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A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF PERSON IN THE
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By Desmond Nicholas Bamford

This thesis will construct a model of person through a comparison of ideas relating to
a concept of person in the Byzantine and Pratyabhijfia traditions. Questions will be
asked, such as, whether a concept of person can be constructed within these two
traditions, and how can ideas developed from these traditions be utilised to construct a
model of person? This thesis will provide an in depth examination of terms and
concepts that will be related to a concept of person within the two traditions,
examining the ontological and existential implications of those terms. This work will
also develop, from a subsequent convergence of the theologies of the two traditions, a
model of person that is inter-religious and dialogical. Though this work is analytical
in nature, in its deconstructing philosophical and theological models relating to
person, it also constructive, taking what is useful from the Byzantine and
Pratyabhijiia traditions so as to construct a new model of person through the
development of the term, Atman-hypostasis which looks to understanding human
personhood in the fullest mystical state (deification) within the human condition. A
comparison of the two traditions has not been attempted before in relation to the
theological discourse of person; neither has such an extensive examination and
deconstruction of the concept person in Byzantine and Pratyabhijia traditions been
undertaken in relation to contemporary studies; neither has a construction of this type
of model of person been undertaken. This work, in constructing a new term Arman-
hypostasis, which emerged from this research as an outcome of the comparison of
terms and ideas relating to a concept of person in both traditions, will contribute to the
academic theological field of personhood and this thesis will also contribute to the
field of inter-religious dialogue in developing an anthropological model that aims to
overcome the barriers that separate and divide.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Aims and Considerations

This thesis will have two broad aims, to compare concepts of person within the
Byzantine and Pratyabhijfia traditions in Chapters 2 and 3, and then to converge and
synthesise ideas developed from those traditions within a single model, the Atman-
hypostasis, in Chapter 4. Through this model, the place for considering new
approaches to person will be affirmed, as will the use of one tradition to inform the
other. The thesis will therefore develop a fusion of ideas through the study of
personhood within a comparative analysis of these seemingly different traditions.
While this research will also be placed within the context of contemporary research,
most specifically relating to the ideas of John Zizioulas, the intent is to provide a
deeper understanding of the concept of person through two areas of study: firstly, in
relation to terms in which personhood has become centred, hypostasis/prosopon and
ousia within the Byzantine tradition; and purusa and Atman within the Pratyabhijiia
tradition. The second area of the study will relate person to the notion of deification or
re-cognition. Through this examination terms will be adopted and synthesised within

the new model to converge ideas and aid interreligious dialogue.

This thesis was conceived of as a response to the contemporary theological debate on
person in the Byzantine tradition and the wish to bring that debate into the inter-
religious discourse.' It will develop a model that is open to interreligious dialogue,’
which allows the study of person within the two traditions to be considered from a
new perspective within a space for dialogue and convergence. Openness to

interreligious dialogue indicates a rejection of clinging to a rigid adherence to

' The debate on personhood within an inter-religious context is exemplified by Descry, ‘Unknowing
and Personalism’ in Bdumer (ed.), Mysticism in Shaivism and Christianity (Delhi: 1997); and K. P.
Aleaz, A Convergence of Advaita Vedanta and Eastern Christian Thought (Delhi: 2000).

? Exemplified by Jacques Dupuis who calls for an honest approach to inter-religious dialogue, see
‘Christianity and Religions: Complementarity and Convergence’, in Catherine Cornille, Many
Mansions: Multiple Religious Belonging and Christian Identity (Maryknoll: 2002), pp.61-75.
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traditional answers and allows personhood also to be considered within the context of
multiple divine revelations. The very notion of multiple divine revelations can be
considered as the driving force behind inter-religious dialogue. This answers the
problem of perceived differing revelations and how these revelations relate to the
human religious experience or the transformation of the individual. Thus, at the heart
of understanding how religions can exist in-situ with each other, is the understanding
of how the divine reveals itself and how this relates to the dispensation and reception
of grace. While this thesis will not answer these problems directly, it will consider the
place for different forms of manifested grace within different traditions, where the
notion of transformation and restoration of all human persons become the focus for

understanding the nature of revelation.

The relationship of multiple revelations in relation to grace and human becoming will
be considered as implicitly related to how the divine nature and activity impacts upon
each human person. Maximus the Confessor stated that “by grace, God, is the self-
becomer, Author, of the deification of creatures”.’ Through grace and deification,
human persons gain a better understanding of themselves through the divine intention
for human persons. The concept of divine intention allows deified person to be
correlated to the telos of personhood within different religious traditions. The term
grace also implies an inter-religious perspective through an end result, deification/re-
cognition, which when placed in an inter-religious context expands the role of the
divine act to indicate a cosmic work of the divine to deify the whole of mankind.

Maximus argued that grace indicates the divine purpose for the whole of humankind:

By grace he himself is God and is called God. By his gracious condescension
God became man and is called man for the sake of man and by exchanging his
condition for ours revealed the power that elevates man to God...by this
blessed inversion, man is made God by divinization and God is made man by
hominization.*

? kol Tfig KaTd XAPV AVTOVPYOV YEVETOXL TGV YEYOVOVTQOV Beoewg, Maximus Thal 60 (CCSG 22), 79,
117-120; translation by P. M. Blowers, On the Cosmic Mystery of Christ (Crestwood: 2002), pp.127-
128.

“ Maximus, Ambig. 7 (PG 91), 1084C; translation by P. M. Blowers, On the Cosmic Mystery of Christ,
p.60.
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To some extent this thesis is forcing a change in the way a person has traditionally
been considered, especially in contemporary models, through comparison and

convergence and by allowing for reciprocity and the synthesising of ideas.

Due to the syncretistic and synthetic nature of this work it is appropriate here to
provide some defence of this approach. This is necessary to answer criticisms that
object to a syncretistic and synthetic model, and hence we can look to the Early
Church Fathers for a defence of this methodology. Justin Martyr had referred to the
“seed of reason (the Logos) implanted in every race of men”,’ and Clement of
Alexandria viewed other faiths and philosophies, apart from the Christian, as Logos-
spermatikoi or the seeds of the Logos® sowed through time by the Logos. Clement
stated that the “truth, much more powerful than limitless duration, can collect its
proper germs (spermata), though they have fallen on foreign soil”. 7 These seeds of
truth® represent a context by which multiple revelations can be understood and allow

the place for syncretistic and synthetic approaches, which seem to be not only

appropriate within this context, but also inevitable.

This thesis appeals to this early inter-religious model, which utilises the powerful
imagery of the cosmic Christ who sows the seeds of truth in every faith and time to
determine that certain philosophies and theologies represent descents of truth. Hence
philosophies and religions can be said to stem from the perennial flow of truth that
flows at all times in history.” Inter-religious discourse within this narrative allows for

non-hegemonic interpretations and cross-philosophical interpretations within a

> Justin Martyr, Apol.2.8, (PG 6), 441-471; translation by Coxe (ANF, 1), p-191.

6 Clement, Str.1.13 (PG 8), 756A; translation by Coxe (ANF, 2), p.313.

7 oAb 82 mhéov Suvarwtépa Tob aidvog § dA8e cuvayayeiv i oixela onéppata, kav eic TV
drrodamiyv éxnéon, Clement, Str.1.13 (PG 8), 756A; translation by Coxe (ANF 2), 313. See also G. L.
Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, (London: 1959), p.117, who highlights that “logos spermaticos”
examples a Christian use of “Stoic conception”, or “immanent germinative principle”, (ibid).

# An interesting contemporary use Logos-Spermatikos is exemplified by David Lawrence who sees this
type of model as helpful when developing convergence within the philosophical narrative, especially in
relation to Pratyabhijiia and Western epistemological models; see David Peter Lawrence,
Rediscovering God with Transcendental Argument (Delhi: 1999), p.21; and Aspects of

Abhinavagupta’s Theory of Scripture’, Satya Nilayam; Chennai Journal of Intercultural Philosophy 5
(2004), p.22.

? Clement, Str.1.5 (PG 8), 685-708; translation by Coxe (ANF 2), p.305.
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hilosophia perennis,'® as Clement of Alexandria believed, that the “way of truth is
P p

one, but into it, as into a perennial river, streams flow from all sides”. !

In Eastern Orthodox terms, it is the Logos that inspires all philosophical endeavours
before the Logos-Sarx Incarnation, the Christ, who perfectly embodies the

culmination of philosophy, and who encourages ascents of truth.

To help argue the case for this open dialogical approach in the context of
contemporary Eastern Orthodoxy, the Greek Orthodox theologian Philip Sherrard can

"12 that produce

be cited. Sherrard criticised concepts of “linear ‘salvation history
negative and exclusive claims, but rather looked to positive or optimistic models that

stressed the economy of the divine Logos and eschatological fulfilment. He stated: “it
is the Logos who is received in the spiritual illumination of a Brahmin, a Buddhist, or

a Moslem”."?

In addition this thesis will focus only on certain areas relating to personhood and will
not seek to engage in an examination of all the areas relating to personhood. Hence,
many theological problems will be left unaddressed, and will have to be addressed in
future studies, such as the ontological issues relating to the Trinity in respect of the
monism of Kashmir Saivism. There have been no previous attempts to compare the
notion of person in Byzantine and Pratyabhijfia traditions, but some broad
comparisons are now being made between Byzantine and Kashmir Saivite schools
especially in relation to the concepts of deification (theosis)'* and fullness (plerdma/
piirna)."” Therefore this work sits within an ever growing corpus of theologians who

wish to examine how ideas in the Byzantine, Kashmir Saivite and Vedantic traditions

' See Michael Bames, Religious Pluralism , in, John R. Hinnells ed., The Routledge Companion to the
Study of Religion, (Oxon: 2005), p.409; Michael Barnes, Theology and the Dialogue of Religions,
Cambridge Studies in Christian Doctrine, (Cambridge: 2002), p.45; Macquarrie, Stubborn Theological
Questions, pp.50-51.
"' Clement, Str.1.5, 713; translation by Coxe (ANF, 2), p.305.
:j Philip Sherrard, Christianity: Lineaments of a Sacred Tradition (Brookline: 1998), p.61.

Ibid., p.62.
'* See Bettina Biumer (ed.), Mysticism in Shaivism and Christianity (Delhi: 1997).
'* See Bettina Biumer and John R. Dupuche (eds.), Void and Fuliness in the Buddhist, Hindu and
Christian Traditions. Sinya — Piirna — Pleréma (New Delhi, 2005). A similar type of comparison that
deals with comparative theology, Christianity and Kashmir Saivism was given by Gavin Flood, ‘Self
and Text: Towards a Comparative Theology of Self’, Cross Currents (2006).
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can be better understood in relation to each other within a dialogical forum.'® It will
be argued that there is indeed a place for theological dialogue between the Byzantine
and Kashmir Saivite (Pratyabhijfid) traditions, and that through dialogue, each

tradition can learn from the other'’ which can be mutually beneficial theologically.

1.1.1 Eschatological Hope

Comparison18 and convergence'® will be considered in relation to an “eschatological
hope”,20 as Wolfhart Pannenberg puts it, and fulfilment,’! that is to say a fulfilment in
the end (the eschata), the telos, of all things. This idea of hope will be placed within
the discourse of inter-religious dialogue and seeking dialogue with the other?? within
the hope of fulfilment, which underlines the reasons for bringing the two traditions
together in a comparison. But hope will not only be understood in terms of an outward
fulfilment, but also of the inner life, where in the inner experience, the telos of person
is attained in an inner event. This inner event represents the end or completion of the

person23 within an inner mystical experience, and which represents the hope for all

persons in the fulfilment experience of deification/re-cognition.

' See Aleaz, 4 Convergence of Advaita Vedanta and Eastern Christian Thought.

' See Zizioulas, Communion and Otherness (London: 2006).

'® Types of theological comparison have been highlighted by William E. Paden, ‘Comparative

Religion’, in John R. Hinnells, The Routledge Companion to the Study of Religion (London: 2005),

pp-208-225. See also: John Hick and Paul Knitter (eds.), The Myth of Christian Uniqueness

(Maryknolil: 1992); Gavin D’Costa, The Meeting of Religions and the Trinity (Maryknoll: 2000); P. L.

Quinn and K. Meeker (eds.), The Philosophical Challenge of Religious Diversity (NY: 2000);

Catherine Cornille (ed.), Many Mansions: Multiple Religious Belonging and Christian ldentity

(Maryknoll: 2002); Jacques Dupuis, Christianity and the Religions: From Confrontation to Dialogue

(Maryknoll: 2003); Veli-Matti Karkkiinen, Trinity and Religious Pluralism (UK: 2004); Paul F.

Knitter (ed.), The Myth of Religious Superiority (Maryknoll: 2005).

' T will develop convergence similar to the type of K. P. Aleaz, who argues for the place of

theological convergence of Vedanta and Eastern Christianity, see 4 Convergence of Advaita Vedanta

and Eastern Christian Thought (Delhi: 2000).

2 See Wolfhart Pannenberg, ‘The Task of Christian Eschatology’, in Carl E. Braaten and Robert W.

Jenson (eds.), The Last Things: Biblical and Theological Perspectives on Eschatology (Grand Rapids,

Michigan: 2002).

2! See ‘Revelation’, in the New Testament, 22: 12.

2 See John D. Zizioulas, Communion and Otherness (London: 2006), pp.43-55. The notion of the other

will also be understood from the context of Zizioulas’ Trinitarian theology, where the other becomes

}clated to the divine hypostasis and thus in this thesis will also relate to the nature of hypostasis through
tman.

% See Mathew 24:13-14, where Jesus refers to a single end (1€Ao) event, but which can also be

understood in terms of an inward completion.
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Consequently, through this approach to person, this chapter will contain an evaluation
of the problems and approaches relating to comparison and dialogical theology while
admitting that all things cannot be known and will seek an apophatic approach to an
eschatological hope. The reasoning for interreligious dialogue should be shrouded
within an admittance of a divine plan that cannot be known and remains hidden to
most. Such a plan for mankind indicates not only eschatological hope, affirming that
approaches to interreligious dialogue should be attempted, but that the reasoning for
dialogue should be placed within a context of what cannot be known. It cannot be
known how or why the divine reveals itself, but that such varied revelations take place
and from those revelations many types of theologies are born to explain those
revelations, which allows for the space for inter-religious dialogue to be considered.
This dialogue represents the recognition of the possibilities contained within the
choice to engage rather than reject. In addition the emphasis will be not upon the
methods of inter-religious dialogue, even though some examination of problems
relating to approaches will be given later in the introduction, and it will be affirmed
that dialogue is necessary, given that all humans are persons, sharing a common

experience and nature.

What will be accepted is that an eschatological vision allows for fulfilment and yet
recognises the place for difference, where the divine wish to bring humankind to God
reflects the recognition for the place for revelatory participations. Theological and
religious paradigms must go beyond previous, exclusivist, inclusivist or pluralistic
claims of religion,25 to a cosmic?® vision, while at the same time considering models

that encourage a mindset that look to new theologies.
1.1.2 Encounters of the Personal

In affirmation of this approach, a comparison should be sought between Indian

philosophy (Pratyabhijiia) and Christianity (Byzantine tradition) in an encounter of

2 For an example of this approach being employed in theological method, see Sarah Coakley, ‘What
Does Chalcedon Solve and What Does It Not? Some Reflections on the Meaning of Chalcedonian
“Definition™’, in Stephen T. Davis et al. (eds.), The Incarnation (Oxford: 2002), pp.114-163.

% See Perry Schmidt-Leukel, ‘Exclusivism, Inclusivism, Pluralism: The Tripolar Typology—Clarified
and Reaffirmed’, in Knitter (ed.), The Myth of Religious Superiority, p.13; and see also Hick,
Dialogues in the Philosophy of Religion, pp.186-187.

% Hick, Dialogues in the Philosophy of Religion, p.187.
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the personal, of the personal Christ to the world, and between persons (hypostases). It
is due to the focus on the nature of person and the shared reality of being persons that
an encounter with other traditions will be considered from an inter-religious

perspective allowing for meaningful reciprocity.

The reasoning behind engaging in comparison and dialogue will be sought by
affirming a depth of meaning within the encounters of the personal, not only in the
meetings between human persons but in the encounters between the human person
and the divine person. But there should be incorporated into attempts at understanding
such encounters, elements of what cannot be known or grasped especially when
considering how these encounters relate to revelation. It can only be affirmed that
from a soteriological perspective, encounters on a personal level are to be considered
in a way that rises above the mundane vision. Thus dialogue should be sought not
only within the context of a shared common experience but through an eschatological
vision®’ or a hope of the unity of persons. The place for the eschatological unity of
religions, and thus the need for seeking what is common, shared and hoped for in
human beings was also called for in Nostra Aetate of Vatican I11.%* In this
eschatological context, the ground for dialogue is sought in the truth of the eschata,
which becomes the basis for both unity and diversity, which helps negotiate, as

Kirkkiinen states, “the dynamic and tension between one and many”.

The examination of the human person in the context of the Byzantine and
Pratyabhijnia traditions will thus be placed within a soteriological and eschatological
context in the “universal design of God for the salvation of the human race”,*® who
reveals Himself, as Dupuis states, in “many and various ways”.3l The role of divine
revelation for the whole of humankind will be viewed as central not only to the
discourse of personhood but also to inter-religious dialogue, but will also stress the

Christian role of Christ as the central salvific figure. I again cite Dupuis to support

%7 For an example of this approach in relation to dialogue, see Kirkkiinen, Trinity and Religious
Pluralism, p.87.

2 See ‘Declaration on the Relation of Church to Non-Christian Religions’, or Nostra Adetate, in A.
Flannery, The Basic Sixteen Documents of Vatican Council II: Constitutions, Decrees, Declarations, A
Completely Revised Translation (Dublin: 1995), pp.569-570. See also Gavin D’ Costa, The Meeting of
Religions and the Trinity, pp.101-103.

2 Ibid., p.177.

3 Pope Paul V1, Decree on the Mission and Activity of the Church: Ad Gentes (Boston: 1965).

3! Jacques Dupuis, Christianity and the Religions, p.114.
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. . . . ¢ . R oy . . . . . 32 .
this view in his model of ‘“one mediator” within “participated mediations™ " in

which the uniqueness of Christ is upheld while also affirming the place of divine
multiple mediations, and multiple revelatory events through the divine revelatory

activity. The two positions will be viewed not in conflict, but as complementary.

Thus, this work represents an optimistic view of inter-religious dialogue, as
exemplified by Keith Ward in his notion of disclosures,** and Ninian Smart’s notion

of shared experience®* which also represents an optimistic approach to dialogue.*

Thus a growing body of theologians have developed and are developing theological
models which are not content with underlining the same old barriers of separation, but
look to optimism and solutions for discourse. This work will become part of an ever
growing corpus which encourages new ideas, and even new Christologies.36 Itis
hoped that ideas relating to the Atman-hypostasis paradigm constructed in this thesis
will add to and aid discourse that invites, what Samartha calls, “possibilities for

Christological developments”.’’

*2 Ibid., p.163.

33 Keith Ward believes that from such disclosures comparative theology can aliow “enquiry into ideas
of God and revelation”, Religion and Revelation (Oxford; Clarendon Press) p.50.

3 See Ninian Smart, ‘Our Shared Experience of the Ultimate’, Religious Studies 20/1 (1984), pp.19-26.
Studies relating to ‘shared’ experience is also exemplified by, David Brown, God and the Enchantment
of Place: Reclaiming Human Experience (Oxford: 2006); and Paul M. Collins, Context, Culture and
Worship: The Quest for ‘Indian-ness’ (ISPCK: 2006).

%5 Within this context of optimism, and disclosures and truth, the concept of the Absolute will be
understood in terms of God who discloses “Himself” and a disclosed truth. I refer to the term
“Himself" giving a masculine attribute to God not in a sexist context but because this is utilised in the
Greek Patristic tradition, see Pseudo-Dionysius, DV, 7.3 (Luibheid), “He is known through knowledge”
(PG 3), 872A; and in Pratyabhijiia see IPK 4.3, which states “He is taken to be numerous types of
finite persons” (Pandit). A notion of truth, through an Atmanic reality, can be correlated to John Hick’s
concept of the “Real” (see John Hick, Dialogues in the Philosophy of Religion, UK: 2001, p.14), which
infers a notion of the Absolute divine transcendent, “Ultimate Reality”, which, for Ward, is versatile
enough to be related to equivalent ideas in Hinduism and Islam (ibid).This line of thought is also taken
up by Harold Coward in The Perfectibility of Human Nature in Eastern and Western Thought (NY:
2008).

** Some examples of see: S. J. Samartha, One Christ many Religions (NY: 1991); Jacob Parappally,
Emerging Trends in Indian Christology (Bangalore: 1995); K. P. Aleaz, 4 Convergence of Advaita
Vedanta and Eastern Christian Thought, Raimon Panikkar, Christophany, the Fuliness of Man (NY:
2004); Mathew Vekathanam, /ndian Christology (Bangalore: 2004).

%7 Samartha, One Christ many Religions, p.93.
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1.2 Methodology: Comparative and Convergent Approaches to
Theology

While a comparison and convergence of terms will be considered discretely
throughout the thesis, with a sharp focus in Chapter 4, the main emphasis will be upon
comparing models of person that relate to the constructs of individuality, modes of
existence, relationality and unity in Chapters 2 and 3. The comparison of such models
will represent a wish to develop a convergence of ideas, as exemplified by Briick,”®
and bring such convergence to a point of synthesis in Chapter 4. While the thesis will
develop convergence and a synthetic approach, it will do so within a Christian

framework.

1.2.1 Comparative Theology

The wish to evolve ideas through comparison is not new, and there is a voluminous
corpus of material from scholars such as Max Miiller*” to Swami Abhishiktananda,*’
and in the contemporary field is exemplified by Francis X. Clooney*' and Gavin
Flood,** that seeks to engage in comparative theology to aid dialogue and reciprocity.
What this thesis proposes is to utilise Aleaz’s notion of convergence*’ to construct a
model of person within a comparison that is workable. To some extent this process

2944

could be related to a “re-imagining”™ of God, as Richard Kearney put it, where we

redefine and re-consider the way in which we view God and thus ourselves.

** Michael Von Briick, The Unity Of Reality: God, God-Experience, and Meditation in the Hindu
Christian Dialogue, trans. James V. Zeitz (Mahwah: 1991). This excellent work by Bruck outlines
introductory categories in which Advaita and Christian Trinitarian theology can come together.

% See Max Miiller, Lectures on the Origin and Growth of Religion (London: 1878).

“* See Abhishiktananda, Hindu-Christian Meeting Point (Delhi: 1969, 2005).

*! See Francis X. Clooney, Theology After Vedanta: An Experiment in Comparative Theology (Delhi:
1993). See some other examples of contemporary comparative theology: Ishanand Vempeny, Krsna
and Christ (Pune: 1988); Catherine Comille, The Guru in Indian Catholicism (Louvain: 1991); Arvind
Sharma, The Philosophy of Religion and Advaita Vedanta (Delhi: 1995); Hans Torwesten,
Ramakrishna and Christ (UK: 1997).

42 See Gavin Flood, The Ascetic Self (Cambridge: 2004).

 Aleaz, 4 Convergence of Advaita Vedanta and Eastern Christian Thought.

“ Richard Kearney, ‘Re-imagining God’, in John D. Caputo and Michael J. Scanlon (eds.),
Transcendence and Beyond: A Postmodern Inquiry (Bloomington and Indianapolis: 2007), pp.51-65.
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But there are difficulties that confront the inter-religious dialogical theologian such as
over confessionalism, which makes the rationale for theological comparison reductio
ad absurdum. Problems relating to the confusion of theological concepts are
highlighted by John Thatamanil, who shows that comparative theologians in their
efforts to be comparative may even have become hyphenated*’as a Hindu-Christian or
Christian-Hindu. In an inclusivist position the outcome may even become more
radical in seeking common ground, as exemplified in Bede Griffiths’ promotion of
hybridization.* But while the over-confessional approach represents a stumbling
block to comparison and convergence, a model that is too accepting can denude faith
claims, and so what should be the approach to inter-religious dialogue? Clooney
recognises that one way may be to accept “multiple religious identities”,*’ in which
one enters into partnership and experience with the other faiths, even though he
prefers to work through his own tradition. This view is taken up Jacques Dupuis in his
inter-religious dialogical approach. Dupuis argues that to engage with the “faith of the

3548

other”™" one must be open to the faith of the other to become a true partner in

dialogue,*’ where one enters “into the experience of the other in an effort to grasp the
experience from within”.*® But here lies the problem; the term other’' can imply
separateness and distance,’? and so one solution is either to identify oneself with the
other or even become the other, taking on the other’s tradition in which one can
experience the other’s religion and thereby gain respect for other traditions. This has
led to the notion of “multiple religious belonging”,> but there has not been enough
work on this side of inter-religious dialogue to see where this line of dialogical

theology is going.

* Ibid.
% See Catherine Comnille, The Guru in Indian Catholicism, p.177.
* Francis X. Clooney, ‘God For Us; Multiple Religious Identities as a Human and Divine Prospect’, in
Catherine Comille, Many Mansions (Maryknoll: 2002), p.44.
* See Dupuis, ‘Christianity and Religions: Complementarity and Convergence’, in Catherine Cornille,
Al\;lany Mansions: Multiple Religious Belonging and Christian Identity, p.63.

Ibid.
* Ibid.
5! See also Barnes, Theology and the Dialogue of Religions, p.4S5.
52 Zizioulas argues though, the opposite, where the notion of the other has a relational quality, see
Communion and Otherness, p.43.
53 See Claude Geffré, ‘Double Belonging and the Originality of Christianity as a Religion’, in
Catherine Comnille, Many Mansions: Multiple Religious Belonging and Christian Identity, pp.93-105,
and also Phan, ‘Multiple Religious Belonging’, in Being Religious Interreligiously: Asian Perspectives
on Interfaith Dialogue (Maryknoll: 2004), pp.60-81.
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Perhaps the notion of otherness in a relational context, of a collective religious
belonging could help to support inter-religious dialogue when viewed in the context
of friend.>* This highlights a reciprocal model, where the recognition of what is
shared by all persons having the nature of hypostatic existence, and the participating
in a faith in God, itself brings persons together through the sharing of a common

nature and faith.

The theological development of comparativism or comparative theology, has also laid
itself open to criticism for its broad generalisations, exampled in Radhakrishnan’s
comparison of Eastern and Western ideologies.”® While Radhakrishnan looked to
qualify his approach through notions of “self-discovery and self-knowledge”,”® he
made broad comparisons of the mysticism and ethics of the West and India and of
what is to be understood by the term soul.’” But he was mindful of the danger in his
approach and underlined that his attempts were but cursory.”® In addition so often a
comparison may wish to accomplish something beneficial but the outcome may be
detrimental to dialogue. In this case I am thinking of Hans Torwesten’s work
Ramakrishna and Christ, which compares Ramakrishna with Christ,”® and deny the
uniqueness of Christ, which serves only to repel from a Christian point of view.
Another good example of comparison seeking a unity of ideas but actually
underlining difference is Bede Griffiths’ correlation of the Trinity with Sat-Cit-
Ananda or Satcidananda.*® Bede Griffiths’ Hindu-Christian syncretism,®' though well
intentioned, actually muddles theological ideas.®® Hence criticism of the comparativist

method thus seems somewhat founded upon real fears. William E. Paden reflects that,

54 See Thomas Aquinas, ST, Q114.1-2 (1670).

5 S. Radhakrishnan, Eastern Religions and Western Thought (Oxford: 1969).
% Ibid., p.35.

% Ibid., p.145.

*® Ibid., p.117.

%° Hans Torwesten’s Ramakrishna and Christ (UK: 1997), p.21; also see Geoffrey Parrinda, Avatar and
Incarnation (Oxford: 1997); and R. S. Sugirtharaja, 4sian Faces of Jesus (Maryknoll: 1993).
% Bede Griffiths, The Marriage of East and West (Illinois: 1982), also see G. Feuerstein, Encyclopedic
Dictionary of Yoga (London: 1990).
%! See also Abhishiktananda, ‘ The Depth-Dimension of Religious Dialogue’, Vidyajyoti 45/5 (1981),
pp-202-221; Abhishiktananda, ‘Notes on Christology and Trinitarian Theology’, Vidyajyoti 64/8
(2000), pp.598-612; see also Anthony Kalliath, The Word in the Cave (New Delhi:1996); Edward T.
Ulrich, ‘Swami Abhishiktananda and Comparative Theology’, Horizons 31/1 (2004), pp.40-63, and R.
Yesurathanam, A Christian Dialogical Theology: The Contribution of Swami Abhishiktananda
gKolkata: 2006).

? These confused models make “superficial identifications” which should not be employed and this
problem of “superficial identifications” is beginning to be understood as detrimental to encounter, see
David Brown, God and Enchantment of Place (Oxford: 2004), p.352.
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“comparativism is not without its problems and critics for it can make superficial
parallels, false analogies and misleading associations™.®® It can also be shown that
some modern Indian thinkers, such as, Swami Vivekananda and Sri Aurobindo
confused or even blurred theological ideas in their attempts at seeking harmony,* and
made erroneous correlations between an impersonal divinity and theism,® and so it is
important to be careful when constructing synthetic models that seek a convergence of

ideas.

The theological comparativist has also been accused of developing a non-existent
meta-narrative, and agenda, and thus, as Paden puts it, comparativism has developed
a “kind of conceptual imperialism™.%® However, comparative theology should be used
as a tool to push theological boundaries and to promote dialogue through
convergence. Perhaps Hindu theological methods could provide a way into
convergence, in as much as Hinduism has been doing comparison and convergence
for a long time. This is exemplified in the Bhagavad Gita, which incorporated many
of the philosophical and theological systems of India.”’ In the Gitartha Samgraha,
Abhinavagupta informs us that it is the purpose of the Lord to manifest many paths of

knowledge (Sankhya) and action (Yoga), and that such a fusion enhances humanity’s

existence:

The Lord combines and presents both these paths in one because knowledge
(fnana) and action (kriya) are the very nature of consciousness.%®

Taking these concerns into consideration in relation to comparison and convergence
this thesis is placed within the context of inter-religious dialogue, where seeking
common ground with other religions has become imperative for fostering mutual
understanding and respect. The facing of other religions in inter-religious encounters,

forces us not only to ask the question why engage in a comparison at all, but to also

 William E. Paden, ‘Comparative Religion’, in John R. Hinnells, The Routledge Companion to the
Study of Religion (London: 2005), p.216.

% See Vivekananda’s Neo-Vedanta, The Complete Works of Swami Vivekananda (1-8; Calcutta, 2000)
and Sri Aurobindo’s Synthesis of Yoga (BCL, 20-21).

% See Swami Vivekananda, The Complete Works of Swami Vivekananda, vol.2, pp.175-188; and Sri
Aurobindo, The Life Divine (BCL, 18-19), pp.338-354;

% Ibid., p.217.

%7 See Vedwati Vaidik (ed.), Srimad Bhagavad-Gita (New Delhi: 2003); and A. C. Bhaktivedanta
Swami Prabhupada, The Bhagavad-Gita As It Is (UK: 1986), p.3.

% B. Marjanovic (trans.), Abhinavagupta’s Commentary on the Bhagavad Gita, Gitartha Sargraha
(New Delhi: 2004), p.82.

27



ask why have we not engaged more in meaningful theological dialogue? Thus we
should then ask to what extent comparison and convergence can develop or aid inter-
religious dialogue. But the why of theological comparison should not only be based
upon an academic need to develop meaning in theological dialogue and convergence,
or a political will to harmonise cultures and religions, but that engagement with other
faith communities should have a deeper significance. The why of comparison must
have as its centre an ontological and existential quest that seeks a deeper rationale for
dialogue. While often the most suitable path to achieve an encounter in the study of
religions is found through comparison, so too ontological inquiry is important in
informing us of the nature of personhood when asking the questions not only ‘who am
I’ as a person, but also ‘who are we’ as persons? What is a human person?’°9 Hence
comparison and convergence, while serving as a dialogical tool, can also be used to

increase our knowledge of who we are as human persons.”

1.2.2 Converging Theologies

The wish to attempt not only at comparison between theologies from different
traditions but also a convergence has recently been adopted by the Indian Oriental
Orthodox theologian K. P. Aleaz. He argues that such dialogical approaches can

» 7! that is to say a holistic ideal, exemplified in an

promote a “unitive vision
eschatological vision.”? He envisions new meanings, and insights gained through
convergence”” of Advaita Neo-Vedanta' with Christianity, within a category called
“Pluralistic Inclusivism”.” Aleaz structures his approach to theology stressing

theological comparison and convergence, and drawing upon Neo-Vedanta to develop

% See Rudolf Otto, Mpysticism East and West (NY: 1932), who was attempted an ontological
comparison between Meister Eckhart and Sankara’s use of Esse (ibid. pp.19-21) and dtman
respectively in seeking such answers to these questions.

70 For this reason Gavin Flood states that “comparisons are not odious but necessary for human
understanding”, see Gavin Flood, The Ascetic Self, Subjectivity, Memory and Tradition (Cambridge:
2004); also see also on this Paul E. Murphy, Triadic Mysticism, The Mystical Theology of Saivism of
Kashmir (Delhi: 1999).

' Aleaz, Christian Responses to Indian Philosophy (Kolkata: 2005), p.120.

72 See K. P. Aleaz, Jesus in Neo-Vedanta, p.1.

7 K. P. Aleaz, A Convergence of Advaita Vedanta and Eastern Christian Thought, p.xix.

™ Neo-Vedanta is generally considered as the resurgence of Vedanta or Upanisadic theology which
brought together ideas not only of Saivite, Yogic, and Vaisnavite theologies but incorporated the
context of other religions and exemplified by Ramakrishna, Swami Vivekananda and Sri Aurobindo.
7 See Aleaz, 4 Convergence of Advaita Vedanta and Eastern Christian Thought, p.xv.
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new Christologies through the incorporation of Hindu philosophies. As with Aleaz,
this work will also affirm that isolationist theologies cannot provide new insights into
old problems, and that what are needed are new approaches that enrich’® and bring
new dimensions to theology. Aleaz demonstrates that new approaches sought in
Indian Christianity,”” through the incorporation of the term Atman, can be used as an

epistemological and metaphysical tool in Christian reformulation”® theology.

