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SUMIvIARY

The work introduces dialogue as a mode o f human being that had initially been 

presented by Buber and his followers from a ver)^ human perspective. People al

ways exist personally, in a dialogical realm which was x'iewed by Buber through 

the prism of the word pair “I  and Thoif” and later rediscovered ethically by Le^a- 

nas as “I  for Thoi/’. The above human approach to dialogue is complemented 

with a sort o f theological dimension, which, though not absent from the work of 

Buber and Le\4nas, had, strictly speaking, never been \iewed from the perspec

tive o f Christian Trinitarian theolog}^ This is the context in which the term “ the- 

olog\’ of dialogue” has been developed in the current work.

The first chapter o f this work is dedicated to the concept o f relation  ̂ as it lies nam- 

rally impHcit within the whole o f creation. Once started with the different kinds 

o f relationship identified by Aristode we went on to consider the Trinitarian trace 

which mns through creation, ordering it in accord with G od’s plan.

The second chapter presents dialogue from the perspective of the philosophical 

thought o f Buber and Leninas. The key terms “I  and Thou," “etemal Thou,” “in

born Thou” and true or confirmed dialogue were introduced in accordance with their 

original meanings provided by Buber.

In chapters three and Jour, a special attention is paid to the writers of the Church. 

There is an effort to learn dialogue while pursuing the dialogical development of 

Trinitarian thought throughout the epoch when the Creed o f Nicaea- 

Constantinople was formed. A major result gained within the context of the fight 

against heretical propositions, was that the true human-di\ine dialogue could be 

seen to reflect the relations o f the Trinity itself insofar as they could be realized 

within the creation.

In chapter four tum  to practical issues while speaking o f dialogue in the liturgical 

context and in the context o f interreligious human relations. True dialogue was
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considered to be based on love and to be central to the Liturgy as a point o f in

tersection o f inter-human and human-di\dne relations.

Trinitarian theolog}^ is a subject that has been highly developed and re-examined 

thoroughly in the thesis on the basis o f an already well-established permanent 

foundation. Both the Holy Scripture and the writings o f the Fathers were pre

sented as the solid starting point for any further thought on the Trinit}? in its par

ticular dialogical dimension. The aim was to present the Trinity as an ultimate and 

eternal source o f the relations in the world such as they ought to be. Such rela

tions were considered to be true dialogue, i.e. dialogue that has been truly estab

lished and confirmed by the “eternal Thoii’’ o f  God. The patristic confession 

helps us develop our Trinitarian approach to understanding dialogue, notably 

when Gregon- o f Nazianzus says that “singularit)? is moved to dualit}? and rests at 

trinit)?” . We see that, in his ^'iew, duality is not a balanced state and, since singular

ity? is to be ‘moved into dualit)?’, trinity appears as the very? perfection at which the 

former two, singularit}? and duality-, have to arrive. Similarly, when monologue is 

turned into dialogue, the latter becomes perfect or true if it is confirmed by die 

third part}’ involved. Paraphrasing, one could say that “monologue is moved to 

dialogue and rests at true dialogui’’.

In its pure state, Orthodox Trinitarian theology would be o f great help in attain

ing the above aim. While endeavouring properly to interpret the mystery? of the 

Trinit}? to their contemporaries and to subsequent generations, it is believed that 

the Fathers o f the Church were contemplating revelation rather than pursuing 

their own human thought. This way of thinking might in itself be seen as a sort of 

true dialogue as understood above. Following the dialogical thought of the Fathers 

and o f Scripture, this approach enabled us to avoid external and rational consid

erations but instead to examine the subject in agreement both with the initial 

thought of Buber and with those w”ho have written on the Trinit}?. Thus one 

would be able to speak of dialogue in a dialogical way.
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1. TR IN ITY  -  SOURCE FO R  D IA L O G U E

The word “G od” defines not an objective concept but a personal relation. By 

encouraging a relationship rather than understanding a concept we know God. 

The relation constitutes the ven' existence. It does not suggest separation and 

distance but reconciliation and dialogue. It is by being wholly transformed into 

relation that our Ufe is transformed into Hfe.

We participate in existence consciously and rationally, because the erotic 
drive o f our nature is transformed into a personal relation when there arises 
in the space o f the Other the first signifier o f desire; the maternal presence. 
The subject is born with love’s first leap o f joy.

The word ‘relation’ is used ine^ntably w’hen speaking in theological terms o f a 

Trinitarian approach. In the beginning o f the world there is a Trinit)--like relation 

estabKshed between God and His creation. The only way to relate to God perso

nally is to be a person like Him. Then there is a man created in His image and 

likeness. “He who created human beings in order to make them share in his own 

fullness so disposed their nature that it contains the principle o f aU that is good, 

and each of these dispositions draws them to desire the corresponding di\dne 

attribute.”'  God could not have deprived man of the best and m ost precious o f 

his attributes — those that refer to His personal inner relations.

Since there is a similarit}  ̂in the way the things o f the world are obsen^ed by God 

and by man the relationship between them pro\tides an appropriate means by 

which we can come to know’ God through His creation. Although the immediac)’ 

of that relationship has been interrupted by the effects o f the original sin, there is

* Yannaras, Christos. YariaUons on the Son^ of Songs. Trans, by Norman Russell. Brookline, ^^assachusetts: Holy 
Cross Orthodox Press, 2005.

- Gregorv’ o f Nyssa. Catechetical Orations., 5 (PG 45,24). As cited in Clement, Olivier. The of Christian Mystic
ism. Texts from the Patriotic Era with Commentary. Trans, by Theodore Berkeley. London: New Cit\% 2002, p. 
81.
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still a possibility of renewing it and therefore a potential for reconciliation. The 

relations of the inner Hfe o f G od - the Trinity - are not changed in the process of 

creation, either before or after. Actually this is the thing G od wants man to par

ticipate in and share with Him. The Trinitarian relations are in themselves o f a 

personal character, since the Father relates to the Son in the witness o f the Holy 

Spirit. The personhood o f the Father is a source o f the relation whereas the per- 

sonhood o f the Son is a subject o f it. The personhood of the Holy Spirit is a 

function of the relation between the Fatlier and the Son. There is no time and 

place when and where the relation is interrupted. It is beyond time and space. But 

a time and a place in which participation in the di\tine relations becomes possible 

came into existence with the creation. The creation itself took place in order that 

an image o f the Trinitarian relations should be revealed. In the abundance of His 

goodness God has made the world by His Word and vi\dfies it by the Holy Spirit. 

Therefore the life o f the world is affected in some way by the personal relations 

in the Trinity and one may reasonably seek for a certain vestige o f those relations 

within the different relational pattems pecuHar to both personal and impersonal 

natures in the world.

Objections have been raised to the vety  ̂idea o f such a vestigium trinitatis (vestige of 

the Trinity or Trinitarian ‘trace’) within the universe. Karl Barth, for example, 

would reject any possibility of di\ine disclosure beyond the Word of G od ad

dressing us in Jesus Christ. For Barth a vestigium would be a creature illegitimately 

being used as a cosmological or anthropological basis for revelation:

The concern here was with an essential trinitarian disposition supposedly 
immanent in some created realities < . . .> .  It was with a genuine analogia entis, 
with traces of the trinitarian Creator G od in being as such, in its pure crea- 
tedness.^

Barth, Karl. Church Do^atics^ ^^olume I, Part 1, The Doctrine o f the Word o f God T rans. G . Bromiley. E d in 
burg: T. & T. Clark, 1975, p. 334.
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If, however, we do not share such an outright rejection of the very possibility ei

ther o f an anabgia entis or of some knowledge o f God beyond the Christian reve

lation, then the question still has to be posed o f what the uncreated vestigia might 

signify/ We will later come to compare an idea o f vestigia trinitatis with the patristic 

idea that the uncreated energies of God act within the created universe and relate 

to it according to G od’s pro^tidence. Those relations that interest us will be intro

duced in the following section before we go on to discuss the patristic doctrine of 

the uncreated energies and how they are to be distinguished from the essence of 

G o d

1.1. Relations and the Trinitarian ‘trace’.

1.1.1. Relations.

Relation is one o f the ten Aristotelian categories and one o f the four categories of 

being o f Stoic philosophy. To denote relation Aristotie generally uses the term 

pros ti and the Stoics — schesis. Aristotle resen^es the term pros ti for denoting rela

tive terms — that is, things which stand in certain relationships. Instead, referring 

to relations themselves the Stoics speak particularly o f man’s relations to other 

men, to God, and to objects. Plutarch attributes to Zeno the \tiew that ‘Stirme is 

one, and only differs in its relations (scheseis) to things according to its actions.”^

In the patristic era the categor)^ of relation occupied a central place in the fight 

against iconoclasm during the eighth and ninth centuries. It had become \titaUy 

important at the time to clarify the exact relationship between the icon and its 

protot^'pe, and between the ‘beholder-and-venerator’ of an icon and the icon it

self. The notion o f relation also plays an important role in patristic discussions of 

m an’s relation to God, to our fellow men, to material things and secular values.

'' Ipgravc, Michael. Trinity and Inter Faith Dialogue. Plenitude and Plurality. Bern: Peter Lang, 2003, p. 21.

5 Pearson, A. C. The Fragments of Zeno and Cleanthes. London, 1891, pp. 173-174. As cited in Cavamos, Con
stantine. The Helknic-Christian Philosophical Tradition. Belmont, Massachusetts: Institute for Byzantine and 
Modem Greek Studies, 1989, p. 77.
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The preferred term in patristic works is the Stoic schesis, not Aristode’s pros ti. The 

Fathers who authored special chapters on the category' of relation, such as John 

Damascene and Photios the Great, tend to use Aristode’s expression pros ti for 

denoting a relative term, such as “master” and “slave,” and schesis in referring to 

relations themselves, such as “master o f ’ and “slave o f ”*̂

When using the term schesis the Greek Fathers paid more attention to the psychi

cal relations and their binding character. Their m ost significant contributions can 

be fovmd in their application o f the notion o f schesis to the moral and spiritual life. 

Besides a mere awareness o f the existence of things or persons there is also an 

emotional or volitional human attitude towards such objects as money, material 

possessions, human glor\’, as weU as persons. A binding relation begins as an in

terest in a thing. WTien this interest, calledprospatheia (“feeling tow’ards”), becomes 

strong, the relation to the thing is called empatheia (from en — in, and pathos — pas

sion), and the particular emotion involved is called a “passion.” It has become a 

strong emotional identification with a person or thing. Then the relation {schesis) 

appears to be a sort o f bondage or enslavement. The Greek Fathers teach the 

need o f freeing oneself from such ensla^dng relations.^

In the field o f the Trinitarian relations, there is an absolute freedom from any 

subjection. While speaking about “the Son of the Father” or “the Spirit o f the 

Father” the term schesis might be in use, but never in a sense o f bondage. The 

term pros ti is more appropriate since it is less associated with the idea of subordi

nation. It may have contributed to the formation of the word prosopon (person) 

and when it is used to denote the relations between the Persons o f the Holy Tri- 

nit}' it excludes any notion o f subordination.

The relation (pros ti or ad aliquid) in the thought o f Aristotie-Aquinas is tu'ofold: 

real and of reason. Real relation is the order in things themselves. Thus, for exam-

<> Ibid., p. 78. 

’ Ibid., p. 79.
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pie, an effect is related to the cause on which it depends, a part to the whole, 

potency to act, and an act to its object. A relation o f reason is an order that re

sults from mental contemplation as, for example, the order o f the predicate to 

the subject, and of species to genus. Real relation can be ‘transcendental,’ or it 

can be ‘essential,’ or ‘predicamental,’ as, for example, the relation o f essence to 

existence and matter to form, or the relation o f faculties, habits, and acts to the 

specific object.

Real relations are divided into transcendetital and predicamental. A transcendental 

relation is o f an order that is included in the essence o f a thing as, for example, 

the soul’s relation to the body, that o f matter to form, essence to being, an acci

dent to its subject, a science to its object, etc. AU these things have these rela

tions by their very' essence, and the transcendental relation lies perdue even when 

the term disappears. Thus a separated soul continues to be individuated by its 

relation to the body, w’hich is to rise again. It is called transcendental because it 

transcends the particular predicament o f relation and is found also in other cat

egories, for example, in substance and quaUt)" — indeed there is scarcely anything 

that is not ordered to something else by its nature.

Predicamental relation, which is also called relation according to being {secundum 

esse), is defined by Aristotie as a real accident whose whole being is ordered to 

something else. This relation is not included in the essence o f the thing, but it 

comes to the essence as an accident. It is pure order, only existing in reference 

to a term, as, for example, patemit}', filiation, the equalit)? o f two quantities, 

likeness.

The real existence of these relations is certain, for, antecedent to any considera

tion o f the mind and independent o f anyone’s thoughts on the matter, two 

w'hite things are really alike and this man is really the father o f another. O n the 

contran^ the relation of the predicate to the subject in a sentence is a relation of
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reason, which does not exist until after the consideration o f the mind, and as 

the result o f the mind’s acti\'ity.

The predicamental relation requires a real basis in the subject and a real termi

nus reaUy distinct from this basis in the subject. This relation does not lie perdue 

after the terminus disappears, and this is how it differs from the transcendental 

relation. The basis o f the predicamental relation is the reason for the reference 

or ordering. Thus, in the relation o f paternit)-, the man who begets a son is the 

subject, the son is the terminus, to whom the father refers; the basis o f the rela

tion is generation since the reason why the father is referred to the son is the 

fact that he begot him.

Trinitarian relations in Aristotelian terms would seem to be o f the predicamen

tal character as, in the relations Father-Son, Father-Spirit, there is a real basis in 

the subject and a real terminus reaUy distinct from this basis in the subject. 

However if one does not follow the doctrine o f the Filioque — that is, the pro

cession of the Holy Spirit from the Son as weU as from the Father — then the 

relation Son-Spirit does not seem to be o f the same character as the two others. 

There is no real terminus in the relation Son-Spirit when the Filioque is rejected. 

All that can be said about this relation is that it has its origin within the relations 

o f both Persons with the Father. This symmetrical principle o f the monarchy of 

the Father imposes from the start an understanding o f the triadic relations 

which is beyond what can be established by a rational logic. There is no ge

nuinely Trinitarian relation if the third part)? is excluded. Therefore, any rela

tional movement that starts from the Father m ust re torn to Him etemally in 

agreement with the Son and with the Spirit. The Father is both subject and ter

minus o f the relations o f the Trinity whereas the begetting or the procession is 

simply the basis in the subject o f the relations Father-Son and Father-Spirit, re

spectively. However, such triadic-like relations, in which a third part}? cannot 

under any circumstances whatsoever be excluded, do not fit the Aristotelian
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scheme. The Trinitarian relation requires completion. It starts from within the 

Father as a source, it involves the Son as begotten from the Father, and comes 

back in the Spirit as processing from the Father. There is in the Trinitarian rela

tions a complete relational plenitude.

The Filioque gives a different interpretation to the triadic relations. It agrees with 

the Aristotelian definition o f the predicamental relation. A third part}  ̂ is no t an 

essential part o f such a definition. So difficulties might arise about the role of 

the Father in the Son-Spirit relation or the Spirit in the Father-Son relation or 

the Son in the Father-Spirit one. The relation Father-Son, for example, is com

plete in itself without invohing the Spirit 'WTio is processing from the Son and 

from the Father likewise. The Father-Spirit and Son-Spirit relations look the 

same in their basis and in their terminus. This may introduce a certain vague

ness into the Father-Son relation as both its subject and terminus appear as sub

jects in the other relations which complete the Trinit}'. It also introduces an 

excess int.o the “closed system” o f these relations.

Within the Holy Trinit)' the Trinitarian relations must be self sufficient. G od 

has made the world freely, under no kind o f constraint, according to His good

ness, and He wiUs that the world should know Him through Trinit}^-Hke rela

tions. He relates to the world through His energies, or uncreated Hght, o f  which 

we wiU talk below. “AU that we say positively {kataphatikos) o f  God manifests 

not His nature but the things about His nature” .* St John Damascene takes up 

this thought o f Gregor}- Nazianzen and renders it more precise, using expres

sive images o f ‘movement’ {kinesis) or o f the ‘rush o f G od’ {exalma Theu) in de-

* Gregory Nazianzen. 7« Theophaniam, Oratio XXX^^II, 7, P.G. XXXM , 317. As cited in Lossk)’, Vladimir. 
The Mystical Theologf of Ihe Eastern Church. Trans, from die French, first published in English in 1957. New 
■S’ork: St Madimir’s Seminary Press, 2002, p. 73.
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scribing the di^ane energies.^ The Fathers apply to the energies the name of 

‘rays o f dî Tinit}?’, penetrating the created universe.’®

The word ‘energy’ is derived from Aristotle’s term energeia which is usually ren

dered in English translations o f Aristode as ‘actualit}^’ or ‘acti\nty.’’' In Aris- 

tode’s philosophy energeia is identical with form or determinate structure. Energe- 

ia is the opposite o f dynamis or ‘potentialit}^,’ which is identified by Aristode with 

ultimate matter, matter devoid o f definite structure. Aristode conceives G od as 

pure form without any matter or potentialit}', in other words, as energeia, pure 

acmalit}^ He makes no distinction between G od’s essence and His energ}^ 

However, there is a clear distinction between these two in the Greek Patristic 

writings. This distinction was particularly emphasized in the fourteenth centur}- 

by St. Gregor}? Palamas and his followers, in opposition to the \tiew of a Lati

nizing faction led by the monk Barlaam. For Barlaam, who followed the west

ern philosophers and theologians, a real distinction between the essence o f God 

and His energ}’ or energies was inconceivable. In this they were faithful to Aris- 

totie, regarding him as the infaUible philosopher. Palamas and the other hesy- 

chasts, on the basis o f their own experience, and in agreement with the Fathers 

such as Denis the Areopagite, Basil the Great and Gregory the Theologian, as

serted that although the essence o f God is beyond the powers o f the human 

mind to grasp, contemplate, or participate in, G od’s uncreated, eternal energies 

can be contemplated and participated in as ineffable, suprasensible light — 

G od’s glor\% experienced as Di\'ine grace. Instead, Barlaam and his followers 

held that these energies are created, subjective phenomena (phantasm) produced 

in the human mind.’"

 ̂]ohn Damascene. Defide orthodoxa, 1,14, P.G., XCH', 860 B. As cited in ibid,

>» Ibid.

"  E.g., in Metaplysics, XII. 1072a5-33,1072b 15-31.

■- Cavarnos, Constantine. The Helknic-Christian Philosophical Tradition. Belmont, Massachusetts: Institute for 
Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies, 1989, p. 47.
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If  the uncreated status o f the divine energies acting within the world is no t ac

knowledged, then the above mentioned element o f excess within the divine rela

tions becomes the only means by which the world can relate to God. So when 

we study the Orthodox distinction between the di^dne essence and energies, we 

find that its denial inevitably produces an orientation towards the Filioque. Re

ferring to Aquinas’ theology- o f analog)^ which is based on the Filioque, Dietrich 

Bonhoeffer writes,

The likeness, the analog}^ of man to God, is not analogia entis but analogia 
relationis. This means that even the relation betu-een man and G od is not a 
part o f man; it is not a capacit}% a possibility^ or a structure of his being but 
a given, set relationship.'^

Such a relationship is supposed to be understood as analogous to the proces

sion o f the Holy Spirit from the Son within the inner relations of the Trinit}'. If  

there is no procession o f the Holy Spirit from the Son as weU as from the Fa

ther, then there is no excess, going beyond the self-sufficiency o f the inner di\ine 

relations and, therefore, no basis for an analog}^ o f relation. In that case the rela

tions o f G od the Trinit}^ remain inaccessible for man even as analog}'.

Palamas noted that the essence of God, being one and altogether indivisible, is 

never spoken of in the plural, whereas the uncreated energ}? of God is referred to 

by Orthodox theologians both as one and as many, as being “divisible indivisi- 

bly,” like the rays o f the sun. It is through the uncreated energies that we know 

that G od exists, though not what He is. G od’s essence is above reason, incom

prehensible. “This discussion helps us see that Aristotle’s failure to distinguish 

between the essence o f God and His energies resulted in the negation of G od as 

a Creator and Providence, and the relegation o f Him to a sphere altogether 

beyond human experience. In the West, it has resulted in Deism, Agnosticism,

Bonhoeffer, Dictrich. Creation and Fall London, 1959, p. 37.
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and Atheism .” ’"*

1.1.2. The Tfinitatian ‘trace’ and the divine energies.

I.I.2.I. Western view.

In troducing Augustine’s statem ent that “w hen therefore we regard the Creator, 

w ho is understood  by the things that are m ade we m ust need to  understand the 

Trinity o f  w hom  there appear traces in the creature” ’  ̂ Thom as Aquinas points 

out:

“Every effect in som e degree represents its cause, b u t diversely. F o r som e 
effects represent only the causality o f  the cause, bu t no t its form; as sm oke 
represents fire. Such a representation is called a tracc. for a trace shows that 
som eone has passed by [from cause to effect] bu t no t w ho it is. O th er ef
fects represent the cause as regards the similimde o f  its form , as fire gener
ated represents fire generating; and a stame o f  M ercun’ represents M ercur)” 
and this is called the representation o f  image.

H e argues that in rational creatures, possessing intellect and wiU, the Trinitarian 

trace is found by way o f  image. In its ow n being even- creature has a form  in 

order to  distinguish it from  other species and determ ine its relations to them . 

Its being represents the cause and principle, thus showing the Person  o f  the Fa

ther, W ho is the “principle from  no principle.” In  ha\nng a form  and a species, 

it represents the W ord, and halting a relation o f  order, it represents the Holy 

Spirit, inasm uch as H e is love. T herefore Augustine says that according “as it is 

one indi\ddual,” and according “as it is form ed by a species,” and according as it

Cavarnos. The Hellenic-Christian Philosophical Tradition, p. 48.

Augustine, Saint. On the Trinity 10). Trans, by the Rev. Arthur West Haddan, B.D. Online Edition by 
K. Knight, 2004. http://www.newadvent.org/fathers

Aquinas, Thomas. The Summa Theologica, VoL 2, la. q. 45, 7. Literally translated by Fathers o f  the English 
Dominican Province. Sccond and re\4sed edition. London: Burns Oates and W ashbourne, 1921. See al
so online edition by Ke\^n Knight, 2003: http://u"ww.newadvent.org/sum ma.
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“has a certain relation o f order” the trace o f the Trinity is to be found in ever)^ 

creature'^ and that “the whole united Trinity is revealed to us in its works.”*® 

How the Trinity is obsen^ed to be present in creation differs according to the 

perspective o f any particular obsen^er. For Augustine, it is principally the hu

m an mind that offers an image, albeit an imperfect one, o f the triune 

G od.’’ Bonaventure, John Calvin,® and Johannes Kepler,"’ however, consider 

that it is in the entire cosmos that the image o f G od is to be seen.'" Bonaven

ture says: “The First Principle created this perceptible world as a means o f self

revelation so that, like a mirror (speculum) or a footprint [vestigium), it might lead 

the human being to love and praise G od the artisan” ."̂  Calvin writes that “in 

the whole architecture o f His world G od has given us clear e^ddence o f His 

etemal wisdom, goodness and power ... He shows himself to us in some m eas

ure in liis work. The world is therefore rightiy called the m irror o f his divin- 

it}’.”"'* Kepler “saw in the ■'.nsible universe the symbolic image o f the Trinit}^”"’

Augustine. On the Trinity (AT, 10).

Augustine, Saint Concerning the City of God Against the Pagans pCI, 24). Trans, by H. Bettenson. London: Pen
guin Books, 1972, p. 457.

Augustine. On the Trinity (X, 12).

See Zacliman, Randall C. ‘"Tlie Universe as the Living Tmage o f God: Calvin’s Doctrine o f Creation Recon
sidered,” Concordia Theological Quarterly, Â ol. 61, No.4^ 1997, pp. 299-312.

See Kepler, Johannes. The Harmony of the World. Trans. E. J. Aiton, A. M. Duncan, ]. Y . Field. Philadelphia: 
American Philosophical Societ}% 1997. Tlie theme of the Trinit}’ obscr\’-able in the universe is also very 
strong in Kepler’s Epitome of Copemican Astronomy^ see The Fontana History of Astronomy and Cosmoh^'. Lon
don: Fontana, 1994, p. 323.

— Panikkar’s scheme develops this notion flirther to suggest that not only humanit}’, but also reality’ itself has 
a Trinitarian structure — matter/energ}’, consciousness and transcendence/freedom. See Panikkar, Raimon. 
The Cosmotheandric Experience: Emerging R£H^ous Consciousness. New \'ork: Maryknoll, 1993, p. 121.

Bonaventure, Saint. The 'Breviloquium  ̂II. 11.2. Quinc)', IL: Franciscan Press, 1963.

Calvin, John. Commentaries: The Epistk of Paul the Apostle to the Hebrem and The First and Second Epistles o f S t 
Peter Trans. W. Johnston. Edinburgh: The Saint Andrew Press, 1963, p. 160.

“Kepler,” Dictionary of Scientific Biography, ed. C.C. GillLspie. New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1973, p. 
307. Kepler likewise asserted that Man was created in the image o f God, ibid.
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Indeed, for Kepler, G od’s purpose in creation “was to create the m ost beautiful 

and perfect world that would reflect the di\ine image.”"̂

That Augustine, Bonaventure, Cah^in, and Kepler see G od’s image in varying 

phenomena points to the cosmos and humanity as different images o f the same 

God. Indeed, it is fitting that the image o f the infinite G od is conveyed in many 

different modes. It remains for humanity to “on the one hand < .. .> distinguish 

between the world that we see and the G od whose image it is, and, on the other 

hand, there must be a similarity or analogy between the image and the G od rep

resenting himself therein.”"̂

It may be possible to discern images o f the Trinit}' which are not literally three

fold. We know of G od’s triunity because o f di\dne revelation, not because o f 

obser\'ation. Augustine, Bonavenmre, and Kepler perceived the image o f G od 

as itself tripartite. Yet as Australian scholar Denis Edwards has noted, it is be

cause o f G od’s Trinitarian nature that communion is the fundamental ontologi

cal categor}’. “Once the namre of God is understood as relational, then this 

suggests that the fundamental namre o f all reaUty is relational.”"® G od’s image 

thus need not be recognised in creation only when a suitable triad is located, but 

G od’s image is -\4sible wherever there exists a reality grounded in communion, 

that is, in Edward’s words, “Being-in-relation”.'^

Central features o f the W estern Trinitarian doctrine are the unit}' among di^•ine 

persons and their equalit}'. It was firmly claimed by The Fourth Lateran Coun

cil, that the unity o f the Godhead was not just a collective unit}' 'in the ŵ ay that 

many human beings are said to make one people, and many believers one 

church’. Rather it is the same ‘thing’, ‘that is di^tine substance, essence or namre’

Kepler. The Harmony of the World, xv.

Zacliman, p. 304.

-S Edwards, Denis. The God of Evolution: A  Trinitarian Theologf. New York: Paulist Press, 1999, pp. 26-27. 

Ibid., p. 28.
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which ‘txuly is the Father, and is the Son, and is the Spirit’, ‘That thing is not 

begetting, nor begotten, nor proceeding, but is the Father who begets, and the 

Son who is begotten, and the Holy spirit who proceeds, so that there may be 

distinction o f persons but unit}  ̂ o f n a t u r e . T h e  interpretation o f the omoousios 

(of the same substance) as a relation ‘which links the persons closely while al

lowing them to be discernible with respect to a certain range o f properties’ gives 

an opportunity to get the right (i.e., a non-Sabellian) teaching that there are 

three distinct persons, not just three modes o f operation o f one person.

With regard to the equalit}^ one has to accept that “the Three are radically equal 

to one another; none is in a position o f superiority over the others <...> all im

ply one another, so that none of them can be understood in a position o f pri

macy over the others.” '̂ Such equalit}’’ is necessary if communion and not sub

stance is the nature o f the Trinit^^ If one Person were superior, that Person 

would be the ‘locus o f di t̂init^ ’̂. Equality among Persons ensures that the di- 

\tine Kfe is defined by mutual gifting, not by the substance o f di\’inity.

In the Western Christian tradition the doctrine o f the Trinity is often articulated 

in two forms: social Trinitarianism which might stress the separateness o f the 

persons and relative Trinitarianism stressing in a way the unit)^ o f the Godhead. 

The relative one is supported by the early Karl Barth in his “Church Dogm at

ics” gi^ting the Trinity as simply three ‘modes o f existence’ o f one God^" and 

Karl Rahner to whom the Trinit\’ is ‘the three-fold quaUt}’ o f God in him self, 

his triune ‘personality’̂ .̂ Jiirgen Moltmann opposes their views in his social

Denzinger, H. Etichiridion Sjmbolorum, 23"  ̂edition, Freiburg, 1963, 803f,

”  Cunningham, Da\'id. These Three are One: The Practice of Trinitarian Theohgf. Oxford: Blackwell, 1998, pp. 111- 
112.

Barth, Karl. Church Dogmatics, A'^olume I, Part 1, The Doctrine of the Word of God. Trans. G. W. Bromiley. 
Edinburg: T. & T. Clark, 1975, ch. 2, pt. 1, T he Triune G od’.

See, among other places, the short essay in liis Theolo§cal Investigations, iv, “Remarks on the Dogmatic Trea
tise “D e Trinitate’”, trans. K. Smith. Darton, Longman, & Todd, 1966, p. lOlf.
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Trintarianism^'*, although not gi' '̂ing an adequate account of what binds the per

sons o f the Trinit}’ together. Sympathizing rather with Moltmann than with 

Barth or Rahner Richard Swinburne, the author o f a tetralogy on the philoso

phy o f the Christian doctrine, offered a moderate form o f social Trinitarianism, 

“one which stresses both the logical inseparability o f the di\4ne persons in the 

Trinit}% and the absence o f anything by w’hich the persons o f the Trinit}’ are in- 

di\dduated except their relational properties.

Humanity can never fully comprehend the mystery o f the economic Trinity, nor 

the dynamic o f the immanent Trinit}^ As B off writes.

Even revealed, the truth o f the Trinity remains a mystery ever open to new 
efforts o f human understanding, but finally an absolute myster}^ handed to 
us in freedom and love for our di\inisation. This myster}^ is o f the essence 
o f the Trinit}% and so wiU remain a myster}^ for all eternit}’.

Similarly, G od’s plan for the evolution o f the universe remains beyond the 

grasp of humanit}^ We may never understand what role a particular species may 

play in the evolution o f the cosmos. To emphasise the importance o f a single 

com ponent o f creation over any other part is unwarranted.

Human existence relies firmly and absolutely upon the non-human creation, 

animate and inanimate. Indeed as each person o f the Trinit}- can be understood 

as pointing outward to the other two members o f the di\nne communion, each 

member o f creation points to ever}’thing else in the cosmos. Just as it is with 

the persons o f the Trinit}’, so too each part o f the creation has a specific mis

sion to fulfil. Thus both anthropocentrism and even an un-Trinitarian christo- 

centrism are called into question when realit}’ is ^dewed from a Trinitarian per-

Moltmann, Jiirgen. The Trinity and the Kingdom of God. Trans. M. Kohl. SCM Press, 1981. 

Swinburne, Richard. The Christian God Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994, p. 189.

Botf, L. Trinity and Society. London: Burns and Oates, 1988, p. 99.
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specrive. It is with humanity on earth as it is too with Christ in the Trinit}': each 

is unique within the relations by which they are constimted, but not superior to 

them. Creation is, in the words Cunningham uses to describe G od, “Relation 

without remainder” .̂ ^

I.I.2.2. Orthodox view.

The main distinguishing characteristic of Orthodox theological methodolog}' is 

its use o f antinomy — oppositions o f contrarj^ but equally true propositions. 

There is for example the completely unreconcilable antinomy concerning the 

knowable and the unknowable in God. Accordingly, two theological ways - the 

positive and the negative - exist antinomically and there is no need to unifj" 

them or tr\’ to reconcile them for any purpose whatsoever. It was established by 

Dionisius the Areopagite that there are two wa)'s by which G od can be known: 

positive!)’, attributing to Him the perfections w’hich one finds in the created 

world: being, goodness, love, wisdom, beautj^; and negatively, through ignorance, 

den}ing to Him as subject even^thing that pertains to the realm o f being, and 

considering Him to be above any being, above ever}^thing which can be named. 

Reinterpreting the Thomist theor}' o f analog}?, Battista Mondin concluded that, 

in his teaching, names applied both to G od and to other beings, if  they are 

names of absolute perfections, are predicated according to the analog}- o f one 

thing with another. Since Aquinas’ constant aim ŵ as to presence the absolute

ness o f G od he denies that any analogy between two things and a third, or 

many things and one, can be used. For such an analog}- to be possible, the two 

or more things must be preceded by something else to which each o f them 

bears some relation. Since nothing precedes God, but He precedes the creature, 

the above kind o f analogical predication is not applicable to Him. O n the con- 

trar}', according to the analog}? between one thing and another, the same abso-

Cunningham. These Three are One, p. 165.
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lute perfection is predicated both o f G od and His creatures, no t in the same 

way but following priority and posteriority}^ “Analog}' of one to another is fit for 

theological discourse since, on one hand, it safeguards G od’s absoluteness and 

uniqueness and, on the other hand, does not destroy the ontological consistence 

o f finite beings.” ’̂ This has provided a basis for the continued development of 

scholasticism in Western theolog^^

Those Western theologians who broadly received the Areopagitic tradition 

made different estimates as to what this antinomy of the two theological ways 

was worth. As we have seen, for Thomas Aquinas it seems to have no exis

tence; the positive and negative ways are to be unified into a single way — that of 

the positive theolog}' o f analog}’. The negative way simply means that all affir

mations touching the namre o f G od must be understood in a more sublime 

sense [modo sublimiore). However, the great mystical dialectician Nicholas o f Cusa 

presen-es the whole value o f that antinomy; these two ways remain irreducible 

for the human spirit, but their opposition is resolved in God.'*®

Confirming that the antinomy between the positive and negative theologies has 

a real foundation in God, Gregor}’ Palamas whose approach might be called 

theologf of antinomy in place o f Aquinas’ theology! of analog '̂, gives us a more precise 

understanding of Dionisius’s dominant idea. Like, for instance, the antinomy of 

unit}' and trinit}', which postulates a distinction between nature and persons in 

God, and all other theological antinomies — the antinomy of the two ways dis

closes to the human spirit ‘a mysterious distinction within G od’s ver}' being’. 

This is the distinction between di^nne immovable essence and G od’s move

's  Mondin, Battista. The principk of Analog) in Protestant and Catholic Theobgf. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1963, 
pp. 34-35.

Ibid., as cited in Torrance, ,\lan ]. Persons in Communion. A n  Essay on Trinitarian 'Description and Human Partici
pation. Edinburgli: T&T Clark, 1996, p. 138.

Losskv, ^Hadimir. In the Image and Likeness of God. Trans, from the French, ed. by John H, Erickson and 
Tliomas E. Bird. New York: St ATadimir’s Seminar)- Press, 2001, p. 53.
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ments, operations or energies/* Following Basil the Great, John  Damascene 

and Gregory Palamas, Vladimir Lossk}^ puts special emphasis on the fact that 

G od goes beyond His essence, remaining the same G od in His energies.

The energies are not the effects foreign to the di ’̂ine essence; they are not 
acts exterior to God, depending on His wiU, like the creation o f  the world 
or acts o f providence. They are the natural processions o f G od Himself, a 
mode o f existence w’hich is proper to Him and according to which G od ex
ists not only in His essence, but also outside His essence.'*'

G od is not bounded even by His essence and the di\ane energies do not exist 

only as a function o f G od’s relation to what is external to Him. I f  the world 

were not created, G od would be both within His essence and outside it, over

flowing the essence in His energies. He is never diminished in His natural pro

cessions outside the essence. Palamas sometimes calls the essence ‘superior di- 

\tinit)’’ in opposition to the energies as ‘inferior di\’init)-’, although by no means 

indicating in the energies any diminishing o f God. Despite the particular termi

nological resemblance to the Platonists, Lossky points out a basic difference: 

“essence can be said to be superior to energies in the same sense that the Fa

ther, the source o f all di\tinit}% is said to be superior to the Son and to the Holy 

Spirit”. He also emphasizes that the distinction does not imply any separation 

or division o f G od into knowable and unknowable because “G od reveals Him 

self, totally gives Himself in His energies, and remains totally unknow’able and 

incommunicable in His e s s e n c e . A c c o r d i n g  to Dionisius the Areopagite, 

there are two modes o f existence in which G od remains identical: sameness and 

difference {to tauton ke to eteron).'̂ * G od is never limited by His essence and can

't' Ibid.

Ibid., p. 54.

Ibid., p. 55.

^  Dionisius the Areopagite. De divims nominibus, 9 ,1; P.G. 3, col. 909B.
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not be reduced to it. In order to emphasize that fact Palamas even prefers the 

word ‘superessence’ {hjperousioti^, borrowed from Dionisius.

When speaking of God, there is always, in the Orthodox view, the Holy Trinit}'. 

The energies can be designated by the word “di^dnities” only because they are 

proper to the Three consubstantial Persons as their Hfe, power, wisdom, sanctit}", 

which are coinmon to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Flowing eternally from 

G od’s nature and being communicated to us by the Holy Spirit, each energy  ̂ re

veals to us the Trinity as a whole. Some efforts have been made, erroneously and 

without reference to Orthodox teaching, “to improve” palamism and make it 

more suitable for the purposes of ecumenical dialogue. Such is, for example, a 

proposal by Michael Ipgrave to “develop a theory o f Trinitarian appropriation 

whereby particular energies were understood as expressive o f particular h ’̂postas- 

es”"*̂. While rightly considering that a Palamite smdy of enhypostasia would be “a 

more fruitful basis for a theology' of appropriation than the rather arid assignation 

o f various attrihuta set out in Latin scholasticism”’'̂ , his suggestion that wisdom, 

for example, would be associated with the Logos and Kfe with the Spirit reveals a 

lack o f understanding that, since it is always the one God, the energies reveal the 

Trinit\^ as a whole. They are never to be associated with any particular h\"postasis 

but act outside apophatic immovable essence as its kataphatic (positive way o f 

knowing God) completion.

It often escapes our attention that there is no single right way to embody our real 

experience o f G od in words or expressions. But a balanced approach is possible 

because the possibilit}^ of di^tine revelation is alw’ays open. God Himself wants us 

to know about Him. He steps forward towards man through the active energies 

that characterise the Three Persons in their perichoral relationship. The di^^ne es

sence with its energies is enhypostasis^ed in the three di\tine Persons; hence, a h}^os-

Ipgrave. Trinity and Inter Vaith Dialogue, p. 298. 

Ibid.
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tatic principle or mode o f the relational being o f G od the Trinit}^ is to be consi

dered as the most important means o f approaching the knowledge o f God. Etihj- 

postasit(ed cnetgy shoxald not be understood as belonging to a particular hj^ostasis 

and separate from the other ones but as revealing the unit}" o f the Three.

Evoking natural examples such as the sun with its rays when trjdng to show that 

energies o f G od are the same G od in His movements theologians use the term 

light’. “G od is called light not according to His essence, but according to His 

energ}^” ’̂ Introducing the concept o f the diAone Kght Lossky writes:

This light (phos) or illumination (ellampsis) which surpasses intelligence and the 
senses is not o f the inteUecmal order, as illumination o f the intellect, taken in 
an allegorical and abstract sense, often is; neither is it o f  the sensible order; 
however this Hght simultaneously fills reason and the senses, manifesting it
self to the total man, and not to just one o f his faculties < . . . >  The Hagioritic 
Tome distinguishes: (1) sensible Hght, (2) the Hght o f the intelligence, (3) the 
uncreated light which surpasses both the others equally.

Related to the concept of the di'v îne light, the doctrine of grace for Orthodox 

theology is founded on the distinction of namre and energies in God. Both St 

Gregor}" Palamas and St. Mark of Ephesus said that illumination or divine grace 

is not o f the essence, but of the energy o f God. Being something m ore than a 

mere function, grace is more than a relation o f G od to man. “Far from being an 

action or an effect produced by G od in the soul, grace is G od Himself, com

municating Himself and entering into ineffable union with m an.”'*’ O n Mount 

Tabor during the Transfiguration o f the Lord the Ught which the apostles saw' 

belongs to G od by its nature as eternal, infinite and existing outside o f  time and 

space. It has been revealed in the theophanies o f the Old Testam ent as the glor}"

G regor)’ Palamas. Against AJ^mdynos^ P .G . 150, col. 823. 

Lossk}’. In the Image and Likeness^ p. 58.

Ibid., p. 59.
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o f God. Each theophany actually proves to be a point of intersection o f the di- 

\ ^ e  and human, created and uncreated, temporal and timeless, spatial and 

spaceless. W hen taking place in time and space in the presence o f a created hu

man being, it reveals the timeless and spaceless uncreated glor}  ̂ o f  God. WTiat 

we have to notice here is that there is a sort o f impersonal m atter such as water, 

fire, cloud, rock, vestment (of Christ) involved in each o f the theophanies that 

ever took place.

Palamas insists on the possibility of seeing God with corporeal eyes. This caused 

his opponents a great deal of distress and seemed to everj’one to be absurd. 

However we must be careful not to evaluate too easily as “absurd” everj'thing 

which appears strange to our rationalistic minds - the major part o f the Christian 

dogmas for example. Lossky argues that it is not so for G od the Trinit}^ Wlio 

lives in inaccessible Light and Who penetrates by His energies the created world 

which is the world o f pure spirits as well as that of physical beings. God is as 

equally distant from and close to the senses as He is distant from and close to the 

intelligence.

We forget that this opposition between the body and the soul, this struggle 
of the flesh against the spirit and o f the spirit against the flesh o f which St. 
Paul speaks, is a result of sin; that the body and the spirit are in reaKt}' only 
two aspects of the human being; that our last end is not only an intellectual 
contemplation o f G od but the resurrection of the total man, soul and body, 
the beatimde of human beings who are going to see G od face to face in the 
fulness o f their created nature.

W'e might similarly understand the opposition between the created impersonal 

nature and human persons as being a result o f original sin. Analyzing the rela

tions within the impersonal universe as they are understood in the perspective 

o f the latest research in physics, we can begin to approach an idea o f the relativ-

^  Ibid., p. 63.
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ity o f the created world which is much more profound than the merely materia

listic one. Relati^nt)', or relatedness, can also be understood as a result o f un

created energies penetrating the world. Although the energies reveal the Trinit)^ 

as a whole, they are, necessarily, characterized by their deeply relational nature. 

W hen he obser\^es the universe man enters into personal contact with its imper

sonal reaKt}', thus affecting it and making it possible for it to be considered as a 

creation o f God. The uncreated Light o f G od pours out upon the universe as a 

whole, human beings included, and the same Light forms it into a unit}- due to 

the collaboration with the rediscovered image and likeness o f G od in humanit)".

1.2. Relations within the impersonal universe.

Men and women Hve in the material world within time and space which have 

been created for them. Space and time originate together with created matter 

which, as physics today is gi' '̂ing a picture o f it, is a totality' o f dynamically un

certain active relations. “Nature permits us to calculate only probabilities < . . .>  

the way we have to describe Nature is generally incomprehensible to us,” ’̂ con

cludes Richard Feynman (Nobel Prize winner for physics 1965).

The scientific discoveries made in the XIX and XX centuries have enabled philo

sophers to develop a new grammar of metaphysics. Metaphysics is no longer to 

be considered as something outside and above physics anymore, but rather as a 

part o f it. The unorthodox methodology^ and apophatic language of post- 

Newtonian science reads like the beginning o f a metaphysical extension of phys

ics. A human being cannot be a neutral observ'er o f nature, and the primar\’ claim 

of science to objective knowledge has been shown in practice to be unattainable. 

It is impossible to obser\^e and describe physical phenomena without affecting 

them.

Feynman, Ricliard. Q BD : The Strang Theory of Light and Matter Princeton: Princeton Universit}- Press, 1985, 
p. 77,
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Quantxim theor)^ tells us that nothing can be measured or obser\^ed without 
disturbing it, so that the role of the obsen^er is crucial in understanding and 
physical process. So crucial in fact that some people have been led to believe 
that it is the observ^er’s mind that is the only realit}? — that ever}^thing else, in
cluding the whole physical universe, is an illusion.^"

The Creator affects His creation simply by obsendng it, and this is one o f the 

means by which our relation with Him becomes possible. It can be argued that 

within the relational character of created matter there stands revealed a trace o f 

the Trinitarian relations as they are within the Creator Himself. We may be able 

to obsen^e the same trace {vestigium trinitatis) in the metaphysics o f human rela

tions which will be discussed later on. And this may even suggest the idea o f 

comparing relations within matter with interpersonal human relations.

When we speak o f relations in quantum mechanics, we refer to a mode of 
correlation-referentiality-coordination which has the character o f the unpre
dictable, of the probable, o f the possible, and which could be compared only 
with the dynamic freedom of interpersonal human relations. Quantum m e
chanics has come to assert “within the very’ nature of things” a probabilistic 
character which <. . .  > constitutes the given mode o f physical reality^

As a result of the di\ine trace mentioned above matter has a probabilistic charac

ter which admits of no possibilit)- o f a purely objective approach. When seeking 

the vestigia trinitatis in the inner state o f matter one can only speak in terms of 

probabiUt}' since, together with the known relations there are also relations which 

cannot be described and of which no-one can be fijUy aware. N o objective theory^ 

dealing with real matter and physical processes, can take such relations into ac

count. Consequentiy, a real obsen^ation wiU always turn out very? differendy from

5- Rae, Alastair. Quantum Physics: Illusion or Reality? Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986, p. 3.

^'annaras, Christos. Postmodern Metaphysics. Trans, by Norman Russell. Brookline, Massachusetts: Holy Cross 
Orthodox Press, 2004, p. 93,
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its theoretical forecast. Once we have understood these modem \news on the re

lational character o f matter, in particular, we can easily conclude that any effort to 

consider the created world without referring to the Creator will be fruitless. Even 

though, on a purely practical plane, the well-known theories and approaches stiU 

seem to work.

To obsen'e means in some way to relate to, and therefore to form a relational 

pattern with, matter. This might vary for the different obsen'ers but the relation

ship between them ensures that their common orientation towards matter is, 

somehow, managed. If the obser\^ers could structure their investigation of matter 

in such a way as to understand how the Creator relates to it, then the vestigia trini- 

tatis within it would be revealed through its relational character. And inversely, 

while seeking for the relations within matter, one might come to know what the 

Creator’s plan for it is.

The obser\^ation shapes its object; the object is constituted only as something 
obsen'ed in accordance with the form of the experimental inten^ention of 
the obsen-er. It is not an object in relation to the subject, but is the relation
ship itself — a kind o f free response o f the thing obsen^ed to the obser
vation.^''

The relational character of the obsen^ation can be understood, for example, in 

terms of a curious ‘wave-particle’ duaKty in the quantum theor)^ It is reminiscent 

o f the soul-body dualit)'. According to this idea, a microscopic entit}' such as an 

electron or a photon sometimes exhibits beha\ior like a particle and sometimes 

like a wave depending on the sort of experiment chosen. “A particle is a totally 

different animal from a wave; it is a small lump o f concentrated stuff, whereas a 

wave is an amorphous disturbance that can spread out and dissipate. How can 

anything be both? It aU has to do with complementarity again”’’. In a wider sense.

Ibid, p. 94.

Davies, Paul. God and ihelSlewPfysics. London: J.M. Dent, 1983, pp. 108-109.
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this ph}’sical-metaphysical dualit}  ̂ or “complementarity” is characteristic o f rela

tions even as they operate on a higher plane. How can the Bible be both a revela

tion and a collection o f words or the human heart be a vehicle o f love and a 

blood pump?

Wave-particle dualit}  ̂presents a kind o f ‘software-hardware dichotomy’. The par

ticle aspect is the hardw’are face o f atoms — “Htde balls rattling about” . The wave 

aspect corresponds to the software, or mind, or information, for the quantum 

wave is different than any other sort of wave. “It is not a wave o f any substance 

or physical smff, but a wave o f knowledge or information. It is a wave that tells 

us what can be known about the atom, not a wave of the atom itself The quan

tum wave is also a wave o f probability. It teUs you where you can expect the par

ticle to be, and what chance it may have o f such-and-such a propert)^ such as ro

tation or energ}’. The wave thus encapsulates the inherent uncertainty and unpre- 

dictabilit}’ o f the quantum factor.” '̂’

Generally speaking, the principle o f wave-particle duality is also reflected in the 

relation between the object and its idea, or logos and, thinking more profoundly, 

between the Creative Logos and the created matter. The wave of knowledge or 

information contains within itself every^thing that needs to be known in order to 

describe the specific characteristics o f the particle. It is in the w'ave that the rela

tion is established between the material particle and the rest o f created matter; 

and, inversely, it is in the wave-particle duality that the relational principle o f the 

creation, its vesti^um trinitatis, is obsen’̂ ed.

We speak of “matter” as if it exists within space and time. The revolutionar}^ 

theor}' o f relati^it}^ has dramatically changed this approach. There is no space and 

time independent o f matter. Space and time are combinations and products of 

the presence o f matter; they are a consequence o f the materiaHt}' of what exists. 

Therefore, any question relating to the fact o f existence in itself, that is to ontolo-

^  Ibid.
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g}' or metaphysics, must be stripped o f any association with the ideas o f space 

and time. The question of what exists with regard simply to the fact that it exists 

(before the inclusion o f materialit}^ in the consideration of its mode o f existence) 

excludes any connotation of space and time. In the context o f space and time it is 

only as a fact in relation to the space-time coordinates of a particular instance of 

materialit}^ that existence can be studied. This is confirmed by the idea o f the ori

gin of the universe in an initial ‘Big Bang,’ the explosion o f the universe’s matter- 

energ}' in its initial super-dense state. Beyond this explosion there is no space, just 

as there is none beyond the bounds o f the universe. Any inquin- into the “be

fore” and the “where” o f the beginning of the universe is excluded. The exclu

sion is imposed by the assertions o f physics and itself “imposes a purely meta

physical concept: the concept o f an obKgator}^ exit from the succession o f before 

and after, and also from ever}’ dimensional location. Such a concept may also en

tail the exit from the presupposition o f the existent, or it may not. Contemporar}" 

physics seems to say that it does not” ’̂.

If  in the existent there is no space and time, what is there? An answer might be 

suggested by what we have said about the di%tine trace. There is a relation which 

organizes the existent and prepares it to become matter within its space and time. 

The relation itself is above matter, space and time. It bears the vestigium trinitatis 

“before” the matter exists in time and space, although there is no “before” but 

some kind o f expectations o f matter to be formed. “In the beginning G od 

created the heaven and the earth. And the earth was without form, and void; and 

darkness was upon the face o f the deep. And the Spirit of G od moved upon the 

face of the waters” (Gen 1:1-2)^*. The book of Genesis teUs us the stor\^ of the 

expectation o f the matter to be created in a form. There is no form, no space and 

time, consequently, no laws forming the matter; there is only a relation between

5'̂  Yannaras, Postmodern Metaphysics, pp. 102-105.

All quotations from the Bible will be taken from the King James '\''ersion.
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the created heaven and earth. The formless matter, or ‘earth,’ is related to the 

heaven which is the created spiritual reality. The movement of the Spirit signifies 

this expectation which is going to be ended by a revelation of the vestigia trinitatis 

in the relations within the creation.

As an existent the expectation contains within itself the relational laws which 

win be manifested in the matter. So long as no alternative is possible, the di\ane 

trace presupposes that what will be given will be a harmony rather than any mu

tually exclusive alternatives. “And God said, let there be light: and there was 

light. And God saw the Hght, that it was good: and God divided the Hght from 

the darkness” (Gen 1:3-4). The Hght has brought harmony into the creation as it 

reveals the vestigium trinitatis. The lack of it is called the darkness which does not 

reflect any vestigium trinitatis at aU. The more Hght is poured unto the earth the 

more clearly is the Trinitarian trace and, consequently, the relation of the 

created matter to the Creator, is revealed. Heaven is full of Hght without any 

darkness and the relation with God is e\ident to the creation. The di\ision be

tween the darkness and the Hght signifies that there is stiU an unenHghtened 

state of matter with no relation yet established with God. The expectation is 

that this matter wiU be enHghtened by man who utII recognize the vestigia trinita

tis within it. All the creation should be under the Hght of the collaboration of 

God and man in their Trinitarian-Hke relations. The absence of a clear \iew  of 

the vestigia trinitatis within the created world shows that the coUaboration is still 

ver)' incomplete.

We can see from the above account what the relationship can be between con

temporary- physics and a metaphysics that has been reconsidered in terms of its 

fundamental discoveries. Physics gives us the calculations that have defined the 

Big Bang as the initial event responsible for setting up the universe as it can be 

observed today. These calculations constimte an extension of the physical boun

daries beyond this conclusion: “a metaphysical extension of physics”.
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Both the specifications (fortuitous or intentional) o f the Big Bang as a found
ing event o f the universe, and tlie non-local and non-temporal coordinates o f 
the beginning of space and time are determined and therefore "existential" 
facts, principles o f existential uniqueness, without entailing materiality in the 
definition o f their existence.

“The laws o f science do not distinguish between the past and the fijture.” °̂ An 

electron can move “baclcward in time” and constitute a positron, that is, it can be 

equally existent both then and when it moves “forwards” in time. And a photon 

can pass simultaneously through both sHts of a polari2er, aboKshing the “where” 

but remaining demonstrably existent. The relation within an electron-positron 

pair constimtes their existence, with no spatial and temporal limits. This suggests 

that it might be possible to compare their relation with the divine trace or with 

the expectation within the formative matter or, better to say, matter considered in 

the abstract, in the absence of a space-time form.

The backwards-mo\’ing electron when -vnewed with time m o\ing forwards 
appears the same as an ordinary- electron, except it’s attracted to normal elec
trons — we say it has a ‘positive charge.’ <. . .> .  For this reason it’s called a 
‘positron.’ The positron is a sister particle to the electron, and is an example 
o f an ‘anti-particle.’ This phenomenon is general. Every particle in Nature 
has an amplitude to move backwards in time, and therefore has an anti- 
particle. When a particle and its anti-particle coUide, they annihilate each oth
er and form other particles. (For positrons and electrons annihilating, it is 
usually a photon or two.) And what about the photons? Photons look exactiy 
the same in all respects when they travel backwards in time <. . .  > so they are 
their own anti-particles.^'

Richard Feynman sees the pairing o f particles as a general phenomenon since it 

determines something which is specific for the inner state o f matter as a whole.

'̂ ’̂ annaras, Postmodern Metaphysics  ̂p. 106.

Hawking, Stephen. A  Brief History of Time. London: Bantam Books, 1988, p. 160. 

Feynman, p. 98.
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For the physicists the movements “backwards in time” have become a necessar)^ 

part o f their explanation of material events. For those interested in metaphysics a 

similarly decisive role must be played by relation. It constitutes the existent o f the 

electron-positron pair and sets up the process by which the proton is born. This 

third particle, bom  as a result o f the annihilation o f the particle and anti-particle, 

enables us to imagine what the relation between the two is Uke. The triadic pat- 

tem of this relation is general for the created matter. The “process” o f annihila

tion does not “take place” in time and space and so the relation is already creative 

“before” the creation assumes a form. Being imparted by the Creative Logos, this 

characteristic o f the relation is already present in the matter that is expecting to be 

formed. There is already a Trinitj^-like relationship between the Logos and the 

formless “earth” though the perfection and the plenitude of such relations is sig

nified by die created “heaven”. Once it is formed, matter becomes an image 

which reflects the beaut)’ o f the Creator through His relation to the creation. 

Beaut)? is a creative and, therefore, a relational matter allowing a personal to be 

revealed through an impersonal which reflects the personal. This can never be 

grasped in a scientific way but might be interpreted by using the example o f how 

we approach a work o f art.

The scientific study of an art object cannot impose upon us that form o f the 
relationship with it which allows us to recognize the principle o f a personal 
othemess, the uniqueness o f a creative person. Scientific study can possibty 
convey the personal otherness o f the creative principle which is expressed in 
the work o f art, can possibly refer to it. But it can never make it into a cogni
tive fact. The knowledge o f personal othemess is only an experience o f rela
tion.^'

The revelation of the Trinitarian trace within created matter gives us a sense of 

G od’s personal othemess and o f His creative pro\tidence, though in their perfec-

^’annaras, T^ostmodem Metaphysics^ pp. 112-113.
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tion and plenitude they can only be known through those relations that are found 

in “heaven”. Both “heaven and earth are full o f Thy glory”. The created earth and 

heaven reveal the beauty and glory o f the Trinitarian relations in ways that are 

complementary? to each other: heaven — as a creative relational principle; and 

earth — as realized creative relations. In the example given above, the event of 

non-spatial and timeless particle/anti-particle annihilation breaks through the li

mitations o f classical physics, extending as far as a metaphysical reality o f creative 

relations. The triadic relational principle becomes a revelation o f the possibility of 

discerning the personal character o f God the Trinit}? as it is known through its 

impersonal realization. One can enter into relation as long as there is an other to 

whom one may relate. Their personal othemess gives birth to their relations and, 

conversely, their relations reveal and complement their othemess. The sense of 

personal othemess is given to man through and within his relationship with God. 

Ha\ong been created by God with and within the impersonal world, man is able 

to enter into communication with God through his relations in the created world 

by means of which the initial personal othemess o f G od the Trinit}? can be 

known. G od can also relate to man through created impersonal matter which 

bears die vestigia trinitatis. One may say that the personal and relational mode of 

the human being implies his creation in the image and likeness o f God. However, 

the plenimde of those relations is only to be seen in the created heaven where 

their likeness to the relations of the Trinit}? is perfect and complete.

1.3. Human relations with the universe.

Since his creation man is imtited to relate to the universe, which is the emtiron- 

m ent o f the created human being. As we have argued, there is within the universe 

a Trinitarian trace affected by the Creator through His “observing” the creation. 

Therefore, from the ver}? beginning the universe tends naturally towards the for

mation o f conditions for its self-cognition, that is to say, towards the formation
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of the conditions of sensible life. Within the perspective of this inherent and veri

fiable tendency of the universe, life can be properly iinderstood as an integral 

and/or relational phenomenon, whose existence is due to the mutual interaction 

of all the natural laws and all the elements of physical and metaphysical reaHty. 

“The universe has to be such as to admit life. It is not only that man is adapted to 

the universe. The universe is adapted to man.”*'̂  An uncompromising version of 

this ‘anthropic principle’ can be found in the following statement: “Scientific ob- 

sen^ation does not simply affirm the realit}' of the cosmos; it constimtes it as an 

existential fact.”*’'* This “anthropic principle” appears as a result of those same 

relations which form the basis for the personal recognition of the di\tine trace 

within the impersonal universe.

Relation, in this perspective, is not simply the “extrinsic” mental relationship 
between objects. It is not a phenomenological sequentialit}', order and func
tional combination, assembled from observation, convergence, encounter, 
exchange or parallel operations. Nor is it simply a syntactic stmcture, an ef
fective combination or a complementary^ reciprocit}'. Relation is fundamen
tally referentialit}^ as the exclusive mode of formation of the existential fact — 
from the quantum composition of the beha^^or of matter, as the active for
mation of the human subject by means of reason “in the field of the Other” 
— with the “horizon” or recipient of the reference as a given. ^

The word person is the linguistic term used by Christos Yannaras to signify, in 

particular, the subject not as “an existential given in itself, but as an active fact of 

reference and relation, and at the same time as a “horizon” manifesting the refe- 

rentiaUty of existential things”. The Greek word for “person,” prosopon, is a com

pound word formed from the prefix pros (towards) and the noun ops (face) {opos in

Barrow, John D, and Tipler, Frank |. The Anthropic Cosmohffcal Principle. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1988, p. vii.

'■'* Yannaras, Postmodern Metaphysics, p. 118.

M Ibid., p. 135.
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the genitive). Person {prosopoti) signifies a referential act: one has his face towards 

someone or something else. He is always being opposite. The word “indi\'idual” 

{atomoti), by contrast, evokes a static existential unit, “wholly homogeneous in it

self,” with no referentiality at all. Relationship as a unique, dissimilar and unre

peatable existential fact stimulates the active referentiaUt}" o f every person. As 

Yannaras argued, this is the only real existence within the created world which 

underlies relation and is not exhausted in its referentialit)^, although it is by means 

o f the relation that it is defined: “The ineffable (not strictiy definable) hypostasis (or 

real existence) o f the human person is the only existential reality in the world 

which is not exhausted in the referentialit}^ o f relation, in quantum referentialit}', 

although it is recognized and defined only by means of the relation.”

The h^'postatic principle o f a personal being is derived from the vet}’ existence of 

Triune God as the Creator Who delivered His image and likeness to man in order 

that he should know God in a personal way. According to John Damascene, the 

term hypostasis has two meanings. Sometimes it simply means existence. Certain of 

the holy fathers have talked o f ‘natures, or h)?postases.’ From this definition it 

follows that hypostasis is the same thing as ousia which is frequently employed by 

Aristotie. His definition of ousia is as follows: “That is principally, primarily and 

properly called ousia which is stated o f no subject and which is in no subject — for 

example, this man, or this horse. We call ‘second ousias’ those species wherein 

the ‘first ousias’ exist with their corresponding description: thus, ‘this man’ is spe

cifically man and generically animal. Man and animal, then, are called ‘second ou

sias’. I n  other words, as Lossky argued, ‘first ousias’ are indi\tidual subsistences, 

the indi^tidual subsisting; ‘second ousias’ — essences, in the philosophical Realist 

sense o f the word.

Sometimes hypostasis implies that which exists by itself and in its own consistency.

“  Ibid., p. 136.

Aristotle. Categorieŝ  V. As cited in Lossk}’. The Mystical Theolog}’, p. 50.
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In that case l^postasis denotes “the indi\'idiaal, differing numerically from every 

other — Peter, Paul, this particular horse”. The two terms, according to Lossk}% 

would thus appear to be more or less synonymous^*. Ousia means an individual 

substance, while being capable at the same time o f denoting the essence common 

to many indi\dduals. O n the other hand, hypostasis means existence in general, but 

is capable also o f application to individual substances when it denotes the same 

thing as person iprosopon). Ousia can never imply the same meaning as prosopon, 

however it might be synonymous with h)postasis when being applied to concrete 

substance.^^

By the ver)' fact of the creation a reality in the world is set up as an invitation-to- 

relationship. An in\ntation could be issued only in a personal way as it belongs to 

the freedom of the person to agree to being defined as the second term o f a rela

tionship — to acknowledge, or to deny and reject, the in\ntation-to-relationship. 

Addressing the person (prosopon) to turn his face towards the reality o f created 

impersonal matter implies the coming together in a unified fact o f a dialogue be

tween physics and metaphysics. As argued above, it is through an extension of 

the borders o f physics that the state o f entering such a dialogue can be defined. 

As it is an aspect o f logos — i.e. an aspect of reasoning — that enables us to appre

hend principles and forms, there are two things prompting dialogue — “the ra

tional recipient o f the world’s reason {logos) and the causal principle o f in\titatory 

reason The prefix dia (inter) forming the word “dialogue” {dia-logo )̂ im

plies an interaction between the two above reasons: “world’s” and “in^ntator}^”. 

Since they are both terms o f the dialogue’s relationship, the dialogue becomes an 

existential fact — the given existence o f the world as regards humanit^^

Taken up by St Ignatius o f Antioch, the concept o f logos in the first three Chris-

Ibid., p. 51.

Ibid.

™ Yannaras, Postmodern Metaphysics, p. 138.
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tian centuries became an instrument for reconciling the cosmolog}^ o f  Greek phi

losophical thought with the biblical concept o f creation. Although this line o f  ar

gument originated with the Greek apologists (Justin, in particular), it was to be

come particularly characteristic o f the Alexandrian theologians: Clement and, 

most o f all, Origen. Justin and later Clement employed the idea o f logos in a chris- 

tological manner as the bond between God and the created world or between 

truth and the mind contemplating the tmth. As the logos o f God, Chnst is the link 

bet\\'een truth and the mind. In Clement a fundamental role is played by the idea 

that the truth exists ‘partially’ outside Christ. By contrast, Origen connected the 

idea o f G od and that o f creation so closely that the Hnk between the logos o f G od 

and the logoi o f creation comes to be organic and unbreakable. He argued that it is 

essential to have an object on which God exercises His power; otherwise He 

would not be eternally om nipotent.'’ Despite the unorthodox character o f much 

of his thought, Origen was approaching an important idea o f the closeness o f the 

logos o f God to that of man in that both are addressing the universe. The dialogic 

relation with created matter (the reason, or logic, o f the world) reveals the trace o f 

God the Trinit}? and, inversely, it is the in^atatory reason of that trace that brings 

such man-universe dialogue into being.

Realit}' does not exist only as an imritation-to-relationship. Since the in^dtation 

refers to the relationship, the realit}? cannot refer to its inmtator}? character alone, 

denying any real content to the relationship. So the in\itator)? character of the 

world’s logos implies something more than simply a relationship with the world 

itself. Although the dialogue has become an existential fact, it includes no h^'pos- 

tatic term since the hypostasis is above relational matters and defines something 

which is only characteristic o f God and o f existential being. This h^^DOstatic term 

is the causal principle without which there can be no relation as an existential fact

Ziziouks, John D. hsing as Communion. Studies in Personhood and the Church. New York: St ^^adimir’s Seminary 
Press, 1997, pp. 74-75.
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and, hence, no dialogue.

