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EAST AND WEST:

THE FORMATION OF THE TRINITARIAN VOCABULARY
AND THE NEO-PALAMITE SYNTHESIS

This article spells out different terminological trends
within the Eastern Christian tradition as well as the East-
West use of terminology to express the mystery of inner-
trinitarian life and God’s activities ad extra. It also surveys
the meaning of the Greek words oloie and évépyeir in their
evolution from classical Greek philosophy, through the
Cappadocians, John of Damascus, and Gregory Palamas, to
neo-Palamites such as Sergii Bulgakov and Georgii
Florovsky. My task here is to show how the fundamental
terms obvoie, évépyelw and Sdveprc functioned in their
correlations, whilst forming the subsequent theological
traditions of East and West. It is argued that in refining
classical philosophical terminology for Trinitarian theology,
not only did Eastern and Western fathers have different
positions, but also among the Easterners there were consid-
erable differences: a) the phrase God’s essence/olole Ttob
Qeod for Easterners does not have the same meaning as
olola/substantia for Westerners in view of the Eastern
notion of divine transcendence rendered through the
UmepotioLe. language; b) the olole — évépyein distinction that
has now become axiomatic in Eastern Orthodox theology
due to the revival of Palamite theology. :

Whilst almost all neo-Palamite theologians, including
Georgii Florovsky, Vladimir Lossky and John Meyendorff,
claim that Gregory Palamas stands in direct theological
continuity with the previous patristic teaching on the
essence-energies distinction — arguing that the Palamite
distinction can be traced to the Cappadocians, Denys the
Areopagite and Maximus the Confessor — Sergii Bulgakov
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acknowledges that this language has been theologically multivalent in the Eastern
fathers; particularly the use of évépyewal in particular parallels the perplexing usage of
the terms essence/ovole and person/imootaoig prior to the clear distinction established
by the Cappadocians. This study is vital for understanding issues such as how the East
arrived at the essence-energies distinction commonly associated with Gregory
Palamas.

I shall also demonstrate that there have been different terminological trends even
within the Eastern Christian tradition, let alone the East-West use of terminology to
express the mystery of intra-trinitarian life and God’s relation to the cosmos. Apparently,
the usage of ololw, évépyerr and Slveprg has been notoriously difficult to clarify even
among professional philosophers and theologian alike, as the meanings of these terms
are extraordinarily fluctuating, ambiguous and highly debated. Moreover, behind the
divergence in the patristic traditions of the East and West lies both a divergence in the
usage of philosophical terminology as well as differing ecclesial, ascetical and theologi-
cal concerns.

In the terminological chaos marked by the fusion of horizons, there seems to be a fairly
general agreement that Plato' approximates olole: and Svepic, whereas Aristotle? contrasts
evépyelo with veyig (act and potency), differing from Plato. My overarching task here is
to show how the above terms have been variously translated, interpreted and eventually
assimilated within the patristic tradition.

THE LEGACY OF PLATO

Plato was among the first writers’ who utilised the term ovoie/essence/substance’ phi-
losophically, i.c. as distinct from its popular, ordinary meaning — wealth or possession® —

" On Plato see Marsilio Ficino, Platonic Theology, Latin text edited by James Hankins with William
Bowen; English translation by Michael 1.B. Allen and John Warden (Cambridge, Massachussetes:
Harvard University Press, 2001); Benardete Seth, Plato’s «Laws»: The Discovery of Being (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 2000); Kenneth M. Sayre, Plato’s Late Ontology: A Riddle Resolved
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1983); Paul Seligman, Being and Not-Being. An
Introduction to) Plato’s Sophist (The Hague, Nijhoff, 1974); Jerry Dell Ehrlich, Plato’s Gift to
Christianity: the Gentile Preparation for and the Making of the Christian Faith (San Diego, Califor-
nia: Academic Christian Press, 2001); John W. Cooper, Panentheism — the Other God of the
Philosophers: From Plato to the Present (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Academic, 2006); Deirdre
Carabine, The Unknown God: Negative Theology in the Platonic Tradition: Plato to Eriugena (Leu-
ven: Peeters/W. B. Eerdmans, 1995).

% On Aristotle see W. Jaeger, Aristotle, ed. and trans. R. Robinson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1948); W.
D. Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics, 2 vols. (Oxford, 1924); Joseph Owens, The Doctrine of Being in
the Aristotelian Metaphysics: A Study in the Greek Background of Mediaeval Thought, with a pref.
by Etienne Gilson (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1978); David Charles,
Aristotle on Meaning and Essence (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000); Leo Elders,
Aristotle’s Theology. A Commentary on Book A of the Metaphysics (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1972);
Michael Frede and David Charles, eds. Aristotle’s Metaphysics Lambda: Symposium Aristotelicum
(Oxford/New York: Clarendon Press/Oxford University Press, 2000); Michael Wedin, Aristotle’s
Theory of Substance: The Categories and Metaphysics Zeta (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2000); Catriona Hanley, Being and God in Aristotle and Heidegger: the Role of Method in Thinking
the Infinite (Lanham, Medison: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2000).

* Parmenides (540-470) is routinely credited as the first among the philosophers who perceived reality in
terms of Being in a poem which Anthony Kenny labels as «the founding charter of ontology». See
Anthony Kenny, 4 Brief History of Western Philosophy (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 1998) 8.
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attaching to it an ontological sense.” Odoie is a noun deriving from ofioe — the feminine
singular participal form of «to be» (10 &lvar). Its first everyday meaning is «that which is
one’s own’, one’s property or, «substance.

This first idea is of stable, indeed immovable property, real estate, which had an impact
on the metaphysical idea of stable being: hence essence. In Plato’s early works the prefer-
ence is given to synonymous terms — 10 &ivar and 6 &° — but from the Republic on-
wards, the usage of ool is fairly well established.’

Among the variety' of senses in which oloie is used by Plato, there are passages that
contain odola not as a synonym of «existence»'', but rather as referring to a charac-
ter/property that can be lost or acquired.'” This usage reappears in Aristotle, who is known
for fixing the terminology to distinguish between substance and accident — obole and
oupPePNKOC — using Plato’s own distinction as well as a similar one: obote and Tdog."”
Christopher Stead remarks that Plato does not utilise oboia in the sense of Aristotelian first

substance'* — tpdtn odole — to denote a particular individual being'®. Nor does Plato use

% Arguably, the more accurate translation of the word otoie should be «beingness» — to be-elvat; being-
otioe; beingness-ovole. For the etymological discussion see Hanley, Being and God in Aristotle and
Heidegger: the Role of Method in Thinking the Infinite, 58.

* Joseph Owens argues that the etymologically-preponderant translation of the term oloia should be
«entity» and not the traditional English rendering of obole as «substance». See Owens, The Doctrine
of Being in the Aristotelian Metaphysics: A Study in the Greek Background of Mediaeval Thought,
150. Substance is a derivative of the Latin sub-stantia which is equivalent to the Greek Umokelpevov.
Aristotle himself, for instance, rejects Omokelpevor as a misleading characterization of oboie (in the
Metaphysics 10292.7-1029a.10: vbv pév obv tome eipnral ti ot Eotiv 1| oboia, 611 10 pi
xaf' Lmokewpévov GAkd kel ob td d@hdle: 86l 8¢ pun povov obtwg: ob ydp ikavév: abtod
yap Tobto @dnrov, kai ETt f| UAN oboia yiyvetar). Original texts are in Aristotle’s Metaphys-
ics, ed. W. D. Ross, 2 vols. (Oxford, 1924). However, the most problematic issue in rendering otolo
as substance is that the latter term is not at all connected with the verb «to be»- giva, and, therefore,
is deprived of the intrinsic ontological connotation of oliole. See Hanley, Being and God in Aristotle
and Heidegger: the Role of Method in Thinking the Infinite, 58.

% See Owens, The Doctrine of Being in Aristotelian Metaphysics: A Study in the Greek Background of
Mediaeval Thought, 152 n63.

7 A total of almost 200 instances can be traced in Plato. See Christopher Stead, Divine Substance
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977) 25. H. Berger in his Ousia in der Dialogen von Plato (Leiden,
1961) provides the entire list of Plato’s philosophical and semi/non-philosophical usages of the term
obale.

8 «What is/t0 6v» was set forth as a core theme by Parmenides. See Charles Kahn, «Retrospect on the
Verb «to be» and the Concept of Being», The Logic of Being, eds. S. Knuutila and J. Hintikka
(Dordrecht: Reidel, 1986) 3.

? See Stead, Divine Substance, 25.

A panoramic scheme of Plato’s usage is offered by Christopher Stead see his Divine Substance, 30.

! Among the others, Philebus 32.2.8-32.b.4: kol EVi AGY® oKOTEL £1 GOl pétplog & Adyog Og @v
@) 10 kx Tiig tmeipov xoi mépatog katd @HOLY Epyuyov yeyovos eldog, dmep Eleyov Ev
T®d npbdabev, Htav piv todro @Bsipntal, TV pév elopav Avmnv elval, v 8 &ig Tv
abtdv obolav 030V, tavtny & ab mdAiv v avaydpnowv mdvrov Hdoviiv. See Platonis
Opera, ed. ]. Burnet, vol. 2 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1900).

2 See Stead, Divine Substance, 28.

4 Stead, Divine Substance, 28.

14 Aristotle’s distinction between «primary substances» such as humans or horses, and the groups that
they belong to, for example, humanity, which are «secondary substances» will later be employed by
the Cappadocian fathers to establish a clear distinction between tndotacig and oboiw, primarily on
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oloie to denote merely «a species» in the sense of Aristotle’s second substance — devtépa
obole. ' :

In the Ilokwteia / Republic, Plato approximates obola with gruth — 1 éAffere'” — a type
of being contrasted with what Plato calls yéveowc which presupposes' development and
change.'® Interestingly enough, Pavel Florenskii’s ontological approximation of the truth
and being is reminiscent of Plato’s approximation of olole and @AvPeic. Literally, the
Slavonic word which stands for truth, istina, is linguistically correlated with the verb «to
bex (est) — (i-stina / e-stina); thus Florenskii labels this etymological trend as the «ontolog-
ical moment of truthx."

the basis of the difference between particular and common. The transformation of the ancient Greek
philosophical concepts is extensively discussed by Panayiotis Nellas. In a characteristic passage he
writes: «[The] cosmology of Plato and the anthropology of Aristotle, both of which left clear traces,
have been thoroughly assimilated and broken down as systems, and ... the true elements which they
contain have been unified and used to illuminate the real relationship that exists between sensible
things and their inner principles». See P. Nellas, Deification in Christ: The Nature of the Human
Person (Crestwood, New York, 1987) 59.