While many approaches to inter-religious dialogue have, especially over the last forty
years, been attempted, what will be considered here is that, a space for theological
comparison and convergence enhances inter-religious dialogue, and pushes
theological boundaries forward towards a goal that contemplates fruitful and
harmonious encounters.” To that end, this work will not present an overtly
confessional or exclusivist approach,®® nor will it develop a religiously pluralistic
model taken up by Keith Ward and John Hick, which accepts all types of spirituality.
The necessity to look to new approaches can be justified in the Early Christian
synchronistic use of philosophical terms.®' So too, present day Christianity, if it is to
respond to pluralism, has to accept the place for the inclusion and convergence® of
ideas and terms not traditionally utilised in Christianity. Indeed the task of theology
itself when considering an eschatological and a cosmic vision of God must be able to
include and not exclude. In this context Keith Ward has stated that, “zheology is a
pluralistic discipline. In it people of differing beliefs can co-operate, discuss, argue

3
and converse”.*’

" Ibid., p.XiX.
7 It is now can be recognised that there is a distinct Christian approach in India which is catled ‘Indian
Christianity’ and which, regardless of the denomination, has a flavour that is distinctly Indian. See R.
Boyd, An Introduction to Indian Christian Theology (Delhi: 1969, 2005); and M. Vekathanam, Indian
Christology.
™ Vekathanam, Indian Christology (Bangalore: 2004), p.508.
7 There have in this context, even been some discussion on ‘multiple religious belonging’ see,
Catherine Comille (ed.), Many Mansions: and Peter C. Phan, Being religious Interreligiously
(Maryknoll: 2004).
% Problems relating to confessionalism is highlighted in V. M. Kirkkiinen, Trinity and Pluralism and
Keith Ward who believes that one cannot hold a “religious view without holding a confessional view”,
see Religion and Revelation (Oxford: 2003), p.108, which is in contradistinction to Hick’s
interpretation of the “Real”, see Hick, Dialogues in the Philosophy of Religion (UK: 2001), p.14.
D’Costa upholds the view that dialogue is possible but only through exclusivism and “nothing called
Eluralism really exists” (ibid. p.169).

' See C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: 1953).
82 See Aleaz, A Convergence of Advaita Vedanta and Eastern Christian Thought, p.279.
 Ward, Religion and Revelation, p.45.
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While previous theological models have fallen short of convergence, and are
exemplified in S. J. Samartha 8 who did not intend to “articulate a systematic fully-
fledged Christology” % to “indicate possibilities for Christological developments in a
religiously plural world”,*® Aleaz goes further, as he places convergence in relation to
Christian Theology through his ‘Neo-Vedantic Christology’.®” This thesis will also
develop a methodology in common with Aleaz’s approach and will endeavour to
develop a fluidity and syncretism of theological language through a convergence of

the terms and theologies of the Byzantine tradition and Pratyabhijfia.

1.3 Towards Dialogue: Dialogical Paradigms

This part of the introduction will examine some approaches and problems relating to
inter-religious dialogue which have impacted on the way in which a comparative
theology and theology of convergence are considered. Even though inter-religious
dialogue has been affected by the hardening of confessional positions, or is due to the
present political problems relating to fundamentalism, this environment itself

highlights the importance and necessity of inter-religious dialogue.

Approaches to inter-religious dialogue seem to have been set within certain narratives
that reflect a theological stance of faith constructs, developing methodologies that
reflect those beliefs, and have been broadly determined within ‘exclusivist’,
‘inclusivist’ and ‘pluralistic’ models.*® Alan Race in 1983 and Gavin D’Costa in 1986
highlighted these paradigms as being helpful when categorising responses to
pluralism,®® but these have now been superseded. Hence, the ever growing
populations and interactions and encounters between religions are forcing theologians

to re-think models and narratives through which inter-religious dialogue has been set.

* $.J. Samartha, One Christ Many Religions (Maryknoll: 1991), p.4.

* Ibid., p.93.

* Ibid.

%7 Aleaz, Jesus in Neo-Vedanta, p-1.

® See Alan Race, Christians and Religious Pluralism (London: 1983); see also P. Schmidt-Leukel

;‘Eii(l;:_l;sivi;m, Inclusivism, Pluralism’, in Paul F. Knitter, The Myth of Religious Superiority, p.13.
id., p.2.
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The increasing encounters between peoples of different faiths, although forcing the
Western mind to re-address its standards and belief systems, should not be considered
as a stumbling block to the Christian mind for many Eastern and Oriental Christians
have lived and developed their faith within other faith communities. Also, initially
Christianity emerged out of a pluralistic environment and was confident enough to
engage within a pluralistic culture.”® This type of Christianity was confessional and
yet incorporated non-Christian terms and ideas.’' The Letter to Diognetus®
highlighted the ability of early Christians to integrate and dialogue with other cultures
using Hellenistic words such as Logos®® within a Jewish theological setting yet.** But
Christianity should not to be set merely within a narrative of pluralism, but should
confess itself within pluralism and considering that God may manifest through many
types of revelations. In the context of multi-revelatory events, religions can be

considered as inherently related to each other, but which find fulfilment in Christ.

1.3.1 Exclusivism

Consequently the category of dialogical response that is exclusivist will be rejected,
mainly because of the cosmic vision given by the Byzantine tradition, which affirms
that religions and philosophies in some way express parts of the whole truth, but

which is revealed totally in Christ.”® Exclusivism,”® defined through its rigorous

% See ‘[TPOE AIOFNHTON’, in J. B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers (London: 1893).

*! For example the Prologue to John’s Gospel is distinctly Platonic, see C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation
o[ the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: 1953).

%2 {IPOX AIOTNHTON’, in J. B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, pp.490-511.

% See the Gospel of John and C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, and also see
Augustine’s admittance that the Prologue of John’s Gospel has Platonic influences, in Confessions,
trans. R. S. Pine-Coffin (London: 1961), bk.7.9, p.144.

% <[IPOZ AIOI'NHTON stated: “For Christians are not distinguished from the rest of mankind either in
locality or in speech or in customs. For they dwell not somewhere in cities of their own, neither do they
use some different language, nor practice an extraordinary kind of life...But while they dwell in cities
of Greeks and barbarians as the lot of each is cast, and follow the native customs in dress and food and
the other arrangement of life, yet the constitution of their own citizenship, which they set forth, is
marvellous, and confessedly contradicts expectations” (Xpwotiavoi yap obte yfj obte puvi} ovte £8e0t
Swaxexpuévor v Aowmdv eioiv avBpamov. odte yiip mov noderg idiag karaxobow olte Srohéxte Tivi
napariaypévn xpdvial obte Biov naphonpov dokobaw...katowkodvieg 8¢ noreig EXAnvidag te kai
BapPapoug mg Exactog Exknp@dn, kai toig éyxwpiolg EBeotv drorovBodvres &v e 00Tt kad Saity Kai
® howd Pid OavpacThv kai dpoloyouvpévag tapadolov éviecikvuviar TV Kataotacty tfig SavTdv
nohweiag), see ‘TIPOZ AIOFNHTON’, 5.1-3, 5.4-6, in J. B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, pp.493-
507.

% See Clement, Str.1.13, 756A (Coxe); and Justin Martyr, Apol.2.7, 441-471 (Coxe).
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claims, excludes any real attempt at dialogue, and conditions its theology through the
term ‘extra ecclesiam nulla salus’ (outside of the Church there is no salvation).”” This
axiom is the driving force behind the exclusivist view,”® and it negates any salvation
for those perceived not to be called Christians. Theologians of this type affirm the
erroneous character of other faiths.”” However, this axiom should not be a hindrance,
for if the word, Church, indicates the hope of an eschatological fulfilment for
humanity, it could be argued that all who are called to God and experience God within
another religion apart from Christianity are brought into God’s Church through the
grace of the Logos. Perhaps the very meaning of the word church or assembly
(émc}vecia)'oo has to be examined further, especially in the context of Christian

affirmation in the light of other religions.

1.3.2 Inclusivism

The next category comes broadly under the term inclusivist which can be said to have
evolved out of a response to exclusivist claims. Schleiermacher'®! and Rudolf Otto'®
were forerunners of inclusivism and of the later development of pluralism. The notion
of inclusivism, which can be said to define those who work within the acceptance
model,'” belies a reticence to affirm an equal place at the dialogical table. Examples
of this type are found in Karl Rahner who argued for an inclusive view through his

notion of the “anonymous Christian”,'® and Paul Knitter, whose inclusivism is

% See: Glyn Richards, Towards a Theology of Religions (London: 1989), p.14; Allan Race, Christians

and Religious Pluralism (London: 1981), p.10; K. P. Aleaz Harmony of Religions: The Relevance of

Swami Vivekananda (Calcutta: 1993), pp.154-173; and Aleaz, Christian Responses to Indian

Philosophy (Kolkata: 2005).

%7 See Cyprian of Carthage, Epistulae 73.21 (PL 3), 1169; and De Unitate (PL 4), 509-536; on this in

relation to inter-religious dialogue see Gavin D’ Costa, The Meeting of Religions and the Trinity,
.101-103.

b See Race, Christians and Religious Pluralism, p.11.

% See Aleaz Harmony of Religions, p.154.

'% Mentioned 114 times in NT, but only 3 in Gospels, all in Mathew, e.g. Mt.16:18; 18:17. There are

46 occurrences in Pauline the corpus.

1% See F. Schleiermacher’s ‘Doctrine of “Original Perfection of Man’, in The Christian Faith, eds. H.

R. Mackintosh, and J. S. Stewart (London: 2005), p.244.

92 See Rudolf Otto, Mysticism East and West (NY: 1970).

19 Aleaz, Dialogical Theologies: Hartford Papers and Other Essays (Kolkata: 2004), p.85.

'% Karl Rahner, Theological Investigations, Vol. V, Later Writings, trans. Karl-H. Kruger (London:

1969), p.132.
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developed within his fulfilment model.'” Knitter goes beyond what is to be
considered inclusivistic, and seems to develop an all-inclusive inclusivism.'% Aleaz
includes also Raimundo Panikkar in the inclusivist category,'®’ but Panikkar could

perhaps be placed within the pluralist model.

The inclusivism narrative is restricted in what it can accomplish, for it does not rely
on reciprocity but on metered out generosities. For example Rahner’s view, from a
Hindu point of view, is innately patronising. Certainly, the increased encounter of
Christianity with other religions provoked Panikkar to go further than Rahner, by
declaring that the God of Hinduism is the “unknown Christ”,'” and that if Hindus are
thereby anonymous Christians then “Christians are anonymous Hindus”.'®” Panikkar
believes that Christians have “no monopoly of truth”' 1% and neither do they have a
“monopoly of salvation”,'"! but that to be a Christian is to work in co-operation with
Christ and creation, engaging in a cosmic dialogue. Those subscribing to this view
would naturally be inclined to a theology of agreement and inclusion. As Panikkar
states, “it is offensive and unacceptable for the so-called non-Christian religions to be
described only by a negative feature”.''? He goes on to state, “it leaves a bad taste in
the mouth to divide people up in this way”.'"? For this reason Wilfred Cantwell Smith

114

asserted that religious separation within self-sufficient " positions of any religion

cannot legitimately develop a “world theology of religions”. '3 Rather, what Wilfred
Cantwell Smith purported is a working toward religious dialogue through generic

concepts such as faith, God and the like.''®

15 See Aleaz, ‘Christian Theologies of Religious Need to Go Global: A Response to Paul F. Knitter’,

in, Dialogical Theologies: Hartford Papers and Other Essays, pp.88-91.

1% K nitter, The Myth of Religious Superiority.

17 Aleaz Harmony of Religions: The Relevance of Swami Vivekananda, p.173.

:2: l})aidmundo Panikkar, The Unknown Christ of Hinduism (New Edition; London: 1981), p.13.
Ibid.

::‘l’ Panikkar, ‘Christians and So-Called Non-Christians’, Cross Currents 22/3 (1972), pp.281-308.
Ibid.

"2 1bid.

" Ibid.

""“ Wilfred Cantwell Smith, Towards A World Theology, Faith and the Comparative History of

Religion (UK: 1981).

"' Ibid.

" Ibid.
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1.3.3 Pluralism

The last major dialogical category developed has been called pluralism, which called
for even greater scope in dialogue between religions, but paradoxically, allowing
religions and religious type movements their own space, discourages dialogue.
Examples of pluralists are Keith Ward, John Hick and Jacques Dupuis. However, this
category is at present ambiguous and is muddling models which could be interpreted
in any variety of ways. Hence, new categories must be conceived of in which are
fruitful, open, and allow optimistic theologies to develop, yet which retain identity
and thereby significance. This open approach reflects an optimism to Christian inter-
religious dialogue, evidenced in Nicholas Cusa (1401-64), who in De pace fidei 1
developed a dialogical approach by recognising the divine in another religion. Cusa
considered that each person was a reflection of the divine Person, and thus dialogue

gains significance in that encounter with persons of other religions.

The notion of optimism within interreligious dialogue allows for reciprocity and
acceptance of other faiths and ideas not possible in comparison,''® without detracting
from personal beliefs. Jacques Dupuis remarks that “affirming the Christian identity is
best done in an open dialogue with the other religions”.!”® He argues that Christians
should engage in open dialogue and thereby be “enriched or even renewed”.'?’ He
addresses the question of mutual enrichment, and highlights the importance of
convergence in relation to dialogue. So models of convergence and synthesis offer a

way to approach dialogue. This approach can be exemplified in early Christianity, and

"7 See Willem Dupré, ‘Religious Plurality sand Dialogue in the Sermons of Nicholas Cusa’, Studies in
Interreligious Dialogue 15.1 (2005), pp.76-85, see also Nicholas of Cusa, ‘De docta ignorantia’ and
‘Dialogus de Deo abscondito’, in Nicholas of Cusa, trans. H. L. Bond (The Classics of Western
Spirituality; Mahwah: 1997), p.125 and pp.209-213. Troeltsch (1865-1923) too indicated the
importance of dialogue with other religions, see Joseph Molleur, ‘Troeltsch, Comparative Theology
and the Conversation with Hinduism’, Studies in Interreligious Dialogue 11/2 (2001), pp.133-47.
Swami Vivekananda (1863-1902) was one of the first Hindus who argued for inter-religious dialogue
at the Parliament of Religions (Chicago 1 127" September 1893); also see Swami Vivekananda,
‘Address at the Parliament of Religions, Read at the Parliament on the 19" September 1893, in The
Complete Works of Swami Vivekananda (1; Calcutta: 2000), p.14.
'!* See Richard Schebera, ‘Comparative Theology: A New Method of interreligious Dialogue’,
Dialogue and Alliance 17/1 (2003), pp.7-18.
"e Jacques Dupuis ‘Renewal of Christianity Through Interreligious Dialogue’, Bijdragen 65 (2004),
Pp- 131-145.

Ibid.
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Kippenburg even argues that “early Christianity was a syncretistic religion”.'?! In this
understanding, new integrations could help to invigorate Christian theology and Aleaz
offers such a model with his incorporation of Vedanta into Orthodox Christianity.'
Aleaz calls his model, pluralistic inclusivism,'? in which, “Inclusivism and Pluralism
undergo change in their previous meanings”. 12 In this category, he offers the

12 through convergence

possibility of developing “practical dialogical theology
exemplified in his Neo-Vedantic Christology.'?® It is my intention to continue along
the lines of Aleaz’s approach, but I do have reservations about the category of

“pluralistic inclusivism” for it is not clear exactly what this means.

Aleaz believes that Indian Christianity, through the incorporation of Indian
philosophical terms, could offer new ways of doing interreligious dialogue. He points
to new types'?’ of theology, which are based largely upon Neo-Vedanta, in which a
“harmony of religions”'?® is substantiated through Neo-Vedantic Christology. 129
Concerning the methodological use of convergence, the thesis will build upon K. P.
Aleaz’s work, which looks to a convergence of theologies, specifically of Advaita
Vedanta and the Byzantine tradition.'*° But this thesis will go further, as Aleaz does
not consider many of the nuanced debates on the concept of person, such as how a
concept of person is related to the term hypostasis and the ontological implications
when considering the inclusion of Vedanta into the Orthodox Christian model.
Neither does Aleaz consider hypostasis in relation to the contemporary Orthodox
existentialist debate. Although Aleaz’s general premise of convergence is accepted
here, his comparison seems to me to be somewhat flawed in his use of Advaita

131

Vedanta. This is because the rigid idealism and monism of Advaita Vedanta'~" does

2! Hans. G. Kippenberg, ‘In Praise of Syncretism: The Beginnings of Christianity Conceived in the
Light of a Diagnosis of Modern Culture’, in Anita Maria Leopold, Jeppe Sinding Jensen, eds.,
vancretism in Religion, A Reader, Critical Categories in the Study of Religion (London: 2004), p.29.
122 See Aleaz, A Convergence of Advaita Vedanta and Eastern Christian Thought.

'3 Aleaz Harmony of Religions: The Relevance of Swami Vivekananda, pp.162-176, and Aleaz,
Dimensions of Indian Religion (Calcutta: 1995), p.262.

124 Aleaz, Dimensions of Indian Religion, p.262.

123 K P. Aleaz, Jesus in Neo-Vedanta (Delhi: 1995), p.xv.

%6 Ibid.

"7 Ibid., p.1, and p.32.

"% Ibid., p.3

' Ibid.

139 See Aleaz, 4 Convergence of Advaita Vedinta and Eastern Christian Thought.

! This is exemplified by Sankaracarya who stated that “everything of the nature of the non-Self is
negated from the eternally existing Self”, in Upadesa Sahasri, trans. Swami Jagadananda (Madras),
p.218.
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not allow for any meaningful reciprocity when related to the notion of revelation and
divine appearance in Byzantine theology, and especially in relation to personhood. It
could be argued that a comparison of the Byzantine tradition and Dvaita (dualism)'**
which stresses difference, or Visistadvaita (qualified non-dualism or qualified non-
difference)133 might be more fruitful. It is the contention of this thesis, however, that
in both Dvaita and Visistadvaita, the ontological outcome is too dualistic. Hence, the
most useful Indian philosophy from my point of view that provides a fruitful
comparison with the Byzantine tradition, in this context, is Pratyabhijfia.
Pratyabhijiia, as with the Byzantine tradition, allows for a mystically completed

(perfected) or maximalist notion of deified person without negating the place for what

is real through the philosophical incorporation of unity-in-diversity or bhedabheda.

When considering an appropriate model to focus the comparison, the traditional
Hindu openness for dialogue in accepting other faiths can be utilised, which
exemplifies a workable dialogical model for the convergence of theologies. This is
not to say that the pluralistic landscape in India has always been harmonious and
collaborative; on the contrary, in India there have existed historical tensions between
its main faiths such as Saivism, Vaisnavism, Buddhism, Jainism, Islam, Sikhism, and
Christianity. In the climate of post-Vivekananda Neo-Vedantism, a consensus of an

agreed unity-in-diversity'**

came to be evidenced, but this has somewhat experienced
a setback in the contemporary environment in India of political extremism. What is
needed is a return to the theological inter-religious vision offered by Ramakrishna
(1836-1886). This vision of religious and spiritual harmony which uses synthesis to

135

underpin its dialogical efforts " is also shared by contemporary scholars such as

Samartha and Aleaz to develop Indian dialogical theologies.'*® Aleaz states:

132 The Dvaita of Madhavacharya in Indian philosophy indicates a dualism is not a Gnostic dualism but
relates to the concrete realness of the world, which is not negated as unreal. For a synopsis of how
these ideas relate to different philosophical systems see Madhavichirya, The Sarva-Darsana-
Samgraha (London: 1908, 2004).

'3 In Ramanuja affirmed the “reality of the world”, Swami Tapasyananda, Sri Ramanuja, His Life,
Religion and Philosophy (Madras), p.32; N. Bhashyacharya, 4 Catechism of the Vishistadwaita
Philosophy of Sri Ramanuja Acharya (Madras: 1887); see also S. Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy
(2; New Delhi: 1923, 2002). This type of theism comes very close what is accepted by Byzantine
theology.

' Swami Vivekananda, The Complete Works of Swami Vivekananda, vol.2, pp.175-188.

'3 This vision was also shared by Sri Aurobindo, see Synthesis of Yoga (BCL 20-21).

1% Aleaz, Jesus in Neo-Vedinta p.121, and footnote 43; also see S. J. Samartha, One Christ: Many
Religions, Towards a Revised Christology (Bangalore: 1992), pp. 94-104.
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The present author’s Christian thought in relation to Sankara’s Advaitic
Vedanta is a practical demonstration of an Indian dialogical theology, more
specifically an Indian dialogical Jesuology in terms of the perspective of
Pluralistic Inclusivism for the relational convergence of religions, in this case
of Hinduism and Christianity. It is also points to the fact that our
hermeneutical context, a major factor of which is Advaita Vedanta decides the
content of our theology. '*’

This model of dialogue will be developed through the notion of eschatological
fulfilment, where all faith persons dialogue through a shared encounter with the
divine. This model safeguards the uniqueness of each religion, yet upholds unity-of-
faith, that is to say it allows for faith principles to be safeguarded through the concept
of the personal revelatory event or experience of each person while upholding the
need to consider what is shared. In this context, categorising is replaced with ideas
relating to the experience of what it is to be a human being, the shared reality of the
human person. This type of approach has recently been argued by H. Coward in his

s 138

analysis of human nature and ‘perfectibility in Western Philosophy, Jewish

thought, Christianity, Islam, Yoga, Hinduism and Buddhism.

The problem seems to be that inter-religious dialogue has been forced into categories
of exclusivism, inclusivism, pluralism, and now the pluralistic-inclusivism of Aleaz.
What is needed is a shift in ideas where these categories are replaced with personal
dialogue, where persons enter into dialogue with other faith persons, because each
person, as an icon of the divine, should be engaged with. Inter-religious dialogue has
learned ignorance, to cite the words of Nicholas of Cusa,m in which it has learned to
dialogue through forced categories, which are foreign to a notion of sharing and the
fulfilment of each person. Inter-religious dialogical theologians have learned
ignorance: they have learned how not to dialogue by setting up barriers through these
categories. But learned ignorance should be applied to dialogue so that religions learn
to see what they cannot know, the truth, for as Nicholas of Cusa stated, “by means of
learned ignorance we will ascertain what is the truer”.'*® In this context of “learned
ignorance”, the ignorance of this thesis will encourage theological synthesis and

convergence of theologies relating to person in the Byzantine and Pratyabhijia

137 1y
Ibid., p.121.

1% See Harold Coward, The Perfectibility of Human Nature in Eastern and Western Thought (NY,

2008).

" Ibid., p.153.

“Ubid., p.153.

37



traditions (in Chapters 2 and 3). By acknowledging the need for a space for
convergence, a theology of convergence, a model of person will be constructed by

bringing together terms from each tradition within that space.

1.4 Traditions, Terms and Definitions

In this part of the introduction I want to examine some terms and ideas relating to the

traditions utilised in this study.

1.4.1 Tradition

Firstly, concerning the notion of tradition, I will accept that there have arisen certain
narratives which affirm the place for historical traditions. However, does that imply
that there is an authentic academic approach to a certain tradition? The word tradition
itself, while it seems to imply that conforming to an authentic or traditionalist'*'
position is paramount, can be helpful in defining certain parameters which marks out
specific geographical, historical and theological perspectives. Taking these issues into
consideration, this thesis presents a study through what can be called Byzantine and
Pratyabhijnia traditions. Within the Byzantine tradition, the focus will mainly centre
upon Eastern Orthodox approaches and interpretations to that tradition, especially in
relation to contemporary scholarship. When considering the Pratyabhijfia tradition
such a qualification is not necessary as there is no proven living continuous tradition
of Kashmir Saivism, and so the study of ideas relating to a concept of person within
Pratyabhijna, of the ninth to eleventh-twelfth centuries in Kashmir, will be

considered.

"! Traditionalist view is examined by G. L. Prestige who argues that the term traditionalist should not
be necessarily viewed pejoratively, see, Prestige, Fathers and Heretics, Six Studies in Dogmatic Faith
with Prologue and Epilogue: being the Bampton Lectures For 1940 (London: 1968), pp.1-22.
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The term tradition can also be considered a hindrance, for example David Gwynn

95142

argues that an appeal “to the authoritative past” " in relation to Chalcedon has led to

the denuding of the true Patristic spirit. He considers that although Christian tradition

9143

has never been “truly static” " the notion of tradition can be utilised to preserve the

99 144

“essential continuity” """ of Christianity while adapting and presenting new ideas to

suit the demands of the times.

The wish to adhere to a traditional perspective in relation to contemporary Christian
debates, as exemplified by Zizioulas,'** has paradoxically led to the emergence of
new ideas and new models, which are manifesting new traditions within an older
tradition. Consequently it may even be evident that those who view themselves as part
of authentic tradition may have departed from ideas that, that very tradition is
supposed to uphold. D’Costa also raises important questions regarding problems

centred on tradition by asking, “who’s ‘God,” which tradition?”'*°

1.4.2 The Byzantine Tradition

Is there a theological tradition which can be called Byzantine that adheres to specific
theological parameters? Does Byzantine theology belong to the Roman Christian
tradition or the Christian Greek East? These questions cannot be answered here but
they show how difficult the term Byzantine is to define especially in relation to
theology. This is especially true when considering the misunderstandings between
Latin West and Greek East'*” and when considering the historical and theological
divergences between those traditions. Nevertheless, the term Byzantine will be used

in a theological context to affirm a general adherence to a Greek Christian tradition

'“2 David M. Gwynn, ‘The Council of Chalcedon and the Definition of Christian Tradition’, in Richard
Price and Mary Whitby, Chalcedon in Context: Church Councils 400-700 (Translated Texts for
Historians, Contexts 1; Liverpool University Press, Liverpool: 2009), p.22.

'} Ibid., p.23.

" Ibid.

143 Zizioulas, BC, pp.16-50.

' D*Costa, The Meeting of Religions and the Trinity, pp.18-51.

"7 Some of these misunderstandings and differences have been highlighted by Judith Herrin,
Byzantium: the Surprising Life of a Medieval Empire (London: 2007). pp.192-211. The distinction
between Latin West and Greek East has also be defined as such by Andrew Louth where he underlines
a “split” between these “two Christian civilizations”, see Andrew Louth, Greek East and Latin West,
the Church AD 681-1071 (The Church in History, Volume I11I; Crestwood: 2007), p.3.
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which historically had its roots in the Greek Patristic period (first — to eighth
centuries)'*® and which flourished in the Byzantine era (fourth to fifteenth

149 This Eastern Greek tradition can said to have continued in what is now

centuries).
referred to as Greek Orthodoxy'*° or the Eastern Orthodox Christian Church.
Although this is not a precise correlation, it can suffice as a rudimentary model.
Consequently, I will focus most of my analysis on the concept of person within this
tradition, specifically focusing on the Cappadocians, Pseudo-Dionysius and Maximus
the Confessor, while also considering contemporary interpretations of the Greek
Fathers. I will also consider Western theologians when appropriate. This constitutes a
flexible approach to Byzantine studies, which is also exemplified by Sarah Coakley.
She cites the opinions of various denominational theologians who all claim a link to
the Greek Fathers, and the inclusion of such differing views allows for fresh

perspectives and an exchange of ideas.'®!

1.4.3 Byzantine Terms

Within the Byzantine tradition, or rather through that tradition, I will focus on certain

152 and

terms to develop a model of person in relation: hypostasis/ prosopon and ousia
in relation to the notion of deification. These words will correlate, in the Pratyabhijiia
tradition, to purusa, Atman and deification which will be equated to re-cognition.

153 will be utilised, which was not used pejoratively

Also the word “man” (avOpwmog)
by the Greek Fathers, but was a generic determination utilised to denote human

beings.

148 See John A. McGuckin, Patristic Theology (London: 2005).

149 See Steven Runciman, The Byzantine Theocracy (Cambridge: 1977, 2003), p.1.

19 This correlation of the Byzantine with the Greek Christian tradition is made by J. Herrin in
B{vzamium, p.43.

! See Sarah Coakley, Re-Thinking Gregory of Nyssa (Malden: 2003), p.4.

132 All these words are contained within Basil’s Letter 38. The meaning of the words hypostasis and
ousia in this letter seem to be clearly indicating what is particular and general. Basil ascribed to the
term hypostasis, particular existence, “‘note of His person (0nootaoewc)...and by this note He is also
recognised individually Himself” (PG 32), 329C-332A (Deferrari); ousia indicated what was
ontologically shared or generic, that which implied a sharing (in the Trinity) the essence in a
“community of substance (obsiag xowvétnt)” but in which there was “no accord or community as
regards the distinguishing notes”, (PG 32), 329C-332A (Deferrari). However the use of the word
nspoodntov in Ep. 38 (PG 32), 332A, is ambiguous and could refer to person or face.

1>3 Also see Basil of Caesarea, Ep. 38 (PG 32), 325B, where Basil states “Those nouns which are
predicted of subjects plural and numerically diverse have a more general meaning, as for example
‘man’ (GvOpownog)”, (Deferrari).
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The term Cappadocian is also manifests certain problems, for while taking into
consideration the influences upon the three Cappadocians'** such as the sister of

13 it infers that there is a general

Gregory of Nyssa and Basil of Caesarea, Macrina,
corpus of material that is unified to such an extent it can be termed Cappadocian.
Clearly this is not the case. Although there was no systemisation of ideas that
exemplified a consistent type of theology that can be called Cappadocian, the term
Cappadocian can be said to indicate a general type of theologising.'>® Christopher
Beeley affirms that the term Cappadocian does obscure the fact that there are “painful
differences™"”’ between the theological positions of the Cappadocians. Nevertheless,
there is a consensus given by Eastern Orthodox theologians that Cappadocian is a

valid term to indicate a genre in Greek Patristic thought and theology. 158

Another point that has to be raised here, relates to the authorship of Letter 38 of Basil
of Caesarea, which is also attributed to Gregory of Nyssa in the work To His Brother
Peter: On the Difference between Ousia and Hypostasis (Ad Petrum,). '%9 Turcescu in
his examination of hypostasis and ousia, in Ad Petrum, argues that authorship belongs
to Gregory of Nyssa, rather than Basil. However, Turcescu does state that some

scholars do indeed attribute authorship to Basil.'® It can be affirmed that Letter 38

'** Basil of Caesarea (c. 330-379); Gregory of Nazianzen (c. 329-389); and Gregory of Nyssa (c. 335-
395);see also John A. McGuckin, Patristic Theology (London: 2005), and Chapter 1.5.
'3 See Catherine P. Roth ed., St Gregory of Nyssa, The Soul and the Resurrection (Crestwood: 1993),
FP'S-ZS; and also NPNF 5, footnote 1, p.430.

% See J. Tixeront, History of Dogmas (11; London: 1923).
Christopher A. Beeley, Gregory of Nazianzus on the Trinity and the Knowledge of God (Oxford:
2008), p.viii.
"% This consensus is expressed exemplified in : Lossky, The Vision of God (Crestwood, 1983), pp.76-
77, John Meyendorff, Christ in Eastern Christian Thought (Crestwood: 1987), p.15; Zizioulas, BC,
p.17; Yannaras, Elements of Faith (Edinburgh:1998), p.33, and also see usage of ‘Cappadocians’
within Western scholastic examinations such as: A. Harnack, History of Dogma (London: 1898), p.124;
J. Tixeront, History of Dogmas (11; London: 1923); G. L. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought (London:
SPCK), p.233; J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (London: 2000), p.296; Aloys Grillmeier,
Christ in Christian Tradition (1; Atlanta: 1975); Basil Studer, Trinity and Incarnation (London:2002),
p.139; Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy (Oxford: 2006), pp.250-251 in which Ayres gives sound
reasoning for drawing together Cappadocian theology within a group while at the same time
highlighting the differences between them; Stephen M. Hildebrand, The Trinitarian Theology of Basil
of Caesarea (Washington: 2007), p.202.
19 See Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Persons, p.22; also footnote 64 of Chapterl,
p.47; footnote 1 of Chapter 3, p.135. This view is also affirmed by John Behr, see The Nicene Faith
Part 2, On the Holy Trinity (2, Formation of Christian Theology, Crestwood: 2004), p4l5andP.J.
Fedwick ‘A Commentary of Gregory of Nyssa or Letter 38 of Basil of Caesarea’, OCP 44 (1978).
10 See Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Persons, p.47.
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does bear strong resemblance to Gregory of Nyssa’s work Tres Dii, R. J. Deferrari'®'
and B. Jackson'® argued that the Synod of Chalcedon ascribed the work to Basil
hence Basil will be cited as the author while at the same time admitting the possibility

that authorship can be ascribed to Gregory of Nyssa.

The notion of person as hypostasis will also be correlated to otherness, or the other'®,
which expresses an idea of difference and yet unity, where the notion of the other
shall include a sense of relationality or relationship with the divine to indicate an
ontological centre by which the other can be understood through unity. This sense of
unity should not be confused with “sameness”'® but it is not “sameness” that will be
argued, but sharing for the sharing of a common ontological reality does not
necessarily indicate “sameness”. The relationship of difference or otherness in
relation to unity will be examined throughout the thesis and synthetically brought
together within the Atman-hypostasis model. This thesis establishes a conceptual
bridge between non-difference, and that which is below,'®* or difference, in a unified
model of being or a model which accepts unity-in-diversity in the Atman-hypostasis.
The qualifying of Atrman within hypostasis will also be argued to establish in a model

of person, the possibilities of an Atmanic mode of hypostatic existence.'®

The notion of deification will be equated to the restoration of human person through

the highest reality. It will be correlated in Pratyabhijfia to the experience of re-

‘! See (LCL 190), p.197.

'©2 See (NPNF 8), p.155.

'®3This term in the context of divine the other which expresses a fype of existence or otherness
(hypostatic life), see Communion and Otherness, pp.43-55. The notion of the other can indicate a
variety of things, either inferring separation, difference, or unity in relational communion, but I will
understand other to implicitly indicate both existential difference, yet the possibilities of unity through
the sharing of a common nature of hypostatic experience. On otherness also see Emmanuel Levinas,
On Thinking-of-the-Other: entre nous (London: 1998); Humanism of the Other (Urbana and Chicago:
2006), and Outside the Subject (London: 1990); Michael Barnes, Theology and the Dialogue of
Religions (Cambridge: 2002), p.6S; Zizioulas, Communion and Otherness (London: 2006), pp.13-98;
and see also Christos Yannaras, On the Absence and Unknowability of God (London: 2005), pp.78-79.
' Ibid., p.43, where Zizioulas highlights Levinas notion of “sameness” in a detrimental context.

165 See Gregory Johnson’s paper ‘Theology from Above and Theology from Below: The Systematic
Methodology of Charles Hodge and Stanley Grenz’,
http://grescouch.homstead.com/files/hodgeGrenz.html. _, accessed September 2002, on the
examination on theology “from above™ and “from below” and the arguments of the two positions of S.
J. Grenz in Revisioning Evangelical Theology, and C. Hodge.

'€ This borrowed from Zizioulas (BC p- 50) and modified to include in the existential reality of the
human persons, a relational context within the experience of the essential reality of being (Atman).
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17 Deification will indicate

cognition and to the activity of Consciousness (Citi-Sakti).
the possibilities of human becoming through the mediation of the Christ hypostasis
(person) as the “great will of God™. ' This will and activity of the divine to unite

1% and the reasoning

human persons with Himself represents a mystery (pvetipiov)
for the divine becoming in Christ, which established a union (Evwow) of God with the

world. As Maximus the Confessor stated this union was established:

between a limit of the ages and limitlessness, between measure and
immeasurability, between finitude and infinity, between Creator and creation,
between rest and motion.'”°

While basic theological similarities can be drawn between the Byzantine and
Pratyabhijia traditions in the use of deification and re-cognition, distinctions and
differences also remain. The most important being the ontological implications to the
human existence and the ways in which the apparent gulf between the divine reality
and the world could be overcome. While both traditions stressed the difference
between the divine and human natures, the Byzantine tradition, while overcoming this

171

gulf in the Christ through the hypostatic union (bnéctacv évmorg), = still maintained

"7 As its states in the PratyabhijAahrdayam (PBH), in Siitra 9, that “in consequence of its limitation or

contraction, Sakti, which is all consciousness, becomes the mala-covered samsarin or individual soul”,

mﬁam H?nqa TATY, cidvai tacchakti-samkocdt malavritah samsarr, translation by

Singh, PBHSs, p.71. This is also expressed in the Paramarthasara (PSA) of Abhinavagupta who states
in verse 16 that, “pure consciousness, having adopted Maya, as a part of and parcel of itself, becomes

impure and appears as the finite subject known as purusa”, mqﬁvgmnqa?u‘r #Afo=: AT

qergstafal, Maya-parigraha-vasad bodho malinah puman pasur bhavati, (Pandit).