The quantum constimtion of the world constitutes an existential fact which 
refers only to human consciousness-cognition. It does not form an objective 
something, a h^qjostatic term of a relation, l l i e  quantum wave acquires value 
and constimtes an existential signification only in its encounter with human 
consciousness. “Outside” this encounter it is not signed as an existential fact. 
That is why we also say that the quantum wave is a rational principle (logos) 
that calls into relationship, but not a term that brings the relationship into be
ing. A h)^ostatic term (with the relation given as an existential fact) is the 
causal principle o f the invitator}^ rational principle (logos) o f the world, not as 
a logical consequence but as a “value” (existential verification) of the firrst 
term of the existential relationsliip.^'

When the human rational principle encounters the rational principle o f the world, 

the world is constituted inevitably as an existential fact; but if the w’orld’s im ita- 

tion-to-relationship is rejected or denied, its existence appears to be meaningless 

and without purpose. Although it is a prerogative o f our human freedom either to 

follow or to deny the invitation of the world, the denial must result in the same 

consequences for the human being itself — it becomes useless when the rest of 

the world appears as meaningless. By the uiU of the Trinitarian God, the human 

vocation must be realized within the created universe, which is “adapted to m an”. 

And the ver}̂  umtation-to-relationship proves to be a sort o f vesti^um trinitatis, 

prompting man to adapt himself to the universe in a dialogue between his own 

bgos and the imitator}? reason/logos of the divine trace.

1.4. Interpersonal relations.

Human beings are of a common nature. According to the ‘divine plan’ o f the cre

ation there is one single undivided nature in many human persons. The distinc

tion o f human nature and human persons is inherent to the creation and, in

^’̂ annaras, Postmodern Metaphysics^ p. 138.
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Lossk}'’s words, “no less difficult to grasp than the analogous distinction o f the 

one nature and three persons in God.”’  ̂According to Leontius o f Byzantium, a 

sixth-centurjf theologian, and later St Maximus the Confessor and St John D a

mascene, a whole nature is found or enh}fpostasized ienhjpostatoti) in an hj'posta- 

sis, such “being the nature o f a h\’postasis which cannot otherwise exist.” '̂* Since 

di\ine nature is one and enhypostasir^d in the Persons of the Trinit}^ then, as it is 

created in the image and likeness o f God, human nature likewise is one and must 

be enhypostasit^d in many human persons. Division within human nature arose due 

to original sin. VC-Tien human nature became di\aded, split up, broken into many 

indi\nduals, human beings appeared to be of a double character; as ha\'ing an in- 

di\adual nature, they are parts o f a whole, elements which make up the universe; 

but as persons, containing all in themselves, they are in no sense parts o f anything 

else. This duaUt)' will only disappear w’hen the consequences o f original sin have 

ceased and there is no more division v/ithin human nature.

Lossk^^ insisted that one could not know’ the human person or h\’postasis in its 

genuine pure state, i.e. free from alloy. In our common practice the terms person 

and individual are, usually, interchangeable. However, the word individual expresses 

a certain mixture of the person with elements belonging to the comm on human 

nature, while person  ̂ on the other hand, means that which distinguishes it from 

nature. Therefore, indi\idual and person righdv mean opposite things, although 

in our present condition, as it is, o f changed or damaged nature, we may know 

person only through individuals, and as individuals. When tn ing  to characterize a 

person, one is instead gathering together his or her indi\idual characteristics or 

traits o f character. Those traits are to be encountered elsewhere in other indi^’idu- 

als, and, as belonging to nature, they are never absolutely personal.

'̂ 5 Losslo’. The Mystical Theolo^, p. 121 f.

Leontius o f  B^-zantium. Contra Nestorium et'Eutychium, P.G., t. 86, 1277 CD; St. Maximus (P.G., t. 91, 557- 
560); John Damascene. Defide orihodoxa. I, 9, 531. As referred in Losslo-. TheMysticalTheobgf, p. 123.
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We admit that what is most dear to us in someone, what makes him himself, 
remains indefinable, for there is nothing in nature which properly pertains to 
the person, which is always unique and incomparable. The man who is go
verned by his nature and acts in the strength o f his natural qualities, o f his 
character, is the least personal. He sets himself up as an individual, proprietor 
of his own nature, which he pits against the natures o f others and regards as 
his ‘me’, thereby confusing person and nature.’®

There is something indefinable wliich is peculiar to one person and can be rec

ognized by the other in a particular personal w’ay rather than as a fact o f our 

common nature. For example, a work o f art may allow us accurately to give the 

name of the artist. By cultivating our relationship u ith  the work o f an artist we 

gradually become aware o f and experience the personal otherness o f the work, 

which gives us the opportunit}^ to recognize and affijm this personal otherness 

in ever}' encounter with the work o f the artist, even if that particular work is 

pre\tiously unknown to us. “W'e see a painting we do not know, we hear a musi

cal composition we have not heard before and affirm on the basis o f our pre- 

\’ious experience: this is Van Gogh, this is Mozart.”’'’

Following the thought o f Madimir Lossk}% “the nature is the content o f the 

person, the person the existence of the nature.” Asserting himself as an indi%’id- 

ual and shutting himself up in the Hmits o f his particular nature, a person is far 

from realizing himself completely and becomes impoverished. It is only in re

nouncing its own possession and gifting itself freely, in ceasing to exist for itself 

and starting to live in communion with others tliat the person finds complete 

expression in the one nature comm on to all. In gi\'ing up its own special good, 

it expands infinitely, and is enriched by ever^^thing which belongs to all. By get

ting that ver}  ̂ likeness which is the perfection o f the undi\aded nature common

Ibid., p. 121-122.

\'annaras, Postmodern Metaphysics  ̂p. 153.
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to all humans, the person becomes the perfect image o f the personal G od — the 

Trinit\^ “The distinction between persons and nature reproduces the order of 

the d i \^ e  life expressed by the doctrine o f the Trinit)^, in mankind.”^̂

‘It is by engaging in a relationship rather than by understanding a concept that 

we can come to know G od.’ That was the starting point o f this chapter and it 

gives us the idea that as we come to know the Trinity our Hfe will be wholly 

transformed into relationship. The significance o f the human person therefore 

lies in the fact that tu"o contradictory things are presented simultaneously: parti- 

cularit}' and communion. As we argued above, there is a radical difference be

tween being a person and being a self or an indi\ndual; similarly, in relation to 

human nature, there are two different approaches represented respectively by 

the person and by the indi\adual. Questions may arise concerning relations be

tween persons. As John Zizioulas argued, “a person cannot be imagined in him

self but only within his relationships.”’*

Relations between indi%’iduals are caused by impersonal human nature and can

not be freely established. Unlike relations between persons, conditioned rela

tions o f this kind cannot give rise to self-consciousness. In Aristotelian terms 

one might recognize those relations o f indi\'iduals with their common nature as 

transcendental ones, whereas interpersonal relations prove to be o f a predicamental 

character. Let us follow this thought thoroughly.

As we mentioned above, a transcendental relation is o f an order included in the 

essence o f a thing. The indi^ddual is characterized by manifestations o f certain 

traits which belong to our comm on nature. Relations between indi%dduals, 

therefore, can only be based on the natural order, which is transcendental to 

indi^nduals — it is not a necessary^ characteristic o f indi\nduals that they should 

relate to each other. The indi\tidual is merely following his own characteristics.

LossW. TheAi)’SticalTheoJo^\p. 124. 

Zizioulas. as Communion^ p. 105.
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manifestations o f our common nature. It is the relation to the common nature 

that is im portant to him. Such relations as arise between incii^^duals, if any, nev

er touch or change them profoundly and they can be interrupted at any stage 

without affecting the transcendental relations with their common nature. It is 

not the same when the person encounters a person.

Predicamental relation is defined by Aristotie as a real accident whose whole 

being is to be ordered to something else; it is not included in the essence o f  the 

thing, but it comes to the essence as an accident. It is entirely ordered by or re

ferred to a term, as, for example, patemit}^, filiation or likeness. There is to be a 

real basis in the subject and a real terminus, reaUy distinct from this basis in the 

subject. Unlike the transcendental relation the predicamental relation ceases 

when the terminus disappears. The reason for the reference or ordering is the 

entire basis or reason for the predicamental relation. VCTien speaking in terms of 

interpersonal relations, person must always be clearly distinguished from nature 

and person and individual must never be considered as synonyms. In that case 

we can define interpersonal relations as predicamental ones. It is the person that 

gives existence to the namre and signifies what is itself independent of nature. 

Nature, for its part, is the content o f the person and, since it is undi^tided, it 

m ust also become the content o f the reason, or the basis, for the interpersonal 

relations. As long as there is a reason in the relations they continue until the}’ 

find a terminus which is distinct from the reason. The personal othemess o f 

many persons with the same nature would be a reason for relationship among 

them. But there is no interpersonal relation if there is a subject and no terminus 

w’hich is distinct from a basis in the subject. This means that the othemess o f 

the personal terminus is a major defining characteristic of interpersonal rela

tions. That is why the person would have no real existence without his relation 

with the other person experienced by him as a terminus.
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The basis o f the interpersonal relations is love. Let us develop this thesis. As 

Yannaras argued, only a personal ‘will-to-existence,’ unfettered by any natural- 

essential presupposition or intentionalit)^, can be an absolutely ‘non-self- 

interested’ and sacrificial love. It is only as a volitional mode o f existence that 

love, as an ontological (rather than an ethical) category, can express self- 

transcendence and self-offering and thereby lead to a communion with personal 

being. “Only love can refer to an existence which exists not through necessarily 

acquiescing to the fact o f its existence, but through freely hypostasizing its be

ing (by coming forth as distinct h^^Dostases o f its being) — producing h^'postases 

by “generation” and “procession” with which it structures being as a commu

nion o f love.

W ithout being conditioned by nature, i.e. without their content, persons are not 

incKned to relate to each other. A volitional act o f im’itation is required to estab- 

Ksh their relationship. An unalterable namre is revealed as the content o f a person 

in its volitional movements, its enh)postasizing energies. “Im4taton- energ)^”, as it 

is called by Yannaras, is a mode of the personal existence o f enh)^ostasized hu

man nature. It urges an act o f love that can be accepted by the other person of 

the same nature. However, if a third does not arise in the ‘space’ o f the other, 

“the radically primar}? referentialit}’ o f the subject wiU never constimte a relation — 

freedom from dependence on dualit}  ̂will never be established.” It can only be 

resolved within “the initial h^^postatic realization o f being as a communion of 

love” which “can only be triadic.”*’ “Dependence on dualit}-” is pecviHar to rela

tions o f indi\dduals rather than those o f persons. So long as the relation is one of 

“dependence on dualit}^”, there is no opportunit}' to distinguish traits o f character 

or simple individual characteristics from natural h}^ostasizing energies. The in-

Yannaras, Postmodern Metaphysics, p. 176. 

«»Ibid., p. 176-177.

Ibid.
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dependent third breaks this dependence, witnessing to a hj^postatic freedom from 

any commingling with the nature. In support o f this triadic \new o f interpersonal 

relations Yannaras proposes an uncreated “ Ow and Trihjpostatic Prindple" o f  crea

tion which signifies an appearance of the vestigia trinitatis within human h}^ostatic 

relations just as it has been found in the relations within the impersonal universe 

and human relations with the universe. We will continue to develop this thought 

in the following chapters, looking at this dialogue from different angles.
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2. D IA L O G U E  AS A M O D E  O F  B E IN G  O F  A P E R S O N  

2.1. Practicing life of dialogue (Martin Buber).

The problem has long been posed as to how txue human relationships can be de

scribed in terms o f dialogue rather than o f debate or dispute. Many different ob 

stacles, including “withholding, expectations, biases, deceptions, disrup

tions, conflicts, ambiguities, and vagueness”*", appear in the way o f dialo

gue. O ur hum an nature tends to  be dom inated by selfishness and yet we 

are always conscious o f  the fact that we are living with others. O therness 

is inevitably a real fact o f  existence. O nce we have related to  ano ther per

son, we may recognize his life as reflecting a being that is even m ore real 

than  our own concept o f w hat we are ourselves. Personalit)' is neither simply 

an individual matter nor simply a social product; it is a function o f relationship. 

VC’e are all bom  as ‘individuals’, in the sense of being different from each other; 

but it is still only potentially rather than in actuaUtj' that we are bom  as persons. 

Our personalities are called into being by those who enter into relation with us. 

This does not mean either that a person is merely a cell in a social organism. To 

become a person means to become someone who responds to what happens 

from a centre of inwardness.

Persons will differ among themselves in the extent o f their wiUingness to enter 

into relations with each other. This is due to the ver\^ fact that the person must 

keep itself apart from being mixed with the common nature. W hile firmly be

lieving that I know w ho I am according to my own nature, I should none

theless be aware that I cannot see my own value as it is know n to others. 

This unknow n value which is unique to my personhood  has to be taken 

in to  account in dialogue, since one’s self is being penetrated  by the other

Kraemer, Kennetli. Martin Buber's I and Thou: practicing living dialogue. Kenneth Paul Kramer with Mechthild 
Gawlick. New Jersey: Paulist Press, 2003, p. 2.
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w ho is also in terested  in com prehension from a centre o f his own inward

ness.

Human in terest in the w orld -  personal or im personal -  and in its C reator, 

has been considerably redirected towards dialogical or com m unal issues by 

the im pact o f a personalist approach in philosophy and theology. VCTiile 

science investigates human being not as a whole but in selective aspects and as 

part o f the natural world, dialogical method turns us toward its wholeness and 

integrity. W hat is recognized as being a scientific m ethod is, precisely, a highly 

perfected development o f the subject-object (or I-It) way o f knowing. But it is a 

process o f abstraction away from the concrete actualit}^ and largely ignores the 

differences there must inevitably be between the obsen^ers. It reduces the I  as far 

as possible to an abstract knowing subject and the It as far as possible to a passive 

and abstract object o f thought. However, as we have already said, even when we 

are dealing with the impersonal world, no obsen^ation can be made that is not 

affected by the obsen^er. For these reasons alone, the scientific metliod is not 

qualified to find the wholeness either o f human being or of nature. One might 

compare human beings with each other and a human with an animal, but all that 

can emerge from such a comparison and contrast will be an expanding and con

tracting scale of similarities and differences. This can be of aid in categorizing 

human beings and animals as differing objects in a world o f objects but not in 

discovering the uniqueness o f man as man or of nature as related to man.

A m ong the m ost significant writings o f the best-know n dialogical thinkers 

o f the beginning o f the last century — Buber, Rozenzw^eig and E bner - 

pride o f  place m ust be given to M artin B uber’s “I and T h o u ” . In  this bril

liant book, now recognized as a classic, the au thor makes use o f  b o th  p o e

try and philosophy to reveal the significance and the dep th  o f  our hum an 

inter-relations. There can be no existence other than in relation to other exis

tences, so, once they enter into dialogue, aU the participants become, insofar as
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they are open to it, participants in a comm on existence. Buber stressed the 

importance o f this dialogical com m on existence, arguing for the fundamental 

value o f the 1-Thou relationship and its distinction from the I-It relation. The 1- 

It relations are objectifying and monological as opposed to those betw^een I  

and Thou, which are commmnal and dialogical. So one can say that the pair 

o f  w ords I-It indicates degrees o f separation from others, whereas the two

fold term I-Thou indicates a togetherness, a close bonding*^.

I-Thou is the primar}' word of relation. It is characterized by mutuaHt}^, di- 
recmess, presenmess, intensit}', and ineffability. Although it is only within this 
relation that personalit}^ and the personal really exist, the Thou of I-Thou is 
not limited to men but may include animals, trees, objects o f nature, and 
God. I-It is the primary’ word o f experiencing and using. It takes place within 
a man and not between him and the world. Hence it is entirely subjective and 
lacking in mutualit^^ Whether in knowing, feeling, or acting it is the tj-pical 
subject-object relationship. It is always mediate and indirect and hence is 
comprehensible and orderable, significant only in connection and not itself 
The It o f I-It may equally w’eU be a he, a she, an animal, a thing, a spirit, or 
even God, without a change in the primary' word. Thus I-Thou and I-It cut 
across the lines of our ordinan? distinctions to focus our attention not upon 
indi\adual objects and their causal connections but upon the relations be
tween things, the da^^schen (‘there in-between’).’*'*

Buber was not the only — or even the first — researcher to discover the I-Thou rela

tionship, but he gave it its classical form and drew the essential distinction be

tween I-Thou and I-It relations. He also worked out the implications of this dis

tinction in a systematic and thorough-going fashion. The German theologian Karl 

Heim has described this distinction between I-Thou and I-lt as “one o f the deci

sive discoveries o f our time” -  “the Copemican revolution” of m odem  thought. 

VtTien this new conception has reached fuller clarit)?, it must lead, w’rites Heim, 

“to a second new beginning o f European thought pointing beyond the Cartesian

Ibid., p. 16.

Friedman, Mauricc S. Martin Buber The IJfe of Dialogue. New 'S’ork: Harper Torchbooks, 1960, p. 57.



51

contribution to modem philosophy.”®̂

In considering the role o f dialogue, Buber m entions a phenom enon comm on 

among m en - a certain kind o f speech through which a hum an being enters 

into a com m on existence with other hum an beings, speech-with-meaning. 

This speech-'^th-m eaning reaches out for a personal reciprocation, which 

may or may not occur. Dialogue, then, can be viewed as a form or mode o f 

personal being recognized within being-with-the-other, that is, within the re

lationship, which exercises a continual influence on the personal inward be

ing.

The objections to Buber’s method of knowing what man is stem for the most 
part from the belief that there is no other way o f knowing than the subject- 
object, or 1-It, and hence that any knowing into which the whole man enters 
must be a poor combination of ‘objecti\nty’ and ‘subjecti\it)'’ in w’hich sub
jective emotion corrupts the otheruise objective power o f reason. It is, in 
fact, only the knowing of the 1-Thou relation which makes possible the con
ception o f the wholeness o f man. Only 1-Thou sees this wholeness as the 
whole person in unreser\'ed relation with what is over against him rather than 
as a sum of parts, some of which are labelled objective and hence oriented 
around the thing known and some subjective and hence oriented around the 
knower.*^

The idea is stiU widespread that wliile we can know the extemal world o f the 

senses direcdy, we can know other selves only mediately and by analog)’. This 

overlooks the fact that the I  is only an /, the self only a self, through its meeting 

with the Thou. A feral child, for example, while he is being brought up by the 

wolves, is not human. He has a human body and, originally, a human brain but 

does not have that distance from the world and from other selves which is a ne- 

cessar}  ̂presupposition for entering into relation with a Thou and becoming an I. 

In normal conditions, on the other hand, a child will come to know others as per-

Heim , Ontohge und Theohffe, Zeitschrift fur Theologie und Kirclie, neue Folgc XI (1930), p. 333, as cited in 
Ibid., p. 164.

^  Ibid., p. 173.
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sons through meeting them and through the innate potendalit}^ (the ‘inborn’ or ‘a 

priori’ Thou) o f becoming a person through such meeting. The child’s awareness 

o f himself as I  is preceded by the meeting o f the I  and the Thou which enables 

him to infer what the actions o f others might mean.*’

It is, then, on the basis o f his relationship with others, that the child comes to a 

knowledge o f the extemal world. Later, it is through his social relationships that 

he receives those categories that gradually enable him to see the world as “an or

dered continuum o f knowable and passive objects”. Buber has described this 

process as the movement o f the child from the 1-Thou to an I-It relation with 

people and things. Through constandy comparing his perceptions with those of 

others the child establishes what is for him ‘objective’ realit}^ Since it is often 

purely technical in nature, this dialogue with others belongs to the order o f the I- 

It relation, but “the compelling comnction o f realit}' which it produces is entirely 

dependent upon the prior (if forgotten) realit)  ̂o f the meeting with the Thou.”^̂  

There are two different I ’s within the pairs I-Thou and I-It. However, the 

world itself is not twofold but is to be considered rather in two different and 

related modes.*’ It is difficult in practice to distinguish them  and, in the case 

o f those who are attempting to live in dialogue, the distinction may be ex

pected to vanish altogether. The dialogical modus o f being provides the per

son with a “two-dimensional” perspective in contrast to the 1-lt relation, 

which is a sort o f mumal soHloquy. The one-sided I  is to be transform ed into 

the 1 reciprocally reflected in Thou. Nevertheless, the two modes are related 

to each other and co-exist in the same reaHt}- o f being; however inseparable 

in practice they m ust be distinguished in principle if we wish to grasp the be-

8nb id .,p . 165.

M Ibid,

Altliough the Buber scholar Kramer u.<;ed the term “twofold world”: one may find that Buber liimself men
tioned “twofold attitude” towards the world instead of “twofold world” -  Kraemer. Martin Buber’s I and
Thou, p. 42. And he was only tn-ing to link or subordinate word pairs in their twofold relation to I.
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ing in its wholeness and immediacy. At the beginning o f  his book, Buber 

considers “ two primal life stands” as follows.

I-IT-RELATIO N S  7-7HOL7 RELATIONSHIPS
Never Spoken with the Whole Being Spoken with the NX-Tiole Being 
Experiencing/Using/Knowing Event/H appening
In Space and Time Spaceless/Timeless
One-sided; Singular Two-sided: Mutual
ControUing Yielding
Subject-Object Dualit)^ Interhuman Betweenness’®

When taken separately, the parameters in the second column seem to be the 

opposite o f those in the first. However, if we consider them  in an existential 

rather than analytical way, a certain continuit}’ between them can be recog

nized. All human beings are provided with rational, and experiential, as well as 

spirimal, modes o f knowing. The word-pair I-Thou initially embraced the whole 

world but now it has abandoned its wholeness and in becoming partial has 

brought about the pair I-Ii. The wholeness o f being can never be evoked with

in 1-h relations, though a movement toward wholeness can be urged, but Bu

ber argues that such a movement is rare and not strictiy necessar}^ since the 

originally experienced I-Thou relationship remains as an intrinsic characteristic 

o f the human being itself.

Experience is followed by use, w'hich is followed by knowledge, which can be 

confirmed by a coming event as it leads to a new experience. There is a cycHcal 

relationship between the two modes o f human being. In ascending towards the 

spaceless and timeless, one starts from being within space and rime. But the 

state o f being within space and time has itself arisen from within the spaceless 

and timeless. The consciousness that something is lacking may lead someone 

to attempt to enter into dialogue with another, who similarly feels that some

thing is lacking. O ne’s acceptance o f the I-Thou relationship means the mutual

50 Ibid., p. 18.
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perichoral intention o f allowing one’s I  to know the being o f  the Thou and come 

back to replenish one’s own knowledge. Halting come up against the limita

tions o f knowledge acquired by the “subject-object” rational method, one may 

be intuitively looking for existential knowledge, or experience from within the 

“interhum an” relationship. Thus, we may talk about 1-It and I-Thou relations as 

two related modes, though our presumption is that 1-Thou has priorit}'.

To understand his “life o f dialogue” it is im portant to see how Buber sees the 

interaction between the dialogic relations expressed by the two initial word 

pairs I-Thou and I-U. In the German original the I-It relation is the Ich-Es 

Verhdltnis, the I-Thou relation the Ich-Du Be^ehung. Though not carried over in the 

English translation this difference between l^erhaltnis and Be;^ehung is important in 

indicating the two stages o f Buber’s insight into man. First, that man is to be un

derstood generally in terms of his relationships rather than taken in himself; 

second, that he is to be understood specifically in terms of that direct, mutual re

lation that makes him human.^’

• The I-Thou relationship comes first, and the I-It relation emerges from it;
• The I-Itis the “eternal chrysalis” ; the I-Thou is the “eternal butterfly”;
• The I-Thou continually becomes I-It; and only at rimes is the If  capable of 

returning to the Thou;
• The I-It need not become the I-Thou; yet, to truly become a human 

person, one must meet the world as Thou; and
• The “inborn Thou'’’ continues throughout life to seek genuine meeting'’".

In a formidable act o f intuition, Buber has seen that the I-Thou relation comes 

first, and yet the image o f the butterfly suggests the idea o f something that has 

reached its perfection. So what is it that has come first - the actual perfection, or 

just the idea o f perfection? There is a kind o f dialectic or antinom}’, which seems 

to be applicable to any chicken-and-egg, or butterfly-and-chrj^salis, question. Ra-

Friedman. TheL^eofDia/ogue, p. 61. 

Kraemer. Martin Buber’s 1 and Thou, p. 29.



55

tionality can be troubled by antinomies, “mutually con trad ic to r propositions 

each o f which can apparently be proved”^̂ . It happens, as Kant argued, because 

o f “the fallacies that arise from applying the principles o f space and time to 

matters that are not thus experienced” '̂'. Each o f the four Kantian antinomies 

consists o f thesis and antithesis. One o f the antinomies presented by him con

cerned space and time. The thesis says; “The world has a beginning in time, and 

is also limited as regards space.” The antithesis says: “The world has no begin

ning in time, and no limits in space; it is infinite as regards both time and 

s p a c e . W i t h i n  the dialogic world these might be used to characterize the pairs 

1-lt and 1-Thou respectively. As the I-lt relation takes place within space and 

time, this belongs to the world o f the thesis; similarly, the world o f the I-Thou 

relationship belongs to that o f the antithesis. O n the one hand, it turns out that 

the Buberian dialogic pairs 1-Thou and 1-Jt have an experiential rather than a ra

tional meaning, and in that context we cannot call them antinomies. O n the other 

hand, independendy of experience, they constitute an intellectual reaHt)  ̂ and the 

antinomy emerges when we try to fit them into categories. So when we speak of 

Buberian antinomies, they should be considered in a dual, rather than in a Kan

tian, sense. As we shall see later, there is also a Christian interpretation which 

could be given to the antinomy o f I-It and I-Thou.

The concept o f antinomy began to play a significant role in Christian theology at 

the time of the Christological controversies. There were no appropriate terms in 

which to consider the interpenetration (“interchange of the properties” — commu- 

nicatio idiomatum) o f the two natures o f Christ^*'. The Greek word antinomy ap

peared appropriate for the two natures that were incompatible but had been unit-

”  Russell, Bertrand. History of western philosophj. London: Roudedge, 2000, p. 681. 

f'l Tbid.

M Ibid.

Lhnngstone E. A. The Concise Oxford Victionary of the Christian Church. Second edition. Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versit}' Press, 2000, p. 133.
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ed mystically in a common hj^postasis within the Second Person of the Holy Tri- 

nit)^ The purely personal meaning of this Christian antinomy probably corresponds 

better to a Buberian rather than a Kantian philosophy. Therefore, coming back to 

the interference of 1-Thou and 1-lt proposed by Buber, it follows that the true hu

man person meets “the world as Thoii^ and that the “inborn Thot/’ continues 

throughout life to seek genuine meeting. True dialogue may occur if It and Thou 

are united in a common h^fpostasis within the human person of J, and the I  of I-It 

becomes once again the I  of I-Thou, out of which the l-lt originally emerged. Con- 

sequendy, the antinomy of the It and the T/)ou within the relational pairs I-It and /- 

Thou becomes tme in a Christian personal sense, in the same way as the different 

antinomies of di\dne-human, spirit-flesh, and soul-body do w'hen referring in part 

to the person of man and whoUy to the Person of Christ.

Indi\’idual perceptions of dialogical relations may be different and sometimes di

alogue simply becomes monologue or it becomes centred only on matters of 

common interest. The personal approach would identify dialogue as existing 

between those who understand and recognize the richness of each other, each 

seeking from within the other something \tital which is lacking in himself Buber 

distinguished three realms of dialogue: genuine, technical and monological.

1. Genuine Dialogue; “Whether spoken or silent...each of the participants 
really has in mind the other or others in their present and particular being 
and turns to them with the intention of establishing a living mutual rela
tionship between himself and them.”
2. Technical Dialogue: That communication which is “prompted solely 
by the need of objective understanding.”
3. Monologue Disguised as Dialogue: That situation in which “two or 
more men, meeting in space, speak each with himself in strangely tortuous 
and circuitous ways and yet imagine they have escaped the torment of being 
thrown back on their own resources.” ’̂

Kraemer. Martin Buber’s 1 and Thou, p. 33.
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Genuine dialogue is characterized by the intention o f the “inborn Thoti' reaching 

out towards identification with the real Thou. This may be understood easily in 

the case o f human love, for instance: a man is unconsciously seeking a woman 

whose image impresses him as his ideal (or a woman in the same way is seeking a 

man). Her Thou implicidy exists within the man and impels him to seek its embo

diment, though in that particular case the force o f his passion may eliminate the 

other personal dimensions of the dialogue, in which case the relations o f human 

love win evenmally be tumed into monologue and /o r objectified.

This personal dimension in dialogue is of even more importance in the case o f 

those who are seeking God. "'X'hen He is present in human personal life, G od en

ters into dialogue with man and bears wimess that this dialogue is true. The wit

nessing enables the truth that emerges from the dialogue to be confirmed by a third 

part\’. The role o f the third part)’ is to confirm that the dialogue is true and that all 

the participants have a sincere and open intention to communicate dialogically. 

Friedman, the interpreter o f Buber, however, has also explained that tme confir

mation means one confirms one’s partner as this particular existing being even 

while opposing him.

I legitimize him over against me as the one with whom I have to do in real 
dialogue, and I may then trust him also to act towards me as a parmer. To 
confirm him in this w'ay I need the aid o f ‘imagining the real.’ This is no in- 
tviitive perception but a bold swinging into the other which demands the in- 
tensest action of my being, even as does all genuine fantasy, only here the 
realm of my act ‘is not the all-possible’ but the particular, real person who 
steps up to meet me, the person whom I seek to make present as just so and 
not otherwise in aU his wholeness, unit} ,̂ and uniqueness.^*

Friedman. The Life o f Dialoguê  p. 86.
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But even when I only do this as a partner, standing in a common situation with 

the other, if  there is no confirmation o f the third part}' my address to the other 

may remain unanswered and the dialogue may die in seed.

In the Bible, the Holy Spirit witnesses to the relationship betw'^een the Father 

and the Son. This is the true dialogue o f love, as the Father reveals His love to

ward the Son Whose answer to His Father is eternally the same. The love o f  the 

Father is revealed to men w’ho are seeking G od and believe in His Christ. The 

fruits o f the true dialogue between the Father and the Son are revealed to others 

through the Holy Spirit as the Witoess to the relationship between the Father 

and His Son. There is a manifest form o f dialogue which is revealed to human

kind, which responds and participates in it. Later we will pursue further the im

pact o f the Trinitarian doctrine on the theolog}' o f dialogue and, inversely, of 

the dialogic perspective in Trinitarian theolog}^

Dialogue begins with meeting, which causes the participants to recognize what 

is occurring between them and to respond truthfully. “AU Real Li\ing is Meet

ing” . Genuine meeting, for Buber, is immediate, personal and reciprocal, which 

means that its wholeness refers to the wholeness o f I-Thou instead o f to the par- 

ticularit)' o f I-lt relations. He emphasizes the importance o f clarifying what is 

original and supreme in the genuine meeting, drawing a \ i \ id  contrast between 

such a meeting and what he calls the ‘mismeeting.

M ISM EETING (l^ergegnun^ 
Dismissing the O ther
• Labeling
• JSfisrepresenting 

‘Misrecognizing’ the O ther
• Culturally induced stereot\^es 
•Judging the other 
‘Miscommunicating’ with the O ther
• Distorting
• Misunderstanding

M EETIN G  (Begegnung) 
Accepting the O ther
• As a unique person

• Accepting and affirming, 
even while withstanding

• As a co-equal person 
Affirming the O ther

• Addressing and responding 
even through tensions 
Confirming the Other
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The above characteristics o f both meeting and ‘mismeeting’ can be found in 

Kenneth Kramer’s study, “I and Thou”’'’. The first reaction o f someone who is 

holding back from dialogue is likely to be a simple dismissal o f the other. In an 

attempt to avoid encountering the imknown, unpredictable other, one tries to 

label him with some familiar epithet and continues to ignore liis otherness. There 

may also be an attempt to misrepresent the other by depicting him or her as a 

being on a lower level and, hence, o f lesser importance than oneself in the meet

ing. In that case the encounter becomes a one-sided “mismeeting” and dialogue 

fails to emerge. O n the other hand, where personal uniqueness and equalit)^ are 

accepted by both sides, the meeting may produce real dialogical relations o f I- 

Thou. The participants reciprocally welcome each other’s othemess as a principle 

o f their relations and go fon^-ard towards a H\Ting dialogue.

Having grown up in a certain cultural, social, geographic and ethnic em'ironment, 

one cannot overlook the fact that the other, coming from a different realm, is 

similarly conditioned. Stereot}'pes, imprinted by culture or by tradition, are, con

sciously or unconsciousl}^, present within us. They impel us to sit in judgement on 

those from outside our culture or tradition. This may lead us to a distorted \new 

that the other does not look, speak, behave etc. as he or she should. Thus, the 

opportunit\r for dialogue is missed because o f the stereot)’pes, although they can 

be overcome through re so h ^ g  some intemal mutual tensions. Buber considers 

that people can truly address each other and respond even despite such tensions, 

which are only caused by problems of recognition and by cultural one-sidedness. 

The more one progresses in dialogue, the less one is affected by the stereotypes. 

However, even after the process of communication has begun, serious distortions 

and misunderstandings are still possible: they may occur at any time throughout 

the dialogue. It may be necessar}' at any point to confirm the recognition o f the 

other as a H\ting partner rather than an object. NSC-Tien the disruption occurs, one

Kraemer. Martin Buber’s I and Thou, p. 47.
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must step back and consider oneself as again standing at the very beginning of 

dialogue and looking at the other as a unique and co-equal person, accepting his 

otherness.

VC-Tien dealing with human existence, one must consider all the surrounding be

ings within its peculiar mode of relations. WTio or what can appear as “the oth

er” to a man li\4ng his relational life? First, there are various material objects, 

whether useful or otherwise, which can be recognized as related to man. Second

ly, other persons, once they have been perceived from a certain \dew, become - to 

a greater or lesser extent — significant for man, and this encourages the desire or 

the need to enter into communication uith  them. And, lastly, there are beings 

from beyond the sensual world who are able to communicate with man since he 

is provided with spirimal recepti^it)'. In Buberian thought there are three different 

non-hierarchal relational realms — those of nature, of men and of spiritual beings. 

A fourth realm, which Buber addresses later on, and separately from the “vaguely 

described”'™ spirimal beings, is the particular relation with the Absolute, or God. 

In his essay, “\^Tiat Is Man?” (1938) Buber speaks of this realm:

[A man’s] threefold lifting relation is, first, his relation to the world and to 
things, second, his relation to men — both to indi\aduals and to the many — 
third, his relation to the [endless transcending] myster^  ̂ of being — which is 
dimly apparent through aU of this but infinitely transcends it — what the 
philosopher calls the Absolute and the believer calls God, and which can
not in fact be eliminated from the simation even by a man who rejects both 
designations'®'.

Life with nature, or in relation to the world and to objects, may appear to con

cern only the relation 1-It. However, if one speaks about the unique wholeness 

of the being of a thing, then its perception in terms of Thou becomes possible. 

It means that the person, “the sayer of Thoti\ has bestowed on the object the ca-

Macquarrie.John. E.xistentialism. A.n intmduction, guide and assessment. London: Penguin Books, 1972, p. 108. 

Cit. ibid, p. 63.



61

pacity for unity and wholeness which the object now manifests'®'. One may say 

that this K\4ng wholeness is a propert}^ o f the I-Thou relation as it functions in the 

life o f our relations with nature’®̂.

Relations between men are essentially described in terms o f genuine meeting, as 

described above. The phenomenon of spoken language is a peculiarit}’ o f both 

sides in this relation, and differentiates it from Buber’s other two relational 

realms. The matter of how far changes in human dialogue have genuinely origi

nated in changes of language could be a profitable subject for serious research. 

Nobody can generate an 1-Thou dialogue by himself. “Genuine dialogue occurs by 

\ortue o f relational grace, which arises from and generates the spirit o f genmne 

meeting”’®'*. What sort oigrace is mentioned here? It is “not a theological term but 

spontaneous presence of mutuali^i"'̂ °^. Buber said that “this ground and meaning of 

our existence constimtes a mutoaKty, arising again and again, such as can subsist 

only between persons” '®''. There is a certain difficult}^ in clarifying the Buberian 

term grace in its non-theological meaning. WTien appearing as a definition for 

some particular kind o f grace, the presence of mutuali^> appears to be a nebulous 

concept, but by approaching the more theological meaning o f grace, one can 

grasp the ver}  ̂ central idea of confirmed dialogue. That is, that dialogue in its true be

ing should be confirmed by grace - the ver\^ grace which had itself initially 

prompted the dialogue which has emerged from a genuine meeting. This grace is 

always present as a wimess to dialogue in its continuous mumalit}^

In Buber’s perception, grace could presumably be related to the “inbom  Thou’\  

The othemess of the “inbom  Thou” is revealed to man through, and by accepting

Ibid, p. 53.

See also Macquarrie. ExiskntiaUsm, p. 108-110. One may also find here an interesting discussion o f the
closeness between Buber’s and Heidegger’s thoiaght.

'W Kraemer. Martin Buber’s I  and Thou, p. 56.

Ibid., p. 22.

Buber, Martin. I  and Thou /  trans. by R. G. Smith. Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1937, p. 135.
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and confirming, the other in a genuine meeting. This then generates the I-Thou 

dialogue. But Buber later tumed to the fourth realm of the “etemal Thou”, re

placing the vague “spiritual beings” which he had associated with artistic inspira

tion'®’. In the tHrd and last part o f I  and Thou Buber wrote about the relationship 

betu’een /  and the “eternal Thot/\ and about the dialogically oriented movement 

he calls “turning” . His theological and philosophical insight had led him to the 

confident assurance that God as “eternal Thoti’’ can be glimpsed in ever)^ genuine 

1-Thou relationship.

If I myself should designate something as the “central portion o f my life 
work” , then it could not be anything indi\adual, but only the one basic in
sight that has led me not only to the smdy of the Bible, as to the smdy of 
Hasidism, but also to an independent philosophical presentation: that the I- 
Thou relation to G od and the I-Thou relation to one’s fellow man are at 
bottom  related to each other' .

There is a parallel to be drawn here with the patristic thought o f the early Chris

tian epoch concerning how G od’s wiU becomes known to man: man becomes 

aware o f it because G od has moved towards him. Man needs only a ver)* dim 

awareness in order to recognize the presence o f the etemal Thou, seeking to enter 

into relation with him. That appearance ipro-odos) o f God, His descent as a fleet

ing personal revelation within man’s consciousness, was even called in the writ

ings o f John Damascene a “jump of G od” iexalma theoiif^. Since the briefest re-

One may fmd the same line in tlie life and thought o f one of the most influential recent Orthodox ascetics 
— Archimandrite Soplirony (Sakharov), the author o f tlie book “Saint Silouan” and a number o f  other 
books, well-known in the ^X̂ est. He setded in England in the last centun' and founded the monastery’ in 
Essex. Being a talented artist in his youth, he was looking for knowledge o f God in his creative inspiration. 
He thought that in it lay the grace o f God. Later he turned to a search for the personal God — to U liom  he 
might say Thou and ^ l i o  answered him in the same manner. In other words, he personally tumed to the 
relationship 7-'‘eternal Thou*\ which became o f great importance for Buber, living and writing at almost the 
same time. In this chapter, we will further examine tlie thought o f Fr. Sophrony.

Buber, Martin. Phibsophicallnierrogations. Ed. Sidney and Beatrice Rome. New York: Hope, Rinehart & 
Winston, 1964.

Patrologia Graeca, 94, 860C.
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velation o f G od to humanit)'^ can radically change perceptions even up to death, 

God’s Thou can be gHmpsed within those human relationships that remain reci

procal, self-offering and genuine, in the Buberian sense. Thus, genuine human 

dialogue is no longer to be considered as exclusively hioman but is witoessed by 

the “eternal Thoil\ This means that the dialogue has become confirmed as mutually 

true by the third part o f the “eternal Thou”. At the same time the third part}' is 

recognized as genuine through the /-“eternal Thoii’’ relationship in which all the 

parties to a genuine dialogue participate. In fact, the “etemal Thou” is the source 

o f genuine dialogue.

Even' particular Thou is a glimpse through to the eternal Thou; by means of 
ever)^ particular Thou the primary' word addresses the etemal Thou. Through 
this mediation o f the Thou o f aU beings fulfilment, and non-fulfilment, of 
relations comes to them: the inborn Thou is realized in each relation and 
consummated in none. It is consummated only in the direct relation with 
the Thou that by its namre cannot become

The peculiar function of the mediator must be addressed. Although no one can 

“express” G od as an idea, ever^-one can address God. One comes “before the 

face” o f G od and meets the “eternal Thou” through genuine dialogue with a 

“particular Thoii”. Our relationship with each other is never complete in itself 

and is fully consummated only in the presence o f the “eternal Thoi/\ Therefore, 

God is the source, giving birth to genuine relationship, while His presence is 

reflected by the authenticity o f the relationship. According to Buber, the “eter

nal Thoii” can never become a human J, and, therefore, remains immanent and 

unique for ever}  ̂ human Thou. It is only the reflection o f the “etemal Thoti” 

within true dialogue which makes true every other Thou.

Now we consider that turning point which, according to Buber, is a characteris

tic of dialogue. The ver}' term “turning” (JJmkehr), which in different transla-

Buber. I  and Thou, p. 75.
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tions o f “I and Thou” appears as “reversal” or “return”, is the Hebrew word 

teshuvah as translated by Buber’” . Teshuvah in Hebrew means complete turning 

to God. It may now be understood clearly why Buber used this particular term 

for the practice o f tme dialogue. Once the “angle” o f the “etemal Thoil' is in

cluded, every confirmed dialogue assumes the appearance o f a triangle. This re

veals the ver}’’ personal meaning of the starting point o f any dialogue, which in 

turn leads us to the myster)^ o f personal faith. A lack of faith would never allow 

true dialogue to come into being. Tliis makes sense o f the irreversible com

pleteness o f becoming involved in dialogue.

Before engaging in the exploration of inter-religious dialogue that foUows, it is 

cmcial to insist that the basis for dialogue is a complete turning to God. It is im

possible to betray oneself or to revert to selfishness when turned towards God, 

just as it is impossible to do so in a mumaUy tme relationship among men. As 

Buber wrote.

In genuine dialogue the mrning to the partner takes place in aU tm th, that 
is, it is a turning o f the being. But where the dialogue is fulfilled in its being, 
between partners who have mrned to one another in truth, who express 
themselves without resers^e and are free o f the desire for semblance, there is 
brought into being a memorable common fruitfulness which is to be found 
nowhere else"'.

As this impKes, the uniqueness and fruitfuUness of genuine dialogical relations are 

serious arguments for introducing that approach into the praxis of relations be

tween different religious traditions.

While concentrating on dialogue as a modus of human existence, mosdy by fol

lowing Buberian thought, we have considered the interference that exists between 

the two dialogical I-lt and I-Thou relations. It has been presented as a t}’pe o f rela-

' ’' Kraemer. Martin Buber's 1 and Thou, p. 158.

Buber, Martin. The Knowledge of Man: A  'Philosophy of the Interhuman. Ed. with Introductor}’ Essay by Maurice 
Friedman, trans. M. Friedman and R- G. Smith. New York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1965, p. 85-86.
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tional antinomy between I-I( and I-Thou, similar in meaning to certain well-known 

Christian antinomies. The “inborn Thoif' o f  man seeks to be realized in the real 

relationship o f 1-Thou, which is prompted by genuine meeting. We have pro\nded 

an example o f the “inborn Thou”, that o f man impelled to seek woman, and ^dce 

versa. We gave the farther and more important example of man seeking God. 

The characteristics o f “meeting”, with the attendant dangers o f “mismeeting” , 

were discussed in order to come closer to understanding the tj'pe o f meeting 

which generates true dialogue. We emphasised the dimensional changes involved 

in moving from the one-sided 7-7/ to the two-sided I-Thou and, further, ha\ang 

entered into relationship with the “eternal Thoti\ into the three-sided, confirmed, I- 

Thou relation (confirmed by the relational grace given through the /-“eternal Thoti' 

relation). It is with this last, three-sided relationship that we are now chiefly con- 

cemed.

The following chapters will be devoted to theological issues. W'e ■%'ill consider 

how this three-sided dialogue — the I-Thou dialogue, wimessed and confirmed by 

grace - may stand in relation to a Trinitarian theolog\^

2.2. Buber and Christianity.

“Theolog}’’ is talking about God; religion is experiencing God. It’s the difference 

between reading a menu and eating a meal.” This is a quotation from Martin Btt- 

ber’s sa}ings given by Harold S. Kushner in his bestseller “Wlien Bad Things 

Happen to G ood People” . Buber’s insight into ver}' basic things enables him to 

give clear expression to such intimate and subtle matters as the personal expe

rience o f God. His philosophical outlook encourages him to be less concemed 

with his own preferences and the confession o f his own personal faith, and to 

aim at better results in a dialogical perspective. He looks for the real Jewishness in 

Christianity and for the real Christianness in Judaism, but in our \iew  he fails, 

largely because of his insistence on separating or even contrasting, on the one
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hand, Jesus and the synoptic authors and, on the other, Paul and J o h n . I n  this 

respect he is following the precedent set by some Protestant theologians, notably 

Weiss, Bultmann and Jeremias, expressing disagreement with them but nonethe

less writing appreciatively o f their theological method. It was an opinion popular 

at that time that those seeking for pure Chtistianit}^ had to rediscover certain ma

jor points in the Bible which had apparently been reshaped by the Church in 

creating a HeUenized and Gnostic Christianity — a Christianit}^ o f “John and Paul” 

instead o f the messianic one o f the “real” Jesus. While the messianic Jesus was 

addressing the Jews, the gnostic Christianity had been de\dsed for the gentiles. 

Among other disputable issues in the Hellenic-Jewish confrontation, Buber has 

even raised the possibilit}- that Jesus might have been taken straight from the 

cross to Heaven in much the same manner as Enoch, or EHjah.

Despite such controversial sticking points it is, nonetheless, possible to foUow in 

Buber’s thought the dialogical method as it has been outlined above. In doing so, 

we must resist any temptation to objectify- — to reduce to the status of an object 

o f smdy — historically and traditionally confirmed spiritual realit)' as it has been 

experienced in practice rather than in theorj^ The dialogical way of thinking is 

only realized when the other practice is accepted as a different but nonetheless 

real existent. This can only make sense when no effort is made in the name of our 

ow'n comtictions to refuse the significance and uniqueness of the other.

After the Second World War Buber was involved in a Jewish-Chnstian dialogue, 

though his own Judaism was not regarded as strictiy orthodox. His dialogical ap

proach towards apparentiy intractable problems was already weU known, for ex

ample through his stiggestion that the state o f Israel should be defined as a joint 

Jewish-Arab foundation. It became even clearer in the early 1950s when he pub

lished, in Germany, England, and America, his Two Types of Faith (Zwei Glau-

' See also, e.g., Balthasar, Hans Urs von. Martin Buber <& Christianity; a dialogue between Israel and the Church. 
Macmillan, 1961.
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bensweisen), the book on Jesus and Paul which he had written during the ‘siege 

o f Jerusalem’. It was subtitled “A Study of the Interpenetration o f Judaism and 

Christianit}',” but it is also a smdy of their fundamental divergence and, in particu

lar, o f the messianism of biblical Judaism as it appears independendy of historical 

Christianity. The meaning o f the subtide, then, is that Judaism and Chrisrianit}^ 

can enter into a true dialogue despite the long histon- of their past controversies. 

Buber felt that messianism had been continued and reinforced by Jesus on a basis 

that was altogether different from the messianism o f Paul and John. Their think

ing was centred on belief in the risen Christ rather than around the biblical emu- 

nah, or trust in G od the Father, which Buber beKeved was the exclusive concern 

o f Jesus.

In reply to this one might recall that there are two major parts o f Jesus’ life — his 

early time in Galilee (which was, perhaps, w’hat Buber had chiefly in \dew) and his 

stays in Jerusalem, including the final journey to Jerusalem and the Passion. O n 

the way to Jerusalem He certainly talked about His Resurrection, teaching His 

disciples to believe inseparably both in His relationship with the Father [emmaB) 

and His historical mission o f salvation. In this context Buber prefers what Jesus 

has to say about His sufferings, which seems to him to be more Semitic when 

they are taken from Luke (Luke 24:26) rather than from the other synoptic G os

pels o f Matthew and Mark (repeated three times in each o f them).

Buber construed two reKgious t}^es according to their approach to God: one 

called by the Hebrew term for tmst, emunah, meaning mutual confidence between 

G od and man (7 and Thou)-, and the other caUed by the Greek term for faith, 

meaning beHef in the factual tm th of certain cmcial events in salvation history? (/ 

and It) presented in statements about Jesus’ life, death, and Resurrection.” '* Buber 

considered Judaism and Christianit}- as the classical examples o f emunah and pistis,

114 “Buber, Martin.” ^ntyclopaedia Briiannica. Encyclopaedia Britannica 2007 Ultimate Reference Suite. Chi
cago: Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2006.
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respectively — though there is a good deal o fpistis in historical Judaism and a good 

deal o f emunah in historical Christianit}^ This argument, together with others like 

it, could, he believed, pro\dde the common ground for a dialogically open, if  not 

dogmatically defined, universe o f discourse which would enable himself and his 

Christian interlocutors to talk with one another fruitfully. TTie interpenetration of 

the two dialogical word pairs, I-Thou and 1-lt, as well as recognition o f the prima

cy o f I-Thou, is important to those who are seeking to engage in dialogue on a 

common ground. There would be no common ground if either the above word 

pairs {I-Thou and 1-It) or the above t}^es o f faith (emunah and pistis) were assumed 

to be in irreconcilable opposition to each other.

The intimacy of the I-Thou relationship is particularly characteristic o f those 

Christians who have resisted the scholastic m ethod which tends towards the ob

jectification o f thought. It is a method that has led many other Christian thinkers 

and theologians w’ho have adopted the I-Thou philosophy to recast it in the form 

of a radical dualism betu’een the I-Thou and the I-If relations which is entirely in

compatible with Buber’s own approach. O n the other hand, the Jewish Literalism 

and h\'pocrisy of the Scribes and the Pharisees w'hich Jesus condemned could be 

referred to as I-It relations o f the objectified type. Unlike the “real” Pharisees, 

Buber argues, Jesus in His “woes” and other words o f condemnation, was refer

ring to a particular sort o f pseudo-pharisee.

XK-Tiile remaining firmly planted on the soil o f Judaism, Buber has personally, 

and to an extent that possibly no Jew has ever done before, recognized and 

pointed to the tremendous religious significance o f Jesus. He wrote:

From  my youth onwards I have found in Jesus my great brother. That 
Christianit}’ has regarded and does regard him as G od and Saviour has al
ways appeared to me a fact o f the highest importance which, for his sake 
and my own, I must endeavour to understand. . . . Iviy own fraternally open 
relationship to him has grown ever stronger and clearer, and today I see 
him more strongly and clearly than ever before. I am more than ever certain
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that a great place belongs to him in Israel’s histor}^ o f faith and that this 
place cannot be described by any o f the usual categories.” ^

Buber’s study o f Jesus and Paul was the culmination o f forty years o f concern 

with Jesus’ significance for Jewish Messianism, and it was certainly an event o f 

great significance in both advancing and explicating the relation between Ju

daism and Christianity. But in fact, the emunah which is here identified both u ith  

bibUcal Judaism and with the teachings o f Jesus, is not in opposition to pistis, 

faith in the truth o f a proposition, which Buber identifies with Greek thought 

and Paulinism. They should be understood not as opposites but as complemen- 

taries. It is because they stand in a different relation to Judaism and, therefore, 

have a different value for him, that Buber draws such a sharp Une o f demarca

tion between them. As a result, whether intentionally or not, he identifies these 

two historically presented t^pes o f faith in accordance with the two dialogical 

pairs 1-lt and 1-Thou.

With regard to his own indi\ndual position, Buber preferred to keep things ra

ther nebulous and avoid polemics, consistently putting every’thing into an escha- 

tological perspective. He wrote that the faith o f Judaism and that o f Christianity^ 

■'atII remain separate until the Kingdom comes. According to him, the Christian 

considers the Jew as “the incomprehensibly obdurate man who decHnes to see 

what has happened”, and the Jew sees the Christian as “the incomprehensibly 

daring man who affirms redemption in an unredeemed world” . Nevertheless, he 

beUeved that each could acknowledge the other’s relation to truth if they would 

pay more attention to personal experience o f G od rather than to the ways in 

which G od can be imagined. This was how he was able to preser\^e the dialogi

cal disposition o f both his mind and heart with regard to this mutually painful 

matter.

'̂5 Buber, Martin. T m  Types of Faith. Trans. By Norman P. Goldliawk. London: Roudedge Kegan Paul, 
1951; New \'ork: Macmillan Co., 1952, p. 12f.
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An Israel stri\dng after the renewal o f its faith through the rebirth o f the 
person and a Christianity stri%dng for the renewal o f its faith through the 
rebirth o f nations would have something as yet unsaid to say to each other 
and a help to give to one another hardly to be conceived at the present 
time."'^

Proclaiming his own credo, Buber wrote in a letter to the Roman Catholic Karl 

Thieme; “Judaism and Christianit}^ stand with each other in the mysterj^ o f our 

Father and Judge: so the Jew may speak of the Christian and the Christian o f the 

Jew not otherwise than in fear and trembling before the myster}^ o f God. O n this 

foundation alone can genuine understanding exist between Jew and Christian.””  ̂

This letter, taken in conjunction with an earlier letter addressed to the same per

son, is important as indicating the spirit in which Two Types of Faith was to be writ

ten. Buber accurately follows his own dialogical insight and never ceases to affirm 

the importance of accepting the other without which no dialogue is possible: “I 

am comnnced in ultimate seriousness that as the Jews are not destined to become 

Christians, so the Christians are not destined to become Jews.”"* He was con- 

\'inced, that G od’s truth does not allow itself to be trapped in the human dialectic 

o f such an either/or. Concerning his own preferences, Buber confessed that he 

heard both a “yes” and a “no” when he read the New Testament and wrote to 

Thieme that “I hear in Mark 10:18 another voice than in John 14:6, and I hold 

to the former speaker and not to the latter... That the myster}" wiU be fully re

vealed in the end, I believe as you do: only I anticipate that all human articles of 

faith wtU be resolved in it.”"^

p. I73f.

As referred in Friedman, Maurice S. Martin Buber’s Life and ]Work. Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 
1988, p. 84.

"8 Ibid., p. 83-84.

"«Ibid., p. 85.
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In the Foreword to T m  Types of Faith, Buber insists he is not suggesting that Jews 

and Christians in general fall into the categories he ascribes to them “but only 

that the one faith (emunah) found its most t}^pical representation among Jews and 

the other {pistis) among Christians.”’"̂  He concedes that a Hellenistic religiosity 

was already present in Judaism before it went on to contribute to the formation 

o f Christianity, and he was also weU aware o f the interpenetration o f the two 

t^pes o f faith in both reKgions. We cannot assume that he had any close acquain

tance with Orthodox theolog)^ and tradition. He was, rather, hea\nly involved in 

relations 'v̂ dth those theologians who were systematically following Western 

thought, mainly based either on Thomism or on the theolog}- o f the Reformation. 

Buber’s philosophy o f dialogue could be greatly enriched through contact with 

Orthodox Patristic thinking on the strictly personal relation o f both God-human 

and human-human t\"pes. There is a dialogical experience in the Orthodox tradi

tion, where no scholastic distinction can be found between pistis and emunah but 

rather their complementary’ and undi\’ided interpenetration. There are even se

rious parallels to be found between some Orthodox Christian points o f view on 

emunah and those of Martin Buber. Especially, there is a good deal o f common 

ground in the intimate matter o f the human-di^rine-human personal relationship. 

In his book The Ufe of Dialogue Maurice Friedman has analy2ed the influence of 

Buber’s dialogical insight on Christian theolog}’. As a result of his analysis and the 

direct correspondences he has found, he drew up a list of those theologians and 

Christian philosophers who had somehow been touched by Buber (mainly by J- 

Thou philosophy) at that time:

Among the prominent Christian religious thinkers whom Buber has signifi
cantly influenced are John BaiUie, Karl Barth, Nicholas Berdyaev, Emil 
Brunner, Father M. C. D ’Arcy, Herbert H. Farmer, J. E. Fison, Friedrich 
Gogarten, Karl Heim, Reuel Howe, Hermann von KeyserHng, Ernst Michel,

>20 Ib id .
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Reinhold Niebuhr, H. Richard Niebuhr, J. H. Oldham, Theodore 
Steinbiichel, and Paul Tillich. Ivlention should also be made o f  a number of 
Christian thinkers whose religious thought has significantly paralleled Buber’s 
without either influencing or being influenced by him. O f these the m ost im
portant are Ferdinand Ebner, John Macmurray, Gabriel Marcel, and Eugene 
Rosenstock-Huessy.’"’

Along with other theologians o f the Reformation, Paul Tillich was greatly influ

enced by Buber and wrote about his significance for Protestant theolog}^ Tillich 

saw it as lying in three main directions: his ‘existential interpretation o f prophet

ic religion, his rediscover}^ o f mysticism as an element within prophetic religion, 

and his understanding o f the relation between prophetic religion and culture, 

especially in the social and political realms.’

Buber’s existential ‘I-Thou’ philosophy . . . should be a powerful help in 
reversing the xtictor}" o f the ‘It’ over the ‘Thou’ and the ‘I’ in present ci\Tli- 
zation.... The ‘I-Thou’ philosophy ... challenging both orthodox and liberal 
theolog)% points a way beyond their alternatives.'"

The exchange o f correspondence between Buber and Thieme is e^^dence o f his 

influence on Catholicism, though there were some cmcial points which Thieme 

criticized and rejected. For instance, he saw Buber’s ^tiews on the thought of Paul 

as a caricature, and disagreed with his proposal that the Pauline \tiew should be 

separated from the real Jesus o f Nazareth. This separation was one o f the main 

themes of Two Types of Faith and many of Buber‘s arguments were based on it. 

These arguments could be seen as ha\TJig been greafly affected by current Protes

tant thought and that may help to explain why they were so heartily criticized by 

Thieme. At the same time, as Friedman argued,

Friedman. The Life o f Dialogue, p. 268.

Paul Tillich, “Ivlartin Buber and Christian Tliought,* Commentary^ Vol. V  ̂ No. 6 [June 1948], p. 397, as 
referred in Ibid., p. 269. For a further evaluation o f Buber’s significance as an alternative to orthodox 
and liberal Protestantism see Tillich, Jewish Influences on Contemporary Christian Theology,* Cross 
Currents, Vol. II [1952], pp. 38-42.



73

Buber has gone as far as a Jew could go in honouring Jesus o f Nazareth. His 
insistence that God needs man’s help to complete creation brings him close 
to Catholicism but removes him from Protestant Christianit}?, while his enmi- 
t)' toward any fixed laws and rules brings him close to radical Protestantism 
while setting him apart from Catholicism.'"^

One can recognize here a sort o f “betweenness” which poses a problem for 

m odem  Christian thinkers as it did for Buber’s contemporaries — whether it 

makes sense to use it as a bridge o f mumal understanding between Catholics 

and Protestants or whether it should be laid aside as indifferent to all camps 

because it can be exploited by none. In his answer to this question, Thieme 

made certain key points. In particular he says that it “does not depend so much 

on the influence o f Buber’s Hasidic teaching or his existentialist philosophy as 

on whether Christian theologians wiU allow themselves in earnest to be fmcti- 

fied by Buber’s interpretation o f the Bible.” '"''

It seems that Buber’s 1-Thou philosophy cannot be understood properly until 

the relational realit}- is thought mthin each o f the partners in the relationship. In 

Buber’s terminology^ such a reality is said to be betmen them. Yannaras, in par

ticular, mentions it as an inmtation-to-relationship^'^. This “betweenness” itself 

enables us to talk here about the possible fruitfulness o f a “third” or medial way 

of Christian thinking, a role that might possibly be played by Orthodoxy. VC^en 

there are no rival camps or divisive opinions but simply a painstaking effort to 

maintain the intimate personal relationship with G od as it was experienced by 

the Jewish prophets and by the Disciples o f Christ, that relationship can be seen 

to be stiU possible in a ver}  ̂pure, undamaged form.

Friedman. TheUfeofDiahgue, p. 269.

Thieme, Karl. “Martin Buber als Interpret der Bibel,’ Zeitschrift fur V^tigom- und Geistesgeschichte (Koln), VoL 
No. 1 (1954), p. 8f, as referred in Ibid.

'-5 See the paragraph Human relations mih the universe o f the current tliesis.
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Essentially focused on die contemplation o f the Trinit}^, O rthodox theology 

offers a sort o f medial t}^e o f faith based neither on ‘PauUnism’ nor on ‘Mes- 

sianism’, considered separately from each other, but on a Trinitarianism which 

is experienced and revealed prayerfully rather than dogmatized. Over a long pe

riod o f dogmatic controversies Orthodox thought was ver\^ much concentrated 

on the questions of how to maintain the belief in the Holy Trinity and how to 

avoid highlighting one dimension o f faith to the prejudice o f the others. O rtho

doxy m ust develop into a very well-balanced belief which will allow us, turning 

to God, to recognize His personal and, therefore, relational inner character, as it 

is revealed through and within His Creation'"'’. Dedication to God, as Buber 

understands it, means a deeply private and intimate relationship o f men and 

women o f faith with God. Characterising the two t^'pes o f faith he has identi

fied two different approaches: “trust G od” and “trust in G od”. Taking the ex

ample o f Abraham, Buber argued that his faith “in G od” as the Hving Person 

relating to human being, stands in contrast to Paul’s idea o f Abraham’s justifica

tion through the fact that he has “trusted G od”. An intimate and close relation

ship with G od would lead human beings to recognize His relational nature and 

His will to be known. The idea o f a “chosen people”, highlighted by Buber, 

seems to presence such an intimacy but at the expense o f its relational counter

part. I f  one beHeves in God as being Good and Self-sufficient then one must 

assume that, above any relation to the human being. He must be in a relation 

within Himself. His personal and intimate relationship with a human m ust be of 

such a character that it is similar, though not at all identical, to the inner divine 

relationship. Consequentiy, no intimacy with G od is possible without recogni

tion o f an intimate relationship within Himself. I f  such a relationship is un

known to a human being, then we are left uncertain about our sonship and 

G od’s fatherhood. In that case no one is able to say to G od “Father” in a strict-

Sec the chapter The Tmiity as a Source for Dialogue o f the current work.
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ly personal way. How could we know such a relationship with God the Father if 

there was no Di\dne Son to reveal it to us? Buber resists any idea o f a mediator 

but the 1-Thou relationship with G od remains unknown until one is capable of 

saying “Father” to God. The parental relationship must be a propert}’ intrinsic 

to G od in Himself, otherwise it would not be possible to say such a word. 

There is no need to involve an external mediator in the God-human relation

ship but there is a mediation given by the Son, \)vTio shares human and divine 

natures in His Person and lets us know of our own sonship with God. Accord

ing to the Orthodox belief, His priman? role lies in His di^tine filiation rather 

than His role as Mediator between G od and man.

Buber considered the dialogical realit}  ̂ o f between as an impersonal and, there

fore, could not properly present the Gospel’s idea o f “the door”. He regards 

“the door” as a sort o f mediator that separates us from the Father Who, in the 

Buberian xnew, wills us to know’ Him directiy. The door, in Buber’s xtiew, means 

the abolition o f the immediacy betw’een G od and man which had been the es

sence of both Covenants and o f the kingship o f God.

“I am the door” it now runs (John 10:9); it avails nothing, as Jesus thought, 
to knock where one stands (before the “narrow door”); it avails nothing, as 
the Pharisees thought, to step into the open door; entrance is only for those 
who believe in “the door.” ’"'

VC-'liat Buber is missing in his interpretation o f John is the idea o f the G ood 

Shepherd, an idea which is inseparable from that o f “the door.” The ones who 

enter the door are the ones who have believed and followed the G ood Shephe

rd; the door itself is not an object o f belief O n the one hand, it is an image of 

the narrowness o f the way to God; on the other hand, it reveals His openness 

and His will that those who have accepted His fatherhood should enter “the

Buber. Tm> Tjpes ofFaith, pp. %f, 102-113,160,
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door” o f His Son by following Him. The only essential barrier is the one which 

prevents from entering anyone who consciously denies his relation to G od the 

Father. The Son and the Father are both o f the same nature and the relation

ship is peculiar to the nature, therefore, They are always relating to each other in 

accordance with Their personal characteristics. The Holy Spirit is between them 

for, as we have seen above, there is no dialogical relation apart from a real 

“betweenness” . He holds the “betweenness” as His personal characteristic 

which might be known to human beings who recognize the di\tinity o f the son- 

ship o f the Son.

One can look at what has been written on the Trinitarian relationship by the 

Holy Fathers o f the undi\nded Church and find there nothing that is incompat

ible with, or does not resemble, what inspired the people o f Israel and their 

prophets. We will come back to this matter when working out the theme o f di

alogue in the context o f the Trinitarian smdy of the Fathers. It seems to be an 

essential thing which Buber missed when he set about examining the two tj^es 

o f faith: the Jewish emunah and the Greek pistis. His original education and emd- 

ronm ent gave him a certain ’̂ision o f Christianity which needs to be comple

mented with the basic aspects o f the personalist theological perspective. It can 

be clarified with the help o f the Christian “principle o f persona” or hypostasis as 

it has been presented, perhaps in its least damaged form, in the Orthodox tradi

tion.

Friedman has been highly critical of the opinions o f some Christian authors who 

have wrongly emphasized the apparentiy dualistic character o f I-Thou and I-It re

lations.