1 See Stead, Divine Substance, 30.

' Stead, Divine Substance, 30. Another crucial omission is the use of oboix to denote «mattery.

L Origen in Contra Celsum 8, 12-8, 16 — alluding to John 14, 6 «I am...the truth» — calls Jesus «the
essence of truth / f| tfjg @AnBeiag oboion. The context of Origen’s saying is: Abt® ydp mel-
Bopeda @ eimovt: "TIplv 'APpodp yevécBur Eye eipt” xal Aéyoviu " 'Ey®d sipt f
tinfela”: kai oby obtwg Tig Mudv Eotiv dvdpdmodov, G¢ oiecBul O6TL N Thg GAnbeiag
obola mpd tdv ypovav thg tod Xpiotod Empaveiag obk fv. In Contra Celsum, ed., trans.
and notes Marcel Baret, vol. 4. SC 150 (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1968). «Truth» as Stead ob-
serves, has «its rather specialized Platonic sense of ideal and eternal reality». In another pericope
Origen portrays Jesus as «the archetypal being of truth»/ yap Tiig dAinbeiug mpmtoTonog oloic
kv 10 'Incod pdéve Aéyovri Eyd eipt f| dAnPeie. Therefore, Jesus, according to Origen is
labeled as 1) abtowAnBeie.; fuller quotation is: elvar Bedv kel viov @eod, obrtog & abrtordyog
koti kal N abrocopia kel 7 abtoaknbern. Cf. Stead, Stead, Divine Substance, 152.

4 Stead, Divine Substance, 37-38.

" In his Stolp i utverzhdenie istiny (Moscow, 1914) 15-16 Florensky writes: «Our Ruthenian word for
truth, “istina”, is linguistically close to the verb “esr” [to be]. Hence, “istina”, according to the
Russian understanding of it, embodies the concept of absolute reality: istina is “what is”, the
genuinely existent, T dvtwe dv or 6 dvtwe dv, in contradistinction to what is imaginary, unreal,
unactual. In the word, “istina”, the Russian language marks the ontological aspect of this idea.
Therefore, “istina” signifies absolute self-identity and, hence, self-equality, exactness,
genuineness. Istyi, istinnyi, istovyi [true, authentic, real] are words that issue from the same
etymological nest. This ontologism in the Russian understanding of the truth is strengthened and
deepened for us if we consider the etymology of the verb est’. Ests’ comes from the root es, which
in Sanskrit gives as (e.g., dsmi = esmi; asti = esti). Esm’, est’ can without difficulty be related to
the Old Slavic esmi; the Greek eimi (esmi); the Latin (e)sum, est; the German isf; the Sanskrit
asmi, asti, etc. But in accordance with certain hints in the Sanskrit, this root es signified — in its
most ancient, concrete phase of development — to breathe, hauchen, athmen. In confirmation of
this view of the root as, Curtius points to the Sanskrit words as-u-s (the breath of life), asu-ras
(vital, lebendig); and, equivalent to the Latin os, mouth, the words ds, ds-ja-m, which also signify
mouth; the German arthmen is also related to this. Thus, “est™ originally meant to breathe.
Respiration, or breath, was always considered to be the main attribute and even the very essence
of life. And even today, the usual answer to the question, “Is he alive?” is “He’s breathing.”
Whence the second, more abstract meaning of “est™: he’s alive, he has strength. Finally, “est™
acquires its most abstract meaning, that of the verb that expresses existence. To breathe, to live, to
be — these are the three layers in the root es in the order of their decreasing concreteness, an order
that, in the opinion of linguists, corresponds to their chronological order.» English translation

m
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In the Sophist (247¢) Plato expresses the idea that a real being is nothing but power /
stvagiic.® However, Stead argues that

this may perhaps be little more than a debating-point advanced against the
materialists, designed to show that some immaterial things are real, since they
produce effects; but the aphorism «being is power» was taken out of context by
Plato’s successors, and is very likely presupposed by Aristotle’s counter-
argument that actuality, évépyeLa, is prior to power, or «potentiality», as it is
usually translated by Aristotelian scholars. The Stoics are said to have revived
Plato’s suggestion that «being is power», and in later philosophy there seems to
be little agreement; professional philosophers no doubt had to decide for or
against Aristotle’s subordination of «powem» to «actuality», but the common

usage of these terms is extraordinarily fluctuating and confused.”!

Apparently, for our further discussions related to the patristic period and subsequent
Slavic theology, the Platonist sense of «beyondness», so to speak, is the most crucial.
Relating the Ideas as perfect prototypes to the Idea of the Good, Plato gives us a remarka-
ble statement of divine franscendence that later will be taken on board by numerous
Christian authors, particularly those who were inclined to elaborate the so-called mystical
theology.” In the ITohteia / Republic, (Book 6, 509 B) Plato says:

...that the objects not only receive from the presence of the good their being
known, but their very existence and essence is derived to them from it, though
the good itself is not essence (ovk ovolag Ovtog ToU dyafotl) , but still
transcends essence (@AL' 71 €néxelve TG ovolag) in dignity and surpassing
power (mpeoPeiq xai duvapsr tmepéyovrog).?

Stead observes that having said that the good is «beyond being/eénékeiva Tiig oloiagy,
Plato «manifestly does not mean that it is too excellent to be real; in his view it is more real
than any of its instances. Most probably the term “being” carries the implication of “being
so-and-s0”»”*. The Good of Plato,” as the ultimate reality, certainly occupies the space
that later theism assigns to a personal God,?® whose ultimate divinity is unknowable.

from Pavel Florensky, The Pillar and Ground of the Truth, trans. Boris Jakim, intro. Richard F.
Gustafson (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1997) 14-15, slightly adapted.

2 P{epon yap dpov opileww th Butae, ¢ Yot odk #Ado o ANy Sbvepic. Quoted in Stead, Divine
Substance, 45. For a detailed discussion on the role of 50vapig in Plato’s philosophy see Michel René
Barnes, The Power of God: Atvapig in Gregory of Nyssa's Trinitarian Theology (Washington, D.C.:
Catholic University of America Press, 2001) 54-93.

*! See Stead, Divine Substance, 45. :

22 A good account is in Andrew Louth, The Origins of the Christian Mystical Tradition from Plato to
Denys (Oxford/New York: Clarendon Press/Oxford University Press, 1981).

2 The Greek original is «Kal 7olg yryvwokopévorg tolvoy w pévov T yiyvwoxeoBm gavar dmd Tod
dyaBod mapeival dMAi xail 1o elvai Te xal Ty obolav Dr éxeivov abTolg mpooeival ok oboiag dvrog Tod
dyafot &XA ém éméxerva Tijg oboiag mpeoPela xai Suvdper dmepéyovrogy In The Republic, ed. and trans.
Paul Shorey, vol. 2. The Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1906) 106-
107.

' See Stead, Divine Substance, 41.

* A sketch on the good of Plato in relation to Aristotle and Plotinus is offered in F. E. Peters, Greek
Philosophical Terms: A Historical Lexicon (New York-London, 1967) 4-5.

* See Stead, Divine Substance, 41.
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Plato’s dictum — principle of divine transcendence (€néxelve Tfig ovolag) —will later have
life on its own,”’ surfacing in Origen,”® the Nicene Fathers,” Denys the Areopagite,’® and
subsequent Byzantine mystical theology.

What then was the sense given to Plato’s famous phrase — «beyond being/énékeiva
i) ovolagy — by Christian commentators? In fact, some Christian authors not only used
Plato’s dictum, but also considerably extended it, maintaining that the Good transcends all
human intellectual capacity and, hence, the category of oboiw itself’’ A few examples of
this development are pertinent here.

Origen, in the Contra Celsum 6, 64 emphatically suggests that the Logos is «being of
beings, and Idea of Ideas» (oboiav pév oboidv rextéov kol Wbéav 16e®dv); however, «the
Father is beyond everything of this kind» (Enéxeiva 8¢ mdviov tobtav TOV Tatépa
abtob kal Oedv).*? Similar language appears in later Platonists, namely, the Neo-Platonists.
In Plotinus’ Ennead I, 7 we can find what might be a step further with regard to the Republic
discussion of the Good. As Plotinus puts it: «For because it [the Good] is beyond being, it
transcends activity and transcends mind and thought / Kai ydp 611 Enékewva oboliog,
Enékelva kol Evepyeiog kol Emékewvo vod kol voroewc».- A glance at the issue of
Eusebius of Caesarea’s «baptising of Plato» will give us an insight as to how Plato’s dictum
was being mulled over by Christian authors on the threshold of the first ecumenical council:

Herein Plato says most distinctly that the intellectual essences receive
from the «good», meaning of course from God, not merely the property of
being known, but also their existence and essence... So far he [Plato] does not
regard the ideas as coessential, nor yet suppose that they are unbegotten,
because they have received their existence and their essence from Him who is
not an essence, but far transcends essence, in dignity and power (U1} £lvai
obolav, GA)’ Eméxewve Tig obolag, mpeoPfeig kol Suvdper bmepéyov),
whom alone the Hebrew oracles with good reason proclaim as God, as being
the cause of all things.**

¥ On Plato’s dictum in the Hellenistic period, consult John Whittaker’s «Emékeiva vod kai obolacy,
Vigiliae Christianae 23 (1969) 91-104.

* Origen enquires «whether we ought to say that the only begotten is being of beings and Idea of Ideas’
I Zntéov 8¢ xai, el oboiav pév obowdv Aextéov kal ibéav dedv kai apynv. (Contra
Celsum 6, 64) The Greek quotation is in Stead, Divine Substance, 152.

# Gregory of Nyssa will speak of God as transcending all principles: ¢ Eotiv | mdvtov apyr, the
Emékelve mdong Gpyfc fluiv ebpiokopévne, fitig kotiv O Eml mdviov 6e6c; see Contra
Eunomium 1.1.531.11-12 in Gregorii Nysseni Opera, ed. W. Jaeger, vol.1 (Leiden: Brill, 1960).

" God is the Cause of existence while Himself existing not, being beyond Being (¢ naong obolag
enéxewa)... See The Divine Names 1, 1. The Greek text: Kol ofltiov pev tob elver miow abtd e un v
¢ meome ololag emékelve, Kol ¢ Gy adth Tepl exvtiic kuplwe kel emotntde dmogalvoito. See PG 3,
588B. See also Louth, The Origins of the Christian Mystical Tradition from Plato to Denys, 164-165.

¥ See Stead, Divine Substance, 140.

