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I
ASPECTS OF PATRISTIC

THOUGHT AND HISTORY



Patristic Theology and The Ethos
of the Orthodox Church

IN 1872 WILHELM GASS published his Symbolik der
Griechischen Kirche. Gass was an expert scholar, es-

pecially competent in the field of Byzantine studies. His
monographs, Gennadius und Pletho (Breslau 1844) and Die
Mystik des Nikolaus Kabasilas (Greifswàld 1849), were
notable contributions to the study of late Byzantine theology,
little known at that time. His Symbolik also was an able
book, well written and well documented. Yet, a problem of
method was involved in his exposition. It was at this methodo-
logical point that Gass was strongly challenged by another
distinguished German scholar, Ferdinand Kattenbusch.1

In fact, Gass based his exposition of Greek doctrine,
mainly and deliberately, on the alleged "symbolic books"
of the Eastern Church, in particular on Peter Mogila's Ortho-
dox Confession (in its revised Greek version) and the
Decrees of the Jerusalem Council of 1672. Now, Kattenbusch
contested the adequacy of such an approach. In his opinion, the

This article originally appeared as "The Ethos of the Orthodox Church"
in The Ecumenical Review, Vol. XII, No. 2 (Geneva, I960), pp. 183-198.
It was a paper presented to the Faith and Order Orthodox Consultation in
Kifissia, Greece, August 16-18, 1959. Reprinted by permission of the author.

11



12 Aspe as of Church History

so-called "symbolic books" of the Eastern Church could not
be regarded as an authentic source. They were not spontaneous
expressions of the Orthodox faith. They were occasional
polemical writings addressed primarily to the problems of
Western controversy, between Rome and the Reformation, in
which the Christian East was not intrinsically involved. The
XVIIth century was not, Kattenbusch contended, a créative t

epoch in the history of the Eastern Church. In order to grasp
the genuine spirit of the Orthodox Church one had, according
to Kattenbusch, to go back to that crucial epoch—die
Gründungsepoche, when the distinctive Greek tradition in

1 theology and worship had been formed; that is, to the period
of great Christological controversies in the Ancient Church.
Iri order to understand the Orthodox Church, at her very
heart, one had to turn to the fathers, to St. Athanasius, the
Cappadocians, and indeed to Pseudo-Dionysius, rather than
to Mogila or Dositheos. Moreover, one could properly under-
stand the Orthodox tradition only out of its own central
vision. Kattenbusch rightly stressed the centrality of the
Christological vision in the total structure of the Greek
theological system: der Inbegriff aller Themata. It was this
synthetic or comprehensive method that Kattenbusch used in
his own exposition of Eastern Orthodoxy, some years later.2

Kattenbusch was right. The alleged "symbolic books" of
the Orthodox Church have no binding authority, as much as
they might have been used by particular theologians and at
particular times. Their authority is subordinate and derived.
In any case, they have no authority by themselves, but only
m so far as they are in agreement with the continuous tradi-
tion of the Churchy And at certain points they betray an
obvious Western influence. This influence was characteristic
of certain stages in the history of modern Orthodox theology,
but in no sense is it characteristic of the Orthodox Church
herself. We may quote at this point an apt statement by the
late Professor Nicholas Glubokovsky. "As a matter of fact,
Orthodoxy has no 'symbolic books' in the technical sense of
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the word. All the talk about them is extremely conditional
and conformable only to the Western Confessional schemes,
in opposition to the nature and history of Orthodoxy. It con-
siders itself the right or authentic teaching of Christ in all
its primitiveness and incorruptibility; but then—what parti-
cular distinguishing doctrine can it have except that of the
Gospel of Christ ? The Orthodox Church herself down to the
present time does not make use of any special 'symbolical
books', being satisfied with the general traditional documents
which have the character of defining the faith/'8

