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�CHAPTER ONE  :  INTRODUCTION





	The Orationes Pro Sacris Imaginibus of St. John Damascene is a liturgical document.  It was written in the Byzantine 8th. century in defense of Christian icons that were being denigrated and destroyed by the iconoclastic movement.  These icons were portraits of  Christ, the Holy Theotokos and the saints.  They were to be found in churches, homes and workplaces, and to them, the Christian populace accorded honor and veneration.  The iconoclasts saw in this reverence for icons by the ordinary populace a recrudescence of idol worship and sought for their elimination.

	Between two iconoclastic councils - that of Hieria (754 a.d.) and the one held under Leo V the Armenian (815 a.d.)  - and under five iconoclastic emperors - Leo III, Constantine V,  Leo V, Michael the Amorian and Theophilus I - the iconoclasts had sought to impose their doctrine against icons and their abolition over Byzantine Christendom.  Two empresses were politically responsible for over turning the century more old iconoclastic tide;  The Empress Irene (780 a.d.),  and the Empress Theodore (843 a.d.), under whose reign was instituted the Feast of Orthodoxy to mark the victory over iconoclasm.  Three theologians had stood out in the theological defense of icons.  They were the Patriarch Nicephorus, John Damascene and Theodore Studite.  Their theological work had laid the foundation for the systematic refutation of iconoclasm and for a sound theology of sacred images that was to culminate in the Seventh Ecumenical Council of Nicea II in 787 a.d.

	The OPSI of John Damascene, inclusively entitled “Apologetic Discourses Against Those Who Caluminate Against Sacred Images”  contains three discourses.  These three discourses were written variously between 730 a.d. to 731 a.d.  The third discourse, however, may even possibly have been written towards the end of John Damascene’s life.

	Three fundamental themes characterize the three discourses of the OPSI; Scripture, Images and Christian Reality.�  John Damascene treats Scripture both as a counter-point against the iconoclastic use of the Old Testament prohibitions against Christian images and as itself an image, foreshadowing truths of the Christian dispensation.  The theme of images find its legitimacy in the fact that both the natural and the imitative image has a place in Christian life.   The theme of Christian Reality is circumscribed by the singular fact of the Incarnation.

	It is within this theological framework of the Incarnation that John Damascene presents his theological arguments on matter.  His arguments for the legitimacy of icons because they are made of matter are very striking and daring.  Some excerpts highlight his bold and unequivocal language regarding matter:

I do not worship matter,  I worship the Creator of matter who became matter for my sake, who willed to take His abode in matter;  who worked out my salvation through matter.  Never will I cease honouring the matter which wrought my salvation!  I honour it, but not as God. ...Because of this I salute all remaining matter with reverence, because God has filled it with His grace and power.  Through it my salvation has come to me.  Was not the thrice-happy and thrice-blessed wood of the cross matter?  Was not the holy and exalted mountain of Calvary matter?  What of the life-bearing rock, the holy and life-giving tomb, the fountain of our resurrection, was it not matter?  Is not the ink in the most holy Gospel-book matter?.....And over and above all these things, is not the Body and Blood of our Lord matter? ....Do not despise matter, for it is not despicable.  God made nothing despicable.  To think such things is Manichaeism.  (Instructions to Moses; Ex 31:1-6, 35:4-10)  Behold the glorification of matter, which you despise!�  You despise matter and call it contemptible.  So did the Manicheans.  But, if you say that it is bad, you are either saying that it does not come from God, or else you make God the origin of all evil,’ ... If you say that only intellectual worship is worthy of God, then take away all corporeal things; lights, fragrances, etc.  Do away with the divine mysteries which are fulfilled through matter; bread, wine, oil of chrism, etc.  All these things are matter!



	Various authors and commentators agree that the argument on matter was one of John Damascene’s most original contribution to iconophile theology.  Daniel Rousseau writes:  The sacred art of the icon is possible because through the incarnation, God has made Himself visible and circumscribable in the flesh; moreover, the same incarnation has also reached the matter of the world.  God has given it (matter) a sacramental dimension;  the world has been secretly transfigured in Christ into a ‘burning bush.’�

	David Anderson writes:  The crucial argument in the treatises is St. John’s continued insistence that in the incarnation, a decisive and eternal change took place in the relationship between God and material creation.�  

	Reflecting on the contemporary relevance of this thematic of matter, Anderson continues:  The errors which St. John fought by his writings are present in our times to an even more alarming extent than when they began.  How often is “Christianity” presented solely as an individual’s code of ethics, as a “pure” religion not needing the “crutches” of fallen matter;  how often is the material placed in direct opposition to the spiritual?  The logical result of a disincarnate “Christianity” is the modern “demythologizing” of doctrine which attacks the very core of the Gospel:  the preaching of the resurrection of Jesus Christ and the future resurrection and eternal life of all those who believe in Him.�  

	Jaroslav Pelican, speaking of a consensus among historians on matter as one of fundamental doctrinal questions of the iconoclastic controversy, writes:  If, as has been suggested, there is a consensus among modern historians that ‘at the root of image worship lay the concept that material objects can be the seat of divine power and that this power can be secured through physical contact with a sacred object,’ this was in fact a concept held in common by the opponents and by the supporters of images;  for it was the root of the universal belief of Christians in the East about the sacraments, or as they were usually termed there, “mysteries.”  ...Therefore the question between them regarding the Eucharist was not, in the first instance, the nature of the Eucharistic presence, but its implications for the definition of “images” and for the use of images.  Was the Eucharistic presence to be extended to a general principle about the sacramental mediation of divine power through material objects, or was it an exclusive principle that precluded any such extension to other means of grace, such as images?�

	The thematic of matter raised by John Damascene therefore touched the very heart of the controversy over icons.  Vis-a-vis the iconoclastic position, it raises the principle questions:   Why did the rejection of holy images by the iconoclasts constitute, in the eyes of John Damascene, a rejection of matter?  Consequently, why would the rejection of matter itself be impermissible?  What is the theological framework within which John Damascene thinks this equation of the rejection of icons with that of matter and how does he overcome it?  And, finally, what is John Damascene’s theology of matter?

	This tesina wishes to place itself within the mainstream of these above questions regarding matter in the OPSI of John Damascene.  It will attempt to respond to the above questions in five chapters.  Chapter one consists of this introduction.  Chapter two will gather the iconoclastic doctrine under the aspects of the Old Testament prohibitions, the notion of image and the Christological dilemma.  It will conclude with some preliminary observations regarding the status of matter in iconoclastic theology.  Chapter three will present John Damascene’s refutations of the iconoclastic doctrine under the same three headings.  It will also conclude with some general observations regarding the status of matter in his iconodulic arguments.  Chapter four will treat the thematic of matter in a direct way.  Drawing from the background of the preceeding chapters, it will attempt to do a theological reading of a select text in the OPSI that deals in a striking and synthetic way the thematic of matter; i.e., no. 16 of the First Apology.  It will then try to systematize its findings according to various theological categories with a view to further underscoring the position and value of matter in the iconodulic theology of John Damascene.  The fifth chapter will conclude with a summary of the work of the tesina and attempt some general reflections with regard to the thematic of matter and liturgy.

	The method used in the work of this tesina is twofold.  The first is historical, in that it will try to locate the iconoclastic movement within the history of doctrine.  The second is textual reading of a theological kind.  The theological reading of the select text constitutes the heart of the tesina.  

	This tesina has various limitations.  First, it is largely dependent on an English translation of the OPSI.  Secondly, it limits itself to a doctrinal analysis of the iconoclastic controversy.  It does not attempt to relate the doctrinal analysis with the socio-political-historical circumstances that contributed in a large part to the controversy.  

	This tesina hopes to contribute to liturgical studies in these following respects; one, it hopes to show theology acting in liturgy with the OPSI as an example;  two, it will try relate the question of matter to liturgy;  and thirdly, it will argue for a liturgical cosmology that harmonizes materiality with liturgy.  

	The sacramentality of matter is the fundamental theme of this tesina.  This tesina hopes to highlight the fact that the transfiguration of matter is most encountered, in and through,  the liturgy.



�CHAPTER TWO  :  THE DOCTRINE OF ICONOCLASM





2.1.  Introduction 

	The purpose of this chapter is to present the iconoclastic doctrine.  It will begin with some brief observations about two problems in the documenting of the iconoclastic doctrine:  one, the problem of sources and, two, the problem of precedence with regard to the iconoclastic and iconodulic Christological arguments.  The doctrine of iconoclasm will then be presented under the headings of the Old Testament prohibitions, the notion of image and the Christological dilemma.  The chapter will conclude with observations regarding the thematic of matter in the iconoclastic doctrine.  



2.2.  The Problem of Sources.

	On October 23, 787,  the Fathers of the Second Council of Nicea presented to the  Empress Irene and her son Constantine the Decree of the Second Council of Nicea.  The Decree was accompanied by twenty-two canons that dealt mostly with disciplinary matters concerning the Church in the aftermath of the iconoclastic controversy.  Canon 9 reads:  ‘All those childish baubles and bacchic rantings, the false writings composed against the venerable icons, should be given in at the episcopal building in Constantinople, so that they can be put away along with other heretical books.  If someone is discovered to be hiding such books, if he is a bishop, priest or deacon, let him be suspended, and if he is a lay person or a monk, let him be excommunicated.’�

	The confiscation of all iconoclastic literature by the iconodulic victors of the controversy resulted in the fact that  ‘not a single one has been transmitted to us to day in its original form.�   Of what evidence of iconoclastic documentation remains, the great majority of it is preserved for us only in the form of secondary sources in the documents of the victors of the controversy.  For example, the horos of the iconoclastic council of Hieria is found only in the decrees of the iconodulic council of Nicea II.�  The important doctrinal formulations of Constantine V Copronimus come to us only in the iconodulic refutations of the Patriarch Nicephorus.�  Likewise with the works of Asterius of Amasea.�  

	Consequently, for the reconstruction of the iconoclastic case against images, historians ‘are forced to rely on accounts (always ex parte) and quotations (often verbatim)  supplied by the orthodox victors in the controversy.’ Hence, allowance must be made in the handling of partisan accounts  and of the different versions they give of the origins and sources of iconoclasm.�  The historical case for iconoclasm will always remain, as such, a filtered and selective one in its sources - because the sources are largely the iconodulic point of view that prevailed.  By the same twist of fate, both sides,� in fact, thus, made sure that historical justice would be difficult to achieve for their opponents and hence, also for themselves.

	This historical-critical limitation has to be borne in mind in the reading of the texts by which any synthesis of the iconoclastic doctrine is to attempted.



2.3.  The Problem of Precedence.

	The earliest iconoclastic accusations hurled against the worship of images were of a crude and rustic form that corresponded to concerns that were not so much doctrinal as pastoral.  Apart from clearly profane abuses - the sporting of iconographic and hagiographic motifs on aristocratic fashion wear - the recurrence of certain pietistic abberations - cult of relics, superstitious beliefs on images, etc, - had seemed to parallel and evoke a seeming ‘’recrudescence of the worship of idols in the church.’   Upon this equation of icons with idols was brought to bear the harsh interdictions of the Old Testament against the making and worshipping of images.

	But the debate was soon raised to a more sophisticated doctrinal and Christological level.  It came to involve the question of the very notion of image, and finally, about the very Christological possibility of images vis-a-vis the natures and hypostatis of the Word made Flesh.   The question to be asked at this juncture of our inquiry is:  who raised the controversy to this doctrinal and Christological level?  The iconoclasts or the iconodules?  

	Two streams of opposing opinion  exist with regard to this question.  The first opinion would maintain that ‘ the adaptation of trinitarian and Christological technical vocabulary to the defense of icons was made necessary by the Christological arguments of the iconoclasts....�  To Constantine V is attritbuted the first proposition that the iconoclastic controversy is a Christological dilemma.�  This stream of opinion therefore maintains that it is the iconoclasts who defined the issue as a Christological one.

	The second stream of critical opinion maintains the contrary.  The position would seem to be both critical and confessional as espoused by orthodox theologians.  ‘From the very beginings of the catastrophe, the apologists of orthodoxy assumed a very precise dogmatic position, insisting on arguments of a Christological order as a foundation for the existence of icons.’�  ‘Who knows how in scientific circles, the opinion that Christological proofs had not been utilized by the venerators of icons before the iconoclastic council of 754 had come to prevail, and that only after the Council had appealed to arguments of this type in favour of the iconoclastic thesis that the orthodox were forced to do the same.’�  We affirm that, for the orthodox, the dispute about icons was connected from the very begining with Christological doctrine, much before their adversaries provided the occasion for it�   It would be certainly right to say that the Christological argumentations of the iconoclastic councils were a response to the orthodox ones, rather than the contrary.  The assertion ‘is not a contradiction with historical data.’�

	What is the significance of the above observations with regard to this study?  This observation  can help clarify if the OPSI of John Damascene was written primarily as a ‘defense’ of icons or  as an ‘exposition’ in its own right, upon which was brought to bear original Christological insights.  Or perhaps, should one read the Orationes as a text composed of layers of both ‘defense’ - possibly against the ‘cruder’ accusations of idolatry by the iconoclasts - as well as an ‘exposition’ in its own Christological right that contributed to the definition of the controvery as a Christological one?  And with regard to the question of matter, one may therefore, further ask if logically it would have been necessary for the iconoclasts to have explicitly rejected matter in order for John  Damascene to have accused them of having done precisely that,  for the simple reason that  he was reading their position from a rather  different plane altogether?  These considerations can help circumcribe the way the text is to be read.  They could provide what might be termed the ‘hermeneutical’ perimeters in the task of interpreting the text.



2.4.  The Doctrine of Iconoclasm.

	The iconoclastic movement, though initially a reaction against the ordinary pietistic abuses of the day, grew into strength, aided by the Byzantine political institution, and eventually acquired into a  doctrinal sophistication of its own right.  Drawing from implicitly common premises from the mainstream of Orthodox Tradition, it mustered the resources of that Tradition to formulate for itself a coherent doctrinal position against the place and function of images in the Church.  The strongest of its doctrinal and theological weapons were ‘the prohibitions of the Old Testament, the essential concept of the image and the Christological dilemma first proposed by Constantine V.’�







2.4.1.  Prohibitions of the Old Testament.

	The iconoclastic council of Hieria in 754 had made the wholesale declaration that images were a concession to paganism.  Paganism is a state in which “dumb idols were adored, Satan was worshipped, evil spirits rejoiced, and demons were happy.”� So declared Thomas of Edessa in his, albeit, heretical work, ‘The Treatise on the Nativity’ which would have nevertheless elicited the concurring nod of all Church Fathers, regardless of their theological persuasions.   Convinced that this paganism was the actual state of affairs in the Church, Epiphanius of Salamis, ‘that famous standard bearer’� of orthodoxy maintained the ‘the devil has now drawn away the faithful into ancient idolatry.’�  ‘When images are erected, the customs of the pagans do the rest,’�  said Epiphanius.

	The idols the iconoclasts were referring to were of course, the images of Christ, the Holy Theotokos and the saints, worshipped and venerated in the churches.  And they equated these images with idols.  The pietistic abuse of these images were fairly evident to provoke iconoclastic consternation.  Apart from the clearly profane abuses like sporting iconographic prints on evening cocktail dresses and projecting an overly refined sensuousness upon the religious subjects painted, there existed, side by side, religious abuses;  the celebration of the Sacred Mysteries on icons rather than on altars, the fabrication of ‘relics’ from icons and the seeming ‘worship’ of it by the ‘unlettered’ and ‘untutored’ faithful that appeared to suggest idol-worship.  The icon did noticeably draw unto itself a religious attention and absorption that in some ways seemed ‘analogous’ to the pagan practice of the image-worship for its own sake.  It would have seemed to exude a mystery and a power, and an attraction, that intersected upon the religious consciousness that would have certainly alarmed the rigouristic iconoclastic mentality.  Pelican writes that this seeming ‘recrudescence of the worship of idols’ in the Church coincides with ‘the growth of devotion to the relic of saints and martyrs.’�  The description of religiousity in the face of relics offered by Gregory of Nyssa could suggest a parallel or even causal relationship between what relics, and eventually what icons, emotionally elicited:  ‘Those who behold them (relics) embrace, as it were, the living body itself in its full flower.  They bring eye, mouth, ear, all their senses into play.  And then, shedding tears of reverence and passion, they address to the martyr their prayer of intercession as though he were alive and present.’�  Embedded in this description is the suggestion, therefore, that from the fourth and fifth centuries on, ‘there grew among Christians the belief that in relics and images there was available some special form of divine presence and help.’�  It is not a long step from this veneration of relics to the veneration of images - a veneration to be easily interpreted as ‘recrudesence of the worship of idols,’  redolent of paganism itself.

	To this equation of icons with idols, the iconoclasts brought to bear the full and express probitions of the Old Testament against idolatry.  The most important of these was the Decalogue itself.� “You shall not make yourself a carved image or any likeness of anything in heaven above or on earth beneath or in the water under the earth.  You shall not bow down to them or serve them..”  The Decalogue had expressly disallowed the making of any graven images, either of God, or of his creatures.  This was an argument partout.  and having been promulgated by ‘Moses the Lawgiver,’� it obtained to a special status even in Christian law.  Other Old Testament texts like Psalm 97:7., “All worshippers of images are to be put to shame”  and Isaiah 42:8., “I am the Lord, that is my name; my glory I give to no other, nor my praise to graven images,”  were also prominent in the formulation of this iconoclastic argument.  These arguments openly implied the categorical rejection of any place for images in the life of the Church and its worship, even if these were carried out under the pretext of a Christian devotion to the ‘so-called’ images of Christ, the Holy Theotokos and the saints.

	The worship of God could not be transferred to images, or even through images.  In this latter mediatory respect, the iconoclasts, going beyond a simple reliance on the Old Testament, formulated their case against images or against any other such material medium by using important New Testament passages.�   By citing John 18:36., “My kingship is not of this world,”  they appeared to have used this passage to emphasize the transcendence of Christ over this physical and material world, which was the world of images.�  This emphasis on the transcendence of Christ over the material world seemed to have found further proof in the saying of Jesus in John 4:24.  “God is spirit, and those who worship Him must worship in spirit and truth.”�  Hence, with the coming of Christ worship was to become even more spiritual and therefore less bound to physical places and objects than it had been in Judaism.  Christians, according the iconoclasts, therefore, had to go even beyond the Old Testament strictures on images.  

	The iconoclasts appealed not only to Sacred Scripture but also to the tradition of the early Fathers of the Church. They argued that patristic tradition was clearly on their side by refering to explicitly iconoclastic instances in Epiphanius of Salamis, Eusebius of Caesarea and Asterius of Amasea.�  Apart form the aforementioned instances, they were also able to harness the general ‘silence of the Fathers’� of the second to the third centuries in the face of images.   While not not having spoken directly against Christian icons as such, many of the early Fathers had drawn on the case of images precisely to point out the difference between Christian and pagan worship. Origen, for example,  had written that the absence of images and of image makers among Jews proved the superiority of Jewish to pagan worship� and had characterized as madness the idea that any image fashioned by human hands could confer honor upon beings that were truly divine.�  Minucius Felix in his Octavius had boasted of  the lack of images and temples among Christians, asking, ‘Do you suppose that because we have neither temples not altars, we are hiding the object of our worship?  And yet, what image shall I make of God when, if you think correctly, man himself is the image of God?’�  And for Clement of Alexandria,  ‘the image is only dead matter shaped by the hand of the artisan.  But we Christians have no tangible image made of tangible material, but an image that is perceived by the mind alone, the God who alone is truly God.’�  For the Fathers, a main characteristic of paganism was the worship of idols expressed through homage paid to handmaid images.  This was idolatry,  that is, worship paid to created matter rather than to the Creator himself.  And the difference and superiority of Christianity itself rested upon the fact that now worship can be rendered directly to the Maker of matter itself, to the Creator, to God who alone, who is truly God.  

	This differentiation between pagan worship and Christian worship played well into the hands of the iconoclasts  who now equated icons with idols and saw in the veneration of icons a veneration paid to created matter - dumb, lifeless matter - reminiscent of all the superstitious abuses of pagan idolatry.  

	And together, they themselves confessed to this abuse, saying, “we Christians have worshipped idols and have been doing so until the time of the reign of Constantine V...if Constantine had not rescued us from our madness for idols, Christ could not have been of benefit to us in any way.”�   Christ would not have been of benefit because, citing John 4:23, they interpreted the work of Christ as that of delivering men “from the corrupting doctrine of demons and deceptions of idols”  and of replacing this with “worship in spirit and truth.”�  But the devil, dedicated to the promotion of a worship addressed to ‘the creature rather than to the Creator,’� refused to accept defeat at the hands of Christ and ‘surreptitiously reintroduced idolatry under the outward appearance of Christianity.’�   Worship in spirit, achieved by the coming of Christ, had now been forced to yield to the adoration of matter;  and worship in truth, superseded by the lies and deceptions of idolatry - and all this, under the deceptive cover of Christian devotion and with the connivance of Christian theologians, monks and prelates.



2.4.2.  The Notion of Image.

	While worship of images was clearly unacceptable to iconclasts,  the notion of image itself was neither foreign nor anathema to them.  On the contrary, the iconoclasts, with the iconophiles, shared in a common tradition of theology and formal dogma where the notion of ‘image’ was a prominent and familiar one.   This notion of image that had dominated the Christology, the anthropology and the spirituality of the Greek and Latin Fathers had its roots both in the Bible and in Greek philosophy.  

	For Greek philosophy� in the person of Plato, the sensible is the image of the idea/ideal.  The human soul is in continuity with God.  Plato never defined the soul as the image of God because the concept of image itself is tied in with the sensible.  However, because of this image, man can know God because only similar recognizes similar.  Analogous formulations and concepts are to be found among the Stoics, in Middle-Plationism and Neo-Plationism, where with the notion of a Divine Triad, the concept of an intermediary image is found.  

