG 90:456b]).

* “Without the rational faculty, there is no scientific knowledge” (Vari-
ous Texts 2.74 [PG 90:1248¢]).

¥ “The senses are the atrium of the logical soul. The name is the under-
standing. The bishop is the mind. Tn the atrium, then, stands the mind
circumscribed by inopportune thoughts. In the nave is the mind pos-
sessed of opportune thoughts, The mind deemed worthy to enter the holy
sanctuary is possessed by neither of these” (Other Chapters 158 [PG
90:1437b]).

# ... the logos arrives at rational things (/ogika) through thought (Jogis-
mos)” (Other Chapters 110 [PG 90:1425a]). “Thoughts neither belong
to the irrational part of the soul, for there is no thought among irrational
things, nor do they belong to the intellectual part, for we do not find them
in the angels. Being products of the rational faculty, they ascend towards
the mind from the senses, using the imagination as a ladder, and com-
municate to the mind what pertains to the senses. They also descend to
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them from the mind submitting to the senses what pertains to the mind”
(Other Chapters 131 [PG 90:1432a]).
% “For what is rational (logikon) by nature has a natural faculty and ra-
tional appetite which is also called the will of the intellective soul. It is
in accordance with the faculty that we deliberate (logizometha) whfen'we
will something, and when we deliberate, we exercise the will. .In w1'll.1ng’:
we seek and reflect and determine and judge and adopt a disposition
(Disputation with Pyrrhus [PG 91:293bc]).
% “An intellective being that moves intellectively it 1
own principle naturally apprehends with its intellect. Moreover, it will
love what it apprehends and so in a passive manner, upder the influence
of the erotic ecstatic impulse, it will be drawn out of itself towards tha;
which it loves; and this impulse will grow continually more urgel}t af;l
intense. In this way it will not rest until it is entirely 1mmerseccli l;n ihz
total reality of what it loves, wholly and willingly encompasse lyt 1
wholeness of that reality, welcoming its saving embrace, and comp eﬂ?; };
conformed to that which delineates it. So much will this be the casg y 2-
it will now wish to be recognized not from itself but from what he i y
eates it, like air made Juminous by light or iron penftratcd thr(;ufo [al?G
through by fire, or something else of this kind” (Various Texts >
90:1377ab: Palmer-Sherrard-Ware, lightly modified])

? Ibid., 5.84 (PG 90:1392a).

92 Ty Thalassius 65 (PG 90:752a).

% Tbid., 60 (PG 90:621cd).

% Ibid. (PG 90:624a).

% Ambigua 10 (PG 91:1]08;?).1 o

% Ty Thalassius 60 (PG 90:621cd). active aspect.
7 T i s comemplatve 9t o0 0L L
The contemplative aspect he called nous,

tagogia 5 [PG 91:673d]).

% <%"ogT halcgssius 60 (PG 90:621cd).

» Tbid. (PG 90:624a).

10 Thid. (PG 90:624a). 11089)

100 Ambigua 10 (PG 91: c).

192 7o Thizassius 60 (PG 90:624a).

103 Thid. (PG 90:621¢).

104 “[aying come to knOVny

ges powers that unt S

th: Ss:)ses%vith matter” (4mbigua 10 [PG
105 Parious Texts 2.12 (PG 90:1225b).

in accordance with its

i d matter, and
that the soul lies between Go_d and A
35 with both, I mean the mind with God and
91:1193d]).
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Chapter Three

" Analogy, as a power and method of cognition, from Plato and Aristotle
to Thomas Aquinas and the neo-Thomists, is such a vast theme that its
systematic and historical examination would require a separate study.
Here 1 shall confine myself simply to noting certain aspects of the theme
which help us, positively or negatively, to approach the notion of hier-
archy,

? Republic 6:508b12-18 (Hamilton-Cairns).

* Ibid., 10:596b6-10 (Hamilton-Cairns). And the creator of the world
himself, as presented in the Timaeus, “looked to the eternal” and contem-
plated the pre-existing Ideas when he was about to create the things that
constitute the world (see 7im. 29a3 )

4 Ibid., 6:508¢1-2.

* Ibid., 6:509b6~10: “In like mannet, then, you are to say that the objects
of knowledge not only receive from the presence of the good their be-
ing known, but their very existence and essence is derived to them from
it, thought the good itself is not essence but still transcends essence in
dignity and surpassing power” (Hamilton-Cairns).

¢ Cf. ibid,, 6:508d4-9,

7 Ibid., 6:508al 1-c2: “Neither vision itself nor its vehicle, which we call
the eye, is identical with the sun, — Why, no. -~ But it s, I think, the most
sunlike of all the instruments of the senses, — By far the most. — And
docs it not receive the power which it possesses as an influx, as it were,
dispensed from the sun? — Certainly. —Is it not also truc that the sun is
not the power of sight, yet as being the cause of it is beheld by the power
of sight? — That is so, he said. — This, then, you must understand that I
meant by the offspring of the good which the good begot to stand in a
proportion with itself. As the good is in the intelligible region to mind
and the objects of mind, so the sun is in the visible world to vision and
the objects of vision™ (Hamilton-Cairns, modified).

* Ibid., 6:508¢4-d9 (Hamilton-Caimns, lightly modified).

* Gorgias 465¢1-3 (Hamilton-Cairns).

' Sophist 231a6-8 (Hamilton-Cairns).

"' The theory of mathematical analogies is said to owe its origins to the
Greek mathematician, Eudoxus of Cnidus (408355 BC). See Arpad Sz-
abd, Anflge der griechischen Mathematik (Munich and Vienna: Olden-
bourg, 1969), 143fT. At any rate, the concept of analogy is found in the
earliest Greek philosophers (see Diels-Kranz, Die fragmente der Vor-
sokratiker, 3.43). Szabd (205, 219) notes on the sources of mathematical
analogy: “The word itself (analogia) was not originally a term peculiar
to grammar or linguistics, but was a mathematical expression, It is in-
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deed quite clear that the word analogia developed from the mat'hematlcal
use of the word Jogos. For in mathematics logos was the relation of two
numbers or masses to each other (a : b), and the analogy e?tpressed the
coupling of the relations, that is to say, what from Cice.ro’s time wias ren-
dered in Latin as proportio (a: b =c : d) .... Already in Plato ana og}i/ 01;
no longer simply a mathematical expression. It seems that by this pe;1 ¢
the purely mathematical sense had already dropped out of the]spee:l:lo
educated people. Finally, one has the impression that in Aristotle an gy
is a purely ‘philosophical expression.”” )

12 N?comc}zlc}?ean EtIl)u'cs 5.3:I1)131"5—12: “Ag the term A, then, flslt; ]t3c;
so will C be to D, and therefore, alternando, as A istoC,B \'Vl ) ihis
D. Therefore also the whole is in the same ratio to the wh(())rl:]el,)ielllr; P
coupling the distribution effects, and, if the terms are s0 ¢ ,

i d of B with
fects justly. The conjunction, then, of .the term A ;Ngh 'isiuils o
D is what is just in distribution, and this species 0 the j

ion; roportion is
ate, and the unjust is what violates the proportion; f(;(r) tlolz }’)negon’ o
intermediate and the just is proportional (fo gar and g

dikaion gnalogon)” (Oxford tranf.). .

13 Nicomachean Ethics 5.3:1131731: “For propo
ity of ratios (logoi).”

" Ibid., 5.5:113*16-24:

change, but a doctor and a farmer, P ihings that
feren% and unequal; but these must be equated. This is why g

is for this end that
are exchanged must be somehow commcnsu{able.elrﬁsls Zn e ediate:
money has been introduced, and it becomes 1n a S S doloet ~ how
for it measures all things, and therefore th‘e exZeIiS() e fo0d” (Oxford
use or to a given
many shoes are equal to a ho

trans.).

15 Ibid., 5.5:113729-31.

16 Ibid., 5.5:113°5-10.

17 Ibid., 5.5:1133%4-5, 1133
107-9.

18 Poetics 21:1457%6-25 (Oxford trans.).

i i nd bewert
«“ alogie bezeichnen u . :
19 “§olche Metapher undAn/apﬁrtionalimﬁs e U 80 von i

ten als externa analogia Pt oentlichen Verhﬁlmisgleicf'lhelt,

zuheben di.e im:f-rlzli%tsg;e:izgﬁiii,r :(l)gndem auf bei‘den Seit.en”eilnget:}?‘;
ngch der mcgt rlifﬂich,gefe det werde” (G. s(‘jhn‘gen., énallo]g;eéz] g
tlich, streng egl ischer Grundbegriffe 1 [Mur{lch'. Kose ; 1962], A d
Handbuch theo Z)g ia roportionalitazis impropriae1s to b.e distinguishe

e o i,
rom the

{ : #33-34 (Oxford trans.)-
2 pMetaphysics 4.2:1003 33-34 (Oxfor

rtion (analogia) is equal-

“For it is not two doctors that associate for g'xf-
o or in general people who are dif-

