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A Look to the East

Introduction

This paper is intended to be only the beginning of what will most likely be a lifetime of study, research, and honest seeking as to the orthodoxy of the Eastern Orthodox Church.  In no way do I claim a comprehensive understanding of Eastern Orthodoxy or of Protestantism for that matter, but what I do seek as a believer is an understanding of what the gospel really is—and to understand what salvation by God’s grace alone through faith alone really means.  As a missionary to the Russian people I MUST attempt to study and understand the theology, writings and heartbeat of Eastern Orthodoxy. Frankly, I must also say that as a Westerner this has been an extremely difficult task, yet quite necessary.  My intention is to better understand Eastern Orthodoxy as a whole so that I will be better equipped to minister to Russian-speaking people (of which Eastern Orthodox teachings have had a huge impact) and to give proper respect where valid, as well as, to present Biblical truth where truth is lacking or simply omitted.
Any laborer who wants to reach the Russian people must come to terms with the impact of the Eastern Orthodox theological influences on Russian speakers. Even if one has had only a nominal affiliation with the Eastern Orthodox Church, one must remember that for more than 1000 years the Eastern form of Christianity has shaped the mindset, culture and thinking patterns of the Russian speakers.  Thus, whether former communist atheist, indifferent agnostic, or traditional Russian Baptist, one will have been influenced by the concepts and traditions of Eastern Orthodoxy in some form or fashion.

In light of this, my desire is to investigate several topics and show the commonalties as well as the differences between Protestantism
 and Eastern Orthodoxy.  The topics that I have chosen to address are as follows (though not necessarily in this order):  the doctrine of the Trinity, God as Creator, man’s creation in the image and likeness of God, the existence of evil and its origin, the Fall of man, the doctrine of salvation, theosis, the role of the Church, the authority of Scripture, some true and some supposed differences between East and West and a brief look at the life of Patriarch Cyril Lucaris.  Lastly, there are many other matters that are addressed along the way that simply came about in researching the larger subject headings that I hope will help in creating the overall picture of both Eastern Orthodoxy and Historic Protestantism's understanding of man, grace, and the gospel and how this grace is given to the believer.  

The Trinity

Concerning the doctrine of the Trinity, the EOC
 cites statements from the same Creeds to which Historic Protestantism adheres, namely, that of the first two Ecumenical Councils:  the Council of Nicaea (325) and the First Council of Constantinople  (381). In fact, Protestants owe a great debt of gratitude to many of the early fathers for soundly defending essential truths of the Christian faith. For example, the primary affirmation in the Nicene Creed states that Jesus Christ is “true God from true God”, “one in essence” or “consubstantial” (homoousios)
 with God the Father.  Thus, EO teaches that Jesus is equal to the Father and EO theologians use as a Scriptural backing John 10:30:  “I and the Father are One.”  Later in the fourth century the Greek Fathers came to the same conclusion about the Holy Spirit stating that he (the Spirit), too, is truly God and “one in essence” with the Father and the Son.  Though most certainly claiming God as One these three -- Father, Son, and Holy Spirit -- are from all eternity distinct Persons or as the Nicene Creed says:  “three persons in one essence.”  So in the One True God one finds genuine unity and diversity not a mere philosophic theory but a real and living Tri-unity!  The former Protestant turned EO theologian, Timothy Ware, describes this concept as such, “The Christian God is not just a unit but a union, not just a unity but a community ...  He is triunity:  three equal persons, each one dwelling in the other two by virtue of an unceasing movement of mutal love.”

The EOC also teaches that though distinctions exist with the three Persons of the Godhead, never is there separation.  The Tri-unity has one will and never acts apart from one another, yet in this Trinity one finds real diversity.  In a statement which would refute modalism
, Ware states, “The distinction between the three persons  is to be regarded as an eternal distinction existing within the nature of God  himself; it does not apply merely to his exterior activity in the world.  Father, Son and Spirit are not just ‘modes’ or ‘moods’ of the Divinity, not just marks which God assumes for a time in his dealings with creation and then lays aside.  They are on the contrary three coequal and coeternal persons.”
  Attempting to further discuss this true and legitimate mystery, St. Gregory of Nyssa writes, “There is between the three a sharing and a differentiation that are beyond words and understanding.  The distinction between the persons does not impair the oneness of, nor does the shared unity of essence lead to a confusion between the distinctive characteristics of the persons.” 
  Likewise does the EOC affirm the eternality of the Son from the Nicene Creed, “There never was a time when he was not” and they apply this as well to the Holy Spirit.

It is important to understand that EO theologians speak often of the things of God as mysteries, sometimes well-founded and sometimes not. In this particular case, Protestantism would heartily agree that the concept of the Trinity is indeed  a mystery  never to be fully comprehended by man. Along these lines, EO theologians refer to the doctrine of the Trinity as paradoxical in that it lies beyond finite human words and understanding.  There is no doubt that a mere human mind would never come to such a concept or conclusion apart from divine revelation from God.  With language we can discuss the Trinity, but we can never fully comprehend it.  “Our reasoning powers are a gift from God, and we must use them to the full; but we should recognize their limitations.  The Trinity is not a philosophical theory but the living God whom we worship; and so there comes a point in our approach to the Trinity when argumentation and analysis must give place to wordless prayer.” 
 Regarding this statement, I believe most Protestants would agree as well. However, it is often difficult to assess whether EO is referring to the Trinity as a "mystery" in the above mentioned fashion or whether the terminology of "mystery" is simply a carry-over of the Greek philosophic influences of Plato, Plotinus and the gnostics who taught the idea of a nameless, unknowable God.

Furthermore,  the filioque
 controversy introduced a new East/West division. The EO theologian understands God the to be the source, fountain or principle of origin for the other two members of the Tri-Unity (The Son  and The Spirit).  The Father serves as the bond of unity between the three Persons of the Godhead.  The defining Person of the Trinity is the Father for the Son is “begotten” by the Father and the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father.  Thus, enters at least one factor
 leading to the split of the Eastern and Western Church in 1054.

The Latin West added to the text of the Creed without the consensus of the Eastern Church, the the term, filioque (“and from the Son”) for the West teaches that the Spirit proceeds from both the Father and the Son. According to the Bible, we understand that the Spirit is of the Son just as the Son is of the Father.  However, the Arian heresy taught that the Son was created by the Father, and that the Spirit was created by the Son. Because of this controversy and shakeup, first the Council of Nicaea in a.d. 325 and then the Council of Constantinople in a.d. 381, were convened in order to construct a more proper statement regarding this doctrine.  In the Apostles Creed, we simply read the confession, "I believe on the Holy Ghost." The exact same words are repeated in the Nicene Creed. However, in the Creed of Constantinople as Charles Hodge notes we find the added phrase,"I believe in the Holy Ghost, the divine, the life-giving, who proceedeth from the Father, who is to be worshipped and glorified with the Father and the Son, and who spake through the prophets."
 In the Athanasian Creed (so-called), it is said that the Spirit is consubstantial with the Father and the Son; that He is uncreated, eternal, and omnipotent, equal in majesty and glory, and that He proceeds from the Father and the Son. These creeds are Catholic, adopted by the whole Church. Since they were framed there has been no diversity of faith on this subject among those recognized as Christians."

EO considers this doctrine of “double procession" as theologically incorrect and spiritually harmful.  “According to the Fathers of the fourth century, whom the Orthodox Church follows to this day, the Father is the sole source and ground of unity in the Godhead.  To make the Son a source as well as the Father, or in combination with him, is to risk confusing the distinctive characteristics of the persons.”
  Whereas, the West would describe the relationships within the Trinity as that of the unbegotten Father, the eternally begotten Son from the Father (John 1:18; 3:16, 18; 1 John 4:9) and the Holy Spirit who eternally proceeds from the Father and the Son (John 14:26; 16:7).  The terms generation and procession are used to denote a relationship and functions within the Trinity and suggest in no way an inferiority between the Three Persons.  Each member of the Godhead is equal in authority as the following lines state:  The Father as authoritative and supreme (1 Cor. 8:6); the Son as equal to the Father (John 5:21–23); the Holy Spirit as being (cf. Matt. 12:31; blasphemy against the Spirit is blasphemy against God).

Further, it should be stated EOC’s position on the procession of the Spirit is not intended to weaken the fact the Spirit is of the same essence as that of the Father and the Son.  The Eastern Church strongly holds that the Spirit is “one in essence” with the other members of the Godhead as the Greek Fathers stated in the Nicene Creed of the fourth century.  Concerning some of the Spirit’s functions, Ware notes:

Just as the Son shows us the Father, so it is the Spirit who shows us the Son, making him present to us.  Yet the relation is mutual.  The Spirit makes the Son present to us, but it is the Son who sends us the Spirit XE "Holy Spirit" .  (We note that there is a distinction between the ‘eternal XE "Eternal"  procession XE "Trinity: procession" ’ of the Spirit and his‘temporal mission.’  The Spirit XE "Holy Spirit"  is sent into the world, within time, by the Son; but, as regards his origin XE "origin"  within the eternal XE "Eternal"  life of the Trinity XE "Trinity" , the Spirit XE "Holy Spirit"  proceeds from the Father XE "God" 

 XE "God: as Father"  alone. 

As to the question of what exactly is the difference between the “generation XE "Trinity: generation" ” of the Son and the “procession XE "Trinity: procession" ” of the Spirit XE "Holy Spirit" , EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  answers that it is simply incomprehensible in regard to the manner.  St. John of Damascus XE "St. John of Damascus"  stated, “We have been told that there is a difference between generation and procession, but what is the nature XE "nature"  of this difference, we do not understand at all.”
  This author would certainly agree that Trinitarian concepts go beyond the human ability to comprehend and are thus true mysteries in the mind of man, yet fully resolved in the mind of God. This poses no threat to the believer for man's finite and imperfect reason is not the final judge of what "is" and what "is not."

Oh, the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How unsearchable are His judgments and His ways past finding out!“For who has known the mind of the Lord?Or who has become His counselor?” “Or who has first given to HimAnd it shall be repaid to him?”For of Him and through Him and to Him are all things, to whom be glory forever. Amen. (Romans 11:33-36)

God as Creator

The second subject matter at hand is that of God XE "God"  as Creator XE "God: Creator" .  Here one again finds both commonalities and differnences of doctrine.  East as well as West would espouse the ex nihilo (“out of nothing”) creation XE "Creation"  by the triune God according to his divine, sovereign choice.   However, there seem to be different nuances of meaning in relation to this  doctrine which is often couched in equivocal terminology. From the Protestant Reformed perspective, Herman Bavinck points out that the Christian Church has "unitedly held fast to the confession: 'I believe in God the Father, Almighty, Creator of heaven and earth.' And by creation it meant that act of God through which, by his sovereign will, he brought the entire world out of nonbeing into a being that is distinct from his own being."
 In direct opposition to Aristotle's pronouncement, ex nihilo nihil fit ("nothing is made from nothing"), the Christian Church has never taught that non-being is the source of being. Ex nihilo is not describing God creating the world from some pre-existing matter but states that that which did not exist was called into existence by God Almighty. "Hence the expression ex nihilo is on a level with the term post nihilum: the preposition ex does not designate [the cause] but only excludes a material cause; the world has its cause, not in itself, but only in God." 

  

From the Eastern perspective, Timothy Ware comments, "the words 'out of nothing' signify, first and foremost, that God created the universe by an act of his free will. Nothing compelled him to create; he chose to do so. The world was not created unintentionally or out of necessity; it is not an an automatic emanation or overflowing from God, but the consequence of divine choice."
 At first, this statement appears to be quite in agreement the teachings Historic Christianity. However, Ware goes on to clarify his meaning by stating, "Rather than say that God created the universe out of nothing, we should say that he created it out of his own self, which is love...Creation is not so much an act of his free will as of his free love...God is all that he does, and so his act of creating is not something separate from himself." These statements seem to bring in confusion as to the creature / Creator distinction. However, regarding Ware's position, he does provide a very sound presentation of the contingent nature of man when he states, "Existence is always a gift from God -- a free gift of his love ... God alone has the cause and source of his being in himself; all created things have their cause and source not in themselves, but in him."

It is important to point out that a total embracing of the doctrine of ex nihilo creation should brilliantly proclaim the truth of God's absolute sovereignty over all things and the corresponding truth of man's complete dependence upon God for all things -- including knowledge and even the air he breathes! Sadly, as we will see throughout the course of this paper particularly in the areas of anthropology and soteriology, this is not the case, for man [both Eastern and Western] constantly robs God of the glory due him and scrambles to set himself above or equal to God.

Emanations vs. the Creator/Creature Distinction

Secondly, the teaching of God's creation "out of nothing" must rule out all forms of emanation or intermediate beings between God and man. Again, the Church as a wole has to her great downfall, been strongly influenced by the "emanation theory." 

The Pseudo-Dionysius

Certain works
 dispersed around A.D. 520 (whose authorship is uncertain) have been attributed to the so-called philosopher Dionysius, the Areopagite, who has been called the Church's "father of Mysticism." Though there is much controversy surrounding the authorship (thus, the name pseudo-Dionysius), it is clear that these writings had a tremendous effect upon the Church as a whole. The works themselves demonstrate that the author was a Neo Platonist and that his desire was not only to spread these views among the Christian Church but also to show that his doctrines were not at all at variance with the doctrines of Christianity. Thus, couched in Christian terminology and equivocal speech, this pseudo-Dionysius set forth his Neo-Platonism using concepts such as sin, redemption and even God in his writings but having very different means from that of the Bible.

  One such example of this double-speak is the teaching of the Neo-Platonists regarding "simple being", of which nothing can be known but which is said to be the ground and source of all things. It is true that this "simple being" is referred to as "God" but again this is the "god" of equivocal speech (which is no "god" at all and certainly not the God of the Bible) for this "god" is described as having no attributes whatsoever and as one who cannot be known by man. Thus, from this "simple being" or "god", the universe came into existence by a process or emanation; however, nothing can be inferred as to the nature of the cause from the nature of the effects. Charles Hodge further describes the Neo Platonist "emanation theory,"

These emanations are of different orders; decreasing in dignity and excellence as they are distant from the primal source. The first of these emanations is mind, nou`", intelligence individualized in different ranks of spiritual beings. The next, proceeding from the first, is soul, which becomes individualized by organic or vital connection with matter. There is, therefore, an intelligence of intelligences, and also a soul of souls; hence their generic unity. Evi1 arises from the connection of the spiritual with the corporeal, and yet this connection so far as souls are concerned, is necessary to their individuality. Every soul, therefore, is an emanation from the soul of the world, as that is from God, through the Intelligence.…

The end of philosophy is the immediate vision of God, which gives the soul supreme blessedness and rest. This union with God is attained by sinking into ourselves; by passivity. As we are a form, or mode of God’s existence, we find God in ourselves, and are consciously one with him, when this is really apprehended; or, when we suffer God, as it were, to absorb our individuality.
 

Particularly, in the last paragraph quoted by Hodge, one can see the seeds that eventually bear fruit in the EO teaching of "theosis" (the deification of man) which emphasizes ascetic practices in order to aid the indiviual in his process of deification. With the teachings of pseudo-Dionysius we see a clear example of a "wolf in sheep's clothing" parading as an "angel of light" only to lead God's people astray.  Akin to many other heretical doctrines and false teachers, he claimed that his teachings encapsulated the true meaning of Christian doctrine which, of course, has been "secretly" handed down to the "special ones" of the faith through Church Tradition. This is another element of which we must be aware in false teachings -- the tendency to exalt a certain person or persons as being a "special channel" of God and thus turn the believer from the revealed Light of God as found in the Scriptures alone.  Sadly, these teachings that are based in pagan philosophy and not in the Word of God have been translated and passed on to thousands, thus making an impact on the Church even today.

Natural Attractions to the Writings of the pseudo-Dionysius

Part of the acceptance and natural attraction by the Church of the writings of the pseudo-Dionysius (as well as many modern heresies today) can be stated as follows: 1) they appear Christian by using equivocal speech and terminology, 2) they claim to give a "deeper" insight into the mysteries of God, 3) they claim to satisfy man's deep longing for communion with God (not by God's prescribed way as set forth in the Bible, but by a "secret way"). Furthermore, Hodge notes, 

This system was only one form of the doctrine which has such a fascination for the human mind, and which underlies so many forms of religion in every age of the world; the doctrine, namely, that the universe is an efflux of the life of God, —all things flowing from him, and back again to him from everlasting to everlasting. This doctrine quiets the conscience, as it precludes the idea of sin; it gives the peace which flows from fatalism; and it promises the absolute rest of unconsciousness when the individual is absorbed in the bosom of the Infinite.

In summary, we must remember that contrary to all forms of pantheism and other paganistic theories, the ex nihilo doctrine of creation asserts that the world is neither a part of nor an emanation of the being or essence of God. Rather, the world has a distinct being of its own that is distinct from the being of God.

A Trinitarian Affair

Irenaeus (175-195), in his work, Against Heresies, maintained that the triune God alone, apart from any so-called "intermediate" beings, created all things.
 Likewise, Bavinck notes, "the doctrine of creation as the work of the whole Trinity was clearly developed by Athanasius and the three Cappadocians in the East, and by Augustine in the West."
 Athanasius pointed out that no creature can be the efficient cause of creation; thus, if the Son participates in the creation of the world with the Father, then He can in no way be seen as an intermediate, created being and must be the same in essence with the Father.
 Augustine's addition sounds a beautiful note of agreement: "by this supremely, equally, and immutably good Trinity all things are created" so that the entire creation bears the stamp of the Trinity."
 Thus, as to the Trinitarian work of creation, we find common ground in both the East and West (that is, common ground among the "biblical remnant" of the East and West
) and variance only with those who have been officially named heretics of Church. 

Purpose of Creation

Eastern theologian XE "Theologian: of the East" s at times emphasize that the motive of God’s creation is his love.  In fact much stress is placed on "God the Lover" who created out of His own love by His own choice “so that there might be besides himself other beings to participate in the life and the love that are his.”
  The Bible does in fact speak of God's goodness being manifest in his creation, as well as stating God's love toward his creatures. Ware XE "Timothy Ware"  futher states that the world is dependent on God and that we as created, finite beings exist only because of the love and mercy XE "mercy" 

 XE "Mercy"  of God.  The cause and source of all created things lies in God alone for He alone is self-sourced; “God alone is noun; all created things are adjectives.”
 From this statement, one gets the impression that a clear creature/creation distinction is indeed maintained. However, in understanding the EO interpretation of God as "sustainer" of all one finds divergence with Reformed Protestantism.  

Here we should review some of the false paganistic and philosophical views of the purpose of creation. Pantheism attempts to explain God's purpose in creation from the being of God in one of two ways. The first is from the "abundance" of God's being, namely that God's being is so great that all things naturally flow from it, yet the farther away from God the creation is found, the more it approaches non-being and becomes "matter." This again refers to the theory of emanation which was born from the East, and which spread extensively in Persia and India and is found in the highly developed philosophical systems of Gnostism and Neo-Platonism.
 The second explanation states that God created the world from his "poverty." In other words, God must create the world in order to express the full development of his Being. Bavinck explains this "needy" view of God and sets forth the Christian position:

In himself he is pure potentiality who is nothing but can become anything. He has to objectivize himself and, by contrasting himself with the world, become "spirit" or "personality" in man. In himself God is not yet the Absolute; he only achieves this status through the world-process...

Over against this pantheism, which abolishes the personality of God and deifies the world, theism maintains the teaching that creation is an act of God's will. But that will is not to be construed as arbitrary volition.

However, the West as well has not escaped elements of these influences as can be seen theologically in the modern "process theology" movement (Process Theology will be briefly discussed a few paragraphs following this one.)

The Eastern View of Present Continuous Creation

The EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  theologian XE "Theologian"  does not see creation as simply a chronological starting point to the world but as an affirmation that at the present moment, as well as all moments, man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  and the created world depend upon God XE "God"  for their very existence.  According to Ware, "When Genesis states, 'In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth' (1:1), the word 'beginning' is not to be taken simply in a temporal sense, but as signifying that God is the constant source and sustainer of all things."
  Creation is seen as a continual act as opposed to a past act , that is creation is viewed as a “present relationship.”  Ware XE "Timothy Ware"  flatly asserts:  “As Christians we affirm not pantheism XE "pantheism"  but ‘panentheism
 XE "panentheism" .’  God is in all things yet also beyond and above all things.”
  Thus, the thought is that at this moment and always God is (present continuous) making the world as well as the person.

This type of thinking could be compared to and analyzed with the conlusions result in the Process Theology of the West. The theological work of Charles Hartshorne (b. 1897) combined with the work in metaphysics of Alfred North Whitehead (1861-1947) form the basis of what is known as Process Theology. It is, however, agruable that Process Theology has its roots in Kantianism XE "Process Theology"  and is likewise enamoured with the dialectical process. At any rate, Bruce A. Ware provides a concise overview of the essence of Hartshorne's understanding  of the nature of God which is set forth in process thinking:

Essentially, Hartshorne charges that classical theism was wrong, not in conceiving of God as absolute, independent, and immutable, but in conceiving of him as such exclusively. For Hartshorne, the absoluteness of God is part of the truth; the fuller truth is that God is both absolute and relative, independent and dependent, changeless and changing, eternal and temporal, infinite and finite.

The subject of Process Theology is quite vast and not intended to be examined in detail here; however, one can see fairly quickly from the above quote, that the ideas set forth in this type of theology are direct attacks on truth as absolute, the sovereignty of God, and the immutability XE "God: attributes of"  of God XE "God"  (Mal. 3:6; James 1:17).  At the end of the semantic games of process thought one is left with a God who is absolutely relative, dependent, and changeable, as well as a God in whom one cannot be assured will always be benevolent – clearly not the God of the Bible!
Perhaps one fundamental similarity to point out between Process Theology and Eastern Orthodoxy lies in the failing or "fuzzying" of both to understand the clear distinction between the Creator and the creature. If one asserts a view of "panentheism", then the being of man ultimately must be a part of the being of God and as such man is ultimately absorbed in God﻿’s infinite being and essence. This is unacceptable for the Christian on a multitude of levels and does great violence to the holy nature of the incommunicable attributes of God, not to mention an encroachment on His sovereignty. Cornelius Van Til elaborates on this point:

The immutability of God is involved in his aseity. God is “unchangeable in his existence and essence; as he is in his thought and will, in all his purposes and decrees.”
   He is called the Jehovah who changes not, (Mal 3:6) and with him there is no shadow that is cast by turning.
...the Bible does not hesitate to attribute all manner of activity to God. God creates the world; he keeps his eye on it constantly, not merely on the world in general, but even on the minutest details. But throughout all this activity with respect to the created universe, he himself is said to remain unchanged. Is 41.4, Is 43.10, Is 46.4, Is 48.12, Dt 32.39, Jn 8.58, Heb 13.8. Herein exactly lies the glory of the Christian doctrine of God, that the unchangeable one is the one in control of the change of the universe. If he were the abstract one of Aristotle, he would be nothing but the correlative of the universe, and would therefore have no control over it.

As Dr. Van Til makes clear, God is certainly not the "distant, aloof" God that Process Theology makes him out to be, for He is intimately involved in the lives of men and the affairs of the world. However, God himself never changes and in this the Christian has his anchor.

The Concept of Evil XE "Evil" 
Regarding the ex nihilo creation XE "Creation"  by God, EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  does provide some clear statements as to the fact that all which God XE "God"  created was exceedingly good (Gen 1:31). However, EO also demonstrates an inconsistency in its anthropology regarding Adam not being originally created in his "realized potential." (This is discussed in detail in the section dealing with "Image and Likeness.") Additionally, EO claims to refute all forms of dualism XE "Dualism"  including the Manichaeans XE "Manichaeans" , the Gnostic Valentinians XE "Gnostic Valentinians" , and the Platonists XE "Platonists"  while affirming a summum bonum (“Supreme Good”; God) and denying a summum malum (“supreme evil”). The Historic Protestant Creeds would be in agreement with God's creation being "good" and with the error of dualism, yet it is in the carrying out of these doctrines that both East and West often fail, falling prey either to speculations or to utilizing man's reason as the final judge.