6% See Maximus the Confessor, Thal.60 (CCSG 22), 75.43; translation by Blowers, The Cosmic
M6vstery of Jesus Christ, p.124.

“ Ibid., 75.43.

170 yaip mpoemevonon tdv aikviwy dpov xal Guetpiag kai dopiotiag kal pétpov kai Tépatog Kal
aneiprag, kai ktioov xai mloemg, kol othoeng kai xivioews, ibid., 75.50-55; p.125.

' Ambig. 60, 73.11. The union of body and soul in the hypostatic union, of Christ’s divinity and
humanity, confers upon the human existence the union and body and soul. Through this union of unity
and distinction, humanity becomes deified as Maximus stated, “we attain, in the future state, the
supernatural deification (theosis)”, ibid., 77.72; translation by Blowers, The Cosmic Mystery of Jesus
Christ, p126. Maximus the Confessor stated that the hypostatic union was a union of natures, which in
turn allowed reciprocity between humanity and God through the principle of this union: “the principle
of person (hypostasis); it is a union that realizes one person composite (oUv0et0g) of both natures”,
Ambig. 42, 73.11; translation by Blowers, The Cosmic Mystery of Jesus Christ, p.123. This model of
the uniting of the two natures in Christ, of the divine (Logos) and the human nature does not infer that
Christ had a gnomic (inclination/intention) will that is a deliberate will that is fallen, but the wills and
thus natures are united, where the natural material will was deified. As Andrew Louth observed that a
distinction between a natural will and a “deliberative (or ‘gnomic’) will becomes clear”, in Maximus
the Confessor (London: 1999), p.192. Maximus stated “that the Incarate Word possesses as a human
being the natural disposition to will, and it this is moved and shaped by his divine will...it is not
opposed to God but is completely deified”, Opsc.3, 48A-B (Louth).
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a level of distinction. In Pratyabhijfia tradition, the gulf between the lower and the
higher nature was resolved by focusing on the unity that binds the differing natures.
But both traditions did focus on the notion of the transformation of the lower nature
(in humans) through deification/re-cognition to indicate how the ontological gulf was
to be resolved. In addition the terms Neo-Vedanta and Indian Christianity'* will also
be utilised in this work. The former will indicate ideas that came from the resurgence
of Vedanta in the late nineteenth century to the middle of the twentieth century, which
synthesised ideas from many traditions including Christianity within a theistic non-
dual setting, and were exemplified in the teachings of Ramakrishna (c. 1836-1886),
Vivekananda (c. 1863-1902) and Sri Aurobindo (c. 1872-1950). The notion of Indian
Christianity indicates forms of Christianity in India that incorporate many

denominations and yet have a flavour that is Indian.'”

1.4.4 The Pratyabhijiia Tradition

I shall now consider the Pratyabhijnia tradition (the word literally meaning re-

'" which indicates a philosophy-

cognition, the re-cognition of one’s true condition),
theology of the ninth to eleventh centuries A.D. in Kashmir and belonged to the wider
Kashmir Saivite or Trika school. The main text of this philosophy that will be used in
relation to this study is the I$varapratyabhijfidkarika which is divided into four
chapters. The first, the JAanadhikara, deals with the relationship between the
metaphysical Absolute reality (Paramatman), from a position of unity or non
difference, while the second chapter, Kriyadhikara, understands the relationship of
the Absolute divine activity (kriya) in relation to the world or unity-in-difference. The
third chapter, Agamadhikara, describes the principles of divine activity and difference

while the last chapter, Tattva-samgrahadhikara, acts as a conclusion.

"2 It is now recognised, that there is a distinct Christian approach in India called ‘Indian Christianity’,
see Boyd, An Introduction to Indian Christian Theology (Delhi: 1969, 2005); and Vekathanam, Indian
Christology.

'3 For an example, see Paul M. Collins, The Quest Jor ‘Indian-ness’ (Delhi: 2006).

174 Descriptive Analysis of the Kashmir Series and Texts and Studies, (Srinagar: 1911-1947), p.5.
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Historically, Pratyabhijfia is thought to have emerged'’® within the wider non-
dual/dual Kashmiri tradition, it may have been older and Lakshmanjoo refers to
Pratyabhijfi as being reintroduced at the end of the eighth century'”® by Somananda,
indicating an older system of Pratyabhijiia. However, Pratyabhijiia will be related to
the system founded by Somananda and developed by Utpaladeva, and the later
Abhinavagupta, the author of the Tantraloka,'”” and by his disciple Ksemaraja. It has
been argued by most of the contemporary scholars from J. C. Chatterji to Jaideva
Singh and Moti Lal Pandit that this form of Kashmir Saivism known as Trika was
synonymous with non-dualism and monism,'’™ and as such Pratyabhijiia represented
a continuation of this school.'” Even though in the Descriptive Analysis of the
Kashmir Series and Texts and Studies it is argued that the whole series was related to

2180

“just one subject that is the ‘Trika Shastra’ (‘Threefold-science’), which was

thought to be monist'®' and integral to this system was the philosophy of

Pratyabhijia. This simplistic type of categorising has recently been questioned by

Alexis Sanderson.'8?

Consequently, the way in which Pratyabhija is categorised has to be re-considered.
But generally the parampara of the non-dual Trika lineage is said to pre-date history

and come from Siva himself who revealed the Agamic literature, such as the

183

Malinivijayottaratantra.'®’ Nevertheless, in the ninth to eleventh centuries in Kashmir

184

there was a resurgence'®* of the non-dual Saivism through the literature of the Siva

Siitras which were revealed to Vasugupta by Siva who came to him in a dream telling
him that the Siva Sitras were carved on stone (Samkaropala) on the Mahadeva

Mountain.'® It was the disciple of Vasugupta, Somananda (c. 850- 900 A.D.), '*¢

'S For the historic development of Pratyabhijia see: J. C. Chatterji, Kashmir Saivism (Srinagar, Delhi:
1918, 2004), pp.36-44; J. Rudrappa, Kashmir Saivism (Mysore: 1969), pp.1-24; B. N. Pandit, Aspects
of Kashmir Saivism (Srinagar, 1977), pp.32-39; B. N. Pandit, History of Kashmir Saivism (Delhi:
1990), pp.26-46; Gavin Flood, An Introduction to Hinduism (Cambridge: 1996, 2006), pp.166-167; G.
V. Tagare, The Pratyabhijia Philosophy (Delhi: 2002), pp.2-13.
16 See Lakshmanjoo, Kashmir Shaivism, (USA: 2003), p.131.
77 (KSTS 23, 28, 29, 30, 35, 36, 41, 47, 52, 57, 58, 59).
"% M. L. Pandit, The Trika Saivism of Kashmir (New Delhi, 2003), p.ix.
' See Sanderson, ‘The Doctrine of the Malinivijayottaratantra’, in T. Goudriaan (ed.), Ritual and
Sfeculation in Early Tantrism: Studies in Honour of Andre Padoux (Albany: 1992).
:R? Descriptive Analysis of the Kashmir Series and Texts and Studies, p.1.

Ibid., p.2.
'*2 See Sanderson, ‘The Doctrine of the MalinTvijayottaratantra’.
'*} See M. L. Pandit, The Trika Saivism of Kashmir, p.ix.
'8 (KSTS 23, 28, 29, 30, 35, 36, 41, 47, 52, 57, 58, 59).
'*> See SSVs, p.xvi and also Flood, 4n Introduction to Hinduism, p.167.
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author of Sivadrsti, who was responsible for propagating the resurgent Pratyabhijiia
and Somananda’s disciple Utpaladeva (c. 900- 950 A.D.),'®” who wrote the major
work on Pratyabhijiia, the ISvarapratyabhijiiakarika. This philosophy was also later
developed by Abhinavagupta (993-1015), author of the Tantraloka, and Guru to
Ksemaraja who was the author of the Vimarsini on the Siva Sitras. The corpus of
literature from this period has come to be known as non-dual Kashmir Saivism, or
Trika. In the light of Alexis Sanderson’s work, such assumption can be questioned in
light of the dualistic influences on Trika of the earlier Malinivijayottaratantra.'®® This
resurgent non-dualistic Trika will be referred to as the new Trika. '8 In the new Trika
schema, Pratyabhijfia, along with the Siva Sitras, emerged as a polemic to

. 190 1/:0m = - .
dualism, " Vijianavada Buddhism,'®!

Advaita Vedanta, and formed parts of the
system of the resurgent Kashmir Saivism. Chatterji identified the main thought in this
resurgent Kashmir Saivism or Trika as being non-dual which was for Chatterji, the
main philosophical characteristic.'”? In support of this view, Jaideva Singh also
believed that Trika was non-dualistic in its philosophy and consequently within the
resurgence of the new Trika the Siva Sitra has to be considered the most important

text'”® given its monist perspective.

However, in the pre Siva Sitras era the Malinivijayottaratantra, "% Svacchandatantra,
Vijidna Bhairava and Mrgendra, were some of the main works of Trika and had
elements of dualism. Alexis Sanderson believes that the Malinivijayottaratantra
retained its place of precedence in the light of the new Trika'**schema and in relation

to dualistic influences. The view of Sanderson is supported in that Abhinavagupta

"6 On this see J. C. Chatterji, Kashmir Shaivism, p.39. Most of Som4nanda’s work Siva Drsfi (KSTS
54) is lost.

"*7 For the historic development of Pratyabhijia see, J. C. Chatterji, Kashmir Saivism, pp.36-44; J.
Rudrappa, Kashmir Saivism, pp.1-24; B. N. Pandit, Aspects of Kashmir Saivism (Srinagar, 1977),
pp.32-39; B. N. Pandit, History of Kashmir Saivism, pp.26-46; Gavin Flood, An Introduction to
Hinduism, pp.166-167; G. V. Tagare, The Pratyabhijiia Philosophy, pp.2-13.

"*8 Sanderson, ‘The Doctrine of the Malinivijayottaratantra’, p.282.

"% Sanderson himself historically categorises Trika into 3 types, that of the 3 goddesses, of Kali, and of
the later Pratyabhijiia of Abhinavagupta, see ‘Saivism and the Tantric Traditions’, in Sutherland et al.
(eds.), The World Religions (London: 1988), p.696.

' See SSs, p.xvi, but this is disputed by Alexis Sanderson who argues that the nature of the MT and
thus Trika is dualistic, see Sanderson, ‘The Doctrine of the Milinlvijayottaratantra’, p.300, but I will
examine this more in Chapter 3.

! See IPKp, p.13

12 Chatterji, Kashmir Saivism.

"3 §Ss, p.xvi.

" See MT.

% See Sanderson, ‘The Doctrine of the Malinivijayottaratantra’, p.282.
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thought the Malinivijayottaratantra to be the “core-text of the Trika Tantras™.'”

Although Alexis Sanderson has questioned the non-dualism of Trika in the light of
dualistic influences,'®’ in this thesis it will be affirmed that Sanderson’s points have to
be qualified because of the non-dualism evident in the Trika and new Trika.
Paradoxically, Sanderson’s ideas will be used to support the ideas presented in this
thesis to include notions of the dualistic, which allow for the notion of concrete

person in Chapter 3.

1.4.5 Consciousness as Cit

This thesis will also incorporate the notion of Cit (consciousness)'” within an
Atmanic paradigm. The use of the notions Cir and Logos will be utilised to denote
hypostatic difference in which unity is established, through the hypostatic union and
through the activity of Citi. The Logos-cit model will also underline the importance of
theistic revelation, rather than affirming a static monism. It is important here to
qualify the use of the term consciousness, or Cit,'” in Pratyabhijia. Cit will indicate
awareness can be related to the mundane experience and to an awareness that goes
beyond material experience, encompassing a divine experience. Consciousness is not
to be considered purely within material limitations or as merely indicating the

psychological self, but that which is illumined by “the light of consciousness”

" Ibid.

17 See Sanderson: ‘The Doctrine of the Malinivijayottaratantra’, p.307; ‘Religion and the State: Saiva
Officiants in the Territory of the King’s Brahmanical Chaplain’, /ndo-Iranian Journal 47 (2004),
pp.229-300; Alexis Sanderson’s review of Lillian Silburn’s work Sivasiitra et Vimarsini de Ksemardja
in Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London 46/1 (1983), pp.160-
161, http://alexissanderson.com/aboutus.aspx; and ‘Saivism and Brahmanism in the early Medieval
Period’, Gonda Lecture (2006), http://alexissanderson.com/aboutus.aspx.

' The notion of consciousness will be explained later but in the model offered in Pratyabhijfia it
becomes a theological tool to understand the nature of divine awareness and will in the theism of
Pratyabhijiia which differs to the modern interpretation see Ned Block, et al (eds.), The Nature of
Consciousness (Massachusetts: 1997), also see also J. B. Chethimattam, Consciousness and Reality
(London: 1971). Cit has also been used synergetically with Logos, Cit-Logos to argue for a theistic
model in the self-knowledge of the incarnate Christ in relation to the world, see Vekathanam, Indian
Christology, p.395.

'% Or Citi, which represents the dynamic form of Atman, and the consciousness inferred within the
Atmanic model, as the PBH stated in Sitra 4, “Citi, the aspect of the contracted Atman or ultimate
reality, is the individual experient in contracted form”, citisamkocatma cetano pi samkucita-
visvamayah/. Citi in Ksemaraja’s model also takes on a role of a dynamic feminine aspect of the
masculine (Siva) and unmoving Atman, having an almost particular hypostatic existence (see PBHs,
p.55.). This understanding also represents a sort of dualistic approach to Pratyabhijfa.
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(prakc'zs’a)200 and becoming that light. I will accept the idea of many levels of
consciousness within the individual concrete existence, that also allows for the
mystical condition, and which allows for changes of consciousness. Thus
consciousness reflects the experience of all areas of being and culminates in divine
consciousness: the union of self into the divine Self. This will represent a synthesis by
which concrete person can be expressed through unity with the divine, and it
represents a model similar to the synthesis of ideas developed by Sri Aurobindo.?”' He
recognised the problem in reconciling transcendence and immanence in relation to
revelation, thus developed the notion of the “evolution of consciousness™% by
incorporating into the individual mind-body schema, the development of
consciousness through the “Lower Mind”, “Higher Mind” and “Super Mind”
schemas.”® In Sri Aurobindo’s works, consciousness devolves from the Divine and
evolves back towards the Divine in stages or evolutions of consciousness from
separated, isolated, individual existence, to gaining spiritual awareness and

culminating in Supreme consciousness.*

The understanding of consciousness in this work will follow a similar pattern, in that
it affirms the place of ordinary awareness, but which is renewed and divinized
through a higher spiritual consciousness. Both levels of cognition will be included in a
model of person in this thesis, which affirms the place for a sense of difference while
having at the centre of difference, non-difference through the inclusion of a notion of
the ultimate reality of being (or Atman). This mirrors ideas from Pratyabhijiia, which
recognises that citta (mind) and Cit (Supreme consciousness) are actually non-

different, as Utpala stated:

Citi (universal consciousness) itself descending from (the stage of) Cetana
(the uncontracted conscious stage) becomes Citta (individual consciousness)
inasmuch as it becomes contracted (samkocin?) in conformity with the objects
of consciousness (cetya).205

20 pK, 1.34, p.15; translation by Pandit, /PKp, 1.5.3.
2! See Aurobindo, Life Divine (BCL 19-20).
202 .
Ibid.
9 bid.
?* Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768-1834) also developed the relationship between self-consciousness
and God-consciousness, to being and becoming, see Friedrich Schleiermacher Der christliche Glaube,
or The Christian Faith (London: 2005).

205 RAfAE AdTIGIEaweT A THPTAAT ﬁﬁﬂ{l, Citir evacetanapadad avaridha cetya-samkocint
cittam/, PBH, Siitra 5, translation by Singh, PBHs.
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The Byzantine tradition also developed an important relationship between human
cognition and divine awareness, for persons are rational creatures sharing a nature of
like with the divine awareness. Human persons are rational because they are created

in the image of God; they share a divine mode (tropos)*®

of being which is noetic or
rational.>’ It shall be argued that this noetic nature can be correlated to the Atmanic,
which will allow for a substantialist and rational model of person. Through an
experience of this noetic or higher consciousness (or Cit), personhood will relate to a
mode of existence that experiences a conscious awareness of the Arman, within a Cid-
atmanic*”® mode of hypostatic existence. The possibilities of existence through modes
is accepted, because humans made in the image of the divine, can experience a mode
of existence that is noetic and also essential (or Atmanic), while having the ability to
experience a mundane conscious. This existence or Atmanic mode, it is argued, allows

human persons to become what they should be through the union of natures in Christ.

Gregory Nazianzen stated:

Through the medium of the mind (vodc) he had dealings with the flesh
(capki), becoming man (yevopuevog GvBpwmnog), God descended (6 katw
©®¢0q): Man and God blended (cuvavekpddn Oed); and they become one (xai
YEYOVeV €15)...in order that might become God (iva yévopar tocodtov 6edg),
to the same extent that he was made man (8cov €keivog ('z'w()ponog).zo9

2! indicates the possibilities

The union of natures “from above” with what is “below
of convergence of the two traditions in the affirmation of many types of revelations.
In this convergence, the notion of consciousness becomes significant on a personal
and revelatory level, and in this thesis the revelation of divine consciousness in the

world will be considered in terms Logos and Cit. Both terms will be brought together

2% See Maximus, Thal.60 (CCSG 22), 75.30, who refers to the tropos or mode of the divine existence
which through the economy of the divine Aypostatic union, reveals the nature of humanity through the
divine nature (ibid., 75.25-35).

297 See Hierotheos Vlachos, Orthodox Psychotherapy (Greece: 2002), pp.123-132,

2 This term is modified from Utpala’s /PK (2.51, p.57), which states that the Atman (Self) “consists of
pure consciousness with the capability of appearing diversely”, abhasa-bhedad ekatra cid-atmani tu
yujyatel/ (translation from Pandit, /PKp, 2.4.19, p.149) and is thus cid-dtmanic. A hypostasis consisting
of a mode of deified existence shares this cid-dtmanic existence

2 Gregory Nazianzen, Or.29.19 (PG 36), 100A-B.

*1% See Julius Lipner in already cited passages, The Face of truth, p.44.
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?!! to provide a way to understand the nature of the human

in a model of Logos-cit
person through the Christ-hypostasis. It is the contention of this thesis, that the
Byzantine notion of the hypostatic union resolves the ontological gulf between creator
(Logos) and the created (world), and provides a model which can be applied in both
traditions. In this paradigm the activity of the conscious divine (Cit), in the Logos-cit

reality, unites the world to the divine.

In both the Byzantine and Pratyabhijiia traditions, the Logos and Cit respectively,
represent models which in both cases overcome the gulf between the metaphysical
(ousia or Atman) and the concrete existence (hypostasis), between creator and created.
It is in the context of participation and change of consciousness, in the experience of
deification in Byzantine tradition and re-cognition in Pratyabhijiia, that being and
existence can be understood in the experience of union between the one who reveals
and the one to whom revelation is given. In this sense revelation can be considered in
terms of the subsequent changes of consciousness. The Logos and Cit, here presented
in a single Logos-cit model, provide a mode of intercession between the transcendent
God and world, in respect of consciousness, and facilitate a change in consciousness.
It is the revelation of the Logos-Sarx (the Christ) and Cit or divine conscious
awareness that provides the basis for that change. Thus the principle of Cit was
developed in PratyabhijAa in the same way as the Middle Platonists®'? who used the
term Logos. Both Cit and Logos were used to bridge the gulf between divine
transcendence and manifestation. Just as the Logos, as Hagg puts it, becomes the
“mediating principle between the transcendent God and the world”,?"* so Cir becomes
the dynamic revelatory principle in Pratyabhijiia.*'* The synthesis of the Logos and
Cit as a mediating principle of Logos-cit between the world, or persons (hypostases),

and supreme divine being (or the Paramatman) will be examined in greater depth

throughout the thesis.

"' This syncretistic use of Logos-cit or “Cit-Logos” is also exemplified by M. Vekathanam, /ndian
Christology, p. 395, where the term refers to the self-knowing of the Logos, “and it is from this self-
cognition of God that the ‘Cir-Logos’ is eternally generated” (ibid.).
212 See Henny F. Higg, ‘The Concept of God in Middle Platonism’, in Clement of Alexandria and the
Beginnings of Christian Apophaticism (Oxford: 2006), pp.71-133.
23

Ibid., p.230.
24 See SS, Sitra 1.
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1.5 Contents of the Thesis

Throughout the thesis a notion of person will be philosophically sought through a
qualified form of non-dualism.?'* Within this non-dual theme, a model of person will
be developed that will relate to a notion of concrete human existence
(hypostasis/purusa) within a category that also considers the place for the

metaphysical reality of that existence (ousia/ Atman).

The first chapter will consider comparative structures and the method by which a
comparison of the two traditions will be considered. Chapters 2 and 3 will provide an
examination of the concept of person within the Byzantine and Pratyabhijia
traditions with a stress on difference in relation to unity. The comparative in Chapters
2 and 3 will lead to a convergence and synthesis of theologies, set within the
discourse of inter-religious dialogue. A convergence of ideas leading to the
construction of Atman-hypostasis will be presented in Chapter 4. It is through this
model of person that terms, taken from each tradition relating to a notion of person,
will be brought together within a synthesis and a space for convergence, or a theology

of convergence developed in Chapter 4.

In part 2.2 of Chapter 2A, the relationship of contemporary Eastern Orthodoxy to

Byzantine theology will be examined and the subsequent influences which shaped
contemporary Eastern Orthodox notions of person. Some of the issues raised in the
personhood debate by John Zizioulas will be considered as will ideas extant within
the contemporary Eastern Orthodox theological landscape. The theologians Sergei

Bulgakov (1871-1944), Vladimir Lossky (1903-1958), Georges Florovsky (1893-

*'* Though this thesis will be oriented to a Christian non-dual “world view” similar to that argued by
Sara Grant, see Sara Grant, Towards an Alternative Theology: Confessions of a Non-Dual Christian
(Bangalore: 1991), p.ix, it will incorporate ideas relating to revelation that qualify such a model. This
world view will be placed in relation to Kashmir Saivism which understands Advaita in a qualified
sense as highlighted by Upasani Maharaj sce, see H. D. Sankalia, Satchidananda-Sopana: The

Teachings of Upasani Maharaj (Rahata: 1988). See also Swami Muktananda, Secret of the Siddhas
(South Fallsburg: 1994).
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1979), John Meyendorff (1926-1992), Archimandrite Sophrony (1896-1993) and
Christos Yannaras (b. 1935) will also be considered.

In parts 2.3-2.6 of Chapter 2A the terms dnéctaci, ovsia and npdcwnov will be
studied in relation to a concept of person. In addition ideas relating to what is
particular (hypostatic difference) and what is common (the ousia) will also be studied,
while examining contemporary interpretations of the Cappadocians. The notion of
person will placed in relation to a concept of unity through an examination of the term

ousia and this notion of unity will in Chapter 3 be argued through the term Atman.

In Chapter 2B, notions relating to person (hypostasis) will be correlated to the concept
of deified person, which will in Chapter 3 also be also correlated to the notion of re-
cognition. The notion of person will be re-considered through the concept of
deification or theosis which has in contemporary Eastern Orthodoxy become
fundamental to understanding the nature of person.”'® Part 2.9 of Chapter 2B will
examine how deification relates to the physis of human personhood, and to the divine
through the hypostatic union. The notion of person will be correlated to the notion of
the restored or deified person, focusing on the contribution of Gregory Nazianzen,
Gregory of Nyssa, Pseudo-Macarius, Pseudo-Dionysius and Maximus the Confessor
to deification. The place for the Macarian vision of unity will also be considered. The
relationship between awareness experienced in deification will be examined in
relation to recapitulated consciousness, which will also be correlated to a Cid-atmanic

consciousness as a mode of hypostatic existence.

In Chapter 3, the notion of person in Pratyabhijfia will be examined, and the question
will be asked whether Pratyabhijiia had a concept of person and how to construct a
notion of person in Pratyabhijsia while utilising its understanding of re-cognition.
Parts 3.2 and 3.3 of Chapter 3 will provide the historical, theological and
philosophical background against which a model of person that accepts both
difference and unity can be constructed in Pratyabhijiia. In part 3.4, the tattvas
(principles) will be examined, especially the purusa tattva in relation to difference or

diversity within the concept of person (hypostasis), and in part 3.5 the relationship

*1¢ See Dumitru Staniloae, Orthodox Spirituality (South Canaan: 2003), p.21.
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between Atman and a concept of person will be studied. Part 3.6 this thesis will
examine the correlation between mundane consciousness of the experient (pramatr)
and re-cognition, while in part 3.7 the paradox of divine being and manifest
phenomena in relation to revelation will be examined through the philosophical use of
bhedabheda (unity-in-diversity). This model will intrinsically be related to how a

concept of difference is related to a notion of person when juxtaposed to unity in the

divine.

In Chapter 4, a convergence and synthesis of ideas will be attempted in relation to the
construction of a new model of person, Atrman-hypostasis. This model represents an
inquiry into the nature of human personhood, raising questions that go to the heart of
existential and ontological issues raised in the contemporary debate on person and to
the discovery of who we are, as human persons. The place for a space for
convergence, a theology of convergence, will be argued in which terms from each
tradition will be brought together, which will focus more precisely on a single term,
Atman-hypostasis. In part 4.3, the new term Atman-hypostasis will be constructed,
especially in relation to deified person. I will attempt to consider hypostasis in relation
to the term Atman and qualified through Cit, and by exploring the possible role of the
notion of the other, or hypostatic difference, in such a model. The model of Atman-
hypostasis will be examined not only in relation to Cif and a Cid-atmanic mode of

hypostatic existence, but also in relation to relationality and the model of unity-in

difference (or diversity).
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CHAPTER 2A

PERSON IN BYZANTINE THEOLOGY

2.1 Introduction: Setting the Scene

In this chapter I will consider models of person in relation to: individuum; the terms
vmoctaci, tpécwnov and oVoia; a substantialist context; modes of existing;
relationality; and unity, to provide a response to contemporary personhood,'
especially that of John Zizioulas’ model of person.” I will do this by re-addressing
Cappadocian ideas in relation to developing models of person. Ideas issuing from this
examination will be considered with a mind to juxtaposing those ideas in relation to
Pratyabhijfia philosophy. The main emphasis will be upon hypostasis in relation to
ousia, which focuses the debate within an existential context, of how® persons exist in

relation to the what of being.

The addressing of contemporary models through an examination of the Cappadocian
use of hypostasis will represent a qualifying of overt existentialist interpretations of
person as exemplified by Zizioulas.* It will be observed that the term hypostasis
evolved from the Nicaean stress on underlying nature, to the Cappadocian and
Chalcedonian models, putting the focus on what was specific or individualistic, and

then again in the contemporary setting® Aypostasis has come to be placed within

'For examples of scholars that deal with the contemporary debate see: Turcescu, ‘Person Versus
Individual and Other Modern Misreadings of Gregory of Nyssa’; Sarah Coakley, Re-Thinking Gregory
of Nyssa (Malden: 2004); Coakley, Re-Thinking Gregory of Nyssa; Michael Rene Bamnes, ‘Divine
Unity and the Divided Self: Gregory of Nyssa’s Trinitarian Theology in its Psychological Context’,
Sarah Coakley (ed.) Re-Thinking Gregory of Nyssa; Joseph Lienhard, ‘Ousia and Hypostasis: The
Cappadocian Settlement and the Theology of One Hypostasis’ in Stephen Davis et al. (eds.), The
Trinity (Oxford: 2001); Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy; and most recently Morwenna Ludlow,
Gregory and of Nyssa: Ancient and Post/Modern (Oxford: 2007).

? The extensive influence in contemporary personhood is highlighted by Douglas Knight, The Theology
of John Zizioulas (London 2007).

The relating of personhood to how persons exist is one of the main arguments presented by John
Zmoulas BC, p.6.

See BC, p.26.

5 As argued by Colin Gunton, The Promise of Trinitarian Theology (London: 2003), pp.10-94, who
changes the way hypostasis was originally used within a relational context.
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relational® and existential models. I will also evolve the term to include an Atmanic
dimension throughout the thesis but specifically focused on in Chapters 3 and 4, so as
to contend with a purely existential focus. While I will also agree that the term
qualifies individuality’ and allow hypostasis to include a relational context,” this
context will be related to a substantialist model. As such, this chapter will address
these ideas and consider that the term Aypostasis should be considered in such a way
to include a notion of unity by affirming the role of essential nature (relating to ousia)
within the hypostatic model of Cappadocian theology. The notion of unity within
subjectivity will be later considered in the proceeding chapters in terms of the

relationship of Atman’ to hypostasis within the Atman-hypostasis model in Chapter 4.

The discussion will begin by posing the question did the Byzantine tradition have a
concept of person? This question is very difficult to answer for the issue of
personhood has become clouded with bias, and conditioned within specific
hermeneutical approaches to Dogma, Creeds, and Councils. Nevertheless, in this
chapter an examination of the term person will be given, in relation to re-addressing
Cappadocian terms to understand how concrete individuality relates to being a person.
Being a person will fundamentally be related to a unified concept of person in which
the spiritual or the essential reality fundamentally provides meaning to what it is to be
a person. This essential reality, equated to the term ousia, does not exclude somatic
materiality but informs it. This model will harmonise Greek Patristic ideas pertaining
to the rational (voii¢) and essential (oVoia or property of being) reality, balancing the
concept of hypostatic difference through unity or non-difference. This notion of non-
difference expressed through the term ousia shall, in Chapter 3, be correlated to the

»10

notion of Atman. The model of “distinctiveness in unity”'® is not new as Gunton

(7’ As exemplified by John Zizioulas see BC, pp.16-50.

As Gunton stated that the Fathers’ concern was to “avoid what we can fairly call individualism”,
ibid., p.93.

* Colin Gunton even concludes that the Cappadocian model of hypostasis, and particularly that of
Basil, was originally considered in terms of developing “a relational conception of person”, Gunton,
(’The Promise of Trinitarian Theology, p.94.

The equating of ousia with Atman within a model of human personhood will qualify hypostatic
difference through Atmanic unity will also be related to the conscious awareness (Cit) of the Atmanic
reality. This type of consciousness will also be equated with a type of consciousness experienced in a
noetic or deified mode of existence which shall be equated to a mode of existence that has a conscious
awareness of the Atmanic reality or a Cid-atmanic mode of hypostatic existence, as already discussed
?On page 47 of this thesis.

Gunton, The Promise of Trinitarian Theology, p.94.
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argues that it was the “marked feature of the biblical characterisation”,'' but Gunton’s
model is based on correlating distinctiveness in unity to an outer existentiality rather

than focusing also on an inner reality.

Consequently, a concept of person will be constructed where person indicates
something more than the outer ecclesial person and is more than isolated individual
as highlighted in the individualism of modern and postmodern notions of self, or mere
bodily existence. Indeed, the Cartesian bifurcation of the individual will be rejected
and a holistic model will be sought. The Greek Fathers’ model of deified person will
be utilised to indicate a profound mystical experience within hypostatic difference.
Even though the term person has been used in contemporary models in a variety of
ways to determine the character of individual existing, a concept of person should
infer something more than an outward material existence. It will be argued that being
a person or individual has to include a spiritual (noetic) nature, and that this implies
something more than that which is argued by John Zizioulas’ existentialist approach
to person.'? In response to the contemporary interpretation of Greek Patristic theology
this chapter will also provide a background to the contemporary Eastern Orthodox
debate on person. The study of person will also be extended to include a basic

examination of the term prosopon (npéconov) beyond the Cappadocians.

The relationship between specificity, indicated through the term hypostasis and
human individuality,'® and unity will also be explored in terms of relationality. The
notion of the essential reality of particular existence will be examined in relation to
the nature of a shared and common experience within the Trinity (oVoiav
kowémroc).'* This Trinitarian model of relationality will be correlated to the human

condition to consider how human personhood and human relationality can be

" Ibid.

12 Zizioulas states, that his work is addressed to those who seek “in Orthodox theology the dimension
of faith of the Greek Fathers, a dimension necessary to the catholicity of the faith of the Church and to
the existential implications of Christian doctrine and of the ecclesial institution”, see BC, p.26.

" This link between the use of hypostasis in the Trinity and in the human model was made by Basil of
Caesarea, see Ep.38, 325A-328B, where specificity was indicated “by the, expression hypostasis” (ibid.
328A) in the category of “man” and to affirm personhood in the Trinity (ibid. 329C) where the
hypostaszs of the Father is recognised by what is “individually Himself” (ibid. Deferrari).

* See Basil of Caesarea, Ep.38, 333A.

56



understood in relation to a unity of being, especially when both vm6otacig and ovoia

together indicated a sense of complete being.'®

The re-addressing of the Cappadocian model of hypostasis will constitute an
exploration of terms demonstrating that there was evident an evolution of Greek
Patristic terms from the Council of Nicaea (c. 325) to Council of Chalcedon (c. 451).1t
is also evident that these terms are not static but are continually changing and indeed

are still evolving,'® which permits a precedent for the terms to be evolved further in

this thesis.

To understand the way the terms and ideas of the Greek Fathers are being developed
it is important to consider the contemporary theological scene in which the
hermeneutical models are presented. Within this scene, approaches to the Greek
Fathers have become centred in certain approaches to person such as the equating of
outward looking person with Aypostasis and influenced through the ideas of John

Zizioulas."”