	In the Bible, the Old Testament would have of itself formulated the notion of image directly within a theological-anthropological framework.  In the purely Jewish exegesis, man created in the image of God would have refered to an intergral likeness between man and God.�  The question of whether this likeness was a spiritual likeness or physical likeness, a natural likeness or supernatural likeness would simply not have existed.   On the contrary, what conjoined man and God, was the unique dignity conferred on man by God as steward of all creation.  Hence, as an image according to its model, so did man stand in relation to God over all creation.  It is this likeness  of man unto God in stewardship and dominion over all creation which is the dignity conferred unto man by God and commited to his care.

	But even in the Wisdom literature of the Old Testament - reflective of a gradual Hellenization of Jewish perception - the word ‘eikon’ is used to depict man as the image of God by reason of his immortality and nature.�  Wisdom itself is thereafter described as an image of God� and as that image that God had in mind when He created man.�  

	In the New Testament, St. Paul adopts the aforementioned reflection:  Christ is the image of God - ‘in the form of God.’�   And it is in the light of wisdom that Paul recognizes in Christ the title of the ‘image of God.’  In Romans 8:29, it is as Son that He is the image of God.  And in Col 3:10, it is as image that He presides over the creation of the New Man.  Consequently, Adam, though being first, remains an imperfect image, whereas Christ is the perfect image.  The fourth Gospel which understood the Logos as the true image of God,  presents the Son as the unique revelation of the invisible God.�  This Son is so intimately united with God that upon Him is the ‘reflection of the Glory of the Father.’� and seeing him, one sees the Father himself.  

	Patristic reflection affirmed that Christ is the image of God, but went on pose the question of whether He is the image of God by virtue of his two natures or by virtue of his divinity alone.�  In the first case, the human nature assumed by the Word would be, in as much a revelation of God, a visible image of the divine reality.  But, in the second case, it was argued that God being incorporeal, could not have a corporeal image.  Ireneus, Tertullian and, indirectly Mario Vittorino, had adopted the first position of ascribing to the total Incarnate Word the quality of the image of God.  Others whereas, had attributed quality of the ‘image of God’ solely to the Word in its divinity, interpreting Col 1:15, as Origen did, to mean:  the invisible image of the invisible God.  

	This dispute, by extension, had anthropological implications.  If man is made in the image of God,  where exactly in man was this image to be found?   In his soul?  In his body? In the totality of both?  But even apart from this question, the mere affirmation alone that man is made in the image of God could have raised the rhetorical question: “Who can circumscribe man created according to the image of God? And, “No one,” would have been the iconoclastic answer.�   But patristic had throughout tradition Christologized this reflection from the very begining.  The patristic position that had understood Christ as the invisible image of the invisible God taught that, in relation to man, the Word made Flesh was an intermediary image, because man was created in reference to Him.�  In this regard the creation story of man in Genesis underwent a wholly different Christological interpretation in which many early Fathers saw in the plural form of Genesis 1:26. a dialogue between the Father and the Son, and identified in the Son the image according to which man was created.  For this reason, many Fathers came to maintain that only the Son is properly ‘The image,’ whereas man is created only ‘according to the image.’�  (kat’ ikon.)  The Word made Flesh, thus, is the intermediary image between God and man, and not only at the original instance of creation, but also as the  image to be imitated through grace at every ongoing instance of spiritual progress.  The human nature that Word had assumed has the role of a second intermediary image, for in his human creaturehood, he exists ‘according to the image,’ or  as ‘image of the image,’ and not primarily as ‘image.’  This second intermediary image is the immediate model that the Word offers for imitation to all men.  In the Son, His image, the Father contemplates (himself) and through it (the Son’s image) we contemplate the Father

	Drawing from this very special Christological notion of image, the iconoclasts countered that the iconodulic use of the argument taken from Basil of Caesarea that ‘the honour paid to the image passes on to the prototype’� was spoken ‘in relation to theology,’�  that is to the inner life of the Godhead, and not in relation to  images in churches.  Technically they were right, for the argument was taken out of context by the Second Council of Nicea to apply it to the cult of images.�   The notion of  ‘image’ had been used ‘theologically’ to mean Christ himself, the ‘image of the invisible God�...the living, natural and exact image of the invisible God.’  Just as in Him we contemplate the Father, so too the worship rendered to Him is rendered to the Father. But, at the same time, being the exact, living and natural image of the Father, in accordance with the words,  ‘He who has seen me has seen the Father,’� it had to follow that no pictorial representation of Christ could do justice to him as the image of God.   Thus the iconoclasts insisted that the Son was called ‘the image of God and the Father’ in a special sense by Scripture;� in a sense that did not apply to the other handmade images in the churches.  

	‘Spoken in relation to theology,’  the term ‘image’ as applied to Christ was meant to define the deity of the Son in relation to the Father.�   The iconoclasts went one step further to develop the concept of  ‘image’ itself by asserting that a genuine image had to be, therefore, ‘identical in essence with that which it portrays.’�  ‘Identical in essence’ (omouosis), which comes from the Trinitarian language of orthodox dogma where it had been used to define precisely the deity of the Son in relation to the Father, therefore meant, that any image of Christ being used in worship was in fact ‘the falsely so-called image of Christ,’� since it obviously could not be ‘identical in essence’ with the person of Jesus Christ himself.  Thus, the iconoclasts had given to the term ‘image’ a definition that necessarily implied for them that no painting or statue could ever be an image of Christ.�  

	Identity of essence being the condition of a genuine image, only the Eucharist could, therefore, be and, in fact, was the true image of Christ.  ‘The bread which we take is an image of his body, taking the form of his flesh and having become a type of his body.’�  The iconoclasts, on their part concurred and said, ‘It has been laid down for us that Christ is to be portrayed in an image, but only as the holy teaching transmitted by divine tradition “Do this in remembrance of me.”  Therefore, it is obviously not permitted to portray him in an image or to carry out a remembrance of him in any other way, since this portrayal (the Eucharist) is true and this way of portraying is sacred.’�  By image Constantine V meant not merely ‘an image’ but ‘the image’ that is ‘sign’ and ‘type’ which was ‘precisely and truly’ the very body of Christ.�    The Council of 754 therefore declared that apart from the Eucharist there was ‘not any other form or type capable of representing his incarnation in an image.’�  Only the sacrament was ‘the image of his life-giving body.’�  Only it was, and what more could be, deserving of honour and reverence.  Only the body and blood of Christ were to be called ‘holy’ and were to acknowledged as worthy of worship.  Holy pictures could not lay claim to such reverence.  They were images of Christ ‘falsely so called’� because they were merely poor and unfaithful imitations of him...deceptions of the likenesses done by the painters.

�2.4.3.  The Christological Dilemma.

	With the exclusive definition of the term ‘image’ as essential with the prototype and thus as having been ‘spoken (only) in relation to theology,’ the iconoclasts had begun to place their arguments against icons within the mainstream of the dogmatic theology of the 4th. and 5th. centuries.  At the height of their doctrinal disputes, they had borrowed from the dogmatic language of Chalcedon to prove that the iconophiles were being heteredox also in their Christology.   Their contention could be formulated in the form of a dilemma:  if the image represents the humanity of Christ to the exclusion of his divinity, it implies a Nestorian Christology and separates in Christ, God from man;  if on the contrary, the iconographer pretends to represent Christ in the individual fullness of his divinity and his humanity, he assumes that the divinity itself could be circumscribed, which is absurd, or else that it lives in a state of confusion with the humanity;  in the latter case he falls into the heresy of Dioscorus, Eutyches and Severus.�

	Constantine V, that great emperor-theologian and iconoclast, had summed it up thus:  if someone makes an image of Christ...he has not really penetrated the depths of the inseparable union of the two natures of Christ.�  The argument did not lack force� and to it has been accorded the merit for having expounded the philosophical and the theological foundations of iconoclasm with great clarity.� 

	That the invisible God is uncircumscribable had been unanimously agreed upon by both iconoclasts and iconophiles.   But, the iconoclasts extended the same principle to the depiction of the God-man Christ by appealing to the dogmatic definitions of the Council of Chalcedon. The Council had defined that: 

Our Lord Jesus Christ is one and the same Son, the same perfect in his divinity, the same perfect in his humanity, truly God and truly man, the same of a rational soul and body, consubstantial (homoousis) with the Father in his divinity and the same consubstantial (homoousis) with us in his humanity, like us in all things except for sin; before the ages begotten from the Father in his divinity, and in the last days, the same, for us and for our salvation, (begotten) from Mary the Virgin, the Theotokos, in his humanity; one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, only-begotten; made known in two natures without confusion, without change, without division, without separation;  the difference of the natures being in no way removed because of the union, but rather the specific property of each of the two natures being preserved, and coming together in one person and one subsistence, not parted or divided into two persons, but one and the same Son and only begotten God the Word, Lord Jesus Christ.�



	With this definition, the Council had provided for safeguards against the dangers of the two possible extremes of the Christological polarities;  that of the separation and that of the confusion of the divine and the human natures in the person of Christ.   When the iconoclasts had argued that an image in representing the humanity of Christ to the exclusion of his divinity  implied a Nestorian Christology and separated God from man in Christ, they had argued against the danger of the first extreme Christological polarity: that of the separation.  The iconophiles certainly did not purport to portray the divine nature, as both camps in the controversy would have agreed that this was impossible.  But, if by this very premise, the iconophiles nevertheless claimed that the incarnation had rendered Christ portrayable in an image in his humanity, what did this imply to the iconoclastic mind?  It implied that in the God-man Christ, the divine nature and the human nature underwent a separation; the divine nature by definition being unportrayable and the human nature being portrayable.  This act of the separation of the two natures had been expressly condemned by the Council of Chalcedon.  It followed upon the heels of the heresy attributed to Nestorius, Patriarch of Constantinople but of the Antiochian school of Christology which gave emphasis to the distinction of natures in the Incarnate Logos.  Distinction taken to extremes could imply separation, and it was this that was strenuously fought by Cyril of Alexandria whose Christological school of taught tended to underline the union of the two natures.  Cyril’s view prevailed in the Council of Chalcedon and the Nestorian Christology of the ‘separation of natures’ condemned as heresy.  Three centuries later, the iconoclasts were to impute the same heresy to the iconophiles.

	Two theological points accrue to the iconoclastic premise that portrayal effected a separation of natures.  One, if the image separated the man from the God in Christ, then the image implied the existence of a separate man Jesus in the Trinitarian makeup - thus, making Jesus a ‘fourth person in the Trinity,’ and claiming to be able to deal with apart from the Logos.�  This obviously was unacceptable because the man Jesus could not and should not, be conceived apart from the Incarnate Divine Logos.  Orthodox Christology had come to the position that there was no separate person of the man Jesus.  Secondly, the human nature of Divine Logos was ‘man in the universal’� or ‘man in general.’�  What he had assumed in himself was the whole, the totality of human nature.�  Such a totality or universality or generality obviously defied any particular, concrete, tangible or polychromatic image� or conception, to the eyes of the iconoclasts.

	Apart from being accused of falling, on the one hand, into the error of separating the two natures, the iconoclasts had also accused the iconophiles of falling, on the other hand, into the error of confusing the natures, and thus, of capitulating to the heresy of Eutyches, Dioscoros and Severus.  These latter had belonged to the Alexandrian school of Christology that had tended to underline the union of the two natures in Christ.  At its  most dangerous extremes this school of thought had tended to confuse or mingle and spiritualize that union.  The heresy of the aforementioned was in fact seen as later resurrection of the earlier heresy of Apollinarianism.   Apollinarianism, despite its good intentions of wishing to express in some satisfactory way the real union of God and man in the Christ, had resorted to formulations that effectively negated the humanity of Christ by subsuming or swallowing up the humanity of Christ into his divinity.�  In the Apollinarian formula, the Divine Logos simply takes up the place of the human soul of Jesus.  Thus, the union was, in fact, the result of an intimate fusion of the Divine Logos and the human flesh, and consequently transforming, to some extent, the intrinsic nature of the human flesh itself.  There resulted the ‘one nature of the Word of God enfleshed’ and so intimate is the union that the properties of the divinity are communicated,  to some extent, to the flesh with which it is united.�  Thus, the flesh of Christ became ‘divine flesh’ or ‘God’s flesh’�  and the Eucharistic species became Christ’s divine flesh, and those who took part in it were ‘deified’ or ‘divinized.’  All this rested on the bias that the flesh of Christ wasn’t really human flesh, but was only in appearance ‘human flesh.’  This was effectively ‘docetism,’ a human ‘semblance’ that denied the true humanity of Christ, that indistinctively divinized his humanity, that rendered his humanity indisernable, and thus, to, say the least, confused or mingled the two nature.  

	This heresy of Apollinarianism was fought by the Cappodocian Fathers and in a series of councils between 378 and 381 was condemned.  But, on the eve of the Council of Chalcedon, the heresy was resurrected in the person of Eutyches, the then archimandrite of one of the major monasteries of Constantinople.  Of the same persuasion of Alexandrian Christology, Eutyches maintained that although there were two natures before the Incarnation, there was only one after it, implying, therefore, a humanity absorbed by the divinity.  With the support of Dioscorus, successor to Cyril and Patriarch of Alexandria, Eutyches view was instated as Christologically correct at the ‘Robbers’ Council’ of Ephesus in 449.  But, it was overturned by the Council of Chalcedon which definitively stated that the natures were ‘without confusion.’

	The iconoclasts, drawing from this  Christological polarity of the Council’s definition, accused the iconophiles of ‘confusing’ the natures of Christ by portraying him in an image.  In their eyes, images were a case of the ‘theory of Communicatio Idiomatum pushed to its extreme limits’� whereby the specific property of the two natures were not preserved and the duality of the natures in Christ not maintained.  An image that purported to portray the Incarnate Word, if it were not separating the humanity from the divinity, could only be mixing and mingling the two natures up indiscriminately.  

	The Council of Chalcedon has sought to protect the mystery of the distinction and the union of the Incarnate Word from the dangers of separation and confusion by resorting to definitions of a negative sort: without separation, without confusion.  Its language was apophatic and it had wanted to safeguard the mystery that was the hypostatic union of the two natures.�  It was a negative vision of the union.  What the iconoclasts saw in the image was a positive vision of the union, and thus, a denial of the apophatic character of Chalcedonian language.  For the iconoclasts, the image was ‘saying’ what the Council of Chalcedon was ‘not saying.’  And it sought to say this through color, form, picture, paint - that is, through circumscription and still-language of a very material variety.  This went beyond the boundaries set by the Council and was, in the eyes of the iconoclasts, Christologically incorrect and heteredox. 

	The Christological dilemma set forth by the iconoclasts was well reasoned and orthodoxically argued within the confines of the relations between the two natures of the Incarnate Logos.  It had sought to give full sense to the Chalcedonian apophaticism that had defined the hypostatic union in negative terms and to contain the theory of Communicatio Idiomatum without pushing it to its extreme limits.  While theologically consistent on its own terms, it nevertheless failed to meet the counter-assertions of the iconophiles which, while also drawing on Chalcedonian teaching, pointed out to the real distinction between nature and hypostatis, preliminary observations about which would be made in the next chapter.  

	Such was the Christological case presented by the iconoclasts against the iconophiles.  Together with the arguments from both the Old and the New Testaments and  the notion of image, it is an argument that reached to the very heart of definitive Orthodox doctrine.  It is interesting to note that, in general, these arguments seem to contend , one way or another, with the thematic of matter. The following section will attempt to draw out this theme in a more particular way in relation to the three arguments.



2.5.  Conclusion:  The Thematic of Matter in the Iconoclastic Doctrine

	The first observation in relation to the matter is with regard to the prohibitions of the Old Testament.  The Old Testament prohibitions were applied to icons because icons were equated with pagan idols.  (Patristic testimony was also indirectly used in the same way.)   Pagan idols were non-existent gods which were worshipped.  These non-existent gods are made of matter.  Thus it is empty matter that is worshipped.  Thus,  in representing non-existent gods,  matter itself is also considered dead, lifeless, dumb and deceptive.  

	In contrast, real worship is addressed to the Creator.  It was to be in spirit and truth, pure, lofty and mental, without the least suggestion of pagan materialism.   The distinguishing mark of this real worship was that it was spiritual, addressed to the Creator, and not to the creature which was material.  At the heart of this difference between Creator and creature, therefore, was the  radical distinction between spirit and matter.  It was a distinction of separation: association with matter took away from true worship in spirit and truth.

	The second observation has to do with the notion of image.  A reference to Platonism is necessary for background.  For Plato, art had the value of ‘imitation,’  in the deprecatory sense.  Art was always an ‘imitation of an imitation.’  It is an imitation of that imitation - the natural image, which is accessible to the senses - of the idea or the ideal.  The senses perceive only the physical impressions, not the essence of the things perceived.  The really ‘real’ or ‘essential’ idea corresponded to the nous, or the mind.  Hence, essence existed in the realm of ideas and not in the realm of matter.  In Platonic terms, there exists a dislocation between matter and essence.  

	The Logos was understood as the ‘essential’ (oumousis) image of the Father.  He is not the corporeal image of the Father, for God has no body. God is spirit.  Hence, the Logos is unique in the sense of ‘image,’ that is, He is an ‘invisible and immaterial’ image.  (As ‘image’ of God however, the Logos runs the risk of subordinationism, and as ‘immaterial’ the Logos Incarnate runs the risk of docetism.)  The Son is ‘image’ as the pre-existent Logos, to the exclusion of his humanity.  He is an ‘essential’ image of the Father.

	In relation to man, the Logos Incarnate is an intermediary image only in a secondary sense, in an incomplete sense, because as man, the Logos took it’s existence ‘according’ to the image.  In this sense, man is an image of a second image, and is imperfect. That which corresponds in man to the image is the nous; in itself, incomplete, but on its way to the perfection of likeness in imitation of the model offered by the Word.  The body is the sanctuary of the nous and derives its dignity therewith, only indirectly.  

	 Hence, in the case of the notion of image, the iconoclasts made a radical distinction between matter and essence.  In describing the Eucharist as the image, the ‘sign and type’ which was ‘precisely and truly’ the very body of Christ, what did they  really mean by the term ‘body?’  In what way did the body of Christ share in the oumousis of the Godhead?  In what way was it ‘essential’ and therefore, necessarily ‘immaterial.’  The radical separation of essence from matter implies this question.  

	The third observation is connected with the Christological dilemma.  The Christological dilemma can be said to be a consequence of the concept of ‘image’ having been spoken ‘in relation to theology,’ that is, to the inner life of the Godhead.  The Son and the Father share in the same nature or essence - that of divinity.  But, this divinity, having taken on humanity, that is, having assumed matter unto itself, created the problem of what therefore may be circumscribed and what may not be.  Since the essential union was both ‘without confusion,’ but also ‘without separation,’ the two extremes of the pole did pose a dilemma.  But, this would precisely be the problem if the discussion is limited within the perimeters of  an essentialistic ‘theology’  and its attendant question of ‘circumscription.’  The ‘essence’ is spiritual and thus, exists in contradistinction with matter.  The iconophiles, while not denying that image must be spoken in ‘relation to theology,’ also asserted that image must be spoken in relation to ‘economy;’  that is to the history and doctrine of salvation - as actualized and realized in the person/hypostasis of the Word made Flesh.  And in the ‘person’ of the Word made Flesh, there exists a  Communicatio Idiomatum whereby both the divine and the human properties  can exist interchangeably.  (e.g. The Word is crucified in the Flesh. , Jesus of Nazareth is the  Son of God., etc.)  And the issue of ‘circumscription’ which is an issue related to the essence of an uncircumscribable God  is replaced with the possibility of ‘depiction’ because He who is depicted is human, actual, historical and material.  There is a shift in the nuance of the term ‘person’ here, because ‘person,’ here can also be spoken ‘in relation to theology’ - i.e. three persons in one God but one single essence/nature.’  But, ‘person’ in relation to ‘economy’ is two distinct natures/essences but one single individual.   But, it is one single person existing in economy or history, and is depictable because he is material.  

	It would seem therefore, that iconoclastic position doctrinally excluded matter,  firstly, for the explicit reason that matter subtracted from a spiritual worship in contrast with that of idolatry, and secondly, for the implicit reason that its notion of image was in itself essentialistic, thus, excluding matter, and thirdly, by reason of default whereby, it failed to develop its Christology in terms of the person/hypostasis of the Logos and the concrete economy of salvation.  In the first reason, they radically contrasted matter with spirit.  In the second reason, they radically separated matter and essence.  And in the third reason they failed to draw out the full ‘material’ implications of the economy of salvation accomplished in and through the Incarnation.  



�Chapter Three: The Counter-Arguments of the OPSI



3.1.  Introduction.

	The purpose of this chapter is to present the counter-arguments of St. John Damascene in the OPSI in relation to the iconoclastic arguments specified in the preceding chapter.  The response of John Damascene will therefore be treated under the same headings of the Old Testament prohibitions, the notion of image and the Christological dilemma.  This chapter will conclude with some preliminary observation regarding the status of ‘matter’ in the counter-arguments of John Damascene. 



3.2. The Prohibitions of the Old Testament.

	The prohibitions of the Old Testament used by the iconoclasts against icons in the Church hinged on their equation of icons with idols.�  Over and against a worship that was subverted by a paganistic adhesion to matter, the iconoclasts promoted a mental and intellectual worship that superseded material mediation.  This ‘worship in spirit and truth’ was achieved with the coming of Christ because his work was interpreted as that  of delivering men ‘from the corrupting doctrine of demons and deceptions of idols.’ The clear rejection of pagan images by the early Fathers and their aniconism or their general silence in the face of Christian images in the churches were taken as proof that images had no place in the Church.  Images were thus seen as a ‘recrudescence of the worship of idols in the church’ and a clear concession to pagan materialism.

