The hypostasis-person
in philosophy and theology

A great deal of discussion about the person-hypostasis
is going on today. Different interpretations are being giv-
en according to the outlook and views of each interpreter
and there is a superabundance of analyses.

In the preceding chapter I presented the teaching of the
holy Fathers about the person. In fact the holy Fathers used
the term ‘person-hypostasis’ for God, with the aim of over-
turning the heretical views of Sabellios and other heretics,
who used the term more to mean the mask. It should be
pointed out particularly that the holy Fathers speak more
of the hypostasis, which in any case is identified with the
person. '

According to Theodoros of Raith, “a hypostasis is some-
thing subsistent and essential in which the sum Fotal of
accidents subsists as within a single underlying thing and
energy”!. The term ‘hypostasis’ is derived “fiom the verb
to subsist and to exist and underlie altogether
sence denotes only being, hypostasis denotes
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something has and what sort it is”? What w
hypostasis is true also of person, because hypostagj isig
tical with person. According to St. John OfDamaskOS f}?
holy Fathers used the term ‘hypostasis’ and ‘PCrson” ang
‘individual’ for the same thing, namely, that which u,;
own subsistence subsists of itself from essence and ac;.
dents, and is numerically different”®. The hYPOStaSiS-per_
son 1s an essence with distinctive features, since esse,me
does not subsist without hypostasis nor hypostasis withoy
essence. Thus the essence is what is common to all the
hypostases having the same essence, while the hypostasis-
person is the particular. For example, we can say that ]
people have common features, because they are people,
but the concrete person has particular features, particular
accidents which characterise him, and this is called a ‘hy-
postasis’.

We shall come back to analysing these topics later, when
we look at the teaching of the Church about the person-
hypostasis. But here we want to emphasise that many peo-

ple in our time do not understand the teaching of the holy
Fathers of the Church about the person, because they con-
fuse it with the teachings of the philosophers. There are
philosophers and psychologists who speak of person and
personality, but they mean very different things. Here the
saying of St. Gregory Palamas applies: “And if any of the
Fathers says the same thing as those outside, it is true only
of the words, but the meanings are far apart’™,

The confusion was created by the fact that in ancient

¢ Say ab()u[

€
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4 . John of Damaskos: Philosophical chapters, chapter 43, FC vol. 37,
p. 68

5 . Gregory Palamas: Triads, 1,1,11
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rimes the person was a cover of the being ; :

ed with the mask which the actor wor;g;ritt\:: St;;);neu—
perform a certain role. The Fathers, however, assoc;:tctz
the person closely with the hypostasis, giving another con-
tent to the term ‘person’. We must also note that even fo-
day the philosophers and philosophisers give a differéﬁt
meaning to the person-hypostasis from that which it has iﬁ
the Orthodox Church, and therefore terrible confusion is
created in the use of these terms.

What follows will help us to look at the contemporary
conceptions of the person and to see how these views re-
Jate to the teaching of the holy Fathers. We need to think
seriously and ecclesiastically about this subject. And of
course, as we know, it is a very serious one, because this is
the perspective from which we can solve all the social and
personal problems.

1. The person according to philosophy

Although ‘prosopon’ (person) exists as a term in an-
cient Greek thought, it is not associated with permanence.
Ancient Greek thought in its essence is “a-personal"’."‘ln
its Platonic variation, everything concrete and ‘ind1v1dq—
al’ is ultimately referred to the abstract idea whif:h consti-
tutes its ground and final justification”. In Platonic thougl‘lt
the person is an ontologically impossible concept, because
the soul through reincarnation, by which it can rettilrn.t;)
life in a different being, is not permanently Fonnectet) V\zlll
one specific “individual”’. According to Arxstgtle, ;hcc;u:;
of the person is ontologically impossible, precisely b¢

6 0 . 085, p. 27t
6. John D. Zizioulas: Being as communion. London, 1 p

7. Ibid. p. 28
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“aman is a concrete individual

long as his psychosomatic union endures - death
the concrete ‘individuality’ completely and defin
Thus the soul’s return to the world of ideas ang it
tion by that world, as we]] as the elimination of the body
as Platonism teaches, and the breakdown of the Psychoso.
matic composition by death, which characterises Aristote-
lianism, create monstrous problems for the ontology of the

person. The person as a hypostasis is impossible in ancien;
philosophy.

