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The Orthodox Church does not follow Pavel Florenskii or Sergius Bulgakov in their “name-worshiping” or
“sophiology” or other syncretistic theories that confuse Creator with creation or that distort the doctrine of the Trinity
with something like a fourth hypostasis. At the same time, the Orthodox Church also does not follow Sergius
Stragorodskii’s misleadingly-titled Synodal Letter (May 1913) against “name-worshipping,” a letter that distorted and
condemned the Orthodox teachings of Saint Gregory Palamas on “energy” and “name.” Unfortunately, Sergius’s anti-
Palamite errors were sometimes rejected and sometimes accepted by some flip-flopping, heavily anti-Hesychast,
westernizing, and confused Halki Seminary professors near Constantinople. These unfortunate errors and mutually
refuting opinions among a few Russian and Greek theologians and bishops (more than fourteen contradictory Russian
and Greek opinions) were largely the result of westernizing influences before the revival in the extensive study of
Saint Gregory Palamas’s writings. It is a myth, however, that Palamite writings were unavailable during this period
of westernization. They were in fact widely available, just not fashionable to study in westernized Eastern seminaries
ofthe time. The consensus of the Church accepts the Orthodox Palamite doctrines that 1) God’s energy is God Himself,
not really inferior deity; 2) God’s energies “dwell in” sacred words; 3) God’s “name” frequently is used to mean “God
Himself” or the “energy that is God Himself”; and 4) It would be madness to equate uncreated divine energy (God
Himself) with created human names for God (letters, sounds, thoughts). With those four doctrines in mind, we can see
that Saint John of Kronsdtadt was perfectly Orthodox when he taught that God “attaches” Himself to His name when
it is pronounced in true prayer (because God does dwell in sacred words) and the saint was also perfectly Orthodox
when he taught that “God’s Name is God Himself” (because “name” often means glory, power, or energy and God’s
glory, power, or energy is God Himself). The consensus of the Orthodox Church also accepts Saint Tikhon’s February
1921 resolution of the name-glorification controversy. That resolution set aside Sergius’s Stragorodskii’s anti-
Palamite (heretical) language of 1913, and replaced it with language from a 1914 decision that overturned Sergius’s
opinion. The 1914 and 1921 decisions brought reconciliation in pure Orthodox doctrine and were accepted by the
Church, whereas Sergius’s anti-Palamite (heretical) language of 1913 was rejected by the Church. Western cultural
influences over Eastern Christian cultures, intellectuals, educational institutions, and bishops, especially theological
tendencies originating in the West (Augustianism, Barlaamism, Scholasticism) are largely responsible for the errors
of Sergius and those who temporarily followed him. The temporary approval of anti-Palamite teaching by Sergius and
some at Halki is inseparable from the westernizing tendencies that produced the new-calendar and ecumenism in
Greek churches.

ORTHODOX CONSENSUS, DOGMA, AND NON-ORTHODOX INFLUENCES

The historic Ecumenical Synods of the Orthodox Church frequently repeated that Orthodox Christians are to
“follow in the footsteps of the Holy Fathers.” This means that we are to follow the consensus of the Orthodox Church:
the consensus of the Holy Scriptures, councils, saints, and liturgical prayer books of the Church. When it comes to
Christian dogma, it is this Orthodox patristic consensus that we follow, not the personal opinions of any one teacher
or church writer.

! Saint Vincent of Lérins, Commonitorium 4.3: “Now in the Catholic Church itself we take the greatest care to hold that which has been
believed everywhere, always, and by all. That is truly and properly ‘Catholic,” as is shown by the very force and meaning of the word, which
comprehends everything almost universally. We shall hold to this rule if we follow universality, antiquity, and consent. We shall follow
universality if we acknowledge that one Faith to be true which the whole Church throughout the world confesses; antiquity if we in no wise
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In the modern world, “consensus” is often considered as positive, and “dogma” as negative. But in the
Orthodox Christian Church, “dogma” often has a positive meaning; “dogma” often means “consensus.” In the Church,
“dogma” can refer specifically to a decree, a teaching that has been decreed by a council of the Church and is accepted
by the consensus of the entire Orthodox Church worldwide. Dogma can also refer to a Christian teaching that is
accepted by the consensus of the entire Orthodox Church, with it never having been necessary for a council to issue a
decree. At other times, the Church decided that it was necessary for a council to issue a formal, detailed definition of
faith (horos pisteos) in order to explain and defend particular teachings of the Orthodox Christian faith.

There are many examples through the centuries of councils that issued detailed definitions of dogma or
clarifications on doctrine. The First Ecumenical Council defined as a dogma that Christ was “begotten ... before all
ages” (begotten before time began) and “begotten not made” (begotten not created). The council anathematized the
un-Orthodox teaching that “there was once when the Son was not” (the false teaching that there was a time when the
Son of God did not exist). The Fifth and Sixth Ecumenical Councils issued detailed clarifications about the Deity and
humanity within the one person of Christ. The Seventh Ecumenical Council and the Hesychast/Palamite Council in
Constantinople of 1351 defined the difference between the “absolute-worship” (divine-adoration) given to God and
the “relative worship” (relative veneration) given to saints and holy icons. The Hesychast/Palamite councils (1341,
1347, 1351, 1352, and 1368) issued long definitions about God’s essence and energies. Those dogmatic definitions
were many thousands of words. The Synodicon of Orthodoxy, which is read on the first Sunday of the Great Fast,
summarizes the teaching of these synods on God’s energy. The Synodicon of Orthodoxy does not deal in detail with
the doctrine of the procession of the Holy Spirit, but the Council in Constantinople of 1285 and the Synodicon of the
Holy Spirit deal with that doctrine in great detail. The Council of 1484 in Constantinople rejected the false Uniate
Council of Florence and decreed that Latins who convert to Orthodoxy should be received (at least) by chrismation.
(It had already become customary in certain areas of the Church to receive Latins by both baptism and chrismation.
The Council of 1755/1756 in Constantinople decreed that Roman Catholics who convert to Orthodoxy should be
received by baptism and chrismation.) Ecumenical Patriarch Jeremiah 11 of Constantinople responded in detail (1573—
1581) to the new teachings of Lutheran Protestantism. At least six Orthodox councils responded to the new teachings
of Protestantism (especially Calvinist Protestantism) which seemed to influence Ecumenical Patriarch Cyril Loukaris
of Constantinople (1572-1638). Patriarch Dositheus Il of Jerusalem (1641-1707) and the Council of Jerusalem (1672)
issued long theological definitions in response to the new teachings John Calvin (“Reformed” theology). There were
also several important letters issued by the patriarch and/or synods in Constantinople in the nineteenth century (1836,
1838, 1848, 1868, and 1895). Several of those letters responded to aggressive Latin and Protestant propaganda efforts
in Orthodox lands. Those Orthodox responses dealt with Orthodox dogma, but they were made necessary because of
the political, cultural, and religious pressures that Islamic, Roman Catholic, and Protestant powers put upon Orthodox
populations. The best way to understand those historical situations is to look at both dogma and at the cultural and
political pressures that were opposed to Orthodox dogma.