Gass was not impressed by the arguments of Kattenbusch.
His reply was firm and sharp. There was no "Greek Church"
in Ancient times: damals noch gar keine Griechische Kirche
gaby d.h., keine Griechische Separatkirche. The Fathers of the
Church, in Gass's opinion, were quite irrelevant for the under-
standing of contemporary Orthodoxy. For Gass, the modern
Greek Church was not identical with the Ancient Church:
she has widely departed or deviated from the early founda-
tions. Gass made this point quite emphatically in his Symbolik.
Indeed, Kattenbusch also spoke of the Griechische Partikular-
kirche. But with him it was rather a statement of fact. In
his opinion, all the distinctive marks of this Partikularkirche
were established already in the age of Chalcedon and Justin-
ian. Certain distinctive, but not necessarily divisive, features
had developed in the East and in the West already in the
early centuries of Christian history, and one speaks legitimately
of "particular" traditions: Eastern and Western, Carthaginian
and Roman, Alexandrinian and Antiochene. In any case,
since the final break with Rome, the "Greek Church"
actually existed as a Partikularkirche, just as did the "Roman
Church." But Gass went much further. In his view, the
modern Eastern Church, and probably already the Byzantine,
was actually a "new church," a new "denominational" forma-
tion, separated from the ancient Church by a long and com-
plex process of decay and deviation. In other words, she was
just a particular "denomination," among others, and had to
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be characterized as such. For this task only the modern
"symbolic books" were relevant.4

The Auseinandersetzung between Gass and Kattenbusch
was much more than just an episode in the history of modern
scholarship.5 Nor was their disagreement simply methodo-
logical. Again, Gass was not alone in his approach. It is
still typical of Western scholarship, both Roman and Pro-
testant, to characterize Orthodoxy on the basis of modern
and contemporary documents, without clear discrimination
between authoritative statements and writings of individual
authors, and without any proper historical perspective. It is
enough to mention the various studies of such authors as M.
Jugie and Th. Spacil. It is logical from the Roman point of
view: the Orthodox Church, as a "schism," must have her
distinctive, schismatic features, and cannot be "identical"
with the Catholic Church of old, even in her Eastern version.
The ultimate question is, therefore, theological. Is the con-
temporary Orthodox Church the same church, as in the age
of the Fathers, as has been always claimed and contended by
the Orthodox themselves ? Is she a legitimate continuation of
that ancient Church ? Or is she no more than a new Separat-
kirche? This dilemma is of decisive relevance for the con-
temporary ecumenical conversation, especially between the
Protestants and the Orthodox. Indeed, the Orthodox are
bound to claim that the only "specific" or "distinctive"
feature about their own position in "divided Christendom"
is the fact that the Orthodox Church is essentially identical
with the Church of all ages, and indeed with the "Early
Church," die Urkirche. In other words, she is not a Church,
but the Church. It is a formidable, but fair and just claim.
There is here more than just an unbroken historic continuity,
which is indeed quite obvious. There is above all an ultimate
spiritual and ontological identity, the same faith, the same
spirit, the same ethos. And this constitutes the distinctive
mark of Orthodoxy. "This is the Apostolic faith, this is the
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faith of the Fathers, this is the Orthodox faith, this faith has
established the universe."