Take for example, the Latin father, Tertullian (c. 160–225). In his desire not to attribute evil to the nature of God, Tertullian unfortunately grants supreme authority to human reason. Dr. Van Til, speaking of Tertullian's error says the following: 

He [Tertullian] is anxious to blame the devil instead of God for the entrance of evil in the world. But in excusing God he is demoting God. He is, with Plato in the Republic, arguing in effect that since God is good he must be finite. There must be a power of evil equally ultimate with God. Tertullian thinks it is contradictory to say that God is the source of the whole of human nature and that the whole of this human nature was created good. He assumes what the Romanists and Arminians assumed after him, that the nature of God cannot be anything that human logic, based on human autonomy, says it cannot be. Sin cannot proceed from a human nature that has been created by God. Therefore man is set between God and the devil as two independent and mutually hostile forces. The heretics had argued, as heretics always do, that if God had made man perfect, and if therefore man’s freedom lies in obedience to God’s will, then man is merely a puppet of God. In short the heretics had charged that the teachings of the Rule of Faith were deterministic. It was in accord with their basic principle to make such charges. If man is autonomous then it is he that must, by the use of the law of contradiction as an abstract principle, determine what is and what is not possible in reality.

Van Til goes on to point out a lesson from which both East and West could greatly benefit. Tertullian should have simply "stuck to the Bible" in his attempt to analyze man and evil. In doing so, he would have set forth that both man and Satan were created good and that evil indeed had its origin in a creature (Satan and then man). Then if the objection were raised that since God created both Satan and man, God must then be the author of sin who makes man a pawn -- at this point, Tertullian could have said, "unless men live by the Rule of Faith
 there is neither freedom in man nor rationality in God. For on the assumption of human autonomy man operates in a vacuum and if he then looks for unity, it is a unity of abstract principle that would swallow him up." 
 The believer must not set man's reason above that which is revealed in the Bible. In other words, man's inability to explain an apparent contradiction in his finite mind does not give him the right to make a pronouncement upon God's Word and then come up with his own more "satisfactory explanation." All apparent contradictions are resolved in the infinite mind of God and thus the Christian has very solid ground upon which he can stand. 

Without a doubt, the Christian doctrine of sin is central for a proper understanding of man as well as God. With the doctrine of sin, man is faced with mysterious elements that simply are not fully revealed in Scripture. Clearly there is an irrational and inexplicable nature as to sin and sin's origin; however, these must not be used to "excuse" man from his sin and guilt. The Bible sets forth the entrance of sin into the human race in the disobedience of Adam, the father and "covenant" head of the race. The Apostle Paul explains, "Therefore, just as through one man sin entered the world, and death through sin, and thus death spread to all men, because all sinned—(Romans 5:12).  Likewise, Adam's sin and the result of his sin upon all men from then on is set forth in the Protestant Westminster Confession of Faith,  “the guilt of this sin was imputed; and the same death in sin, and corrupted nature, conveyed to all their posterity descending from them by ordinary generation”.
 Reformed theologian, Charles Hodge, also presents a very clear statement as to the Historic Protestant doctrine of sin:

Protestants teach not only that sin is a specific evil, that it has relation to law, that that law is the nature and will of God, and that it takes cognizance of and condemns all forms and degrees of moral evil or want of moral excellence, but also that the formal nature of sin is the want of conformity to the divine law or standard of excellence. This want of conformity is not a mere negation, such as may be predicated of a stone or of a brute, of whom it may be said they are not conformed to the image of God. The want of conformity to the divine law which constitutes sin is the want of congeniality of one moral nature with another; of the dependent and created nature with the infinitely holy nature, which of necessity is not only the sum but the standard of all excellence. Herein is sin that we are not like God. As the opposite of reason is unreason, the opposite of wisdom is folly, and the opposite of good is evil; so the opposite of the divine holiness is sin. It matters not of what exercises or states in the nature of a moral being this opposition may be predicated; of deliberate acts, of merely impulsive acts, or of dispositions or habits; if opposed to the divine nature it is sin, hateful in itself and worthy of condemnation. There is a positive element, therefore, in all sin. That is, it is not merely the privation of righteousness, but it is positive unrighteousness. Because the absence of the one in a moral nature is the other, the want of congeniality with God is alienation from God, and, as the Scriptures say, enmity towards Him. The Protestant symbols and theologians, therefore, in defining sin, not merely as selfishness or the love of the creature or the love of the world, which are only modes of its manifestation, but as the want of conformity of an act, habit, or state of a man with the divine law, which is the revelation of the divine nature, have in their support both reason and conscience. This doctrine of the nature of sin is fully sustained by the authority of Scripture.

It is very important to keep in mind that Scripture is not giving man an “explanation” of sin’s origin such that would allow him to solve the mystery of how man whom God created good could become sinful in the free exercise of his own will. Nor do we have the answer as to how sin came to exist in a universe absolutely controlled by a Holy and infinitely good God.  However, God is his wisdom has given us in Scripture all that we need to know so as to make sense of man, his dilemma and what had to be done in order to solve this sin problem. The Bible never attributes sin to God but states that "Every good gift and every perfect gift is from above, and comes down from the Father of lights, with whom there is no variation or shadow of turning" (James 1:17; see also Gen. 1:31). Knowing from the revelation of Genesis 1:31 where God himself pronounces all that he has made to be good, we see that sin was not an element in God's original created order. Yet, we also are told that sin came into human experience (it had already been in existence in Satan who also choose by his own free will to disobey God) by man's own free will. Thus, we do not find an answer as to the "why" or "how" this evil came about, but we have through revelation and God's grace what is absolutely necessary for man to understand himself, his world and his dilemma.
Ware, for reasons quite similar to Tertullian and in an attempt to "explain" the nature of evil states the follow and sites several quotes from various saints, "Since all created things are intrinsically good, sin or evil as such is not a 'thing', not an existent being or substance" ...[quoting St. Gregory of Nyssa] “sin does not exist in nature XE "nature"  apart from free will; it is not a substance in its own right"...  [quoting St. Maximus the Confessor]“Not even the demons are evil by nature, but they become such through the misuse of their natural powers." 
  Ware continues by describing evil XE "Evil"  is "parasitic" and a "twisting and misappropriating" that which is in good itself and which resides not in the thing itself but in one’s attitude or will toward the thing. Then in his closing comments on the subjuct of evil, Ware introduces the elements of "illusion" and "unreality" into his definition:

to say that evil is the perversion of good, and therefore in the final analysis is an illusion and unreality, is not to destroy its powerful hold over us. For there is no greater force within creation XE "Creation"  than the free will of beings endowed with self-consciousness and spiritual intellect; and so the misuse of this free will can have altogether terrifying consequences. 

As stated previously, Protestant teaching does affirms that sin XE "Sin"  is found both in Satan and man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  and that sin is a disorder or abnormality within creation—yet a disorder of the worse possible kind. There is much to be found in common between East and West as to the doctrine of sin, that is, so long as we both stick strictly to Scriptural revelation. However, it is evident that even in having much common ground as to sin entrance into to the world, there are clear and marked divergences (in both the East and the West) that immediately arise as to the effect or results of Adam's sin on the rest of mankind, namely the question of man's "free will" after the Fall and man's ability to "cooperate with God" in salvation. I believe that these issues arise from the same problem that both man and Satan had in the Garden -- a desire to be autonomous, that is, in essence a desire to be God.
God indeed has a purpose for allowing sin into the cosmos and although the believer will not fully comprehend the purpose, nature or origin of sin this side of heaven, he can rest assured that God's purposes are good and all wise and will bring him the most glory. As St. Augustine wrote, "For the Almighty God, who, as even the heathen acknowledge, has supreme power over all things, being Himself supremely good, would never permit the existence of anything evil among His works, if He were not so omnipotent and good that He can bring good even out of evil. For what is that which we call evil but the absence of good?”
 Along with Ware, here Augustine has elements of philosophic thinking influencing his conclusions. For example, the philosophical colorings in Augustine’s concept of sin came about from his controversy with the Manicheans who held that sin was a "substance." Augustine, of course, denied this and set forth the axiom, "being is good" (""). Thus, he concluded that if being is good, and if evil is the opposite of good, then evil must be the opposite of being, or nothing. In other words, evil is the negation of being. 

Thus he [Augustine] was led to adopt the language of the new Platonists and of Origen, who, by a different process, were brought to define evil as the negation of being, as Plotinus calls it, stevrhsi" tou` o[nto"; and Origen says, pa`sa hJ kakiva oujdevn ejstin, and evil itself he says is ejsterh`sqai tou` o[nto"". In thus making being good and the negation of being evil, Augustine seems to have made the same mistake which other philosophers have so often made, — of confounding physical and moral good. When God at the beginning declared all things, material and immaterial, which He had made, to be very good, He simply declared them to be suited to the ends for which they were severally made. He did not intend to teach us that moral goodness could be predicated of matter or of an irrational animal. In other cases the word good means agreeable, or adapted to give pleasure. In others again, it means morally right. To infer from the fact that everything which God made is good, or that every  is , that therefore moral evil being the negation of good must be the negation of being, is as illogical as to argue that because honey is good (in the sense of being agreeable to the taste) therefore wormwood is bad, in the sense of being sinful.

Thus, concerning the concept of evil XE "origin" , one finds both East and West stating many things in common but having difficulties both in consistently adhering to and defending their teachings on strictly Scriptural grounds.

Variances Concerning Image and Likeness

However, moving on to the concept of “image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  and likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness" ” one finds differences that open the door to falsehoods and eventually to blatant heresies.  EO states that man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  is the crown of God XE "God" ’s creation XE "Creation"  and that man’s position in the cosmos XE "Cosmos"  is unique because of the fact that he is created in the “image and likeness” of God (Gen. 1:26).  Such a position would in no way contradict most Reformed Protestant views of man and would clearly line up with Biblical teaching.  One Eastern Orthodox theologian XE "Theologian:  of the East" , Vladimir Lossky XE "Lossky, Vladimir" , even made the statement that, “all the Father XE "God: as Father" s of the Church XE "Church" , both of East and of West, are agreed in seeing a certain co-ordination, a primordial correspondence between the being XE "Being"  of man and the being of God in the fact of the creation of man in the image and likeness of God.”
  However this is about where the commonalities end and differences begin.
Among the Church Fathers XE "God" 

 XE "God: as Father" , as well as among many Protestants writers, one has a very difficult time in finding a uniform, clear definition of what it is in man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  that corresponds to the divine image XE "Creation of Man: Image" .  These views range from seeing this image of God in man as corresponding to man’s soul XE "Soul"  or principle ruling part of his being XE "Being" , to his mind, his reason, his freedom XE "Freedom"  or his will.  Thus, we will attempt to examine more closely the various positions from both East and West.

Starting with the East, Timothy Ware XE "Timothy Ware"  does attempt to provide a broad statement for the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy" C XE "Eastern Orthodox Church" ’s position regarding the image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  of God XE "God" :  “Fundamentally, the image of God in man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  denotes everything that distinguishes man from the animals, that makes him in the full and true sense a person—a moral agent capable of right and wrong, a spiritual subject with inward freedom XE "Freedom" .”
  In fact the aspect of free choice is particularly stressed in regard to man being XE "Being"  made in God’s image in most Eastern Orthodox teachings.  Likewise, the EO theologian XE "Theologian"  takes special care to state the irreplaceability, uniqueness and precious value of each person.  To this the Protestant would also agree, for in man’s original condition (pre-Fall) such was the case with man’s freedom of choice and even afterward (post-Fall) the image of God that sets man apart from all other creatures is not destroyed, though terribly distorted.  But one must be careful not to err on this crucial point.  It is essential that one understand the knowledge of man in a twofold fashion:  the first being his condition prior to the Fall XE "Fall of Adam"  and the second his condition after the Fall.  “For it would little avail us to know how we were created if we remained ignorant of the corruption XE "corruption"  and degradation of our nature XE "nature"  in consequence of the fall.”
  Who, when he looks honestly at himself and the world about him, would not agree that something is terribly wrong, terribly corrupt?

Protestants would agree that the image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  of God XE "God"  in man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  is indeed that which differenciates man from the rest of creation XE "Creation" .  This revelation XE "divine revelation" 

 XE "Divine revelation"  from Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture"  (Gen. 1:26) is crucial to man understanding who he is. Man is NOT a part of the machine as many modern thinkers would have him believe; he is different, unique, created in the image of His Creator XE "God: Creator" .  The believer has been given a great gift in the revelation that he is a derivative being, originating from a Personal Creator-God, and is one who has been designed to relate to God in a way that is not possible for any created being.  “It is not that God has not made both man and the great machine of the universe XE "Universe" , but that he has made man different from the rest of the universe.  And that which differenciates man from the machine is that his basic relationship is upward rather than downward or horizontal.”

Thus, the concept of personality XE "Personality"  is grounded in the Personality because man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  is created by a Personal God XE "God"  with whom he can have real fellowship; hence, both personality and fellowship have genuine validity.  Though man’s primary relationship is upward with God, he also has horizontal relationships with other people.  By living in a communion of love with His Creator XE "God: Creator"  man is thus enabled to genuinely love his fellow man.  Furthermore, man made in God’s image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  can have genuine communication with His Creator in the form of specific, propositional revelation XE "divine revelation" 

 XE "Divine revelation"  from God as given to man through the Bible.  Communication is no longer a possiblity but a reality—for indeed God speaks to man and man is able, by Divine design and illumination, to receive this communication and make sense of it.

Likeness as Realized Potentiality XE "Creation of Man: Likeness" ?

But now let us turn to the term the “likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness" ” of God XE "God"  as it relates to man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" , for herein enters a distinction among some of the Greek XE "Greek"  Fathers XE "Church Fathers"  that is not often made by Protestants.  The image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  is said to refer to man’s potentiality for life in God, while the likeness denotes man's realization XE "Realization"  of that potentiality.  “The image is that which man possesses from the beginning, and which enables him to set out in the first place upon the spiritual Way; the likeness is that which he hopes to attain at his journey’s end.”
  If in refering to likeness in this way, the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  theologian XE "Theologian"  is referring to the process XE "Process"  of progressive sanctification XE "Sanctification"  here on earth which is completed and perfected in the saint XE "saints" 

 XE "Saints" ’s glorification XE "Glorification"  in heaven XE "heaven" 

 XE "Heaven" , then this would essentially be in argeement with much Reformed Protestant thought.  However, it is at times very unclear as to what the above given meaning refers.  Is it something attainable in this life here on earth or that which will only be attained in heaven?  

The Apostle Paul XE "Paul the Apostle"  himself tell us that even he did not attain the realization of his potentiallty in this life. Paul writes that he longed to “know Christ and the power of his resurrection XE "Resurrection"  and the fellowship of sharing in his sufferings, becoming like him in his death…” He then went on to say in Phil. 3:12-13, “not that I have already obtained all this, or have already been made perfect, but I press on…I do not consider myself to have yet been taken hold of it…” (see also Rom. 7:15-24; 1 John 1:8).  

Likewise, the distinction made between man's image and likeness, presents (if speaking of Adam) either a picture of man at creation as somehow incomplete and lacking when the Biblical record states that God made the pronouncement of "good" upon man after his creation or portrays a view of man post-Fall possessing an autonomous will that apart from God must decide to co-labor with God. 

Man was called to co-operate with God XE "God" ’s grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace"  and so, through the correct use of his free will, slowly and by gradual steps he was to become perfect in God XE "God"  (the “likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness" ”).  This shows how the notion of man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  as created in God XE "God" ’s image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  can be interpreted in a dynamic rather than a static sense.  It need not mean that man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  was endowed from the outset with a fully realized perfection, with the highest possible holiness XE "Holiness"  and knowledge, but simply that he was given the opportunity to grow into full fellowship with God XE "God" .  The image-likeness distinction does not, of course, in itself imply the acceptance of any “theory of evolution XE "Creation: evolution" ”; but it is not incompatible with such a theory.  (empahses added)

These differences regarding the understanding of "image and likeness" are crucial and have serious ramifications in the realm of both anthropology and soteriology.  However, for now we will simply note that such differences exist and also point out that both EO and the Protestant West would agree that man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  is made for communion with God XE "God"  and that upon rejecting this communion man is separated from God and existing in a highly abnormal state.

At this point, John Calvin XE "John Calvin"  offers help in attempting to understand the image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  of God XE "God"  in man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  after man has fallen XE "Man"  and is found in this state of abnormality:

It cannot be doubted that when Adam XE "Adam"  lost his first estate he became alienated from God XE "God" . Wherefore, although we grant that the image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  of God was not utterly effaced and destroyed in him, it was, however, so corrupted, that any thing which remains is fearful deformity; and, therefore, our deliverance begins with that renovation which we obtain from Christ, who is, therefore, called the second Adam, because he restores us to true and substantial integrity.

Francis Schaeffer XE "Schaeffer Francis" 

 XE "Schaeffer, Francis"  makes a similar statement:  “it is important to note that fallen XE "Man"  man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  still retains something of the image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  of God XE "God" .  The Fall separates man from God, but it does not remove his original differentiation from other things.  Fallen man is not less than man.”

In finding a differentiation between the terms image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  and likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness" , most Protestant theologians would be in strong opposition. From a linguistic perspective, in Hebrew XE "Hebrew" , such repetitions of presenting two words for one meaning are common.  Gordon Payne sheds light on this by explaining the linguistic reasons behind such differing understandings regarding this issue:

While Calvin is content to speak of the marks of God in the created things, Bonaventure, as is usual with him, has a detailed classification of them as traces or vestiges, image, and similitude. This occurs because of their difference in the interpretation of Gen 1:26. The Vulgate has “Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram”; Calvin translates “Faciamus hominem ad imaginem, secundum similitudinem nostram.” In effect, Calvin’s translation reflects his exegetical decision that imago and similitudo are Hebraistic repetitions of the same thing. For Bonaventure, image is the expression of the Trinitarian Maker in intellectual souls (men) and in spiritual souls (angels). Similitudo is God’s expression in sanctified or deiform souls, the ultimate goal of the Christian. A second difference appears throughout. Bonaventure, influenced by Greek trinitarian speculation mediated through the Pseudo Dionysus, adopted a “dynamic” doctrine of the Trinity in contrast to the “relational” doctrine set forth by Augustine, which was adopted by Calvin.

Additional exegetical evidence consists in the verses found in the New Testament XE "Bible"  which use these terms synonymously.  One such example is found in James 3:9:  “Therewith bless we the Lord and Father; and therewith curse we men, who are made after the likeness of God XE "God" .”  (ASV; emphasis mine) Here the “men” is a reference not to a believer growing in Christlikeness XE "Christlikeness"  but universally to all men who are created in the image of God and have value because of their origin XE "origin"  in God.  Then one finds in Col. 3:10 that which speaks in reference only to believers in Christ and uses image in the way that the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  theologian XE "Theologian"  would define likeness:  “…and have put on the new self, which is being XE "Being"  renewed in knowledge in the image of its Creator XE "God: Creator" .”(NIV).

In the above mentioned verse from Col. 3, in addition to Eph.4:24 which states:  “and to put on the new self, created to be like God XE "God"  in true righteousness XE "Righteousness"  and holiness XE "Holiness" ”(NIV), one finds some of the particulars in man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  that are under “renovation.”  For in his post-Fall state man’s knowledge, true righteousness (original righteousness) and holiness are desperately lacking (shall we say completely and utterly fallen XE "Man" ) and in need of regeneration XE "Regeneration"  by God Himself.  

Calvin’ further states:

For though the divine glory is displayed in man's  XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" outward appearance, it cannot be doubted that the proper seat of the image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  is in the soul.  XE "Soul" The likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness"  must be within, in himself. It must be something which is not external to him but is properly the internal good 
 of the soul)…For though the whole man is called mortal, the soul is not therefore liable to death, nor when he is called a rational animal is reason or intelligence thereby attributed to the body. Hence, although the soul is not the man, there is no absurdity in holding that he is called the image of God XE "God"  in respect of the soul; though I retain the principle which I lately laid down, that the image of God extends to everything in which the nature XE "nature"  of man surpasses that of all other species of animals. 

Accordingly, by this term is denoted the integrity with which Adam XE "Adam"  was endued when his intellect was clear, his affections subordinated to reason, all his senses duly regulated, and when he truly ascribed all his excellence to the admirable gifts of his Maker. And though the primary seat of the divine image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  was in the mind and the heart, or in the soul XE "Soul"  and its powers, there was no part even of the body in which some rays of glory did not shine. It is certain that in every part of the world some lineaments of divine glory are beheld and hence we may infer, that when his image is placed in man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" , there is a kind of tacit antithesis XE "Dialectical thinking: antithesis" , as it were, setting man apart from the crowd, and exalting him above all the other creatures.
 (emphasis mine).
From the above-mentioned verses, as well as other Scripture texts and the excepts from Calvin, one could make a simple summary statement that the image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  of God in man is manifested in man’s intellect, heart, and man’s soul XE "Soul"  and spirit ( i.e. the immaterial XE "Man: Immaterial aspect"  part of man ).
The whole subject of man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s creation XE "Creation"  in God XE "God" ’s image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  and likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness" , is quite a confusing topic among Eastern Theologians. One must ask how such a distinction between image and likeness can be drawn in the first place? Is such a differentiation more or less speculative imaginings of Church XE "Church"  Fathers XE "Church Fathers"  passed on in Eastern Orthodox Tradition XE "Tradition" ? Perhaps Timothy Ware XE "Timothy Ware"  received his understanding of this distinction from St. Basil the Great XE "St. Basil the Great"  who wrote:

The ‘according to the image XE "Creation of Man: Image" ’ of God XE "God"  is the beginning and root of goodness which man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  possessed immediately upon being XE "Being"  created and which was placed within his nature XE "nature" ; the ‘according to the likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness" ’ of God XE "God"  comes to him last of all, through his works, his labours and struggles for good, and through his virtuous conduct throughout his life in all eternity.

Clearly there is no harm in gleaning from the wisdom of those who have preceded us, providing that they teach sound, Biblical doctrine.  But the teaching found here is not Biblical.  Where in the Genesis account does one find the idea that Adam XE "Adam"  was in need of spiritual advancement or sanctification XE "Sanctification" ?  In his original state Adam had no sin XE "Sin"  nature XE "nature" —why then would he need to achieve a greater moral perfection?  This kind of thinking has buried deep within the thought that man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  must strive and struggle and cooperate with God XE "God"  in order to bring about his sanctification and final state of glorification XE "Glorification" .  Theologian XE "Theologian: of the East" , Athanasios Frangapoulos XE "Frangapoulos, Athanasios" , provides insight on the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy" C XE "Eastern Orthodox Church" ’s view of this teaching:

The destination of man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s earthly life is the pursuit and achievement of virtue: all virtue and sanctity.  By using his spiritual gifts and powers and his moral graces which God XE "God"  implanted in him, man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  is to progress from natural innocence and moral purity found in the ‘image XE "Creation of Man: Image" ’ to the perfection of virtue, which he is to transform into supernatural sanctity.  He is to become in praxis righteous and holy, like God XE "God"  Who created him is holy and perfect in virtue and righteousness.  And if he does achieve this, and becomes like God XE "God"  his Creator XE "God: Creator"  in virtue and sanctity, then he is to become like God XE "God"  in eternal XE "Eternal"  glory and blessedness…Virtue by imitation, glory by being XE "Being"  like God XE "God" , sanctity, blessedness, virtue and holiness XE "Holiness"  are to coexist in him, and he is to achieve these traits in his earthly life.

One must remember that the Biblical teaching is that man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  is made righteous before God XE "God"  only by the imputation XE "Imputation"  of Christ’s righteousness XE "Righteousness"  (2 Cor. 5:21; Phil. 3:9; Rom. 3:21-22; Gal. 2:21; 1 Cor.1:30-31).  This is not only true of justification XE "Justification"  
 (Gal. 2:16; but also of sanctification XE "Sanctification" 
 (I Thess. 4:3; Gal. 3:3) and glorification XE "Glorification" 
 (Rom. 8:29-30).  In no way can man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  attain his sanctification XE "Sanctification"  solely by his own religious strivings and good works for it is God wills and works in man so that man both desires and carries out that which is pleasing to God (Phil. 2:13).
The Source of Man’s Soul

Then there is the issue of the source of man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s soul XE "Soul"  in which I have found at least two directly contradictory teachings among the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  theologians.  (This in no way implies that there are not divided teachings on this topic among Protestants, but it is to refute the claim of EO of have one “united” doctrine.).  Vladimir Lossky XE "Lossky, Vladimir" , speaking  of man’s soul, describes it as such:  “Mingled with ‘the heavenly Spirit XE "Holy Spirit" ,’ the soul is helped by something greater than itself.  It is the presence of this divine power in it, which calls it to be called ‘a portion of the Deity XE "Deity" ,’ for it originates in an infused ‘effluence of deity,’ which is grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace" .”
  Granted, just a paragraph prior, Lossky on this same topic seems to refute the possibility of the intermingling XE "Theosis: descriptions of"  of a part of the invisible Divinity with the nature XE "nature"  of man.  He then states that “creation XE "Creation"  in the image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  and likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness"  of God XE "God"  implies the idea of participation XE "Participation"  in the divine Being, of communion with God.  That is to say, it presupposes grace.”  I am quite unsure of exactly what Lossky means in regard to the creation of man’s soul and in regard to his definition of grace.  But it is abundantly clear that the Bible opposes any teaching that sets forth that any part of God’s essence XE "Essence"  is intermingled with man’s soul in creation. The creature/Creator distinction must be maintained in order to adhere to a true Biblical position of both God and man. 