After the rise of Islam in the seventh century, the fall of Constantinople to the Latin army of the Fourth
Crusade in 1204, and the fall of the East Roman (Byzantine) Empire to the Muslims in the fifteenth century, many
Orthodox lands and peoples found themselves under military occupation by hostile armies and governments. Certain
Greek, Belarussian, Ukrainian, Carpatho-Rusyn, Romanian, and Serbian territories suffered under Roman Catholic
military occupations. For several centuries it was extremely difficult for Orthodox Christians to print books in Greek
or in other Eastern Christian languages. It was especially difficult to do so in the Turkish Empire, and for many years
Greek books were published mostly in Italian, Romanian, and German cities. The Turks put restrictions on Orthodox
education. Several Eastern bishops and theologians were educated in Western schools or Eastern schools that were
heavily influenced by Roman Catholicism and Protestantism. Influential bishops who received such a non-Orthodox

depart from those interpretations which it is clear that our ancestors and fathers proclaimed; consent, if in antiquity itself we keep following the
definitions and opinions of all, or certainly nearly all, bishops and teachers alike.”
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education included Patriarch Meletios Pegas (1549-1601), Patriarch Cyril Loukaris (1572-1638), Patriarch
Metrophanes Kritopoulos (1589-1639), Metropolitan Peter Mogila of Kiev (1596-1646/1647), and many others.
Many of the professors in the Halki Seminary (1844-1971) in Constantinople were heavily influenced by the German
Protestant professors under whom these Greeks often studied. At times, these Protestantized Halki seminary professors
would attack Orthodox doctrine on the basis of German Protestant prejudices against Orthodox theology. These were
the same Protestant-educated theology professors who wrote the un-Orthodox encyclical on ecumenism in 1920 and
who pushed through the uncanonical calendar change in 1924 and subsequently.

During all of the modern period, the teachings of the seven ecumenical councils and the Hesychast/Palamite
councils (of the fourteenth century) were available in printed texts and could be known, both in the Turkish Empire
and in the West. (In this paper I use the phrase ‘“Palamite texts” to refer to all the writings that contain the teachings
of Saint Gregory Palamas and the Hesychast councils on the energy of God, including the saint’s own writings, the
synodal decrees, and the writings of the saint’s disciples such as the monk David Dishypatus and others.) Palamite
texts were also available, at least to some degree, in the Russian Empire. Despite the availability of Palamite texts in
much of the Orthodox world, some Eastern bishops and theologians tended to ignore the theological teachings of the
Palamite councils, due to western influences on academic theologians in the Christian East. It is important, thus, to
keep two points in a careful balance. The first point is that the Orthodox teaching on God’s energies was never “lost,”
since the texts of the Palamite synodal decrees were easily available in Greek churches and in the West, and to some
degree in the Russian Empire. The second point is that the Orthodox teaching on God’s energies was sometimes
ignored or misunderstood. In the spiritual life of the Church, these truths were never lost, but, because of western
influences on the Christian East, it was not “fashionable” in academic circles to explain these truths with quotations
from actual Palamite texts. The Palamite texts and teachings were never lost, but they were often ignored or
misunderstood by academic theologians in the Orthodox East. Occasionally these Orthodox teachings were even
attacked (in both Slavic and Greek areas), because of hon-Orthodox influences.

DOCTRINAL QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

In order to make a complex theological controversy more understandable, it is fair to say that the name-
glorification dispute (1908 to 1921) was about two questions: (1) Is it Orthodox or heretical to say “the name of God
is God Himself”? (2) Is it Orthodox or heretical to give “worship” to God’s “name”? The holy traditions of the
Orthodox Church (Scripture, councils, saints, liturgical books) contain very precise and detailed answers to these
questions. The answers are somewhat complex, but they are extremely precise. Answers can be found especially in
the dogmatic definition of the Seventh Ecumenical Council about the two kinds of “worship” and in the two dogmatic
statements of the “Palamite/Hesychast” Council of Constantinople of 1351 (sometimes called the Ninth Ecumenical
Council) about “worship,” about created “logia [oracles, sayings, words, revealed names],” and about “energy.”

In this traditional Orthodox teaching, God’s “name” can have two meanings: (1) God Himself or God’s
uncreated power/energy (which is God Himself). (2) A created, human word, or, God’s renown (or praise) within
creation. In Orthodox teaching, ‘“worship” has two meanings: (1) Divine-adoration (absolute-worship) given to God-
the-Creator alone. (2) Relative-veneration given to created persons or things that are especially sacred. So, it is
perfectly Orthodox to say “God’s name is God Himself” when “name” means the “divine power/energy that is God
Himself” or when “name” means “the thing itself.” (The ancient Greek word “6noma” could mean a symbolic ‘“name”
that represents something, but “6noma” could also mean “the thing itself” or “the person himself.”) However, it is still
heresy to claim that God’s created “name” (consisting of human sounds or letters) is God Himself or the uncreated
divine power/energy that is God Himself. That would be a heretical confusion of Creator and creation. The prayers of
the Orthodox Church are full of divine-adoration (absolute-worship, latreia) given to God’s “name.” In these prayers,
God’s “name” clearly means “God Himself” or the “divine, uncreated glory/authority/power/energy/presence that is
God Himself.” It would be un-Orthodox to claim that this worship is merely “relative-veneration,” as if God’s energy
was a created thing. God’s energy is God Himself, not a created force. However, when God’s “name” means a