	The accusation that the Church has now fallen into idolatry carried with it the implication that the Church now does not know God as He really is.  This is the first point that John Damascene draws out from the iconoclastic accusation.  Against this accusation, he directly declares: It is disastrous to suppose that the Church does not know God as He really is; that she has degenerated into idolatry, for if she declines one iota from perfection, it will be a blot on her unblemished face, destroying by its ugliness the beauty of the whole.’� This declaration carried with it many suppositions: The Church has for its cornerstone, Christ, and is founded on the apostles and prophets.  It is the ‘seamless robe’ of Christ, His Body - the Word of God and its ancient tradition.  Its teaching, through which salvation is planted in us, is both foundation and pillar.  Its teaching is both the starting line and the finish line for the race, like that of a bridle of a tightly-reined horse.  It progresses in dazzling superiority and is adorned with the highest examples of the saints of old.  Therefore, it is no small matter to forsake the ancient tradition of the Church which was upheld by all those who were called before us, whose conduct we should observe, and whose faith we should imitate.   From the very onset, John Damascene positions the iconoclasts against the Church.  It is they who want to tear up the Body of Christ;  they, who have forsaken the ancient tradition; they, who have supposed that the Church does not know God as He really is.  

	The iconoclasts, who had equated icons with idols,  had founded their earliest position against icons by applying to them the strictures of the Old Testament.  These strictures are enumerated by John Damascene himself: “The Lord our God, the Lord, is one,”�  “You shall adore the Lord your God, and worship Him alone,”  “You shall not have strange gods,”� “You shall not make for yourself a graven image or any likeness of anything that is in heaven above, or that is in the earth beneath,”�  “All worshippers of images are put to shame, who make their boast in worthless idols,”� “the gods who did not make the heavens and the earth shall perish from the earth and from under the heavens.”�

	John Damascene, however, begins the above enumeration of Old Testament texts with the words, ‘I heed the words of Him who cannot deceive.’�  These strictures come from one who could not command contrary things, for there is ‘only one Lawgiver.’�  Consequently, he asks the iconoclasts to contend with the fact that this same Lawgiver who had prohibited the making of graven images, had also instructed the making of cherubims to overshadow the mercy seat and the decorating of the meeting-tent.  How does one reconcile this apparent contradiction?  ‘One must search the Scriptures, ...attend to them with a discerning mind, for it is impossible that God should prove false,’ says John Damascene. The iconoclasts who had appealed only to the prohibitive passages regarding images are ‘truly are in error, brothers, for they do not know the Scriptures, that the letter kills, but the Spirit gives life.�  They do not find in the written word its hidden spiritual meaning.’

	Searching for the hidden spiritual meaning of Scripture shows that the one thing aimed for by the strictures of the Old Testament against images is that ‘no created thing can be adored in place of the Creator, nor can adoration be given to any save Him alone.’�  Images were clearly forbidden because of idolatry, but it was given to the Jews precisely because of their ‘proneness to idolatry.’ John Damascene explains this prohibition in the Old Testament by God through the example of a skillful doctor who does not prescribe the same for all alike, but for each according to need, age and season.  ‘In the same way the most excellent physician of souls prescribed correctly for those who were still children and susceptible to the sickness of idolatry, holding idols to be gods, and worshipping them as such, abandoning the worship of God, offering to the creature the glory due the Creator.’  The Jews were ‘children prone to idolatry’ and for this reason, the making of graven images were justly prohibited.�  

	But, a second, more essential reason, why images were forbidden was because it was impossible to make an image of God who is ‘bodiless, invisible, immaterial, without form, uncircumsribed and who cannot be touched.’�  “No one has ever seen God; the only God, who is in the bosom of the Father, He has made Him known.”� “You cannot see My face; for man shall not see me and live.”�  “You heard the sound of words, but saw no form; there was only a voice.”�  “You cannot see my form.”�

	Hence, images were prohibited by the Old Testament to deter idolatry and because God was not circumscribable. At the heart of this prohibition was the question of worship; the concern ‘that no created thing be adored in the place of the Creator;’ that ‘adoration’ be not displaced by creation but be directed solely to the Creator.  This was the inner meaning of the thing aimed at through the prohibitions.  The iconoclasts had blindly applied one series of strictures while ignoring another series of positive instructions.  They had failed to understand that the law was meant for the Jews because of their particular need, age and season.  They had appealed wholesale to one aspect of the law.  To this, John Damascene asks: ‘How can you make the law a reason for refusing to do what the law itself commands?  If you invoke the law in your despising of images, you might just as well insist on keeping the sabbath and practicing circumcision.’�  

	The law, thus, had a specific function in relation to the Jews.  In applying it to Christian practice, it must be seen in the light of the Christian revelation. ‘These commandments were given to the Jews because of their proneness to idolatry.  But, to us it is given, on the other hand, as Gregory the Theologian says, to avoid superstitious error and to come to God in the knowledge of the truth; to adore God alone, to enjoy the fullness of divine knowledge, to attain to mature manhood, that we may no longer be children, tossed to and fro and carried about with every wind of doctrine.  We are no longer under custodians, but we have received from God the ability to disern what may be represented and what is uncircumscript.’�  ‘But understand that if you keep the law Christ would be of no advantage to you’�  ‘You are severed from Christ, you who would be justified by the law;  you have fallen away from grace.’�  The law itself has ‘but a shadow of the good things to come.’� That which is foreshadowed by the law is grace and truth.� ‘Consequently, the law personified by Melchizedek is a silhouette of Him whose portrait, when it appears, is grace and truth inscribed in the body.  So the Old Testament is a silhouette of things to come in a future age, while the New Testament is the portrait of the things.’�  

	‘Grace and truth,’ foreshadowed in the Old Testament, becomes inscribed in the body in the New Testament.  The New Testament is the fulfillment of the Old Testament because in the New Testament, ‘He who is bodiless and without form, immeasurable in the boundlessness of His own nature, existing in the form of God, empties Himself and takes the form of a servant� in substance and in stature and is found in a body of flesh...conversing with men’� God became man.  He clothed himself in human form.  The invisible One became visible to the flesh.  He became visible for our sakes by partaking of flesh and blood.  He had a human birth, a baptism, a transfiguration performed miracles, suffered, died, was buried and arose from the dead.  Knowing him is to come to the fullness of the knowledge of God. ‘This is eternal life, that they know Thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom Thou hast sent.’�   

	Hence, it is through Jesus Christ that we ‘come to God in the knowledge of the truth; to adore God alone, to enjoy the fullness of divine knowledge..’�  ‘Israel of old did not see God, but “we all, with unveiled face, behold the glory of the Lord.”’�  

	Consequently, to the iconoclastic promotion of a ‘worship in spirit and truth,’  is posited the worship of the Incarnate God.  ‘I adore the one who became a creature, who was formed as I was, who clothed himself in creation without weakening or departing from his divinity,’� writes John Damascene.  ‘I worship Him who clothed Himself in the royal purple of my flesh.’�  ‘I worship the Creator of matter who became matter for my sake, who took his abode in matter, who worked out my salvation through matter.’� ‘We worship your flesh, not because of its fleshy nature, but because it is inseparably united to Your divine person.  We worship your sufferings.  Who has ever heard of death being worshipped or suffering honoured?  Yet, we truly worship our God’s physical death and suffering.’�

	To the kind of intellectual or mental worship that corresponds to a worship in spirit and truth, John Damascene responds, ‘If you say that only intellectual worship is worthy of God, then take away all corporeal things; lights, fragrance of incense, prayer made with the voice.  Do away with the divine mysteries which are fulfilled through matter: bread, wine, the oil of chrism, the sign of the cross.�  All these things are matter! The apostles saw the Lord with bodily eyes; others saw the apostles, and others, the martyrs.  I too desire to see them both spiritually and physically.... You, perhaps, are superior to me, and have risen so far above bodily things that you have become virtually immaterial and feel free to make light of all visible things, but since I am human and clothed with a body, I desire to see and be present with the saints physically.   Condescend from your heights to my lowly state of mind for by doing so you will make your lofty position safe.  

	The case for icons then, stands on this question: ‘If the Son of God assumed the form of man taking the form of a servant and coming in man’s likeness, what should his image not be made?’�  On this fundamental question revolved the iconodulic justification of icons.  ‘In former times God, who is without form or body could never be depicted.  But now when God is seen conversing with men, I can make an image of the God whom I can see.’�  Since God truly became man, He is ‘circumscribable,’ because one of the characteristics of man is that he is ‘circumscribable.’�  Circumscription, however, is a false issue because it is posited in relation to the invisible, formless, bodiless and uncircumscribable God.  But when God becomes man, he  becomes ‘depictable’ as the invisible One become visible to the flesh.  ‘...You may draw his image and show it to anyone willing to gaze upon it.  Depict His wonderful condescension, His birth from the Virgin, His baptism in the Jordan, His transfiguration on Tabor, His sufferings which have freed us from passion, His death, His miracles which are signs of His divine nature, since through divine power He worked them in the flesh.  show His saving cross, the tomb, the resurrection, the ascension into the heavens,  Use every kind of drawing, word, or color.’�

	God become man is therefore the condition for the possibility of the icon.  The icon, in its turn, gurantees, safeguards and stands as the reminder that God has truly become man. And as having become man for our sakes by partaking of flesh and blood, the icon ensures our visiblity of Him.   It stands as an intermediary between the concrete actuality of the Incarnate God and the actual corporeality of our worship.  It incarnates contact and presence.

	Icons are products of the history of salvation and in this respect are the very opposite of idols.  The iconoclastic equation of icons with idols was incorrect and misleading.  The pagan worship of idols was truly repellent, but this had nothing to do with the Christian veneration of icons.  Of this, John Damascene says: ‘If you speak of pagan abuses, these abuses do not make our veneration of images loathsome.  Blame the pagans who made images into Gods!�..Just because the pagans used them in a foul  way, that is no reason to object to our pious practice.  Sorcerers and magician use incantation;  so also the Church prays over catechumens;  the former conjure up demons, while the Church calls upon God to exorcise the demons.  Pagans sacrificed to demons; Israel offered blood and fat to God.  The Church offers the bloodless sacrifice to God.  Pagans make images into demons, and Israel made images into gods,....but, we have set up images of the true God, who became incarnate, and of his servants and friends and with them drive away the demonic hosts.�

	Icons are not only the very opposite of idols but, they also act against idols and their associates.  They drive away demons - demons which rejoice at the worship of idols. ‘Just as the holy fathers pulled down the temples and altars of the demons and raised churches on the same spots which they named for the saints whom we honor, so also they threw down the images of demons and instead raised up the images of Christ, the Theotokos and the saints - (images which) shame the devil and his consorts�....The icon is a hymn of triumph, a manifestation, a memorial inscribed for those who have fought and conquered, humbling the demons and putting them to flight.’�  So if the Fathers had used the instance of images in order to contrast the Christian faith with pagan religions, icons now stand, not in compromise with, but in the same order of contrast against, paganism.  

	Besides driving demons away, icons were associated with miracles.  The fact that Christian icons were associated with miracles was proof that the Christian religion itself was a genuine one.�  The story of the woman healed of hemorrage by the Lord and of the strange plant which climbed up to the hem of the bronze cloak of the His statue and that served as a remedy for all kinds of diseases, the story of the conversion of St. Mary of Egypt, St. Euphraxia, and other conversions and deliverances are attributed to icons,�  all these served as proof not merely of the legitimacy of the veneration of icons but also of their power.

	Hence, in countering the iconoclastic arguments based on the prohibitions of the Old Testament that stood on the explicit equation of icons with idols, St. John Damascene proceeds by showing that the injunctions of Scriptures must be understood according to their inner intent and overall meaning.  Ultimately, Scriptures cannot be interpreted apart from the fulfillment of salvation history that culminates in the Incarnation.  In the Incarnation, God became man, and as man, God is depictable.  This is the raison d’etre of icons. They are the products of the history of salvation, and for this reason they stand in direct contrast to idols.  They testify against paganism.  Moreover, their Christian efficacy is seen in the many miracles, conversions and deliverance that are attributed to them.  Icons stand as a material gurantee of the Incarnation and they facilitate a worship that corresponds to materiality of the human condition.  It is in this regard that  they lead to and ensure the knowledge - in the Biblical sense of the word - and worship of the ‘one True God and Jesus Christ whom (He) has sent.’



3.3  The Notion of Image.

	In defence of images, the iconophiles had proposed that ‘the honour rendered to the image passes on to the prototype.’  In response, the iconoclasts counter-argued by saying that this quotation from Basil of Caesarea was spoken ‘in relation to theology.’  Spoken ‘in relation to theology,’  the iconoclasts had understood the notion of image to mean The Image of God, that is, Christ, in relation to the Father and of the substance of His deity with the Father.  Drawing from the Alexandrian school of Christology, they had understood the Logos to be the invisible image of God.  As the image of the Father, the image shared in the ousia of the Father.  The Father and the Son were of the same essence.  Essence was the condition for the possiblity of the notion of the image.  It has to be identical in essence with the prototype.  Apart from the Son, the only other image possible was the Eucharist, because it was the body of Christ in its essence.  Every other image is only ‘falsely so-called.’

	The iconophiles agreed with the iconoclasts that the image is like the prototype, but with a certain difference.  St. John Damascene writes: an image is of like-character with its prototype, but with a certain difference.  It is not like its archetype in every way.�   

	In the third apology, John Damascene describes what an image is:  An image is a likeness, or a model, or a figure of something, showing in itself what it depicts.  An image is not always like its prototype in every way.  For the image is one thing, the thing depicted is another; one can always notice differences between them, since one is not the other, and vice versa.  I offer the following example:  An image of a man, even if it is a likeness of his bodily form, cannot contain his mental powers.  It has no life; it cannot think, or speak, or hear, or move.  A son is the natural image of his father, yet is different from him, for he is a son, and not a father.�  

	Hence, according to John Damascene, there are ‘different kinds of images.’�  He distinguishes two basic types; the natural image and those images which are made by words or artistic representations.  Then, he enumerates six different kinds of images:

The first kind of image is the Son of the Father (who) is the first natural and precisely similar image of the invisible God, for He reveals the Father in His own person.  This first kind of image is the natural image.

The second kind of image is God’s foreknowledge of things which have yet to happen, his plans, images and figures of things He has yet to do; those predeterminations in God’s providence that were characterized, depicted and unalterably fixed before they even came to pass.

The third kind of image is made by God as an imitation of Himself:  namely, man.  Man is an image of God by imitation because he is created and thus does not share in the nature of Him who is uncreated. 

The fourth kind of image consists of the shadows and forms and types of invisible and bodiless things which are described by the Scriptures in physical terms.  These give us a faint apprehension of God, angels, immaterial and invisible things through analogies adopted from nature.  The images in creation are dim lights that still remind us of God.  For example, the images of the sun, light and burning rays remind us of the Holy Trinity.

The fifth kind of image prefigures what is yet to happen; the burning bush of the Virgin Theotokos, the brazen serpent of Him on the cross, etc.

The sixth kind of image is made for the remembrance of past events to help us render glory, honor and keep in eternal memory and to assist us in the increase of virtue.  They are of two kinds; one, written, and two, material.  The icon belongs to this second kind.

	John Damascene says that ‘we may make images of every form we see.’  They may consist of ‘physical things which have shape, bodies which are circumscribed, and have color.’   They may as equally consist of ‘intellectual beings (that) are believed to be invisibly present and to operate spiritually.’  Our apprehension of these forms is a kind of sight; physical sight and spiritual sight.  ‘If we sometimes understand forms by using our minds, but other times from what we see, then it is through these two ways that we are brought to understanding.  It is the same with the other senses: after we have smelled or tasted or touched, we combine our experience with reason, and thus come to knowledge.’�

	Only God in His nature cannot be circumscribed.  ‘The divine nature alone can never be circumscribed and is always without form, without shape, and can never be understood.’   Scriptures sometimes ‘clothes God with forms which appear to be physical or visible shape.’  But, ‘these forms are still immaterial in an important sense, because they were not seen by everyone, nor could they be perceived with the unaided physical eye, but they were seen through the spiritual sight of prophets and others to whom they were revealed.’

	While God by nature is utterly without a body, the other intellectual beings like angels and demons when compared to God (who alone cannot be compared to anything) do have bodies, though when these are compared to material bodies, they are bodiless.  ‘God wills that we should not be totally ignorant of bodiless creatures, and so He clothed them with forms and shapes, and used images comprehensible to our nature, material forms which could be seen by the spiritual vision of the mind.’  

	Therefore, the purpose of images is to ‘reveal and make perceptible those things which are hidden.’  ‘The image was devised (so) that (man) might advance in knowledge, and that secret things might be revealed and made perceptible.  Therefore, images are a source of profit, help, and salvation for all, since they make things so obviously manifest, enabling us to perceive hidden things.  Thus, we are encouraged to desire and imitate what is good and to shun and hate what is evil.’

	Certain preliminary observations may be made at this point regarding the above conception of images in John Damascene:



The image is like the prototype but with a certain difference.

There are two basic kinds of images; the natural and the artistic/imitative.

There are six different kinds of images that begin with Christ and end with the icon.

Images reveal hidden things.

Images help us imitate what is good and shun what is evil.



	The above observations reflect a certain coherence of thought in John Damascene’s defense of images.  In fact, to John Damascene has been accorded the merit of having formulated the apology for images systematically.�   Fundamental to the difference in perception of images in the iconoclasts and iconophiles was the identification and distinction in ousia between image and prototype that both camps made, respectively.  The iconophiles maintained that, ‘however close the connection between image and original, their ousiai were different - hence the worship of images was legitimate, as this worship would be referred to the prototype.’  This, notes Barnard, ‘was essentially a Plationic view.’�

	Barnard sees similar Platonic and Neo-Platonic influences in the the way John Damascene formulates the six kinds of images.  He sees them as ‘six stages evolving from God.’�  Behind this schemata of stages lies the Neo-Platonic belief in the divine manifesting itself in a descending sequence.  ‘There is thus a ladder revelation from visible to invisible and vice-versa and the visible is in some measure endowed sacramentally with the virtue of the invisible it represents... In Damascene’s view an image is in some sense a sacrament and from the image to God and from God to the image there is a graded ascent and descent as in the Neo-Platonic scheme.’�

	The same observation is made by Ladner:  It has often been obseved that the image of Christ was the prime concern both of iconoclast and iconophile theory.  The relationship between Trinitarian doctrine and the concept of image as such helps in explaining this fact.  Christ as the Image of God was the summit of a great hierarchy of images, expounded by John Damascene in the first and third of his Orations on the Images.  One is introduced into a world of images which extends from Christ through the divine ideas, through man as image of God, through the symbols and types of Holy Scripture down to the memorials or monuments of literature and art.  This, too, is Platonism, but a Platonism not only Christianized but also broken down through a complex prism of Neo-Platonic and Pseudo-Dionysian facets.�

	Thus, Christian theology and anthropology, on the one hand, and Platonistic metaphysics and mysticism, on the other, form ‘the two hallowed sources’ from which derive the ‘aura of awesome and blissful sacredness which surrounds (the Byzantine) idea of an image.’�

	Ladner says that the ‘first of the relevant ideological developments may be defined as the transfer of the image concept from the sensible to the intellectual realm, a long process traceable in Hellenistic and Early Christian thought from Plato to Philo and St. Paul, and from Plotinus and Proclus to Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite and St. John Damascus.  The Divine Logos Himself becomes the Image of God, and even images of such an image participate in its divine character.’�

	To understand John Damascene’s notion of image in its proper context, one has to, therefore, take recourse to this long history from Plato and on.  This history evolved in two stages.  In the first stage, the concept of image still remained essentially tied in with the sensible, material and visible world.  In the second stage, the concept of image became dis-engaged from the material and visible world, to join the ‘company’ of intelligible and intellectual essences. Ladner’s discussion about this long historical process may be summarized according to the following points:� 



1.  In Plato himself, one finds two different attitudes towards  images.  The first is derogatory because images belonged to the material and sensible world.  In early Plato, ‘the concept of image was used to depreciate the world of sense experience and to distinguish it sharply from the  world of ideas.’  The so-called real things of nature, of sense-experience, were only images of their truly real forms or ideas.  Truth was in the world of ideas.  The world of nature and sense-experience was thus twice removed from truth.  Art  (mimesis), which copied nature, was, in its turn, thrice removed from Truth.  Thus, the images of nature and art were in direct contrast with the ideas and forms of Truth.



2.    In later Plato, however, there is a softening of stance towards the value of images.  Plato begins to see the whole natural kosmos as ‘the perfect image of an eternal paradigm, no longer as deficient, but as a wonderful manifestation of the divine;  cosmic time - the measure of all change and decay - is a moving image of eternity.’  Even artistic or imitative images can acquire true value in so far as they go beyond the mere illusion of reality and beauty, to participate in or imitate intellectual and intelligible principles like symmetry, number and equality.  In this way, even works of art can be somehow connected with the realm of ideas.  True images can be images of something truly real.  All the same, the world of forms and ideas can be reached only by leaving all images behind.  



3.    Hence, while in early Plato, images were viewed negatively, in contradistinction, with Truth, in later Plato, images are given some positive role in the reflection of that Truth.  In both cases, however, images remain intrinsically tied in with the sensible, material and visible world.  This marks the first stage in Platonism regarding the conception of what an image is.  

4.   The second stage that follows fundamentally changes the conception of what an image is.  In this second stage, the status of the term and concept eikon, image, was raised to ‘join the company of intelligible essences so that, paradoxically enough, the Platonic ideas could be called incorporeal or invisible images.’  It is not known with certainty when in later Platonism this shift occured, but Ladner says that it is in Philo, the Jewish Bible scholar and Platonist of the first century, that this identification of the most sacred ideas with incorporeal images becomes an accomplished fact.



