THE ANTHROPOLOGY OF DIADOCHUS
OF PHOTICE*

BY
Archim. Dr. THEODORITUS POLYZOGOPOULOS

CHAPTER 1

THE CREATION OF MAN

1. Image and Likeness.

The biblical teaching on man’s creation according to the image
and likeness of God has been the central point in the history of Chris-
tian anthropology.t In fact, the terms are not often used in the Bible,
and it never gives us any kind of systematic theory about man as the
image of God.? ‘

Diadochus uses this teaching in his writings: «All men are made
in God’s image.»® He attributes the image of God to the whole human
race. In other words, he believes that the image is universal; it belongs
to every man, while, in the past, the Gnostics Valentinus and Basilides
held that only some men are of divine origin. By the creation of man
in God’s image Diadochus recognises a primordial correspondence be-
tween the being of man and the being of God. The question that arises
is, in what way is this similarity reflected in man?

In the writings of the Fathers and the Ecclesiastical writers the
biblical teaching of man’s creation according to the image of God is
uged very often and they give many and different explanations. This
variety of views does not appear only from the writings of one author

* Tovéyeie &k i oeh. 800 Tod mpomyoupévou tedyouc.
1. In the Old Testament the Image of God is directly mentioned in only three

passages: in Genesis I, 26, 7; 5,1-8; 9, 5-6 and in the Deuterocanonical literature {wice:
in Wisdom of Solomon 2,23 and Wisdom of Sirach 17, 2-4. In the New Testament a
different doctrine of the image is to be found; firstly to deseribe Christ’s singular
dignity and divine sonship, and secondly to describe the likeness of God into which
believers enter through faith in Christ. The term is used in the Old Testament sense
in one passage, in James 3, 9.

2. John Chrysostom does not think that the sparsity of the references means
that the concept is of no imporlance. See in Gen. Hom. 8 (PG 53, 70): El vép xal
Ohbya Tk pApata, GAAE worde & Eyrexpupubvos Onooupds, nal mposfixer tode vhpovrag
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to another, but sometimes we can find different views in the writings
of one and the same author.*

First of all, according to Diadochus this similarity is not an es-
sential likeness between the Divine and human nature, because he be-
lieves that God is immaterial and He has not a defined shape or form®
while man is synthetic.® There is not, however, an identity between
image and archetype. This identity is taken in the proper sense accord-
ing to Paul, only for Jesus who is the real image of God.” Secondly,
we must deny the view that the image means external resemblance
between God and man.® Thus the image is attributed either to the spiritual
part of man, or to the whole psychosomatic existence of man.Diadochus
seems to follow the first view, with the majority of the Church Fathers.
That is to say, he attribues the image of God in man to the soul.® Partic-
ularly, he says that the divine image in man is in the intellectual
activity of soul®

Therefore, Diadochus defines the intellect as the image of God in
man. This means that he follows the Alexandrian tradition, according
to which the image is attributed to the intellect or to the human reason,
which is the highest element of man’s nature, the principle of his con-
science and freedom. It might be said, that it is the seat of the person.
This is why the Greek Fathers are often ready to identify the intellect
with the image of God in man. '

The Antiochene Theologians emphasised the dominion of man

4. Clement of Alex., for instance, in Protr. 10 GCS 1, 71 (PG 8, 212C-243A),
refers the image to the human mind: eixév 100 Oeol 6 Aéyog adrol... elndw 8% 105 Adyou
6 &vbpmmog & dhnbivdg, 6 volie & &v dvlpdrre, 6 xat’ elubva Tod Oeol xod xal’ Spolwow
diu& Tolre yeyevfobut Aeydpevos, while he refers it to reproduction in the Paed. 2, 10,
GOS8, 1, 298 (PGS, 497B).

5. Vision 16 (173, 14-15); 19 (175, 2-3).

6. Vision 29 {179, 21).

7. In the New Testament Christ is twice said to be the likeness or the image
of God; see II Cor. &, 4; Col. 1, 15.

8. Some of the biblical investigators accept that the «image» refers to the
external similarity between man and God; see J. Skinner, A eritical and exegetical
Commentary on Genesis. 1930 p. 32. Some others accept that it means only the
spiritual likeness between God and man. 8. R. Driver, The Book of Genesis. Lon-
don, 1948, p. 15,

9. Cent. 89 {149, 5-6). Ildoug tés yooppds e puxfe, 1obr’ gotwy 16 xat’ clxdve.

10. Cent. 78 (1385, 21). Kar’ elxdéve fopdy 1ol B0l 18 voepd vHe Yoy avhpart,

11. See Origen, Contra Celsum 6, 63, ed. M. Barret SC. vol. 147, Paris 1969, p.
336-338 (PG 11, 1393B-1396A). Clem. of Alex., Protr. 10 GGS 1,71 (PG 8, 212C-
243A). Athanasius, De Incarn. 3, 67 PG 25, 101,
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over the whole creation.? Also, some of the Fathers, among whom Ire-
naeus was the first who made this point, attribute the image not only to
the soul but also to the body of man being created in the image of God.*
The variety of these definitions could be seen as an attempt by the Fa-
thers to refrain from confining the image of God to any one part of man
because the image of God in man reflects the unknowable character of
the divine being. This is the reason why it is impossible to define what
constitutes the divine image in man. On the other hand, if Diadochus
emphasised the intellect, or other Fathers something else, this does not
mean that they are excluding the other functions of a man, but simply
emphasising one of them as the basic function of the person. For this
reason, personality is the image- of God in man because it contains as
fundamental elements the intellect, the rationality, the free will or
anything else that the Fathers refer to the image.**

Diadochus discerns the idea of a movement by man from the
dmage» to the archetype in the phrase of Genesis %o’ opolwciy. The
Greek translation by the LXX of Genesis 1,26 motjcmpev &v0pwmov xar’
eldva fpetépay xal xab’ dpoiwaty, constitutes for Diadochus and the ma-
jority of the Fathers the biblical basis on which they developed their
dogmatic teaching about man. The conjunction x«i that the LXX used
to connect the two terms provides them with a syntactical reason to
distinguish the content of the two terms «mage» and dikeness». Thus,
the conception of the passage Gen. 1, 26 as interpreted by many Fathers,
has a different meaning from the original Hebrew text. Today, the
majority of the biblical scholars reject this distinction in exegetical as
well as in dogmatic literature.> As a matter of fact, they find support
from the original text unm'm 13}3‘;;}:1 containing the terms n‘py
(¢elem) and nny (demuth) which are, in fact, synonymous. D. Cairns

192. Diodore of Tarsus, In Gen. 1, 26 PG 33, 1564. John Chrysostom in Gen.
Hom. 8 PG 53, 73. Theodoret in Gen. quaest. in Num. 20 PG 80, 105 and Hom.
to 1 Cor. 11, 7, PG 82, 312.

13. Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 5,6, 1; 16, 1-2 ed. A. Rousseau, SC, vol. 153, Paris
1969, p. 72-79 and 216-217. Demonstration of the Apostolic teaching 11; 22, ed. L.
Froidevaux, SC. vol. 62, Paris 1959, p. 64-65. Michael Choniates, Prosopopoeiae
PG 150, 1361 C.

14, Karl Barth refers the image of God in man to the human personality
and--his ability to have personal relationship with God and with other men.
Kirchliche Dogmank Vol II partI p. 207 and I1, p. 390. :

1962, p 68 note 6
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says that dmage and likeness cannot refer to two quite different things».
What we have here is a Hebrew parallelism, or as Eichrodt thinks, the
second term defines more closely than the first what is meant. «In God’s
image, that is to say, in his likeness»16

Diadochus, using the LXX text, makes a distinction between
«dmage» as potentiality for perfection (i.e., the foundation of the like-
ness), and dikeness» as perfection realized fully. Thus man has the
dmage» from the start, but the fullness of the dikeness» lies still in the
future. He declares that all men are made in God’s image but to be in
His likeness is granted only to those who have brought their own free-
dom into subjection to God.*” Through this distinction between dmage»
and dikeness» Diadochus follows the line which started in the patristic
literature from Irenaeus® and Clement of Alexandria.** Very charac-
teristic is the philosophical expression of a passage in Saint Basil,
according to which the image is Suvdper of the likeness, while the like-
ness is the &vepyeia of image,

"Eorwv oty duvdper pdv 1 &v duol doywdy xed voepdy, & 37 xal nor’
elnbvo Beol memorfslul we debxvusiv évepyely 3¢, 16 xol dvrimowmOijvar THg
dpetig, xal mpaker xaropbiicur T4 xahdy ol obrwe EADely Sua g dplotyg
nohtetag elg 10 xxl’ Spolway Toh Beol.20

Diadochus through this distinction of the two terms makes clear,
first of all, the orignal state of man after the creation, and secondly he
expresses the purpose of man’s life. He defines the human being not as
a static and perfected being, but rather as a dynamic person who is in
continuous progress.