2.1.1 Individuum

The use of the term Aypostasis in contemporary Eastern Orthodox models has come to
be used within a context of an apologetic to Western models of individuum, or

individual,'® hence before I examine the notion of hypostasis in relation to the

' For examples see: Basil, Ep.38, 325A; Gregory Nazianzen, Or.28.11, 88C; and Gregory of Nyssa,
Tres Dii, 115A. o

' It will be argued that the Cappadocian use of hypostasis was placed within a corpus of Greek )
Patristic notions that was evolving ideas within a narrative that included notions of “personal identity”,
“autonomy”, and “freedom” (argued by Gerson in, Knowing Persons, p.5) and whe!'e guch ideas
represent not the end of the journey in discovering the nature of person, but the l_)c.gmm.ng. Insucha
narrative a variety of terms were employed as tools to understand a sense of .mdmduahty, suc_h as:
hypostasis; abt6g or self (indicating individual or in connection with prefix, i.e. true-self or aut@qeng,
true-God/ God-self, or avt60e0g, perfect-self or avroteAic, see G. W. H. Lampe, A Qreek Iiatr:stxc
Lexicon, Oxford: 2005); &ropog or indivisible part (see Lampe, A Greek Patristic Lexicon); i610g or
one’s own/personal (ibid.); and npécwnov (face/mask). . o

" The debate on the development of person in relation to Zizioulas and an authentic Greek Patristic
models is highlighted by Douglas H. Knight (ed.), The Theology of John Zizioulas, Personhood and
Church (UK: 2007). '

" The equating of the term hypostasis with person as different to individual is exe_mphﬁgd by .
Archimandrite Sophrony see, His Life is Mine (Crestwood: 1977), p.23, and Archimandrite Zacharias’s
notion of “The Hypostatic Principle’ in Christ, Our Way and Our Life (South Canaan: 2003). See also:
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Cappadocians it is important to contextualise an examination to this apologetic.
Eastern Orthodox paradigms have used the notion of person with the term hypostasis
to indicate something different from individual,'® as Zizioulas states that being “a
person is fundamentally different from being an individual”.?’ However, it will be
demonstrated that the Cappadocians did not view a concept of individual as different
to the term hypostasis. Indeed, it cannot be affirmed that the Cappadocians even had a
fully developed sense of individual as understood in the contemporary sense of the
word. What can be asserted is that a concept of individual was beginning to be
developed to mean person in Cappadocian theology, through the term hypostasis.

However hypostasis initially meant something altogether completely different.

What can be asserted is that if the word individual does mean materialistic, bodily
creature, then the Greek Fathers did indeed make a distinction between the fallen,
lower condition of humanity, and the noetic (spiritual) or higher aspect of human
beings or ‘man’ (&v8pwmoc)?'. In general terms, the Greek Fathers® did not develop a
distinct concept of person but utilised the general category of ‘man’, and hypostasis
mostly in the context of divine existence, to develop a model that focused on specific
particularity or distinctiveness.” Distinctiveness was classified through a focus on
what was general, which was denoted through the term “man”, in contrast to what was
particular. Basil stated that “when you say ‘man’ (Gv6pwnoc), you thereby signify the
» 24

general class, and do not specify any man who is particularly known by that name”.

Specificity was also correlated to a notion of hypostasis or to a specific existence (Tov

Vladimir Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church (Cambridge: 1991); Zizioulas, BC;
Hierotheos Vlachos, The Person in the Orthodox Tradition (Greece: 1998); Christos Yannaras,
Elements of Faith (Edinburgh: 1998); Dumitru Staniloae, The Experience of God, The World:
g(r)'(e)czztion and Deification (2; Brookline: 2000); Nicholas Sakharov, / Love Therefore I am (Crestwood:
)
® This is generally expressed in the works of: Sophrony, His Life is Mine; Zizioulas, BC; Y annaras
Elements of Faith; Vlachos, The Person in the Orthodox Tradition; and also Colin Gunton, The
Promise of Trinitarian Theology, pp.10-11.

Zizioulas, BC, p.105. This view is also exemplified in the works of Archimandrite Sophrony where
the term hypostasis takes on a theocentric dimension in expressing a relational character of the divine
persons not evident in the term individual which infers isolation, see His Life is Mine, pp.23, 35, 37,43-
45,116; Zizioulas. This view is also generally expressed by Hierotheos Vlachos, The Person in the
Or.thodox Tradition; Vladimir Lossky, In The Image and Likeness of God; ‘The Doctrine of the Holy
Trinity: The Significance of the Cappadocian Contribution’, in Christoph Schwobel (ed.), Trinitarian
2TI'heology Today (Edinburgh: 1995), p.55; and by Christos Yannaras, seec Elements of Faith.

» For examples of the use of “man” as a generic term see Gregory of Nyssa, Hom.Opif., 126A, 144D.

They followed the Platonic line of thought, see Lloyd P. Gerson, Knowing Persons (Oxford: 2003),

B2

2 ﬁ)asil of Caesarea, Ep.38 (PG 32), 325B (Deferrari).
id.
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i810¢)®® in the Trinity, while the term avBpomog was a generic determination to
examine the human, nature composite of body (6®duc) and soul (\yvxf]).26 Through the
generic term ‘man’, the individual was considered through somatic existence,
compound (cVykipa)?’ of material elements, and the soul. But it was the term

hypostasis that was generally used, especially in a Trinitarian context, to denote

specificity.

The term ‘man’ also indicated what can be accomplished in human beings where the
lower parts can be restored through the higher. In this sense the Greek Fathers
harmonised that which is above (spirit) and that which is below (body), as Maximus
stated, “the principle of human nature is to exist in soul and body as one nature

constituted of rational soul and a body”.28

Within this approach to person Zizioulas and Yannaras’ ecclesiology comes to be
opposed to the concept of individual,” which is viewed in relativistic terms. The
mistake was to relate this idea within an outward existential context. From an
ontological perspective the notion of person cannot be distinct from individual, for
what can be applied to one can be applied to the other, and so the question of being a
person has to relate to how a person exists, which seems to lead back to an affirmation
of Zizioulas’ approach. Indeed Zizioulas’ view can be considered useful if it indicates
a focus on the inner nature of the person and not just the outer condition. This relation
of the inner with the outer however, seems to be lacking in Zizioulas’ model, but it

does seem to be well defined in the Greek Fathers.

% Ibid. (328A), however, this was to establish in the Trinity an understanding of what was specific (10
d10v) or different to other hypostases as compared to what was shared (10 xowvo6v); this notion of
¢ommonness and particularity was also expressed in Aristotle, On the Soul, 3.1425a.15.

This general way of describing the human, see Gregory of Nyssa Hom.Opif., influenced by the
Platonic model, see Phaedrus which states that “every body which derives motion from without is
soulless , but that which has its motion within itself has a soul, since that is the very nature of the soul”,
Phaedrus 24.245E-246A (Fowler); and from Aristotle where the soul “is the first cause and principle of
the living body” (Aristotle, On the Soul, 2.4415a.9; Hett) and has a rational context, see Metaphysics,
which refers to “the rational part of the soul” (g wuyfic év 1@ Abyov Exovn), Met.1X.1046a.35b
(Tredennick), where the focus is upon rationality; not as with Plato which was upon essence, the
essence of the soul (yuyfi ovoiav), Phaedrus 24.245E-246A.

(PG 46), 16B-24B; Plato considered the soul to be immortal and the cause of life, indicating the
?xature of the human individual. Plato, Phaedo,107C, and Phaedrus 246A (Fowler).

" See Maximus, Ambig.42, 1341D.

This argued by: Colin E. Gunton, The Promise of Trinitarian Theology, Zizioulas, BC, and Kallistos

Ware, ““In the Image and Likeness’”: The Uniqueness of the Human Person’, in John T. Chirban,

f;;sonhood: Orthodox Christianity and the connection Between Body, Mind and Soul (Westport:
6).
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2.1.2 An Authentic Tradition?

Even though the idea of hypostatic person in contemporary Eastern Orthodoxy seems
to be presented as fixed, indicating an authentic interpretation of the Greek Fathers
and in contradistinction to notions of individual, this view seems difficult to support
as it implies a fixed superior position by which all other considerations are negated.
This is clearly not the case as contemporary Eastern Orthodoxy, though representing
some sort of continuation of the Byzantine tradition, has become influenced by
Western ideas. Contemporary Eastern Orthodox models of person have not only
utilised Western existentialist constructs, but in doing seem to have radically departed

from early Patristic notions of hypostasis.

However, Eastern Orthodox contemporary scholars have not developed their ideas in
isolation, but within a milieu that has forged those ideas, which is reflected in their
interpretations of the Cappadocians. Nevertheless in contemporary Eastern Orthodoxy
many Orthodox scholars view themselves as bringing a corrective to Western
philosophical models. The importance attached to this corrective by many, but not all
Eastern Orthodox theologians, cannot be underestimated, nor can the penitential
attitude for believing that Eastern Orthodoxy has succumbed to Western processes
which have distorted, “authentic Eastern patterns of theology”.* This attitude could

be the reasoning behind the need to polemicise Western theological constructs.

Contemporary exponents of this type include George Florovsky, John Zizioulas and

Christos Yannaras.?' Consequently Zizioulas, who cites Florovsky, states that a return

:0 Christos Yannaras, On the Absence and Unknowability of God (London:2005), p.5

*' At the forefront of Orthodox developments, in the first half of the 20" century, were the Russian
Orthodox scholars who developed what is called neopatristic theology. This style of new approach to
the Greek Fathers which emerged from the meeting of Eastern Orthodox Russian émigrés in Paris with
the West, and were exemplified in Sergius Bulgakov, George Florovsky, Vladimir Lossky, and
Archimandrite Sophrony. They crafted a Russian style of “neopatristicism™ (see Alan Brown, ‘On the
Criticism of Being as Communion in Anglophone Orthodox Theology’, in D. Knight ed., The Theology
of John Zizioulas, Personhood and Church, p.36) that utilised Western philosophy and yet, at the same
time, polemicised Western concepts. Nevertheless the Slavophiles were content to admit utilising
modern concepts of person, and did so to radicalise the notion of persona to argue against the notion of
individuum through the language of deification. Nikolai Sakharov affirms that in particular, Berdyaev,
Florovsky and Lossky considered hypostasis to indicate the opposite of “individuum”*' and Sakharov
states, “For Sophrony, person is the opposite of individuum: the entire content of life of person is the

not ‘I’, my ‘Ego’ but other persons”. See Nikolai Sakharov, ‘Monastic Life According to Fr Sophrony’,
Sourozh 99 (2005), pp.29-41°'
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to the Greek Fathers represents “the rediscovery of this consciousness, lost in the

32 5f modern

tortuous paths of medieval scholasticism and the ‘Babylonian captivity
Orthodoxy”.* Zizioulas along with Lossky, Florovsky, Ware, and Yannaras,**

represent a body of Eastern Orthodox scholars who argue that their work provides a
corrective, by considering person as meaning something different from the Western

notion of individual.*’

Paradoxically this corrective is accomplished by Zizioulas through the utilising of
Western existentialism.’® Zizioulas directly relates his understanding of person to an
“authentic” interpretation of the Greek Fathers.’” This authentic interpretation is
presented through an existential model where the outward act, through communion
(koinonia),”® is stressed rather than the inner reality of being. Also Zizioulas believes
his views bring a corrective to substance based models,’ to an Augustinian stress on

substance,*” and hence to Western models.

The notion of Eastern Orthodoxy correcting Western ideas through existentialist
approaches, focusing on outward existence and difference rather than on essential
being itself or unity, is also taken up by Yannaras.' Yannaras negates the

“ontological argument™*

to affirm the existentialist position and also to highlight that
absolute being is beyond our understanding. He correlates the negation of the divine

in the West, where “God is absent”,** with the Western focus on substance and being.

;i Thi§ also echoes Luther, see Luther’s Works (Philadelphia:1967), p.xxxvi.

Zizioulas, BC p.20.The phrase ‘Babylonian captivity’, of Georges Florovsky was utilised also by
Xannaras, see On the Absence and Unknowability of God, p.4.

In the most recent study on the theology of Zizioulas, Douglas H. Knight (ed.), The Theology of John
Zf'zigulas, Personhood and Church, for me misrepresentations and misreadings of the Fathers and the
dslstmction between person and individual becomes the main core of the debate.

See footnote 2 of this Chapter, but this argument is presented by numerous Eastern Orthodox
scholars throughout their works, see: Archimandrite Sophrony, His Life is Mine (Crestwood; 1977);
Vladimir Lossky, In The Image and Likeness of God: Zizioulas, BC and Communion and Otherness
(London: 2006); Christos Yannaras, Elements of Faith and ‘Person and Individual’ in Morality and
f' ;geg;om (Crestwood: 1984); Hierotheos Vlachos, The Person in the Orthodox Tradition (Greece:

36 .
1(’;h|‘si has already been shown, see, Zizioulas, BC; and Yannaras, On the Absence and Unknowability
o od.
37y .
" Z!z!oulas, BC, p.26, though authentic is not stated as such here, this is the general implication.
Zizioulas, BC, pp.16-18.

o See Zizioulas, Communion and Otherness, pp.118-119.
Ibid.

4

4; Se'e Yannaras, On the Absence and Unknowability of God.

- Ibid. p.25; which was developed by Anselm, see Proslogion (Charlesworth).
Yannaras, On the Absence and Unknowability of God, p.21.
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But for him the Christian East focuses on what can be known of God, the mode of
hypostatic existence, which for him, through Eastern Orthodox Christianity, resolves
issues the West cannot. Yannaras however, does not say that God is without essential
being, but that God is beyond our understanding.** Yannaras thus concludes that
because he believes that the Absolute God is beyond the human condition, we can
know only of the divine existence® (hyparxis) or hypostasis, which radically affects

the way humans consider their own hypostatic existence.

The focus, especially by Zizioulas and Yannaras, on developing a correction to
Western models has paradoxically led to a synthesis*® between Greek Patristic
concepts and Western existentialist ideas.*” This type of synthesis has led to a new
type of theological existentialism, which utilises the discourse of re:lationality48
incorporated into a contemporary Greek Patristic narrative. This relationality has
consequently impacted on the way in which Greek Patristic theology is done* and led
to a focus upon hypostasis through act, which has also allowed a focus on energies
rather than on the essentiality of being, or ousia.’® The exact relationship of the

historical development of contemporary relational constructs in Eastern Orthodoxy

*“ Ibid. p.83; see also R. D. Williams ‘The Theology of Personhood: A study in the Thought of
zannaras’, Sobornost, 6 (1972), pp.415-430.

Zizioulas, Communion and Otherness, p.14.

:: Zizioulas, BC, p.26.

Yannaras, On the Absence and Unknowability of God, p.2.

** This discourse is highlighted by Paul M. Collins, ‘The Nature and Mission of the Church
Communion: God, Creation and Church’, American Academy of Religion; Ecclesiological
Investigations Group (Washington: 2006).

49 However, in the Eastern Orthodox scholastic community, a division seems to have arisen and Alan
Brown divides the contemporary field into those belonging to “Anglophone Orthodoxy™ (see Brown,
‘On the Criticism of Being as Communion in Anglophone Orthodox Theology’, p.36) and a
“Zizioulian’ school” (ibid.) representing two distinct bodies of scholars within the contemporary field.
The first, “Anglophone Orthodoxy”, emerged from the “English tradition of Orthodox patristic
theology...within the Anglican-Orthodox milieu centred in Oxford” (ibid) which became open to
Western philosophy and academia. The second body of scholarship for Alan Brown, pertaining to
“Zizioulian™ thought, has remained faithful to neopatristicism. For Alan Brown a split has developed
between the two groups, the later remaining faithful, and the former (exampled in John Behr and
Lucian Turcescu) moving away from what is perceived as traditional Orthodoxy, concerning
themselves with “Anglican postliberalism” (ibid.) and attacks on Zizioulas. See, Sarah Coakley,
Michael René¢ Barnes and Lewis Ayres, as highlighted by M. Ludlow, see M. Ludlow, Gregory of
%yssa, Ancient and Post/Modern, p.58.

Yannaras, ‘The distinction Between Essence and energies and its Importance for Theology’, SVYTQ
19/4 (1975), pp.232-264. There is not enough space in this thesis to go into the energy-essence debate
as developed by Gregory Palamas (c. 1296-1359) in the Late Byzantine period, and which has become
so important in contemporary Eastern Orthodoxy, especially in the teachings of Vladimir Lossky, but
the use of divine uncreated energies has become the driving force behind contemporary Eastern
Orthodox Christology and understanding the human participation with God.
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and personhood in relation to energetic models has not been examined, and will not

be examined in this thesis, but still needs to be studied.

The development of person within the outward looking person has forced a focus on
the nature of existence in persons, and based upon the Trinity as a community model,
and has developed a stress on how God is, not what he is.’! When this was then
translated into human personhood it has resulted in a focus, not on what human
persons can know of their essential being, but only of their outward existence. In
Zizioulas’ works the notion of essential reality of being is completely negated,52
which is not so much the case in Yannaras. In both theologians’ works the outward
person is understood within a relational model that utilises communion to qualify, not
only a Western model of individual, but to allow the notion of individual to gain an
existential character or mode of existence without denuding a Greek Patristic
emphasis on a higher condition of being. The concept of being is then transferred
from a focus on the properties of being to activities, which becomes the nature of
being. The focus is shifted to an emphasis on outer existence, where it becomes
important not only to understand causality of being, but the way in which being

operates through relationally.

2.1.3 Zizioulas and Relationality

Thus the contemporary focus on the way human persons exist has become related to
relationality in the context of the term Aypostasis.>® This relationality puts the stress in
communion as an act of relationally. Consequently Zizioulas states that, not even God

. . .54
has “ontological content, no true being, apart from communion”.

The word communion or koinonia becomes important for around it Zizioulas centres

his whole ontological model stating that “without the concept of communion it would

*' See Zizioulas, ‘On Being a Person: Towards an Ontology of Personhood’ in Christoph Schwdbel and
Collin Gunton (eds.), Persons Divine and Human (Edinburgh: 1991), pp.44-45; see also Yannaras, On
the Absence and Unknowability of God, p.29.

The essential nature of the human being shall be correlated to the term Atman in chapters 3 and 4 of
this thesis.

Z: As highlighted by Zizioulas, see BC, pp.16-36.
See Zizioulas, BC, p.17.
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not be possible to speak of the being of God”.*® This use of koinonia (communion) to
express the outward unity of hypostases has had a huge impact upon present-day
theologians™® and subsequent interpretations of Cappadocian thought. The notion of
communion is very important for it is shaping the way in which theologians revisit the
Cappadocians. However, as it shall be shown later in this chapter, the notion of
communion in the Cappadocians, although expressed through the hypostases, centred
on unity®’ through the term ousia, where a communion was developed through a

“community of substance”, and Basil stated:

Therefore we assert that in the community of substance (ovoiag kowvomm)
there is no accord or community as regards the distinguishing notes assigned
by faith to the Trinity, whereby the individuality of persons of the Godhead...is
made known to us, for each is agprehended separately by means of its own
particular distinguishing notes.’

While contemporary notions of relationality have come to be equated with a
heterogeneous model of person,*® negating the place for an autonomous notion of
individual, in this thesis a compromise is sought where the notion of individual
evolves a sense of relational person but through individual personal development and
restoration. However, the Greek Fathers show no evidence of developing a distinction
between individual and person, but related what was particular (16 B1ov),* or
hypostasis, to autonomy and the specific characteristics of each hypostasis (of the
Trinity). But this was an outward existential denotation for in the united being of God,
unity was related to the shared nature of God the ousia, the shared essence of the
divine and to non-difference. Because of the ontological disposition of the divine, in

which three hypostases represented the existential characteristics of the united divine

* See BC, p.17.
*1am thinking of the scholastic debate on personhood exampled in the work of Douglas Knight (ed.)
5The Theology of John Zizioulas: Personhood and the Church (UK: 2007).

As Gregory Nazianzen stated that though there is “numerical distinction, there is no division in the
s:nbstance”, Or.29, 76B (Wickham).

Tovtov Evekev &v tff tfig ovoiag kooéTnT AodpPatd Papev elvar kai dxovaviTa td émBewpodpcva
™l 1p1édr yvwpiopara, 81° Gv 1 idiotng napiotatar 1@v év tf) nioter napadedoptvav rpochnov,
EkGoTov 10g idio1g Yvwpiopast Siaxexpipévag katahapPavopévov:, Basil Ep. 38 (PG 32), 329C-332A
(Deferrari).

* See Georges Florovsky, ‘Creation and Creaturehood’, in Collected Works of Georges Florovsky:
Creation and Redemption (3; Belmont: 1976), pp.47-48, who equated heterogeneity with the created;
gge alsp Zizioulas, BC; and Christos Yannaras, Elements of Faith.

Basil of Caesarea, Ep.38, 325A-C; Maximus Ep.I5, 545A.



being, heterogeneity or otherness has come to be applied to the term hypostasis. This
implies difference which is qualified through a type of existence or mode of
hypostatic existence,’’ which is thought to promote a relational model of person as
argued by Zizioulas.®? It will be argued however that relationality should also be
applied through a stress on what was shared (1o kow6v),* not just to hypostasis. This
sharing allows a sense of difference, or hypostatic heterogeneity, to indicate that
ontological unity underlines any expression of otherness. The notion of otherness does
not undermine the nature of unity, especially when considering the Trinity, but relates
the notion of communion to unity. Communion is established as the centre of unity in
existential difference with an emphasis on the underlying nature of difference or the
essential reality of being. In Zizioulas’ model of otherness however, communion,
through hypostatic relationality is stressed where the emphasis is on the outward
looking subject, which becomes the medium of unity not the divine ousia. This type
of relationality shall be examined later in relation to the Cappadocians but it can be
stated here that it provides an unsatisfactory resolution to individual and communion
as it is never revealed what the two actually mean. Because of the forcing of a notion
of relationality as being through communion and the term hypostasis, it is necessary
to ask whether some contemporary Byzantine scholars, including Zizioulas, have read
back into the Greek Fathers ideas that were not originally conceived by the Greek

Fathers. Lucian Turcescu also thinks this to be the case, and argues that Zizioulas:

uses nineteenth- and twentieth-century insights which he then foists on the
Cappadocians. This methodology leads him to misleading conclusions.**

, . . e 65
Turcescu considers that contemporary ideas of person were alien to the ancients™ and

criticises Zizioulas for making a distinction between person and individual.’

¢! Zizioulas, BC, p.50.
: This is what is argued throughout the works of Zizioulas, sece BC and Communion and Otherness.
This is explicitly made by Basil who refers to a “community of substance” (ko6 obaiag) and
states that, “that which is separated in person is at the same time united in substance” (xai 10
KEYWPIoUEVOY £V UTOGTACEL Kal TO cuvnuuévoy év tf ovaia Siddokovoa), see Letter 38, 336
(Deferrari). This point is also made in relation to Maximus the Confessor by modern scholars, see also
M. Térénen, Union and Distinction in the Thoughts of St Maximus the Confessor (Oxford: 2007), p.25.
~ Lucian Turcescu, ‘Person Versus Individual, and Other Modern Misreadings of Gregory of Nyssa’,
In Safah Coakley, Re-Thinking Gregory of Nyssa, p.106.
This is the point made by Lucian Turcescu who argues that “the ancients did not have a notion of
person before the Cappadocians... They (the ancients) did not connect soul with individual, because
before the Cappadocians they only had rudiments of a theory of individual”, see Gregory of Nyssa and

{he 'C‘oncept of Divine Persons, pp.7-8. Here it can also be seen that Turcescu links the notion of
individual with person.
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Turcescu believes that such distinguishing is a modern concern. Consequently I do
not think Zizioulas’ fault is reading ideas back into the Cappadocians or a manifesting
a certain personhood narrative, for that is what I shall do, but that his interpretations

tend to over-stress outward existentiality, or difference.

Yannaras and Zizioulas utilise the relational models of Buber, Heidegger and Levinas
to accomplish their existential tasks.®” This seems to be inconsistent with an authentic
position being so dependent on Western models, in developing a kind of relational
existentialism. This modified form of existentialism negates the concept of essential
or pure being and replaces it with the notion of relational acts of existence with other

persons who also act in a way that conforms to an authentic form of relationality.

The notion of an existential communion is qualified in this thesis through a
relationality in which a communion established through an experience of the nature of
pure being expresses unity, and is equated with a notion of Atman. In this communion
a concept of hypostasis is qualified to contextualise difference through a unity-based-
relationality. This unity can then be expressed outwardly through a mode of existence,
but a mode of hypostatic difference is not the essence of being, but expresses the
outward nature of unity. In this existence, the notion of mode will be developed to
include the idea of an Cid-armanic mode® of hypostatic existence or an awareness of
the Atmanic condition within the hypostasis. This condition indicates a particular type
of existence that incorporates a change of consciousness in the experience of
deification of the holy one, the enlightened master or yogi. The completed person or
yogT through God’s grace comes to understand the nature of his/her existence
(hypostasis) through an experience or awareness (of consciousness or Cif) of pure
being or Atman. This view modifies the existentialist position of Yannaras and

Zizioulas who highlight a methodology that puts the focus on outward relationality

% Lucian Turcescu, ‘Person Versus Individual, and Other Modern Misreadings of Gregory of Nyssa’,
:’r71 Sarah Coakley, Re-Thinking Gregory of Nyssa, p.106.

The connection between Heidegger, Buber and Levinas has already been given, and indeed
Yannaras' work On the Absence and Unknowability of God is a testimony to the desire by some
Eastem Orthodox theologians to orientate their ideas through modern philosophers. This is also evident
in Zizioulas’ work Communion and Otherness, pp.43-56. See also: Martin Buber, / and Thou (London:
1937, 2004); Martin Heidegger, Being and Time (Oxford: 1962, 2004); John Macmurray, The Self as
Agent (NY: 1957); Levinas, Outside the Subject (Stanford: 1993), On Thinking-of-the-Other: Entre
é\'{ous. and Humanism and the Other.

As already stated in Chapter 1.4.6 of this thesis.
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and existence. It also moves the stress away from the autonomous self, to a
heterogeneous communion based on an “I-Thou”® type of existentialism and a
Heideggerian type of relational-cum-existentialist approach to person.’® Within this
existential relationality the personal experience of the unique individual”' is reduced
to an outer pre-determined act, making personal communion a sort of relational
“determinism”.’® The character and nature of this type of model of person is valued
only within an activity of an automaton collective. This model promotes the concept

of a relational communion at the cost of personal identity and personal participation.

I'however, qualify the notion of separate individual or the natural physis, through a
relational value of an experience of ‘I am Thou’ rendered through unity with the
divine. In this type of relational model a person is not only valued as an outward
looking entity but experiences a relational and thus inward dynamic where the
purifying of a lower nature is accomplished through the higher. This purifying activity
is not to be considered in isolation or due to the gaining of a property of some
impersonal nature. The spiritual activity of purifying the lower nature is directly
related to the acting and willing of the divine who creates a low nature with the
capability to escape that nature through the potentiality of existing hypostatically.

Hence Maximus stated that existence is:

shaped by the intention (gnémé) of the one who speaks. So being able to speak
always belongs to the nature, but how you speak belongs to the hypostasls 3

Through this model hypostasis comes to reflect firstly, the reality of a bound
condition and then the capabilities of a coming out of the lower nature (ek-stasis)
through a mystical communion with the divine reality (en-stasis), which is able to

look beyond that lower condition. The term hypostasis infers a double dynamic of

* As developed by Buber who states “the primary word /-Thou establishes the world of relation™, in /
and Thou, p.13.

Chnstos Yannaras, Elements of Faith (Edinburgh: 1991), pp.29-30, 58-59.

"' See also Lossky, In the Image and Likeness of God (Crestwood: 2001), p.105, who basically makes
the same point.

? This view modifies Lossky’s opinion of “sacramental determinism” in which the “collective totality

of the Church tends to suppress personal encounter with God”. See Lossky, In the Image and Likeness
o[ God, p.105.

Maximus, Opsc.3, 48A (Louth).
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existing and being.”* Within this model, communion does not only indicate an outer
activity of the person but an inner awareness of the divine, which allows the person to
understand both the limited and limiting condition which is then transformed within a
unifying condition. If the act of communion was the centre of being it would not be
able to conceive of another act outside of its initial relational activity and not be able
to create a limiting condition and then a unifying condition in which limited
hypostases exist. However, when being is grasped as coming from an essential divine
reality not as an external act, all activities can be understood as issuing from this
centre of the highest being as principles of the divine being. This will be examined
later in the chapter on deification. Just as the Logos hypostasis transformed the natural
Pphysis to its true hypostatic existence, so too in the human person the hypostasis
indicates the potentiality for restoration through a deification of natures. Within this
deification experience a communion is wrought after being, which is the evidence of
an activity emanating from the source of deification. The activity is not the source but
the effect by which that source can be understood and by which human persons can

then be understood.

In this type of relationality, through an experience of unity with the hypostasis, the ‘I-
Thou’ of traditional relational models is changed to an ‘I Am Thou’ model. In this
model the human physis is radically transformed within an experience of hypostatic
deification or union with the divine, where the cognition of an inner reality, the
Atman, affirms a true cognition in the hypostasis, transforming the natural physis and
allowing for a true relationality. This model modifies Zizioulas’ notion of person,
where the use of communion expresses a heterogenic existential relationalality, so as
to affirm that the ontological condition of hypostasis indicates the true condition of
the human physis. This condition reflects a mode of life that experiences an Atmanic
condition. While in Zizioulas’ anti-substantialist model being is reduced to the outer
existential of the undetermined, that is to say Zizioulas never tells us what this
communion is, in this thesis, being also includes the essential reality (4tman) that

underpins all existential conditions.

" As Cyril of Alexandria stated that “(the body of the Word ) in its own nature has been enriched with
the Word who is united to it. It has become holy, life-giving, full of the divine energy. And in Christ
Wwe are too transfigured”, That Christ is One 1269 (PG 75); translation by Oliver Clement, The Roots of
Christian Mysticism (London: 1995).
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However, in Zizioulas’ model, a collectivisation becomes evident where a hegemonic
type of ecclesial communion develops in which communion becomes qualified
through some space outside of essential being, negating the space of the personal. In
Zizioulas’ model we see a move towards a modified form of existentialism evident in
his relational ecclesiology where persons attain an authentic personhood,75 not in the
individual experience, but in an outward act. Paradoxically, whilst claiming to support
the Greek Patristic hypostatic model of person (hypostasis), which qualifies
hypostatic difference in notions of unity, Zizioulas’ form of relationality represents a
de-hypostasising’® of the homogenous individual in its determining ontology through
unknown dynamics. It cannot be stated with any certainty what Zizioulas’ type of
ecclesial communion indicates, where hypostasis ceases to be known or fixed. It
indicates a non-specific relationality and shifts the focus away from the homogenous
person to the heterogeneous, de-personalising and thus de-hypostasising personhood
through a general existential category. Zizioulas’ model, in putting the focus on
ecclesial communion, stresses relatedness, the connection between beings, and not the
beings themselves. The paradox of this type of relationality is that it is qualified in a
common experience in the experience of the many as exemplified in the Trinitarian
model. This places the focus back onto the generic, on the common experience rather
than the particular or person, and thus to the general (ousia), a resolution that

Zizioulas would not endorse.

A working relationality should include a dynamic of unity in diversity, which allows
the notion of individual to exist simultaneously as hypostatic unity. In this model the
nature of the rational existence reflects some ontological likeness with the divine,
being “akin” to the divine, yet having difference, which also indicated the limits of
human understanding. Within the Trinity, difference indicates specific and yet
permanent characteristics, but within a united nature and it is this sense of unity and
difference which becomes important when transposing such ideas into human models.

Gregory Nazianzen stated:

78 Zizioulas, BC, p.58
These conclusions a drawn in relation to my studies on metaphysics such as R. Schacht,

‘Existentialism’, in J. Kim and E. Sosa (eds.), 4 Companion to Metaphysics (Malden: 1995), pp.150-
156.
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the aim is to safeguard the distinctiveness of the three hypostases within a
single nature and quality of the Godhead....The three are a single whole in
their Godhead and the single whole is three in personalities (idiotes or
properties).”’

Thus there was developed a model of unity-in-difference in which hypostatic
difference was not taken out of the notion of a centre of unity but qualified through it.
While term hypostasis (bnootaoig)’® inferred a meaning which implied an underlying
reality to a specific existence, the Cappadocians allowed it to indicate concrete
individual existence. This provided answers to theological dilemmas, such as
Sabellianism’ in relation to the Trinity. But the Cappadocian emphasis on hypostasis
relating to particular, concrete existence®® seems to have led to a negation of the
Nicaean stress on ousia and thus unity, and consequently in the contemporary debate

has led to an emphasis on outer existentiality.

2.1.4 Existential Constructs: Tropos Hyparxeos

The focus on outward existentiality, through Cappadocian theology has hi ghlighted a
stress on how persons should exist in answer to modern existentialism.®' In most
contemporary models the focus is upon on difference,? which has become the driving

force behind present-day models of personhood. Consequently, there is evident a

Gregory Nazianzen, Or.31.9, 113C; translation by Wickham, On God and C hrist, p.123.

Etymologlcally unéotaoyg derived from Oné (under) and otdoig (standing),” referring to that which
supports. In a scriptural context bnéotacig referred to the underlying substance of a thing, person or
deed and occurs five times in the New Testament and twenty times in the LXX. See also Lampe, 4
Greek Patristic Lexicon. In the Latin tradition, person was equated through the term persona.

" The use of the term hypostasis was also employed by Basil to refute those that denied the reality of
the concrete existences of the Trinity in equating hypostasis with ousia. He stated that Sabellius
understands “hypostasis and substance to be identical...But they did not there state (in the council of
Nicaea) hypostasis and substance to be identical...It is on the contrary clear that while by some it was
denied that the Son was of the same substance with the Father, and some asserted that He was not of
the substance and was of some other hypostasis, they thus condemned both opinions as outside that
held by the Church”, Ep. 125, (Jackson).

** Example of see, Hom. Opif 11, 154C-D; and Hom.Opif 14, 175D.

Zizioulas recognizes the importance of Heidegger and Buber in the personhood, especially within the
context of relationality, stating that “the comprehension of the being of Dasein includes the
comprehension of “the Other”, see Communion and Otherness (L.ondon: 2006), p.45. Yet Zizioulas
also recognizes the limitations of the models of Heidegger and Buber and considers also the relevance
of Levinas in his interpretations of the Greek Fathers, especially in relation to otherness see
Commumon and Otherness, pp.45-53.

* For Yannaras, difference is the main ontological distinction between the world and God, see On the
Absence and Unknowability of God (London: 2005), p-53.
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consensus in contemporary Eastern Orthodoxy that the term person is a hypostatic
denotation that relates to an existential interpretation, where the focus is upon person

in respect of act rather than an inner reality.

The existential perspective has consequently manifested too much stress on the
material, on the outward existence and a sense of difference. This is exemplified in
the writings of George Florovsky who in defence of this existentialist approach stated

39 82
that, “the main distinctive mark of Patristic theology was its existential character”.

Through this existential approach the notion of person comes to be qualified through a
way of existing. This emphasises not only difference and isolation, in the focus on
difference, but that has come to infer that persons have no ontological centre by which
unity is expressed. The focus on a way of existing does highlight that many types of
existing can be affirmed, which allows unity to be developed through a way of
existing with a substantialist stress. Nevertheless, focusing on a way of existence
allows a focus on the way God exists, which provides a pattern for human persons.
The way the divine exists should be considered as consequence to the divine being
and not the other way round, but for Zizioulas being is a type of existence having no
innate centre.* Another way of putting it is that by observing hypostatic difference in
the divine, humans come to understand their own sense of importance through the
ontological condition of being a person. Zizioulas also affirmed this stance and states:
“the fact that a human being is a member of the Church, he becomes an ‘image of
God,” he exists as God Himself exists; he takes on God's ‘way of being".** Here
again as with Yannaras the focus is on a way of existing or difference rather than on

the what of being.