human/created word, Christians are to give it “honor” or “relative-veneration” never “divine-adoration [absolute-
worship].” The Ten Commandments command us not to pronounce the Lord’s name in any disrespectful or improper
way. We are always to give great respect, honor, and reverence to God’s human/created names. Similarly, Orthodox
Christians bow down before and kiss the Book of the Holy Gospels, because God “dwells in” sacred things such as
the relics of the saints, icons, and liturgical objects, including the “God-given oracles [sayings]” of the Gospel.
Material (created) objects that are especially sacred are given relative-veneration. The Orthodox tradition instructs us
that the statement “the name of God is God Himself” is perfectly Orthodox when “name” refers (as it often does) to
“the divine, uncreated power or energy that is God Himself” (or simply to “God Himself”). It would be heresy to say
“the name of God is God Himself”” when referring to an actual created/human name. It is perfectly Orthodox to give
divine-adoration (absolute-worship) to God’s “name,” as Orthodox Christians frequently do in the prayers of the
Church, when God’s “name” refers to God’s “uncreated glory that is God Himself” or simply to “God Himself.” It
would be heresy to ever give divine-adoration (absolute-worship) to a material/created/human name.

HISTORICAL DISPUTES AND THE RESOLUTION

Unfortunately, because of political circumstances in Constantinople and Russia, the Church was not able to
produce a detailed dogmatic statement based on the detailed statements from 787 and 1351. The political
circumstances were these: There was a Greek faction in Constantinople that was modernizing, westernizing, liberal,
progressive, reform-minded, and ecumenist. From 1912 to 1920, in the administration of the Patriarchate of
Constantinople, some of the most influential teachers, writers, and publishers wanted to westernize the Orthodox
Church, including through ecumenism and the new calendar. These individuals, such as Metropolitan Germanos P.
Strenopoulos of Seleucia (later of Thyatira and London), who was the head of Halki (Chalk&) Theological Seminary,
were highly influenced by the western secular and theological educations that they received (often from liberal German
Protestants). These theologians were often ignorant of, or hostile to, the 1351 council’s traditional Orthodox teaching
about God’s uncreated energies, about God-given words in which God dwells, and about deification. Historians have
documented that Patriarch Joachim 11, an impressive patriarch in some ways, was influenced by this westernizing
tendency and faction.? Statements issued by the Constantinople Patriarchate were often influenced by the un-

2 On Patriarch Joachim III’s anti-Orthodox environment, see Alexis Alexandris, The Greek Minority of Istanbul and Greek-Turkish
relations, 1918-1974 (Athens: Center for Asia Minor Studies, 1983). For historical scholarship on western heterodox influences on theologians
and bishops in the Orthodox East, see George A. Maloney, A History of Orthodox Theology Since 1453 (Belmont, MA: Nordland, 1976); Gerhard
Podskalsky, Griechische Theologie in der Zeit der Tlrkenherrschaft (1453-1821): Die Orthodoxie im Spannungsfeld der nachreformatorischen
Konfessionen des Westens (Munich: Beck, 1988); Gerhard Podskalsky, H Eiinvikiy Ocoloyia éxi Tovproxpotiog 1453-1821: ‘H Opbodolia ot
2opaipo. Emppoijc tdv Avtik@v Aoyudrwv ueta t) Metoppvbuion (tr. Georgios D. Metallinos; Athens: Mopowtiko “I8pvpa E6vikiig Tpomélng,
2005); Georgios D. Metallinos, “Das Problem der deutschen Einfliisse auf die griechische akademische Theologie in der Grindungsphase der
Athener Universitdt,” Orthodoxes Forum 3 (1989): 83-91; Georges V. Florovsky, Ilymu pycckazo 6o2ocnosisn (Paris: Y MCA-Press; Belgrade:
Svetlost, 1937), at bubnuomexa “Brxu”’, 2003, http://www.vehi.net/florovsky/puti/index.html; English, Georges V. Florovsky, Ways of Russian
Theology (tr. Robert L. Nichols, 2 parts, vols. 5-6 of The Collected Works of Georges Florovsky, gen. ed. Richard S. Haugh, part 1; Belmont,
MA: Nordland Publishing Company, 1979; part 2; Vaduz: Buchervertriebsanstalt; Belmont, MA: Notable and Academic Books, 1987); John N.
Karmiris, Erepédolor émidpdoeig éni tag dporoyiag tod IZ” aidvog (Jerusalem, 1949); Theodore H. Papadopoulos, Studies and Documents
Relating to the History of the Greek Church and People Under Turkish Domination (Bibliotheca Graeca Aevi Posterioris 1; Brussels: De
Meester, 1952); Stevan Runciman, The Great Church in Captivity: A Study of the Patriarchate of Constantinople from the Eve of the Turkish
Conquest to the Greek War of Independence (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1968); Timothy Ware, The Orthodox Church (1963;
Baltimore: Penguin, 1984); Timothy Ware, Eustratios Argenti: A Study of the Greek Church under Turkish Rule (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1964); Charles A. Frazee, The Orthodox Church and Independent Greece, 1821-1852 (London: Cambridge University Press, 1969); Charles A.
Frazee, OpOddococ Exrinoio kai éMnvikn aveloptnoia 1821-1852 (tr. loseph Roelides; Athens: Adpog, 1987); Yannis Spiteris, La teologia
ortodossa neo-greca (Collana di studi religiosi; Bologna: Edizione Dehoniane, 1992); Christos Yannaras, Opfodocia xai Abon ot Nedrepn
Elréda ([1992]; 3d ed.; Athens: Adpocg, 1999); Christos Yannaras, Orthodoxy and the West: Hellenic Self-Definition in the Modern Age
(Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 2006); David Brewer, Greece, the Hidden Centuries: Turkish Rule from the Fall of Constantinople
to Greek Independence (London: 1. B. Tauris, 2010); Eftichia Arvaniti, “Double-ldentity Churches on the Greek Islands under the VVenetians:
Orthodox and Catholics Sharing Churches (Fifteenth to Eighteenth Centuries),” in Trine Stauning Willert and Lina Molokotos-Liederman, eds.,
Innovation in the Orthodox Christian Tradition? The Question of Change in Greek Orthodox Thought and Practice (Farnham, Eng.: Ashgate,
2012); Charles A. Frazee, Constantinople, Rome, and the Churches of Greece (Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 2014); Gregory

4


http://www.vehi.net/florovsky/puti/index.html

traditional and un-Orthodox academicians affiliated with Halki Seminary. These statements were often not the result
of a traditional, canonical synod of bishops. This is especially the case with the 1920 pro-ecumenism encyclical, which
was issued by the patriarchate when there was no patriarch, let alone a larger international synod presided over by a
patriarch of Constantinople. Even when there was a patriarch on the throne, the patriarchate published statements
(sometimes presented as a “Patriarchal and Synodal” decision) that were hastily drafted (under the influence of Halki
reformers) that contradicted Orthodox doctrine.