32 See Stead, Divine Substance, 152.

¥ Ennead 1, 7.1.19-21 in The Enneads, ed. and trans. A. H. Armstrong, vol. 1 (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1966) 270-271.

" In the Preparation for the Gospel 11.21; The Greek original is: Zapéotata Sid todTwv ob pévov 10
yiviooxeobut Tdg vontdg oboieg, dAid xoi 10 elvar kel v oboiav Eyewv mapd Tob
iryabod, Snradn tod Oeob, gnolv 6 IAdtev 16 16 dyabdv "un sivor oboiav, &id’
Eméxelva g oboiog, mpeoPeig kol duvdper bmepéyov:" date p1y dpoobowr abtd Tifecbut,
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Finally, Plato has to say something extremely crucial about the relationship between
the name — &vopa and the named. Not for nothing did Aleksei Losev’’ and Sergii Bulga-
kov — the apologists of the glorification of the divine name (imiaslavie’®) — focus on
Platonist foundations for their elaboration of the philosophy and theology of the imiaslavie
in connection with Palamite thought and the Eunomian controversy.”’ In the Cratylus,
Plato provides a description of a name that refers to the &0voqig of the named,” where
0voglic has a connotation of «something like its intelligible presence».”” Yet, describing
the knowledge provided by names, Plato’s inclination to approximate oboia and dlveuig
makes his next step fairly easy — he upholds the position that a name refers also to the
oboia of the object named.*’ This type of embryonic onomato-ontology, so to speak, when
transposed into the realm of theology might well result in the divine onomatodoxy — in its

A pmds fyévvnro vopilewy, 611 61 kai 10 elvor kel v oboiav eidnes mopd Tob pm
Ovtog obolag, GAA' Enéxewvae oboiag mpeoPeig wal duvdper Lmepéyoviog: ov &1 kol
poévov eik6twg Beov 1d Efpaiov dvayopeter Adya, g &v toig miciv aitiov ovra. In
Evangelicae Preparationis, ed. and trans. E. H. Gifford (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1903) 3.2, 542,

% For sections of his archival unpublished essay on this subject see Aleksey F. Losev, «Imiaslavie i
Platonizm», Voprosy Filosofii 9 (2002) 102-129.

3 For a historical reconstruction of the imiaslavie controversy see: A. M. Khitrov, et al, Zabytyie stranitsy
russkogo imiaslavia. Shornik dokumentov i publikatsyi po afonskim sobytiiam 1910-1913 gg. i
dvezheniiu imiaslavia v 1910-1918 geg. (Moscow: Palomnik, 2001); Polovinkin S., «Khronika
Afonskogo Dela», Arkhiv sviashchernika Pavia Florenskogo: Perepiska sviashchennika Pavia Alek-
sandrovicha Florenskogo i Mikhaila Aleksandrovicha Novoselova (Tomsk: Vodolei, 1998); Protoierei
Konstantin Borshch, Imiaslavie: Sbornik bogoslovsko publitsisticheskikh statei, dokumentov, i
kommentariev, 2 vols. (Moscow, 2003). Alfeyev, Sviashchennaia taina tserkvi: Vvedenie v istoriiu i
problematiku imiaslavskikh sporov. This study is part of a growing body of research aimed at re-
evaluating the history and theology of imiaslavie vis-a-vis the social, cultural and ecclesial milieu. On
onomatodoxy see: Robert Slesinski, «Le Nom de Dieu dans la tradition byzantine», Communio. Revue
catholique internationale XVI111/105 (1993) 62-73; Tittel B. «Vorwort», llarion, Schimonach. Auf der
Bergen des Kaukasus. Gesprach zweier Einsiedler iiber das Jesus-Gebet. Uberzetzt und mit einem
Vorwort von P. Bonifaz Tittel OSB (Salzburg, 1991) 11-42; A. Niviére, «L'experience liturgique chez
les moines onomatodoxes d'Athos», Actes du 35e¢ Congres Liturgique de 1'Institut Saint-Serge (Rome,
1989) 247-263; A. Niviére «L'onomatodoxie: une crise religieuse a la veille de la Révolution», Mille
ans de Christianisme russe: 988-1988 (Paris, 1989) 285-294; A. Niviére, Le mouvement onomatodoxe.
Uné querelle théologique parmi les moines russes du Mont Athos (1907-1914). Memoire de D. E. A.
(Université de Paris [V-Sorbonne, 1985); T. Dykstra, «Heresy on Mount Athos: Conflict over the Name
of God among Russian Monks and Hierarchs, 1912—1914», unpublished M.Th. thesis, St Vladimir's
Theological Seminary, 1988; R. Slenczka, «Die Gottlichkeit des Namens und die Rechtfertigung des
Sunders, Erwagungen zum dogmatischen Problem des Athosstreites von 1910 bis 1913», Unser ganzes
Lebien Christus unserem Gott iiberantworten. Hrsg. von P. Hauptmann (Gottingen, 1982) 417-433; C.
Papoulidis, «A. K. Bulatovic: sa participation parmi les Onomatolatres du Mont Athos», Balkan Studies
16 (1975) 126-129; K. INamovhidng, Of Pdoor Ovoparoddmpar tob Ayiov Opouvg, (Oeocohovikm, 1977)
77-114; B. Schultze, «Der Streitum die Géttlichkeit des Namens Jesus in der Russischen Theologie»,
Orientalia Christiana  Periodica 17 (1951) 321-394; K. IlamoviAidng «'Ovoparordrpon.
"Etepodibackodia Phowv povaydv tob’ Ayiov”Opovg katd v Sevtépav dekaetiav touv 20-aidvogy,
Moxedévia 11 (1971) 117-166; K. IMomovhidng, «Emotodn Hotpeppks kou Zvvodikn mpdg tov
ayotdmy g Poooiag Zivodov katd twv dvopatobeitdvy, Exkinaaoticy Alnbeia 33 (1913) 445-446;
J. Lecombe, «Les moines onomatolatres», Echos d'Orient 16 (1913) 555-556; 17 (1914) 265-266.

77 On the relation between the imiaslavie and the Eunomian controversy see Sergii Bulgakov, «Smysl
ucheniia Grigoriia Nisskogo ob imenakh», ltogi Zhizni 12-13 (1913) 15-21.

8 Barnes, The Power of God: Avvauic in Gregory of Nyssa's Trinitarian Theology, 72.

* Barnes, The Power of God: Avvayuic in Gregory of Nyssa's Trinitarian Theology, 71.

“* Barnes, The Power of God: Atveutc in Gregory of Nyssa's Trinitarian Theology, 73.
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Russian embodiment — with its highly controversial slogan «God’s name is God Himself».
The Divine Name controversy or imiaslavie has been ferra incognita for a long time and only
recently received scholarly attention. Despite the vast research on the history of the Russian
Church and Slavic Athonite monasticism, little has been written about the phenomenon of
imiaslavie, a monastic movement that taught the divinity of the names of God.

The controversial expression — «the name of God is God Himself» — Bulgakov will
reinterpret in an orthodox way, explaining that the word God means rather divine — O¢lov,
@eérnc.'’ Following the other two adherents of imiaslavie, Losev** and Florenskii®’,
Bulgakov provides the Greek formula to husk the Russian one: 10 100 Geol dvoun Gedg
totiv, although not'o Oebc.* The reverse formula, Bulgakov argues is heretical: 0 ©edc to
10 Oeod vopa éotiv.?

THE LEGACY OF ARISTOTLE

If we turn to Aristotle, we find striking similarities as well as differences. It is generally
acknowledged that Aristotle — drifting away from Plato’s ontological distinctions — focused
on what later will be clearly defined as a philosophical distinction between essence and
existence. The question for us is: can we locate in Aristotle any «beyond being» notion
resembling Plato’s dictum that the Good transcends being/essence (émekeive TG
ovolag)? Rowan Williams rightly concludes that «Aristotle’s God is oboia, and it would
make no sense to speak of Him as Eméxeiva 1fic oboiac.»'® However, we can find in
Aristotle at least a tiny hint that echoes Plato’s notion of divine transcendence. In the
Metaphysics™” (A 7.1072°, 24-25), pondering over the human and the divine, Aristotle
maintains that it is active thinking that is most divine in us and «if God always enjoys this
well-being (obtwg &b Exel) which we sometimes do, this is wonderful (Bavpactov); and
if more than this (g1 8¢ p@Alov), more wonderful yet (1 Oavpacidtepov).n*® Aryeh
Kosman remarks that the word «more» can be easily overlooked:

‘What does Aristotle mean by the suggestion — &1 8¢ p@AAiov — that the
divine may enjoy a mode of being better — more well — than the well-being we

S Sergii Bulgakov, Filosofiia imeni (St Peterburg: Nauka, 1998) 327-328.

7 Aleksey F. Losev, Imia. Sochinenia i perevody (St Petersburg: Aleteiia, 1997) 15.

“ Pavel Florenskii, «Imiaslavie kak filosofskaia predposylka», Sobranie Sochinenii v Chetyrekh
Tomalkh, vol. 3 (Moscow: [zdatelstvo «Mysl», 1994-2000) 252-287 at 269.

* Bulgakov, Filosofiia imeni, 328.

* Bulgakov, Filosofiia imeni, 328.

* See Rowan D. Williams, The Theology of Viadimir Nikolaievich Lossky: An Exposition and Critique,
unpublished dissertation (Oxford, 1975) 170.

" On the place of the Metaphysics A in the Corpus Aristotelicum see Elders, Aristotle’s Theology: A4
Commentary on Book A of the Metaphysics, 44-49.