5.    Philo was able to identify the Platonic ideas with incorporeal images for two reasons;  firstly, ‘because in later Platonism, the ideas were gradually changing from independent entities into thoughts of God and were thus no longer quite uppermost in the hierarchical order of being; secondly, because such an interpretation of the ideas fitted in with Philo’s theology of the Divine Logos who is the supremely rational Word of God, the sum of God’s powers and energies including the ideas of all things.  The Divine Logos is, therefore, for Philo, a kind of second God, and is quite logically Himself called the image of God.’  The Word of God is the Divine Image.  The Logos is the eldest or first Image of God.  The Logos is God’s Shadow - and, as Shadow and Image, it is the archetype of all things.  God being the Pattern of the Image or Shadow, this Image becomes the Pattern of all other beings.



6.   Ladner says that Philo is an important link between Platonic and Christian thought on the concept of image.  St. Paul uses the same language in designating Christ.  Christ is the Image of God.  However, he observes that St. Paul’s usage of the title of ‘image’ in relation to Christ is in connection with the reformation of fallen man to and beyond the state in which he had been created.  All the same, the title of ‘image’ seems to have been univocally applied to Christ not just at the moment of redemption but also at the moment of creation.  Hence, in the Christian conception, the human condition of image-likeness was not taken directly from the Creator, but from Christ,  the Image of God.  



7.   Because Christ was the Image of God, in the Trinitarian controversies of the fourth centuries concerning the divinity of Christ, there arose the necessity to show that the image was essentially the same as the original, that is, if the original is divine, then, the image too is divine.  This was necessary in implication of the fact that Christ, the Image of God, was God.  Ladner cites two patristic instances - Athanasius and Basil - where the simile of the emperor’s image with the emperor is used to show that in so far as an image is similar to the original, it is equal, identical, with it.�



8.  Image, thus, acquired into a status and  quality of its own.  It became a proper name and quality of Christ.  But as the proper name and quality of Christ, it stood at the summit of a great hierarchy of images. This is precisely the way in which John Damascene presents his notion of image and the six kinds of images; they are of six kinds that evolve in six stages from God.  As evolving in stages, they form a hierarchy from top to bottom:  Christ being the First Image and the icon of Christ being the last image.  



9.  This notion of a hierarchy of images and Christ at its summit owes its conception to the cosmology of Dionysius the Areopagite.  In the Pseudo-Dionysian cosmology, the entire cosmos is conceived of as a celestial and ecclesiastical hierarchy of angels and men and symbols and sacraments and they are all connected to each other in an ontological chain called ‘images.’� 



	John Damascene cites the Pseudo-Dionysius frequently.�   Of the testimony of the holy Fathers cited at the conclusion of the first apology, the Pseudo-Dionysius is the first.  It reads:  ...And instead of attacking the common understanding of them (i.e., images), we ought to comprehend their sacred significance, and not despise their divine origin or the sacred things which they portray, for they are visible manifestations and hidden and marvellous wonders. ...Through the sacred veils of the Scriptures and ecclesiastical tradition which explain spiritual truths with terms drawn from the sensual world, and super-essential truths in terms drawn from nature, clothing with shapes and forms things which are shapeless and formless, and by a variety of different symbols fashioning manifold attributes of the immaterial and supernatural simplicity.  ...But, if ranks and essences above us, which we have already reverently mentioned, are without bodies, then their hierarchy is above material understanding. But we supply a variety of symbols, using things we see and comprehend, and so we are led by natural things to the divine simplicity of God and His goodness.  Bodiless spirits form their own spiritual perceptions, but we are led to the perception of God and His majesty by visible images.�  

	John Damascene’s commentary on this last citation from Pseudo-Dionysius is quite telling.  It reads:  If it is reasonable that we are led to the understanding of divine and immaterial things by using material images, and if God in His providence and love for mankind clothes in form and image what is without form and image for our sake, what is wrong with making perceptible images of Him who in His love for manking stopped down to assume our form and shape?�

	In the above commentary, the movement is twofold.  We go to God through images and God comes to us through images.  We make images of Him just as He deigned to make of Himself an image of us.  Material images lead to an understanding of divine and immaterial things, and divine understanding comes to us through material images.

	This twofold movement is what is seen in the six kinds of images that John Damascene enumerates and illustrates.  God comes to us in Christ who is His natural image, provides for us through the predetermined images of his providence, creates us according to his image, makes of the visible world a manifold image revealing him,  prefigures in images those things that are yet to happen for our salvation, and finally, records in concrete images those things that have been accomplished.  This is the descending order of images.  In the ascending order, we make images and forms of the past, we see images and forms of the future, we perceive images and forms in creation, we conform ourselves to his image and form, we see the images and forms of his providence for all ages, and finally we see his con-substantial image and form - Christ.  

	Hence, the hierarchy begins with the con-substantial image of Christ and ends with the material image of Christ.  Ladner notes, therefore, that ‘it was in the nature of Christian thought that material natural creatures should stand both above and below the dignity of images:  above as creatures of God; below if compared, for instance, with an image of Christ.  ...On the whole, Pseudo-Dionysius’ celestial and ecclesiastical hierarchies are hierarchies of angels and men, symbols and sacraments.’�  Another characteristic of the Christianized Neo-Platonism in Pseudo-Dionysius is the conversion of the concept of  ‘idea’ in Plato into ‘thoughts of God,’ and finally into ‘God’s foreknowledge and pre-definition of the things He was to create.’�  It is these which are the ideas existent in the mind of God and which stand second in the hierarchy of images in John Damascene.  It is a hierarchy in which ‘the things of a non-human nature themselves are conspicuously absent,’ remarks Ladner.  Ladner concludes by observing that this reflects the extent to which ‘the Byzantines saw the things of nature only as accompanying symbols within a vast cosmic liturgy performed by Christ and by hierarchies of angels and men, and represented by the sacred icons.’�

	Apart from the Pseudo-Dionysian cosmology, Ladner suggests that the distinction made by John Damascene between the natural image and the imitative or artistic image is a crucial distinction in the image concept of the Patristic tradition.  ‘Without it Byzantine image doctrine would be illogical as a system of Christian thought, in which Christ as the natural (physis) or essential image of God must be on a higher level than an imitative, a “thetic,” that is to say, a “posited” or conventional, image of Christ, an image of art, made by man.’�  This distinction is important because, on the one hand, it allowed  that  the image is in no way identical in essence with the prototype and consequently, stood as an ‘anti-idolatrous safeguard’ with the iconophiles. But, on the other hand, the distinction helped argue that in the image the ‘form and idea’ of the prototype is present. 

	The iconodulic position was thus able to state that while the likeness of image and prototype was not ‘essential,’  it was ‘formal, ideal and relational.’� John Damascene quotes various Patristics sources that reflect this claim:  Images are representations of their archetypes and therefore are similar to them.  This relationship is necessary; it could never be otherwise.�  Images are always related to the archetypes of which they are the likenesses.�  It seems fitting to me that images should be painted which resemble their archetypes.�  For the nature of the image is to be an artistic representation of its archetype.�  If an image of something invisible becomes invisible as well, it would cease to be an image.  For an image, inasmuch as it is an image, ought to be treated by us in the same fashion as the likeness it represents.�  The image has the figure of man, but not the power, but since the figure exists equally in both the original and the image, they have this much in common.�

	This continuity in figure, form, likeness, rested upon the basic distinction between ‘physis’ and ‘thesis.’�  Ladner traces this distinction to Aristotle’s Physics wherein is also found  the corresponding distinction of natural generation and technological reproduction.�  Citing Aristotle, he adds that ‘in a later paragraph, Aristotle says that art either completes what nature cannot attain or imitates nature.’�  In this characteristic of art, both in its function of completion and imitation, one has to note there as much the distinction and well as the continuity between the natural and the imitative.  While the distinction between the natural and the imitative is maintained, they are also set in a mutual relation of completion.  This distinction may be applied to the person of Christ himself.  ‘For example, in one of the surviving fragments from the works of the early fouth-century Bishop Eustathius of Antioch, Christ as man is compared to an art-image made ‘thesei,’ Christ as God to an image generated ‘phusei.’  Gregory Nazianzen, in a passage of his Thirtieth Oration, says that while it is the nature of an ordinary image to be an imitation, Christ as an image of God is much more than; he is a truer image of the Father even than Seth is of Adam - in Genesis 5:3, Seth is said to be begotten according to the idea and image of Adam - or than anything begotten is of its begetter.’�  These examples rest on the distinction made between the natural and the imitative.

	Given, however, the continuity between the two as postulated by Aristotle and granted the ambivalence of such terms as imitation and assimilation (and one might add, their subtlety of application as in the above examples), the iconophiles found it possible ‘to derive from the very limitation which they imposed upon their doctrine further support for it.  For is imitation of, assimilation to, the divine not the highest duty and privilege, the true grace, of Christendom?’�  Ladner’s argument in this regard may be summarized in three points:



He cites Origen who says:  Nobody is similar to God, either potentially or by nature...only by grace.

He continues: For, if an image is said to be similar to its model, this refers to the grace that can be seen in the picture, while the substances of the image and model remain quite unlike.

Thus the images of art (Christian icons) can be linked up with the grace of the New Dispensation.  



	This third step is possible because the old dispensation - the Old Testament - ‘is a silhouette of things to come in a future age, while the New Testament is the portrait of those things.’�  This quotation of St. John Chrysostom by John Damascene begins with a reference to Melchizedek as an image of Christ:  How can what comes first be the image of what is to follow, as Melchizedek is  of Christ?  Melchizedek is used as an image in the Scriptures in the same way as a silhouette is an outline for a portrait.  Because of this, the law is called  a shadow, and grace and truth are what is foreshadowed.  Consequently, the law personified by Melchizedek is a silhouette of Him whose portrait, when it appears, is grace and truth inscribed in the body. �

	Thus, the Old dispensation is a figure of a figure, and the New dispensation is a figure of real things.  Here, concludes Ladner, the first theologian of images (John Damascene) has reached the aim of all Byzantine thought on the holy images.  ‘He has proved to his own satisfaction and with considerable effect upon following generations that images are truthful in so far as truth can be seen at all on this earth.  And of Christ who is the Truth, there can be images, because of the Incarnation, because His divinity has assumed visible flesh.’

	This long explication of John Damascene’s notion of image may be summarized thus:  the material icon, whereas it is not identical in essence with the prototype, is nevertheless similar in form and likeness with its prototype.  Its similarity is sacred, not profane, because firstly, it is part of an ontological and cosmic chain of ‘images’ by which God reaches us and we reach God.  Secondly, it is a figure of the real thing - the Truth - prefigured in the Scriptures.  If the Law was a shadow, then, Truth is the grace. Grace is in the continuity of the figure that by nature or essence is not present.  John Damascene asks in the third apology:  Would not a shadow be reckoned weaker and less honorable than an icon?  An icon is a more distinctive portrayal of the prototype.  (Immediately thereafter, he declares that the Christian a man of faith, and that he who walks by faith gains everything.)  By itself (the icon) it deserves no worship, but if someone portrayed in an image is full of grace, we become partakers of the grace according to the measure of our faith.   Hence, the notion of image in John Damascene is not merely a pedagogic or edificatory one.  It is very deeply sacramental.  It differs very markedly from that proposed by the iconoclasts who had delimited it to an identity of essence with the prototype.  In John Damascene, the notion of image attains to both a cosmological richness and a figurative power.  

�3.4. The Christological Dilemma.

	According to the iconoclastic view, the iconographic project was one doomed to entrapment in the Christological dilemma of either the separation of the two natures of Christ or the confusion of the two natures.  Separation of the divine and human natures in Christ, on the one hand, implied the existence of the man Jesus apart from the Divine Logos and thus constituting him as a fourth person in the Trinity.  Morever, the human nature itself was understood in the quality of ‘man in the universal,’ which resisted any particular representation.  Confusion, on the other hand, implied a mingling of natures that uncritically misappropriated the principle of Communicatio Idiomatum.  The Council of Chalcedon which had prescribed these delimitations in an apophatic language had wanted to protect the mystery of the union of the two natures of Christ.  The iconoclasts saw in the iconographic project a positive representation of this union that had previously been apophatically delimited.  On all these accounts then, the iconoclasts had ascribed Christological heterodoxity to the iconophiles.

	In the first apology, at the very onset of his treatise, - in what might be termed ‘the iconographer’s profession of faith’ - John Damascene in one very succinct phrase formulates what might be termed a direct counterpoint to the Christological dilemma postulated by the iconoclasts.  He writes:  Together with my King, my God and Father, I worship Him who clothed Himself in the royal purple of my flesh, not as a garment that passes away, or as if the Lord incarnate constituted a fourth person of the Trinity  - God forbid.�  In this one single phrase, John Damascene sums up in a nutshell the dogmatic framework of the iconographic project with reference to the Christological dilemma.

	The reference to the flesh as a garment that never passes away is to be understood within the context of the Christological heresies that are associated with the confusion or mingling of natures in Christ, beginning with Apollinarius, Eutyches, Dioscorus and Severus.  These heresies rested on the fundamental bias of Monophysitism.  As first expounded by Apollinarius, it argued for an intimate fusion of the Divine Logos and the human flesh to such an extent that the natures of the flesh itself became transformed.  Christ’s flesh, in this framework,  became ‘divine flesh’ and not anymore ordinary human flesh.  As transformed flesh, it became a garment that passes away.  It was human flesh only in appearance and this was effectively docetism.  

	This transformation of the human flesh of Christ into a garment that passes away is founded on the Apollinarian premise that the fusion or union of the two natures in Christ took place through the substitution of his human soul by the Divine Logos.  Thus, at the root of this fusion or union was a radical negation of the properly human nature of Christ.  Human nature is made up of both ‘body and soul.’  It is the soul, the rational human soul that animates the body.  Without the soul, the flesh is a cadaver.  Hence, to the living human nature belongs both body and soul.  If Christ did not possess a truly human body and a human soul - by virtue of surrendering his human soul to the Divine Logos - then he was not truly human but only so in appearance, and the salvation he brought about through his life, death and resurrection, would have been a salvation of appearances, a docetic salvation which would have been of no use to man.  A docetic salvation would have implied a docetic Christ who never really became human but remained only divine - of one nature; consequently, monophysistic.

	Iconoclastic theology was implicitly monophysistic.  In the Iconoclastic Council of 754 it had declared: 



‘the divinity of the Son having assumed the nature of the flesh into its own hypostatis, the (human) soul (of Christ) became the intermediary between the divinity and the thickness of the flesh; therefore, the soul is also the soul of the God-Word.  It is ambivalent, i.e., the soul having been deified, as well as the body, and divinity remaining inseparable from the one as well as the other, wherever the soul of Christ is, there is the divinity; and where the body of Christ is, there is also the divinity; (and this applies) even to the very moment when the soul (of Christ) separated itself from the voluntary passion.’�  



	Meyendorff observes that the position of the soul of Christ in the Christology of the Council of 754 is strictly Origenistic.  It rejected the concept of the historical Christ under the pretext that the humanity of Christ was also the humanity of the Logos, completely assumed by the divine nature and totally deified.�  



	In stating that ‘He clothed himself in the royal purple of my flesh, not as a garment that passes away,’  John Damascene is, thus, clearly placing himself on the side of orthodoxy with reference to the heresy of Monophysitism implicit in the theology of iconoclasm.  As a ‘garment that never passes away,’ he accords Christ’s human flesh an intrinsic substantiality and pereniality, and as ‘royal purple,’ he affirms it’s dignity and majesty.  By giving flesh a value in itself in relation to the person of Christ, John Damascene is defending the integrity of the human nature of Christ as distinct from his divine nature.  In Christ, therefore, the humanity is not swallowed up or subsumed by the divinity.  ‘Fleshy nature is not lost when it became part of the Godhead, but just as the Word became flesh remained the Word, so also flesh became the Word, yet remained flesh, by uniting itself with the person of the Word.   From the time God the Word became flesh, He is like us in everything except sin, and partakes of our nature without mingling or confusion.’�

	The mingling or confusion of natures in Monophysiticm rested on the implicit premise of the negation of the human nature of Christ by the divine nature and, consequently, a flesh of Christ that was flesh only in appearance.  It was not real flesh.  It had no reality or existence.  Over and against this, John Damascene asks:  How could God be born of things that have no existence in themselves?�  Drawing on the case of evil, John Damascene uses Aristotelian categories to define existence in terms of accident and substance.  ‘Evil is not a substance, but an accident: that which opposes a thought, or a word, or an action to God’s Law, having its origin in the thought or word or action.  When any of these come to an end, so also the evil ceases to exist.’�  The quality of substance thus accrues to existence whereas accident has no proper quality of existence.   By ascribing to the body an existence of its own, John Damascene ensures that the human nature assumed by the Divine Logos is preserved according to its proper quality and existence.  

	But since human nature is a composite of both body and soul, their entirerity has to be maintained for the sake of the integrity of the human nature.  Echoes of refutation at yet this other aspect of Monophysiticm is heard when John Damascene says:  For this reason, Christ assumed both soul and body since man is fashioned from both...   The divine nature remains the same, the flesh created in time is quickened by a reason endowed soul.’   This statement is a clear rebuttal of the iconoclastic teaching regarding the manner of the union of the two natures that was clearly Monophysistic.  

	The reason endowed soul is the distinctively animating character of the human nature.  By recuperating not just the body, but the soul as well, John Damascene establishes the distinction and the proper provence of the human nature of Christ is relation to his divinity and, in this manner, refutes the accusation of the iconoclast that the iconodulic project involved a confusion of  the two natures in Christ.

	If the confusion of natures constituted one polarity of the Christological dilemma, separation of natures made up the other.  Total separation of the two natures in Christ brought about  two separate existences; that of the Divine Logos and that of the man Jesus, and thus suggesting that the man Jesus constituted a fourth person in the Trinity.  John Damascene clearly refutes this when he says: ‘...as if the Lord Incarnate constituted a fourth person in the Trinity - God forbid!’  The heresy of the separation of natures was first attributed to Nestorius.  It derived from the Antiochian school of Christology that had sought to counter the Monophysistic tendencies of the Alexandrian school of Christology that had tended to blur the distinctions of the two natures of Christ and thus veer toward Monophysistic excesses.  Hence, the Antiochian school of thought to tended to emphasize the historical Jesus, and underline the distinction between God and man in him, between his divine energy, operation and will and his human energy, operation and will.  Naturally, any overemphasis on the distinction would imply a separation of natures, making the man Jesus have a reality of his own apart from the Divine Logos and constitute him as a ‘fourth person in the Trinity.’  John Damascene writes that he ‘who clothed himself in the royal purple of my flesh’ is the ‘Lord Incarnate.’  It is a careful formulation that intends the reality of the union;  one might add, the historical reality of this union in Christ.

	A fundamental condition of this union is the corporeality of the Word by virtue of the incarnation; a corporeality that belongs properly to him, and is him:  God’s body is God because it is joined to His person by a union which shall never pass away.� ....Just as something in contact with fire becomes fire not by its own nature, but by being united, burned or mingled with fire, so it is also with the assumed flesh of the Son of God.  By union with his person, that flesh participates in the divine nature and by this communion becomes unchangeably God; not only by the operation of divine grace, but by the coming of grace himself.�  From the time that God the Word became flesh, He is like us in all things except sin, and partakes of our nature without mingling or confusion.  He has deified our flesh forever...  He rose by the excellence of his power, keeping immortal flesh by which he saved us from incorruption.�  ...We have been given a life bearing and life saving remedy which has glorified our nature and led it to incorruption.�

	God’s flesh is God, but it is human flesh that He assumed.  Hence, it is human flesh that is God’s body; by virtue of that union in Him, it is deified even while remaining flesh:  ‘Fleshy nature was not lost when it became part of the Godhead....He has deified our flesh forever and has sanctified us by surrendering his Godhead to our flesh without confusion.’  Hence, there is no mingling or confusion that transforms the flesh into something else; but because of this union which is ‘accomplished by divine indwelling,’ by union with his person, in ‘a union which never passes away,’ ‘it participates in the divine nature, and by this communion becomes unchangeably God; not only by the operation of divine grace, but by the coming of grace itself.’  

	John Damascene’s language describing this union protects this union uncompromisingly.  It had to be a language that had to unequivocally and unscrupulously describe this union because of the accusations of Nestorianism hurled by the iconoclasts against the iconophiles.  Constantine V had said that ‘those who make images hadn’t really penetrated the depths of the dogma of the inseparable union of the two natures of Christ.’  Hence, it was very necessary to unmistakebly connect the making of the image of the Word made Flesh with the dogma of the inseparable union of the two natures as defined by the Council of Chalcedon.  Coming from this polarity of the accusation, the language of John Damascene can only be understood as giving emphasis to the integral union of both natures.  Hence, God’s body is God, the flesh participates in the divine nature, keeping immortal flesh, grace and truth inscribed in the body, etc. Responding from this end of the accusation, John Damascus would have had no fear any accusation of Monophysitism in his formulations.  That danger rested more with the iconoclasts than with the iconophiles.  The principle of Communication Idiomatum, therefore, was in no danger of being pushed to any extreme limit because its positive exchangebility of properties was held in balanced tension by the apophaticism of the Chalcedonian definitions.  In fact, it might be said that whereas Chalcedonian apophaticism sought to negatively protect the mystery of the union and distinction of the natures, the principle of the Communicatio Idiomatum described this mystery in a positive way, thus to a good extent countering the implicit iconoclastic idea that any positive ‘portrayal’ or ‘description’ of the mystery ran counter to the intentions of the Council.