ity but only Cndureg for 5.

diSSOI\/QV)
itive]y
S abSOrp‘

“Thus ancient Greek thought proves incapable of mak-
Ing a synthesis between permanence and ‘individuality’
and of creating a true ontology of the person as an abso-
lute concept™, Therefore, as we said before, the holy Fa-
thers assigned a different significance and meaning to the
‘person’, associating it with the hypostasis. Furthermore, in
the Church, through the sacraments and the ascetic life, man
transcends death, which js nevertheless a challenge to the
person. This is why we cannot base the teaching about the
PErson as a hypostasis on ancient Greek philosophy.

But also modern philosophy, from Descartes on, refer-
ring to the person, associates j with its ethical and psy-
chological meaning. Let us take Kant, for example, who
says that the person is manifested when his acts are inde-
pendent of the reality of the laws of nature. Max Scheler
moves in this context. “He sees the person in the indepen-
dence of man’s actions, as opposed to the mechanism of

nature, and in his personal responsibility. According to
Nikolai Hartmann “Man acts as a pPerson in accordance

with the commands of his ethical hypostasis, commands

8. Ibid.
9. Ibid. p. 29
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in which the spiritual values of life are embodied”. Like-
wise. according 10 the philosopher Immanuel Hermann
Fichte, conscience and freedom are cardinal marks of man’s
personality. Also other philosophers speak of the person;
some of them, influenced by western theology, character-
ise the person in relation to God and refer to perfection of
the person“’. In general we must say that those in the West
who speak about the ‘person’ interpret it in the framework
of psychology, because they associate it with conscious-

ness. According to them, a person is one who possesses
self-knowledge. Therefore western per-

consciousness and
ically from the Church’s teaching about

sonalism differs rad

the person.
We must say that even those philosophers who associ-

ate the person with movement towards God and with the
person’s rebirth, nevertheless belong to western theology:
which is a prisoner of metaphysics. For just this reason the
teaching of the western theologising philosophers difters
distinctly from the teaching of the holy Fathers, which has
no room for Hellenic ontology and western metaphysics.

Also among the great contemporary philosophers €On-
cerned with the person-hypostaSis is Martin Heidegger, O

whom we shall make particular reference and present his
views more extensively, judging them from an orthodox
iticises western ontol-

point of view. Because Heidegger c1l

ogy, and also approaches the teaching of the Fathers of the
Church at several points, he is respected by contemporary
theologians. We are not going (O analyse all of Heideg-
ger’s theses, but mainly those which interest us on the sub-

ject that we are developing here:

10. See Mark Siotos: The Christia
thens 1984, p. 129f (Greek)

person. A-

n teaching about man as
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Heidegger was born in 1889 in Messkirch in Baden and

studied theology, philosophy, and historical ang Natury
sciences. In 1923 he was made professor of phiIOSOphy at
Marburg. A blot on his life was that for ten months he
enrolled in the Nazi party, for which he was later indicte(
and lost his seat at the University. This, of course also shoys
the relationship which exists between ontology and politi-
cal totalitarianism!’.

His classic work, which established him in the philo-
sophical world, was “Being and time”. It was published in
1927 and was concerned with the meaning of being.
Heidegger is not an existential philosopher, but a philoso-
pher of the meaning of being. In one of his statements he
writes: “I must repeat that my philosophical tendencies
cannot be classified as a ‘philosophy of existence’. The
problem which concerns me is not that of human exist-
ence, but it is the problem of Being in its wholeness and a3
such”'. He tries to define what being is, what it means.
.Phﬂ.OSOPhy until then wag asking the question what a be-
Ing 1s, whereas he wag putting the question of the meaning
of being!?,

Tho'se who have been occupied with Heidegger’s work
have discovered that there are tw .