The widespread influence of I  and Thou on Christian thought does not mean, 
unfortunately, an equally widespread understanding of Buber’s I-Thou phi
losophy. Many have not followed Oldham’s warning that J and Thou is a book 
which must be reread again and again and allowed slowly to remould one’s 
thought. N ot only has Buber’s I-Thou philosophy been applied in the m ost



77

diverse ways, but it has also, at times, been seriously distorted in the appUca-

As an example, he mentions the Russian religious philosopher Nicholay Ber

dyaev, accusing him o f misunderstanding the ontological significance o f the 

sphere o f the ‘between’ and criticising his emphasis on subjecti\ity and inward

ness. Berdyaev was also wrong in suggesting that for Buber the I-Thou relation is 

uniquely between man and God and not between man and man and within the 

larger human communlt^^'■^

The Christian tendency from Augustine to the Reformation to see faith as a gift 

o f  G od has had the effect, in Buber’s opinion, o f obscuring m an’s spontaneit}';

This sublime conception, with aU that goes u ith  it, resulted in the retreating 
into obscurity o f the Israelite myster\^ o f man as an independent partner o f 
God. The dogma of original sin was not, indeed, adapted to further that 
especial connection o f the ethical wdth the religious that tiTie theonomy 
seeks to realize through the faithful autonomy of man.

But Buber perhaps misunderstands the ontological meaning o f original sin 

which has closed man off from the immediacy o f his relations with God. While 

Buber considers Torah as an instruction o f G od which enables a clear direct 

understanding by man, the Christian insight denies that any human being can 

possess such purit}^ H a\ing broken an ultimate commandment, man by his 

own efforts is no longer capable o f following G od’s instructions. Christians be-

Ibid., p. 271. Leader o f the ecumenical movement in tlie Christian Churcli Joseph Houldsworth 
Oldham made a forceful appraisal o f Buber’s significance for Christianity, sa\4ng that he is “convinced 
that it is by opening its mind, and conforming its practice, to the truth which Buber has perceived and 
so powerfully set forth that the Church can recover a fresh understanding o f its own faith, and regain a 
real connection with the actual life o f our time.” Oldham, Joseph Houldsworth. Keal Life Is Meeting. 
London: Tlie Sheldon Press; New York: The Macmillan Co., 1947, pp. 13-16, as referred in Ibid., pp. 
268-269.

Berdyaev, Nicholas. Solitude and Society, trans. from the Russian by George Reavey. London: Geoffrey Bles, 
1938, p. 79ff, as referred in Ibid., p. 271.

Buber, Jvlartin. Eclipse o f God Studies in the Elation between V^li^on and Philosophy. Trans, by M. Friedman. 
New York: Harper and Brothers, 1952, p. 140f.
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lieve that they need G od’s help to change their consciousness and their natural 

abilities before they can receive any instruction as to how to fulfill the com 

mandments. That is why Paul said that m an’s disobedience and therefore his 

\nolation o f the Law is the essential defining characteristic o f his condition. 

Buber says that Paul, in contrast to Jesus, “posits a dualism between faith and 

action” based on belief in the impossibilit}^ o f fulfilling the Law. Buber consi

dered that in this approach the Law was being treated as necessarily extemal 

and that diis concept o f Law was derived from the Greek conception o f an oh- 

jectivum w’hich is foreign to the Jewish understanding o f Torah as instruction. 

The external law as presented by Paul makes all men sinners before God, but 

the dilemma can be resolved by faith in Christ. Buber regards this faith as es

sentially the Greek pistis, “faith in the tm th o f a proposition — faith with a 

knowledge content”’̂ '.

Arguing that Paul’s position was generally duaHstic, Buber believes that trust in 

the immediacy between man and G od was destroyed through “Paul’s strong 

tendency to spHt off G od’s wrath and His mercy into two separate powers” . He 

regards the world in Paul’s teaching as given over to the power o f judgment un

til mercy and redemption are brought by the crucifixion and resurrection of 

Christ. Man is intrinsically \tile and incapable, prior to the advent o f Christ, of 

recei\dng pardon from God. Commenting on a passage in Paul’s episde to the 

Romans, Buber says: “For the sake o f His plan o f salvation God hardens all the 

generations o f Israel, from that assembled on Sinai to that around Golgotha, 

with the exception o f His chosen ‘Election’ (cf. Rom. 11:7)”. Buber thought 

that for Paul G od’s wiU to harden is no longer a part o f His direct relation with 

a particular person or generation, and that G od has no regard for the people to 

whom  He speaks but “uses them up for higher ends” ’̂ '.

Buber. Tivo Types of Faith, pp. 7f, I l f ,  36-37, 79f. 

Ibid., pp. 47, 81 ff, 85-90,131-134,137-142,146-150.
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In Buber’s interpretation, when answering the problem  o f e\nl, Paul, in fact, 

creates two separate gods, one good and one bad. It is G od who makes man 

unfree and deser\dng o f wrath while in the work o f deliverance “G od almost 

disappears behind Christ” . Consciously or unconsciously Buber has set up an 

opposition between G od and Christ and this may be one o f the reasons why he 

sees Paul’s thought as dualistic. In his effort to consider Christ as a prophet, a 

real man o f G od along with the other remarkable men o f  Israel, he fails to rec

ognize the uniqueness o f His messianic mission. If  Paul had considered Christ 

as one among the Jewish prophets he would indeed h;ive fallen into dualism. 

The whole force of his teaching is based uniquely on his trust in Christ as the 

Son o f God, with no possible di\’ision into emunah ancl pistis. Such a division 

would render his thought incomprehensible in its verj’ central point — G od the 

Father and His Christ are one as far as it is revealed to m an by the Holy Spirit. 

Buber clearly cannot acknowledge the principle o f a persona^ or h\’postatic prin

ciple, which is common to both the di\’ine and the human being'^^. By develop

ing their relational nature we might resolve the problem o f the duaKt}  ̂ which 

Buber saw in Paul and which appeared to him, in the light o f his own dialogical 

m ethod, to be insoluble. G od is a Person standing in an intra-di\’ine commu

nion as weU as in His relation to the created world.

Ha\ting eliminated this intra-di\’ine communion, Bubor ine\ntably misinter

preted other ideas o f Pauline thought. “The Highest Being:s stand out from one 

another as dark omnipotence and shining goodness, not ais later with Marcion 

in dogma and creed, but in the actual experience o f the p o o r soul o f man.” In 

his comments on this Buberian \aew, Friedman sees the rniodern Christian Pau- 

Hnism, rather in terms o f the theolog}^ o f the Reformation, as softening ‘the 

demonocracy o f the world’ but, nevertheless, considering existence as di\tided

See, for instance, Sophrony (Sakharov), archimandrite. ]Ve Shall See Him as Hef h- Trans, from tlie Russian 
by Rosemar^r Edmonds. Essex: Stavropegic monastery’ o f S t John the Baptiist, 2004. pp. 190ff We will 
come back to discuss this matter later.
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into ‘an unrestricted rule o f wrath’ and ‘a sphere o f reconciliation.’ Such a di\d- 

sion would never arise within a theolog}' which recognized that certain o f the 

Apostle’s words were addressed specifically to the Jews who believed that only 

the Law had redemptive power. Paul’s attitude towards the Jews has to be dis

tinguished from his response to the Gentiles, who did not know the Law. This 

is not an ontological, but a methodological distinction. One has also to be 

aware o f the circumstances which were troubling Paul in his missionan' efforts 

when, despite usually suffering persecution at the hands o f Jews, he painfully 

loved them as his brothers and never missed an oppormnit}^ to stress his own 

Jewish roots. An insufficient awareness of the diversit}^ within Christian thought 

has provoked Buber to affirm that “de facto the redeemed Christian soul stands 

over against an unredeemed world of men in loft}' impotence.” This ob^tious 

dualistic conception of G od and his relation to the world, erroneously attri

buted to the whole of Christian thought, was utterly unacceptable to Buber: “In 

the immediacy we experience His anger and His tenderness in one,” he writes. 

“N o assertion can detach one from the other and make Him into a G od of 

wrath W ^o requires a mediator.” The immediate relationship, where it exists, 

does not require a mediator, though it cannot be expressed in an external way 

but can only be known as an inward experience. The relationship with G od is 

such that human beings will tend to keep silence rather than talk about it. Thus 

it would be unknown in its plenitude unless a Man appeared VCTio could be be

lieved to be capable o f saving it plainly. Nobody could realize his own relation 

o f sonship to the Heavenly Father if  God the Father did not confirm His rela

tionship with His Son and the Son did not reveal by words that He knows the 

Father as He is. This is not a matter o f mediation but an ultimate experience 

expressed both with words and with deeds. Those who focus on Christ’s role as 

mediator are missing something important in the immediacy o f the relation with 

G od which He proclaimed. And when we do speak o f the mediation o f Christ



81

we should avoid any comparison with any kind o f mediation that could occur 

among human beings since Christ mediates between two ultimately different 

natures — the di\nne and the human. This mediation is an ontological one which 

is hypostasi^ed according to the inner hj’postatic principle o f God.

Although it can be said truly that Buber’s “contrast between Judaism and Chris

tianity has been unfavourable toward the latter” ’̂ '*, there are many fruits o f his 

labor that can be useful for Christian theology^ and practice. He argued that 

there was no way religions could relate to each other except by what he called 

true dialogue: “Religions are receptacles into which the spirit o f man is fitted. 

Each o f them has its origin in a separate revelation and its goal in the suspen

sion o f all separateness. Each represents the universality o f its myster}^ in m\"th 

and rite and thus reser\^es it for those who live in it.” ’̂  ̂ It is always a senseless 

undertaking to compare one religion with another, valuing the one which is 

seen from within and devaluing the one which is seen from without. “One can 

only compare the corresponding parts o f the buildings according to strucmre, 

function, and connection with one another.” '̂ '' This issue will be considered in 

more detail below, but here we wiU work out a possible theological application 

o f the above dialogical approach to Christian thought.

2.3. Rediscovering Buberian dialogue in Christianity.

By exploring the realm of confirmed dialogue we have encountered a new approach 

applied to dialogue, treating it as an existential event. It has been considered as a 

relationship o f each of the parties engaged in the dialogue with the “eternal 

Thoi/', confirming the accepted otherness o f Thou within the dialogue. This means 

that, in addressing the other, the I  should continuously ensure that the Thou is

Friedman. TheLifeofDiah^ue, p. 279. 

■-’5 As referred in Ibid.

Ibid,
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actually present in the dialogue. In this way, the dialogue is prevented from be

coming an actual or disguised soliloquy.

The dialogue is to be considered as an open one, ready to accept new partici

pants. Being confirmed dirough the /-“eternal Thoil’’ relationship, the newco

mers would each enrich the others within their mumaliy shared and confirmed 

otherness. Both openness toward newcomers and “turning to G od” are of essen

tial significance when approaching the realms o f Christian theology and tradi

tion. Concerning the theological perspective o f any religious relationship, one 

needs a grasp o f the related doctrinal issues as well as experience o f the tradi

tion. Since we are approaching from a Christian theolog)^ o f the Trinit}^, this 

basic knowledge and experience are taken for granted. It now becomes o f great 

importance to look for a dialogical dimension within the Trinitarian view. We 

utU follow the dialogic approach discussed above and try to rediscover how the 

internal and external Trinitarian relations work in the context o f confirmed dialo

gue. That is to say that both those personal relations within the Holy Trinit}" 

which are comprehensible to man and the relations o f G od the Trinit)^ to the 

created world will be approached dialogically in terms o f the personaUst pers

pective.

During the first four centuries the Church defended the myster}" o f the Holy 

Trinity against certain natural inclinations o f the human mind. O n the one 

hand, by thinking in monotheistic terms, the human intellect tends to exclude 

the h)'postatic distinctions and reduces Trinitarian unit}  ̂ to an intellectually 

comprehensible conceptual unity. Firsdy, it was presented as a concept o f the 

Greek philosophers, with three modes o f manifestation. This predisposition o f 

the human intellect arose in what has been called the SabeUian heresy, or Mod- 

alism. O n the other hand, the same tendency in reverse later led to Arianism, 

which erroneously held, with reference to the Three Persons o f the Trinit}?, that 

there were three distinct beings.
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In place o f these merely intellectual claims, the Church has existentially expressed 

by the term homoousios (of one essence) “the consubstandality o f the Three, the 

mysterious identity o f the monad and o f the triad; identit}" of the one nature and 

distinction o f the three hypostases.”’̂ ’ The Holy Trinit)^ should be spoken o f as a 

mystery, personal in dialogue and impersonal in essence. However, the dialogic 

dimension in the Trinity can be presented in terms of those particular personal 

characteristics which lie within man’s grasp. These are unbegotten, begotten and pro

ceeding as referring respectively to the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. This is 

all we may know concerning the internal relations of the Trinit}', though even 

here “the mode o f generation and the mode o f procession are incomprehensi

ble,” as John Damascene has said.

The dialogic personal relations within the Trinit}' are ver}’ different from those 

among men. The Father is eternally begetting the Son and eternally the source 

from which the Holy Spirit proceeds. Between the Father and the Son there is 

mumal reciprocal love, confirmed by the Holy Spirit, Who is Love itself Thus, 

one might speak about the “eternal /” and the “eternal Thou’' within the eternal

ly confirmed dialogue between the Father and the Son. Grace, considered in the 

Buberian sense as the presence of mutuality, may here be considered as the Glor}? of 

the Father witnessed by the Holy Spirit. The Son glorifies His Father, just as the 

Father glorifies His Son “with the gloiy  ̂which I had with Thee before the world 

was” (Jn 17:5). The Son and the Holy Spirit are equal with the Father, yet differ in 

their personal characteristics as discussed above — filiation on the one hand and 

procession on the other.

The Holy Spirit is the third participant in the divine dialogue. His “eternal Thou” 

witnesses to the eternal relationship I-Thou o f the Father and the Son. As Yves 

Congar argued, “a consortium amoris, that is, a lo\ting together o f a third and an

Lossk\'. The Mystical Theoloff, p. 48-49. 

'-’8 As referred in Ibid, p. 55.
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enabling together o f that third to share in the happiness o f the first two. The 

Holy Spirit is therefore postulated as the condilectus (‘a common friend’ or ‘a 

third equally loved’) o f the Father and the Son.” ’̂ ’

The Father, W ho generates the otherness both o f the Son and the Holy Spirit, 

is the eternal “cause” o f the divine dialogue. “G od the Father, moved outside time 

and in love, proceeded to a distinction in hj^ostases, remaining without di t̂i- 

sion or diminution in the wholeness proper to Him, supremely unified and su

premely simple.”’'*® He begets the Son, turning to dialogue with Him. From Him 

proceeds the Holy Spirit, confirming this dialogue. The otherness o f the Son is in 

His filiation, whereas the otherness o f the Holy Spirit lies in His procession. Being 

Himself the cause o f the otherness o f the Son and the Holy Spirit, the Father 

has His own ‘otherness’, which is that o f paternity. The turning within the di\’ine 

dialogue is eternally mutual, and the dialogue itself is without beginning, cease

less and fruitful.

The fruit o f the di\tine dialogue is the creation and the salvation o f the world.’"*’ 

The I-It relation within the temporal world has emerged from the eternal 1-Thou 

relationship o f the lo\ing Father and the Son. The “eternal Thot/' is still accessi

ble for man within genuine human 1-Thou dialogue which appears to be primor

dial as regards “createdness” o f I-It. Christos Yannaras considered man to be 

created in one essence and in many hypostases.

Congar, Yves. 1 Relieve in the Viot^ Spirit Trans, by David Smith. New York: The Crossroad Publisliing 
Company, 2003, p. 87.

Maximus the Confessor, Scholia on the DivineNawes^ Patrologia Graeca 4,221 A.

In Rublev’s icon of the Holy Trinit}’, for example, one may recognize that silent conversation of the three 
heavenly visitors to Abraham. It is an image o f confirmed dialogue between the Father and the Son, w’it- 
nessed by the Holy Spirit. The altar table in the centre and the Eucharistic cup on it may signify the very in
itial and even pre-eternal divine “idea” o f the creation and the salvation o f the world. That “ idea” is o f di
alogic significance as it is a fmit o f the etemal Trinitarian dialogue. See, e.g., Sendler, Egon, S. J. The Icon. 
Image of the Invisible. ’Elements ofTheolo^, Aesthetics and Technique. Trans, from the Frencli by Fr. Steven Big- 
ham. Oakwood Publications, 1988, p. 74.
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Created “in the image” o f G od in Trinit}^, man himself is one in essence ac
cording to his nature, and in many hypostases according to his person. Each 
man is a unique, distinct and unrepeatable person; he is an existential dis
tinctiveness. All men have a common nature or essence, but this has no ex
istence except as personal distinctiveness, as freedom and transcendence of 
their own natural predeterminations and natural necessity. The person is 
the h)^ostasis o f the human essence or nature. He sums up in his existence 
the universalit}^ o f human nature, but at the same time surpasses it, because 
his mode of existence is freedom and distinctiveness.

Thus was transferred to man that which was peculiar to the uncreated G od

head, the Trinit)' — oneness in multiplicity^ Therefore, the human hj^postatic re

lationship begins “in the image” o f the eternal 1-Thou communion. Unhappily, 

as a result o f  original sin, the I-lt relations within the created world become 

closer and more useful than those o f 1-Thou, for m an’s I  has lost its intimacy 

u ith  G od’s “eternal Thou."’ Since human nature has been changed irreversibly, 

the only constant which remains for man turns out to be the personal or hypos

tatic principle or mode o f a human being. Let us examine that principle at its 

relational roots. A ver\- similar dialogic approach to the above may be found to 

be applicable.

The terms person, hypostasis and prosopon appear to have the same meaning. Since 

the time of the Trinitarian sy^nthesis they have, within both philosophical and 

theological definitions, signified human uniqueness, distinctiveness and related

ness. At that time the question was raised as to whether or not it was possible 

to apply the great achievements o f Greek philosophical thought to the formula

tion o f Christian d o g m a . A  certain theological bridge was needed to link the

' ’̂annaras, Cliristos. The Freedom of Morality, trans. from the Greek by E. Briere. New York: St ^^adimir’s 
Seminars Press, 1996, p. 19.

Concerning relations between philosophy and theolog}' at tliat time see e.g. Hicrotheos, Metropolitan of 
Nafpaktos. The Person in the Orthodox Tradition. Trans, by Esther Williams. Levadia-Hellas: Birtli o f tlie 
Theotokos Monai;tery, 1999, p. 41-59.
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educated human mind, experienced in philosophy, with the truth of Revelation, 

so the idea naturally arose o f rethinking the use o f well-known terms.

The term prosopon was used for an actor’s mask. While wearing his mask the ac

tor becomes the player of a certain role, but nobody knows his real face. He 

relates to tlie other actor wliHe wearing the mask appropriate to his role. ITiey 

perform their parts in the presence o f the third actor whose role is to listen to 

them.’'*'* This well-known term taken from the theatre was to become the onto

logical tenn which defines the ven^ essence o f a thing. In relating the word pro

sopon to the hypostasis, with its original meaning o f ousia {essence), the Cappadocian 

fathers at the end o f the fourth centun- applied that term to the concept o f the 

realization {hypostatii^ation) of the nature [ousia). Thus, the ontological severance 

between the unknowable nature o f a thing and its concrete embodiment was 

eliminated, owing to great philosophical intuition combined u ith  a strict belief 

in the Incarnation o f the unknowable, imasible and incomprehensible Godhead. 

Man is enabled to partake o f the nature o f God through hjpostatit:^ation, because 

both the di\-ine and the human natures are present in the Person o f Jesus Chr

ist, G od Incarnate.

In order to foUow the thought o f the Cappadocians and reveal its dialogical in

put, we shall consider different aspects o f the term prosopon. 'E.tymolo^callj, there 

is no evidence for this concept in the ancient Greek texts; hence there is no cer

tainty' among leading Greek scholars concerning the original meaning o f the 

word prosopon. While John Zizioulas, for instance, traces the et\Tnolog}' o f the 

word on the basis o f strict anatomical interpretation’''̂  — “the part defined by 

the eyes” {to pros tis opsi meros)^^ Christos Yannaras prefers what he claims is

According to Lucian (Slander 6) tliere were tliree prosopa in Greek comedics: the slanderer, the one
slandered, and the one hearing the slanderer. Tlie relationship was presumed to be complete, simply with 
tliree participants.

Zizioulas. Bein^ as Communion  ̂p. 31.

Stephanus H. Thesaurus Graecae UnguaeYl, col. 2048.
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“the most widely accepted” rather than “a particular etymological” analysis. He 

accepts the et}TOolog}  ̂which interprets prosopon as “what is opposite the eyes [of 

the o t h e r ] . T h e  substantive ops (gen. opos), which means “look”, “eye”, “ face” 

or “aspect” , with the prefix pros (towards) forms the et}TOology of prosopon. Man, 

as an existential component o f relationship and communion, is a person, proso

pon, which signifies, both etymologically and in practice that he has his face 

turned towards someone or something else. This means that he is in relation to 

or in connection with them. In its existence as a reference point and in relation 

to God, the created nature o f man is “opposite” God, through and also within 

ever)? personal hypostasis.

Philosophically, the use o f the term prosopon as a mask can be found in Plato 

(Cormcus,, fragm. 142), and in Aristode (ta tragika prosopa. Problems XXXI, 7, 

958a, 170). In ancient Greek philosophy and drama, there was a presupposed 

dramatic conflict between human freedom and the rational necessity? o f a uni

fied and harmonious world. Man, being oppressed by this necessity’, strove to 

become a person who was free from it. The mask was not unrelated to the per

son, but the relationship was a tragic one.’'*̂ Only by wearing a mask could man 

be unique, unrepeatable and distinctive in his entit}- and also capable o f relating 

to the other man, also wearing a mask. True dialogue was impossible since no

body could address another’s Thou. Something needed to be added to m an’s 

being to enable it to become truly free and adequate to the hypostasis in relation 

to his essence. Hence, it would make sense, first, to separate hypostasis from essence 

terminologicaUy and, secondly, to move away from the term prosopon in its for

mer sense o f an actor’s mask and concentrate upon the meaning of the term

Chantraine, Pierre. Dictionnaire 'Etymolo^que de la Lan^ue Grectjue (HL^toire des mots), vol. III. Paris, 1974, p.
942; Frisk, Hjalmar Griechisches Etymohffsches Worterbuch. Heidelberg, 1960, p. 602; Schw)’zer, Eduard. Grie-
chische Grammatik, vol. II. Munich, 1950, p. 517.

"^'annaras. The Freedom ofM omli^, p. 20-21.

Zizioulas. Being as Communion, p. 31 -33.



hypostasis as a realized essence. There is no additional term to complicate matters, 

but a transfer o f emphasis from the theatrical to the ontological meaning takes 

place. W hen following the Cappadocians’ thought, we should consider the term 

prosopon as having become ontological and referring to the ontological relation

ship rather than the theatrical one. Thus, the sense in which the term is used 

here is clarified and gives us the opportunity o f thinking o f prosopon in terms of 

true dialogue. The three actors o f the Greek drama have been transformed into 

three participants in a confirmed dialogue.

Theologically, the relational term prosopon was adopted by the Cappadocians in 

Trinitarian theolog}' in order to explain the personal or hypostatic relationship 

occurring within the common di\tine nature. The particular hj'postatic differ

ences within the Trinit}' are o f great significance once the self-transcendental 

relationship has been revealed to man. This relationship is the di\tine love pecu

liar to di\tinely h)^ostasized nature. Love is a movement o f G od (or, in the 

Cappadocians’ terminology', His energy) addressing G od’s creation in Christ (see 

Jn 3:16). Through and within love the true Trinitarian dialogue may be known 

to man who can be involved with it as a participant. Imisible, incomprehensi

ble, immeasurable, inconceivable but hypostatic and, hence, “relational”, God, 

the Trinit)', is no longer completely hidden. The hypostatic dialogue o f love is 

confirmed by the Holy Spirit through XK-Tiom it is revealed to man.'^*  ̂ Once 

touched by hy'postatic love, human namre, existing within its prosopon as rela

tional being, is united with the di-\tine namre “in the image and likeness” o f Chr

ist. As we have seen, the Cappadocians had achieved a form o f  theologically 

philosophical synthesis, o f great importance for explaining the content o f Reve

lation. The synthesis is based on the interchange between ontological and rela

tional categories. The theor}' was expressed by John Zizioulas as follows.

See e.g. Mantzaridis, Georgios I. The Deification of Man. Trans, from the Greek by Liadain Slierrard. New 
^'ork: St ^^adimir’s Seminar\’ Press, 1984, p. 33-39.
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This meant that from now on a relational term \prosopon — G.Z.] entered into 
ontolog}’ and, conversely, that an ontological categon^ such as hypostasis en
tered the relational categories of existence. To be and to be in relation becomes 
identical. For someone or something to be, two things are simultaneously 
needed: being itself (hypostasis) and being in relation (i.e. being a person). It is 
only in relationship that identit)^ appears as ha\’ing an ontological signific
ance, and if any relationship did not imply such an ontologicaUy meaningful 
identit}^, then it would be no relationship. Here is certainly an ontology de
rived from the being of G od.’ ’̂

He reminds us that the Cappadocians “arrived at this through their thesis that 

no nature exists ‘in nakedness’ but always has its ‘mode o f existence’ (tropos 

eparxeos)”^̂ ' rooted in true dialogue which is confirmed ontologicaUy. Ontology 

as “derived from the being o f G od” is implied within His “eternal Thou" which 

is the necessary witoess of a true dialogue. The united term hypostasis-prosopon 

designates human nature h^'postasized within the dialogicaUv oriented prosopon- 

person in h is/her relationship with another prosopon-person o f the same nature. 

The “Mode of existence” of this relationship is reciprocal love revealed to them 

through their turning to the “eternal Thoit' o f G od the Trinit}^ The h}’postasiz- 

ing o f nature is not an act o f human nature itself It is due to the creative will or 

energ}  ̂ o f God, Whose principle o f being is h^'postatic. Neither diAone nature- 

essence nor any other reason but the Father alone is the cause o f being o f the 

Son and the Holy Spirit. Since it is co-etemal with G od the Father, His love to

ward His Son is h}^postaticaIly reflected by the Holy Spirit. The creative energ}' 

of God is an abundance o f this love poured forth from the dialogical fiillness 

and completeness o f the Trinitarian relations.

Ibid, p. 87-88. 

152 Ibid.
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Having grown up amongst the different traditions o f Hinduism and C lir is ti^ n i-  

t}% the distinguished Catholic theologian Raimundo Panikkar*^^ presented a 

similar approach towards the Father, understanding Him as the principle of 

Trinitarian being and relations. However, his argument is not derived from the 

h}'postaric mode o f existence as given in the teaching o f the Cappadocians, but 

is, rather, a development o f the Absolute character or oneness o f God. He put 

this absoluteness beyond any other principle or possible name of the Absol^ite 

known in human language: God, the Father, the One, the Di^^nit}^ Ultimat(^ly, 

even the question o f w’hat the Absolute is makes no sense. There is nothing 

outside the Absolute that would enable it to be measured. N o being would be 

possible u ithou t the Absolute, although the Absolute itself is not a beir.g. “}Iis 

transcendence is constitutive and he alone is authentically transcencent.’’'̂  ̂

Thus, one should say that “G od’s re-flection is no longer the Father, '."he Fa

ther is the Absolute, the only God, o theos.”^̂  ̂ We may remark that, foUo-vidng 

Panikkar’s thought, even “G od in H im self’ is no longer an appropriate ;xprfis- 

sion since it implies a “reflection.” A “se lf’ o f G od is already a derivation frc'in 

the unknown God and, hence, is no longer “original and originating.”

The Father in Panikkar’s thought has no existence of his own. Once has 

acquired His paternity through begetting the Son, He exists merely in His So'n. 

The Son is the being o f the Father. The Son is the beginning o f the verj^fact of 

being. The Father as the Absolute goes beyond His absoluteness and begets tHe 

Son in His eternal being. This is seen by Panikkar as an eternal empt}tinj {kerfo- 

sis) o f  the Father, as “the Cross in the Trinit}^”

His book The Trinity and the V^Ii^ous 'Experience of Mart (New York — London, 1973) L«; “one o f the best 
least read meditations on the Trinit}- 'm our century” -  Rowan Williams. Trinity and Pluralism pullished 
Christian Uniqueness Reconsidered The Myth of a Pluralistic Theolo^ of Religions. Ed. by Ga\"in D ’Cota,
^'ork: Orbis Books, 1990, p. 3.

Panikkar, Raimundo. The Trinity' and the Religious Experience of Man. Icon~-Person—A^'stery. New Yor- _  Lo#n-
don, 1973, p. 44.

155 Ibid.
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In the Father the apophatism (the kenosis or empt}ang) o f Being is real and 
total. This is what elsewhere I have called “the Cross in the Trinit)^” i.e. the 
integral immolation o f God, o f which the Cross o f Christ and his immola
tion are only the images and revelations.

So we are given an exciting idea o f  the “Cross o f the F ather” o f  which the 

Cross o f Christ is only the image. Since He is the Son o f His Father, He shares 

the Father’s absoluteness — otherwise He is not begotten but made. Conse

quently, the absoluteness becomes a dialogic or relational categor}" and the pos- 

sibilit}’ arises o f marking from within being a distinction between nothingness 

and absoluteness. The otherness o f nothing can only be inferred in relation to 

being. This is a peculiar dialogic principle concerning being as well as non-being 

since we say o f it “G od creates from nothing” — which is no absurdity’ because 

in sanng “nothing” we have in mind its otherness towards the being which is 

about to arise out o f it.

This absoluteness has to be shared and confirmed. There is no way that we can 

refer to the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit separately, even with a \new to 

defining them. Similarly with the Cross. It has to be shared just as love, obedience 

and mutual (not integral) immolation are shared within the Trinit}'. This is what 

the Church Fathers called the perichoresis or cirmmincessio, the “dynamic inner circu- 

larit}' of the Tnnit}'” '̂  ̂ which is the true, that is, confirmed, Trinitarian dialogue. 

“Once the revelation of the H\ting Trinity^ of Father, Son and Holy Spirit is re

ceived, it already becomes an abstraction to speak o f ‘G od’.” '̂ * G od as a mono- 

Hthic entit}  ̂ does not exist and we are impelled to speak in terms o f the relation

ship: “There is no God except the Father who is his Son through his Spirit.” ’̂ ^

Ibid, p. 46.

’=■7 Ibid, p. 60.

‘58 Ibid, p. 52.

'55 Ibid.
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Panikkar further develops the relational reasoning we have considered above: “A 

person is never in himself, but by the ver)  ̂ fact that he is a person is always a con

stitutive relation— a pros His insight concerning the relational character of 

the person gives us additional e\tidence in favour o f dialogue. However, wliile 

speaking o f the Persons within the Trinit}^, he nevertheless distinguishes the per- 

sonhood o f the Son from that o f the Father and o f the Holy Spirit:

Correctly speaking, then, it is only with the Son that man can have a per
sonal relationship. The G od of theism, thus, is the Son; the God with 
whom one can speak, establish a dialogue, enter into communication, is the 
di\ane Person who is in-relation-with, or rather, is the relationship with 
man and one o f the poles o f total existence.

This denial o f the personal relationships o f man with the Father and the Holy 

Spirit may appear to a misinterpretation. In both the Orthodox and Roman 

Catholic traditions there are certain prayers which do address them in a person

al way. Besides, most obviously, the “O ur F ather...,” the Eucharistic canon is 

also to be considered in its entiret}^ as addressed to the Person o f the Father. Set 

as it is at the ver}  ̂ beginning o f all Orthodox prayers, public and private, the 

well-known “O Heavenly King, the Comforter, the Spirit o f Truth . . .” is ad

dressed to the Holy Spirit. The \iew’ that the Spirit-Paraclete has been personal

ly revealed in the writing o f the Fourth Gospel can be found in num.erous 

works by such distinguished authors as Barrett, Brown, Burge, Porsch, Win- 

disch, Mowinckel, Miguens and Ferraro.''’" Yet Panikkar denies any possibilit}^ 

o f personal relations u ith  the Spirit and o f prayer to him: “One cannot pray to 

the Spirit as an isolated term o f our prayer.” His formula is as follows: “One

Ibid.

'61 Ibid.

See e.g. Windisch, Hans. The Spint-Parackie in the Fourth Gospel Trans, by James NX'. Cox. Pliiladelphia: For
tress Press, 1968, p. 24.
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can only pray in the Spirit, by addressing tlie Father through the Son.” ’*'̂  Fol

lowing the last sentence, one could say that even prayers to the Father and to 

the Son “as isolated terms” are impossible since we must have the unity o f the 

Trinit}^ in mind in all the prayers. “Where the Spirit is, there Christ is also. For 

wheresoever one person o f the Trinity is, there the whole Trinit}- is present.”’*''* 

But this might go rather deeper than a mere terminological misinterpretation if 

we lose the Cappadocians’ insight concerning hypostati^ation as a Trinitarian 

principle worked out within the context of a strict belief in the Incarnation. Tri

nitarian theology? is impossible without Christolog}' and pneumatolog}% and the 

converse is likewise true.

Perhaps, Panikkar’s intention was to emphasize the myster)? o f the Trinit}? as it 

is manifested only in Christ, W ho “zV the Son, the Icon, the Image, the Word, 

the Glor\’, the very Being of the Father.” '*'̂  However, such a Christocentric con

cept o f the Trinit}? needs to be complemented substantially by the dialogic input 

o f the prosopon-hjpostasis \iew. He does point out the dialogic impact o f the Holy 

Spirit as He leads man to realize that “he is not an I (ego) but a Thou (te)-, that he 

only exists insofar as the one I (ego, aham) says to him thou.'"̂ ^̂  This dialogic 

approach has been developed by him later on.

In recollecting the fact that the Father is “greater” than the Son and that “only in 

the Spirit is this interpersonal communion realized — and in dialogue on an equal 

footing between me, man and him, G od”’*’', Panikkar has appHed the term commu

nion to the Holy Spirit so that His witness to die relationship between the Father 

and the Son can be revealed. The Spirit in communion is immanent both in the

Panikkar. The Trinity^ p. 63.

PG 60, 519. As referred to in Clapsis, Emmanuel. Orthodoxy in Conversation. Geneva: WCC Publications,
2000, p. 59.

Panikkar. The Trinity^ p. 55.

Ibid, p. 66.

Ibid, p. 54.
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Father and in the Son. In some manner the Spirit proceeds from the Father to 

the Son in His begetting and returns to the Father, confirming His paternity. Just 

as the Father keeps nothing o f His own (except His patem i^ in His self-offering 

(perichoresii) to the Son, so the Son, in His reciprocal self-offering to the Father, 

does not keep to Himself anything given to Him by the Father. There is nothing 

(except His filiation) that He does not return to the Father. Thus, as Pardkkar ar

gued, “the Trinitarian cycle is completed and consummated, though in no way is 

it a ‘closed cycle.’ The Trinity is, indeed, the real myster}? o f Unit)^, for true unity is 

Trinitarian.”’'̂ *' One may add that true unit}  ̂ is a product of true dialogue con

firmed by a third part}" who is above any ‘suspicion’ on the part of either side in 

the dialogue. Thus, tme dialogue becomes the three-dimensional embodiment of 

the Trinitarian myster}? of unit}^ The wimess should be o f the same spirit as those 

engaged in the dialogue, and the otherness o f tliose in dialogue should be “in the 

image and likeness” o f the otherness o f paternity and filiation, that is, of reciprocit}' 

reflected in Trinitarian love. G od the Trinit)^ “communicates — and goes on 

communicating — himself.” '*’®

2.4. Buber and Levinas on ethics of dialogue.

By turning to another great thinker o f dialogue, Emmanuel Le^nnas, we can 

enrich and rediscover some o f the particular key points of Buberian thought 

which can usefully be applied in the Christian context. Le^nnas has introduced the 

dialogical argument into the sphere o f ethics. He has introduced a “eucharistic” 

dimension into the idea o f dialogue by speaking o f the asymmetr)' in mutual re- 

sponsibilit)" o f the parties to the dialogue and emphasizing the “sacrificial” cha

racter o f the Ts involvement in dialogue. His I  in the dialogical 1-Thou pair must 

accept the inAdtation o f Thou and answer, with no possibilit}' of declining it. The

Ibid, p. 61.

Bames, Michael. Theolo^ and the Diabgue ofRiHffons. Cambridge: Cambridge Universiry Press, 2002, p. 224.
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response o f the 1 is, therefore, considered by Le^anas as a sort o f “sacrifice” given 

for Thoti% sake. According to Le^^nas, there is no symmetry in dialogue at all and 

no equalit}  ̂between the I  and the Thou. Disagreeing with Buber in certain cmcial 

points such as the reversibility and mutualit}^ of the relationship, Le\Tnas has po

sited instead tlie idea o f responsibiHt}'. Responsibility^ appears to be rather a per

sonal thing and, therefore, of different value for each o f the parties to the dialo

gue. But they would not be aw^are of it so long as they remain alone in their mu- 

tuaUt}'. For example, two people involved in a mutually interesting conversation 

may be absolutely deaf to the sound o f a third person knocking on the door. 

Thus, in Le\4nas, the mutual enjoyment o f the 1 and the Thou may be dismpted 

by the appeal made by an anonymous third. Again, there is an intriguing reference 

to a third part}' o f dialogue through whom the dialogue will be confirmed. A third 

part\% if there is one, introduces an ethical dimension into the dialogue by obsen*- 

ing and, therefore, appraising it ethically. The moral result o f the dialogue might 

be witnessed and revealed to others with the help o f a third part}’. It will be of 

great interest in the context of our smdy to foUow the key points o f Leninas’ dia- 

logical approach by “putting him in dialogue” with Buber, especially on the ethi

cal dimension o f dialogue.

Le\inas refers to three influences that were particularly important in the forma

tion o f his own thought: his reading o f the great Russian authors and, in particu

lar, Dostoyevsk}^’ *̂̂; the Hebrew Bible, especially as read in die light o f the Tal- 

mudic texts and Rabbinical commentar}% and his own experiences as a Jew — 

emigration across Russia and then to France, the rise of Hitier and National So

cialism, and the experience of the Holocaust. In particular, his writing was af

fected by what he called the t\^e  o f ‘every hatred o f the other person’, that is the

■'̂ 0 One finds frequent references in Levinas to Dostoyevsk)’’s Brothers Karamazov, especially to the words of 
Markel, younger brother o f the elder Zossima: ‘T)arling mother . , , there have to be masters and servants, 
but let me be the sers'ant o f my servants. Let me be the same as tliey are to me. And let me tell you this, 
too, Mother: even' one o f us is responsible for everyone else in everj’ way, and I most o f all.” (As cited in 
Purcell, Michael. Lxvinas and Theohgf. Cambridge: University Press, 2006, p. 4).
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never-to-be-forgotten anti-Semitism. He wrote,

To the memor)^ o f those who were closest among the six million assassinated 
by the National Socialists, and o f the millions o f all confessions and all na
tions, \'ictims of the same hatred o f the other man, the same antisemitism.’ ’̂

Being influenced in a specifically philosophical way by the thinking o f Husserl, 

Heidegger, and Bergson, Emmanuel Le\dnas begins his phenomenological ap

proach with the experience o f the face {k visage) o f the other, with whom I  relate 

face-to-face. The main dynamic behind this relation is ethical. The otherness o f the 

other is to be recognized by responding in a relation o f discourse rather than of 

competition. So Le\’inas’s face-to-face has ob^aous parallels to Buber’s I-Thou. 

Both Buber and Le\*inas place the readiness for such an encounter or relationship 

with othemess at the beginning o f experience. “Both consider the encounter as 

oriented toward the other prior to theoretical understanding and knowledge. And 

finally, both posit the relation with the Thou as in some sense incorporating or 

deri\’ing from the relation with the absolutely Other called God.”’’"

Although he prefers Buber’s rendering o f the I-Thou relation to that o f other phi

losophers - Gabriel Marcel, for instance - Le\inas does not seem at fijrst sight to 

present a consistent reading o f Buber. In his postwar writings, up to and includ

ing Totality and Infinity, Le\inas seemed to be primarily concemed with distinguish

ing his own ethical philosophy from Buber’s. At that time, LeAinas suspected that 

Buber’s thought had no answer to the radical “separation” between the I  and the 

other, and he explicitiy opposed his own use o f the phrase ‘T-Thoi/’ {inoi-toi) to 

“Buber’s sense, w’here reciprocit}’ remains the tie between two separated free

doms, and the ineluctable character o f isolated subjecti\it}’ is londerestimated.” ’^̂

As cited in Ibid.

hennas and Buber: diahgue and difference, edited bv Peter Atterton, MattJiew Calarco, and Maurice Friedman.
Pittsburg, Pennsylvania: Duquesne University Press, 2004, p. 7.

Levinas, Emmanuel. Time and the Other Trans. Richard Cohen. Pittsburg: Duquesne University' Press, 1987,
pp. 93-94.
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This is in addition to the criticism in Le\onas’ Totally and Infinity, where Buber’s 

“I-Thoi/’ is charged with being self-sufficient and forgetful of the laniverse.’̂ '* Le- 

\Tnas associates it with conjugal love — a relationship with the otherness of a 

woman in the intimacy of the home which does not suppose that a third party 

will be involved.

Later Leninas clearly decided that he could “use Buber both as a useful resource 

when seeking to avoid the neutral discourse o f ontolog}^ and as a foil for his own 

%iews when it was necessary to distinguish his own thinking from Buber’s.”' ’  ̂

However — though Le^inas had already praised “Buber’s fiindamental contribu

tion to the theor}  ̂of knowledge” and attributed “great spiritual importance”” ’’ to 

the primacy o f the I-Thou relation over the I -I(— he is still posing several “objec

tions” to Buber, again mainly directed at the “reciprodt}' o f the I-Thou rela

tion.” ’̂ ’ VvTule, for Buber, the relationship between the I  and the Thou is directiy 

lived as reciprocity^ Le^inas’ point o f departure, by his own words, is Dos

toyevsky and his idea that “we are all culpable for ever)'thing and for ever)’one 

before every^one, and I more than the others.” ’’**

“^^eeting”, as presented by Leninas, has a “nonformal ethical character” which, 

he argues, has been missed by Buber in his insistence on the fully reciprocal na

ture of the relationship. Instead o f the “totally spirimal friendship” o f the Bube- 

rian 1-Thou relation, Leninas asked about another “true and concrete access to the 

otherness of the other”, namely “clothing the naked and feeding the hungr)"”. 

One realizes that Le\inas is expressing an essentially ethical concern about the

Le\nnas, Emmanuel. Totality and Infinity. Trans. Alphonso Lingis. Pittsburg; Duquesne University Press, 
1969, pp. 77, 213.

]_xi;inas and Buber  ̂p. 7.

Levinas, Emmanuel. Proper Name. Trans. Michael B. Smith. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1996, p. 
23.

>77 Ibid., p. 32.

>78 'Ljevinas and Buber, p. 33. See also DostoyevsW, Fyodor. The Brothers Karamat^v^ trans. Da\nd Magarshack. 
London: Penguin, 1982, p. 338.
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overly spiritual bias he attributes to Buber who, although concerned with ethics, 

was “unable to go beyond the philosophical tradition that has always subordi

nated ethics to ontolog}^” '’  ̂A similar division between ethics and spirituality can 

be seen in the emphasis Leninas puts on the human dimension o f dialogue there

by, perhaps unconsciously, missing the divine perspective called forth by Buber’s 

“turning to G od” . Although he always rejected the ‘spiritualist’ label, Buber, as we 

have learned from his Two Tjpes of Faith, did defend what he caUed a messianic 

spirituaHt}^ against the spirituaKt)^ o f Reformation theolog3^ As ethics is not his 

starting point he simply does not attribute any character to the relation in ad

vance, avoiding any attempt to characterise its content, allowing the parties to 

stand within the dialogue bringing one anotlier to their respective Thou.

The moral issue is worth pursuing if  we are seeking a Christian dialogical ap

proach that can be expressed in terms o f Buber’s TThou relation - cririci2ed by 

Le\’inas both for lacking an ethical concern and for the reciprocal privacy o f the 

two. We m m  to a commentar\" by Maurice Friedman w’ho has thoroughly re- 

\newed and clarified Buber’s position in the light o f the critique made by Le^^as. 

Friedman believed that a true dialogue wiQ evoke the tme moral norm which is to 

do, existentially, with the human being as a whole rather than with some objective 

moral norm imposed from above which can be accepted or not as the case may 

be. The young Martin Buber, in an incident that has become legendary’, was faced 

u ith  a choice between obedience to authority and loyalt}- to his fellow youngsters. 

O n the one hand there was an objective moral norm, delivered for general use to 

be followed blindly in all circumstances, and on the other there was a concrete 

situation that required one to be involved with one’s whole being and to respond 

accordingly. In the event the young Buber refused to betray his classmates be

cause he could not find an answer to the question: who would be really helped by 

his betrayal? But in so doing he was betra}ing the objective moral norm requiring

™ Levinas and Buber, p. 7-8.



99

obedience to authorit)^ Only later did he find an adequate means o f understand

ing his dilemma. It comes from the conscience — not the routine “play on the sur

face” conscience, but “the unknown conscience in the ground of being, which 

needs to be discovered e\^er anew ....” He wrote, “God tenders me the situation 

to which I have to answer; but I have not to expect that he should tender me any

thing o f my a n s w e r . F r i e d m a n  comments:

Most importantly o f all, instead of finding securit}? in the “once-and-for-aU” 
of general moral norms, Buber began living with the insecurit}' and respond
ing to the unique and irreducible situation to which no general categories 
could do justice. He rejected the norm that came from above, and that spHt 
one into an obedient part and one into a rebellious part, in favor o f “the true 
norm” that commands us, that is, addresses us direcdy in the simation and 
leaves us to respond with our whole being. The address of the true norm is 
on the level where the human being is at, where one brings oneself in re
sponse to what faces one at that moment. This command cannot demand 
“obedience” because it does not dictate the form and way in which one 
should answer.'*'

This argument seems to be entirely in line both with a general Christian ethical 

approach and with the Orthodox understanding o f freedom. NX^en obliged to 

respond to a particular moral dilemma, a human being is expected to co-operate 

voluntarilv with other human beings according to G od’s will which is equally 

available to them all. There are no longer external restrictions given by the fixed 

moral law but only the true moralit)' o f the law written in their hearts. This is the 

true freedom of the “sons o f G od” which human beings are given in Christ. In

stead o f submission to the authorities there is loyalty to those we love. “The law 

was our mtor to bring us to Christ, that we might be justified by faith. But after 

faith has come, we are no longer under a mtor” (Gal 3:24-25, N K J\^. If  there is a

Buber, Martin. Betmeti Man and Man. Trans. Ronald Gregor Smith. London and New " '̂ork: Routledgc, 
2002, p. 69.

Levinas and Buber  ̂p. 122.
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lack o f faith and, therefore, no filial response in Christ then freedom from the 

general norm may indeed bring “the insecurit}^” and the possibilit}^ o f misinter

preting our inner responsibility^ This insecurit)^ remains characteristic of aU hu

mans who are falling short of their sonship and, thus, committing sins. The O r

thodox tradition believes that “there is no man who lives and yet does not sin”, 

therefore, all human beings are in a position of insecurit)^ when they have to re

spond “to the unique and irreducible situation to which no general categories 

could do justice” . Actually, while they can be understood as general in the human 

sense those categories are quite impotent in relation to the justice that must be

long exclusively to God. The Orthodox theolog}" o f a “di\dne-human” antinomy, 

as considered above (see section 1.1.2.2), opens up a dimension which is quite 

appropriate when considering a matter such as how to cope both with the hu

manly established norms or rules, and u ith  a di\inely oriented justice.

The main principle o f the theology of antinomy (as we have called it above) is that an

tinomies are characteristic o f life both di\Tne and human, at its most basic level. 

Among the di\ine antinomies are “unit}^-trinit}'” and “essence-energ)’” . The “hu- 

man-di\Tne” antinomy refers to the Incarnate God, and among the human anti

nomies there are “nature-h)^ostasis” and “nature-energies” . One might speak of 

antinomy as a reflection of the dialogical or relational character o f the creation 

which is also characteristic o f the Creator Himself A moral issue, therefore, 

whether it is o f human or di\tine origin, must be considered in terms o f antinomy. 

Thus the written law' itself can evoke a dimension o f inner personal responsibilit}^ 

more usually associated with the “insecure” simation which is irreducible to the 

written law. Buber gives another example o f this “insecurit}^”: his response to

wards the biblical stor}' o f Samuel and Agag.

Buber discussed the passage from the Book o f Samuel with a thoroughly obser

vant religious Jew he once met on a train. This is the story  ̂ in which Saul delivers 

over to Samuel, Agag, the prince of the Amalekites — the people against whom
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Moses swore eternal enniit}^ and w hom  Saul had just defeated in battle. Buber 

told his com panion that it horrified him as a child to read how after Agag said to 

Samuel, “Surely the bitterness o f  death is past,” Samuel “hewed” him into pieces 

(1 Sam 15:32-33, K J\^ . Buber confessed that even now  when they were speaking 

together he could n o t believe that this was a message o f God. His partner’s brow 

contracted angrily and he dem anded o f Buber, “W hat do you believe then?” Bu

ber answered, “I believe that Samuel m isunderstood G od.” The angr\f brow  o f 

his com panion sm oothed, the eyes became positively gentle and radiant, and he 

said, “I think so, too.” ’*"

B uber spent a m ajor part o f  his lifetime, literally up until his final coma, translat

ing the H ebrew  Bible into G erm an and re\asing that translation many times, so 

his attitude toward the above passage m ust be taken into account very seriously 

despite its ob\tious dangers. O ne can recognize here Buber’s concern with the 

di\Tne-human relationship as it has been considered in terms o f the true dialogue 

/-“etemal T hoif \  B uber believes that G od does no t abandon the created m an to 

his needs and anxieties; He gives him the com fort o f  his words. But there is no 

objective criterion to distinguish betw'een what is received and w hat is m anufac

tured, so m an blends together com m and o f  heaven and stamte o f  earth, revela

tion and hum an orientation.

N othing can make me believe in a G od w ho punishes Saul because he has 
no t m urdered his enemy. A nd yet even today I still cannot read the passage 
that tells this otherwise than with fear and trembling. But no t it alone. Always 
when I have to translate or to interpret a biblical text, I do so with fear and 
trembling, in an inescapable tension between the w ord o f  G od  and the words 
o f  m an.’®̂

While in the Jewish ethics presented by Buber there is still “tension between the 

Ibid., p. 127.

The Phihsoptff of Martin Buber, edited b}’ Paul A. Schilpp and Maurice S. Friedman. La Salle, 111.: Open Court, 
1967, p. 33.
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word of God and the words o f man” and no objective criterion to distinguish 

command of heaven from the statute of earth, a consciousness oriented in a 

Christian way would offer a different approach towards the “verbal reconcilia

tion”, proposing a different ethical criterion. Bearing in mind the deeply relational 

character o f the created world as it has been discussed above we might suggest 

replacing the non-existent objective criterion o f “the reconciliation between hea

ven and earth” with a personal ethical approach which, being of a dialogical cha

racter, would reflect that relati\ity. G od relates both to the human being and to 

the whole universe. He has established an immediate relationship with His crea

tion through Christ VCTio has spoken to humans a word o f consolation and re

conciliation. One would not expect within His W ord to find such a tension as 

might exist apart from the Word. Both these Jewish thinkers, Buber and Le\inas, 

were sincerely and painstakingly looking for just such an ethical criterion in a des

perate attempt to approach the relational character of the human being while 

lea\ing the absolute character o f God untouched.

Buber says, “God is the Being diat is directiy, m ost nearly, and lastingly, over 

against us, that may properly only be addressed and not expressed.”’**'* \\4ien we 

meet our fellow human beings or the world as Thou we meet with the “absolute 

Person” o f God Who is the “eternal Thoti' and can never become an It. He can

not be an object o f human thought, not even the “Absolute” object from which 

all others derive. So we do not express or discover God, we only respond to Him. 

Buber believes that the “eternal Thoii' is met by ever)" person who addresses G od 

by whatever name, and even by that person who does not believe in God yet ad

dresses “the Thou o f his life, as a Thou that cannot be limited by another.” “All 

G od’s names are hallowed, for in them He is not merely spoken about, but also 

spoken to.”’**̂ Despite his awareness o f God as being the inexpressible and unap-

Buber. 1 and Thou, p. 80f. 

185 Ibid., p. 75£
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proachable One, Buber gives man an opportunity of speaking about and to Him. 

He evokes a Thou who acts as a mediator, opening up a way o f reconciliation. A 

human Thou is unlimited because it reflects the “eternal Thoif' o f  God. Through 

discovering the 1-Thou relation in the created world one may know about the 

Creator \!CTiose vestige in the creation is, therefore, a personal reflection o f His 

Thou. We spoke earlier about the di\nne vestige which reveals the relations o f the 

Holy Trinity. The inner Trinitarian 1-Thou relationship is a perfect and absolutely 

genuine one because the “etemal Thoi/’ is reflected perfectly in the “eternal 7” and 

both o f them are peculiar to the Persons o f the Holy Trinity. Anyone who be

lieves in the Trinity has to accept the inner relational character o f God. Buber 

attributes either “etemal Thoi/’ or “etemal 7” to G od depending on the orienta

tion o f the addressing: “etemal Thoil" when man addresses God and “etemal 7” 

when G od addresses man. If  it is taken into account in relation to Buber’s 

thotight, a Christian awareness o f the inner I-Thou relation of G od could be of 

great significance for resohong the problem o f the “tension between the word of 

G od and the words of man”. The Father relates to His etemal Son and to the 

whole universe through Him and His Word. The Word is revealed to humans 

and teaches them how to relate to the other as Thou rather than It. Once revealed 

in Christ to those who believe in Him the Father-Son di\tine relationship has be

come an e\tident I-Thou relation o f true dialogue. N o one but the Son addresses 

the etemal Thou o f His Father and receives the Thou indwelling in His eternal I. 

For Le^tinas, God is not a moral a priori, but is always encountered a posteriori and 

always at the juncture o f our dealings with other people. “The ^tision o f God is a 

moral act. This optics is ethics.”'®*' The answer to the question of God lies in the 

realm o f practice which always, in contrast to the realm of theory, implies re

sponse and responsibility. Le^^as considered ethics as always primaty, even if it

Le\Tms, EmmanueL Difficult Freedom: Essay’s on]udaism /  Trans. S. Hand. London: Atlilone Press, 1990, p. 
275.
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is only after the event that this is iinderstood. XX-lien dealing with others in a mor

al way he opposes — in a sense, like Buber - theory as “words o f man” to practice 

as deeds, which evoke a “word o f G od”. One finds no reconciliation between 

theor}^ and practice in the moral issues which dominate in his work, despite their 

ine\ntably subjective character. Never referring to Christian ethics in a positive 

way, he operates entirely within a Jewish religious perspective, meaning that the 

truths and the ideals which pro%tide a regulative framework for our engagement 

with others are embodied in the concrete commandments o f the Law. Sometimes 

it is expressed in the questions: ‘Is an action right because God commands it, or 

does God command it because it is right? Is an action wrong because God prohi

bits it, or does God prohibit it because it is wrong?’ Such questions would never 

arise if a historical - i.e. practical, and spirimal, or theological - example were given 

to enable us to see how the law' works. The expression “Jesus is Christ” signifies 

that the commandments o f the Law have been re\^ealed in a perfect combination 

with the concrete deeds o f a concrete Man. But without an example o f this sort 

the di\ision between faith and deeds remains. So the first question in Leninas’ 

moral thought is not ^What must I believe?’ but, rather, W hat must I do?’ He 

evokes the possibiUt)’ o f ‘losing the Torah more than God.’ But, ‘lo^^.ng the T o

rah more than G od’ is not to embark upon the way of theological fundamental

ism, for ‘it is not the case that what the Bible says is tme because it is in the Bible, 

but rather that it is in the Bible because it is true.’'*̂  Following ethics as his initial 

motivation, Le^^nas, commenting on Buber’s “Samuel and Agag” story, wrote 

that “W ithout doubt, Buber thought that his conscience instmcted him on the 

will o f G od better than the books!”’***

187 Purcell, Michael. Levinas and Theolo^\ pp. 52-53.

Lemnas and Buber, p. 128.
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Despite the criticism’*̂ Le^Tnas has unintentionally disclosed Buber’s main con

cern — to live his Hfe in accordance with his own conscience, which was honored 

by him as a voice of the “eternal Thoif \  In his later works Le\4nas set aside his 

earlier worries about the formalism, reciprocit}' and spirimalism of Buber’s 1-Thou 

relation. He presents Buber in a way he himself finds more attractive, as a philo

sopher o f coexistence and sociabilit}^ rather than a philosopher o f consciousness, 

though he is careful never to draw a parallel between Buber’s thought and his 

own.

The antinomic approach is an inseparable element o f Christian Orthodox 

thought, bringing a new dimension to personal ethics. The di\^e-hum an anti

nomy has come to a head in the Person o f Christ. Once resolved it can pro\ade a 

way of resohnng those problems in which the “command of heaven” and “statute 

o f earth” appear to be irreconcilable. They could be reconciled with the help of 

the Christian antinomy of the di\ine-human as it has appeared in the Person of 

G od Incamate. The antinomy maintains the unapproachable character o f God 

and considers His “etemal Thou” as embodied in Christ, providing human beings 

with an appropriate way by which He can be addressed. Christ’s 1 enters into a 

tme dialogue with the human Thou and addresses God the Father within the di

alogue o f the “etemal 7-etemal Thotf\ The enh^^postasized natures, di^^ne and 

human, allow the energies peculiar to each o f them to act in the Person o f Christ 

so that through Him dialogical relations in both directions can take place.

God rests after the six days of creation and entrusts man to take care of the crea

tion on the seventh day. This day has been consecrated by the Jews and called 

Sabbath, and respect for the Sabbath becomes a basic principle o f the Law. The 

Law is considered as given by God and the moral principles characteristic o f the 

Law are considered to be characteristic of God. A particular People is called by

Levinas asserted that without extreme attention given to the Book of books, one cannot listen to one’s 
conscience. Ibid.
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G od to follow His Law and fulfill its moral principles. If  they did so the question 

could not arise as to which was higher: “words o f the Law or word o f G od” (Bu

ber) or “G od or morality” (Le\dnas). But the expectation that this people could 

fulfill the Law proved to be vain and so the doubt persists. Being sent by God, 

His Begotten Son has shown the people how the Law should be fulfilled by 

doing moral things on the ven' day o f Jewish Sabbath just as it was commanded 

by G od on the seventh day of creation. The Sabbath and moralit}^ are shown to 

have arrived from the same source and they are to be reconciled in a personal 

ethics which is common both to the Person o f God and the person of man. 

Those who did not follow the personal ethics o f the commandments o f G od 

were rebuked by Christ for their concern with the written law o f “the words o f 

man” rather than listening to the conscience, which is a voice of God. There is no 

tme dialogue taking place if we pav no attention to the “etemal Thou’’’ addressing 

us personally through our conscience.

Since personhood requires communication with another person, it is essential for 

the theolog)' o f  the person to speak about a dialogical input. We are now ap

proaching the personaKst theolog)- developed during the last centur)- within the 

theological circles o f the Orthodox Church and reflected in a profound way in 

the theolog}^ o f archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov). In the following section we 

will tr)’ to look at the dialogue through the prism o f the h^'postatic principle as it 

operates both in the di^nne and in the human being.

2.5. The principle of person as a basis for true dialogue.

Thanks to an almost limitless stream o f information, the world is becoming more 

compact and capable of investigation. This has both a positive and a negative im

pact on human beings. Under the influence o f ever-changing data, it is easy to 

become confused and lose one’s own natural abilit}' to analyze. Instead, we are 

drawn into rehing on the t^pe o f analysis that is t}^ical o f the mass media. This
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t)^e o f thinking makes it easier to make initial contacts but there is a risk o f los

ing personal identit)^ and particularity^ since it appears more appropriate to be Kke 

everyone else. Othemess may become suspect and unwelcome. The apparent 

simpHcit)^ o f relations can lead to an oversimplification of personal attimdes to 

the point where they can even cease altogether. I f  there is nothing peculiar to 

one’s self identity^ it is difficialt to see how any true dialogue could be expected to 

take place.

At the same time the monotony and boredom o f our materialistic ci^tilization 

urges many people to search for new forms o f theolog}' which can pro\tide them 

with an absolute Reason that will transcend every^thing that is relative. A strong 

tendency towards globalization reinforces indi\tidualism as an altemative mode of 

Ufe as the human being seeks the self-esteem to be gained by putting the self at 

the centre o f his/her response to the m odem  world. Othemess is confused with 

indi\'iduaHsm and true dialogue is replaced by a sort o f disguised monologue. Dis

appointed in the things which are common to even^one, people thirst after those 

personal manifestations which are normally understood as being relative and, 

therefore, o f no permanent significance. But at the same time, the Absolute or 

the Impersonal Reason, on the one hand, assumes the appearance in the West of 

a religious ideal and, on the other hand, in these circumstances the oriental reli

gions exercise a great power o f attraction over our human reasoning.

If all one has is a merely psychological understanding of the personality^ one can 

easily be comtinced of its narrowness and imperfection and conclude logically 

that the principle o f personhood cannot be applied to the Absolute. Furthermore, 

one might suggest that the concepts o f ‘absolute’ and ‘personal’ are mutually ex

clusive and, therefore, resolve to go fiirther in the search for a “supra-personal 

principle”, “transcending aU that is r e l a t i v e . S u c h  a quest makes sense so long 

as the concept of the person or hypostasis is identified with the limited concept

Soplirony. We Shall See Him as He Is, p. 213.
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of the empirical indi^ddml. The principle o f personhood, however, “escapes aU 

definition and includes the potential for development, for embracing within itself 

the fullness o f di\nne and human being.”’’'

Tme dialogue is based on the h}^ostatic principle o f being, whether di\4ne or hu

man. VvTien the 1 encounters the Thou in the hypostatic relationship there is al

ways the eternal Thou confirming the dialogue to be tme, which is to say, h)^os- 

tatically realized. This proposition will be examined further through the theologi

cal understanding o f the principle o f hj^ostasis or persona given by archiman

drite Sophrony (Sakharov), one o f the most remarkable figures in m odem  O r

thodox personaUst theolog}^’’*. He considers that die basic things which deter

mined his way of Hfe and his theology were his relationship with his fellow monk 

Silouan the Athonite, now recognized as a Saint, and his own experience o f the 

personal God. In the dialogical context it is particularly important to emphasize 

the true dialogue which took place betu^een Fr. Sophrony and St. Silouan when 

they had both experienced the same eternal Thou o f the personal God. They Hved

Zacliarias (Zacharou), archimandrite. Christ, Our Way and Our Life. A. presentation of the Theo/o^’ of Archiman
drite Sophrony. Trans, from tlie Greek by Sister Magdalen. South Canaan, Pennsylvania: St. Tikhon’s Semi
nary Press, 2003, p. 37.

Archimandrite Sophrony was born in Russia on the 22"*̂  o f  September, 1896. He trained as an artist at the 
Moscow School o f Fine Art. After the October Revolution he settled in France, where he continued to 
work as an artist and exiiibited in the Paris Salons. For a brief period he read Tlieology at the St Sergius’ 
Institute but in the autumn o f 1925 left to become a monk at the Monastery ot St. Panteleimon on Mount 
-Atlios in Northern Greece. In 1930 he was ordained deacon by Bishop Nikolai ^^elimiro\^ch. About this 
time he met Staretz Silouan, who became his spiritual guide. After the Staretz’s death m 1938, Fr. Sopliro- 
ny spent seven years living as a hermit in the ‘desert’ o f Athos, first at Karoulia, tlien in a cave near St. 
Paul’s monaster}’. He became a priest in 1941 and soon after was elected spiritual confessor for several of 
tlie monastic communities on the Athonite peninsula. On returning to France in 1947 he edited and pub
lished the writings Silouan had entrusted to him, adding an introduction. Because o f serious illness he was 
unable to remrn to the Holy Mountain.

In tlie !>pring of 1959, helped by friends, he moved to England with a small group o f men and women. For 
many years he received people from all walks o f life for spiritual direction. In hLs latter years lie was par
ticularly attentive to those afflicted with cancer.

He died on the 11* of July 1993 at ToUeshunt Knights in the community which he had founded and inspired 
till the end o f his days.

Arcliimandrite Soplirony’s life is marked bv the tragic events o f the last century' but more profoundly by his 
meeting witli Staretz Silouan, whom he lived to see canonized.
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at the time of a real challenge to the ver)  ̂existence o f humanity and both felt that 

nothing but personal prayer could prevent the world from chaos and its complete 

destmction. The challenge prompted many religious thinkers and philosophers of 

the last centur}' to turn towards the rediscovery by means of a personalist ap

proach o f the value o f the human being. ITie Jewish philosopher Martin Buber 

and the Orthodox theologian and ascetic archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov) 

were among them. One can see both of them endeavouring from within their 

own traditions and beliefs to persuade their contemporaries that there is nothing 

more important than a personal human being standing in relation with other hu

man beings o f no less value. Both were concerned with learning the lessons of 

the recent humanitarian catastrophe o f the Second World War. And both Kved 

their lives in accordance with what they taught.