* Quoted in Aryeh Kosman, «Metaphysics A 9: Divine Thoughty, Aristorle’s Metaphysics Lambda:
Symposium Aristotelicum, eds. Michael Frede and David Charles (Oxford/New York: Clarendon Press/
Oxford University Press, 2000) 310. The context is yiyvetal Biyydvov kol vodv, Hote tabtov volg
Kol vomudv. 10 ydp dexTikdv TOL Vool kai Ti)g obolag vobg, Evepyel 88 Exov, dot
Exeivou paiiov tobto O Soxel b volg Belov Exewv, kol 1 fewpia 10 fidwotov kol dpiotov. €1
obv obtwg &b Exet, hg fpeic moté, b Bedg bel, OuupooTOV: €1 88 pdAiov, ET1 BUUUACLOTEPOV.
Exer 8¢ Ode. kol Lom 8¢ ye bmapyer N ydp vob Evépyewr [y, kkeivog 88 1) Evépysiw:
kvépyewr 8¢ f xaf abriv Exeivov [wn bpiotn xoi Hidiog. eapsv 81 1oV Be0v eivar {Hov
tidov aprotov, thote Lo kal aitbv cuvexns kai didiog bmdpyel 1@ Bed: TobTo Yap b BsdC.
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occasionally enjoy? Aristotle’s «more» here may recall Plato’s description of
the good as «beyond substance — énékeiva Tiig ovolag» (Republic 509b9).
Simplicius clearly thought something of the sort, for he supports his claim that
Aristotle had in mind something beyond thought by quoting from the lost On
Prayer Aristotle’s assertion that «the divine is either thought or something
beyond thought (b 6edg | vobg Eotiv 1| kol Enékewvd 11 00 vod)» (in De
Caelo® 485. 19-22; cf. Eudemian Ethics VIL 14. 1248%27). Simplicius’s
testimony may or may not be accurate, and there may or may not be a
connection between it and Aristotle’s remark here; but more simply the
implications of the remark. The view that Aristotle offers, it seems, is not
simply that God thinks as we do, only all the time rather than merely some of
the time; it is rather that God engages in an activity that is like thinking, but
something more. And indeed, Aristotle concludes, that is the case: ExelL 6&
®3¢. And thus, he concludes, the being of the active principle is of this nature,
for, as I began this now long introductory remark by quoting, Tobto ydp ©
Be6¢: «this thing we have been talking about God is» (Met. A 7.1072°31).%

In Aristotle’s thought at various stages of its development, as well as in thinkers of late
antiquity, the question of essence-oloie is unresolved. Stead suggests a scheme®' that
distinguishes between 28 different senses of oloix, whilst the Patristic Greek Lexicon™
contains 58 subsections to treat the issue. For our purpose the most significant aspect of
Aristotle’s rich ontological tapestry is his distinction between primary and secondary
substances, which — to reach very far afield — provides the platform of the Cappadocian
Fathersy distinction between oloie and br6éoTooLC. As Aristotle puts it:

Substance (olote) — what is most properly and primarily and especially so
called — is what is neither said of a subject nor in a subject; e.g. this man, or this
horse. What are called secondary substances (Sebtepor Ot ololei) are the
species in which are the things primarily called substances, together with the
genera of these species; for instance, this man belongs in the species, but the
genus of the species (yévog 8¢ tod eldoug €otL) is animal; these, then, are called
secondary substances (Seltepat olv obtar Aéyovtar ololwi) — for instance,
man, and animal.*?

* In De Caelo 485.19-25: 10 pév ydp xatd Tiv bBovtod Ti mpoPePAnuévov oboiav Exewv
kéya&m, T0 8¢ an’ dAhov Aappdvov petéxewv: 8t ydp Evvoel T1 kel bmgp tov vobv kal
v oboiav 0’ Aprototédng, dfjhég EoTt mpog tolg mépact tob Ilepi ebyfig PifAiov capds
eindlv, 6T1 & Bedg 7| vobg kotiv f] wai Eméxewvd T1 Tob vob. 10 8¢ &' bAiyev xivicewv
dpueveltar mpdg 10 kavtod téAog. In Simplicii in Aristotelis de caelo commentaria, ed. 1. L.
Heiberg (Berlin: Reimer, 1894) 485.

%0 See Kosman, «Metaphysics A 9: Divine Thought», 310-311.

*! See Stead, Divine Substance, 133.

52 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, ed. G. W. H. Lampe (Oxford/New York: Clarendon, 1961).

* See Stead, Divine Substance, 57. The Greek original is: Odole 8¢ ¢otw, | kupLdtate Te kel Tpeitwe
Kol pdALote Aeydpern, ) piite k@’ bmokelpévou TLog Aéyetol, prite év bmokewpévy Tl éotiv, olov
0 Tl &vBpwmog fi 0 tig Ummog. Beltepar ¢ obolur Aéyovtan, év olg eldeow al mpiitwe ololuy
Aeyopévar bmapyovat, Tabtd e kol Tt Ty elddv Toltwy yévn olov 6 tl¢ dvBpwmoc &v €lSe pev
UmdpyeL T dvBpdiny, yévog b Tob €ldoug €otl 6 {Pov. betitepar olv abtat Aéyovtar ovoiwt, olov
6 e wlpwmog kel 16 {Gov. Quoted in Stead, Divine Substance, 57.
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The nipcitn obdole is the answer to the question «what is it»: it is meant to denote the indi-
vidual;** whilst the second substance (Sevtépe oloie) refers to the common genus. Here we
see how the Christian tradition, beginning with the Cappadocians, perfects Aristotle’s under-
standing, because the mpcitn oboie (in the case of Socrates) refers to a «whoy and not just to
a «what». The language of genus involves further ambiguities™ related to the legacy of
Platonism.>® Aristotle employs the terms genus (vévoc)”” and elSoc — sometimes using the
latter neither in the sense of «shape» nor species, but «something more like “the shape or
form characteristic of a species™,” Stead remarks,”® concluding that «the development of a
living creature is regarded as an endeavor to realize this characteristic form, which in its
complete articulation is called Evteréyeia  or &épyein, “actuality”».!

Actualization is the process of bringing the potentiality of a being into Evieiéysia —
fulfillment of its téAog through realization of its potential.®* Potentiality / Slveyic is a
given capacity within beings to be other than they are. Actualized being (evépyerav ol
otar)®™ is contrasted by Aristotle with the merely potential. In actual things essence and
efficacy (obole and évépyeLe) are, according to Aristotle, one and the same. In A 6 Aristotle
comes up with «a principle whose very essence is activity which does not involve the
actualization of any power Stvogiig — the pure act of Aristotelian tradition.»™ This principle
moves all things as «thought is moved by the object of thought (vobg),” and this is God
(1odto Ydp O Be6)».°® In A 7, the First Mover®” is described as being évépyele so that he
moves the world as the object of desire.”®

As mentioned earlier, there are different ways of combing the terms ovola, évépyern
and &0vapg in Plato and Aristotle®. There can be an approximation of the nearly syn-
onymous terms dUveyLLg and évépyere, both of which are contrasted with oboie in the case
of Plato. Or there can be an approximation of olole and évépyeie that is contrasted with
pure potentiality — &0vogLig — in the case of Aristotle.

 Stead, Divine Substance, 61-63.

5_5 Stead, Divine Substance, 61.

% Stead, Divine Substance, 61.

7 On essence as a form of genus see Wedin, Aristotle’s Theory of Substance: The Categories and
Metaphysics Zeta , 230-257.

f" For a discussion on inconsistency of Aristotle’s usage of this term see Stead, Divine Substance, 73-14.

* Stead, Divine Substance, 74.

% Elders, Aristotle's Theology. A Commentary on Book A of the Metaphysics, 136.

8 Stead, Divine Substance, 74-75.

8 Leo Elders ascribes a vague notion of potentiality — actuality to Anaximander and Anaxagoras. See
Elders, Aristotle's Theology. A Commentary on Book A of the Metaphysics, 93.

8 Metaphysics, 1042b, 10-12.

 Kosman «Metaphysics A 9: Divine Thought», 308.

% For an overview of nous, see F. E. Peters, Greek Philosophical Terms: A Historical Lexicon (New
York/London, 1967) 132-139.

% K osman «Metaphysics A 9: Divine Thoughty, 323.

¢ Elders, Aristotle’s Theology. A Commentary on Book A of the Metaphysies, 144,

* André Laks, «Metaphysics A 7», Aristotle’s Metaphysics Lambda: Symposium Aristotelicum, eds.
Michael Frede and David Charles (Oxford/New York: Clarendon Press/Oxford University Press,
2000) 214-219.

® See Duncan Reid, Energies of the Spirit: Trinitarian Models in Eastern Orthodox and Western
Theologies (Atlanta, Georgia: Scholars Press, 1997) 8-26.
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It has become conventional to associate the first ontological set with an Eastern-style the-
ology, culminating in St. Gregory Palamas’ distinction between God’s essence and energy,
and the second ontological set — with Western theology beginning from Tertullian and
carrying on through Augustine to Thomas Aquinas.”” Certainly, this is an oversimplified
scheme — albeit not without a grain of truth — but historically it does not stand up to critique
considering the numerous exceptions on both sides, as well as their mutual fusion and
correlatedness. Inevitably, contemporary readings of both Thomism and Palamism in their
numerous versions' ' highly depend upon the continuity or discontinuity of their foundational
metaphysics — that stem from privileging one scheme over another.” Therefore, our next
section will be on how Hellenistic ontology was «baptised» in the patristic era.

TRINITARIAN THEO-ONTOLOGY IN THE PATRISTIC ERA

Some fathers — Cyril of Jerusalem and Alexander of Alexandria, among others’® — tend
to avoid the term oloio, utilising bnéotacic as a synonymous’* term. Tertullian, however,
not being influenced by Plato to the extent the Eastern Fathers were, applies the term
«substantia» to God without any reservations: Pater enim tota substantia est, Filius vero
derivatio (Adversus Prax. 9).”

Eastern Fathers who theologized in the orbit of Platonism — keeping in mind Plato’s
axiom that the good is beyond «essence»/ émékewve Tfic ololag — were reluctant to apply
ool to God unwarrantedly. In this regard East and West differ from each other, at the very

" This bold cliché requires the greatest care if it is to be utilised in any helpful ways, and theologians on
both sides quite rarely insert the necessary exceptions, qualifications and nuances.

"' See Fergus Kerr, After Agquinas: Versions of Thomism (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2002). The
Palamite theology in the Russian diaspora was reconstructed in various versions by Sergii Bulgakov,
Vasilii Krivosheine, Kiprian Kern, Georgii Florovsky, Vladimir Lossky and John Meyendorff.

Rk good discussion on the East-West ontological approaches for grounding corresponding theologies is in
Reid, Energies of the Spirit: Trinitarian Models in Eastern Orthodox and Western Theologies, 1-26.