I'l. See Christos Malcvitsis’s epilog

metaphysics. Dodonj, 1973 | 5
12, 1bid. p. 258 (Epilogyey
13, Ibid. p. 270

Y€ 1o Heidegger’s Introduction to
55-257 (Gk)
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guage of the tradition”, while in the second he mainly uses

the poetical, mystical, apophatic. The metaphysical lan-

guage proceeds up to a point, and from there on it has to

be transformed'*.
At the beginning of his book “Introduction to Meta-

physics” he analyses exhaustively the basic questions of
metaphysics: “Why are there beings and not nothing?” All
the philosophers are trying to give an answer o this basic
and fundamental question. Heidegger, analysing this ques-
tion more deeply, says that the thought leads to another,
more basic question: “what is this being?”"®. To answer
the question “what is being” leads to perplexity, because it
approaches the incomprehensible‘6. Interpreting the word
“be” grammatically and etymologically, he says that it is
not the third person of “to be”, but the infinitive, which
does not mean “is”, but “to be”, just as to eat does not
mean that someone is eating, but to cat!?. Speaking about
man, he examines the subject of who is man and not what
is man!®. At this point one can Se¢ Heidegger's originality
and how he differs from metaphysics.

In order to demonstrate the relationship between Being
and beings, Heidegger uses two German words:
‘da-sein’. The students of Heidegger interpreting these two
words, especially the second, within the perspective Qt all
his philosophical thinking, give them different (ranslations.
Sein points to being, and Christos Malevitsis ¢@
“being present”, that is to say the form of being W

‘sein’ and

|ls da-sein
hich lives

14. Ibid. p. 267.
15- H&?idegger, Introduction to
6. Ibid. chapter 2, p. 73f

17. Ibid. p. 260. Epilogue
18. Ibid,

Metaphysics, chapter 1
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in the world, and elsewhere he translates it 4 “Man” Co
stantine Georgoulis translates it as “human hYPOStasig«}f
and Yannis Tzavaras puts it as “to be here”, | Persony,
believe that da-sein is better rendered by the term hypos;.
sis, because, as Christos Malevitsis also maintains i the
German language the word da-sein means existence, pres.
ence, and the related verb means I exist, I am present”
So according to Heidegger there is a real relationsh;
between being and the human hypostasis. “Man does no:
exist on the one hand and the being on the other; these two
do not have independent meanings. Classical metaphysxf;
made this separation, and with the abolition of meta.phy?:
ics this separation should also be abolished. The bemg}x;
neither a concept nor an object; no one can underst‘and-lt-
because it is its own source. But neither is man the ‘ratio-
nal animal’ of metaphysics. Being belongs to man, and maI:
belongs to being. Being calls to man, and mar’lﬂfnswen
being. Being is this call; and man is this answer”. -
In his book “Being and time” Heidegger explorf:a :
meaning of being. At one point in his book, referring t'(;
the inquiry into the meaning of being, which has t?een 105_
and fallen into oblivion, he points out that two partial ques-
tions must be answered. One question is: what realm. of
reality should be investigated in order to find the meam{‘i’
of being? And the other is: what is the method that wil
further this investigation? '
With reference to the first question he maintains that 1n

order to find the meaning of being, one must investigale
the human hypostasis. The human hypostasis has the ca-

19. Cf. Martin Heidegger: Being and Time. Oxford, Blackwell, 1967 p.
27, note 1.
20. Christos Malevitsis, op. cit. p. 269



1. The person according to philosophy 123

pacity to acquire knowledge that it exists, and at the same
iime also to be aware of the being of the other beings, that
s to say, that they too exist, in an essentially different way.
Here, in other words, we have the characteristic features
of the human hypostasis, which are self-knowledge and
otherness. With these two characteristics Heidegger stresses
the other ontological essence of human existence as well,
which is “to be taken out of oneself”. In the human hy-
postasis the presence of being supervenes. Thus in study-
ing the human hypostasis by the principles which he uses,
we can see what is the meaning of being.

To the second question, relating to the method which
we should employ for ontological analysis he says that 1t
is the “phenomenological method”. In analysing this meth-
od, he elucidates the terms “phenomenon” and “logos”.
According to Heidegger, the “phenomenon” “is that fact
through which being is revealed”, that is to say the revela-
tion and manifestation of being in its true form. The “lo-
gos” is “expressing an opinion”. Therefore the phenome-
nological method by which one answers the question of
the meaning of being, constitutes «expressing or display-
ing the phenomena”?'.