32-33. Cf. my Protaseis kritikés ontologias,

en die Thomis-
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* “Those things are said in their own right to be that are indicated by
the figures of predication; for the senses of ‘being’ are just as many as
these figures. Since some predicates indicate what the subject is, others
its quality, others quantity, others relation, others activity or passivity,
others its place, others its time, ‘being’ has a meaning answering to each
of these” (ibid., 5.7:1017:23-27 [Oxford trans.]).
2 See Physics 1.7:191°7-8; “The underlying nature can be known by
analogy.”
 Metaphysics 7.1:1028:13-15 (Oxford trans., modified).
 Ibid., 4.2:1003°32 (Oxford trans.).
# Ibid., 9.1:1045%29-31 (Oxford trans., modified).
% See ibid., 12.6:1071¢,
77 Ibid., 3.8:1012b31.
#Thid., 12.7:1072:25-26 (Oxford trans., modified).
% See Sohngen, “Analogie,” 53.
% According to Thomas Aquinas, “Ce que ’on nomme essence dans les
autres étres est en lui ’acte méme d’exister” (Etienne Gilson, La Phi-
losophie au Moyen Age [Paris: Payot, 1962], 532). “Nihil igitur est in
Deum praeter essentiam eius” (Thomas Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles
1:21).
*! “On peut suivre une deuxiéme (voie) et chercher 4 nommer Dieu
d’aprés les analogies qui subsistent entre les choses et Iui .... En ce sens,
nous attribuerons & Dieu, mais en les portent & I’infini, toutes les perfec-
tions don’t nous aurons trouvé quelque ombre dans la créature” (Gilson,
La Philosophie au Moyen Age, 533).
* “Yom (induktiven) Analogieschluss ist wohl zu unterscheiden der (de-
ductive) Syllogismus mit analogem Mittelbegriff, Gibt es das, dann wére
solcher Mittelbegriff nicht empirisch-analog, sondern transzendental-
analog, wie der Transzendentalbegriff des Seins (ens) und die darin be-
schlossenen fiinf Transzendentalien: res, aliquid, unum, verum, bonum”
(Sohngen, “Analogie,” 56).
¥ “Le procéds analogique en général consiste en une extension du con-
cept: un concept tiré des sujets donnés dans ’experience, et de soi rep-
resentatif de la perfection telle qu’elle se trouve en ces sujets, est étendu
aun sujet situé hors de mon expérience, me permet d’atteindre ce sujet,
et simultanément devient representatif de la perfection telle qu’elle se
trouve en lui. C’est de cette maniére, que par le moyen de concepts tirés
des créatures et représentatifs de perfections créées, 1a raison peut réelle-
ment atteindre le Créateur et connaftre, encore que trés imparfaitement,
ses attributs essentiels” (J.-H. Nicolas, Dieu connu comme inconnu [Par-
is: Desclée de Brouwer, 1966}, 273).
3 See Thomas Aquinas, De veritate 10:6; Summa Theologiae 1:79.2-4.

3
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i toutes
3 “Dien contient virtuellement en soi I'étre et les perfse;";‘)"ns -
les creatures” (Gilson, La Philosophie au Moyen Age;cun(ium quod est
% “Deum ut est naturae principium et finis, Deun jsnas Summa Theo-
objectum beatudinis supernaturalis” (Thomas Aunh nu, La théologie
logie 1-2:62.1. Cf. 1:62.2.ad.1). See also M"?g' 426- «Saint Thomas,
comme science au Xllle siécle (Paxis: Vrin, 1969), 42

SV insi dans une

Tui, faisant prévaloir la considération de I'objet, Sﬂ;"ngt?gjeaz science, et

recherché qui d’une part ménagera le copceyt o le v qnnaissance de foi
qui surtout 'aménera A accepter 1’ objectivation delaco

dans la théologie.” . s Maritain,
7 See Thomasg Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1.4‘;-. c}iﬁc{fl:lg:l%ieu conni
Approches de Dieu (Paris: Alsatia, 1953), 9-23; stro Dicu qu'a partir
comme inconnu, 66: “Je ne puis, en effetf (’:onnal réatures. Ces €on-
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being the axioms ( principia) both of reason and of faith. Reason relies
on the a priori given powers and “principles” of the intellect, which can
always be proved or verified objectively. Faith relies on an a priori given
revelation, that is, on divine authority, which is formulated objectively
by the Church’s infallible magisterium. Consequently, the epistemologi-
cal problem for the Thomists is the formal coincidence of the axioms
of reason and faith in the affirmation of truth (“les considérer comme
formant idéalement unc seule verité totale”). Reason must confirm the
axioms of faith by the givens of the intellect, by means of ascending
syllogisms, and faith must verify its axioms, arriving at the givens of the
intellect by descending syllogisms (“de remonter par la raison vers la
révélation et de redescendre de la révélation vers la raison”) (Gilson, La
philosophie au moyen age, 528). See also Chenu, La rhéologie comme
scrence, 85, 86, 91: “La foi comporte une capacité d’élaboration ratio-
nelle, de manifestation, de probation, selon le sens philosophique du mot
argumentum ... La définition méme de la foi s’ouvre désormais, comme
sur un horizon homogene, 4 une expansion rationelle de qualité scienti-
fique ....” See also Chenu, Le Thomisme (Paris: Vrin, 1942), 113; Nico-
las, Diew connu comme inconnu, 237,
¥ See A. Dempf, Metaphysik des Mittelalters (Munich and Berlin, 1930),
31f;; Nikolaus M. Hiring, “Die Erschaffung der Welt und ihr Schépfer,”
in Platonismus in der Philosophie des Mittelalters (Darmstadt: Wiss.
Buchges, 1969), 2031f,
" On the Celestial Hierarchy 2.4, SC 58 bis, 83 (PG 3:144c¢).
“''In contrast to the Scholastics, the Greek Fathers do not seek to offer
compelling objective arguments for the truth, which can then be imposed
authoritatively. They seek to preserve the truth as a personal-moral pos-
sibility of existential perfection. Eastern theologians link the obligation
to proclaim the truth and confess their faith both with the transmission
and dissemination of the truth and with the attempt to conceal the truth,
or rather, to transmit it through concealing it in types and symbols which
permit the dynamic-personal reception and cognition of the truth “so that
the divine things remain inaccessible to the profane and so that all those
with a real wish to see the sacred imagery may not dwell on the types as
truc. So true negations and the unlike comparisons with their last echoes
offer due homage to the divine things” (Dionysius the Areopagite, On
the Celestial Hierarchy 2.5, SC 58 bis, 85 [PG 3:145a; trans. Luibheid-
Rorem, CWS)).
“ H. Denzinger, Enchiridion Symbolorum, 31st ed. (Freiburg: Herder,
1950), §432.
 “For example, in the case of a man or a city, anyone who wishes to tell
other people about them speaks to them of what he has seen and heard.
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Those who listen, not having seen the man or the city they are hea“r‘:li
about, cannot know that man or that city merely \')y a re_:pol't mJﬂ;szaalem
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with the eyes of the soul and gained precise knowledge ;’a that he has
and energy within himself .... Neither can he therefore say
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everywhere ... and manifests itse]f proportionately (analogds) to every
intelligent being .... To put it more clearly ... the rays of the sun pass
easily through primary matter, since it is the most translucent of all, and
through this they light up their own brilliance more resplendently. But as
they encounter more opaque matter, they appear dimmer and more dif-
fused, because this matter is less suited to the outpouring of light. This
unsuitability becomes progressively greater until finally it halts com-
pletely the journey of light” (Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Celestial
Hierarchy 13.3, SC 58 bis, 150-52 [PG 3:301ab; trans. Luibheid-Rorem,
CWS, modified)).

* See Endre von Ivanka, Plato Christianus (Einsicdeln: Johannes-Ver-
lag, 1964), 262-98: “Inwicweit ist Pseudo-Dionysius Neuplatoniker?”;
R. Roques, L Univers Dionysien, Structure hiérarchique du monde selon
le Pseudo-Denys (Paris: Aubier, 1954); Vladimir Lossky, “La notion des
‘analogies’ chez le Pseudo-Denys I’ Aréopagite,” in Archives d histoire
doctrinale et littéraire 5 (1930), 279-309; Hugo Ball, Byzantinisches
Christentum (Einsiedeln: Benziger, 1958), 167-211: “Die dionysis-
che Hierarchie”; Viadimir Lossky, La théologie mystique de I’Eglise
d'Orient (Paris: Aubier, 1944), 2223 (ET, The Mystical Theology of the
faszern Chz{rch [London: James Clarke, 1957], 29-30).

" In my opinion hicrarchy is a sacred order, a state of understanding,
and an activity approximating as closely as possible to the divine. And
1L1s raised up to the imitation of God in proportion to the illuminations
divinely given to it” (Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Celestial Hi-

erarchy 3.1, SC 58 bis, 87 [PG 3:164d; trans. Luibheid-Rorem, CWS,
modified]).

*1bid., 3.2, SC 58 bis, 89-90 (PG 3:163b).

3 “Since the beauty befitting God is simple, good and teletarchic [i.e.,
Fhe source of perfection], it has no admixture whatsoever of dissimilar-
ity. It transmits to each, according to their merit, a share of his own light,
z?nd perfects them by a most divine rite in a fitting way, according to the
form, precisely similar to himself, of those who are being perfected”
(ibid., 3.1, SC 58 bis, 87 [PG 3:164d]).

*1bid., 3.2, SC 58 his, 88 (PG 3:165a).

¥ Ibid,, 3.2, SC 58 bis, 89-90 (PG 3:165b).

% “The goal of hierarchy, then, is assimilation to God and union with
him so far as is attainable, since it has him as its guide in all matters of
sacred knowledge and energy, and gazes undeviatingly at his most divine
beauty and is stamped with it so far as possible, and makes its devotees
images of the divine” (ibid., 3.2, SC 58 bis, 87-8 [PG 3:165a)).

57 “Perfection for each of those who have been allotted a share of hier-
archy is to be raised up to the imitation of God in proportion to his own

.
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the ‘world’. ‘Fallenness’ into the ‘world’ means an absorption in Being-
with-one-another” (Macquarrie-Robinson).]