II

Following the Holy Fathers... It was usual in the Ancient
Church to introduce doctrinal statements by phrases like this.
The great Decree of Chalcedon begins precisely with these
very words. The Seventh Ecumenical Council introduces its
decision concerning the Holy Icons even in a more explicit
and elaborate way: following the Divinely inspired teaching
of our Holy Fathers and the tradition of the Catholic Church
(Denzinger 302). Obviously, it was more than just an appeal
to "antiquity." Indeed, the Church always stresses the identity
of her faith throughout the ages. This identity and perma-
nence, from Apostolic times, is indeed the most conspicuous
token and sign of right faith. In the famous phrase of Vincent
of Lérins, in ipsa item catholica ecclesia magnopere curandum
est ut id teneamus quod ubique, quod semper, quod ab
omnibus creditum est (Commonitorium ç. 2.3). However,
"antiquity" by itself is not yet an adequate proof of the true
faith. Archaic formulas can be utterly misleading. Vincent
himself was well aware of that. Old customs as such do not
guarantee the truth. As St. Cyprian put it, antiquitas sine
veritate vetustas errons est {Epist. 74). And again: Dominus,
Ego sum, inquit, veritas. Non dixit, Ego sum consuetudo
(Sententiae episcoporum numéro 87, c. 30). The true tradi-
tion is only the tradition of truth, traditio veritatis. And this
"true tradition," according to St. Irenaeus, is grounded in, and
guaranteed by, that charisma veritatis certum, which has been
deposited from the very beginning in the Church and preserved
in the uninterrupted succession of Apostolic ministry: qui
cum episcopatus successione charisma veritatis certum ac-
ceperunt {Adv. haereses IV. 40. 2) . Thus, "tradition" in the
Church is not merely the continuity of human memory, or
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the permanence of rites and habits. Ultimately, "tradition" is
the continuity of divine assistance, the abiding presence
of the Holy Spirit. The Church is not bound by "the letter/'
She is constantly moved forth by "the spirit." The same
Spirit, the Spirit of Truth, which '"spake through the Proph-
ets/' which guided the Apostles, which illumined the Evan-
gelists, is still abiding in the Church, and guides her into
the fuller understanding of the divine truth, from glory to
glory.

Following the Holy Fathers. .. It is not a reference to
abstract tradition, to formulas and propositions. It is pri-
marily an appeal to persons, to holy witnesses. The witness of
the Fathers belongs, integrally and intrinsically, to the very
structure of the Orthodox faith. The Church is equally com-
mitted to the kerygma of the Apostles and to the dogmata
of the Fathers. Both belong together inseparably. The Church
is indeed "Apostolic." But the Church is also "Patristic."
And only by being "Patristic" is the Church continuously
"Apostolic",The Fathers testify to the Apostolicity of the
tradition. There are two basic stages in the proclamation
of the Christian faith. Our simple faith had to acquire com-
position. There was an inner urge, an inner logic, an internal
necessity, in this transition—from kerygma to dogma.
Indeed, the dogmata of the Fathers are essentially the same
"simple" kerygmaf which had been once delivered and
deposited by the Apostles, once, for ever. But now it is—
this very kerygma—properly articulated and developed into
a consistent body of correlated testimonies. The apostolic
preaching is not only kept in the Church: it lives in the
Church, as a depositum juvenesceris, in the phrase Of St.
Irenaeus. In this sense, the teaching of the Fathers is a
permanent category of Christian faith, a constant and ultimate
measure or criterion of right belief. In this sense, again,
Fathers are not merely witnesses of the old faith, testes anti-
quitatis, but, above all and primarily, witnesses of the true
faith, testes veritatis, Accordingly, our contemporary appeal
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to the Fathers is much more than a historical reference—to
the past. "The mind of the Fathers" is an intrinsic term of
reference in Orthodox theology, no less than the word of
the Holy Writ, and indeed never separated from it. The
Fathers themselves were always servants of the Word, and
their theology was intrinsically exegetical. Thus, as has been
well said recently, "the Catholic Church of all ages is not
merely a child of the Church of the Fathers, but she is and
remains the Church of the Fathers."6