Fr. Sophrony was deeply affected by the vision o f tlie hell o f war that had just 

been experienced historically, both in Russia and throughout the world. He 

writes,

Personally, I was possessed by the ^nsion o f heU here, in history. Life in the 
desert, far from releasing me from this torment, increased my suffering over 
the events of our age, most o f all the Second W'orld War. The desert gave me 
freedom to devote myself to prayer for mankind, especially during the night. 
I was somehow obsessed by all the suffering in the world. My experience of 
the First W'orld War and the ensuing Revolution in Russia contributed to 
this. 1 had Hved for years in the stifling atmosphere o f the fratricidal hatred — 
at first o f conflict betw'een nations and then o f ci\nl war. Since that time I 
would rather hear o f maybe thousands of \’ictims o f earthquakes, floods, epi
demics and so on — catastrophes which normally inspire widespread compas
sion, whereas wars drag practically everyone into moral participation in the 
slaughter. There is no worse sin than war.’®̂

He sees a war as the deadliest sin which can ever be committed by humankind as 

almost no one can avoid being morally implicated one way or another in the

Sophrony. We Shall See Him  as He Is, p. 105.
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slaughter. War is a sin against G od the Creator as it breaks the ver)  ̂personal prin

ciple of the created human being. N o attention can be paid to a person as the im

age o f G od when millions of people are forced to torment and murder each oth

er. Eventually, however, once the heU o f the war has ended, it becomes clear to 

many that God is and that He is a Person rather than an impersonal Absolute. 

G od reveals Himself in this way to those awakening from the disaster and they 

are able once again to find themselves in the image of God and to relate to each 

other correspondingly. True diahgue is now becoming possible since there is a hy

postatic mode o f the human being to be recognized in the h^^postatic mode o f the 

D i\ine Being. There is no actual personal being beyond the h^^ostatic revelation 

o f the personal G od in the W ord WTiich “was in the beginning.”

Practically, in the sphere o f asceticism Fr. Sophrony warned about the egocentric 

character which has the impersonal practice o f the stripping from the mind of 

everj’thing that is relative and transitory". This can lead us to “perceive the di^nne 

origin in the ver\’ nature o f man” and, thus, to self-di\'inisation.’'’'' A certain ‘abso

luteness’ is attributed to the human I, which does not require that confirmation of 

the etemal Thou o f God which occurs when the I  relates to the other. A dialogical 

approach would have no meaning for an I  that has proved to be self-sufficient, 

engaged in a predominantiy monologized relationship with an impersonal, unre

lated entit}^ Fr. Sophrony considers this ‘absoluteness’ as “nothing else but the 

reflection o f the Di\tine Absoluteness in the creature created in His Hkeness; to 

feel drawn to return to the state o f peace which man knew before his appearance 

in this world.” H a\ing somehow become reflected, ‘absoluteness’ ceases to be 

absolute; it is the natural relative, not absolute, genius o f the human spirit in his 

“sublimated impulses towards the Absolute.” AU contemplation, stated Fr. Soph

rony, arrived at by such means is to be considered as self-contemplation rather

Sophrony (Sakharov), archimandrite. On Prayer. Trans, from the Russian by Roseman' Edmonds. Essex: 
Stavropegic monastery’ o f St.John the Baptist, 1996, p. 169.
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than contemplation o f God. “In these circumstances we open up for ourselves 

created beaut}', not First-Being. And in aU of it there is no salvation for man.”’^̂ 

He was eager to find a real image o f the Infinite Being imprinted in us or, rather, 

transmitted to us. And his thirst was satisfied.

The source o f real deliverance Hes in unquestionable, wholehearted accep
tance o f the Revelation, “I am that I am ... I am Alpha and Omega, the first 
and the last” (Exod. 3:14; Rev. 1:11). God is Personal Absolute, Trinity One 
and Indivisible. Our whole Christian life is based on this Revelation. This 
God called us from non-being into Ufe. Knowledge o f this li^ang G od and 
discernment o f the manner o f His creation releases us from the obscurity of 
our own ideas, coming “from beneath” (cf John 8:23), about the Absolute; 
rescues us from our attraction — unconscious but for all that ruinous — to 
withdrawal from existence o f any sort. We are created in order to be com
municants in the Di^tine Being of Him WTio really is.'’^

There must be a mode or a principle common to both di\tinit}' and humanitj’. 

This principle is originated by G od the Creator in accordance with His triune be

ing as the perfect communion o f love and it must be the same for all the human 

beings. The return, the process by which the spirit o f the human being enters into 

the domain o f di^tine etemit)% however, differs with each one of us. This signifies 

the multipHcit)' of created humankind, and its variet)". The ascetic experience in 

the hermitage and the practice o f the communal Ufe in the monaster}^ prompted 

Fr. Sophrony to discover the principk of the person as an imprint o f real etemit}' with

in each created human being. This veryr principle impels them into a communion 

of love with the whole created world.

He writes that the soul comes to discover herself first and foremost when she 

comes face to face with God. “The persona is born from on High and so is not 

subject to the laws of nature but transcends earthly bounds and moves in other

>55 Ibid.

'5'’ Sophrony. On Prc '̂er, pp. 169-170.
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spheres. It cannot be accounted for. It is singular and unique.” Since Fr. Soph- 

rony has found the prime meaning o f h}^ostasis or “persona” in being, he has 

never passed on to other definitions: “As the principle, determinative to aU other 

aspects o f being, persona is not subject to any determination nor, hence, to any 

other definition.” '̂ * He has described the person rather as an active manifestation 

and gives a sort o f “dynamic definition” to the human person as manifested in 

h is/her “capacit)^ for self-knowledge and self-determination”; in his/her “posses

sion of creative energ}'”; in h is/her “ talent for cognition not only o f the created 

world but also o f the di^tine world.” '”

The heart o f Fr. Sophrony’s achievement lies in his statement that the human be

ing, which is the image of the Absolute, is h\"postatic since the Absolute Being is 

h^-postatic. His confidence in G od as Spirit and, Hkewise, in h}'postasis as a spiri- 

mal mode of the human being has led him to the subsequent recognition that, 

just as the Di\nne Logos took on Himself human flesh and became \nsible and 

cognizable, the human spirit also is not incoherent or abstract, but given specific 

expression by the particular human body. And the human h^'postasis is acmally 

real since the Incarnate Christ has revealed h)^ostaticaUy that God is not a delu

sion o f human fantasy, created by an ignorant fear o f unknown impersonal phe

nomena, but actual realit)^ Being capable o f containing the fullness o f di\dne and 

human life, the human being as a h}^ostasis is to become the uniting principle of 

the pluralit}^ o f the universe. The Dimne Spirit embraces aU that exists and h)^os- 

taticaUy gives the same capacity to the human being."™

This unifiing capacity o f a human cannot be realized automatically but only in

Sophrony (Sakharov), arcliimandrite. His Life is Mine. Trans, from tlie Russian by 'Rosemary- Edmonds. 
New \'ork: St ^^adimir’s Seminary Press, 1977, p. 43.

Sakharov, Nichoks V. I love, therefore I  am. The Theohgical Lega^’ o f Archimandrite Sophrot̂ '. New York: St ^^a- 
dimir’s Seminan' Press, 2002, p. 71.

Sophrony. His Life is Mine, p. 44.

™ Ibid., p. 43.
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love, which is the most profound content o f the personal being, “the noblest ex

pression of his essence.” It is not through a process o f opposition that the person 

is determined but through a process of love. In this faculty of love lies Hkeness to 

God. “Perse the person is excellence surpassing all other cosmic values. Rejoicing 

in the freedom that he has discovered, man contemplates the di^'ine world.” The 

persona is beyond scientific or philosophical definition and, therefore, unknowa

ble from outside, unless he himself reveals himself “Since G od is a Secret God, 

so man has secret depths. He is neither the author o f existence nor the end. God, 

not man, is the Alpha and Omega. Man’s godHke qualit)^ Kes in the mode o f his 

being. Likeness in being is the Kkeness o f which the Scriptures teU.”"°’

The Revelation o f the Triune God is, in fact, a revelation o f the h)?postatic rela

tionship which is peculiar to God ad intra and tends ad extra to become peculiar to 

humans. H\-postaticaUy, in a personal way, the hioman being is always im ited to 

participate in the Revelation o f God. As argued above, two interacting {did) things 

{logoi) prompt dialogue — “the rational recipient o f the world’s reason {logos) and 

the causal principle o f imntatory’ reason {logos)'’’'^'. The revelation o f G od the 

W ord is dialogicaUy - i.e. \4a a h}^ostatical im itation - present within both the 

personal and impersonal creation. It is the ‘manner of the creation’ so that the 

personal principle o f being can be recognized as an ‘in\ntator)' reason’ and ac

cepted with the whole heart and with no doubt about the God Who is eternally 

sa\ing ‘1 AM’. This is a real imitation to dialogue for those who are able to say 

those same words in the true dialogue with God. Is this dialogue possible at all, and 

in what w’ay? Fr. Sophrony put similar questions in a different way; “Where lies 

true Being, and where the mirage of our fallen imagination? WTiere indeed is liv

ing etemit}', and where the illusor)^ attraction o f our spirit towards ideas which we 

can perceive through our own intelligence? Is the principle o f the person-

201 Ibid.

Yannaras, 'Postmodern Metaphysics, p. 138.
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h^'postasis limited ipso facto and therefore unworthy of, and inapplicable to, God, 

or is this very principle the image of the Ii%dng Absolute: I AM THAT I AM?”‘°̂  

These questions are also o f ^ntal significance when we speak in terms o f a con- 

fiirmed or true dialogue. They might be reformulated as follows: X̂ vTiere Hes the true 

otherness o f the Thou., and where the mirage o f the stereot^'pe created within us? 

'S-'here indeed is the eternal invitatory logos, and where the intellectual illusion of 

our mind? Is the I  limited in itself and therefore unworthy o f true dialogue with the 

etemal Thou o f  God, or is the hypostatic relationship applicable both to the Liv

ing Absolute and to the I  o f the human being?

Fr. Sophrony gives an answer to his own questions:

If we decide that the principle of the person is per se restricting, then our as
cetic effort win be concentrated on transcending this principle in ourselves. 
And \ace versa — if we apprehend it as the only possible image o f Absolute 
Being, enraptured by the power flowing into us we shall pray: “Our Father, 
which art in heaven ...

Reformulated in dialogical terms it would sound something like as follows: if one 

decided that the I  is restricted in itself then one must endeavor to transcend one’s 

own 1 and proceed beyond oneself. But if one apprehends one’s I  as the only 

possible way to enter into dialogue with the eternal Thou o f Absolute Being, 

enraptured by the power o f the inmtator '̂ logos, one can address the Thou o f G od as 

one’s Heavenly Father.

.\lthough, unlike Buber, he has developed no special terminology^ Fr. Sophrony 

has dialogue in his mind. A dialogical approach is, necessarily, inseparable from 

the hypostatic principle. He concludes from the revelation o f the Holy Trinity^ 

that the hypostasis, as love, requires other hypostases. It is just the same in the

Sophrony. On Prayer  ̂p. 171. 

Ibid., p. 171-172.
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case o f the hiiman."°^ After the creation o f Adam, “the Lord G od said, It is not 

good that the man should be alone” (Gen. 2:18). W hat exactly is the author o f the 

book of Genesis speaking about? Adam was not alone as a person but in com

munion with the Person o f G od while he was Kstening to G od’s commandments 

and following them. God sees Adam as lonely since He created him in His image 

and after His likeness and expects him to have personal relations in the image of 

those between the Persons of the Trinity. These are o f a genuine dialogical cha

racter and human relations are expected to be the same.

God made Eve out of Adam’s rib. This shows the potential o f created human 

nature to be enh\;postasi2 ed in more than one person. G od multiplied the same 

human flesh and thus reveals its distinguishing characteristic. The human nature 

is specified by the identical flesh and the pair o f the persons o f Adam and Eve, 

each made from the same flesh, is to be dialogically interrelated within one na

ture. Their dialogue was confirmed by the etemal Thou of God until the relation 

with God was broken. The commandment of gi' '̂ing birth to fiirther h^^postatic 

beings means bearing the fruits o f the dialogical relation between Adam and Eve. 

It also confirms their relatedness to the created universe. First, G od said “be 

fruitful, and multiply” and then “replenish the earth, and subdue it” (see Gen. 

1:28). One could argue that solely dirough the fact o f being multiplied and, there

fore, related to each other humans recognize and follow the pro\ddence o f God 

the Trinit)? concerning the creation as a w'hole.

Following an idea of St Basil the Great,"'*'’ the human persons like the di%=ine Per

sons are not subject to arithmetical counting. “And the LORD G od formed man 

o f the dust o f the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath o f life; and 

man became a li\ang soul” (Gen. 2:7). All the earthly elements which are included 

in the ground were used in forming the human being; however, not from the dust

Sophrony. His Life is Mine  ̂p. 45.

Basil the Great. Sur k Saint-'Esprit. \ 8.45, 404. Edited by B. Pruche. SC 17 bis. 1968.
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of the ground but from “the rib, which the LORD God had taken from man, 

made he a woman” (Gen. 2:22). The rib used to be a part of the same hoî ' as the 

rest o f the man and in that sense Adam and Eve have one body and, thus, one 

single nature. They are a couple which is to say simultaneously one and multiple. 

.\lthough they are different persons, their sons also are o f the same flesh and na

ture, etc. By this example one may suppose that something other than arithmetic 

is to be applied in order to grasp the meaning o f the expressions ‘two in one’, 

‘three in one’, or ‘multimde in one’ in relation to the human or divine beings. In 

that sense there is an analog)? or rather vestige o f the personal triune G od to be 

found in the created personal world. In accordance with its relational or dialogical 

character the person is always in a relation and although on the one hand it is in

separable from the other persons it is on the other “one and only, unique and 

irreducible”. The person “is not subject to the natural elements; it transcends 

earthly bounds and moves in the sphere o f other dimensions” and, thus, “cannot 

be accounted for arithmeticaUy.”"°̂

The arithmetical approach as such results from a dependence on objectification 

and particularization rather than on relatedness in the universe. Vvlien the world 

is addressed as It, it is usually for a purpose and a m ethod has to be found to ana

lyse it and estimate its usefulness. But the plenitude o f the real world stays hidden 

from such a \”iew which allows only a part of it to be known or estimated using 

the particular method. WTien, instead, the /  relates to the world as Thou and not as 

It, the h^-postaric principle is at work and no such arithmetical or any other me

thod is needed. The realm of the world appears to be the world as a whole which 

does not need to be estimated but loved, just as it is loved by God. So long as 

they foUow their h)^ostatical image and likeness according to the principle o f the 

person, humans can see the created world in its relatedness as it were with G od’s 

eyes. God the Trinit}? made human beings capable o f knowing the creation as His

Sophrony. M''e Shall See Him as He Is, p. 196; Sophrony. His Life is Adine, p. 43.
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beloved, and enabled relations to be established between them just as He relates 

in flim self i.e. without arithmetical numbering but h}^ostatically.

The original sin interrupted the harmony o f the human-di\Tne relations and its 

consequences were fatefijl for the universe which has ceased to be a single whole 

and become particularized. The dialogical 1-Thou relationship had been replaced 

by the objectified I-It relation. True dialogue is no longer characteristic o f human 

nature which is now “fallen”. And the relations within the created world present 

difficulties since they are no longer confirmed by the etemal Thou o f God. With

out such confirmation our mutual relations have become a matter o f suspicion. 

Adam was afraid, because he was naked; and hid himself (cf Gen. 3:10). Before 

he discovered his nakedness and was afraid “they were both naked, the man and 

his wife, and were not ashamed” (Gen. 2:25). They were concerned not because 

o f their othemess itself but rather because their own I-Thou relationship needed 

to be confirmed by tlie etemal Thou o f God. They used to be in frue dialogue and 

did not look at each other as an object or as an It. After they took and ate the 

fruit “the eyes of them both were opened, and they knew that they were naked; 

and they sewed fig leaves together, and made themselves aprons” (Gen. 3:7). 

Something has happened between Adam and Eve which is actually a result o f the 

spHt between them and God.

Having in mind the faUen state o f human nature, Fr. Sophrony asks, “Can created 

being meet with the Creator?” and answers,

VvTien the human persona stands before Him VvTio named Himself ‘I AM 
THAT I AM’ (Exod. 3:14), his spirit, his whole being not only glories but 
agonises over his own littieness, his ignorance, his wrong-doing. Suffering is 
his lot from the moment o f his spiritual birth. Conscious that the process of 
transforrning our whole earthly being is still far from complete, the spirit 
wearies.
Christian faith is the result of the presence within us o f the Holy Spirit, and 
the soul knows Him. The Holy Spirit comtinces the soul that she will not die; 
that death wiU not possess her. But the body, as the material instrument of
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the soial, is subject to decay.
Only sin can stifle the D i\^ e  breath within us. God Who is Holy does not 
blend with the darkness o f sin. When we seek to justify a sinful action we ipso 
facto sever our alliance with God. G od does not constrain us but neither can 
He be coerced. He retires, le a \^ g  us bereft o f His luminous presence. O f 
course, man cannot altogether avoid sinning; but he can avoid the conse
quences o f sin — separation from God — through repentance. With repen
tance and the consequent increase of grace within us, the reality o f the Di^'ine 
World preponderates over the visible cosmos.

For Fr Sophrony, then, meeting with God and knowing Him as a Person is only 

possible tlirough the way of repentance which, in turn, is only possible within 

relations that are personal. And such a true personal relationship or, as we called 

it, tme dialogue is itself unlikely w thou t repentance. By its very character repen

tance is an act of the person towards another person with whom he is going to be 

reconciled. While in the Buberian dialogical insight no repentance is impHed, Le- 

\inas’s ethical approach comes closer to an understanding of the matter."*® Since 

participation in dialogue entails a moral responsibilit}', it is appropriate in the case 

of ethical \iolation to speak about repentance. “W ithout the law sin was dead ... 

but when the commandment came, sin revived” (Rom 7:8-9, K J\^. Sin emerges 

from the moral law when it is applied to human relations and breaks them. Re

pentance can be understood as an effort to come back to the fulfilment o f the 

law and, therefore, to the restoration of the relationship. With his attention fixed 

more on the practicalities o f dialogue Leninas did not succeed in clarifying so sub- 

tie a matter as repentance. It must, however, play a role in the dialogical relations 

for as long as they are in progress. The repentance re\italizes the dialogue and 

helps to confirm it as being true. The re\ival o f the dialogue through repentance

-0® Ibid., pp. 45-46.

Focusing on what being otlier might mean John Zizioulas in liis recently published book argues that with 
Levinas for whom “tlie Other Ls not constituted bv the self (Husserl, etc.), nor b\' relationalit}' (Buber), but 
ratlier Ls absolute alterit)', which cannot be derived, engendered or constituted on the basis o f annhing 
otlier than itself’ one comes “closer to the patristic understanding of otherness”. Zizioulas, John. Commu
nion and Otherness. Futher Studies in Personhood and the Church. Edited by Paul McPartlan. N \': T&T Clark, 
2006, p. 48.
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is \'itaUy important as there might be breaks and misunderstandings during which 

the parties lose their “betweenness” and, thus, do not attend to the confirmation 

o f the dialogue. Repentance enables a process o f forgiveness and reconciliation to 

take place. One could even go fiirther, speaking o f the love which arises from 

personal penitence and forgiveness. According to Fr. Sophiony, the hj^ostatic 

principle has to be formulated in terms o f personal love; but in no way can one 

enter into a true dialogue o f love if one’s conscience is still troubled by unrepented 

sin. We can say that love emerges from repentance and if there is love then sins 

are forgiven. The less is forgiven the less love there is and the more love the more 

is forgiven, just as Christ said to the Pharisee about the sinful woman: “WTiere- 

fore I say unto thee, her sins, which are many, are forgiven; for she loved much: 

but to whom little is forgiven, the same loveth littie” (Luke 7:47). This close cor

relation bet^x?een love and forgiveness is necessary' because the original sin has 

been committed and thorough repentance is required if humans wish to relate to 

each other as God relates to them in a true dialogue o f love.

The Orthodox reflection on true dialogue might be expressed along these lines; true 

or confirmed dialogue occurs when through repentance one becomes capable of 

recognizing within himself/herself the eternal Thou which prompts the I-Thou 

relationship with the other person to become genuine. It is not as a condition but 

rather as a consequence of such prompting that the othemess o f Thou enables the 

I  to repent a sin. Sin is always a result of pride or selfishness which prevents us 

from recognizing and accepting the other as a person of the same or even better 

value. Once repented, the sin which compelled the human being to deny the 

worth o f the other has ceased to act within the 1. One is, however, unable to re

pent one’s own pride unless there is a grace o f G od which reveals it to one’s soul. 

In place o f such a grace, Buber has put the etemal Thou, Leninas — ethics and m o

rality'. Both have, however, somehow or other, recognized the need for an exter

nal power which brings “a change o f mind” to the I  looking for the Thou. The
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same extemal power makes the Thou capable o f accepting the I  and responding 

properly, establishing a new kind o f relation which has never happened between 

the two persons before. This is the beginning o f a dialogue which is going to be

come tme and the repentance brings about what we called above confirmation of 

dialogue. With no repentance there is no confirmation and, therefore, no true dialogue 

can take place.

An emphasis on repentance is a particular characteristic of Orthodox belief and 

in the Christian East there are also many examples of a particular kind o f con

firmed dialogue which can emerge in the relationship between a spirimal father 

and his disciple. Such a dialogue is always ver}' close and ver}̂  intense. While the 

son reveals his love through his obedience to the father, the father reveals his 

love in the work of spirimal guidance and in the responsibility he assumes for the 

success o f the relationship. And so long as they are confirmed by the grace of 

God, both are able in this way to foUow G od’s commandments.

There are two texts which give the essential principle of spirimal fatherhood and 

sonship in a particularly notable manner: the letter o f St. John Climacus, abbot of 

Sinai, entitled To the Shepherd {Ad Pastorem) and sometimes treated as the thirty- 

first step in his Tadder of Divine Ascent, and the first letter o f St. Symeon the New 

Theologian, abbot of Saint Mamas in Constantinople, entitled On Confession. The 

two saints do not pro\dde any systematic Hst of the characteristics o f spiritual fa

therhood and sonship but the role o f the spiritual father as described by both au

thors can be discerned chiefly in five ways -doctor, counsellor, intercessor, media

tor, and sponsor.'’® Each o f these ways interrelates with the others and specifies a 

particular spiritual action o f the father towards his disciple. These practices were 

developed in the early Christian period in the Middle East and rediscovered in

KaULstos (Ware), bishop o f Diokleia. The Spiritual Father in Saint John Climacus and Saint Symeon thelSJew Theo- 
lo^an. The foreword in Hauslicrr, Ircnee. Spiritual Direction in the Earl̂ ' Christian East. Foreword by Bishop 
Kallistos (VK̂ are) o f Diokleia, trans. from the French by Anthony P. G\tliiel. Kalamazoo, Micliigan: Cister
cian Publications, 1990, pp. xii, xiv.
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recent centuries particularly on M ount Athos and in some o f the Russian monas

teries.

When it is applied in the theolog}^ o f dialogue, the principle o f persona introduces 

into it the category o f repentance. Tme dialogue, when it occurs, can become a 

way of reconciliation with God. Since both parties to the dialogue have repented 

their pride they are able to communicate with G od and through Him with each 

other. The eternal Thou o f  G od as third party to the dialogue confirms that it is 

genuine. Repentance, however, is a work o f one’s own utU as well as o f the grace 

o f God. The collaboration between the two produces out of the complete repen

tance o f sins by a human being a personal relation with God . There is no corpo

real creature other than the human being capable o f repentance so the entire crea

tion is prevented from engaging in the way o f reconciliation when men and 

women do not repent their sins. Tme dialogue., when it occurs, signifies the way of 

salvation and its consequences include die peaceful and joyful coexistence of 

both the personal and impersonal universe. As we have argued above, when there 

is a tme, confirmed dialogue, the relations within the created universe become 

like the relations within the Trinit}^; and due to the providence o f God there are 

within the universe vestigia trinitatis which show that such relations are possible.

Fr. Sophrony also reveals his dialogical insight in his book Letters to Russia when 

he speaks o f knowing the other as a result o f  brotherly love. “If I wiU love my 

brother and my neighbor as my own life, and wiU not egoisticaUy separate myself 

from him, then, clearly, I will come to know him more, and know him more 

deeply, in all his sufferings, thoughts, and quests.”'"  There is a parallel here with 

Le\inas’s demand for that “tme and concrete access to the otherness o f the oth

er” which is “clothing the naked and feeding the hungry?,”"’" though there is no

Soplirony (Sakharov), archimandrite. Letters to Russia. (In Russian) Edited by Nicholas Sakharov. Moscow, 
1997, p. 23, as cited in Sakharov, Nicholas 1 love, therejore I  am, pp. 45-46.

Levinas and Buber, p. 7-8.
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preliminary^ notion o f brotherhood either in Levinas or in Buber, who was also 

concerned about ha\’ing “in mind the other or others in their present and particu

lar being” and turning “to them with the intention o f establishing a li\dng mutual 

relationship.”’’̂  The otherness o f the other is recognized as an intrinsic characte

ristic o f their participation in the hypostatic love. An “inborn Thoii' - the human 

capacit}^ for love - inescapably urges the human being to share his or her life with 

the other or, in Fr. Sophrony’s words, to live another life as his/her own. The 

hypostatic principle impKes love as its revelation and fulfilment. Love is at the 

very' beginning; the recognition o f otherness when one is addressing the other in 

a personal way is a matter o f love. And from the perspective o f the hypostatic 

principle, the 1-Thou dialogical relation tends to become a relation o f hypostatic 

love which might be offered as the very' definition o f a true dialogue.

1 is a magnificent word. It signifies persona. Its principal ingredient is love, 
that opens out, first and foremost, to God. This I  does not Hve in a comnjl- 
sion of egoistic concentration on self. Created by the will of God tlie Creator 
from ‘nothing’, if wrapped up in self it will continue in its nothingness. The 
love towards God commanded o f us by Christ, which entails hating oneself 
and renouncing all emotional and fleshly ties, draws the spirit o f man into the 
expanses of D i\ine eternity [cf Luke 14: 26-27 and 33; John 12:25; Matt. 
16:25]. This kind o f love is an attribute o f Di^tinity^'’■‘

Through renouncing “fleshly  ̂ ties” and “hating oneself’ human beings are freed 

to discover the other not as a “wrapped up in se lf’ h , which brings nothing for 

dialogue, but as Thou, whom the I  may address in godlike love and with the con- 

fixmation o f the etemal Thou. Fr. Sophrony said that “the creature person- 

hypostasis is a godlike centrum” and is regarded by the Creator “not as His Act 

but as a kind o f fact even for H im self’. He is comtinced that “the hypostasis re

cognises no outside authority” and, hence, neither earthly, nor heavenly power

Kraemer. Martin Bubers I  and Thou, p. 33. 

Sophrony. We Shall See ¥iim as He Is, p. 199.
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could compel the hj'postasis to make a choice."'^ This does not mean, however, 

that the h}^ostatic being is characterized by anarchy. An I  “wrapped up in self’ 

wiU have no reason to make a choice so long as there is no Thou to be recognized. 

It is meaningless to speak of a choice ■when no alternative is present. The Thou 

appears to the 1 to be such an altemative. Meeting with the Thou excludes anarchy 

as such but the I-It relation stQl admits it. Within the 1-Thou dialogical pair both 

the I  and the Thou are seeking for a h\^ostatic love which becomes their volunta

ry,̂  choice in true dialogue.

Fr. Sophrony builds a bridge between the expression o f the human I  and that of 

the di\one I  in the biblical formula of Exodus 3:14. “The name of God is ‘I AM 

TIT.\T I AM.’ For man, created after the image and Hkeness, this word 1 ... 

brings out the principle of persona within us.” There is no I  apart from Thou just as 

there is no father apart from a son. The I  should never be referred to without the 

Thou. It was a wonderful insight that allowed Buber to reveal this idea so forceful

ly that it embraced almost all the heights o f both the philosophical and religious 

thought o f the last centun’. And it was a great spirimal experience which prom pt

ed Fr. Sophrony to develop “the principle o f persond' and reveal its central posi

tion in the Revelation o f God. According to his intuition which indeed is con

firmed within the Orthodox tradition, the /  is the revelation of the principle of 

the person within tJie human being just as G od’s /, v/hich is for us the etemal 

Thou, is the Revelation o f His di\tinit\^ The human personal being is unconscious

ly seeking a similarly personal being beyond the limits o f a materialist societ)^ Fr. 

Sophrony has linked this quest to the persistent calling o f the Personal God 

W'Tiose I  is at the origin of the same principle o f the person that is revealed in the 

human I. Christ promised: “I live, and you will live also” Qn 14:19). From the 

eschatological ^tiew, in etemit}^ our being, according to the promise of Christ, wiU 

retain its godlike personeit}'. O ur personal spirit wiU abide as such and wiU not be

2>5Ibid, p. 201.
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diluted and absorbed in the ocean of any supra-personal absolute."’* The Abso

lute is comprehensible to us due to the content o f His relational being which is 

h^-postatic love; it can never be perceived in the reakn of the impersonal where 

numerous human delusions hope to find it.

Sophrony (Sakharov), archimandrite. Birth into the Kingdom Which Cannot Be Moved (In Russian) Edited by 
Nicholas Sakharov. Essex, 1999, p. 22.
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3. TRINITY -  WAY TO  DIALOGUE

The relational character o f the created world, as it appears, prompted a question: 

what type o f di\'ine relations would correspond to those that take place in realit}^? 

O n the one hand, we might seek for a kind of imprint or vestige o f the relations 

that characterize the Creator Himself O n the other hand, if we were to follow a 

strictly monotheistic belief we could not pro\ade any explanation as to how the 

One God remains in relation within Himself and, therefore, we would have no 

means of sa\dng in what way He is really relating to the universe. In the latter 

case, the relations in the created world lose their connection with the Creator and 

become a sort o f “thing in itself’. Then, only an I-It kind o f relation in the sense 

discussed above would be possible.

Discovering the dialogical mode of a personal being brings out the I  personally 

addressing the Thou — not from outside but rather from within their beings as 

they are shared in the ver\^ “principle of person”. In contrast to the isolation of 

the indi^tidual, a sort o f “betweenness” or capacit)' to participate and to be parti

cipated in is specified in the ven' idea o f person or, as we have called it, the “prin

ciple o f persona” . Following the idea of creation “in the image and likeness” one 

can suppose a vestige o f G od imprinted in human beings. It originates from with

in the personal principle o f the di\dne being and refers to the hmnan beings’ rela

tional character. The above idea o f “betweenness” allows us to approach the di- 

\one-human antinomy with the least degree o f inteUecmal confusion. Participating 

and being participated in Himself, G od impels human beings Kkewise to partici

pate in each other, though we must always keep in mind the superiorit)' o f the 

inner Trinitarian relations.

The long entangled history’ o f the Trinitarian controversies shows that resisting 

inconsistencies as they have appeared from time to time right up to the present 

day is no easy task. In apostoUc times and afterwards the main efforts o f the
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apologists were devoted to persuading first the Jews and then the gentiles that 

G od and His Embodiment Jesus Christ is the One G od with no di\'ision or sepa

ration affecting the d i \^ e  essence. The unique character of the inner divine rela

tionship as it is witnessed in the Scriptures, draws forth the unit)' o f  the essence 

o f the One God which is not an abstraction but a reality knowable to the particu

lar human beings. VC^e there is an antinomy o f one di\dne nature and the eter

nally inter-related Persons of the Father and the Son, both the paternal and filial 

relations are characteristic o f the same God as He reveals Himself in both the 

Old and New Testaments. The “betweenness” o f these relations was formulated 

by the Cappadocians with the help o f the term homoousios (of one essence). Pro

ceeding from the Father and resting on the Son in His Revelation to the world 

the Holy Spirit confirms that both before and after the Incarnation this perpemal 

di\Tne relationship or, as we have called it, true dialogue takes place between the 

Father and the Son. With the help of some of the main patristic sources and their 

commentaries we wiU examine the idea o f dialogue as it runs through the Chris

tian thought o f that time. One might hope to learn something as to the nature o f 

true dialogue by discussing it through the example o f the di^tine relations as they are 

wimessed in the Scriptures and in the patristic writings.

The wimess o f the Holy Spirit brings with it an imitation for Christian believers 

to participate in the di\tine-human dialogue through partaking in the sacrifice o f 

Christ. Outside this dialogue only the contemplation of a God WTio is always un

knowable and incomprehensible to the creation is possible. But the sacrificial act 

o f God, which has done nothing to impair the di\TOe aU-sufficiency, has the effect 

o f confirming this dialogue in which the di^tine-human relations are perfect and 

fulfilled. The di’vtinit)’ o f the Man Jesus Christ is confirmed by the Holy Spirit 

\)CTio proceeds from the Father and enables men and women to share in the di- 

\tine true dialogue as it takes place between the Father and His Incamate Son. The
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role o f the Holy Spirit was a matter of particular dispute in the late fourth centur}^ 

when, Hke the di^rinity o f Christ before it, it had been called into question.

One can analyze how the dialogical content o f the Nicene-Constantinople creed 

was formed over the course o f the first four centuries. I f  God was an impersonal 

Absolute there would be no possibilit}^ o f a relationship and, therefore, dialogue 

with Him. For a dialogue to occur there have to be at least two parties; hence a 

dialogical perspective can only be discovered in the divinity when the Son is con

sidered to be a Person differing from the Person o f the Father. It took some time 

for the apologists to develop this position o f the Person o f the Son. And then 

more time was needed to discover the role o f the Holy Spirit as the third part}' of 

the confinned di\Tne dialogue. We wiU foUow the dialogical perspective as it can 

be seen through the Trinitarian relations as they were gradually understood and 

interpreted first in the Scriptures and then in the writings of the various Church 

authors of the following epoch.

3.1. Learning dialogue fitom the Scriptutes.

3.1.1. Dialogue in the Old Testament.

G od’s deep involvement in the ston^ o f Israel, his relations with its leaders, and its 

righteous ones, is expressed when in the Old Testament (OT^ He is called ‘Fa

ther’. He protects, cherishes, and nourishes a people whose infidelities could also 

call for discipline, and this name conveys the steadfast commitment and compas

sionate patemal love o f G od towards His adopted people. Despite aU their sinful 

failures to Uve their covenant with God, they were always able to call upon Him 

as their Father. In this case, the fatherhood was a metaphor, based on G od’s free 

and creative choice o f the people. It has nothing to do with physical generation; 

the kings o f Israel were not considered to be deified, as if they w'ere in any sense 

directly begotten from the deity. One can rather apply a dialogical \iew  in order 

to comprehend the patemal-fiHal relations between God and His people: a sort of
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true dialogue would occur when the people listen to G od in the same way that ob

edient sons listen to their father. Something beyond usual human dealings, how

ever, would be heard, if, knowing about the sah’̂ ation to come, we could see this 

as a protot)^e o f the relationship between the Father and His Incarnate Son. It 

has been presented to the people o f Israel as an image which would help to pre

pare them for the Messiah to come. Although it can be found in a variety? o f his

torical, prophetic, and sapiential texts, we cannot claim that it is used frequently in 

the OT, but, as we will see later, it will become the favored name in the New Tes

tament (NT)."’̂

There are a Utde more than 20 occasions in the O T when God is named (or ad

dressed) as Father. Following the order proposed by Gerald O ’CoEins, let us look 

first at the cases in the protocanonical books (those 39 books accepted by aU as 

inspired and canonical) and then at those in the (later) deuterocanonical works (or 

the six books and further portions o f the protocanonical books found in the 

Greek but not in the Hebrew canon of scriptures)."'*

Proto-Canonical Books. The dialogue between God and His people was supposed to 

have been established for an unlimited time and it ceases only when the people 

are unfaithfid and betray God XvTiose nurturing fidelit}’ and mere}' are contrasted 

with the per\^erse infideHt)' of Israel. One o f the oldest texts in which God is 

called Father occurs when Moses, in a song attributed to him, imites the people 

o f Israel to renew their relationship with God: “D o you thus repay the L O R D , 

O foolish and senseless people? Is not he your father, who created you, who 

made you and established you?” (Dt. 32:6, NRS\^"'^. The intimate covenant 

bond between God and His people is recalled by Moses here and elsewhere in

O ’CoUins, Gerald, S.J. The Tripersotial God. Undersiatiditig and Interpreting the Trinity. New York/Mahwah, N.J.:
Paulist Press, 1999, p. 23.

218 Ibid., p. 14.

We will, when analyzing the biblical texts in this chapter, generally use the New Re'\’ised Standard Version,
as it is an accurate and readable, yet up-to-date translation of the Bible.
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these closing chapters o f Deuteronomy. It can be seen as an invitation to the 

people to enter into dialogue instead o f flirting with other religious idols or gods. 

The latter has led them to deny their true parentage and behave like ungrateful 

children. “W ho are these ‘odier gods’? Either the multiform, often ambivalent 

manifestations of an immanent and impersonal divine, as in Eg^'ptian ‘henothe- 

ism’ or the monolatr\' o f so many nations all of whom want to have a god pecu

liar to themselves to protect and exalt them.”"® The text from Deuteronomy indi

cates how the word ‘Father’, when used o f God, usually refers to the special co- 

venantal dialogue between G od and the people who have been delivered from 

capti\at}^ and called G od’s (firstbom) son (e.g., Ex. 4:22-23; Hos. 11:1) or G od’s 

“sons and daughters” (e.g., Dt. 32:19; Is. 1:2; 30:1). God gave them birth (Dt. 

32:18) by electing, adopting and prompting them to join Him in a particular inti

mate relationship which might be called true dialogue in the above sense. The di- 

\-ine etemal Thou has dwelt among the people enabling them to address each oth

er dialogicaUy while aU of them togetlier could address God as Thou. “An his

torical di\ine choice, and not any kind of sexual acti\'it)’ and physical generation 

(as in the case o f the gendered gods o f surrounding nations), made G od their Fa

ther.”- '’

The di\T.ne im itation to dialogue was recalled in a later affirmation o f the cove- 

nantal promise, conveyed in an oracle through the prophet Nathan to King Da- 

\tid:

W'Tien your days are fulfilled and you Ue down with your ancestors, I will 
raise up your offspring after you, who shall come forth from your body, 
and I will establish his kingdom. He shall build a house for my name, and I 
win establish the throne o f his kingdom for ever. I will be a father to him, 
and he shall be a son to me. When he commits iniquit}^ I will punish him

Bobrinskoy, Boris. The Mysteiy of the Trinity. Trinitarian "Experience and X îsion in the biblical and Patriotic Tradi
tion. New York: St \nadimir’s Seminary Press, 1999, p. 15.

O ’CoUins. The Tripersonal God, p. 14.
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with a rod such as mortals use, with blows inflicted by human beings. But I 
will not take my steadfast love from him, as I took it from Saul, whom I 
put away from before you (2 Sm. 7:12-15).

Rulers were entitled “sons o f G od” in ancient Eg}^t and elsewhere in the Ivlid- 

dle East, but in the promise o f G od concerning an everlasting Da\ddic dynast)^ 

Solomon, David’s son and successor, is mentioned as a son o f G od in a rather 

different way. A new, more personal, kind o f dialogical relationship has now 

appeared between God and His people, represented in the person o f their ruler. 

The belief that the anointed king was chosen by G od and deemed to be His 

adopted son is finely revealed in the royal psalms: “I will tell o f  the decree of 

the L o r d : He said to me, “You are my son; today I have begotten you’” (Ps. 

2:7). This refers to the day when the king was installed as the people’s leader 

given by God.""' The sonship o f the king must sen^e as a sort o f guarantee that 

there is a dialogue between G od and His people.

Dialogue has taken a step forward when G od’s discipline and providence o f the 

race as rather an impersonal entit}’ gives way before the appearance of a perso

nified representative who is charged with earning out the duties o f the people. 

Since he is elected from among the people the king enters into dialogue with 

G od on behalf o f the people. He bears witness to the people’s current character 

but he is in addition able to say Thou to G od 'XTio recognizes his I. It was prob

ably the best opportunit)^ the people o f  Israel were to have to come to know of 

their G od’s qualit}- as a person. In following their king and ruler, they could see 

G od’s gentle paternal care of them. The king’s sonship established by G od be

came the sonship o f the whole people. The dialogue has become true, con

firmed as it is by G od through the king chosen by Him as representative o f the 

people. And the king as a third part}' in dialogue between God and the people is

p. 15.
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bearing witness in both directions: to the people about their G od and to G od 

about His people.

G od’s choice o f the Da\ddic dynast}^, like the di^4ne election o f the whole people, 

has, once and for all, established a new permanent relationship: God is and will 

remain faithful Father to the people, a fact that is confirmed continually by G od 

through the king. The pagan nations surrounding Israel address their gods as im

personal powers and /or as entities who act on their own, without any sort o f re

lationship, merely being pleased with different kinds of sacrifice. There is another 

thing, however, which the people of Israel must know: “For I desired mercy, and 

not sacrifice; and the knowledge of God more than burnt offerings” (Hosea 6:6). 

Unlike the pagans, by naming G od as Father they have recognized His wish to be 

pleased with entering into true dialogue with those human beings who are chosen 

by Him. The oracle delivered by Nathan (2 Sm. 7), tlierefore, brings out the un

conditional nature o f the promise of God and in particular its dialogical character. 

Sometimes G od disciplines the people and its ruler but He will always do it with 

steadfast love. Unfortunately, after the Babylonian Exile, the promise communi

cated by Nathan was obscured through the failure o f efforts to reestablish the 

Da^idic dynast}’ and the dialogical relations became problematic.

Parallels to 2 Samuel 7:12-15 are found in 1 Chronicles 17:11-15; 22:9-10; 28:5-6, 

which repeat Nathan’s oracle and G od’s promise to be Father to the king as the 

di\inely adopted son. The intimacy o f the God-king relationship is implied here 

in an even more personal way for there is no straightforward reference to the dis

cipline that we find in the version o f Nathan’s oracle in 2 Samuel. The result is 

instead to highlight even more how God is and wiU be a tender, caring Father 

with only a hint o f the bad consequences revealed in Samuel (cf 1 Chronicles 

17:13).

There are at least two passages in the book of Psalms which speak direcdy o f the 

di\ine fatherhood. Psakn 68 praises the God of heaven who is also named as Fa-
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ther to the defenseless; “Father o f orphans and protector of widows is G od in his 

holy habitation” (Ps. 68:5). In the royal prayer for deliverance God in\^ites the 

king to address Him as Father, although the address is placed by God in the 

mouth o f the king Da\"id.

He shall cr}' to me, “You are my Father, 
my God, and the Rock o f my salvation!”

I will make him the firstborn, 
the highest o f the kings o f the earth.

For-ever I will keep my steadfast love for him, 
and my covenant with him wiU stand firm.

I wiU establish his Hne for ever, 
and his throne as long as the heavens endure. (Ps 89: 26-29)

An interesting dialogical perspective appears in the passage. God in^-ites Da^^d to 

reveal his Tbou as Father and promises to make him His “firstbom”. One might 

recall the insight of Buber concerning the “eternal ThotP who confirms the truth 

of the dialogue. The “eternal Thoi/’ which must remain immanent and unique for 

ever}’ human Thou can never become a human I. It is only through the reflection 

o f the “eternal Thoii” within true dialogue that ever)^ other Thou becomes true. In 

this case the “eternal Thotf’ will confirm the Thou o f  God the Father enabling the 

/  o f David the king to say to G od ‘̂ o u  are my father”. So we can probably rec

ognize this passage as an example o f true dialogue.

The prophetic literature pro\ides a number of examples of the dialogical perspec

tive. One may start with the prophet Jeremiah and other prophetic material from 

the late seventh centun-, when Judah ŵ as threatened both by extemal forces and 

by intemal infidelit}^ “Have you not just now called to me, ‘My Father, you are 

the friend o f my youth”’ (Jer. 3:4). YHW'H is here presented as both Father and 

Friend in youth while, in a second passage from Jeremiah, He is presented as be

ing a Father to his children: “I thought how I would set you among my children, 

and give you pleasant land, the m ost beautiful heritage o f all the nations. And I
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thought you would call me, My Father, and would not turn from following me” 

(Jer. 3:19). The prophet declares in a way that is stronger even than in Psakn 89 

that the father-son relationship because o f its peculiar inner character should nev

er be interrupted. The dialogue with G od must be supported by the people at all 

times despite external threats and occasional infidelities. When this dialogue ceas

es to be tme the “etemal Thou’’’ o f G od uses the prophets to say words o f God 

which will restore to people their personal power and help them to re-estabKsh 

the relationship with God.

There are two examples of the father-son dialogue in the closing chapters o f the 

prophet Isaiah. At least some of the exiles have returned from Babylon to Jemsa- 

lem, and the prophet voices the communit^^’s laments in one of the ver^’ few pas

sages in which God is addressed directly as Father and, in fact, addressed as our 

Father: “For you are our father, though Abraham does not know us and Israel 

does not acknowledge us; you, O  LORD, are our father; our Redeemer from of 

old is yovir name” (Is. 63:16). The patriarchs, Abraham and Israel (i.e., Jacob), 

have died and are o f no help. God, the people’s Redeemer from of old, is immor

tal and as “our Father” revives hopes for salvation. Acmal paternal relationship 

gives them confidence that G od wiU not cease gifting His help and care. Sta^ong 

in dialogue u ith  G od is, in fact, o f more importance even than honoring their 

forefathers. In a prayer that G od -will reveal himself and act again \vith power, the 

prophet confesses not only the people’s sin and helplessness but rather their trust 

in the Father WTio has made them: “For you have hidden your face from us, and 

have delivered us into the hand o f our iniquit)'. Yet, O  LORD, you are our Father; 

we are the clay, and you are our potter; we are aU tlie work o f your hand” (Is. 

64:7-8). There is no dialogue yet as God has hidden His face but, while consider

ing themselves as the work of His hands, people are still able to say “you are our 

Father” and, therefore, they are ready for dialogue to become true. The Book of 

Isaiah began by calling G od “our G od” (Is. 1:10); it ends by addressing YHWH
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as “our Father” — the G od of the people Who cares for them in their distress, 

patiently molds them as a potter does with clay, and is ready to renew dialogue 

with them at any time.'^

The images o f the father-son and master-sen^ant relations are used in a di\ine 

oracle from Malachi to illustrate the people’s infidelit}': “A son honours his father, 

and ser\^ants their master. If then I am a father, where is the honour due to me? 

And if I am a master, where is the respect due to me? says the LORD of hosts to 

you, O priests, who despise my name. You say, ‘How have we despised your 

name?’” (Mai. 1:6). The concept of Father is associated here with that o f master 

to evoke the authorit}' o f the di^ine Master whom Israel should ser\^e. But the 

context puts the priman^ emphasis on God as the lo^^ng Father who has adopted 

the people into a covenant dialogical relationship which they have failed to Kve up 

to: “I have loved you, says the LORD. But you say, ‘How’ have you loved us?’ Is 

not Esau Jacob’s brother? says the LORD. Yet I have loved Jacob” (Mai. 1:2). 

Deuterocanonical Books. These are the books found in the Greek but not the H e

brew canon of Scriptures. We may begin by looking at the book of Tobit which 

appears as a piece o f didactic and delightful fiction gi^ing \ i \ id  examples o f the 

tenacious faith offered by the book’s main protagonists - Tobit, his son Tobiah, 

and Sarah, the bride-to-be — as they are tested by a series o f painful and even ter

rifying challenges. God shows a losing, paternal concem for Tobit, liis family, 

and aU those who suffer in exile (Tb. 13:3-5). The part o f the book that is most 

pertinent to our dialogical argument is Tobit’s concluding hymn o f praise to God 

as “our Father and our God forever”, a passage which was probably added at a 

later date to the rest: “Exalt him in the presence o f ever}’ li\nng being, because he 

is our Lord and he is our God; he is our Father and he is God for ever” (Tb. 

13:4). God is dialogicaUy present throughout the whole book as free, just, and 

faithful in the lives o f the protagonists, and so Tobit is able here to refer to Him
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in a ven’ personal way and with an assurance that recalls Isaiah 64:8 and antic

ipates the prayerful relationship to God as “our Father” in the NT.

There are two sKght variations to be obser\^ed in the elaborate ŵ ay of addressing 

God as “Lord, Father, and Master of my life” (Sir. 23:1) and as “Lord, Father, 

and God of my life” (Sir. 23:4) in the book of Sirach. While mentioning the Thou 

of God in relation to the I  of “my Kfe”, this address seems to have an 1-Thou dia- 

logical character. It comes in a prayer for wisdom and self-control. The wisdom is 

prompted by the “etemal Thou’’’ of God and, therefore, can be Kved by those who 

confidently ask for the powerfiil personal help that God gives when He keeps Flis 

followers from falling into sin. In a psalm of thanksgi\^g that comes in the first 

of two appendices and that recalls the dialogical appeal to “my Father” of Psalms 

89:26, the same book teUs its readers: “I cried out, ‘Lord, you are my Father; do 

not forsake me in the days of trouble”’ (Sir. 51:10). God’s power and personal 

help ensures salvation for those in distress who appeal to Him dialogicaUy as “my 

Father”.

The intertestamental literature. The texts composed by Jews around the time of Jesus 

but not recognized as canonical scripture include a few examples of dialogicaUy 

oriented language for God. Nothing surpasses the tenderness of a passage from 

the Thanksgiving Hjmns of Qumran, which applies to God a dialogical metaphor 

(“Thou art a father”) and two similes (“as a woman” and “as a foster-father”): 

“For Thou art a father to aU [the sons] of Thy tmth, and as a woman who tender

ly loves her babe, so dost Thou rejoice in them; and as a foster-father bearing a 

child in his lap, so carest Thou for all Thy creatures.”” '* The sons of truth are 

supposed to stay in the 1-Thou relation with God Who is considered as their fa

ther. One notices, however, that in the Dead Sea Scrolls although the dialogical 

theme of di\ine fatherhood and human beings’ filial status is introduced (e.g..

\^ermes, G. The Dead Sea Scrolls in English. Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 3d ed., 1987, p. 192, as re- 
feiTcd in Ibid., p. 22.
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4Q372.1.16), the relationship remains unrelated to G od’s “Spirit.”"^

Another wonderful example o f the dialogue o f love to be found in Scripture is 

the image o f the nuptial love between G od and His people. This is where we 

might find the highest point o f the revelation o f Yahweh’s love in the O T (Hos. 

2:19-20; Jer. 2:2; Is. 54:5-8; and the entire Song o f Songs), telling of how God 

finds the lost, unfaithful wife and restores her to her pristine purit^^ Some parts 

o f the Jewish tradition considers the Song of Songs as the ‘precious point’ of 

Scripture.

(In the Song) is to be found the summary of the whole Torah, o f the whole 
w'ork o f Creation, o f the myster)’ o f the Patriarchs, o f the storj’ o f the Eg)'p- 
tian exile, and the Exodus therefrom, and o f the Song of the Sea. It is the 
quintessence o f the Decalogue, of the Sinaitic covenant, of the significance of 
Israel’s wandering through the desert, until their arrival in the Promised Land 
and the building o f the Temple. It contains the crowning o f the Holy Name 
with love and joy, the prophec)' o f Israel’s exile among the nations, o f their 
redemption, o f the resurrection of the dead, and o f all else until that Day 
which is ‘Sabbath of the Lord.’ AU that was, is, and shall be, is contained in it; 
and, indeed, even that which wiU take place on the ‘Seventh Day,’ which will 
be the ‘Lord’s Sabbath,’ is indicated in this song.” ’’

It should be emphasized that the anthropological themes o f the Song of Songs 

are not simply a means o f explaining God through the use of psychological mod

es that are proper to us. They are not merely metaphors. “O n the contrar}% by 

donning words and feelings, God validates them, reveals their true ontolog)', ma

nifests their infinite source and finalit}", describes man in his total natural realit)^ 

and attracts him to Himself through the alliance and the love in which God and 

man share the same feeKngs. The sentiment that best expresses the relation of

225 Ibid.

226 Tlic passage Ls taken from The Zohar, vol. 4, trans. Maurice Simon. London, 1973, p. 6, as referred in Bo- 
brinskoy. The Mjsteiy of the Trini^, pp. 59-60.
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G od and man is that o f sharing.”"^ As we have seen above, there are two ap

proaches toward faith — pistis and emuna. While pistis means mainly the unilateral 

faith man has in God, emuna appears rather to be o f a reciprocal, dialogical cha

racter. G od loves man first, believes in him and in\^tes him to rejoin Him in love; 

and man finds the re\'ival o f his own faith-^zVfer in a reciprocal i2X^i\Ancss-emuna 

which is always a matter o f mutual knowledge, o f a love that is shared in di\'ine- 

human confirmed dialogue. There is a reciprocal endeavor, because the transforma

tion o f man into the di\tine life - the estabKshment of an ontological relationship 

between human and di\'ine - makes the fulfillment o f the human being possible in 

a free manner o f true dialogue. Here, the image o f love is expressed in the multiple 

terms of nuptial relations of which the Song o f Songs represents the culmination.

3.1.2. Wisdom of God.

Because o f the importance it has assumed in Russian religious philosophy in the 

twentieth centun", there is, in Russian, a substantial literature on the difficult and 

delicate theme of the Wisdom of G od or Sophia. Some part of it has been trans

lated"* and developed by modem westem theologians (e.g. Rowan Williams). It is 

not an aim o f our study to investigate the controversial theme of sophiolog)’; 

however, when speaking in terms of personal dialogue one cannot avoid the 

problems o f the interpretation o f the personification of the Wisdom of God as it 

appears in some biblical passages. Russian sophiolog)' stands somewhat apart 

from the traditional treatment o f the theme o f W'isdom but it contains great rich

es that could allow a development o f certain aspects of biblical sophiolog}^

Fr. Sergius Bulgakov is the most recent and best known representative o f the 

movement o f Russian sophiolog}^ His \tision o f the di\4ne Wisdom is a ^tision of

Ibid.

See, for example, liis recently reprinted book: Bulgakov, Sergei. Sophia. The Wisdom of God: A n  Outline of 
Sophiolog): (Ubrar)' of Russian Philosophj:). Herndon, \A \  Lindisfarne Books, 1993.
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the unity o f the di\Tne world and the created world w’hich is “a world in God.” It 

runs through his great theological works like a watermark.” ’ He has insisted that 

“the Di\'inity in G od constitutes the Di\Tine Sophia”“̂ ° and considered Sophia as 

follows:

Rather, it is G od’s own Kfe, inseparable from Personal Di\’init} ,̂ as His self
revelation. For a correct comprehension o f the Di\dne Sophia, as the Di\'ine 
World, as Divinity in G od it is extremely important to understand Her in 
connection with the Dimne Hypostases in the Holy Trinity. As Di’\4nity So
phia is nonhypostatic (is not a “fourth hypostasis”), but She is eternally hy- 
postatized in the Holy Trinity and never exists nonhypostaricaUy or extrahy- 
postatically. She belongs to tlie Di'vone Trihypostatic Person as this Person’s 
Hfe and self-revelation. She exists in Herself but not for Herself She exists 
for the hypostatic God. The Di^one Sophia contains the entire fullness of 
Di\’ine Being, but She does not exist in isolation from the D i\ine Trihypos
tatic Person. Di\nnity belongs to the Personal God.‘ '̂

The sophiology" o f Sergius Bulgakov is still badly understood, especially in non- 

theological circles. It has been suggested that he uses biblical references to 

present the feminine mystery^ o f W isdom/Sophia as a being co-existent with the 

masculine my^stery of the Trinity^ In the west some re\’iewers sdU assume that in 

Bulgakov’s ^tision the created world is fuU o f the Spirit and that onlŷ  in the mar

riage o f Sophia with the Godhead is the Christian mystery^ brought to fulfil

ment.^" This does not seem to be exactiy the case, but a certain nebulosity- in his 

study o f the Trinity^ (especially regarding the connections between the Persons o f

Bobrinskoy. TheMjsteiy of the Trinity, p. 36.

Bulgakov'. Sophia, p. 33.

Bulgakov, Sergius. The Bride of the hamb. New ^’ork & Harrisburg, Pennsylvania: The Continuum Interna
tional Publishing Group, 2002, pp. 38-39.

“ [Bulgakov] was a torchbearer for what was coming to be called Sophiology.... His championship of So
phia was clearly an attempt to revitalize Orthodoxy and to reestablish the spirit o f  the divnne feminine, so 
tliat the Church should not remain off-balanced by its Christocentric I'iew”. - Caitlin Matthews, author o f 
Sophia— Goddess of Wisdom: The Divine Feminine from Black Goddess to World SouL San Rafael, CA: Mandala, 
1991.
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the Trinity and Sophia) and his impliddy separate personifying o f the Wisdom of 

G od (although she is nonh^'postatic as di%^t}% Bugakov insists that she ‘never 

exists nonhypostatically’) might lead to such a gnostic interpretation which would, 

obviously, be outside Christian doctrine. Despite efforts to present his sophiolog)' 

as being consistent with bibHcal and patristic teaching it was subjected to ver\^ 

severe criticism by Lossk)% Florovsky and other major Russian theologians and 

formally declared by the ecclesiastical authorities to be non-Orthodox."^^

The theme of wisdom is nonetheless o f ^tital importance for our smdy ia dialo

gue. Reflection on the two pairs 1-Thou and I-lt, as they were considered above, 

represents a dialogical approach towards the smdy both of di\Tiut}- and o f the 

created world. WTiile the di%’ine Wisdom can only be approached through the 

personal intimate 1-Thou relationship, human wisdom, being objectified in the 

mind, presents the 1-It relation in its subject-object duaHt}'. W'isdom, to the extent 

that it remains a human wisdom, not derived from God and not dependent on 

Him, runs the risk o f usurping the Wisdom of God, so it becomes ambiguous, 

equivocal: this is, perhaps, one o f the meanings of the book of Genesis. Chapter 

three shows the serpent as a being who is “wise’ not as we understand the word 

today, but shrewd and cunning; and even if  such cunning should not be assumed 

to be in itself diabolical, it is already a rejection o f the Wisdom of God, an effort 

o f usurpation through a “relentless inner logic.

Considering the Wisdom of God in a strictiy systematic way, pursuing a “relent

less inner logic” and not taking into account the antinomic character of biblical- 

patristic thought may lead to erroneous presuppositions and /or conclusions. D e

spite his sincere endeavours to avoid a separate personification o f the di\ine Wis-

Lo.ssln’ accused Bulgakov of “incorrect understanding o f the Church Tradition, non-apophatism in consi
dering the Revektion which prompted a gnostic-like system made by pliilosopliical thouglit and the crea
tive imagination” and “seeking for a ‘mediation’ or an ontological bridge between God and the world, 
which idea is also shared bv gnostics” Losskv, Madimir. TDebate about Sophia. A.rticks. (In Russian). Moscow, 
1996,p. 23ff

Bobrinskoy. The Mystery of the Trinity, p. 37.
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dom, sophiolog}^, as developed by Bulgakov, is more revealing o f his scholarly 

philosophical insights than faithful to the di%4ne-human meaning o f the Bible. 

Since it misses the depth either o f di\dnity or o f humanit}^, a one-sided reflection 

uill lead either to the eKminarion of apopharism or to a rejection of Revelation in 

theolog}^ Both tendencies were identified as heretical movements in the patristic 

epoch. \)C''hile advancing towards a modem comprehension o f the Wisdom tradi

tion, the dialogical approach, as specified above, might enable us to remain faith

ful to the Orthodox tradition by supporting the patristic thought that the di^tine 

Wisdom in its different biblical appearances signifies both the Word and the Spi

rit in accordance with an Orthodox understanding o f the Trinit}'. Keeping this in 

mind, we wi]] further examine whether it is compatible with Orthodoxy to relate 

the Wisdom of G od to His “eternal Thou” considered in terms o f dialogue. If  so, 

when the Fathers o f the Church treat particular passages in a christological sense, 

one could think o f Wisdom as signifying the “eternal ThoiP of the W ord o f God; 

but in other passages it could be understood as the “eternal Thoti” o f the Spirit, 

i.e. in a pneumatological sense. In the bibHcal tradition Wisdom is always ad

dressed in a ver)' personal and intimate way, but our dialogical method may help 

us to avoid misinterpretation since the “eternal Thotf' in the most accurate sense 

o f the word merely signifies the confirmed and accepted otherness o f G od as the 

other Person addressing the human /.

Generally speaking, dialogue can be seen as a function of antinomy, and \ice versa. 

So if it is treated in the antinomic sense, the dialogical approach might be an in

dispensable help in our endeavors to reflect on the revelatory? texts o f the Bible. It 

is especially useful when referring to the books o f the Wisdom tradition in both 

the Proto-Canonical and Deuterocanonical lists; Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Si- 

rach and the Wisdom of Solomon. True wisdom comes from God alone Who 

gives humankind the gift o f discerning between good and e\il. Human wisdom 

recognizes that so long as it is acting on its own it is ambiguous and incomplete.
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A “dialogue between the wisdoms” is needed to strengthen human wisdom and it 

becomes a true dialogue if the “etemal Thoil' of G od is reflected in the “inborn 

Thoi/' o f human wisdom.

The personal way in which Sophia is represented may in many ways be seen as 

simply the result o f the particularly literar)^ character o f the Wisdom tradition. But 

this personification nonetheless poses the question of the relations between So

phia and the Persons o f God. “It would express the link between wisdom and 

G od through the Uterar}’ genre o f  personification. And the personification o f 

wisdom suggests a profound theological intuition — that of the inalienable, myste

rious relation o f a Person-Wisdom to the ver}- realit}' o f God.”‘^̂  Reference to the 

“realit}7 o f G od” in place of the Persons o f G od does not do verj^ much to help 

clarify the matter. \KTien we speak in terms o f a personal relationship all the par

ties must appear as persons. Otherwise our reflections will get into ever greater 

difficulties until we find that a sort of 1-lt relation has replaced the dialogical /- 

Thou.

If there is a metaphor in the personification o f Wisdom, it is a necessarj^ me
taphor, an objective metaphor which surpasses the author’s intention, 
thought, and language. In any case, we cannot fuUy know what was the inten
tion, the prophetic \ision o f the one who dared personify and speak o f Wis
dom in a monotheistic theolog}^ at the risk o f bringing up the concept o f an 
almost personal intermediary' between God and the human being. In express
ing the myster)’ o f Wisdom as well as that of the Word, there is an audacit}', 
an inner logic that surpasses the thought and the language o f the authors to 
evoke a certain e\idence in the spirimal aw^areness, without developing the 
theological synthesis (if it can be developed) — evidence o f a start, evidence o f 
the myster}'' proper to Wisdom.'^"’

There is no personal relationship between Wisdom and God that can be seized 

by the human mind. It is rather a reflection on the very- fact o f the tme dialogue

■̂’5 Ibid., p. 38. 

i ’C' Ibid., p. 43.
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that can be established between the human person and God. In relation to the 

human personalit}' the di\4ne Person is original and present in the very “principle 

o f persona” as the Wisdom o f G od or His “eternal Thoii'. Thus there must al

ways be a sense of myster\^ when we refer to the Wisdom of God. She is not a 

person but rather a living invitation to enter into dialogue with God through His 

Wisdom as it is reflected in a human person. Wisdom in\dtes men and women to 

leam about G od rather as a person who wanted them to relate to him in a per

sonal way. Thus the Revelation o f G od through His W ord and in His Spirit can 

be called Wisdom in the sense o f the “etemal Thoil’’ which characterises both of 

them.

Thanks to its revelator}' and teaching character the theme o f Wisdom has been 

used widely in Christian theolog)'. But present as it is in both testaments in such a 

personal and intimate -way. Wisdom usually holds a sort o f intermediate position 

between tlie di^nne and the human, with no attempt being made at a separate per

sonification. It might be referred to as “an in%itaton- reason” or kind o f “bet

weenness” w’hich makes true dialogue desirable and possible. One could say that 

the Wisdom tradition is a continual stream running through both the testaments, 

thus making o f them one l^^ing and unintermpted tradition. Boris Bobrinskoy 

proposes three main Hnes o f exegesis and application:'^^

1. A  christological line, with the identification o f the Wisdom of God and Chr
ist, an early identification, present already in the New Testament. The conti- 
nuit}' between the sapiential writings and certain texts o f the New Testament 
is evident — the same set o f themes, the same terminology- — in the first chap
ter o f the Epistie to the Colossians, in the opening chapter o f the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, in the First Epistie to the Corinthians where Christ is designat
ed as “the true wisdom of G od”; also in the Synoptics, where Christ presents 
Himself as the Teacher o f W'isdom. It should be recalled how much the early 
tradition, especially the Alexandrian and Latin, insisted on this christological 
interpretation o f Wisdom. Consider Origen and the Arians who used the

5̂- Ibid., p. 38-39.
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famous text of Proverbs 8:22 (“Yahweh acquired me” or “created me”) to 
deny the uncreated character of Wisdom, and thus of the Son. St. Athanasius 
himself insisted emphatically on this identification, through the verj  ̂interplay 
of controversy, but also in the positive developments of his theology.
2. A  pneumatological line, according to a tradition the wimesses of which are in 
the minority, but the theological value of which is important. This is ex
plained, among other things, by the close relation between Wisdom and Spi
rit found in another sapiential text of the Old Testament, the Wisdom of So
lomon; and by the fact that Wisdom as weU as Spirit is feminine in Hebrew 
and in Semitic languages.
3. The eucharistic line, using above all the passage on “Wisdom as hostess.” 
Wisdom “has built her house,” “hewn her pillars,” laid her tables — Wisdom 
who, through her sen^ants, in^-ites people to eat her bread and drink her 
wine. This is the theme that wiU be highlighted by sacramental and eucharis
tic theolog)^, and also by iconography.