™ Athanasius the Great, for instance, apologizes for the use of olole (Decr. 19) because it is a predomi-
nantly philosophical term, which is not found in the Bible, whereas bnOGTaG1G appears in Wisdom,
St. Paul, and Hebrews. See Stead, Divine Substance, 161. In the time of Athanasius the Great, the
identification of olole. and bméotaocig supported the teaching of the divinity of Christ as
consubstantial with the Father. Later the identification of obola with bndotaoig ended in the belief
in the existence of one God, who presents Himself with different masks. This is why it was necessary
to distinguish the term obole from the term bmGOTAOLG person. Detaled discussion in A. Spassky,
Istoriia dogmaticheskikh dvizhenii v epokhu vselenskikh soborov (Sergiev Posad, 1914) 449.

e Basjl the Great makes a huge conceptual leap by emphasizing the distinct ontologically-integrated
existence of the Father, the Son and the Spirit in the divine Trinity. Whereas in classical Greek thinking
the' term bmdotaol; was a purely ontological category like substance (oloie), Basil makes the
identification of the ontological category of bm6oTaoIC with, for lack of a better term, existential or
relational notion of «person» (Tpoowmov). See G. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought (London, 1952)
244, In saying that the npocwmov or person is a bndotacig, Basil the Great gave to the notion of
person an ontological significance. «Person’ no longer simply partook of being (substance or essence)
which somehow preceded it; person became being; or, being became personalized. A crucial
improvement has been introduced: the new ontological category known as TpOG@TOV or bTOGTHCLC
became, by being personal, a relational idea. See J. Zizioulas, «The Doctrine of the Holy Trinity: The
Significance of the Cappadocian Contribution», Trinitarian Theology Today: Essays on Divine Being
and Acts, ed. C. Schwobel (Edinburgh, 1995) 47. See also M. Heim, The Depth of the Riches: A
Trinitarian Theology of Religious Ends (Grand Rapids, Michigan, 2001) 169-171.

" See Stead, Divine Substance, 161. More on the Son’s derivation see Stead, Divine Substance, 179.
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least, on the terminological level. Western theology, with some exceptions, employed the
relatively coherent Aristotelian concept ololn/essence, whereas Eastern theology vacillated
between different — often incoherent, or even contradictory concepts and terminologies.
Leaving aside the question of the intrinsic coherence of the ontological systems of Plato
and Aristotle, a crucial point for our theological, particularly Trinitarian, discussions, is that
some elements of Platonism, alongside purely biblical revelational insights, resulted in the
extension of the patristic Trinitarian vocabulary. Namely, apart from the traditional (i.e.
Platonic and Aristotelian) ontological vocabulary, stood the growing tendency — in light of
the impact of Neo-platonic tradition on Christian mysticism — to formulate God’s transcen-
dence in terms of Umepololog oloie, Urepoliowr, bmepovoLdtnte or brépBeog Oedtng. This
tendency, evolving from Pseudo-Denys the Areopagite, Roman the Melode and Maximus the
Confessor, finds its expression in John of Damascus’s Exposition of Orthodox Faith:

Therefore, we believe in one God: one principle, without beginning (uiav
tpynv avapyov), uncreated, unbegotten, indestructible and immortal, eternal, un-
limited, uncircumscribed, unbounded, infinite in power, simple, uncompounded,
incorporeal, unchanging, unaffected, unchangeable, inalterate, invisible, source of
goodness and justice, light intellectual and inaccessible; power which no measure
can give any idea of but which is measured only by His own will, for He can do
all things whatsoever He pleases; maker of all things both visible and invisible,
holding together all things and conserving them, provider for all, governing and
dominating and ruling over all in unending and immortal reign; without contradic-
tion, filling all things, being their conserver and first possessor; pervading all sub-
stances without being defiled, removed far beyond all things and every substance
(Ohaig obolaig emPotetovoay kol maviov Emékeiva) as being supersubstan-
tial and surpassing all ((og Umepodolov koi brép Td Gvto oboav), superemi-
nently divine (bmépbeov) and good (bmepdyobov) and replete (bmepmiripn);
appointing all the principalities and orders, set above every principality and order,
above essence and life and speech and concept (bnép oboiav kel {onyv xai
Adyov kol Evvowrv); light itself and goodness and being (abtoaya®dtnta,
abtolwrv, abtoovsiav) in so far as having neither being nor anything else that is
from any other; the very source of being for all things that are, of life to the living,
of speech to the articulate, and the cause of all good things of all; knowing all
things before they begin to be; one essence, one godhead, one virtue, one will, one
operation, one principality, one power, one domination, one kingdom (uiav
oboiav, piav Ogotnre, piav ddvapv, piav Bginouy, piav evépyewayv, piav
apynv, piav eEovoiav, piav kopdtmre, piov faoiieicy); known in three per-
fect Persons (¢v tpiol 1eleioig bnootdoeot) and adored with one adoration,
believed in and worshiped by every rational creature, united without confusion
and distinct without separation (Gouvyyitmwg fveopévels kel GdECTATOG
dapovpévarsg), which is a paradox (mapddotov). We believe in Father and Son
and Holy Ghost in whom we have been baptized.”

76 St John of Damascus, Writings, trans. Frederic H. Chase, The Fathers of the Church: A New Transla-
tion, vol. 37 (New York, 1958) 176-7. Slightly adapted. See Die Schrifien des Johannes von
Damaskos, ed. Bonifatius Kotter, vol. 2 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1973), 18-19.
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The same intricate language — employing classical philosophical vocabulary with fur-
ther modifications — will reappear in Gregory Palamas. The inevitable questions that arise
from the aforementioned terminological development in the East are: how correlated is the
term Umepovolov with the Nicene dpoovoiov, which in fact was introduced in a more
Aristotelian technical sense into the Creed; and how did this contribute to the subsequent
clash between Palamism and Thomism in terms of created and uncreated grace?

In fact, the phrase «God’s essence/oloile To0 ©eouGy — has a different meaning for a
Westerner and an Easterner. For the former oboia/substantia refers to God’s ultimate aseity
(unknowable, imparticipable); whereas for the latter, the same sense is reserved for
Umepovoly; obole in the eyes of Westerners, becomes to a certain extent participable
through the energies (évépyeior), according to the common interpretation of Gregory
Palamas, who extrapolated the monastic experience of the union with God through prayer
into the realm of dogmatic theology. Certainly, in the eyes of a Westerner who looks
through Aristotelian spectacles, this double-layer-ness of Eastern theo-ontology is rather
questionable and problematic. It entails the problem of preserving what is called God’s
simplicity, which seems, in the eyes of Thomists, to be jeopardised, and claimed to be
preserved by the neo-Palamites.

Another question might be: how did the East arrive at the language of Umepotole and
employ it for Trinitarian theology? The following survey will be very sketchy, and there-
fore by no means conclusive.

Under the influence of Plato’s famous dictum that the Good is beyond essence/
emékewa Tfic ololag, the language of Umepolowr appears in a neo-Platonist who exerted
huge influence on Denys the Areopagite, namely, Proclus’’ (410-485), who says: ITéc
fedg brepovordg kot kol bméplwog kai brépvoug (Institutio theologica, 115.1)* or
similarly, nog Bedg kv 1@ &lvor Bedg oboimtol, pailov &8 brepovsimtal (in Platonis
Timaeum commentaria, 364.20).

There are numerous occurrences of the term Umepoloie in various Christian authors.
Theodoret of Cyrus’s God also transcends everything that exists (bnép névte td6 Ovia
ot1) and he is the one who brepotolog @v (In Explanatio in Canticum canticorum).*® In
Roman the Melode’s hymnographical language, the Virgin gives birth to the superessential
One (H mapbévog onuepov 10v brepoloilov TikTEL) ! therefore, even dogmas of the
Church are superessential (EV @peoiv 0gig dayiAdg bnspouoidn d0ypaTog).”
Likewise, Denys the Arecopagite elaborated his doctrine of the supra-essential Godhead
(UmepoloLog  Oexpyle) in somewhat extravagant vocabulary. «The Existent Gody,
acco1ding to Denys, «is, by the nature of His power, superessentially above all existence

" Denys has been labeled as a «Christian Proclus». See Andrew Louth, The Origins of the Christian
A@sﬁcai Tradition from Plato to Denys (Oxford/New York: Clarendon Press/Oxford University
Press, 1981) 161-64; See also H. D. Saffrey, «Un lien objectif entre le Pseudo-Denys et Proclusy,
Studia Patristica 9 (1960) 98-105.

™ See Proclus Diadochus, The Elements of Theology, revd., trans., introd. and comment. E. R. Dodds,
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963) 100.

" See in Platonis Timaeum commentaria, ed.E. Diehl, vol. 1 (Leipzig: Teubner, 1903) 364.

Y PG 81.116.39.

8 See Sancti Romani Melodi Cantica: Cantica Genuina, eds. P. Maas and C. A. Trypanis (Oxford:
Clarendon Press 1963) 1.

% See Sancti Romani Melodi Cantica: Cantica Dubia, eds. P. Maas and C. A. Trypanis (Berlin, New
York: De Gruyter, 1970) 179.
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(imepotiorde éoti); He is the substantial Cause and Creator of Being (dnpiovpyog dvtoc),
Existence (UmipEewg), Substance (ololeg) and Nature (puoewg), the Beginning and the
Measuring Principle of ages (uétpov aldvwv); the Reality underlying time and the Eternity
underlying existence».”

In the East, by the time of John Damascene, the Umepoloix language becomes a part of
the ordinary trinitarian vocabulary alongside other trinitarian terms that seem to be
synonymous for contemporary theologians — mepi oboieg kel ¢@vogwg for instance —
however, not quite synonymous in the patristic age.

A good example of how John of Damascus brings together numerous, often conflicting,
trinitarian terms (bnepovolog oboia, eiaic, popen, Bedtne, Lrootdoels, Tpdomna) is in
his Institutio Elementaris:"Eoti pév bmepovoiog oboio kel o@ioig kxai popen f
txotdAnntog Oedtng, bmootdosic 68 abtfic koi mwpdowme maThp, VGG Kai TO
navayov mvedpe.* And also his similar expression, “Eotiv obv bnootacic pév woi
dtopov koi mpocmmov moThp, VIS Kol TO TWVELUE TO (ylov- MEPLEKTIKOV &
abtdv eldoc f| bmepovolog kai dxetdinmrog Bedtnc.”® For John of Damascus,
being/essence/oboia might be predicated of God and creatures alike,* therefore, God is
beyond essence; he is the superessential essence: Oboia Toivuv EoTi Bedg Kol mov
KTiopo, €1 kol O 0gdg brepovolog oboia gotiv.y

In the Exposition of the Orthodox Faith John of Damascus, following Denys the
Areopagite, discusses theological epistemology and onomatology. If we are to name God,
how do we do this, taking into account that «He did not grant us the knowledge of his
essencen; «how can there be knowledge of the superessential? (10 bLmepovolov TS
yvoobnoetol)» he asks. Apparently, God «receives names drawn from all that is, even
from the opposites: for instance, He is called light and darkness, water and fire, in order
that we may know that these are not of His essence (ive yv@dpev, 611 ol t0bte kot
oboiov Eotiv) but He is superessential, hence unnameable (&AL" EoT1 pév bmepovoioc,
810 kol GKotovopeotog); but inasmuch as He is the cause of all, He receives names from
all caused by Him (¢ 8¢ maviov tdv Oviov oitiog &k moviov TV alTletdv
bvopdletar).»™ Divine names that stem from the apophatic way of speaking (fsiov
ovopdtov Td pév Gmooatik@®g Afyetat), indicate

% In Divine Names V, 4. See Dionysius the Areopagite: On the Divine Name and the Mystical Theology,
ed. Clarence Edwin Rolt (London/New York: Society for promoting Christian Knowledge/the Mac-
millan Company, 1920) 135. The Greek text reads: «0 dv diouv tob elvar keta Slvagiy LTepoloidc
tott, dmootdrie altle, kal Snpiovpyde Bvtoc, Umdplewe, Umootioews, ololug, duoewg apxm Kol
pétpov aldvwr’ kel ypdvwv vtdtng, kel alov tdv drtwr’ ypdvog TGV ylvouévwy, To elval Tolg
omwooby olot, yéveolg Tolg Omwooly ywopévols. PG 3. 817C.