7 See Sein und Zeit, 126fF., 175£F., 383. [Macquarrie-Robinson translate
Man as “they.”)

® “Das Man, das kein bestimmtes jst und das Alle, obzwar nicht als
Summe, sind, schreibt dje Seinart der Alltidglichkeit vor” (Sein und Zeit,
127. [“The ‘they,” which is nothing definite, and which all are, though
not as the sum, prescribes the kind of Being of everydayness” (Macquar-
rie-Robinson).|

® See Uber den Humanismus, 8. The German word “6ffentlich” means
public or common in antithesis to “privat,” which means private. Conse-
quently, the “Diktatur der Offentlichkeit” has the sense of the tyrannical
privation of the possibility of “private Existenz.” It means the totalitarian

imposition of a mode of life which leaves no room for anything private
Or personal in the life of the individual,

"“In der Benutzung ffentlicher

: Verkehrsmittel, in der Verwendung des
Nachrichtenwesens

' (Zeitung) ist jeder Andere wie der Andere .... In
d'leser Unauffélligkeit und Nichtfeststellbarkeit enfaltet das Man seine
cigentliche Diktatur, Wir geniessen und vergniigen uns, wie man ge-
niesst: wir lesen, sehen und urteilen iiber Literatur und Kunst wie man
sieht und urteilt ... Dje Offentlichkeit verdunkelt alles und gibt das so
Verdeckte als das }‘Be.kannte und jedem Zugangliche aus” (Sein und Zeit,

torship of the ‘they’ is unfolded. We take pleasure and enjoy ourselves
as they take pleasure; we read, see, and judge about literature and art as
they see and judge ... B

Y publicness everything gets obscured, and what
has thus been covered

. up gets passed off as something familiar and ac-
cessible to everyone” (Macquarrie-Robinson).]

""'See his One-Dimensional Man: Studies in the ldeology of Advanced
Industrial Society (Boston: Beacon Press, 1964),
12 Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics 4:2.1004227-28: «

ysics 4.2 in the list of contraries
one of the two columns is privative, and all contraries are referred to be-

ing and non-being, and to unity and plurality” (Oxford trans. ).

" See, for example, Heidegger’s comments on the ideological presup-
positions of Western culture in his book Nietzsche, especially in the
sections of vol. 2 titled “Der Nihilismus und der Mensch der abendliin-
dischen Geschichte” (80), “Der Nihilismus als Geschichte® (90), and
“Die Herrschaft des Subjekts in der Neuzeit” (141).

" “Die ‘Ontologie’ griindet auf der Unterscheidung von Sein und Sejen-
dem. Die ‘Unterscheidung’ wird gemésser durch den Namen ‘Differenz’
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bennant, worin sich anzeigt, dass Seiendes und S‘ein irgengiww :Es;tii:(li—
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9 Disputation with Pyrrius (PG 9 1:301b). 1(12 e T 199,
and noeros (“intelligent”), see above, pp1 oo
2 On the Soul and Resurrection (PG 461;(3 59.4-7 .
2 Homily 80.3 On the Gospel of John ( :
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* “Spiritual freedom is release from the passions” (Thalassius, On Love
and Self-Control 2.33, in Philokalia, vol. 2 [Athens: Astir, 1958], 213,
trans. Palmer-Sherrard-Ware). See also Mark the Ascetic, On the Spiritu-
al Law 32: “The law of freedom is studied by means of true knowledge,
it is understood through the practice of the commandments, and is ful-
filled through the mercy of Christ™ (Philokalia 1:98 [Palmer-Sherrard-
Ware]). See also Clement of Alexandria Stromata 2.23 (PG 8:1046a):
“To restrain these [the passions] is freedom alone.”
# “the freedom — that is to say, the dispassion — of soul, which as a result
of ascetic practice raises the aspirant to the contemplation of the spiritual
essences of the created world and then inducts him into the divine dark-
ness of theology” (Niketas Stethatos, On the Practice of the Virtues 1, in
Philokalia 3:273 [Palmer-Sherrard-Ware]).
¥ “One who has partaken of freedom knows the mysteries of the Fa-
ther” (Kallistos Kataphygiotes, On Divine Union and the Contemplative
Life 10, in Philokalia 5:8). See also Mark the Ascetic, On the Spiritual
Law 30: “The law of freedom teaches the whole truth” (Philokalia 1:98).
See also Isaac the Syrian, Hom. 35; “The more the mind is freed from
the bonds of evil thoughts, the more radiant it becomes. And the more
radiant it becomes, the lighter it becomes and is raised up from the con-
ceptions of this age, which upholds the modes of grossness. And then the
mind understands how to contemplate in God in his way and not in ours”
{Ascetic Works [ed. Spanos, 154]).
* “The commandments ... guard the frontiers of the freedom that has
been given to us” (Mark the Ascetic, On Holy Baptism 4 [PG 65:992a]).
*“He gave us his life-giving commandments as purgative medicines for
our impassioned state. For what medicines are to a sick body, the com-
mandments are to an impassioned soul” (Isaac the Syrian, Ascetic Works,
Letter 4, [ed. Spanos, 367]). “He gave us his holy commandments, one
might say, as tools ... so that we should be instruments ... with the com-
mandments as tools, through which the craftsman Logos restores and
renews those who are workers of his commandments” (Symeon the New
Theologian, £thical Treatises 1.12 [SC 122.282-83]).
**Justice ... the correct Icadership of the soul and the moderation of the
subject passions” (Theodoret of Cyrus, On Providence 6 [PG 83:648a]).
*! See Maximus the Confessor, 7o Thalassius 61: “the most unjust princi-
ple arising from pleasure ... for the destruction of most unjust pleasure”
(PG 90:628d). ... that by suffering unjustly [Christ] might remove the
principle of origin that dominates our nature tyrannically as a result of
unjust pleasure” (PG 90:629b). See also Various Texts 1.47 and 46: “God
became man that he might unite human nature to himself and stop it from
acting evilly towards itself, or rather from being at strife and divided
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against itself, and from having no rest because of the ins‘tabili.ty of its
will and purpose.” “The self-love and cleverness of men, alienating them
from each other and perverting the Jaw, have cut our single l'lglmanh{la];
ture into many fragments. They have so extended thf: 1nsen‘s1b1hty W lca i
they introduced into our nature and which now dominates it, that 012r 1; ‘
ture, divided in will and purpose, fights against itself” (PG 90:1196abc;

Palmer-Sherrard-Ware).

32 Cf. Isaac the Syrian, Hom. 62:
almsgiving, vigils, sanctification and the2 rse4s]t)0
the body” (4scetic Works [ed. Spanos, .
Symeonythi New Theologian, Ethical Treatises, Hom. 8 (Sdc 1259{1321 i4v)i'r—
33 “Nobody can defeat the passions, except by contempl;tes :112)5 269]).
tues” (Isaac the Syrian, Hom. 6.8, Ascetical Works [e 1 Eoftl',le mys-
See also Letter 4.383; “If you want your heart to be a plac s fasting,
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34 “Do not despise matter, for it is not d1s}}onorabl§:. o eion. The
ourable that has been made by God. This 15 2 Mactlmch'ﬁ e its cause
only thing which is dishonorable is that which does e oy inclination
from God, but is our own invention, thro}‘gh the ar to nature to that
and deflection of the will from that W}'lich is accorduﬁcene’ Apologetic
which is contrary to nature, which is sin” (John Dam

Discourse 1 [PG 94:1246¢; ed. Kotter, 90)) beauty ... refers himself
3 “He who through love ... fixes his gaze ‘iﬁe fme eauty, for he has
through this beauty to the amﬁc:fer f{“d tobe a holy symbol” (Clement
proved the luminous character of justice to
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entered into the life which is not subject to law, has himself become
the law of the Church and is not ruled by law. The life that is free is not
subject to law, and therefore transcends all natural necessity and change.
He who has attained such a life is as if liberated from the outer flesh, and
through his participation in the Spirit he becomes incandescent. Since
what is partial within him has been abolished (cf. 1 Cor 13:9-10), he is
united wholly with Christ, who transcends all nature” (Palmer-Sherrard-
Ware, modified).

# “When you have reached the end of the road of Jjustice, then you will
cleave to freedom in all things” (Isaac the Syrian, Ascetic Works, Hom.
23.91).

“2 “Etre libre ¢’est &tre condamné & étre libre” (L°Etre et le Néant, 174).
“ See L'Etre et le Néant, 111 1, IV: “Le regard,” 310ff. Some characteristic
expressions are “Le regard d’autrui comme condition nécessaire de mon
objectivité ...” (328); “Autrui est d’abord pour moi I’étre pour qui je suis
object, ¢’est-a-dire I’étre par qui je gagne mon objectitg ... Dans|’épreuve
du regard, en m’éprouvant comme objectité non-révélée, J’éprouve di-
rectement et avec mon étre 1'insaisissable subjectivité d’autrui” (329); “Si

I’on me regarde, en effect, jai conscience d’érre objet” (330).
* L’Etre et le Néant, 349,

* Isaac the Syrian; see note 38.

* Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Divine Names 4 (PG 3:709bc).
7“1] s’agit de mon étre tel qu’il s’écrit dans et par la liberté d’autrui.
Tout se passe comme si javais une dimension d’étre dont j’étais séparé

par un néant radical: et ce néant, c’est la liberté d'autrui” (Sartre, L Erre
et le Néant, 320),

8 Ibid., 350.

* Sce Martin Heidegger, Identitiit und Differenz (Pfullingen: Neske,
1957), 70-71. Also idem, Holzwege, 201, 204, 239-40. Cf. James Rob-
inson, “Die deutsche Auseinandersetzung mit dem spéteren Heidegger,”
in Der spditere Heidegger und die Theologie, Neuland in der Theologie,
vol. 1 (Zurich: Zwingli, 1964), 46, 91; Olivier Clément, “Dionysios et
le Ressuscité: Essai de réponse chrétienne 3 I’athéisme contemporain,”
in Evangile et Revolution (Paris: Centurion, 1968), 67ff.; Yannaras, £
theologia tés apousias kai tés agndsias tou Theou (ET, The Theology of
the Absence and Ignorance of God), 1343,

Chapter Two

' See Viadimir Lossky, La Théologie mystique de I'Eglise d'Orient, 109—
10 (ET, 114-15).

3
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2%The Godhead, that s, the essence, is unfolded tnadlcallyo z;ntc}q 1es 1;2:)1 v
without division in three hypostases” (John Damasccing;amd e e
Holy Hymn 2 [PG 95:25¢]). “We see the Godhead cele e mplicity
marnner on the one hand as a monad ot henad, because 0

triad,
i tn indivisi "ty...andontheotherasa iad,
and unity and supernatural indivisibili " seential focundi

because of the trihypostatic manifestation of its su;; o 29059220,
(Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Divine Names O o tive of every
3 Duality is potentially multiplicity because 1thls %1 o the indefinie
number from the monad: “Number comes from the (; T e sssky, Théolo-
dyad” (Aristotle, Metaphysics 13.7:1081a14). See N

ie mysti ue, 46 ET, 47)' . . “The mona is
“ngeee)I)VIa;](imus tl(le Confessor, Ambigua (PG 916‘: tﬁg?gs, in the mode of
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existe;ce. And the triad is truly a monad by r(:a fixed as 2 dyad and on
also 1034a; “To transcend the dyz?d and not tshzymovemem of the monad
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exandria, On the Trinity 10 [PG 77:1144b]). “Neither are they divided
in essence, nor are they separated in power, nor are they divorced in
place, or energy, or will, for they have their indwelling and perichoresis
inseparably in each other” (John Damascene, Against the Jacobites 78
[PG 94:1476b]).
7 “From the wise contemplation of creation we gain insight into what
pertains to the Holy Trinity, [ mean to the Father, the Son and the Holy
Spirit .... Indeed creation cries out aloud through the things that have
been made in it, and proclaims, as it were, to those able spiritually to hear
its own cause hymned in a threefold manner” (Maximus the Confessor,
To Thalassius 13 [PG 90:296bc]) - see also above, pp- 89-92. “In Christ
the mystery of the Trinity is hymned ... for the Father was well pleased
and the Word came to dwelt among us and the divine Spirit overshad-
owed” (Andrew of Crete, Canon on the Nativity 6 [PG 97:1324c¢]).
& “Trinity ... is not Just a name and an invented word, but a trinity in
reality and truth” (Athanasius, 7o Serapion 1.28 [PG 26:596ab]). “To
be!ieve in one holy Trinity, not a trinity in name only, but having true
being and subsistence” (Athanasius, Synodal Letter 5 [PG 26:801b]).
f‘Thc Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit are one in all things, except
In unbegottenness, begottenness and procession, and are divided only
conceptually. For we acknowledge one God in the properties alone of
fatherhood, sonship and procession, and ... we understand by this dif-
ference the perfection of the hypostasis, or the mode of existence” (John
Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith 8 [PG 94:828-29; ed. Kotter, 29)).
“... the mode of the begottenness and the procession are inaccessible to
;Jz’]’)(Jolln Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith 8 [PG 94:820; ed. Kotter,
’ “The name ‘father’ belongs neither to the essence, nor to the energy,
but to the relation and to how the Father stands with regard to the Son, or
the Son with regard to the Father” (Maximus, Ambigua [PG 91:1265d]).
“One should know that we do not say that the Father is from anybody.
We say that he is the Father of the Son. And we do not say that the Son
is a cause or a father. We say that he is from the Father and is the Son of
the Father. And we say that the Holy Spirit is both from the Father and
the Spirit of the Father. We do not say that the Spirit is from the Son. We
call him the Spirit of the Son, and we confess that he was manifested
by the Son and communicated by him to us” (John Damascene, On the
Orthodox Faith 8 [PG 94:832ab; ed. Kotter, 30~31]). “The title of ‘Fa-
ther’ does not represent the essence; it indicates the relation with the
Son” (Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius 2 [PG 43:473b; ed. Jaeger,
2:319]).
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relations, the view that the
is characteristic of Roman
Theologiae 1a, ques. 29,

10 The identification of the persons with the
persons are internal relations of the essence,
Catholic theology. See Thomas Aquinas, Summa O e divine .-
a.4. Cf. Nicolas, Dieu connu comnme inconni, 325‘: La omun i
est subsistante, elle est Sujet, et c’est ce Sujet q}1.1 est ‘(;imx‘:t e lui, tout
Personnes, ¢'est-a-dire que les trois Per§9nnes s 1§er}=t-1]§an-Miguel Gar-
en se distinguant entre elles par ’opposition relat.wec ,le o fesseur” in
rigues, “L’energie divine et la grace chez Maxin e apparaissent
Istina 3 (1974), 277: “Les noms des personnes trmcl1ans D ce sans
comme les relations qui les distinguel?t entre euesbstantialité-”
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and being wholly everywhere” (Basil t

ed).
[PG 32:108c; trans. Jackson, NPNF, modified]) < the Logos

anie:
it of God that accomp:
12 “Having learned about the Spirit of

in itself
. ontemplated in 1
i ssential POWED ¢ is disclosure
and discloses his energy .- allhz st in the LOgos and is di

in i i is .- . G 94:805; ed.
ofhi Q‘flrtlcular hypz:;sri: On the Orthodox 3 ‘:ﬁ: 71(511'))’ of the Only-
e Dirlrrll himse’lf [the Spirit) show® hi gers the knowledge
Kotter, 16-17)). pimself he bestows on i€ _vv.or‘st7 p[gG e 3t trams,
b‘;ggttgn, (81;,1 d Tthl:l Great, On the Holy Sgl;q;t A veata conception
(] od” asi1 A ossi uon
. _“Tt is not posstY ¢ Holy Spirit
. NiNF’ gcﬁigf Slgviously been enlightened by th
of the Son if one ha

i G 32:329<D- 1o us is the giver,
(Ps.-Basil, Letter 38 [P (s, the fixst th oci:;rjghts ' the source
o e er ger and then raise up our th Holy Spirit 37 [PG
then we think of 0 e (Basil the Greab On the n the Father be
and cause of these beneﬁtSP N F, modified]). “Neitber ¢&

ded with-
32:133d; trans. JacksoD, nor can the Son be comprehen

ing that

conceived of Without e Sorl’of Nyssa, On the Holy Spirit, against the
out the Holy Spirit”

Macedonians 12 [PG 4
Son, nobody as yet kn
423 [PG 26:501dJ).
Son, and the Son 1s
andria, Stromata 5.1

Grelgg?éb]) 5o ong as the Logos Was not yet the
5 .

" ius, Against the Arians
ther” (Athanasius, :

ew E?Fi?her ‘s with the Son as the Father of the
“For te teacher about the Father” (Clement of Alex-
the tru

(PG 9:92]-




376 Person and Eros

' “Thus the way of the knowledge of God is from one Spirit through the
one Son to the one Father, and conversely the natural goodness and the
inherent holiness and the royal dignity extend from the Father through
the Only-begotten to the Spirit” (Basil the Great, On the Holy Spirit 47
[PG 32:153bc]). “And he who grasps in thought the ‘form,” so to speak,
of the Son images “the figure of his {the Father’s) person’ or ‘hypostasis,’
seeing the latter through the former, not seeing, however, in the copy any
unbegottenness of the Father ... but discerning the unbegotten beauty in
the Begotten .... Thus the person or ‘hypostasis’ of the Son becomes as
it were the form and countenance by which the Father is made known,
and the person or ‘hypostasis’ of the Father is made known in the form
of the Son, although their observed individuality abides in each to serve
as a clear differentiation of their persons or ‘hypostases’” (Ps.-Basil,
Letter 38 [PG 32:340b; trans. Deferrari, LCL]).
'359J)0hn Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith 13 (PG 94:853c; ed. Kotter,
'“The very cause of the universe ... in the superabundance of his erotic
goodness is carried outside of himse]f ... and is, as it were, beguiled
by goodness, love and eros, and is enticed away from his transcendent
dyvclling place and comes to abide within all things, and he does so by
v1f‘lu€ ol his supraessential and ecstatic capacity to remain nevertheless
within himself”” (Dionysius the Arcopagite, On the Divine Names 4.13
(PG 3:712ab; trans. Luibheid-Rorem, CWS, modified)).
"7 “The will and energy of God is the creative and providential cause of
all place and time and of every nature” (Irenaeus, Frag. 5 [PL 7:1232b]).
“The gnostic knows ... through the created world the energy through
which he adores the will of God” (Clement of Alexandria, Stromata
7.14 [PG 9:520c]). “... the logoi which pre-exist as a unity in God and
which producc the essences of things. Theology calls them predefining,
divine and good acts of will which determine and create that which is”
(Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Divine Names 5.8 [PG 3:824c; trans.
Luibheid-Rorem, CWS, modified]). “In the case of the Father, the Son
and the Holy Spirit, we have knowledge of the identity of the essence
from the identity of the energy and the will” (John Damascene, On the
Orthodox Faith 58 [PG 94:1033¢; ed. Kotter, 137]).
**“There is no necessity governing the divine nature” (Gregory of Nyssa,
Against Eunomins | [PG 45:329a; ed. Jaeger, 1:101]). “With regard to
God, creation is a work of the will, not something coeternal with God ...
God simply by willing brought all things into existence from non-being”
(John Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith 8 [PG 94:813; ed. Kotter, 217).
“Since our calling did not previously exist, but now has supervened, it
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was preceded by will and ... has occurred according to the good pleasure
of the will” (Athanasius, Against the Arians 3.61 [PG 26:4.52a]). ‘