In fact, this was the heresy taught by the Manicheans.  This heretical teaching set forth the idea that the soul XE "Soul"  of man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  was a transmission of the substance of God XE "God"  as if a portion of God’s divinity XE "Divinity"  had entered into man.  As mentioned in the brief discuss of Process Theologyu, if this were true then God’s holy and divine nature XE "nature"  would be open to mutability and all forms of evil and sin XE "Sin" .  Perhaps what is meant is a reference to  the human soul being "engraved" with the divine image XE "Creation of Man: Image" , but the descriptions of  mysterious influx of divinity and transfusion XE "transfusion"  of God’s essence cannot be understand as a substantival transmission of a part of God to man XE "Essence" .  Likewise, neither does the Bible XE "Bible"  set forth the erroneous teaching of the past, that God XE "God"  is unable to conform us to His likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness"  unless Christ was in some way "transfused" into us, that is somehow intermingled and confounded with our human nature. For Paul writes in 2 Cor. 3:18 that man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  is transformed to the Lord’s likeness, not as the result of a flowing in of substance, but by the grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace"  and power of the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit" .

Calvin, in dealing with this same error in his day, states:

For if the soul of man is a portion transmitted from the essence of God, the divine nature must not only be liable to passion and change, but also to ignorance, evil desires, infirmity, and all kinds of vice. There is nothing more inconstant than man, contrary movements agitating and distracting his soul. He is ever and anon deluded by want of skill, and overcome by the slightest temptations; while every one feels that the soul itself is a receptacle for all kinds of pollution. All these things must be attributed to the divine nature, if we hold that the soul is of the essence of God, or a secret influx of divinity. Who does not shudder at a thing so monstrous? Paul, indeed, quoting from Aratus, tells us we are his offspring (Acts 17:28); not in substance, however, but in quality, in as much as he has adorned us with divine endowments...

Creation, however, is not a transfusion of essence, but a commencement of it out of nothing. Nor, though the spirit is given by God, and when it quits the flesh again returns to him, does it follow that it is a portion withdrawn from his essence. Here, too, Osiander, carried away by his illusions entangled himself in an impious error, by denying that the image of God could be in man without his essential righteousness; as if God were unable, by the mighty power of his Spirit, to render us conformable to himself, unless Christ were substantially transfused into us. Under whatever colour some attempt to gloss these delusions, they can never so blind the eyes of intelligent readers as to prevent them from discerning in them a revival of Manicheism. But from the words of Paul, when treating of the renewal of the image (2 Cor. 3:18), the inference is obvious, that man was conformable to God, not by an influx of substance, but by the grace and virtue of the Spirit. He says, that by beholding the glory of Christ, we are transformed into the same image as by the Spirit of the Lord; and certainly the Spirit does not work in us so as to make us of the same substance with God.

There is also the teaching by Fr. Athanasios Frangopoulos XE "Frangopoulos, Athanasios"  in which he proposes that God XE "God"  which opposes to the usual EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  doctrine that all people (not simply Adam XE "Adam" ) are direct creations of God, [God] “creates the spirit:  the soul XE "Soul" , with man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s (i.e. the parents’) contribution and cooperation. In this way one can explain the transmission of the original sin XE "Sin"  and its hereditary character…This must also be the case because a sickly root brings forth a sickly tree with sickly branches and sickly fruit.”  Athanasios goes on to say:

the salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation"  of sinful man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  by the one unique Saviour, Christ, the spiritual progenitor, is offered by  grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace"  to all the faithful…This is St. Paul XE "Paul the Apostle" ’s teaching…that just as all sinners have one progenitor, the first Adam XE "Adam" , so likewise, do all spiritual men have a single progenitor, the second Adam, our Lord Jesus Christ XE "Jesus Christ" . The Apostle says in I Corinthians 15:45-49:  ‘The first man Adam was made a living soul XE "Soul" ; the last Adam was made a quickening spirit… The first man is of the earth, earthy:  the second man is the Lord from heaven XE "heaven" 

 XE "Heaven" .  As is the earthy, such are they also that are earthy:  and as is the heavenly, such are they also that are heavenly (those, that is, who are reborn of Christ, the heavenly Adam).  And as we have borne the image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  of the earthy, we shall also bear the image of the heavenly’
 (emphasis mine).

Interestingly, such teaching sounds quite similar to that of the Reformed Protestant!

The Doctrine XE "doctrine" 

 XE "Doctrine"  of Theosis XE "Theosis" 
The subject of image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  and likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness"  leads to perhaps the most central teaching in all of EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  theology:  the doctrine of theosis.  Indeed, in EO belief the "doctrine of deification" XE "Theosis: descriptions of"  is the essence XE "Essence"  of the Christian life and the very purpose for which man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  is created.  However, attempting to find an even mildly clear description or definition of what this term means is quite the task.  It is sometimes referred to as simply a mystery XE "Mystery"  or as that which cannot be perceived or expressed and at other times it is simply that (in good tribute to Plotinus), which remains unutterable.  In order to better understand what is meant by the "doctrine of theosis" it will be necessary to briefly examine how this teaching has developed in Church history. The doctrine of theosis has its roots in what is called the "Mystical Theory" of salvation which focuses on the subjective effect of Christ's work on the sinner. According to the "mystical theory", it is the incarnation of Jesus Christ through the mysterious union of the divine and human natures, that man is restored to a state of holiness and his evil nature is overcome. 

The Mystical Theory

At times, certain advocates of the mystical theory present that which has been taught clearly in the Scriptures and that which the Protestant Reformed faith would agree. For example, the Bible does teach a "mystical union" between the believer in Christ, as well as, the believer's union with God through the indwelling of the Holy Spirit.  In fact most EO theologians quickly appeal to the statement made by the Apostle Peter that believers are made "partakers of the divine nature." The next appeal is usually to Athanasius' famous statement in reference to Christ's incarnation, aujto;" ejnhnqrwvphsen, i{na hmei" qeopoihqw`men (“He XE "God"  became man so that we  might become gods.” ) 

Among the many Church Fathers who held the "mystical view", one will find a sharp distinction made between redemption (the objective work of Christ) and reconciliation (the subjective application of that work). To be sure, redemption is described in terms of Christ's bearing sin, His giving of Himself as a ransom, and the substituting of His perfect obedience for man's failed obedience. However, man's reconciliation to God is presented in a way that is contrary to Biblical teaching. Reconciliation is said to be achieved by the incarnation, namely through the mystical union of the divine nature with man's fallen nature. Here the speculations among the Church Fathers abound. Some set forth the idea that Christ's incarnation produced a special, mystical effect on all of mankind. Others held that humanity as a whole was somehow secretly restored to its original perfection and made immortal through Christ' incarnation. Once again we find the Church moving from the clear statements of the Bible and embracing or intermingling Greek philosophic thought. 

The Influence of Philo

Thus, we find among the Platonizing Fathers an integral connection between their "mystical theory" of the incarnation and their doctrine of the Logos. In noting the existence of many and  varied interpretations of these Church Fathers and of their forerunner Philo, Charles Hodge citing a leader scholar on the matter, writes, 

It is not at all even yet a settled matter whether Philo regarded the Logos as a person  or not. Dorner, one of the latest and most competent authorities on this point, takes the negative side of the question. According to him Philo taught that the Logos was (1.) A faculty of God, the nou`" or understanding, and also the power of God. The two are united; thought and power. (2.) The Logos is the activity of God; not merely the power of thought and of creating, but also the actual activity of God in thinking and creating. God first created by thinking an ideal world, after which the actual world was to be fashioned. As a builder forms in his mind the plan of a city in all its details, before he carries that plan into execution; and as the dwelling-place of that ideal city is the understanding of the builder, so the ideal world is in the mind of God, i. e., in the Logos. (3.) According to Philo the Logos is not only the thinking principle which forms this ideal world, but the ideal world itself. (4.) This plenitude of ideas which constitutes the ideal world is the reality, life, and intelligence of the actual world. The latter is (or becomes) by the union of the ideal with matter, what it is. The kovsmo" nohtov" is realized in the kovmo" aijsqhtov". The Logos, therefore (or the divine intelligence and activity), is the life and intelligence of the actual world. He is the reason in all rational creatures, angels and men.
 According to Philo the Logos was on the one hand identical with God, and on the other identical with the world as its interior reality and life. 

In the hands of the Platonizing fathers this doctrine was only modified. Some of them, as Origen, held that the Logos was a person eternally begotten of the Father; according to Clemens Alexandrinus, He was, as the Logos ejndiavqeto", eternally in God as his wisdom, and therefore impersonal; but as the Logos proforikov", or united to the world as its formative principle, He became a person. In applying these philosophical speculations to the explanation of the doctrine concerning the person and work of Christ, there is no little diversity among these writers, so far as the details are concerned. 

 Thus, even though these "Platonizing Fathers" set forth the Logos (or Son) as becoming man and dying  a sacrificial, redemptive death for men, they also agree and teach that in a "mystical way" the incarnation of the Son reconciles man to God, grants victory over the power of sin, and restores or renews man in the image of God lost in the Fall. Again, the Greek influence of the Logos theory adopted and modified by the Fathers here lead to a breakdown in the Creator/ creature distinction that must be maintained in true Christianity. For not only is the Logos, God's eternal Son, but He is also the life, intelligence and substance of the world. Though created a rational creature with personality and freedom, man turned from the Logos which is his life and now lives in a state of separation from God. Thus, when Christ came in His incarnation a renewed union of divine nature with the human nature causes restoration and reconciliation between God and man. Because of the imperfection in the original creation of man, namely that he lacked in his "divine" element and so sinned, now man has available to him through the incarnation of Christ a greater infusion of divinity which gives full restoration and victory over evil. This Logos mediates not between God and man but between God and the world or the single mass of humanity. For the Logos is not only One with God but one with the world and thus unites the two into one. Again we find pantheisitic elements in this teaching for God and the world are viewed ultimately as one organism. 

John Scotus Erigena

Then in the ninth century, John Scotus Erigena continued to carry this "mystical torch" and paved the way for future speculative theories.  Hodge notes that according to Erigena, 

The creation is necessary and eternal; the incarnation is necessary and eternal; and redemption is necessary and eternal. All is process. An eternal unfolding of the infinite in the finite, and return of the finite into the infinite (emphasis added) 

As many others throughout church history, Erigena used Christian terminology to mask his philosophic teachings. As a result, he was able to gain wide influence within the Church, as well as, to affect many after his death through his writings and works.  Of those in the Middle Ages who followed Erigena, many came to hold a pantheistic view and sought to wed Christianity and philosophy or better to condense Christianity to a philosophic system. This group held that both reason and faith are from God, but reason is higher and as such is the ultimate authority. There were also those influenced by Erigena who were more theistic and whose focus tended to be more upon fellowship with God. Nonetheless, both groups understood the ultimate state of man as being centered in the union of the divine and human natures. Hodge explains, 

Whether this identity of the two was effected by a perfect development of God in man and nature; or by the elevation of the human until it is lost in the divine, the result is the same. Man is deified. 

And therein is his salvation. And so far as Christ was recognized as a Saviour at all, it was as the bond of union between the two, or the channel through which the divine flows into the human. The incarnation itself, the union of the divine and human natures, was the great saving act. Christ redeems us by what He is, not by what He does. The race, say some, the consummated Church, say others, is the God-man, or God manifest in the flesh. Almost all this class of writers held that the incarnation would have been necessary, had man never sinned. The necessity arises out of the nature of God and his relation to the world, and out of the nature and destiny of man (emphases added).

The Reformed Focus

One great and glaring difference between the "Mystical theory" and the view of the Reformers is in the focus of the latter upon the objective truths of the Bible, specifically in what Christ has done for sinners in history in His atoning, substitutionary death on the Cross.
 Apart from Christ's atoning death there is no salvation. The Cross is the all-crucial focus of the Reformers and of the Apostles as demonstrated in the following verses. 


“I am the good shepherd, and I know My own and My own know Me, even as the Father knows Me and I know the Father; and I lay down My life for the sheep. “I have other sheep, which are not of this fold; I must bring them also, and they will hear My voice; and they will become one flock with one shepherd (John 10:14-16)
for all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God, being justified as a gift by His grace through the redemption which is in Christ Jesus; whom God displayed publicly as a propitiation in His blood through faith. This was to demonstrate His righteousness, because in the forbearance of God He passed over the sins previously committed; for the demonstration, I say, of His righteousness at the present time, so that He would be just and the justifier of the one who has faith in Jesus (Romans 3:23-26)


For Christ also died for sins once for all, the just for the unjust, so that He might bring us to God (1 Peter 3:18)

Likewise, from these verses one can see that the sharp distinction made between redemption and reconciliation by the Platonizing Fathers is not supported by Scripture.
 It is, however, important to note that though the philosophic speculations were clearly mixed with the teachings of the Church Fathers, there are many instances in Patristic writings which do refer to Christ's atoning work on the Cross, His priesthood, and the substitutionary nature of His death. As Hodge points out, "The ideas of expiation and  propitiation were wrought into all the services of the early Church. These Scriptural ideas sustained the life of the people of God entirely independently of the speculations of philosophical theologians."
 

Thus, as stated before the problems come in when the Church turns from the truth of God's Word and begins to look to paganistic philosopher for her answers. Origen, in his Platonizing of the Bible introduced a "philosophic interpretation" which could really only be understood by the "special few" and in so doing subordinated the true meaning of the Scripture to his philosophic speculations. How often has the Church followed Origen's lead by either adopting ideas from Plato, Aristotle or countless others instead of relying on the truth as presented in God's Holy Word. Without doubt, the "mystical theory" has its origins in Greek philosophy for we have examined its speculations regarding the nature of God, the nature of man and the relation of both to the world (as discussed concerning the Logos). We have seen the logical results of such speculation ending in pantheism, a destruction of the Creature/creature distinction (which itself carries with it a set of ramifications further attacking the doctrine of God), and the infiltration of these ideas in much of modern philosophy and theology that we see today. As Charles Hodge summarizes, 

No man can be so blind as not to see that all that is peculiar in what the modern theology teaches of the person and work of Christ, is nothing more nor less than the application of modern speculative philosophy to the doctrines of the Bible...This being the case, all these speculations are without authority. They form no part of the truth as it is revealed as the object of faith. We are bound to understand the Scriptures in their plain historical sense; and to admit no philosophy to explain or modify that sense, except the philosophy of the Bible itself; that is, those facts and principles concerning the nature of God, the nature of man, of the world, and of the relation between God and the world, which are either asserted or plainly assumed in the Scriptures. To depart from this principle is to give up the Bible as a rule of faith; and to substitute for it the teachings of philosophy. That form of Rationalism which consists in giving a philosophical explanation of the truths of revelation, or in resolving them into truths of the reason, is just as certain in the end to teach for doctrines the speculations of men, as the most avowed skepticism.

Not a Denial of Mystery

With all this said in regard to the false teachings of the "Mystery theory", it is quite true that the incarnation, as well as, the indwelling of believer by the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit"  are true mysteries and are in totality incomprehensible to the finite human mind.  Yet, these truths are revealed to us in Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture"  and are essential doctrines of the Christian faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith" .  Thus, in regard to theosis, if it is a true Biblical doctrine the goal of the Christian life, then it should be clearly revealed in Scripture, yet as we have seen this doctrine comes from philosophic origins rather than that of the Bible. 
I have come across the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  theologians who adamantly reject the loss of the essence XE "Essence"  of one’s human nature XE "nature"  in theosis.  (Though often it is very difficult to discern this in their writings as was stated in the section on the “Source of man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s soul XE "Soul" ”).  Maximus the Confessor XE "Maximus the Confessor"  states:  “All that God XE "God"  is, except for an identity in ousia XE "Ousia" , one becomes when one is deified by grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace" .”
 Thus, deification XE "Theosis: descriptions of"  according to these proponents is NOT an absolute transformation but a partial transformation of sorts.  “There is a real and genuine union of the believer with God, but it is not a literal fusion or confusion in which the integrity of human nature is compromised.  [Eastern] Orthodoxy consistently rejects the idea that humans participate in the essence or nature of God.  Rather, we remain distinctly human by nature but participate in God by the divine energies or grace.  At no point, even when deified, is our humanity diminished or destroyed.”
  Thus, at best we find conflicting ideas as to the true meaning of "theosis." 

In the writings of the Church XE "Church"  Fathers XE "Church Fathers" , many synonyms are used to describe theosis: union XE "Theosis: descriptions of" , participation XE "Participation" , partaking, intermingling, an influx of the divine, transformation, assimilation, adoption and re-creation.  The most widely used analogy of theosis is the Incarnation of Jesus Christ XE "Jesus Christ" , yet it is stated that our union with God XE "God"  is not hypostatic
 as was Christ’s, nor a union of essence XE "Essence"  as is found within the Trinity XE "Trinity" .  Still others such as John Chrysostom XE "John Chrysostom"  liken theosis to the analogy of the real oneness of marriage in which the couple still maintains their separate otherness or individuality.  Theosis is also said to be the “transposition of the believer from a state of corruption XE "corruption"  and mortality XE "mortality"  to one of incorruption and immortality XE "immortality" .”

As we further study the EO teachings on man and salvation (in light of theosis) sharper distinctions will become more and more apparent.  For many of the Greek XE "Greek"  Fathers XE "Church Fathers"  taught that all people do NOT inherit Adam's  XE "Adam"  guilt XE "Guilt"  as the result of his Fall.  Their position is that all people sin XE "Sin"  freely because all have a "free will" just as Adam did and instead of inheriting Adam’s guilt mankind XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  has inherited death, mortality XE "mortality"  and thus corruption XE "corruption" .  So how is it then that mankind inherits Adam’s punishment if we are not somehow guilty by our prototype’s (Adam’s) sin and Fall?  (The Fall will be discussed in more detail in a later section.)  Nonetheless, in holding such a position of the Fall XE "Fall of Adam" , one should naturally question the purpose of Christ’s atonement XE "Atonement" .

The Atonement of Christ

Two Views of the Atonement

Two commonly held views of the atonement XE "Atonement"  within Christian theology are that of the classical or incarnational view which explains the importance of Christ’s life, death and resurrection XE "Resurrection"  as primarily a victory over sin XE "Sin"  and death.  Thus, through the Incarnation and death of Christ, death and corruption XE "corruption"  have been overcome and man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  can once again embark upon his journey to deification XE "Theosis: descriptions of" .  This is generally considered to be the Eastern view of the atonement.

The second view is called the judicial or Latin XE "Latin"  West view of the atonement and stresses Christ’s substitutionary sacrifice XE "Sacrifice"  for sinners which satisfied the holy and righteous wrath XE "wrath"  of God XE "God"  regarding the necessary punishment of sin. This position is strongly held by those of Reformed faith and many other Western evangelicals.  The differences between these two views are vast and carry with them many ramifications that have the ability to change the gospel XE "gospel"  message and for this reason must be examined further.  Thus, I shall attempt to understand exactly what the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  position entails.  For example, does the EO theologian XE "Theologian"  see only the "victory over sin and death" element in his stance on the atonement?  Are substitutionary aspects of Christ’s death not acknowledged?  My findings reveal that to at least some extent the judicial view is recognized by EO; however, the difference between the emphases of East and West lie in the way the East connects the atonement to man’s purpose of “becoming like God” or the doctrine of theosis.

Vladimir Lossky XE "Lossky, Vladimir"  states the following concerning Christ’s dying in the place of sinners, “Through dereliction, through accursedness, an innocent person assumes all sin XE "Sin" , ‘substitutes’ Himself for those who are justly condemned and suffers death for them.”
 Adding to the judicial emphasis and stressing that Christ bore man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s sin on the cross, a Russian Orthodox Theologian, Sergei Bulgakov XE "Theologian: of the East" 

 XE "Bulgakov, Sergei" , writes that Christ, “offered to the God XE "God"  of justice a sacrifice XE "Sacrifice"  of propitiation.”
  Though these are clear acknowledgments of Christ’s propitiatory work, the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy" C XE "Eastern Orthodox Church"  tends to almost pass over this doctrine and choose instead to stress how the atonement XE "Atonement"  relates to the doctrine of deification XE "Theosis: descriptions of" .  EO understands Christ’s union of human flesh and divinity XE "Divinity"  as the starting point or basis for human deification (theosis); thus, man is now once again set on his way to realizing the divine likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness" .  In other words, something good has entered the cosmos XE "Cosmos" . This is why the Eastern view of Christ’s work is so often spoke of in light of the Incarnation.

Yet, the Incarnation of Christ alone does not result in man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  being XE "Being"  deified.  This deification XE "Theosis: descriptions of"  is still fallen XE "Man"  man’s task, but Christ’s life, death, and resurrection XE "Resurrection"  “…open to men a path of ascent, the unlimited vistas of the union of created beings with the Divinity.”
  Thus, the atonement XE "Atonement"  is part of this restoration XE "restoration"  of man to the possibility of accomplishing his task of deification.  But in what way does Christ’s work restore fallen man’s potential for deification and what are the specific means by which this restoration is to take place?  Since all of mankind following Adam XE "Adam"  and Eve XE "Eve"  inherit a sin XE "Sin"  nature XE "nature"  and are presumably not returned to their pre-fall state, how does one attain theosis/deification in his post-fall state?
The Nature and Means XE "Salvation:" 

 XE "Means"  of Salvation/Theosis

Here we must attempt to understand EO's  XE "Eastern Orthodoxy" stance on the nature XE "nature"  and means of salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation" .  To the EO theologian XE "Theologian"  the very purpose of man's XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  salvation XE "Creation"  is theosis. 

'The chief idea of St. Maximus, as of all of Eastern theology, [was] the idea of deification.'  Like all of his theological ideas, it had come to him from Christian antiquity and had been formulated by the Greek fathers. 

Unfortunately, the many of these Greek Fathers mixed Greek philosophy with Christian ideas which resulted in teachings contrary to the Word of God. One such example is a very Greek philosophical understanding of the Incarnation and explained by Jaroslav Pelikan:

Originally man had been created for 'a mode of propagation that was deifying, divine, and nonmaterial,' but his fall into sin meant that man would be trapped in a material mode of propogation, one dominated by sexual passion. For this reason the Logos of God became man, to set man free from this passion and to restore him to the condition for which he had been created. And so God became human in order that man might become divine.

Clearly this idea of the Logos and the Incarnation was birthed not from the Word of God but rather from the vain speculations of men. Consequently, by chosing to ground the doctrine of theosis upon man's reason rather than God's Word,  the theosis of man becomes the focal point of Christ's life and work, rather than a theocentric purpose of glorifying God. As we begin to examine this teaching, it will be important to keep in mind the almost if not absolute synonymous equation of salvation and theosis by the EO theologian. Likewise, other qualities and descriptions of theosis include: attaining Christlike characteristics, gaining immortality XE "immortality"  and incorruptibility XE "incorruptibility" , and experiencing a "mystical" communion with God through contemplation XE "God" .

Similar to Rome's position regarding salvation, the EOC is quick to state that man is not capable of theosis apart from God's grace and the work of the Holy Spirit. An Eastern theologian XE "Theologian: of the East" , Christophoros Stavropoulos XE "Stavropoulos, Christophoros" , states on this point:  “only in the Holy Spirit will we reach the point of becoming gods, the likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness"  of God XE "God" .”
  So the Holy Spirit is thought of as giving qualities to the believer which cause him to be deified.  This thought in and of itself is not too foreign to the Western Protestant XE "Protestantism" , but what is quite different is the understanding of how this takes place in a believer’s life.  Clearly it is a divine act of grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace"  that a believer grows in Christlikeness XE "Christlikeness" , however, the EO’s understanding of grace is unclear and again somewhat speculative.

Concerning divine grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace" , Leonide Ouspensky XE "Theologian: of the East" 

 XE "Ouspensky, Leonide"  writes:

Orthodox theology insists on the uncreated character of grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace"  and defines it as natural process XE "Process" ions, as the energy characteristic of the common nature XE "nature"  of the three divine persons.  By these energies, man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  surpasses the limits of the creature and becomes a ‘partaker of the divine nature XE "nature" .’”