* Die Schrifien des Johannes von Damaskos, ed. Bonifatius Kotter, vol. 1 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1969), 20.

% Die Schrifien des Johannes von Damaskos, 24.

% However, according to John of Damascus, nothing in creation can adequately portray the inner life of the
Holy Trinity, i.e., the superessential divine essence. All creation is subject to corruption, he concludes:
TO ydp KTI0TOV Kol GOVBETOV KOl PELGTOV KOl TPEMTOV Koi MEPLypantdv Kol oyfua
Eyov koi @Ouptdv, mHE oupdg SNAGOEL TV TWAVIOV TOLTOV GmNAACYPEVTV
brepotiolov Beiay oboiav; Iaow 3¢ ) ktiowg dfjhov dg Toig mAeioot TobTOV EVEXETUL
Kol o Katd THV Eeuthig @Oov T eBopd brokettal. In Expositio Fidei, see Die Schriften
des Johanmnes vor Damaskos, ed. Bonifatius Kotter, vol. 2 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1973), 25.

¥ In Dialectica, see Die Schrifien des Johannes von Damaskos, vol. 1, 59.

% NPNF 9. 14. Adapted.
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the superessential (10 brepovaiov); such are non-essential (olov &voieiog),
timeless, without beginning, invisible (Gxpovog, dvapyog, 46patoc)...because
God above all things (bnép ndvto £oti). Some names have a kataphatic (Ta 8¢
KOToQoTIKMG) signification, as indicating that he is the cause of all things (éog
aitiov TV mdvtwV)...These, then are the affirmations and the negations, but
the sweetest names are a combination of both (yAvkvtdtn d& wxoi f| EE
bpopoiv ovvdgela): for example, the superessential essence (1) Lmepovolog
oboia), the Godhead that is more than God (f} bnEpbeog Be0t1g), the beginning
that is above beginning (| bnepapytog &pym) and such like.*

A few passages further, John of Damascus makes it clear that God’s simplicity must be
preserved, i.e. that there is not a synthesis in the Godhead (ob a0vbetov Eotiv 1) Bedtng):

However, whenever 1 think of the relation of the Persons to one another
(mpog dAANia oyfowv thv bLrootdoswv), 1 know that the Father is a
superessential sun (6Tt Eotiv 0 matip Lmepovorog flhioc), a well-spring of
goodness, an abyss of essence, reason, wisdom, power, light and divinity, a
begetting and emitting well-spring of the good hidden in himself.*

Given the Eastern fascination with Denys, it comes as no surprise that the notion of
superessentiality (brepoboiov) of God as it is articulated in John Damascene is not the last
word in the development of the notion of divine transcendence in Eastern theology. If in
the first millenium the fathers were reluctant to apply oloie to God, and prefered the term
Umepoliowx as an expression of God’s transcendence and beyondness, in the second
millenium, Gregory Palamas, prompted by Denys and Maximus the Confessor, takes a
further step in this regard. God, according to Gregory, is transcendent even to his
umepovoLe. In the Against Akindynos he says that God transcends not only all beings, being
umepovotog, but also that «his very superessentiality self-super-essentially unlimitedly
transcends»”' (adtod tod Umepouolov wdBumepovoiwe dmelpwe Umepéxwr)”. Gregory
Palamas, following Gregory the Theologian” and Denys the Areopagite,”* resists the
essentialist concept” of God, saying that when God spoke to Moses, He did not say «I am

¥ In Expositio Fidei, see Die Schrifien des Johannes von Damaskos, vol. 2, 35-36; NPNF 9: 14.
Adapted.

% St Jjohn of Damascus, Writings, 196, but changing «negation» to «relation». The Greek original is:
"Otav 88 v mpdg dArnia oyéoly Tdv LrooTdcemv Evvorom, olde, 6T1 koTiv 0 natip
brepobolog fjklog, mnyn fyabéTnroc, ﬁﬁucico.._, obolog, Adyov, copiwns, Suvipens, EOTOC,
BepTnrog, Ty yevvnuikn kol mpopintiky tobd Ev abt]] kpugpiov ayaeou See Die Schriften
dés Johannes von Damaskos, vol. 2, 36.

! See I'pnyoplov tou Meheyer, J¥ITPAMMATA. TOMOEL . ANTIPPHTIKOI ITPOZ AKINAYNON.
[TPOAOI'IZE] [TANATIOTHYE K. XPHETOY (PEZZAAONIKH, 1970) 14-15, 251.

%2 This extravagant phrase is indeed difficult to render in English. The wider context is: Kol yép Untp
Taoov BéoLr kol dpoipeolr kabd kol pikpdy drwtépw elpntar to Belov ket' oloiav, oby Umep Té
KTLOTE: povov, aAdd kel edtdv tov bmep T Byvte Svtwr bmepouvaiwe mepkelpevor, kal wdtod Tob
bmepovolov atBumepovaiwe dmelpwe Omepéywy, ket tov moAby ti Bl MdEipov. See ibid, 251.

“ Homily 45, 3; PG 36. 625C.

* In the Divine Names V, 4-5. PG 3. 817C-820AB.

% John MeyendorfY, emphasises Palamas’s dictum that «the essence is necessarily being, but being is not
necessarily essence» (See Iledope. ZYITPAMMATA. TOMOX I, 31-32, 184) concludes that this
is the very heart of Palamism, namely, that God can manifest himself in his very being and, at the
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the essence», but «I am that I am» /hyha rva hyha (Exod. 3: 14). «It is not therefore He-
that-is who comes from the essence, but it is the essence which comes from He-that-is, for
He-that-is embraces in Himself all Being (10 elvat».”

The patristic authors as well as the medievals were interested in the revealed divine
name not only per se, but insofar as it bridged the gap between the biblical revelation and
the Greek concept of Being, constructing the so-called «onto-theology» which in recent
decades received criticism that has been augmented by the deconstructionist ethos,
appealing to postmodern sensitivities. Apparently, both Palamas and Aquinas have been
liable for critique in light of Heidegger’s grand narrative of the abandonment by Being.
Yet, despite the deconstructionist tendencies with regard to onto-theology, the latter has not
died out; on the contrary, it received a new impetus and is being pursued — albeit cautiously
~ with new dynamism.”’

Still more intriguing is Gregory Palamas’s teaching on ®éwolg, for which he inevitably
had to clarify terminology pertaining to the theology of the real participation of the human
person in the Divine Being, inasmuch as human beings are called to partake vitally of the
divine energy, rising to the rank of «sharers of the divine nature» (Belag kowwvol ¢ioews),
according to the words of the New Testament (2 Peter 1:4). Without embarking on a full
discussion, it seems appropriate to first ask: what do we participate in — God’s nature
(pvorg), essence (olole) or super-essence (Umepotole) from Palamas’s vantage point?

Apparently, Palamas insists that there is no question of approximating the New Testa-
ment term «nature» ($pvoLc) with the patristic notion of odote;”® all that the Apostle tried to
express was the reality of our participation in the very life of God;” he speaks of the
promises «giveny; therefore by «nature» Peter means sanctifying and deifying grace, and
certain Fathers have occasionally utilized the term in this way.'” As Palamas himself puts
it: «Theologians have been accustomed to label as nature and essence (¢pUow kol odolow)
not only the nameless (&vwvupor) and hyper-onymous (bmepaivupor) superessentiality
(imepovorotnrer) which passes beyond all names, but also the productive power of essence
(odaromordy Sbweir) and of all the natural attributes (tét puoik@dc mpoadvte) of God.y'"!

same time, He remains imparticipable in His essence. See Jean Meyendorff, Introduction a I 'étude de
Grégoire Palamas (Paris, 1959) 292-93. This obviously raises more questions than it answers.

% Triads, 111, 2, 12. Quoted in John Meyendorff, 4 Study of Gregory Palamas (Crestwood: St Vladimir’s
Seminary Press, 1998), 213.

" See Paul Ricoeur and André La Cocque’s Thinking Biblically: Exegetical and Hermeneutical Studies
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998); Richard Kearney, «The God Who May Be», Ques-
tioning God, eds. John D. Caputo, Mark Dooley and Michael J. Scanlon (Bloomington, Indiana:
Indiana University Press, 2001) 153-185; Jean Greisch, «Idipsum: Divine Selfhood and the Postmo-
dern Subject», Questioning God, John D. Caputo, Mark Dooley and Michael J. Scanlon (Blooming-
ton, Indiana: Indiana University Press, 2001) 235-262.

* palamas, speaking of deification, makes it clear that men cannot become «gods» except through grace
(BégeL or yapitL) and not trough nature (¢YoLc). See Meyendorft, Infroduction a I'étude de Grégoire
Palamas, 248.

* See MeyendorfT, Introduction a I'étude de Grégoire Palamas, 248.

1% See MeyendorfT, Introduction a I'étude de Grégoire Palamas, 248.