Within this anti-traditional, anti-Palamite, and pro-Western environment in Constantinople, the patriarchate
published a heretical opinion letter (of May 1913) authored by the Russian Archbishop Sergius Stragorodskii of
Finland (later the uncanonical “Patriarch of Moscow”). Sergius’s letter was so theologically incompetent and biased
that it taught the heresy of Barlaam (which denies or minimizes the Deity of God’s energies). Sergius’s opinion letter
actually fell under many of the 27 anathemas in the Synodicon of Orthodoxy against the Barlaamite heresy.

The May 16/29, 1913, meeting of the Most-Holy Russian Governing Synod had only seven bishops and two
laymen, the theologian Sergei Viktorovich Troitskii (1878-1972) and the government official Vladimir Karlovich
Sabler (1845-1929; renamed Vladimir Karlovich Desiatovskii circa 1914), who was the ober-prokuror (chief-
procurator) of the synod (1911-1915). The bishops were Vladimir (Vasilii Nikiforovich Bogoiavlenskii) (1848-1918),
Metropolitan of Saint Petersburg (1912-1915), synod chairman in May 1913, later Metropolitan of Kiev and Galicia
(1915-1918), martyred by communists in 1918; Sergius (Sergii lvan Nikolaevich Stragorodskii) (1867-1944),
Archbishop of Vyborg and all Finland (1915-1917), later communist-appointed Patriarch of Moscow (1943-1944);
Antonii (Aleksei Pavlovich Khrapovitskii) (1863-1936), Archbishop of Volyn and Zhitomir (1902-1914), later
Metropolitan of Kiev and Galicia (1918-1936) and first-hierarch of ROCOR (1920/1921-1936); Nikon (Nikolai
Ivanovich Rozhdestvenskii) (1851-1919), Archbishop, formerly of Vologda (1906-1912), Chairman of the
Publishing Council of the Most-Holy Synod (1903-1916); Evsevii (Evgenii Ivanovich Nikolskii) (1860-1922),
Archbishop of Vladivostok and Kamchatka (1806-1920); Mikhail (Vasilii Feodorovich Ermakov) (1862-1929),
Archbishop of Grodno and Brest (1912-1921); and Agapit (Antonii Josifovich Vishnevskii) (1867-1923), Archbishop
of Ekaterinoslav (1911-1919). Both Sergius Stragorodskii and Agapit Vishnevskii had church renovationist
tendencies and were officially attached, each for a short time, to the renovationist movement after the communist
seizure of power, in opposition the canonical Orthodox Church of Russia headed by Saint Tikhon, the Patriarch of
Moscow. All of these nine men appeared to by ignorant of the basic texts on God’s energy written by Saint Gregory
Palamas and the Palamite Councils, and summarized in the full Byzantine Greek text of the Synodicon of Orthodoxy
(in the Greek Triodion). These bishops and theologians were ignorant of these basic theological texts even though
several of those texts were easily available in Russia and several of these bishops and theologians could read Greek.
Sergius Stragorodskii even quoted the Synodicon from the Greek Triodion, but not the parts on God’s energy.

Three opinion reports on the name-glorification controversy, and on the issue of “name” and “energy,” were
submitted to the synod meeting, one by Sergei Troitskii, a second by Archbishop Antonii Khrapovitskii, and a third
by Archbishop Nikon Rozhdenstvenskii. Archbishop Nikon was an impatient opponent of the Athonite name-
glorifiers who was complicit in the Russian military’s violence against them on Mount Athos and subsequent abusive
treatment of them under Russian control in the Mediterranean and in the Russian Empire. Archbishop Nikon
Rozhdenstvenskii sometimes took a quite secular approach to the theological controversy, stating that “Jesus” was
simply an empty name with no grace attached, and the name-glorifying monks were simply in delusion, according to
Rozhdenstvenskii’s secularizing approach. Theologically, both Archbishop Antonii Khrapovitskii and Archbishop

Jusdanis, Belated Modernity and Aesthetic Culture: Inventing National Literature (Theory and History of Literature 81; Minneapolis: University
of Minnesota Press, 1991); Panagiotes K. Chrestou, “Neohellenic Theology at the Crossroads,” Greek Orthodox Theological Review 28.1 (1983):
39; Nikos Kokosalakis, “Religion and Modernization in Nineteenth Century Greece,” Social Compass 34.2-3 (1987): 236-237; and H. A.
Hodges, Introduction (1952) to Unseen Warfare: The “Spiritual Combat” and “Path To Paradise” of Lorenzo Scupoli (ed. Nicodemus of the
Holy Mountain; rev. Theophan the Recluse; tr. E. Kadloubovsky and G. E. H. Palmer; London: Faber and Faber, 1952; repr. ed.; Crestwood: St.
Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1978).



Nikon Rozhdenstvenskii took a lukewarm position that partly affirmed the official Orthodox doctrine of Saint Gregory
Palamas and partly denied it, favoring a portion of the Barlaamite heresy, which was advocated more explicitly in
Sergius Stragorodskii’s contribution (a fourth opinion document associated with the meeting of May 16/29). Sergius
Stragorodskii’s contribution was supposed to synthesize the other three written opinions, but it introduced a full-blown
version of anti-Palamite heresy that was contradicted by Sergei Troitskii and Archbishop Antonii Khrapovitskii. Two
days later, all four documents—which contradicted each other about basic doctrines, such as what God, Godhood
(deity), attributes, and energies were—were published in a supplement to the synodal newspaper:

For several historical reasons, the Church was not able to produce a decree at that time that explicitly
condemned the Barlaamite heresy that was advocated in Sergius’s letter. Nevertheless, the letter was highly criticized
at that time, and in various ways it was effectively ignored or set aside, several times. The All-Russia Council of the
Orthodox Church of Russia (1917 to 1918) created a sub-commission of theologians with the task of composing a
detailed report to the bishops with a theological answer to the name-glorification dispute. Communist persecution
against the Church prevented the commission from issuing any theological report. However, it is a fact that the 1917-
1918 council and Saint Tikhon (Patriarch of Moscow, 1917-1925) never advocated the Barlaamite heresy that was
clearly supported in Sergius’s opinion letter. Saint Tikhon, in the midst of great persecution by the Communists,
brought peace and reconciliation to the Church over the name-glorification dispute, with four basic Orthodox doctrinal
principles, in his February 1921 letter (which was based on a 1914 decision). Everyone—both the monastics known
as “name-glorifiers” and their sometime-critics—agreed: (1) not to consider God’s name to be God’s essence; (2) not
to consider God’s name to be another Deity; (3) not to separate God and His name; and (4) not to deify (or give divine
adoration to) God’s created names consisting of human thoughts, sounds, or letters. The fourth point, effectively
rejects the heresy that created names can be divine energy and it forbids the giving of divine-adoration (absolute-
worship) to created names. The second point effectively rejects the heresy that claims that God’s power or energy is
separate from created names. These four simple doctrinal principles condemn the extreme “name-worshipping” heresy
that claims that created names are divine power/energy and it excludes the extreme “name-fighting” heresy that claims
that God is not attached to or present in created names but is somehow “separate” from his created names. The concise
wording in the letter is “not to consider His Name to be God’s essence, not to separate it from God, not to consider it
another Deity, not to deify [or give divine-worship to] letters and sounds and random thoughts about God” (Ums Ero
HE CUMTATh 3a CYITHOCTh boxuto, He oTAeIATh OT bora, He mountats 3a ocoboe boxkecTBo, He 000KaTh OYKB U 3BYKOB
u ciydaiineix Mbicaeii o Bore).® These principles were consistent with the dogmatic teaching of the Seventh
Ecumenical Synod and the Synod of 1351, although those synods were not quoted.

NON-ORTHODOX INFLUENCES ON THE CHRISTIAN EAST

After the Fourth Crusade took Constantinople in 1204, and especially after the Ottoman Turkish Islamic
Empire expanded even further into many predominantly Orthodox lands in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries,
including Constantinople, there was a great decrease in Orthodox patristic learning among the Orthodox Christian
peoples. The type of Orthodox knowledge that one sees in Saints Maximus the Confessor, John of Damascus, Photius
the Great, and Gregory Palamas became hard to find. There was also a great increase in Roman Catholic and later
Protestant influences on the Orthodox East, with Orthodox Christians often unable to debate Roman Catholics and
Protestants with an equal degree of learning. For this reason, promising young Orthodox men were sometimes sent to
study theology in Roman Catholic and Protestant schools in the West, with the idea that they would come back and
defend the Orthodox faith. But there were many problems with this tactic. Some of these students who were sent to
the West simply stayed there and became Roman Catholics or Protestants. Some came back to the East as open Uniates
(Eastern Rite Roman Catholics) attempting to convert their fellow Easterners to Roman Catholicism and bring them

3 Saint Tikhon, Patriarch of Moscow, Poswcoecmsencroe nocranie [Nativity Epistle] (no. 3244; February 19, 1921), in Evgeny
Semenovich Polishchuk, ed., Auscrasue: Anmonozus [Name-Glorification: An Anthology] (Moscow: ®@akropuain IIpecc, 2002), 512.
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into obedience to the pope of Rome. Other students returned to the East as crypto-Uniates attempting to influence from
within in a secretive manner. Others, returned to the East as sincerely-believing Orthodox Christians, and upon their
return sought to use their education to defend the Orthodox Faith against western inroads. However, they often also
brought back with them, sometimes unconsciously, Roman Catholic and Protestant ways of looking at religious
matters. Thus it became common for eastern theologians to use Protestant arguments against Roman Catholic positions
and Roman Catholic arguments against Protestant positions. What these westernized Orthodox Christians did not fully
appreciate is that there was often much more similarity between the theology of Roman Catholic and Protestant
theologians (and especially between their approaches and unconscious assumptions) than these theologians were
aware of. They often failed to see that in the approach of the Orthodox Church Fathers, not only were the answers not
the same, but the approach and even the very questions themselves were often completely different.

This westernizing influence had a significant impact on the highest levels of the church hierarchy and was
strongly encouraged by the Roman Catholic Church. George Maloney wrote that the papacy’s policy

was to make out of certain influential Orthodox church leaders crypto-Romans who
would remain in office as Orthodox while exercising a Roman influence on the other
Orthodox faithful. The list of patriarchs and bishops who in the 17th and 18th centuries
either had made a formal submission to Rome or at least were exceedingly friendly to
and cooperative with Rome constantly grew to include Patriarchs Neophytos 11 [1602—
1603, 1607-1612], Timothy 11 [1612-1620], Gregory IV [1623], Athanasios |11 [1634,
1652], Cyril Il (Kontaris) [1633, 1635-1636, 1638-1639], and Parthenios Il [1644—
1646, 1648-1651].[']

Father Georges Florovsky chronicled the western influences on academic theology in Russia, Ukraine, and
Belarus, in his famous work Ways of Russian Theology (published in Russian in 1937, and translated into English in
1979-1987).5 This work is polemical, and, some would say, not completely fair to all the theologians with whom it
deals. But since its publication, it has become impossible to deny that many modern theologians in the Slavic Orthodox
Churches were significantly influenced by non-Orthodox theological and philosophical perspectives imported from
the West. Although there is no equivalent work written on the subject of western influences on theologians in the
Greek-speaking Orthodox Churches, it undeniably occurred there t0o.8

4 George A. Maloney, A History of Orthodox Theology Since 1453 (Belmont, MA: Nordland, 1976), 175. At the time Maloney wrote this
he was a Roman Catholic Jesuit scholar and himself a Uniate. He later joined the American Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Diocese of the USA
under the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople. The dates come from Gerhard Podskalsky, Griechische Theologie in der Zeit der
Turkenherrschaft (1453-1821): Die Orthodoxie im Spannungsfeld der nachreformatorischen Konfessionen des Westens (Munich: Beck, 1988),
399; Gerhard Podskalsky, H EAinvikn Ocoloyio éri Tovproxpatiog 1453-1821: 'H Opbodolia oty Zpaipo. Emippoijs tév Avtikdv Adoyudrwv
pero mp MetappiGuion (tr. Georgios D. Metallenos; Athens: Mopootiko “Idpopa EOvikiic Tpanéing, 2005).