So it is obvious from what we have said previously that
there is a relationship between being (Sein) and hypostasis
(Dasein) and that through the hypostasis we can acquire
knowledge of the meaning of the being, which lies within

the human hypostasis. This view which Hcidegger_had ap-

proaches the teaching of the holy Fathers concerning man

in the image and that man is a hypostasis, 'a per'son.
Heidegger differs from other existentia!lst phllosophers

in that, whereas they look at man cubstantially, he looks at

—

21. Constantine Georgoulis: The encyclo

pedia Helios, vol. 18, p. 504
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him existentially. There is just as great a differ

ence b,
tween substantial and existential as there g between, oni
and ontological. “The ontic relates to what map j, in b

worldliness, while ontological relat.es to his bong With
Being”. When we speak of a substaptlal Problem We meay
the problem which is related to this ex1.stenc.e of man i,
itself, whereas when we speak of an existentia] problem,
we are referring to man’s relationship, reference ff“d pro-
gress towards Being. The ontological and.the existential
certainly have reference and movement, wl.nlfj‘ th.e substan-
tial and ontic confine human existence within its narrow
limits?2,

Analysing the human hypostasis, Heidegger says that
care, which is differentiated into worldly care - when man
comes in touch with the things which exist - and human
care - when he comes in touch with the other man - make’:?
up the being of man. This care which constitutes T
being is made up of three structural elements. One is “aban-
donment”. Man feels that he is in the world, he does nt?f
know where he was before, he does not know where he i
going, no one consulted him about choosing this life of his
in the world. We can ca]] this element self-knowledge. The
second element g “ecstasis”, which indicates that man "18
always coming out towards the world, always going forth
from himself”. Ang the third structural element of concern
1s “presentness”, which can be conveyed as otherness,

which means that jf i accepted that his being lives close

to other beings, differen; from himself. “Existence is al-
ways with others:

R
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qothingness. Thus, “peneath the experience of dread it will
be seen how the things which exist will be able also not to
exist. For even existence will be able not to exist. Even if
it exists it will not exist for ever; its end is always imma-
nent. Existence will understand that to exist is “to exist-
owards death™?. Deliverance from death is the deliver-
ance of existence from dread.

Heidegger's philosophy of the meaning of being and of
human existence is Vvery important and interesting from
the theological point of view. It interests us because Heideg-
ger made a great revolution and a great criticism of the
philosophical thought and metaphysics of antiquity as well
as of his time. Philosophical metaphysics in reality regards
man as an autonomous being, and what is most important,
it exhausts the truth in human thought. It considers that it 1s
only through reason that we can sketch Being. Heidegger
proved that the truth 1s not exhausted in thought and conjec-
ture alone, but it moves beyond that. Thus he gave priority
to existence, which is by no means fully expressed in rea-

son, but in its movement towards communion with Being.

We can look at the great significance of Heidegger’s
taphysics, in oth-

philosophy from this angle. Classical me

er words, “mistook truth as & symphony of thought and
object”, while for Heidegger «the truth is a fact of rev§la~
tion and not of symphony”*". He expressively emphasises
that “thought is a response to the call of Being”, tbmkmg
does not beget, “but it i there to the degree to which Bc
ing is present”. So when man is not thinking aboul bgmg;:
in reality he is not thinking”?. In his book “Being and ime

—

33. Ibid. p. 263-267
4. Tbid. p. 270-271
25. Ibid. p. 272
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Heidegger repeatedly criticises classical and m
physics in relation to man and the hypostasis,
to what is Being?®,

Metropolitan John (Zizioulas) of Pergamos notes thy;
Heidegger represents an important stage in the Progress of
Western thought, especially in the liberation of ontology
from an absolute “ontism” and from philosophica] ratio-
nalism, though not in fact from the concept of conscigys.
ness and of the subject”??, Heidegger in his way makes 3
radical criticism of the scholasticism of the West, which
exhausts the truth in terms of logic. And this is very signif-
icant and interesting.

Nevertheless we cannot misguidedly connect Heideg-
ger’s philosophy with the theology of the Fathers of the
Church, because there is a great difference between them.
That is to say, we emphasise its importance for refuting
Western metaphysics, but W€ must point out the differenc-
es. Otherwise we may distort the orthodox teaching. This
Is very important because we know that unless the writ-
ings of St. Dionysios the Areopagite are interpreted in the
orthodox way, as St. Maximos the Confessor did, they can
be seen as agnostic, as unfortunately scholastic theology
saw them. The apophaticism of St. Dionysios the Areopag-
ite, and of the Orthodox Church in general, has no rela-
tionship with the agnosticism of the West.