Vladimir Lossky XE "Lossky, Vladimir"  also makes similar statements:

Grace is uncreated and by its nature XE "nature"  divine.  It is the energy or procession XE "Trinity: procession"  of the one nature:  the divinity XE "Divinity"  in so far as it is ineffably distinct from the essence XE "Essence"  and communicates itself to created beings, deifying them.

The simple and clear teaching of the Bible regarding the concept of God's grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace"  (specifically in relation to salvation) describes grace as a free act of God in which He sovereignly and according to His own will and pleasure grants salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation"  to those who are undeserving. Speculating when the Bible is silent as to the "substance" of grace is confusing, as well as, unwise.  

The Relationship of Sacraments XE "Theosis: relation of sacraments to" 

 XE "Sacraments"  and Human Works in Theosis

Now let us turn to the specific means through which the EOC perceives the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit"  working in a believer’s life.  These "instruments of deification"  XE "Theosis: descriptions of"  are essentially the Church XE "Church"  sacraments and human good works.  Grace is said to be "actualized" and "transmitted" through the Church sacraments, especially those of baptism XE "Baptism" , penance and the Eucharist XE "Sacraments: relation to" 

 XE "Sacraments" 

 XE "Eucharist" . These are not to be viewed as "signs" or "symbols" pointing to a spiritual truth or reality which has already occurred, but  rather (as in the case of the Eucharist and baptism) in actuality begin or maintain one's salvation/deification. “The Christian life comes into being XE "Being"  with the Sacraments XE "Theosis: relation of sacraments to"  and with holy works, those virtuous works which are done with a pure and holy motive in the name of Christ.”
  (One question that comes to mind is HOW would one know for sure that his works were done with a truly pure and holy motive if one is in “process XE "Process" ” of being deified)?  Moreover, the EOC understands baptism as the means through which God XE "God"  grants forgiveness of sins and that, likewise, through repentance and the Eucharist one can receive more of God’s "grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace"  energies."
R.C. Sproul gives an explanation of Rome's understanding of how some of the sacraments relate to justification
:  "The matter of indulgences was linked to justification by virtue of its connection to the sacrament of penance.  This sacrament  was defined by Rome as the second plank of justification for those who had made shipwreck of their souls.  Penance is restorative. The initial grace of justification is communicated by baptism.  That grace is lost when one commits mortal sin.  Mortal sin, unlike venial sin, destroys or 'kills' justifying grace."
 (emphases added).  Interestingly, the sale indulgences were first introduced in 1016, which was before the schism between the Eastern and Western Church occurred (1054).  Thus, seeing how indulgences are connected to the Sacrament of Penance and then how the Sacrament of Penance is connected to this false view of justification, it is not surprising when one reads the Confession of Dositheus, patriarch of Jerusalem (1672)
 to see incredible similarities in doctrine:

We believe Holy Baptism, which was instituted by the Lord, and is conferred in the name of the Holy Trinity, to be of highest necessity.  For without it none is able to be saved…And those that are not regenerated, since they have not received the remission of hereditary sin, are, of necessity, subject to eternal punishment, and consequently cannot without Baptism be saved; so that even infants ought, of necessity, to be baptised…

And the effects of Baptism are, to speak concisely, firstly, the remission of the hereditary transgression, and of any sins whatsoever which the baptised may have committed.  Secondly, it delivereth him from the eternal punishment, to which he was liable, as well as for original sin, as for mortal sins he may have individually committed.  Thirdly, it giveth to such immortality; for in justifying them from past sins, it maketh them temples of God.  And it may not be said, that any sin is not washed away through Baptism, which may have been previously committed; but to remain, though not imputed

So it is impossible for any once rightly baptised, to be again baptised, although he should fall even into myriads of sins, or even into actual apostacy from the Faith.  For when he is willing to return to the Lord, he receiveth again through the Mystery of Penance the adoption of a son, which he had lost (Decree XVI).
 [emphases added]

Therefore, from these excepts it is clear that both Rome and the EOC.'s view of justification is in complete contrast to that of the Apostle Paul who states that the righteous by which man is saved is the imputed righteousness of Christ and comes to man sola fidei, that is by faith alone (Phil. 3:9), and not through the means of the sacraments.  John Calvin would likewise agree with both Paul and the Apostle Peter for in speaking of the meaning of 1 Peter 3:21, Calvin states:  "for he did not mean to intimate that our ablution and salvation are perfected by water, or that water possesses in itself the virtue of purifying, regenerating, and renewing; nor does he mean that it is the cause of salvation, but only that the knowledge and certainty of such gifts are perceived in this sacrament."

Is Man in and of Himself to Strive for the Divine Likeness?

Repeatedly the idea is set forth of “attaining” or “striving” for the divine likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness" .  For as previously stated, a false distinction is made between  the image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  and likeness of man.
  St. Basil states that “the image was given to us in our nature XE "nature" , and it is unchangeable; from beginning until the end it remains.  The likeness, on the other hand, we gain and achieve through our cooperation and volition; [it] exists potentially in us, and is energized through the good life and excellent behaviour”
 (emphases added).  Such good works as prayer and fasting are set forth as necessary means for the attainment of theosis.  This concept becomes more and more confusing because the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  theologian XE "Theologian"  would ardently state that good works do not earn one’s deification XE "Theosis: descriptions of" :  “Good works do not constitute merit XE "Merit" —no one merits or can merit salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation"  by human works.  They represent man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s personal participation XE "Participation"  in achieving salvation, beyond any reckoning or compensation.”

But what is the theological reason for the emphasis on human effort in regard to achieving theosis?  I believe that such a conclusion springs forth from two errors: a confusion of justification XE "Justification"  and sanctification XE "Sanctification"  and an unbiblical stress on human freedom XE "Freedom" .  Vladimir Lossky XE "Lossky, Vladimir"  even goes so far as to state that, “God XE "God"  becomes powerless before human freedom; He cannot violate it since it flows from His own omnipotence.  Certainly man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  was created by the will of God alone; but he cannot be deified by it alone.”  
  Thus, the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  theologian XE "Theologian"  would hold that Adam XE "Adam"  and Eve XE "Eve"  were not originally created in fellowship with God but only with the potential of union XE "Theosis: descriptions of"  with Him because of His respect for their “freedom.”

At this point both East and West would do well to heed the words of Dr. Van Til who exhorts us to "get down from our pedestals as judges and let God pronounce judgment upon us." In this rather lengthy quote Dr. Van Til exposes the folly of man viewing himself as autonomous and warns believers as well of theological systems that "leave room for man's autonomy. Likewise, Van Til stresses the inability of man due to sin to determine any truth and seek God apart from divine illumination and a supernatural, sovereign work of God acting upon man.

Either we ourselves shall ultimately determine what is our nature, the nature of God, or we shall accept the opposite principle that God must determine. Since it is for us impossible to take the stand on our own human consciousness because that can at best lead to illusion, we must choose the other. Not as though because we now see the logical untenability of the philosophical position do we finally take the choice. That would be in the nature of the case impossible. That would again be lifting ourselves by our own bootstraps, and our attempt to do so would be the denial of the necessity of a higher power, and we would still be on our old standpoint. Hence it follows that if God is to determine the relation between himself and us, he must be the originator in drawing us out of our own position.

Before we can even begin to work out the question of the will in its theological relations in the more technical meaning of that phrase the problem is thus, as it were, thrust upon us unawares, who is to decide. Either we must decide that we shall determine or that God shall determine. If we determine to decide for ourselves we have already by implication taken a stand on the relation between God and man. We have then refused to accept two things. First, we have decided that sin is not of such a nature as to render us incompetent as judges. Secondly, we have refused to accept the position that the infinite must determine the finite. By virtue of the first we have refused the actuality and necessity of divine working upon us in the moral sphere and have thus asserted moral independence whether or not we actually possess it. By virtue of the second we have asserted metaphysical independence as well. If on the other hand we decide to let God determine our relation to him, that decision must be ex hypothesi already the result of God’s work in us, otherwise we were the originators of divine act. 

Furthermore, it is important to understand that in reality to the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  mind, grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace"  and works are not mutually exclusive; there is no division between the two.  Needless to say a question by a Westerner of whether salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation"  is by grace or works would be very strange to the ears of an EO theologian XE "Theologian" .  One must remember that the EO concept as seen in the previous paragraphs defines grace as an energy of God XE "God"  
 (and as far as I can tell) not as undeserved merit XE "Merit"  given to the sinner in salvation.  Though in regard to the process XE "Process"  aspect of salvation (i.e. sanctification XE "Sanctification" ), Protestants in general would hold that salvation, specifically regeneration and sanctification, are work of the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit"  and that the believer does indeed grow in Christlikeness XE "Christlikeness"  by yielding to the Holy Spirit’s power.  The Bible XE "Bible"  also speaks of the fact that a true believer will manifest "good fruit" and that he has been created in Christ  for good works ( 1 John 3:6-10; Eph. 2:10).  Yet these good works are post-conversion actions and in no way is one’s salvation dependent upon them.  Let us now turn our attention to justification as it differs from sanctification
.

A Needed Differentiation Between Justification XE "Justification"  and Progressive Sanctification
 XE "Sanctification" 
In order to have some sort of standard reference in order to better understand justification, the  XE "Justification"  Westminster Confession of Faith will serve as a reference for clarifying words and providing clear definitions (This is no way is to imply that the WC is an “inspired” document.  It is simply used because as a help and because it is strongly founded upon Biblical truth!):

[Regarding Justification XE "Justification"  by faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Westminster Confession: relation to Justification" ]. Those whom God XE "God"  effectually calleth, He also freely justified.  Not by infusing righteousness XE "Righteousness"  into them, but by pardoning their sins, and by counting and accepting their persons as righteous.  Not for anything wrought in them or done by them, but for Christ’s sake alone.  Not by imputing faith XE "Faith"  itself, the act of believing, or any other evangelical obedience to them as their righteousness, but by imputing the obedience and satisfaction of Christ unto them, they receiving and resting on Him in His righteousness by faith, which faith they have not of themselves, it is the gift of God.”
 (emphasis added) 

Thus, a believer is declared righteous (i.e. justified) before God XE "God"  on the instrumentality of faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith"  alone.  Because of Christ’s substitutionary, propitiatory death on the cross, the Father's XE "God: as Father"  holy justice is satisfied on the behalf of sinners.  Therefore, in salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation"  a believer receives the gift of Christ’s righteousness XE "Righteousness"  and rests upon His work and not upon human work or effort.  Yet, when a genuine conversion has taken place the consequence of that true faith is the appearance of good works in one’s life.  Works are NOT the ground of justification XE "Justification"  but come about because one is justified.  Martin Luther XE "Martin Luther" 

 XE "Luther, Martin"  once stated that “works are not taken into consideration when the question respects justification, but true faith will no more fail to produce them than the sun can cease to give its light.”

Whereas justification XE "Justification"  is a one-time definitive act of God XE "God"  upon one’s conversion, progressive sanctification XE "Sanctification"  is a progressive growing and conforming of one’s character to Christlikeness XE "Christlikeness" .  In no way should justification be seen as something that believers are in the process XE "Process"  of obtaining (Rom. 5:9).
  For the believer justification through Christ’s redemptive work on the cross is an accomplished fact.  However, in progressive sanctification the Protestant would agree with the EO assertion that the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit"  brings about this growth in a believer’s life. However, the two greatly differ as to the other means by which the believer is sanctified. The Protestant would set forth the Word of God as the essential means through which the believer is sanctified (Ps. 19:7-11; Ps. 119:9, 15,16; Rom. 12:2), though in no way stating that there are not other divinely ordained means through which God sanctifies and strengthens his people (prayer, baptism, the Lord's Supper, the Church). Likewise, the Reformed Protestant would clearly maintain that the sacraments have no justifying or regenerating power in themselves in contradistinction to the EOC view of the sacramental system as essential to one's salvation.

Evidences of a True Conversion

Thus, good works are simply the evidences of a true conversion.  Only one who has been regenerated XE "Regenerate"  can produce Biblically good works.  This is not to say that the unregenerate man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  does not do that which appears to the eyes of the world as "good" or even beneficial to mankind, but these works will absolutely fall short of divine approval and are NOT sufficient for the salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation"  of one’s soul XE "Soul"  (Isa. 64:6; Rom. 1:18-3:20; Gal. 2:15; Eph. 2:8-9).  The Bible XE "Bible"  is clear that no man can do even one good work ( i.e. Biblically good work) who has not been given new life by the Spirit XE "Holy Spirit"  of God XE "God"  (i.e. regenerated) and given the grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace"  of faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith"  and the gift of justification XE "Justification" .  For though the outward work may appear good, the motive of the unbeliver is not certainly not to glorify God but self with his good works.

So the connection between justification and progressive sanctification XE "Sanctification"  is that of ground and issue.  One must absolutely insist upon Christ’s redemption XE "Redemption"  as the ground of ethical behavior acceptable to God.  Thus, one can expect the evidences of such behavior as demonstrating a true, living faith.  A truth that must never be confused or forgotten is that it is Christ’s work that saves—not human effort.

In Eastern Orthodoxy XE "Eastern Orthodoxy" , the focus of salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation"  seems to be more or less on theosis XE "Sanctification" , that is man being "deified" (with the focus on the "principle of becoming"). As mentioned before, one of the chief texts upon which the doctrine of theosis is built is 2 Peter 1:4.  Dr. John MacArthur notes the following regarding this verse, particularly notice what he says about the meaning of the phrase "partakers of the divine nature":
This expression is not different from the concepts of being born again, born from above (cf. John 3:3; James 1:18; 1 Pet. 1:23), being in Christ (cf. Rom. 8:1), or being the home of the Trinity (John 14:17–23). The precious promises of salvation result in becoming God’s children in the present age (John 1:12; Rom. 8:9; Gal. 2:20; Col. 1:27), and thereby sharing in God’s nature by the possession of His eternal life. Christians do not become little gods, but they are “new creations” (2 Cor. 5:17) and have the Holy Spirit living in them (1 Cor. 6:19,20). Moreover, believers will partake of the divine nature in a greater way when they bear a glorified body like Jesus Christ (Phil. 3:20,21; 1 John 3:1–3).

Thus, Peter begins his letter by making several references to the fact that those to whom he writes have already been "justified" in God's sight:

· "To those who have received a faith of the same kind as ours, by the righteousness of our God and Savior, Jesus Christ" (1:1)

· "seeing that His divine power has granted to us everything pertaining to life and godliness, through the true knowledge of Him who called us by His own glory and excellence" (1:3)

Then in verses 5-12, Peter proceeds to exhort these believers to make their calling sure by being diligent to grow in Christlike qualities.  Thus, in being XE "Being"  a partaker of the divine nature, the one who is justified shares in the life of God XE "God"  through Christ (as the means of his union with God), and  he is likewise  indwelled by the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit"  (Rom. 8:9; Gal 2:20).  The essence of the phrase a "partaker of the divine nature" is not on sanctification or "becoming" but rather on "being"; it refers to what God through Christ has made man! Nor does it mean that man is now "deified" or a "little god" but rather that he now possesses eternal life and is in a living union with Christ.  The essence of God' s nature is in no way intermingled with man's nature by the indwelling of the Holy Spirit or by the believer's union in Christ; the two remain separate for God's nature is immutable.

To be sure every Christian is to strive to be like Christ (1 John 3:2), that is to be conformed to His character.  Of course, this growth does require obedience and yielding (Gal. 5:25), yet it is something that God has decreed in the lives of His children and thus it cannot be thwarted in the ultimate sense for the one for whom Christ dies will indeed be glorified (Rom. 8:29-30).  However, the failure on the part of EO to distinguish between justification XE "Justification"  and sanctification and to fully understand the nature of grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace"   results in serious problems in their overall understanding of salvation.  Salvation is a GIFT of God that is given freely to those who cannot and do not deserve it (Rom. 5:2; Eph. 1:5-6; Eph. 2:8-9; Titus 2:11).  If one does not view salvation as originating and depending upon God only, then one cannot have assurance of his salvation, nor can he believe that his salvation is secured.  If salvation is in any way dependent upon man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  then it can be lost for man is imperfect and will fail.
The Relationship and Role of the Church to Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture"  and Tradition XE "Tradition"   XE "Church" 
After discussing theosis and touching briefly on the role of the sacraments, it is important to discuss EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy" ’s understanding of the role of the Church XE "Church" .  Without a doubt the EOC is very corporate in her view of authority and the Church, whereas generally speaking it could be said that the West has a more individual emphasis.  In EO it is the Church that determines what is true in the area of doctrine.  In fact the EO theologian XE "Theologian"  would be likely to charge (and in some cases rightly so) the Protestant with being XE "Being"  "overly individualistic" concerning authority and the Bible XE "Bible" . 

 It is also true that the Protestant would insist on individual believers, who of course are indwelt by the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit" , studying the Bible for themselves in the quest for seeking truth.  This is to serve as a system of checks and balances so that Scripture XE "Scripture"  will not be misinterpreted or used unjustly by any person, group or organization.  The Reformed understanding, along with many others of the Protestant persuation, insist that Holy Scripture alone is truly authoritative, and this is reflected in the Reformation XE "Reformation"  cry of “sola Scriptura.” However, this is not to say that the Reformed faith would promote "lone ranger" Christians, but rather would very much emphasize believers learning the Scriptures in a community of faith.

Sola Scriptura XE "Sola Scriptura"  

From the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  as well as the Roman Catholic XE "Roman Catholic"  vantage point, sola scriptura is viewed rather negatively.  Ironically, the principle of sola scriptura is considered by both Rome and the East as an attempt to undermine the authority of Holy Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture" . The East looks at the work of the Reformers in regard to individual interpretation of Scripture as a break from Church XE "Church"  Tradition XE "Church Tradition"  and as an "opening the way" for arbitrary interpretations of the Bible.  Both of these issues are thought by the East create an unsound reliance on human authority.  In some cases these conclusions are quite true as no Protestant would deny. Furthermore, one must understand that within EO and Protestantism XE "Protestantism"  there exist two very different concepts of the meaning of tradition/Tradition (the one with a captial "T" being more highly elevated as to importance and authority ).

The sola scriptura cry of the Reformers places a very clear distinction between the value of Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture"  and tradition and always grants Scripture to be supreme and authoritative. Sola Scriptura XE "Sola Scriptura"  is the definitive rejection of any authority (be it Tradition, the Church, councils, popes or creeds) outside of Holy Scripture as being greater than that of Holy Scripture.  The Bible is the absolute and sole authority, the final word and absolute norm of God XE "God" ’s revelation XE "divine revelation" 

 XE "Divine revelation" . In no way does the Reformed Protestant XE "Reformed Protestant" 

 XE "Protestantism"  see a co-equality among the Bible and tradition. This is not to say that tradition is not valued,
 but it is to say that the value is secondary to God’s revealed truth in verbal, propositional form as found in the sixty-six books of the Holy Bible.  Likewise, the Reformers were quite aware of the dangers of incorrect interpretations by individuals and held the context  of the church XE "Church"  as essential and important for the life and growth of the believer.  Yet the great objection of the Reformers was the elevation by the Church of human traditions as equal to the Word of God and the Church’s insistence upon acting as mediator and sole interpretor of God’s Word for the layperson in the Church XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" .  On the other hand, the EO view is that the Bible cannot be isolated from the context of the church and Tradition.  The EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  theologian XE "Theologian"  would charge the Reformers with causing a division in the organic whole of what the East refers to as the Holy Tradition XE "Tradition" .  To the EOC XE "Eastern Orthodox Church"  there is one source of revelation which comes in two forms: written (the Bible) and unwritten (Tradition) which are coequal and possess equal authority. In fact, included within the Tradition of the East is an unhealthy elevation of the Church Fathers coupled with a fear of even appearing at odds with them.

Futhermore, as to matters of interpretation, the doctrine of sola scriptura teaches that Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture"  itself is over and above the Church XE "Church" .  The Reformers ardently rejected the necessity of the Church in mediating the Scriptures and insisted that God XE "God"  Himself would speak directly to each man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s heart through His Word and the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit" .  As Daniel Clendenin XE "Clendenin, Daniel"  has pointed out:

For the Reformers Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture"  was both self-authenticating (autopiston) and self-interpreting (Scripturam ex explicandam esse—Scripture is to be explained by Scripture), by which they meant that, through the internal testimony of the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit" , and through what the Westminster Confession XE "Westminster Confession"  calls the “due use of ordinary means,” in and of itself Scripture was both trustworthy and understandable. This is why William Tyndale XE "Tyndale, William"  would argue that, given a vernacular translation of the Scriptures, even a plowboy could have a sufficient if not perfect understanding of God XE "God" ’s Word. No external mediator, such as the teaching magisterium of the church XE "Church"  or tradition, was needed to certify Scripture.  (emphases added)

By Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture"  alone one must judge truth. Thus, it is by Scripture that the Church XE "Church"  shall be tested as to her falsehood, alignment with, or departure from God XE "God" ’s Holy Word.

It is this position of Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture" ’s self-sufficiency that EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  suggests opens the door to subjective and arbitrary interpretations of the Bible.  The EOC XE "Eastern Orthodox Church" , on the other hand, views the Church XE "Church"  and the Seven Ecumenical Councils XE "Ecumenical Councils"  as the interpreters of Scripture.  Thus, in this way Scripture rests within the context of the Church and is therefore not an independent authority but rather a derivative authority.

Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture"  Within the Context of the Church XE "Church" 
Clearly such a view is very different from both Roman Catholic XE "Roman Catholic" ism, which holds to papal ultimate authority, and Protestantism XE "Protestantism" ’s sola scriptura.  It seems that to the EO theologian XE "Theologian"  that there is no great distinction between the Bible XE "Bible"  and other aspects of [Eastern] Orthodox Tradition XE "Tradition" , yet there are those from the East who do state the supremacy of the Bible in "matters of faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith" ."  Such thinking can be demonstrated in the following quote by Archimandrite Chrysostomos XE "Chrysostomos, Archimandrite" :

Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture"  is a body of knowledge passed down in the Church XE "Church"  in many forms.  The holy ecumenical synods, the Father XE "God" 

 XE "God: as Father" s of the Church, their inspired writings, and the corpus of tradition that constitutes Orthodoxy are, in many ways, Scripture itself, completing and witnessing, yet never supplanting or contradicting, the written biblical canon (emphasis added).

Is the Church XE "Church"   the Basis of Truth?

Another line of reasoning that seems prevalent in EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  thinking is that the Church XE "Church"  is the “pillar and foundation of the truth” (1 Tim. 3:15).  This, however is an incorrect exegesis of this verse.  For the word used here for “foundation” in this context is actually better translated “support ”
.  One commentator on this verse notes:  

Some people teach that the church as the “foundation of the truth” is the source of God’s truth, that no one can know the truth unless he depends on the teaching of some organized church or church group. But Paul was simply affirming the crucial role of the universal church as the support and bulwark—not the source—of God’s truth. His words should not be stretched beyond this (emphases added). 
 

It is quite true that those who make up the Church, that is believers and especially those who are pastors and teachers have been given a tremendous responsibility in safeguarding God's Word.  This is a very serious charge and must be obeyed with all diligence and coupled with fear and trembling.  Those in church leadership especially; however, not excluding all believers, have  a call and responsibility to defend the Truth of the Word.

John Calvin in responding to the abuses of the Catholic Church hierarchial system explains how a false understanding of this verse by Rome led to terrible misuses of power:

Paul simply means what he states elsewhere in other words, that since our “faith is by hearing,” there will be no faith, unless there be preaching. (Romans 10:17.) Accordingly in reference to men, the Church maintains the truth, because by preaching the Church proclaims it, because she keeps it pure and entire, because she transmits it to posterity. And if the instruction of the gospel be not proclaimed, if there are no godly ministers who, by their preaching, rescue truth from darkness and forgetfulness, instantly falsehoods, errors, impostures, superstitions, and every kind of corruption, will reign. In short, silence in the Church is the banishment and crushing of the truth. Is there anything at all forced in this exposition?