The fall of man brought about only the obscuring but not the
full destruction of the Image. For this reason God’s grace through bap-
tism restores the divine image; man’s co-operation is then required for
the attaining of the likeness to God. Of course to be like God is not an
easy thing and man needs a long time to achieve this through the de-
velopment of the virtues. The basic virtue fo achieve the likeness,
according to Diadochus, is the surrender of human free-will to God.
This is the root principle of asceticism: a free renunciation of one’s own

16. D. Cairns, The image of Ged in man, London, 1953, p. 28.

17. Cent. & (86, 11-13).

18. Ade. Huer. 5, 1, 3 ed. A. Rousseau, SC. vol. 153, Paris 1969, p. 28.

18, Strom. II, 22 ed. Cl. Mondésert, SC. vol. 38, Paris 1954, p. 153 (PG 8,
1086),

20. De homints Structure Oratio 1, 21 PG 30, 32C.

21, Cent. 89 (149, 7-22).
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will, in order to recover true liberty. The human hypostasis can only
realise itself by the renunciation of its own will. Only when a man does
not belong to himself does he become like God.*

The likeness of God follows certain stages. The beginning is
known when the intellect has the experience of the Holy Spirit; then
man realises that grace is beginning to paint the divine likeness over
the divine image. The aisOnoig shows that men are being formed into
the divine likeness.®

According to Diadochus the likeness to God is «in so far as possi-
ble to be like God».2* This phrase recalls the Platonic passage of Theae-
tetus. Plato first declared that the goal of man was assimilation to the
divinity: «We should make all speed to take flight from this world to
the other; and that means becoming like the divine as far as we can and
that again is to become righteous with the help of wisdomn».25 The
above passage from the Thaeetetus is copied out by Clement of Alex-
andria?® and closely followed by Plotinus?” and by some Fathers.s
Finally, Diadochus recognises in the likeness of God the deification of
man as the last stage of man’s transfiguration in Christ.

2. The ontological character of the body.

The idea of many classical Greek Philosophers is well known
that the human body is bad of its very essence. This idea originally
comes from the Orphic teaching about the body as the grave of the soul
which has influenced the later thought of Greek Philosophers such as
Pythagoras, Empedocles, Plato, Aristotle (in his early thought) and
Plotinus.

This Orphic doctrine had a tremendous and, one is sometimes
tempted to say, unfortunate fascination for Plato in particular. In the
Cratylus, Plato is discussing the etymology of the word o&pa (body)
and-its possible connection with o%ux (grave). He writes: Now some

22. Cent. & (86, 13-14). “"Ore vép odx Zopdv foutdv, té1e Suoctol dopey 16 Hudc
Eautd 3 dydirng nataAALEavTL.

23. Cent. 89 (149, 22-24).

24. Cent. 89 (150, 5-6).

25. Theaetetus, 176a 8-b, and Rep. 501b; 613a 7-b, elc Soov Suvatdv vlpdme
épotobolal O,

26. Swrom. 11, 19 ed. Cl. Mondésert, SC. vol. 38, Paris 1954, p. 109.
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28. See for instance, St. Basil, De Spir. Sanct. 1, 2, PG 32, 69.
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say that the body is the o¥pux (grave) of the soul, as if it were buried in
its present existence; and also because through it the soul makes signs
of whatever it is rightly named from o¥pe».2 ,

In a few words, for Plato the body is at best a nuisance and at
worst an evil and in no way part of the true self, which is ex-
hausted in content by the soul. The body is an influence for harm, and
the life of the good man will be a process of purification from it, in the
hope of achieving a reward elsewhere.

Aristotle, in his first period of thought under the influence of
Plato’s Phaedo, wrote the lost dialogue Eudemus or «On the soul
where he considers the life without the body as natural and healthy.s°

Plotinus, as far as we know from his biographer Porphyrius,
seemed ashamed of being in the body. He could never bear to talk about
his race, and he objected strongly to sitting for a painter to allow a
portrait of himself to¢ be made.’

During the first Christian centuries the Gnostics were against
the human body, as were some Christian writers under the influence
of the above writers. It is interesting to examine the teaching of Dia-
dochus, as an Eastern ascetic writer, about the body.

According to Diadochus the body is one of the components of
man. He characterises the nature of the body by the Aristotelian term

29. Cratylus 400C. Kol yap ofjud tives gooty adrd elvar tHe oydic (sC. odpa}, tig
rebeupévne v vd viv mapdvrt nal §16TL b TodTe onuadver & dv onuedvy N duyxt, nal Tadty
o Spbic nakeloBon. Soxolotr uévror ot wdieota B¢obat ol dugl *Opgéa Tolro 1o dvoue,
&g Shuny Budobons THe duyFic dv 37 dvena Stdwoty, Toltov 5t neplfiorov Fyewy, tva 6@lnTa,
Seopwryoton elndvar  elval obv g duydc Tolte, bomep wdtd dvoudleton, fwg dv gxtlop
& dpethdpeve, {10} obue, xal 008ty Selv o088 &v yoduus. See alse Phaedo 66-85-7 &wg
dv 16 obpa Eyopey zal cvpmeppupdvy i Hudy N Yuyh perd torodrov nexel, ob wh worte
wrpoopebe  avéde ol Embupoluev.

30. Proclus Plat. Rep. 12 (V. Rose, Aristotelis fragmenta, p. 47, fr. 41 ... éov-
wévor 8& iy pév dvev odpatog Loty tuls uyels xate pdotv oboay {Gyele, véow 8¢ 1y év
oot 0ev) ompatvel Toe pév éxeibev lobong dmhavldveolon thv 2xel, Tag 32 Evrelibey
guclos tov évralbe Supvnuovedewy,

31. Porphyry, Vita Plotini, 1-10. IThwtivog 6 xad’ Audic yeyovds urdoopos Edxust
udv aloyuvopdve 8ty shpar el Amd 82 t%¢ Towadtyg Siebéoswe olite mepl Tol yévoug
alrtol Sunyelolur fvelyeto obre mepl 1&v yovéwy olite mepl 1Hg marpldoc. Zwypdeou 8% dvo-
oy tablan 3 whdotov Tocobrov dmnflov dote xal Myew mpde "Audiioy Sebuevoy elubva wdtol
vevéohot Emrpédoar ob yop dpxel & 7 @doig llwhov Hulyv nepirébeney, dAxd xal sidwlov
elddnron ouyywpely adtdy oy moduypoviditepoy watohimely Gg 84 11 1@V drobedroy
Eoyoy;
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monvétyta®® that is, density of its material... thv 1ol sdparog Hudv mu-
wéryre.® Body is earth and is connected with the earthly.s*

For Diadochus it is totally impossible, metaphysically speaking,
for the human body to be evil and the grave or the prison of the soul
because evil does not exist by nature, nor is any man naturally evil,
nor does evil come from the material part of man.*® The body is created
by God and for this reason must be ontologically good, because God
made nothing that was not good.*¢ The body is an inalienable part of man.
Furthermore the conception of body and its natural purity, according
to Diadochus, is confirmed indirectly by the fact of the incarnation of
Christ. In many quotations Diadochus refers to the taking of a human
body by the incorporeal Lord.*” He characteristically says that the
Word of God took form.®® He refutes Docetic teaching on the incarna-
tion, and he emphasizes that the Word of God participates substantial-
ly in the density of human nature.®® The flesh of the Lord was exactly
the same as the flesh of the rest of mankind. Christ ascended with His
flesh,*® and He will come back in the eschatological time as God and
man.® The human nature will be united for ever with the Word of
God. Because of the Incarnation, Christ will be visible at the fulfil-
ment of the kingdom.®

Ontologically the body is good, but morally and in practice, it
is neutral. In fact, the body, as we know it, is different from what it was
when it was created. The fall of man has changed the body’s first natu-
ral state. Diadochus says that the body became subject to corruption
since Adam’s fall.® Particularly, he teaches that while the Devil is
expelled from the soul by baptism, he is permitted to act against man in

32. Aristotle, Physics 8, 7, 260 b 10.

33. Vision 19 (174, 24-25).

34. Cent. 26 (96, 15).

35. Cent. 3 (86, 2). T xaxdv ofre &v gpdoe dotlv olite piy gdoer tle Eore nauxde.

367 CeRt 3 (86, 3,

37. Sermon 5 (167, 25-26). 'O yép dodparoc, fuvtdv 17 mooohfPet ¥ oupxde
el8onoifoug ...

38. Vision 21 (176, 1-2) ... 8ud t¥c dvevbpuniosms adrtel elg el8og & Beds Abyog
ophy.

39. Sermon 6 (168, 13-14).

40. Sermon 5 (167, 23-25).

41. Sermon 5 (168, &-6).

42. Vision 21 (175, 23-26).

43. Cent. 78 (135, 22-24) ... du& THs mupuPdosws Tolb "AZou ... 70 odpa Hpdy f;
plopd Omémeoev...
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the body because of the weakness of the flesh. The evil spirits invade
through and lurk in the bodily senses, and they try to capture the soul
by violence, especially when they find men faint-hearted in pursuing
the spiritual path.*

However, Diadechus recognises that so long as men dwell in
this corruptible body they are absent from God.*s In this passage
there is not a kind of Platonic nostalgia for being away from the body
but Diadochus is here referring to the body in its fallen state. Behind
his phrase lies the Pauline thought: «we know that while we are at
home in the body we are away from the Lord, for we walk by faith
not by sight. We are of good courage, and we would rather be away
from the body and at home with the Lord. So whether we are at home
or away, we make if our aim to please Himy (IT Cor. 5,6). It is true that
in St. Paul’s letters we find a theology of the body which some of the
Fathers have fully developed. In fact, Paul did not dualistically distin-
guish between man’s self and his body; he did not expect a release of
the self from its bodily prison. By the term sépx (body) he does not
mean only bodily form or just body but the whole human person. -

Body sometimes can be translated simply «I». That the body
belongs to human existence 1s most clearly evident from the fact that Paul
cannot conceive even of a future human existence without the body ~in
contrast to the view of those in Corinth who deny the resurrection (I
Cor. 15). It may be also significant that Paul never calls a corpse body.
On the other hand by the significant term ook (flesh) Paul designates
the fallen man, the enslavement of man to the power of flesh and sin.
«Flesh and blood» i3 a phrase that denotes human weakness. This is the
point of view from which we must understand the passage in Rom. 7.5,
«while we were living in the flesh..» In addition to that, the body can
become the instrument of sin, body of flesh or body of sin and death
(Rom. 6, 6; 7, 14; Col. 2, 11); for this he advises «Let not sin... reign in
your mortal bodies, to make you obey their passions» (Rom. 6, 12), on
the other hand, he teaches that the body can be the temple of the Holy
Spirit (I Cor. 6, 19). Thus the bodily existence of man is a reality of
present and future life. The basic principle of Paul’s thought is the
freedom of the body from the power of the flesh and sin and its
subordination to the grace of the Holy Spirit.