The main distinctive mark of Patristic theology was its
"existential" character. The Fathers theologized, as St. Gre-
gory of Nazianzus put it, "in the manner of the Apostles,
and not in that of Aristotle," άλιευτικώς ούκ αριστοτε-
λ ι κ ό ς {Horn. XXIII. 12). Their teaching was still a "mes-
sage," a kerygma. Their theology was still a "kerygmatic
theology," even when it was logically arranged and cor-
roborated by intellectual arguments. The ultimate reference
was still to faith, to spiritual comprehension. It is enough
to mention in this connection the names of St. Athanasius,
St. Gregory of Nazianzus, St. Maximus the Confessor. Their
theology was a witness. Apart from the life in Christ theology
carries no conviction, and, if separated from the life of faith,
theology may easily degenerate into empty dialectics, a vain
polylogia, without any spiritual consequence. Patristic the-
ology was rooted in the decisive commitment of faith. It
was not just a self-explanatory "discipline," which could be
presented argumentatively, i.e., αριστοτελικός, without a
prior spiritual engagement. This theology could only be
"preached," or "proclaimed," and not be simply "taught"
in a school-manner; "preached" from the pulpit, proclaimed
also in the word of prayer and in sacred rites, and indeed
manifested in the total structure of Christian life. Theology
of this kind can never be separated from the life of prayer
and from the practice of virtue. "The climax of purity is
the beginning of theology," in the phrase of St. John
Klimakos (Scala Paradis?, grade 30). On the other hand,
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theology is always, as it were, no more than "propaideutic,"
since its ultimate aim and purpose are to bear witness to the
Mystery of the Living God, in word and in deed. "Theology"
is not an aim in itself. It is always but a way. Theology
presents no more than an "intellectual contour" of the
revealed truth, a "noetic" testimony to it. Only in an act of
faith is this contour filled with living content. Yet, the
'contour" is also indispensable. Christological formulas are
actually meaningful only for the faithful, for those who have
encountered the Living Christ, and have acknowledged Him
as God and Saviour, for those who are dwelling by faith in
Him, in His Body, the Church. In this sense, theology is
never a self-explanatory discipline. It appeals constantly to the
vision of faith. "What we have seen and have heard, we
announce to you." Apart from this "announcement" theo-
logical formularies are of no consequence. For the same
reason these formulas should never be taken out of their
spiritual context. It is utterly misleading to single out certain
propositions, dogmatic or doctrinal, and to abstract them from
the total perspective in which only they are meaningful and
valid. It is a dangerous habit just to handle "quotations,"
from the Fathers and even from the Scripture, outside of the
total structure of faith, in which only they are truly alive.
"To follow the Fathers" does not mean simply to quote their
sentences. It means to acquire their mind, their φρόνημα.
The Orthodox Church claims to have preserved this mind
[φρόνημα] and to have theologized ad ment em Patrum.