5 See Georges V. Florovsky, ITymu pyccrazo 6020ocnosin (Paris: Y MCA-Press, 1937; Belgrade: Svetlost, 1937), at Bubauomexa «Broxu»,
2003, http://www.vehi.net/florovsky/puti/index.html; ET: Georges V. Florovsky, Ways of Russian Theology (tr. Robert L. Nichols; 2 pts.; vols.
5-6 of The Collected Works of Georges Florovsky, gen. ed. Richard S. Haugh), pt. 1 (Belmont, MA: Nordland Publishing Company, 1979), pt. 2
(Vaduz: Blichervertriebsanstalt; Belmont, MA: Notable and Academic Books, 1987).

6 In addition to the works by Florovsky, Maloney, and Podskalsky cited above, and the works by Jusdanis, Chrestou, Kokosalakis, and
Hodges cited below, western influences are also documented in loannes N. Karmires, Ezepédolor émidpaoeig éni tag dpoloyiag tod IZ" aidvog
(Jerusalem, 1949); Theodore H. Papadopoullos, Studies and Documents Relating to the History of the Greek Church and People Under Turkish
Domination (Bibliotheca Graeca Aevi Posterioris 1; Brussels: De Meester, 1952); Stevan Runciman, The Great Church in Captivity: A Study of
the Patriarchate of Constantinople from the Eve of the Turkish Conquest to the Greek War of Independence (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1968); Timothy Ware, The Orthodox Church ([1963]; Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1984); Timothy Ware, Eustratios Argenti: A Study of the
Greek Church under Turkish Rule (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1964); Charles A. Frazee, The Orthodox Church and Independent Greece, 1821
1852 (London: Cambridge University Press, 1969); Charles A. Frazee, Op@ddococ Exxlinaio kai élinviry dvelaptnoia 1821-1852 (tr. loseph
Roelides; Athens: Adpog, 1987); Yannis Spiteris, La teologia ortodossa neo-greca (Collana di studi religiosi; Bologna: Edizione Dehoniane,
1992); Christos Yannaras, Opfodolio kai Avon ot Newrtepn ElAddo ([1992]; 3d edn.; Athens: Adpog, 1999); Christos Yannaras, Orthodoxy and
the West: Hellenic Self-Definition in the Modern Age (Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 2006); David Brewer, Greece, the Hidden
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Indeed there were strong westernizing (and anti-Orthodox) pressures throughout the Christian East: in
Constantinople and the Ottoman Empire; Saint Petersburg and the Russian Empire; Greek, Serbian, and Romanian
territories that were under Western military occupation and political rule; and even in the new, modern state of Greece.
This profound westernization had an enormous impact on theological education in Slavic, Ottoman, and Greek
territories.

The very foundation of the modern Greek state involved a high degree of forced westernization of the country
by the intellectual and political elite, who were often hostile to traditional Orthodoxy. The elite in Greek society

aspired in the eighteenth century to orient their community to the West. Believing that
the power center was no longer the Ottoman Empire, nor even the Russian Empire,
they sought access instead to the expanding capitalist states of Europe. Having become
aware in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries of different social, economic, and
political structures in the West, and believing their interests lay with them, they
proposed a fundamental reordering of their community. The changes ranged from
the founding of an independent state to devising new protocols of social behavior.[]

This process was also strongly pushed by westernized Greeks who were themselves actually living in western
Europe, and wanted Greece to become like western Europe.

Greek intellectuals, scattered throughout Europe, learned how to deal with the
dominant cultures and how to present their own society to their hosts. But this came
at a price: they ended up replacing Ottoman domination for cultural, economic, and
also political dependency on the West.[?]

This westernization was forced on an unwilling Orthodox Christian population.

The bulk of the Greek population did not consider itself European. Political and
cultural institutions were imported into a ... society ... suspicious of western life and
thought....[*]

[Yet, tlhe Greek intellectual and mercantile elites expected Greeks to become
western. For them modernity and the West were synonymous. [*°]

This forced westernization profoundly affected not only the political, but also the intellectual, educational,
and religious life of the country. Panagiotes Chrestou, a scholar of the church fathers and the former acting minister
of education in Greece, writes:

After a ten-year destructive war, a tiny part of Greece was liberated from the

Centuries: Turkish Rule from the Fall of Constantinople to Greek Independence (London: I. B. Tauris, 2010); Eftichia Arvaniti, “Double-ldentity
Churches on the Greek Islands Under the Venetians: Orthodox and Catholics Sharing Churches (Fifteenth to Eighteenth Centuries),” in Trine
Stauning Willert and Lina Molokotos-Liederman, eds., Innovation in the Orthodox Christian Tradition? The Question of Change in Greek
Orthodox Thought and Practice (Farnham, England: Ashgate, 2012); Charles A. Frazee, Constantinople, Rome, and the Churches of Greece
(Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 2014).

7 Gregory Jusdanis, Belated Modernity and Aesthetic Culture: Inventing National Literature (Theory and History of Literature 81;
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1991), xii.

8 Jusdanis, Belated Modernity, xii.

9 Jusdanis, Belated Modernity, xiii.

10 Jusdanis, Belated Modernity, xiv. See also Gregory Jusdanis, The Necessary Nation (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2001).
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Turkish occupation and was constituted into an independent state in 1830.

The Bavarian government, which was established in Greece in the name of the
young King Othon [Otto], detached the new state’s dioceses from the jurisdiction of
the Ecumenical Patriarchate and proclaimed them to be an autocephalous church
(1833). The members of the regency acted, of course, under the influence and with the
cooperation of eminent members of the Greek intelligentsia, followers of the
“Parisian” enlightener Adamantios Koraes.['!] ...