44. Cent. 79 {137, 10-12; 17-21).
45, Cent. 86 (105, 17-18). "Hpels 8¢ {opev 6w, &9” boov &udnuolpey &v 7% ¢lap-
16 10T odbpary Endypoluey dnd toh Ogoli ... {IT Cor. 5, 6).
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John Chrysostom, commenting on Paul, emphasizes that by the
term flesh Paul does not mean body but the secular life: Zdpxe xal
gvralba od 70 olyd grow od8E Thv odolay Tol odpatog, &MAE TOV coprikdy
Blov xal xooutndy, xal Teuehc xal dowtlus yéuovre, Tov EAov cdpxa mololvra
tov Evlpwmov... Kal ofrog tH¢ Miewe & tpbmog xul &v o} [ladhd moddha-
100 xeltat, sdpxre onuaivey Tov mayxdy xal TAody Blov, xal Hdovals éume-
mheypévoy drémots.?® The same author explains the saying of Paul in II
Cor. 5, 1-9 where Paul does not mean that we must be away from the
body but from corruption.*? The same explanations of Paul’s ideas are
found in modern scholars such as Bultmann and Schweizer.#

Diadochus used the term c@&pe (flesh) not only to define the mate-
rial part of man but to express the reality of the fallen man under the
domination of sin,*® while he uses the term cduax {(body) mainly to de-
scribe the human body. Thus when Diadochus speaks of being away
from the body it means being away from the body of flesh, which is an
obstacle in spiritual life and mystical experience. In this case Diado-
chus teaches that we must refine our material nature through our
labours, 5¢ '

He maintains that the practice of temperance has the effect of
refining the human body® and causing every appettite or the bodily
sense to wither away.” Behind this point lies the Pauline saying: «
pommel my body and subdue it».®

Tt is noticeable that we find in the ascetic tradition two almost
different views of the meaning of self-control which take for granted

46, In Ep. ad. Rom. Hom. 13, PG 60, 517.

47. In II Cor. Hom 10, 2 PG 61, 468: ob yop 31 tolive otevdlopev, eroly, va Tob
otuatog Gradhoyduey ... dARE 1H¢ ¢lopdc g &v adrd oneddopev Ereulepwiivar ... oly
& obux, G b plxptdv mepiketuslo odpe ol nalntév Tolito yép Huiv xal Thy Mmny
Topéyet.
48. R. Bultmann, Theologic_des Neuen-Testaments,- Tibingen- 196454 p. 2846 —— -

E. Schweizer, odpk, capuinde, odpwivag in G. Kittel, Theo. Wort, Zum, N. T., vol.
7, p. 98-104.

49. Cent. 57 (117, 26): mvedportt yap meptmat®dy wag v cuprde dmbuplac eldévat
ob Bdvarat. See also 79 (187, 14); 80 (138, 10); 81 {139, 5); 82 (142, 14}; 88 (143, 18),
87 {148, 23). Notice that he also uses the term flesh in the Christological sense to
express the Incarnation of the Word of God or his personality. Cent. 80 {138, 8],
Sermon 5 (167, 25-26).

50. Cent. 24 (96, 15-17).

51. Cent. 71 (131, 5-6),

ks N ol EY WA £ 4 o B W ol
52— Cent: 2597, 56,

88. I Cor. 9, 27,
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two different views about body, one almost Platonic and the other
biblieal.

Palladius {4-5 cent.}, for instance, in his book Laustac History
has written a story about an old monk who all the day was working
hard even though he was very old because as he said, he preferred to
kill his body in order not to allow his body to kill him.5* This atti-
tude certainly has a Platonic veiw. On the other hand, in the «Apo-
phthegmata patrum» the great monk Poemen suggested that through
temperance we do not try to kill our body but only our passions fueiq
o0x €813y Onuey cwparoxtivol dars raboxrévor.® What then is the opinion
of Diadochus on this topic? Diadochus teaches that the objective pur-
pose of self-control is not to destroy and annihilate the human body but
to control it, in order to succeed in the spiritual life. The body of one pur-
suing the spiritual way must not be enfeebled because when the body is
weakened by excessive self-control, the body makes the contemplative
faculty of the soul dejected and disinclined to concentrate. Therefore,
Diadochus teaches that man should regulate his food according to the
condition of the body. When the body is in good health it must be a
appropriately disciplined, while when it is weak it must be adequately
nourished. Man must have enough strength for his labours so that the
soul may be suitably purified through bodily exertion.®®

However, self-control affects the state of the body. Thus through
exertions man can undergo death while still alive; then he becomes the
dwelling place of the Holy Spirit. Such a man before he has died has al-
ready risen from the dead.’” He is both present in this life and not pre-
sent in it, still dwelling in the body, he yet departs from if, as through
love he journeys towards God in his soul.*

The ontological purity of the human body is proved as well from
the 1dea of the glorification and resurrection of the body. Diadochus
teaches that the body as well as the intellect participates in the goodness
of God according to its progress. The body is not an obstacle in the spiri-

54. Lausiac History, 2.

55. Apophihegmata, Poemen, PG 65, 184.

56. Cent. 45 (111, 4-12). :

57. Cent. 82 (142, 17-21}. El 3¢ 15 Suwnleln {av &m 31k thv mwévov drobavely,
&rog hovmdy yivertar olxog Tol dylou mvebpares nply yép dneldvy 6 Towolrog, dvéary, do-
mep fy adtoe & paxdorog Ialdog xal oot rerelng Hywvieuvto wal dywvilovron xard tHg
Suaprios.

58. Cent. 14 (91, 14-16). "Er yop évdnudy t¢ &xutol odpars éxdnust Sk ¥g
drydreng f) wwvhoer THe Yuydic drabotag npds tov Oy,
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tual life. This means that Diadochus does not accept merely an intellec-
tual contemplation of God. Of course the full participation of the whole
man in the glory of God will take place in the eschatological time, but
since man has been baptized into Christ he has been already buried and
raised with Him. The Kingdom of God is not only a future but a
present reality. Thus grace since baptism, through the receptive organ
of the intellect, brings an ineffable joy to the body.?® The intellect -
communicates its joy to the body according to the measure of the
body’s progress. This joy which then fills both soul and body is a
true reminder of the life without corruption, that is to say, of the status
ante peccatum, of the Original State of man before the fall.¢® The
illumination of knowledge becomes perceptible even in the bones, and
such a man no longer knows himself but is completely transformed
by the love of God.® The body, ontologically speaking, is not an
obstacle to ecommunication with God. Man appreciates God not only
with his spiritual existence but as a whole person with his body.

The idea of the glorification of the human body explains the
respect and love given to the Saints’ relics by the ancient Church. It
was not ignorance or superstition but it comes from a well developed
theology of the body.