Thus the way (mode) of existence, tropos hyparxeos (tpénog vnépEewg, or mode of
existence),* vouchsafes the notion of existential difference (or otherness) through the
distinguishing particularity of each hypostasis, yet unity through communion, which

is established through a type of mode of these hypostatic existences.

b George Florovsky, ‘St Gregory Palamas and the Tradition of the Fathers’, Sobornost 4 (1961),
.165-176.

See Zizioulas, BC, p.17.
lemulas BC, p.15.

* See Basil, Ep. 38 (PG 32), 337A, which refers to OnapEews/napés, pertaining to a type of
existence.
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However, did the Cappadocians’ place an emphasis on the existential through a focus
on mode of existence as Zizioulas and Yannaras suggest? Turcescu confirms that
tropos hyparxeos was not used at all by Plato or Aristotle or Gregory Nazianzen, but
was mentioned three times in Gregory of Nyssa and five times in Basil of Caesarea.®’
Hence the term was not widely employed by the Cappadocians, but it was used, for
example in Letter 38 of Basil, to indicate the different characteristics or existences of

the hypostases of the Trinity. * Basil stated that:

Then there no longer remains to the Father exclusively to be called
‘unbegotten’ in a sense peculiar to Himself alone if indeed the existence
(brap&ig) if the Only-begotten is characterised by the individual not peculiar
to the Father.

Maximus also utilises the idea of mode (1pénog) many times to indicate the
relationship of a particular type of existing with the mode of existing” even in the
human condition, stating that the human principle exists as a soul and body as one
nature and has a “mode...which naturally acts and is acted upon, which can frequently
change”.”! The reason for change indicates that human beings each have two natures
within a single hypostasis, one relating to the lower nature and another relating to a
higher nature, where the lower is restored revealing the higher in deification. The type
of existence a person has, indicates the mode of a particular nature which that a
particular person is operating within. This model is based upon Cappadocian
Christology, where Christ has, within a particular hypostasis, characteristics specific
to Him and natures human and divine, which becomes a model to understand the

divine and human conditions.

* Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, p.104. This has to be contextualised
to the notion that Turcescu believes some of Basil’s corpus to be written by Gregory of Nyssa. Ayres
also states that the term was used 3 times by Basil see Nicaea and its Legacy p.210. It is fair to say the
term was not employed much at all by the Cappadocians, which may, or may not be of importance.
* For an example of see Basil of Caesarea, Ep.38, 325A; and Gregory of Nyssa, Tres Dii, 142B-D; see
also G. L. Prestige, God in Christian Thought (London: 1959), pp.246-247; J. N. D. Kelly, Early
Christian Doctrines (London: 2000), p.265-267; and Brian E. Daley, ‘Nature and the *‘Mode of
Union”: Late Patristic Models for the Personal Unity of Christ’, in S. Davis et al. (eds.), The
alslcarnation (Oxford: 2002), pp.164-194,
o Basil, Ep.38, 337A (Deferrari).
o For some examples see Maximus, Ambig.42, 1341D; and Thal.60 (CCSG, 22), 75.

Maximus, Ambig.42, 1341D; translation by Blowers, On the Cosmic Mystery of Christ, p.89. On the

notion of tropos in Maximus also see Lars Thunberg, Man and the Cosmos (Crestwood: 1985), pp.43,
88.
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One of the main reasons for considering God through a mode of existence is that it
allows a focus on what can be known of God and highlights what cannot be known.
The apophatic model underlines the limits of human knowing, where human beings
can only understand Trinitarian hypostatic specificity or the divine operations, for the
divine ousia was beyond the comprehension of the human mind.’? Gregory Nazianzen
stated that: “to tell of God is not possible...to know him is even less possible”.”* This
inability of the intellect to grasp a deeper nature, for Gregory Nazianzen, also implied
a depth of being within the human soul. Gregory tells us that the soul, is “God like™**
when mingled with “its kin”®* (God) but he does not elaborate how this is
accomplished or on the implications for the human person. Gregory stated that the
when the individual is deified “the copy returns to the pattern it now longs for”.”® This
pattern as the highest part of the soul could be grasped as a rational operation (Aoyixiig
evepyeiag).”’ Gregory of Nyssa also affirmed that a capability for understanding was
also part of the human condition, stating that “the soul, having perfection, is both in
the spiritual and also in the mental (rational)”,”® which indicates the capabilities of
human higher awareness to comprehend the depth of the spiritual realms. In the same
passage Gregory of Nyssa goes on to explain that the rationality of the soul is not

"% where

enclosed “within any thing...but the union of the mental with the bodily
union indicates a capability of the human person to understand the spiritual within

some framework of conscious awareness.

Nevertheless, the apophatic approach has come to be qualified through an emphasis
on revealed types or modes of existence based upon Trinitarian theology and
exemplified in the works of Christos Yannaras. Yannaras argues that the divine being,

through his operations, extends his activities to the human realm, while God’s true

" As Gregory of Nyssa stated that, “His glory, His holiness ‘there is no end’: and if His surroundings
have no limit, much more is He Himself in His essence what ever it may be, comprehended by no
‘I)i‘mitation in any way”, see Eun.3.5 (Moore).

" Gregory Nazianzen, Or.28.4, (PG 36), 29C-31B; translation by L. Wickham, On God and Christ: St
Gregory of Nazianzus; The Five Theological Orations and Two Letters to Cledonius (Crestwood:
2002), p.39.

:: l(li)regory Nazianzen, Or.28.17, 48C-49D; translation by Wickham, On God and Christ, pp.50-51.
id.

:‘7’ Ibid.

o G[egory of Nyssa, Hom.Opif. 14 (PG 44), 176A.

Otte oivuy kai g yuyflg &v 1@ vepd e kol Aoyid 10 TEAEIOV Exoiong, mav & i Tobto Eotty,
Opdvupov pev lvan Sbvatar Tff wuxfl, ob pi Kl dviwg yuxl, 6AAG Tig évépyera Lo, T Tig wouxf
KANGeL ouykekpyuévn, See Hom. Opif. 15.2 (PG 44), 176D-177; translation by W, Moore, On the
g;ftlltl)cing of Man (NPNF, 5), p.403.

id.
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being is beyond the limits of human knowing.'® Revelation through the divine
activities provides humans with the knowledge of ways of existing open to human
persons. Humans are restricted to knowing about the divine “Being”'®' but can know

of the divine operations. Yannaras states that:

apophatic knowledge, as the event of participation...is equivaler_xt to
participation in the body of the Church that is the historical reallsatlloc;n of the
mode of existence of Christ, of the mode of the new human nature.

The term “apophatic knowledge”, however, seems to be problematic for it implies a
revealed hidden knowledge which is not completely hidden for it has been revealed
but not understood. It is not that divine awareness cannot be experienced but that it
cannot be grasped within the normative consciousness. But for Yannaras any
knowledge becomes immediately reduced to a knowing within a mundane mode of

193 informs the

existence that reflects that incapacity, where the “mode of existence
human person only of who he or she immediately is. He tells us nothing of the
implications for this existence other than it is hypostatic and thus reflecting some
personal traits which are shared. Yannaras does argue that the nature of that existence
is hypostatically relational. He states that “the mode of existence that we know only
‘by participation’- only to the extent that we participate — we call personal”.'® Thus
being-ness for Yannaras is only to be understood through an outer participatory
personhood, which reflects a personal mode of existence that is ecclesial in nature.

The true and intimate nature of this participation is never fully explained.

2.2 How Does Hypostasis Indicate Person?

Within the theological topography of the Byzantine tradition, ideas relating to a

concept of person have developed in relation to the Cappadocian use of hypostasis'®

100 Yannaras, On the Absence and Unknowability of God, p.73.
101 o .
Ibid., p.53.

' Ibid., p.95.

' Ibid. P.95, which also becomes the mode of being (ibid., p.83).
104 .
Ibid., p.84.

% Of course there have been many other important factors and influences relating to the contemporary
debate of person including the ideas of Karl Barth, Colin E. Gunton, Alistair McFayden and Alan
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and it is within this context that the notion of person is re-addressed. But the initial
question, can hypostasis come to signify that which is understood by a concept of
person in the contemporary context, is not the same as did the Cappadocians
purposefully equate Aypostasis with a sense of person? The latter is impossible to
answer as it cannot be proved that the Cappadocians had a distinct notion of person,
although they may have indeed had some sense of personhood constructed around the
word hypostasis. The term hypostasis did infer in the pre-Cappadocian era that ideas
relating to concrete material existence were included within a metaphysical 196 context
as hypostasis'®’ was an underlying reality of an existence. Hypostasis indicated the
essential reality at the depths of being and existence, but was evolved through the

Cappadocians.'®

2.2.1 Divine Operations

Through the development of term hypostasis, the Cappadocians re-cast ideas relating
to subjectivity to focus on what they believed humans could know of God, the divine

operations (évepyeiac).'®

This focused the arguments on the extrusive or knowable
operations of the divine, the characteristics of the persons of the Trinity, and denied

access to understanding the divine ousia. Gregory of Nyssa attested that:

Torrance which should also be considered, but I shall restrict the study within the context of Eastern
Orthodoxy. Considering the term person, there is a consensus that the Cappadocians did have a general
approach to the use of hypostasis, which is exemplified in the works of V. Lossky, see, In the Image
and Likeness of God, pp.111-123; and ‘The Cappadocians’ in Lossky The Vision of God (Crestwood:
1983), pp.73-89.
"% The dynamism of the term hypostasis to include both dimensions is also argued by G. L. Prestige,
God in Patristic Thought (London: 1959), who states that “Hypostasis thus comes to mean positive
and concrete and distinct existence, first of all in the abstract, and later, as will be seen, in the particular
iggividual”, p-174; see also, pp.179, 189, 233, 240. . )
o The word vnéoTaoig comes from Unt6 meaning under and 61¢01; meaning standing.

It is thought that initially, hypostasis was not viewed as indicating anything different than ousia, as
J. Pelikan informed us; hypostasis was synonymous with ousia in the pre-Nicaean era. Later, even
Athanasius (c. 296-373) “insisted that hypostasis is ousia and means nothing else but simply being’”,
see Jaroslav Pelikan, The Christian Tradition, p.219. On how the notion of substance or the property of
being relates to Christian models see Prestige, God in Christian Thought, p.168; Christopher Stead,
‘Greek Influence on Christian Thought’, in Doctrine and Philosophy in Early Christianity (UK: 2000),
p.183; and Jaroslav Pelikan, The Christian Tradition: The Emergence of the Catholic Faith, 100-600
g(}q; Chicago: 1975), p.219; see also Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God.

This is exemplified in Gregory of Nyssa's work Tres Dii, which stated “every operation apart from
whigh extends from God to the Creation...is named according to our variable conceptions of it, has its
origin from the Father, and proceeds through the Son, and is perfected in the Holy Spirit. For this

reason the name derived from the operation is not divided”, (PG 45), 125C-D:; translation by Moore
(NPNF 5), p.334.
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Now if anyone should ask for some interpretation and description, and
explanation of the Divine essence, we are not going to deny that in this kind of
wisdom we are unlearned, acknowledging only so much as this, that it is not
possible that that which is by nature infinite should be comprehended in any
conception expressed by words.''?

While this approach seemed to allow an inevitable focus on the operations of the
Trinity, it was at the expense of understanding the divine ousia or the nature of divine
unity. Through this operational focus, especially relating to the Son, a notion of
person was successfully born that affirms the place for concrete and unique person
who shares a personal existence in relation to others (to other persons of the
Trinity).'"' This model has then been applied within contemporary models of person
in relation to the Cappadocians to fix person within an operational context. However,
the nature of the relationship of Christ to the other persons of the Trinity, or the exact
nature of communion, and the consequent implications to human personhood has far

from been resolved.

The equating of hypostasis with concrete personal existence was first evidenced in the

writings of Basil of Caesarea, who identified the specific characteristics (iSiwpdtav,

112

pertaining to one’s own qualities)' '* of each hypostasis of the Trinity, allowing not

only a lens through which specificity in the divine could be examined, but the
consequent evolution of ideas relating to a sense of personal being. This clarity of
examination was also very much evident in the works of Gregory Nazianzen who
stated that:

The result is that though there is numerical distinction, there is no division in
the substance. For this reason, a one eternally changes to a two and stops at
three — meaning the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. In a serene, non-
temporal, incorporeal way the Father is parent of the ‘offspring’ and originator
of the ‘emanation’ - or what — every name one can apply when one has
entirely extrapolated from things visible...This is why we limit ourselves to

"0 See Eun. 3.5; translation by Moore (NPNF 5), p.146; see also Basil, Ep.38, 325A; Gregory
Nazianzen, Or.28, 48C-49D, Or.29, 76A-77B; Gregory of Nyssa, Tres Dii, 142B-D.

See Zizioulas, Communion and Otherness, pp.43-55.

~ Basil stated that “Consequently, by all these means — the name, the place, the peculiar qualities of
his character, and his external attributes as disclosed by observation - the description of the subject of

tlhge story becomes explicit”, Basil, Ep. 38, 328; translation by Deferrari, Basil I: Letters 1-58 (LCL
0), p.203.

112
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Christian terms and speak of ‘the Ingenerate’ (ayévvmtov) ‘the Beg(l)lt}en
(Yevwntov), and ‘what Proceeds (éknopevdpevov) from the Father’.

Thus hypostasis (bndotacic) came to be related to what is individually characteristic,
unique, existentially particular,''* which also forced a distinction between hypostasis
and ousia. In contemporary interpretations, this has led to a theological view that in
the Cappadocians the divine hypostases or particular existences become almost
separate from essential being,''® the ousia, which becomes predicated as an aspect of
the divine subjects or hypostases. The Cappadocians however, show no indications to
divorce the divine ousia from the divine operations. On the contrary, the divine
hypostases''® were implicitly related to the notion of unity expressed through the term
“Godhead” (8e6tng).' "Neither did unity imply an existential collection of non-related
characteristics or subjects, for Gregory of Nyssa declared, “to extend the number of
the Godhead to a multitude belongs to those only who suffer from the plague of
polytheistic error”.''® Unity indicated the way in which specificity should be
ontologically considered through the divine essence or ousia, where Trinitarian
specificity indicated not disunity or a division between ousia and hypostatic
existences, but a unity in both types of existence and being. Specificity provides the
ontological manner by which unity was outwardly existentially expressed. Gregory of
Nyssa stated:

for our statement does not hereby violate the simplicity of the Godhead, since
community and specific difference are not gssence, so that the conjunction of
these should render the subject composnte

" Gote kav apBd Sapépy, tff Ye ovoig pi téuveoeul. At t0510 povig ('m‘dpxﬂg elg dvada
xwnleioa, uéxpt Tprddog Eotn. Kai o016 éotv fipiv 6 Matip, xal 6 Yidg, kal 1 dylov nvebpa: 6 pév
Yevwiitwp kai npoeoksug, M:yw 3¢ anabie, xai dypoveg, kal dowpdrog tdv 8¢, 10 nev yévwnua, 10 8¢
npée}a]pu 1} 0UK 018°O6mwg v Tig TabTa KAAESEIEV, HOEAGY AV TRV opwpévmv A tobto i TV
NHETEPWV Bpav ioThpevor, 10 dyévvntov eigdyopev, kai to Yevvntov, kai 10 €k 100 [Matpog
EKTOPEVOpEVOV, GG TOD ProtY avtog O Oedg kail Adyog., Gregory Nazianzen, Or. 29.2 (PG 36), 76B-C;
translatlon by Wickham, On God and Christ, p.70.

'* This comes close to defining a notion of person as purusa which will be examined in Chapter 3 of
thlS thesis.

As exemplified by Zizioulas, in BC, p.17, who sees almost no role for ousia at all.

See Gregory of Nyssa, Ad Eustathium de Trinitate or Ep. 189 of Basil of Cacsarea (PG 32), 684.

"7 In relation to the unity of the Godhead and the hypostatic operations see Gregory of Nyssa, Tres Di,
who makes clear his model of unity-in-difference (PG 45), 115A-136A.

"* See Gregory of Nyssa, Ad Eustathium de Trinitate or Letter 189 of Basil of Caesarea (PG 32), 684
(Deferran)

Gregory of Nyssa, Eun.12.5; translation by Moore (NPNF 5), p.247.
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When applied at the human level, hypostasis indicates not isolated individuals
collectively forming random communities, but where hypostases become intrinsically
related to each other. Gregory of Nyssa’s sense of community can be applied so as to
make clear that “specific difference”'?® does not negate the place for unity within
specific existences. This Cappadocian model of unity and difference was also
highlighted in the “Cappadocian Settlement”'?! of the Trinity, of “one ousia and three
hypostases”.'?? This formula seemed to change the use of hypostasis in the light of the
Council of Nicaea (c. 325), which was originally equated ousia with hypostasis, for
the Council had stated, “from another hypostasis or substance” (£€ étpépag

vrootacews fi ovoiag).'?

This statement has come be interpreted in a way that moved
the notion of hypostasis away from ousia,'** where the notion of personal hypostasis
has been dislocated from ousia. But if hypostasis is to be reviewed through the notion
of unity, then this dislocation is to be revised within the qualifying of particularity
(hypostasis), through unity (ousia), while recognising the place for concrete identity.
In this model, the hypostasis or particular self-aware concrete existence is informed
through its essential reality as much as through its hypostasis, because of the

inseparable unity within the divine being.

To underline the role of unity whilst accepting the place for concrete specificity, the
notion hypostasis has to be re-considered through the context of the Nicaean use of

homoousios (6poovoiov),'?

to underline the need for unity within distinction. The
term homoousios provides the context of hypostasis in the person of Christ who, “was
the only begotten of God” (yevwn@évia ék 100 matpog povoyevi),'* and has existence
that is distinct from the Father, and yet is God by virtue of sharing the divine nature or
ousia. The term hypostasis in the context of Nicaea provides a model of simultaneity,
of unity and difference, which significantly changes the way to approach the term

hypostasis when considering the context of substance.

0 Ibid.
:2; See Prestige, God in Christian Thought, p.232.

Ibid.
'3 See Albergio et al. (eds.), Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, pp.1-15; and Norman Tanner, Decrees of
télde Ecumenical Councils, p.5.

In contemporary times this shift in the notion of hypostasis is exemplified by Zizioulas, BC, p.48,
where he divorces the divine essence from hypostatic existences stating *‘not on account of His
substance but on account of His trinitarian existence”.

5 See Albergio et al. (eds.), Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, pp.1-15; and Norman Tanner, Decrees of
the Ecumenical Councils, p.5.
126 :

Ibid.
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2.2.2 Subjectivity: the Particular and the General

While the Cappadocians had linked hypostasis to subjectivity, divine subjectivity was
not disassociated from a sense of unity in the Council of Nicaea where hypostasis
indicated the same as ousia.’?’ This allowed for the essential reality of the Trinity (or
the ousia) to be juxtaposed to Trinitarian difference within an ontological framework
that did not divorce essential being from outer existence. Nevertheless, through the
Cappadocians, the conceptual use of hypostasis changed. 128 The term hypostases
came to be equated with specificity, moving the term from a denotation that implied
concrete subjectivity or individuality and not an underlying substance. This
movement away from essential being seemed to be exasperated further by equating
the operations with a mode of existence (tropos hyparxeos).'?’ In addition, the term
hypostasis was equated with concrete uniqueness or specificity, relating to one’s own

130 \which also allowed the term to focus on an outer life.

existence (tov i8imc),
To allow this conceptual change of hypostasis, Basil separated that which is
individually specific, from that which is shared in both the human and divine cases,
forcing a distinction between difference and unity. He gave the examples of *Peter,
Andrew, John, or James” '*' to provide examples of uniqueness, and in each case to
underline unity in the sharing of what is common, a generic nature (kowvétg Tl

132

@Voewg), ~* or the “common element”.'** Hence this classification difference was

expressed through uniqueness, or “a certain characteristic of a particular thing”

(Tpaypatog Tvog RSplYp(l(pf]),lM implying a sense of the person.13 5 Nevertheless, the

"7 Ibid.

' See Basil, Ep.38, 325A, where hypostasis is considered existentially as something different to ousia,
as Basil stated: “Seeing that many, in treating of the mysterious doctrine of the Trinity, because they
fail to discern any difference between the general conception of substance and that of the persons,
come to like notions and think that it matters not whether they use the term ‘substance’ (ovaiav) or
‘person’ (Vndotacy)”, ‘Enerdh nodkoi 10 kowdv Tiic ovaiag ént TV pueTk®Y Soypdrav uf
diakpivovreg 4o tob tdv rocToewg Aoyov, Taig avrai; cuvepintovoty Unovoitg Kal oiovial
%lg;{:fgsw undév ovoav fi bndeTacy; translation by Deferrari, Basil I; Letters 1-58 (LCL 190), p.197.
1d.

:;‘l’ See Basil, Ep.38, 325B.
. lb!d., 325A-C.
s lb!d., 325C.

Ibid.
" Ibid.

' See Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, p.189.
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starting point for the Cappadocians was an emphasis on difference, rather than the

underlying unity of that difference.

It was due to the lack of clarity in developing the terms hypostasis and ousia'*® that
allowed the Cappadocians to use this lack of clarity to mould the term hypostasis into
a form that could be applied to their outlook. Confusion surrounding these Trinitarian
terms were especially acute when the terms were translated into Latin. 137 The term
hypostasis in Latin would indicate substance, having a generic quality, turning the
Latin Trinitarian definition into three substances in one essence, which would either
be nonsense or a Sabellian mia-hypostatic formula.'*® Problems such as these allowed
the Cappadocians to seize the initiative and provided the impetus to focus on
specificity,'* where hypostasis came to be related to concrete particular existences in
the Trinity, while ousia came to indicate what is generic. However, the ontological
implications of the generic in the Trinity were never fully explored. The Cappadocian
interpretation of hypostasis, as argued by Zizioulas, did represent a revolution,'* a
revolution where the outcome moved the focus to subjectivity and shifted the stress
away from the divine essence, or did it? Perhaps it was not as much of a revolution as
Zizioulas would like for at the heart of the notion of difference was a sense of unity
through the sharing of the divine essence. The upholding of this dichotomous position

was later argued for by John of Damascus who stated that:

13 This lack of precision in the use of hypostasis in the Council of Nicaea allowed the term to indicate,
as Stead shows, either, ‘““same individual being’” or ““‘same species’” for there was no clear distinction
made. See Stead, ‘Greek Influence on Christian Thought’, p.184. Tixeront therefore asked, “what is an
ovaia, and what is an Unéotaoi”? , Tixeront, History of Dogmas (USA: 1914), p.76. In my opinion,
what Tixeront was really asking, was, what was the centre of being in God. or what has priority in
God’s being?
" As Augustine stated; “Our Greeks have spoken of one essence, three substances; but the Latins of
one essence or substance, three persons; because as we have already said essence usually means
nothing else that substance in our language, that is, in Latin”; Quod effari nullo modo possumus dictum
est a nostris graecis una essentia, tres substantiae a latines autem una essentia uel substantia, tres
personae quia sicut iam diximus non aliter in sermon nostro, id est latino, essentia quam substantia
sollet intellegi, See Augustine De Trin.7.4.7 (Haddan); also see De Trin. 7.4.9, and 7.6.11; on this also
see Christopher Stead, ‘Greek Influence on Christian Thought', p.183.

See Stephen M. Hildebrand, The Trinitarian Theology of Basil of Caesarea (Washington: 2007),

.82-89,
t As Gregory Nazianzen stated, “what | am talking about is Peter and Paul and John’s not being three
or consubstantial, so long as three Pauls, three Peters, and many Johns cannot be spoken of. We shall
demand that you apply to more specific nouns the new-fangled rule you have kept in the case of the

more generic ones”, Gregory Nazianzen, Or.3/.19 (Wickham).
BC, pp.15-50.
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God is One, that is to say, one essence (ovoin) and that He is known
(dmootdoeot) and has His being in three subsistences.'*!

The starting point for John of Damascus in Trinitarian theology was to express unity
and then to discuss “divine generation (and also procession)” through the term

hypostasis.'"*? Nevertheless, the term hypostasis, as did the term prosopon

143

(face/mask), ** came to be related to the outer existence rather than the inner reality or

144

nature (physis), * within the Byzantine tradition. The Cappadocians came to be the

instigators of this radical shift in understanding hypostasis. 145 But as Christopher A.

Beeley argues, approaches to the Cappadocian formula “one ousia and three

31146

hypostases™ *° represent an over generalisation of Cappadocian thought. He states that

there has been, in relation to Gregory Nazianzen an “overstatement of the role that
this secondary formulation plays in his work”. 147 Nevertheless, hypostasis has come
to be understood as a determination indicating particularity or “concrete existence as

» 148

hypostaseis”, *° as did persona in the Latin West. 149 Basil’s solution was, as was

Augustine’s (c. 354-430), '*° to resort to define Trinitarian being through terms

151

relating to the specific (tov idicg) and the generic or common (16 kowov), " with an

emphasis on hypostasis to indicate the subject, stating that:

This therefore is hypostasis (person), not the indefinite notion of ousia
(substance), which by reason of generality of the term employed discloses
nothing of stasis. '’

The dividing the specific from the generic did nothing to keep unity at the heart of the

Trinity but seemed to force a gulf between the two, where prosopon, persona and

"*! See John of Damascus, FO, 1.8 (Salmond); Concerning interpretations of John of Damascus’
tnmtanan theology in relation to the trinity, see also Andrew Louth, St John Damascene, pp.96-108.

See Andrew Louth, St John Damascene, p.103.

“ See Aloys Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition (1; Atlanta: 1975), p.126 and Kelly, Early
Chmst:an Doctrines, p.114,

* Indeed Andrew Louth comments that this type of distinguishing between the understanding of the
Trinity in terms of external persons of the Trinity rather than through the language of physis/ousia
rePresentcd an historical distinction between Antiochene and Alexandrine models (ibid., p.113).

See Zizioulas, BC, pp.36-39.

leet(ti Christopher A. Beeley, Gregory of Nazianzus on the Trinity and Knowledge of God, p.222.

See Andrew Louth, St John Damascene, p.114.

Augustme De Trin.7.5.6.

Augustme De Trin. 7.4.7-8.

*! Basil, Ep 38,325A-C.

Tobto odv gotiv § vnoaTacts, oy 1) GopioTog TG OvGiag Evvoia, pndepiav €x TG KowoTTOg TOD
onuavopévov otéotv sbpiokovoa, Basil, Ep.38, 328A (Deferrari).
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hypostasis all came to be included in what was indicated by the specific and particular
notes of existence in the Trinity, or personsls 3 having within this specificity some sort

of predicated ousia.

In the development of a notion of person, the subject of that existence becomes the
individual identity and not an essential reality. Thus, within the Trinitarian theologies
of the fourth to the fifth centuries, two distinct ontological problems become evident.
Firstly, in determining what constitutes the specific, the particular or that which is
hypostatically different, and secondly how the specific is related to a shared reality.
The question as to the role hypostasis in relation to ousia became not only a question
of resolving Trinitarian problems, but came to be expressed through differing
traditions. These traditions sought different answers to Trinitarian and Christological
problems which have still not been resolved. In the former tradition, which can
roughly be correlated with the Antiochene schema,'** a stress was put upon hypostatic
difference, which invariably leads to tri-theism. In the latter, which can roughly be
correlated to the Alexandrine schema,'** unity is vouchsafed but where modalism
seems to be the outcome.'*® These schemas may not so much represent distinctive

schools of thought but basic theological patterns which still remain.'*’

**> However this was not new and previously Hippolytus (d. 235) and Tertullian (c. 160-225) had
understood that prosopon and persona could indicate otherness (see Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines,
P-115) difference, or extrusive characteristics of the inward united being of the Trinity, or the concrete
:l;:iividual existences within the divine unity.

See Sarah Coakley, ‘What Does Chalcedon Solve and What it Does Not? Some Reflections on the
Status and Meaning of the Chalcedonian *“Definition™", in Stephen T. Davis et al. (eds.), The
lIgtscizt:'.r:iation, p-145; and D. Dragas, Saint Athanasius of Alexandria (Rollinsford: 2005), p.1.

id.
% For some analysis of this problem see: John A. T. Robinson, Thou Who Art (London: 2006), pp.292-
319; Jiirgen Moltman, The Trinity and the Kingdom of God (London: 1981); Thomas G. Weinandy,
The.Father s Spirit of Sonship (Edinburgh:1995), pp.62-63; Alan J. Torrance, Persons in Communion
(Edinburgh: 1996), pp.213-306. For a social answer to this Trinitarian problem of autonomy and inter-
%c;netr.atio‘n, see Alistair McFayden, The Call to Personhood (Cambridge: 1990), pp.69-135.

This view is also supported by Andrew Louth who refers to two distinct theological approaches of
the Antiochene and Alexandrine traditions, see St John Damascene, p.123,
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2.2.3 A Compromise

Through the schemas stated above, a focus seems to be placed either on unity (non-
difference) and difference, but a compromise is needed. If a focus (through
hypostasis) is placed upon difference then a stress on the concrete subject becomes
the outcome, while if the focus on unity (through ousia) is overplayed the subject
becomes conditioned to a specific nature and not able to overcome that nature.'** In
the former condition, individuality and isolation pushes away any real value of
person, while in the latter, concrete uniqueness is lost, where personhood is unitised,

with the result being a loss of what is personal.

A compromise to the hypostasis-ousia schema is perhaps found in the Biblical use of
hypostasis in Hebrews (1:3) which states that the person of Christ was, dravyaouo
Tilg 86Eng kot xapaxmp tiig VmocTdceng avtod (“the effulgence or reflection of his
glory and the exact mark/expression of his substance/person™)."*’ This passage allows
an approach to hypostasis, which utilises the Christological and confirms both a
personal context in the subject of existence and a context of essential spiritual reality
of being (or unity, the spiritual physis or Atman). This approach focuses on, in the
subject or person, the substance of being, affirming a Nicaean type of interpretation of
hypostasis,'® while at the same time accommodating the Cappadocian approach. In
this understanding hypostasis indicates the place for concrete personal existence yet
also allows for a context of the essential'®' spiritual reality of that existence, the what
of being, the underlying reality of the experient. When considering this passage
(Hebrews 1.3) in relation to human existence, the essential spiritual reality of being or
the substance (ousia) of being can come to be understood as a significant aspect of the
outward expression of the existential life and as the inward spiritual reality (4tman) of
that life. The inner (physis) and the outer (physis) are not divided from each other.

The outward existence is qualified as exemplified in the model of the Trinity through

'* For implications concerning ontological distinctions of hypostasis and ousia, see Stead, ‘Why Not

Three Gods?’ in Doctrine and Philosophy in Early Christianity, pp.159-163.

' See George Ricker Berry (ed.), Greek to English Interlinear: New Testament, King James Version

(lowa Falls: 2002).

' See Albergio et al. (eds.), Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, pp.1-15; Norman Tanner, Decrees of the

ﬁfumenical Councils, p.5; and also Adolf Harnack, History of Dogma (London; 1898), pp.5-16.
This view is somewhat affirmed by Pelikan, The Christian Tradition: The Emergence of the

Catholic Fairh, p.219, and also argued by Prestige, see God in Patristic Thought, p.240.
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. . . 162
the inward unity through ousia. This was also the point Tertullian made, " where the
internal substance was understood as the undifferentiated nature of being but which is
related to, and non-different, from the outward Trinitarian characters, or in

163
contemporary terms, persons.

Through the Biblical use of hypostasis the term can indicate either substance or that
which pertains to the identity of being a particular subsistence or person. Balz and
Schneider'® consider that hypostasis denoted the philosophical “reality or being”'®’
and under such a determination, in the Trinitarian usage, hypostasis could indicate the
definite concrete identity of Father, Son and Spirit as persons and the substantial or
essential reality of Trinitarian being. Perhaps this was what Basil was arguing for, a

unity within a context of particularity.'®®

2.2.4 Subjectivity and Unity

For Basil each hypostasis of the Trinity represents the outward individual existence
(I')7t('1p§lg)l67 168

interpretation of hypostasis, the relationship of the term to substance or the

of the divine oneness (évaoewg). ° Thus it is a mistake to ignore, in the
essentiality of being in God, which indicates how hypostasis comes to denote
ontological unity in the Trinity by the Cappadocians.'® It is also a mistake to equate
ousia in the Cappadocian usage only with a generic type of categorising, although this

170

taxonomy was certainly present.'” The Cappadocians understood ousia to indicate a

fundamental reality of the divine nature or being, of which the hypostases of the

'2 See Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, p.119.

'3 Ibid.

::: ﬁ:egetical Dictionary of the New Testament (3; Grand Rapids: 1994), under vn6atacig p.406.
id.

' Basil stated that the “person (hypostasis) is the conflux of the individual traits of each member (of
the Trinity)”.&i Yap dmooThcY GrodedmKapey elval TV cuvSpoptv Thv nept Exactov iSuwpdtwy, see
Esxsil, Ep.38, 336B-337A (Deferrari).
o Basil, Ep.38, 336B-337A

Ibid., 337D.
“” See: Basil, Ep.38, 325A; Gregory Nazianzen, Or. 28, 48C-49D and Or.29, 76A-77B; and Gregory of
Nyssa, Tres Dii, 142B-D. Sarah Coakley also points to Ad Ablabium or Tres Dii as being specifically
significant in the debate on whether person is prior to ‘substance’, see Sarah Coakley, Re-Thinking
gg egory of Nyssa, pp.2-3, and in relation to the contemporary influence of de Régnon (ibid, p.4).

See Basil, Ep.38, 329C-D; and Gregory Nazianzen, Or.29, 76A-77A Or.29, 16A-T7A. See also
Becley, Gregory of Nazianzus on the Trinity and the Knowledge of God, pp.221-222.
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Trinity shared in the single Godhead. This is exemplified in Gregory of Nyssa’s work
Tres Dii, where he underlines the divine unity through the word Godhead (Bedmc)"”’

stating:

How is it that in the case of our statements of the mysteries of the Faith,
through confessing the three Persons, and acknowledging no difference of
nature between them we are in some sense at variance with our confession,
when we say that the Godhead of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Spirit is one, and yet forbid men to say” there are three Gods"?'"

Within Gregory of Nyssa’s works, hypostasis or the concrete particular existence'”
cannot be divorced from an underlying reality,'’* where form becomes the outward
expression of the highest reality. In Aristotle, the existential form becomes related to
the substances, by which a form is known. In this model, which was probably utilised
by the Cappadocians, hypostasis becomes related to what Aristotle called the
“primary substance”.'”® The primary subject related to the singular substance, and

came to denote the personal subject through the term vmokeipevov'’® (underlying

177

subject), " or as Balthasar states the “concrete bearer of the qualities that determine

what a thing is”. The secondary substance indicated a generic quality, physis or

178

universal essence. " Aristotle gives complex categories relating to substances and

subjects, but what is of concern is the use of individual (Vnokeipevov) to convey

distinctness in relation to substances.'” The substance indicates the what,'*® which

7! Tres Dii, 121D-124D. See also See Basil, Ep.38, 332A-332C.The use of obaia by Basil to indicate
more than a generic classification is also argued by Stead, * Why Not Three Gods’'. in Doctrine and
lI;élilosophy in Early Christianity, pp.149-163.