As di\ine personifications in the OT the W'ord and the Spirit were not yet recog

nized as persons. like Wisdom they were given personal characteristics and pre

sented as personified agents of di\4ne acti^^ty. 'Fhe personified agenc}' of Wisdom 

or Sophia was increasingly related to the di\-ine work of creation, pro\adence, and 

salvation and as the sapiential thinking develops in the OT it grows in dignit}  ̂and 

power. “Within a monotheistic faith, Wisdom takes on functions and attributes 

of YHWTi, and within a strongly patriarchal religion. Wisdom emerges in a femi

nine way.”'̂ ® This might pro\ide us with the opportunit}^ to present the pro\i- 

dence of God as an endless invitation to dialogue. A dialogical way of being 

might easily be recognized in the masculine and feminine attributes that are found 

within a single human nature. Likewise, in bearing feminine attributes, the Wis

dom of God reveals His dialogical way of addressing the human. The “Eternal 

Thoti' is not God in His essence but the imitator)^ personification of God. An 

essential attribute of Wisdom is her ability to reflect the di\ine being as personal. 

Just as in the relations between man and woman there is a mutual desire to know 

and to be known, so the feminization of Sophia in the Wisdom tradition enables

23,8 O ’Collins. The Trtpersonal God  ̂p. 24.
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G od’s will to be known to humans in a very intimate and personal way.

The word Hokmah, or wisdom (as noun, adjective, or verb) occurs 318 times in 

the OT, and nearly 75 percent of these occurrences turn up in Job, Proverbs, Ec

clesiastes {Oohelet}}), Sirach, and the Wisdom of Solomon. Let us pursue the dia- 

logical development o f Wisdom chronologically, if possible, from Job to the Wis

dom of Solomon.

The Book of Job probably dates to the seventh century' B.C. though it may in

clude some later additions. A long dialogue between Job and his three friends in 

the book is abruptiy followed by a poem considered by the scholars as a later 

insertion and regarded as a sort o f interlude or a bridge. It introduces Wisdom, 

stressing the mysterious inaccessibility o f the divine Wisdom, which is quite 

beyond the reach o f human beings (Job 28:12-14, 20-21), utterly precious (|ob 

28:15-19), and accessible only to God (Job 28:23-27). At this early stage o f ref

lection, Job 28 glorifies Wisdom without presenting it as a person.^^ “But 

where shall wisdom be found? And where is the place o f understanding? M or

tals do not know the way to it, and it is not found in the land o f the li\ting. The 

deep says, ‘It is not in me’, and the sea says, ‘It is not with m e’” (Job 28:12-14). 

The depth and the sea are personified here but wisdom is not. This signifies 

that the preceding portion o f the human reflection has been urged by the ele

ments o f the world rather than by God. Wisdom appears as not yet personified 

and as related to the works o f creation though distinct from any o f them in par

ticular. She seems to be beyond ever\’’thing, including personification. G od 

alone can see and know the way to the Wisdom w’hich will be seen constantiy as 

a di^ine gift rather than as a human achievement. With this poem  from Job the 

characteristics o f Wisdom which uiE emerge later in the O T  are only in their 

beginnings but one persistent initial feature has already emerged: her mysterious

See Scott, Martin. Sophia and the Johanmm Jesus (Journalfor the S tu ^  o f the N ew  Testament Supplement). Sheffield: 
J S O T  Press, 1992, p. 50.
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im pem ousness to being seized by any external efforts. Later, in the books of 

Proverbs, Sirach, and the Wisdom of Solomon, Wisdom im^tes all to her feast, 

dweUs in Jerusalem, and graciously appears to those who love her. She seems to 

be more available but the initiative is still with her. Likewise with the “eternal 

Thou”. One could recall the features o f the “eternal Thot/’ o f G od as introduced 

by Buber and discussed above. The inaccessibility o f the Thou remains insuper

able so long as we remain within the bounds o f the I-I( relation. It is the “eter

nal Thou” that issues the im itation to dialogue and confirms it so that it be

comes real and progressive — no one can urge the im’itation from within him

self. The I-Thou relationship cannot arise so long as the 7-7/ relation stiU embrac

es the whole human being. However, a vestige o f the “eternal Thoii” — the “in

born Thou” — brings to the human a sort o f being in expectation of the dialogue 

to which he or she will be personally in\'ited. The “inborn Thou”, as mentioned 

above, might become a guarantee of the human capacit}' to recognize and an

swer a call o f the “eternal Thou” o f  God which is ver\’ Hkelv here to be referred 

to as His Wisdom.

While including some older material, the final re\nsion o f the Book o f Proverbs 

is believed to date from the late sixth or early fifth centur)' B.C. Wisdom looms 

large in the first nine chapters (1:20-33; 3:13-24; 4:5-9; 8:l-9:6). She preaches 

her message in a prophetic manner, putting her hearers before a dilemma: either 

foUy and disaster or fear o f G od and Kfe. Her role as primordial relationship to 

G od and creation is announced as follows: “ The LORD by wisdom founded the 

earth; by understanding he established the heavens” (Prov. 3:19). Sophia not 

only existed with G od before ever}'thing else (Prov. 8:22) but also accompanied 

the di\dne work o f all creation and, in particular, human beings: “then I was be

side him, Hke a master worker; and I was daily his delight, rejoicing before him 

always, rejoicing in his inhabited world and delighting in the human race” (Prov. 

8:30-31). An essential characteristic o f the “eternal Thoii” is recognizable here as
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present in G od and with Him in “in his inhabited world”, i.e. among human 

beings. The “etemal Thou" too is inseparable from both divine and human 

when they are in relation with each other. Sophia represents G od’s personal 

acti\dty and His “delights”, sharing them with men and women to the extent 

that they are capable o f grasping them. Wisdom builds her house and imntes the 

simple to join her feast o f food and wine that symbolize the teaching and the 

\Txtue coming from God: “Come, eat o f my bread and drink o f the wine I have 

mixed < .. .>  and walk in the way o f insight” (cf. Prov. 9:1-6). Sharing the bread 

and wine on the way o f mutual understanding signifies a specifically dialogical 

role o f Wisdom as a third party in the human-divine dialogue and provides a 

eucharistic language for the N T  interpretation o f Christ as the di\4ne Wisdom 

in person.

The author o f the book of Ecclesiastes (or, in the Hebrew, Kohelet) represents 

liimself as the son of D a\id, and king over Israel in Jerusalem (Eccl. 1:1, 12, 16; 

2:7, 9). The work introduces a kind of autobiographic matter, largely expressed in 

aphorisms and maxims illuminated in terse paragraphs with reflections on the 

meaning o f life and on the best way of Hfe.''*̂  Since, as the book argues, the lives 

o f men both wise and foolish end in death, it was emphatically proclaimed that all 

the actions o f man are inherendy futile, vain, meaningless, and empt}^ While the 

teacher clearly promotes wisdom as a means for a weU-lived earthly life, he does 

not ascribe to it any etemal meaning. In the light o f this perceived senselessness, 

the preacher suggests that one should enjoy the simple pleasures o f daily Hfe, such 

as eating, drinking, and taking enjoyment in one’s wife and one’s work, which are 

gifts from the hand of God. The point o f Kohelet is to state that all is futile under 

the sun. One should therefore ignore physical pleasures and put all one’s efforts 

towards that which is above the sun, seeking for the higher wisdom. This is 

summed up in the second to last verse: “The end o f the matter; all has been

http://en.wikipedk.org/wiki/Ecclesiastes
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heard. Fear God, and keep his commandments; for that is the whole dut)'  ̂o f  eve- 

r)^one” (Eccl. 12:13). Although aU the pleasures and the wisdoms on die earth are 

to be considered as gifts from God, only Wisdom, beyond all the others, has 

eternal meaning and allows men and women to address God as Thou while fear

ing Him and keeping His commandments.

Written probably in the second centur)^ B.C. Sirach contains the most extensive 

example of Jewish wisdom literature we have. Wisdom appears at the beginning 

o f the book (Sir. 1:1-30), at the halfway mark (Sir. 24:1-34), and at the end (Sir. 

51:1-27). Just after the Prologue Ben Sirach introduces Sophia as follows: “AU 

wisdom is from the Lord, and with him it remains for ever. <. . .  > Wisdom was 

created before all other things, and prudent understanding from eternity. < . . . >  

Upon all the living according to his gift; he la\dshed her upon those who love 

him. <•. .>  To fear the Lord is the beginning of wisdom; she is created with the 

faithful in the womb” (Sir. 1:1, 4, 10, 14). The above verses again prompt us to 

recall what has been said about the “eternal T/m /’ o f G od in relation to the hu

man “inborn Thoif'. Being “created with the faithful in the womb”, fear o f G od is 

peculiar to human beings as long as there is faith which is a matter o f love. “Be

ing created” here means rather a sort of “being given,” as a result of the voluntary" 

act o f G od towards those who love Him. Sophia brings them the willingness to 

answer dialogically which is inherent to a personal way of being and reflects it in a 

m ost appropriate manner.

In the heavenly court, Sophia proclaims her di\TJie origin: “I came forth from the 

m outh o f the Most High, and covered the earth like a mist. <. . .  > Over waves o f 

the sea, over all the earth, and over ever}’' people and nation I have held sway” 

(Sir. 24:3-6). Wisdom looked for a permanent home (“a resting place”). The Crea

tor chose a place for her to dwell in a personal way: “Make your dweUing in Ja

cob, and in Israel receive your inheritance” (Sir. 24:8). In a sort o f dialogue with 

the Creator she said: “Before the ages, in the beginning, he created me, and for all
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the ages I shall not cease to be. <. . .  > I ministered before him, and so I was es

tablished in Zion” (Sir. 24:9-10). It does not mean a created stams for Sophia in 

terms o f the creation which is to foUow but allows us to keep in mind the “prin

ciple o f persona” as the created, or rather formed, principle of the world to be 

made capable of knowing its Creator as He is.

Existing with God from “the beginning” and enjo}ing eternal existence (“I shall 

not cease to be”), Sophia has followed the divine choice o f Israel and made her 

home in Jemsalem. The metaphor o f Sophia’s home indicates that she can be un

derstood in terms o f human language and thought, though only so long as they 

are managed in accordance with G od’s choice. Settled in the holy cit^, she reveals 

herself as a person sending out an in\itation for a great banquet: “Come to me, 

you who desire me, and eat your fiU of my fruits. For the memor}' o f me is swee

ter than honey, and the possession o f me sweeter than the honeycomb. Those 

who eat o f me will hunger for more, and those who drink o f me wiU thirst for 

more” (Sir 24:19-21). At the same rime here Sophia herself is the food and the 

drink, the source o f nourishment and life. Both the body and the soul o f a human 

are to be satisfied by the Wisdom o f God when she is desired and expected to 

come. There is a kind o f “inborn Thou’’’ in the inherent human desire (“you who 

desire me”) to participate in the personal being o f God and to share His Wisdom 

or “eternal Tbot/^ in true dialogue. A eucharistic dimension is present here in an 

even more personal and invitator)- way than in the book of Proverbs. Similar lan

guage win be applied to Jesus (Mt. 11:28) but John wiU go beyond Sirach (‘hunger 

for more’, ‘thirst for more’) by portraying Jesus as permanentiy satisfying: “I am 

the bread o f Kfe. Whoever comes to me wiU never be hungn-, and whoever be

lieves in me will never be thirsty” Qn. 6:35).

In his final poem (Sir. 51:1-27), Ben Sirach speaks as an old man, having leamt so 

much that he has become almost identified with the beloved Wisdom who has 

brought him such deep satisfaction and serenit} :̂ “Draw near to me, you who are
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uneducated, and lodge in the house o f instmction. Why do you say you are lack

ing in these things, and why do you endure such great thirst? I opened my mouth 

and said, acquire wisdom for yourselves without money. Put your neck under her 

yoke, and let your souls receive instruction; it is to be found close by. See with 

your own eyes that I have laboured but litde and found for myself much serenit}^” 

(Sir. 51:23-27). Since Wisdom “is to be found close by” he teaches on her behalf 

and acts in accordance with her will and intention to spread her invitation to 

those who do not yet know her. Dialogue could take place between them if they 

were taught by Sophia as Ben Sirach was.

This inxatation to the “unlearned” and thirst)’ will be echoed in Jesus’ offer to 

those who are poor and overburdened. If  only they will take on his light yoke, 

they will find enduring peace (Alt. 11:28-30). As di^’ine Wisdom in person, Jesus 

dialogically in\4tes His hearers to take up tlie yoke o f His Wisdom and follow her 

rather than put their tmst in the human wisdom of the law which is an unbeara

ble yoke indeed."'*'

The last o f the O T books, the Book of Wisdom is beKeved to have been written 

shordy before Christ’s birth."'*' The theme of Wisdom in its personal aspect is 

mainly highlighted in the first half o f the book (Wis. 1:1-11:1), which in turn is 

dixaded into two sections. The first (Wis. 1:1-6:20) deals with retribution for good 

and e\nl and with the eternal life that Sophia is about to bring. The second de

scribes Sophia and her operations within the world and explains how she is to be 

found (Wis. 6:21-11:1).'"*  ̂ Sophia herself intentionally “goes about seeking those 

worthy o f her, and she graciously appears to them in their paths, and meets them 

in every thought” (Wis. 6:16). She is active in her seeking for the faithful and de

voted to those whom she finds. The second section describes Wisdom and how

-■*' O ’CoUins. T/ie Tripersonal God, p. 27.

See Larcher, J.-C. I j  L im  de la Sa^sse on k  Sagesse de Solomon. Etudes bibliques, 3 vols. Paris: Librairie Lc-
coffre, 1983-1985, as referred in Ibid.

243 Ibid.
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Solomon is attached to her. The “inborn Thoi/' has made him reputedly the wise 

man par excellence, and he has searched for the “eternal Thoii’ o f God. Ha\4ng 

been taught and blessed by Sophia, he has entered into tme dialogue with God. 

Urged and maintained by Sophia as it is, this might be considered as one of the 

m ost intimate o f the hum an-di^^e dialogues in the OT. Despite the terminologi

cal difficulties we face in considering such a delicate and subtle matter as knowing 

God through His “eternal Thoi^\ twent)’ one attributes are given to explain how 

Sophia can teach a human about the di^nne:

There is in her a spirit that is intelligent, holy, unique, manifold, subde, m o
bile, clear, unpolluted, distinct, imnilnerable, lo\ang the good, keen, irresisti
ble, beneficent, humane, steadfast, sure, free from anxiet}', all-powerful, over
seeing all, and penetrating through aU spirits that are intelligent, pure, and al
together subtie. For wisdom is more mobile than any motion; because of her 
pureness she per\'ades and penetrates aU things (Wis. 7:22-24).

Being here referred to as a spirit “overseeing all, and penetrating through aU spi

rits that are intelligent, pure, and altogether subtie,” Sophia seems to be immanent 

ever)where. But she is also portrayed as “holy” “free from anxiet}%” and “aU- 

powerful,” so the immanence is balanced by her transcendence. The idea o f the 

unit}' o f the immanent and the transcendent in a single person anticipates the 

theological thought of the h)’postatization o f the two natures in tiie Person of 

Christ and this could clarif}’ a matter o f the human-dix'ine dimension in the dia- 

logical issue.

High language is also used o f Wisdom’s work in creating and consenting the 

world. The author of Wisdom who called Sophia the fashioner o f aU things (Wis. 

7:22) now celebrates her role in renewing and ordering all things (Wis. 7:27; 8:1). 

W'isdom here is not only “li\ting with G od” but is also associated constantiy with 

all G od’s works (Wis. 8:3, 4). The theme o f the unit}- between Sophia and God 

reaches a significant climax in Chapter 10, which presents her sahtific role. The
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author, having already stated that human beings are “saved” by Sophia (Wis. 

9:18), now reinterprets Israel’s histor}' by assigning the sa%nng deeds to Sophia. By 

attributing to Sophia the sa\'ing deeds of God which are normally attributed to 

Yahweh (see Wis. 10:15-18), the Book o f Wisdom makes the identification be

tween Sophia and Yahweh closer than ever.''*'*

So Sophia was radically related to God by all the O T  authors right from the Book 

of Job. Now her connection is expressed in a manner that goes even beyond “be

getting” (l^rov. 8:22) or coming “forth from the m outh of the Most High” (Sir. 

24:3). As R. E. Murphy says, in a sort o f effusion, radiation, or emanation from 

the di\nnit)'’, she emerges as a “reflection” or “mirror image” o f God."'*’ This 

sheds additional Kght on the matter of relating Sophia to the “eternal Thoi^' of 

God. As we have argued, Sophia appears to reflect the very' personality of God, 

the “principle o f persona” which is likewise at work within the personal creation.

3.1.3. Father-Son dialogue in the N ew  Testament.

We have reviewed the O T  writings in an endeavour to discover and leam about 

dialogue as it occurs there between God and His chosen people represented by 

their kings, prophets and spiritual leaders. The Wisdom of God taught the people 

o f Israel how to make a personal response toward the imitation o f their Lord and 

God. Once taught by the Wisdom of God, the expectation was that they would 

be “transfonned into the same image from one degree o f glor}  ̂ to another; for 

this comes from the Lord, the Spirit” (2 Cor. 3:18). W'ere these expectations rea

lized and, if so, what kind of relations would be estabKshed among those who 

were being “transformed”? What does “the same image” mean?

Ibid., p. 29.

Murphy, R.oland E. The Tree of Ufe: A.n Exploration of Biblical Wisdom literature. Doubleday, 1990, p. 
144.
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When one postulates the personal principle o f created human persons as being a 

reflection o f the image o f the Creator, then parental personal relations, both hu

man and divine, can be considered as being o f the most intimate and devotional 

character. Knowing the father-son intimacy as it occurs between human persons, 

one feels that some ideal o f such relations ought to exist. WTiether the ideal is or 

is not realized among humanit\% there is an imprint or vestige o f it which brings 

out the supreme and ultimate father-son relation existing before and beyond any 

existence. This enables us to speak about the eternal Sonship o f Christ rather 

than His adoption as a Son of God. The etemal parental dialogue is at the origin 

o f the creation and extends beyond it. The “principle o f persona” implies the su

premacy of the di\tine fatherhood over all other attributes o f deit}" such as, for 

example, oneness or absoluteness. This would eliminate certain misinterpretations 

o f Christianit}' w’hich tend to consider God as an Absolute with no inner relation. 

Saying “father” one should have in mind “son”. WTien nothing is yet created, the 

Father etemaUy relates to His Son as the Son is the image of His Fatherhood ori

ginating in Him and coming back to Him, so that the etemal Father is reflected in 

the etemal Son. Unit}- appears when there is diversit)^ The Oneness o f G od is a 

reflection o f the unit}' between the Father and the Son eternally confirmed by the 

Spirit. As they are mirrored within the di^tine personhood, the absoluteness and 

oneness o f G od become not abstract but real and tme.

Using the dialogical perspective as it is presented in the N T  we will examine fur

ther this key Christian issue about the Sonship o f Christ which always evokes a 

great interest in both Christian and non-Christian circles. Is His Sonship etemal 

or temporal? This question would not need to be asked if the relation was unders

tood in an ontological sense. Is there within the creation at least something that 

refers ontologicaUy to the Creator? Our key concern is to develop an idea o f the 

relation itself as immanendy signifying the deity in itself Looking back to the first 

chapter o f the present work, we may recall that die “trace” or “vestige” o f the
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Triune G od was considered as appearing in both the personal and the impersonal 

creation, although only a personal response to the Personal God is to be accepted 

as adequate.

Another issue, that o f the Person o f the Holy Spirit, would be o f great interest 

when we speak in terms o f the confirmed dialogue, implying as it does the pres

ence o f a third part}^ The N T bears witness to the genuine or true dialogue which 

is revealed, in particular, in Trinitarian manifestations such as those that occurred 

at the Baptism and the Transfiguration o f Christ. O ur aim wiU be to explore them 

along with the other N T  wimesses o f the personal revelation of the Spirit and 

leam from the di\ine dialogue what its genuineness can teach us about relations 

within the created world.

3.1.3.1. Sonship in the Bible.

To learn how dialogue functions in the di\ine parental relations as they are pre

sented in the Bible, we must first examine the Biblical use o f the word “son”. 

That can provide us with a means of understanding the Biblical meaning o f Jesus 

as “the Son of G od”. Broadly speaking, “son” can be seen as a term that ex

presses an intimate dialogical relationship with someone or something; basically, 

it indicates origin, but it is also used in the Bible to express any close association 

or identification \^ith particular persons or things. Even when indicating origin, 

the term is not Hmited to relations with a father or mother. One may be called 

“son” o f the following: a father or a mother, a family, tribe, people, place o f birth 

(cit)' or countr}^), and also the time or circumstance o f one’s birth. The father-son 

terminolog}' is also used in connection with kings and their vassals or subjects, 

masters and sen^ants, teachers and disciples, and almost any situation in which 

someone is subordinate to or dependent on someone else. The basic requirement 

o f the son is to honour and obey his father, but he should also love and emulate 

him in a personal way. The dialogical I-Tbou pair would probably be associated
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with the father-son relation whereas the I-It pair rather signifies the lack o f such a 

relation. As appKed to the son, the intimac}^ and personal devotion to the father 

reveals clearly the very essence o f the dialogical I-Thou relationship as discussed 

above. If  a fatlier-son-like relation is evoked even with regard to impersonal 

things as mentioned above, then clearly the dialogical I-Thou pair can also be seen 

as adequate for considering all relations o f a deeply intimate and reciprocal cha

racter. “Betweenness” appears to be an identifying characteristic of both the Bu- 

berian I-Thou relation and the biblical father-son one. Naming the relation as fa

ther-son-like inequitably implies that some sort o f consanguinity or parentage 

should, metaphorically at least, be an essential part of it. Reflected in a personal 

way, this feature might be referred to as a sort o f “betweenness” in the Buberian 

sense.

Luther Engelbrecht and Ernest Hahn in their essay “Jesus as the Son o f G od” 

wrote,

The term “son” is used in many other ways in the Bible, some of which are 
connected with origin but others o f which mainly express some sort o f asso
ciation with or resemblance to persons or things. A large, somehow hom o
geneous group may be called “sons” (occupational and ethnic groups espe
cially). Sometiimes characteristics or qualities themselves are personified and 
regarded as ha\ing “sons” — those who possess that same characteristic or 
qualit}^ O ther uses o f the term “son” in the Bible reflect the versatile and im
aginative use o f this term especially in the Hebrew language."'**'

One must emphasize that all those uses somehow’ show’ the peculiar Hebrew fla

vour o f the close relations between G od and His creation and their reflection 

within the universe. This flavour is delivered to the Hebrews by God Himself 

since He wants His people to know’ Him as Father losing and addressing His be

loved sons. As it was presented b)̂  Engelbrecht and Hahn, a few of the more idi

omatic uses o f the term “son” in the Bible (a complete Kst o f the various uses

http://www.answering-islam.org/Hahn/son.html
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would be too long for this paragraph) are Hsted below, with their literal meanings 

and the translations o f the Bible (New Re^nsed Standard Version).

Old Testa
ment

Expression (as literally in the orig
inal text)

Meaning (as found in the translation)

Genesis 5:32 son o f five hundred years five hundred years old

Genesis 15:3 a son o f my house a sen^ant in my household

Deuteronomy
25:2

a son of stripes desen'es to be beaten

Judges 19:22 sons o f BeKal wicked men

I Samuel 
20:31

a son o f death he must die

I Kings 20:35 sons o f the prophets a company of prophets

II Kings 
14:14

sons o f pledging hostages

Job 41:28 son of a bow arrow

Isaiah 60: 10 sons o f a foreign land foreigners

Lamentations
3:13

sons o f a quiver arrows from his quivers

Joel 3:6 sons o f the Grecians the Greeks

Zechariah
4:14

sons o f oil anointed

N ew  Testa
ment

Expression (as literally in the orig
inal text)

Meaning (as found in the translation)

Matthew 9:15 sons o f the bridegroom the guests o f the bridegroom

Matthew
12:27

your sons your people

Luke 10:6 a son o f peace a man of peace
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Luke 16:8 the sons o f this age 

the sons o f lights

the people o f this world 

the people o f the light

John 17:12 the son o f destruction the one doomed to destruction

Acts 13:26 sons o f the family o f Abra
ham

you who come o f the stock of 
Abraham

Galatians 3:7 those who believe are children 
o f Abraham

those who believe are the des
cendants of Abraham

Ephesians 2:2 the sons o f disobedience those who are disobedient

The above are only a few of the many uses o f the term “son(s)” in the Holy Bi

ble. The most common uses, which are usually translated literally, have been 

omitted. However, one such group might be illustrated here: personal, yet non

physical, father-son relationships:

Father Son(s)

I Samuel 3:6 EH Samuel

I Samuel 24:16 Saul Da\4d

I Samuel 25:8 Nabal Da\ad

Proverbs 1:8, etc. Solomon the reader

II Kings 2: 12 Elijah Elisha

II Kings 8:9 Elisha King Ben-Hadad

II Kings 5:13 Naaman his sen^ants

Judges 18:19 the priest the people

Genesis 4:20f first musician all musicians, etc

Matthew 9:2 Jesus the paral}Tic

I Timothy 1:2, etc. Paul Timothy
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Titus 1:4 Paul Tims

Philemon 10 Paul Onesimus

I Peter 5:13 Peter Mark

The term “son o f G od” too is used in a variet)^ of ways in the Holy Bible. As 

Creator, G od is the “Father” o f Adam and o f all mankind (Luke 3:38; Isaiah 64:8; 

Malachi 2:10; etc.). However, a more specific father-son relationship is achieved 

by the gracious choice o f the Father and the faithful obedience and sendee o f the 

son, not by creation and certainly not by procreation."'*’

3.I.3.2. Jesus’ eternal Sonship.

According to the Christian belief, Jesus’ Sonship does not rest upon His being 

bom  of the Virgin Man'. O n the contrar\% His virgin birth rests upon His Son

ship which is inherently attending aU the events in Jesus’ earthly life. Dogmatically 

speaking, Jesus does not become the Son o f God, but the Son of God becomes 

Jesus. He addresses the Father dialogically, although the reply in most cases is 

implicit in the address. As Jesus o f Nazareth, the Son o f G od knew that the 

people were ignorant o f His relationship with the Father (cf. John 10:33). A di

alogue would normally imply participation on the part o f the Father but the 

words and deeds o f Jesus are also called to bear wimess to His relations with 

God. It is not, however, because of His might\^ works and wonderful words that 

He is the Son of God. O n the contrar}'. He does His might}^ works and speaks 

His wonderful words because He is the Son of God. Both the manner o f jesus’ 

birth and the nature of His works lend e\ndence for His Sonship. But neither o f 

them, alone or together, pro\ndes the origin or basis for His Sonship which is ori

ginated by the Father alone and, therefore, the only true witness to the Sonship is

Ibid.
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the fact o f Jesus’ staying in dialogue with Plim. Thus it is the Father’s own words 

(direct or through the archangel) which pro\nde the ultimate proof that Jesus is 

the Son of God. They are as foUows: 1. The Annunciation: The archangel Gabriel 

told the Virgin Mar}  ̂ that her son would be called “the Son of G od” (Luke 1:32, 

35); 2. l l i e  Baptism: “And a voice from heaven said, ‘This is my Son, the Be

loved, with whom I am well pleased’” (Matthew 3:17, etc.); 3. The Transfigura

tion: G od’s voice once again proclaimed: “This is my Son, the Beloved; listen to 

him!” (Mark 9:7, etc.). At certain times, Jesus was also called the Son of G od by 

others: the Roman centurion and his men confessed at the time o f Jesus’ crucifix

ion: “Truly this man was G od’s Son!” (Matthew 27:54); the apostle Paul writes 

that Jesus’ resurrection from the dead declared Him to be “the Son o f G od” 

(Romans 1:4). Madmen and even unclean spirits confessed to Jesus: “You are the 

Son of G od” (Mark 3:11; c£ 5:7; Matthew’ 8:29; Luke 4:41; 8:28). Jesus’ disciples 

also confessed that He is “the Messiah, the Son o f the lifting G od” (Matthew 

16:16; c f 14:33). Jesus, as a true Son, preferred to give glor\’ to His Father, but He 

would not deny His own Sonship (Matthew 26:63f; Mark 14:62; John 10:36). 

Revealing His etemal origin to the disciples, Jesus speaks to the Father: “Glorifj^ 

me in your own presence with the glor)^ that I had in your presence before the 

world existed” Qohn 17:5; cf. Colossians 1:13-20). This signifies that the eternal 

Son o f G od entered into the limitations o f time and space by the power o f G od 

working through the Virgin Mar\’ and was born as a man, called Jesus, in Beth

lehem some twenty centuries ago. And in the same way the eternal dialogue o f 

the eternal Son with His etemal Father was made known to created human be

ings. How could this be? NX'Tio could dare to listen to the words o f G od in the 

etemal dialogue with His Son and understand them properly? If  such diAnne 

relations are not to be known by humans is there an alternative way o f knowing 

what place human beings occupy in the pro\tidence o f God? Would His con- 

cem for us be a sort o f dictation, or does it imply our tme participation as



159

agents charged with finishing the work o f the creation? Has the Scripture given 

us a means o f learning about human dialogue in the perspective o f the di^'ine 

one? D o they acmally have something in common?

Let us examine the above proposition and these queries more thoroughly in the 

light o f the dialogical approach as this is a basic part of our task o f learning true 

dialogue from the Scnpture. We may leam o f the relationship between the Father 

and the Son in accord with the wimesses of both. In the N T  there are several ad

dresses o f Christ toward His Father and only one direct answer of the Father in 

which a dialogue in the strict sense o f the word can be said to have occurred: 

“Father, glorifj^ your name.’ Then a voice came from heaven, ‘I have glorified it, 

and I win glorify it again’” (John 12:28).

O n some occasions, howe^^er, Christ addressed the Father intimately with no di

rect reply being given. This took place, for instance, before the resurrection of 

Lazams, in the Prayer of Christ and in the prayer in Gethsemane. Those ad

dresses do not seem to require an answ’er but rather thev confirm the Son’s con

fession o f the Father’s wiU as if  it were His own. The ver}' fact of the eternal di

alogue appears to be ultimately confirmed once and for aU in the passage we have 

quoted (John 12:28) - the only place in Scripture in which the dialogical words 

belonging to God the Father are given. The dialogue expressed by these words 

emerges here from the etemit}' o f  the di^ine relations, reveaKng their essence as 

reflected within the world by the glon^ o f the name of the Father.

For the sake o f the people (cf John 12:30) Christ asks the Father to reveal His 

name in glor\-. Coming instantly from above, the reply represents the etemal glor}' 

w'hich, in fact, consists in unceasingly naming G od and revealing His good will to 

the creation. We are to know of it constantly as if time were stopped in the act of 

the glor}'. That is why the Father said “I uill glorify it again” which also of course 

refers to the glor)’ o f the Resurrection. N o past, present and future tense woiild 

be needed to convey the Father’s answer as it reveals an expressed timeless action
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in accordance with His will. XX'Tiose action is figured here? One would expect that 

o f the Hoty Spirit, Who has not yet been named. The Holy Spirit is merely men

tioned in the Gospels and there is no word which can unambiguously be identi

fied with Him, though His presence is implied and His characteristic images such 

as dove, water, cloud and fijre have been given in accordance with the current 

state o f the dialogical revelations o f the relationship between the Father and the 

Son. Similarly, a particular revelation o f the three-dimensional etemal dialogue 

can be recognized in John 12:28 where He appears as a Bearer o f the etemal glorj^ 

and a Witness to the eternal Father-Son dialogue.

There is, perhaps, no other writing know'n and accepted as authentic other than 

John’s Gospel in which the idea o f di\tine Sonship is treated with anything like 

such fullness and precision.*'** We -wdH consider this further in the following sec

tion while discussing the actions o f the Spirit since the Sonship can never be 

rightiy understood apart from the role played by the Spirit as a Third Participant 

in the di\’ine dialogue.

The synoptic Gospels do not pro^^de such ob^■ious examples of dialogue but the 

Father-Son relationship is established primarily in the baptism of Christ (Matthew 

3:17, Mark 1:11, Luke 3:22; see also 2 Peter 1:17). To prevent confusion when 

examining the synoptics, one m ust distinguish what Jesus said (or seems to have 

said) about His di\4ne Sonship from anything others say about him  in this con 

nection. W'e find Jesus speaking absolutely o f “the Son” or “the Son o f Man” 

but never o f “the Son of G od.” In an important dialogicaUy oriented passage, 

heavy w ith the language o f  the W isdom  trad ition  (M atthew 11:25-30; see 

Luke 10:21-22), Jesus refers to the Father, identified as “Lord o f heaven and 

earth,” and claims that a unique and exclusive (sahtific) knowledge o f “the Fa

ther” is possessed by “the Son” who is tacitly identified as “I” : “All things 

have been delivered to me by my Father; and no one knows the Son except the

Dodd C, H. The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel Cambridge: University Press, 1953, p. 253.
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Father, and no one knows the Father except the Son and anyone to whom  the 

Son chooses to reveal him ” (Matthew 11:27). Such possessive exclusiveness is 

based on the endless and timeless Father-Son dialogue which is about to be 

revealed to the chosen by the Son. Again the action o f the Spirit is only impli

cit. One may see e^^dence o f  the divine dialogue since it is now being con

firmed and, therefore, more parties (chosen by the Son in the Spirit) are be

coming capable o f participating in it.

If  the di\tine-human dialogue turned out not to be true then it would bear false 

witness to the Father-Son relationship. It might be considered as a sort o f mnnolo- 

gue disguised as dialogue (see paragraph 2.1 above) in which a unilateral denial o f the 

Sonship was proclaimed in a particular form o f permanent absolute doubt: “If 

you were the Son o f G o d ... but no one really knows you as such”. Some exam

ples o f the monologue disguised as dialogue are as foUows.

Wlien jesus was famished after a long fast, the tempter said to Him: “If  you are 

the Son o f God, command these stones to become loaves o f bread” (Matthew 

4:3, etc.). This was not the expression o f a wish to feed those in hunger but rather 

a denial o f the Sonship expressed in a particularly cynical manner. The tempter 

wanted the Son to disturb the order of things established by the Creator, thus 

showing a power which is equal to that o f the Father but existing apart from His 

■̂ 'ill. That would mean an interruption o f the Fati'ier-Son dialogue due to the dis

obedience of the Son and His consequent fall. Under those circumstances, the 

di\tine-human dialogue could not be re-estabKshed and the tempter would hold 

ever)'thing in his hands forever. When the Son shows, instead. His intention to 

remain in permanent dialogue with the Father He is not refusing to feed hungry 

human beings but offering them the opportunity^ to be fed on better food. The 

new food will make them capable o f entering into the dialogue with the Father as 

it has become revealed in the Son and confirmed by the Spirit.
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When Jesus was in agony on the cross, the passersby mocked Him and said: “If 

you are the Son of God, come down from the cross” (Matthew 27:40). Belie\^ng 

that Jesus was a liar, they could only consider Him in a way they thought they 

knew already. Therefore, they ask Him to do something they believe He cannot 

do. Obviously, no answer or action is expected or required. There must always be 

a sort o f mock or counterfeit in monologue disguised as dialogue since one is ask

ing the other who is considered unable to answer and, thus, disgracing him. The 

mockers were den)ing Jesus’ continuous relationship with God, Who had sent 

Him to seek and sen^e and even suffer to reestablish the true dialogue with those 

whom He loves, the chosen people o f the world. They have not learnt that He 

does not appear as the son o f some earthly ruler, who must show his might and 

save his pride by proving to be \dctorious in the eyes o f the world, according to 

the world’s standards. It w’as precisely because He was the Son o f the G od o f 

love that He would not use His power for selfish purposes but instead would ful

fil the will of His Father perfectly while keeping in dialogue u ith  Him. And the 

Father chose to reveal Himself and His love through His suffering Sen^ant/Son 

since it was through His sacrifice that their etemal dialogue would become known 

and shared b}̂  aU humanit\^

Another example of the false dialogue presented in the N T  could be called technic

al (see 2.1): “Demons also came out o f many, shouting, ‘You are the Son o f God!’ 

But he rebioked them and would not aUow’ them to speak, because they knew that 

he was the Messiah” (Luke 4:41, etc.). Technically, the demons know Christ to be 

a Son o f God and name Him properly. They are afraid o f Him since they know 

objectively that they are fallen. From within their fallen state, however, they are 

unable to recognize His sa\ing power - they see it as a power o f destmction. D e

mons are called to tempt and damage human beings and so technically, they al

ways see others in the same light. They tmst neither others nor themselves; so 

they never tm st God and look on Him as their enemy. O n the one hand, the de-
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mons know quite correctly o f His might)^ power, on the other hand, in their view 

He intends to use this power only to destroy them. Therefore, Christ rebukes 

them so that such false wimess should not be spread. The dialogue has taken 

place in a technical manner: demons received from Christ exactly what they de- 

sen^e.

Genuine or true dialogue, as considered above, impKes “the intention o f establish

ing a li\4ng mutual relationship” while ha^^ng in mind “the other or others in 

their present and particular being” (see 2.1). When speaking o f a personal rela

tionship in terms o f genuine dialogue, instead o f the objective or technical know

ledge there must be put a sort o f “betweenness” or imitatory reason which urges 

the relationship and is called a “H\-ing mutual”. Buber thought of the “inborn 

Thou” o f humanit)- as a sort o f imprint of the “etemal Thou” which pro\rides us 

with the capacity' to enter into true dialogue. Le\inas considered responsibilit}' for 

the other as a moral source for dialogue, a sort o f being “for the other” rather 

than “u ith  the other”. Both o f them, however, seem to be missing something 

which is essential, in particular, if the dialogue is to be true; Buber — sacrifice as a 

particular feature o f true dialogue; Le\inas — the di ’̂ine origin o f the human ca

pacity to enter into true dialogue.

Speaking evangelically, the “betweenness” emerges from the voluntar}? sacrifice 

made when G od takes the initiative in sending His Son to be incarnate and to 

suffer for our sake. The sacrifice is a result o f G od’s volitional act which allows 

us to overcome the limits of a selfish and godless m anner o f being lacking true 

dialogue and practicing mostly a soliloquy disguised as dialogue. It was also to 

affirm a unique mutual knowledge and relationship with Jesus precisely in His 

nature as the Son to the Father, a mumal relationship and obedience out o f which 

Jesus reveals, no t a pre\nously unknown G od, bu t the G od  w-hom he alone 

knows in the dialogical fullness and realit)'. A distinctively new feature in Father- 

Son dialogue has emerged here. Jesus’ Sonship is closely associated with His suf-
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fering (Romans 5:10; 8:32; Galatians 2:20; Hebrews 5:8; 6:6). A volitional sacrifi

cial act emerges as a particular necessary' characteristic o f the dialogue. \)CTien 

speaking in terms o f true human dialogue one could expect an image o f those 

sacrificial features peculiar to the di^tine dialogue and recall the Dostoyevsk)' idea 

about our culpabilit}' “ for every^thing and for ever)'one” and its reflection within 

the ethically concerned philosophy o f dialogue by Le\tinas (see 2.4).

The di\dne tripartite dialogue as reflected in die N T  must, however, be distin

guished from the father-son relations as they are presented in die rest o f the Bi

ble. Even a casual reading o f the N T would show that the use of the dialogical 

term “Son of God” with reference to Jesus is different both in quaKty and extent 

from the other uses mentioned in the previous section. Others were graciously 

chosen by God as His adopted sons and they can call Him “father” in the rather 

general sense of someone who is taking care o f them; the Son is considered to be 

with the Father eternally and He may call Him “Father” in a more intimate and 

exclusive manner. Others obeyed the Father, though imperfectiy, as their sins still 

leave them quite remote from Him; Jesus in His Sonship obeyed Him perfectiy, 

without sin (Hebrews 4:15). Being taught by their father sons should be like him 

and repeat his deeds. But the only Son is perfect like His Father just as father

hood itself means nothing if there is no son. The eternal Sonship of Jesus holds 

ever}"thing from, the Father’s goodness as He gives Hiniself completely for His 

Father and in accordance with the Father’s will for His people. The Father, there

fore, has entrusted all judgment to the Son alone so that “all may honour the Son 

just as they honour the Father” (John 5:22, 23). Only the Son gives life as the Fa

ther gives life because they are always in true dialogue and know each other as 

they are (John 5:21). “For just as the Father has life in himself, so he has granted 

the Son also to have life in him self’ (John 5:26). The Son is obedient to the Fa

ther, with the will of the Father becoming concretized in the way of dialogue with 

the Son, as the Father also listens and gives heed to the Son (John 11:41-44).



165

Thus there is a “betweenness” o f sharing of power, authorit}', knowledge, glory, 

and kingship which is indicated by the Spirit as a relationship o f equality and mu- 

tualit)' betvv'een the Two who are One in their unceasing true dialogue. About 

what htmian or even angelic dialogical relations could it be said: “In these last 

days he has spoken to us by a Son, whom he appointed heir o f all things, through 

whom he also created the worlds. He is the reflection o f G od’s glory and the ex

act imprint o f G od’s very being, and he sustains aU things by his powerful word” 

(Hebrews 1:2^? Many o f the uses of the term “son” in the Holy Bible and in var

ious languages can give clues to the significance o f the term “Son o f G od” with 

reference to Jesus, but in the end its use, directly applied to Jesus, remains as 

unique as the genuine dialogue widi the Father it expresses is unique. Jesus said: 

“I and the Father are one” (John 10:30) and their dialogue as it has appeared in 

the N T  would become the source and archet\^e for tme dialogue whatever might 

occur within humanity^ and between humans and God.

O ’Collins in his analysis o f the svnopuc Gospels states that Jesus speaks of 

“Father,” “my (heavenly) Fatlier,” “your (heavenly) Father,” or “our Father” 51 

times altogether. He goes on to say that sometimes there is a Father-sajing 

which has been drawn from Q, or a source (Quelle in German) which contains 

logia or sanngs o f Jesus used by Matthew and Luke (e.g., Matthew 11 -.25-21 ■, par. 

in Luke 10:21-22), or else there is a Father-saying whicli, when attested by Mat

thew alone (e.g., Mattliew’ 16:17) or by Luke alone (e.g., Luke 22:29), seems to go 

back to Jesus. Matthew, he points out, shows a preference for heavenly and at var

ious points may have added the adjective to sayings that are supposed to be 

originally spoken only o f “your Father” or “my Father” (e.g., Matthew 6:32)."'*  ̂

This illustrates both the personal intimate father-son and the divine-human rela

tions as they are dialogicaUy shown in Christ and by Him to humans. The word 

Father may at times have been inserted into the sources used by M atthew (e.g..

O ’CoUiiis. The Tripersonal God  ̂p. 45.
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M atthew 6:26; 10:29, 32-33; 12:50; 20:23; 26:29), and even though quite a 

number o f the examples are not to be counted as fully authentic with Jesus’ logia, 

it is clear that Jesus spoke fairly frequently o f G od as Father."’® We must notice, 

however, the difference between His naming “Father” and that o f the O T  and 

any other occasions that ever occurred. When naming God as “Father”, Jesus 

Christ reveals His personhood to be an intrinsic characteristic of His di '̂init}? and 

makes His eternal uninterrupted dialogue with the Father open for participation 

by those who recognize Their personhood likewise. Jesus’ using the name “Fa

ther” evokes the ver)^ dialogical “betweenness” which would be acceptable in the 

case o f human personal beings. We have spoken about it in terms of the Wisdom 

of G od or o f the hypostatic principle o f  His being. As we argued above, God the 

Holy Spirit is the only tme Revealer o f that ven? principle and the only true Wit

ness o f the Father-Son dialogue since “no one can say ‘Jesus is Lord’ except by 

the Holy Spirit” (1 Cor. 12:3, see also Matthew 11:27, Luke 10:22, c f  John 6:44). 

Thus, the h\’postatic di\’ine dialogue, once it is accepted as being tripartite, is 

opened up for recognition and participation by the personal human beings.

Jesus worked with a \iew  to opening up for His hearers the possibilit)- of a new 

relationship with God, in^iting them to accept G od as their lo\ing, merciful Fa

ther. However, as O ’CoUins has remarked, Jesus apparendy distinguished be

tween “my” Father and “your” Father (a distinction upheld by Matthew and 

John, e.g. John 20:17); so the mere fact o f being His physical brothers and sisters 

(cf Matthew 12:50, Mark 3:35) did not put others on the same level with Him as 

sons and daughters o f God. Having called the disciples “friends”. He was in\it- 

ing them rather to share with Him what He Himself knew from the Father: “I 

have called you friends, because I have made known to you ever)fthing that I have 

heard from my Father” (John 15:14-15). There would be no identical relationship 

o f Sonship as between Him self and the disciples and, therefore, no saying has

250 Ib id .
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been presented in which Jesus linked the disciples with Him self so that to

gether they could say, “Our Father.” When He encouraged others to pray to 

G od as Father, the wording Our Father (Matthew 6:9, unlike Luke 11:2 where 

there is no “our”) was for others only."^’ The relationship with the Father He was 

offering them was one that both depended on His (Luke 22:29) and was distinct 

from  it. N o one dares, however, to say about Jesus H im self speaking o f His 

Father, that He was conscious o f being “Son” in some kind o f distinctive way, 

or that He was even aware even o f a unique divine Sonship vis-a-\ds “Abba.” 

One can only consider their relations as dialogical in a very true sense o f the 

word since the true dialogue is presented as originating from witliin the di\dne 

parental-filial relationship of love. We could argue not simply from the fact that 

Jesus referred to H im self as the Son and to G od as my Father — He not only 

spoke like the Son but also acted like the Son.

WTiile being with the Father in true confirmed dialogue. He knows and reveals 

the tmth about God, fulfilling the di^^ne law, forgi\’ing sins, being the one 

through whom and in whom others could become children o f God, and acting 

with total obedience as the agent for G od’s final kingdom. Jesus applied the dia

logical language o f di%ine Sonship personally, filling it with a meaning that lifted 

the term “Son (of God)” beyond the level o f his merely being either a man made 

like Adam in the di^nne image (Luke 3:38), or someone perfectly sensitive to the 

Holy Spirit (Luke 4:1,14,18), or someone bringing G od’s peace (Luke 2:14; 

10:5-6) albeit in his ow’n way (Matthew 10:34; Luke 12:51), or even a/the Da- 

\’idic king (Luke 1:33) who would in some way restore the kingdom of Israel. 

Jesus, instead, came across as expressing a unique filial consciousness and as lay

ing claim to a unique patemal-filial dialogue with the God W hom in a startling 

way He addressed as Ahba. Implicitly, Jesus claimed an essential, “ontological”

-5> See, e.g., Fitzmyer, Joseph A. The Anchor Bibk: The Gospel According to Ljike X -X X ll^ . Garden City, New 
■̂’ork: Doubleday & Company, 1 nc., 1985, pp. 896-908.
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relationship o f Sonship toward God that pro\dded the grounds for His functions 

as revealer, lawgiver, forgiver o f sins, and agent of the final kingdom. And those 

fiinctions (His “doing”) depended on and revealed His ontological dialogical rela

tionship as Son o f G od (His “being”). Inasmuch as, dialogicaUy, the revelation 

o f the Son necessarily implied the revelation o f G od the Father and Jesus expe

rienced and expressed Him self as the Son that means that the YHWH of the 

O T was now known to be Father in a very personal meaning o f the word. And it 

is now possible to leam about and enter into the di\ine dialogue in a manner ap

propriate for a human being, since the dialogue will be confirmed by the Spirit of 

God, acting as a revealer who makes the dialogue true for humans.

3.I.3.3. Confirmative actions o f the Spirit.

The eternal Sonship is implicit when we speak o f the etemal Fatherhood o f God. 

Since it is etemal, the dialogue must be treated as genuine in the above sense of 

the term. The “etemal Thou” o f God is intrinsic to the etemal di^nne dialogue 

and originates naturally from within it. There can, however, be no question of 

priorit}^ when we speak o f the di^nne essence in relation to the dialogicaUy 

oriented “etemal Thou”. The di^^ne essence is not a source for dialogue. It has 

nothing to do with dialogue until it is h)^ostatized or realized in the Three Per

sons eternally addressing and responding to each other.

WTiy should dialogue be considered as intrinsic to the ver}’ eternity and di\init}^ of 

God? If  we started our discussion with the di^ine essence, then the unit}  ̂o f God 

would never be realized; it would remain abstract and speculative only. The cate

gory' o f relation, as we have argued above, is essential when the creature made in 

the image o f God and after His likeness endeavours to leam about VC'Tio the 

Creator really is. Relatedness is not a product o f the universe but an imprint of
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the di\’inity on When thinking theologically, we have to stress “relatedness”, 

“betweenness” or “in\'itator}' reason” as inner features o f God the Creator. O th

erwise we inequitably fall into endless and fruitless specvilation. G od is love (1 John 

4:8, 16); therefore, His “inner state” is characterised by the relationship o f love 

with its “betweenness” shared between both the loving Father and the beloved 

Son. How is this feature o f “betweenness” supposed to be realized and main

tained within and outside God the Creator? Does it not require a personified 

bearer or “detector”? Personhood belongs to a person - if there is no person it 

simply does not exist. In naming this Person the “Holy Spirit” G od allows us to 

recognize His personhood as a foundation o f His divinit)' and source o f His grace 

by which the universe was made.

The Spirit holds all that is spiritual in a personal or h^'postadc order in which the 

spirimal is realized as the personal. The universe can no longer be divided into 

material and spiritual, physical and metaphysical but must be considered rather as 

personal or impersonal according to the di^'ine plan of creation. The Spirit 

presents the eternal hj’postatic relations in a manner that can be understood by all 

who themselves exist as h^^ostases, e.g. human beings, and maintains the imper

sonal universe in an appropriate order so that it may reflect the di^nne glory  ̂ in a 

vestige or imprint o f the di\"ine relations. Thus, by the Spirit the “eternal Thou” 

o f the Sonship of Chnst becomes an “im’itatory' reason” prompting human rela

tions to develop in such a way that they become the Church. As the Mediator of 

human-di\rine relations the Spirit establishes the dialogical “betweenness” of the 

Trinit)' within the Church. The Church afterwards, liq'ing in the radiance o f these 

Trinitarian relations, is called to radiate their true light onto the entire universe. 

Then it makes the whole creation, both personal and impersonal, capable o f en-

-5- Karl Raliner, for example, argues that “it is G od’s ‘indwelling,’ \increated grace,’ understood not only as a 
communication o f the di\nne nature, but also and primarily, since it implies a free personal act, since it oc
curs from person to person, as a communication o f ‘persons.” - Rahner, Karl. The Trinity. Trans, byjoseph 
Donceel. New York: The Crossroad Publishing Company, 2003, p. 35.
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tering into dialogue with the Creator each according to its own particular charac

ter. This is a work of the Holy Spirit embracing die world and giving it life in ac

cordance with the pro\adence o f God. We shall look in the N T for further argu

ments in favour o f these reflections as we try to consider the confirmative actions 

o f the Holy Spirit as they are found in the Scripture.

The Apostie Paul does not often refer to G od’s Spirit as the Holy Spirit - only 13 

times in the seven letters generally regarded as authentic or written directiy by the 

apostie himself John’s Gospel speaks o f the Spirit 20 times but o f the Holy Spirit 

only 4 times. Luke, however, in his Gospel and in Acts refers to the Holy Spirit 

54 times. Even in his opening chapter Luke shows his HMng for the Holy Spirit 

(Luke 1:15, 35) and in the account o f Jesus’ baptism he changes Mark’s ‘the Spirit’ 

(Mark 1:10) to the Holy Spirit (Luke 3:22). He is thus largely responsible for es

tablishing the traditional name for the third di^njie Person as the Holy Spirit ra

ther than simply as the Spirit. Does this make a difference in the context o f dialo

gue? Is the aim of the Lucan usage to stress the distinct or personal identi^' o f the 

Holy Spirit, or does the evangelist want to insist that the Spirit’s outpouring and 

capacit)^ for endowing people with an inner power are not in contradiction with 

the transcendent othemess and hoUness o f the Spirit as the Spirit o f God? 

Looking through the different meanings of the term “spirit” presented in the Bi

ble we will try to consider its dialogical value and to see how it is used in the N T 

in the context o f the Father-Son eternal dialogue. First, there is a difference in the 

use o f the term “spirit” in Greek ipneumd) and in Hebrew [niacB). The basic mean

ing o fpneuma remains “air in m otion” denoting a natural physical or psychological 

force o f divine origin whereas that of mach signifies the presence of divinity itselj}^^ 

Dodd suggested three distinguishable modes o f spiritual being or acti\it}' in the 

O T  to be denoted by the term ruach. 1) a life-force that animates and sustains

-5’ Breck John . Spirii o f Truth. The Oriffns ofjohanmne T’neumatolo^. NTr'i St. ^^adim ir’s Seminar\- Press, 1991, p. 
99.
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human existence: “When he drank, his spirit returned, and he rexaved” (Judg. 

15:19; cf. I Sam. 30:12); 2) in the historical books it is used of the di\'ine Spirit or 

the Spirit which played a crucial role in the history o f the people o f Israel: “The 

spirit o f the LORD rushed on him ... and with it he killed a thousand men” (Judg. 

15:14); and 3) it can designate other spirits that are not o f di^'ine or human na

tures. They are those spirits, good or e’V'il, which are sent by G od to do His work 

(e.g., “the L o r d  has put a h^ing spirit in the mouth o f all these your prophets”, I 

Kings 22:23), and spirits which imbue chosen indi\aduals with specific moral or 

charismatic qualities (e.g., “the spirit o f whoredom is within them, and they do 

not know the LORD” , Hos. 5:4; “The spirit of the LORD shall rest on him, the 

spirit o f wisdom and understanding, the spirit o f counsel and might, the spirit of 

knowledge and the fear o f the LORD” , Is. 11:2).

AU meanings o fpneuma derive from its original philosophical use as an “air in m o

tion” {aer kinoumenos, c f  Philo, Quod Detenus Potion insidiari soleat 83) which was 

primarily applied to the witid (cf Plato, Deftnitiones), and to the breath o f li\ing be

ings.’ '̂* Thus, from this physiological origin, two fundamental meanings devel

oped of concern to us: the one metaphysical, and die other psychological. From 

an early period, as a Hfe-force or H f e - p r i n c i p l e , i s  closely identified with the 

psychological concept “breath-soul” (p^’che), that in\isible factor in the human 

being in default o f which it ceases to Kve. Different philosopliical schools stated 

the distinction and the relation between pneuma and p^whe in various ways.'^^ It 

appears that the fundamental idea o fpneuma-^mnd is that o f an active superhuman 

power, a mysterious, elusive, imisible elemental force w'hich in descending might 

possess men, impeUing them to perform impossible feats o f strength. By exten

sion the term can also denote the inspirational power behind mantic prophecy

Dodd. The Interpretation. P. 213.

It has been analyzed thoroughly in Ibid., pp. 213-227.
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and the creative arts.'^^

The role o f the prophets is not merely to foretell coming events but also to proc

laim both the promises and the judgment of Yahweh Who for that purpose sup

plemented a fragile and flawed human instrument with the power and authority 

o f the Holy Spirit. The Spirit makes a man or woman an instrument by which 

G od inter\^enes in history: “I spoke to the prophets; it was I who multiplied vi

sions, and through the prophets I uill bring destmction.” (Hosea 12:10). The Spi

rit transforms a shepherd into a seer (cf Amos 1:1, 3:8) and similarly makes a 

slack and wicked human being capable o f proclaiming the will o f God as if it 

were in dialogue with Him. In the Fourth Gospel, Jesus too wiU be designated 

“the Prophet,” tlie incarnate Word o f God upon whom the anointing Spirit des

cends and remains (John 4:19; 6:14; 7:40), although the descending Spirit primari

ly reveals Jesus’ mediating role in the human-di%'ine dialogue. The aim is to make 

the people o f Israel aware o f the Incarnated Son of G od in WTiom aU the proph

ecies are fiilfiUed so that, being cleansed of their sins, they may become h^-postati- 

caUy involved in the relationship with G od the Creator.

The evangelist John seemed to have deliberately moulded the idea of the Son of 

G od in the first instance upon the prophetic model. VCTien someone had not fully 

penetrated His secret Jesus firstiy appeared to him as a prophet (John 4:19, 9:17). 

A chosen personaHt}' o f the prophetic t)"pe is, so to speak, the human mould into 

which the Spirit pours the di ’̂ine sonship as it arises from the eternal di\tine di

alogue. In that case, there is a clear difference between the prophet and the Son 

for there is something which the Son possesses in an absolute sense whereas the 

prophets possess it entirely but not as fuUy as He, and He possesses permanentiy 

what they possess intermittently (c£ John 8:35). Strong emphasis is laid upon the 

Son’s absolute dependence on the Father, especially in the important discourse 

which begins at John 5:19, therefore the Son should not be considered as pos-

5̂6 Ibid, p. 214.
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sessing inherently or independently that which the prophets possess derivatively. 

There is a dependence which is of the essence o f sonship.'^^ This dependence 

links the Son with the Father in a permanent true dialogue confirmed by the Spi

rit. The confirmation is always at hand as the Spirit makes this dependence 

known through the inspired Scriptures.

Dialogically, the absolute inseparability^ of the Son from the Father is established 

by John on the basis of the Son’s own words and it is impossible to define the 

extent to which di^nne powers and prerogatives are exercised by the Son. He re

fers to the Father as the only source of His powers and co-executor of His deeds. 

“The Son can do nothing on his own, but only what he sees the Father doing; for 

whatever the Father does, the Son does likewise” (John 5:19). Their common 

deeds concern precisely the life o f the world animated by the Spirit. XSC-Tiile pene

trating ever)^thing the Spirit makes us aware o f the spirit o f tme dialogue and able 

on this basis to enter into relations with each other. Given the personhood that 

characterizes human beings this human dialogue would appear to be o f the same 

origin as the divine dialogue. Once it has been revealed by the Son, the Father- 

Son dialogue will continue to be revealed by the Holy Spirit as if it was still the 

Son presenting it to those Kstening to Him. The Farewell Discourse (John 14-16) 

is largely to do with His presence among the disciples in the Spirit o f tm th {to 

pneuma tis aletheiasf^^ comforting them and confirming their unintermpted partici

pation in the Father-Son dialogue.

Let us now examine the P a r a c l e t e taken from the Farewell Discourse. The 

sayings are concerned precisely with the confirmative actions o f the Holy Spirit 

and with how these actions are to make the di\ine dialogue tme and, thus, hyrpos- 

taticaUy revealed in its tm th to humanity. The word ‘Paraclete’ comes from the

5̂7 Ibid., p. 255.

Generally, truth {aletheia) has in die Fourth Gospel its Hellenistic sense o f reality, realit)' as apprehended, or 
knowledge o f realit}-. -  Ibid., p. 223.

-5̂  In the The New Revised Standard X 'ersiott (AngUci^d Edition) tlie Greek term Paraclete is translated as Advocate.
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Koine Greek word parakletos, “one who consoles, one who intercedes on our 

behalf, a comforter or an a d v o c a t e . T h e  term perhaps corresponds particularly 

to the personal actions of the Spirit when He addresses men and women in 

person, dialogically interceding on their behalf, i.e. representing them to God and 

invohong them in the di\tine dialogue, as did Christ:

I will ask the Father, and he will give you another Advocate, to be with you 
for ever. This is the Spirit o f truth, whom the world cannot receive, because 
it neither sees him nor knows him. You know him, because he abides with 
you, and he wiU be in you (John 14:16-17).

Jesus knows the Father and represents Him to human beings; inversely, knowing 

humanit}’. He witnesses it dialogically to God. Therefore, when He asks the Fa

ther on humanit\f’s behalf. He will be given w’hatever is asked. \)vTiat will He ask 

for? Another Advocate, the Spirit o f  tmth. Which is already known to the dis

ciples rather than to the world, that is, know'n only to those who know Christ. 

The Spirit is in Christ and abides with the disciples along with Him. WTien they 

do not have Christ H\ing among them, the Spirit wiU still be in them. Thus, the 

dialogue would not cease to be true — its continuing truth is confirmed by the Spi

rit. Since the Spirit acts eternally it appears as a spiritual guarantee o f our eternal 

relationship with the Son and of our participation in His dialogue with the Father. 

The disciples became aware o f the Spirit acting in Clirist when they believed both 

in Him and in the One \5vTio sent Him. Thus, the eternal dialogue appears true 

just as it has been revealed to them by the Spirit, .\long with Christ Himself as an 

Advocate for those relying on Him, “another Advocate” (alios parakletos) is spo

ken of as different in person {alios) from both the Son and the Father.

Summoned, called to one’s side, especially called to one’s aid — Strong’s G3875: 
http://cf.bluelett cfbible.org/lang/lexicon/lexicon.c£m?St^ongs=G3875S:t=KJ^’.
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The Advocate, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, will 
teach you ever^’thing, and remind you o f all that I have said to you (John 
14 :26).̂

Teaching and reminding are among the functions o f “another Advocate” sent by 

the Father in the name of Christ. In terms o f tme dialogue it is a confirmation 

given by another di^nne Person (not Christ) summoned to the aid o f men and 

women so that they can be taught and reminded o f the Father-Son di\^ne rela

tionship. While He was in the world Jesus revealed His relations with the Father, 

and His Sonship was confirmed by the Spirit in the crucial events of His life. 

Once taken out o f the world Jesus enables the work o f confirmation to be con

tinued through the Spirit, VvTiose action is in fact unchanged but in the human 

perspective it appears to be more \tisible and decisive. The confirmative actions 

o f the Spirit complete the work o f the Son that had started in accordance with the 

uiU of the Father.

VvTien the Advocate comes, whom I will send to you from the Father, the 
Spirit o f tm th who comes from the Father, he will testify on my behalf (John 
15 :26) .

The role o f testifying, together with tiie above roles of teaching and reminding, 

are filled by the Spirit on behalf o f Christ once He has completed His work and 

ascended into Heaven. This does not mean, however, that Clirist is absent from 

the earth but again it confirms to humanit}^ that the di\ine dialogue is stiU true. 

The Son is seated at the right hand o f the Father and so the human-di\ine dialo

gue is finally realized and has become genuine in Christ. His “etemal Thou” has 

impelled the “inborn Thou” to be revealed in humanit}^ as never before. His per- 

sonhood has proved to be intrinsic to His divinity and, thus, a human person- 

hood is about to become a h)^ostatic imprint o f the di\ine personhood. The dis

ciples and the women could not recognize tiieir Master after His Resurrection 

because the most important thing for them at that time was to recognize His
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“eternal Thou” in His personhood as it was revealed in various ways: the garden

er meeting Marj^ Magdalene (John 20:11-18), the stranger on the way to Emmaus 

(Luke 24:13-35), the man standing on the beach (John 21:4-8) etc. The point is 

that \dsible recognition o f Christ might have prevented people from becoming 

aware of His dix'inity and of His relation to the Father. He warns Mar\": “D o not 

hold on to me, because I have not yet ascended to the Father. But go to my 

brothers and say to them, ‘I am ascending to my Father and your Father, to my 

G od and your G od’” (John 20:17). It is now more important to say the tmth than 

to see the return o f the earthly Jesus. And the tm th is that His Father is our Fa

ther and His God is our God. Thus the human-di\'ine dialogue is about to be

come tme in the ascension and afterwards, when there is no definite person walk

ing in the midst of humanit\' who can be called “Christ” but there is the Spirit- 

Varaclete testifying on behalf of Christ. Actually, only in the \'isible absence of Chr

ist can we be made capable o f being involved by the Spirit in the di\dne tripartite 

dialogue.

If I do not go away, the Advocate wiU not come to you; but if I go, I will 
send him to you. And when he comes, he wiU prove the world wrong about 
sin and righteousness and judgement (John 16:7-8).

The ascension of Christ is a condition o f the Paraclete’s being sent, although this 

condition does not imply any possible alternative. It seems to have been said 

merely for the disciples’ sake (cf John 11:42; 12:30) in order to comince them of 

His relationship with the Paraclete. We can recognize here the inner reciprocal cha

racter o f this relationship since the Son does not send the Advocate until He has 

gone away from the world and ascended to the Father. The Person of the Father 

is not mentioned but His role is impKed as that o f accepting the Son and through 

Him sending the Spirit to the world. The Son does not send the Spirit on His 

own and the Spirit does not speak to humanit)^ on His own (this becomes clear 

from the following passage, Jn  16:13). Both the Son and the Spirit stay in their
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specific relations to the Father. That is what we are eager to be taiight about here 

— relations in their ultimate state, relations as a basis for the created being that is 

shared by the multimdes o f creatures, and relations as the only way to know God 

the Creator. We have called them genuine divine dialogue for the purpose o f em

phasizing their origin, uniqueness, reciprocit)^, and changeless status. It is con

firmed continually through the work o f the Paraclete - “no one can say ‘Jesus is 

Lord’ except by the Holy Spirit” (1 Cor. 12:3). ‘Jesus is Lord’ is a verbal expres

sion o f His Sonship and relations with both God the Father and His creation. 

And, as the apostie Paul proclaimed, it could not be said except by the Holy Spi

rit; therefore His confirmative role has become even clearer. Thus, the Trinitarian 

confirmed dialogue appears to have been opened in such a way that men and 

women can join it under the guidance o f the Spirit o f truth.

WTien the Spirit o f truth comes, he wall guide you into all the truth; for he 
utU not speak on his own, but wiU speak whatever he hears, and he wiU dec
lare to you the things that are to come. He will glorifv' me, because he will 
take what is mine and declare it to you. j\ll that the Father has is mine. For 
this reason I said that he wiU take what is mine and declare it to you (John 
16:13-15).