A new reality for the human body has started with the resur-
rection of Christ, a fact which will be a reality for all mankind in the
eschatological time. Diadochus’ belief that our body will be risen is the
opposite view to that of Hellenistic dualism which considers body as a
temporary and external element. According to Diadochus, the body was
not created mortal from the beginning. Destruction was not its natural
destiny. But bodily death, as we said, happened as a result of Adam’s
sin. He does not think of death as the day of the soul’s deliverance from
the prison of the body but as the captivity of body in corruption. Christ
through his resurrection liberated mankind from the captivity of death.®

“Since then The incorrupeibility ol the body 18 indoubtedly an eschato-
logical reality;® man in the end will not be an invisible spirit but a com-
plete man with a body. For this reason the soul after the body’s death
awaits the resurrection in order to take its body again.®

59. Cent. 79 {137, 15-17).
60. Cent. 95 (97, 6-9).

61. Cent. 14 {91, 11-14).
62. Sermon 2 (165, 19-21}.
63. Vision 13 (172, 28-24).
64. Vision 26 (177, 15-18).
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In conclusion, the bodily existence of man is his basic characteris-
tic; the body is not blamed as being a bad element from its nature but
it is refined by the light of the bodily resurrection of Christ. The basic
principle is the deliverance of the body from the power of the flesh and
sin and its obedience to the power of the Holy Spirit. The salvation of
man is not achieved by deliverance from the body or the material but
by a transformation of the whole man,

3. The nature and the characteristics of soul.

According to Diadochus the soul of man is immaterial and with-
out form or shape; also for this reason it is not visible.¢® Nevertheless
he also teaches that the nature of the soul is subtle, while the body’s
nature is characterised by its density.®s Diadochus seems to accept the
Stoic conception of the soul’s nature, although he has not defined this
point clearly. The Stoics believed that the nature of the soul is not
immaterial but that it consists of a kind of light material.” This idea
is found also in the Macarian Homilies.*®

Diadochus often speaks about the uépy (parts) of the soul;s® he does
not mean an ontological division of the soul in parts, but rather of aspects
or powers within the soul. He simply follows the Platonic tripartition
of man’s soul into Aoyiomdy, Oupixdy, and EmBopuymudy,?® a teaching
which has entered in the Christian tradition through Clement of Alex-
andria, Gregory of Nanzianzus™ and Evagrius.” Diadochus mentions
the Oswpytixdv (the contemplative faculty of the soul) which is equiv-

65. Vision 18 (174, 1-3; 25-26). Aud pdv yap 10 phre dyvérovg puhrte vhy Yuyny
bptolar Sdvachor, doynudniata adrd bporoyovuévene el voely elvar Lhe ... xad iy guydy
wal Tovg dyyéhovg dhe Set Lda Myewv wal dvelden.

66. Vision 18 (174, 15-17); 19 (174, 24-25).

67. See Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, Collegit: Johannes ab Arnim, Lipsiae
in Aedibus B.G. Teubnperi MCMVI. 518 Nemesius de nathom. 32, and II 811, Dio-
genes Laert. 7, 1587,

68. Hom. 49 ed. H. Dorries, E. Klostermann, M. Kroeger, p. 34.

69. Cent. 11 (89, 13); 34 (104, 10); 74 (133, 5}.

70. Rep. 4, 435¢-436a. {2a) Clement of Alex., Paed. 3, 1 GCS 1 p. 236.

71. Gregory of Nanzianzus, Poemata 2, 1, 47 (PG 37, 1381A-1384A).

72. Evagrius, Practicus 89 ed. Guillaumont, p. 680-682. Toupepolic 8¢ tHic hoyinHc
Yuydic ofione xatd Thv coedv Hudy Siddonadov, Sray pdv &v TG rovioTixd pépet vévnral §
doeth, xahelvon ppdvnowe xal clhvesig xal copla’ drav 8t év 16 Embuunting, swepocivy
wal dydmy xal dywpdrew Srov 88 év 1§ Oupnd dvdpein wal Omopovh &v 8hy 8¢ <7 duyh
Fucarooiv.
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alent to Aoyisrixdv. The contemplative faculty of the soul is the centre
of man’s spiritual activities which must remain eclear, so that man
can devote himself to the contemplation of the divine.?

He also mentions the Ouu&deg part of soul, which is equivalent to
Oupoeidic or Oupuxdv. The Buuddec is the centre of courage, which is
aroused against evil passions.?

Diadochus also speaks about the lineaments (ypappai) of the
soul by which he probably means the charecteristics of the soul.?s

Following the Alexandrian tradition, he refers the image of God
to the soul and particularly to the vole,?¢ (intellect). Nob¢ for Diado-
chus means not just the discursive reason, but direct, intuitive aware-
ness of spiritual truth. It is the contemplative faculty by which man is
able to seek God; the principle of man’s conscience and freedom. He
also thinks of nous as the very depth of the soul”” and that man can
sometimes see the light of his intellect in the depths of the heart.” Dia-
dochus does not use the term mwvebux with reference to man. When he
uses the adjective nvevporindy, this seems to be closely related to voepbe.

Diadochus describes soul as rational.” Ancother characteristic
of the soul is the power of free will ¢ which forms the basic element of his
anthropology. Because of free will man fell, and as result of Adam’s
fall the lineaments of the form imprinted on the soul were befouled,®
and the perceptive faculty of the soul, which is naturally single, was
split into two distinct modes of operation.®

Before haptism Satan lurks in the depths of soul but from the
moment of baptism the grace of God dwells in the depths of the soul,
that is to say in the intellect.®® Thus the soul can be bad or good and in
the case of sin only the Holy Spirit can purify the intellect.® Diadochus
emphasizes that it is necessary to cultivate the virtues which have the

N gt dels {444 '1}; oA (131‘, 1}‘
7k, Cent. 10 (89, 4&).

75. Cent. 78 (135, 28); 89 (149, 5).
76. Cent. 78 (185, 21); 89 (149, 5-6).

77, Cent. 79 (187, 5-6).

78. Cent. 59 (119, 9-11)

79. Cent. 67 (128, 1).

80. Cent. 5 (86, 18).

81. Cent. 78 (135, 22-23).

82, Cent. 25 (96, 19-20; 97, 1); 29 (100, 1-6).
83. Cent. 79 {137, 2-6).

84, Cens. 28 (99, 6).
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power to purify the inner man (#dov dvlpwmov).*s He also gives the cri-
teria for judging the spiritual progress of the soul. When, he says, man
becomes unduly distressed at being ill, he should recognise that his soul
is still the slave of bodily desires and so longs for physical health, not
wishing to lose the good things of this life and even finding it a great
hardship not to be able to enjoy them because of illness. If, however,
the soul accepts thankfully the pains of illness, it is clear that it is not
far from the realm of dispassion; as a result it even waits joyfully for
death as the entry into truer life.*¢ Thus the soul will not desire to be
separated from the body unless it becomes indifferent to the air it
breathes, that is to say, unless the soul becomes independent of the
atmosphere which the present life creates.s” Plato, in Phaedo, gives the
definition of purification as the separation of the soul from the body...
yopilew pahorta &nd Tod chparog Ty Puyhv.® For Plato the best thing for
a philosopher is to be detached from the body and direct his attention to
the soul’s return home, that is, to the place whence it originally came.
In the above quotations, the main subject of Diadochus’ discussion was
the criteria of the soul’s spiritual progress and not the ontological sepa-
ration of the soul from the body or the acceptance of illness as some-
thing really good. Diadochus also mentions, in another passage, the ex-
perience of someone who had a conscious knowledge of divine love, and
he felt strongly that his soul longed with an inexpressible joy and
love to leave the body and go to the Lord and to become unaware of
this transient form of life.s?

Here Diadochus does not quite have in mind a Platonic view
of separation of the soul from the body and return to the spiritual world,
but his emphasis is more on the total dedication of man to the Lord and
the rejection of this transient life. We find support for this explanation
in other passages where Diadochus explains that the soul after death,
because of the separation from its body, has a total absence of knowl-

85. Cent. 42 (109, 18-19).

86. Cent. 54 (116, 2-11).

87. Cent. 55 {116, 18-14), Odx &v émbopfion f Yoyl yopsbiver tol sduxtog,
el wh drorog adtfi N mods TOV dépx TobTov Sidbeors yévorro,

88. Phaedo 67C. yowplley 8rL pdiiot &rd Tol ampatos Thy fuydy el 0lour adthy
wel Sourhy mavroydfev Ex tob oduarog cuvayeipeslul e xal d0pollesbut, wul oluelv
*otd 78 Suvatdy wal &V TG vBv mapdvre nal & TH Emerto wbvny kb’ wbrhy Eawopdvyy, dorep
éx Beopddv éx Tol ocdpatos.

89. Cent. 91 {152, 8-15}.


http:tjluX~V.88
http:ctv6PWltOV).85

1086 Theodoritus Polyzogopoulos

edge of spatial events,®® and it prays &duwbére iéye and waits until
the resurrection of the body.®

Zdpo wiv yoploar Yuyiic, movov gatl tol cuvdnoavrog Yuyly 3¢ and
ohpatog, xal Tob Eguepévou g dpethic. Toyv yap dvaympneiv perérry Ou-
véTou xal puyry Tob chpatos of matépes UGV dvoudloveiy.??

Evagrius characteristically said that the right to separate body
from soul belongs to the Creator. But the right to separate soul from
body belongs to him who is dedicated to virtue. Our Fathers call the
monastic life a study of death and flight from the body.

Diadochus does not say anything about the pre-existence of the
soul. Of course, he believes in the existence of the soul after death. In
fact, he declares that after death the soul separates from the body and
it continues to exist waiting for the resurrection.® Probably he did not
have the opportunity to refer to the immortality of the soul, or he does
not mention the immortality simply because he wanted to emphasize
the resurrection as the answer of the salvation of the whole man from
corruption.

In conclusion, Diadochus’ conception of soul is between the Ori-
genistic theory of soul, which has been accepted by Evagrius, and the

4, The unity of man.

The majority of the Fathers of the Church seem to accept that
human nature consists of body and soul. This is also Diadochus’ teaching.
V. Lossky says that «the difference between the partisans of trichotomy
and dichotomy is in effect simply one of terminology. The trichotomists
regard the nous as a superior faculty by which man enters into commun-
ion with God. The human person or hypostasis contains the parts of
this natural complex, and finds expression in the totality of the human

being, which exists in and throngh if. w24

The question of the relationship between body and soul and the
centre of man’s personality was discussed in antigquity by many Greek
Philosophers and Christian thinkers. There were two theories answer-
ing the above question.