[Four years later they established] the University of Athens, which included a
school of theology, the first among all its schools. The university [including the
theology department] was patterned after the German educational system and
replaced an entire system of higher education existing then in the Greek world
(emphasis added).[*]

The new government, largely imported from the West, with the Roman Catholic king at its head, was hostile
to traditional Orthodox Christianity, and it forcibly altered the hierarchical structure of the Church in order to make it
subservient to the non-Orthodox government, in addition to forcibly closing down numerous monasteries and
confiscating enormous amounts of land owned by the Church.!3 Despite the establishment of the University of Athens,
the practice of sending promising theology students to study at non-Orthodox institutions in the West continued, and
so did the heavy influence of western thought on their works. These western influences affected Greek theological
education in Constantinople, Athens, Thessalonica, and even Jerusalem.

THE TEACHING OF THE HESYCHAST SYNODS AND THE MODERN PERIOD

The writings of Saint Gregory Palamas and his disciples, the decrees of the Palamite synods, and the
Synodicon of Orthodoxy were never “lost” in the Orthodox Church. The Synodicon was published in Greek editions
of the Lenten Triodion at least from the year 1600, and all the way to current editions. The Synodicon clearly taught,
“there is in God both His essence and His essential and natural energy.” Patriarch Dositheus II of Jerusalem (lived
1641-1707) published many texts from Saint Gregory Palamas and his disciples and decrees from the Palamite synods.
Patriarch Dositheus’ books were published in Moldavia-Wallachia and made their way into the Ottoman Empire, the
Russian Empire, and Western Europe. Saint Macarius of Corinth and Saint Nicodemus of the Holy Mountain
published key Palamite texts in the Philokalia in 1782, including the clear teaching that “God Himself is [both] the
divine essence and the divine energy.” Jacques-Paul Migne included several Palamite texts in his collection of writings
of Church Fathers, some reprinted from Patriarch Dositheus or Saint Macarius and Saint Nicodemus. Feodor
Uspenskii and Bishop Porfirii Uspenskii published several key Palamite texts in Russia.

The Orthodox patristic teaching on God’s essence and energy was rejected in Roman Catholicism and
Protestantism and, sadly, was often ignored in Eastern Orthodox confessions of faith, catechisms, and textbooks of
dogmatic theology. This is because, after the Protestant Reformation and the Roman Catholic Council of Trent and
Counter-Reformation, many Orthodox confessions of faith, catechisms, and textbooks of dogmatic theology were
influenced by Protestant and Roman Catholic questions, terminology, and, sometimes, answers. For example, despite
his heroic efforts to oppose Protestant and Roman Catholic distortions of Orthodox teaching, Patriarch Dositheus was
influenced by Roman Catholic writings. In the end, Patriarch Dositheus revised his teaching on the afterlife, because
he had previously included a notion that was close to the Roman Catholic view of “Purgatory.”

The synods, confessions of faith, and catechisms of Patriarch Dositheus’ era did not reflect Orthodox patristic

11 Koraes had great contempt for traditional Orthodox Christianity and he had enormous influence on the intellectual foundations of the
modern Greek state.

12 Panagiotes K. Chrestou, “Neohellenic Theology at the Crossroads,” Greek Orthodox Theological Review 28.1 (1983): 39.

13 Nikos Kokosalakis, “Religion and Modernization in Nineteenth Century Greece,” Social Compass 34.2-3 (1987): 236-237.
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teaching in all its purity and fullness and the Orthodox Church views these modern sources as imperfect and some as
outright wrong (Cyril Loukaris’s). So, the texts from Saint Gregory Palamas and his disciples and the decrees of
Palamite synods that were published in Patriarch Dositheus’ great books (Book of Reconciliation, Book of Joy, Book
of Love, etc.), are much more authoritative, because they are much more faithful to the Orthodox patristic consensus,
than the texts that were newly composed in modern times to respond to Protestant and Roman Catholic debates.

The doctrines of Saint Gregory Palamas, Patriarch Philotheus, and the Hesychast Councils were truly
preserved within the Orthodox Church during the Western and Turkish captivities, since these teachings were included
in Orthodox liturgical books, other books that defended Orthodox theology from the errors of the West, and even in
western editions and collections of the writings of the Church Fathers—but these teachings were attacked by Western
theologians and were, sadly, often ignored by westernized Orthodox academic theologians and bishops because they
were not fashionable. The Orthodox teachings on the essence and energies were always preserved and understood
within the spiritual life of the Orthodox Church, especially in monastic circles and in the inner life of the Church.
There was a dichotomy—a great chasm or gulf—between what the Church teaches and understands in her spiritual
life (the life of prayer and communion with God) and what western-educated academic theologians in the East
understood and misunderstood about the energies and revelation of God.

TEXTBOOKS OF DOGMATIC THEOLOGY: HOW EASTERN CHRISTIAN THEOLOGIANS OFTEN
IGNORED SAINT GREGORY PALAMAS’S TEACHING ON ESSENCE AND ENERGY

Academic authors of books on Orthodox dogmatic theology have a long history (from the 1600s to well into
the 1950s) of virtually ignoring the teachings of Saint Gregory Palamas and of the entire Orthodox Church on the
essence and energies of God. Sadly, this is equally true of both Slavs and Greeks.

Makarii Bulgakov (1816-1882), who was Metropolitan of Moscow (1879-1882), authored what may be the
most influential textbooks on Orthodox dogmatic theology ever written in the Russian language.’* Some of these
books were also translated into Bulgarian, Greek, and French.!® Despite this great influence, Metropolitan Makarii’s
books had one obvious omission: he virtually ignored Saint Gregory Palamas and the Palamite councils. In his major

14 Makarii Bulgakov, Beedenie 6» npasociasnoe 602ocnosie (Saint Petersburg: E. ®uuiepa, 1847),
http://books.google.com/books?id=rC1GAAAAYAAJ; 5th edn. (Saint Petersburg: P. ['onuke, 1897),
http://books.google.com/books?id=BqAYAAAAYAAJ; Makarii Bulgakov, [Ipasocrasrno-ooemamuueckoe Bozocnosie ([1st edn.]; 5 vols.; Saint
Petersburg, 1849—1853), vol. 1 (1849), http://dlib.rsl.ru/01004430701; vol. 2 (1851a), http://dlib.rsl.ru/01004440064; vol. 3 (1851b),
http://dlib.rsl.ru/01004430703; vol. 4 (1852), http://dlib.rsl.ru/01004430705; vol. 5 u mocnenuuii (1853), http://dlib.rsl.ru/01004430702; Makarii
Bulgakov, IIpasocaasno-ooemamuueckoe boeocnosie (5th edn.; 2 vols.; Saint Petersburg: P. [omuke, 1895), vol. 1,
http://books.google.com/books?vidc=HARVARD:32044009713710; Makarii Bulgakov, Pyxosoocmeo kv Hzyuenito Xpucmianckazo
Ipasocnasro-oemamuueckazo boeocnosis ([1913]; 2d edn.; Saint Petersburg: Cunonansoii Tunorpadiu, 1874),
http://books.google.com/books?id=DfAMAAAATAAIJ.