Having ascertained Paul’s meaning, let us return to the Papists…now there is nothing of all this in Popery, but only ruin and desolation; and, therefore, the true mark of a Church is not found in it. But the mistake arises from this, that they do not consider, what was of the greatest importance, that the truth of God is maintained by the pure preaching of the gospel; and that the support of it does not depend on the faculties or understandings of men, but rests on what is far higher, that is, if it does not depart from the simple word of God.
 (emphases added) 

Thus, Paul is stressing that the Church is to faithfully support and maintain the truth which has already been given.  This in reality then does not support the unequivocal authority of the Church to determine truth, nor the claim that the Church is the source of truth.  For the Church is composed of sinners (though saved and indwelt with the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit" ) and is therefore fallible by nature XE "nature" .  Furthermore, there are historical proven facts of ecumenical councils whose declarations were later overturned and in which demonstrated clear errors in doctrinal conclusions and interpretations. Thus, EO theology is simply not consistent its affirmations of the relationship between Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture"  and Tradition XE "Tradition" .  In short, the reality of the matter is that in practice the EOC XE "Eastern Orthodox Church"  considers the two as coequal.

The Value of Tradition XE "Tradition"  in Perspective

Contrary to popular opinion, many Protestant XE "Reformed Protestant" 

 XE "Protestantism" s do value tradition, yet they hold it in clear subservience to the written Word of God XE "Bible" 

 XE "God" .  The following passage from John Calvin XE "John Calvin"  demonstrates such a view:
What, then, you will say, is there no authority in the definitions of councils? Yes, indeed; for I do not contend that all councils are to be condemned, and all their acts rescinded, or, as it is said, made one complete erasure. But you are bringing them all (it will be said) under subordination, and so leaving every one at liberty to receive or reject the decrees XE "God: decrees"  of councils as he pleases. By no means; but whenever the decree of a council is produced, the first thing I would wish to be done is, to examine at what time it was held, on what occasion, with what intention, and who were present at it; next I would bring the subject discussed to the standard of Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture" . And this I would do in such a way, that the decision of the council should have its weight, and be regarded in the light of a prior judgement, yet not so as to prevent the application of the test which I have mentioned.(emphasis mine)

Calvin, then goes on to quote a practice by Augustine XE "Augustine" :

I wish all had observed the method which Augustine XE "Augustine"  prescribes in his Third Book against Maximinus, when he wished to silence the cavils of this heretic against the decrees XE "God: decrees"  of councils, "I ought not to oppose the Council of Nice XE "Ecumenical Councils"  to you, nor ought you to oppose that of Ariminum to me, as prejudging the question. I am not bound by the authority of the latter, nor you by that of the former. Let thing contend with thing, cause with cause, reason with reason, on the authority of Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture" , an authority not peculiar to either, but common to all." In this way, councils would be duly respected, and yet the highest place would be given to Scripture, every thing being XE "Being"  brought to it as a test. Thus those ancient Councils of Nice, Constantinople XE "Constantinople" , the first of Ephesus, Chalcedony, and the like, which were held for refuting errors, we willingly embrace, and reverence as sacred, in so far as relates to doctrines of faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith" , for they contain nothing but the pure and genuine interpretation of Scripture, which the holy Fathers XE "Church Fathers"  with spiritual prudence adopted to crush the enemies of religion who had then arisen.  
 (emphasis mine) 

One must see in the historical fact of the formation of the Biblical canon that, by God's sovereign hand,  a real distinction was made by the early church XE "Church"  as to that which is the infallible Word of God XE "Bible"  and that which is an important but relative authoritative source.  Perhaps the elevated importance came to be attached to tradition was in part due to the struggle against gnostic heresies and those who attempted to distort the Word of God XE "God"  for selfish gain.  Additionally, one must also understand that many of the Church Fathers XE "Church Fathers" , as well as, many EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  theologians hold that tradition provides the hermeneutical context to properly understand Scripture XE "Scripture" . Likewise, one must understand that during the Reformation XE "Reformation"  period, tradition became too highly elevated (even to the point of being in practice higher than that of the Bible) and thus, the call was to return to the Scripture as THE sole, authoritative standard.

It is quite true that tradition has real value in Christian community and that it provides much enrichment to God XE "God" ’s people.  Tradition XE "Tradition"  also helps to avoid the traps of subjectivity and false interpretations of the Scriptures. Yet the Bible XE "Bible"  must be seen as primary and tradition secondary.  In summary, it is important for Protestants to study Church History and tradition in order to benefit from those that have gone before us and to not in arrogance refuse to learn from the gifted godly men and women of the past.  For God the Holy Spirit has indeed gifted believers in every age with spiritual gifts for the edification of the Church.  Likewise, on a common ground note, both Protestants and the EOC  are in agreement in regard to a rejection of papal primacy and both agree that a true understanding of the Scriptures can only be obtained by illumination of the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit" .
The Inner Kingdom: One of Purity or One of Stain?

Moving to another quest that seems prevelant in EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  writings, and particularly noted in the writings of the Greek Fathers is the idea of finding the innner kingdom.  The thought is that man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" , by knowing himself and entering within himself will see God “reflected in the purity of his own heart.” (emphasis added).
  Such is the thought of St. Isaac the Syrian XE "Theologian: of the East" 

 XE "St. Isaac the Syrian" :

Be at peace with your own soul XE "Soul" ; then heaven XE "heaven" 

 XE "Heaven"  and earth will be at peace with you.  Enter eagerly into the treasure house that is within you, and so you will see the things that are in heaven XE "heaven" 

 XE "Heaven" ; for there is but one single entry to them both.  The ladder that leads to the kingdom is hidden within your soul XE "Soul" .  Flee from sin XE "Sin" , dive into yourself, and in your soul you will discover the stairs by which to ascend.

However, this is not only an Eastern thought for the modern day Thomas Merton XE "Merton, Thomas"  of the West provides the same line of thinking:

At the center of our being XE "Being"  is a point of nothingness which is untouched by sin XE "Sin"  and by illusion, a point of pure truth, a point or spark which belongs entirely to God XE "God" , which is never at our disposal, from which God XE "God"  disposes of our lives, which is inaccessible to the fantasies of our own mind or the brutalities of our own will.  This little point of nothingness and of absolute poverty is the pure glory of God XE "God"  in us.  It is, so to speak, his name written in us, as our poverty, as our indigence, as our dependence, as our sonship…It is like a pure diamond, blazing with the invisible light of heaven XE "heaven" 

 XE "Heaven" .  It is in everybody, and if we could see it we would see these billions of points of light coming together in the face and blaze of a sun that would make all the darkness and cruelty of life vanish completely… The gate of heaven XE "heaven" 

 XE "Heaven"  is everywhere.
 (emphases added) 

Upon reading such quotes, one must ask several questions.  For if in stating that man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  must know himself, the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  theologian XE "Theologian"  has in mind that the believer is to understand himself as sinful, fallen XE "Man"  and without ability to come to God XE "God"  or discern spiritual things apart from God’s revelation XE "divine revelation" 

 XE "Divine revelation"  and illumination, then he is clearly in line with the Word of God XE "Bible" .  However, some of the EO theologians (as well as some Western theologian XE "Theologian: of the West" s)  seem to be saying that man is NOT completely fallen and that he indeed has a "form of purity", in the words of Merton, “untouched by sin XE "Sin" ”, by which he can, of himself, discern that which is truly spiritual and realize his own condition before God and thus repent.

On the point of “knowing oneself,” Ware XE "Timothy Ware"  provides great insight for he states that this “self” is that which is the original self made in the image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  of God XE "God" .  Herein lies the problem, only Adam XE "Adam"  (or Eve XE "Eve"  for that matter) in his pre-Fall state, could perform such a task. Adam knew what it was like to be “pure” and then what it was like to have a sin XE "Sin"  nature XE "nature" .  Yet, even Adam in his pre-Fall state, still had to rely on special revelation from God in the Garden and his failure to obey God's instruction resulted in his Fall and the corruption of his nature. Thus, all born after Adam, have inherited this sin nature and cannot look inward to find such a “purity” nor can they discern that which is "truly biblically spiritual" or repent and turn to God apart from His revelation XE "divine revelation" 

 XE "Divine revelation" , illumination and calling.  (Rom. 3:10-12; Rom. 5:12,18; 1 Cor. 1:13-14; Eph 2:1, 4; John 5:21b; 6:44).

The Fall of Man from Two Eastern Perspectives

In order to demonstrate that the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith"  is NOT united in all of her doctrine,
 let us examine both Timothy Ware XE "Timothy Ware"  and the previously mentioned Greek XE "Greek"  Orthodox theologian XE "Theologian:  of the East"  from Athens, Athanasios S. Frangopoulos.  Ware would certainly hold to the following:

· Man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  has responisibilty for his own evil actions;

· Real, personal demons and the Devil XE "Devil"  exist whose wills are turned to evil;

· The source of evil is found in the “free will”of spiritual beings who have been given the ability to make moral decisions and who use this free will or “power of choice” incorrectly.
Ware explains Adam XE "Adam"  and Eve XE "Eve" ’s original sin XE "Sin"  as “ a conscious act of disobedience, a deliberate rejection of God XE "God" ’s love, a freely-chosen turning from God to self (Gen. 3:2, 3, 11).”  
  Thus, espouses Ware, the reason for allowing the angels and man to sin and for permitting evil in the world is because God is a God of love and love by definition implies freedom XE "Freedom" .  Ware states that “where there is no freedom, there can be no love…God…desiring to share his love—created, not robots who would obey him mechanically, but angels and human beings endowed with free choice.”

Now concerning the consequences of the Fall XE "Fall of Adam" , several essential biblical doctrines are found seriously wanting.  Though Ware XE "Timothy Ware"  makes plain that due to the Fall man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  is now separated from relationship with God XE "God"  and has division within  himself  and with others, he does not view the Fall of man as a total fall.  The will is simply “weakened” though weakened greatly.  Regarding man’s will Ware states:

his free choice has been restricted in its exercise but not destroyed.  Even in a fallen XE "Man"  world man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  is still capable of generous self-sacrifice and loving compassion….For the Orthodox tradition, then, Adam XE "Adam" ’s original sin XE "Sin"  affects the human race in its entirety, and it has consequences both on the physical and the moral level:  it results not only in sickness and physical death, but in moral weakness and paralysis.  But does it also imply an inherited guilt XE "Guilt" ?  Here Orthodoxy is more guarded.  Original sin XE "Sin:" 

 XE "Original sin"  is not to be interpreted in juridicial or quasi-biological terms, as if it were some physical ‘taint’ of guilt, transmitted through sexual intercourse.  This picture, which normally passes for the Augustinian view, is unacceptable to Orthodoxy.
 (emphases added) 

As to Athanasios’ position, he too would hold that:

· There exists a real, Devil who has a real personality XE "Devil" ;

· Adam XE "Adam"  and Eve XE "Eve"  had no sin XE "Sin"  natures prior to the Fall XE "Fall of Adam" , and that the results of the origninal sin of our progentiors are both spiritual* and physical death.

Interestingly though, Athanasios describes a much greater Fall than Ware XE "Timothy Ware" .  Athanathios speaks of a darkening of the mind and depravity of the heart which is a distortion of the image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  of God XE "God"  in man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" .  In his own words, Athanasios states:

And while the divine image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  did not totally disappear in man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" , it was darkened to such a degree that his mind was unable to distinguish easily between good and evil…. Further, another great evil came about:  Man’s heart was corrupted and became wicked, so that man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  desires wicked things and enjoys them. Thirdly, man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s will was shaken so that with his wicked heart and darkened mind he now inclines towards evil and sinful things.  He observes within himself the existence of an irresistible inclination and leaning towards evil and sin XE "Sin" . (empahses added)

Further he writes in regard to man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s guilt XE "Guilt"  and the inheritance of original sin XE "Sin" :

The original sin XE "Sin"  which brought about man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s depravity also brought about his guilt XE "Guilt" .   Man, through his transgression, became guilty before God XE "God"  as a transgressor of the divine command, guilty and accused before the justice of God XE "God"  the Lawgiver.  The transgression contained guilt XE "Guilt"  within it.  Both are simultaneous… The saddest and ugliest aspect of Original sin XE "Sin:" 

 XE "Original sin"  is its transmission from  the first man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  to  his descendants and from generation XE "Trinity: generation"  to generation to the entire human race:  a hereditary transmission as a state and sickness of human nature XE "nature"  and as a personal guilt XE "Guilt"  of every  man.  This means that Adam XE "Adam"  did not sin XE "Sin"  only as an individual but as progenitor and representative of the human race.  For this reason God XE "God"  imputed upon all men the sin XE "Sin"  of the one.  This the Apostle clearly defines further along when he says that it springs from the fall of the first parents… “as by one man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  sin entered the world, and death by sin, and so death passed upon al men, for that all have sinned.”  (Rom. 5:12); that is, in the person of Adam XE "Adam"  all his descendants were included and all inherited the sin of Adam and the results of that sin XE "Sin"  which are guilt XE "Guilt" , corruption XE "corruption"  and the depravity of our nature XE "nature" , the tendency and inclination towards evil and finally death. (empahses added)

In addition to citing Rom. 5:12 
, Athanasios also includes  Rom. 3:23, Ps. 50:5, Job 14:4-5, John 3:6, and Eph. 2:3.   He then goes on to state that this concept is an “incomprehensible mystery XE "Mystery" ” yet “God XE "God"  imputed Adam XE "Adam" ’s sin XE "Sin"  upon the entire human race, and this imputation XE "Imputation"  is a mysterious one; yet its transmission is completely natural…from sick parents sick children are born.  With infected leaven all the dough will become infected; hence if the ancestors and progenitors were sinful and corrupt so will all the descendants be.  Naturally and out of unavoidable necessity and consequence.” (emphases added)

Thus, on the subject of the Fall XE "Fall of Adam"  and its consequences, already there is found quite differing views not only with the “Protestants” but also among EO's own camp (as we have seen between Ware XE "Timothy Ware"  and Athanasios).  Thusfar, the claim of Eastern Orthodoxy XE "Eastern Orthodoxy" ’s one united faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith"  is proven as erroneous and at best wishful thinking. 

Eastern, Western or Biblical?

Though clear differences exist between the peoples of the East and those of the West, many of these so-called distinctions as stated earlier are not cultural but rather Biblical, theological, and historical. This is not to say that culture is a non-factor in regard to proper interpretation. For example, one should keep in mind the Jewish XE "Jewish"  context in which the Bible XE "Bible"  was written in order and furthermore, one must recognize the fact that God, according to his own wise counsel and for his own glory, chose to work through the national Israel XE "Israel"  to prepare the world (i.e. non-Jews) for the coming of Christ.  Yet did God XE "God"  not call the nation Israel out of the prevailing cultural practices of that time? God's people in all times and ages are called to hold fast to, as well as, live in submission to his Word and to resist falling prey to the exaltation of man's reason found in "worldly wisdom."

The Traditional Eastern & Classical Western XE "Classical Western"  “Cyclical XE "Cyclical" ” View Contrasted with the Biblical “Hebrew XE "Hebrew" ” Linear XE "Linear"  Concept of History 

For example, the traditional Eastern mindset comprehends existence as a unitary whole which is "unchanging" and "undifferentiated."  Thus, something such as the linear appearance of history is considered illusory or transitory.  Yet the Eastern Jews of the Bible XE "Bible" , as well as, our Jewish XE "Jewish"  Messiah and his disciples held to a linear view of history: 

Our Lord’s mention in Matthew 12 of “This age … the age to come” is consistent with the entire New Testament and with the Jewish XE "Jewish"  understanding of linear eschatology. From that brief, Edenic period man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  emerged into a new, hostile environment, but also into an evil age as well. Christ’s coming did not terminate the present age, but only marked its latter days. The age to come is called the palin-genesia, the second Creation, by the Master, when “You who have followed me will sit on twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel XE "Israel" .”
 (emphasis added)

One writer notes, “The real category of history, then, is the future, derived from the Hebrew XE "Hebrew"  linear orientation toward a goal, not from the static and cyclical nature XE "nature"  of Greek XE "Greek"  logos XE "Logos"  thinking.” 
 (emphasis added).  The Christian worldview affirms that God not only has created all things (including time and a beginning; see Gen. 1:1; Ps. 90:2; John 1:1; 17:24; Heb. 4:3; Rev. 13:8), but that he is also directing all things to an appointed end according to his wisdom and good pleasure. Likewise, Historic Orthodox Christianity rejects all Gnostic, pantheistic and pagan philosophic ideas of the world being "eternal." We can, however, state that the idea of the creation of the world was eternally in mind of God the Father and was both caused and brought about through the Son and the Spirit. Bavinck states,

The whole world is thus the realization of an idea of God; a book containing letters, large and small, from which his wisdom can be known.  He is, however, not merely the "exemplary cause"; he is also the "creating agent" (arche demiourgike). The word which God speaks is not a sound without content; it is forceful and living [performative]. The idea of the world which the Father pronounces in the Son is a seminal word (ratio seminalis) a fundamental form (forma principalis) of the world itself. For that reason the Son is called the beginning (arche), the firstborn who sustains the creation, from whom it also arises as its cause and example, and in whom it rests...

Summed up in the Son, gathered under him as head, all creatures again return to the Father from whom all things originate. The the world finds its idea, its principle (arche) and its final goal (telos) in the triune being of God... The creation thus proceeds from the Father through the Son in the Spirit in order that, in the Spirit and through the Son, it may return to the Father.

Likewise, the some of the Early Greek Fathers XE "Church Fathers"  recognized the following distinctions regarding history, as noted by Florovsky, "the Christian intuition of history as a unique—once-occurring, creative fulfillment, the sense of movement from an actual ‘beginning’ up to a final ‘end,’ a feeling for history which in no way allows itself to be linked with the static pathos of ancient Greek XE "Greek"  thought."
 (emphasis added)

The Transformation XE "Transformation"  of Greek XE "Greek"  Philosophical Ideas 

Likewise, just as God XE "God"  chose the Jews as, shall we say, forerunners of the good news to the world, He also appointed the Roman Empire (i.e. Greek XE "Greek"  people, language, and culture) as a vehicle for the spread of Christianity XE "Christianity" .  Whether from the East or West, one cannot deny the influence of Greek philosophical ideas upon Christianity.  The Church Fathers XE "Church Fathers"  were not the only ones to use images and ideas from the Greeks for one can find such techniques used by the apostles themselves. However, the Apostles through the superindenting power of the Holy Spirit correctly "transformed" or "Christianized" these concepts, whereas the Fathers constantly fell prey to errors. 

Perhaps a positive example could be the Apostle John's "Christianizing" of logos. To the Greek mind the term logos conveyed the idea of "reason" or an "abstract force bringing harmony to creation." Likewise, in the second and third centuries, Neo-Platonic, as well as, Gnostic thinking conceived of the logos as an intermediate force between God and the world. However, the Apostle John applies the term to Jesus XE "Jesus Christ" , asserting Jesus as God and thus is in no way an "intermediary being." 

Again, Dr. Van Til reminds us that we must correctly understand the role of Greek philosophy from a theocentric viewpoint, 

The historic Protestant view [regarding Greek speculation] starts frankly from the point of view of totalitarian revelation. Starting thus we have at once a positive view of the relation of God to the world as a whole and to man. Starting from the God and Christ of Scripture as the one who posits himself, we have the basic unity in terms of which all that takes place in history is given its opportunity of making a positive contribution to the kingdom of God. All men know God. The Greeks knew God too. Every man in the world knows, deep down in his heart, that he is a creature of God and a sinner before him. Man’s thinking takes place, as a matter of fact, within the atmosphere of revelation. His own consciousness is revelational of God. His self-awareness presupposes his awareness of his relation to God, his Creator.

It is in terms of this original positive relation of every man to God that the Greeks, as well as all other men, could and did make their positive contribution to the development of the kingdom of God and of his Christ.

But what then of Greek speculation? Did we not see that when carried out consistently it leads to idols instead of to the living God? This is true. But even the wrath of man must praise God. When Joseph revealed himself to his brothers at Pharaoh’s court, he told them that what they intended for evil, God, the Redeemer, overruled for good. So also with the spirit of Greek speculation. Like all speculation, it seeks to suppress the truth that speaks to all men everywhere and all the time. The systems of thought as elaborated by the Greeks are marvelously beautiful idols which they worship as substitutes for the true God.

Contrasting Concepts in Christianity and Hellenistic XE "Hellenistic"  Philosophy

As noted previously, other contrasting Christian and Hellenistic XE "Hellenistic"  concepts include the Greek teaching of an eternal XE "Eternal"  cosmos XE "Cosmos"  in opposition to the Christian doctrine of  creation XE "Creation"  ex nihilo. Likewise, there is the Hellenistic concept of the soul XE "Soul"  enlightened by gnosis XE "Gnosis"  (knowledge) and thus in no need of transformation XE "Theosis: descriptions of"  from without (thus, again the pattern of exalting man) in strict contradiction to the Christian teaching that fallen XE "Man"  man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  must have revelation XE "divine revelation" 

 XE "Divine revelation"  from God and must rely on a divine act from God in order to have any true knowledge and right understanding at all.   There are numerous other examples that might be cited; however, the core issue rests in either seeing man as God or God as God. 
At this point a note of clarity must be introduced. The idea of transformation spoken of is that of changing or re-defining a concept in order to be aligned to the teaching of Holy Scripture.  Greek philosophical thought is at its core completely different than that of Christian thought for the former in one way or another sets up man as autonomous. Perhaps the greatest value of Greek philosophy in relation to Christianity can be understood in its pressing the "Christian consciousness to render an account to itself of its treasure without losing the enjoyment of its possession."
 With this in mind, we now turn to examine some of the negative infiltrations of Greek XE "Greek"  philosophy XE "Philosophy"  upon Patristic thought and Christianity XE "Christianity"  as a whole as seen in the study of Plotinus.
Plotinus The Father of Neo-Platonism

In considering the negative influences of Greek and other paganistic philosophies upon the whole of Christianity, one observe this synergistic wedlock and see the devastation that it has caused over the course of Church history and continues to cause today.   We will begin this examination with the influence of the teachings of Plotinus (205-270 B.C.), an Egyptian philosopher.  At the age of 18 Plotinus began his study of philosophy which took him to Alexandria, Antioch and eventually to Rome (244-245 B.C.) where he established a school and there taught for the remainder of his life.  Plotinus could be considered one of the most important and influential philosophers for the development of some of the major theological issues of Christendom (be it for better or worse), though his role in theological development is often overlooked.  He is often referred to as the Father of Neo- Platonism, for he sought to revive Platonism, but yet to add to it a "religious dimension" that would serve as a conscious alternative to Christianity.  

Modalism as a World View

Plotinus' understood the world as modalistic.  In general, a modalistic world view asserts that there is an ultimate reality that is in its purest form at the top of the system, and that ultimate reality emanates downward. So there are emanations that proceed from "this ultimate being."  The example often given is that of the sun being the ultimate reality and the rays being that which emanate forth from the sun. In this model Plotinus establishes a hierarchy of levels of reality in terms of principle of modes or levels of being.  There are different "stages of emanation" within these modes or levels of being.  Thus, the further away the emanation is from the source, the more materialistic it becomes and likewise the closer to the source, the less materialistic.  One can "smell" the gnostic nature of this teaching that seeks to make all that is material evil.  This kind of thinking is also found in a variety of pagan thought realms and in God's providence has been used in the history of the Church to challenge believers to a pure and true doctrine of Christ. Negatively (and of course erroneously), modalism became an attempt to understand Christ's relationship to God the Father.  Thus, in this false teaching Jesus  represented "one mode" of the being of God.

A Third Century Crisis in Christology

The Sabellian heresy of the third century, which referred to Jesus as "Light of Lights", set forth the idea that Jesus was "of the same substance as God," but was less than God.  The analogy used was the above-mentioned example of the sun and its rays, meaning that Christ is like a ray of the sun that participates in the essence of the sun, but is NOT the sun. Thus, Christ participates in divine essence, but He Himself is not divine.  This Christological crisis came to a climax in the third century (268 AD) at the Council Antioch.  However, it is not difficult at all to see how this Greek philosophical thinking still influences us today.  For the teaching of Christ as some sort of a lesser deity, higher than man but lower than God is found in the teaching of Mormonism and in that of the Jehovah Witnesses.

Final Communion with the "One" 

In Plotinus' system, this "god" or "ultimate reality" located in all purity and perfection at the top of this hierarchical system is totally unknowable and is called "the One". Thus, a person's goal in life is to move in a sort of pilgrimage up through the different modes of being which ends in a final communion with "the One."  So a person must avoid being a materialist who is trapped by food, drink, and other such lesser pleasures for this is viewed as the lowest form of human  life. Man must  instead strive to move past the world of sensation, which includes the intelligible world of the understanding of the mind, and then he will finally arrive to the "mystical apprehension" of ultimate reality.  This is the apprehension of "the One", which transcends both reason and the senses and is the cause of both. 