90. Visien 29 (179, 15-21).

91. Vision 26 (177, 13-18).

92. Evagrius, Practicus 52, ed. Guillaument, p. 618.

93, Vision 26 (177, 15-17).

94. V. Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church, London 1957, p. 127.
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The first believes that body and soul are two aspects of the same
reality. Body is a condensation of the soul, and in this case the soul is
the internal aspect of the body. The second distinguishes between soul
and body. The soul is spiritual, immortal, indissoluble, while the body
is material, mortal and dissoluble; the opposition between soul and
body is essential and absolute.

The question arises: does Diadochus follow the first or the second
theory?

In contrast with the Platonic view that man does not have a
soul but is a soul,*® Diadochus teaches that man is a perfect unity of
soul and body as Aristotle,®® the Stoics®” and the majority of the-
Fathers accepted. The relationship between soul and body cannot be
defined according to the Platonic view as an external relationship of
two unnaturally united elements, but Diadochus agrees that there is a
close relationship between them, which 1s expressed by the term ody-
HOEUGLG.

This term is attributed to the Messalians in Timothy of Constan-
tinople** and in the Macarian Homilies.®* In particular, Diadochus,
like Irenaeus'®® and John Climacus'® uses the term obyxpuow (admix-
ture) to describe the relationship between body and soul. Man has his
wholeness v % ovywpdoet of body and soul.r®® For this reason when
the soul is separated from the body it has a total absence of knowledge
of spatial events.’® The soul expresses itself in the body'** and when
man commits himself wholly to God he is purified in soul and body as

95. Ps. Plato, Alcibiades 130C. Yoyd goriv dvlpwmoc.

96. Aristotle in his early writings was under the influence of Plato and sup-
ported the division between body and soul. Later in his book, De anima, he charac-
terizes soul as the 2Zvrexéyex of body, that is the realization of the bedy, and
he accepts the real unity of the {two components of man.

97. The Stoics supported this unity as well, especially Chrysippus. See Ar-
nim., Stoicorumn veterum Fragmenta 11 473, p. 154-155.

98. Timothy of Coustantinople, De iis qui ad ecclesiam accedunt, PG 86,
49-51 prop. 6.

99. Hom. 18,10 ed. H. Dérries, E. Klostermann, M. Kroeger, p. 181. Hom.
52, 6 ed. G. L. Marriott, p. 27.

100. Ado. Haer 5, 6, 1 ed. A, Rousseau SC vol. 153, Paris 1969, p. 73, 79.

101. Scale Paradisi 15 PG 88, 904A. ... Tlc 6 Aéyoc i dufic suyrpdoswe.

102. Vision 29 (179, 21)... 6 pév &lpwmoc &v 1§ ouyupdost 10 SAduhnpov #yer.

108. Vision 29 {179, 15-20)... énedy; vdp 81& «¥ic ocvynpdoews o8 cduatogs v
éme yiveran ...

104, Vision 25 (177, 13-18),
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well.1* Thus man meets God as a whole being. Neither of the two com-
ponents separated is the real man, but both are the necessary elements
of man. Diadochus describes body as the soul’s dwelling place: w6 vép
o®po Gamep olxog adtie Eorvi®® and as the veil of the soul. (mepaméra-
o). 107

Because of the synthesis of these two elements in one close unity
the different activities of body or soul affect each other. Thus when the
body is heavy with over-eating it makes the intellect spiritless and slug-
gish; likewise when the body is weakened by excessive self-control it
makes the contemplative faculty of the soul dejected and disinclined
to concentrate® Indeed, according to Diadochus, there is a close con-
nection and coherence between soul and body, a view which is also
found in the majority of the Fathers.'®® Even more between the two
components of man there is not an enormous gulf in their basic sub-
stance. Diadochus seems to go further when compared with other
Fathers, because as we can probably infer from his words, body and
soul are created from one and the same essence, but only in different
degrees of density.r® This idea is common to all the Stoies™ and to the
Macarian Homilies.12

Although Diadochus accepts a close connection between soul
and body, nevertheless he also speaks about the disunion between them.
According to the Apostle, Diadochus writes, the intellect always de-

105. Cent. 78 (186, &-6)... 80ev e0éwg xal thy duyiv xol 6 cdpe, einep E€ Sro-
wMhpou Srbéoswe mpocépyeral Tig T4 Bed ... see also 85 (144, 19).

106. Cent. 78 (135, 22).

107. Cent. 1 {131, 5).

108. Cent. 45 (111, &-7).

109. Ps. Justin, De Resurr. 7 and 8 (PG 6, 158B). Ti vép dotwv & Svlpwmog,
&N H o dx Juyfic xal odpurtog ouveoths Ldhov hoyidv; My obv xal Zauthy Joyn
Svlipwmog; Odx & dvlipdmou Quyf. M3 olv xadolte obpe dvlpenrog; Odx ¢ dvlpd-

- mou afye st Binep ofy xer’ i3y udv tolray obdéteoow Evlonmds Eare wh X 2y
THe dupotépmy oupmhoxfc xedeitar &vbpwmog ...

110. Vision 29 (179, 13-15); 18 (174, 15-17); 19 (174, 24-25).

111. Johannes Hirchberger, «Geschichte der Philosophie» I Freiburg im. Br.
1961, p. 257-258.

112. Hom. 4,9, ed. H. Dorries, E. Klostermann, M. Kroeger, p. 34. “Exactov yap
xavd Ty 18lav @low obps Eotyv, § &yyehos, i duyd, 6 Salpwyv: & xdy Aemtd oty
Buwg dv Smoordost xal yapuxthpu xul shedvt nard thy hentéryre e phoews adTéy od-
pare Tuygdver demtd. “Llomep &y Smootdoe Tolre T odpa moxd Eotiv, ot xal F Juyh
Aenth ofion mepuéhafe Tov dplurpdy 8¢ of Bp& v olg 3¢ of dxoder, dpolec THy yAdosuy
8 B honel, vhy yelpa el drmalunhdc wiv 1o obpa, kel 1o péhy advol nephafobon )
doyd) ovyxéuparar, 8 ob dmepydletar whvte T Tl Plov dmrndedpate.
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lights in the laws of the Spirit {Rom. 7, 22), while the organs of the flesh
allow themselves to be seduced by temptation.' Elsewhere he repeats
Paul’s saying «with my intellect I serve the law of God but with the
flesh the law of sin» (Rom. 7, 25).11¢ It is clear that Diadochus observes
a disunion between body and soul always in relation to the fallen man
according to St. Paul, as an opposition between flesh and spirit because

of sin. A ,
By many modern scholars it is accepted that Paul did not believe

in a metaphysical dualism but he followed the understanding of man
common to Old Testament writers. John Robinson writes: «It is fairly
generally conceded today that however much Paul may have drawn
on Hellenistic sources for other parts of his doctrine, he is at any rate
in his anthropology fundamentally what he describes himself, a He-
brew of the Hebrews. There are indeed individual words and extensions
of usage which are to be explained from other sources. But the basic
categories with which he works derive from the Old Testament view
of man, and presuppose the guestion and interests upon which that
view rests».®

In fact, in the Old Testament there is not an ontological contrast
between the material and spiritual elements, body and soul, but man
is treated as a psychosomatic organism. Even more, the Old Testament
writers were not interested in a theoretical analysis of the components
of man. The Old Testament speaks about man as a diving being» with
many parts which are themselves conscious and active. There is no doubt
that Paul’s conception of man agrees whith this view, but we find a
kind of dualism in Pauline thought between flesh and spirit. For Paul
the term odef (flesh)is not an equivalent of body neither the term mvebua
(spirit) the equivalent of soul. Thus when he describes e Epyoa THe oupxde
(Gal. 5, 19-21) he does not relate them especially to the body. The term
«flesh» in Paul’s letters, as we said, means the whole man under the
circamstances of the fall, while by the term «wpirit» he sees man from the
point of view of salvation. Consequently, both body and soul can be
flesh or spirit. The Pauline dualism is not an opposition between matter
and spirit but it is an antithesis between life and death. Sin has intro-
duced in human nature this kind of dualism. Sin has created an alter-
ation and change of man’s nature, a disunion between soul and body
which is ended in death.

113. Cent, 79 (137, 13-15).
114, Cent. 82 (141, 2-3; 25-29). ;
115. John Robinson, The body. A study in Pauline Theology, London 1952, p. 11.

GEOAOI'IA, Tépog NE', Tebxog 4 69
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In Diadochus’ thought we find this Pauline dualism, a disu-
nion of soul and body because of sin.'® For Diadochus, ontologically
speaking, the unity of body and soul is a basic characteristic which
constitutes the human being. Thus man is designed to be a unity of
body and soul.

As a man advances in the spiritual life the dualism between body
and soul stops, and man can find the unity of his person as he was be-
fore the fall. The centre of the unity of the human being, the root of
the active faculties of the intellect and of the will, and generally the
source of all intellectual and spiritual activity, is the <hearts. Diadochus,
as we said, belongs to the «aesthetic» and not so much to the «intellec-
tualist» tradition. One of the characteristics of Diadochus, and gener-
ally of the aesthetic school is the central role which he assigns to the
cheart» rather than the anind». Diadochus used the term cheart» in its
biblical meaning, that is the centre of all man’s psycho-physiological
life, whereas in Origen, Gregory of Nyssa and Evagrius cheart» becomes
a synonym of the Platonic terms mind or soul.n?