	Thus, John Damascene shows that the iconographic project is itself rooted in the tradition of orthodox Christology.  By reaching into the roots of that tradition, he claims that tradition for iconography.  But, he does not limit himself to the perimeters of the Christological dilemma set up by the iconoclasts.  He goes further by adopting a further category of Christological dogma: that of hypostasis.  Meyendorff observes that with regard to the Christological dilemma, the iconoclasts ‘ignored completely the main assertion that Chalcedon had borrowed from the Tome of Leo:  each (nature) preserves its own manner of being and meets the other (nature) in a single hypostasis.  Iconoclastic Christology, therefore, does not assimilate the conception of a properly hypostatic  union, implying a real distinction between nature and hypostasis, and making possible the preservation of the natural characteristics of the divinity and of the humanity within a single or personal hypostatic existence.’�  

	John Damascene uses the word ‘hypostasis’ or ‘person’ mostly in the Third Apology.  In arguing for the orthodoxy of terms not used in the Scriptures, he asks:  Where can you find in the Old Testamen or in the Gospels explicit use of such terms as ‘Trinity’ or ‘consubstantial’ or ‘one nature of the Godhead’or ‘three persons’ or anything about Christ being ‘one person with two natures?’�  In talking about natural images, he says:  The Son of the Father is the first natural and precisely similar image of the invisible God, for He reveals the Father in his own person.�  In contrasting human nature and angelic nature, he says:  the person of the Son of God did not assume angelic nature, but human nature.�  On being partakers of the divine nature, he says:  ...men do share in and become partakers of the divine nature, as many of them as receive the holy Body of Christ and drink His Blood, since His person is united with the Godhead, and the two natures of Christ’s Body which we eat are inseparably joined in His person.�  And in claiming the middle path of truth he says:  The truth also proclaims that in Christ, who is one of the Holy Trinity, there are two natures and one Person.�    

	In the above use of the term ‘person,’  the usage clearly implies and indicates the distinction made between ‘person’ and ‘nature.’  ‘Person’ has its own proper existence apart from ‘nature.’  They can be distinguished.  The term takes on more specific nuance in his use of words like ‘form,’‘likeness,’ and other correlative substantives. He says: It is obvious that when you contemplate God becoming man, then you may depict Him clothed in human form.  When He who is bodiless, and without form, immeasurable in the boundlessness of His own nature, existing in the form of God, empties Himself and takes the form of a servant in substance and stature and is found in a body of flesh, then you may draw His image and show it to anyone willing to gaze upon it.  What is wrong with making perceptible images of Him who in His love for mankind stooped down to assume our form and shape?  You can see that the beauty of divinity cannot be pictured with beautiful forms, and therefore no image can be made of it;  it is human form which is transferred to the canvas by the artist’s colors.  Therefore, if the Son of God assumed the form of man taking the form of a servant, and coming in man’s likeness, why should His image not be made?  But we are not mistaken if we make the image of the God incarnate, who was seen on earth in the flesh, associated with men, and in His unspeakable goodness assumed the nature, feeling, form and color of our flesh.  But our only purpose and desire is to see in the image a reflection of the facial form of the beloved.  

	While the transition from the use of the word ‘hypostasis’ to the use of the word ‘form’ and its correlatives is not explicitly argued for in the OPSI, the frequent use of the word ‘form’ to indicate the visibility of the Incarnate Word suggests that both words intend the same reality.  Furthermore, it is interesting to note the observation of Meyendorff that ‘the orthodox polemic against iconoclasm insisted first on the fullness of the human nature of Christ, thus largely recovering the Christological tradition of Antioch.... The iconoclasts’ implicit Monophysitism gives to the orthodox the opportunity to prove that their tradition remains based on Chalcedon, and faithful to what was fundamentally true in Antiochene Christology:  the human reality of the historical Jesus.’  Hence, John Damascene could say:  The apostles saw Christ in the flesh;  they witnessed His sufferings and His miracles, and heard His words.  We too desire to see, and to hear, and so be filled with gladness.  They saw Him face to face, since He was physically present.  Since He is no longer physically present, we hear His words read from books and by hearing our souls are sanctified and filled with blessing, and so we worship, honouring the books from which we hear His words.  So also, through the painting of images, we are able to contemplate the likeness of His bodily form, His miracles and His passion, and thus are sanctified, blessed, and filled with joy.  Reverntly we honor and worship His bodily form,  and by contemplating His bodily form, we form a notion, as far as is possible for us, of the glory of His divinity.  

	His bodily form can be said to describe his hypostatical characteristics.  In this regard, he can be said to be as distinct from other men, just as all men are distinct in relation to one another.  In other words, there is no difficulty here of describing the Incarnate Word as human individual.  The one instance when the human individuality of Christ is explicitly stated is in relation to the human participation in the divine nature through the Eucharistic species:  We partake of both natures, of His body physically, and of His divinity spiritually, or rather, of each in both.  We do not become the same person as He is, for we also first exist as individual persons.  This distinction of the individual person of Christ in relation to others stands in direct contrast with the iconoclastic idea of the humanity of Christ being indescribable because he was ‘man in general’ or ‘man in the universal.’  This idea was possible for the iconoclasts because their idea of ‘hypostasis’ was one that was convertable to ‘divine nature.’�  Their implicit Monophysiticism made this possible.  Iconography, in recovering the Antiochene tradition of the historical Christ, is thus able to describe him in his human form and individual concreteness.

	In adopting the category of ‘hypostasis,’  John Damascene is, thus, able to easily move forward to justify the description the form of Christ in his human concreteness.  Thus, he is able to say:  Depict His wonderful condescension, His birth from the Virgin, His baptism in the Jordan, His transfigurarion on Tabor, His sufferings...His miracles...His saving cross, the resurrection, the ascension into the heavens.  Use every kind of drawing, word, or color.  Fear not; have no anxiety...

	In this regard, the concept of ‘circumscription’ is transformed into one of ‘depiction.’  The concept of ‘circumscription’ related precisely to the ‘Uncircumscribable’ and this, John Damascene rightly declared as impossible.  The concept of ‘depiction’ is, whereas, related to the concrete, to action, to movement, to visiblity, because the subject ‘has assumed the nature, feeling, form and color of our flesh, was seen conversing with men, was physically present,’ and therefore, invited the use of every kind of drawing, word or color.  

	The notions of  hypostatis, concrete individuality and depiction, in turn, reflect the dimension of economy that underlies the iconographic project.  If the iconoclasts saw the concept of ‘image’ as spoken only ‘in relation to theology,’ the iconoclasts might as well have said that it was spoken also ‘in relation to economy.’  Thus, John Damascene says:  he became ‘visible for our sakes,’ ‘in his unspeakable goodness assumed the nature, feeling, form and color of our flesh,’‘that he might raise our nature in glory.’.  ‘And from that time that God, the Son of God, who is unchangeable by reason of His Godhead, chose to suffer voluntarily, He wiped out our debt, by paying for us a most admirable and precious ransom.  We are all made free through the blood of the Son, which pleads for us to the Father, and by his descent into the grave, when He went and preached to the souls imprisoned there for many ages, and gave freedom to the captives, sight to the blind, and bound the strong one.  He rose by the excellence of His power, keeping immortal flesh by which He had saved us from corruption.’ Divine economy accomplishes action on our behalf and for us, and it operates in the realm of the concrete, active and depictive.  Whereas the iconoclasts had contrasted ‘theology’ with ‘economy,’ the iconophiles were able to argue for their continuity through their defense of images.  

	It is in this regard then, that John Damascene is able to raise the icon to the level of eliciting a human responsiveness.  He says:  But, concerning this business of images, we must search for the truth and the intention of those who make them.  If it is really and truly for the glory of God and of His saints, to promote virtue, the avoidance of evil, and the salvation of souls, then accept them with due honor, as images, remembrances, likenesses and books for the illiterate. Embrace them with the eyes, the lips, the heart; bow before them; love them, for they are likenesses of God incarnate, of His mother, and of the communion of saints, who shared the sufferings and the glory of Christ, who conquered and overthrew the devil, his angels and his deceit.�  The icon, therefore, is worthy of love because it is of God.  It is something that elicits and promotes human responsiveness to the initiative of the divine economy.  At heart, it elicits the responsiveness of worship:  Yes, Master, we worship all that is of You; inflamed with love for You we embrace Your divinity, Your power, Your goodness, Your mercy towards us, Your condescension, Your incarnation.  And just as we shrink back before red-hot iron, not because of the nature of iron but because of the fiery heat, so we worship Your flesh, not because of its fleshy nature, but because it is inseparably united to Your divine person.  We worship Your sufferings.  Who has heard of death being worshipped, or suffering honored?  Yet we truly worship our God’s physical death and His saving sufferings.  We venerate Your image;  we bow down before anything that is concerned with You; Your servants, Your friends, and most of all Your Mother, the Theotokos.  The responsiveness of worship in turn invites imitation.  The icon is a ‘silent picture that induces imitation,’ and in this sense, can bring about a hypostatic correspondence or likeness between the imitator and the Imitated.  ‘We shall be like Him,’ writes John Damascene.27  The icon anticipates this likeness, not just figuratively, but by actually eliciting a posture of reponse, worship and participation in the face of the Divine Condescension:  As if we saw Christ speaking, we hear His Gospel of faith.  We receive the most precious pearl of His body and presume we have touched Christ Himself.  And of we see only the image of His divine form, as He were looking down upon us from heaven, we prostrate ourselves in veneration.�  ...The position of our bodies show what our souls sincerely feel towards Him who was crucified.�  When we Christians embrace the icons of Christ, or an apostle, or a martyr, with a physical kiss, we give a spiritual kiss to Christ himself.�  (For I have) gazed upon the image of God, (and) the memory of Him who became visible in the flesh is burned into my soul.�

	Thus, the Christological argument of John Damascene in the OPSI is an argument that is drawn from the very heart of tradition.  It overcomes the Christological dilemma of natures postulated by the iconoclasts, and by securing for itself the historical tradition of Antiochene Christology over and against the Monophysitism of iconoclastic theology, it is able to apropropriate for itself the category of hypostasis and thus found for its  iconographic project a Christological validity and necessity vis-a-vis the character of personal individuality and depictability of the Incarnate Word within the overall unfolding of a divine economy.  That the icon is able to elicit human response to and involvement in this divine economy is yet a further legitimation of the iconographic project, but ultimately only because it helps bring about, in its own indirect way, the  fulfillment and completion of the Christological project of the Divine Condescension.



3.5.  Conclusion:  Preliminary Observations on the status of ‘Matter.’

	The first series of observations concerns the Old Testament prohibitions. John Damascene argues that if the Old Testament had prohibited images, on the one hand, it was in order to deter the danger of idolatry, but that the intention underlying the prohibition was that worship be rendered to the Creator and not the creature.  On the other hand, however, John Damascene argues that the same God who prohibited images, instructed the making of images to accompany worship in the Old Testament.  Now, images are made with matter, and since God ‘cannot contradict himself,’  the conclusion that has to be made is that images, and therefore, matter, is somehow fundamentally neutral in itself.  It is neither evil - a position adopted by the Manicheans - nor is it simply ‘nothing’ - a position that would belong to the various Gnostic points of view.  Intrinsic to the concept of idolatry was the belief that demons, devil and evil spirits - that is, invisible and immaterial beings - inhabited the statues, images and other such artifacts of paganism.  John Damascene, in this argues for the power and grace that is present in the icons by virtue of whom they represent.  Hence, the material of the religious artifact can lend itself either way; to detract from true worship or to promote and accompany it.  In this sense, again, matter is neutral.  

	The second series of observations concerns the notion of image.  John Damascene’s notion of image cannot be understood apart from the Pseudo-Dionysian cosmology of a hierarchy of images and from the distinction and continuity of natural and imitative/artistic images.  In the hierarchy of images, images stand not only in essential continuity with God (that is, with Christ as the Image, and with His providential predeterminations/thoughts), but they exist also as His creations; man made of His image, nature abounding in analogies of Him, Scriptures pre-figuring Him and His plans concretely.  Man is made of flesh and nature is material.  His pre-figures plans come to pass in the concrete.  Hence, the hierarchy of images, rests on the presupposition of concrete matter.  This hierarchy lends itself to an epistomology that reaches the invisible only through matter.  The notion of image intersects between the physical and the spiritual.  It makes possible the spiritual for the physical and vice-versa.  In this respect, the material image does not exist independently from the immaterial image and vice-versa.  To the extent to which the former reflects (and in this sense, the figure and the grace of the latter), the former in its materiality is endowed sacramentally.  Within this cosmological notion of image, matter is no more neutral, but positively participates in that which it images.  

	The third series of observations concerns the Christological dilemma.  The first task of John Damascene in this regard had been to recuperate the integrity and authenticity of the human nature of Christ against the Monophysistic tendencies of the iconoclasts.  This meant, effectively, the defense of the human flesh and human body of Christ, and thereafter, his human soul.  Flesh is matter.  In consequence, therefore, the status of matter becomes central to the defense of John Damascene.  It is only in its authenticity as  material flesh that the flesh and body of Christ becomes deified into God’s body.  Matter, thus, becomes the very condition for the possibility of the Incarnation of the Word.  The Word, in its turn, by taking on ‘the nature, feeling, form and color of our flesh’ gives form to matter.  Form and matter as they unite is what establishes the hypostasis of the  Incarnate Word in individuality.  This, in turn, lends itself to depiction - that depiction of the economy of the Divine Condescension, that elicits and promotes human participation, by grace, in the divine nature.

	Hence, the thematic of matter in the defense of John Damascene is both a mutifaceted and graduated one.  From the implicit premise that matter is neutral, it progress to the notion of matter as something positive, and culminates in its divinization by virtue of the hypostatic union.  Matter features very prominently in the iconodulic arguments of John Damascene and this will constitute the work of the next chapter.



�CHAPTER FOUR: THE GLORIFICATION OF MATTER.





4.1.  Introduction.

	The purpose of this chapter is to read and comment theologically on the status on matter in the OPSI.  It will begin with a general assessment of the status of matter as it had implicitly appeared in the general counter-arguments of the OPSI in the preceeding chapter.  It will then attempt to do a specific reading of the status of matter through a select text in the OPSI:  no. 16 of the First Apology.  A theological systematizing of the reading will be attempted thereafter. This will be followed by a conclusion.  



4.2.  The General Status of Matter.

	The preceding chapters on the iconoclastic doctrine and the counter-arguments of the OPSI had each concluded with some preliminary observations on the status of Matter.  These observations related to what appears to have been largely implied by the various positions adopted both by the iconoclastic and iconodulic camps. An explication of what has been generally implied by these positions would seem necessary as a step towards the reading and appreciating of the appropriate text of the OPSI itself.  Hence, what follows is an attempt at explicating and outlining the general status of matter in the iconoclastic controversy.

	In relation to the problem of idolatry and the prohibitions of the Old Testament, two conceptions of matter seem to emerge interconnectedly;  one, that matter is evil by virtue of its association with idolatry, and two, that it is fundamentally valueless in relation to true worship.  The great symbol of paganism in the eyes of early Christianity was the pagan image;  an image made by human hands and of material stuff that was worshipped as ‘god or gods.’  Two basic definitions of idolatry accrue to the role of matter in idolatry. In the first definition of idolatry, ‘demons, devils and evil spirits’ were believed to actually inhabit their material images (one may speak here in this regard of the ‘victimization of matter’)  Underlying this notion of idolatry was the idea that the ousia of these contrary and invisible beings were collapsable into or were identical with their material images.�  In this respect, the worship paid to material images were consequently not only rendered to invisible prototypes but were also directed to matter itself by reason of shared identity.  In the second definition of idolatry, the so-called ‘god or gods’ of paganism were considered to be non-existent, and therefore, the worship rendered to them in their material images, were considered to be empty worship.  So the worship supposedly rendered to them became worship given directly to matter.  This implied that matter as such subtracted from the true worship that ought to have been rendered to the Creator rather than to the creature.  Thus, matter itself rendered suspicious any  attempt at worship and at the same time making itself worthless and valueless in relation to the divine and its worship.

	Whereas in the problematic of idolatry matter was intrinsically connected to a concrete notion of image, there existed nevertheless a fluidity to the fundamental concept of image itself that led to its eventual detachment from any material association whatsoever, to join the ‘company of intelligible essences.’  That this essentialistic notion of image was to circumscribe, to some extent,  the Trinitarian and Christological debates of the fourth and fifth centuries, is itself a reflection of the part that Platonism and Neo-Platonism had come to play in the answer, not merely to the question of the who Christ is as the image of the Father, but also to that of what an image must therefore be.  Hence, the iconoclastic answer that Christ as image was spoken ‘in relation to theology,’ while essentially orthodox, was also one very much contained within the perimeters of Neo-Platonism.  The concept of the Logos as the Invisible Image of God even after the Incarnation can be said to bend very heavily towards a Neo-Platonism of a very exclusive kind that lent itself to the heresies  of  Gnosticism, Docetism, Apollonarianism and Monophysiticm.  These are heresies that had fundamental difficulties with respect to the reality of matter and the value human materiality with relation to the person of Christ, as well as to general anthropology.  Within this worldview, the question of how exactly man is created according to the image of God called forth for an answer that tended to relegate the materiality of man to a secondary, if not an antagonistic, position, vis-a-vis the supremacy and immortality of the  mind (nous.)    Hence, the very concept of image, in relation to Christ, in relation to man, and in relation to itself, had turned out to be a very problematic one in relation to matter.  The two were materially and notionally severed from each other.

	Thus, it is all the more shocking then, that material icons made of wood and paint would enjoy popularity and stand revered and worshipped by ‘ordinary’ Christians - but, also, by ‘extraordinary’ Christians, like John Damascene, who came to their defense.  Only, theirs was not a defense that arose apart from the Neo-Platonic system that characterized and undergirded the cosmological and theological worldview of the day.   Rather, the defense presupposed this system but ‘Christianized’ it.  And it is in the ‘Christianizing’ of this systematic worldview that matter itself was effectively recuperated in its intrinsic value and rightfully restored to its proper place.  For ‘Christianizing,’ above all, meant  ‘incarnation.’  The iconographic project may be said to have rendered this service to the completion of the theological project of the first seven Christian centuries:  that it brought out into forceful relief and certain clarity the non-negotiable material quality of the Incarnation in the Divine Economy.  It succeeded in doing this by insisting upon its own ‘silent’ materiality as reflective of that immortal materiality of the Image of God and Son of God made Flesh.  By this account of the Incarnation, all ‘remaining ’ matter becomes assumed, relative to place and function, in that hierarchical chain of images that constitutes the descent of revelation and the ascent of salvation.  Hence, matter itself, once again, gains to an importance that cannot be overlooked in the conception of Christian theology.  A reading of the No. 16 of the First Apology of the OPSI helps highlight the primary importance that matter held in the iconographic thoughts of John Damascene.



4.3. The Text:  No. 16 of the First Apology.�

	In former times God, who is without form or body, could never be depicted.  But now when God is seen in the flesh conversing with men, I make an image of the God whom I see.  I do not worship matter,  I worship the Creator of matter who became matter for my sake, who willed to take His abode in matter;  who worked out my salvation through matter.  Never will I cease honouring the matter which wrought my salvation!  I honour it, but not as God.  How could God be born out of things which have no existence in themselves?  God’s body is God because it is joined to His person by a union which shall never pass away.  The divine nature remains the same;  the flesh created in time is quickened by a reason-endowed soul.  Because of this I salute all remaining matter with reverence, because God has filled it with His grace and power.  Through it my salvation has come to me.  Was not the thrice-happy and thrice-blessed wood of the cross matter?  Was not the holy and exalted mountain of Calvary matter?  What of the life-bearing rock, the holy and life-giving tomb, the fountain of our resurrection, was it not matter?  Is not the ink in the most holy Gospel-book matter?  Is not the life-giving altar made of matter?  From  it we receive the bread of life!  Are not gold and silver matter?  From them we make crosses, patens, chalices!  And over and above all these things, is not the Body and Blood of our Lord matter?  Either do away with the honor and veneration these things deserve, or accept the tradition of the Church and the veneration of images.  Reverence God and His friends;  follow the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.  Do not despise matter, for it is not despicable.  God made nothing despicable.  To think such things is Manichaeism.  Only that which does not have its source in God is despicable - that which is our own invention, our willful choice to disregard the law of God - namely, sin.  If you despise and abhor the command to make images because they are material things, consider the words of Scripture:  “And the Lord said to Moses:  See, I have called by name Bezalel the Son of Uri, son of Aur, of the tribe of Judah, and I have filled him with the spirit of God with the ability and intelligence, with knowledge and all craftsmanship to devise artistic designs, to work in gold, silver and bronze, in cutting stones for setting and in carving wood, for work of every craft.  And behold I have appointed with him Oholiab, the son of Ahisamach, of the tribe of Dan, and I have given ability to all able men, that they may make all that I have commanded you.”  And again, “Moses said to all the congregation of the people of Israel:  This is the thing which the Lord has commanded.  Take from among you an offering to the Lord;  whoever is of a generous heart, let him bring the Lord’s offering: gold, silver, and bronze, blue and purple and scarlet stuff and fine twined linen;  goats’ hair, tanned rams’ skins and goatskins; acacia wood, oil for the light, spices for the anointing oil and for the fragrant incense, and onyx stones and stones for setting, for the ephod and for the breastplate.  And let every able man among you come and make all that the Lord has commanded, the tabernacle, etc.”  Behold the glorification of matter, which you despise!  What is more significant than colored goatskins?  Are not blue and purple and scarlet merely colors?  Behold the handiwork of men becoming the likeness of the cherubim!  How can you make the law a reason for refusing to do what the law itself commands?  If you invoke the law in your despising of images, you might just as well insist on keeping the sabbath and practicing circumcision.  But it is certain that “if you receive circumcision, Christ will be of no advantage to you.  I testify again to every man that if he receives circumcision, he is bound to keep the whole law.  You are severed from Christ, you who would be justified by the law;  you have fallen away from grace.”  Israel of old did not see God, but “we all, with unveiled face, behold the glory of the Lord.”