Eastern Mysticism

Such an understanding is in fact genuine, oriental mysticism where in one's pilgrimage of knowledge one moves from sense experience, up to intellectual thought processes, and then to the function of the understanding, and finally into mystical communion with the deity, which transcends understanding.  A question that naturally arises is "how does one know that he /she has arrived at such a state?  The answer is often something like, one cannot know, one must apprehend for one cannot talk about how to know whether or not one is there. It is thought that if one tries to verbalize such an experience then he must "reduce that experience" to understand it.  For if one can understand it, then one surely does not have it. Such an inexperience is regarded as  ineffable, that is incapable of being expressed in words. This is in essence a "mysticism of the highest sort."

As Dr. Van Til notes, 

Now Plotinus’ view is important; it marks the culmination of Greek philosophy. With him the abstraction process has reached its climax. Instead of seeking a higher synthesis in which the world of sense and evil can be overcome, Plotinus continues in abstraction. One drug is taken to overcome the effect of the former and the craving becomes ever greater. The union of the self-consciousness of the absolute he sought in a still further regress than did the Stoics. He would find it in the One preceding all difference or division, preceding even the distinction of self-consciousness. In reality we cannot even call it the One because that already involves relation to the Many, so our only recourse is silence

Can God Truly Be Known?

Thus, such a final apprehension is above understanding; thus, one cannot verbalize anything about it.  One is simply left in the context of "total mystical communion." This type of mindset is deeply ingrained in the teaching and thinking of the Eastern Orthodox Church and is a constant barrier that is faced when attempting to teach that God indeed has made himself known through His Word which He has given man in verbal, propositional form.  The knowability and the incomprehensiblity (in the ultimate and complete sense) are constantly misunderstood in an EO influenced context.

Regarding this point of the "ineffability of god", Plotinus has made an impact regarding the development of Christian theology.  Plotinus causes us to ask the question,  "If god is unknowable and ineffable, can man really say anything about Him?  Is there really any meaningful way at all to talk about God, or the Absolute or the One? Plotinus came to the conclusion  "yes", but through the means of what the One is NOT. 
The Way of Negation

For Plotinus, the only way that a person can really have a meaningful discussion of the "One" is by using what he refers to as the via negationis or the way of negation. In other words, "the One" can be known by saying what it is not instead of what it IS. Thus, the way of negation teaches that in regard to the "One" (or for the Christian, in regard to God), only negations can be used in speaking of the "One."  To a certain degree this teaching is accurate and helpful, yet Christianity also can and must make positive statements about God for he himself has given us the revelation to do so.  We can see in the writings of both Augustine and Luther statements conveying the idea that God is best known by not knowing; however, these statements must be understood within the overall Christian theistic context.

Listen to the following passage by St. Augustine on the subject of the "Ineffability of God:"

Have I spoken of God, or uttered His praise, in any worthy way? Nay, I feel that I have done nothing more than desire to speak; and if I have said anything, it is not what I desired to say. How do I know this, except from the fact that God is unspeakable? But what I have said, if it had been unspeakable, could not have been spoken. And so God is not even to be called “unspeakable,” because to say even this is to speak of Him. Thus there arises a curious contradiction of words, because if the unspeakable is what cannot be spoken of, it is not unspeakable if it can be called unspeakable. And this opposition of words is rather to be avoided by silence than to be explained away by speech. And yet God, although nothing worthy of His greatness can be said of Him, has condescended to accept the worship of men’s mouths, and has desired us through the medium of our own words to rejoice in His praise."
 
Then we find in Luther's writings his highly developed concept of "the hidden God" or better "the hiddenness or wholly othernness of God" in which he emphasizes God's transcendence, incomprehensibility (that is in totality) and utter un-likeness to man.  It is quite true and one will do well to keep in mind that the Bible does explicitly state that God's ways are not our ways and that He is NOT to be compared to man.  However, Christianity has always used anthropomorphic language to describe God.
Keeping our Anthropomorphisms in Balance

Interestingly, Plotinus is not alone for there are many modern movements today that wish do away with all anthropomorphisms for the very same reason that Plotinus desired to use only the way of negation.  Yet, we must keep in mind that all language about God is anthropomorphic, that is we describe God in human forms and with certain human characteristics such as eyes, arms, hands and feet.

One such movement in the 20th century philosophical theology is to "seek the God beyond god" so as to break free from the dilemma of anthropomorphic language. The idea is that the "traditional concept" of god must be done away with.   This movement became popular through Paul Tillich (1886-1965) a 20th century theologian whose cry was that we must seek the "God behind God."  Tillich's theology, as well as, much that of the traditional EO theologian, tries to convey a humility which says something to the effect of "I do not seek for answers, I simply believe."  This, upon first hearing, sounds rather spiritual but is in reality a false humility and actually ends up making symbols that were formally used to bring clarity and definition, devices that cause nothing more than obscurity and confusion.

Man simply cannot escape the use of anthropomorphismic description because we are human beings!  Thus, the only way to escape anthropomorphism in the ultimate sense is to escape it by ceasing to exist as a human being.  There simply is no way to transcend human categories of thought for this is part of man's divine design.  The only way that man can do so is to be given a revelation.  Yet, even if man is given a revelation, for that revelation to be understandable, it must come in some kind of anthropomorphic terms (not to mention illumination from God himself), or it will not be understood.

For even those who claim to be more "abstract" in their language so as to be rid of this simplistic anthropomorphic language are in reality attempting to sharpen and refine their meanings! Thus, those who seek more abstract concepts of God really do not ever get beyond the uses of anthropomorphisms.  For whatever symbol one chooses, the symbol itself, is still an anthropomorphic term. It is still something taken from our human environment and applied to God.  So perhaps the issue at hand is simply to choose that which would be best kind of anthropomorphic speech and cause the least confusion.

The point is that to totally do away with anthropomorphism, is to make language  and discussion about God totally meaningless.  If this were the case, one could say nothing at all about God.  One could not even use Plotinus' way of negation for all language of God would be nonsense!

So how is the Christian to seek to understand God?  We must remember that the believer does not operate on the same presuppositional foundation as Plotinus.  The Christian has been givenb both revelation and illumination from the God who desires to make Himself known to man.  In other words, the Christian God is the revealing God who is NOT totally unknowable, but who really and truly desires to be known. The classic and historic Christian position is that not only IS there a God, but that God CAN be known both meaningfully and adequately and that the Christian can have real and purposeful discussions about God.  Christianity can and does communicate knowledge and understanding from God for He has given it to man through His Word, the Holy Bible.  This truth in essence sets Christianity over and against the Eastern philosophic concept of "total ineffability."

How Are Affirmations about God to be made?
The Christian's basis for claiming to be able to speak meaningfully about God, can be summarized in two answers: 1) Man has been created in God's image and 2) God has made Himself known through His Word both in the Incarnation of Jesus Christ and through the Holy Scriptures.

Regarding the first point, one finds a commonality or special identification between God and man in the fact that man is created in the image of God.  This in no way is to be interpreted that man is God, or that God is man, yet there is some kind of meaningful analogical relationship between the two.  So that although our language about God is not inexhaustible, nor does it totally comprehend God; however, it is nonetheless real and meaningful to man. 

The second point focuses on the fact that God has entered history and has addressed man in human terms, that is in ways in which we as human beings created by God are able to understand.  In other words, if there exists a God who transcends that which he has created, and this God wants to communicate with man who he has created, then there are two ways in which He can do this.  One is automatically removed for it would require that man be made "god" which is impossible.  The second option is for God to communicate to man in human categories which is what the Christian means by God giving man divine revelation in written, propositional form. This presupposes, of course, that God has given man the linguistic abilities necessary for him to communicate as well. In other words, God has spoken to man on man's terms, in the context of man's finite condition, and has done so by entering into in the sphere of man's environment. Thus, we have  an Infinite God entering into finite history.  The Bible refers to Jesus as  "the Logos, the Word of God."  Jesus is God entering into humanity in the incarnate state who deals with man on man's plane in a time-space sphere of existence.

Our Jewish Heritage Through the Bible
The Christian claims to have genuine and meaningful knowledge of God, not because he has had some kind of mystical experience in which he was carried up to converse with God and has now brought this secret knowledge back to earth, but rather because God Himself out of pure and perfect love has stooped down and chosen to use language, and lisps to speak to his children!  Just as when an adult attempts to communicate to an infant child, he/she must speak in "baby talk.  This knowledge communicated to the infant is, of course, in no way comprehensive, but nonetheless something has truly and meaningfully been communicated. God does not leave man in the dark but instead has given him revelation of Himself through the brilliant light of His Word. As the psalmist exclaims, " In Your light we see light" (Psalm 36:9). 

For the believer, such anthropomorphic lispings are highly significant and indeed meaningful in spite of being only part of the complete "picture" of God. For example as Dr. Sproul illustrates, when we attempt to imagine God the Father in our minds we come up with many images which do not correspond to reality in a literal way.  However, this does not make them meaningless.  When we try to think of such attributes of God as love, power, glory, and dominion, we often come up with images of kings on thrones or in robes or someone embracing a repentant sinner.  So even though our language does not correspond literally to what God is, we are not to simply abandon language altogether.  

Jesus in the Flesh as the Ultimate Anthropomorphism

Recall, John 14 when the disciples are talking with Jesus and Philip asks of Jesus, “Lord, show us the Father, and it is enough for us" (14:8). Here we have a case in which Philip and the other disciples had spend intimate time with the Lord and had personally witnessed His performing of miracles.  YET, Philip still is not completely satisfied and wants to see the Father.  Jesus responds in great frustration by saying in verse 9, “Have I been so long with you, and yet you have not come to know Me, Philip? He who has seen Me has seen the Father; how can you say, ‘Show us the Father’? (emphasis added).  By such an answer, Jesus is stating that if one has seen Christ, one HAS seen God.  This, as Dr. Sproul notes, is the "ultimate anthropomorphism." For to see Jesus in the flesh is to see God in human categories.  In other words, God in his great and marvelous love so condescends to man so that man can, in his finiteness, understands God in so much as God has allowed him and deems necessary for God's purposes and glory.  This example is not just a symbolic example, but is real, in that God the Father is seen through the incarnation of Jesus the Son.

There is Indeed a Hiddenness of God

With all this said, it is still very important for the Christian to understand the importance of the principle of negation rightly applied. In other words, although God has revealed himself to man, there remains a hiddenness of God, for He is infinite and man's finite understanding cannot by nature grasp His totality.  As believers, we must constantly be aware and avoid both extremes of God's incomprehensibility and God's knowability lest the heresies of Church history be re-enacted. 

To make God totally hidden and unknowable is to deny the incarnation and the history of redemption and thus, to make nonsense of Christianity! On the other hand, to have God totally revealed with no mysteries or unanswered questions, as if man has a comprehensive exhaustive knowledge of God, is both false and arrogant and is an attempt to put man on the same level as God. The great Puritan theologian, John Owen helps us to keep an attitude of humility regarding our knowledge of God:

Notwithstanding all our confidence of high attainments, all our notions of God are but childish in respect of his infinite perfections. We lisp and babble, and say we know not what, for the most part, in our most accurate, as we think, conceptions and notions of God. We may love, honour, believe, and obey our Father; and therewith he accepts our childish thoughts, for they are but childish. We see but his back parts; we know but little of him. Hence is that promise wherewith we are so often supported and comforted in our distress, "We shall see him as he is;" we shall see him "face to face;" "know as we are known; comprehend that for which we are comprehended," 1 Cor. 13:12, 1 John 3:2; and positively, "Now we see him not;"—all concluding that here we see but his back parts; not as he is, but in a dark, obscure representation; not in the perfection of his glory.

The truth then is found in a balance of the two ideas and in an understanding and acceptance that man knows about God, he knows only in part.  Man's knowledge of God is an apprehensive and meaningful knowledge, but in no way a comprehensive or exhaustive knowledge.

Both the Christian and the Christian Church must vehemently cling to these truths lest the drift into the grips of apostasy strangle them alive. The principle of negation used rightly has been quite helpful regarding the Church's attempt to keep these two concepts in check as Dr. Sproul will demonstrate using the "four negatives of Chalcedon."  

A Positive Usage of The Way of Negation

The Example of the Four Negatives of Chalcedon

Attempting to formulate a creed in regard to the two natures of Christ (His Deity and humanity) presses man to certain defined limits. For example in A.D. 451, the Council of Chalcedon, where the confession was made that Christ was fully God and fully man, used four negatives to express these difficult but essential truths. The two natures of Christ  are stated to be united in one, with  the natures being:  without mixture, without division, without separation, and  without change.  In other words, at Chalcedon man learns the limits of his understanding of Christ's dual natures.  This is extremely important for Christology.  The limits of our understanding of Christ in the relationship of the two natures, are defined by four negatives.  A large number of controversies the Church has encountered, as well as, those of the present day have had to and continue to have to deal with the Chalcedonian formula  of the right use of negation in order to properly defend the Christian faith.
Theosis, Justification XE "Justification" , and Imputed Righteousness

With no pun intended, this brings us "full circle" back to the central EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  doctrine of theosis and the whole issue of understanding the term justification XE "Justification" .  The EOC. XE "Eastern Orthodox Church"  believes that the teaching of imputed righteousness XE "Righteousness"  was something that came about as a result of the Reformation XE "Reformation" . Claims are often made from the EO camp that the doctrine of imputed righteousness and forensic justification is not found in the teaching of the Father XE "God" 

 XE "God: as Father" s, and thus one should not be surprised of its absence in Greek Orthdoxy. Morever, EO often defines or alludes to justification as a reference to chiefly and principally as being XE "Being"  “made righteous” as opposed to being “declared righteous.”  Thus, it is necessary to make some very important distinctions in terminology regarding the New Testament use of “righteousness."

The Biblical Hebraic XE "Hebrew"  Concept of Righteousness

In Latin XE "Latin" , iustitia XE "Iustitia"  is recognized as that which involves merit XE "Merit"  and is deserving of recompense XE "Recompense" .  But in Hebrew XE "Hebrew"  
 one finds a very different understanding of this term.  Professor D.A. Carson XE "Carson, D.A."  explains:

in Hebrew XE "Hebrew"  a person’s “righteousness XE "Righteousness" ” is commonly seen in the context of a verdict that could be pronounced upon him. If he is “in the right” he withstands the accusation. The Greek XE "Greek"  terms side with Greek notions of civic virtue, but in the LXX XE "Septuagint"  and NT they slide over toward the Hebrew background.  Similarly, while the verb dikaiovw in classical Greek meant “to do justice to” (usually in the negative sense of “to punish”), Hebrew qydxh commonly means “to declare XE "Declare"  to be in the right”—that is, to acquit or even to vindicate XE "Vindicate" .  If Israel XE "Israel" ’s judges are commanded “to justify the righteous and condemn the wicked” (Deut 25:1—with a kind of pun in Hebrew: “to justify the justifiable and to condemn the condemnable”)—it is clear that “to condemn” must mean “to declare to be wicked” or the like, not “to make wicked.” Similarly, “to justify” means “to declare to be righteous,” not “to make righteous.” The notion of a verdict is inescapable. This sort of pattern is common. Job is accused of “justifying” himself rather than God XE "God"  (Job 32:2). The just God insists that he will not justify the wicked (Exod 23:7; 20:11; compare also the synonymous verb hqn [piel], “to clear [the wicked],” 34:7).  The point is that God’s standards of justice are perfect and that he is incorruptible. 

An Assessment of the Connection Between Justification XE "Justification"  and the Cross XE "Justification: relation to" 

 XE "Cross" 
The very fact that justification XE "Justification"  is so explicitly and emphatically connected to the Cross XE "Justification: relation to" 

 XE "Cross"  in the New Testament epistles warrants a thorough examination of this concept.  For what but the Cross secures man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation" ?  Regarding terminology, the Old Testament background must be the filter from which one views justification.  For example, though verbs of the –ovw [omicrom, omega] class are usually causative; yet, when one interprets the verb, dikaiovw (dikaioo) in light of the Old Testament Hebrew XE "Hebrew"  understanding, one finds the meaning to be “to declare XE "Declare"  [someone] righteous,” not “to make [someone] righteous.”  Joseph Fitzmyer XE "Fitzmyer, Joseph"  observes the declarative force of dikaiovw (dikaioo) in the following quote:

When, then, Paul in Romans says that Christ Jesus XE "Jesus Christ"  “justified” human beings “by his blood” (3:25; cf. 5:9), he means that by what Christ suffered in his passion and death he has brought it about that sinful human beings can stand before God XE "God" ’s tribunal acquitted or innocent, with the judgment XE "Judgment"  not based on observance of the Mosaic Law XE "Law" . Thus “God’s uprightness” is now manifested toward human beings in a just judgment, one of acquittal, because Jesus “our Lord … was handed over (to death) for our trespasses and raised for our justification” (4:25). This was done for humanity “freely by his grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace" ” (3:24). For God has displayed Jesus in death (“by his blood”) as “a manifestation of his [God’s] uprightness … at the present time to show that he is upright and justifies [= vindicates] the one who puts faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith"  in Jesus” (3:26; cf. 5:1). Thus God shows that human activity, indeed, is a concern of his judgment, but through Christ Jesus he sets right what has gone wrong because of the sinful conduct of human beings. Paul insists on the utter gratuity of this justification XE "Justification" , because “all alike have sinned and fall short of the glory of God” (3:23). Consequently, this uprightness does not belong to human beings (10:3), and it is not something that they have produced or merited; it is an alien uprightness, one belonging rightly to another (to Christ) and attributed to them because of what that other has done for them. So Paul understands God “justifying the godless” (4:5) or “crediting uprightness” to human beings quite “apart from deeds.” 
 (emphases added)

Though it is true that by the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit" ’s transforming power a believer’s life is changed and good works will manifest, one must distinguish these results from the declarative, forsensic justification XE "Justification"  by grace alone XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace"  through faith alone XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith"  because of Christ’s atonement alone.  The atoning work of Christ must be keep in focus as the sole grounds of a believer’s salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation" .  This brings up the subject of Council XE "Ecumenical Councils"  of Trent XE "Council of Trent"  (1547) in which distinctions were made within justification that sharply differentiated  Roman Catholic XE "Roman Catholic"  and Protestant theology.

Consider the sacramentarian view of salvation in the doctrinal tenets of Trent:

The causes of this justification XE "Justification"  are: the final cause is the glory of God XE "God"  and of Christ and life everlasting; the efficient cause is the merciful God who washes and sanctifies gratuitously, signing and anointing with the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit"  of promise, who is the pledge of our inheritance; the meritorious cause is His most beloved only begotten, our Lord Jesus Christ XE "Jesus Christ" , who, when we were enemies, for the exceeding charity  wherewith He loved us, merited for us justification by His most holy passion on the wood of the cross and made satisfaction for us to God the Father XE "God: as Father" ; the instrumental cause is the sacrament of baptism XE "Baptism"  which is the sacrament of faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith" , without which no man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  was ever justified finally; the single formal cause is the justice of God, not that by which He Himself is just, but that by which He makes us just, that, namely, with which we are being XE "Being"  endowed by Him, are renewed in the spirit of our mind, and not only are we reputed but we are truly called and are just, receiving justice within us, each one according to his own measure, which the Holy Ghost distributes to everyone as He wills, and according to each one’s disposition and cooperation.
 (emphases added)

Here one can clearly find striking contrasts regarding the doctrine of justification XE "Justification" :  sacraments vs. faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith" , a one-time act vs. a process XE "Process" , and declarative vs. distributive.  Thus, such a view of justification, one which is held not only by Rome but by the EO as well, is rightly indicted as one “…meted out on semi-Pelagian principles:  It is contingent upon our habitus and cooperation (meritum de congruo et condigno).”

Perhaps these negative philosophic influences stem in part from a lack of groundedness in the Jewish XE "Jewish"  religious practices as set forth in the Bible (i.e. the Law, the prophets, the sacrificial system) which are types and foreshadowings that point to Christ’s sacrificial death for sinners. One simply cannot read the Old Testament and not see a holy God XE "God"  who burns in wrath XE "wrath"  against rebellious, sinful people; yet in His mercy XE "mercy" 

 XE "Mercy" , He also takes the initiative to rescue, protect, nurture, and redeem them (Hos. 3:1-5; Hos. 11:1-5; Josh. 5:13-15; Ezek. 34).  Thus, it is very possible that a poor understanding or lack of emphasis on Christ’s atoning sacrifice XE "Sacrifice"  would result.  Better yet, perhaps the whole infiltration of a works-based salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation" , justification XE "Justification"  or sanctification XE "Sanctification"  springs forth from man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s depraved nature, namely his pride and desire to “exalt himself” and “earn his way.” Fallen man has always desired to rob God of his glory and  to receive applause and praise from within and from others.  The Apostle Paul in Romans 1-3 through the inspiration of the Holy Spirit condemns all men and in regard to this pronouncement man fights to his own detriment and destruction.

A Revealing God XE "God"  Who Wants to Be Known 

One must remember that it was God XE "God"  who reached down and communicated to the Jews in verbalized form at Mt. Sinai and provided the revelational truths that were to set them apart from all other nations. Likewise, God XE "God"  has given us His very words in a verbal, propositional form because He wants to be known. Thus, through the Scriptures, the infinite Creator XE "God: Creator"  has revealed Himself to the finite creature though by no means exhaustively.  Contrary to much popular opinion today, this communication from God to man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  is grounded in space-time history (i.e. set in a linear framework) and is open to verification as to its truthfulness.  So let us turn to one such example in history – that of the life of Cyril Lucaris XE "Lucaris, Cyril" , former Patriarch XE "Patriarch"  of Constantinople XE "Patriarch: of Constantinople" .  This man held one of the most prestigious positions of EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  history and yet was such a contrasting figure to most of his Eastern contemporaries.  His theological conclusions are definitive, linear and very Pauline in nature XE "nature" .  Cyril even felt the need to formulate or systematize his thoughts in a confession of faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith" —something quite strange in many eastern theological circles.  Thus, my question posed to the reader follows: if the primary theological differences between East and West are cultural, how can such a man as Cyril Lucaris exist?  Is the difference not found in the understanding of Biblical truth and thus an issue of the Bible XE "Bible"  transcending culture and transforming the hearts of men?
An Example From History of Biblical Truth Transcending Cultures (East and West)
Cyril Lucaris XE "Lucaris, Cyril" , Patriarch XE "Patriarch"  of Constantinople XE "Patriarch: of Constantinople"  (1572-1638)
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An outstanding example of true Biblical doctrine overtaking a man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  in spite of the tremendous pressure to concede to the prevailing teaching of his time rests with Cyril Lucaris XE "Lucaris, Cyril"  the Patriarch XE "Patriarch"  of Constantinople XE "Patriarch: of Constantinople"  (1572-1638).  Such an anomaly is this man in the history of Eastern Orthodoxy XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  that he is often referred to as the “Protestant Patriarch” and a “Calvinist XE "Calvinist"  theologian XE "Theologian" !” Quite an interesting title for an Eastern Patriarch—especially the Patriarch of Constantinople. XE "Constantinople" 
The Early Years:  Educational Background

Educated as a youth in Venice, the young Constantine (later known as Cyril)  Lucaris (age 12; 1584) under the guidance of Bishop Maximos Margunios XE "Bishop Maximos Margunios" , studied Greek XE "Greek" , Latin XE "Latin" , Italian and began his first steps in philosophy XE "Philosophy" .  However, the timing of these beginning years of study in Venice was not that of her flourishing days but rather her declining days.  For in the past Venice had been known as a promenient center of Hellenistic XE "Hellenistic"  studies. The era of discoveries and inventions which had enlightened the human mind and had caused discontentment of the "second-hand" knowledge of the Greeks and Latins was fading. Quite rapidly, the focus of classical studies which began this century had come to a halt.

Yet, in Venice there existed a freedom XE "Freedom"  and independence in the realm of thought which somehow slipped through the mighty hand of Rome.  Thus, in such an environment did the young Lucaris spend his formative years and likewise during this time began to develop a deep antipathy toward papal assertions of authority.  Describing an aspect of Venice’s religious culture just prior to Constantine’s arrival, George Hadjiantoniou says, “Venice was one of the most important centers in Italy, in which the Reformed doctrines were cultivated within the Roman Church XE "Roman Catholic Church"  itself.  An active branch of the ‘Oratory of Divine Love’ was operating in that city.  The famous book on ‘The Benefits Bestowed by Christ,’ which though written by a devout Catholic was publicly burned in Rome, had circulated widely in Venice; and the doctrine of justification XE "Justification"  by faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith"  had been taught there by a number of otherwise loyal children of the Church XE "Church" .”  
 (emphases added).  Perhaps it was at this time that the young Lucaris first heard of the Reformed doctrines; however, it is clearly not until a later date that such teachings gripped his very being XE "Being"  and truly became his own.