19 “ISelon Augustin, Dieu] contient éternellement en 501.1§s modéles
archetypes de tous les étres possibles, leur formes m‘telhglbles, leurs
lois, leur poids, leur measures, leur nombres. Ces modéles eternel§ sgr}t
des Idées, incréées et consubstantielles & Dieu de la consubstantiabili-
té méme du Verbe” (Gilson, La Philosophie au Moyen {1gf2, 132). Se.e
also Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1.44.3: “In dlYma sapientia
sunt rationes omnium rerum, quas supra diximus ideas, id est formas
exemplares in mente divina existentes.” “PLlisqu"elles su‘b515tent %arz
I’intelligence de Dieu, les Idées participent nécessanjement ases attr1’ u
essentiels, Comme lui-méme, elles sont égernelles, immuables f.at nece‘st
saires” (Etienne Gilson, Introduction & 1'Etude de Saint Augusn;ﬂ[Panz.
Vrin, 1969], 109). See also Augustine, De diversis ques'tzombus '37 (\1;16 .
46.1-2, vol. 40, col. 29-30; Etienne Gilson, Le Thomisme (Paris: Vrin,
1972), 146-48. ' o
209‘7‘D)ans I’explication de la Trinité, Augugti’n congoit la nlaturet drlevtinf
avant les personnes, Sa formule de la Trinité sera: une seule na udisait.
vine subsistant en trois personnes, celles des Grees au contraire dist e.
trois personnes ayant une méme nature ... Saiqt Augustin an con\gzl;r é
préludant au concept latin que les scolastiques lui ont emprunte, e?tein d%e
avant tout la nature divine et poursuit jusqu ’.aux personnes pour tale e
la réalité compléte. Deus, pour lui, ne sigmﬁfa’p‘l‘us d1re§tcr(1zz?m) : Dic_,
mais plus généralement Ja divinité” (E. Portalié, “Augustin )
tionnaire de Théologie Catholique, vol. 1, col. 22681f.).
21 “Toute essence, ou quiddité, peut étre congue sans qu o
rien au sujet de son existence. Par example, je peux conclelvost o
phénix et ignorer pourtant s’ils existent fians la na,ture. eou T e
que P’existence (esse) est autre chose (aliud) que 1 esse;ciand?(}osselin
(Thomas Aquinas, De ente et essentia, ch. 4, ed. M.-D. Ro

Paris: Vrin, 1948}, 34). o v
52 For an interpretation of existence within t]{le context gf artlhc;b;?eocct{;vof
rationalist causality which bypasses the question Foncemlngl e
existence and confines the existential fact to an intellectual- oo o
combination of being and Being (ens =hr‘e’;:t hgbe};t:i’::f?s)]vjetzsche
i i e des X s
tin Heidegger, “Die Metaphysik als Geschicl i 4y
vltr)ll. 2 (Pi%u%ﬁngen: Neske, 1961), 416f%; Gll§0n, Le T/ honu.:;f:l,oiiaim
186—87: Aimé Forest, La structure méiaphysique d.u concre v
Thomas’ d’Aquin (Paris: Vrin, 1931); Jacques M;rltam, Court
Vexistence et des existants (Paris: Hartmann, 1947). -

T X
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e eetuele e, ongue comme un pouvoir d’étre;

e I’on congoive

ture conceptuelle d’une chose; elle est ¢
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I‘ETISIQflcc au contraire est la pleine actualité, ultima actualites™ (R. Lu-
lta I:-(I{ILC;;x;f;}l:j}({’;zl(;r) {;/II‘[»().S'U]}/II‘S(‘/‘](.‘.I1 Terminologie, cited byAndré La-
1972], 315 o L;I ]{7!(11/8 et (:_/v-mque de la Philosophie [Paris: PUF,
\Vcsm;x‘-]mrk.u”ﬂ (\'.\)Oh ?lclcgger, L/[)e/‘d.cnHnnmni.\mus, 18: “Dic in ihrer
o L verborgene Unterscheidung von essentia (Wesenheit)
und existentia (Wirklichkeit) durehherrscht das Geschik der abendlindis-
LJhL[n unld d‘c‘r gesamten européisch bestimmten Geschichte.” o
s If‘:I%I:C‘?C{i{lzllsrillmpalc Act dircqc ({‘en.v (selon saint Thomas) n’est
o ‘chosisn]‘c‘ ;“c | chose méme qui extsts,‘Lc thomisme devient alors
oucho nt o lrm{qﬁmon peut accuscrﬁdc ‘rcmer' tous les concepts qu'il
pres essences 1o »li%“n,cAr“cn une n’mimq‘ule d’entités closes dans leurs pro-
oy (ircuor.v quv;[\n v I\V(Tvn(‘d}l réel” (Gilson, Le Thomisme, 187).
versing w"-ithyl\'h()s:s ?? y I-ms ma fﬂl‘ﬂOuS passage: “When God was con-
Who > T i s [‘ 1 Cl(ild not 5;1}', 'I am the essence,” but ‘I am the One
csseno whic‘h (](;j‘i\l/(():gltzf‘ One }\ ho is .\\'}‘10 derives from the essence, but
Timsoll™ (Thiuds [j, ‘I.Om, lll.m. for it is He who contains all being in
1:666: wrans, Ger e fence of the Holy Hesvehasts 3.2.12 [ed. Christou,
0 8ee G (* v : ’Cn~[ vL (’\’VS])'
7 “The one nature t . .( i 46:124e). .
who belone “‘) 3:; hlf-‘bc'cn -(hvldud.m-lo a myriad fragments. And we
serpenis (lexi[]]l;s f[)]nt gdlun‘c are victims of one another like vicious
Seealso 7o T e Llnfcssnr, To Thalassius, intro. [PG 90:256b)).
n talassius 40 (397¢): “The self-love of each person’s will
1as made the mildest nature savage. And it has cut up the 0nc>esscncc in.l.(.)

many l)l)h(]ﬂill(’ darts whic ut i T i}
) Sing R 11C 3 3 ive ol
Pé h, not Lo put it more blr()ﬂg]y, arc destructive ol

one another.” Sce als “onit
o ;}9([1';:)““1:“ ‘II;[()]M‘\)\nnus the Confessor, Various Texts 1 46 (PG
: ab): “The self-love ¢ clevernes i ine then fi
cich othon g h eIt ¢ and cleverness of men, alienating them from
. and perverting the law, have eut our single human nature into
agments. Thev have <o s . o
[,~(;dfw (]7 ents. They have so extended the insensibility which they in-
5 o e o H N i
vided e ”?;[" hu; hature and which now dominates it, that our nature, di-
cd mwuland purpose, fights apgainst i ” ; ,
\ SC, ghts against itself™ (Palmer: rrard-Wi
yded R almer-Sherrard-W
See pp. 24041 above, i)
:('L'IL'II"’ AL AN e
L v c/. /% Neant, 321:#S%il y a un Autre, quel qu'il soit, ol qu’il soit,
g] cls q'm. SOICIL SCS rapports avee moi, sans méme qu'il agisse autrement
sur moi que piu' le pur surgissement de son étre, j'ai un dehors, j’ai une
aature: ma chiite originelle ¢’est existence de "autre.” A
e s e s . A N :
Tout s¢ passe comme si j*avais une dimension d*étre dont j’ étais séparé
!](u m? néant radical: el ce néant, ¢"est I libert¢ d”autrui” (ibid., 320).
; Huis clos, at the end of the fifth scene: “Lenfer, ¢’est les Autres.”
) The If/‘()/{wr‘s Karamazov, A,6.3; From the tcachings and homilies of
staretz Zosima, 9. Sce also Isaac the Syrian, Ascetic Works, Hom. 84 (ed.
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Spanos, 326): “But I say that those who are punished in Gehenna are
scourged by the whip of love ... [t is absurd flor anyone to think that sin-
ners in Gehenna are deprived of the love of God. Love is the product of
the knowledge of truth, which is admittedly given to all in common. By
its power, love works in a twofbld manner, punishing sinners, as happens
even in this life between friends, and giving joy to those who fulfil its
obligations.”

33 “He is called Logos because he is related to the Father as the Jogos is
to the mind; not only on account of his passionless generation, but also
because of the union, and of his declaratory lunction. Perhaps, too, this
relation might be compared to that between the definition and the thing
defined, since this also is called Jogos ... and the Son is a concise demeon-
stration ... of the Father’s nature ... And il anyone should say that this
name was given him because he exists in beings, he would not be wrong,
For what exists unless it has by constituted by /ogos?” (Gregory of Na-
zianzus, Or. 30.20 [PG 36:129a; trans. Browne and Swallow, NPNF,
modificd]).