The Old Testament writers (J_T)?) and the Stoics (xxpdix) made
the heart the controlling element in man’s constitution, the seat of the
intellect and of thought. The Stoic Zeno supported this opinion because
the expressive Adyo¢ comes from man’s breast; thus heart is the centre
of man’s intellect and soul.® However, in Diadochus’ writings we find
references to the central role of the heart. He describes the heart as the
centre of man’s personality where are born the fear and love of God.
No one, says Diadochus, can love God consciously in his heart unless
he has first feared Him with all his heart.* The love for God must
express itself with full consciousness and certainty of heart, that is
«with all thy heart and with all thy soul... and with all thy mind» (Lue.
10, 27).1* He who loves God consciously in his heart is known by God (I

116. We notice here, that we find this Pauline dualism in many of the Fathers.
See, for instance, in Maximus the Confessor, H.U.V. Balthasar Kosmische Liturgie,
p. 199 and in John Climacus, Ch. Yannaras, ‘H pevaguowh 7ol oduareg, Athens,
1974, p. 68-69.

117. It should be noted that in Coptic, the language used by most of the monks
of Egypt, the same word %ét is employed both for mind and heart. See T. K, Ware,
The ascetic writings of Mark the Hermit, Oxford 1965, p. 254, n. 1.

148, Max Pohlenz, Die Stoa, Gdttingen 1948, p. 86-87.

119, Cent. 16 (92, 15-16).

120. Cent. 40 (108, 15-17).
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Cor. 8,3). Then his heart burns constantly with the fire of love.r Heart
is the place in which the Holy Spirit reveals His feeling of warmth.
It awakes in all parts of the soul a longing for God; its heat does not
need to be felt by anything outside the heart, but through the heart it
makes the whole man rejoice with a boundless love.’®2 The depth of the
heart is the place of continued remembrance of God.*> But when man
uses his senses without moderation they distract the heart from its re-
membrance of God.** Only he who dwells continually within his
own heart is detached from the attractions of this world.»®® In cutline
Diadochus presents a whole programme of the mystical life. Christ is
hidden in the heart from baptism, our aim must be to attend to the
heart'?® and so discover the treasure of the kingdom that lies within us.

In the Macarian Homilies also the hiblical meaning is given to
the heart. Macarius describes the heart as a workshop of justice and
injustice, the place of death and life... the palace of Christ.’?” According
to Macarius the heart is a vessel which contains all the vices, but at
the same time the palace of Christ. A distinguished scholar puts the
matter very well: «without the heart which is the cenfre of all activi-
ty the spirit is powerless. Without the spirit, the heart remains blind,
destitute of direction. It is therefore necessary to attain a harmonious
relationship between the spirit and the heart, in order to develop and
build up the personality in the life of grace, for the way of union is not
a mere unconscious process and it presupposses an unceasing vigilance
of Spirit and a constant effort of the willy,i2

121, Cent. 14 (91, 8).

122. Cent. 74 {188, 8-8).

128. Cent. 56 (117, 16-17); 59 (119, 16-17).
124. Cent. 56 (117, 8}. )

125. Cent. 7 (117, 25-26).

126. Cent. 64 (124, 11).

127, Hom. 15, 32-33 ed. H. Dérries, I, Klostermann, M. Kroeger, p. 146. &xei
dom b dpyoothpioy tig Suiatoctvig xal d8ixlag, éwel doviv & Odvarog, xel 2oty ) Loy
gxel oty f ayaldd) Sumopla xod 4 dvavrix ... 16 weAdTiov Tob Xpuorod 4 xepdiy éotl.

128. V. Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church, London, 1957, p.
200-201. Note that when Lossky refers here to wspirits, he means the French esprit
i. e. the Greek volc. On the term heart see A. Guillaumont, «Les sens des noms du
coeur dans I’ antiquités in Le coeur Etudes carmélitaines, Brages 1950, p. 41-81 and
«Le Coeur chez les spirituels grecs & 1" époque ancienne» in D. §. IT 1952, 2281-8;
K. Rahner, «Coeur de Jésus chez Origene» in R.A.M. 1934, p. 171-174.
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CHAPTER 11

THE FALL OF MAN

1. The free will of Man.

Man was not created perfect or imperfect. Through his ereation
he received from God all his gifts and abilities, but at the same time
there was needed from his side his active will and co-operation, In this
first state man could communicate with his Creator, but he had to de-
velop and make permanent all his abilities and gifts. This is an impor-
tant characteristie of Diadochus’ anthropology which presents man as
a dynamic person. For our author only God is good by nature; man can
become good only through careful attention to his way of life and this
depends on the extent to which he desires this.® God did not offer to
man an obligatory perfection but he created him free, even though
this freedom could be responsible for his fall.

Diadochus gives the following definition of self-determination:
Adrebovsibtng Eotl Quyiic Aoyixdic &rolpws xwoupévn el Smep &v xal
0éno0..2 That is, self-determination is a willing of the rational soul,
tending by deliberate choice, towards whatever it wants. In other
words, the will is absolutely free to choose between good and evil. Max-
imus the Confessor in defining self-determination twice cites closely
the above definition® given by Diadochus. According to Maximus this
freedom of choice is already a sign of imperfection, a limitation of our
true freedom. A perfect nature has no need of choice, for it knows

naturally what 15 good. Itsfreedonr s based-onthisknowledge4
For Diadochus any kind of predestination is unknown, as also
is the Stoic doctrine of fate »al’ slpappéumy dviyxy. In fact, he teaches

1, Cent. 2 (85, 17-22). Mdoset dyubde pdvos & Bebe oy, Diveran 32 nul dvpwnog
% Emupereiag Tav Todroy dyalde Sud Tol Svrwe &ynlol, elg Emep ol fotiv dAhaaobpevos,

2. Cent. 5 (86, 18-19).

3. Maximus the Confessor, Opuscula Theologica et polemica, PG 91, 277C;
Disputatio cum Pyrrho, PG 91, 301C.
: 4. See V. Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Euastern Church, London,
1957, p. 125.
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that the free will is constantly put to the test, Smd Jowpdy elvar del
75 adrekodoiov Tol dvlpwmivou gpoviuaros.® God allows the demons to
attack even one who has reached the measures of perfection, and
leaves him so that his free will shall not be completely constrained by
the bounds of grace.® Therefore man is completely free to choose good
if he wants to be good.” St. Basil teaches the same opinion on free will
Bed tolvuy od o Avayraouévov plhov, dhka o &£ dpetiic navopboduevoy.
"Apety, 8¢ éx mpomipéoews, xal odn € dvayxne yiverwr. Ilpouipeoic 3¢ védv
¢p’ Hutv Heryrar. To 8¢ &¢° Npiv Eoti 76 adrebodouov.

The cure of the human will, after the fall, is the main subject
of the ascetic tradition and of Diadochus. Man’s free will must obey
the commandments of God... & xapmwdg tév adrelovoiwv év dmorayf)
vehelq mop’ adrév mwpooevexlf Té Qed.® According to Diadochus good is
more powerful than the habit of evil.'® This is an optimistic point of
view in our author’s thought, but since the fall man’s will does not
“recognise the good easily and usually turns to bad. Therefore, the pur-
pose of the Christian life is to direct the human will deliberately only
towards what is good so that man will always destroy the remembrance
of evil with good thoughts.™

2. The problem of evil.

The problem of evil has played an important role in Christian
thought and it is connected especially with anthropology. For this
reason, let us examine Diadochus’ teaching on evil, as far as it concerns
his conception of man.