The Spirit also has the function o f acting as a guide towards the Tm th - a role 

that does not merely belong to Him but is shared by the three di^one Persons as 

eternally staging in true dialogue. All truth is contained in the relationship o f the 

Father and the Son, which is confiirmed and declared by the Spirit. The Father 

has nothing in secret from the Son, and the Son gives what is shared with the Fa

ther to the Spirit for declaring it to us. Even^thing the Father has is shared by His 

Beloved Son and the Holy Spirit; therefore it also belongs to both the Son and 

the Spirit Whose actions are directed towards the world. Even^thing They have in 

common between Them may also be shared by those who are declared to Them 

by the Spirit. “The things that are to come” is the destination of the created world 

as entering into the human-di\'ine tme dialogue now that it has been initiated by
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the Incarnated God. While declaring these things the Spirit also teaches, reminds 

us and testifies that the Son and the Father are one and that what they have in 

common is their personal relationship or eternal dialogue in which both the fa

therhood and sonship are realized in fullness and perfection since it is confirmed 

by the Holy Spirit.

Now in the Hght o f D odd’s interpretation we wiU summarise the above proposi

tions concerning the actions o f the Spirit as they are presented in the Fourth 

Gospel. In terms of the trinitarian formula John speaks, not o f Father, Son and 

Spirit, but o f Father, Son and Paraclete — the term pneuma being appropriated to 

deit}' as such. Pneuma connotes realit} ,̂ or absolute being inous), and as such it is 

bracketed with truth (aletheid)?’'̂  The truth is active, creative and potent together 

with the reaUt}̂  o f pneuma which is Kiting, powerful and life-giA'ing in contrast to 

the powerless flesh {sarx). The truth (aletbeia) as such contains within itself a con

firmation o f the fact o f the true relationship or dialogue and since the pneuma is a 

bearer o f truth it enables it to work both inside and outside the deit\\ It is re

vealed by the pnetma that deit)  ̂ has within itself a principle o f distinction so that 

the union o f reciprocal loves may transcend mere arithmetical unit}  ̂ or self- 

identit)^

Once the dialogical relations o f di\ine love are made known to us they can pro

duce human relations of the same character, and tiie only way for man to rise 

from the lower life related to the flesh to the higher Hfe of true dialogue is by be

ing bom  in spirit {ek pneumatos), which is also to be bom  from God {ek tou theoii). 

This rebirth is made possible through the descent o f the ‘Son o f Man’ which is 

otherwise expressed in the terms “the Word became flesh” {o logos sarx egenetd) 

(John 1:14). The Logos, being God {theos), has the nature o f pneuma, and conse- 

quentiy is said to be both tm th {aletheid) and Hfe {^ie).

It is only in connection with the incarnation that the idea of birth ek ptieumatos

Dodd. The Interpretation. P. 226,
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makes sense. Starting as pneuma, the W ord became sary:, and experienced fully the 

Kfe o f this world. He gave Himself to death (the characteristic mark o f sar>̂ ), in 

love for mankind. It is this, and this alone, that makes rebirth ek pneumatos possi

ble for humanit}’ and until Jesus was glorified by G od there was for hiomans no 

acmal participation in aletheia. It has become true after rebirth ek pneumatos  ̂ i.e. 

through the descent upon human beings of the Spirit W ho acts to confirm the 

truth as it is.

Note how the primitive conception o f pneima as breath is still relevant, as is that 

o f pnetma as wind. Urdike Acts and the Pauline corpus the Fourth Gospel 

represents the gift of the Spirit to the Church as the ultimate climax o f the per

sonal relations between Jesus and His disciples: “He breathed on them and said 

to them, ‘Receive die Holy Spirit”’ (John 20:22). Maybe it is the most intimate 

point in the human-di\tine dialogue as revealed in the Scriptures. Thus the Holy 

Spirit makes the disciples aware o f the Father-Son relationship and invites them 

to join it in Christ.

Luke and John talk o f Christ as sending the Spirit in co-operation with the Father. 

Exalted “at the right hand of God, and having received from the Father the 

promise o f the Holy Spirit,” Christ, along with the Father, pours out the Spirit 

with perceptible confirmative effects (Acts 2:33; cf John 16:7; 20:22; Luke 24:49). 

L^nlike them, Paul speaks o f the risen Christ as having become “a life-giving Spi

rit” (1 Cor. 15:45), and never quite says that Christ has sent or will send the Spirit. 

Paul speaks not only of “the Spirit o f G od” (Rom. 8:9; 1 Cor. 2:11, 12, 14) but 

also, occasionally, o f “the Spirit o f (Jesus) Christ” or “the Spirit of G od’s Son” 

(Rom. 8:9; Gal. 4:6; Philip. 1:19).

The genitive (the of form in English) is exquisitely ambiguous; it can be read 
as an objective genitive (the Spirit that brings us to God/Christ), as a genitive 
o f origin (the Spirit that comes from or is drawn from God/Christ), or even 
perhaps as a genitive o f identit)^ (the Spirit that is God/Christ). The third 
(grammatical) possibilit}" leads us to a further, major reflection on the postre-
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surrection function and understanding of the Holy Spirit.'^"’

One might connect the Spirit’s “postresurrection function” with the following 

confirmation o f the true dialogue between G od and those who believe in His 

Son. In the experience o f believers, the Spirit is almost identified with the pres

ence of Christ while at the same time confirming that that presence is indeed a 

realtt)' amongst the believers. Tlie Spirit “in us” (Rom. 5:5; 8:9,11,16; Gal. 4:6) is 

nearly synonymous with talk about our being “in Christ” (Rom. 6:3,11, 23; 1 Cor. 

1:30; 3:1; 4:15; Philip. 3:1; 4:1-2), i.e. through Him being involved in intimate rela

tions o f true dialogue with God. The experience Christians have o f the Spirit 

merges with their experience o f the risen Christ (1 Cor. 6:11), and the di\tine Spi

rit dwelling “in you” is, for all intents and purposes, equivalent to “ha\ting the 

Spirit o f Christ” or to Christ being “in you” (Rom 8:9-11). Such a close inner rela

tionship may be considered as a dialogue becoming true once it has been joined 

and confirmed. The “Indwelling” may be taken as indicating the “betweenness” 

or “invitator\- reason” as discussed above, in their essential sense.

It is the indweUing Spirit, however, that helps us pray to Abba and to be wit

nesses to Christ (Rom. 8:15-16; Gal. 4:6; 1 Cor. 12:3); it is not an indwelling Chr

ist who enables us to pray Hke that, or to bear uitness to the Spirit. Finally, unlike 

the Spirit, it is the crucified and resurrected Son o f God who at the end wiU sub

ject aU things to his Father (1 Cor. 15:24-28). There is a whole series o f events 

and actions which are attributed either to Christ or to the Holy Spirit without be

ing interchangeable. The confirmative actions of the Spirit which we have consi

dered here, for example, cannot be attributed to Jesus, just as much that is attn- 

buted to Jesus cannot be attributed to the Holy Spirit.

As it appears mostiy in the OT, much might mean an impersonal power acting 

within the creation. Paul, too, at times speaks o f the Spirit impersonally, for ex-

O ’Collin.s. The Tripemnal God, p. 63.
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ample, as being “poured” (Rom. 5:5), as “seal” (2 Cor. 1:22; cf. Eph. 1:13; 4:30), 

as “first fruits” (Rom. 8:23), as a “first installment” or “guarantee” (2 Cor. 1:22; 

5:5; c f  Eph. 1:14). However, - and this is more significant - he usually writes o f 

the Spirit in clearly personal language as “leading” (Rom. 8:14), “wimessing” 

(Rom. 8:16), “interceding” (Rom. 8:26-27), having aims or aspirations (Rom. 

8:27), “searching” and “knowing” (1 Cor. 2:10-11), “allotting” gifts (1 Cor. 12:11), 

and “ending out” in the human heart (Gal. 4:6). Talk o f “choosing” (1 Cor. 12:11) 

and “freedom” (2 Cor. 3:17) also seems incompatible with the Spirit being imper

sonal. In sum, the language of Paul’s letters impKes that the Spirit is a personal 

subject XSCTio engages in personal acti^dties whose general purpose is to confirm 

the true Fatlier-Son di^'ine dialogue to the believers in God, making them capable 

o f conscious participation in such a dialogue.

3.2. Learning dialogue from the Nicene-Constantinople faith.

We have now reached a transition point in our smdy and are about to turn from 

the N T  revelation to Patristic theolog}’. Before leaxting Scripmre and proceeding 

to the Fathers, however, it is important to see whether the process we are en

gaged in o f learning dialogue is interrupted when we cross this point or if it con

tinues to draw from the same source. Can the confirmed di\dne dialogue that we 

have learnt from the Scripmres, meanwhile, be discovered through the instru- 

mentalit}? of systematic theolog}?? Does the theology developed by the Church 

bring out the same personal and deeply intimate character o f the di^tine relations, 

reveaKng them to those who base their faith upon the Creed? These questions are 

to do with the ver}' nature of the Revelation and the Church as its bearer; how’ev- 

er it is not our aim to consider this matter in fuU. Rather, one would hope to rec

ognize in the theolog}- of the Fathers the same dialogical vestige as that which we 

have seen in the Hght o f the Scriptures.

Let us first ask the question: why is so Httie said about the Spirit in the earthly life
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of Christ? He has proclaimed His dialogical relations with the Father and founded 

the Church, whose members, it was believed, were able to enter into diATiie dialo

gue as soon as they had become in a unique sense the possessors o f the Spirit.

If  ever}' Corinthian Christian could claim some spirimal gift, why is it so rare
ly said that such gifts were shared by Jesus and his immediate followers? If 
the apostles, in Acts, were directed at every step by the promptings o f the 
Spirit, why was not their Lord also led in this way?"**̂

Having said little o f the Spirit, Jesus asserted: “The Kingdom o f G od is near” (cf 

Mark 1:15; Matthew 4:17; Matthew 12:28; Liike 11:20; and many other passages 

where the same is implied). Speaking rarely o f the Kingdom of God, the primitive 

Church offered personal experience o f the Spirit (Acts 2:38; Rom. 8:9; Gal. 3:2; 

John 14:26; 1 Pet. 4:14; and many other passages). Thus consideration o f this 

question opens up the problem of the relationship between the primitive Chris

tian experience of the Spirit and the eschatological proclamation o f Jesus about 

the Kingdom, which can actuaUv be understood as His confirmed eternal dialo

gue with the Father. One may put the question anew: in what sense can it be said 

that the teaching o f the Church rests upon, or was derived from, that of Jesus? 

Or, speaking in dialogical terms, does the di\4ne dialogue which has been con

firmed and revealed by the Spirit to the Church have the same roots as the rela

tions with the Father which Jesus spoke about?

Some possible solutions to the problem have been described and analysed in 

C.K.Barrett’s smdy o f the Holy Spirit.''’'* For instance, it has been suggested that 

Jesus was prevented from speaking about the spirit because o f the hierarchy of 

spiritual intermediaries such as demons, angels and other spiritual beings which 

had appeared in pre-Christian Judaism. It was felt that there lay so great a gulf 

between G od in heaven and human beings upon earth that one or more interme-

Barrett, C. K. The H o^’ Spirit and the Gospel Tradition. L ondon, S.P.C.K., 1966, p. 140.

Ibid., pp. 141-143.
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diate beings were necessan^ to span it. Such thinking was opposed by Jesus Who 

was bringing to human beings the possibilit}' o f direct intercourse with the Father 

and so was reluctant to talk about a Spirit Who could be understood as standing 

between G od and humans. Barrett criticizes this approach, pointing out that Je

sus seems to have exploited without hesitation the current belief in demons. He 

goes on to suggest a solution o f his own.

The Rule o f God, if it means the fuUness of the prophetic and apocalj'ptic 
hope o f G od’s completed purpose for the world, involves the gift o f the Spi
rit not to the Messiah onl};, but also to the whole Messianic community, the 
company of G od’s saved people. In fact, however, as we have seen, there is 
in the Synoptic Gospels littie or no suggestion that anyone other than Jesus 
shared in the new gift of the Spirit. Jesus, the Kingdom and the Spirit are 
brought together in the sa}ing o f Mt. 12:28 (“If  I by the Spirit (probably cor
rect interpretation of the earlier ‘finger’) o f God cast out demons, then is the 
Kingdom of God come upon you”); but there is nothing to establish a simi
lar relation between the disciples, the Kingdom and the Spirit, even though 
this might have been expected. This is, apparentiy, because the Kingdom, 
though present, was not present in tlie fullness of its power; it too, like J esus 
the Messiah, was hidden, and under constraint. Therefore the Spirit was the 
possession of Jesus, as Messiah, alone, and in him it was veiled; and there
fore, strictiy speaking, there was no Church before the death o f Jesus. The 
general gift o f the Spirit belongs to the time of the \tindication and manifesta
tion o f the Messiah and o f the Messianic Kingdom."^^

He then relates the gifts o f tlie Spirit to the whole Messianic communit}% i.e. the 

Church in whom they were revealed just as tliey had been revealed pre^tiously in 

the Messiah Himself One can see how’ the dialogical context that was then 

opened in the teaching o f the Church in accordance with the Revelation of the 

Spirit would make the followers o f the Church aware of the same Father-Son re

lations which are known from the Scriptures. It would, moreover, provide hu

mans in their earthly lives with a “betw’eenness” like that which had originated in

Ibid., p. 159.
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the ultimate di^^ne true dialogue. This was to be the basis for both the human- 

di\Tne and human-human tme dialogue. Once revealed to the Church by the Spi

rit it bears His confirmation so that the Church wiU always be dialogicaUy related 

to God. As a preparation for the true dialogue that will be revealed to the primi

tive Church, one might expect to experience the same Spirit Which confirms the 

di\’ine dialogue as it is revealed in the NT. The main personalities in the early his- 

tor}̂  of the Church and their particular theological preoccupations will now be 

examined in an effort to find if true dialogue as discussed above can be found 

and leamt from them.

3.2.1. The way to Nicaea.

St. Ignatius o f  Antioch. The letters of St. Ignatius of Antioch are among the 

most representative early witnesses, outside the New Testament, to the develop

ment both of Church orders and of theological thought. He strongly emphasizes 

the significance of the bishops, their central position uithin the stmcture of the 

church, and the importance of those around them - the presbyters and deacons. 

Without these three orders, he argued, the community could not yet be consi

dered the church. He insisted on this in his letters to the churches of Tralles, 

Ephesus, Magnesia and Smyrna.

But the unit}" of Christians with their one bishop, in the one Eucharist, is depen

dent on a prior unit}" of the apostolic faith. The bishop is not, for Ignatius, the 

successor of the aposties, nor are the aposties reckoned as the first bishops. 

There is rather a sort of t}"pology drawn between, on the one hand, the Father, 

Christ and the aposties, and on the other, the bishop, deacon and presbyters 

(Trail. 3:1; Magn. 6:1). The aposties along with Christ and His Father are always
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placed on the viniversal level o f the Church whereas the orders o f clerg}  ̂ are his

torically and geographically specific.'*’'’

The distinction St. Ignatius draws between the apostles and the ranks o f the cler- 

g}f seems to reflect the \iew  of the early church on human-di^dne relations. Since 

there was a specific relation of Christ to the apostles He talked to them and about 

them as men separated from the rest o f His followers and from the w o r l d . T h i s  

particular difference was supported afterwards by the Church because o f the uni

queness and intimac}' o f the personal relations with Christ enjoyed by those w'ho 

had known Him in His immediate relations with the Father (see, for example, the 

High Priest Prayer (John 17), although the scope o f the prayer broadens finally to 

include aU future believers''’*’). Since they have been revealed through the Church, 

such relations have acquired another character while still being true in their reali

zation within the communit}^ o f believers. Since it has been made known to the 

twelve apostles through the Son, the Father-Son dialogue wiU be reflected within 

the communit}' as a w^hole bv the Spirit in the Eucharist."*’’

The Church o f Jerusalem was led by James and his presbyters (elders), while the 

Twelve had their ministries in the otlier parts o f the countr)" and outside (cf Acts 

21:18). The elders, however, may have taken their place in the Church of Jerusa

lem before James became its bishop (see, e.g.. Acts 15:2, 4, 6, 22).'™ The “dea-

266 Behr, John. The to Nicaea. The Formation of Christian Theob^. I 'olume I. N e w  ^'ork: St ^^adimir’s Sem i

nary Press, 2001 , p. 82.

T h e apostolic autliorit}- as com ing  from  H eaven was supported by C. E. H ill, “Ignatius and the Apostolate: 
The Witness o f Ignatius to the Emergence of Christian Scripture',' - Studia Patristica 37, 2001 , pp. 226-248; but re
fused by W . R. Schoedel, Ignatius o f Antioch, Hermenia. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985, pp. 112-113. See 

also C lem ent o f  R om e. First Letter 42  :1,2, ed. J. B. L ightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers (M acmillan, 1989; repr. 
Peabody, Mass.: H endrickson, 1989).

Christ finally prays tliat HLs followers m ay aU be brought into the perfect unit)’ o f  the divine life as shared 

by Father and Son. See, e.g., the com m entan' in D od d . The Interpretation, pp. 417-418.

See, e.g., John ston , G , The Doctrine o f the Church in the N ew  Testament, PC B, 1943, pp. 46-58.

™  T lie  origin o f  tlie presbyters Zizioulas considers to  be an “obscure historical problem ” . - Zizioulas, John  

D , Eucharist, Bishop, Church: The Unity o f the Church in the Divine Eucharist and the Bishop During the First Three
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cons” appear as an institution which is related to the common table which was at 

the time connected with the Eucharist.'^’ Thus, as John Zizioulas has argued,

The Church o f Jerusalem was headed by the triad: James - the presbyters - 
those who sen^e {diakonountes), which probably replaced the scheme: the 
Twelve (or the Aposdes) - the presbyters -those who sen^e. This may have 
formed the model also for the organization o f the other Churches which re
ceived Christianit}^ from the mother Church o f Jerusalem.'^"

Professor George Konidaris has noted that those who took the place o f the apos

tles did not dare to adopt the same name but regarded themselves instead as liv

ing “under the shadow of the name o f the Aposdes and of their authorit}’.”"̂  ̂The 

office o f bishop, therefore, coiild exist even in the apostolic period, oversha

dowed by the instimtion o f the aposdes and linked with the presbyters and dea

cons. Surrounded by the presbyters and deacons, the bishop from the beginning 

presided over the Eucharist, noted Zizioulas, as it “is shown by the existing texts 

even though they do not pro\tide us with clear e^idence as to who exactly offered 

the Divine Eucharist.” "̂ '*

The very tide o f “Bishop” (episkopos) is used by Ignatius most probably because, 

in keeping with his theological theolog}’, the episkopos par excellence is God, Whose 

place in the eucharistic assembly w’as now' occupied by the bishop. Recalling the 

image o f the eucharistic assembly in the Apocah^se, Zizioulas remarks that Igna

tius has the bishop “presiding in the place o f G od” {Magn. 6:1), mainly because

Centuries. Trans, bv Elizabeth Theokritoff. Brookhne, Massachusetts; Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 2001, p. 
81 (note). See also Dix, G. “Ministry in the Early Church,” in The Apostolic Ministry (ed. Kirk), 1946, p. 233f.

Ibid., p. 245f

-^- Zizioulas. Eucharist, Bishop, Church, p. 64. See also Konidaris, G. On the Supposed Difference in Forms in the Polity 
ofEari)! Christianity. (In Greek), 1959, p. 42f, as referred in Ibid., p. 81 (note).

Ibid., p. 70 (note).

-’■* Zizioulas. Eucharist, Bishop, Church, p. 64-65. He has also noted, that “the D i\^ e  Eucharist could be offered 
principally and par excelknce a) by the Aposdes or other charismatics such as the prophets, and b) by the Bi
shop, surrounded by the presbyters and deacons.” -  Ibid.
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that is the place he occupies in the eucharistic assembly, which is described in the 

heavenly assembly as “the throne o f G od and of the Lamb” (Rev. 22:3).'^^ And 

when Ignatius talks o f “the Bishop with the presbyterium” {Smym. 8:1; Eph. 20:2) 

it is m ost likely the celebration o f the Eucharist which he had in mind."’*'

From  the liturgical perspective we could conclude that the di\dne true dialogue 

is imprinted within the Eucharist which Ignatius believed determined the 

structure o f the Church: “Be ye subject to the bishop, and to one another, as 

Jesus Christ to the Father, according to the flesh, and the aposties to Christ, and 

to the Father, and to the Spirit; that so there may be a union both fleshly and 

spirimal” (Magn. 13:1). Here parental-filial relations become an image o f the 

relations between the members and the bishop o f the church. The vestige o f the 

Trinitarian relations leamt from the aposties is laid as a basis for the future 

dialogical relations whether they are within the Church, of the Church with 

G od the Trinit}’, and outside the Church “according to the flesh” . “Smdy, 

therefore, to be established in the doctrines o f the Lord and the aposties, that 

so aU things, whatsoever ye do, may prosper both in the flesh and spirit; in faith 

and love; in the Son, and in the Father, and in the Spirit; in the beginning and in 

the end” ihiagn. 13:1).

“Doctrines o f the Lord and the aposties” should be understood as referring to 

the relations within the Trinit}^, whose vestige as between the Lord and the 

aposties remains Hkewise in the eucharistic relations (“whatsoever ye do ...in  

faith and love”). It could be obsen^ed that the eucharist was from the beginning 

identified with the Church o f the Trinitarian God. Through this link with the 

consciousness that in Christ the “many” are related to each other in a specific 

m anner o f being united in the One, the eucharist appeared as the highest ex

pression or rather imprint o f the dialogical Trinit}^-Kke relations in the earthly

-’5 Ibid., pp. 66-67. 

Ibid., p. 83 (note).



188

Church. Thus, the eucharistic community' is to be identified with the Church of 

G od the Trinit}' and structured in accordance with the true dialogical relations 

peculiar to the Trinit}' which are also expressed in the intimate relationship be

tween Christ and the aposties.

Ignatius also reflects on the double lineage o f Christ, found in Paul, and does so 

by considering further the two aspects o f Christ himself “influenced by the Jo- 

hannine predilection for holding opposites, divinity and flesh, together in unity 

without mitigating their tension” ."’  ̂ In a manner which remains tme to the G os

pel itself he comes to a “tu'o-nature” Christolog}' affirming all the key points that 

win be emphasised later in the elaboration o f the teaching of the Church: one 

Lord Jesus Christ, who is both di\tine and human, u ith  all the properties pertain

ing to both. It is indeed linked in the closest way with his smdy o f the eucharist 

and o f the Church operating in the realm o f relations that evoke the Trinit}’, al- 

thoi:igh there is something to be added as well. For Ignatius, the one who suffered 

is impassible, demonstrating life in death, and thus he explores the significance of 

the suffering o f Christ by connecting it to his own impending suffering.

Be deaf, therefore, when anyone speaks to you apart from Jesus Christ, who 
was o f the family o f Da\tid, and of Mar}’, who was truly bom , both ate and 
drank, was truly persecuted under Pontius Pilate, was truly crucified and died 
in the sight of those in heaven and on earth and under the earth; who was al
so truly raised up from the dead, when his Father raised him up, as in the 
same manner his Father shall raise up in Christ Jesus us who believe in him, 
without whom we have no tme Ufe. But if, as some affirm who are without 
God — that is, are unbelievers — his suffering w’as a pretence {to dokeiti) — al
though they are a pretence — why am I a prisoner, and why do I pray to fight 
with the beasts? In that case, I am d}ing in vain. Then indeed I am l}ing con
cerning the Lord (Trail. 9-10).'^**

L'ndoubted suffering and death, resurrection and tme Ufe are to be realized both

Belir. The W ay to Nicaea, p. 90. 

As citcd in Ibid., p. 91.
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in Christ and His followers but remain a sort o f illusion for those who remain 

outside Christ and His relations with the Father. Ignatius again emphasizes the 

bidirectional relations o f Christ in His divinity and humanit}' when He is truly suf

fering which are lost if His suffering is considered not to be real. What is particu

larly interesting is the way that this confession o f faith is, for Ignatius, intrinsically 

connected to wimess, and for Ignatius himself tliis is realized in a verj' personal 

way, in his impending death as a martjT. As the faith which is confessed is that of 

the death and resurrection o f Christ, so, Ignatius believed, our acceptance o f this 

faith is also our death and our resurrection through our personal relations -with 

Him. To suffer death as a wimess to Christ, the “perfect man” (Smjrti. 4:2) or the 

“new man” (Eph. 20:1), is to be bom  into a new Kfe, to emerge with Christ him

self, a full human being in unintermpted true human-di\’ine dialogue.

Justin Martyr. While the Apostolic Fathers such as Ignatius wrote to Christian 

communities, the extant writings o f Justin Mart^T are directed outwards, ostensi

bly at least, towards pagans in his First and Second Apologies and towards the Jews 

in his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew. While Justin continues to reflect on the kerygma 

(a Greek word which means “proclamation, announcement, preaching”), his writ

ings are much more sophisticated than those o f Ignatius. Since his interest in 

Scripture is concentrated mainly on its prophetic character, Justin frequendy re

fers to “the Spirit o f prophecy” as speaking through the passages o f Scripture. 

The Apologies were written for pagans and his use o f Scripture is adapted accor

dingly. He does not appeal there to the Scriptures as an authoritative source of 

truth but rather tries to pro\tide e-\tidence that the Gospel is not simply a novelt}-, 

but a fulfilment o f prophecies that had been made a long time pre\tiously. Justin 

writes,

We worship the Creator o f the universe < . . . >  with the word o f prayer and 
thanksgiving <. . .  > expressing our thanks to him in words, with solemn ce
remonies and hymns <. . .  > The Master, who taught us this worship and who 
was bom  to this end, was cmcified under Pontius Pilate <. . .  > We are sure
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that he is the Son of the true God, and hold him the second in order, with 
the Spirit of prophecy in the third place. I shall show that the honor we pay is 
rational (First Apologf 13).

Here he places the Son in the second and the Spirit in the third place, but a bit 

later in the Apology he refuses to distinguish the Spirit clearly from the incarnate 

Logos: “It is wrong, therefore, to understand the Spirit and the power of God as 

anything else than the Word, who is also the first-bom of God” (33). To the dis

cussion'^’ on the above matter O ’CoUins adds the fact that “the OT at times took 

God’s Logos and Spirit as parallel and interchangeable personifications of the 

di\’ine aca\^t)'; this parallelism would have encouraged Justin and other deeply 

biblical theologians to entertain at times this identification.”"**®

Here, instead of a sort of parallelism or interchangeabilit}', we could speak about 

mutuality and “betweenness”. In the OT writings, as argued above, Wisdom ap

peared to be not a person like Logos or Spirit but a revelation of the di\rine prin

ciple of being as personal or h}'postaric. In the interpretations of Trinitarianism 

by Justin and other early Christian authors, when on occasion they seem to run 

the Spirit and the W'ord together, it may be neither parallelism nor interchangea- 

biUt}’ but something else. Since it is one of the main theological themes in the 

OT, Wisdom left a deep impression on early interpretations of the NT and on 

the Christian apologetic writers who were particularly anxious to establish and 

confirm the OT succession. It would shed Hght on the real relations between the 

Spirit “Who spake through the prophets”'**’ and the Word as it has emerged in 

the Johannine writings'*' if Wisdom were to be treated as a sort of betweenness,

Kelly, J. N. D. Ear^’ Christian Creeds. London: Longman, 3"* ed., 1972, p. 148.

280 O ’Collins. The Tripersonal God, p. 91.

-®' Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed.

Tlie conception o f the Logos, the principle o f Law or Reason, was taken up b)’ the Stoics and handed on 
from them to Pliilo who had effected the combination o f the O T  “Vt’ord” witli tlie Stoic “Logos”, Seeking 
common ground u ith  his potential readers rather than proclaiming unfamiliar truth, the evangelist J ohn 
found that ground in the word “Logos”, which alike for ] ew and Gentile represents the ruling fact o f the
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the “in\ntatory reason” or “eternal Thod' of God. When we speak of Wisdom as 

the “eternal Thoif' o f God then it becomes possible to put Logos and Spirit to

gether since they are both together in Wisdom, both expressing the same “prin

ciple o f persona” in God. Both Logos and Spirit are revelations of the Trinitarian 

relations which are o f a personal or h)^ostatic character and, thus, once it is un

derstood as the “principle of persona”. Wisdom originates all the real knowledge 

o f G od the Trinit}’ including, in particular, His oneness.

Endeavouring to emphasize the intrinsic simplicity o f God as based on the one 

essence, the philosophy o f Aquinas in both its original and modem interpreta

tions considers essence to be the same as the ‘supposit\ which in inteUecmal sub

stances is called ‘person’. This is said to be the case with regard to the di^^ne but 

not true, however, when applied to created beings — human nature, for example, 

is not identical with the particular indi' '̂idual."'*  ̂ The certain criticism that can be 

made o f those who think that person and essence are also not identical in God is 

based on the proposition that they must then consider relations between the 

three Persons themselves to be only accidents but not realities.'*’'' The problem 

arises in particular as they approach the problem that in God there is only one 

essence, which for the thomist is substantial and ultimate, and there are three Per

sons miiltiplied by relation. Turning back to the proposition that the Wisdom of 

G od can be described dialogically as “eternal Thoti”, one would not completely 

agree with the above critical proposition but, instead, present the di^tine dialogical 

relations as being real since the di\tine Persons remain eternally in true dialogue. 

Moreover, since they are confirmed by the Spirit they are then open for participa

tion to human beings who can, through His initial extemal initiative, enter the

univer.^e, and represents that fact as the self-expression of God, - Temple, William. Reading in St. John’s
Gospel (fint and second series). London: Macmillan and Co., 1947, p. 4.

Min, Anselm K. Paths to the Triune God: an encounter between At^uinas and recent theoh^es. Notre Dame, Indiana:
University o f Notre Dame Press, 2005, p. 210.

Ibid.
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true dialogue with G od in accord with the personhood or h^^ostatic being o f the 

“eternal Thoi(\

That the person in G od is not identical with the essence makes sense, in particu

lar, when we speak o f the theosis or deification o f humans. If  Trinitarian relations 

can only be considered as an inconceivable unshared reality hidden in the un

knowable di\'ine essence then there would be no possibility for any part of the 

creation to know G od the Creator and, therefore, it would appear, no real relation 

o f love toward Him would be possible. So long as the di\ine person is considered 

in terms o f the essence, the simplicity o f G od predominates over His triunit}^, 

lea\Tng us with no possibilit}^ o f participating in the di\Tne true dialogue. True di

alogue is then impossible for the human, and the “etemal That/' of God remains 

an abstraction. O n the other hand, when the distinction between person and es

sence in God is taken into account, the di^nne simpKcit}' can be seen as being 

deeply rooted in the unit}’’ o f the Three Persons. Thus, the revelation o f the Trini- 

ty is known to men and women without dismrbing His simplicity" and oneness. 

Referring to Logos and Spirit as alternative revelations o f the Wisdom of God, 

Justin Mart\’r and other deeply biblical theologians bring out, perhaps, the deepest 

understanding o f the personal relation as characteristic of the di ’̂inity while still 

being distinguished from the di\tine essence. Justin evokes an order, putting the 

“Son o f the trae G od” second in order, and the “Spirit of prophec}"” as third af

ter the Father. This shows the Trinitarian relations as they have been revealed to 

humans in a particular order o f the tripartite dialogue o f God with His Son 

prophesied through the Spirit. The order does not establish a priorit}" o f one per

son over another but a specificity of their relations with each other.

Concerning the personal principle as original to God, modem Thomism does not 

seem to stand in opposition to Eastern patristic thought. VvTiile in creatures they 

are accidents, relations in God are the divine essence itself; and that very fact in

deed remains beyond our understanding and knowing. We may speculate that it is
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only in our way o f thinking that the relations in God seem to differ from the es

sence.'*’ In this way we might distinguish person and essence as different in God 

keeping in mind at the same time that it is not true in the realit)^, which is un

knowable to us. There is no distinction or di^^sion in G od in the true dialogical 

relations o f the Trinit)^ which are, in fact, His essence. The essence is indeed un

knowable to the human; therefore, the principle o f the simplicit}- in G od based 

on the di^ îne unknowable essence continually gives rise to a scholastic theology 

o f Deus ad intra and Deus ad extra. And, practically, an insuperable gulf between 

thinking and experiencing, theolog}’ and praver, logics and reaUtj? remains, despite 

the continual efforts that are made to overcome it:

There is a real identity? — with only a logical distinction — between person and 
essence in God, but a real distinction among the three persons themselves. 
The relations and persons are really distinguished from one another insofar 
as they are relationaUy opposed to one another, but not insofar as they are 
identified with the essence."®''

Such an antinomy o f  identit}- and distinction in God would appear to render any 

attempt at a rational explanation o f the mystery of the Trinit}- futile.

In order to protect the di ’̂init}r o f the Son and His participation in the etemal di

alogue with God the Father, Justin insisted on the doctrine o f the preexistence of 

the Son, the “second” or “another {alios) G od” {Dialogue with Trypho  ̂ 56-62)."*^ 

The etemal begetting o f the Son, as Justin argued, was a volitional act and He is 

said to have been “begotten o f the Father by an act o f wiU” {Dial 61). WiU was 

not to be set up in opposition to nature in such way that the one would exclude 

the other.'*® Justin emphasized the difference in person between the Father and 

the Son that was originated by an act o f wiU wliich is peculiar both to the Person

Msibid., p. 211.

28<> Ibid.

Toom, Tarmo. Classical trinitarian theolog)!: a textbook. NTj", London: T&T Clark, 2007, p. 61.

Ibid., p. 62.



194

of the Father and to the nature of God. Here what is being revealed may be the 

distinction between the will or energ}' of God and His essence, as discussed 

above, through the distinction of the Persons in the Trinit}'.

Justin made an invaluable, initial contribution to Trinitarian teaching which is of 

particular interest for the smdy of dialogue. His sense of the ineffable transcen

dence of the Father and Creator of all things led, on the one hand, to a certain 

subordination of the Son — and of the Holy Spirit, to the extent that the Spirit is 

mentioned. On the other hand, Justin held that the Son, sharing in the essence 

{pusid) and mind of God, is truly d i\^e. His presentation of the Son as the Logos, 

X̂ T̂io creates, organizes, and imntes the whole cosmos to relate in Him to God, 

allowed for a positive \new of the religious situation of non-Christians. They are 

■̂ 'iewed as also capable of entering into dialogue with God, the only condition be

ing that they recognize the “principle of persona” as the basis of such dialogue. 

Without developing the language of “the cmcified (Son of) God,” Justin upheld 

God’s real dialogical involvement in human history' and suffering; and his own 

Trinitarian faith was, for him, literally a matter of Kfe and death.

Ireaaeus o f  Lyons. The next Ante-Nicene writer we wish to discuss, Irenaeus of 

Lyons was perhaps the greatest biblical theologian in the age of the Apologists so 

we may expect that his contribution to the Trinitarian teaching could pro\ade 

something essential for the study of dialogue. Irenaeus drew from St. John’s 

Gospel a faith in the Logos eternally coexisting with the Father “before” truly 

becoming flesh, and from St. Paul a sense of Jesus as the last or second Adam. 

He also expanded Paul’s dyadic confession (1 Cor. 8:6) to include the Holy Spirit 

and presented the orthodox faith as follows:

In one God Almight}% of whom are all things; and in the Son of God, Jesus 
Christ our Lord, by whom are all things, and in the dispensations connected 
with Him, by means of which the Son of God became man; and a firm belief 
in the Spirit of God, who furnishes us with a knowledge of tlie truth, and has 
set forth the dispensations of the Father and the Son, in virtue of which He
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dwells with even' generation of men, according to the will o f the Father (Ad- 
versus Haereses, 4.33.7).

While defending both the oneness o f G od and the unit)' o f G od’s threefold eco

nomic acti\4ty, Irenaeus, instead o f speculating about God ad intra — i.e. “theolog

ical Trinity,” — proposed a soteriological argument. A doctrine of recapitulation 

{anakephalaiosis-, c f  Ephesians 1:10; Philippians 2:9-11) introduced by Irenaeus was 

later put at the center o f the theological and Christological universe o f St. 

Maximus the Confessor who elegantly summarized this doctrine and its principles 

o f operation in a compact sentence: “The One Logos is the many logoi, and the 

many logoi are the One Logos” {Ambigua 7, PG 91:1081C).'*^ Despite the fact 

that the term “recapitulation” appears only twice in the NT, the concept itself 

might be recognized repeatedly through its principles o f operation which may be 

categorized as follows: 1) preeminence 2) repetition and recontextuaHzation, 3) 

reversal, and 4) fulfillment."^® “Recapitulation”, therefore, means not just a 

transcendent redemptive act when G od at one point changes His creation in 

space and time, but a permanent acti\tit)' within the creation “penetrating back to 

the beginning in the original creation retracting and re-affirming in it the di^'ine 

Will, and reaching forward to the consummation in the new creation in which all 

things are gathered up, thus connecting the end with the heginningr^^ Seeking for 

dialogical arguments in the perspective o f the Trinitarian approach when the 

di\tine-human dialogue is about to become tme one would be interested to 

consider the concept as initially offered by Irenaeus o f Lyons.

It is especially interesting here to recall that \tiew on the process o f the creation 

which is in agreement with the theory of relativity, stating that where there is no

As referred in the web-site: http://energeticprocession.wordpress.com/2006/06/09/pathway-to-tl'ie- 
truth-the-doctrine-of-recapitulation/

^0 Ibid.

Torrance, N. F. Divine meaning: Studies in Patristic Hermeneutics. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1995, p. 121.



196

matter there is no space and time. As we argued above, it is onl}̂  relation that or

ganizes the existent, preparing it to become matter within its space and time. Re

lation itself, then, is above matter, space and time. It bears the vestigium trinitatis 

“before” the matter exists in time and space. That is the beginning; what, then, is 

the end to be connected with the beginning through the recapitulation? And how 

uill the vestigium trinitatis be bome there? Since it is a particular characteristic of 

the Creator, relation is assumed to bear the vestigium trinitatis both in the beginning 

and in the end, although in a different way. In the beginning the impersonal un

iverse was formed and organized uniquely in accordance with the di^ine wiU; but 

since then, the human wiU has appeared. And as a result of recapitulation this 

human will must be brought into accord with God’s wiU. In terms of the vestigium 

trinitatis (Trinitarian trace) an imprint or vestige of the di\ine relations must be re

vealed within the human relations. In terms of true dialogue the “etemal Thou” of 

God must be revealed through and confirmed by the Holy Spirit acting in the 

way in which humanit^' addresses both God and His universe. AU relations are 

destined in the end to become true dialogue confirmed by the Holy Spirit. And true 

dialogue would then appear uithin the creation as the complete vestigium trinitatis, 

thus estabKshing the real connection between the beginning and the end of die un

iverse.

It is true that the verb anakephalaioomai was rarely used as a designation of God’s 

being one, for its primar\" use was to denote the consummation of salvation his- 

tor\'."^' The human-di\ine relations required the operation of the Father, Son, and 

Holy Spirit (Haer. 3.6.1) in order to become tme. Irenaeus wrote that human be

ings, consisting of the body, soul and spirit (Haer. 5.6.1), were created by the Fa

ther through his Word and Wisdom, and brought back to God by the incamation

Toom. Classical trinitarian theolo_̂ \ p. 64.
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of the Son and through deification by the S p i r i t . T h e  bidirectional movement, 

as argued, occtirs there — in the “theological Trinit}-,” the movement is from the 

Father through the Son and to the Spirit, but in the “economical Trinity” the 

movement is from the Spirit through the Son to the Father.'^'* “The Spirit truly 

preparing man in the Son o f God, and the Son leading him to the Father, while 

the Father, too, confers [upon him] incormption for eternal life” (Haer. 4.20.5). 

This is recapitulation [anakephalaiosis) and also an affirmation of the unity o f 

G od’s threefold economic actL̂ 'it̂  ̂ One could speak here about a certain vestige o f 

the Trinitarian relations as reflected within the human being who is being urged 

by G od the Trinity to become perfect. Human-di^dne dialogue becomes true 

when the “perfect man”, i.e. perfect union o f the body, soul and spirit, has met 

with God, i.e. perfect union o f the Father, Son and Spirit.

VCTien interpreting Genesis 1:26, Irenaeus followed Justin, pro\tiding the passage 

with an even clearer Trinitarian meaning."^^ Since, in excluding the possibilit}’ o f 

an “angels’ power to make an image o f G od”, he introduced the image o f G od’s 

two hands, he was able with greater confidence than his predecessors to Hnk the 

W ord with the Son and Wisdom with the Spirit.

For G od did not stand in need of these [beings], in order to the accomplish
ing o f what He had Himself determined with Himself beforehand should be 
done, as if He did not possess His own hands. For with Him were always 
present the Word and Wisdom, the Son and the Spirit, by whom and in 
whom, freely and spontaneously. He made all things, to whom also He 
speaks, saying, “Let Us make man after Our image and likeness” (Haer.

Trenaeus defines the perfect human being as consL'^ting o f tlie body, soul and spirit: ‘T o r that flesli which 
has been moulded Ls not a perfect man in itself, but the body o f a man, and part o f  a man. Neither Ls tlie 
soul itself, considered apart by itself, the man; but it is the soul o f a man, and part o f a man. Neither is the 
spirit a man, for it is called tlie spirit, and not a man; but the commingling and union o f all these constitutes 
the perfect man” (Haer. 5.6.1). A sort o f Trinitanan vestige could be seen there when Irenaeus speaks about 
tlie “union o f the three’’ in the perfect human which “might be presented to the coming of the Ix)rd, un
less he was aware o f the [future] reintegration and union of the three” (Haer. 5.6.1).

2*̂** Ibid.

O ’Collins. The Trrpersonal God  ̂p. 99.
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4.20.1).

The image o f G od’s two hands, which were “instnamental” in creating the world, 

appeared, perhaps, because he was writing an anti-Gnostic polemic and was 

therefore anxious to avoid anything that threatened the unity o f God, even if only 

by implication."’'̂  The apparent subordinationism o f his argument could be elimi

nated if we consider the true dialogue that is taking place between the di\Tne Per

sons, although the monarchy o f the Father stQl remains as a principle o f O rtho

dox theology^ The Father originates the Word and the Spirit and invites them to 

take part in creating the human being after the Trinitarian image and likeness. Since 

expressed in the very words “let us make”, the “betweenness” in the Trinity is 

related to the process o f the creation. N ot a solitary’ action of the Father but the 

pre-etemal d i \^ e  council appears as the starting point for the creation to take 

place. Nothing could happen without the agreement o f the Three, always stand

ing in true dialogical relations. The “in\itator)’ reason” or “etemal ThoiP is about 

to enter into the creation as it is already indwelling in God. The same “etemal 

Thod' conveys to the creation the image and likeness o f the Trinit)’. And what 

proved to be imprinted in the creation in accord with the pre-eternal council is, 

namely, the true dialogue o f the Father with the Son realized in the W'ord and Wis

dom.

Since Irenaeus identified the preexistent, di^Tne Wisdom with the Holy Spirit and 

not (as Justin and many other church writers did) with the Son, it becomes even 

clearer that the Spirit confirms the W ord of God, urging human participation in a 

true dialogue with God in His Word. The Wisdom o f God, when it is identified 

with the Spirit, confirms the W ord of God as G od’s creative power realized in the 

creation by Wisdom, “understanding” and “knowledge” which are almost treated 

by Irenaeus as synonyms. This recalls our approach to the Wisdom o f G od un-

Toom . Classical trinitarian theohgf, p. 63.
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derstood radier as His “personhood” or “principle o f  persona” than as one o f the 

di\dne Persons Uke the Spirit or the Son. Referring to Wisdom as the Spirit, Ire

naeus may have had in mind what is expressed in the book of Proverbs, i.e. those 

impersonal characteristics of G od such as knowledge and understanding which 

are said to have been given as a foundation to the created world.

I have also largely demonstrated, that the Word, namely the Son, was always 
with the Father; and that Wisdom also, which is the Spirit, was present with 
Him, anterior to all creation. He declares by Solomon: “G od by Wisdom 
founded the earth, and by understanding hath He established the heaven. By 
His knowledge the depths burst forth, and tlie clouds dropped down the dew 
[Proverbs 3:19-20]” {Haer. 4.20.3).

Any discussion about the Spirit being the Wisdom of God is obviously less im

portant than the question o f the Spirit’s relationship to the Son. Since he has 

much more to say about the Son than about the Holy Spirit, Irenaeus does not 

reflect on the “origin” o f the Spirit, though he does, albeit reluctantly, help to in

itiate the psychological model o f the Word. This model presents the Word as be

ing generated Hke thought coming from the mind or Uke speech coming onto our
297lips.

A Kttle later, Irenaeus added: “AU things leam through His Word that there is one 

G od the Father, who contains aU things, and who grants existence to all < . . .> .  

Therefore the Son of the Father declares [Him] from the beginning, inasmuch as 

He was with the Father from the beginning” (Haer. 4.20.6-7). The language o f 

person and personal identit^^ was not yet available, but it is clear that for Irenaeus 

the Son or W ord is always in eternal dialogue with the Father before and after the 

creation, and the Spirit, or Wisdom, is always present and confirms the Father- 

Son relationship. The Son or W ord is the one and same subject w”ho became “in-

297 O ’CoUins. The Tripersonal God, p. 103.
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camate for our salvation” to suffer, die, and rise to new life while recapitulating aU 

the creation from the beginning to the end (Haer. 3.12.2; 3.16.9).'^®

Origen. When t n ^ g  to understand Origen’s use o f theological vocabular\", we 

should keep in mind the fact that he was active at a time “when theological lan

guage was being worked out to express the fundamentaUv inexpressible Christian 

mysteries.”"’’ It is difficult to give verbal expression to the themes o f personhood 

or personal relations since these are of an experiential rather than rational charac

ter. Even when speaking in a purely human context there are no terms which will 

allow a precise understanding o f the dialogical issues we are writing about. All the 

more should this be taken into account if we are trying to speak o f di-\tine things 

and, in particular, o f the inner di\dne relations. Most erroneous suppositions arise 

due to the use o f experiences that are inappropriate, or to appMng mere human 

logics and /or terms to things that are beyond our comprehension. The distinc

tions udtliin the Godhead are such a thing, staging ever out o f reach o f the hu

man mind. Our experience o f the multiplicity" of the created universe and, par

ticularly, o f human beings, however, could be o f assistance while thinking about 

the pluralit}", with its peculiar distinctions, in God the Creator. When arguing 

against modalist Monarchians, Origen used the term hypostasis respectively to refer 

to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit {Comm. Jo. 2.75) so as to emphasize both the 

distinction and union there is between them. This use o f what was intended to be 

a technical term requires our special attention.

Since the idea o f a personal relation was not yet developed as it would be in the 

fourth centur)^, Origen’s use o f the term hjpostasis defining the three di^tine per

sons as distinct realities still needs a lot o f clarification. “There is a danger to read 

too much into Origen’s assertion that there are three hjpostaseis in the Trinit}'.” ™̂

-5® Cf. Behr. The to Nicaea, p. 132.

Bertliold, in Daly, R. J., ed. Origeniana Quinta: Papen of the 5'̂  International Origen Congress, Boston College, 14-18
August 1989. Bibliothcca ephemcridum theologicarum lovaniensium 105. Louvain: Pceters, 1992, p. 446.

300 Toom. Classical trinitarian theoloQ', p. 66.
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Philosophically, the word hypostasis meant reality o f subsistence or “that which 

stands beneath” ®̂’, i.e. the inner reality of a thing as opposed to a mere mental 

notion or conception (epinoia; Comm. Jo. 10.246). Since it is normally used by, 

for instance, Aristotle and the Neoplatonists, to speak o f the objective reality o f a 

thing instead o f its outer form or illusion, Origen, in his use of the term hypostasis, 

was insisting that the three di'\'ine subjects had their own subsistence. He had not 

yet reached the Niceno-Constantinopolitan formvila in which hypostaseis were 

equated to prosopa. But his affirmation o f the hypostatic existence o f the Logos 

was nevertheless significant, especially in light o f the fact that, in Plotinian N eop

latonism, logos as an aspect o f the di\nne Ivlind, was denied a separate hypostasis 

and considered as a mere “transfer from the Divine Intellecmal Being to the third 

H\^ostasis o f the World Soul.” °̂“

Origen begins his treatise On First Principles by establishing, in t)’pical Platonic 

manner, a divine hierarchical triad; but instead o f naming these principles m o

nad, dyad, and world-soul, he calls them “Father,” “Christ,” and “Holy Spirit,” 

though he goes on to describe these principles using mainly Platonic lan

g u a g e . T h e  first o f  them, the Father, is a perfect unity, complete unto Him

self, and without body - a purely spiritual mind. The Father always had, for Ori

gen, an entit)^ existing with Him upon which to exercise His intellectual acti-\aty. 

This entit)? is Christ the Son, the Logos, or Wisdom of God, the first emanation 

o f the Father. From  the Neopythagorean philosopher Numenius ojApamea (150- 

176 A.D.), Origen likely adopted the conception o f a “second god” proceeding 

from a first, ineffable being called the One, “First G od,” or Father. Numenius 

referred to this “second god” as the Demiurge or craftsman, and taught that he

Liddell, Henrj' George and Scott, Robert. A  Gnek-English Lexicon.

302 Gericke, J. “Dimensions o f the Logos from Logos-Philosophy to Ltf^oj'-Tlieolog}'.’ Acta patmtica et fy^ntina
11, p. 106.

303 Fieser, James and Dowden, Bradle\-. The Internet Engchpedia o f Philosopt̂ ’. A Professionally Peer-Rc\’iewed
Resource, 2008. http://wu-w.iep.utm.edu/
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created the cosmos by imitating the intellectml content o f the “First God.” 

Origen applied this basic notion to his doctrine o f Christ, whom he also called 

Demiurge {Comm. Jo. 1.22). The third and last principle o f the di\’ine triad is the 

Holy Spirit, who “proceeds from the Son and is related to Him as the Son is 

related to the Father.”^̂’̂  Here is Origen explaining the stams o f the Holy Spi- 

rit^°’, in a passage presented in the original Greek:

The G od and Father, who holds the universe together, is superior to ever)^ 
being that exists, for he imparts to each one from his own existence that 
which each one is; the Son, being less than the Father, is superior to ration
al creatures alone (for he is second to the Father); the Holy Spirit is still 
less, and dwells within the saints alone. So that in this way the power o f the 
Father is greater than that o f the Son and o f the Holy Spirit, and that o f the 
Son is more than that o f the Holy Spirit, and in turn the power o f the Holy 
Spirit exceeds that o f ever)' other holy being (Fragment 9).^”''

Origen also affirmed the equal di^Tnit}’ o f the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit while 

still distinguishing between the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit according to their 

hjpostaseis. There is an additional danger, however, in understanding Origen as 

suggesting the existence of three di^tine substances because in the third centur)' 

the semantic realm of the terms hypostasis and otisia overlapped. Yet, Origen did 

not teach the existence o f three divine substances or three gods but one consubs- 

tantial G od in three hjpostaseis. Within the Godhead, there are no hierarchical gra

dations o f di t̂init}  ̂ Assuming it is not a later interpolation, the text o f The First 

Principles states that in the Trinity (and in the substantial sense), it is not permissi

ble to call anything “greater or lesser” {maius mimtsue-, Princ. 1.3.7).^°’

-V)4 Tripolitl'i, A. The Doctrine of the Soul in the Thought o f Plotinus and Origen. New York: Libra 1978, p. 94.

305 O ’Meara, D.J., ed. l> êoplatonism and Christian Thought. New ^'ork: State Universit}' o f  New York Press 
1982, p. 20.

Origen. On First Principles  ̂ trans. G. W. Butterworth. New ^^ork: Harper and Row, 1966, pp. 33-34, and 
footnote.

307 Xoom. Classical trinitarian theohg)!, p. 66-67.
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Perhaps, Origen was the first mainstream writer to use the famous word homoou- 

sios (same nature) in connection with the Trinit}'. According to the fragment o f 

Pamphilius’s citation of the commentar}" on Hebrews by Origen, Origen con

tended that the Son’s “coming forth” or “effluence” [aporreusis) from the Father 

implied that the source and the effluence were homoousios. But later “Origenists” 

disliked the would-be-orthodox term homoousios and the word does not fit well 

into Origen’s theolog)^ One o f the reasons was precisely that it was simply too 

close to “one hjpostasir as the word ousia could still mean hypostasis. Stating that 

the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit were homoousios could obscure the fact that they 

had their own subsistence. Arius pressed this connotation further in rejecting the 

term homoousios altogether.^™

Along u ith  Irenaeus, Origen asserted that the complex unity (the unipluraUt)') of 

the one and simple God became e%ndent in the economy (cf Matthew 11:27). 

The one G od “becomes many things” {polla ginetai) in order to redeem the crea

tion {Comm. Jo. 1.119) making it aware o f His unipluralit\r and in\dting the creation 

to take part in it. The unipluraHty o f the one God, according to Origen, was not 

estabKshed in the incamation but was manifested in it. In a strict opposition to 

modaHsm, he insisted that the eternal God had always existed hjpostaticallj as Fa

ther, Son, and Holy Spirit which were distinct from etemit}’, not just distin

guished for the sake of creation and economy. “Unless the distinctions we en

counter in the economy are real distinctions in G od’s own being, then God has 

not really revealed Godself to us.” °̂’ In Origen’s thought the vestige o f the Trinit}' 

in the economy would appear as a real distinction which is peculiar to both G od 

and the creation. \)CTiile the distinction does not mean an opposition, it does imp

ly the coexistence o f one with the other. Dialogue would never become true if 

there was no other part}’ to be taken into account. Origen’s strong emphasis on

W8 Tbid., p. 68.

^  Ormerod, N . The Trini^: ’Retrieving the W'estem Tradition. Milwaukee: Marquette Universit}- Press, 2005, p. 13.
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both the inner and the outer distinction o f the di^^e hypostases helped subsequent 

Christian theolog}', when opposing the heretical movements that arose, to present 

the dialogical d i \^ e  reality in an unmistakable manner.

Origen presented a Trinitarian doctrine which consisted o f a hierarchy o f influ

ence beginning with the Father, whose influence was of the most general, univer

sal kind, originating and binding together all things; the influence o f the Son only 

extended as far as sentient beings; the Holy Spirit’s influence extended only to the 

‘elect’ or saints who had already achieved salvation {Princ. 1.3.5).^'° The pre

existent souls (according to Origen), through their fall, gave rise to a histor)^ 

which is determined both by the Father and by the Son, while the Holy Spirit on

ly enters into human realit}  ̂ to effect a sal^ific re-orientation toward G od that is 

the result o f  a histor}^ that has already been achieved. The Holy Spirit, then, may 

be understood as the final cause of a process whose preparaton^ causes are the 

Father and Son, the mumal begetters o f histor\'. In this sense, the Holy Spirit, 

limited as it is to interaction witli the saints, gives way to the universal power of 

the Father, which extends to the furthest reaches o f realit}*. Theologizing in this 

way, Origen, for all his errors, appears as the first systematic tliinker o f the Trim- 

t)’. In his Trinitarian model the confirmative work o f the Spirit would be mainly 

considered as finalizing an already achieved tme dialogue which, in the dialogical 

perspective, could only be seen as idealistic. \\Then the true human-di\tine dialo

gue is thought o f as ha\Tng been achieved in histon-, then current events are 

placed outside even the possibiUt}’ o f being ^tiewed as entering tme dialogue, 

which presupposes a realisation outside histor}’, in etemit}^

VC-liile arguing for the doctrine of the monarchy of the Father (Princ. 4.4.1), Ori

gen distinguished between the three di\dne hjpostaseis iComm.Jo. 2.1 S) and assigned 

to each of Them Their “special acti^nties” (Princ. 1.3.7-8), balancing all this with

•̂ *0 Dillon, in O ’Meara, D.]., ed. Neoplatonism and Christian Thought. New York: State Universit}’ o f New 
'^'ork Press 1982, p. 20.
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the doctrine o f the eternal generation o f the Son {Princ. 1.2.4). He rates as a proto

orthodox theologian precisely because he couples his causal subordinationism 

with the eternal generation o f the Son. Origen stressed the monarchy of the Fa

ther within the Godhead instead of insisting on the unqualified monarchy o f 

God. He taught that G od the Father was the arche, the source and principle of 

causation within the Godhead. His teaching was subordinationist, but in a very 

special sense. The Father was the “cause” and the Son was the “effect.” But they 

were not temporal but eternal (Princ. 1.2.2; 1.2.11) and, therefore, cause and effect 

were “simultaneous” . There was no temporal gap between the Father and the 

Son, and Origen argued for a caused but nontemporal origin o f the Son. The Fa

ther as the di\Tne Mind was only logically prior to the Son as the Logos, which 

the Ivlind thought and uttered. This gives us an idea of how and by VCTiom the 

true dialogue could have been started. Since it is eternal, true di^nne dialogue has 

no beginning and no end and when reflected in humanit)’ through the “etemal 

Thoi/’ which exists in G od the Trinit\’, it pro^’ides us with the ver\- sense of eterni- 

t)’ as it can be found only within tme dialogical relations.

The basic postulate in Origen’s Trinitarian theology was the affirmation o f the 

one G od (heis theos-, Princ. P ref 4). However, “one God” did not just mean for 

him that there were no other gods and that G od and the Father of Jesus Christ 

were the same God; it also meant that G od was simple and indivisible. Those 

who introduced di\’isions into God (e.g., the Marcionites and Valentinians) 

missed the point that, in simple realities, parts came after the whole (Princ. 1.1.6). 

They also missed the fact that “God is spirit” (John 4:24) and that spiritual or in

corporeal realities could not have parts. Only material entities could be com

pound (they can consist of parts), and only in compound realities do parts come 

before the whole. The unbreakable wholeness and simpHdt}’ o f G od the Trinit}' is 

not opposed to the true Father-Son dialogue but they are to complement each 

other when G od addresses created human beings which are likewise of the same
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nature but in different hypostaseis and who are also likewise called to enter dialo

gue.

3.2.2. From Nicaea to Constantinople.

It would be o f a special interest in the Trinitarian context to leam dialogue from 

the approach that was developed during the Arian controversies in the fourth 

century" and later. For Origen, as argued above, the etemitj’ and essential immuta- 

bilit}’ o f the Father - His monarch}^ - meant that the generation of the Son could 

not be an event in rime. If  the fatherhood is eternal then the sonship must also be 

etemal. NX'Tiile the monarchy o f the Father was crucial for Origen, Arius laid par

ticular emphasis on the Son’s caused being. He concluded that G od had not al

ways been the Father; He became a Father in begetting the Son, \^Tio, according 

to Arius, was created out o f non-being (̂ ,v ouk onton). Philosophically, previous 

non-existence was an essential part o f the definition of the '^'ord genetos (Aristotie, 

D^W ol.6.281b.25).-’"

For Arius, to be bom  was to have a beginning. G od’s fatherhood began when the 

Son was bom. Dialogically, according to Arius, there is in God no relation before 

He becomes a Father. The di\’ine dialogue could only be generated once the Son 

was bom . The relation itself is created with the Son, and, originally, neither rela

tion nor dialogue would be impUed in God. G od ad intra stays an unknowable 

Absolute with no hypostasis and, therefore, no real being. In this case God is rather 

an abstract principle o f nothingness or lack o f any sort of being at all. Thus, eter

nity must be understood as incompatible with being and all beings, including God 

the Father and God the Son, have a temporal origin. As there is no “etemal Thoi/’ 

to be considered as a reaHt}', tme dialogue becomes a never-to-be realized abstrac

tion.

Toom. Classical trinitarian theolo_Q,\ p. 79.
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Basing his argument seriously on Holy Scripture, Arius rejected the controversial 

and “unbiblical” term homoousios. The Son covild not share the Father’s ingenerate 

ousia, otherwise there would be two uncaused causes. Probably, it was Arius’ ina- 

bilit}' to see how the term hypostasis could refer to G od ad intra that led to his mi

sinterpretation o f the term homoousios. Remembering that among the five appear

ances o f the term hypostasis (2 Cor. 9:4, 11:17; Heb. 1:3, 3:14, 11:1), Scripture dec

lares the Son to be “the reflection o f G od’s glor)^ and the exact imprint o f G od’s 

ver}' being {hypostasis^' (Hebrews 1:3), one could “push the literal meaning o f the 

metaphor ‘imprint’”, imagining “a seal pressed into wax and the form o f the seal 

exactly duplicated in the wax — so the Son exactly duplicates the hypostasis o f the 

Father.” ’̂'  The two hypostaseis o f the Father and o f the Son remain in an absolute, 

truly mutual relation which, in fact, can neither be contemplated nor rationally 

understood by human beings but has rather to be assured or confirmed by the 

third hypostasis VCTio is neither the Father nor the Son. It is important to emphas

ize that in most N T  occurrences (except Heb. 1:3) the term hypostasis means 

something like “confidence” or “assurance” and this might be directly referred to 

the characteristics o f the Holy Spirit through \)^Tiom the verj^ principle o f the hy

postatic being is revealed.

The term ousia occurs only once in the N T (Luke 15:12, 13), where it refers to the 

propert}? requested and then dissipated by the prodigal son.^”  In pre- 

Cappadocian times, however, the Greek temis hypostasis and ousia were interchan

geable” "* and one could assume that Arius’ rejection o f the common essence of 

the Son and the Father (the homoousios) is related to his comdction that G od’s es-

Placher, W illkm C. The Triune God A n  Essay in Post/iberal Theolo^. Louis\Tlle — London: VC estminster Jolin 
Knox Press, 2007, p. 124.

TTiere are also other meanings for ousiâ  outside the NT, including “existence,” “category,” “substance ” 
“s tu ff’ or “material,” “form,” “definition,” or “truth” . — Hanson, TL P. C. The Search for the Christian Doc
trine of God, Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1988, p. 183.

Pelikan, Jaroslav and Hotchkiss, ^^alcrie, ed. The Nicene Creed, Creeds and Confessions of Faith in the Christian 
Tradition, vol. 1. New Haven: Yale Univcrsit}' Press, 2003, p. 158.
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sence [hypostasis or ousid) was the only cause for both the Father and the Son Who 

then have no distinct hjpostasis o f their own. Thus, the di^^ne essence in its sim- 

plicit)? and absoluteness would stay undamaged but, being the cause of ever)'- 

thing, it reser\’’es real being, hypostasis, for itself and leaves the other relational 

caused beings, including the Father and the Son, with no hypostasis (in the sense of 

ousid) at all. Following this line o f thought, the Christian faith in an Incarnate God 

would lose the essential thing — relation as a substantial human-di\’ine dialogical 

realit)' which makes us capable o f referring to Christ as God.

Athanasius o f Alexandria, arguing against Arius in the context o f the Nicene 

Council, initially used both ousia and hypostasis for what there is one of in the Tri

nit)’. For what there is three o f he used the term prosopon (see paragraph 1.4). As 

the Trinitarian approach became more confident and definite in its temiinolog}', 

Athanasius accepted two different uses o f the term hypostasis', first, as appropriate 

for the three^’  ̂ and then again, keeping far from insisting on any particular termi

nology", he returned to using the term for G od’s oneness.^'^ This was, neverthe

less, a great step toward a dramatic discover)^ o f the relational character of the 

inner being o f God as an essential condition o f the process by which humanit)’’ 

could come to know Him.

The Cappadocian theologians — the two brothers Basil the Great and Gregor}' of 

Nyssa along with their friend Gregor)- o f Nazianzus — later clarified the matter, 

dealing with the problem in a completely new manner and introducing the termi- 

nolog}' which has since been deemed appropriate for the theology of Revelation. 

In the Trinitarian context, while endeavouring to emphasize “di\tision” as the op

posite o f unit)% they identified hypostasis with prosopon rather than with ousia? '̂' Ap-

Athanasius o f Alexandria. Select Works and Letters  ̂ trans. Archibald Robinson, Micene and Post-Nicene
Fathers, 2"^ ser., 4. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Ecrdmans, 1991, pp. 484-485.

-̂‘6 Ibid., p. 490.

317 “Three in Indi\ndualities or H^’postases, if any prefer so to call them, or persons, for we will not quarrel 
about names so long as the syllables amount to the same meaning; but One in respect o f the Substance —
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pearing in its time as a radically new approach towards understanding the mystery 

of the Trinity, it renders our theolog}^ of how relations may be developed into 

dialogue possible. If there is no “etemal Thou” to be referred to in God then true 

dialogue is nothing but nonsense. A principle of othemess and mutual inter

relation is appropriate to God in Himself This had become e^ddent to the Cap- 

padocians, faced as they were with an arianism that seemed capable of defeating 

the Church and lea\4ng her with no arguments for the existence of any real con

nection between God the Absolute and God the Trinity. The Cappadocians’ con- 

cem was always, on the one hand, about how to presence the myster}-, not to dis

pose of it, '̂* and, on the other, to show how the myster)^ had been revealed with

in a tme dialogue between God and humankind in a manner analogous to the 

dialogical relations of the Trinit}’. That was the real aim of introducing the new 

meanings of the terms ousia and hjpostasis which could reflect the Revelation of 

God the Trinity as never before. Let us investigate how the matter of true dialo

gue emerges through the remarkable writings of the Trinitarian epoch. 

Athanasius o f  Alexandria. For Athanasius the terminolog}’ of “being” or “es

sence” iousid) used to describe the relation betu'een Father and Son “was not 

meant to supplant that of Scripture, but to reinforce its central point, guaran

teeing that we are indeed speaking of God himself.” ’̂̂  Criticising the contention 

that “when we say ‘God,’ or name ‘Father,’ we do not signify the invisible and 

incomprehensible essence, but something about it” (Nicaea 22) "̂°, Athanasius held

that is, tlie Godhead. For they are divided widiout division, if T may so say; and tliey are united in divi
sion.” - Gregory o f Nazianzus. Oration 39.11, in Q'ri/of Jerusalem, Gregory Na^ans^en, trans. Charles Gordon 
Browne and James Edward Swallow, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, 2"^ ser., 7. Grand Rapids, Mich.: 
Eerdmans, 1955, p. 355.