3 “The great mystery of the Incarnation remains a mystery eternally. Not
only is what is not yet seen of it greater than what has been revealed — for
it is revealed merely to the extent that those saved by it can grasp il — but
also even what is revealed still remains entirely hidden and is by no means
known as it really is. What I have said should not appear paradoxical. For
God is beyond being and transcends all beyond-beingness; and s0, when
he wished to come down Lo the level of being, he became being ina man-
ner which transcends being. Thus, 1o, although transcending man, yet out
of love for man he truly became man by taking on the substance of men;
but the manner in which he became man always remains unrevealed, for
he was made man in a way which transcends man” (Maximus the Confes-
sor, Various Texts 1.12 [PG 90:1134b; Palmer-Sherrard-Ware]). “As for
the love of Christ for humanity, the Word of God, 1 believe, uses this term
to hint that the transcendent has put aside its own hiddenness and has
revealed itself to us by becoming a human being. But he is hidden even
after this revelation, or, if | may speak in a more divine fashion, is hidden
cven amid the revelation. For this mystery of Jesus remains hidden and
can be drawn out by no word or mind. What is to be said of it remains un-

at is to be understood of it remains unknowable” (Dionysius

sayable; wh
trans. Luibheid-Rorem, CWS]).

the Areopagite, Epistle 3 [PG 3:1069b;
See also On the Divine Names 2.9 (PG 3:648a).

3% “Christ accomplished the renewal of our nature in his own hyposta-
sis. And we have clothed ourselves with him from water and the spirit,
and he has united us to himself by an ineffable mystery and has made

us members of his own body™ (Isaac the Syrian, dscetic Works, Ep. 4
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Eiczli;]SEzn(;ls,t 3872‘). “For our Lord Jesus Christ came for this reason, to
o hgad l;1eenrans orm and renew human nature and to recreate this soul
o et Ir(‘wertumed b;/ passions through the transgression. He came
o g an nature with his own spirit of the Godhead. A new mind
an :r (rjle:lveislilluand new €yes, new ears, a new spiritual tongue, and, in
believe’in i glvzlms - this was what he came to effect in those who
Détrioe Kl O acalgrus of Egypt, Spiritual Homilies, Hom. 44.1 [ed.
oo s o nn-Kroeger, 291; trans. Maloney, CWS])).
hatune 1o himgelfr mgn Goq became man so that he might unite human
from being a1 <o ;ln s;op‘ it from ac‘tmg.evilly towards itself, or rather
bosatse aiitn o teba}g dlv{ded against itself, and from having no rest
sot. Various T S Ia ility of its will and purpose” (Maximus the Confes-
- éhrist “havier;\zs' :47 [PG 99:1 196¢; Palmer-Sherrard-Ware]).
0 God sy x,Jom(?d v\./ha't is .earthly to what is heavenly, offered it up
o fncam ii.o.].] a}lh de1f'ymg it not by identity of essence but in virtue
rst foatt b also. éough‘hls holy flesh which he took from us as the
the Confaser & mlal € us ‘partakers of the divine nature’” (Maximus
90.6080): “Gr’acepin [PG 91:468c]). See also To Thalassius 59 (PG
When nature e b no t:zvay abrogates the power of nature, but rather
nattre, f ronden & ant a roga‘ted by the practice of what is contrary to
with nature. it c Ive again by the practice of what is in accordance
» [Memno;a o I(E,li ;tk into the understanding of divine things.”
;hlgng‘f: ofn?ind < Ouﬂoo]?./(zrr;ia II:;Jr] repentance, means etymologically a
m ife” i
o e e
e ‘¢ Church. And by a “mystery,” in the
spal::};ns V;:Eflcin;:]fl::lrll arrrl]e:}r]; etg(e) rl:};t:(:)a:ll, :hat is, living, experienrge of that
d.ynamically actualized divine love. Re?p?)rnsdti}rlleg tc(})r?;: lgfreG (?s éwcli] I'Ch "
simply an emotional or moral event. It is the mode of personal e ¢ tls -
1h§ mys'tery of humanity’s existential communion with God ’)I{‘;ls entche’
primordial mystery is the very body of the Church: Human be.in uli g
to the Church their free will, that is to say, their daily attem tgS rlﬂ%
un‘successful, to return to a mode of cxistence which is “in aiéoizen l
with nature,” to unity with other human beings, and to communion z\i:']'i;
God. And they find in the Church the grace-filled complement of th;i
own ineffective efforts, the total fulfilment of their goal. In the space o;
t}}e mystery, human effort encounters divine love. Personal ascetic dis-
g;?ltﬁl: lci);ep;;si(zr}lla;failul'e and sin are made gooq by the power of God,
. is love bestows. By the practice of such a dialectic,
Fhe image of the “new man,” the image of the citizen of the Kingdom
is gradually disclosed. The ethos of existential authenticity is revealedj

Notes to pages 270-278 381

Human beings bring to the Church every phase of their natural life, of
their fallenness and failure. And each such approach finds in the Church
a corresponding acceptance, a corresponding mystery of the encounter
of human freedom with divine Grace. Each of the Church’s mysteries
offers the possibility of the human being’s dynamic and repeated ap-
proach and incorporation into her life-giving body, into her theanthropic
nature, into her authentic ethos. It is an event that transforms a life which
is “contrary to nature” into a life which “transcends nature,” that trans-
forms the corruptible time of atomic existence into the incorruptible time
of personal relation,

# The passage in St. Maximus is as follows:
the inner principles (logof) of what is beyond nature any
contains the laws of what is contrary to nature. By what is beyond nature
I mean the divine and inconceivable pleasure which God naturally pro-
duces in those found worthy of being united with him through grace. By
what is contrary to nature I mean the indescribable pain brought about by
the privation of such pleasure. This pain God naturally produces in the
unworthy when he is united to them in a manner contrary to grace. For
God is united with all men according to the underlying quality of their
inner state; and, at the creation of each person, he provides each person
with the capacity to perceive and sense him when he is united in one way
or another with all men at the end of the ages” (Various Texts 420 [PG
90:1312c; Palmer-Sherrard-Ware]). Sce also Centuries on Love 1.71 (PG
90:976¢): “It was on account of this that our Lord and God Jesus Christ,
showing his love for us, suffered for the whole of mankind and gave t.o
all men an equal hope of resurrection, although each man determines his
own fitness for glory or punishment” (Palmer-Sherrard-Ware).

4 Metaphysics 3:1005227-28. See also Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theo-

logiae 1:45.1c: “idem autem est nihil, quod nullum ens.” .
der in accordance with nature, we

4 “Failing to attain movement or or e, W
are carried towards non-existence, which is contrary to nature, 1}‘rat1ona
and utterly without substance” (Maximus the Confessor, Scholia on the

Divine Names [PG 4:305b]. Cf. Ambigua |[PG 91:1322a)).

“Nature does not contain
more than it

Chapter Three

5-6 (Oxford trans.).

17bc; C. Ritter, Die Kerngedan-
h, 1931), 18ff, 55ff.; J. Sten-
ff.

! Aristotle, Poetics 6:1450°
2 See, for example, Plato, Republic 7:5
ken der platonischen Philosophie (Munic
zel, Platon der Erzieher (Leipzig, 1928), 249

3 See, for example, Plotinus, Ex
Problem der Theodizee im philosophischen Denken des A

neads 1.8.3 and 1.8.5; Fr. Billicsich, Das
pendlandes,
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Philosophische Abhandlung der dsterreichischen Leo-Gesellschaft 1
(1936), 56-97.

* Cf. Corpus Hermeticum 5:4a, 6:2a. See also A, Festugiére, La révélation
d'Hermés Trismégiste, vol. 2 (1949) and vol. 4 (1954) (Paris; Gabalda).

> See Ugo Bianchi, ed., Le origini dello gnosticismo (The origins of Gnos-
ticism), Colloquium of Messina 1966 (Leiden: Brill, 19722).

¢ ... le rationalisme moral chrétien (du moyen age)” (Etiennc Gilson,
L'Esprit de la Philosophie Médiéval, 2nd ed. [Paris: Vrin, 1969], 310
1.

7 Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1a2ae.64.1.ad.1m. “Ainsi nous
voyons se déterminer la notion de vertu prise sous sa forme la plus par-
faite; elle doit sa qualité de bien moral a la regle de la raison” (Etienne
Gilson, Le Thomisme, Introduction & la Philosophie de saint Thomas
d’Aquin, 6th ed. [Paris: Vrin, 1972], 327).

# “Bonum autem hominis est secundum rationem esse, et malum hominis
est praeter rationem esse. Unde virtus humana, quae hominem facit do-
num et opus ipsius bonum reddit, intantum est contra naturam hominis,
inquantum convenit rationi; vitium autem intantum est contra naturam
hominis, inquantum est contra ordinem rationis” (Thomas Aquinas, Suni-
ma Theologiae 1a.2ae.71.2.resp.); “... définir la vertu et le bien moral
comme ce qui s’accorde avec la raison. Inversement, le mal moral, le
péché et le vice dont Ie péché découle, ne penvent se concevoir que com-
me des manques de rationalité dans I’acte ou dans 1’habitude” (Gilson,
L' Esprit de la Philosophie Médidvale, 307).

?*“La loi éternelle est la raison divine ou la volonté de Dieu, ordonnant de
conserver I'ordre naturel et défendant de le troubler” (Gilson, L 'Esprit de
la Philosophie Médiévale, 314). “Unde ejusdem rationis est quod vitium
et peccatum sit contra ordinem rationis humanae et quod sit contra legem
acternam” (Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1a.2ae.71.2.ad.1m).
10“Désobéir a la raison, c’est désobéir 4 Dieu méme .... Toute rectitude
de la volonté humaine se mésurc donc & son accord avec la volonté di-
vine en méme temps qu’a son accord avec la raison” (Gilson, L’Esprit
de la Philosophie Médiévale, 308-9, 311). “Virtus est habitus in modum
naturae, rationi consentaneus” (Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae
la.2ae.71.2.ad.1m).