5. Cent. 82 (142, 16-17).
6. Ceni. 85 {145, 18-19) ... tva b abdrefodoioy Hudv el 1o ndly uhy § Sedepdvoy
1§ Seoud tHe xdpirog. Cent. 95 (158, 6-9) ... 00 yop dvaryraotindg, w5 adrelodoiov Hpuddv
moopehdlor f yxdpts ...
7. Cent 76 (134, 23-25).
8. St. Basil, Hom. Quod Deus non est auctor Malorum PG 31, 845. See also
the corresponding passage of John of Damascus, De Fide Orth. PG 94, 924, A-B:
*Ernolnoe 8¢ adrtév @loer dvapdptnroy, xal Ocifoer adrelodorov. *Avapdprnroy 88 onut,
ody b¢ wh Emdeyduevoy duapriov' dAN ody 6 &v ©h losr 1o &paprdvery Exovra, &v TH
npootpéoet 88 pddov: Hror éovalay Frovra pévery, wal mpoxdnraw &v 1 dyabd, tH Jely
cuvepyoluevoy xdotTe Gcadtwg el tpérmeabur éx ol xahoB, xal & 16 wexd yiyveoslo,
1ol @eol mapaywpebvtog ik o adreodoov.
9. Vision 23 (179, 19-20). See also Cent. 4 (86, 11-14).
10. Cent. 3 (86, 7) ... duvarwrépn ydp dotiy § @hotg 1ol xadol 1ig £ewg ol nonol.
11. Cent. 5 (86, 19-21).
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According to Diadochus the world, visible and invisible, is created
by God. God is the only one creator of every being. The theory ac-
cording to which evil is another metaphysical principle, unoriginated
and self-existent alongside God, is unknown to our author. Nor does
he accept that evil is created by God. Evil does not really exist.
Much more, nor is any man naturally evil. Ontologically, there is not
any place for evil because it has no existence in reality. Thus evil has
no existence because it was not created by God or by any other prin-
ciple. Evil starts to exist only through the refusal of good by the human
will. In the beginning it appears in the desire of man’s heart and after-
wards takes form and begins to exist as a reality in the world. From
this moment evil starts to work as an inclination, and man can follow
evil easily. Diadochus particularly uses the phrase anemory of evil
vy tol xaxol by which he means the occupation of human con-
science by the evil thought, and the phrase &g 703 xaxod chabit of
evil», that means the complete weakness of the human will toward good.
The evil then is &g (habit of evil), and through the memory of God it
is possible to avoid evil. As we said, the power of good is stronger than
the inclination to evil because the one has existence while the other has
not, except when we bring it into action. Here we quote the whole of
chapter three: To xaxdv ofite év gioet Eatly ofte punv @boel Tig ot nands
xondv yap L & Ocdg odx Emoinoev. "Ote 3¢ &v ) dmbupla the xapdlag elg
eldbg v péper 1O odx Bv &v odoly, Thre Hpyertaw elval &mep &v & ToDrTo TOLBdY
Béhot. Act obv 1} émpedety THe pvipme Tol @eol duerelv tHe €Eemg Tob
naxol* Suvarntéon yhe ot 7 @doig ol xahod THe EEcwg Tol xoxol, drweldy
0 pbv Eatw, t& 8 odn fotv, el p pévov & TG modrrecBal® In
fact, between good and evil there is not only a difference but a com-
plete opposition because evil has not its own existence; it begins to
exist only through the human refusal of good. Thus evil has as its
source and beginning the free will of reasonable beings. The same
ideas about evil we find in patristic thought, which does not recognise
the autonomous existence of evil.®

Diadochus is very clear and explicit in his ideas about evil. He

12. Cent. 3 (86, 2-9).

13. We quote only some very characteristic passages from St. Basil, Hom. In
Hexaemeron 2, & PG 29, 37D: & xaxdy Eomv odyl odota {dow sal Euduyas, dihe Sdbeotg
&v uyfi dvovrtlac Exovca mpde dpethy, did THY drd 10D xahol dmémTwoiy Tolc fabduolg
gyyivopévy. See also Hom. Quod Deus non est auctor malorym 5 PG 31, 841B: od

vdo éotwy Dgeatdi, donep T Loy, F movnpla ofire odotay adtiis dvwnbotatoy Rapaotiou
Eyopey. Lrépnowg yop dywbol ot v xomdy,
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especially emphasizes his teaching on this subject to repel the Messa-
lian deviation in this matter. Theodoret of Cyr accuses the Messalians
of being Manichaeans** and one of the propositions attacked by John
of Damascus is definitely dualist: rv @boer o waxd.’® The acceptance
of evil’s existence by itself according to the Messalians gave the oppor-
tunity to our author to express his ideas clearly. We notice here that in
the Macarian Homilies we do not find the above Messalian deviation
but the orthodox view. Oi Aéyovreg dvumbaroroy 6 xaxdv 0ddev {owot.
Ol yap o0y ot noedy dvumbatatov xota O dmalic adrod xal Oeixdv.1®

Ontologically non existent, evil became reality first by the fall
of the spiritual beings. The nature of angels was created by God from
the beginning mutable and capable of possible change and alteration.
Unfortunately by using their free will some of them became enslaved
to passions and thus they fell.2” From this moment the free will of the
spiritual beings produced evil as a reality in the world. John of Damas-
cus expresses the above idea very clearly in the passage below: é&x
ToUTWY TGOV &yyeMxrdy Suvduewy... (6 Zatavic) o @doel Towvnpds yeyovag,
AN dyubde dv, xal & dyabd yevbueveg, ... adtekouatey mpoatpéaet Etpdmy
& Tob xata Qbow elg 16 mapd QOow xal émNpln xatk Tob memomuitog wltdy
Bcol, dvripat xdtd BouAnleic’ nal mpditog dmootde ToU dyabol &v 18 wed
dyévero. O03% vyap érepbv édomt th woby, el ¥ Tol dyabolb ovépyorgt®
For Diadochus while they were created good, through their fall they
changed their enjoyment into shame'® and they became bad in will
and action for ever. The others who remained good are immutable and
above senses and passions.?® Diadochus distinguishes the Devils into
two categories. Some of them, he says, are more subtle, others more
material in nature. The more subtle demons attack the soul while the
others hold the flesh captive through their lascivious enticements. But
both have the same propensity to inflict harm on mankind.®* The evil

14. Theodoret of Cyr, Haereticarum fabularum compendium 4, 11 PG 88, 429-
432.

15. John of Damascus, De kaeresibus compendium 80 PG 94, 729-732, prop. 13.

16. Hom. 16, 1 ed. H. Dérries, E. Klostermann, M. Kroeger, p. 158.

17. Viston 23 (176, 10-12).

18. John of Damascus, De fide Orth. 2, 4 PG 94, 873-876A.

19. Vision 18 (174, 23): iy sdopoabvny adwdv el eldog aloylvns deriouvro.

20. Vision 23 {176, 12-16]): ol p1 suvanayBévres 17 drootacly dowvels Siepurd-
Xy els dndleioy, spelrrovés elow nal alolhoswy, &v HBovii 8¢ v drpémrov 36Eng Gm-
&oxovoy.

24. Cent. 81 {139, 2-9),
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spirits attack very strenuously. Diadochus uses military phrases to
make more real the spiritual struggle between Devils and man.®* He
speaks, for instance, of the arrows of the demons which bring burning
pains.2? He also maintains that the Devil, to succeed in his purposes,
changes his appearance into light or he takes fiery form oyfuo nupoet-
déc.2+ For this reason he calls the Devil the spirit of error.?® According
to Diadochus, before baptism, grace encourages the soul towards good
from the outside, while Satan lives inside, but from the moment of
baptism the demon is outside, grace is within,?¢ but even after baptism
he is permitted to act upon man. The demons capture the soul by vio-
lence through the bodily senses, especially when they find us faint-
hearted in pursuing the spiritual path.2” On the other hand by evil
thoughts they act against the human soul.

The ascetical literature has special terms to define the influence
of the evil spirit on man. Evagrius was the first who has written about
the eight basic sins - evil thoughts, which are: gluttony, luxury, love
of money, sadness, anger, acedia, vainglory, pride.?® Diadochus speaks
about the evil thoughts Swpovixév doyiopdve® but he does not repro-
duce any specific Evagrian enumeration.

In conclusion, evil previously non-existent, through the fall of
the spiritual beings, became reality in the world and since then it acts
againgt God’s will.

3. Original sin and its effects.

Diadochus has little to say about the ecircumstances of the fall
and its effects. He uses a number of different phrases when referring to
original sin as mapdfacic 1ol *ASdp, 16 e dvlpwmelng mapaxods Eyxdv-
pa, 6 Tthe mapuxofs Shobos, mpdTny dmdTy.

22. Cent. 98 {160, 12-20).

28. Cent. 97 {159, 14); 85 ({144, 22).

24. Cent. 36 (105, 14). See also Evagrius, De Oratione PG 79 1181A-BD,
1184A. '

95. Cent. 33 (103, 18); 75 {133, 21).

26. Cent. 79 (134, 11-13).

27. Cent. 79 {137, 17-20).

28. See Evagrius, De octe spiritibus malitice PG 79, 1145A-1164D. Bee also 1.
Hausherr, «L’ origine de la théorie Orientale des huit pechés capitaux» in 0.C.P,
80, 1933, p. 164-175.

29. Cent. 77 (135, 19).
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He seems to regard the story of Genesis as authentic history.s®
He says that God placed man in Paradise, giving him a special law to
steady his will. The commandment of God showed the way which the
first human beings should follow. As long as Adam and Eve did not
look at the forbidden tree with desire, they were able to keep God’s
commandment. Unfortunately, instead of keeping God’s law they
allowed themselves to be distracted by the material world which was
closer to them, particularly by the use, without moderation, of their
bodily senses. Eve first locked at the forbidden tree with longing desire
and then tasted its fruit with active sensuality; and she at once felt
drawn to physical intercourse and she gave way to her passion. All her
desire was then to enjoy what was immediately present to her senses
and she involved Adam in her fall’t Diadochus definitely suggests
that the {all was in some measure connected with sexual desire, that
is taking ocopatoeh ocvpmioxd to mean sexual intercourse and not the
condition of being embodied. He also mentions clearly that the essence
of Adam’s sin consisted in disobedience to the will of God. Adam
rejected humility and for this reason he fell.’*> As we said, his original
freedom implied the possibility of the fall. Thus man fell freely and he
alone is responsible for his fall, and in particular his own will. Of eourse,
we have to take into account the Devil’s assault. The Devil incited the
fall but man fell freely. John of Damascus, in his classic Reformula-
tion of Greek Theology in the eighth century, very clearly pointed out
the same view:... évtorfic mapdPaste auaptio fotiv. Aty 82 Sie tHg ol
SwfBbrov mpooPorfic wal T Auerépag dfiudorov xal Exocustov mapadoyic
ouviotatar.®® Since the fall, sin is the parasite of nature placed in the
human will.