I consider Very important the observation of the Rever-
end Metropolitan of Pergamos John Zizioulas that “the ust?
of Heidegger in the interpretation of patristic theology rurll(;
into fundamenta] difficulties. As pointers to these one WoU

odern Mety.
but ag, as

26. See in Martin Heide
P- 72f and 126f

27. John D. Zizioylas: Being and communion, op. cit. p. 45

1962,
gger: Being and time. Blackwell, Oxford
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have to pose among others the following questions: (a) Is
it possible to conceive of an ontology outside time in
Heidegger, or of an ontology within time predicated of God
in the Greek Fathers? (b) Is it possible for death to be an
ontological concept in the Fathers, who regard it as the
Jast enemy of being? (c) Is it possible to regard the con-
cept of truth (a-letheia), in the sense of a manifestation
and outgrowth from oblivion (lethe), as an inevitable at-
tribute of the ontology predicated of God?"2,

These questions are quite interesting and show the dif-
ference between Heidegger’s philosophy and the theology
of the holy Fathers of the Church concerning being and
concerning the human hypostasis.

First it must be observed that Heidegger himself also
pointed out the difference between theology and philoso-
phy, and therefore a Christian philosophy is not valid. In
his book “An introduction to metaphysics” he says “a faith
that does not perpetually expose itself to the possibility of
unfaith is no faith, but merely 2 convenience... a daring
attempt to unfathomm this unfathomable question by dis-
closing what it summons us to ask, to push our question to
the very end, Where such an attempt occurs there is phi-
losophy... This is neither faith nor questioning, but indif-
ference”. Taking this position as his starting-point he pre-

sents the difference between philosophy and theology. “Phi-

losophy is this very foolishness (meaning 0 question con-
nd square and a

stantly). A “Christian philosophy” is 8 FOUne S © -
misunderstanding. There 18, t0 be sure, a thxr}klng Inquir

ing pondering of the world of Christian experience, i: c. of
the world of faith. But this is theology-- For tbe ()I'lgl‘l’la}
Christian faith, philosophy is foolishness. ‘I philosophise

—

28. Ibid. p. 45
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means I ask: “Why are there essents rather than
Really to ask this question signifies: a daring
fathom this unfathomable question by disclos;
summons us to ask, to push our question ¢ th
Where such an attempt occurs there is philosg

Yet the theology of the Fathers cannot be Jip
as Heidegger’s ontology is. According to the Holy Fathers
God belongs to the eternal, the angels and saints belong to
the ages and man belongs to time. The difference between
time and ages is not very great, but the difference between
the ages and eternity is enormous, as great as that between
the uncreated and the created. To be sure, the economy of
God, that is to say the incarnation, took place in time, but
theology belongs to the eternal.

Likewise it is known from the teaching of the Fathers
that death is not an ontological phenomenon, that is, it 1
not a structural element of the human hypostasis, but a
Intervention in the existence of man and the world. Decay
and death are a parasite of nature. Death is an enemy
man, and in the end Christ will liberate us from this dea-[t'lé
Thus we experience the transcendence of death by the mu
in Christ. God did not create the world negatively’-bm?ﬁ;
itively, that is, without death. Death is an intcrvcgnon.‘ay i}
1$ why it is not an ontological phenomenon: that 18 0®
is not characteristic of the hypostasis.

Heidegger affirms that the word ‘truth’ (ﬂ‘ e
made up of the alpha privitive and the Wo.rd lle his 1
points to appearing and emerging from oblivion: , ?.1*1-uth 13
troduction to metaphysics” he writes about tru{h[‘ means v
inherent in the essence of being. To be an cssenw,s pl
come to light, 1o appear on the scene, (0 take Of

T , 1-8
29. Martin Heidegger: An introduction to metaphysics: P

NOthiy 1
attemp
Ng why it
€ Very enq
phy"®.

ked to time,

Jetheid)
and
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to produce something. Nonbeing, on the other hand, means:
to withdraw from appearing, from presence...”*’. But about
God we cannot say that truth belongs to being and that
manifestation is “a category of ontology”, which means
that its manifestation is necessary for its existence. We re-
alise from the patristic tradition that the truth, such as love
and justice, is not the essence of God, but His uncreated
essential energies. God is not truth, since He is self-re-
vealing from His oblivion, but He is truth according to His
uncreated essential energy.