"« e Dieu créateur de 1’Ecriturc s’affirme donc comme source et cause
de toute legislation naturelle, morale et sociale” (Gilson, L’Esprit de la
Philosophie Médiévale, 316).

2 “La morale de Kant n’est peut-étre qu’unc morale chrétienne sans la
métaphysique chrétienne qui la justifie” (Gilson, L 'Esprit de la Philoso-

Pphie Meédiévale, 323).
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13 Kant, Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten, Akademie-Ausgabe,
Abtlg. 1, Bd. 4, 421 [“Treated in such a way that the maxim of your will
can always be at the same time a principle of valid universal law.”]

14 See Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunff, 2:2.2: Von dem [deal des hchsten
Gutes. Also Heidegger, Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik, 150-51: “Das
Sollen tritt als Gegensatz zum Sein auf, sobald dieses sich als Idee
bestimmt . ... Fiir Kant, der Natur tritt, gleichfalls von der Vernunft und
als Vernunft bestimmt, der kategorische Imperativ gegentiber.”

15 Nicolai Hartmann, Ethik, 4th ed. (Berlin, 1962), ch. 39, §F, 380.

16 See Heidegger, Uber den Humanismus, 41; Sein und Zeit, §§ 4, 5, ¢,
9, 10.

17 Frag. 119 (ed. Diels-Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 1:177).
8 liad 6.511.

19 Odyssey 14.411.

2 Works and Days 167.525.

2 History 7.125; ¢f. 1.15.

2 Laws 863e.

B Anabasis of Alexander 5.20.4.

2 Theogony 66.

2 Demetrakos, Mega Lexikon tés Ellénikés Glossés, 4:3239.

% See Heidegger, Uber den Humanismus, 39-41. ’
27 «Djeses Denken is aber dann auch nicht erst Ethik, weil es Ontologie
ist” (Uber den Humanismus, 41).

28 Albert Camus, Le Mythe de Sisyphe (Paris: Gallimard, 1946).

29 See Sartre’s very representative play, L'engrénage (Paris: Nagel, 1948).
3 See Herbert Marcuse, “Existentialismus,” in Kultur und Gesellschaft, 2
(Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1968), 49, 52.

31 See Sartre, L ’Etre et le Néant, 642.

32 1bid., 5611T. . .
33 See ibid., 30ff,, 1151T. This ontological distinction (en-soi, pour-soi) also

has its roots in Heidegger. See Was ist Metaphysik? 15: “Das S_eiende,'das
in der Weise der Existenz ist, ist der Mensch. Der Mensch allein ex1st.1ert.
Der Fels ist aber er existiert nicht. Der Baum ist, aber er exist%eﬂ n}cht.
Das Pferd ist, aber es existiert nicht. Der Engel ist aber er existiert nicht.

Gott ist, aber er existiert nicht.”

3¢ 4] 4 liberté humaine précéde 1’essence de I'homme et la rend possible,

2" (Sartre, L'Etre

I’essence de 1’étre humain est en suspens dans sa liberté
et le Néant, 61). '
35 See ibid., 587: “méme les tenailles du bourreau ne nous dispensent pas

d’étre libres.” See also Marcuse, “Existentialismus,” 64.

3 “Ce que nous appelons liberté est donc impossible & distin :
homme n’est point d’abord pour Etre

guer de

I’étre de la ‘realité humaine.” I’
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libre ensuite, mail il n’y a pas de différence entre 1’étre de ’homme et
son ‘Etre-libre>” (Sartre, L’Etre et le Néant, 61).
¥ Sartre, L existentialisme est un humanisme, 571%.
3 “Fiir Camus ist der einzig angemessene Ausdruck, das absurde Leben
zu leben, und das kiinstlerische Schaffen, das sich weigert das Konkrete
zu begriinden, und mit Bildern das ausfiillt, was keinen Sinn hat” (Mar-
cuse, “Existentialismus,” 51).
¥ See Emst Bloch, Das Prinzip Hoffuung (Frankfurt, 1959); Herbert
Marcuse, One-dimensional Man (Boston: Beacon Press, 1968); Roger
Garaudy, Marxisme du XXe siécle (Paris: Union général d’editions,
1966); Garaudy, Le grand tournant du Socialisme (Paris: Gallimard,
1969); Garaudy, Humanisme marxiste (Paris: Editions sociales, 1957).
In the end even these humanist tendencies, which attempt to bring a
humanist dimension to Marxism (or to draw from Marxism ways of
making humanism topical and viable) do not free themselves from the
characteristic polarization of Western thought between an absolute an-
thropocentric subjectivism on the one hand and an equally anthropo-
centric search for absolute objectivity on the other. Sartre illustrates this
European schizophrenia nicely when after L’Etre et le Néant he wrote
his Critique de la raison dialectique 1o relate his existentialism both to
Hegel’s methodological principles (concerning (i) the dialectical form of
the development of logic and historical evolution, and (ii) the correla-
tion of what is true with what is the totality) and to Marx’s principles
concerning humanity’s social nature, which is tied up with the historical
evolution of productive work and the history of technology.
This same imprisonment in perfect subjectivity along with a simultane-
ous attempt to achieve absolute objectivity (with the individual at the
center in both cases) is perpetuated in the work of the “Frankfurt school”
of Adomo and Horkheimer, which sought to bridge the gulf between
subjective experience and that “socialization” of humanity which makes
humanity simply a dependency of its social environment. The Frankfurt
school relies on the principle of doubt, that is, on the critical function of
intellection and generally of consciousness, on the ability of the subject
to control critically the logical forms which can be attributed to historical
evolution and to become conscious of the contradictions which the dia-
lectics of historical “progress” create. The problem of the moral testing
of personality within the context of the relations which shape historical
“becoming” remains untouched — a despised problem of “metaphysical”
thought which can only sustain subjective dogmatisms.
¥ See Sein und Zeit, §25-27, 35-38, 51-52, 59, 68¢, 71, 73, 81: “Das
Dasein ist von ihm selbst als eigentlichem Selbstseinkénnen zunéichst
immer schon abgefallen und an die “Welt’ verfallen” (175). “Das Nicht-

§
i
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i itive
i i  renial-ontologisch gesehen) als posi
es-selbst-sein fungiert, (existenzial-on 3 ingSemer B o (176

6glichkeit des Seienden das besorgen o
‘I:/III(I)lgVZhrlfsallen dokumentiert sich ein existei?zialer Mgg;l:n C;S/a;n ff;fn
Welt-seins” (176). [“Dasein has, in th; ﬁr§t 1nstance&h S lom uto the
itself as an authentic potentiality for Being 1ts Sel%m . awe o follow
“world’” (175). Macquarrie-Robinson note here: While

PO 33 [ “World” ! in
English idioms by translating “an d]?. W’e.l : haraslylil;: ct:lcl)irect one. The
contexts such as this, the preposition ‘Into” i3 llapsing against it” (Being

ides is rather that of falling at the world or co 8 B iisself
and Time [Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1967], 220n1). “Not-Being

. s in i ential
functions as a pasitive possibility of that entity Whlf?t;anfol;:so?]sgeing-
concern, is absorbed in a world” (176). “An exmenatjl; » (176).]
in-the-vs;orld is documented in the phenomenon off 1mgé transparent et
41 «’homme absurde entrevoit un univers brulant et & aiis’sé lequel c’est
limité, o rien n’est pas possible mais tout est donH;v cl;e Sisyphe [Paris,
Peffondrement et le néant” (Albert Camus, Le Myt

1946], 83).

: tant. Ce qu’elle nie ou
C teiq : son proper néant.
2 4] o réalité humaine est avant tout Et-é%-e que soi. Et, comme elle

néantit de soi comme pour-soi, & N€ peut== tion et cette présence en
est constituée dans son sens par Cetie n?antxs,a 101 goi-comme éfre-en-
clle de ce qu’elle néantit A titre de néafllilSé, ¢ e_st f (sarire, L’ Frve et le
soi manqué qui fait le sens de la réalité humaine

Néant, 132). t riquement son FUtur,
®“Le Pouisoi ne peut jamais éire que pr°.blemaﬁ§ﬁ>t il est libre et s
car il est séparé de lui par un Néant qu'il est: ?\;1 uIct’est stre condamné &
liberté est & elle-méme sa proper imite. Etre libre

itt"‘e libre” (113(13(.;1 174’)"551 * St Maximus the Con fgs sar, “.th?; ;,:t];g; 1:052)111115
You shoul.1 : ovtv:evi])i’n an absolute S€NSe; butis eVﬂtn‘ls “imply called
ply called evil is 111?11 ~elation to another. Similarly, whla tilon o one thing
thing ?md not ev; in an absolute sense, but goodlln r; ?PG 90:413b]).
o oot cgil',?0 relation to another” (To Thalassius 4 " chicf goods the
and ot goo * Luke 18:10; Mark 10:18. “The fixst 81 e O he
Matt 19:173 2 oc'ine:ss is the divine” (GTegorz6 «Only God is
na'ture o Whlcg 0 Cg'}044‘301;l; ed. H. Musurillo, 4.5 31)'[,0\79 4.90 [PG
éﬁdojl;;‘{(l):;fre”[fMax@us the Confessor, Chapters 0 ut is himself