At this very point a major doubt may be raised. The
name of "Church Fathers" is normally restricted to the
teachers of the Ancient Church. And it is currently assumed
that their authority, if recognized at all, depended upon their
"antiquity," i.e., upon their comparative chronological near-
ness to the "Primitive Church," to the initial or Apostolic
"Age" of Christian history. Now, already St. Jerome felt
himself constrained to contest this contention: the Spirit
breathes indeed in all ages. Indeed^ there was no decrease
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in "authority," and no decrease in the immediacy of spiritual
knowledge, in the course of Church History—-of course,
always under the control of the primary witness and revela-
tion. Unfortunately, the scheme of "decrease," if not of a
flagrant "decay," has become one of the habitual schemes of
historical thinking. It is widely assumed, consciously or sub-
consciously, that the early Church was, as it were, closer to
the spring of truth. In the order of time, of course, it is obvious
and true. But does it mean that the Early Church actually
knew and understood the mystery of the Revelation, as it were,
"better" and "fuller" than all subsequent ages, so that
nothing but "repetition" has been left to the "ages to come" ?
Indeed, as an admission of our own inadequacy and failure,
as an act of humble self-criticism, an exaltation of the past
may be sound and healthy. But it is dangerous to make of it
the starting point of our theology of Church History, or even
of our theology of the Church. It is widely assumed that
the "age of the Fathers" had ended, and accordingly should
be regarded simply as an "ancient formation," archaic and
obsolete. The limit of the "patristic age" is variously defined.
It is usual to regard St. John of Damascus as "the last Father"
in the East, and St. Gregory the Great or Isidor of Seville
as the last in the West. This habit has been challenged more
than once. For instance, should not St. Theodore of Studium
be counted among the Fathers ? In the West, already Mabillon
suggested that Bernard of Clairvaux, the Doctor Mellifluus,
was actually "the last of the Fathers, and surely not unequal
to the earlier ones."7 On the other hand, it can be contended
that "the Age of the Fathers" has actually come to its end
much earlier than even St. John of Damascus. It is enough
simply to recall the famous formula of the Consensus
quinquesaecularis which restricted the "authoritative" period
of Church History actually to the period up to Chalcedon.
Indeed, it was a Protestant formula. But the usual Eastern
formula of "Seven Ecumenical Councils" is actually not very
much better, when it tends, as it currently does, to restrict
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the Church's spiritual authority to the eight centuries, as if the
"Golden Age" of the Church had already passed and we are
now dwelling probably in an Iron Age, much lower on the
scale of spiritual vigor and authority. Psychologically, this
attitude is quite comprehensible, but it cannot be theologically
justified. Indeed, the Fathers of the Fourth and Fifth centuries
are much more impressive than the later ones, and their
unique greatness cannot be questioned. Yet, the Church re-
mained fully alive also after Chalcedon. And, in fact, an
overemphasis on the "first five centuries" dangerously distorts
theological vision and prevents the right understanding of
the Chalcedonian dogma itself. The decree of the Sixth Ecu-
menical Council then is regarded just as a kind of "appendix"
to Chalcedon, and the decisive theological contribution of St.
Maximus the Confessor is usually completely overlooked. An
overemphasis on the "eight centuries" inevitably obscures the
legacy of Byzantium. There is still a strong tendency to treat
"Byzantinism" as an inferior sequel, or even as a decadent
epilogue, to the patristic age. Probably, we are prepared, now
more than before, to admit the authority of the Fathers. But
"Byzantine theologians" are not yet counted among the
Fathers. In fact, however, Byzantine theology was much more
than a servile "repetition" of Patristics. It was an organic
continuation of the patristic endeavor. It suffices to mention
St. Symeon the New Theologian, in the Eleventh century,
and St. Gregory Palamas, in the Fourteenth. A restrictive
commitment of the Seven Ecumenical Councils actually con-
tradicts the basic principle of the Living Tradition in the
Church. Indeed, all Seven. But not only the Seven.

The Seventeenth century was a critical age in the history
of Eastern theology. The teaching of theology had deviated
at that time from the traditional patristic pattern and had
undergone influence from the West. Theological habits and
schemes were borrowed from the West, rather eclectically,
both from the late Roman Scholasticism of Post-Tridentine
times and from the various theologies of the Reformation.
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These borrowings affected heavily the theology of the alleged
"Symbolic books" of the Eastern Church, which cannot be
regarded as an authentic voice of the Christian East. The
style of theology has been changed. Yet, this did not imply
any change in doctrine. It was, indeed, a sore and ambiguous
Pseudomorphosis of Eastern theology, which is not yet over-
come even in our own time. This Pseudomorphosis actually
meant a certain split in the soul of the East, to borrow one
of the favorite phrases of Arnold Toynbee. Indeed, in the
life of the Church the tradition of the Fathers has never been
interrupted. The whole structure of Eastern Liturgy, in an
inclusive sense of the word, is still thoroughly patristic. The
life of prayer and meditation still follows the old pattern.
The Philokalia, that famous encyclopaedia of Eastern piety
and asceticism, which includes writings of many centuries,
from St. Anthony of Egypt up to the Hesychasts of the
Fourteenth century, is increasingly becoming the manual of
guidance for all those who are eager to practice Orthodoxy
in our own time. The authority of its compiler St. Nicodemus
of the Holy Mount, has been recently re-emphasized and
reinforced by his formal canonization in the Greek Church.
In this sense, it can be contended, "the age of the Fathers"
still continues alive in the ''Worshiping Church." Should it
not continue also in the schools, in the field of theological
research and instruction? Should we not recover "the mind
of the Fathers" also in our theological thinking and con-
fession? "Recover," indeed, not as an archaic pose and habit,
and not just as a venerable relic, but as an existential attitude,
as a spiritual orientation. Actually, we are already living in
an age of revival and restoration. Yet it is not enough to
keep a "Byzantine Liturgy," to restore a "Byzantine style"
in Iconography and Church architecture, to practice Byzantine
modes of prayer and self-discipline. One has to go back to
the very roots of this traditional "piety" which has been
always cherished as a holy inheritance. One has to recover
the patristic mind. Otherwise one will be still in danger
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of being internally split—between the "traditional" pattern
of "piety" and the un-traditional pattern of mind. As "wor-
shipers," the Orthodox have always stayed in the "tradition
of the Fathers." They must stand in the same tradition also
as "theologians." In no other way can the integrity of Ortho-
dox existence be retained and secured.