Apart from these points Heidegger’s view of Being and
of the human hypostasis is very significant, because with
it he makes a criticism of all the personalistic systems of
his time and presents the frames within which the human
hypostasis should be examined.

The being present, the human hypostasis, is a manifes-
tation of Being, and naturally the human hypostasis is
marked by reference and movement towards Being. What
follows will, I think, show just what the person—hypostasis
is in the teaching of the Fathers of our Church. Philoso-
phy, apart from the few correct pointers, is unable to come
up to the full meaning and analysis of the person. This in-

terpretation presupposes truth, that is to say revelation,
manifestation, as it was given to the Fathers of the Church.

2. The person in Western and Orthodox theology

Many people today are speaking aboul the person. Some
refer 1o it in the sense of the human persom. which they

consider very important for daily life, since people cannot
be subjected to the mass, and others deny i

—_—

30. Ibid. p. 136

tor consider it a
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heresy, because the Fathers did not speak of Man -
son.

Confusion is being created about the me
person, because the problematics as well as
point for discussing the subject differ in the
Orthodox East. In general we can observe th
the person is interpreted in philosophical an
cal frames of reference, while in Orthodoxy
ed theologically. This point is essentia] for the understang.
ing of this serious subject, because if it is not confronteq
in this way, there will be confusions with many consequenc-
es. I should point out that the main topics in what follows
are among the serious points made by the Reverend Met-
ropolitan of Pergamos John Zizioulas. With penetration and
sobriety he defines how the problems about the person differ
for the Westerner and the Orthodox Christian. |

In the West the person is spoken of within philosophi-
cal and mainly psychological presuppositions. In otf}ef
words, the main characteristics of the person are con§1§-
ered (o be self-knowledge, reasoning abilities and, chict
ly, consciousness. When anyone succeeds in knowing bt
self and when he places himself in space and time, [hen:
according to Westerners, he becomes a person afl‘_j ap ;;[
sonality. Some indeed reach the point of emphasising ?mc
the emergence of (he erotic element, especially at ¢ 'Fl[hi
of Puberty, is what characterises the development of
Personality of map

Actually many contemporary pS)’ChOlOgi?"11
connect the person and personality with self-kn o
and freedom, Unfortunately, many theologians o (f)lt whe?
have been influenceq by these ideas and ‘hmk,th‘hi]osv‘
the holy Fathers speak of person, they mean what P
phy and psychology have in view.

aning of the
the Starting.
West ang the
atin the WeSt
d Psycholog.
1L 18 confron;.

analys®
Owledg"
me
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The most dreadful thing is when such anthropocentric
interpretations are also projected upon God. When we try
to look at the Persons of the Holy Trinity with psycholog-
ical interpretations, we distort the teaching of the holy Fa-
thers of the Church. “Western theology has worked by the
principle that the psychological experiences of the indi-
vidual can be transposed to the existence of God™?*!. This
means that in the West theology (the word about God) is
interpreted from within the economy (from what God cre-
ated and did). And in fact one observes that “the West al-
ways had the tendency to project into theology, into the
word about God, the experiences of the reality of the econ-
omy 2.

We see this clearly in the teac
who had a great influence on Western theology,
the Franks used his teaching in order to connect it with the
teaching of the holy Fathers of the Church.

St. Augustine, influenced by Platonism, tried to inter-
pret the dogma concerning the Holy Trinity within Platon-
ic anthropology. Using psychological interpretations, that
is to say, starting from man, he characterised God as nous.
Since God is nous, the three Persons of the Holy Trinity
are characterised as mindfulness (Father), knowledge (Son)
and love (Holy Spirit). Within this perspective the Holy
Spirit is the link of love between the Father and the Son,
and thus we come to the teaching of the ‘filioque’™.

Indeed we must note that even St. Gregory Palamas,

speaking of the Holy Spirit, says: «n kind of ineffable yet

hing of St. Augustine,
because

ern theology. Pho-

31 Metropolitan John Zizioulas of Pergamos: West

totyped notes, p. 23

32. Ibid. p. 17

33. Metropolitan John Zizioulas of Pergamos: I
matics, part 2, phototyped notes, p- 26-27 (Gk)

_essons in Christian dog-
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