T dness,
. articipation in goodt » (Ps.-
90:1069¢]). “God is not good by P «;Y 1;,arcicipation in goodness” (Ps

: Cver,
oodness. Man is good, howeveh PG 28:1136b]): .
}gkthanasius, Dialogues on the Trinity 1'lnzéjionysius the Areopagite, On

“Cglli hic existence gOOdn‘eSS s ... extends from
a6 Ca.ll{ng thearchi G 3:693b]). “Natural gf)c.,c’l,nes - e Great, On
the Divine Names 4.1 [P 1 to the Spirit” (Basi

the Father through the Only-begotte
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rh.e ﬂo[v Spirit 47 [PG 32:153b]). “The essence of goodness is the one
trlz.ldlc cause of beings, from which beings derive their being and well
being through goodness” (Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Ecclesiasti-
cal Hierarchy 1.3 [PG 3:373c)).
47 $ee Hippolytus, Against Heresies 1.19 (PG 16:3045¢): “The nature of
ev11'has not come about from God, nor does it have hypostasis in itself,
but it has come about by being opposite to and consequential upon the
gopd.” Athanasius the Great, Against the Pagans 7 (PG 25:16a): “evil
neither came from God nor was in God, nor did it exist in the beginning,
nor has it any independent reality (oute ousia #is)” (trans. Thomson,
OECT). Basil the Great, Homilies 9.5 (PG 31:341b): “You must not sup-
pose God to be the cause of evil, nor must you imagine that evil has its
own hypostasis, for wickedness is not a subsistent being like an animal.”
And Homilies 9.4 (PG 31:341Db): “Evil is a privation of good.” Maxi-
mus the Copfessor, Ambigua (PG 91:1332a): “Evil, the being of which
;\s} characterized by non-existence.” See also the Scholia on the Divine
ames (PG 4:304d-5a): “Evil has no hypostasis but only a dependent
ex1sten.ce ( parypostasis), having come about on account of the good and
.not of 1t'self. For we do evil not with an evil end in view, but under the
impression th.al we are doing good, even though the outcome proves to
be the opposite.” John Damascene, Dialogues against the Manichees
4lx. 1“3ﬁ(I.’G. 94: lSl7a): “Evil is privation of being.”

Evil is corruptible because corruption is the nature of evil, which
does not possess any true existence whatsoever” (Maximus tl;e Con-
fessor, Var'igzts Chapters 3.57 [PG 90:1285¢; Palmer-Sherrard-Warc]).

But whe.n it turns from its course and is twisted away from what it
naturally is, then we speak of the vice of the soul” (Athanasius, Life of
Anrow 20 [PG 26:873b; trans. Gregg, CW3)). “All evil natural’ly oper-
ates in a deficiency of or an excess of virtue” (Gregory of Nyssa, Life of
Moses 288 [PG 44:420a; ed. Musurillo, 132; trans. Malherbe—Fe,rguson
C;VS(i]). “Evil is the abuse of natural powers .... Evil is the dissolution’
of order, or ataxia” (John Damascen ] !

PG o1 ge 1548((1]). €, Against the Manichees 1.14, 1.47
‘9' “Evil is properly speaking sin ... for it depends on our free will” (Ba-
sil the Great, Homilies 9.5 [PG 31:337d]). “Evil consists ... in the dif-
ference between our deliberate will and the divine will” (Maximus the
Confessor, Opuscula [PG 91:56b)). “Since evil is outside of free choice,
it has no nature; when all free choice comes into being in God, evil dis-
appears completely” (Gregory of Nyssa, On the Soul and Resurrection
[PG 46:101a]).

“0 In patristic literature even the demons, because they are personal ex-
istences of the spiritual world with a perverted will which opposes the
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will of God and provokes the corruption of human freedom, are not evil
by nature but only in their exercise of free will. Cf. Maximus the Con-
fessor, Centuries on Love 3.5 (PG 90:1020a): “Not even the demons are
evil by nature, but they have become evil through the misuse of their
natural powers” (Palmer-Sherrard-Ware). Ps.-Athanasius, Questions fo
Antiochus (PG 28:604a): “Why is the essence of demons made different
to the essence of angels? There is no difference of essence, only of the
will.” “Nor are the demons evil by nature .... They are called evil not
because of what they are (for they are from the good and have been al-
lotted a good essence), but because of what they are not, because they
were unable (as Scripture says) to maintain their own position .... They
are not evil by nature, but through the lack of the angelic virtues” (Dio-
nysius the Areopagite, On the Divine Names 423 [PG 3:724c-25b)).
“The demons are from the angels. For they have not cast off the angelic
gifts given to them, that is to say, they have not returned the good they
possess by nature, even though they do not wish to see the light that is
in them, having shut up powers they have that are capable of sceing the
good .... Note that the demons, too, are radiant, or rather they are lights
by essence like the rest of the angels. Hence in the Gospels: ‘They saw
Satan like lightning’” (Maximus the Confessor, Scholia on the Divine
Names [PG 4:293a]).

st See Dionysius the Areopagite, On Mystical Theology 5 (PG 3:1045d-
48b): “neither is it [the Godhead] goodness.” Maximus the Confessor,
Scholia on the Divine Names (PG 4:412bc): “[the Godhead] is neither
beautiful nor good, since these are in some sense passions, and, as it
were, relations and accidents.”
52 “There are two ways, one of life, the other of death ... the way of life
is this, first you must love God ... secondly, your neighbour as yourself”
(Didache 1.1.2; ed. Gebhardt-Harmack-Zahn [Leipzig, 1920]).

53 «Jt is, therefore, not in outward shape or form that the distinguishing
characteristic of Christians consists. Many Christians believe that the
difference does lie in some external sign .... It is through the renewing
of the mind and the tranquillity experienced in our thoughts and thf‘: love
of the Lord and the love for heavenly things that every new creation of
Christians distinguishes them from the men of this world. For t.h.ls reason
did the Lord come” (Macarius the Egyptian, Spiritual Homilies 5.‘4‘1—5
[ed. Dorrie-Klostermann-Kroeger, 49-50; trans. Malonéy, CWSD He
[God] does this so that they may prefer to be rightef)l.ls in reality .rather
than in appearance, discarding the cloak of hypocritical mf)r?l display
and genuinely pursuing a virtuous life in the way that the divine Logos
wishes them to. They will then live with reverence, revealing the state
of their soul to God rather than displaying the external appearance of a
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moral life to their fellow-men” i
-men” (Maximus the Confessor, Vari
3147“4}; [PG 90:1209b; Palmer-Sherrard-Ware]). " fariows Texts
o be;ﬁl}l)genitrzlinace (meranoia). is to return from being contrary to nature
BRI 1] “Ic{cordance with nature” (Scholia on John Climacus [PG
oo S,h /epf:ntance (metanoia) is great understanding (synesis)”
ﬁ“Hmméhew;md422;aLL@Mﬂmtﬂ@man89ﬂ) o
the o Oftz/ :;nolpractlses virtue for the sake of truth is not wounded by
o am)ganci (())?‘/;al;ut ile who pursues the truth for the sake of virtue
903600, nglory as his companion” (7o Thalassius 30 [PG
L o )
3 ?]I;%Z(I)i)rixvﬁ 3.71 (PG 99:1292b; Palmer-Sherrard-Ware). See also
-~ know]ea,r ! oefr:: a bll?llcal image is used to express both the priority of
dependency‘i o ruth.LE relation to the practice of virtue and the inter-
with the practioe ((:) ;vtvho. The person who combines spiritual knowledge
nowlodoe o o e virtues and practice of the virtues with spiritual
becmse et spilrr‘(:l]i ind a footstool of God (cf. Isa 66:1) — a throne
: itual knowled, . i i
grac;;ce” (Palmer.sherrard_v\z rf)e and a footstool because of his ascetic
“Wisdom | i ted i
which ari.;]::]ﬁl:) HE; }i.mty C'Or.ltempla.ted indivisibly in the various virtues
e v n i ar.ld it 1s perceived in a single form in the operations
VA i£ ’ gain, it appears asa simple unity when the virtues which
s wivg re reintegrated with it. This happens when we, for whose
owards \l‘ila;z;s; ptr%duced from itself each individual virtue’ are drawn
@ 1t by means of each virtue” f ’
59805:' 1 l280ab; Palmer-Sherrard-Ware])C e (Fariots Texts 344 [PG
cholia on the Divine Nam ‘
' es (PG 4:
 Ibid. (PG 4:305b), PO di348e)
60 “Th . ~
clling cc:’ fclc])ar:tdemnanon, then,.tor Adam’s freely-chosen sin is the remod-
o ufrre towards passion, decay and death. Man did not originall
possess tl}fr omh God. He brm}ght it about knowingly, having freate?il
o pr}(') o C(iugf t;111"3”tr31{1/lsgres51on. Clearly, his being condemned to die
is i &
S0ido8e]) (Maximus the Confessor, To Thalassius 42 [PG
:2‘ Ibid., 42 (PG 90:405¢).
Cf. John 3:19; “And this i j
:19: s the judgement, that the light h i
gl;/[ wo.rld, ar;]d men loved darkness rather than light.” g1 hes come fnlo
aximus the Confessor, 7o Thalassius 29 (PG 90 :

Ma : :364b). See -
tulées on Love 1.100 (PG 90:984a): “... (God’s) goodne)ss an;i?sigg
and power, creative, preserving and judging beings.”

% See Rev 20:14. ¢ JERE e
65 Cpipes I
Spiritual Homilies 1.2 (ed. Dérries-Klostermann-Kroeger, 1-2, lines
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