Marion, Jean-Luc. “In the Name: How to Avoid Speaking o f “Negative Theolog)',’” in God, the Gift, and 
Postmodernism, ed. John D. Caputo and Michael |. Scanlon. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1999, 
pp. 35-37.

Belir,John. The Nicene Faith. Part One. True God of True God New York: St ATadimir’s Seminary Press, 2004, 
p. 232.

’-0 Defence of the Nicene Definition. - Athanasius. Select Works and letters.



210

that titles such as “God,” “Father,” “Lord,” and “I am” indicate G od’s “essence 

itself’. While it can be signified, the essence remains for him “incomprehensi

ble” . The title “Father” Ksted here with other tides indicative o f the incompre

hensible essence o f God is the m ost significant for our present purpose. In this 

way, Athanasius demonstrates that he is using the term “essence” “not in a gener

ic sense, as referring to the kind o f being that God is, but to indicate the very be

ing o f God, G od him self”^'’ It was strictiy argued in both the Creed o f Nicaea 

and in Athanasius’ commentan- on it, that God is Father essentially, which in turn 

means that there is a Son, WTio is “ from the essence of the Father” and so “con- 

substantial with him” {homoousios). This proposition is essential and makes sense, 

in particular, when we are dealing with the true Father-Son dialogue. In the pers

pective o f the relations and dialogue, true dialogue is to be considered as taking 

place when tlie parties are o f the same nature or essence since otherwise there can 

be no “betweenness” . The “principle o f person”, however, allows us to speak 

about the mvster\’ o f the hypostati^tion o f the two natures in the One Person of 

Christ. The dialogical “betweenness” in this case is identified with the “principle 

of person” or the personhood itself rather than with the principle o f nature. 

WTiile, in accordance with the very principle o f nature, which remains o f an im

personal character, a difference in natures would prevent any possibiHt}^ of enter

ing into dialogue, a difference in person or in hypostasis, on the contrary-, is an in

citement to participating in dialogue and to engaging with the otherness o f the 

other. Having introduced the “principle of person”, Eastem Orthodox}^ argues, 

along with Athanasius {Serapion 1.16), that it is the fatherhood rather than the es

sence that is the main principle in the Godhead.^'' Thus, the human-di\ine dialo-

Behr. The Nicene Faith. 'Part One, p. 232.

See, e.g., Widdicombe, P. The Fatherhood of Godfrom Origen to Athanasius. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994, pp. 
159-187. Tlie "mon-archy>' o f the Father should not be understood in a subordinate sense as the sole unori
ginated fountainhead of di\Tnit\' but rather in a dialogical sense as a source o f both unit)’ and distinction. - 
O ’CoUins. The Tripersonal God, pp. 132-133.
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gue can become true in Christ despite the apparently insuperable difference o f the 

human and divine natures. W ithout rationalizing the mystery o f the hypostatit^ation 

we can follow what Athanasius has to say about the matter.

‘G od was in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself;’ (2 Cor. 5:19) for the 
propriety (idios) of the Father’s Essence is that Son, in whom the creation was 
then reconciled with God. Thus what things the Son then wrought are the 
Father’s works, for the Son is the Form [eidos) o f  that Godhead of the Father, 
which wrought the works {Arians 3.6.2).^"^

In a general sense, the Greek noun eidos means “the extemal or outward appear

ance” "̂'* which direcdy refers to the hjpostati^ation o f the essence o f the Father that 

occurs in the Son.

It was mosdy in his letters to Serapion ofThmuis that, defending the uncreatedness 

o f the Spirit, Athanasius addressed the pneumatological issue. He was criticising 

those whom he calls the tropic?'^ who claimed that the Spirit is a creamre and dif

fers from Christ and die Father in essence. Athanasius argues for the di^dnity of 

the Spirit in the same manner as he had done for Christ, that is, by considering 

the language o f Scripture.

Let us look, one by one, at the references to the Holy Spirit in the di\nne 
Scriptures, and, like good bankers, let us judge whether the Spirit has any 
propert}^ {idion tt) of creatures, or the propert}^ o f God iidion ton theoti)\ that we 
may call him either a creature or else other than the creatures, proper to and 
one with the di^init}^ in Trinity {Serapion 1.21).

Athanasius’ language o f “proper” and “property” {idios means “pertaining to

.123 Dcfence against the Arians. - Athanasius. Seka Works and letters.

See, e.g., on-line The New Testament Greek Lexicon based Tliayer’s and Smith’s Bible Dictionan*. 
http://www.searchgodsword.org/lex/grk/

m  They interpret the scriptural references to tlie Spirit metaphorically. - Toom. Classical trinitarian theob^, p. 
1 2 7 .



212

one’s self, one’s own, belonging to one’s s e l f i n t r o d u c e s  the idea o f a “prop- 

ert)- o f creatures” as opposed to that “o f G od” and in\ates us to look through the 

Scriptures in order to estimate, “Kke good bankers”, the real value o f each of 

them as presented there. In the case both o f the Son and o f the Spirit, the rela

tionship between a proprietor and his inalienable property? could be a good way 

of considering how the Son and the Spirit relate to the Godhead. I f  there is no 

propert}^ then there would be no proprietor. The Godhead would be left as ab

stract, non-h}7postatic and without content if neither Son nor Spirit were consi

dered to be proper to the di^dnitj^ This approach recalls the language o f the fa- 

ther-son relationship and the dialogical language of I  and Thou, both o f them re

minding us about reciprocit)' which in this case shows that, according to Athana

sius, the Spirit is indisputably to be counted together with the Father and the Son 

as being fully di\rine. The anti-Arian writings of Athanasius “repeated almost Kke 

a chorus” that the Son was not “external” [exothen) but “own” {idios) to the G od

head (e.g., Arians 1.11-13).’"̂

NX-Tiile not being confused with the Son, the Spirit, in the Scriptures, is also caUed 

“the Spirit o f God and is said to be in G od himself and from G od himself.” 

Therefore, Athanasius concludes, “if the Son, because he is o f the Father, is 

proper to his essence, it must be that the Spirit, who is said to be from God, is in 

essence proper to the Son,” so that while the Son is spoken of as being Wisdom 

and Truth, the Power and Glorv’ o f God, so the Spirit is called “the Spirit o f Wis

dom and Tm th,” “the Spirit o f Power and o f Glory” {Serapion 1.25). It is through 

His relationship to the Son that the Spirit is seen, as Athanasius puts it, to belong 

properly to God, to be of God, homoousios {Serapion 1.27). Figuratively, the Father 

is ligh t, the Son is his Radiance, and “we may see in the Son the Spirit, by whom

326 f h e  N ew Testament Greek Lexicon. 

Toom. Classical trinitarian theobgf, p. 89.
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we are enlightened” {Serapion 1.19). '̂* If  the Son is the Image o f God, then the 

Spirit, according to Athanasius, can be called “the image of the Son” {Serapion 

1.24). The Spirit cannot be counted as a creature also because it is “through the 

Spirit that we are all said to be partakers o f G od”.

That we are called partakers o f Christ and partakers o f God shows that the 
unction and the seal that is in us belongs, not to the nature o f things originate 
but to the nature o f the Son who, through the Spirit who is in him, joins us 
to the Father” {Serapion 1.24).

The confirmative work o f the Spirit in Christ and, likewise, in humans, shows that 

He belongs to the same essence as that of the Father. The Spirit, along with the 

Word, is also “theologized,” confessed as God.^"’ Moreover, it is His work that 

allows us, being the creatures, confess G od as He is, i.e. in His di\4nit)\

To avoid a seeming subordinationism in Athanasius’ pneumatology we must sep

arate what in his writings refers to theolog}’ from that which pertains to the econ

omy. BetVk-een the Creator and the creation, there is a cmcial distinction to be 

drawn which can be considered as “the architectonic center o f Athanasius’ theo

logical ^dsion”^̂® and the basis “o f his construction o f the ‘Arian’ heresy.”^̂ ’ This 

distinction was stressed by means o f the above “propert}’” language: “Idiosjexothen 

expresses the fundamental contrast between God and creature, between what 

belongs to the di^^ne substance and what is created out of nothing.” ’̂" Although 

it had already been employed in Christianity^ the distinction in its Trinitarian ap-

328 metaplior o f  light and its radiancc indicates a closcncss o f relationship in generation that is best
grasped by speaking about the Son being from ‘the essence o f the Father’ and as 'homoousios with the Fa- 
tlier”’. — Ayres, Lewis. Nicaea and its A.n Approach to Fourib-Century Trinitarian Theolo '̂. Oxford: Uni-
versit}" Press, 2004, p. 142.

Behr. The Nicene Faith. Part Onê  p. 235.

Anatolios, K. Athanasius. Roudedge Early Church Monographs. London: Roudedge, 2004, p. 39.

331 Gw^'nn, D. M. The Eusehians: The ’Polemic of Athanasius o f Alexandria and the Construction of the Arian Controvert'. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007, p. 231.

Louth, A. “TTie use o f the Terni idios in Alexandrian Theology from Alexander to Cyril.” Studiapatristica 26: 
Papers Presented to the International Conference on Patristic Studies (Oxford). Leuven: Peeters, 1989, p. 198.
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plication was mainly a product o f the fourth centur\'.^^^ It is on the basis o f this 

distinction that we come to the theme o f deification which is Athanasius’ dominant 

soteriological m o tif.D ia log ica lly , distinction is needed to reveal othemess and, 

particularly, the “etemal Thoti' Which imdtes humanit}^ to participate in the di^ane 

dialogue throvigh the process o f deification.

There is another argument given by Athanasius in favour o f the dialogical rela

tions between the Father and the Son, based on their common nature and differ

ent hypostaseis. When apphmg the term “unoriginated” {agenetos) in a uniquely pri- 

■̂ tileged manner to the Father, he distinguished it from the other term “unbegot

ten” iagennetos) which is proper to the Father but improper to the Son as an 

Offspring {gennemd) o f the Father. If his opponents were to use the term with the 

meaning “what is not a product but was always,” - i.e. referring to the nature - 

tlien, as Athanasius stated, this would also apply to the Son; but if they take the 

term in the hypostatic sense o f “existing but not generated of any nor having a 

father,” then, he comments:

They shall hear from us that the unoriginate in this sense is only one, namely 
the Father; and they wdU gain nothing [for their argument] from hearing such 
things; for to say that G od is in this sense unoriginate does not show that the 
Son is an originated thing, it being e\tident from the above proofs that the 
W ord is such as is he who begot him. Therefore, if G od be unoriginate {agene- 
to^, his image is not originated (genete), but is an Offspring {gennemd), who is 
his W'ord and his Wisdom. {/Brians 1.31.3-4)^^^

The personal names W ord’ and ‘Wisdom’ are given as appropriate to the hyposta

sis o f the Offspring dialogically related to the Father in the “betweenness” o f their 

common “unoriginated” or uncreated nature. I f  the Son is originated then there 

is nothing in common between them and no dialogue would take place. But if the

Toom. Classical trinitarian theob^, p. 90.

See Hess, H. “The Place o f Dm nation in Athanasian Soteriology.” StudiapatrisUca 26: Papers Presented to the
International Conference on Patristic Studies (Oxford). Leuven: Peeters, 1989, pp. 369-374.

-’'̂ 5 As referred in Behr. The Nicene Faith. Part One, p. 243.
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Son is “unbegotten” then there is no parental relation, which is the only relation 

known as being appropriate to G od and, therefore, such terms as the Word or 

the Wisdom o f God turn out to be applied to nothing. Athanasius has clearly dis

tinguished the term agenetos from that o f agennetos showing in this terminological 

distinction a very subtie, though ver\^ important characteristic o f the di^Tne dialo

gue in which in the one G od both unit}  ̂and difference are realized.

^\lexander. Patriarch o f Alexandria, where Athanasius was deacon at the time of 

the Nicene Council, had insisted on the correlati^tit)^ of Father and Son. So did 

Athanasius when he was faced with his opponents’ question, “whether the Un- 

originate be one or two?” (Arians 1.30). Because for Athanasius as a Christian 

committed to monotheism the only possible answer would be “one,” his oppo

nents claimed that the Son must therefore be “among the things originated.” 

VClthin the Godhead, Father and Son cannot be thought o f as individuals o f the 

same genus, but their h\’postatic or realized beings are of the same uncreated (age

netos) essence, though different, as the parent/offspring (gennemd) relationship is 

not fiiUy equivalent, unlike the relation between brothers. Father remains as Fa

ther and Son as Son {Arians 14.4). Athanasius’ work was remarkably comple

mented by that of Basil o f Caesarea, especially in his defence o f the term homoou- 

sios (one-in-essense) against the proposed replacement, homoiousios (Uke-in- 

essence) and in his defence o f the full divtinity o f the Holy Spirit.

Basil o f  Caesarea. Referring to the works o f St. Basil, mainly his three tomes 

entitied Against Eunomius, let us, first, examine what the distinction between the 

terms homoousios and homoiousios might bring to our main topic o f true dialogue. 

The teaching o f Eunomius, the former bishop o f Cyzicus, who became one of 

the leading spokesmen for the Arian part)- after the Council o f Constantinople in 

360,̂ *̂’ was mainly based on the singularity' o f the one God. He proposed that

Bchr, ]ohn. The Nicene Faith. Part Tm. One of the Holy Trinit}’. The Formation of Christian Theolo^. Volume II. 
N ew  ^'ork: St Madimir’s Seminan' Press, 2004, p. 267.
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God, as the one Unbegotten essence, does not “share his own distinctive nature 

with that which is begotten,” as those who support the term homoousios would 

hold, nor does G od admit “comparison or association with the thing begotten,” 

as those who advocate the term homoiousios ̂ -a\Ad argue. He wrote in his Apologf.

We confess that the Son was begotten of the Father and that he is subject to 
him both in essence and in wiU, beUe\ang him to be neither homoousios nor 
homoiousios, since the one implies a generation and di\ision o f the essence and 
the other an equalit}^^^

O n tlie one hand, against the term homoousios Eunomius reasoned that if one enti- 

t}’ were to have its essence in common with another, this would require a separa

tion or di\’ision o f the essence in order for the other to come into being. But if 

any sort o f sharing or “betweenness” in G od is absolutely excluded then His “im

age and Ukeness” transfers nothing to the creature and even the act o f creation 

had to be urged by someone other than the one God. Thus, an imprint or vestige 

of the one singular G od would not appear within the creation and there is no 

means by which created humanit}’ could know about the one God. Therefore, 

some mediator, lesser than the one God, must have appeared prior to the crea

tion in order to make the world. This is probably why Eunomius introduced the 

Son as a sort o f highest creature, other than anyone or anything else, through 

W ^om  aU the rest was made. In an apophatic manner, he rejected any likeness in 

die rest of the creation to the Son, \XTio is stiU considered, however, in relation 

to the one God, to be a creature. The Spirit w’as presented in a similar way in rela

tion to the Son:

There is ‘one G od’, unbegotten, uncreated, unmade, and ‘one Lord, Jesus 
Christ’, the Son o f God, the offspring o f the Unbegotten (but not like any 
other offspring), the creature o f the Uncreated (but not Hke any other crea-

'Eunomius: The 'Extant Works, text and translation by Richard Paul Vaggione. Oxford Early Christian Texts. 
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1987, p. 71.
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ture), the ‘thing made’ o f the Unmade (but not like any other ‘thing made’) 
< . . .> .  There is also one Holy Spirit, the first and greatest of all the Only- 
begotten’s work, made at the commandment o f the Father by action and the 
power of the Son.^^*

Under these circumstances, dialogue will never become true, simply due to the 

non-availability o f the “eternal Thou” in his one unparticipated G od Who, he 

claims, remains beyond ever^^thing existent, including fatherhood and sonship. 

Eunomius puts the originating on the same plane as the creating, although the 

latter would be o f a less personal character than the former. Because he misses 

that very fact, he denies that h^^ostatic dialogical relations can be characteristic of 

the Godhead and thus considers G od as a monad rather than a triad.

To argue, on the other hand, that the Son is similar in essence to the Father {ho- 

moiousios) presupposes that they can be compared. Tlie characteristic o f “image 

and likeness” is considered to be peculiar to the creation and in attributing to the 

Son a special kind o f likeness instead of His essential sonship, one would cut Him 

off from any true dialogical relation with the Father thereby excluding any possi- 

bilit}- of a human-di\nne true dialogue through the Son. Since He is only revealed 

in originating the Son, Vvlio is a “creature”, the Father too would have to be a 

“creature” in relation to the one God.

Basil o f Caesarea thought that “in the gospel o f our salvation there is nothing 

more important than the dogma of faith in the Father and the Son” (Eun. 2.22) 

and suggested that Eunomius is not even a Christian because he believes in a 

Creator and a creature, rather than the Father and Son — a faith, Basil beKeved, 

sealed by the grace o f baptism. As Behr noted, the Council o f Constantinople 

(canon 7) required that Eunomians be baptized as if they were pagans.^^^

Ibid., p. 75.

Behr. The Nicene ¥aith. Part Two, p. 284.
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The propriety o f the name “Father” for God, for Basil, is demonstrated by the 

testimony of Scripture and baptism whereas the term “unbegotten” is simply not 

found in Scripture. Since both terms designate one who is not derived from 

another, “Unbegotten” might well be equivalent to “Father”. But the Lord com

manded us to baptize in the name of the “Father,” rather than the “Unbegotten,” 

for the name “Father” unlike that o f “unbegotten” also impHes the existence of 

the Son (Eun. 1.5). This is exacdy what w’as emphasized when speaking about the 

“principle o f person” as dialogically realized in both Father and Son taken togeth

er and never thought o f as being separate.

The term “unbegotten”, stressed by Eunomius, separates the Son from G od and 

so deprives the Son o f the fullness o f His relations with the Father. By substimt- 

ing the term “unbegotten” for the name “Father,” Eunomius, in fact, according 

to Basil, missed the whole point o f Scripture: “He rejects aU the terms delivered 

by the Holy Spirit for the glorification o f the Only-begotten” (Eun. 1.18). Instead, 

using even’thing that Scripture says about die Son, Basil insisted that it is not 

possible to speak about a time “before” the Son (cf Basil Spirit 6.14), and, due to 

the correlati\’ity between the Father and the Son, there is no “inter\'al” o f any 

kind between them. Following Basil’s thought, one could conclude that the trans

formation o f human-divine relations (i.e. theological activi^) into true dialogue is only 

possible through the Son for He “is not only an unavoidable fact for theological 

knowledge, but is the locus and even the medium o f all theological acti\ity.” '̂*̂

We can learn about God theologically, always keeping it firmly in mind, however, 

that our real knowledge is ultimately grounded in the manner in which G od has 

revealed Himself And the manner o f His revelation has proved to be o f a per

sonal character in accordance with the “principle o f persona” peculiar to the 

Godhead. Turning to the Wisdom and N T  texts in their dialogical interpretation, 

we may recall how the concept o f dialogue can be applied when we are speaking

’‘to Ibid., p. 285.
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in terms o f perceptible and reciprocal di^dne-human relations. Basil’s main theo

logical proposition seems to be that we can grasp the personal revelation o f God, 

that is, those aspects of it that are accessible to the senses or human perception. 

And it is through reflecting upon this revelation that we come to apply the term 

“unbegotten” to God, i.e. that He is derived from, or dependent upon, no one 

else.

We say that the God of all things is incorruptible and unbegotten, calling him 
by these names according to different points o f Anew. For when we look to 
the past ages, finding the life of God extending beyond ever)' beginning, we 
say that God is unbegotten. And when we extend our minds to the ages to 
come, we call the indeterminate and unlimited and endless one incorruptible. 
Now, as that which has no end of life is incorruptible, so also that which has 
no beginning o f it is named “unbegotten,” and we perceive both o f these by 
means of conception (Eun. 1.7).

G od reveals that He has existed always, before and after time. And our reflection 

upon this particular revelation only teUs us that G od is “unbegotten” which is 

obviously not a knowledge o f his essence. Referring to a general Aristotelian dis

tinction, Basil wrote: “in thus reasoning, w’e have found that the concept of “un

begotten” does not occur in the examination o f the ‘what it is’, but rather, I am 

constrained to use the expression, in the ‘how it is’” {Eun. 1.15). In other words, 

Basil has effectively undermined Eunoinius’ presupposition that if G od is “unbe

gotten,” this must be what He is in his essence.*’'" As Basil puts it a litde later, 

“the essence of G od is ‘unbegotten,’ but ‘the unbegotten’ is not his essence” 

{Eun. 1.11). The “unbegottenness” of God is, thus, one o f his properties or quali

ties, alongside others, such as incorruptibiHt)-, in t̂isibilit}% and immortalit}^’'*■

G od’s revelation precedes every human attempt at understanding Him and af-

Disturbing Aristotelian categories, Eunomius insisted: “then what follows from this is the unbegotten, or 
rather, tliat he is unbegotten essence” {ApoL 7). Cf. ApoL 8: “then the unbegotten must be unbegotten es
sence.”
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fects it, gî ’ing rise to a human reflection on the revelation. The di\Tne essence is 

not something other than what is known through the acti^nties (or the divine ener

gies, see paragraph 1.1.2) and the inaccessibnit)^ o f the essence should not be taken 

to imply its complete difference from the di^dne energies, though the essence it

self transcends each particular energ)^ and the sum of them all. According to Basil, 

some terms, arrived at through reflecting on the acti\nt}  ̂ o f God, express -what is 

positively present in G od (such as saying that God is good, just, the creator, etc.), 

while other terms refer to what is absent in God (negative terms, such as unbe

gotten, incorruptible, in\’isible, etc.). None o f these terms, however, envelops the 

ver}' being or essence of God: “There is no single name which suffices to em

brace the whole nature of God and expresses it satisfactorily” (Eun. 1.10). Thus, 

one could have no reason to regard any one o f these aspects as more constimtive 

o f God’s being than any other. As Basil puts it, from both of the above sets o f 

names - the negation o f what is not fitting and the confession o f those which ap

ply - “a sort of imprint o f God is engraved in us” (Eun. 1.10). Therefore neither 

o f these kinds o f names describes God Himself as He is, independently from us; 

they refer to Him only as He has revealed Himself, and as we have perceived this 

revelation and reflected upon our perception.’"*̂

Through his great intuition and faith Basil helps us theologize in different ways 

using tenris and concepts which can be recognized and experienced as appropri

ate to revelation. VClien approaching the dialogical issues introduced by Buber, 

LeAinas and other thinkers whose ^^ew’s may be non-theological or non-Christian, 

many of their insights can, undoubtedly, be used in a Christian theological ac

count. As Basil, in his Address to Young Men on the right use of Greek literature, ad\tised

Ibid., p. 288. 

Ibid.



221

them to use it properly “just as in culling roses we avoid the t h o r n s , s o  do 

Christians when dealing with the writings, thoughts and opinions o f different au

thors, some of whom  we can believe were inspired by revelations o f a personal 

and intimate sort. Gregory Nazianzen, for instance, was also critical of philoso

phy but he did, nevertheless, suggest ways in which it could be employed. Apo- 

thegmatically, the basic principle “avoid the thorns; pluck the roses” is given in at 

least two places in his work {Ad Seleucum 1.61; De Vita Sua 1.472). It is hardly a 

clear guide, but it does suggest the manner in which his sharp attacks on philoso

phy are to be u n d e r s t o o d . T h e  theological mode o f personal revelation is pre

cisely what we call the theolo^ of dialogue which occurs when tme dialogical rela

tions are personally recognized and accepted.

The relationship between the Father and the Son is particxJarly important to Basil 

when he names G od as “Father” . Considered in themselves, the names “father” 

and “son”, instead o f corporeal passions, “express solely the relation to one 

another” {Eun. 1.11). As G od’s “fatherhood” is coextensive with His etemit\^ and 

the “Son” is implied in the name “Father”, die Son as such is also “before the 

ages and eternal,” rather than haxdng come into existence {Eun. 2.12). There is no 

inten-al between the Son and the Father, for the beginning, source, or principle 

(archef*  ̂ o f the Son is the Father, Who Himself has no beginning; the “commu

nion of the Son with G od the Father” is eternal, and “our mind moves from the 

Son, through no gap, to the Father, but joining without separation the Son to the 

Father” (ibid.).

Padelford, Frederick M organ. Essays on the Study and Use o f 'Poetry by Plutarch and Basil the Great, Yale Stu
dies in English 15 (1902), pp. 99-120. Address to young men on the right use o f Greek literature. As referred in 
the web-site: hrrp: ■ 'w A vw .rcnullian.on'/latlicrs ''hasil liircraturci'i I -hiin

N orris, Frederick VC'. ‘O f Thoms and Roses: the Lo^c o f Belief in Gregoty Na^an^en,’ C hurch History, ^'ol. 53, 
1984, p. 455.

346 \  “principle” is w ider tlian a “cause,” w hich implies diversity' o f  substance and dependence o f  one on 
another as well as a distance o f  perfection and pow er betw een cause and effect. - Alin, Anselm K. Paths to 
the Triune God, p. 193.
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The begetting o f  the Son cannot be thought o f in terms o f an occasional act, even 

one “before” the beginning of time, for that would still imply some kind o f quasi- 

temporalit}^, in which the act began and concluded, and some kind o f space, in 

which the Son is thereafter extemal to the Father. Any sort of extemal tj^e  of 

relation between Them would be o f a human-like character. Instead o f under

standing God as eternally remaining the same, we would be imagining a human- 

t}^e reason replacing a dixine one. Evenmally, despite what our own reasoning 

would tell us, no attention would be paid to any sort o f personal revelation. The 

“principle o f the Father” is, in fact, the “principle o f the person” realized within 

the di^'ine realit}'. Following Basil’s thought, the source and origin o f any kind of 

theologizing or philosophizing about G od must be His own revelation and the 

confirmation given to humanit}’. The ultimate and most original revelation con- 

cems precisely the Father begetting the Son and eternally keeping in dialogue 

with Him as it is confirmed by the Spirit. O n the one hand, this is an ultimately 

revealed relation to be added to all the other kinds o f relations known to human 

beings. On the other hand, it appears as being o f an absolutely different character 

from any other relation known to us. O ur reasoning can only think about a rela

tion as taking place on the basis o f a separation either in space or in time between 

the parties. But now, a totally new kind o f relation which is, in our context, called 

true dialogue, is understood as existing in God throughout etemit}^ Within such a 

relation there is neither a temporal nor spatial separation between the Father and 

Son: a “begetting worthy o f G od,” according to Basil, is “without passion, with

out division, without separation and non-temporal” (Eun. 2:16).^“*̂ The Son’s “be

getting” is the particular’'** relationship in which the Son stands to the Father - 

one o f derivation and identit}' of being rather than the result o f a discrete di^ane

A fourfold qualification which evokes the Chalccdonian definition. - Behr. The Nicerie Faith. Part Tm , p. 
309 (note).

-’■'8 Ibid., p. 310.
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act. No “inten'al” (diastema) o f any knowable or thinkable kind separates the Fa

ther and the Son: “Thought cannot reach beyond ‘was,’ nor the imagination 

beyond ‘beginning’” {Spirit 6.14). Basil concludes that true piety “contemplates 

tlie Son together with the Father” (ibid.) for G od has no temporal beginning and 

it is impossible to see beyond the Son Who is in the beginning. It is only through 

the Son, the “W ord in the beginning,” that we come to know God as Father, or 

more precisely, as the etemal Father of the one with Him in the beginning (Eun. 

2:16).

If He were not o f a di^nne origin or if He were somehow separated from the di- 

x'init}!' itself, the Spirit could never truly confirm the relationship between the Fa

ther and the Son. Basil points out that although the Spirit is said to be “of God,” 

this is not to be taken in the sense that all diings are “o f God,” but in the sense of 

“proceeding iproelthoti) out o f God, not by generation, like the Son, but as the 

Breath ipnetmd) o f his m outh” [Spirit 18.46). The Spirit is also called the “Spirit of 

Christ,” because “he is intimately related to liim bv nature” and because it is only 

the Spirit WTio can adequately glorif}' Christ (ibid., cf. John 16.14) and confirm 

His filial relation with God the Father. In explaining how the Spirit does this, Ba

sil draws a distinction between the Spirit’s relation to the Father and to the Son: 

“As Counselor he expresses in himself the goodness o f the Counselor who sent 

him, and in his own dignit\^ manifests the majesty o f him from whom he pro

ceeded” (ibid., c f  Jn 14.16; 15.26). That is, the Spirit’s dignit}' derives from His 

origin — the One from whom He proceeds — while His acri\nt)" relates to the One 

W'Tio sent Him in order to comfort those who beUeve in God the Son. Dialogical- 

ly, the above distinction can only specify the “three-dimensional” character o f true 

dialogue which originates from the ver)^ “principle o f person” characteristic o f the 

di\’init)' in its threeness. Thus, the Spirit Himself, in turn, is glorified, Basil con

cludes, “by communion with the Father and the Son” and also by the testimony 

of the Son, when he asserted that blasphemy against the Spirit wiU not be forgi-
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ven (Matthew 12.32; Spirit \ d>.AG).

VCTiile proclaiming His true di\’init} ,̂ Basil notoriously did not use the word 

“God” to refer to the Holy Spirit. Instead of calling the Spirit “God” (theos) or 

homoousios, Basil argued for the Spirit’s equality of honor (isotimid) or cohonor {ho- 

motimia, cf Origen, Vrinc. Pref 4). This was probably the result of the exactitude 

with which he examines the wording of Scripture, and his insistence on using this 

as the basis of theology. His friend, Gregory of Nazianzus, however, explains this 

reticence also as ha%^g been a matter of diplomacy {Orations 43:68).

Gregory o f Nazianzus. Gregon-’s five Theological Orations are arguably one of the 

best presentations of the classical pro-Nicene Trinitarian theolog}^ He too con

tended that God’s omia was incomprehensible. “No one has yet discovered or 

ever wiU discover what God is in his nature and essence” (Or. 28.17). His apo- 

phatic point, however, differs significandy from that of the Neoplatonists who 

argued for the absolute unknowabiUt}' of the One. '̂*’ In addition to the unknowa- 

bilit}' of the essence, Gregon^ also affirmed the knowabilit\' of God’s obsen^able 

gracious acti\ities {energeiai), and that these were indeed God (Or. 28.7).^ °̂

Writing that “we admit that in respect of being the cause, the Father is greater 

than the Son” (Or. 29.15), Gregon-, along udth the other Cappadocian fathers, 

retained the Origenist causal subordination of the Son and the Holy Spirit to the 

Father. The Father alone is the first principle (arcĥ ), but tl"ie doctrine of the mo

narchy of the Father does not mean, for Gregor}’, that the Son and the Holy Spi-

Plotinus, for instance, maintained tJiat as an object of human knowledge, the One “eludes our words and 
we have no knowledge or intuition of it” [Em. ^'.3.14; AT.9.3).

After revealing the ven' essence of Orthodox theolog)', Gregory Nazianzen’s teaching of the di\Tne ener
gies was developed by Gregor)' Palamas later on. WTiile opposing the western doctrine offilioque, Gregory 
Palamas proposed an Orthodox interpretation of the relationship between the Father and tlie Son in a 
number of his works; in his Confession of 1351, for instance, he asserts that the Holy Spirit “has the 
Father as foundation, source, and cause,” but “reposes in the Son” and “Ls sent -  that is, manifested -  
through the Son” (PapadakLs, A. Crisis in 'By^ntium. JsTi': St. ATadimir’s Seminary Press, 1996, p. 194). In 
terms of the transcendent divine energj', although not in terms of substance or hj-postatic being, “the Spirit 
pours itself out from the Father through the Son, and, if you like, from the Son over all those worthy of
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rit are lesser Gods: “The three are the single G od” (Or. 39.11); “Though there is 

numerical distinction, there is no di\dsion in the being” (Or 29.2). The generation 

o f the Son and the procession o f the Holy Spirit are no involuntary^ emanations, 

neither are they mere voluntary and temporal acts that would deprive the Son and 

the Holy Spirit of their common eternal di\m e ousia. “There is one nature {pusid) 

for aU three: God” (Or. 42.15).^"'

Gregory defended the diAnne plenitude against any effort to provide it with a 

complete technical terminology and admonished his readers to keep in mind that 

G od is, in a sense, even “beyond ousia” {hjperomios)'. “I have failed to find any

thing in this world with which I might compare the di\dne nature. If a faint re

semblance comes my way, the more significant aspect escapes me, lea\ing me and 

my illustrations here in this world” (Or 31.31). To call God “Father” or “Unbe

gotten” or “I AM \^"HO I AM” (Exod 3:14) is fair enough, yet these tides are 

conventional designations and do not provide any kind o f direct, final, and ex

haustive insights into G od’s ven’ being. Even though some technical terms, such 

as hypostasis., helped Gregor}^ to explicate his Trinitarian beliefs, he added a dismis

sive comment immediately after using such technical terms: “Whatever other 

term one might invent that is more precise than [this] (for w’hat we are thinking 

and talking about defeats my power o f speech!)” (Or 21.10). But although de

fending the monarchy o f the Father and the myster\' o f the Trinit}' from inappro

priate philosophical speculations, Gregor}’ did clarif}’ the matter by using specific 

terms:

The three most ancient opinions concerning G od are anarchy, polyarchy, and 
monarchy. The first two are the sport o f the children o f the Greeks, and let 
them play on! For anarchy is disorderly; and polyarchy is factious, and thus 
anarchic, and so disorderly. Both thus lead to the same thing, disorder, which

it,” a communication wliich maj' even be broadly called “proces.^ion” (ekponusis) (Apodeictic Treatise 1: trans.
J. A  Study of Gregory'PaLmias. N \ ’: St. AHadimir’s Seminary Press, 1974, pp. 231-232).

Toom. Classical trinitarian theolo^, p. 135.
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leads to disintegration, disorder being the prelude to disintegration.
Monarchy is that which we hold in honor. Yet a monarchy not limited to one 
person (for it is possible for the one {to if at variance with itself, to be
come a plurality), but which consists o f an equal honor o f nature, a harmony 
of will, an identit}^ o f action, and a convergence towards the one o f those that 
derive from it — which is impossible in the case o f created nature — so that 
even if numerically distinct, there is no di^nsion in the essence.

For this reason, “from the beginning” (1 John 1.1; c f  John 1.1), singularity 
{monas) is moved to dualit}  ̂and rests at trinit}  ̂— and this is, for us, the Father, 
the Son and the Holy Spirit. The first is “Begetter” and “Originator” — I 
mean, impassibly, timelessly, and incorporeally — and of tlie others, one is the 
“Begotten” and the other the “Emanation”; I know not how one could ex
press this in terms altogether removed from things \dsible.
We shall not venture to speak o f “an overflowing o f goodness,” as one of 
the Greek philosophers dared to say, “as though a bowl had overflowed” — 
saving this clearly in his disquisition on primarj^ and secondary^ causes. We 
ought never to introduce the notion o f involuntary^ generation (in the sense 
of some sort o f unrestrained natural secretion), which in no way befits our 
notions concerning di\init}^

Therefore, let us stay within our limits and speak o f the “Unbegotten,” the 
“Begotten,” and (as G od the Word himself does somewhere) the “One w’ho 
proceeds from the Father” (John 15.26). (Or. 29.2)’ '̂

This confession can help us develop our Trinitarian approach to understanding 

dialogue, notably when it is said that “singularit}' is moved to dualit}' and rests at 

trinit}^” . We see that, in Gregory^’s \iew, duality is not a balanced state and, since 

singularity’ is to be ‘moved into duaKt)^’, trinit}  ̂ appears as the very’ perfection at 

which the former two, singularity' and duality^ have to arrive. Although expressed 

with the help of these terms, this is and always wiU be a mystery^. Similarly, when 

monologue is turned into dialogue, the latter becomes perfect or true if it is con

firmed by the third party involved. Paraphrasing, one could say that “monologue 

is moved to dialogue and rests at tme dialogue” . The distinction between the Be

gotten and the Emanation is implicit in the two different names. Begetter and 

Originator, used to characterise the Father. In Him, as the First Principle, the

As referred in Behr. The Nicene Faith. Part Two  ̂p. 342-343.
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other two rest, although they are still distinguished from Him and from each oth

er. Likewise, while causing hximan dialogue and being distinguished from the par

ties to it, the “eternal Thou’̂  o f G od the Spirit confirms and makes it true, while 

distinguishing the parties of the dialogue from each other and resting upon their 

unit)^

For Gregory, as McGuckin argued, the causation is synonymous with the Father’s 

“dynamic communication o f the di\4ne nature” to the Son and to the Spirit, in 

the act o f generating the Son and originating tlie Spirit h^^postaticaUy. The Son 

and Spirit have no other being except that which is the Father’s and “the Father’s 

greatoess is particularly and properly the fact that He is the source and origin of 

the selfsame di^nne being which He communicates to the Son and Spirit.” ^̂ ’ 

Therefore they cannot be defined as inferior in dî Tunit}- to Their cause. The cau- 

salit}', therefore, is not attributable to the di\Tne ousia, as such but must be re

ferred to the relation o f the hypostaseis ha\dng one and the same single nature, that 

of the Father, and by \irtue o f that fact being one God, and co-equal. For better 

explanation Gregor\r used here the analogous idea o f the class and the specific 

individual (the dead man and the death o f humanit}^).^’"'

Just as there is a single humanit}' yet a pluralit}^ o f human beings, one might like

wise be inclined to think of divinit}^ improperly as an abstract category' o f which 

the Father, Son, and Spirit are parallel members or representatives. Instead, for 

Gregor\% the being o f the Father is what divinit}  ̂ is exactiy and, as such, it is also 

what the Son and the Spirit are, for They are o f His being. Therefore, far from 

any sort o f abstracmess, the dixdnity of the Godhead refers to the Persons of the

McGuckin, John A. S t Gregory o/Na:(iaii:(us: at! intelkctml biography. NHi’: St. Madimir’s Seminary Press, 2001, 
p. 295.

Ibid., see also Behr. The Nicene Faith. Part Two, pp. 347-348. — “To use Gregor\'’s analog)', it would be like 
saying that “man X is dead” and drawing the inference tliat “ ‘man,’ without qualification, is dead”; the er
ror lies in not taking into account that “is dead” is applied to X and not simply “man.” Likewise, the “is 
greater” is taken, by Oregon-, as apph-ing to the Father qua Father, that is, “as cause” o f the Son, and not 
to the Father as God, for the Son is truly God just as the Father.”
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Father, Son and Spirit, i.e. Those sta)ing in the relationship of love and eternal 

three-dimensional dialogue. The Person of the Father is also the source o f His 

being and, thus, o f di^^nity which is joined by both beings o f the Son and Spirit. 

According to Gregor\% the being o f the Father is the being o f the Son and o f the 

Spirit so we can, as long as we are clear about what we are enumerating, still use 

numbers.

When I speak o f ‘God,’ you must be illumined at once by one flash of Hght 
and by three. Three in particularities, or hypostases, if any one prefers so to call 
them, or persons < .. .> but one according to the principle o f essence, that is, 
di\nnit)'. For it is di\tided without di^dsion, if  I may so say, and they are united 
distinctly. For the di-\Tnity is one in three, and three in one — those in whom 
the divinit)' is, or to speak more exactiy, who are the di\tinit}' <. . .> .  For us 
there is but one God, the Father, o f whom are all things, and one Lord Jesus 
Christ, by whom are all things, and one Holy Spirit, in whom are all things; 
yet these words, “o f whom,” “by whom,” and “in whom” do not denote a 
difference o f namres <. . .  > but they characterize the particularities o f a na
ture which is one and unconfused. (Or. 39.11,12)

If we are considering “di\'init}%” or, as this is the being o f the Father, if we con

template the First Cause and His monarchy, we onl}  ̂see one, but looking at those 

in whom we find this di t̂init)  ̂— those who, because derived from the First Cause, 

share in the monarchy, the single rule o f the one G od (cf Or. 29.2) — we contem

plate three. As G od is Father, we cannot contemplate God without at the same 

time contemplating His Son and His Spirit — not least because it is only through 

the Son and in the Spirit that we contemplate the one God as Father.^^’

Although it can bring nothing new or alien to our understanding o f the Trinit)^ in 

itself, a dialogical approach can be o f assistance when endeavouring to look at 

relatedness as something crucial in a multicultural and ever-changing world. Due 

to technological progress, different parts o f the world now seem to be closer to

gether, demanding that relations should be reconsidered tiioroughly in the pers-

Ibid., pp. 364-365.
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pective of their ultimate and most natural state. Theologically, there is no place in 

which this consideration can start other than with the relations o f the Trinity. 

When we study the most thoroughgoing presentation of the theolog}' of the Tri- 

nit}% that of Gregory Nazianzen, the same dialogical theme can be discovered as 

in the philosophical and biblical passages considered above. The “Flash of light”, 

both one and three, “di^^ded without di\^sion”, must illumine those who are 

speaking of God, for God is “one in three”. This is a principle both of nature 

(one) and of person (three), and the “particularities” of one nature are to be re

vealed personally rather than understood rationally. Their relatedness itself be

longs to their etemit)^ and so needs no temporal basis but instead, once it is be

lieved and accepted, it offers a means of looking at etemit)" from within temporal- 

it}̂  And, conversely, relations in the temporal world could be restored in accor

dance with their archet\’pal analogue from a b o v e . T w o  principles can be dis- 

cemed in God — “of essence” and “of person” — but we, along with Gregor)-, call 

on God as ‘Father’, and it is the latter - the personal principle - that is of ultimate 

value for us as it was for him. This becomes even more obvious in the writings of 

the third Cappadocian — the younger brother of Basil and “a largely enigmatic 

figure.

Gregory o f  N yssa. Once Basil of Caesarea had put the distinction between omia 

and hjpostasis at the ccntre of the debate, Gregory of Nyssa, without providing 

definitions for the two terms, generally explained this distinction with a compari-

-’5<> Along with Moltmann, one has to be aware o f the modem bourgeois concept o f personalit)', the subject 
that “seems to make traditional talk about the three Persons o f the Trinit)’ impossible.” Moltmann admo
nishes us, that “if the subjecti-snty o f acting and recei\Tng is transferred from the three divine Persons to the 
one divine subject, then the three Persons are bound to be degraded to modes o f being, or modes o f sub
sistence, o f the one identical subject.” - Moltmann, Jiirgen. The Trinity and The Kingdom: The Doctrine of God. 
Trans, by Margaret Kohl. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1981, p. 139.

Behr, The Nicene Faith. Part Two, p. 409.
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son.̂ ^® In his Ijetter to Veter. On the Difference between Ousia and Hypostasis Gregory 

gives the example of a term, “man”, which is appKed to many objects and, there

fore, denotes the common nature that those objects share. As indicating some

thing general, an “indefinite concept,” the common element is an abstraction and 

does not exist by itself; it is not a thing (pragma), an entity, that actually exists. On

ly particular entities denoted by particular names indicate subsistence of namre. 

If, however, we are to talk not simply about “man in general,” but specifically 

about Peter or Paul then the common element [koinotis) needs to be further deli

mited. A term such as “man” indicates what kind of being something is, the ousia, 

while a particular name denotes a concrete, specific object (“thing,” pragma), the 

ousia subsisting in a particular manner, delimited and denoted by the hypostasis}̂ '' 

For Gregor}', the term hypostasis refers not so much to the particular entit}' itself 

(for which, at least in the created realm, he uses pragma), but the particularizing 

properties by which it is made known: “it is the conception which, by means of 

the specific notes it indicates, restricts and circumscribes in a particular thing what 

is general and uncircumscribed” (E.p. 38, 3). Thus, the exact naming of a human 

being requires that the nature as a common be delimited by the hypostasis as a par

ticular. However, the process requires that there must be at least one other per

son to do the naming, i.e. in order to name Peter there must be some Paul hj'pos- 

taticaUy capable of doing it. So a dialogical interrelation necessarily occurs when 

we consider how hypostasis can denote ousia. But the concept of a h's'postatic rela

tion makes no sense if there is nothing in common, i.e. there is no ousia. Dialogi- 

caUy, such a lack of “betweenness” means that no dialogue can take place.

The names “Father” and “Son” did not designate essences; instead, according to 

Gregon', they designated relation (schesis): “''X'ho does not know that some nouns

Lienhard, Joseph T., Sj. ‘Ousia and Hypostasis: The Cappadocian Settlement and the Theolo^ of “One Hypostasis”, in
The Trinity, ed. by Stephen T. Davis, Daniel Kendall SJ, Gerald O ’CoUins, SJ. Oxford: University Press,
1999, p. 107.

Ibid., p. 417.
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< .. .>  are used to express relation” {Eun. 1.38). “The tide o f Fatiier does not pre

sent to us the essence, but only indicates the relation to the Son” (E»«. 2.3). As 

mentioned above (section 1.1.1), the Greek Fathers, when they used the term sche- 

sis, were thinking in particular about psychical relations and their binding charac

ter. The term schesis might be used to talk about “the Son o f the Father” or “the 

Spirit o f the Father”, though never in a sense o f bondage.^*^® Referring to the 

Godhead, the names “Father” and “Son” concerned the how rather than the 

what. They showed the relational mode o f existence o f the Father, Son, and Spirit 

— though being in relation presupposed entities that could be in relation, and one 

should not assert that the names “Father,” “Son,” and “Holy Spirit” were merely 

designations of a relation and nothing more. Thus, Gregor\^ did not affirm what 

Toom  calls the ‘relationalit}^’ o f the di^tine persons at the expense o f their being 

an essence. Tarmo Toom criticizes some contemporar)- theories o f the Trinit}’ 

(e.g., Moltmann and Zizioulas) which seem to him to “reduce God’s ousia to rela- 

tionaUt)’ and tlierebv undo the distinction betu'een ousia and hypostasis, forfeit the 

simpUcit}’ o f G od’s nature, and come rather close to tritheism.” '̂’'

Let us again turn to dialogue as a correlation established on the basis of the “in\ti- 

tator\’ reason” where there are two things to be taken into account; the “other

ness” o f the other and something (or, better, someone) in common that enables 

tiie imitation to be accepted and the mumal relation made tme. Buber considered 

the common “third part)’” in dialogical relations as the “etemal Thai/’ which con

firms that the dialogue has become true. The “principle o f person” becomes the 

thing that enables the relations to develop into dialogue. V '̂hile the three hjpostaseis 

of G od denote His one ousia, the “etemal Thoti’ o f God the Spirit (Who can be 

identified with the Wisdom of God) confirms that the etemal dialogue between 

the Father and the Son is “inner di\tine” rather than “inter-di\’ine”. This confir-

Cavamos. The Heilenic-Chrisiian Philosophical Tradition  ̂p. 79. 

Toom. Classical trinitarian theolog)!, p. 137.
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mation becomes a shield protecting theology against the tritheism which would 

be suggested by a more humanly oriented analog}^ While ousia remains an abstrac

tion and inconceivable in an absolute sense, Wisdom brings knowledge o f the 

di\tine Persons Who remain eternally in the uninterrupted h^^ostatic relations 

signified or denoted by the ver}" personhood of God - His “principle o f person” 

or “etemal Thoti\

For Gregor)^ the names “Father” and “Son” are not only relational names; they 

are also correlational names. Father implies the existence of a Son and \tice versa. 

Since God cannot be called “Father” unless He has a Son; and God cannot be 

called “Son” unless He has a Father, Gregor}’’ contended that the three Persons 

differ from one another according to the very' significance o f their names. The 

Eunomians, on the other hand, reportedly preferred the designation “supreme 

and absolute Being” to that o f the “Father” in order to avoid exactly these impli

cations o f the name “Father” (Jlun. 1.14).

Gregon’ does teU us that the Persons can be distinguished using causal language. 

This argument could be expected to raise the question ‘what degree of distinction 

does this causal language involve?’ Scripmre demands a logic o f etemal distinc

tion which insists that, insofar as we can talk o f G od as an etemal and distinct 

realit)', so too we can speak of Father and Son and Spirit as eternally distinct reali

ties. At the same time, Scripture also demands tliat we speak of a unitar)' di%"ine 

power and nature. “For those m odem  commentators who accept the account o f 

east and west as differentiated by a preference for social or mental analogies, fail

ure to deploy some sort of social analog}' o f necessit}? implies a failure to distin

guish the three persons appropriately. However, such an equation is not a neces- 

sar\" one and its deployment reveals a lack o f understanding o f the peculiarly 

modem preoccupations that make it seem plausible.

Another analog}' is offered by Gregor}' in the hetter to Peter he appeals to the

Ayres. Nicaea and its hegagi, p. 363.



233

image of a rainbow, in which the brilliance o f the light “is both continuous with 

itself and separated” into many colors (Ep. 38, 5). In this illustration, “when the 

rays o f all the colors are seen together, they are both distinct and yet at the same 

time filch from our ^aew the points of juncture with one another, so that it is im

possible to discover how far the red or the green portion o f the radiance extends 

and at what point it begins to be no longer what it is obser\'ed to be in the dis

tinct portion” (ibid.). Sarah Coakley points out that this analog}'

has the particular and additional merits o f stressing the incorporative, reflex
ive flow of the di\tine ‘persons,’ as ill as the indeterminate boundaries, at least 
from our human perception, o f the ‘persons” distinctness. Thus it is that 
Gregor\' can conclude this discussion by underscoring that pictorial ‘analo
gies’ such as this do better justice to the matter in hand than strict dogmatic 
definitions; for they appropriately draw attention to how we become ‘dizzy’ 
in the making o f such distinctions, just as we become dizzy if we look into 
the sun.^'’̂

She also thinks we should remind ourselves that “Gregor}^ can on occasion use a 

‘psychological’ analog}- for the Trinit)^ (our ‘word’ and our ‘breath’ being distinct 

features o f the self), a ploy o f course more commonly associated with Augustine 

and the West, but also gifting the lie to the suggestion that Gregor}’ is uniquely 

fixated on the image o f ‘three men.’””’'*

The hjpostaseis are so intimately related to one another that there is no “gap” be

tween them and it is impossible to think o f one without also contemplating the 

others: “N o difference can be perceived in the particularit}’ o f the nature o f one 

compared with another, but in the commonality of substance the particular cha

racter of each shines forth” (Ep. 38, 5). In the image o f the rainbow’, “that which 

radiates the many-colored ray is one essence, refracted by the sunbeam, while the

Coakley, Sarah. "Persons in the “Social'' Doctrine of the Trinity: A  Critique of Current Anafytic Discussion', in The 
Trinity, ed. by Stephen T. Davis, Daniel Kendall SJ, Gerald O ’Collins, SJ. Oxford: University Press, 1999, p. 
135.

-’M Ibid.
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hue of the phenomenon is multiform” (ibid.). Though in such “difficult to under

stand” matters he has drawn his example from the created reakn, Gregor}’, along 

with Basil, suggests that we should work by faith rather than by apprehension, 

and this faith teaches “that which is separate in hypostasis and united in essence” 

(ibid.). Once again considering both that which is common and that which is par

ticular to each o f the Trinity, the discussion leads us to recognize, together with 

Gregon% that “the principle o f commonality refers to the essence, while the hjpos- 

tasis is the particularizing sign o f each” (Ep. 38, 5).

Critically, Behr points out that Gregoq^’s account o f the one prosopon of the Fa

ther and the mutual indwelling o f the Father and the Son thus differs from what 

is sometimes spoken o f in m odem  theolog}’ as a “Trinitarian perichoresis." Since 

the pubKcation o f Zizioulas’ Being as Communion some recent studies have put the 

emphasis on the “mutuaHt}  ̂ and interdependence” of the three persons in a 

“communion o f love,” so that each person is what they are by \irm e o f their rela

tionship to the others, thereby revealing “what G od is; ecstatic, relational, dynam

ic, - îtal” and, consequentiy, that “the di^tine unit}’” is located neither with the di- 

’̂ine substance nor with the person o f the Father, but rather “in diversit}’, in a 

tme communion o f p e r s o n s . G i v e n  the strong emphasis he puts on the proso

pon o f the Father one would see Gregor}^’s position as rather different; but he also 

argues tliat we do not see the “unbegottenness” o f the Father directiy, but only as 

mediated through the “begottenness” o f the Son: seeing the Son we simulta

neously know through Him the Father. The fact that the Father is seen in the Son 

in this way means, finally, that, for Gregor}-, the Son can be called “the prosopon of 

the knowledge o f the Fatlier.” FoUo\^ing Behr, the term prosopon, as employed 

here, does not denote any “personal” content, but rather expresses the “counten

ance,” the “form” or “figure” in which something is contemplated: it is that

'̂•5 Ibid., p. 425. Citing LaCugna, C. M. Godfor Us: The Trinity and Christian Life. San FrancLsco: Harper Collins, 
1991, p. 271.
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which is seen, so that when contemplating the Son, it is, as Christ Himself says, 

the Father that is seen. Oregon^ wrote;

the prosopa o f man do not have their being directly from the same person, 
but some from one and others from another, as regarding the caused, the 
causes are many and diverse. But with regard to the Holy Trinity, this is not 
so: for there is one and the same prosopon, that o f the Father, from whom the 
Son is begotten and the Holy Spirit proceeds. Therefore we properly and 
confidently say that the one cause, together with his caused, is one God, 
since he exists together u ith  them.̂ *̂"

In the case o f the Trinit}^, unlike human indi'vdduals, there is only “o n e prosopon” 

for we do not see the Father as a separate prosopon apart from, or in distinction to, 

the prosopon o f the Son or the Spirit. Et)'moIogicaUy, the meaning of prosopon is, as 

we have seen (1.4), deeply relational and implies a continual relationship u ith  the 

other, so in sa\ing “one prosopoti' (even in the above sense o f the “form”) one 

would mean the presence o f the other in relation to the one. This is exacdy what is 

meant when we talk about the Father and the Son being in etemal dialogue. O n 

the other hand, “the prosopon o f the knowledge o f the Father” might be somehow 

linked with the Wisdom of God referred to not as a person but rather as person- 

hood itself, the “principle o f person” which would, of course, be absurd if there 

were no really existing persons.

Within Gregor\^’s theology it is unportant to recognize both his care to presence 

the unit}  ̂o f God as rooted in the Person o f the Father, and also the same unity as 

dialogically revealed in the Son and confirmed by the Spirit. Dialogue cannot oc

cur unless there is a common ousiâ  which cannot be imagined or thought about; 

but once it has been revealed hypostatically ousia is seen to be, together with the 

h\^ostatic principle o f being, a necessar}' underl}ing foundation. So long as there 

is no di\dne ousia laid as a basis, the Trinitarian dialogue cannot occur, but mere 

ousia by itself remains an abstraction and can never give rise to dialogue until it is

366 GfCgon* ofN yssa. To the Greeks, On Common "Motions. As referred in Behr. The Nicene Faith. Part Tm , p. 426.
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realized in die hypostasis or prosopon of the Father which implies a relation with the 

Son. Dialogue is not a principle o f the unit}  ̂ o f the Godhead, though true dialo

gue as confirmed by the “eternal Thot/^ reveals that unit}  ̂ as a mystery which is 

eternally realized among the Three Persons. The Trinitarian “communion in 

love”, “relatedness” or penchoresis cannot replace notions o f the di\Tne ousia and of 

the Father as Cause o f the Son and Spirit, but the Wisdom of God, as it appears 

in the Scripture — while being rather a form (prosopon in Gregon^’s terminolog}') of 

the knowledge of God, not a person distinct from the Three — would discern the 

myster}^ o f the Trinity within the Trinity-like communion that takes place among 

humans. We will discuss this matter further in the light o f theolog}^ o f the E u

charist.

Gregor\" of Nvssa was probably the most brilliant speculative thinker among the 

Cappadocians, and his metaphysical genius attracted many of the Christian think

ers who came after him. Maximus the Confessor was among them, though he 

never saw himself as construing a theological system but rather interpreting a tra

dition that had come down to him. Maximus presents his teaching as something 

that he has learnt dialogically from an ‘old man’ {geroti). “It is a way of clothing the 

teaching he has received in the mantle of a lived tradition, Hved out in the ascetic 

struggle o f the holy man or woman, or saint.” '̂’’ Both Gregon' and Ivlaximus 

shared the doctrine (quite unusual for the other fathers) of the double creation of 

the human person: a first that transcends sexual difference and a second marked 

by sexual duality which can be \tiewed as a natural need of a human being to enter 

into dialogue with another of the same essence but with different feamres. Max

imus, like Gregor}', also worked through an understanding o f the wholeness of 

the human person, in which sovil and body are mutually complementar)'.’'’* His 

commentar)' on the Eucharistic liturg)’ -  the Mjstagogia -  in its dialogical dimen-

Loutli, Andrew. Maximus the Confessor. London and New York: Roudedge, 2006, p. 22. 

Ibid., p. 27.
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sion might be of special interest for future studies.^*''’

Maximus draws together in his vision of the cosmic liturgy,' {f̂ ystagogid) the themes of the dialogical move
ment between God and humankind in the Incarnation, ascetic struggle for healing of di\nsions within the 
personal and impersonal universe and the liturgy as celebrating the mutual encounter between divine self- 
empt\"ing and human deification. - Ibid., p. 77. See also 1.3-1.4 of the current work.
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4. LITLTRGY -  D IALOG UE O F LOVE

We started with the ver}  ̂positive and xindoubtedly creative study of dialogue de

veloped by Martin Buber; we then learned more about dialogue from the Scrip

tures and the writings of the Fathers; but now, ttiming to the ecumenical perspec

tive, we must look at the reverse side o f the matter: is there a negative side to di

alogue? Or, searching for additional positive arguments, let us apply the rule of 

contraries. This would seem to be the intriguing point o f critical understanding 

raised in discourses such as that offered by John Milbank. Taking “the minimum 

that religions can truly share in common” as the only possible ground for interre

ligious relations, he concludes that “it wall be better to replace ‘dialogue’ with ‘mu- 

mal suspicion’” and to engage in a discussion o f historical issues instead o f an 

endless and fruitless dialogue “around a neutral common topic.” ’̂° It is easy to 

agree that no tme dialogue can occur under these circumstances, since it has 

ceased to be creative. The “neutral common topic” appears really to be “the end 

o f dialogue”. WTiat common ground can truly be said to be shared by the differ

ent religions? Is it just a vague minimum tending towards zero (“neutral common 

topic”), owing to the growing number o f religions involved? O r is there perhaps 

some common value that can be seen to be constant or even growing in impor

tance?

One can search for this within human nature as it is commonly understood by 

Christians as well as by Hindus, Jews, Muslims, Buddhists, by those o f non- 

traditional beliefs, and even by non-believers. One may assume that both father

hood and sonship, for example, are of equal and natural importance for any tradi

tion or culture. The “ father-son” dialogic relationship emerges from a reciprocal 

love which is known as a primordial state, found in aU the different periods and

.̂ 70 Milbank, ] ohn. “The End of Dialogue”, Christian Uniqueness 'Reconsidered. The Myth of a Pluralistic Theolo^ of 
'Religions. Ed. by Ga\'in D ’Costa. New \'o rk : Orbu: Books, 1990, p. 190.
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conditions o f human life; were that not so it would have lost its own principle. 

The father-son relationship tends towards the personal LThou rather than the ob- 

jectif}ing I-It dialogical pattern, and there is a creative energ}  ̂ in it that produces 

the proper personal relation o f love. As one o f the commentators on Buber’s I  

and Thou has argued, “there is the closest possible mystical unity between I  and 

Thou, but always it is a mysticism of love, which insists upon and respects the 

noti-identi^ o f  the o t h e r . L o v e  guarantees respect for othemess and, con

versely, otherness is a basis for love. The trinitarian dimension o f any loving 

father-son relationship consists in the fact that any father is the source and rea

son o f his son and any son in his otherness may prom pt a reciprocal love be

tween himself and his father. Brotherly love iphiladelphid) would be o f equal val

ue operating as it does in the presence o f the Father. The “eternal Thou’' o f  the 

Heavenly Father would appear to confirm tiie dialogue o f brotherly love parti

cipated in by men and women through the Limrg}^ The liturgical aspect o f di

alogue makes clear what true dialogue is in a human sense, i.e. its practical 

worth.

4.1. Towards Liturgy as true dialogue.

The creative energ)' o f love, as argued above, proceeding from the di^tine source, 

reveals the “eternal Thou’' o f G od tlie Spirit. This “eternal Thou" prompts man to 

look for a true dialogue o f love which activates fatherhood and sonship “in the 

image and likeness” o f the Trinitarian patemit)^ and filiation (though, if it can be 

considered as the protot}^e o f certain human relations, the Trinitarian relation- 

sliip cannot be reduced to this). Inversely, tlie father-son relationship, having 

been understood in human terms as love, can urge us to look for its confirmation 

by the “etemal Thou" which turns this relationship into true dialogue. Thus, tme 

dialogue reveals a triadic communion o f love which can be acknowledged and

Robinson, ]ohn A. T. Truth is Tm-Eyed London: SCM Press Ltd, 1979, p. 9.
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accepted without resen^ation among men o f different cultures and religious tradi

tions. Although the term “communion” has eucharistic associations, it can never

theless be related to the human being-with-the-other once it has become true di

alogue. So the eucharistic dimension o f tme dialogue could sen^e as a form of 

bridge between the dialogic ^dew developed in the m odem  age and presented in 

current work, and the long experience o f the Christian liturgical perspective. In 

other words, despite certain difficulties in reconciling Buber’s account with the 

Western Christian doctrine of the Incarnation^^', the concept o f the Buberian true 

dialogue can be given a eucharistic meaning when it is approximated to the O r

thodox liturgical theolog)^ o f communion, which is existential rather than doctrin

al.

The definition o f the eucharist given by the Orthodox scholar Christos Yannaras 

is mainly personal and existential, stressing its communal character.

The eucharist unifies the Hfe of persons in the community o f Christ’s 
theanthropic nature, and thus restores the image of G od’s “ethos,” o f the 
fulness o f trinitarian, personal communion, to man’s being or mode o f exis
tence — it manifests the existential and at the same time theological character 
o f ethical perfection in man.^^^

Commenting on Irenaeus {Adv. Haer. 4.20.5), John Zizioulas presents another 

\iew  o f the Eucharist which is even more communal and Trinitarian than the 

pre\nous one. “It is the life of communion with God, such as exists within the 

Trinit}- and is actualized within the members o f the Eucharistic communit)'. 

Knowledge and communion are identical.” ’̂'' He emphasizes that the Trinitarian 

theologj’ o f the Cappadocians mentioned above is bound to be misunderstood if 

it is not deeply rooted within the Church’s Eucharistic experience, as e^ndenced,

L ochhead, Da\nd. The T)iakgical Imperative. A  Christian Kejlection on Interfaith Rncounter. London: Press

Ltd, 1988, pp. 51-52.

^"annaras. The Freedom o/Mora/ii}\ p. 82.

Z izioulas. Being as Communion^ p. 81.
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for example, in Ignatius and Irenaeus.^’  ̂One might add that the dialogical dimen

sion o f the Trinitarian approach as developed in the current work would likewise 

collapse if the Eucharistic perspective were eliminated.

The foundation o f the thought o f both Ignatius and Irenaeus is not “an intellec- 

mal tradition, but their common experience o f the Church as a communit}^, and 

especially as a eucharistic community.”^̂ '' They had to struggle for acknowledge

ment that there is a reaHt}̂  within the Eucharist — Ignatius against docetism and Ire

naeus against gnosticism. In Christ, truth has become historical without ceasing to 

be ontological. Zizioulas opposes this acmalized tnith to that o f Aristode which is 

found not in life, but prior to it.’^̂  In Aristotelian thought, life is a fiinction of 

being, hence truth as the meaning o f being is not directi}? related to Hfe but rather 

precedes it.^’* Having followed the Johannine understanding o f true life, Ignatius 

goes on to identify being with this true life signifying it not only as praxis but as 

being forever, etemal life. This leads him to the “teaching o f incorruptibilit)-” {di- 

dahy aphtbarsias) which is identified with t r u t h . I r e n a e u s  has established the rela

tionship between creation and the Eucharist and his concept o f incorruptibilit)' is 

based on that.^*”

Their idea o f the immortalit}’ and incorruptibilit}' of true life rooted in the Euchar

ist has led to some misinterpretation among scholars who suspect a pagan ele

ment within it. However, it has been shown that the “immortalit}-” of the E u

charist is related to eucharistic communion and not to“nature.” *̂’ Communion 

■with God Incarnate belongs to etemit}? where the tme life o f man is actualized.

•’'̂ 5 Ibid, p. 82,

Ibid, p. 80.

Ibid, p. 79.

Aristode, DeAnima, 402a-b, 431b, 434b.

Ignatius, Eph. 17:1, 20:2, Ma^n. 6:2.

.̂ Ro Irenaeus, Haer. A ', 17:5, 18:4-5; V, 2:2.

8̂1 Zizioulas. Ba'«g as Communion, p. 82.
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This is a participation in “Christ’s theanthropic nattire” , in time, h}’postasized in 

Jesus Christ, enabling man to remain in communion with Him. Zizioulas argues 

the \dew that it is impossible “to postulate a di\'ine nature (phjsis-ousid) as the ulti

mate ontological truth, and to make life and communion depend upon it under 

the form of Trinity.” *̂" As we have emphasized above, it is not an impersonal 

nature o f God but the hypostasis o f  the Father which is the source and reason for 

the begetting o f the Son and the procession o f the Holy Spirit. Thus, following 

the tradition o f the Cappadocians, hjpostatis is the main principle of the Trinitarian 

relationship and, thus, essential to the created world.