" The Greek original is 00 vép thy dvdvuor pévmy kel Gmepcdupor brepovoidenre éxelvmy dlaw
kel obolar eldBeoww ol Oeoddyor kaielv, dAld kal thv olotomoidy GOveply kel T& GUOLKGE
Tpoobvte T( Bed mdvte tob tig dploewc kel ololeg dEloboL mpooprpetog, kel tebte paAdor kel
yip @md toltwy tolvope petadépetar Tpde ékelimy ¢ UmepPaivovoay &mev 1O BLk dwific
onuoivdpevor. See Madope, ZYTTPAMMATA. TOMOZ I, 1-4, 130.
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Since Palamas’s theology employs the term energies/évépyero to stand for operations
which are distinct from, and even contrasted with, the essence/oloic, he is often prompted
to ensure God’s simplicity by reiterating that the essence is the cause of the energies.
«Trihypostatic essence (tploumootaty oboie)», he writes, «is transcendent as the cause of
natural energies and powers (tGv ¢uolk@dy évepyel@v te kol Suvdpewv); and in the
trihypostatic essence there is one transcendent cause (év 10 Umepkelpevor wg oitiov), the
Source (f mmyeic) of the Godhead (Bebtnc), according to Denys».'®” This statement stems
from a divergent reading of Denys'” who speaks of «transcendent essence/imepkeLpévn
otola» and «downward divinity/bpeipérn Oedtnen.'™ Meyendorff remarks that these
expressions were taken by Barlaam in an Arian sense, according to Palamas, who clearly
perceives this Dionysian language as the distinction between the essence and energies in
the bosom of one unique God.'”” This has to be, of course, a very loose reading of Denys
by Palamas.

The term évépyeix had an extremely intricate history of development in patristic
literature, particularly in view of the correlation with the term power/6ivapic. The
trinitarian use of évépyeix should be properly placed in the context of a causal sequence
describing God’s productive capacity olola/Slvepic > &vépyere > épya.'™ In theology
&vépyera has been often used to describe the Incaration'”’, as God’s self-revelation. It has
also been used as a term to denote the will (BovAn))'® of God and occasional'” gifts of
grace. Gregory of Nazianzus, for instance, uses évépyeLe in an accidental sense; for him
evépyele is not contemporaneous with odole. Exploring the status of the Holy Spirit,
Nazianzen writes: «if He were an Accident (ouvppépnkev), He would be an Activity

2 E} b -~ -~ 3 - [ I3
' palamas’s own words are: 'AAM kel Tov GuolkGy évepyeldv te kel duvdpewy v T Urepkeljevor

¢ eltiov, Ty tplovmdotatog olole, kdv Tf) TpLouTOOTETY ooy €v 0 Umepkelpevor o¢ altiov, «
mmyelar kate ov péyav Atovioior «Bebtnoy, €€ g Tpdetol kol elg v dvadépetal «ti Dmepolole
bty the Bedtnroc. See MMatepe, LYTTPAMMATA. TOMOE I, 31- 32; 61-62.

% In Letter to Gaius, PG 3. 1068-1069.

101 See Meyendorff, Introduction a l'étude de Grégoire Palamas, 300.

1% See MeyendorfT, Introduction a I 'étude de Grégoire Palamas, 300.

1% For an excellent study of the role of causal language in Trinitarian theology in the A century see
Michel René Barnes, «The Background and Use of Eunomius’ Causal Language», Arianism After
Arius: Essays on the development of the Fourth Century Trinitarian Conflicts (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1993) 217-236.

"7 St Clement in Stromata 5.55.3 and 7.7.7. See Stead, Divine Substance, 279.

"% One example is Eunomius, who says: «Granted the effects [£pyo] had a start, the action [Evépyeia] is
not without beginning, and granted the effects come to an end, the action is not without ending.
There is no need, therefore, to accept the half-baked opinion of outsiders and unite the action to the
essence. On the contrary, we must believe that the action which is the truest and most befitting God
is his will [BovAni]». See 4pology 23:14-17. Quoted in Barnes, The Power of God: Advauic in
Gregory of Nyssa's Trinitarian Theology, 191; For Gregory of Nyssa, the operation of will is corre-
lated with power, not with the energy. Christ is, according to Gregory of Nyssa, the power and wis-
dom of God, hence His will suffices to effect the existing things because his will is power (50vejiic).
NPNF 5:111. Cf. Refutatio Confessionis Evnomii (70.1-6); Xpilotog 8& Eotiv fi tob Ogob
Sovapng kai cogia, 81 ol @ mdvia Eyéveto kal ol yopic tdv Oviav Eotiv obdév,
kafog Todvvng paptopetal. 1 obv mavia 8 abtob Eyéveto, Oputd te xoi adpata,
EEapkel 88 mpog TNV TdV Oviewv bmootuowv f) Povinoig povn dOvaplg ydp Eotiv f
Bovinolc, tov huétepov elme Adyov kv dtovovey tf) Aéker Ebvopog. See Contra
Eunomium Libri, in Gregorii Nysseni Opera, ed. W. Jaeger, vol. 2 (Leiden: Brill 1960) 341.

199 gee Stead, Divine Substance, 279.
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(évépyein) of God, for what else, or of whom else, could He be, for surely this is what most
avoids composition? And if He is an Activity (i &vépyswa), He will be effected, but will
not effect and will cease to exist with the cessation of his production, for this is the kind of
thing an activity is (totottov yap 1 &vépyewa)».'"” Therefore, Nazianzen rejects the term
évépyewe in relation to the Spirit, whereas other authors (Athanasius in Contra Arianos. 2,2)
for instance, applied it to the Son as well as to the Holy Spirit, '"'

Paradoxically, Gregory of Nyssa used the pair évépyewr — SGveguc'” in a non-
Aristotelian sense''®, whereas John Damascene had an almost Aristotelian understanding
of energy as an active movement of nature (Evépyeid Eott @ioemg kivnolg dpactikn),
the power of essence (Evépyein yap eoTv 1| Quolkt] exkdotng obolog ddvapic e xai
kivnoiwg) and the actualization of potency (Aéyetar mdiwv Evépyewr Kal 10
amotéleopa The duvdpsng).'

NEO-PALAMITES AND THE ESSENCE-ENERGIES DISTINCTION

Whilst almost all neo-Palamite theologians, such as Vasilii Krivosheine, Kiprian Kern,
Georgii Florovsky, Vladimir Lossky and John Meyendorff, claim that Gregory Palamas
stands in direct theological continuity with the previous patristic teaching on the essence-
energies distinction — arguing that the embryo of Palamism can be traced to the Cappado-
cians, Denys and Maximus the Confessor — Sergii Bulgakov quite honestly acknowledges

" Theological Oration 31:6; NPNF 7. Transtation adapted. The original is €1 pév oliv cuppépnkev,
Evépyela tobto Gv ein Oeod. Ti ydp Etepov, fi| tivog; TobTO Ydp Mg pailov kol pedyet
obvlestlv. kol &l Evépyew, Evepyndficstar dfhov 611, obk Evepyroel, kol opobd d
EVEPYMOTVOL TOUCETAL. TOIOVTOV Ydp 1| Evépyeiwa. mdg obv kvepyel, xui tdde Aéyel, kal
tgopiler, xai Avmeitar, koi mopofvetal, kol Oca Kwvovpévov ocapdg Eotiv, ob
Kivijoewg; €l 88 oboia Tig, ob t@v mepi v oboiav, ftor kticpa broAnedmoetal, § Bedc.
PG 36,140,36-38.

See Stead, Divine Substance, 279. Origen speaks of the Spirit as «an energetic substance»; Eusebius
applies a similar language to the Son. Ibid, 279,

Gregory of Nyssa argues in Against Eunomius 3.4.34 that what is done by the Son is done by the
Father since the Son is the Power of God (§Uvopig tol matpog) by which the Father acts
(epydtectan). See Xpiotog yap €otiv 1 oD B:00 Sikarooivr ... mavia tabta 1ol MATPOS EGTLY
Epya, Thg Suvapemc avtod Epye YEVOPEva, Kai oUtmg dAnBevel S appotépmv O Aoyos kol
mivie TOov matépu £pydlecfal AEyov kol yople ol viod yivesbol t@V Oviov ovdEV: 1| yap
TG Suvapsag Evépyelw gig TOV O £6TIV 1) SUVEHIG TNV Qvaeopay £xgl. £mel oDV duvapis tod
natpoc 6 ViOg, mMAvio Ta Epye Tol uioD tol matpog &otiv épya. Contra Eunomium Libri, in
Gregorii Nysseni Opera, vol. 2, 147.

See Bames, The Power of God: Avveutc in Gregory of Nyssa's Trinitarian Theology, 293.

The entire chapter 23, librum 11 — [Tepi Evepyeiog — of the Exposition of Faith is dedicated to the
energy theme: Kai ndhiiv: Evépysud Eott puoitkn f| mdong oboiag Epgputog kivnoic. "Ofev
dfkov, 6tL, GV | oboia N abrh, Tobtov kai f| Evépysiw f| abtd, dv & ai g@loelg
Buirpopm tobtwv xoi al Evépyelot Sldtpopot Gpfxavov yap oboiav dpotpov elvat
QUOLKTg évep’ysmg "Evépyewe mdhiv Eoti cpucucn 1| nhotiky %:lcriotng obciw; Suvamg
Kai ndAiwv: Evépyeld EoTt puoikn Kai ﬂpmtn f| @ewkivnrog ddvapig thg voepag woyfg,
touvtéotiv O dewkivntog abtfic Adyog guokdg EE abtfig dei mnyaldpevos. Evépyeld Eott
QuolkT| | Exdotng oboiag SVvapic e kui kivnoig, fig ywpig pévov 6 pn 6v. Aédyoval
8¢ Evépyewn kai oi mpdéeig dg 10 Aelelv, 10 mepimatelv, 10 kobiswv xai mivewv xal td
tolabta. Kai td mdbn 88 td ouoikd moAldkig Evépyeiar Aéyoviai olov meilva, diya xal
Td TowbTe. Afyetar malv Evépysie kKol TO Gmotélecpa Thg Suvdpewe. Alttdg 8
héyetar kai 1O duvdpel kal 10 Evepyeiq. PG 94, 949-952.
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that this language generally, and the use of évépyelar particularly, parallel the perplexed
usage of the terms essence/olole and person/imootaowc prior to the clear distinction
established by the Cappadocians.

Drifting from the inherited Solov’evian definition of Sophia'® as all-unity (vseie-
dinstvo), Bulgakov being prompted by Palamas, re-envisages Sophia as the energy of God
in the sense of Bedc, although not 0 Oedc. In his mature sophiology this will translate into a
formula: «Zogpia so far as the hypostasis of the Father is concerned, connotes
predominantly obole — prior to its revelation as Sooia’.'"® The Father’s olole as Love-
Sophia reveals «the hidden essence of the Father; she is His genuine predicate, whose true
Subject He is.»''" Consequently, the Father is Sophia, but Sophia is not the Father. Zooio
is Deus revelatus in relation to Deus absconditus'"®. Arguably, what Bulgakov is trying to
express is this: the Father is Zooio-oloin, but Zooia is not brepolora.