@G £l 1OV PUOTIKGY Soypdtav Tag Tpel bTooTdaelg Oporoyodvies, kai obdepiav én’ avtdv v
Katd guot Swupopdv Evvobvreg, paxoueba tpomov Tva tf] Oporoyig, piav pév v 8eétnra tod Matog
xai 10d Yiod xai tob dylov Mvevpatog Aéyovres, Tpelg 8¢ Beodg Abyew anayopevovres; Tres Dii, 117A;
tll;z;nslation by Moore, On Not Three Gods (NPNF 5), p.331.

4 De.vek.)ped. from Aristotle, Cat.1b.v.10-15.

l18'hls view is also owed much to the Stoics, see Stead, ‘Greek Influence on Christian Thought’,

183,

7 Aristotle, Car.1b.v.10-15 and Cat.3b.v.10-20; this correlation is made by W. P. Alston, *Substance
and the Trinity’, in, S. Davis et al., The Trinity (Oxford: 2001), pp.185-187, who states that *Basil and
Gregory of Nyssa consistently mark the distinction between Aristotle’s first and second ousia by using
{l’)énos'tasis for the first and ousia for the second” (ibid.).

Aristotle, Cat.1b.v.10-15; and Maximus, Ambigua (PG 91), 1225A.

Haps Urs von Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, p.220.

70 An'stotle, Cat.1b.v.10-15.

' Aristotle stated of substances: “Substance in the truest and strictest, the primary sense of that term,
1s th'at which is neither asserted of or can be found in a subject (in relation of the universal to the
particular). We take as examples of this a particular man or horse. But we do speak of secondary
substances — those within which, being species, the primary o first are included, and those within
which, being genera, the species themselves contained”. Ovoia 8¢ £otnv 1} KVBpUDTATA TE Kl TPOTWG
xai pdhiota Aeyopévn, fi HATE KB’ vrokepévon Tvdg Aéyetal uit’ év tmokeuéve Tvi éativ, olov 6 Tig

177
178
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when translated into Trinitarian terms implicitly related to what is understood as the
subject. In Christological terms the Son has the characteristics of the Logos through
the primary substance that relates to the Son while sharing the divine nature and
substance (ousia), which focuses the unity in the Trinity. But here lies the quandary,
for if the ousia is a secondary substance, how can it be the subject of unity. In
Aristotle the secondary ousia relates to the category of the generic quality of man or
species but not of the subject in the sense that a “man” has “manhood” but “manhood
is not in a man”."®' But the divine ousia cannot be understood in this way for it is also
the subject (Godhead) by which unity is established and not a shared predicated

substance.

This notion of primary substance in relation to unity, will in Chapter 3, be correlated
to Atman,'®* which will be considered the primary of reality of the Aypostasis. In this
sense the divine ousia and the Atman can be understood in terms of both primary and

secondary substances. '®*

But in the concept of person, the concept of Atman will
relate to an individual conscious awareness and not an unconscious substance, but a
reality that allows the notion of person to be considered in terms of a conscious
individual, intimately related to Atmanic awareness. The primary substance will
include a notion of consciousness by which subjects become aware of themselves and
in relation to substances or manifested phenomena. This awareness will relate not

only to the qualities of the subject, but the reality by which the subject comes to be

ultimately understood.

The notion of subject as the centre of concrete existence also presented a problem
when correlated to Aristotle’s term vmoxeipevov for it put too much a stress on
isolated individual. Thus it came to be replaced with hypostasis by the Cappadocians

L e . . , 184 . o
because of the materialistic sense of Onoxeipevov. * The notion of hypostasis

GvBpwnog 1 6 tig innog. Aebtepat 8¢ ovaiar Aéyoviay, év olg eidectv al npdTwg ovoial Aeydpeva
URapYoVst, Tadtd Te Kal th TV £i8OV T0UTwV YEN..., Aristotle, Car.1b.v.10-15 (Cooke).

""" Aristotle, Cat.1a.iv.25-30.

1Al Aristotle, Car.3a.v.1-15 (Cooke).

" The nature of Atman in relation to personal existence will be examined in Chapter 3 and the word
hypostasis will be exchanged with purusa even though a better correlation to purusa would be
prosopon, but the reasons for not using prosopon will be explained later.

" See Aristotle, Car.3a.v.1-25 (Cooke). In Chapter 3 | will consider how the term Atman relates to the
concept of primary substance in relation to consciousness, the true subject and the Atman-hypostasis
model of person.

" As argued by Zizioulas, BC, p-38, footnote 30.
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qualified the notion of isolated individual through a quality of sharing in Cappadocian
theology, where a relationship is present in relation to other persons of the Trinity.
This quality of sharing did not originate hypostatically, but through an incorporeal

nature establishing unity through the divine nature. Gregory Nazianzen stated:

He can only be incorporeal. But the term incorporeal, thou%gl granted, does not
give an all-embracing revelation of God’s essential being.'

Incorporeality while allowing for a non-material centre, by which divine unity is
experienced, does not allow for revelation of the divine reality, hence a focus on the
outer operations then becomes the focus for subjectivity. In the model of this thesis it
is the essential being which becomes the true subject of divine unity and the
expression of unity for the divine hypostases, which cannot become isolated or the
primary subjects of existence. But in Zizioulas’ interpretation of the Cappadocians,
hypostasis starts to gain an outer existential character, indicating an outward looking
concrete existence. In the Trinity this development would lead to tritheism, hence
Zizioulas’ recourse is to modify the nature of individuality by establishing
communion as the ontological platform on which this personhood stands. Zizioulas
states that being a person “cannot be conceived in itself as a static entity, but only as it
relates to”.'*® Although this definition of person allows relatedness to a reality outside
of the natural physis, it does not indicate how this relational context is to be ultimately
expressed. A notion of “static entity” does underline its own failure to give itself
meaning. This meaning can be found through a notion of Atmanic becoming within
the hypostasis, not only through an outward communion, but through an inward
relationality, of God to the soul or Atman. Within this model, communion can be

187

correlated to an event of substance in an Atmanic event ' of the soul within the

hypostasis, where through a hypostatic mode of existence, or spiritual life and through

::: G}'egory Nazianzen,. Or.28 (PG 36), 36C-37C; translation by Wickham, On God and Christ, p.43.
. Zizioulas, Cgmmunton and Otherness, p.212. _

The correlation of Atman to the world within the human person as an event is defended through the
Kashmir Saivite notion of manifestation, where the world is a manifestation of Atman, and the human
person comes to this experience through the grace or saktipata of the master or God, which leads the
person to understand this reality where the world is seen as pure consciousness. The Paramarthasara
stated: “Just as one’s face appears clearly in a clean mirror, so does this Atman shine as pure
consciousness in a mind purified by the bestowal of the divine grace of Lord Siva”, Adarse mala-rhite

{;dvad vadanam vibhati tadvadayam/ Siva-$aktipata-vimale dhi-tattve bhati bhariipah/i, PSA, 9
andit),
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the Christ hypostasis, the person comes to realise the nature of his or her true

existence as an Atman-hypostasis.

2.2.5 Chalcedonian Influences

The development of a relationship of essence to a concept of person, or substance
based relationality within hypostatic difference, especially within the context of the
Trinity can also be supported through the Council of Chalcedon (c. 451). In this
context the term prosopon, which will be discussed later, positions the Christ person
or the particular existential character'® in relation to the divine nature. This also
provides a pattern for human beings. But the nature (physis) of the divine is not
merely an unconscious metaphysical matter'®® but has a united awareness, expressed
in a collective way in Exodus (3: 14) as “I am the Being” (LXX, éy® €ip 6 "Qv).
There are not different natures of the Godhead, but a single nature and awareness, a
unity of nature and consciousness, and Gregory of Nyssa understood this nature to be
intrinsic to the “Unity”'*" of the Godhead where there is “no difference either in
nature or of operation”."”' Even though difference is accepted through the hypostatic

operations of the Trinity, there is also unity to the extent that the essential nature of

the Trinity in the Godhead establishes the link ontologically between difference and

non-difference.

This model of difference-in-unity was initially considered from a starting point of
difference, which was highlighted in the Council of Chalcedon. Here it was argued
that the hypostatic difference in Christ constituted not a division from the divine

nature but a simultaneous Aypostatic union. Chalcedon stated that Christ was:

I Albergio et al. (eds.), Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, pp.59-63, and Norman Tanner, Decrees of the
Ecumenical Councils, p.86.

* As Gregory of Nyssa argued that, “most men think that the word ‘Godhead’ is used in a particular
degree, in respect of nature: and just as the heaven or the sun, or any other of the constituent parts of
the universe are denoted by proper names”, see Gregory of Nyssa, Tres Dii, 121A; translation by
Mooore. On Not Three Gods (NPNF 5), p.333.

3§36rcgory of Nyssa, Tres Dii, 132D-133A; translation by Moore, On Not Three Gods (NPNF $),

*' Ibid. The relationship of consciousness (Cif) and the revealed divine nature or Logos-cit in the world

as juxtaposed to the absolute divine reality will be discussed later.
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perfect in divinity and perfect in humanity, the same truly God and truly man,
of a rational soul and a body; consubstantial with the Father as regargs his
divinity, and the same consubstantial with us regards his humanity.'

The term “consubstantial with us” (6poovotov fuiv)'* also hints at the possibilities of
human personhood attaining union with the divine through the Christ Aypostasis. The
Christ hypostasis unifies difference, through his particular existence, due to His
unified condition within the Godhead reflecting a model of difference and unity. This
is wrought through Christ having an essential divine nature'®* and a human nature,'”
“in one person and a single hypostatic or subsistent being” (i £v npécwmov Kai piav

196

OTOCTAGIY CUVTPEXOVOTG),  where the unity of natures within the Christ hypostasis

unites humanity to the divine condition. The term hypostasis here indicates the

"7 (1it. of the running together) having

particular character, in the term cuvtpeyovoTg
an underlying ontological quality. Yet in contemporary Eastern Orthodox theology,
the sense of the essential nature seems to be ignored and the terms prosopon and
hypostasis have been stressed to focus on difference.'” So do the terms prosopon and
hypostasis indicate the same? If they do, why does the Chalcedonian statement state
eig &v mpocwnov kai piav dmécotacwy,'” or is it just repeating itself and seems to be
meaningless in that repetition? Basil had previously argued that when such a

repetition occurs as in the statement of the Council of Nicaea, the two words do not

mean the same but one qualifies the other, stating:

But they did not there state hypostasis and substance to be identical. Had the
words expressed one and the same meaning, what need of both? It is on the
contrary clear that while by some it was denied that the Son was of the same
substance with the Father, and some asserted that he was not of the substance
and was of some other hypostasis (person)...they declared (Nicaea) the Son to
be of the substance of the father, but they did not add the words *‘of the
hypostasis™... We are therefore bound to confess the Son to be of one

192 Zuppavog Gravteg éxdidaokopev TELEOV TOV abToV év BeSTNTL Kol TELEIOV TOV adToV £v
avBpandTnTi, B0V AANBMS Kal &vBponov dANBRG TOV avbTov, & Wuxfig Aoyikfig Kai chparog,
0p00vaI0V T maTpl Katd THY BE6TNTA Kal Opo0VGIOV v TOV avTOV Katd THY avBpwnodtnra,
Albergio et al. (eds.), Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, pp.59-63; and Norman Tanner, Decrees of the
ll?)guﬁenical Councils, p.86.15-25.
s Ibid., p.86.23.

Ibid., p.86.4
" Ibid.
::‘7’ Ibid., p.86, 39-41.
o Ibid.

For examples see Sophrony, His Life is Mine; Zizioulas, BC; Yannaras Elements of Faith; and also
see Vlachos, The Person in the Orthodox Tradition.

e Albergio et al. (eds.), Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, pp.59-63; and Norman Tanner, Decrees of the
Ecumenical Councils, p.86.15-25.
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substance with the Father, as it is written, but the Father to exist in His own
proper hypostasis (person), the Son in His, and the Holy Ghost in His.*®

201 it has to

Consequently, when the Chalcedon stated “one person and one hypostasis
be concluded that the words prosopon and hypostasis indicate different aspects of
Christ, the outward face or person and the substantial person. Thus both prosopon and
hypostasis can indicate different aspects of difference, but the term hypostasis allows
for a movement from ontological non-difference within the Trinity to qualified-
difference in hypostasis through the concrete prosopon or person of Christ. This
allows the term hypostasis to be equated with a term that focuses not only on concrete
individuality but the essential nature of that reality. Nevertheless, while Sarah
Coakley argues that Chalcedon did not successfully resolve or explain the terms
nature and hypostasis but offered a general paradigm,2® it could also be asserted that
this generality of Chalcedon allows for such developments. Within the possibilities of
developing the terms, hypostasis can indicate both the concrete person and unifying
reality behind the individual, or an Atmanic nature on a human level. This implies that
in a context of difference there is always present a sense of non-difference, which is
highlighted through the hypostatic condition. The notion of hypostasis must therefore
include a deeper ontological meaning than is understood by contemporary terms,
which is highlighted through the inclusion of the notion of ousia and will form the

topic in the next part of this chapter.

2.3 Hypostasis and Ousia: which level of Being?

In this part of the Chapter, I qualify contemporary interpretations of the Cappadocian
use of hypostasis by focusing on unity, through the ontological stress of ousia. The

approach to a notion of ousia also represents a relational application of the term. This

;‘0": Ep.124 (Jackson and Deferrari).

Albergio et al. (eds.), Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, pp.59-63; and Norman Tanner, Decrees of the
ggumenical Councils, p.86.15-25.

See Sarah Coakley, ‘What Does Chalcedon Solve and What it Does Not? Some Reflections on the
Status and Meaning of the Chalcedonian “Definition™, in Stephen T. Davis et al. (eds.), The
Incarnation, p.146; see also See, Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, p.233; Joseph T. Lienhar d, *Ousia
and Hypostasis: The Cappadocian Settlement and the Theology of “One Hypostasis™ in Stephen Davis
ctal. (eds.), The Trinity (Oxford: 1999), pp.99-121; and Andrew Louth who underlines major
theological problems in Chalcedon, see St John Damascene (Oxford: 2002), pp.97-114.
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is to utilise hypostasis within the context of the metaphysical reality of being so as to
re-address the perceived failings of the Cappadocians to do so. Despite the unique
Cappadocian approach to hypostasis, in indicating existence on a particular level
(indicating difference), Grillmeier believed that the Cappadocians exhibited manifest
failings in their reliance on material categories and their “insufficient definition of the
relationship between substance and hypostasis (prosopon)”,*** which represented a
failure to qualify a sense of difference in relation to unity. Sarah Coakley also points
out that Gregory of Nyssa seemed to promise so much in his Trinitarian clarifications
relating to “individualising versus generic characteristics”,*** but then disappoints by
withdrawing his terms within “apophatic effacement”.?®® The Cappadocians were
reluctant to provide clarity on their terms due to their apophatic approach when trying
to grasp the nature of God, which for them remained unknown.”®® The stress on
Cappadocian apophaticism may be over-emphasised for they did attempt a workable
ontological Trinitarian model. Nevertheless, in this chapter the notion of hypostasis in
the Cappadocians is qualified in the light of these failings to provide a link between
difference and unity through an examination of ousia. It must be stated here that while
Cappadocian failings are accepted through a collective responsibility, most of these
mistakes can be directed to Basil and his over emphasis on what is particular over

what is shared.?"’

What is clear is that within a collective understanding the Cappadocians shifted the
stress from oveia to YndoTacIg and in doing so shifted the focus from underlying
substance to what is specific and concrete, to the individual or the person itself.
Contemporary theologians such as Zizioulas and Gunton have rejoiced in such an
outcome® and interpreted Cappadocian thought as though it clearly expressed a

distinct pattern different from the Western models.*”’

 Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol., pp.368-369.
105 ﬁ;)zkley. Re-Thinking Gregory of Nyssa, p.3.
id.
jz: Foran example pf this see Gregory of Nyssa, Tres Dii, 120A-124C.
s As exgmpllﬁed in Ep. 38 (Deferrari).
200 See Z!z!oulas, BC, pp.40-41; and Gunton, The Promise of Trinitarian Theology, p.10.

See Zizioulas, BC, p.20 and The Promise of Trinitarian Theology, p.30, respectively. However
questions are being asked in respect of the validity of the charges by Orthodox theologians who state
that Western, that is to say Augustinian theology is “insufficiently personal” (Ayres, Nicaea and its
Legacy, pp.364-365) and thus “insufficiently Trinitarian”( Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, pp.364-365)
and thus encourage a re-addressing of the Cappadocians to question contemporary interpretations. The
re-addressing ideas relating to the Trinity is also examined in Lewis Ayres, ‘Fundamental Grammar of
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However, the Cappadocian qualifying of hypostatic difference is placed, in this thesis,
in relation to unity through ousia or the metaphysical “stuff”?'° of being. This notion
of stuff is equated with the concept of Atman within a model of difference understood
in Pratyabhijiia. This provides a context that implies that person and the world (or
difference) is a manifestation”'' of the Lord or created by God,?'? and related to the
will and power of God, that is personal but also related to the Absolute metaphysical
essential reality. Although manifestation may imply something different to creation,
what is important is the stress on the divine will and purpose and the power to carry
out that will, which overcomes the natural condition. It needs to be stated here that the
Cappadocians did not make much use of such a notion of the essential reality of the

divine nature other than to affirm unity in the divine nature. Gregory of Nyssa stated:

Yet their nature is one, at union itself, and an absolutely ind?visible l'mi.t, pot
capable of increase by addition or of diminution by subtraction, but is in its
essence being and continually remaining one, inseparable even thoggh.lt.
appear in plurality, continuous, complete, and not divided with the individuals
who participate in it.2"*

On the whole, the Cappadocians retained an apophatic reticence in relation to the

. . . 4
divine nature (or ousm).z'

Nevertheless, the contemporary emphasis on hypostasis,
reducing ousia to a predicate of hypostasis has resulted in the negation of the reality

of being itself, as Zizioulas states that, the “substance of God, ‘God’, has no

Augustine's Trinitarian Theology’ in R. Dodaro and G. Lawless (eds.), Augustine ar'ul. Hi:s' Critics ‘
(London: 2000); Michael René Barnes, ‘The Use of Augustine in Contemporary Tnmtgnan tlzeology ,
Theological Studies, 56 (1995), pp.237-251; Michael René Barnes, ‘De Régnon Recopsndered o
Augustinian Studies, 26 (1995), pp.51-79; Michael René Barnes, ‘Re-reading Augustine on the Trinity
in Davis et al. (eds.), The Trinity. . ‘ o

1o Examples of the use and acceptance of the term sauff can be found in Prestige, Qod in Patristic
Thought, p.197; and M. W. Ury, Trinitarian Personhood (Eugene: 2002), p.62. This expressesa
substantialist view without specifically qualifying what stuff is other than to observe that, in the Trinity,
there is this ontological relationship to stuff. ) ) :

' The word manifestation or abhdsa is a word that will be used in Chapter 3 in relation to creation.

12 The IPK, 4.9, p.72, stated: “‘His individual creation, not being common to al beings, rema.ins
dependent on God’s creation. But even such a phenomenon, though appearing erroneously. is ‘tr_ue‘ )
because of its being Created but God appearing in the form of this individual being”, tasyasadharani
Srstir isa-srsfy-upajivint/ saisapy ajhataya satyaivesa-saktya tad-atmanak//, translation by Pandit,
IPKp, 4.9.

23 l-I; 8¢ pvoig pia Eotiv, AVt MPdg Eautiv Evapévn Kal adidtpntag GukpPdg pHovis, ovk abégvopévn
B16 tpoeBiKng perovpEVY 810D Vparpéeewg A’ drep dotiv Ev oloa, kév év TANOEL paimtan boxlro_g..
xal ouveyig, kai OLOKNPog, Kal Toig peTéyovoy avTig Toig kad' Exactov ov cuvdiapoupévn, Tres Dii.
120B; translation by Moore, On Not Three Gods (NPNF 5), p.332.

* For an example of this apophatic approach sec Gregory of Nyssa, Eun. 3.5; translation by Moore
(NPNF 5), p.146.
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ontological content, no true being apart from communion”.*'* This view requires
some response in terms of re-addressing the Cappadocians, especially as the notion of
person or hypostatic difference is to be understood through the concept of an essential

reality of being.

2.3.1 Ousia as a Point of Unity

The term ousia (ovVoia), or the stuff of divine being, is historically recognised as a
determination that was initially related to hypostasis (bndctaci) prior to the

: . : . . Cdivina peiads 216
Cappadocians, and in Origen ousia was the primary substance of the “divine triad”.

w217 and

Prestige shows that ousia came to be applied to the “Persons of the Trinity
that even Athanasius referred to the “ousia of the Father”,*'* where “the Father’s
ousia is the Father Himself”.2'? It was also not uncommon to refer to multiple ousiai
to explain the substance of what was common and the substance of what was
particular.’?’ The language used by Origen also centred on nature (¢Voig), where
Origen considered that in the Christological context, it was appropriate to refer to two
natures, divine and human.??' The focus on physis allowed the terms to be discussed
in relation to unity as opposed to difference which marks the distinction between the

Alexandrian and Antiochene schools respectively.”*” Origen related the divine

2'* See Zizioulas, BC, p.17.
e Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, p.191.
27 1bid., p.192.
** Ibid., p.194.
*'° Prestige, God in Patristic Thought , p.195. The term ousia according to Lampe had many
denotations and could indicate the underlining reality of being and personal subsistent existence (G. W.
H. Lampe, 4 Greek Patristic Lexicon; Oxford; 1961, 2005, pp.980-985) but came to be predominantly
;xzrsderstood in Trinitarian terms through homoousios (Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, p.197).
Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, p.191.

' Origen, Princ.1.2.1., who stated “that in Christ there is one nature, his deity, because he is the only-
begotten Son of the Father, and another human nature™.
2 This is also argued by Andrew Louth who states, “Hypostasis was also used — in different ways — in
Christology by theologians of both the Antiochene and the Alexandrine traditions...the difference
between these terms and others, as we have already seen and will sec in greater detail later in this
chapter, gave rise to controversy between those who accepted Chalcedon and its assimilation of
Christological and Trinitarian terminology in the distinction between Aypostasis/prosopon and
Pphysis/ousia, and those who rejected this synod and its definition. Those who rejected this assimilation
of terminology (usually called Monophysites) accepted Cappadocian distinction between hypostasis
and ousia, but could not accept the distinction between physis and ousia (and saw hypostasis as more
or less equivalent to Pphysis, at least in some texts), and partly because they drew a line between
theologia and oikonomia, a distinction that had a long history, especially in the tradition of Alexandrine
theology”, St John Damascene, p.113.
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existence to nature (physis), where ousia or the substance of God and hypostasis
indicated the same. This was in the sense that the metaphysical substance of the
divine unity was correlated to the “‘wisdom of God’’?** and did not indicate
“anything without hypostatic existence™.?** This was not something impersonal, but
was related to a metaphysical substance of the divine, a theistically personal essential
and Self-aware divine reality. Origen rejected the view that hypostasis was a physical
denotation relating to the body, but that it was related to the incorporeal divine

substantial existence.?” Origen stated:

The only begotten Son of God is God’s wisdom hypostatically existing, I do
not think that our mind ought to stray beyond this to the suspicion that this
hypostasis or substance could possibly possess bodily characteristics, since
everything that is corporeal is distinguished by shape or colour or size. 226

This model of unity in relation to hypostasis contrasts with the over personalising of
individual hypostasis in Cappadocian theology and a seeming negation of a stress on
ousia, which places the Cappadocians within an anti-Nicaean group. This group
represented a shift away from a stress on ousia to concrete hypostasis. This was
exemplified in Basil of Caesarea’s initial aversion to homoousios and preference for
homoiousios,”’ which was due to a fear of a Sabellian equating of Aypostasis with
substance, stating “some, moreover, of the impious following of the Libyan Sabellius,
who understand hypostasis and substance to be identical”.?2* This Basil thought to be

» 22 Tixeront indirectly

a pretext to affix “an improper sense upon the Homoousion”.
argued that a stress on hypostasis represented a pro-Arian stance in the pia YnécT001G,
one person Sabellian context,?*” but, paradoxically also “gave to bndotacig the sense
of person” "' Within this sense the Cappadocians affirmed a distinction between
ousia and hypostasis clarifying the Trinity ontologically, but arguably to the detriment

of Nicaea. This is confirmed by Turcescu who states that:

e Ongen Princ.1.2.2.
Ibid.
23 Ibid.
26 Ibid.
2" This established very well by Hildebrand in, The Trinitarian Theology of Basil of Caesarea, p.76.
qBasnl Ep.125; translation B. Jackson (NPNF, 8), p.194.
See Basil, Ep. 125 (Deferrari).

"lfblxeront History of the Dogmas, p.76.
d
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Basil of Caesarea himself not only insists on the distinction between obvoio and
vnootactg in Hebrews 1:3, but he alleges that the Nicene fathers distinguished
between the two terms.?*

In this context, Basil becomes anti-Nicaean®*® by focusing on hypostasis as a
concrete, particular and individual existence. Basil seemed to put a tri-theistic
emphasis on the Trinity. Stephen M. Hildebrand’s resolution to understanding Basil,
is to view Basil initially, within a pro-Nicaean context where Basil’s interpretation of
Hebrews 1:3, makes hypostasis synonymous with ousia. He states of Ep.38, in
relation to Hebrews 1:3, that “this text hinders those who wish to distinguish ousia
and hypostasis in order to give technical linguistic expression to Trinitarian belief”.*
Hildebrand arrives at his conclusions, because Basil did not seem to wish to equate
prosopon with hypostasis™’ due to Basil’s position against the “mia-hypostatic

tradition”?*¢

and Sabellianism which modalised the persons of the Trinity. However,
Hildebrand shows that eventually Basil, while accepting homoousios™’ manifested a

distinction between hypostasis and ousia,>*® which confirms Basil as anti-Nicaean.

The focusing on the outer operations of the Trinity, or the how of Trinitarian personal
existence, did seem to move the emphasis away from the Nicaean homoousios,

from ousia to the act or the existential, which ascribed to the characteristics of the
Trinity types of existence (tropos hyparxeos).”* This radically shifted the emphasis
away from the substance of being to the manner of personal existence. Consequently,
Vlachos states that the Cappadocians “separated ousia from hypostasis and in this way
changed the terminology of the creed”.**’ Turcescu also shows that because the title

s 241

“Neo-Nicene”,**! given to Basil by Halleux,**> made a distinction made between

; 2 Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, p.52.

Turccscu cites Jean Pépin who asserted that indeed the Cappadocians were indeed anti-Nicene, ibid.
* Hildebrand, The Trinitarian Theology of Basil of Caesarea, p.61.

See Basil, Ep.236.6 (Deferrari); Tixeront, History of the Dogmas, p.78; André de Halleux,
‘Hypostase et Personne Dans La Formation Du Dogme Trinitaire’, Revue D 'Histoire Ecclesiatique
(1984) p-327; and Tor6nen, Union and Distinction in the Thought of St Maximus the Confessor, p.50.

** Lienhard, *Ousia and Hypostasis: The Cappadocian Settlement and the Theology of “One
Hypostasns"’ in S. T. Davis, The Trinity, p.118.

Hlldebrand The Trinitarian Theology of Basil of Caesarea, p.76.

* Hildebrand, The Trinitarian Theology of Basil of Caesarea, pp.82-89; Basil, Ep.214.3-4 (Deferrari);
sec also Lienhard, ‘Ousia and Hypostasis: The Cappadocian Settlement and the Theology of One
ngostasns pp.112-121.

BaS|l Ep.38.

Hlerotheos Vlachos, The Person in the Orthodox Tradition, p.195.

' Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons p.23, see also, ibid. footnote 69 of
Chapter 1. pp.127-8.
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. . 243
hypostasis and ousia,

it can be deduced that some departure from the

Nicaean formula was evidenced. This departure from Nicaea, in focusing on
hypostasis, where the divine subjects are existentially distinct, seems supported

in the Council of Constantinople (¢ 381). In this Council hypostasis is equated with
prosopon, “three most perfect hypostases, or three most perfect persons” (év tpioi
TedeloTatong YmocThoEGY fiyouv Tpiot Teeiowg mpoadmorc),2** but where the divine

subjects are united in the substance (ousia) of the Godhead. The Council stated that:

“the Father, the Son and the holy Spirit have a single Godhe?d a~nc'i power and
substance” (dnAadr} BedtnToC Kai Suvapewg Kai 10D viod kai Tob dyiov
TVEDHATOG TLOTEVOUEVTIG).

Through the Cappadocian influence, the term hypostasis came to be equated with

246

proper “characteristics” (iStotnwv)“*° or that which ascribes difference, but at the

same time a notion of unity through the term ovoiac®*’” was included to qualify the

248 of the Godhead. It can be seen that what was affirmed was a

divine nature (pVoewnq)
model that simultaneously admitted difference and unity. As a result there was a
radical movement from the Nicaean homoousios**’ to hypostasis initiated by the
Cappadocians and back to a stress on qualifying difference in unity. The Cappadocian
model appeared to place the Cappadocians at odds with the Nicaean formulae®*°
Catherine M. LaCugna states “the Cappadocians made a clear distinction between

hypostasis (person) and ousia (substance), in direct contradiction to the Council of

Nicaea”.?*!

There is also some debate as to what ousia implied. Did it infer a concept, or a
predicated substance as the metaphysical part of the divine subjects, or itself the
divine subject out of which the hypostases become part? *** As already stated, the

Cappadocians saw the ousia of God as hidden and was therefore beyond

“ See André de Halleux, ‘Hypostase et Personne Dans La Formation Du Dogme Trinitaire'.
lbld

* See Tanner, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, p.28.25-27.
28 . Ibid., 20-25,
“ Ibid., 30.
lbid., 33.
lb d.
Prestlge God in Patristic Thought, pp.209-213.
lbld , p.227.
Cathenne M. LaCugna, God For Us p.79.
* Which is underlined by Prestige, see God in Patristic Thought, pp.209-213.
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comprehension; hence for them such speculations were useless. They affirmed that

253

any conceivable ideas relating to ousia are known by érivoia“~ (the mental faculties)

254 However, as evidenced in

through a focusing on divine properties (ididporta).
Contra Eunomium of Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory clearly argues that he did not
consider that being and act (operations) were separate, where act was predicated to

the subject or being, but both are inseparable, stating:

I do not think that he (Eunomius) would affirm that we should consider the
being of God to be heterogeneous and composite, having the energy '
inalienably contained in the idea of itself, like and ‘accident’ in some subject-
matter.2**

2.3.2 The Primary Ousia

The inability of human understanding to grasp not only divine nature but also the
deeper noetic meaning of human nature was implicit in Gregory of Nyssa's
understanding of hypostasis,?*® and this paradoxically placed a stress on existential
personal unity, not the shared nature or the subject of unity. In this context, the stress
on ousia is negated, and begs the question whether substance should be viewed as a
predicated substance or stuff of the divine subjects, as wood is related to a particular
tree, or plastic relates to plastic cups, plates and the like, or what is primary in the
Trinity? The relationship I make to ousia and to a primary substance (Tp@dTn ovoia)*”’
allows me to indicate singularity, that which makes individual be; of what is primary
in being, and in relation to the Trinity is a difficult area for the outcome of such an

assertion, depends on the model of Trinity that is being argued. The term npdtm ovoia

* On the concept of énivoia see Ayers, Nicaea and its Legacy, p.191-2, but the term did allow
conceptual examinations to focus on theological problems, “intellectual contemplation of the reality of
things” (ibid., p.193); see also and Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, p.68%;
exemplified in Gregory of Nyssa, Eun.

254 . . . . . . .

Ayers considers that such properties relate in Basil’s works to divine operations or properties such
as “door, way, bread light”, Nicaea and its Legacy, p.192, but the divine essence is unknown. Here
Ayres also relates the term drokeipevov to the ousia in Basil's which highlights the subject of being in
Slslsc divine which is the point Zizioulas makes in relation to hypostasis, see BC, p.38.

— Gregory of Nyssa, Eun.1.17 (Moore).

Humanity can participate in the divine hypostatic intelligence but not know the divine ousia, as
Gregory of Nazianzen stated, “no one has yet discovered or shall ever discover what God is in his
rllzt}ure and essence”, Or.28.17 (Williams); also see Hom.Opif.9, 149B-151A, and Hom.Opif.14-16,

D-187A.

"’ Sce Aristotle, Cat.1a.I-11.25; and Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, p.191.
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was historically used by Hippolytus and Origen,?*® but was infrequently utilised by
Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa.?* Stead argues that np@dm oboia was not a
common usage to identify ontological specificity, particularity or precedence.”® This
however, can be contested, as Alston argues, that Basil’s and Gregory of Nyssa’s
forging a distinction between hypostasis and ousia can be considered as utilising
Aristotle’s distinction between the primary ousia and secondary ousia, where
hypostasis becomes the primary substance and ousia becomes the secondary
substance.’®' This also becomes a distinction of the particular and the general.**’ But
taking into account Zizioulas’ research on the Cappadocians, can hypostasis be
considered in terms of substance??* In addition, how do the obvious references to
Atristotle’s model of primary ousia relate to the Cappadocian use of hypostasis, which
indicates what is individual and what is concrete.’® The problem, from my
perspective, is answered through a focus on consciousness. The notion of
consciousness isolates the awareness of ‘I Am’ in each situation becomes the
expression of the primary substance. It is because this ‘I Am’ cannot be divorced from
the individual hypostases in the Trinity and also divine unity, that the substance of
that existence or the collective expression of ‘I Am’ of the united Godhead, the ousia,
can be considered as the primary substance by which unity is manifested. This is then

expressed co-equally within the tri-hypostases.

In this context both ousia and hypostasis could be viewed as primary substances and

are implicitly related to the underlying reality of being and existence, which is also

265

argued by Prestige.”” Prestige argues that ousia, as “concrete entity” is the “primary

ousia”.**® In this thesis, the model of Trinity focuses on unity where the subject of
unity relates to the nature of the divine or the underlying reality that unifies the

hypostatic difference.

" Ibid.

** Origen did incorporate to theological language ntp®tn ovoia as contrasting with angels, see Stead,
D:vme Substance, pp.116-117.

Stcad Divine Substance, p.118.

As argued by Alston, ‘Substance and the Trinity’, in Trinity p.186.

lb d.

See Zizioulas, Communion and Otherness, pp. 105-110; also BC, footnote 30, p.38.

See Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, p.191; and Zizioulas, BC, footnote 30, p.38.

Prestlge God in Patristic Thought, pp.189-191.
* Ibid., p.275.
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2.3.3 Relationality through Substance

The notion of sharing must be broached here in relation to being in the Trinity. It is
argued that a substantialist approach was not negated by the Cappadocians but that
relationality or a sharing of what is common through a notion of substance was
paramount to their approach to hypostasis. If relationality was conditioned through
hypostases then that would allow a form of tri-theism in the Trinity, affirming a
communion of three individuals. Hence, relationality indicated a common element,
where unity was expressed through the term ousia. The sharing of what is common to
the hypostasis®’ allowed for concrete characteristics to be expressed individually, but

268

also expressing a sharing of a common nature (xowvév g @doewg).” This nature, or

ousia, is not a predicated metaphysical substance, but is the subject by which the
appellation Godhead is given to express unity. It was argued by Gregory of Nyssa,
who refers to a “community of substance™,”® that the notion of community, while
allowing for participation through the divine operations, is centred within the divine
substance. This clearly identifies that which is distinguishable within the ousia or the
“undistinguishable character of their substance”.?’”® The substantialist model was not
negated by Gregory of Nyssa, nor was it expounded due to the incapability of such an
endeavour to discover the hidden things of God. Consequently, the shared nature of

the operations of the Trinity was not investigated but was rendered to a safe context as

an indication of what was common.