It is enough, in this connection, to refer to the discus-
sions at the Congress of Orthodox theologians, held in Athens
at the end of the year 1936. It was a representative gathering:
eight theological faculties, in six different countries, were
represented. Two major problems were conspicuous on the
agenda: first, the "External influences on Orthodox Theology
since the Fall of Constantinople"; secondly, the Authority of
the Fathers. The fact of Western accretions has been frankly
acknowledged and thoroughly analyzed. On the other hand,
the authority of the Fathers has been re-emphasized and a
"return to the Fathers" advocated and approved. Indeed, it
must be a creative return. An element of self-criticism must
be therein implied. This brings us to the concept of a
Neopatristic synthesis, as the task and aim of Orthodox
theology today. The Legacy of the Fathers is a challenge for
our generation, in the Orthodox Church and outside of it.
Its recreative power has been increasingly recognized and
acknowledged in these recent decades, in various corners of
divided Christendom. The growing appeal of patristic tradi-
tion is one of the most distinctive marks of our time. For
the Orthodox this appeal is of special urgency and importance,
because the total tradition of Orthodoxy has always been
patristic. One has to reassess both the problems and the
answers of the Fathers. In this study the vitality of patristic
thought, and its perennial timeliness, will come to the fore.
Inexhaustum est penu Patrum, has well said Louis Thomassin,
a French Oratorian of the Seventeenth century and one of
the distinguished patristic scholars of his time.8



Patristic Theology and the Ethos of the Orthodox Church 23

III

The synthesis must begin with the central vision of the
Christian faith: Christ Jesus, as God and Redeemer, Humili-
ated and Glorified, the Victim and the Victor on the Cross.

' 'Christians apprehend first the Person of Christ the Lord,
the Son of God Incarnate, and behind the veil of His flesh
they behold the Triune God/* This phrase of Bishop Theo-
phanes, the great master of spiritual life in Russia in the
last century, may serve appropriately as an epigraph to the
new section of our present survey.

Indeed, Orthodox Spirituality is, essentially and basically,
Christocentric and Christological. The Christocentric emphasis
is conspicuous in the whole structure of Orthodox devotional
life: sacramental, corporate, and private. The Christological
pattern of Baptism, Eucharist, Penance, and also Marriage,
is obvious. All sacraments are, indeed, sacraments of the
believer*s life in Christo. Although the Eucharistie Prayer,
the Anaphora, is addressed and offered to the Father and
has, especially in the rite of St. Basil, an obvious Trinitarian
structure, the climax of the Sacrament is in the Presence of
Christ, including also His ministerial Presence ("for Thou
Thyself both offerest and art offered"), and in the personal
encounter of the faithful with their Living Lord, as partici-
pants at His ''Mystical Supper." The utter reality of this
encounter is vigorously stressed in the office of preparation
for Communion, as also in the prayers of thanksgiving after
Communion. The preparation is precisely for one's meeting
with Christ in the Sacrament, personal and intimate. Indeed,
one meets Christ only in the fellowship of the Church. Yet,
personal emphasis in all these prayers is dominant and pre-
vailing. This personal encounter of believers with Christ is
the very core of Orthodox devotional life. It suffices to
mention here the practice of the Jesus Prayer—it is an intimate
intercourse of penitent sinners with the Redeemer. The
Akathistos Hymn to the "Sweetest Jesus" should also be
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mentioned in this connection. On the other hand, the whole
of the Eucharistie rite is a comprehensive image of Christ's
redemptive oikonomia, as it was persistently emphasized in
the Byzantine liturgical commentaries, up to the magnificent
Exposition of the Holy Liturgy by Nicholas Kabasilas. In
his other treatise, The Life in Christ, Kabasilas interpreted
the whole devotional life from the Christological point of
view. It was an epitome of Byzantine spirituality.9