The debate over Sophia (Spor o Sofii) will bring Bulgakov and his early opponent Flo-
rovsky, who opposed his allegedly illegitimate use of Palamite thought for the construction
of his sophiology, to the unrecognised incoherencies within Palamite theology. Florovsky,
like Lossky uncritically took for granted the continuity of the distinction between essence
and energies from the Cappadocians all the way to Palamas. Florovsky, in one of his letters
to Bulgakov, writes,

The very terminology — ousia and energeia has its beginning in Basil the
Great. 1 see no difficulty in this terminology. Aristotle has nothing to do with
this. [...] It is this that is «Energy», «Glory», «Sophia» — a non-hypostatic
revelation of «the same» God. Not «essence», not «personhood», not
«hypostasis». If you like, yes, — Divine accidentia...'"”

Bulgakov seems to be a lot more subtle in grasping the ambiguities of the essence-
energies distinction retrospectively and the difficulty that Palamas had in grappling with
patristic usages of the notion of évépyeiw. Palamas was even compelled to admit that the
energies might be called cupfepnkag ﬂcogm. Indeed, as I demonstrated in some detail,
the term gvépyewa has been used inconsistently within patristic tradition. Gregory of
Nazianzus, for instance, used évépyeie in an accidental sense; for him évépyeia is not
contemporaneous with obole, whereas Athanasius (in Conira Arianos 2,2) applied évépyein
to the Son as well as to the Holy Spirit.

" In a series of lectures Chteniia o bogochelovechestve [Lectures on Godmanhood] (1877-1881),

Solov’ev, having introduced his ambiguous insights about Sophia, reminded his audience — Dos-
toevsky, Tolstoy, among others — about a personified Wisdom in Prov. 8 and Christ the Wisdom of
God (1 Cor. 1:23-31). Moreover, Solov’ev remarked, that dedicating their most ancient cathedrals to
St Sophia, «the substantial Wisdom of God», the Slavs gave to this idea a new articulation, unknown
to the Greeks, who conflated Sophia with Logos. Or as he himself puts it: «Alongside with the
individual, human image of the divine — the Mother of God and Son of God — the Slavs knew and
loved under the name of Saint Sophia, the social embodiment of the Godhead in the Universal
Church. And now we ought to give a rational expression to this idea, to the idea that was revealed to
the religious sensibility of our ancestors.» See La Russie et ['église, SS 10:310.

'8 Bulgakov, Sophia, The Wisdom of God, 41.

12 Bulgakov, Uteshitel’, 419.

"8 Bulgakov, Tkona i Ikonopochitanie, 51.

''? pis’ma G. Florovskogo S. Bulgakovu i S. Tyshkevichu, Simvol 29, September 1993, 205-206,

120 Capita 127; PG 150. 1209C.
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Whilst Florovsky and later Lossky would use Palamas without actually subjecting his
theology to a rigorous scrutiny, Bulgakov tends to be more sophisticated and aware of the
ambiguities and inconsistencies related to Palamism. His reply to Florovsky’s reads as
follows:

I think that your «sophia-clasm» (sofieborstvo) leads you towards such
dubious ideas as «accidentality (aktsidentalnost)» of the energies and the
disguised splitting apart of the Holy Trinity («Glory» is thus Sophia, the entire
O[ld] T[estament] testifies of this!), when you subdivide the relation of the
created conscience to God as to the hypostasis of Christ and to hypostasis of the
Spirit, and therefore inevitably employ either «philosophy of all-unity, [or]
monism of Karsavian sort. Particularly, as far as St Gregory Palamas is
concerned, there need to be a distinction between the hesychast aspect of his
teaching, where the [monastic] feat'?' (podvig) speaks itself and of itself and
religious-philosophical formulation of the teaching on évépyewa. which is, if not
directly insufficient, then, in any case needs clarification, at the very least, of the
notions. Aristotelian évépyeia is taken not in relation to Siveic, but to odoto;
therefore, we are having a pair of notions that are difficult to combine. This, of
course, pertains to the form of theological expression, and not to the matter as
such, however, terminological difficulties lead to obscurities unless they are
overcome; this is a full analogy with the terms obole and hwOoTAGLG prior to
the Cappadocians. The polemic with Palamas, particularly that he introduces
polytheism (mnogobozhice), is fully analogous to the accusation of the Sophia-
machoi (sofiebortsev) regarding the fourth hypostasis.'”

Being challenged by his mentor thus, Florovsky, would amend his views on accidental-
ity of the energies two years later after Bulgakov’s letter. He reformulates his argument in a
more balanced way, saying that

The active Divine power does not separate itself from the Essence. This
«procession» expresses an «ineffable distinction», which in no way disturbs the
unity «that surpasses essence». The active Power of God is not the very
«substancey of God, but neither is it an «accidenty [symbebékos]; because it is
immutable and coeternal with God, it exists before creation and it reveals the
creative will of God. In God there is not only essence, but also that which is not
the essence, although it is not accident the Divine will and power His real,
existential, essence-producing providence and authority. St. Gregory Palamas
emphasises that any refusal to make a real distinction between the «essence»
and «energy» erases and blurs the boundary between generation and creation

both the former and the latter then appear to be acts of essence' .

2l A literal translation of «podvig» would be «feat», but the English term has some exhibitionist

connotations which are completely lacking in the slavic word. «Podvig» in the ascetic monastic
literature denotes the spiritual combat, interior struggle and ascetic endeavors aiming at perfection of
the Christian identity.

" A letter of Bulgakov to Florovsky (20/VII.926. Paris) in Sergii Bulgakov, «S. N. Bulgakov, Pis’ma k
G. V. Florovskomu [1923-1938]», ed. Ekaterina Evtukhova, fssledovaniia po istorii russkoi mysii.
Ezhegodnik 2001/2002, ed. M. A. Kolerov (Moscow: Tri Kvadrata, 2002) 211-212.

2 Georges Florovsky, «Tvar i Tvarnost» [1928], CW III, 69.
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The necessity to demarcate the line — in the polemic with Bulgakov’s sophiology — be-
tween the generation and creation, in Florovsky, is not properly balanced, as it seems to
suggest that essence and energy are two acting agents within one Godhead. The difficulty
that Florovsky faces brings him to another difficulty, namely, that the idea of the world is
eternal, but not co-efernal, or «rather that the Divine idea of the world is eternal by another
kind of eternity than the divine essence»'*, In this vein, the energies are eternal but not
coeternal, in the sense that the Son and the Spirit are coeternal with the Father. It can be
argued that in attempting to free the Trinity from the necessity of the world, Florovsky
subjects the Trinity to an inward necessity; by making the substantial generation and
procession subject to necessity, the notion of the perichoresis is undermined. Florovsky
tents to ignore Bulgakov’s subtle attempts to hold together the two antinomic poles,
namellg;, to be able to «simultaneously unite, identify, and distinguish creation and God’s
lifen.

Summary

An attempt has been made to sketch the divergent terminological trends within Helle-
nistic philosophy which exerted influence upon, and was considerably transformed by, the
subsequent patristic tradition of West and East and modern Orthodox theology.

The meaning of the Greek terms olole and évépyeLe has been surveyed in their evolu-
tion from Greek philosophy, through the Cappadocians, John Damascene and Gregory
Palamas, to neo-Palamites such as Sergii Bulgakov and Georgii Florovsky.

The legacies of Plato and Aristotle have been explored in light of the formation of
Christian theology and particularly trinitarian theology that employed terms: otoie,
evépyewn, dOvapig and Umootaoig. It has been pointed out that in refining classical philoso-
phical terminology for trinitarian theology, not only did Eastern and Western fathers have
different positions, but also among the Easterners there were considerable discrepancies.

Broadly speaking we may therefore say that Plato approximates obole and &0veylLc,
whereas for Aristotle it is obole and évépyeln; at the same time, Aristotle contrasts obole
with dOveqig, whereas Plato contrasts olole and évépyein. Likewise, later in Platonist
systems what a thing is (oUoie), is usually contrasted with what it does (evépyeia); whereas
in Aristotelian systems, activity (evépyeie) is what a thing is essentially (kat® oboiav).
Hence energy (evépyer) is equated with essence (obole),

The highly conventional cliché — that the Aristotelian interpretation of obole — evépyeia
was eventually taken on board by medieval authors in the West, whereas the Platonist
interpretation was employed in the East — is neither historically nor theologically accurate.
Despite a certain degree of consistency among the fathers, the patristic thrust towards
«baptising» classical philosophy tended to blur the binary conceptual interpretations.
Gregory Nazianzen’s use of évépyela owes something to Plato and Aristotle alike; John
Damascene’s interpretation of évépyeire has Aristotelian connotations, as has been noted.
The category of évépyeia has been theologically multivalent, and even the Eastern fathers
were by no means consistent in following either Platonist or Aristotelian usage. Therefore,
standardization of the trinitarian vocabulary was, and remains, an unfulfilled dream. The
phrase «God’s essence/oloie. Toh Beol» does not have the same meaning for Easterners as

'* Florovsky, «Tvar i Tvarnost» [1928], 56.
' Sergii Bulgakov, Nevesta Agnisa (Paris: YMCA-Press, 1945) 52.
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olola/substantia does for Westerners in view of the Eastern notion of divine transcendence
rendered through the Umepotiowe language.

All patristic refinements and «baptisings» led, gradually, to a sophisticated variable
trinitarian vocabulary that bore little resemblance to either classical Hellenistic usage or
biblical parabolic narrative language. Various theological/ecclesial concerns also came
into play. The previous language was tapped by Gregory Palamas to describe the new
complexities (the olola — évépyera distinction for humans to become gods through grace)
of interrelated processes (divinization/©¢éworc as a call to realise the imago Dei, mental
prayer efc).

Given the preponderance of Aristotelian philosophy in the West, it should come as no
surprise that Palamism generally, and the essence-energies distinction particularly, have
often been misunderstood in view of the Aristotelian legacy of the potentiality-actuality
distinction.

However, the attempts to divide East from West on the basis of the imagined role of
Platonist and Aristotelian legacies as their respective metaphysics are no longer credible;
regardless of whether these attempts stem from Lossky’s, Florovsky’s or Yannaras’s
adherents. Whatever East and West were, and are now, the impact on them is a lot more
complicated than just Platonist East and Aristotelian West.

Poman 3asiiicexuii — doyenm xaghedpu 6o20cn08'a VpaiHceko2o kamoluybko2o yHisepcumemy
(m. JIvgig), doxmop ghinocoghii 32 6ozocnoe's Oxcghopocerozo yHieepcumeny.
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