4.3.1.  Choice of Text.

	This text of  No. 16, of the First Apology of the OPSI is chosen for three main reasons; firstly, it presents in a systematic, synthetic and succint way the totality of the arguments of the OPSI; secondly, as a synthesis, it contains within it practically all the major theological categories that feature in the OPSI; and thirdly, it features the problematic of matter as very central to the arguments of the OPSI.



4.3.2.  The Context of the Text.

	The chosen text occurs twice in an explicit way in the First Apology and the Second Apology.  In the First Apology, it can be said to be situated, more or less, in the middle of the Apology, both numerically and content-wise.  Of twenty seven numbers of the First Apology, it makes up number sixteen.  Content-wise, it can be said to mark broadly the transition from the theoretical treatment of the issues in the OPSI to their practical  articulation.  On the theoretical side, the First Apology comprises an introduction, an iconographic profession of faith, a discussion on the intent of the Law and  a definition of what an image is and what worship is.  On the practical side, it deals with  the role of the senses, the place of the saints, the tradition of the Church and  it concludes with a final exhortation.   The two sides are really very broad distinctions that characterize the content of the Apology; ‘broad,’ because the various thematics are actually very inter-twined with one another and they consistently reappear in one form or another throughout the whole Apology.  Given this qualification, it can, nevertheless, be said that the treatment on matter somehow rests at the middle of the whole discourse, connecting and tying in with the various themes and theological arguments that make up the passage.  In this sense, it can be said to be the peculiarly Damascenian slant that premises John Damscene’s apologia for icons.   The same can be said to be true for the Second Apology.  Matter also appears in the Third Apology, but in an indirect way, because the structure of the Third Apology, while repeating entire passages, especially from numbers one to nine of the First and Second Apologies, also deals in a elaborate and a systematic way, that is not reminiscent of the other two Apologies, with the definitions of image and worship.  The cited passage on matter therefore appears in its original only in the First Apology and then, as paraphrased and rearranged in the Second Apology.  



4.3.3.  The Structure of the Text.

	The chosen text has to be read first of all as a continuous whole.  It is a single paragraph that constitutes its own instrinsic unity.

	The central idea that governs the text is that of matter.  The word ‘matter’ occurs sixteen times in the text.  It is the most recurrent word in the text and acts as its controlling idea.  

	The introduction and conclusion of the text both present and prove the same premise: that God is seen, and therefore, we behold his glory.

	Granted that the text stands as a single whole and is controlled by a single idea, it nevertheless features a confluence of various distinctive ideas.  Six such distinctive ideas may be diserned in the text:



The first idea is that God is seen in the flesh and therefore images of him are possible.

The second idea connects images to matter and to the worship of the Creator of Matter.

The third idea relates matter to the Person of God. 

The fourth idea situates matter with the things connected with salvation.

The fifth idea relates matter to the positive injunctions of Scripture regarding images.

The sixth idea connects matter to the fulfillment of the Law and the glory of God on the face of Christ.



	The structure of the text, therefore, is built on the six ideas that constitute its content.  Whereas the text may be viewed under these six aspects, it is very apparent all the same that the text must be read as a single whole unit in order to be understood. No literary or rhetorical analysis is attempted here, as this would require direct work with their related forms in the original Greek text. Nor is any strictly philological or patristic study applied to the text.  What is attempted is a ‘theological reading’ of the text, with cross-references that are largely internal to the text in particular, and to the OPSI in general.  This theological reading of the text hopes to unfold further the significance of matter in the OPSI with a view to systematizing it according to the resulting theological categories.



4.4.  A Theological Reading of the Text in Six Parts.

	The theological reading of the text will focus on each of the aforementioned six ideas as contained in the text.  The reading will consist of drawing out and commenting upon significant words and phrases found in the relevant parts of the text.  Each section will conclude with a brief summary.



4.4.1  God and Image.

In former times God, who is without form or body, could never be depicted.  But now when God is seen in the flesh conversing with men, I make an image of the God whom I see.  



a.   “In former times...  But, now...”   - This introductory line situates the discourse within a theological dimension of time.  This theology of time marks the very begining of the apology of John Damascene:  ...God spoke in times past to the fathers through the prophets....but, last of all in these days He has spoken to us by His only-begotten Son...  , and recurs implicitly throughout the Apology as a fundamental category that undergirds and spans across the whole of the  discourse; flesh for instance, is created in time.  This time is divided into the Old and New Dispensations.  The former is fulfilled in the latter and consequently is superseded by it.   The latter is imaged, pre-figures and foreshadowed  in the former.  



b.  “...God, who is without form ( ajschmaJtisko( ) or body ( ajswJmato(  )...”   -  This is a succint and largely apothetic description of the nature of God:  the source of all things, without beginning, uncreated, immortal and unassailable, eternal, everlasting, incomprehensible, bodiless, invisible, uncircumscribed, without form.  Per definition, therefore, God may not be circumscribed.  John Damascene refers to Scripture to underline this fact: ‘You cannot see my form.’�  God by nature is without form and without body.



c.  “...God who is seen in the flesh...”   -  Nuvn deJ sarciJ ojyqeJnto( QeouvJJJj,  - At this juncture, one is introduced to the  theological category of Revelation and its fulfillment.  God made himself heard in the Old Dispensation through the words of the prophets.  His gradual revelation of Himself reaches its apotheosis when He makes Himself seen.  Hence, the hearing of Him culminates in the seeing of Him.  Seeing includes hearing.  It represents the globality of perception of the invisible God for the singular reason that He makes himself ‘seen in the flesh.’  In the flesh He is ‘incarnated,’ and through the materiality of the flesh He is seen.  



d.  “Conversing with men...”  -  this phrase underlines the active and engaging character  of Revelation.  Revelation is an event and perceived in the events of the life of God seen in the flesh:  baptism, temptation, miracles, passion, death, resurrection, ascension.  The phrase also underscores the person of Christ - his particular human individuality that assumes the totality of human nature, over and against the abstract iconoclastic concept of ‘man in the general or man in the universal.’  ‘Conversing with men’  points to man who is the addressee of Revelation.  The Revelation of God is directed to man and corresponds to his nature.  This intelligible equivalent of this correspondence between addresser and addressee subsists in the Incarnation of God and in the corporeality of man.  It is an equivalence that corresponds to the totality of God who reveals Himself and to the totality of the human subject who ‘sees’ Him. The total subjectivity of man, and not merely the nous (as the iconoclastic bias would have had it),  is engaged in God’s Revelation.



e.  “I make an image of God whom I see” :  If Revelation is the theological discourse which speaks of God who makes himself seen, then, the making of an image of God ‘whom I see’ can be said to characterize the human Faith Response to that Revelation.  Faith is the human response to Revelation.  It takes the gift of faith to ‘see,’ to recognize, that He who was ‘seen in the flesh’ is God.  Therefore, this capacity to see and to believe is blessed: ‘“Blessed are your eyes for they see and your ears for they hear.  Truly I say to you, many prophets and righteous men longed to see what you see, and did  not see it, and to hear what you hear, and did not hear it.”  We also long to see what is possible for us to see. “Now we see in a mirror dimly,” in the image, and thus we are blessed.’�  Thus, the making of the icon can be described as an act of faith.  It is a depiction of the human faith in God who ‘made Himself seen in the flesh’:  ‘And I tell you that Moses, knowing the sons of Israel to be hard-hearted and seeing that they easily fell into idolatry, forbade them to make images.  But, we are not the same, for we stand firmly on the rock of faith, filled with the light of divine knowledge.’�  The intention of those who make images must be also intentions of faith:  If it is really and truly for the glory of God and of His saints, to promote virtue, the avoidance of evil, the salvation of souls, then accept them with due honor, as images, remembrances, likenesses and books for the illiterate.  Embrace them with the eyes, the lips, the heart; bow before them; love them, for they are likenesses of God incarnate, of His mother, and of the communion of saints, who shared the sufferings and the glory of Christ, who conquered and overthrew the devil, his angels and his deceit.�



Summary:  Theological time revolves around the Revelation of God that is fulfilled in the Incarnation.  The Incarnation corresponds to human subjectivity and human subjectivity corresponds to Divine Revelation.  The making of the image is an act of human faith to the Revelation of God.



4.4.2.  Image, Matter and the Worship of the Creator of Matter.

I do not worship matter,  I worship the Creator of matter who became matter for my sake, who willed to take His abode in matter;  who worked out my salvation through matter.  Never will I cease honouring the matter which wrought my salvation!  I honour it, but not as God. 



a.  “I do not worship matter.” -  Ouj proskunw th ulh jjv :  This phrase is not a non sequitur to the preceeding line ‘....I make an image....’  The connection between the two finds its full force of transition in the accusations of the iconoclasts that the iconophiles by ‘worshipping’ images were ‘worshipping’ matter.  The ‘worship of matter’ accrues to that definition of idolatry whereby the gods of pagan image worship are non-existent entities.  Thus,  matter itself, by default, becomes the object of worship.  John Damascene denies this equation at the very onset.   He uses the word ‘proskinesis’� - a generic term for worship, rather than ‘latreia,’ which is that adoration that is due to God alone by nature - to qualify ‘worship’ in relation to matter.  By saying that I do not worship matter, John Damascene categorically denies the simple equation of worship in the sense of ‘adoration’ with matter.  The terms of the debate regarding matter on the whole was not, however, one that was defined primarily  by the iconoclasts. A further reading of the complete text of John Damascene shows that matter is, in fact, an independent and a self-constituting category to his thought.



b.  “I worship  the Creator of matter”  :  proskunw de tonv th( ulh( dhmiourgon -    With this sentence, John Damascene introduces the theological category of Creation, the actors of which event are Creator and creature.  God is the Creator of matter and matter is the creation of God.  Herein is described the primordial and right relationship between God and matter.  Matter in its primordial identity is a creation of God.

	As a creation of God, matter is fundamentally good.  ‘You despise matter and call it contemptible.  So did the Manichaeans, but divine Scriptures proclaim it good, for it says, “And God saw everything that he had made, and behold, it was very good.” Therefore I declare that matter is the creation of God, and a good thing.  But if you say that it is bad, you are either saying that it does not come from God, or else you make God the origin of all evil.’�

	While John Damascene uses ‘proskinesis’ to describe this worship of the Creator of matter, it would appear to actually ‘latreia,’ as this is the intention of ‘latreia’:  ‘that the one thing aimed for is that no created thing can be adored in place of the Creator, nor can adoration be given to any save Him alone.’�



c.  “who became matter”:  ton ulhn di eme genomenon  -  God became matter because He ‘clothed Himself in creation,’ ‘clothed Himself in the royal purple of my flesh’�and ‘it is obvious to everyone that flesh is matter and it is created.’� While the term ‘flesh’ would refer to the total encompass of the human nature, the accentuation given by John Damascene recurs insistently on concrete term ‘flesh’ and its materiality:  Fleshy nature was not lost when it became part of the Godhead; flesh became the Word, yet remained flesh;   (He) became visible for our sakes by partaking of flesh and blood;  (God) became visible in the flesh.�  This accent on the materiality of the flesh must be read in direct contrast with the Monophysistic biases of the iconoclastic position that had tended to deny the materiality of the human nature of Christ.  The distinction between the human and divine natures are drawn in terms of the materiality of the flesh which does not accrue to God by nature, but accrues unreservedly to man by nature.  In the hypostatic union and through the Communicatio Idiomatum, however, the properties become mutually interchangeable, and so the radical distinction between human and divine nature implied in the materiality of the flesh does not in any way sacrifice the union.  So, John Damascene can speak of ‘worshipping the flesh’ of Christ:   And just as we shrink back before red-hot iron, not because of the nature of iron but because of the fiery heat, so we worship Your flesh, not because of its fleshy nature, but because it is inseparably united to Your divine person. We worship Your sufferings.  Who has ever heard of death being worshipped, or suffering honored?  Yet, we truly worship our God’s physical death and His saving sufferings.� 



d.  “for my sake” :  God became matter for ‘my sake,’ ‘became visible for our sakes,’� ‘paying for us a most admirable and precious ransom’� These phrases variously indicate the purpose of the Divine Economy.  If God became matter, it was ‘for our sakes.’  Man is, therefore, the object of God’s materiality.  God comes to man through matter because man is material.  In the activity of the Divine Economy, there is a total correspondence of  materiality between God and man because man is the intent of that Divine Condescension.  ‘God did not unite Himself with angelic nature, but with human nature.  God did not become an angel; he became a man by nature and in truth.  For surely it is not with angels that He is concerned, but with the seed of Abraham.’�



e.  “Who willed to take his abode in matter” :  kai en ulh katoichsai katadexamenon  John Damascene once again underlines the material quality of God’s habitation and presence among men. .  There is an echo here of the prologue of the Gospel of John:  He pitched his tent among us.  But, the intent is sharper still; He took his abode in matter;  he made his home in matter, in flesh, in incarnating.   ‘Taking his abode’ also reflects God’s presence in the Holy Theotokos and the Saints.  In speaking about relative worship John Damascene says: First of all, (relative worship is given to ) those places where God, who alone is holy, has rested.  He rests in holy places: that is, the Theotokos and all the saints.  ....God dwells in them.  They are truly called gods, not by nature, but by adoption.  ...He says, “I will make my abode among you.”  We are God’s temple and the Spirit of God dwells in us.�



f.  “who worked out my salvation through matter” :  kai di ulh( thn swthrian mou ergasamenon -  One encounters here the completion of the theological pair of Creation-Salvation.  These are the two defining activities of God in relation to man.  And in both,  the medium of activity is matter.  Matter is not merely creation, but is also the means of salvation.  Consequently, without material involvement, there is no salvation.  The iconoclasts had precisely tried to negate the role of matter in the workings of salvation.  They taught Gnostic salvation of the spirit that cut off matter.    



g.  “Never will I cease honoring the matter which wrought my salvation.  I honor it, but not as God”  :  This sentence concludes the introductory thesis of this section: ‘I do not worship matter.’  Yet, matter, as such, will always be deserving of honor (sebwn) and reverence because of its various degrees of association with God.  This qualification is important because, in another respect, matter, in its quality as human flesh and by reason of the hypostatic union, is given to take part in the Godhead.



Summary:   God created matter, God became matter for my sake, God took his abode in matter, God worked out my salvation through matter.  Therefore, I honor matter.  



4.4.3.  Matter and the Person of God.

How could God be born out of things which have no existence in themselves?  God’s body is God because it is joined to His person by a union which shall never pass away.  The divine nature remains the same;  the flesh created in time is quickened by a reason-endowed soul.  Because of this I salute all remaining matter with reverence, because God has filled it with His grace and power.  Through it my salvation has come to me.



a.  “How could God be born out of things which have no existence in themselves?” : 

pw( gar to ex ouc ontwn thn genesin eschco(, Qeo(;  His question rhetorically refutes the implicit iconoclastic notion that matter is illusory and unreal.  Undergirded by a Platonism and a Gnosticism that viewed matter with suspicion because it deflected from the attainment of true knowledge and truth, the iconoclasts, in turn, saw matter as detracting from true worship.  Intrinsic to this position was a suspicion of the very reality of matter itself.   But, John Damascene treats this question of matter with regard the totality of God and nothing;  God, who is the totality of all existence, cannot be the source of nor have part in ‘nothing.’  If God takes part in matter, then matter has to be ‘something;’ it has to be an existent.  By virtue of God’s participation in it alone, matter has to have a reality; it has to belong to existence. 



b.  “God’s body is God.”  :  Ei kai to tou Qeou swma Qeo(. -  In this simple definition, John Damascene applies the principle of Communicatio Idiomatum to its maximum.  It is of no contradiction then, that John Damascene who began his discourse by describing God as ‘bodiless’ would now not only ascribe a body to God but also call it ‘God.’



c.  “...because it (body) is joined to his Person ( upostasin)  by a union which shall never pass away.”  :  If God’s body is God, it is because the mystery of His union with human flesh can never be separated.  This union is eternal.  Matter, by virtue of the Flesh of the Son of God,  therefore, participates in the eternal, is eternal.  ‘He rose by the excellence of His power, keeping the immortal flesh by which He had saved us from corruption.’



d. “The divine nature remains the same.”  The union with human nature does not compromise the divinity.  Though never separated from the human nature, it remains distinct and distinguishable; without mingling or confusion.  



e.  “The flesh created in time is quickened by a reason-endowed soul.”  :  sarx eyucwmenh yuch logich te kai noera - With this phrase, John Damascene gives integral human nature its classical definition;  integral human nature consists of body and soul.  The Incarnation of the Divine Logos did not empty the human flesh of its human soul.  The Divine Logos did not substitute the human soul and merely adopt the body of the man Jesus.  With this definition, John Damascene is, at once, refuting the heresy of Apollinarianism embedded in the Monophysistism of the Iconoclasts and confirming the dogmatic teaching of Tradition.  Hence, God’s body is truly a human body because it has a human soul: ‘For this reason Christ assumed both soul and body, since man is fashioned from both.�



f.  “because of this I salute ( sebw ) all remaining matter with reverence because God has filled ( emplewn ) it with grace and power.”  :  Because of this profound union of matter with God in the flesh of Christ, matter itself gains to a new significance that elicits deep reverence and respect. John Damascene speaks of ‘all remaining matter,’ and this might be understood in two ways;  one, matter remains true to its own character and identity even after its union with the divine nature, and, two, its value and its significance is somehow ‘transfigured’ because of that union.  God not merely created matter but has filled it with his power and grace.    As creation, matter exists separately from God.  As having been filled by His power and grace, it exists in continuity with Him.  ‘Through it my salvation has come to me.’  Because of its continuity with God,  matter has become instrumental in my salvation.  



Summary:  Matter is real because God can only ‘be born out’ of things that are real.  Matter partakes of God because of the flesh of Christ.  Matter does not compromise divinity.  Divinity does not compromise matter.  Matter contains God’s power and grace.



4.4.4.  Matter and Holy Things.

 Was not the thrice-happy and thrice-blessed wood of the cross matter?  Was not the holy and exalted mountain of Calvary matter?  What of the life-bearing rock, the holy and life-giving tomb, the fountain of our resurrection, was it not matter?  Is not the ink in the most holy Gospel-book matter?  Is not the life-giving altar made of matter?  From  it we receive the bread of life!  Are not gold and silver matter?  From them we make crosses, patens, chalices!  And over and above all these things, is not the Body and Blood of our Lord matter?  Either do away with the honor and veneration these things deserve, or accept the tradition of the Church and the veneration of images.  Reverence God and His friends;  follow the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.  



a.  The series of rhetorical questions underline the materiality of the things and places held in Christian veneration;  the wood of the cross, the mountain of Calvary, the tomb, the ink of the Gospel-book, and most of all the Body and Blood of the Lord.  Firstly, it is interesting to note that practically all these examples are connected with the Paschal Mystery, suggesting therefore, that matter is intimately connected with the Christ’s salvific act.  Secondly, the reference to the cross, the Gospel, and the Body and Blood of Christ have a special bearing on the iconoclastic controvery because these were the only three things permitted for veneration and worship by the iconoclasts. The reference to the Body and the Blood of the Lord is of particular significance because the Eucharistic species was the only ‘image’ of the Lord that were allowed as authentic.  John Damascene here instead underscores their materiality in opposition to the identity of essence through which the iconoclasts held them to be authentic images.  But, by emphasizing the materiality, in particular, of the Body and Blood of Christ, John Damascene connects matter in an even more powerful and intrinsic way to the real and ongoing presence of Christ in the Eucharistic species.



b. “Either do away with the honor and veneration these things deserve, or accept the tradition of the Church and the veneration of images.”  :  John Damascene presents a dilemmatic choice:  with regard to the question of matter, the validity of the veneration of images is nothing more and nothing less than the same veneration given to the aforementioned things.  If the Body and Blood of Christ which is matter is worshipped, then images which are also material can be worshipped.  



c.  “tradition of the Church and the veneration of images”  :   John Damascene equates the two.  The issue of tradition in the Iconoclastic controversy was a decisive and central one.  A great deal of the validity of the veneration of images rested upon the support of tradition, and so the scramble by both sides to harness complementary testimonies from the Fathers.  John Damascene here claims Church tradition for the veneration of images.



d.  “Reverence God and His friends”  :  The controversy concerned itself not just with the icon of Christ, but also with that of His Mother, the Theotokos, and the saints who were the ‘servants and friends’ of God.  In some cases, the iconoclasts permitted the icons of Christ, and even of the Holy Theotokos but disallowed those of the saints.  In defense of the icons of saints John Damascene says:  ‘Some would say:  Make an image of Christ and of His Mother, the Theotokos, and let that be enough. What foolishness!  You own impious words prove that you utterly despise the saints.  It you make an image of Christ, and not of the saints, it is evident that you do not forbid images, but refuse to honor saints.  You make images of Christ as one who is glorified, yet you deprive the saints of their rightful glory, and call truth falsehood....  The saints during their earthly lives were filled with the Holy Spirit, and when they fulfill their course, the grace of the Holy Spirit does not depart from their souls or their bodies in the tombs, or form their likenesses and holy images, not by the nature of these things, but by grace and power.  The saints are sons of God, sons of the Kingdom, heirs of God, and fellow heirs of Christ, for they are servants by nature, friends by election, and sons and fellow-heirs by divine grace, as the Lord said to the Father.’�



e.  “Friends,” also refers to angels.   ‘Joshua the son of Nun did not see the angel as he is by nature, but an image, for an angel is not visible to bodily eyes, yet he fell down and worshipped, and Daniel did likewise.  Yet, an angel is a creature, a servant and minister of God, but not God.  And they fell down in worship before the angels, not as God, but as God’s ministering spirits.  Shall I not make images of friends?  Shall I not honor them, not as Gods, but as images of God’s friends?’�



f.  “Reverence God and His friends” reechos the principle by which the veneration of images made this possible:  that the honor given to the image transfers to the prototype.  The same principle applied in a reflexive way in relation to the saints who were themselves in person the image of God, the dwelling place of the Holy Spirit.  In this sense, the reverence to the image of the saint is possible because the saint is ‘an image of God’ - and so, honor given to ‘an image of God’ transfers to God himself.  



g.  “Follow the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.”  :  The Holy Spirit has the function of revealing the Son.  ‘The Holy Spirit is the image of the Son, for no one can say “Jesus is Lord” except by the Holy Spirit.  Through the Holy Spirit we know Christ, who is God and the Son of God, and in the Son we see the Father.  The Word is the messenger who makes the divine nature perceptible to us, and the Spirit is the interpreter of the Word.  The Holy Spirit is the precisely similar image of the Son, differing only in His manner of procession, for the Son is begotten; He does not proceed.’�  Thus, the image of the revealed Son of God comes from the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.