When applied to the human level, ontological sharing indicated for Basil what was

M 1o “Peter”, “Andrew, John and James”.,2”? but there is no sense

common (kKowvov)
that the generic substance of “man” indicates a sharing of an immaterial unity as

understood in the Trinity. Basil stated:

This common element of the thing predicated, seeing that it refers to all alike
who are included under the same term, demands a further note of distinction if

:; In Basil indicated particular existence, Ep.38 325A- 339C.
- ibid,, 325C.
:7 Eun.1.34 (Moore).

;7:’ Gregory of Nyssa, ad Eustathium de Trinitate (Moore), as Basil’s Ep. /189 (PG 32), 684.
. Basil, Ep.38, 325C.
" Ibid., 325B-C.
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we are to understand, not merely man in general, but “Peter” or “John” in
: 3
particular.?”

The sharing of a common nature of human beings however, for me indicates not only
a sharing of common elements (a natural physis of human persons), but within a
notion of soul, a spiritual physis, which is common to all and particular to each
person. It is not that each person participates in a single soul, but an immaterial
spiritual nature is evident in each person and through participation with that nature
deified, individuals become related to each other in a full and mystical sense, but this

shall be examined in Chapter 2B.

Even though the Cappadocians used the analogy of human existence to argue for the
place of particularity in the divine cases, as already shown, their models did not seem
to allow for these determinations to be completely interchangeable between the divine
and human cases. While in the divine case the notion of hypostasis indicates a static
unchangeable type of particularity, which is not identical to the other subjects of the
heing of the Triune-Godhead; in the human case, the hypostasis is always

experiencing change.

In the Cappadocian model, ousia indicates both the generic ontological condition in
the Trinity and the centre of unity. Conversely, when translated to the human
condition, ousia through the Cappadocian model indicates only the generic
ontological disposition. Unity in the human case should be sought, not from
difference, but from the sharing of the human capacity to be, as deified persons, which
is not only existentially viable, but related implicitly to the essential spiritual reality of

being a human person, in having a soul.

Within the notion of the human soul, a sense of the particular within a material
existence and the immaterial should both be considered, where the immaterial is
equated with the metaphysical stuff of essential being. This stuff comprises of an
essence or property of being (ousia) that in the highest sense indicates kinship with

the divine, but the notion of kinship shall be examined in Chapter 2B. The existential

7 obv Kowotng 100 anpawopévov, dpoing éni navtag Tovg Hd T6 avTd Gvopa TETaypévoug
_X“)Poﬁou. Apeiav Exer 1iig Urodiastolfig, 51'fig o 1OV KabOAov Gveponov, dAld Tov IMétpov i TOV
lodvwnv ényyvooopeda, Basil, Ep .38, 325B (Deferrari).
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character of the soul when considered through kinship allows the soul to be
understood within a human model as a copy of the divine. The notion of
consciousness can be applied to the human noetic hypostasis, which has as its
foundation kinship and as a copy of the divine applies not only to an intelligible but to
an essential nature as Gregory Nazianzen stated: “our mind and reason, mingles with
its kin, when the copy returns to the pattern it now longs after”.?”* In this model

God’s, own being, the divine “Egoity”*"*

exemplified in the declaration éy® gipt 6 Qv
(“I am the being”, LXX Ex.3:14), indicates not a self absorbed natural ‘I’ of the
individual, but a consciousness within a spiritual (here correlated to the Atman)
physis. This passage confirms that as the divine being is non-different from the divine
awareness and as such, the essential reality of divine being, in having cognition of its
Self, confirms a personal sense to being, or ousia. So too in the human condition a
cognitive awareness of the divine reality within transfers to a change in
consciousness. The character of the individual cognition reflects the nature of the
awareness within a certain nature, in the lower nature a lower consciousness is
experienced, while in the union with the higher nature a higher consciousness is
experienced. The awareness of ‘I am’ within the individual becomes an awareness of
‘I Am That’, ‘I am’ true being, reflecting a divine type of existence in this
consciousness. There is evident in awareness, a relationship to the nature of that
existence, as expressed in Exodus.’” On a human level, the essential reality of each
particular existence, or hypostatic difference, becomes the backdrop to that existence
and when expressed through the highest part of the soul, representing a basis for unity
in the hypostasis. This reality is equated with the term 4tman as the supreme knower,

in that it is the conscious expression of its own essential reality.

2.3.4 Subjectivity in the Godhead

Another important point concerning hypostasis and difference is in relation to unity in
the Godhead and the Subject of that unity, whether the unity is through the ousia or

the three persons of the Trinity together forming an existential bond. Gregory of

™ 0r.28.17 (Williams).

7 As highlighted by Mark S. G. Dyczkowski in his contemporary studies of Kashmir Saivism, see
gwmark S G Dyczkowski, A Journey in the World of the Tantras (Varanasi: 2004).
This view is also considered by John A. T. Robinson, in Thou Who Art (NY: 2006), p.319.
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Nyssa directly linked ousia to the divine being,?’” and to the one united being of the
Godhead (0g6tnc).2’ This implies that a single notion of person (hypostatic
operation) cannot form a whole in the Godhead, but that the three persons Father, Son
and Holy Spirit together unified are called the Godhead. It is not exactly clear if this
unity is due to ousia as the cause of unity or predicated to the unity of persons. In
either case, the ousia attains a relational ontological quality in the sharing of a

2 of the divine Godhead, whether expressed as three

common nature (kownv @UHow)
persons united through the ousia or together creating a bond understood as the divine
ousia. While in contemporary personhood there has been an emphasis on relationality
to argue unity, on heterogenic models of relationality”® or a focusing on the outward
existence, or outward looking persons, the Cappadocians allowed a focus upon what
was ontologically shared, not only on how relationality was expressed. This allows
relationality to be focused on the inner condition, which highlights the nature of the
bonds of relationality and expressed outwardly. Consequently a relational person can
be expressed not only through a way of existing, but by highlighting the condition of
unity, which becomes the true expression of the centre of relationality. Unity through
ousia becomes the ground not only for unity but also ‘the ground of being’ as a

foundation of outward existentiality.

Unity, focused through ousia, described not only the nature of being but qualified the
subjective reality of the divine hypostases, sharing the ontological quality, that is
God’s divinity. Gregory Nazianzen stated that his theology while safeguarding the
“distinctiveness of the three hypostases™*'

through the:

allowed the hypostases to be qualified

:: Gregory of Nyssa, Eun.3.5 (Moore).

“" Gregory stated: “Since then, as we perceive the varied operations of the power above us, we fashion
our appellations from the several operations that are known to us, and as we recognise as one of these
thgt operation of surveying and inspection, or, as one might call it, beholding, whereby He surveys all
things and overlooks them all, discerning our thoughts and entering into those things which are not
visible, we suppose that Godhead...is called God...Now if any one admits that to behold and to discern
are the same thing, and that the God who superintends all things, both is and is called the superintender
of the universe, let him consider this operation, and judge whether it belongs to one of the Persons
whom we believe in the Holy Trinity, or whether the power cxtends throughout the Three Persons...not
one of the Persons of the Trinity could reasonably be excluded from such an appellation”, Tres Dii,

]% ID (Moore); also see Gregory of Nyssa, Ad Eustathium de Trinitate (Moore).
‘R Basil, Ep.38.2, 325B.

As exemplified in emphasis on communion by Zizioulas, see BC.

Or.31,10, 113C-116C; translation by Wickham, On God and Christ, p.123.
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single nature and quality of the Godhead...The three are a single whole in their
Godhead, and the single whole is three in properties (idiotes or one’s own-

» 282
ness)”.

In the context of revelation, in relation to human beings, the Cappadocians understood
the divine act to be interpreted through divine operations (évt':p*yaul),283 not because
God’s being has no ontological content, but because human beings cannot know the

nature of the Godhead (6e6tnc).2®

Gregory of Nyssa affirmed that even the word
8e6tn¢g implied an operation, for we can know what the word means, but the Absolute
nature of God is beyond all means of knowledge.?** This does not negate ousia but
supports the place for it, for ousia is so important to the understanding of the

Godhead, that it goes beyond the realm of human knowing.

Even though human beings cannot know the Godhead according to the Cappadocians,
human beings can know about the hypostases.”® The knowledge of God, because it is
restricted to his existential operations identified in the hypostases of the Trinity,
paradoxically highlights the nature of unity within the divine reality, for the
hypostases cannot stand alone or be divorced from ousia. This unity highlights, in the
personal existential operations of the tri-hypostatic Godhead, the underlying
subjectivity behind the idiotes, united in the one operation of the Godhead. The three
hypostases of the Trinity are not disconnected parts or disunited from the divine
nature but all the hypostases work together within this unity, as Gregory stated that
when Christ operates as a salvific function, so too does the Father and the Spirit.”*’
However, there seems to be implied in the Cappadocians, different levels of
operations. There is a unified operation of the Godhead, and operations pertaining to
the specific and particular identity of each hypostasis, “Begetter”, “Begotten™ and that
which “Proceeds”.**® What is not clear is how the operations of the hypostases are

different, if at all, from the operations of the unity of Godhead,” and if there is no

lbld

Gregory of Nyssa, Tres Dii 115A-124C.

lb d.
e * Ibid., 120A-124D.

Thls view was later restated by Gregory Palamas, see TDS.

Gregory of Nyssa, Tres Dii, 120A-124D: translation by Moore, On Not Three Gods (NPNF 5),
333

lbld translation by Moore, On Not Three Gods (NPNF 5), p.333.

Gregory Nazianzen, Or.29.2, 76B.

Gregory of Nyssa, Tres Dii, 121D-124D.

2
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difference, why state a difference? Does the operation of the Godhead have priority
(as a mpdTN ovoia) over the hypostatic operations, or does particularity have
ontological primacy? If so, why was there a focus on the operations of the Godhead
290

(ousia) at all? The answer is that for Gregory of Nyssa, the word Godhead (8e61n),

indicates that the divine operations of the Godhead extend “throughout Three

99291

Persons™*”" of the Godhead, and implying a nature of being which underpins all

existences.

But on what level is the distinction between Aypostatic operations and that pertaining
to ousia on an ontological level? Ousia represents the metaphysical stuff of hypostatic
being, for without ousia the notion of hypostasis is outward looking, an operation
without depth, or an activity with no centre. Thus an approach to the Cappadocians
(mainly Gregory of Nazianzen and Gregory of Nyssa) can be developed that
acknowledges a balance of both hypostasis and ousia, of activity and being in the
Godhead. If the use of ousia was restricted to what is implied by Zizioulas, the
reducing of essence to a generic quality shared by the persons of the Trinity, not an
ontological nature, as Stead observes, the result would be a “lucid but undemanding
pluralistic doctrine”.?*? This is exactly what Gregory of Nyssa sought to oppose in
Tres Dii or Not Three Gods. Gregory sought not to overplay the individual existences
in the Trinity, which would lead to tri-theism, or overplay divine union which would
lead to Sabellianism or Arianism. But neither does he negate divine nature.
Hypostasis is not used in isolation but in connection with ousia, which has important

repercussions in understanding unity-in-difference in relation to the human condition.

In the human model of hypostasis obaia, or the essential nature, is non-different from
who a person is. This has to infer that there are two substances within each hypostasis,
the material and spiritual substances, which represents that which is generically
shared and that which is particular. Here lies the crux of the debate. Is it my nature
that is me or my cognitive awareness? It is both, where both allow a united expression
of a unique person. This uniqueness is then translated into a higher condition when

considered relational to unity with the divine. The spiritual nature of a person

0 Coming from “éa, or beholding, and it is He who is our 8catg or beholder™, see Gregory of
g ssa, Tres Dii, 121D-124D, 121D; translation by Moore, On Not Three Gods (NPNF 5).p.333.

o Ibid; translation by Moore, On Not Three Gods (NPNF 5), p.333.
" Stead, ‘Why Not Three Gods?”, p.151.
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however, goes beyond considering a general application of just having a soul but
infers that participation with this spiritual substance, which allows the notion of the
individual hypostasis to change and become something quite different as a spiritual or
deified hypostasis. If a notion of person were restricted to an outward looking
hypostasis with no substantial centre then person would indeed become an empty face
(prosopon), it is the essential depth of a person that brings depth to a meaning of
hypostasis. Conversely if there were no unique hypostatic characteristics, person
would indicate a lump, not able to express itself outwardly. There has to be both for
person to gain meaning. However the Cappadocians, especially Basil, placed priority
on what was particular. While Prestige argues that Gregory of Nyssa’s views are
ambiguous for his focus was on specific characteristics, while also focusing on the

soul and thus to the suff of being,”* Basil does not expand on these ideas.

Concerning stuff, Prestige affirms that this st/ should not be considered as a
metaphysical character unable to exist outside of a “Subject”,*** but that it is
implicitly related to an essential reality of equal importance within a stress on
particularity. In this balance of particularity and essentiality or stuff, person comes to
be related to difference and non-difference (unity), where the stuff is not predicated to
the subject but equally important as the subject. Such a focus on both aspects of
subjectivity can be vindicated through the Trinity, where the hypostases can be
considered as ontologically equal to the stuff of the Godhead. However, Basil’s focus
on the specific, the hypostasis, underlines the importance of the subjective individual
existence and seems to support Zizioulas’ interpretation of the Cappadocians,®”*
where substance becomes, as already shown in Zizioulas® interpretation, predicated to
hypostasis. If the term hypostasis is to attain a full meaning the term should however,
have an immaterial substance related dimension. But in Basil's model it is not clear
how the inner reality (unity) and outer existence (difference) come together. However
it can be observed that conceptually, hypostasis has evolved and should evolve further
with a stronger emphasis on ousia. In the evolution of hypostasis and ousia, the two
should not be considered as disconnected, but implicitly related to each other in a

model of difference-in-unity or rather unity-in-difference.

" Ibid., p.189.
i: Ibid., pp.271-281.
= Zizioulas, BC, p-17.
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2.4 Some Perspectives on Gtopog and t66¢ 11

In this part of the thesis the terms of dtopog, avtd, and 168¢ T will be examined
within the context of isolated individual juxtaposed to Zizioulas’ relational model of
person (hypostasis). Zizioulas’ relationality can be considered helpful if redirected to
include, within the Cappadocian hypostatic model and Pratyabhijiia, an essential
reality of being. In this context the concept of individual ((‘ito,,xov)zg6 or difference-in-
isolation shall be addressed, so as to qualify hypostasis through qualified-difference,
or difference-in-relation in the context of essential being. This relationality can be
expressed, not as ‘I-Thou’*” but as ‘I am That’ in which the possibilities for union
with the divine become the basis for understanding human personhood and identity.
The notion of qualified-difference can then be understood through a notion of unity,
which can be correlated to the ti (what) of existence, where hypostasis is qualified
through this what. The idea of hypostasis can then be expressed through concrete

personhood, but relationally in terms of unity-in-difference.

2.4.1 Zizioulian Perspectives

Zizioulas’ model provides a platform by which to qualify the notion of isolated and
disconnected individual where the human person becomes implicitly related to a way
of existing that mirrors the divine way, or operational way of existing. Hence, he
argued that the notion of individual indicated, in the Cappadocians, something
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different from person.*™ Zizioulas however, while regarding person as different to

individual, does not necessarily equate &topov with individual as the terms, for him,

% See Timothy Ware who states in relation to distinction between individual and person that, “The
difference is particularly clear in the Greck language. Atomon, the individual, denotes the human being
as unit-turned inward, self-contained, isolated, a bare number recorded in a census. (Prosopon, the
person, denotes the human being as face- outward-looking, in relationship, involved with others.)
Whereas atomon signifies separation, prosopon signifies communion™, in ‘In the Image and Likeness:
The Uniqueness of the Human Person’ in John T. Chirban (ed.), Personhood: Orthodox C hristianity
g(gd the Connection between Body. Mind and Soul (Westport: 1996), p.4.

“ Or as face-to-face, which was also expressed by Emmanuel Levinas, in OQutside the Subject
(Stanford: 1993), p.23.

™ See Communion and Otherness, pp.174-175. Zizioulas’ rejection of the idea of the individual is also
evident in his rejection of the term avté (self), Zizioulas, BC, p.28.
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do not coincide in the Cappadocians.””® He agrees that &ropov indicated “the idea of
‘concrete’ ‘specific’ (idw1}) and indivisible existence of ousia”,’® but if concrete
specificity is implied in Gtopov in a notion of isolated individual, 0! when applied to
the Trinity, tri-theism would result. If the notion of individual expresses too much of a
notion of concrete and isolated existence within personhood, the isolation of
individuum destroys the notion of persons in relation to a hypostatic model. Zizioulas
model is useful in highlighting that the notion of individual if indicating isolation and
delusion (of the natural human physis), has to be qualified within a concept of
hypostasis in relation to God. But the notion of hypostasis should also express an
ontological quality not argued by Zizioulas, where the notion of individual is
expanded in a relational model of hypostasis, which becomes perfected in its essential

spiritual reality or Atman.

Paradoxically, the strength of hypostasis to denote concrete identity was why the term
was employed in Greek Patristics so as to convey weight in the specific equal
characteristics of the hypostases of the Trinity and thereby negate modalism and

subordinationism. This exemplified in Gregory Nazianzen, who stated:

It is their difference in, so to say “manifestation” or mutual relationship, which
has caused the difference in names. The Son does not fall short in some
particular of being Father. Sonship is no defect, yet that does not mean the he
is the Father. By the same token, the Father would fall short of being Son — the
Father is not the Son. No the language here gives no grounds for any
deficiency, for any subordination in being...The aim is to safeguard the
distinctions of the three hypostases within the single nature and quality of the
Godhead....The three are a single whole in their Godhead and the single
whole is three in personalities (idiotes). Thus there is no Sabellian “One”, no
three to be mischievously divided.*"?

The terms hypostasis and dropov both convey the idea of specificity, such of a

specific person. The Father is the cause (ITatpdg aitiac) “from whom indeed He (the

** Ibid.. pp.174-176.
::’ Ibid.

Individuality was clearly expressed through the term Gropov, Hans Urs von Balthasar, in relation to
Maximus, showed that &topov, though indicating the generic, can also be indeed cquated with the
ggnicular individual existence or hypostasis, see Hans Urs von Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, p.233.

“ Gregory Nazianzen, Or.31.9,113C: translation by Wickham, On God and Christ, p.123.
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Spirit), proceeds”.** Basil goes on to show that particularity is specifically related to

subjectivity, individuality or person, stating:

He has this distinguishing note characteristic of His person that He is producz%gi
after the Son and with Him and that He has His subsistence from the Father.’

This is contrary to those who argue that the Cappadocians did not employ a notion of
concrete individuality. In this context a focus on the type of particularity or the mode
of particular existence becomes important, which defines the sense of individuality
within a term. T6ronen also demonstrates that the Greek Fathers (in relation to
Maximus) equated what was particular with individual (dtopov) or in contemporary
thought, person.’® He goes on to state that: “for Gregory of Nyssa all the three
notions — hypostasis, person and individual - are identical”.’*® Also previously the
Cappadocians did not view &ropov as meaning something different from person or the
individual.””” However in the context of individual in the Greek Patristic usage,
hypostasis has to indicate something a bit different to individual as individual implies
isolation and ignorance while Aypostasis is related to a depth of being. How is depth

conveyed? It is conveyed through the relationship with ousia or the essential reality of

being.

Thus the notion of homogenous individual has a context of depth through the property
of being (ousia), which is an unacceptable development for Zizioulas as this is viewed
as contrary to Byzantine theology.**® Zizioulas counters substantialist models with a

focus on an existentialist interpretation of the Greek Fathers™” so as to focus on the
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Basil, Ep.38, 329C (Decferrari).

" Ibid., tobto yYvwploTikdv tfig katd v drnéctacy B16tng onueiov £xel, 1 peta Tov Yiov xai gov
(‘n;mb yvwpileeBai kal 16 éx 100 Marpdg veeotavar. '

* Térdnen, Union and Distinction in the Thought of St Maximus the Confessor, p.51; see also
Demetrios Bathrellos, The Byzantine Christ (Oxford: 2004), p.102, footnote 15 citing Opuscule 16,
197C-D.

e Tordnen, Union and Distinction in the Thought of St Maximus the Confessor, p.51.

" For examples see Basil, Ep.38, 325B-D; and Gregory of Nyssa Hom.Opif., 125A-256C.

* On being and relationality see: Martin Buber, / and Thou (London; 1937, 2004); John Macmurray,
Persons in Relation (NY: 1961); Zizioulas, BC, Levinas, Humanism of the Other; and John A. T.
Robinson, Thou Who Art.

" Such accusations are countered by A. Papanikolaou, ‘Is John Zizioulas an Existentialist in Disguise?
Response to Lucian Turcescu’, Modern Theology (2004), pp.601-607, who focuses mainly on
answering the themes of: differences between person and individual; relationality and mode of
existence. But this is not what makes Zizioulas an existentialist. What makes Zizioulas and
existentialist is that in his negating a substantialist context, he draws a notion of person to a definition
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experience of communion, of one Aypostasis to another,'® within a model of the outer
act. This act of communion becomes related to an “event of communion”,”'' to an
outer event, and is not related to an inner essence, or a coming out of the biological
existence through ek-stasis, in an ecstatic experience of the inner reality. In the
evolution of the terms in this thesis, another word could be employed, en-stasy,3 12
which denotes an inward mystical turn within the hypostasis through the Atmanic
experience. This could add a deeper dimension to the understanding of hypostasis,
and an ek-static experience. Zizioulas however, does not expand his idea of ek-stasis

to examine exactly how divine participation as an existential ek-stasis occurs and is

understood in hypostasis.

2.4.2 The 166c 1

When focusing on the inner reality or essence of the individual, there comes a point in
which the focus shifts to understanding the nature of the individual, the true nature.
The understanding of the nature of the subject was for the Cappadocians
accomplished by examining the properties or operations of a subject, and seemed to
utilise Aristotelian ideas to do this. However in Aristotle the examination of the
operations of a thing paradoxically focused the attention on what the thing was, the

08¢ T (this something),’"® or the individual itself. Aristotle stated:

The term “being” has several senses, which we have classified in our

discussion of the number of senses in which terms are used. It denotes first the
. . . . e . 34

“what” of a thing, i.e. the individuality.

This was mainly due to the Aristotelian equating of individual with enumerated

individual thing, the 165 t.>'" It is this enumerative quality to the individual in

which is outward looking, lacking ontological depth, and though relational, paradoxically putting a
stress on the outer person.

1o Zizioulas, Communion and Otherness, pp-13-98.
! Zizioulas, BC, p.22.

"2 See Georg Feuerstein, Encyclopedic Dictionary of Yoga (London: 1990).
" Aristotle, Met. VILi.1-2.1028a10-20 (Tredennick).

" Ibid., 10 6v Myeran moAhay@c, kaBanep Siehdpeda tpbdtepov év 1oig mepl T0d Mocay@s onpaiver
ygp 10 pév i éomt kai 160€ T1.

Ibid. In BC, p.17, Zizioulas, states that individual is equated with 168¢ t{ (this whz.n,' what is this),
but in Mer. VIL.i.1-2. 1028a10-20, Aristotle refers to a t68¢ 11 (this something). Has Zizioulas confused
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Aristotle that Zizioulas and Lossky found particularly unhelpful when interpreting
person as a theological term.?'® It also became the ground for a polemic against the
term individual and the reasoning behind the use of person or hypostasis.
Consequently both Zizioulas and Lossky argued that the Cappadocians shift the
attention away from innumerate individual to a sense of person, and yet no such
distinction exists in the Cappadocians for the Cappadocian use of hypostasis was

dependent on focusing on specific identity.

In addition Aristotle’s emphasis on ousia in understanding being becomes a problem
for those who wish to emphasise being through an existential type of personal
relationality. Aristotle, in his Metaphysics, focuses on substance to understand being,
where being in the generic case, “being qua being”,’'” has “inherent properties”,

implying a sharing of a common nature ((p\’)mg).318

319

Although physis indicates a
generic secondary substance,” " it should not necessarily be considered in terms of
predicated, but that which allows the informing of the subject. The notion of
substances related to the classifications of primary and secondary substances, and it is
thought were equated by the Cappadocians to hypostasis and ousia, the particular to

the general, respectively.’*°

The properties of being can imply an inherent quality in
the individual or the specificity of a thing (ti éott, “what it is”). Hence the individual
(168€ T, this something)*?! indicates more than just material being, predicated
substances of outward existential person in the Cappadocians, for there is a
metaphysical relatedness to the soul. The ti (what), whether used in ti €01, or utilised
by Aristotle by itself as the ti (what, or the of being, ti t0 cfw),322 indicates the what of
the subject. It is this ti in this thesis that indicates, in the human person, the

metaphysical essentiality of being a person,3 3 not just merely having metaphysical

the ti (what) with 11 (something)? Probably not, for in Communion and Otherness this is corrected; sec
107,

1:: Se.e Zizioulas, BC, p.17 and Lossky, /n the Image and Likeness, p.113.

-m Ar.lstotle,”Mer.lV.i. 1-3.1003a20-b5 (Tredennick).

o Ibid., 1V.ii.3-6.1003b20-25.

" Sce Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, p.216.

These ideas have already been explored in Chapter 2.3.4. The notion of ousia in Aristotle meant
being which is divided to the primary and sccondary substances. The primary indicates unity of being
which in the Trinity applies also to hypostasis, while the sccondary ousia indicated a “universal
ezslsence“ or physis.

. Aristotle, Met.1V .ii.3-6.1003b20-25; and VI1.i.1-3.1028a10-20. Aristotle makes use of the
gizlzstim':tiveness between ti (what) and 11 (something/someone).
. Al:lStOlle, Met. VI11.11.6-8.1028b1-10.
Ibid. 1X.vii.4-7.1049a20-30.
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notes of a person. While the €01 (it is) or 168¢ (this something/someone) indicates the
particularisation of an individual person, the ti infers a backdrop to existing in asking
what, what is it that is? The what, informs that there is an objectification, and that the

object relates to a subject and the nature of that subject, which becomes in the highest

sense the real existence.

An example of the usefulness of i can be exemplified in the New Testament where a
metaphysical relatedness inherent in the particular is shown to be indicated through a
common what. The words o®pua nvevpatikov (“spiritual body™) of the Apostle Paul
(I Corinthians 15; 44), indicates that the appellation of the general, here implied
through the words “spiritual body”, which indicates the true nature of the particular
existence. For the Apostle Paul, each particular person can attain to a better

understanding of their particular existence through the general category of the what.

Thus the determining of the nature of individual existence indicates the possibilities
for the particular (hypostasis) existence. A contemporary Eastern Orthodox use of
hypostasis in this way is exemplified by Sophrony, who establishes the principle, the

“hypostatic-principle”*?*

as a denotation of being. He makes use of both the inner and
outer existential sense of being, where the person’s hypostatic being and existence is
recapitulated through a personal relationship with the divine, through a relational
category. Recapitulation is possible because of the inherent capacity of the nature, or
the what, or the essence (unity) of the human being (hypostasis). Each person is born
with a potentiality of existence and human stuff;">* which is hypostatically realised in
the union with Christ. This confirms the place for a substance based hypostatic model,
which shall be correlated to an Atman-hypostasis in later chapters. In this language
hypostasis becomes related to potential substance of being, although this is not
exactly what is stated by Sophrony, this allows the fullness of individual personhood
to be realised. In the Atman-hypostasis, each person has an essentiality both physical
and metaphysical, in body and nous, which is particularised in the hypostatic

existence of each person.

" Zacharias, Christ, Our Way and Our Life, p17-42, for an example in the works of Sophrony, see His
ﬁisfe is Mine, p.44.

The use of stuff has already been explained in Chapter 2.4.
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2.5 Person and IIpécwnov

In this part of the chapter I examine the notion of person through the term
prosopon,n(’ which started to gain significance in the fourth to sixth centuries and
especially in relation to the pre-Chalcedonian and post-Chalcedonian debates. This
was very much evident in the works of Cyril of Alexandria (c. 378-444) whose
emphasis on unity began to change the Cappadocian stress on operations as signifying
multiple subjects within the Trinity. He equated words such as ousia with physis and
hypostasis with prosopon,*’ to quantify how to vouchsafe the personal attributes in
the Trinity, and Christologically, without denuding the notion of unity.’ %% He used the
term prosopon as hypostasis to underline both a “sense of actual reality as opposed to

appearance”*?’

and a “substantive experience”.*** Cyril highlights how unity is
preserved in Christ, united in a single hypostasis or prosopon, to show how the divine
operations related to the ontological condition in God and yet expressing the
existential character of revelation through the communicatio idiomatum ™' Christ, for
Cyril, becomes the exemplar of unity, stating that “the incarnate nature of the Word is

. . . . 332
immediately conceived of as one after the union”.

26 Eor a stu dy on this term see Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, pp.22,
47, Daniel F. Stramara, ‘Unmasking the Meaning of [pécwnov: Prosopon in the Works of Gregory of
?zl?'ssa', Unpublished Doctoral Thesis (St Louis: 1996).
Norman Russell, Cyril of Alexandria (London: 2000), p.40.

As cxemplified by Cyril of Alexandria, see The Unity of Christ Il Prooem (ACO 1), 1, 6, pp.32.6-
34.9; translation by Norman Russell, Cyril of Alexandria, p.142. Sec Cyril of Alexandria showed that
Christ’s unified nature comprising of the material and immaterial (here singular) did not indicate two
persons, stating that, “if anyone...allocates them to two prosopa or hypostases, attributing some to a
man conceived of a separate from the Word of God...let them be anathema”, Anathema 4 (ACO 1), 1.
3, pp.15.16-25.28; translation by Norman Russell, Cyril of Alexandria, p.181. On prosopa see also
E‘i?rman Russell, Cyril of Alexandria, pp.42-44.

“Russell, Cyril of Alexandria, p.42.

PO Ibid.

P or community of properties, used by Cyril of Alexandria and Augustine, scc Grillmeier, Christ in
ghe Christian Tradition, Vol. 1, pp.452-453, 534-537.

" Cyril, Unity of Christ, I Prooem (ACO 1), 1, 6, pp.32-34; translation by Russell, Cyril of
Alexandria, p.142.
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2.5.1 Studies on Prosopon

Although the word prosopon initially indicated mask*** or face, it came to highlight
what was individually unique in a person, especially in the Council of Chalcedon,
where it was shown that the term indicated fixed individuality. The word prosopon
could also indicate: the outward being and individual self; a legal term;*** and person

. T » 335
or a “concrete presentation of an abstract ovoia, individual external appearance”.

Conceming the use in the Cappadocians of prosopon and especially by Gregory of
Nyssa, Daniel Stramara’s study of Gregory of Nyssa shows that prosopon was
mentioned by Gregory 313 times. This indicates the importance of the term,
especially within a Trinitarian and Christological context, and ultimately negating the
equating of the term with “mask” through a focus on what was individually concrete
in Trinitarian theology.’*® Stramara’s study argued that prosopon equated person with
a “centre of consciousness” (1d kévtpov tiig Savoiag).”’’ However, this view is
rejected by Lucian Turcescu who, while accepting that prosopon meant more than
mask, asserts that prosopon has to have more than psychological implications.
Prestige also confirmed that “prosopon was a non-metaphysical term for

individual” 3% Certainly prosopon came to indicate concrete identity as in Chalcedon,
but this correlation was not entirely evident in the Cappadocians although prosopon

was beginning to be considered in such a way. Prestige also confirms that the

333 . . . . . alen < <
Or a character in a drama, see G. W. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon. On prosopon also sce also

Zizioulas, Being as Communion, pp.35, 54. Prestige conforms to the view that Hippolytus uses
prosopon in relation to the Trinity, by which he means “not mask but individual”, God in Patristic
Thought, p.160); see also Hans Von Balthasar, Theo-Drama: Theological Dramatic Theory, 111
Dramatis Personae: Persons in Christ (San Francisco: 1992), pp.209-211; Clark, *Augustine on
5’5rson: Divine and Human’, p.112

" Daniel F. Stramara, ‘Unmasking the Meaning of [Tp6cwrov: Prosopon in the Works of Gregory of
l;f?'ssa’, see Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, pp.14-19,

" See npéownov in G. W. Lampe, 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, pp-1186-118; and also Prestige, God in
Patristic Thought, p.157. Prestige indicates that in the Fathers, hypostasis, prosopon and atomon
indicated the “same thing” (ibid. p.158). Prestige also shows that the corresponding term in the Latin,
[‘)‘e;rsona, meant the same (ibid. p.159); see also Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, pp-375.431.
" As exemplified by Gregory of Nyssa, ad Eustathum de Trinitate, as Ep. 189 of Basil (PG 32), 684;
translation by Moore, On the Holy Trinity and of the Godhead (NPNF 5), pp.326-330. The concrete
sense of person is also highlighted by Basil in the Hexameron, 9.6 (PG 29), stating “does not the
second Person show himself in a mystical way”, and *’ And God said let us make man’, tell me is there
(s)}r;ly one Person™; translation by Jackson (NPNF 8), p.106.

Daniel F. Stramara, ‘Unmasking the Meaning of lNpdswnov: Prosopon in the Works of Gregory of
Nyssa’, see Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, p.18.
Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, p.179.
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corresponding term in Latin, persona3 39 implies not only external but internal

metaphysical qualities.

Gregory of Nyssa’s model of person or individual, if such a thing can be attested,
centred on the development of Aristotelian and Stoic views,*® where the centre of a
person or individual included both material and immaterial elements. The immaterial
elements included the notion of the rational, the nous or logikos™*' within the single
person or prosopon. Michael Réne Barnes also affirms that in Gregory of Nyssa’s
works, the soul is equated with the rational elements, and thus to the psychological.’*?
Hence it is not clear why Turcescu ultimately dismisses Stramara’s interpretation of
prosopon as initially relating to the psychological. While Stramara seems to focus on
prosopon as indicating “psychological agent”,*** Turcescu notes that both tpécwnov
(face) and npoocwnéiov (mask) indicated something more significant than mere
personality. Turcescu evolves the terms within a contemporary context by equating
soul to modern models while keeping prosopon within the parameters of Gregory’s
model to conclude that both npécwnov and nposwnéiov related to the soul as the
“image of God in humans” *** Certainly, in this thesis it is argued that notions relating
to person such as prosopon must lead to a deeper understanding of being than
expressed by ordinary consciousness, and must include a deeper, noetic (spiritual),

and essential reality that informs personal existence.

It is now generally accepted in contemporary Eastern Orthodoxy that the term
prosopon has become synonymous with person, historically rooted in the Council of
Chalcedon, where prosopon and hypostasis both indicated relatedness to the concept

of individual or person.’*® In English the term person had its was etymological roots
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“ Ibid., pp.157-159.