Due to financial problems, Lucaris’ educational hopes were soon halted and he was forced to return back to his native island of Crete.  Though occupied by the Venetians at this time, a spark of the Hellenistic XE "Hellenistic"  “spirit of freedom XE "Freedom" ” still flickered.  However, the condition of the people religiously and intellectually was quite impoverished.  “The majority of the priests and monks were illiterate, or very nearly so, and in the case of most, superstition and ignorance had replaced spiritual religion. The few existing schools on the island could offer hardly more than the mere reading of ecclesiastical books.”
  However, the Lord providentially provided a wonderful source of enlightening for young Lucaris. Through the good monk, Meletios Blastos XE "Blastos, Meletios" , Constantine (Cyril) found a second great spiritual mentor.

Still the financial situation of Lucaris’ family grew worse thus forcing them to move to Candia where young Constantine was apprenticed to a fisherman. On one such fishing trip to Alexandria, Constantine met a distant relative, Meletios Pegas XE "Pegas, Meletios" ,
 who some believe proved to be a great help in furthering the Cyril's studies.  One cannot say conclusively how or why, other than by God XE "God" ’s purpose and plan, but Constantine’s dream was revived and he was enabled to return to Italy to resume his studies.  This time he was given the opportunity to study at one of the oldest and most well known universities in Europe located in a city called Padua (University of Padua). Interestingly, this university was known for its "free-thinking" atmosphere in which much teaching was presented that was distinctively divergent from the doctrines of Rome.  It was in such an environment that Lucaris spent six years working toward his degree. 

Young Constantine continued to study diligently and had a special interest in philosophy XE "Philosophy" .  This is demonstrated in the correspondence between him and his first mentor, Margunios, in which one finds much discussion on the differences between the philosophy XE "Philosophy"  of Plato and that of Aristotle XE "Aristotle" .  Then at last the longed for day arrived and Lucaris, at the age of 23, was awarded and honored a laureatus of the University of Padua.  With the completion of this dream also came a deep sense of responsibility to his suffering people and thus his mission to Poland.

The Beginnings of Ministry and Opposition

By October of 1596, Lucaris, now known as Rev. Cyril Lucaris XE "Lucaris, Cyril"  had been ordained two years previous in Constantinople XE "Constantinople"  and was serving in the Polish town of Brest.  During this time Cyril became more intimately acquainted with the politics, power and devious practices of the Roman Church XE "Roman Catholic Church" .  But what seems to constantly and very deeply grieve Cyril was the terribly low educational standard, even illiteracy in various cases, of the Greek XE "Greek"  Orthodox clergy which put them at a great disadvantage with the vastly better educated clergy of Rome.  That this was a known status of the Greek clergy, as well as, the majority of laymen can be seen in a letter of Gabriel Dorotheides, a fellow worker of Cyril’s at that time: “The Greek Orthodox population of Poland is scoffed at by outsiders for their ignorance” and “many there are who as a result of this ignorance are driven to other forms of faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith" ."
 In addition to ignorance, poverty also places the Greek clergy at a great disadvantage to the well-cared for Roman clergymen.  But Cyril, being XE "Being"  a man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  of both faith and action, devoted five years in Poland to the betterment of the schools of the Greek Orthodox community and to the establishing of a printing house to provide books for the people.

Many hardships and trials, mostly from Rome and those with Roman affections and political interests, were encountered by Cyril even to the point of having to flee for his life and seek protection from the Prince Constantine Basil!  After careful consideration Lucaris left the land of Poland and arrived in Egypt in September of 1601.  To his great surprise and joy an "orphaned" church XE "Church"  elected him to be the successor of the recently deceased Meletios Pegas XE "Pegas, Meletios"  (his distant relative mentioned earlier) and at the age of 29 Cyril became the Patriarch XE "Patriarch"  of Alexandria where he served for 20 years.  At this appointment Cyril demonstrated his growing spiritual discernment as he faced many heretical doctrines including that of the Nestorians XE "Nestorians"  whom he refers to as “blind” and “pests of the Orient.”

Though little information is known of his first years in Egypt, it is known that upon appointment Cyril began immediately to preach and continued this love throughout his career.  Many significant events took place during this period of Lucaris’ life and specifically those which contributed to his growing Biblical convictions.  In 1602, Cyril renewed his acquaintance with a Dutchman, Cornelius van Haga XE "van Haga, Cornelius" .  It was through van Haga that Cyril received many books on Protestant theology.   Then a few years later, Lucaris met the famous Dutch theologian XE "Theologian"  J. Uytenbogaert XE "Uytenbogaert, J." , who had just taken Jacob Arminius XE "Arminius, Jacob" ’ place in the leadership of the Remonstrant school of theology!  Through Cyril’s correspondence with Uytenbogaert, one can see Lucaris’ struggles with the meaning of the sacraments, which he affirms are only 2 in number:  the Lord’s Supper and Baptism XE "Sacraments: relation to" 

 XE "Baptism" .  One must note, however, that Cyril’s stance on these two issues at this date is very much "in progress."  He does affirm that the sacraments have no “effectual power” but also says that “faith has no power to save without the aid of the sacraments.”  Also, concerning the Lord’s Supper Cyril at this time did accept the doctrine “of a change in essence XE "Essence" ” of the bread and wine but later can to a different conviction as is reflected in his Confessio Fidei.

Recognition of Errant Doctrine XE "doctrine" 

 XE "Doctrine"  & the Divergence from Accepted, Traditional Beliefs 

Yet Lucaris clearly admitted and recognized the erroneous practices within his own Greek XE "Greek"  Orthodoxy XE "Greek Orthodoxy"  and the great difficulty involved in reforming such error.  In one letter to Uytenbogaert, Cyril states, “…in contrast to the Roman, the Greek Church XE "Church"  does not regard these practices, which have not been expressly ordained by God XE "God" , as necessary unto salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation" ; on the contrary she holds that they are liable to error. Inasmuch as only that which God Himself has ordained is infallible, all such practices must be submitted to the scrutiny of the Scriptures and of the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit" .”
 (emphasis added).

In a quite revealing letter to Mark Antonio de Dominis XE "de Dominis, Mark Antonio" , a former Roman Catholic XE "Roman Catholic"  Archbishop who embraced the Protestant faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith" , Cyril writes:  (Sept. 6, 1618)

There was a time, when we were bewitched, before we understood the very pure Word of God XE "Bible" 

 XE "God" ; and although we did not communicate with the Roman Pontiff…we abominated the doctrine of the Reformed Churches, as opposed to the Faith XE "Faith" , not knowing in good truth what we abominated.  But when it pleased the merciful God XE "God"  to enlighten us, and make us perceive our former error, we began to consider what our future stand should be.  And as the role of a good citizen, in the case of any dissension, is to defend the juster cause, I think it all the more to be the duty of a good Christian not to dissimulate his sentiments in matters pertaining to salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation" , but to embrace unreservedly that side which is most accordant to the Word of God XE "Bible" 

 XE "God" .  What did I do then? Having obtained, through the kindness of friends, some writings of Evangelical theologians, books which have not only been unseen in the East, but, due to the influence of the censures of Rome, have not even been heard of, I then invoked earnestly the assistance of the Holy Ghost XE "Holy Spirit" , and for three years compared the doctrines of the Greek XE "Greek"  and Latin XE "Latin"  Church XE "Western Church" es with that of the Reformed… Leaving the Father XE "God" 

 XE "God: as Father" s I took for my only guide the Scriptures and the Analogy of Faith XE "Faith" .  At length, having been convinced, through the grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace"  of God XE "God" , that the cause of the Reformers was more correct and more in accord with the doctrine of Christ, I embraced it.  I can no longer bear to hear men say that the comments of human tradition are of equal weight  with Holy Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture" … As for Image Worship, it is impossible for me to say that, absolutely speaking, images are to be condemned, since, when not worshipped, they cannot do any harm; but I abhor the idolatry of which they are the cause to these blind worshippers… in view of the fact that the naïve, to say nothing of some who are enlightened, are carried away from the true and spiritual worship and adoration which is due to God XE "God"  alone, I would rather that all would entirely abstain from this so dangerous handle of sin XE "Sin" ”
 (emphases added)
During this period of Cyril's spiritual development, one can see the evidence of a divergence in his understanding of Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture"  and that to which Rome, as well as, his own churchmen held.  As to his own contemplations on the Word of God, one finds in Cyril’s letters a deep wrestling and serious study on the issues of “free will” and “predestination XE "election" 

 XE "Predestination" ” (dates:  Oct. 1613).  Not only does Cyril ponder difficult subjects of Scripture, but he is also quite able to defend his points as is evidenced in his writings and various correspondence with other theologians.

Appointment to the Ecumenical Throne of Constantinople XE "Constantinople" 
Around November 5th of 1621 Cyril was appointed to the Ecumenical Throne of Constantinople XE "Constantinople" .  Again, he experienced much adversity from Rome, that is from the Jesuits XE "Jesuits"  specifically, and also from French politicians who attacked Cyril with slander and devised plots to remove him from the throne.  Additionally just as in his previous posts, Cyril was once more saddened at the ignorance and superstition among the clergy.  “The libraries of even those who could read were extremely poor, as their books had to be brought from Venice at great cost.”  Furthermore, one man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" , Pitton de Tournefort XE "de Tournefort, Pitton" , noted when he visited this area that the pulpits were no longer present in the churches for the “custom of preaching had been abolished.”

During this time the French and the Jesuits XE "Jesuits"  worked hand in hand for they had many common interests.   Thus, when an attempt by the Jesuits with the support of the French ambassador to dethrone Cyril failed this “partnership” began to stir up agitation within the Church XE "Church" .  To this end, they found many allies for there was a growing and influential Romanizing party within the Greek XE "Greek"  Church.  Interestingly, this party had chiefly arisen from the College of St. Athnanasius which was supposedly set up by Pope Gregory the XIII XE "Pope Gregory the XIII"  in Rome in 1577 for the education of young Greek men.   However, the reality was that it was used to spread Roman propaganda and to “convert” these Greeks to the Roman Church XE "Roman Catholic Church" .  This was quite a successful effort which resulted in an “existence within the Church a party of people who, while outwardly retaining their allegiance to the Greek Orthodox Church, were at heart Roman Catholic XE "Roman Catholic" s, ready to bring the Church under the rule of the Pope in accordance with the terms of the Synod of Florence XE "Synod of Florence" .”
 (emphasis added).

More Trouble as Convictions Grow and Become Public

More trouble began to brew as Cyril’s beliefs and Calvinistic convictions became more publicly evident.  This is demonstrated in a letter written by the English ambassador, Sir Thomas Roe XE "Sir Thomas Roe" , to Archbishop Abbot:  “As for the Patriarch XE "Patriarch"  himself, I do not doubt that in opinion of religion he is, as we term him, a pure Calvinist XE "Calvinist" , and so the Jesuits XE "Jesuits"  in these parts do brand him.”
 (emphasis added).

      Unfortunately, Cyril’s hope to reform the Greek XE "Greek"  Church XE "Church"  came at time in which the Roman Church XE "Roman Catholic Church"  experienced a revived impetus to conquer the Orthodox Orient.  In fact, Pope Gregory XIII, founded in 1573 the “Congregation for the Dissemination of the Faith XE "Faith" ” whose chief goal was the conversion of the Greek Orient to the Roman faith XE "faith" .   This was the forerunner of the Congregatio de Propaganda Fide XE "Congregatio de Propaganda Fide"  which was created by Pope Gregory the XV XE "Pope Gregory the XV"  and his Secretary of State, Ludovisi, in 1622.  This “organization” was created for the purpose of placing all of Rome’s worldwide missionary endeavors under one central authority with the hope of better coordinating her activities and labors.  Needless to say, the fight against Cyril was passed on to the Congregatio and was received with great fervor.

It was soon reported to Rome that Cyril had printed a catechism in Wittenberg written by one of his supposed pupils, Zacharias Gerganos XE "Zacharias Gerganos" , with the specific purpose of spreading Protestant ideas among the Greeks.  Zacharias had studied theology at the University of Wittenberg XE "University of Wittenberg"  from 1619 to 1622 and while there had published a new edition of the New Testament.  Zacharias also prepared a “Christian Catechism XE "Catechism" ” which he published in Wittenberg in 1622, in which Protestant doctrine was clearly espoused.  It does seem that Cyril embraced this book and saw it as helpful to his own efforts of reformation of the Greek XE "Greek"  Church XE "Church"  and thus approved of the book’s circulation in Constantinople XE "Constantinople" .  Thus, rumors abounded and the quest was on to have Cyril deposed from the throne.

More Pressure from Rome

Three different emissaries were sent to “encourage” Cyril to fall in line with the Pontiff.  In fact a message from the Pope himself was brought to Cyril containing charges against him, as well as a request that Cyril submit a confession of his faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith"  “in which he should accept the terms of the Council XE "Ecumenical Councils"  of Florence XE "Council of Florence"  and condemn the errors of the Calvinists and the Lutherans XE "Lutherans" .”
 (emphasis added).  Now Cyril was faced with an ultimatum in which Rome desired complete surrender and knowing that he could not do so in light of his convictions Cyril sought the counsel of a few trusted friends.  The final decision was to give no answer to Rome in written form at that time.  Cyril however knew that some matter of action had to take place and recognized that in the “big picture” the issue at hand in attempting to “save” the Greek XE "Greek"  church XE "Church"  was to combat the ignorance of the Greek clergy and laymen concerning the great Christian doctrines.  Thus, Lucaris invited several well-educated men to come to Constantinople XE "Constantinople"  to help him in his mission.  One such man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  was Theophilus Corydalleus XE "Corydalleus, Theophilus"  who was well-known for his Calvinistic theological views.  Cyril, in quite a "bold" move, appointed Corydalleus to be to director of the “other university” which was founded for the purpose of combating the Jesuit school and its Roman propaganda.

When news came to Pope Urban the VIII XE "Pope Urban the VIII"  of Corydalleus’ appointment to head of the "new university," he was furious and redoubled his efforts to be rid of this “son of darkness.”  More attempts were set forth to remove Cyril in a meeting of the Propaganda on November 13, 1627.  The new measures were much stronger and even included threatening Greek XE "Greek"  merchants with physical injuries if they did not take a definite stand against Cyril.  This would be instituted by “Christian soldiers” or “pirates” who were involved in plundering and slave-hunting raids all over the Mediterranean Sea.  But in the meantime, an “Apostolic Suffragan” composed of an Anti-patriarch (Cannanchio Rossi XE "Rossi, Cannanchio" ) and a treasurer were sent to Cyril to “supervise the interests of the Roman Catholic Church XE "Church"  in the Near East, and prevent the poison of the heretics from corrupting its own members, as it had a number of Greeks.”
 (emphasis added).

But once again Divine Providence thwarted the plans of these men and while they were in route to Constantinople, a  XE "Constantinople" Greek XE "Greek"  outcry arose against them.  Apparently, while visiting places along the way, Rossi acted quite arrogantly and offended both the Greeks and the some of the Roman Catholic XE "Roman Catholic" s who were not part of the Jesuit party.  The Greeks viewed this emissary of the Pope as a new danger to their religious freedom XE "Freedom"  while the non-Jesuit Roman Catholics feared that Rossi’s arrogance would provoke the displeasure of the Turkish authorities against them all without discrimination.  Thus, Rome’s attempt once again failed.

The Printing Press 

Landing in Constantinople XE "Constantinople"  in June 1627 was a man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  by the name of Nicodemus Metaxas XE "Nicodemus Metaxas" , a well-eductated Greek XE "Greek"  monk who sought to set up a Greek printing press to better educate his people.  One problem that Metaxas often contemplated was how to get the equipment through customs without arousing suspicion from the Turkish authorities.  So Metaxas decided to seek the assistance of the Patriarch XE "Patriarch"  (i.e. Cyril) and what a joy this was to Lucaris! Now Cyril’s dream of disseminating the great truths to his own people was possibly as close as the next harbor of the city!  But Cyril also realized that he would need help to make this dream a reality so he consulted with the Patriarch of Alexandria, as well as the Dutch and English ambassadors who secured the permission to unload the cargo.

Then on July 14, 1626 the press was set up, by the assistance of Sir Thomas Roe XE "Sir Thomas Roe" , in a house near the English Embassy but even nearer the French Embassy.  Of course when the Propaganda heard this news they immediately set out to try and "sway" Metaxas to their “side” in order to use this printing press.  But Metaxas stood firm, politely refused and began working fervently to publish books.  Among the first books printed, was one by Meletios Pegas XE "Pegas, Meletios" , which refuted the Pope’s claim of head of the whole Church XE "Church" .  Two other books on the same subject followed, the first written by Nilus, the Archbishop of Thessalonica XE "Nilus, the Archbishop of Thessalonica"  and the second by Gabriel, the Archbishop of Philadelphia XE "Gabriel, the Archbishop of Philadelphia" .  A book was also published on Purgatory XE "Purgatory"  by Barlaam but of all of the controversial books set forth, the one published by Cyril on the Jews proved the most dangerous.  However, in the meantime, Cyril was at work putting together his own Confession of Faith XE "Faith"  which was “intended to be Cyril’s great contribution to the issue which was dividing the East from the West, and was to be printed in the printing house of Metaxas.”
 (emphasis added).

Thus, when the Jesuits XE "Jesuits"  realized that Metaxas would not be swayed by flattery they turned to more serious tactics—physical threats.  To fortify their efforts, the Jesuits utilized the Turks and brought accusations to the Turkish authorities to the effect that Cyril had insulted the Koran XE "Koran"  in his book on the Jews.  This group further charged Metaxas with partnering alongside Cyril to stir up the people to sedition against the Turkish authorities.  Needless to say, the Turkish authorities took these accusations seriously and after only six months of operation the printing house was shut down!  However, the plot to get rid of Metaxas was not successful and Rome suffered yet another humiliation which fueled more hatred and zeal to destroy Lucaris.

On July 25, 1628 another Roman meeting of the Congregatio was called with the Pope himself presiding.  The results were that of 3 possible ways of handling Lucaris:  to establish proceedings against him before the Roman Inquisition XE "Roman Inquisition" ; to establish proceedings before a Greek XE "Greek"  Synod composed of patriarchs and bishops; and lastly, to utilize both the Greek clerics and the Turkish authorities to removed Lucaris.  Then after much thought and deliberation by the Pope, on March 23, 1629, the Congregatio was informed that “the Holy Office approved of the deposition of Cyril and declared that it was quite in accordance with divine and human law to use bribery in order to bring about this desirable end.”
 

A Kindred Spirit XE "Holy Spirit" :  Rev. Antoine Leger XE "Leger, Rev. Antoine"  

The Beginning Work of a Modern Greek XE "Greek"  Translation by Monk Maximus Callioupolites XE "Monk Maximus Callioupolites" 
At this point a new individual enters the picture, the Rev. Antoine Leger XE "Leger, Rev. Antoine" , a pastor well-versed in Hebrew XE "Hebrew"  and Greek XE "Greek"  and able to preach in Italian.  This man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  was called to Constantinople XE "Constantinople"  to serve as chaplain of the Dutch Embassy and became Cyril’s closest friend and co-laborer for Christ.  As Leger came upon the scene in Constantinople, he observed two great needs of the Greek people:  the need for the Scriptures to be given in a language that could be understood and a small Catechism XE "Catechism"  and other basic help books for the children. Thus, as early as March 1629, Cyril entrusted this translation work of preparing an edition of the New Testament in Modern Greek to his friend, the learned Monk Maximus Callioupolites XE "Monk Maximus Callioupolites" .  This first translation in Modern Greek of the New Testament was published in Geneva by P. Aubert and the Cyril himself prefaced the first edition.  In his preface, Lucaris writes that the gospel XE "gospel"  is “a sweet message, given to us from heaven XE "heaven" 

 XE "Heaven" ” and that all Christians have the obligation to “know and be acquainted with all its contents.”  He further wrote that there is no other way to learn “the things that concern faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith"  correctly… save through the divine and sacred Gospel.”

Cyril’s Confessio Fidie XE "Confessio Fidie" 
Then a second project became the focus and this project was the preparation of a Catechism XE "Catechism"  of the Christian faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith"  through which the essentials of the faith could be taught to the people.  So with Leger XE "Leger, Rev. Antoine" ’s enthusiastic help, the first Latin XE "Latin"  edition of the famous Confessio Fidei of Cyril was printed in March 1629.
 This incredible statement of faith by Cyril of Lucaris, Patriarch XE "Patriarch"  of Constantinople XE "Patriarch: of Constantinople" , was eventually condemned by Eastern synods and paved the road to his martyr’s death.  For on June 26, 1638, Cyril was executed.

A Closer Examination of Cyril's Confession of Faith

We will now examine excerpts from Cyril’s Confessio Fidei which consists of eighteen articles followed by four questions with corresponding answers.  The articles of discussion will be those which are generally controversial in both the Eastern and the Western Church in an attempt to comprehend the essence of the Confession of Faith that Cyril set forth and compare with that of Reformed Theology.

The Authority of the Bible is Greater that that of the Church
The second article speaks on the source of divine revelation XE "divine revelation" 

 XE "Divine revelation"  being XE "Being"  that of the Holy Scriptures.  On this subject, Lucaris speaks out and states the superiority of the Bible XE "Bible"  over the Church XE "Church" .  For he affirms that the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit"  is the Author of the Scriptures and that the “authority of the Holy Scripture XE "Scripture" ” is “above the authority of the Church.  To be taught by the Holy Ghost is a far different thing from being taught by a man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ; for man may through ignorance err, deceive and, and be deceived, but the Word of God XE "God"  neither deceiveth nor is deceived, nor can err, and is infallible and has eternal XE "Eternal"  authority.” 
 (emphasis added).  Thus, it is clear that Cyril held to the Bible as the absolute, ultimate and highest authority and that the Scriptures are without error and infallible.  In no way does Lucaris allow Tradition XE "Tradition"  to occupy the same place of authority as that of Holy Writ.

The Doctrines of Predestination and Election by God's Sovereign Grace

In article 3, Lucaris deals with the doctrine of predestination XE "election" 

 XE "Predestination" .  He explains this teaching clearly, succinctly and quite biblically.   The statement addresses such weighty issues as the origin and cause XE "origin"  of salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation" , God's free electing power XE "Election" , the doctrine of reprobation, God's mercy and justice and lastly, God's sovereign grace.  “We believe the most merciful God to hath predestinated His elect unto glory before the beginning of the world, without any respect  unto their works and that there was no other impulsive cause to this election, but only the good will and mercy XE "mercy" 

 XE "Mercy"  of God. In like manner before the world was made, He hath rejected whom He would, of which act of reprobation, if you consider the absolute dealing of God, His will is the cause; but if you look upon the laws and principles of good order, which God’s providence is making use of in the government of the world, His justice is the cause, for God is merciful and just.” 
  In this article, it is obvious that Cyril held to a very strong Calvinistic position, even accepting a double predestination view.  It is also important to keep in mind the difficulties that Cyril must have encountered by making such a strong doctrinal stand regarding God's sovereignty in salvation, for the Eastern Tradition during this time period held vehemently to the idea of salvation as a synergistic work.

The Fall of Man and its Consequences on Man's Nature

Contrary to many Eastern Orthodox views of the Fall XE "Fall of Adam"  and its consequences on all men, Cyril writes:  “We believe that the first man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  created by God XE "God"  fell in Paradise, because he neglected the commandment of God and yielded to the deceitful counsel of the serpent. From thence sprung up original sin XE "Sin"  to his posterity, so that no man is born according to the flesh who does not bear this burden and feel the fruits of it in his life.” (emphasis mine). 

Jesus as the Only High Priest and Mediator between God and Men

In article eight, Cyril denied the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  teaching of earthly priests being those who are the sole mediators between God and his people and stated that “our Lord Jesus XE "Jesus Christ"  sitteth on the right hand of His Father and there He maketh intercession for us, executing alone the office of a true and lawful high priest and mediator…”

Alone is Head of the Church

Cyril also stood strong on the Headship of the Church XE "Church"  being XE "Being"  Christ for, "no mortal man can be the Head of the Church" (article 10) and recognized both the Church universal and the local Church. 