	The Spirit also has a function in the true interpretation of the Scriptures.  Citing II Corinthians, John Damascene castigates the iconoclasts for not understanding the real intent of Scriptures in appealing to the prohibitions of the Old Testament:  ‘Truly they are in error, brothers, for they do not know the Scriptures, that the letter kills, but the Spirit gives life.� The tradition of the Church - as regards its orthodoxy (right opinion) - is thus a rooted in a fidelity to the inspiration of the Holy Spirit; thus, the lines,  ‘accept the tradition of the Church....follow the inspiration of the Holy Spirit,’ can be read together.  To belong to the one Church is to be partakers of the Holy Spirit.  Speaking of the spurious use of the name of the Blessed Epiphanius by the iconoclasts, John Damascene says:  ‘A father does not fight his own offspring.  For all have become partakers of the one Holy Spirit.  The Church has borne testimony to this by adorning herself with images, until some have risen up against this practice, throwing Christ’s flock into confusion, polluting the waters from which the people of God drink.�



Summary:  Holy things held in veneration are made of matter.  Icons are also made of matter;  their materiality does not subtract from their worthiness and holiness.  Icons of the Holy Theotokos and the saints have  the support of the tradition of the Church and are of the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.



4.4.5.  Matter and the Law.

Do not despise matter, for it is not despicable.  God made nothing despicable.  To think such things is Manichaeism.  Only that which does not have its source in God is despicable - that which is our own invention, our willful choice to disregard the law of God - namely, sin.  If you despise and abhor the command to make images because they are material things, consider the words of Scripture:  “And the Lord said to Moses:...

....Behold the glorification of matter, which you despise!  What is more significant than colored goatskins?  Are not blue and purple and scarlet merely colors?  Behold the handiwork of men becoming the likeness of the cherubim! 



a.  “Do not despise matter for it is not despicable”  :  John Damascene reads in the iconoclastic rejection of the veneration of images a rejection of matter because, in their eyes, matter is despicable.  This attitude towards matter may be found at various levels of both philosophy and doctrine; Platonism, Neo-Platonism, Gnosticism and Manicheism, Docetism, Apollinarianism, Monophysitism, etc.  The inability to reconcile the divine nature in a hypostasis with the human nature in all its integrity does perhaps reflect also a psychological unease with the rawness of human materiality.  Certainly in the case of images, the iconoclasts had tended to price spiritual and intellual worship and denigrate all worship that espoused material mediation.  The veneration of icons were seen by them as a residual act of pagan materialism by the illiterate and the untutored..



b.  “God made nothing despicable” :  If God is the Creator of matter, then matter may not be despised because matter is creation and creation is good.



c.  “Only that which does not have its source in God is despicable - that which is our own invention, our willful choice to disregard the law of God - namely, sin”  :  This description of sin corresponds with John Damascene’s philosophical definition of evil in the Second Apology:  Evil is not a substance, but an accident:  that which opposes a thought, or a word, or an action to God’s law, having its origin in the thought or word or action.  When any of these comes to an end, so also the evil ceases to exist.�  In this respect, sin is despicable because it opposes God, and philosophically speaking, it is based on nothing or non-being.  All being has its source in God.  (Matter has its source in God.)  But, sin is an ‘invention.’  It is not of Being.  So it is despicable.  



d.  In a more specific sense, however, this clarification about sin contains a direct reference to the problem of iconoclasm itself, on the two aforementioned accounts; firstly, the iconoclastic movement was considered to be an ‘invention’ or ‘innovation,’ that ran counter to the tradition of the Church.  ‘Therefore, brethren, let us stand on the rock of faith and on the tradition of the Church, not removing the ancient landmarks which our holy fathers have set, not allowing any room for those who would decree innovations and destroy the structure of the holy catholic and apostolic Church of God.� Receive as a single stream the testimony of Scripture and the Fathers;  it shows you that the making and worship of images is no new invention, but the ancient tradition of the Church.�  More specifically in relation to the question of matter, John Damascene says:  Either refuse to worship any matter, or stop your innovations.� Secondly, it was regarded as ‘a willful choice to disregard the law of God’ because, while arguing that the Old Testament prohibited the making and venerating of images, it disregarded the commands and laws that called for the making of images to accompany the worship of God. 



e.  This is precisely the point the John Damascene makes in the subsequent sentence:  “If you despise and abhor the command to make images because they are material things, consider the words of Scripture”  :   In two long citations from Scripture, he not only shows that God commanded the making of  artistic things from matter as an offering to the Lord, but through the examples in the passage, underlines the rich diversity and precious materiality of these artistic things and objects that God had commanded to be made.  It is of this fact of the beauty and precious materiality of the things commanded by God that John Damascene exclaims:  Behold the glorification of matter! - Idou dh h ulh timia, - Thus, matter had already been honored even in the Old Testament.  Reading the description of the things in this passage - of gold, silver and bronze, and of the colours of blue, purple and scarlet, of wood, oil for light, spices for the anointing of oil and for fragnant incense, onyx stones and stones for setting - one is, in a sense, already present in a Byzantine church, amidst the aroma of rich incense,  praying face to face with an icon.  The description of the materials in the passage correspond in a very beautiful way to what an icon itself would be made of and look like.  In a certain sense, the description of this Old Testament passage  pre-figures, in a very material way, the Christian icon.  



f.  And yet, “what is more insignificant than colored goatskin?  Are not blue and purple and scarlet merely colors?”  With these questions, John Damascene raises the issue of the relativity of matter:  If I bow down before the image of the cross, regardless of what kind of mater has been used to make it, shall I not venerate the image of the Crucified One, who won our salvation on the cross?  What outrageous inhumanity!  Obviously I do not worship matter;  for if it should happen that a cross, which has been fashioned from matter, should be ruined, I would consign it to the fire, and the same with damaged images.  ...We do not worship as gods the figures and images of the saints.  For if it is the wood of the image that we worship as God, then we would worship all other wood as well, and we would not throw the image into the fire when the picure fades, as we often do.  ....When I honor the image of Christ, I am not worshipping wood or paint.  God forbid!  But when I venerate an inanimate image of Christ, it seems that I touch and worship Christ himself.� The difference between kinds of matter does not affect the worthiness of the image, nor is the honor of a superior material diminished by partaking of an inferior substance.  The royal image always exalts whatever is used to portray it.  It is not made dim by matter, but accomplishes the glorification of what it has received.�



Hence matter is glorified by the image it carries.  Its own quality is secondary.  What gives it its dignity is its form and shape.�  “Behold the handiwork of men becoming the likeness of the cherubim!”  Matter fashioned by human hands can attain unto the likenesses of cherubims.  It is a very high compliment to pay to what may be achieved with matter when formed and shaped by human hands for the praise and worship of God.  ‘It is obvious to all that the heavens and the earth are created things.  Moses, Aaron and all the people worshipped before things made with hands.’  It is a compliment that also echoes John Damascene’s own assessment of the right intention of the artist in the making of the image ‘(who) with good intentions... wish to glorify and keep in remembrance the sufferings of Christ’�



Summary:  The law is not against matter.  It prescribes beautiful and holy things in relation to matter.  Matter derives its dignity in its shapes and forms in relation to God. Matter fashioned by human hands can become an ‘offering to the Lord.’  The commands of God glorify and honor matter.  



4.4.6.  Matter and the Glory of God.

How can you make the law a reason for refusing to do what the law itself commands?  If you invoke the law in your despising of images, you might just as well insist on keeping the sabbath and practicing circumcision.  But it is certain that “if you receive circumcision, Christ will be of no advantage to you.  I testify again to every man that if he receive circumcision, he is bound to keep the whole law.  You are severed from Christ, you who would be justified by the law;  you have fallen away from grace.”  Israel of old did not see God, but “we all, with unveiled face, behold the glory of the Lord.”



a.  “How can you make the law  a reason for refusing to do what the law itself commands?”  : The iconoclasts had appealed to the law in their antagonism against images.  John Damascene argues that if the law is the basis for their rejection of images, then they are ‘bound to keep the whole law,’ which means the wholesale keeping all Jewish prescriptions - including those superannuated by Christianity.  But, if the law were to be their justification and word on truth, then Christ himself ‘would be of no use.’  They would be severed from Christ.  



b.  But the law, as John Damascene repeatedly insists, had also commanded the making of images to accompany the  worship of God.  The iconoclasts, by John Damascene’s reckoning, trangressed this commandment in two ways; firstly, by simply not paying heed to it, but also, secondly, by ‘despising it and abhoring because they (images) are material things.’  Thus, the iconoclasts had failed with regard to the law for ‘refusing to do what the law itself commands’ and for despising what the law itself glorifies. 



c.  But the law is more than just a series of prescriptions and rules in relation to images.  The Law contains an inner meaning and a spiritual intent which must be searched for and attended to with a diserning mind.  The Law is part of Scripture itself which is a kind of image that ‘prefigures what is yet to happen, such as the burning bush or the fleece wet with dew, which are foreshadowings of the Virgin Theotokos, as the rod of Aaron and the jar of manna.  The brazen serpent typifies the cross and Him who healed the evil bite of the serpent by hanging on it.  Baptismal grace is signified by the cloud and the waters of the sea.  Thus, Scripture pre-figures, typifies and signifies. ‘It foreshadows something that is yet to happen, something hidden in riddles and shadows. �   It ‘shadows out’ and in this sense is itself not an image, ‘but the shadow of an image,’ ‘a forerunner of images.’�  John Damascene cites St. Paul: “For since the law has but a shadow of the good things to come instead of the true form of the realities....” ‘Because of this, the law is called a shadow, and grace and truth are what is foreshadowed.  Consequently, the ‘law personified by Melchizedek is a silhouette of Him whose portrait, when is appears, is grace and truth inscribed in the body.’�  



d.  Hence, the iconoclasts by insisting on the Law had “fallen away from grace.”  By insisting on the Law, they have  fallen back into the shadow, the darkness, the adumbrated silhouette and thus cannot see the figure of the real thing.  They, having remained in the shadow of the Law like ‘Israel of old, did not see God.’  



e.  ‘...but “we all, with unveiled face, behold the glory of the Lord.”’  : This citation from St. Paul’s Second Letter to the Corinthians� is taken from a passage that compares Paul’s ministry of ‘the gospel of the glory of Christ’ with letter of the Law represented by Moses. Moses, after being with Yahweh, and upon descending from the mountain in order to give the Law to the Israelites,  had to veil his face to hide its radiance because the Israelites could not behold it.�  Paul says that to ‘this very day, the same veil remains over the reading of the Old Testament.’  ‘It is not lifted, for only in Christ is it done away with.   ...Their hearts are covered with a veil, and this veil will not be taken away till they turn to the Lord.’�  ‘....And all of us, with our unveiled faces like mirrors reflecting the glory of the Lord are being transformed into the image that we reflect into brighter and brighter glory;  this is the working of the Lord who is the Spirit.’�

	This preceeding verse 18 requires some critical interpretation. At first reading it seems to suggest that it is our unveiled faces that are like mirrors that reflect the glory of the Lord and thus we are progressively transformed into that image of the glory of the Lord which we reflect as mirrors.  

	A second reading of the same verse in comparison with other translations suggests important differences in interpretation. The Interlinear Hebrew-Greek-English Bible of the King James Version II� reads as follows:  But we all with (our) faces having been unveiled (are) beholding the glory of the Lord, in a mirror (and) being changed into the same image from glory to glory, as from (the) Lord (the) Spirit. The New Revised Standard version� translates as follows:  And all of us, with unveiled faces, seeing the glory of the Lord, as though reflected in a mirror, are being transformed into the same image from one degree of glory to another, for this comes from the Lord, the Spirit.

	These latter two translations suggest therefore that the mirror� does not refer to our unveiled faces but refers to Christ;  ‘...beholding the glory of the Lord� in a mirror..;  ‘seeing the glory of the Lord, as though reflected in a mirror...’  For Christ is the image and the glory of God.� God is mirrored in Christ.�  Chirst is the image of God who mirrors God. He is the mirror-image (the exact same image) of God.  

	So,  with our ‘unveiled faces,’ we are given to see Christ.  How is it possible to see Christ who is the Image of God?  It is possible to see Christ who is the image of God because he has a human face. Paul concludes this section of the defense of his ministry by saying:  It is God who said, ‘Let light shine out of darkness,’ that has shone into our hearts to enlighten them with the knowledge of God’s glory, the glory on the face of Christ.  Christ has a human face.  His human face is what makes it possible for us to see God who by nature cannot be seen.  

	Christ as Perfect Image of God is also the Perfect Image of Man - for, ‘image of God’ is the definition par excellence of man at the moment of creation.  It is a definition of authentic humanity that is applied (therefore) only to Christ and Adam before the Fall.�  Hence, Christ is the Perfect Image of both God and man.  To God, He mirrors Perfect Man, and, to man, He mirrors Perfect God.  Both become perfectly accessible to each other in Him.  Each can see and recognize each other perfectly and completely in Him - for He is one in both.  In His human face, we behold God, and God beholds us.

	The glory on the human face of Christ is the most definitive reflection of his authentic humanity, for nothing represents the human being more intimately than the human face.  Hence, the glory on the face of Christ, is that human glory that Christ mirrors to the Father.  It is the glory of perfect man that God beholds in Christ - that perfection of glory which is our heritage won by Christ, even as we are ‘transformed in his image from glory to glory.’  The face of Christ is our glory.

	Now the icon par excellence is the face of Christ. ‘Our only purpose and desire is to see the image of a reflection of the facial form of the beloved,’ writes John Damascene.  Every icon that approximates in faith the true face of Christ reflects in it the glory of God and the glory of man. Icons are made to be seen.  They are made for the eyes.  Herein lies a fundamental mystery to the icons of faith.  They are for contemplation.  They are to be ‘seen in the flesh’ as ‘God was seen in the flesh.’  They require of the eye so concrete a contemplation that they transform the beholder.  The proverbial ‘Beauty is in the eye of the beholder’ is not far off the mark here because it intends that in beholding beauty, the beholder is beautiful.  So, too we who ‘behold the glory of the Lord...are being transformed into the same image from glory to glory.’



Summary:  The Law is a veil over the glory of God.  We with unveiled faces behold the glory of God.  The glory of God is on the face of Christ.   The icon par excellence is the face of Christ.  We who behold the icon of Christ are transformed into His very same image.   





4.5.  The Theological Aspects of Matter in the OPSI.

	The results of the preceeding theological reading of the text can be systematically viewed under various theological aspects.  Five basic theological categories emerge from the reading: Creation, Economy, Christology, Liturgy and Eschatology.

4.5.1.  Creation.

	Matter is creation and God is its Creator.  This constitutes the basic identity of matter.  It is a relational identity.  As identity, it is either nothing or it is in everything related to God.  Only as creation in relation to God does matter acquire its fundamental identity and reason for existence.

	As a creation of God, matter is real.  It is neither unreal, nor illusory, nor is it an accident.  Rather, it is real, substantial and existent.  John Damascene proposes the most radical argument for the reality of matter with the question:  How can God be born of things that have no existence in themselves?  This would simply be impossible if God Himself is the ‘source of all things,’ the source of all existence.  This question constitutes the fundamental theology of matter.

	As creation of God, matter is good, because all of God’s creation is good.  Therefore, it may not be despised.  ‘If you say that it is bad, you are either saying that it does not come from God, or else you make God the origin of  all evil.’  But, matter comes from God because matter is God’s creation.  And matter is good because God is good.  



4.5.2.  Economy

	If Theology is the discourse on the inner life of God, Economy is the story of God’s life with man.  This story spans across the whole of history from Creation to Eschatology and revolves around the singular event of the Incarnation.  In this singular event, God who is ‘without form or body’  partook of flesh and blood and was seen in the flesh, conversing with man.  In this story, He had a birth and a death, a baptism, a Transfiguration and a resurrection.  In the flesh, He partook of the totality of human life, except sin.

	The object of the Divine Economy is man.  He partook of flesh and blood for our sakes, became visible for our sakes, paid for us a most admirable and precious ransom. In the Incarnation, God took on a right correpondence with man.  It was a correspondence of materiality.  ‘God became matter for my sake.  God accomplished my salvation through matter.’  It is correspondence that both constitutes and builds on a right epistemology.  ‘Sensory images make invisible things visible.’�  ‘A certain perception takes place in the brain, prompted by the bodily senses, which is then transmitted to the faculties of disernment, and adds to the treasury of knowledge something that was not there before.  The eloquent Gregory says that the mind which is determined to ignore corporeal things will find itself weakened and frustrated.’�  Divine Economy reaches into the very soul of man through  material mediation:  ...the memory of Him who became visible in the flesh is burned into my soul.�  Divine Economy presupposes the mediation of matter.



4.5.3.  Christology.

	‘Flesh’ is the matrix of John Damascene’s Christology in the OPSI.  It recurrs repeatedly in its various synonyms and its cognates; flesh and blood, body, corporeal, God’s body, flesh created in time, senses, assumed flesh, immortal flesh, physical, fleshy nature, fleshy veil, the feeling, form and color of our flesh.  This underscoring of the flesh of Christ recuperates the Antiochean school of Christology over and against the Monophysitism of the Iconoclasts.   

	‘Flesh is matter.’  If the flesh of Christ is ‘deified,’ made immortal and partakes of the Godhead, could it not be derivatively concluded therefore that matter itself is deified, made immortal and shares in the Godhead?

	John Damascene says, ‘We worship Your Flesh,’ using the generic term ‘prokinesis.’  Would not its specification be therefore, ‘Latreia,’ by derivation?  Would not the Eucharistic species of the Body and Blood of Christ, which is matter, be also derivatively viewed under ‘Latreia’?  

	The Christology of John Damascene can be said to be a very material Christology.   This association between matter and Christ cannot be escaped from.



4.5.4.  Liturgy.

	Liturgical implements are made of matter.  The OPSI abounds with numerous examples of liturgical implements that underline their materiality;  tent, veil, ark, altar, water, candles, incence, books, paten, chalices, censers, sacred vessels, etc.  These things are worthy of honor and respect.  The Law honors and holds in high regard the beauty and precious materiality that things made to accompany worship.  They all relate to the ‘handiwork of men’  that can become an ‘offering to the Lord.’  Liturgy is therefore accomplished through matter.

	The material heart of the Liturgy is the Eucharistic species. These are matter.  ‘The divine mysteries are fulfilled through matter:  bread, wine, the oil of chrism, the sign of the cross.  All these things are matter!’

	This Earthly Liturgy is in continuity with the Heavenly Liturgy.  This continuity is established concretely with the presence of the material icons of the Holy Theotokos, the saints and the angels.  These ‘citizens of heaven’  are present - present, in all their spiritual and material glory - when the Church gathers to celebrate the mysteries.  Together they constitute the Church.  Material icons - since, ‘I desire to see and be present with the saints physically’ - therefore complete the ecclesiological work of the Liturgy.  Material icons speak for a Liturgical Ecclesiology.



4.5.5.  Eschatology.

	The resurrection of the body is an article of eschatological faith.  This has already been won because ‘He rose by the excellence of His power, keeping immortal flesh by which He had saved us from corruption.’�  ‘He has deified our flesh forever.’�  Our Christified flesh will remain part of us in its true materiality in our resurrection in His resurrection.  The material icons of the Virgin Theotokos and the saints ‘portray their glory’� ‘whom He has already glorified.’�

	This glory of God itself is on the face of Christ.  It is the glory of the divinity which radiates forth from within.  It needs no light from without to reveal what it wishes to show.  This is the intent of the icon:  to show forth from within its material composition light and radiance.  It is a mirror of the human face of Christ.  The material icon is a mirror.

	But, it is a dim mirror of an image, ‘a dark glass, fashioned according to the limitations of our physical nature.’  ‘Now we see in a mirror dimly.’   It itself is a ‘portrait of the prototype,’� of the ‘those things to come in a future age.’�  Hence, the material icon holds in tension the ‘already’ and ‘not yet;’ it is represents matter itself in tension, between its purpose and its fulfillment, between its created origin and its eschatological destiny.  Thus, matter itself is not a ready made and accomplished thing.  It makes up and accompanies ‘our true worship, which itself is the image of the good things yet to happen.  These good things are the heavenly not fashioned with hands, or built of corruptible matter, as the same divine apostle says so well, “...here we have no lasting city, but we seek the city which is to come,”� which is the Jerusalem on high, “whose builder and maker is God.”�  Every observance of the law, and our service, has been instituted that we may obtain this joy.’�





4.6.  Conclusion.

	The theological reading of the text has shown that matter is a crucial argument of John Damascene in defense of icons.  It is an argument for the theological validity of icons.  This is because the material icons is made of matter that is created by God, is made of matter which God became in the flesh of Christ, and is made of matter through which our salvation was wrought.  Matter is the condition for the correspondence between God and man.  This is verified by an epistemology that includes matter.  This is verified in the Liturgy that enacts itself out through matter.  And in and through matter is portrayed those real things that are yet to come in the future age.  