Sec Prestige, God in Patristic Thought; and Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine
ﬁel’rsons, pp.14-19,
i4z Gr.egory of Nyssa, Hom. Opif. 14, 176A-B.

.Mlchael Réne Bamnes, ‘Divine Unity and the Divided Self: Gregory of Nyssa’s Trinitarian Theology
In its Psychological Content’, in Sarah Coakley (ed.), Re-Thinking Gregory of Nyssa, pp.45-66.
Stramara, ‘Unmasking the Meaning of lpdcwnov’, p.54.

Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, p.16.

' See C. J. Albergio (ed.), Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Decreta, pp-35-40, which states, *“and in one
in face/person and substance, running together” (kai &i¢ &v npéownov kal piav HTéTACIY
frvvtpexobong); and also see Brian E. Daley, ‘Nature and the “Mode of Union™", who argues that
“person’ (mpdewmov)” in the council of Chalcedon from the perspective of Leontius indicated “the
bemg‘and perceptible role of a concrete, historically identifiable individual, who participates - in order
to be intelligible and real - in particular being”, p.168.
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in the Old French “persone’™*®

and the Latin word persona indicating an actor’s
mask which may be dated back to the Etruscan ‘phersu’.**’ But as Ury shows, the
exact root of person remains obscure.**®* What can be affirmed is that the term has
evolved as did the term hypostasis, and has come to indicate what we now mean by

person.

In contemporary Eastern Orthodox scholarship,**® hypostasis is preferred to prosopon,
but if the two terms are synonymous, why have a preference? It is not within the remit
of this thesis to answer this question but it has been broached in chapter 2.3.5. But it is
argued that the term hypostasis can indicate a deeper context to person through an
Atmanic experience. This context may not be apparent in the term prosopon because
of the overt concrete sense of individuality now implied in that term (prosopon), and
because of the implied notion of underlying reality contained in the term hypostasis.
Hypostasis can mean something more significant, that has both existential

» 330 a5 considered by

significance, indicating the way of existing, “a way of being
Zizioulas, and also has ontological depth in the inclusion of an essential reality of that
existence as an underlying substance. The depth to the hypostatic existence can be
understood as allowed to bear fruition through grace in the fulfilment of personal
existence and points to an inherent capacity to be a person within what Zizioulas calls
“authentic personhood”.**' This ability to be completed in hypostatic difference points
to a metaphysical reality (4tman) within the hAypostasis, to an underlying substance,
the what of personhood, which affirms the human capacity to be realised’*” in the

human hypostasis through Atmanic potentiality.’**

;‘;C.See J. Pearsall and P. Hanks (eds.), Oxford Dictionary of English (Second Edition, Revised; Oxford:
5).
7 But this is also not completely confirmed, see, Mary T. Clark, ‘ Augustine on Person: Divine and
Human’, in Joseph T. Lienhard et al (eds.), Augustine: Presbyter Factus Sum (NY: 1992), pp.99-120;
?ﬂd M. W. Ury, Trinitarian Personhood (Oregon: 2002), p.81.
140 Ury, Trinitarian Personhood, p.81.

See Lossky, Sophrony, Zizioulas, Yannaras, and Vlachos in already cited works.
o See Zizioulas, Being as Communion, p.15.
- Ibid., p.§4_
o The notion of capacity will be examined in Chapter 2B of this thesis.

This will be examined in greater depth in Chapter 4 of this thesis.
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2.5.2 The Cappadocian use of Prosopon

Within the context of potentiality of being the term prosopon, even though it may not
have the depth of hypostasis, it could indicate an activity of being. The focus on this
property is exemplified by Gregory Nazianzen who used it in association with divine
actions, such as, “His walking”, “sitting”, “His motion”, and His face, “his watching
over us is his ‘face’” (v 8¢ éneoxomiv mpoécwnov).”** But here the use of prosopon
is used in the context of predications and not the subject itself. Gregory of Nazianzen
also used the term prosopon to refute a type of monotheism that established a single
“monarchy”, of a “single person”, stating “but the monarchy was not in a defined (or
single) face/person” (novapyia 8¢, ovy fiv &v neprypper Tpécamnov).”*’ The
recognition of the dangers of prosopon to denote a single person or denuding concrete
identity as an aspect of divine was also exemplified in Basil of Caesarea’s awareness
of the connotations in prosopon, which is why he was reserved in his use of the term,

preferring hypostasis stating that:

If then they (Arians) describe the persons (prosopa) as being without
hypostasis, the statement per se absurd; but if they concede that the Persons
exist in real hypostasis, as they acknowledge, let them reckon them that the
principle of homoousion may be preserved in the unity of the
Godhead...Father, Son and Holy Ghost, in the perfect and complete hypostasis
of each of the Persons named.*’®

Hence, Basil was aware of perceived limitations to the term prosopon and was

reluctant to use prosopon due to Sabellian mia-prosopon overtones stating:

This term (homoousion) also corrects the error of Sabellius, for it removes the
idea of the identity of person (Uroatadoenc), and introduces a perfect
(tekeiav) notion of Persons unified (tposanov v évvoiav). For nothing can
be of one substance (6poovoiov) with itself, but with another (Etepov
étépw).*S’

Here Basil introduces the notion of relationality of “Persons” to negate a notion of a

mia-prosopon (one person) model of Trinity through the notion of persons of the

::: See Gregory Nazianzen, Or 31.22, 157C (Wickham).
e Gregory Nazianzen, Or 29, 76B (Wickham).
' Bas§l of Caesarea Ep. 214, (PG 32), 789A-D (Jackson).

Basil, Ep.52.3 (Jackson and Deferrari). On Basil's anti mia-hypostatic formula see also Turcescu,
Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, p.23; and Halleux, 'Hypostase et 'personnc’ dans

la formation du dogme Trinitaire; Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, p.161.
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Trinity sharing the substance of the divine with the other persons. This passage also
shows the inability of Basil to conceive of a divine substance as subject, but to
conceive only of persons in relation to the other, which is Zizioulas’ conclusion to
Cappadocian theology. Basil was correct in stating however, that if the term
vnosTadsewg indicates the notion of unity of one mind (mpoc@nov Tiv Evvolav), the
notion of particular subjects is denuded in the Trinity. Basil also develops in this
passage a sense of relationality of otherness, which is not to be considered in the

context of isolated and separated individuals.

2.5.3 Towards Chalcedon and Beyond

In the fourth to sixth centuries the theological focus on defining prosopon became
more specifically related to a notion of concrete specificity (person) in the Council of

358

Constantinople,”" and in the Christological context, centred on @ia1g

(physis/ature).’* This is exemplified by Cyril of Alexandria, of whom Davis states
that “Cyril develops an Adam-Christ typology that distinctively hinges on the
language of ‘nature’ (@voic)”.**® Through the notion of physis a focus comes to be
placed on what defines unity or the centre of existence, where the human condition
comes into sharp focus through the Christological. However there was a not a
consensus of ideas but many differing approaches to Trinitarian and Christological

models, as exemplified in the polemics between the Alexandrine and Antiochene

models.*®"

"** See Tanner, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, p.28.

" Prestige stated that Physis “denotes the characteristics” of a subject, see Prestige. God in Patristic
Thought, p.235. Prestige argue that physis was more easily related to generic qualitics thgn ousia,
(Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, p.23) to the metaphysical concrete reality of the subject whlc_h
became identified with the subjects of the Trinity. Prestige distinguished between hypostasis, which
had more a metaphysical connotation in relation to “concrete, objective entity” (ibid., p.235) and
prosopon, which became was more casily identified with the subject. See also Grillmeier, Christ in
‘C(;I]lristian Tradition, Vol.1; Bathrellos, Byzantine Christ.

o S. J. Davis, C optic Christology in Practice (Oxford: 2008), p.30. ' .

Andrew Louth argues that the Alexandrine tradition equated physis with hypostasis, see St John
Damascene, p.113. There has also been a consensus that there is a distinction between these two
schools of thought, see: Tixeront, History of Dogmas; Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines Sellers, The
Council of Chalcedon: Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, Volume 1, Studer, Trinity and
Incarnation; Bathrellos, The Byzantine Christ, But this is denied by Dragas, see G. D. Dragas, Saint
Athanasius of Alexandria (New Hampshire: 2005), p.2.
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The schism between these schools can also be understood as reflecting conceptual
differences in Western and Eastern Christian models not in approaches to Christology
but also of Trinitarian theology. In the Greek model the Trinity was expressed with an
initial stress on the three persons, of “three hypostases within the single nature™,*%?
while in the Latin Christian world God was defined through the formula “One essence
or substance, three persons (una essentia uel substantia, tres personae)”.3 % This

difference underlined the stress on subjectivity and an increasing substantialist context

in the Western models.

Confusion surrounding the exact role of prosopon, through the Antiochene tradition’®*
manifested in relation to the role of physis, where Christ came to be related to the
double prosopa of Nestorius.*®* Nestorius claimed that this schema'® related to the
two natures in Christ stating “you (Cyril) should not have calumniated me as if [ did
not confess a single prosapon in two natures™.*®’ Although Nestorius claims
innocence, he did stress a double prosopa schema®®® and in answer, Cyril of
Alexandria put the ontological stress onto physis*® so that the nature of Christ
revealed a single hypostasis and not two prosopa’ ™ (persons). He thus underlined the
unity (henosis) of the two natures, “kath’ hypostasin™,’’" that is to say, brought
together in a single hypostatic unity or prosopon in Christ. The unity wrought in the

Christ hypostasis indicates that, difference stressed unity. Cyril thus focused

** Gregory Nazianzen, Or.31.9 (PG 36), 113C (Wickham); sce also Prestige, God in Patristic Thought,
?£.235 anq p.233. _ . o
'm Augustine, De.Trin. 7.4.7, (CCSL 50), 255; also sce Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, 235 .
As exemplified in Theodore of Mopsuestia (c. 350-428) and Nestorius (¢, 381-452), see Grillmeier,
‘Chrisl in Christian Tradition, Vol. I; Bathrellos, Byzantine Christ, and McGuckin, Patristic Theology.
‘: Ep.17.8 (ACO 1), 1, 1, p.28.3-22, in N. Russell, Cyril of Alexandria (London: 2000), p.43. ‘
While Apollinarius and Cyril focused on unity, Theodore and Nestorius (d. 451) scemed to shift the
focus to the outward subject, or prosopon. This however, confused the role of prosopon in Christ and
instead of two natures, two prosopa (persons) were identified. But Gregory of Nazianzen had carlier
stated that in Christ, “we have &\Ao ka1 &Xo not &Akog kat &dAog” (Gregory Nazianzus, Ep. 101.21,
PG 37, 180A-B), negating the possibility of two persons. Here the neuter case is used in the
determination of other to indicate that in Christ there are not two personal ‘I's’, while as Grilimeier
shows of this passage that in the Trinity the masculine is used to denote a multiplicity of concrete

umooTdoeicor real persons. See also Bathrellos, The Byzantine Christ, p.18 where Bathrellos reaffirms
what was stated by Grillmeier, see Christ in Christian Tradition, p.370, where in Christ there is not
Ao kan &lkog but GAAo kat 6AAo, but in the Trinity the reverse is true; sec also Kelly, Early
‘(glrisrian Doctrines, p.297; and John Behr, The Nicene Faith, Part 2 (2; Crestwood: 2004), p.403.
s :':bp;il7.8 (ACO 1), 1, 1, p.28.3-22, in N. Russell, Cyril of Alexandria (London: 2000), p.43.

id.

*® Cyril of Alexandria, Unity of Christ (ACO 1), 1, 6, pp.32.6-34.9; and Quod Unus Sit Christus (PG
75), 1253-1361.

'W(l’ Cyril of Alexandria, Anathema 4 (ACO 1), 1, 5, pp.15-28.
Norman Russell, Cyril of Alexandria (London: 2000), p.42, and J. McGuckin, Saint Cyril of
Alexandria and the Christological Controversy (Crestwood: 2004), p.212.
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hypostasis*™ to stress that the union was possible through the super essential-

373

. . 374
subject,”"” through the stress of the mia physis (one nature).”’* There were not many

disconnected divided parts that implied discontinuity in Christ but the human and

375

divine parts had a true union (henosis).”” The stress on unity later came to be

renewed’’® in Monophysitism where the unity in the Christ hypostasis affirmed also a
unity of natures or nature, in a “single prosopon”,’”” indicating the possibilities in

hypostatic difference with the focus upon unity-in-difference rather than mere

. 8
difference.’’

Distinctions between how prosopon related to hypostasis and nature seemed to be
resolved at the Council of Chalcedon, where the model of two natures in one
prosopon/hypostasis was postulated®’® overcoming a 8o npécwna model."®
However, Chalcedon did not resolve Trinitarian issues regarding the centre of unity
and the existential implications of prosopon with regards to a substantialist context.
Another issue in Chalcedon that was observable related to the nature of the soul,
where the soul (in Christ) was equated with rationality, yuxfig Aoyuciic™ or a rational

soul. This stands in contrast to mainly substantialist notions of soul developed in the

West, 2

' Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, Volume 1, p-481; and scc Thomas G. Weinandy and
Q?nicl A. Keating, The Theology of St Cyril of Alexandria (London: 2003), p.89.

Ibid., p41.
i McGulZ:kin. Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the Christological Controversy, p.207.
¥ Ibid., p.208.
6 See Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, p.280.
Y7 Fairbairn, Grace and Christology in the Early Church (Oxford: 2006). -
"™ For Marie-Odile Boulnois, Cyril’s Trinitarian formula moves from thg stress of three hyposla‘se..s '
one essence to “one substance in three hypostases” (Marie-Odilc Boulnois, *The Mystery of the Tnm;y
according to Cyril of Alexandria: the Deployment of the Triad and its Recapitulation into the U“!t)f °
Divinity,” in Thomas G. Weinandy and Daniel A. Keating, The Theology of St Cyril of Algxandna.
London: 2003, pp.88-89) from hypostasis as subject, to hypostasis as the outwa'lrd expression of the
unified nature. Boulnois observes that Cyril: uses gvaig as the cquivalent of ovaia gnd mpéownov next
to indaTaci; and substance to indicate what is in common and person and hyposta.s'l‘s to dcscnbc_: the
proper existence of each of the three, Marie-Odile Boulnois, ‘The Mystc.ry of the Tr.lmty acc':o‘rd.mg' to
Cyril of Alexandria: the Deployment of the Triad and its Recapitulation into the Unyty of Dlvmlty‘, in
Thomas G. Weinandy and Daniel A. Keating, The Theology of St Cyril of Alexandria, p89; sec also
McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the Christological Controversy, p.212
Y See C. J. Albergio et al. (eds.), Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Decreta, p.57; and qumap Tanner. '
‘Council of Chalcedon 451" in Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, p.86. See also Grillmeier, Christ in
Christian Tradition, Vol. 1, p431.
" See C. J. Albergio et al. (eds.), Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Decreta, p.57; and Norman Tanner,
;gouncil of Chalcedon 451" in Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, p.86.

Ibid.
™ This is apparent in Boethius’ De Trinitate, 11.30-40 (LCL 74); translation by Tester, Boethius,
Tractates: The Consolation of Philosophy, p.11, where after affirming a substantialist ‘m-odel in the
divine, this essentialist context is then placed within the context of the human soul. This is later
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Chalcedon used prosopon within a model that upheld a double physis formula, which
sharply contrasts with the Alexandrine or at least Cyril’s’ model,”®’ where prosopon
was placed within a mia-physis formula.*®* This model stressed unity rather than
difference and exemplified by Apollinarius (c. 310-390), who focused on unity, by
highlighting the nature of the incarnate Logos. Sellers explains that Apollinarius’
formula “Jesus Christ is one incarnate nature of the divine Logos (pia ¢voig tod Oeod

"85 underlined the intended unity, where physis indicated the

Adyov cecapkwpévn)’
divine nature of the prosopon of Christ. The person of the Logos becomes the
oecapkopévn (enfleshed nature) of God. Unity was also expressed as the focus point
in being by Cyril of Alexandria where the model of “uia - 100 Beod Adyov —
GECApKOUEVN” (one...after the union, God the Logos enfleshed) was employed™ to

387

denote a physis-hypostasis.*®" Cyril stated:

He became flesh, that is became man; appropriating a human body to himself
such an indissoluble union that it has to be considered as his very own body
and no one else’s. This is how he transmits the grace of sonship even to us so
that we too can become children of the Spirit.”

In this sense of unity; prosopon came to be understood as something not denoting
mask or face, but the concrete subject by which difference is qualified through physis.
The paradox however, is that the ontological strength of prosopon to denote
singularity or individuality denudes a focus on the divinity in Christ, and becoming a
model that either promotes Arianism or tritheism. This is why Chalcedon insisted on
the two natures being united within the subject or person of Christ, which leads back
to a focus on how unity is to be understood within the hypostasis. Thus the nature of
the Christ subject has to be equated with an essential physis-hypostasis context so as

indicate the unity of the divine substance in which Christ, is the “the personal

qualified as a person is considered as “individual substance of a rational nature (persona vero
rationabilis naturae individua substantia”, Boethius, Contra Eutychen, 1V.5-10 (LCL 74); translation
?3 Tester, Boethius, Tractates: The Consolation of Philosophy, p.93.

Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, Vol.1. p-301.
84 :
s Ibid., p.333.
e Sellgrs, The Council of Chalcedon, p.138.

Cyril, Unity of Christ, Il Prooem (ACO 1), 1, 6, pp.32-34; translation by Russell, Cyril of
%e;:;ndria, p.142; also see Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, p-482.

id.

" Cyril of Alexandria, Quod Unus Sit Christus (PG 75), 1253-1361(McGuckin).
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bearer”.*® While unity should be vouchsafed in the focus on the divine nature, at the
same time a sense of personal characteristics should also be conveyed to express a
sense of real person. These characteristics in the Trinity, though personally unique,
have a centre of divine unity, which is why Cyril of Alexandria insisted that in Christ,
“the whole ¢Voig 10D @cod Adyov produces a ‘natural prosopon’”.3 % As such the
person or prosopon should indicate the whole-ness of being having a unity of both
physis and outer existential qualities. The notion of unity in prosopon in the
Alexandrine School became displaced by Antiochene ideas focusing mainly on
difference or the existential, the outward prosopon, which become a central theme in
Chalcedon and this debate still has not been resolved.”' Hence, the evolution of
prosopon became embroiled within a debate between the Alexandrian “Word-flesh
(Adyog-6G4pE)” schema and the Antiochene “Word-man (A6yog-avBpwmnog)” 92
schema, for while the Alexandrine tradition stressed unity, the Antiochene tradition

stressed Christ’s outer existentiality.***

Nevertheless, at the Councils of Constantinople and Chalcedon, prosopon
(npéowmov)™™ comes to be related to a concept, which can be said to be synonymous
with concrete person, indicating single** or enumerated autonomous individual.™
This forged a gap between the concept of unity and difference. In contemporary
models the necessity to resolve this gap has been attempted by Zizioulas in his
relational approach to hypostasis. Yet the Council of Chalcedon already provided a

model to overcome this gap through the concept of the one hypostasis in two natures

k9

Gnllmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, Vol.1, p.482. . o

0 Ibid; Cyril, Unity of Christ, Il Prooem (ACO 1), 1, 6, pp.32-34; translation by Russcll, Cyril of
Alexandria, p.142,

™' Sec Andrew Louth on this in Denys the Areopagite (London: 1989), pp.5-6; and also John
Romanides, 4n Outline of Orthodox Patristic Dogmas (USA: 2004), pp.63-71.

" See G. D. Dragas, Saint Athanasius of Alexandria (New Hampshire: 20Q5). p.2; apd Sellers, The .
Council of Chalcedon. However Dragas voices doubts as to whether such view is valid, sce also on tbls
Nicholas lash, ‘Up and Down in Christology ", in Stephen Sykes and Derik Holmes (eds.), New Studies
in Theology (1. London: Duckworth, 1988), pp.31-46. However Tixcront in History of Dogmas.'. pp.4-9,
identifics 4 groups, the Alexandrian, the Palestinian group, the Antiochenes, and the Cappadocians. See
also Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, p.30; Studer, Trinity and Incarnation, p.92; and Bathrellos, The
Byzantine Christ, p.17 who affirms the Alexandrine and Antiochene schemas.

"' See Bathrellos, The Byzantine Christ, p.17; and Scllers, The Council of Chalcedon, p.158.

4 See Chalcedon, (NPNF 14, 243-295); Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon (London: 1953); Kelly,
Early Christian Creeds (London: 1952), pp.296-301.

¥ See C. ). Albergio et al. (eds.), Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Decreta, pp.57-63; and Norman
Tanner, *Council of Chalcedon 451 in Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, pp.28, 86. .
" Ibid., also see L'Huillier. The Church of the Ancient Councils, p.194, and Bindley, The Oecumenical
Documents of the Faith p.233. L'Huillier uses hypostasis instead of interpreting it proper.
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(6vo (pt’)cs.scnv)3 °" where the focus is upon the nature of Christ who is to be considered
through a sense of unity. In this model, difference is underlined in the notion of
prosopon and a concrete identity, which is to be united to the nature of its own
existence through the hypostasis. While Chalcedon did seem to stress the double
nature within the hypostasis of Christ at the expense of unity, through the model in
this thesis the focus is upon unity in the hypostasis. The nature of the subject or
hypostasis indicates that an underlying substance or essence of unity is always

predominant within the subject without denuding the sense of personal existing as a

hypostasis.

Although Chalcedon tried underline unity through the stress on the one person of
Christ uniting the two natures, the stress on operations did nothing to provide a
solution to the prevailing Christological issues. The result was a continuation of
Christological polemics exemplified in Leontius of Jerusalem whose response to
monophysitism and anti-Chalcedonian supporters seemed to continue the debate. He
rebutted those who believed Christ to have one compound nature, as exampled in

Eutychcs,398 rather than two natures, which were united in a personal or outer
399

hypostasis.”” But as Prestige argued, this seemed to predicate ousia to the personal
subject, or Christ, where the two natures or ousiai become substrates, or “‘secondary
substances”.*’ That was not a problem when considering the human nature but is
problematic when the Logos part of Jesus, his divinity, was to be predicated to an
aspect of the hypostatic subject reducing Christ to a person in an Arian context. This
model divides the subject of Christ away from the metaphysical object, reducing
ousia to metaphysical aspects of the hypostatic subject, undermining both Christ’s
concrete hypostatic and essential existence. It divides Christ into separate subjects, the
Logos Christ and the human Christ,*®' where two ousiai become evident in Christ,
which is the consequence of a stress on the subject, and historically led to

Nestorianism.**> When the ontological stress, in the Trinity, is placed on the

*”” See Norman Tanner, *Council of Chalcedon 451", in Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, pp.86-87.

See also P. L'Huillier, The Church of the Ancient Councils (Crestwood, 1996), p.194, from ACO, ed. E.
Schwartz (Strasburg: 1914). See also ‘Definitio Fidei Apud Concilium Chalcedonese’, in T. H.
gindley. The Oecumenical Documents of the Faith (London: 1899), p.233.
" See the Leontius of Jerusalem, Aporiae (PG 86), 1773A (Gray).
Gray, Leontius of Jerusalem; and Leontius of Jerusalem, Testimonies of the Saints (PG 86), 1805A.
400 : . L.
Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, p-272.

01

| Ibid.
2 Ibid., p.273

199
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prosopon-subject, divine unity can become bifurcated.*®* Conversely a stress on unity
can lead to a dividing of the Christ person away from the divine nature, leading to an

Arian model.

2.5.4 Trinitarian Implications

A concept of person, when understood through a focus on the subject or prosopon,
should allow for difference, but where the stress is upon the true nature of the subject
to highlight unity. When considering an emphasis on nature, if there was in Christ no
existence outside of the divine ousia this would negate concrete specificity and a
sense of the personal in Christ. Conversely if the focus was totally on the outer subject
in the Trinity, there would be evident three subjects, who have as part of their being a
metaphysical substance held together through a communion of persons.** This
reduces the Trinity to three hypostatic subjects having a predicated ousia,*”® where
God’s hypostases have a common element, but where ousia is not the ontological
primary focus. The solution to this problem is to affirm a model which simultaneously
affirms the place for hypostatic difference, which has at its centre an essential divine
substance, and unity through that substance. The Godhead cannot be merely a
collection of individual subjects together forming a union in an existential relational
encounter, which seems to be the ever growing consensus in contemporary models as
being forged by Zizioulas. Rather the persons of the Godhead should be considered as
having existential difference, yet are in nature, absolutely unified through an essential
underlying and aware reality. This approach is supported through the Trinitarian
models of the Councils, where hypostatic difference was related to consubstantiality,
and where ousia indicates the ultimate essential reality of divine being**® by which the
hypostases came to be defined as God.*” In the Second Council of Constantinople (c.
533) this approach is especially underlined in its support for Cyril of Alexandria and

in its arguing for a single nature or essence, stating that “if anyone will not confess

ThIS 1s argued by Prestige, ibid.

Prcstnge God in Patristic Thought, p.272, p.271.
" Ibid., p.273,
lbld

" See Gregory of Nyssa, Eun.3.5 (Moore).
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that the Father, Son and Holy Spirit have one nature or substance...that there is a

consubstantial Trinity: let them be anathema”.**®

When translated into the human model of person, the stress on inner unity transforms
the notion of the outer person so that a notion of person attains a value not implied in

outward existential models.

Thus perhaps the Trinitarian definition could be understood as one essential Godhead

having three personal yet concrete characteristics, ** which stresses the unity in the

“concrete ousia”*'?

(the essential reality of being of the Godhead), while
simultaneously admitting difference or the concrete existences of the persons of the
Trinity. This sense of qualified difference, through a focus on the essential reality in
the emphasis on the ousia, puts the stress on what is providing ontological unity. The
ability to consider difference and unity together in an ontological context is possible
through the term hypostasis, but may not be possible in the term prosopon for it does
not clearly indicate a metaphysical reality within the subject, and does not allow for
an inherent quality of essential being. Taking all these movements and evolving of
ideas through the dogmatic declarations, the Greek Patristic tradition reflects the
struggle to assert concrete personhood within inner unity and therefore should be

considered within the context of evolving terms and ideas to better understand the

nature of God and thus human personhood.*""

% See Norman Tanner, ‘Council of Chalcedon 451°, in Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, p.114;
z:{gd The Seven Ecumenical Councils (NPNF 14), p.312.

Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, which is not “three Persons in one Godhead™, which has
:lc(}atipnal, perichoretic connotations, p.281.

W lblq., p.271.

This struggle is also evidenced in the Western theological constructs and exemplified in the
Trinitarian theology of Augustine (d.430) and Bocthius (d.525). The substance based model is also
taken up by Boethius, Con.Eut.111.70-95: sec also H. Chadwick, Boethius (Oxford: 1981, 2003), p.193;
Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, p.157; and J. W. Koterski, ‘Boethius and the Theological Origins of
the Concept of Person’, American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly, 78/2 (2004), p.209. In the
Western model the emphasis is upon substance, see Augustine, De. Trin. 1.9.19, 1.13.28, 5.8.10, 7.4.7.
Augustine stated: “Wherefore the substance, or, if it is better so to say, the essence of God, wherein we
um}crstand, in proportion to our measure, in however small degree, the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit, since it is in no way changeable, can in no way in its proper self be visible™, Quapropter
substantia uel si melius dicitur essentia dei, ubi pro nostro modulo ex quantulacumque particular
intellegimus patrem et filium et spiritum sanctum, quandoquidemnullo modo mutabilis est, nullo modo
polest ipsa per semetipsam esse uisibilis, De. Trin.3.X1.1-5 (Haddan).
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2.6 Conclusion

At the start of this chapter it was asked whether the Greek Fathers (Cappadocians),
had a concept of person and whether the term hypostasis could correlate to that
understanding. These questions go to the very heart of personhood, of defining what
constitutes human personhood. While Zizioulas looks to interpreting the Greek
Fathers from a relational and existential position focusing his interpretation on the
outward existence and viewing persons a modes of existence, the approach in this
thesis allows a notion of hypostasis to express a simultaneous sense of being. In this
model the concrete particular life is affirmed, but which has at its centre and ultimate
reality, an essential (ousia) metaphysical substance of being. This does not indicate
that this substance is predicated to the subject of personhood or hypostasis but that the
essence of being or Atman cannot be, as the true subjective reality, divided from the
notion of hypostasis even when expressed through hypostatic difference. Hence, ideas
relating to non-difference (or Atman) and difference (or hypostusis) are needed to

successfully express a concept of person.

The relationship between hypostatic subjectivity and Atmanic subjectivity shall be
examined in Chapters 3 and 4. Zizioulas’ interpretation of the Cappadocians was also
utilised to indicate something more than what is implied in the natural individual,
which shall be expanded in the proceeding chapters to include a qualifying of the
outer mode of existence to incorporate a notion of a deified mode of existence. This
manifests a bridge between the outer experience of hypostasis and the inner state.

It was also generally considered that the Cappadocians did have an understanding of
person through the term hypostasis but which has evolved and was generated through
the term hypostasis. They purposefully shrouded their models in apophatic language
s0 as to focus on what they could know of God, which explained their focus on the

outer operations.

However, this focus was not due to the resting of their philosophical and theological
stance at that point, but to underline that this was where they were at that moment.
This has been confused to express the only way to understand the divine, in relation to

existential differences in the divine, as compared to the divine nature. But the
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Cappadocian model is not the only model, but one way to understand God. The very
fact that the Cappadocians evolved the concept of hypostasis, which was continued
through to the Council of Chalcedon, underlines that the evolution of the terms such

as hypostasis and prosopon are not only inevitable but necessary.

This project represents an attempt to evolve the ideas further. Indeed the
Cappadocian’ model offers great scope in terms of contemporary interpretations, to
develop personhood through uncovering the meaning of ousia, while at the same time
considering the existential subject, or person, where the term hypostasis allows for a
metaphysical dimension to individual. In this context, ousia can be viewed as a
generic term, and in a holistic sense, bringing the notion of unity to ontological
categories. Even though the hypostasis/prosopon model can also be viewed in general
terms, indicating the physis of human persons and thus the possibilities of
personhood, these terms tell us nothing of what a specific person essentially is, or the
essential reality of heing in the human person. In this way the terms
hypostasis/prosopon (and also purusa) infer that that there must be an underlying

reality to that existence.

The next chapter is dedicated to understanding the relationship of subjective existence
in relation to the experience of the underlying reality through deification. While the
use of hypostasis by Zizioulas and Yannaras in their existential interpretation of
Cappadocian theology initially led to a re-examination of Cappadocian thought in this
thesis, these views also revealed that such terms as hypostasis should be qualified.

This qualifying represents a quest for unity within the notion of difference.

Hence, in the next chapter the lack of focus on the essential reality of being in the
Cappadocians are addressed and contemporary interpretations, through a focus on
deification. The notion of deification indicates what it is to be a person in the
completed sense while at the same time acknowledging the place for difference. This
model of person in the human case leads to the inclusion of a notion of deification in
human personhood where the notion of deification will be juxtaposed to the divine
will and intention of God to deify’ human persons. Humanity is deified through the
hypostatic union of the Logos and world in the Christ, where the uniting of the natures

of God's soul and body affirms a deifying of matter. This allows the deifying of the
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human person and a model which informs us how deification should be understood.
The human person is united in the perfect uniting of its body and soul in a completed
sense, through the activity of the Christ hypostasis and, in both the divine and human
cases, this model of perfect union represents a model of both difference and at the

same time union.
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CHAPTER 2.B

DEIFICATION

2.7 Introduction

While in Chapter 2A a concept of person was situated mainly through an examination
of hypostasis and ousia, in this chapter I will specifically consider person juxtaposed
to the Greek Patristic doctrine of deification or theosis.' Deification will be placed
within a substantialist hermeneutical approach to person, so as to focus on whole
person, where in person an immaterial essential and rational nature (the soul) is united
within a material existence. Through the doctrine of deification, 1 will consider a
notion of person as intimately related to what it is to be a person in a completed
context, to the “attaining of likeness to God and union with him as far as possible™.’
This completed context is not to be situated within an isolated experience of an
individual, but fundamentally related to the deifying work of Christ who through the
hypostatic union.” This allows the human condition to be conformed to the divine,
culminating in an end experience and perfection. As Maximus the Confessor (c. 580-
662) stated:

He (Paul) is of course referring to Christ the whole mystery of Christ, which
is, manifestly, the ineffable and incomprehensible hypostatic union between
Christ’s divinity and humanity. This union draws his humanity into perfect
identity, in every way, with his divinity, through the principle of person
(hypostasis); it is a union that realizes one person composite of both natures,
inasmuc4h as it in no way diminishes the essential difference between those
natures.

' The doctrine of Theosis (God-ness) has been considered as mainly connected to the Greek Patristic
tradition and thus intimately related to Orthodox theology, see Andrew Louth, * The Place of Theosis in
Orthodox Theology’, in M. J. Christensen and J. Wittung, Partakers of the Divine Nature (Michigan;
2007), p.32. In Latin deification is from Deus meaning God and facio to do or to make; man made God.
* Pseudo-Dionysius, EH 1.3 (PG 3), 376A); translation by Norman Russell, The Doctrine of Deification
‘3” the Greek Patristic Tradition (Oxford: 2004), p.l.

As expounded by Cyril of Alexandria, Unity of Christ, Il Prooem (ACO 1), 1, 6, pp-32-34 and
:\nathema I, (ACO 1), 1, 5 pp.15-25; translation by Russell, Cyril of Alexandria, pp.140-143, 179.

10 HUOTHPLOV TO AOKEKPLPHEVOY GRd TV aidvev Kal ard 1hv yeve®v viv £pavepadn, TabTov
Aeyav Snhadh 1) ypro1d 10 KT AprotdV puotiplov Todto rpodiidwg £otiv dppnTog Te Kal
anepwontog Be6TNTHG TE Katl @8vpunétnTog ke’ Ynootacty Evaoi, i TavTév dyovaa t{} BedmT
Kata ravra tpémov T T UmocTacewg Adyw Ty avBpwndmra kai piav AuEoTépwv anotelodaa Ty
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The notion of deification highlights God’s purpose for humanity, which can be
understood as a secret work of the divine for human reformulation. It is an ontological
and eschatological task, where the “unsearchable riches of the Christ are announced
and enlighten all (pwticar mdvtag) in the fellowship (kowwvia) of the mystery which
has been hidden from the ages in God, who created all things by Jesus Christ” (Eph.
3:8-9).° Hence, deification will be correlated to an ontological event within the human
person. It is equated to an awareness of the being of God within a mystical union,
where the restoration of the essential nature in person allows for a change and
awareness of the divine not previously experienced. Of course the question has been
raised whether the word theosis actually means exactly what it seems to mean. If it
does mean becoming God in a total way, as Louth points out, it challenges concepts
of justification® and makes the purpose of the cross irrelevant, for all that would be

needed was a change in consciousness not ontological reformulation.

Consequently, the very notion of deification has to be re-addressed so as to qualify
what is it means and so as to understand the ontological and existential implications of
the term. It is asserted in this thesis that deification means the union with Go