The fall of man has nothing to do with any change of human
nature; it is only an event that is concerned with the relationship
between God and man. It is separation from God and His communion.
On the other hand, it is a fall from the way of perfection and finally
inclination to evil. The fall must not be examined from a juridical
point of view: that is, we accept God’s punishment as a result of our sin.
Diadochus and the Eastern Fathers examine the fall according to the

30. Most of the Fathers had also accepted the story recorded in Genesis as
an historical event; Origen and Gregory of Nyssa are the first who transform it into
a cosmic myth.

31. Cent. 56 (117, 2-16).

32. Cent. 41 {109, 1-2).

33. John of Damascus, De fide Orth. 4, 22 PG 94, 1197¢-1200A.
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usual biblical tradition. The juridical conception of the fall in philo-
sophical terms has entered Western Theology through Augustine, who
thought of the whole subject from the point of the commandment of
God, its violation by man, and finally the entrance of death as the
penalty of sinners by God.*

What are the effects of the original sin? According to Diadochus,
as a result of Adam’s fall, the lineaments of man’s soul, that is the
image of God in man, was befouled;?® But it is not so much annihilated
as lost to sight, like a picture overlaid with dirt. However, it is far from
being completely destroyed.

Since Adam’s disobediance, all mankind inherited a certain
duality of the will 6 Simholv vi¢ OeMioewe. Diadochus maintains that
the perceptive faculty natural to the human soul is single but it is
split into two distinct modes of operation as a result of the fall.3¢
Thus one side of the soul is carried away by the passionate part in man,
but the other side of the soul frequently delights in the activity of the
intellect.?”

The intellect also fell into a state of duality. It has been forced
to produce at one and the same moment both good and evil thoughts
even against its own will; while the intellect tried to think contantly
of what is good, it suddenly recollects what is bad.*® This has not
happened because of human nature, but as a result of the primal
deception, the remembrance of evil has become a habit.?®

In addition to that the natural psychosomatic unity is broken.
The fall introduced into man’s being an element of disintegration. Body
and soul became two enemies. Diadochus, as we said, speaks often

34. See I. Romanides, To llpomatopixdy ‘Apdptnua, Athens 1957, pp. 111-115.
35. Cent. 78 (135, 22-24). *Encidh odv 818 1¥ic mapafdocws tol *Addy od pévov
ol yeappal o0 yopaxtipos Tie Yuxis éppum@bnoav ... Compare with Cent. 89 (149,

T 5-6). See also Epiph:, haer- 70, 3 GCSp.235-2367 Gregory of Nyssa, Virg- 12edc— — —
Jaeger, p. 301.
36. Cent. 25 (96, 19-20; 97,1). Miawv peév elvar aloOnow guetxny ¥ JuyFic ... elg
Sbo rotwdy St iy mapaxoty Tob *Adap Srutpovpévny dvepyelog.
37. Cent. 29 (100, 1-6).
38. Cent. 88 (148, 12-18). A’ off yap 6 vobg Audv elg 1o Simholy T¥g yvdoewg
dmartctncey, dvdynny Exet Eutote, wdv wi) 06Ny xartd THY adThy oy xal xohd xol palia
pépewy Sravonpata.
.« Q¢ yop omeldde del 6 xahdy Evwoely, edB0¢ xal Tol xoxol péuvnTon, Enetdy elg SrmAfy
Tuvo. Ewotay Eoytoton dmd THe “ASdp mopaxofic 7 Tob dvlpdmou pvnuy.

39. Cent. 83 (143, 2-5) ... AN domep elg v Egovon Si& THY TpdTyy dnal dmd-
T THY vy Tob ph) kool ..
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about the disunion between body and soul with the same meaning as
Romans, Chapter 7.

Adam became the slave of the inferior elements of his own na-
ture, the passions, instead of dominating them. The wholeness of man
has been split. Man’s free will has been distorted and weakened and his
body became the place of sin. On the physical side man was made sub-
ject to pain, sickness and finally bodily death. Since the fall, death has
been the mystery of human nature. In Diadochus’ thought death is
not the natural end of human existence; it is not a release from the
body either, but the destruction of God’s creation. He clearly says
that the human body became subject to corruption as a result of Adam’s
sin.*® This is the interpretation that all the Eastern Fathers give about
death, which follows the Pauline view that is expressed in Romans 5,
120 ... W) dpaprin elg oV xbapov eloTpley, nal did the duapriong & Odvarog, wal
oftwe ele mdvrag dvlpddmoug & Odvatog SifiAlev... Thus death did not come
from God as many of the Western Theologians after St. Augustine
thought.* In this case, the passage below from St. Basil is very charac-
teristic of Eastern thought: 8oov yap delovare vig Lw¥g Togolitev mpos-
Nyyile 6 Oavdry. Zay yap 6 Ocbg orépnotg 8¢ tHg Lwig Odvares. "Qorte
dotéy Tdv Odvarov & TAddu dud g dveryweroene ol Beol nateonsbuce,
%xxvd 1o yeypaupévov, 6Tt idob ol paxpivevreg fautols dmd ool amorobvrat.
Obrweg odyl 6 Ocdg Eumioe Odvarov, dA fpels dawtols éx movnpds yYvdung
¢reonucdpefe. OO unv 0008 Endiuce 71y Siahuow ik og mpostenuévog alring,
tva wy d0dvarov Huiv vy dppwatiay Setnehon.®? God did not create man
immortal or mortal but in between tév dvlpwmnov & dpyfic ofite Ovyrdv
Suohoyoupévws, ofite &Bdvarov yeyeviiolul gacwy, aAN’ &v peloplowg Exatépag
poewe,.. 3 ‘

The sin of Adam deprived him of his communion with God,
which was the most important event. This is the spiritual death for it
signified alienation from God. Thus sin has introduced spiritual and
bodily death into the world through the human will. Finally, we point
out that the fall according to Diadochus is not, as we said, a complete
change or destruction of human nature. The essence of change in

40. Cent. 78 (135, 21; 136, 1). ,

41, This is a fundamental difference betwsen Iastern and Western tradi-
tion. The Western thought that death is a phenomenon from God while the Eastern
believes that God did not make death.

42, Bt. Basil, Hom. Quod Deus non est auctor malorum 7, PG 31, 345, See also
the Deuterocanonical book, Wisdom of Solomon 1, 13 and 2, 23.

43. Nemesius, De natura hominis 1 PG 40, 513.
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man after the fall consisted in the habit of evil #i¢ tol nueob4* and
since then it became hard for man’s intellect to remember God or His
commandments.*® Thus in Diadochus’ vocabulary the phrase € ol
xaxol (habit of evil) stands as concupiscence making man turn from
God and find fulfilment in evil.

When Diadochus refers to original sin and its effects, he thinks
that it involved not only Adam but the descendants; in other words, he
accepts the fall as a universal event that includes all the human race.
He does not seem to accept that mankind inherits the mapdPucic of
Adam (in the sense of Adam’s guilt), but only the consequences of this
violation. Hence, they are all placed under sin and the fall introduces
into the human race an inherited inclination towards evil and sin.
Humanity is not responsible for Adam’s sin, and Diadochus never said
that we participate in Adam’s actual guilt.*® He does not accept either
the Augustinian view according to which we were one with him when
he sinned: «in the misdirected choice of that one man all sinned in him,
since all were that one man from whom on that account they all sever-
ally derive original siny;?? and «all sinned in Adam on that oceasion,
for all were already identical with him in that nature of his which was
endowed with the capacity to generate them».# Thus the many were
made subject to corruption by one man’s disobedience. This inheri-
tance presupposes the unity of the human race with the first man, that
is our solidarity with Adam, an idea with a long history going back
through Irenaeus*® to Paul.’® In fact, in the background lies the Platon-
ic conception of human nature as a universal. Cyril of Alexandria says
that the reason why we are sinful is not that we actually sinned in
Adam—that is out of the question, since we were not even born then—
but that Adam’s sin caused the nature which we inherit to be corrupted.
The following passage from Cyril is a classical one of the Eastern tra-
dition on the inheritance of the effects of original sin:

4%, Sermon 6 (168, 18).

45. Cent. 56 {117, 16).

46. The Greek Fathers correctly interprefed ¢’ ¢ in Rom. 5, 12 as meaning
«because», not «<in whom» See. 8. Lyonnet, «Les sens de ¢’ & en Rom. 5, 12 et 1’ exé-
gese de Péres Grecs», in Biblica, Roma 1955, vol. 36, Fasc. 4.

47. De nupt. et concup. 2, 15.

48. De pece. mer. et remiss. 3, 14.

49. Ade. Haer. 3, 18, 7 ed. A. Rousseau and L. Doutreleau, SC. vol. 211, Paris,

1974, p. 369-371.
50. Rom. 5, 12, 18, 19,
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«Nature fell ill from sin through the disobedience of the one man,
Adam. And the multitude was made sinful not through having partaken
in Adam’s sin —they did not exist yet— but through partaking in
his nature fallen under the law of sin. As in Adam, man’s nature
contracted the illness of corruption through disobedience, because
through disobedience passions entered man’s nature.’

In addition, Diadochus thinks of the fall from the point of view
of salvation. The fact now is that God has already opened a new life
for man under the light of incarnation.

(To be continued)

51. Cyril of Alex. In Rom. 5, 18 PG 78, 789.