	The glorification of matter therefore, corresponds in its degree of relation to God.  In so far as it participates in the Godhead through the flesh of Christ, it is glorified as God.  In so far as it becomes like God through grace - the Theotokos and the saints, and thus potentially every human being - it is glorified as graced.  And in so far as it constitutes our worship and accompanies it, it is glorified as an ‘offering to the Lord.’   And in so far as it anticipates that future age, it holds in promise the glorification of everything that participates in it.

	The glorification of  matter itself is exclusively and absolutely relative to God’s ways with it.  ‘If God works wonders through bones, it is obvious that by His power He can also work them through images, stones, and many other things...’�  ‘By itself it deserves no worship...’�   

	But, God has already worked through matter.  He has already glorified matter, and in this respect, matter glorifies Him.  



�Chapter five:  Conclusion



	This tesina had set out to answer the question of why the iconoclastic rejection of icons implied a rejection of matter and why, in the John Damscene’s view, this was unacceptable.  This tesina had attempted to answer this question is three steps; firstly, by outlining the general doctrine of iconoclasm under the aspects of the Old Testament prohibition, the notion of image and the Christological dilemma and by evaluating its presuppositions regarding matter under this aspects;  secondly, by relating John Damascene’s refutation of the iconoclastic doctrine under the three aspects and by drawing out the implications of his arguments with regard to matter; and thirdly, by reading theologically a select text of the OPSI that treats directly the status and value of matter in the OPSI.

	In studying the position of matter in the iconoclastic doctrine in chapter two, this tesina had come to the following conclusions.  Firstly, with regard to the question of idolatry, the iconoclasts rejected matter because they viewed matter as either evil or non-existent. Matter, in this respect, either subverted or detracted from true worship.   Icons are made of matter. Therefore, icons must be rejected..   Secondly, with regard to the notion of image,  the iconoclasts rejected icons because icons were material, whereas the true image, in their view had to be con-substantial with its prototype.  The only permissible notion of image therefore, was Christ the Con-substantial and Invisible Image of the Father and the Eucharist which is the con-substantial ‘image’ of his body.  Thirdly, with regard to the Christological dilemma, the iconoclasts rejected matter because their Christology was implicitly Monophysistic.  Given this position, no material depiction of Christ was possible because it implied the negation of the truly authentic and material character of His human nature which was somehow eclipsed by the divine.   And, as only divine, any circumscription of Him is simply impossible.  

	In studying John Damascene’s refutation of the iconoclastic doctrine in the OPSI in chapter three, this tesina has come to the following conclusions.  Firstly, in relation to the evil and non-existent character of matter, John Damascene proves that matter cannot be evil because it has God as its Creator, and that it cannot be non-existent because God who is real partook of it.   Secondly, with regard to the notion of image, John Damascene shows that an image does not have to be con-substantial with its prototype is order to be related to it.   The material icon is related to the prototype because it shares in the form and likeness of the prototype.  Its form and likeness is concretely portrayed by the material of the icon.  The relation between image and prototype stands on a cosmology and an epistemology that presupposed material mediation.  Thirdly, in relation to the Christological dilemma, John Damascene firstly argues for the concrete materiality of the human flesh of Christ over and against the Monophysitism of the iconoclasts.  Then, he moves beyond the apothetic description of the mystery of the union of the two natures to posit the properly hypostatic union that contributes to a positive vision of the hypostasis of the union.  This positive union is transferable into material depiction.  In that material depiction of the icon, one continues to contemplate the form and likeness of the Word made Flesh, and in the contemplation, be transformed unto its form and likeness.  

	In the theological reading of the select text on matter in the OPSI in chapter four, this tesina explicates the implicit status of matter that underlies John Damascene’s defense of icons.  This explication consists of the following conclusions:  firstly, matter is good because it is God’s creation and matter finds its true and primordial identity only in relation to God as its Creator;  secondly, matter in the flesh of Christ is ‘deified’ because in Christ, God partook of material flesh and blood and accomplished my salvation through matter;  thirdly, matter is filled with God’s power and grace because the divine mysteries are fulfilled through matter;  and fourthly, matter is the necessary medium for man to reach God.  The results of this theological reading of the select text shows that matter is an necessary theological category that spans across the theological discourses on Creation, Economy, Christology, Liturgy and Eschatology.  

	The glorification of matter itself is constituted by the fact that God Himself created it and and in the Incarnation, partook of it, and in the resurrection, raised it to immortality, all for man’s sake.  Man, in turn, glorifies matter because he glorifies God in his own body in anticipation of its resurrection, in recognizing the divine mysteries communicated in and through them and in making everyone one of his handiwork an offering to the Lord.   Thus, matter, which of itself deserves no worship, is at once deserving of all honor, respect, reverence and regard because it belongs wholly to God and wholly to man.  Christ is the center of this belonging and the icon of Christ is that glory on the face of Christ made radiant through matter.  

	The work of  this tesina and its limitations gives rise to many important points that require further clarification and study;  among which, one, the general sacramentality of all matter; two, the specific sacramentality of Christian art, and three, the significance of a contemporary Christian cosmology that is liturgical.

	In fact the reading of the text of the OPSI and the treating of its thematic of matter lend to some important reflections in this connection.   First of all, it must be noted that the OPSI is a liturgical document.  It was written by John Damascene to defend a very precious liturgical practice in the liturgical life of the Christian East.  The contemporary appreciation of icons in the West does not belie the fact that for centuries the closet Western art came to in crossing the threshold of the church sancturies was as religious art, and not as sacred art.  This is the primary difference between the East and the West on the question of art.  In the East, art is liturgical.  It is part of the prayer of the people.   It is part of the mystery and cosmology of their consciousness.   One may describe it as a liturgical consciousness.  In and through the icons, the ordinary man and woman became part of an overall celestial hierarchy.  The image was more than a picture or a painting.  It was an image.  It was both heavenly and aesthetic to the full.  In its material solidity it ensured the eyes of things yet to be seen.  It’s beauty, its luminiscence, was the beauty and luminiscene of heaven itself.  That heaven was not far way was assured by the nearness of this icon made of matter.  

	What one draws out here is the essential continuity and relatedness of all things;  from God to image, from Church to the virtues, from philosophy to theology, and from theology to worship.  Call it just theology, or just philosophy or just cosmology or just liturgy:  they all basically mean the same thing, bring about the same thing, point to the same thing, without exclusion.  Reading the OPSI is a tremendous experience in this regard.  Although it is a document in defense of a liturgical practice, it includes everything.  Cryptically put, it shows theology acting in liturgy.  If theology is the discourse on the sum total of all things, this is true in this liturgical document.  This is possible perhaps because theology negates nothing but includes everything in relation to God, and at the heart of this theology throbs its life which is liturgy - that never ending turnover of life, sacrifice and praise;  hence, it is no surprise that Eastern theology is often always referred to as ‘liturgical theology,’ or ‘theology on the knees,’ or ‘ceaseless theology,’ and its manner of disclosure as ‘melody.’  Underlying it is a unitive moment that celebrates the diversity of everything; the mind, the heart, the hands, the feet, the heavens and the earth.  

	The same unitive belief harmonizes and sacramentalizes the Liturgy itself.  Hands, knees, eyes: they’re all engaged in the seeing, hearing, tasting and imbibing of the mysteries fulfilled.  The Liturgy sacramentalizes the human body and ‘fills it with God’s power and grace.’    John Damascene’s defense of icons was in fact a defense of the liturgical body of the Christian - even as it stood as a defense of the entire liturgical cosmos  itself. 

	The last two observations are perhaps the two most important to stand out in this final reflection;  the liturgical body and the liturgical cosmos�.  The defense of one would imply the defense of the other.  Liturgical gestures are not merely symbols.  They are real.  They relate to the invisible.  And the invisible has to be sufficiently real to render the gestures themselves visible.  

	In the concrete, then, this would require an all-encompassing liturgical cosmology.  This perhaps is the biggest challenge that presents itself from the exercise of this tesina.  It is hoped that this study, by inquiring into the status and value of matter itself, will help underscore the balance-side of a liturgy and theology that approaches that Mystery which includes all.  
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�APPENDIX: SUMMARY OF THE THESIS



1.  Introduction

	This tesina had set out to answer the question of why the iconoclastic rejection of icons implied a rejection of matter and why, in the John Damscene’s view, this was unacceptable.  This tesina had attempted to answer this question is three steps; firstly, by outlining the general doctrine of iconoclasm under the aspects of the Old Testament prohibition, the notion of image and the Christological dilemma and by evaluating its presuppositions regarding matter under this aspects;  secondly, by relating John Damascene’s refutation of the iconoclastic doctrine under the three aspects and by drawing out the implications of his arguments with regard to matter; and thirdly, by reading theologically a select text of the OPSI that treats directly the status and value of matter in the OPSI.



2.  The Status of Matter

	In studying the status of matter in the iconoclastic doctrine in chapter two, this tesina had come to the following conclusions.  Firstly, with regard to the question of idolatry, the iconoclasts rejected matter because they viewed matter as either evil or non-existent. Matter, in this respect, either subverted or detracted from true worship.   Icons are made of matter. Therefore, icons must be rejected..   Secondly, with regard to the notion of image,  the iconoclasts rejected icons because icons were material, whereas the true image, in their view, had to be con-substantial with its prototype.  The only permissible notion of image therefore, was Christ the Con-substantial and Invisible Image of the Father and the Eucharist which is the con-substantial ‘image’ of his body.  Thirdly, with regard to the Christological dilemma, the iconoclasts rejected matter because their Christology was implicitly Monophysistic.  Given this position, no material depiction of Christ was possible because it implied the negation of the truly authentic and material character of His human nature which was somehow eclipsed by the divine.   And, as only divine, any circumscription of Him is simply impossible.  

	In studying John Damascene’s refutation of the iconoclastic doctrine in the OPSI in chapter three, this tesina has come to the following conclusions.  Firstly, in relation to the evil and non-existent character of matter, John Damascene proves that matter cannot be evil because it has God as its Creator, and that it cannot be non-existent because God who is real partook of it.   Secondly, with regard to the notion of image, John Damascene shows that an image does not have to be con-substantial with its prototype is order to be related to it.   The material icon is related to the prototype because it shares in the form and likeness of the prototype.  Its form and likeness is concretely portrayed by the material of the icon.  The relation between image and prototype stands on a cosmology and an epistemology that presupposes material mediation.  Thirdly, in relation to the Christological dilemma, John Damascene firstly argues for the concrete materiality of the human flesh of Christ over and against the Monophysitism of the iconoclasts.  Then, he moves beyond the apothetic description of the mystery of the union of the two natures to posit the properly hypostatic union that contributes to a positive vision of the hypostasis of the union.  This positive union is transferable into material depiction.  In that material depiction of the icon, one continues to contemplate the form and likeness of the Word made Flesh, and in the contemplation, be transformed unto its form and likeness.  



3.  No. 16 of the First Apology

	In the theological reading of this select text on matter in the OPSI in chapter four, this tesina explicates the implicit status of matter that underlies John Damascene’s defense of icons.  This explication consists of the following conclusions:  firstly, matter is good because it is God’s creation and matter finds its true and primordial identity only in relation to God as its Creator;  secondly, matter in the flesh of Christ is ‘deified’ because in Christ, God partook of material flesh and blood and accomplished our salvation through matter;  thirdly, matter is filled with God’s power and grace because the divine mysteries are fulfilled through matter;  and fourthly, matter is the necessary medium for man to reach God.  The results of this theological reading of the select text shows that matter is an necessary theological category that spans across the theological discourses on Creation, Economy, Christology, Liturgy and Eschatology.  



Creation:  Matter is creation and God is its Creator.  This is the fundamental identity of matter - a relational identity.  Matter is real because God who is real partook of it.  Matter is good because God who created it is good.



Economy:  God partook of flesh and blood (matter) for our sakes.  Man is the object of the Divine Economy.  In the incarnation, God took on a right correspondence with man.  It is a correspondence of materiality that builds on a right epistemology.



Christology:  Flesh is the matrix of the Christology of the OPSI.  Flesh is matter.  If the flesh of Christ partakes in God and is made immortal, all matter then, by extension, shares in this promise.



Liturgy:  The Divine Mysteries are fulfilled through matter.  The material heart of the Liturgy is the Eucharistic species.  These are matter.  



Eschatology:  The resurrection of the body is an article of eschatological faith.  Our Christified flesh will remain part of us in its true materiality in the resurrection.  The material  icons of the Theotokos and the saints are witnesses to that resurrection because they ‘portray their glory whom He has already glorified.’  But, the icon is nevertheless a dim mirror of an image, ‘a dark glass, fashioned according to the limitations of our physical nature.’  ‘Now we see in a mirror dimly.’   It itself is a ‘portrait of the prototype,’ of ‘those things to come in a future age.’  Hence, the material icon holds in tension the ‘already’ and ‘not yet;’ it is represents matter itself in tension, between its purpose and its fulfillment, between its created origin and its eschatological destiny.  Thus, matter itself is not a ready made and accomplished thing.  It makes up and accompanies ‘our true worship, which itself is the image of the good things yet to happen.



4.  Matter and Liturgy.

	This tesina had concluded by alluding to three general areas that emerge from its study of the OPSI; one, the sacramentality of all matter; two, the sacramentality of Christian art, and three, the significance of a contemporary Christian cosmology that is liturgical.



4.1.  The General Sacramentality of Matter.

	The observations by various authors and commentators that the incarnation has also reached the matter of the world and that because of it, a decisive and eternal change took place in the relationship between God and material creation, and that God has given matter a sacramental dimension and the world has been secretly transfigured in Christ into a ‘burning bush’ has been borne out and verified in various ways in this study of the OPSI.  Matter has not only been seen here as real, as good, as precious and beautiful, as capable of being molded by human hands and made into an offering unto the Lord, and as a necessary condition for knowing, understanding and worshipping - but more centrally - matter has been seen to participate and act at the very heart of God’s initiative with man.  In the incarnation God himself took on the full materiality of man - and by this, he took to himself also all the material extensions of man.  In so far as God took on man’s materiality, God transformed man’s materiality, made it his own, and deified it.  The deification of human materiality in Christ is the promise already fulfilled but the deification of our own materiality is that which is to be fulfilled in our own resurrection.  This tension between the ‘already and not yet’ of our materiality and its extensions is held and enacted everyday in the Liturgy, in the Eucharist.  In the Eucharist, the ‘fruit of the earth, the fruit of the vine, and the work of human hands’ - that is, the extensions of our materiality - is offered to the Father, so that, by the working of the Holy Spirit, they may become the Body and Blood of our Lord Jesus Christ.  We, who then eat and drink of his Body and Blood, are transformed, in our bodies, into his Body and his Blood.  In and as his Body and Blood, we return to the earth, to the fruits of the earth and its vines, to the work of our hands, to transform these extensions of our own materiality, which then returns to us to transform us once again into his Body and his Blood.  Progressively, then, in the Eucharist and through the Eucharist, all creation, all matter, is transformed into his Body and Blood - and recapitulated into Him who is the Head.  ‘All creation groans’ for its fullfilment, as in a birth, as for a renewal, in anticipation of the resurrection.  Man’s materiality is engaged already, and it will not rest until it is made free, made whole.  This is the promise of the resurrection.  Fundamental to this process is a sacramental realism operating in the Eucharist, in the Liturgy.  It is real bread, real wine, real work of human hands that become the Body and Blood of Christ, that become our body, that return to real bread and real work - thus tranforming all things into him, making all things sacraments of him.  



4.2.  The Sacramentality of Christian Art.

	The Scriptural and theological logic of St. John Damascene’s defense of images contains in it the structure for a possible theological discourse on Christian aesthetics and art.  It is a discourse the rests on a theological background and a theological horizon.  This background and horizon are actively connected to each other through a dynamic concept of image.  In the background, the image is shaded out, shadowed out, silhouetted.  In the foreground, the horizon, the same image prefigures the true things that are yet to come.  How can what comes first be the image of what is to follow, as Melchizedek is of Christ?  Melchizedek is used as an image in the Scriptures in the same way as a silhouette is an outline for a portrait.  Because of this, the law is called a shadow, and grace and truth are what is foreshadowed.  Consequently,  the law personified by Melchizedek is a silhouette of Him whose portrait, when it appears, is grace and truth inscribed in the body.  So the Old Testament is a silhouette of things to come in a future age, while the New Testament is the portrait of those things.  Christian art - the icon, and per definition, the globality of the human senses engaged by the icon - stands at the center of this prefiguration and of the reality prefigured, at the center of shadow and light, between promise and fulfillment, between the ‘already and not yet.’  Aesthetic sensibility itself is engaged directly and acts as a bridge between that theological background and that theological horizon.

	John Damascene applies the same principle to the totality of Christian worship itself.  Now the law and its ordinances were a shadow of the image that was to come, that is, our true worship, which itself is the image of the good things yet to come.  Hence, our worship itself is to be seen as a prefiguration of that reality that is to come.

	But it is a prefiguration that is a portrait - a colored portrait - and not a silhouette or shadow.  It is a portrait that is well colored because it is a figure of that grace and truth inscribed in the body;  that is, the body of him who was seen on earth in the flesh, associated with men, and in His unspeakable goodness assumed the nature, feeling, form and color of our flesh.  One may speak, therefore, of the human body itself as that visible figure, the colored portrait, the prime analogate, of the future things to come.  We shall be like Him. The Scripture calls the saints gods, when it says, “God has taken His place in the divine council; in the midst of the gods He holds judgment” The saints during their earthly lives were filled with the Holy Spirit, and when they fulfill their course, the grace of the Holy spirit does not depart from their souls or their bodies in the tombs, or from their likenesses and holy images, not by the nature of these things, but by grace and power.

	So the goal of the ‘aesthetic’ is likeness, imitation; that is, to become like him through grace.  This process of becoming like him has been well compared to the process of painting a portrait by many Fathers.  The well known example from the Oratio de Incarnatione Verbi of St. Athanasius speaks of Christ as the model for the restoration of the sullied portrait that is man.  St. John Damascene speaks for the icon when he says: the silent picture induces imitation.  We shall be like him; Christian art therefore is not merely a metaphor for conversion unto likeness, but can itself induce it.  In so far as it paints Christ, and paints the human condition as seen in Christ, it is already a faith statement of our fulfillment and inspires us towards that fulfillment.  In this sense, Christian art can be sacramental.



4.3.  A Cosmology that is Liturgical.

	The defense of images by John Damascene was carried out within the framework of a Pseudo-Dionysian cosmology.  It was a cosmology within which ‘the Byzantines saw the things of nature only as accompanying symbols within a vast cosmic liturgy performed by Christ and by hierarchies of angels and men, and represented by sacred icons.’  ‘On the whole, Pseudo-Dionysius’ celestial and ecclesiastical hierarchies are hierarchies of angels and men, symbols and sacraments.’  ‘For Pseudo-Dionysius, the contemplation of the world of sense serves as a means to elevate ourselves to the world of spirit;  so the letter written by Bishop Hypatios of Ephesus to Julian of Atramytion shows how simple and uneducated people, for whom the images were books, have now become part of a Neo-Platonic hierarchical system:  “We leave material adornment in the churches...because we conceive that each order of the faithful is guided and led up to the divine in its own way and that some are led even by these (images) towards the intelligible beauty and from the abundant light in the santuaries to the intelligible and immaterial light.”’

	The purpose of a liturgical cosmology would be to render the invisible visible - seeable, perceivable, engageable; a liturgical cosmology would positively articulate the globality of the liturgy which straddles the visible and the invisible world.  For the liturgy operates at more than one level.  It is not just a lateral commemoration of the Lord’s supper.  It is not just an experiential sharing of Christian brotherhood in the one bread and one cup.  Rather, it steps into mystery; it involves other levels of experience, it engages sensibilities beyond immediate sense experience.  The liturgy operates by trans-substantiation.  It is bread and wine which is really Body and Blood.  It is the one sacrifice of Jesus Christ on the cross.  It is prayer addressed to God in the second person.  It is carried out in communion with the saints, with the whole choir of angels and archangels.  It is celebrated in continuity with the heavenly liturgy.  

	Thus the liturgy is not a single level experience.  It straddles the visible and invisible, both of which are real.  If the ranks and essences above us are without bodies, then their hierarchy is above material understanding.  But we supply a variety of symbols, using things we see and comprehend, and so we are led by natural things to the divine simplicity of God and his goodness.  A liturgical cosmology would attempt to articulate this multilayered reality that encompasses the liturgy.  It would seek to show that the invisible is present and the one is present to the invisible in the liturgy.  It would attempt to argue that bodily gestures like kneeling, standing, raising one’s eyes in the liturgy are not just symbolic gestures, but real actions that correspond to invisible realities.  It would attempt to positively express these other-levelled realities that are truly accessible here and now within the liturgical moment.  

	A liturgical cosmology would therefore be an argument for the liturgical reality, so that, in that sense, those who take part in it would truly be transported to heaven the way once upon a time the emissaries of the Prince of Kiev were when they came to enquire about religion at the Hagia Sophia.



5.  Conclusion.

	This tesina has been a very helpful introduction into the world of liturgy and icons in the Christian East.  The work gives rise many areas of interest and inquiry; for example, the specific question of the association of  idolatry and matter.  This would require greater clarification.  Patristic tradition with regard to the Christology of the visible image and invisible image of God would also require more sustained study.  The very fine nuances of the debate on  ‘nature’ and ‘hypostasis’in the history of Christology would need more careful consideration.  The theological reading of the select text of the OPSI has however been a instructive experience.   That John Damascene had been able to boldly articulate implications for matter in the defense of icons and vice versa, shows how even in relation to the seemingly peripheral issue of liturgical art, the whole of theology is engaged.  In defense of icons, the OPSI is a liturgical document.  But, as a liturgical document, it shows the whole of theology acting in liturgy.
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