Christ's Mystery is the center of Orthodox faith, as it is
also its starting point and its aim and climax. The mystery
of God's JBeing, the Holy Trinity, has been revealed and
disclosed by Him, who is 'One of the Holy Trinity." This
Mystery can be comprehended only through Christ, in medi-
tation on His Person. Only those who ""know" Hifn can
"know" the Father, and the Holy Spirit, the "Spirit of
adoption"—to the Father, through the Incarnate Son. This
was the traditional way, both of Patristic theology, and of
Patristic devotion. The lex credendi and the lex orandi are
reciprocally interrelated. The basic pattern is surely the same
in both. The aim of man's existence is in the "Vision of God'3

in the adoration of the Triune God. But this aim can be
achieved only through Christ, and in Him, who is at once
'perfect God" and "perfect Man," to use the phraseology
of Chalcedon. The main theme of Patristic theology was
always the Mystery of Christ's Person. Athanasian theology,
as well as Cappadocian theology, was basically Christological.
And this Christological concern permeated the whole theo-
logical thinking of the Ancient Church. It is still the guiding
principle of Orthodox theology today. Indeed, there is actu-
ally nothing specifically "Eastern" in this. It is simply the
common ethos of the Ancient Church. But, probably, it
has been more faithfully preserved in the Eastern Tradition.
One can evolve the whole body of Orthodox belief out of
the Dogma of Chalcedon.

In Patristic theology the Mystery of Christ has been
always presented and interpreted in the perspective of Salva-
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tion. It was not just a speculative problem. It was rather an
existential problem. Christ came to solve the problem of
man's destiny. This soteriological perspective is conspicuous
in the thought of St. Irenaeus, St. Athanasius, the Cappa-
docians, St. Cyril of Alexandria, St. Maximus, St. Symeon the
New Theologian, up to St. Gregory Palamas. Yet, "Soteri-
ology" itself culminates in the concept of "New Creation."
It was both the Pauline and the Johannine theme. And the
whole dimension of Christology is disclosed only in the
doctrine of the Whole Christ—totus Christus, caput et corpus,
as St. Augustine loved to say. The doctrine of the Church is
not an "appendix'' to Christology, and not just an extrapola-
tion of the "Christological principle," as it has been often
assumed. There is much more than an "analogy." Ecclesiology,
in the Orthodox view is an integral part of Christology.
There is no elaborate "ecclesiology" in the Greek Fathers.
There are but scattered hints and occasional remarks. The
ultimate reason for that was in the total integration of the
Church into the Mystery of Christ. "The Body of Christ" is
not an "appendix." Indeed, the final purpose of the Incarna-
tion was that the Incarnate should have "a body," which is
the Church, the New Humanity, redeemed and reborn in the
Head. This emphasis was especially strong in St. John
Chrysostom, in his popular preaching, addressed to all and to
everybody. In this interpretation Christology is given its full
existential significance, is related to man's ultimate destiny.
Christ is never alone. He is always the Head of His Body.
In Orthodox theology and devotion alike, Christ is never
separated from His Mother, the Theotokos, and His "friends,"
the saints. The Redeemer and the redeemed belong together
inseparably. In the daring phrase of St. John Chrysostom,
inspired by Ephes. 1. 23, Christ will be complete only when
His Body has been completed.

It is commonly assumed that, in counterdistinction from
the West, Eastern theology is mainly concerned with Incarna-
tion and Resurrection and that the "theology of the Cross/'