Buber showed that life within the created world is life in dialogue. As we have 

just seen, the true life o f all human beings is the actual Eucharistic communion 

u ith  God Incamate. Can this true life be referred to true dialogue as it was pre

sented by Buber? Is there a common meaning to be articxilated clearly and inclu

sive of both? Let us examine these questions in terms o f true dialogue.

WTien speaking o f true dialogue, we must indicate a third participant who con

firms that the dialogue is true. The “etemal Thoti” o f G od in dialogicaUy address

ing the I  gives a token o f acknowledgement o f the “inborn Thoti' as reciprocally 

related to the /, thus senting as a means of entering into true dialogue. The dialog- 

ical relation is then destined to become a relation o f communion. However, lack 

o f firm belief in the Incarnation might form a barrier to that communion becom

ing transfigured into Eucharistic communion.

In itself a gift o f God, belief in the di\tine origin o f Christ is vitalised by the Spirit. 

A scriptural interpretation o f this spirimal operation can be found in the First 

Epistie o f John: “By this you know the Spirit o f God; ever}? spirit that confesses 

that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh is o f G od” (1 John 4:2, NKJV); compare 

with the Epistie of Paul: “N o one can say that Jesus is Lord except by the Holy 

Spirit” (1 Cor 12:3, N K J\^. The “confessing spirit” might be understood as an

’8  ̂Ib id .
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action of tiie Spirit realized within man. The sa}ings relate primarily to prophetic 

inspiration,^*^ but the true believer is not deprived of the spirimal inspiration 

granted to the prophets.

Upon careful examination, the following passage gives a clear description of that 

triadic communion in love given above.

No one has seen God at any time. If we love one another, God abides in us, 
and His love has been perfected in us. By this we know that we abide in Him, 
and He in us, because He has given us of His Spirit. And we have seen and 
testif}’ that the Father has sent the Son as Sa^tior of the world. Whoever con
fesses tliat Jesus is the Son of God, God abides in him, and he in God. And 
we have known and believed the love that God has for us. God is love, and 
he who abides in love abides in God, and God in him (1 John 4:12-16, 
NKJV).

This passage speaks of Eucharistic communion, become apparent in divine love 

(c£ Jn 5:56).̂ *'* One may also find here the basic dialogical perspective of what 

has been considered as true or confirmed dialogue. A man’s confession that Jesus 

is the Son of God impHes the action of the Holy Spirit within that man. The gift 

of love is related to that gift of the “inborn Thoi?’’ to one’s /, because love is to be 

reciprocal and shared within the relationship 1-Thoti. Love of God is to be per

fected in us through knowing that we are in Him and He in us, and that know

ledge is confirmed by the Holy Spirit. And love is bestowed on us to be given 

expression in aU our human relations. Thus relations which have been confirmed 

by reciprocal love may become true dialogue in its three-dimensional Trinity-Uke 

form, because God abides in him who abides in love.

When a person’s own “inborn Thoii’' enters into true dialogue with the “etemal 

Thou’\  it might be said that the realit}' of the Incarnation is about to be acknowl

edged unconsciously by someone who, perhaps, does not belong to the Christian

Barrett C. K. The H oif Spirit and the Gospel Tradition. London: SPCK , 1966, p. 152. 

384 £ g  Congar. I  Believe in the Hoff  Spirit, vol. I l l,  p. 230.
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fold in any traditional sense. That is, the Holy Spirit, acting through and b}'' means 

o f love, can bring into triadic communion in love all those who by turning to the 

“etemal Thoi/’ have entered into true dialogue with God and with others. Perhaps 

certain boundaries, limiting dialogue with the differing human traditions and 

faiths, are necessar}^; but the limitless love given by the Triune God does not rec

ognize those human boundaries.

The need, and the abOity, to seek after dialogue are inborn and natural, just like 

the Buberian “inbom  Thot^\ However, we must be careful to avoid soliloquizing 

or pre-empting the dialogue before it has begun. It is easier to get into an I-It rela

tion than into a real I-Thou relationship, but the “inbom  ThotP compels us to 

withdraw from this secondary’ and not genuine relationship. Then it will lead us 

to the revelation o f the “/-eternal Thoii' relationship.

The eucharistic dimension is present in such a dialogue, signifying its perfection 

in reciprocit}' and love. As it is not acknowledged by those o f non-Christian tradi

tions, the eucharistic implication within the real communion o f love - wherever it 

is found - remains hidden but it is, nevertheless, absolutely real. Christians partic

ipating in interreKgious meetings o f any kind must, as a primary' intention, bear 

tacit wimess to the eucharist as the revelation o f trinitarian perichoral love. While 

recognizing and respecting the otherness of their fellow participants, Christians 

must avoid deming their own otherness. Tliat Christian othemess must be re

lated to the inner abilit}- given us to enter into a dialogue o f reciprocal Trinit}'-Kke 

love. Thus, ideally, interreKgious dialogue, once it has achieved through personal 

reciprocit}' a di\ine confirmation, would be transfigured into a triadic communion 

in love. The sacrificial character of eucharistic love would pro\ide that dialogue 

with a sacramental dimension. The felicitous term “intrareUgious” suggested by 

Panikkar in place of “interreligious” emphasizes the ultimately religious character 

of the meeting. The mystery o f love w'hich refuses to }ield to the merely rationally
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oriented mind is easily shared in die sacraments o f God by those who believe in 

His love.

The question is how to enter into dialogue in its whole fullness and truth, which 

necessitates bringing one’s own richness, and allowing oneself to be enriched ra

ther than distorted or absorbed by the other. In Panikkar’s words, other religions 

become a religious question for our religion as well as for our own personalities. 

The religious question is more a matter of meditation and prayer than o f rational 

analysis. Such prayers and meditations must be observed reciprocally by men and 

women o f different religions throughout the world. For example, the Prayer for 

the World used in the ascetic monastic life in the Orthodox Church; ha\ing as its 

subject the whole world without exception, this particular prayer is ceaseless and 

normally follows the Jesus Prayer, asking for mercy and personal forgiveness. Be

sides the ascetic prayers, there are within the customar)- ser\-ices many Christian 

prayers for the wellbeing of others. Petitions “for the peace from above”, “for the 

union of a lt\ “for every city and countr̂ '̂ and “for the peaceful timer, for example, are 

included in all daily and liturgical Orthodox ser\ices throughout the year.

Prayer is especially powerful when practised by the saints. “A single saint is an 

extraordinarily precious phenomenon for all mankind.” *̂*̂ Holiness is, probably, 

the only personal human attribute which truly raises above all the differences ex

isting in the world. Christlike life or Christianness, in the words o f Panikkar, goes 

beyond both Christendom (historical Christianit}’) and Christianit}' (doctrinal 

t e a c h i n g ) a n d  may be witnessed in the context o f interreUgious dialogue as ê ti- 

dence of Christian truth. In his solidarit}' with Panikkar’s “Trinitarian Christianit}^ 

as the proper foundation for an interreligious engagement”. Rowan Williams ar

gues that “the doctrines o f Christian credal orthodoxy are not, as is regularly sup-

Sophrony (Sakharov), arcliimandrite. Saint Silouan the Aihonite. Trans, from the Russian by R. Edmonts.
Essex: Stavropcgic Monaster)' o f St. J ohn the Baptist, 1991, p. 223.

386 > ’̂illiams, Rowan. “Trinity and P]llralit^"” , Christian Uniqueness Keconsidered. The M jth of a Pluralistic Theolog)! of
Religions. Ed. by G a™  D ’Costa. New ^'ork: OrbLs Books, 1990, p. 10.
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posed, insuperable obstacles to dialogue.” *̂’ Moreover, the concrete future of 

Christianity “must be conceived in terms o f Christlike humanit}^” which “engages 

in dialogue and encounter to discover itself more truthfully.” *̂** Holiness in Chris

tianity' is in a wide sense to be understood as the Christlike life. In the Ught o f the 

disagreements that separate Christians, the Christlike Kfe revealed by men and 

women beyond their specific confessional allegiance might bring forth fundamen

tal Christian fruits which will be o f value to the rest o f the religious world. And 

uithin these common Christian ■ '̂irtues “Trinitarian doctrine is the grammar, the 

stmcture, o f the Christian ‘school of discipleship’. It instructs about how God is 

to be known.” *̂̂

ITie challenge o f the encounter \^ith othemess ine\'itably brings something new.

But it must be dialogically interpreted if  the relations are to remain harmonious.

Panikkar asserts a specific need for different religious forums to meet, and argues

that aU the religions, once they have encoxintered one another, may be changed

and even matured thereby.

These mutual smdies, relationsliips, and dialogues change both the opi
nion o f the one partner and the interpretation o f the other. Religions 
change through these contacts; they borrow  from each other and also 
reinforce their respective standpoints, but u ith  less naivete. < .. .>  We can 
no longer ignore each other. The religions o f  others — our neighbors — 
become a religious question for us, for our reHgion.^^”

It is certainly true that the religions “can no longer ignore each other” . The t)"pe 

o f meeting considered above would result in a clarification of their standpoints. 

Communion in love cannot any longer remain merely at the level o f good inten

tions. A basic “human-di\tine” common ground needs to be recognized and mu-

-’87 Ibid, p. 11.

M8 Ibid.

Ibid, p. 13.

390 Panikkar, Raimon. Invisible Harmony. Ess0}'s on Contemplation and Kfsponsibili^'. Ed. by H. | .  Cargas. Miiine- 
apoHs: Fortress Press, 1995, p. 173.
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tually shared by all human cultures, traditions and even personalities. At the same 

time, none o f the existing differences are to be excluded or eliminated; there is a 

natural historical background that corresponds to the religious necessities of the 

various peoples, enabling them to keep their identities. Love comes not to de

stroy but always to bring something new. Many fruits have already been borne, 

and more remain to be borne as love is a creative, desiring and - in the theological 

meaning of the term — erotic force.

4.2. St. Maximus the Confessor on love.

Developing his understanding o f love, Maximus pro\tides quite an abstract defini

tion o f love using philosophical terminolog}’:

The interpretation of love is < . . .> ,  if I might express it in a definition, the 
inward universal relationship to the first good connected with the universal 
purpose o f our natural kind. < . . .  > This we know as love and so we call it, 
not di\’isively assigning one form o f love to G od and another to human be
ings, for it is one and the same and universal; owed to God and attaching 
human beings one to another.^'”

According to Maximus the Confessor, a distinction in the general understanding 

of love is to be made between natural desire {erô ) and the di^•ine gift (agape). Max

imus argued that these two elements, being intimately integrated, are united in 

love as a normal function o f man.’'’" Human charit}  ̂will never lose the element of 

natural human desire, but through the exercise o f the \irm es, this natural desire 

■̂ dll be borne by di\tine charit}- into integrated love. The anthropology^ o f Max

imus the Confessor was ver)^ Christocentric and concemed to emphasize that

Maximus the Confessor. Letter 2: On Love  ̂trans. in Louth. Maximus the Confessor̂  p. 90.

.̂ 92 Tliunbcrg, Lars. Microcosm and Mediator the Theob^cal A.nihropobg '̂ o f Maximus the Confessor. Foreword by A. 
M. Allchin, 2"^ ed. Cliicago and La Salle, Illinois: Open Court, 1995, p. 311. On the contrary’, while men
tioning Oliver O ’Donovan’s comment “on the vexed question o f Greek and Latin words for love”, Louth 
does not tliink we should make any great issue over Maximus’ use o f the words eros and agape. Louth. 
Maximus the Confessor, p. 38.
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there are two wills as well as two natures in Christ. Its application in the dialogic 

perspective would be relevant in certain areas concerning the natural capacities of 

man, his natural abilit}  ̂to do good and to distinguish good from e\nl. While natu

ral love is an attribute o f the total human nature in Christ, it is also somehow, al

beit in a hidden manner, peculiar to each indi\ndual. The distinction between eras 

and agape makes no sense in relation to God since His love is perfect and indi\isi- 

ble (one may rather talk about G od’s eros tis agapis — desire to love). But it does 

apply in the case o f a human intention to have true dialogue before it has been 

realized. The erotic human will concerns the natural desire to communicate with 

the other, to make contact since loneliness has become insupportable; but agape 

should be related to brotherly communion in love or to tme dialogue as we pre

sented it above. Thus, eros and agape are destined to be united in one perfect Trini- 

tarian-like love.

4.2.1. St. M aximus and Chalcedonian Christology.

In terms of the di\'ine-human dialogue it is of great importance to learn o f Chris- 

tolog)- as it was considered in the post-Cappadocian period — the period o f the 

Council o f Chalcedon and afterwards, during the time of the heresies of monoe- 

nergism and monotheHtism. The unit}  ̂of di'VTnit}̂  and humanit}^ in Christ was ex

pressed in the Definition of the Council o f Chalcedon (451) by the four ‘Chalce

donian’ adverbs — asynchytos, atreptos, adiairetos, achoristos (translated as ‘which un

dergo no confusion, no change, no di\’ision, no separation’) and by the repeated 

use of ‘one and the same.’ Though initially rather indefinite, this last point was 

clarified in the course of the sixth centur\", and it became accepted that it was ‘one 

o f the Trinit}'’ - the Son as Second Person of the Trinit}? — VC-Tio is the ‘one and 

the same’ referred to in this Definition. Since it expresses the doctrine o f Christ in 

terms of the doctrine o f the Trinit}? — the one Person, who is the Incarnate Christ, 

is one o f the three Persons o f the Trinitarian God — this clarification Hnks Chris-
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tolog}  ̂and Trinitarian theolog}^^^^

The Definition also expressed the unity of Christ by using the well-known w’ords 

‘person’ (prosopon) and ‘subsistent being’ {hjpostasi^, which had been used, as we 

have seen, in a Trinitarian context to express the distinctness in the Trinit)', espe

cially by the Cappadocian Fathers. While expressing what it is that is dual in Chr

ist, the words TDeing’ (ousid) and ‘nature’ (phjsis) were also employed to express the 

unit}' of the Godhead in Trinitarian theolog)'. In the Chalcedonian Defiriition, 

phjsis is used in this way and ousia occurs as the root o f the term ‘consubstanrial’ 

{homoousios). Lx)uth argues that

this tendency to interpret Christological terminolog}' in terms o f Trinitarian 
terminology, and \4ce versa, was by no means well-established, or even 
commonplace, in the century before Chalcedon, nor can it be claimed that it 
is at all likely that the Fathers of Chalcedon clearly intended any such idea: 
the events in the wake of Chalcedon suggest rather that there was a good 
deal o f confusion as to what the decisions o f that council really entailed. But, 
■viith hindsight, Chalcedon mav be regarded as at least lending encouragement 
to the use o f a consistent terminolog)' to be applied in both Christological 
and Trinitarian contexts.^’'*

ChristologicaUy, the human-di\4ne dialogue has become true since there is a sort 

of “betweenness” implied in the joint di^'inity and humanit}' o f Christ. Person- 

hood too can ser\'e as a sort o f “betweenness” wlien both the human and divine 

phjseis are h^'postasized within the one Person o f the Son W ho is homoousios with 

the Father and the Spirit. The four ‘Chalcedonian’ adverbs were used to present 

the modus o f the h^'postasization o f the natures. As we argued above, dialogue 

would not become tme unless the parties to it come to possess a common nature. 

The monophysites^^^ considered that there was only one (divine) nature — and the

Louth. Maximus the Confessor, p. 49.

Ibid., p. 50.

395 making a duitinction between pfysis and ousia and .seeing hypostasis as equivalent to phjsis, they ac
cepted the Cappadocian distinction between hjpostasis and ousia but could not accept the distinction drawn
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mono thelites only one (di^one) will - in Christ. U nder those circumstances no 

human-di\Hne dialogue could be true, and humanity could never take part in the 

Trinitarian tme dialogue. O n the other hand, since they are o f a h^'postatic cha

racter, the unity o f the two natures in Christ could only be shared in a hypostatic 

way. This means that the double-namred personhood of Christ becomes a “bet

weenness” in the human-di\ine dialogue. It becomes tme when the fact is truly 

believed that Christ is both tme G od and tme Man.

It is in terms of the above four ‘Chalcedonian’ adverbs that Maximus describes 

the effects o f the Fall on human beings and the universe as a whole. He takes the 

adverbs as key terms in safeguarding the integrit)^ o f the natural order — confu

sion, change, di\4sion and separation almost invariably carr\^ with him a negative 

connotation. According to Maximus, the effects, how'ever, do not alter the fun

damental meaning {logos) o f natures, but are to be found in the w-ay fallen natures 

exist and relate. God has created the fundamental realit)’ as disclosed by the logos 

o f each nature, and the confusion, di%tision and fragmentation has obsctired it. 

One of the Cappadocians’ ways o f explaining the difference between subsistent 

being {hjpostasis) and nature in a Trinitarian context becomes for Maximus a fun

damental metaphysical distinction. The Cappadocians had used the term ‘mode 

o f existence’ {tropos tes hjparxeos) in order to express what it is that is distinctive 

about the subsistent beings of the Godliead. Maximus supposed that ousia, phjsis, 

and logos belong together when, at the level of being, we find natures defined by 

their principles, meanings or definitions (all of which can be represented in Greek 

by the term logo^. A t the same time he considered tiiat ‘modes o f existence’ -  hj- 

parxis, hypostasis, and tropos — belong together at the level o f the person.^^'’ ITie dia-

bv Chalcedon between hypostasis and ptosis in the Christologica] realm. — Louth, Andrew. S t John Damascene: 
Tradition and Oriffnality in ^j^antine Theolo^\ Oxford; University- Press, 2002, p. 113. For a more profound 
analvsLs of tlie above dLstinction see ibid., pp. 47-53.

On die hi.storical development o f the distinction between ioffs and tropos see, e.g., Sherwood, P. The Earlier 
Ambi^ua of Maximus the Confessor, Rome: OrbLs Catholicus, Herder (Studia Anselmania, 36), 1955, pp. 155- 
166.
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logical movement in the Trinity — implicit in an expression used by Gregory Na- 

zianzen — was explained ver)  ̂carefully by Maximus:

For the triad is truly monad, because thus it is, and the monad truly triad be
cause thus it subsists. Thus, there is one Godhead that is as monad, and sub
sists as triad. If, hearing o f movement, you wonder how the Godhead that is 
beyond infinity' is moved, understand that what happens is happening in us, 
and not to the Godhead. For first we are illuminated with the reason [logos] 
for its being, then we are enlightened about the mode in which it subsists, for 
we understand that something is before we understand how it is. Therefore 
movement in the Godhead is constituted by the knowledge about that it is 
and how it subsists that comes about through revelation to those who receive 
it {Opusc. 1:1036C).''’'

We must exercise similar care when we speak o f the di\T.ne tme dialogue. All that 

we know through the invitatory hgos is that the dialogue is confirmed and tme, but 

it is only through hj^ostatic revelation that we could know how it subsists in the 

tropos o f its three dimensions. From seeing Christ as G od appearing in human 

form, theological reflection moved to seeing Christ as the Son of God lining a 

fully human Hfe and maintaining a dialogue both with His Father and with hu- 

manit^^ VCTiat is Maximus’ explanation o f how this takes place? He is guided, as 

Andrew Louth has argued, by his ‘Chalcedonian logic.’ The term ‘person’ is con- 

cemed with the way we are (the mode, or tropo )̂, not what we are (the principle, 

or logos), and, therefore, it is contrasted to nature. W nen Christ became incarnate, 

i.e. assumed human nature, the W ord became even^thing that we are. Being a per

son, He did it in his own way, just as we are human in our own way, because we 

are persons. Persons exist, natures are — Maximus expresses this by distinguishing 

between existence {hjparxis) or subsisting {hjphista?iai, from which the noun, hypos

tasis, is derived) and being {pusia, or einai). Whatever we have in common with 

others, we are: it belongs to our nature. But what it is to be a person is not some 

qualit)’, which we do not share with odiers. There is not an irreducible something

Louth. Maximus the Confessor̂  pp. 50-51.
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within each one o f us that makes us the unique persons we are. Instead, what is 

unique about each one of us is what we have made o f the nature: “our own 

unique mode o f existence, which is a matter o f our experience in the past, our 

hopes for the future, the way we live out the nature that we have.” ’̂® It is the 

etemal life in a tme dialogue o f love which Christ enters into in a filial way that 

makes the Son o f G od the unique person He is. His di\ine nature is the basis of 

His etemal dialogue with the Father, Whose paternit}^ is the source o f the dialo

gue.

4.2.2. True dialogue of love.

Turning to Maximus’ definition o f love as “the inward universal relationship to 

the first good connected with the universal purpose of our natural kind” (Ep. 

2:401 D) we are now able to focus on the “threeness” of love or the universal re

latedness o f the lover and the beloved to the “first good”. This definition o f love 

can easUv be related to die definition o f tme dialogue presented by Buber and 

followed within the current work. When it becomes mumal, love acquires a more 

dialogical meaning, but even while still unrequited, it demands an entering into 

dialogue. The state of dialogue is characteristic of love, although love wiU not 

succeed if there is no relation to “the first good”, i.e. the perfect love revealed bv 

the “etemal Thot/' as a witness o f die tme divine dialogue of love. A person seek

ing for love is seeking for otherness. Thus, his or her particular love becomes di

alogue yet demands confirmation in order to be true. The “inborn Thou” of a 

man or a w'oman is seeking for the other and does not rest until it is found. If  it is 

addressed to the perfection of love which is G od Himself in His Trinitarian rela

tions (cf 1 John 4:8, 16), even the erotic, desiring facult}’ in its good use can pro

duce among men and women a tme dialogue o f love. Maximus stated the clear 

relationship between love for G od {agape) and the good use o f the human erotic

-’■>8 Ibid., pp. 58-59.
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faculty {eros) which can be transformed into a holy desire for G od and move man 

towards Him {Ep. 2; PG  91, 397 B).

As we saw, Maximus defines love as an ‘inward relationship’ o f the utmost un

iversality (Ep. 2:401 D), and love, therefore, is about how we relate — to God, to 

other people and to ourselves. Dialogically, these three kinds o f the relations are 

intimately correlated with each other within the context o f mutual love. The per

son who loves truly and is loved can never do harm without an interruption oc

curring in the love. Maximus thus sees the passions as affecting our relationships 

with other people, and indeed as being provoked by such relationships. He does 

not regard the passions simply as registering the state of the soul but always con

siders them as emerging from relations. That is why he also gives a prominent 

place to passions that had been ignored (or subsumed under others) by Eva

g r i u s , - especially passions such as emty and resentment, that are essentially 

about our relationships with others. As long as they are not overcome, the pas

sions, emerging from relations that are unHkely to be understood as dialogical, 

prevent dialogue from taking place. Maximus’ advice is ver)' useful for those who 

are learning how to enter into inter-human dialogue and tn ing  to keep it in exis

tence:

As for your own emty, you will be able to check it if you rejoice with the man 
whom vou emty whenever he rejoices, and grieve whenever he grieves, thus 
fulfilling St Paul’s w’ords, ‘Rejoice with those who rejoice, and weep with 
those who weep’ (Rom. 12:15) {Centuries on hope III.91). < .. .>  If you harbour 
resentment against anybody, pray for him and you will prevent the passion 
from being aroused; for by means o f prayer you wiU separate your grief from 
the thought of the wrong he has done you. When you have become lo\ing 
and compassionate towards him, you will wipe the passion completely from 
your soul. I f  somebody regards you with resentment, be pleasant to him, be 
humble and agreeable in his company, and you wiU deliver him from his pas-

In the meanwhile Maximus makes much use o f Evagrius’ eight principal passions. -  Louth. Maximus the 
Confessor, p. 39.
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sion {Centuries on Love 111.90).''^

In the realm o f the di^nne-human dialogical relations, Maximus says that just as 

the passion-free thought o f human things does not compel the intellect to scorn 

di\4ne things, so the passion- free knowledge of divine things does not compel die 

intellect to scorn human things. What is required, he insists, is a love for God, 

caUed by him “holy love”, more powerful than any love we may have for earthly 

things.

For in this world trutli exists in shadows and conjectures; that is why there is 
need for the blessed passion of holy love, which binds the inteUect to spiri
tual contemplation and persuades it to prefer what is immaterial to what is 
material, and w’hat is intelligible and di\4ne to what is apprehended by the 
senses {Centuries on Love 111.67).'**̂ '

In the Byzantine ascetic tradition, as Louth argued, ‘passion’ often indicates 

something e\il (even in Maximus, it is more or less the equivalent of Snce’) and 

Maximus also insisted that ‘dispassion {apatheid) engenders love’ {Centuries on l_j)pe 

1.2), therefore the phrase ‘the blessed passion o f holy love’ in Maximus’ passage 

above may sound odd. It may be, however, that he is aware o f the danger of an 

apatheia that is merely disinterestedness — apatheia must be a purified love. Ha\ting 

provided his own definition o f passion — ‘passion is an impulse o f the soul con- 

tran^ to nature’ [Centuries on hope 11.16; c f  ibid. 1.35) — Maximus points to certain 

natural passions that are perfectiy proper and in accordance with unfaUen nature. 

The only passions to be expelled are those that are ‘contrary? to nature’. Apatheia, 

tiien, is the restoration of what is natural in the ultimate sense. Thus we leam that 

dialogue can become tme when all the passions that are ‘contrar\^ to nature’ are 

expelled, and, instead, ‘the blessed passion o f holy love’ is experienced as a despe-

‘•o*’ As referred in ibid., p. 39.

Ibid., p. 41.
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rate need. Kpatheia opens the way to this experience, when the “eternal Thoti' of 

G od reveals His unceasing love and longing to share it among all human beings. 

Thus, in apatheia, the irrational parts of the soul are not cut off, rather they are 

sublimated; desire becomes di^ t̂ne eras and the incensive part becomes divine 

agape.

VCTien the human intellect is constantly with God, the desire grows beyond all 
measure into an intense longing for God and the intensiveness is completely 
transformed into di\dne love. For by continual participation in the di\nne ra
diance his intellect becomes totally iiUed with Hght; and when it has reinte
grated its passible aspect, it redirects this aspect towards God, as we have 
said, filling it with an incomprehensible and intense longing for Him  and with 
unceasing love, thus drawing it entirely away from worldly things to the di- 
\’ine {Centuries on Love 11.48).'*°"

.-VU \armes may be subsumed under love for God, but they are leamt not only 

from love for God, but more directly from love for one’s neighbour. Maximus 

points out explicitly that if love for God gives wings to the mind by which to 

communicate with God, love for the neighbour prepares it to think well of other 

human beings — two functions o f the mind which are obviously interdependent 

{Centuries on Lope IV.40). Thus the rational facult)^ and the mind are also included 

in the work of love, though here we are primarily concerned with love for God. 

Thus we leam that the fear o f God, understood in a good sense, which presup

poses the knowledge of God implied in faith, leads to reverence, i.e. to a form of 

humiHt}’, a \'irtue o f the rational facult}", which ought to be joined with love (Cen

turies on Love 1.81-82). It is through love that the integration o f the whole of man 

takes place. Love implies in fact a restored and transfomied passibiHt}’, which wiU 

then accompany a man through aU his life as a human being. And this is why 

Maximus is fuUy prepared to call love itself a blessed passion {Centuries on Love 

III.67). Maximus’ affirmation about the coexistence of human unit)" and differen-

■“ 2 Ibid.
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riation could hardly be more clearly manifested than through his definition of
1 403love.

4.3. Inter-religious dialogue.

Being a person who experienced different traditions so profoundly that he was 

able to say “I ‘left’ as a Christian, I ‘found’ myself a hindu, and I ‘return’ a budd- 

hist, without ha\'ing ceased to be a Christian,”'*'''* Raimon (Raimundo) Panikkar 

turned to interreligious dialogue in a very personal and inner sense. He even 

called it intrareligious dialogue in order to present it as a religious act “that neither 

unifies nor stifles but re-links us.”'*̂  ̂He called this dialogue, as an ‘act o f assimila

tion’, eucharistic as “it tries to assimilate the transcendent into our immanence.”'*̂ '' 

He outlined five main possible approaches. Before considering other points o f 

■̂ 'iew on interreHgious dialogue, let us examine them briefly for their potential for 

contributing to what we have caUed ‘true dialogue’.

'Exclusivism. Only one tmth and only one way of knowing it is allowed. Panikkar 

attributes to this a certain element of heroism. There must be a complete dedica

tion to that which claims to be a universal and absolute truth. But due to the ob- 

\tious dangers o f intolerance and even contempt for others true dialogue is almost 

impossible.

hiclusivism. In claiming the truth o f one’s own tradition, one affirms that “it in

cludes at different levels all that there is o f truth wherever it exists.”*^ It simpli

fies relations with other traditions yet the fuUness o f truth stiU belongs to one’s 

own tradition. “An umbrella pattern or a formal structure can easily embrace dif-

Thunbcrg. Microcosm and Mediator  ̂p. 317.

Panikkar, Raimon. The Intrarelî ous Dialogue. New York: Paulu^t Press, 1999, p. 42. 

Ibid, p. xÂ i.

Tbid.

^7 Tbid, p. 6.



257

ferent thought-systems.”'*°® While continuing to claim a superior knowledge, one 

cannot get into true dialogue as the otlier is implicitly o f lesser worth.

Parallelism. The different traditions are understood as following parallel paths each 

with their own appropriate values but with no interaction between them. They 

are m o\ing independently towards the same goal. This attitude is tolerant; the 

others are respected and not judged. However, historically this appears to have 

been o f little value, as the different traditions of the world have “usually emerged 

from mutual interferences, influences, and fertilizations.”'*™ Tme dialogue is not 

possible here as despite the encounter with others, no proper attention is paid to 

them.

Interpenetration. Traditions do not exist in isolation but interact with one another. 

O ne’s religion is seen within the framework o f one’s neighbour’s. There is mumal 

interpenetration without loss o f the proper peculiarities o f each t r a d i t i o n . A  

mumally accepted religious frame is proposed that can be shared by all the tradi

tions so that thev do indeed supplement each other. There are no tensions, no 

suspicions, and no indifference to each other. But we are left with the question of 

whether a hermeneutics really exists which could allow such different and inde- 

pendentiy developed traditions to interpenetrate in this way. If  so, true dialogue 

might be feasible for those experienced in such hermeneutics. But since this ques

tion is usually answered negatively, we cannot say that tme dialogue is likely.

Ibid.

Ibid, p. 8. 

Ibid, p. 9.
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Pluralism. “It is the attitude o f no t breaking the dialogue u ith  the other opi

nions, because ha%’ing renounced an}? absolutization, it keeps the intrareligious 

dialogue perm anendy open.”'"' All the real traditions are following a course 

w'hich is natural to them, hence, by letting them talk a natural language within 

a natural emdronment, true dialogic relations might emerge. These are rela

tions o f mutual tolerance and respect as fellow beings one with another. Plu

ralism is a mark o f deference toward the world’s Creator \^Tio allows such 

multiplicit}? and variety to exist.

Pluralism takes very seriously the fact that during the last six to eight thou
sand years o f human histon? our fellow beings have not come to an agree
ment concerning religious beliefs. Our ancestors were not unintelligent, nor 
were they blind partisans o f the respective establishments. A certain evolu- 
tionistic thinking, making us believe that we are at the top of the spiritual in
sights o f the human race and all the others were “undeveloped” smacks of 
modem hybris and ignorant naivete."”'

Tlius, pluralism gives us a chance of achie^ing tme dialogue as understood in Bu- 

berian thought. The confirmation o f this dialogue would be given by the “eternal 

Thot/’, through listening to any naturally developed tradition. Fatherhood and 

sonship in the everyday meaning o f the terms can easily be understood as a basis 

o f mumal love, wimessed by those who share patemit)' with the father and filia

tion with the son. This triadic relationship o f love appears ven- natural to aU tradi

tions and cultures, and can be o f equal importance to them. The pluralistic ap

proach leaves the traditions their peculiar shape and content, with no extemal 

aggression which might have the effect o f eliminating something profoundly spi- 

rimal existing within any historical tradition.

In the triadic dialogue of love, where the Thou o f “someone sharing” is the “eter

nal Thou’̂ o f G od the Holy Spirit, Who is sharing the love o f G od the Father to-

Ibid, p. 10. 

■n^Ibid, p. 10-11.
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wards God the Son, the same Spirit is witnessing di\’ine love to those in the world 

who are Kstening to Him. “The wind blows where it wishes, and you hear the 

soimd o f it, but cannot tell where it comes from and where it goes. So is everyone 

who is bom  of the Spirit” (John 3:8, NKJV). Baptism in Christianity^ is both pre

ceded and fiilfiUed by birth in the Spirit — otherwise nobody would consciously 

seek it.

The work o f the Spirit can be recognized within other traditions as well. Support

ing that statement with the aid o f Scripture, the Anglican theologian Alan Race 

wrote, “The Acts o f the Apostles is a fruitful soxirce for those who seek New 

Testament backing for a more positive and inclusi^tist appreciation o f the opera

tion o f G od’s Spirit outside Christianit)'.”'*'̂  Understood as inclusi\tist with regard 

to God rather than man, this operation o f the Spirit may induce within human 

relations reciprocal love, mumal understanding, and, as a result, true dialogue ra

ther than the desire either to dominate or to ignore. As has been argued by Em st 

Troeltsch, all religions share a common ground in the di\tine Spirit prompting the 

finite mind towards becoming further enlightened and more fully conscious. The 

di\Tne Spirit dwells within the finite spirit whose “final aim is to attain ultimate 

union with the Spirit.”'*'''

Thus, both the Trinitarian approach and the pluralistic attimde can give birth to 

true intrareligious dialogue when it is understood as a personal reKgious act o f rela

tionship full o f openness, tolerance, kindness, and mutual enrichment in reci

procal love. In arguing this position, let us consider the different approaches pre

sented by some well-known modern scholars.

First, in this quotation from Mircea EKade one can see that any encounter with 

reKgion, must be undertaken in an appropriate way.

Race, Alan. Christians and Kfli^ous Pluralism. London: SCM Press Ltd, 1983, p. 39.

Troeltsch, Emst. “TTie Place o f Christianit)’ Among the World Religions”, Toward Other Rili^ons:
Some Christian Interpretations. Ed. by Owen C. Thomas. Lanham, MD: Universitv Press o f America, 1986, p.
89.
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A religious phenomenon will only be recognized as such if it is grasped at its 
own level, that is to say, if it is studied as something religious. To Xxj to grasp 
the essence o f such a phenomenon by means o f physiology?, psychology', so
ciology', economics, linguistics, art or any other study is false; it misses the 
one unique and irreducible element in it — the element of the sacred. Ob- 
\aously there are no purely religious phenomena ... you cannot think o f man 
apart from language and society'. But it would be hopeless to try' to explain 
religion in terms o f any one o f those basic functions..

One might add that there is, certainly, a super-transcendent reality', transcending 

all the religious or nonreligious realities that can be em'isaged. The Neo-Platonists 

called it hjperousiotes, that is to say', super-essential essence. This is the inconceiva

ble, in\'isible, incomprehensible, immovable, unnamed Oneness. We call it ‘God’ 

simply in order to show His absoluteness. It is impossible either to accept or to 

reject this reality, owing to its unknowable character and to its nature, which is 

completely different from ours. The movements, or energies, o f this Oneness are 

the only' factors that can be known. WTiile we will continue to use the name 

“G od”, we cannot sufficiently emphasise the importance o f this distinction.

Barth, Brunner and Kraemer, insisting on the exclusive tmth of Christianity', were 

united in maintaining a distinction between “revelation” and “reKgion” . Brunner 

said, “Apart from the revelation, the phenomenon o f religion cannot be unders

tood.”'*’*’ Having actual knowledge o f the non-Chnstian faiths, I-Craemer gave 

some empirical basis to this distinction. He emphasized the discontinuity' between 

the Christian faith and other faiths, arguing that there can be no legitimate devel

opment o f Christianity which would be acceptable to them. Interruption prevails 

over continuity'. However, it is not easy to prove this from our observations of 

the world of religions.

Eliade, Mircea. Patterns in Comparative 'RiUgion, trans. Rosemary Sheed, New York: Neu' American Library, 
1958, xi, as cited in A n  Interpretation ofRjliffon. London: Macmillan Press Ltd, 1989, p. 15.

Brunner, Emil, ^velation and V^ason, SCM Press, London; Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1947, p. 262, as 
cited in Race. Christians and VjBgous ’Pluralism, p. 19.
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In a famous controversy between Barth and Brunner, Barth protested against the 

use in Catholic Christianit}^ of concepts such as “natural religion” and “general 

revelation”. These concepts had arisen through the need to explain the existence 

of other faiths independent of any knowledge of the Christian revelation. One of 

the main arguments against exclusi\usm derives from historical study, which chal

lenges it from the new perspectives which developed after the Enlightenment.'*’̂  

Once religion was distinguished from revelation, Barth concurred with Brunner 

that the Incarnation was the central theological point distinguishing Cliristianit)^ 

from other religions.

John Macquarrie believed that dialogue based on increased mutual understanding 

has reversed the former situation when the different faiths were in rivak}’ with 

one another. Nevertheless, rich traditions with their varied histories wiU not be 

transformed into some united reUgion, confining itself to common themes. Ad

vancing his argument against a generalized “natural religion”, he said that it 

“would kill off all the particularity and concreteness of the actual existing reli

gions.”'*’* In his own dialogue with Paul Knitter, Macquarrie asserted the absolute 

adequacy and definitiveness of Christianit}^ for himself within his “limited faith 

and experience”. It does not need to be complemented by any other faith.""’ His 

attitude towards other traditions emerges from the strictiy personal impact of 

their central spirimal figures (mediators).

Defending the inclusivist paradigm, Gavin D ’Costa tried to argue that the Trinita

rian exposition given by Rahner'*"® provides a satisfactor}' position, which “intel

ligibly reconciles and holds together the axioms of the universal sal^ific wiU of 

God {pluralist) and the axiom that salvation alone comes through God in Christ in

Race. Christians and Rili^ous Pluralism  ̂p. 36.

® Macquarrie, John. The Mediators: Nine Stars in the Human SJ^. London: SCM Press Ltd, 1995.

Ivlacquarrie, Jolin. ‘‘Re\^siting the ClirL<;tologica] Dimensions o f Uniqueness”, The Uniqueness of Jesus: A
Diakgue with PaulF. Knitter. Ed. bv Leonard Swidler and Paul Mojzes. Maryknoll, OrbLs, 1997, p. 98.

See, e.g., Rahner. The Trinity^ pp. 24-40.
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His Chiirch {exclusivist)̂ '̂̂  We are faced with an attempt to find a mode of think

ing which could balance the opposing approaches offered by different scholars. 

This might free the human mind from its pre^'iously limited concepts, allowing it 

to explore this new mode of logical thinking within a dialogue. Then it would be 

possible to have a continuous dialogue, using this way of thinking, rather than a 

merely intellectually formulated theory.

The central problem addressed by a philosophy of reKgious pluralism, according 

to John Hick, is as follows:

If one community is authentically experiencing the di\’ine Realit}  ̂ as the 
Yahweh of Israel, can another communit}’ be authentically experiencing that 
Realit}̂  as the AUah of the Qur’anic revelation, whilst yet another commumt}^ 
is experiencing this same di^^ne Realit}  ̂as the non-personal Brahman, and yet 
another as the eternal Dharma or as the ineffable Void which is also the 
Suchness and the inner meaning of the world? “

Some erroneous presuppositions may be hidden in the question when it is raised 

in this manner. There is an unconscious attempt to attribute to this Realit)' certain 

humanly oriented parameters, an unconscious attempt to control and Hmit this 

Realit}', and an unconscious attempt to consider It extemaUy without “Its permis

sion”. One should be aware of the dialogical confirmation of religious experience 

when it is given from above to both sides of the interreligious dialogue. The 

problem of pluralism as Hicks sees it arises from adopting an analytical rather 

than an existential approach.

Insisting as he does that religions must be described phenomenologicaUy, John 

Hick claims that the concept of God is “the concept of the inexperienceable in-

D ’Costa, Ga\nn. Theolo^andRiligiousPluralism. Oxford: Basil Blackwcll Ltd, 1986, p. 111. 

Hick, ]ohn. Problems ofReli^ous 'Pluralism. London: Macmillan Press Ltd, 1985, p. 103.
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describable ground o f the range o f human religious experience.”'*"̂  Answering the 

critical remarks o f Ga^^in D ’Costa, he asserts:

It is misleading if it presupposes that the Ultimate must be either personal or 
impersonal, purposive or non-purposive, good or evil, and so o n ... The Real 
in itself is beyond the scope o f our human concepts, so that none o f these 
pairs o f opposites applies to it.'*'''

Criticizing this approach one could refer to the Palamite concept o f the energies 

o f God, which are God in His movements, totally in accord with G od in Plimself 

Precisely, these energies are the names of God: good, merciful, lo\nng, joyful etc. 

VC^st not approaching G od’s essence itself, one may pronounce His names, 

which express His essence. Hence, nobody may speak of G od without referring 

to His energies, which reveal His names. There are two mumaUy supplemental 

reflections on God in Chnstianit\'; apophatic and kataphatic, which allow the com

pletion o f this theolog}". Speaking o f G od in a negative sense: incomprehensible, 

without end, without name etc, one is being apophatic. Being kataphatic, means 

naming the names o f God: His action which started precisely at the beginning of 

creation.'*'^ If, following Hick’s pluralism, we referred to ‘the Real’ or G od as a 

ground o f different experiences, we would refer to Him in the stricdy impersonal 

sense. That would contradict Hick’s own words cited above, according to which 

G od is neither personal or impersonal. Perhaps a quite useful concept o f the 

ground o f religious experiences might be expressed in another terminolog}', which 

would be more appropriate to this particular case. Vi'hen described clearly, the 

concept o f this ground may be helpful in the pluralistic theolog}^ o f interreKgious 

dialogue. ground, as we mentioned above, is the Trinitarian love wit-

Harold Hewitt, ]r. Probkms in the Philosop!^ ofReliffon. Critical Studies of the Work of John Hick. Ed. by Harold 
Hewitt, Jr. London: Macmillan Press Ltd, 1991, p. 26.

Ibid.

“•-S See e.g. The Concise Oxford Dictiom^' of the Christian Church, p. 31.
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nessed by the Holy Spirit through His operations, which are accessible even to 

those outside the Christian fold.

In some interreligious encounters the Trinitarian approach may be faced with 

troubling misinterpretation, as may appear, for instance, in Christian-Muslim di

alogue. However, there are many significant points o f convergence between 

Christian and Muslim approaches to the Trinit}^ Paulus ar-Rahib, bishop o f Sidon 

in the thirteenth century, found a way to explain the concept of the Triune God 

to a MusHm. In his “Letter to a Muslim” he maintains that G od is one being (the 

Father) who also possesses a te2.son-logos (the Son), and has life (the Spirit). The 

begetting o f the Son is not a sort o f corporeal procreation but a different, more 

subde form of generation. Hence, there is no subordination between the Father 

and the Son but a kind o f natural relationship just Hke that of the sun with its 

light and warmth.'*"'’

The Islamic rebuttal to Christianit}’ was given by the highly educated MusHm al- 

Qarafi. He argued that there is no justification for turning such divine qualities as 

reason and life into di\’ine persons. In his opinion, this h}^ostatization can lead to 

personifying any attribute o f God. In answering him, the Christians cited the 

formula that introduces the suras in the Q ur’an: “In the Name of God, the 

Merciful, the Compassionate”, which almost looks Uke a Trinitarian formula. 

But this is not so, because “it was impossible to find any such thing in the 

Q ur’an, which constandy stresses G od’s oneness.”'*'̂

Say, ‘He is God alone!
G od the eternal!

He begets not and is not begotten

■*-'> Kiing, Hans. Christianity and the World V l̂igions. Trans, by Peter Hcinegg. New York — London: SCM Press 
Ltd, 1986, p. 114.

■•2' Ibid.



265

Nor is there any like him’'*̂®

However, Allah is not just cold and impersonal; it is said that G od is closer to a 

man than his own “jugular vein.”"*"̂

In m odem  times the identification o f Allah with the Christian God has been ar

gued, notably by Cragg and Zwemer: “Muslims and Christians generally think 

that they are worshipping the same G od and that the other faith communitj^ 

holds heretical \news about God.”''̂ ° This means there is a “difference in their 

understanding of di\4ne character while referring to the same actual idenrit}^”'*̂’ 

Tliis controversial approach could be clarified if we remind ourselves that any 

being is of a relational or dialogic character — it always exists in relation to other 

beings. When AUah addresses people through his prophet ^luhammad there 

might arguably be here a dialogue confirmed by God which might thus become a 

tme dialogue. Again tme dialogue appears as a bridge between opposing theolo

gies which might otherwise appear to be irreconcilable.

Being dissatisfied witii the pluralist ^'iew as often masking a secularizing agenda, 

Ga\nn D ’Costa goes on to establish an altemative Trinitarian approach to interre

ligious encounter. He developed the approach to other religions as “vehicles of 

salvation” — perhaps the approach most closely based on Holy Scripture. A pri

marily Christian view was extended to the meeting o f religions through examina

tion o f key passages in the Fourth Gospel i.e. those passages which give Jesus’ 

sa\ings concerning the Paraclete taken from the Farewell Discourse (Jn 14-16).

Koran, 112, as cited in Macquarrie, Jolin. Mediators Between Human and Divine: From A4oses to Muhammad 
New York, 1996, p. 125.

-̂ 29 Ibid.

Cragg, Kenneth. The Call of the Minaret 2"̂  ̂ ed. Maryknoll, New " '̂ofk: Orbis, 1985, p. 30; Zwemer, Samuel 
The Moslem Doctrine of God. London: Darf, 1987, p. 108, as cited in Ipgrave, Micliael. God and Interfaith Rela
tions: Some Attitudes among British Christians in Theology and the Reh^̂ ons. A  Dialogue. Ed. by ^’iggo Mortensen. 
Grand Rapids, Michigan -  Cambridge, U.K., 2003, p. 221.

Ipgrave. God and Interfaith dilations., p. 221.
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Among the passages analyzed by D ’Costa it is perhaps the following that has 

most bearing on the matter of true dialogue with which we are concerned.

Nevertheless I tell you the truth. It is to your advantage that I go awa}'; for if 
I do not go away, the Helper will not come to you; but if I depart, I will send 
Him to you. And when He has come. He will comnct the world of sin, and of 
righteousness, and of judgment: of sin, because they do not believe in Me; of 
righteousness, because I go to My Father and you see Me no more; o f judg
ment, because the ruler o f this world is judged (Jn 16:7-11, N K J\^.

The departure from earthly life o f God Incarnate is to our advantage and the 

condition needed for die Helper to come. Nothing can be more intriguing. Is 

G od letting the world go its own way? If so, is this a matter o f God yielding to 

man? If not, how will G od act subsequendy? One may suggest a rather nebulous 

answer: ho&vyes and no. Oi.ir advantage, in following our own way, is to encounter 

Him VCTio will console us. As mentioned above, the human way o f life means 

encounter with others, meeting different personalities, traditions and ci^^lizations. 

“Through observing the likeness of Jesus in others, ■\xtI1 a fuU sense of Jesus’s per- 

sonaHt}' be approximated to.”"'̂ ' God lets us grow in this dialogic way until we 

meet and recognize the Helper Who wiU confirm or deny our dialogue. Different 

translations pro\nde us with other names: Comforter, Advocate, Counsellor, In

tercessor, Strengthener, Holy Spirit, and even Friend, but, probably, it is best to 

leave the Greek term Parackte, as it impHes more possibilities than any other. That 

uncertaint}^ about the name suggests something crucial concerning our attitude 

towards Him. As within Christianit}' there are many such names for Him Who 

has filled the Church with His presence since Clirist has left His earthly Hfe; how 

many other names can be found in use by other traditions or individuals who be

lieve they have met the “eternal Thot/' of God, or, to use Hick’s word, Realit}^

Milbank, John. “The Name of |esus: Incarnation, Atonement, Ecclesiolog}^’, Modern Theolo^\ 7, 4, 1991, p. 
325.
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The witnessing role of the Paraclete is manifested in the above passage from Jn 16. 

As Windisch wrote, “the Paraclete is to be taken here in a more general sense as 

‘wimess’: witness before the world, wimess for Jesus (indirectly also for the dis

ciples), wimess against tlie world.”'*̂’ This evokes for us the concept o f confirmed 

dialogue. To become a tme, human dialogue “I-Thou" must be witnessed by the 

“etemal Thou” through the dialogic encounter “7-eternal Thoi^\ The ver\? personal 

characteristics o f the Paraclete found in the Gospel, His procession from Christ in 

the world and in relations with the world might comance us of the possible cor

respondence between the Buberian “etemal Thou” and the Johannine Paraclete. 

WTiile the Paraclete comdcts the w’orld “o f sin, and o f  righteousness, and o f judg

ment”, He also operates as Advocate and Comforter. While aiding and guiding. 

He also gives man strength. These are different actions (or energies) o f the same 

di\ine Person o f the Holy Spirit towards the whole world. One must emphasize 

the significance of Jesus’ reference to the world as a whole, with no particularities. 

Therefore, it can be proved from within Christianit\' that the Holy Spirit acts eve- 

n-where, but He is not recognized and acclaimed automatically. He brings di\ine 

judgement to the world, not according to human reason - to illumine the world 

rather than finally to condemn it.'*’’'*

Being concerned to bring “some o f the threads together regarding the church and 

its trinitarian self-understanding” , D ’Costa picks out seven important points con

cerning the presence o f the Holy Spirit outside the Church and within other 

world religions.

¥irst, we must be extremely reticent about any abstract talk o f the “Spirit in other 

religions”, because the Spirit is only properly related to the ecclesial scheme of 

events. Second, “by saving a priori that there is no revelation apart from Christ, one

^'indisch. The Spirit-^arackte^\^. 16.

For the meanings o f the Greek elenkin peri (to c o n \ia  of) see e.g. Barrett C. K. The Gospel AccoriMng to St.
John. London: SPCK; Philadelphia: VC'estminster, 1978, p. 487-488.

D ’Costa, Gavin. TheMeeting ofReligions and the Trinity. Edinburgh: T&T Clark Ltd, 2000, p. 128-131.
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is neither circumscribing nor restricting the realit}  ̂ o f the Holy Spirit’s universal 

and particular acti '̂it}^”''̂ ‘' Third, in keeping with their own self-understanding, 

other religions “may generate profoundly Christ-like beha\^or.”''̂ ’ Fourth, the 

world may be challenged by a truth already glimpsed through the presence o f the 

Spirit. Ftjih, the non-Christians’ wimess might often, by the quality o f their lives 

and teaching call Christians into “more faithful disciple ship”. Sixth, it should not 

be said that ever}  ̂ event prompting a new practice is of the Spirit. Seventh, the is

sues o f cultural context and mission need to be further clarified and developed. 

There is no distinction between mission and dialogue for “Christians have noth

ing to share with others, other than what has been given so bountifully to 

them .”"̂®

Thus, the Catholic theologian Ga\-in D ’Costa asserts that the notion o f the Spirit 

operating dirough other religious traditions can only be understood in the context 

of specific Christian engagements with these religions. The Spirit acting within 

the Church makes possible the discernment o f similar practices in other tradi

tions.

In addition to the Trinitarian approach there are other Christian view's on interre- 

Hgious dialogue. Christoph Schwobel considered the deficiency o f both pluralist 

and exclusi\tist positions and advanced an approach based on the acknowledge

ment o f both universaKt}’ and particularit}'. His ground for dialogue is the under

standing of the universaUt}' of G od as revealed in the particularit}^ of G od’s self

disclosure in Christ. In criticizing the pluralist \dew, he points to “the danger that 

a dialogue which suspends religious truth claims cannot even develop into a di

alogue of r e l i g i o n s I t  risks simply turning into an encounter o f cultural tradi-

Ibid, p. 129,

Tbid.

Ibid, p. 132.

Schwobel, Christoph. “Particularin’, Universality, and the Religions”, Christian Uniqueness 'Riconsidered. The
Myth of a Pluralistic Theologf ofV^Hgons. Ed. by Gavin D ’Costa. New 'I'ork: Orbis Books, 1990, p. 32.
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tions where a humanist critique o f all religions takes place, based on principles 

such as universal tolerance and respect. However, if  we hold to Panikkar’s idea 

o f intrareligious dialogue, that is, dialogue emerging as a religious act, the above 

danger would not apply. Instead, the fact o f the same operation o f the same 

Spirit within other traditions can be confirmed if  intrareligious dialogue has oc

curred. The Spirit Himself prompts the disclosure o f the universality o f G od as 

well as the particularit}^ o f His Revelation in Christ, but in terms o f dialogue the 

universalit)' might be attributed to the dialogic pair “I-Thoil” whereas the parti

cularity’ belongs to the “I-If  \  While thinking o f the Revelation in this particular 

manner, one is addressing it as an external fact to be considered rationally. O th

erwise, one should address the Revelation in a universal manner as belonging to 

G od’s universalit)^

XXTien returning to the assertion o f the possibilit}^ o f true dialogue within a trinita

rian approach as appUed to the pluralist perspective after the short re\’iew’ given 

above, we can conclude diat the appropriateness o f both theological and multi

cultural dimensions has been mumaUy agreed. G od cares for even’body: “He 

makes His sun rise on the e^nl and on the good, and sends rain on the just and on 

the unjust” (Mt 5:45, N K J\^. His universaltsm is knowable to any person within 

and through the particularity o f his own religious tradition. The antinomy o f  un

iversalit)’ and particularit}’ is consistent with the Christian theological antinomies 

o f di\’ine-human, soul-body, and spirit-flesh mentioned above. Along w’ith John 

Macquarrie, anyone belonging to the true Christian tradition may bear w’itness 

that at least one o f the world religions in its particularit}^ has ever^’thing necessan’ 

for the grasp o f G od’s universalit}^
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5. CONCLUSION

When the current work began there was no ob\'ious, well-developed central point 

on the suggested theme “theology o f dialogue” . O n the one hand, it was our in

tention to introduce dialogue as a mode o f human being that had initially been 

presented by Buber and his followers from a ver}  ̂ human perspective; later we 

looked at the main ideas from different ^dewpoints suggested by other great con

temporary' thinkers. People always exist personally, in a dialogical realm which 

was ^dewed by Buber through the prism of the word pair “I  and Thoi/’ and later 

rediscovered ethically by Le'V'inas as “I  for Thou". We wished to complement the 

above human approach to dialogue with a sort of theological dimension, which, 

though not absent from the work of Buber and Le%4nas, had, strictly speaking, 

never been ^newed from the perspective of Christian Trinitarian theolog}^ This is 

the context in which the term “theology of dialogue” has been developed in the 

current work.

O n the other hand, Trinitarian theology^ is a subject that has been highly devel

oped and re-examined thoroughly on the basis o f an already weU-estabUshed 

permanent foundation. Both the Holy Scripture and the writings of the Fathers 

were presented as the solid starting point for any further thought on the Trinit}^ 

It has to be considered in a way that is mystical — experiential rather than anahli- 

cal — though it is capable o f being known when revealed personally. Our aim was 

to present the Trinity as an ultimate and eternal source o f the relations in the 

world such as they ought to be. Such relations were considered to be true dialogue, 

i.e. dialogue that has been truly established and confirmed by the “eternal Thoif' 

o f God. In its pure state, Orthodox Trinitarian theolog}' would be of great help in 

attaining this aim. WTiile endeavouring properly to interpret the mystery? o f the 

Trinit}' to their contemporaries and to subsequent generations, we beUeve that the 

Fathers of the Church were contemplating revelation rather than pursuing their
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own human thovight. This way o f thinking might in itself be seen as a sort o f true 

dialogue as understood above. Following the dialogical thought o f the Fathers and 

o f Scripture, this approach enabled us to avoid extemal and rational considera

tions but instead to examine the subject in agreement both with the initial 

thought o f Buber and with those w’ho have written on the Trinity. Thus we were 

able to speak of dialogue in a dialogical way.

The first chapter o f this work was dedicated to the concept o f relation, as it lies natu

rally implicit within the whole o f creation. We started with the different kinds o f 

relationship identified by Aristode and went on to consider the Trinitarian trace 

which runs through creation, ordering it in accord with G od’s plan. Under the 

impetus o f original sin, dramatic changes have occurred but the trace is still be

lieved to exist, albeit in a hidden w’ay. This concept of the Trinitarian trace was 

approached from the perspective o f an Orthodox study o f the di\ine energies as 

distinguished from the divine essence. Two different \iews were presented: the 

western, influenced by the concept o f die ftlioque ; and the eastern, where this 

concept is unknown. It was shown that the ftlioque introduces an ‘excess’ into the 

perfect and complete inner di^ine relations, whereas the concept o f the energies, 

where no such ‘excess’ is impHed, considers that the inner Trinitarian relations are 

known and can be participated in outside the Trinit^^

Turning to the results achieved by m odem  physics, it w'as shown that even within 

the impersonal universe, e.g. on the level o f elementary’ particles, the tripartite 

relatedness can be obsen’ed. Moreover, this m odem  physics could lead us to the 

conclusion that the border between physics and metaphysics does not exist in 

realit)^ While originating in the Trinitarian order, this relatedness is the ruling 

principle of the universe where there is no diAision either between spirit and m at

ter, or between space and time.

Human relations with the created universe w’ere viewed from the perspective o f 

the doctrine o f quantum physics which states that any obsen^ation changes the
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matter which is being obsen^ed. The Creator in relating to the creation changes it; 

and human beings likewise, when obsening matter, change it. Their relations 

with the impersonal universe, therefore, should be managed in accordance with 

G od’s plan if the obser\^ation is to be done appropriatel}’.

Interpersonal relations are peculiar to human beings as is expressed in the very 

word ‘person’ or, in Greek, prosopon. One of the significant characteristics o f the 

human person is the fact that two contradictor)^ things are presented simulta

neously; particularit}^ and communion. A radical difference between being a per

son and being a self or an individual was emphasized; similarly, in relation to hu

man nature, two different approaches exist as represented respectively by the per

son and by the individual.

l l ie  second chapter presented dialogue from the perspective o f the philosophical 

thought of Buber and Levinas. The key terms “I  and Thou” “etemal Thou” “in

born Thou,” and tn/e or confirmed dialogue were introduced in accordance with their 

original meanings provided bv Buber. Along with Buber’s own understanding of 

the two faiths, Christian and Jewish, his existential thought was rediscov^ered 

through the prism o f Christian theologv' in ways that were both positiv’e and criti

cal. Levinas’s idea o f the Eucharistic dimension o f dialogue was endorsed, though 

not entirely. There is indeed a sort of sacrifice for the other’s sake implied when 

we speak of dialogue — the Ts responsibilit}- for the Thou rather than their inter

dependence on an equal basis as proposed by Buber. The ethical issue introduced 

into dialogue by Levinas, howev^er, does not take into consideration G od’s in- 

v'olv^ement in human relations, which had been acknowledged by Buber.

We argued that the theme of dialogue could be helped greatly by the ideas o f the 

Orthodox ascetic and thinker archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov) who insisted 

on the ‘principle of persona’ as the main principle o f unity in the Godhead. The 

same principle is at the basis o f ‘the image and likeness o f G od’ within created 

human beings. He has also suggested that the categorv^ of repentance has an es-
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sential role to play in human-di^4ne relations if they are to become tme dialogue. 

In the third c h a p te r endeavoured to leam dialogue from the Scriptures and from 

the writings o f the Early Church authors. We re^aewed the O T writings in an en

deavour to discover and leam dialogue between God and His chosen people 

represented by their kings, prophets and spiritual leaders. When God was speak

ing through the prophets and prompting His people to foUow His will, this was 

considered to be rather a divine monologue. The prophets might not be fully 

aware o f the meaning of the words spoken by G od but nevertheless, they were 

obedient to God and did not deny Him. The Wisdom literature bears witness to a 

higher level of relations between God and His people since the people recognized 

the di\Tne pro\idence consciously and fulfilled His commandments because they 

knew Him as their God. But the di^ine-human relations could sdll not be called 

confirmed dialogue, although the human response has become more conscious 

and sincere. The N T  offers a completely new mode o f the relationship between 

God and humans, for God revealed Himself in His Son, became Incamate and 

lived among humans. At first, He spoke to people and did works such as no one 

had done before Him. He taught the apostles, though they did not follow His 

teaching in full and, therefore, did not understand His dialogical address. After 

the apostles, later on, had accepted Him as die Son of God, the human-di\dne 

dialogue could begin, but it was not confirmed and, thus, not fuUy tme. After they 

had recognized His di\dnit)% the apostles still denied Him after His arrest and 

were dispelled. Their dialogue with God became tme when the Paraclete (Advo

cate) came and abided with tliem providing complete awareness of God the Tri

nit)- and God Incarnate. Finally, in the Church, established by Christ and con

firmed by the Spirit, the human-divine relationship could be considered true dialo

gue since it is believed that there are real divine sacraments, i.e. realized relation

ships between human beings and God, XĴ lio wants them to know Him as He is. 

This conclusion is summarized in figure 1.
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In terms of the theolog}" of dialogue, the confirmative work of the Spirit is sup

posed to be of the same character within both the Trinity and the created world. 

Since its creation the world bears the vestige of the Trinity, that is. Relations (the 

bold t\^e is used here in order to relate the partictilar terms to the right column in 

figure 1) which, as argued in the first chapter, are characteristic of both the personal 

and impersonal universe. Then, within the realm of the personal creation, one 

could speak of the Monologue of a human being and of Dialogue between the 

human beings (considered in the second chapter as the modus of human being). It is 

through the prophets, revealing the will of God to His people, that the Divine 

Monologue is made known (see 3.1.1). Although not itself a person, it was sug

gested that the Wisdom of God in the OT books reveals God as a Person \XTio 

in\ates His people to establish a relationship with Him in a personal way. Since 

then, Divine-Human Relations became possible in both directions so long as 

Wisdom was dwelling among the people of God (section 3.1.2). Through the in

carnation, God has addressed the apostles in an even more intimate and personal 

relation, calling them friends rather than sen’ants (cf John 15:14). Once it has 

taken place between Christ and the apostles, the Human-Divine Dialogue has 

become real, though it stiU cannot be called true (paragraph 3.1.3). Finally, the 

descending of the Spirit and His confirmation made the human-di^'ine dialogue 

true (Human-Divine Tme Dialogue), i.e. understood properly, accepted and 

answered by humans through the Church (section 3.2).

The Trinitarian confession of the Fathers of the Church helped us develop our 

approach to understanding dialogue, notably when Gregor}- of Nazianzus said 

diat “singularity is moved to dualit)  ̂ and rests at trinit)'”. We have seen that, in 

patristic t̂iew, duality is not a balanced state and, since singularity is to be ‘moved 

into duaUt}̂ ’, trinity appears as the very perfection at which the former two, singu

larity’ and dualit)-, have to arrive. Although expressed with the help of these terms, 

this is and always will be a myster}^ Similarly, when monologue is turned into di-
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alogue, the latter becomes perfect or true if it is confirmed by the third part}' in

volved. Paraphrasing, one could say that “monologue is moved to dialogue and 

rests at true dialogui\

In chapters three and four, a special attention was paid to the writers o f the Church. 

Ignatius o f Antioch, Justin Mart}T, Irenaeus o f Lyons and Origen were presented 

in the section “Way to Nicaea”; Athanasius of Alexandria, Basil o f Caesarea, Gre- 

gor\' of Nazianzus, Gregor}^ of Nyssa in “From Nicaea to Constantinople”; and 

Maximus the Confessor in “Liturg)^ and Dialogue” . It is o f particular interest to 

follow their thoughts while also being conscious o f the holiness o f their Hves.'*'*® 

Dialogically, this means that their Trinitarian ideas must be understood as part of 

the revelation o f God, known to them in person. While following tlie specula

tions on the Trinit}^ by the Cappadocians, for example, they should be unders

tood not as a result o f mere logical reasoning but as a real existential knowledge 

attained from within a tme dialogue with God. We have endeavoured to learn 

dialogue w’hile pursuing the dialogical development o f Trinitarian thought 

throughout the epoch when the Creed of Nicaea-Constantinople was formed. A 

major result gained within the context o f the fight against heretical propositions, 

was that the tme human-di\one dialogue could be seen to reflect the relations of 

the Trinit)’ itself insofar as they could be realized within the creation.

In chapter four turn to practical issues wliile speaking of dialogue in the Kturgical

context and in the context o f interreHgious human relations. Tme dialogue was 

considered to be based on love and to be central to the Liturg}  ̂ as a point o f in

tersection o f inter-human and human-divine relations. Maximus the Confessor’s 

definitions o f love as eras and agape shed light on the manner in which the eucha- 

ristic dimension enters into dialogue, signifying its perfection in reciprocit}' and

Due to some erroneous theological suggestions, Origen is not considered a father o f the Church, altliough
liis life Ls known to have been of an ascetic and devotional Christian character. -  See, e.g., Behr. The Way to
Nicaea, pp. 163-169.
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love. As it is not acknowledged by those o f non-Christian traditions, the eucharis- 

tic implication within the real communion o f love remains hidden but, neverthe

less, absolutely real. Christians participating in interreligious meetings must, as a 

matter o f priman' importance, bring with them a tacit wimess o f the eucharist as 

the revelation o f trinitarian perichorallavc. Due to the “inbom Thoi/\ as it was ar

gued, the witness of love which is shared in tme dialogue could become an ulti

mate ground for the unit}' within creation as it is seen by Him Who made the 

world.



277

True Dialogue
Im personal ! 

U niverse !
R elations

M onologue

Personal
U niverse

Trinitarian
T race

D ialogue

Divine 
M ono logue jP ro p h e ts

D ivine-Hum an
R elations

G od th e  Trinity
U ivine-Hum an

R elations

A postlesIncarnation  !■
H um an-D ivine

D ialogue

H um an-D ivine 
True D ialogueChurchC orfirm ation

Figure 1. Theolog}^ of dialogue.
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