The Holy Spirit Instructs the Church

Cyril addressed the teaching ministry of the Holy Spirit in article 12,  XE "Holy Spirit"  as over and above the Church:  “We believe that the Church on earth is sanctified and instructed by the Holy Ghost, for He is the true comforter, whom Christ sendeth from the Father XE "God" 

 XE "God: as Father"  to teach the truth and to expel darkness from the understanding of the faithful.  For it is true and certain that the Church on earth may err, choosing falsehood instead of truth, from which error the light and doctrine of the Holy Spirit alone freeth us…”  

Then Lucaris tackled the somewhat unpopular issue at times in EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  theology—justification XE "Justification"  by faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith" :  (article 13) “We believe that man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  is justified by faith and not by works.  But when we say by faith, we understand the correlative or object of faith, which is the righteousness XE "Righteousness"  of Christ, which, as if by a hand, faith apprehends and applieth unto us for our salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation" .  This we say without prejudice to good works…”  Moreover, regarding the place of works in a believer’s life, he states:  “…truth itself teaches us that works must not be neglected, that they are necessary means to testify to our faith and to confirm our calling.  But that works are sufficient for our salvation, that they can enable one to appear before the tribunal of Christ and that of their own merit XE "Merit"  they can confer salvation, human frailty witnesseth to be false; but the righteousness of Christ being XE "Being"  applied to the penitent, doth alone justify and save the faithful.”
 (emphases added).  Here the idea of the imputation of Christ's righteousness as opposed to the infusion by righteousness is clearly presented.  The Reformation teaching of justification by imputation is further confirmed by Cyril's assertion that "good works"  will necessarily following (i.e. the will manifest as fruits or results) true saving faith and that these good works do not justify us before God, but rather the righteousness of Christ alone justifies man.

The Bondage of the Will of the Unregenerate

Article 14 is a refutation of "free will" in relation to the unregenerate and a confirmation of the spiritual deadness of man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  in his natural state (pre-converted state):  “We believe that free will is dead in the unregenerate, because they can do no good thing, and whatsoever they do is sin XE "Sin" ; but in the regenerate XE "Regenerate"  by the grace XE "grace" 

 XE "God: grace" 

 XE "Grace"  of the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit"  the will is excited
 and in deed worketh but not without the assistance of grace.  In order, therefore, that man should be born again and do good, it is necessary that grace should go before…”
 (emphases added).  Here Cyril is stating that regeneration must precede the "choosing of Christ" for the unregenerate man is unable to choose God because his will is bound by sin and thus, by nature the unregenerate will not choose Christ.  However, when God the Spirit regenerates a man, his will is quickened and he is "born from above" and in such a state will choose Christ.

The Sacraments are Two

John Calvin's concise, yet helpful definition of a sacrament is helpful guide for beginning this section:

It seems to me, then, a simple and appropriate definition to say, that it [the sacrament] is an external sign, by which the Lord seals on our consciences his promises of good-will toward us, in order to sustain the weakness of our faith, and we in our turn testify our piety towards him, both before himself, and before angels as well as men. We may also define more briefly by calling it a testimony of the divine favour toward us, confirmed by an external sign, with a corresponding attestation of our faith towards Him. You may make your choice of these definitions, which in meaning differ not from that of Augustine, which defines a sacrament to be a visible sign of a sacred thing, or a visible form of an invisible grace, but does not contain a better or surer explanation.
 (emphases added).

In regard to the Sacraments (articles 15-17) XE "Theosis: relation of sacraments to" 

 XE "Sacraments" , Lucaris states that only two are given in Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture" :  the Holy Communion XE "Communion"  (Eucharist XE "Sacraments: relation to" 

 XE "Eucharist" ) and Baptism XE "Baptism" .  Concerning Cyril's position regarding the Sacraments one finds several difficulties and ambiguities. It appears that Cyril held that in some way water baptism had a part salvation for he states in regard to this Sacrament:  "…unless a man has received it, he has no communion with Christ" and that "those who are baptized in the same form which our Lord commanded in the Gospel, both original and actual sins are pardoned, so that whosoever has been washed in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit are regenerate, cleansed and justified" (emphases added) XE "Regeneration" .

But as to any form of transubstantiation XE "Transubstantiation" , Cyril, along with Augustine and Calvin strictly and opened rejected this teaching in article 17. For here Lucaris in this 17th article does seem to be stating to some degree the memorial nature of the Eucharist for he says in regard to the presence of Christ that it is "not that which the devised doctrine of transubstantiation teaches.  For we believe that the faithful eat the body of Christ in the Supper of the Lord, not by breaking it with the teeth of the body, but by perceiving it with the sense and feeling of the soul, since the body of Christ is not that which is visible in the Sacrament, but that which faith spiritually apprehends and offers to us."

A Refutation of Purgatory

The 18th and final article sets forth the truth of a real eternal XE "Eternal"  heaven XE "heaven" 

 XE "Heaven"  and an eternal hell, while calling purgatory a “fiction" and stating that "after this life there is neither power nor opportunity to repent."

The Confession's Four Questions

The Confessio ends with four appended questions, the first of which dealt with each individual believer’s right to the read the Scriptures. Cyril held that indeed every Christian has the inalienable right to read the Bible XE "Bible" .  The second questions follows with addressing the problem of whether each believer is able to understand the Scriptures (that is, apart from clerical interpretation).  Though many difficult and complex passages are found in the Bible, Cyril held that the believer, endowed and illumined with the Holy Spirit XE "Holy Spirit" , is able to clearly understand the doctrines of the faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith" .  The third question deals with which books are to be contained within the Canon and to this Lucaris stated that those which have been recognized as such by the Laodicean Council XE "Laodicean Council" 

 XE "Ecumenical Councils" .  Then the final question pertains to image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  worship and here Cyril cites the Scripture verse:  “Thou shalt not make unto thee a graven image, nor the likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness"  of any form that is in heaven XE "heaven" 

 XE "Heaven"  above, or that is in earth beneath… Thou shalt not bow down thyself unto them, nor serve them.”  Though not forbidding entirely the use of icons XE "Icons" , Cyril pointedly rejects the worship and adoration of such so as not to “come to worship colors and art and created things, in place of the Maker and Creator XE "God: Creator" .”
  A wonderful prayer then ends this confession of Cyril Lucaris XE "Lucaris, Cyril" :  “May the Lord grant to all right-mindedness and a pure conscience.” 

Reflection on Cyril’s Life and Ministry

The Word Bears Fruit 

Indeed is this confession one of beauty and truth, portraying a man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  deeply devoted to the study of the Holy Scriptures, yet the question lingers as to why Lucaris’ reformation attempts were met with seemingly little success.  However, when examined from a different perspective success was achieved in other directions and with eternal XE "Eternal"  effects on both the Greek XE "Greek"  people and within the Eastern Church.  Perhaps one of the greatest achievements was the translation of the first edition of the New Testament in Modern Greek.  For with this work, the Word of God XE "Bible" 

 XE "God"  was sown in the hearts of many people.  Even 40 years after Cyril’s death a former English Consul in Smyrna, Paul Ricaut, reports that the Holy Scriptures were being read in the churches “in the Vulgar Tongue.”

Men Influenced by Cyril

Furthermore, Lucaris deeply influenced the lives of a few key men who went on to further the Gospel.  One such man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" , Meletios Pantogalos, the Archbishop of Ephesus, shared the same doctrinal beliefs as Lucaris and was quite an outstanding preacher. In fact, Cyril sent him out as a missionary to preach the Word of God XE "Bible" 

 XE "God"  to various provinces of his Church XE "Church" .  Another influential man of God was Nathaniel Conopius XE "Conopius, Nathaniel" , a priest and follower of Lucaris, who studied at Oxford and then the University of Leyden XE "University of Leyden" .  Some report that this young man translated Calvin’s Institutes XE "Calvin’s Institutes"  into Modern Greek XE "Greek" ! Others that are historically known and recorded to have been followers of Lucaris or those greatly impacted by his life and teachings are as follows:  Neophytus, the Archbishop of Heracleia XE "Neophytus, the Archbishop of Heracleia" ; Parthenius the Younger XE "Parthenius the Younger" ; Sophronius, Bishop of Athens XE "Sophronius, Bishop of Athens" ; the monk Maximus Callioupolites; and Philip the Cyrpiot XE "Philip the Cyrpiot" , a dignitary of the Church of Constantinople XE "Constantinople"  .

Possible Factors that Hindered the Greek Reformation

Though all of above are quite significant, one still wonders what factors hindered the flowering of a possible reformation in the Greek XE "Greek"  Church XE "Church"  at this time, as well as why the Protestant Reformation XE "Reformation"  had such an impact in other countries?  The Protestant Reformation movement in no way came about without much preparatory labor.  Four factors at work in the West can be said to have contributed to the success of this movement:  political, social, intellectual, and religious.  It is likewise important to note that these very factors were not working together favorably in the Greek East when Lucaris came into public ministry.

The Political Factor

Concerning the political factor it is important to mention the rise of the national state before the time of the Reformation XE "Reformation" .  This factor made it possible for the rulers of various states in Europe to provide their support to the movement while perhaps not having genuine interest in it themselves.  This simply did not exist in the Greek XE "Greek"  East neither before nor after the time when Cyril began his work.  The only exception was that of the antagonism in the Near East between England and Holland on one hand and France on the other which in part provided Cyril protection by the ambassador of the two protestant countries.

The Social Climate

Then one finds in the social climate of the West previous to the Reformation XE "Reformation" , various groups such as the Bundschuh (a strong anticlerical German movement), whose goals were to vindicate XE "Vindicate"  the common people’s rights against the oppression of the clergy.  However, a movement of this type probably could not have made such an impact in the Greek XE "Greek"  East during Lucaris’ time.  The nation at that time was in a state of slavery and not only was the Church XE "Church"  the religious authority but she was also the national authority of the state.  Thus, at that time any such uprising against the clergy would only harm the national interests of the Greeks.  Additionally, one must realize that the clergy of the East (of that period) differed greatly from the clerical powers of the West.  For the most serious complaint against the Eastern clerics of the Greek XE "Greek"  Church XE "Church"  was not that they exercised an excessively oppressive influence on the people but rather exercising no influence at all.  This, as has been stated throughout, was at due to the lack of even a basic education among the Greek clergy.

This is indeed an ironic fact for after the fall of Constantinople XE "Constantinople" , many Greek XE "Greek"  scholars came to the West and were great contributors in beginning the Renaissance movement XE "Renaissance Movement"  . Thus, the intellectual life of Greece was impoverished by this exodus and along with it a terrible practice enforced by the Turks called child-gathering in which the best Greek young men were removed and educated for “political and religious” purposes.  “It may not be an exaggeration to say that Greece never knew a more sterile period in her history than the time when the Renaissance and, later, the Reformation XE "Reformation"   were stirring the lands of the West into new life.”

The Religious Factor

Lastly to be considered is the religious factor in Greece during Lucaris’ time.  One must remember that prior to Luther and other famous Reformers, the message of the Reformation XE "Reformation"  had already been heralded in Germany by groups like “the Friends of God XE "God" ” and the “Brethren of the Common Life.”  These two groups and others like them had done a good deal of preaching and distributing previous to the official Reformation movement.  Thus, the field had been plowed and the seed planted and was ready to grow!  Additionally, in the 15th century one finds the same type of activity by the Lollards in England and Scotland.  Even as early as the 12th century such anti-clerical movements are found in Italy and France in the form of the “Poor Men of Lyons” and of the “Cathari.”

Revival Always Comes Through a Return to the Word

Just before the Reformation XE "Reformation"  exploded in the West, preaching had been somewhat revived and the Scriptures appeared in the vernacular of most western European countries.  Then with the wonderful aid of the printing press many people were able to have their own copies of the written Word of God XE "Bible" 

 XE "God" .   In fact, before Luther set forth his translation of the Bible in German, fourteen other versions in High German and three in Low German had already been produced!  But in sad contrast to these events one finds in the Greek XE "Greek"  East the death of the art of preaching in the churches and the arrival of the first New Testament in the native tongue of the people appearing basically at the time of Cyril’s death.

Perhaps Cyril Lucaris XE "Lucaris, Cyril"  was a man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind"  born before his time—perhaps a prophet of some sort or a forerunner.  Though not called a reformer in the strict meaning of the word, he did have a great passion for Biblical truth and labored to give his people that which he believed could help them most:  the eternal XE "Eternal" , all-powerful Holy Word of God XE "Bible" 

 XE "God" .  This man stood firm to the end and gave his life’s efforts for the cause of Christ, laboring amidst an ecclesiastical system directly opposed to Biblical teaching and whose members took his very life.

Concluding Comments

In summary, I would like to re-emphasis some of the topics discussed in this paper and bring to attention again important commonalities and crucial differences. First of all, the Protestant West owes much to the scholarship of Eastern Church XE "Eastern Orthodox Church"  Fathers XE "Church Fathers"  regarding the doctrine of the Trinity XE "Trinity" , as well as, (though not discussed thoroughly in this paper) the formulation and defense of Christiological doctrine concerning the two natures of Christ.  The Protestant West must never forget her roots and the labor of Eastern brothers in forging and protecting these two essential doctrines of the faith XE "faith" 

 XE "Faith" .  

Yet, in regard to other essential doctrines such as the Fall XE "Fall of Adam"  of man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" , the nature XE "nature"  and means of salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation"  and the authority of Scripture XE "Bible" 

 XE "Scripture" , the differences discussed in this paper are quite serious and must be addressed.  If the Fall of man did not corrupt man's nature to the point of spiritual death, but merely rendered him "sick" or "hindered", then what need does he have for a Savior?  If the church XE "Church"  and clergy determine truth, then what need is there for the authority of the Bible?  Likewise, why did God XE "God"  go to such pains to present to man His Word in verbalized, propositional and linguistic form—infallible and without errors?  And then, why was the Bible cannonized?  Lastly, in regard to means of salvation and or theosis being XE "Being"  attained chiefly through the church, it is clear that the EOC does not derive her position from Scripture but perhaps more from an attempt to unify her position on theosis.  This important distinction is worthy of elaboration.

Theosis as the Ultimate End in Eastern Orthodoxy

One must remember that to the EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  adherent, theosis is basically equivalent to salvation XE "salvation" 

 XE "Salvation"  and thus every major doctrine seems to be viewed in relation to this "attainment of deification XE "Theosis: descriptions of" ." Jaroslav Pelikan demonstrates this truth in the following excerpts:

Salvation defined as deification was the theme of Christian faith and of the biblical message. The purpose of the Lord's prayer was to point to the mystery of deification. Baptism was 'in the name of the life-giving and deifying Trinity.'

 [...] The presupposition of salvation as deification was the incarnation of the Logos of God, for the 'purpose of the Lord's becoming man was our salvation.

[...] even though deification was not explicitly mentioned in every definition of the gospel, it was present implicitly as the content of the salvation proclaimed by the gospel.

As even Pelikan himself mentions in his book, The Spirit of Eastern Christendom, these "deification" ideas are heavily influenced by Greek philosophy and particularly the writings of the pseudo-Dionysius, who taught that "God was not only beyond all existing realities, but beyond essence itself an thus they [that is the devotees to these writings] had come to to true meaning of deification."
 Thus, from the outset this concept has been corrupted by pagan philosophies and not built upon the pure and true Word of God.

We have examined how theosis is view in relation to creation, the Fall, Christ's Incarnation and other doctrines and perhaps a short summary could be presented as follows: Man was created in the “image XE "Creation of Man: Image"  and likeness XE "Creation of Man: Likeness" ” of God XE "God" , but a great distinction exists between these terms with likeness being XE "Being"  understood as man XE "mankind" 

 XE "Mankind" ’s realization XE "Realization"  of his potentiality for life in God.  Thus, in their initial created state, Adam XE "Adam"  and Eve XE "Eve"  are said to have failed in their task of achieving this potential union with God through their own efforts. Because of this failure by our first progentiors, theosis becomes impossible not only for Adam and Eve, but also for all future human beings, except through the incarnation of Jesus Christ. (Though some of the Fathers do include and speak of Christ's death, ransom and substitutionary sacrifce as having some role in the deification process of man).  XE "Incarnation" Yet the means of deification after the Fall XE "Fall of Adam"  are achieved via the Church XE "Church"  through the sacraments and human good works. However, if this be the case, then Christ's death has little or no meaning and the concepts of grace, wrath, and atonement must be redefined. In conclusion, one might even say that EO is systematic in that many major doctrines (creation of man, Fall of man, Incarntion of Christ, etc.) seem to be held together by or viewed in relation to the doctrine of theosis.

Other serious soteriological problems include the confusion of justification XE "Justification"  and sanctification XE "Sanctification" .  Thus, the task of the missionary in reaching EO XE "Eastern Orthodoxy"  influenced people is to point them to the Scriptures that proclaim the truth of a believer’s holy standing before God on the basis of Christ’s perfect and complete atonement XE "Atonement" .  Sanctification is NOT the means of acceptance with God but is a result of one being XE "Being"  justified through Christ’s sacrifice XE "Sacrifice" .  The biblical truth of one's righteous standing before God on the basis of Christ's righteousness alone casts out fear, produces a holy reverence and zeal for God, fosters an attitude of thanksgiving in the hearts of the saints XE "saints" 

 XE "Saints"  and is a truth upon which the church will "stand or fall."  May the Lord God grant us all (both East and West) a tenacious and wonderful desire to delight in Him and feast upon His glorious Word that we might know Him more deeply and glorify Him now and forever.
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� When the terms Historic Protestantism, Protestantism or Western Protestant are used in this paper, it must be understood as one who holds to an Augustinian or Calvinistic view of the Fall of man (which I believe is Pauline and therefore Biblical).  Nonetheless, it must be stated that many Christians of the West would not hold this soteriological position and would have fewer differences in regard to man and salvation and the teachings of the Eastern Orthodox Church on these subjects.


� EO refers to Eastern Orthodoxy; EOC refers to the Eastern Orthodox Church.


� essence; substance; or being = ousia & homoios = of the same nature


� Modalism. This view opposes the historic Christian teaching of the Trinity and states there is only one person in the Godhead, who manifests Himself in the form or mode of Father, Son, or Holy Spirit.  This heresy is also referred to as Sabellianism and Modalistic Monarchianism.


� The filioque (meaning “and son”) controversy relates to the question “who sent the Holy Spirit?” The Eastern Church taught that only the Father sent the Spirit, while the Western Church taught that both the Father and the Son sent the Spirit. The issue permanently split the two wings of the church in a.d. 1054.


� In no way should the filoque controversy be understood as the only factor that split the East and West. For it could be stated that the real issue and cause of this split rests chiefly in differing views of eclessiological and theological authority.


� In paragraph 3 of the Westminster Larger Confession we find the following verses cited as proof texts for this teaching John 15:26; Gal. 4:6.


� (As quoted from Bavinck) Irenaeus, Against Heresies, II, 14; Augustine, Confessions, XI, 5; XII 7; idem, The Literal Meaning of Genesis, I, 1; Anselm, Monologion, ch. 8; T. Aquinas, Summa Theol., I, qu. 45., art. 1, and so forth.


� These works are: "The Celestial Hierarchy," "The Terrestrial Hierarchy," "Mystical Theology," and "Twelve Epistles."


� (As cited in Bavinck) Irenaeus, Against Heresies, IV, 20.


� (As cited in Bavinck) Athanasius, Against the Arians, II, 21f. & Ad Serap., III, 5.


� (As cited in Bavinck) Augustine, Enchiridion, 10; On the Trinity, VI, 10; City of God, XI, 24; Confessions, XIII, 11.


� As you can probably see by now, it becomes increasingly more difficult (if not incorrect) to make clear East/West distinctions regarding these various doctrinal issues. The real "heart of the matter" be one from the East or the West is whether or not one deviates or adheres to Scripture in their teaching and practice. God has his remnant from both East and West, his covenant keepers and covenant-breakers or as Augustine would say -- the City of God and the city of man. 


� Panentheism is the belief that “﻿God is in all, and all is in God as opposed to pantheism which states that “﻿God is all, and all is God,﻿”


� quoting Herman Bavinck


� Van Til summarizes Tertullian's "Rule of Faith" as that which Christ taught and teaches in the Scriptures. VT goes on to say that "seeking beyond or apart from this revelation of Christ is fruitless and wrong. But seeking in the light of this revelation is good.... Having set forth the contrast between those who do and those who do not believe that truth confronts men in the Christ of history speaking in his Word, Tertullian says, “From this point onwards I shall contest the ground of my opponents’ appeal." (Library of Christian Classics, Tertullian, Prescriptions against Heretics,  14, p. 41).  Those who question the availability of all truth to man, those who “do not yet hold any convictions,” are the heretics. These heretics “are not to be admitted to any discussion of Scripture at all.” The are not “the rightful owners of the Scriptures." (Idem). That is, they either reject all or part of the Scripture or they give such an exegesis of its text so as to impugn the idea of truth itself. (Ibid., 16 p. 42).    Men are not to determine in advance of meeting Christ what his nature must be, for “our Lord himself declared, while he lived on earth, what he was, what he had been, how he was fulfilling the Father’s will, what he was laying down as man’s duty." (Ibid., 20, p. 43) [Van Til, C. (1997). [Tertullian]. The works of Cornelius Van Til, 1895-1987 (electronic ed.). New York: Labels Army Co.]


� Westminster Confession 6.3


� This ‘internal good’ is a reference to man� XE "mankind" �� XE "Mankind" � in his pre-Fall state.


� From a quote by St. Basil the Great� XE "St. Basil the Great" � found in Athanasios’ book “Our Orthodox Christian Faith.� XE "Faith" �”


� The legal act of God� XE "God" � in which He declares  that the believing sinner has been credited with all the virtues of Jesus Christ� XE "Jesus Christ" � .  [The literal meaning of the Greek� XE "Greek" � word is “to declare� XE "Declare" � righteous.”].


� This refers to the believer’s experiential and progressive growth in holiness� XE "Holiness" �, though he is positionally holy and sanctified before God� XE "God" � at the point of conversion for he is “in Christ.” [ The literal Greek� XE "Greek" � meaning is to “set apart.”


� This refers to the final state of salvation� XE "salvation" �� XE "Salvation" � in which the sin� XE "Sin" � nature� XE "nature" � will be eradicated and the believer will no longer have the ability to sin.  This state is NOT attainable in earthly life but will be the case for every believer in the future eternal� XE "Eternal" � state with God� XE "God" � in heaven� XE "heaven" �� XE "Heaven" �.


� (As noted by C. Hodge). See Dorner’s Entwicklungspeschachte der Lehre von der Person Christi. 2d Edition. Stuttgart, 1845. Introduction, pp. 96–49. 





� Though during the time of the Reformation there were also those who tended toward the mystical view.


� Maximus the Confessor� XE "Maximus the Confessor" � Book of Ambiguities 41 as quoted in D. Clendenin’s book Eastern Orthodoxy� XE "Eastern Orthodoxy" � :  A Western Perspective.


� Hypostatic union� XE "Theosis: descriptions of" � refers to the dual nature� XE "nature" � of Christ, that is God� XE "God" � the Son's taking upon Himself a human nature and remaining both God and man forever. In no way are the two natures confounded, but remain distinct with no intermingling. Thus, Christianity proclaims one Person, Christ the God-Man.


� Though there are many differences between Roman Catholicism and Eastern Orthodoxy, on this issue, as well as, many others relating to man and salvation, the teachings of the two as to the means and role of the sacraments are in essence united. In fact, Jaroslav Pelikan states in his book, The Spirit of Eastern Christendom, "...from the later scholasticism came the identification of seven sacred acts as 'sacraments [musthvria] in the technical sense. The Eastern confessions of the seventeenth century took over this identification of seven sacraments." (p. 291).


� This confession was published 43 years after Cyril Lucaris' Confession of Faith (1629) [of which we will discuss in detail later] which was extremely and surprisingly Calvinistic and, thus was condemned several times over by the Eastern Church.


� According to the EO view, "image"� XE "Creation of Man: Image" � refers to what all men possess by nature� XE "nature" � (rationality and free will ) and the "likeness"� XE "Creation of Man: Likeness" � (the realized image) is that which some acquire through cooperation with God� XE "God" �’s grace� XE "grace" �� XE "God: grace" �� XE "Grace" � energies.


� (As found in D. Clendenin’s book) St. Basil On the Creation of Man p.134.


� It is true that Paul does speak of grace� XE "grace" �� XE "God: grace" �� XE "Grace" � as a power or energy which God� XE "God" � gives to believers(1 Cor. 15:10; 2 Cor. 12:9) yet this is not the main sense or usage of the word grace in Paul’s epistles.
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