15 Makarii Bulgakov, Pvk0600cmeo 3a uzyusanuemo Ha XpucmusiHCKono npagociagno-oozmamuuecko bozciosue (2 vols.; Sofia:
Ipoceemenue, 1898); Makarii Bulgakov, doyuatikijc Georoyiag 1o mepi uvornpiowv (tr. Vasileios Philippides; Athens: X. N. ®uihodehpeve, 1875);
Makarii Bulgakov, Eyyeipioiov tijc kazo tpy OpOédolov eic Xpiorov ITiotny doyuatikijc Oeoloyiag (tr. Neophytos Pagidas; Athens: N.
Kapyrotakng,1882); Makarii Bulgakov, Eicaywyn eig tijv OpOodolov Oeoloyiov (tr. Nikolaos S. Papadopoulos from the 2d Russian edn.; 3 vols.;
Leipzig and Athens, 1858—1861), vol. 1 (Leipzig: Giesecke und Devrient, 1858), vols. 2—3 (Athens: A. Eipnvidng, 1961),
http://books.google.com/books?id=opAYAAAAYAAJ; Makarii Bulgakov, Introduction a la théologie orthodoxe (Paris: Joel Cherbuliez, 1857),
http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:hul.ebookbatch. ATLAM_batch: ATLAP000019748; Makarii Bulgakov, Théologie dogmatique orthodoxe (2 vols.;
Paris: Joel Cherbuliez, 1859-1860), vol. 1, http://books.google.fr/books?id=bx4DAAAAQAAI; vol. 2, http://books.google.com/books?id=Qzc-
AAAACAAJ.
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work on dogmatic theology,® Metropolitan Makarii “mentions Palamas only in a footnote.”'” Other Orthodox writers
on dogmatics made similar omissions, when it would have been appropriate to quote from the four major
Palamite/Hesychast synods, or from the short summary in the Synodicon of Orthodoxy.

Father Michael Pomazansky, although very devoted to traditional Orthodox teaching, also did not include
quotations from Saint Gregory Palamas, the Hesychast synods, or the Synodicon of Orthodoxy on the energies of God.
Pomazansky wrote his major work on Orthodox dogmatic theology in 1963, and revised it in 1973.2 This was years
after the revival of the study of Saint Gregory Palamas had begun, yet, sadly, Pomazansky has “no reference” at all*®
to the teaching of Saint Gregory Palamas. In Father Seraphim Rose’s 1983 English translation of Father Michael’s
Russian book, Saint Gregory Palamas is only mentioned in an appendix added by the translator. Only years later, after
it became embarrassing for a serious work like this to be published without some reference to Saint Gregory Palamas’s
teachings, did an editor from the St. Herman of Alaska Brotherhood in Platina, California, add references to Saint
Gregory into several footnotes.? The editors of the third English edition also add some quotations from Father
Dumitru Stiniloae about human deification through God’s energies, to make up for Father Michael’s omissions.?

Both Father Michael Pomazansky and Father Seraphim Rose desired to be faithful to Orthodox Christian
tradition; and they were both more faithful to Orthodoxy than some of those individuals, such as Father John
Meyendorff, who played leading roles in the revival in the study of Saint Gregory Palamas, but who also supported
the un-Orthodox compromises of Sergianism and ecumenism. Father John Meyendorff’s errors were much more broad
and destructive in effect than were Father Michael Pomazansky’s and Father Seraphim Rose’s omissions of the
Hesychast synodal decrees.

Historically, Slavs, Greeks, and Romanians were guilty of omitting Saint Gregory Palamas when he should
have been quoted. Later, Slavs, Greeks, and Romanians were involved in the revival in the study of the saint’s writings
in the twentieth century.

In 1907, Chrestos Androutsos (1869-1935) wrote one of the most academically-influential books on
Orthodox dogmatic theology ever written in the Greek language in modern times.?? He was criticized for being heavily
influenced by Protestant theology. For decades, the type of theology contained in Androutsos’s book was considered
“standard” Orthodox teaching by several professors at the National and Capodistrian University of Athens, Halki
Seminary in Constantinople, the Aristotle University of Thessalonica, and in other places in Greek higher education.
Later authors—both serious scholars like Panagiotes N. Trempelas and loannes N. Karmires as well as authors of
“popular,” introductory books like Athanasios S. Frangopoulos of the Soter Brotherhood of Theologians?*—were

16 Makarii Bulgakov, IIpasocrasno-ooemamuueckoe bozocaosie (5th edn.; 2 vols.; Saint Petersburg: P. Tomuke, 1895), vol. 1,
http://books.google.com/books?vid=HARVARD:32044009713710; Makarii Bulgakov, Théologie dogmatique orthodoxe (2 vols.; Paris: Joel
Cherbuliez, 1859-1860), 1:179, http://books.google.com/books?id=JWARAAAAIAAJ. Other important works of Russian dogmatic theology
include Filaret (Dmitrii Grigorevich Gumilevskii), IIpasocrasnoe 0oemamuueckoe 6ozocrosue (2 vols.; Chernigov, 1864; 2d edn.; 1865; 3d edn.;
2 vols. in 1; Saint Petersburg, 1882); Sil’vestr Malevanskii, Oput pravoslavnago dogmaticheskago bogosloviia istoricheskom izlozheniem
dogmatov (5 vols.; Kiev, 1878-1891); Nikolai Malinovskii, Pravoslavnoe dogmaticheskoe bogoslovie (4 vols; 1895-1909), vol. 1 (Khar’kov,
1895); vol. 2 (Stavropol’, 1903); vols. 3—4 (Sergiev-Posad, 1909); Nikolai Malinovskii, Ocherk pravoslavnogo dogmaticheskogo bogosloviia (2
pts.; Kamenets-Podol’sk, 1904).

17 Kallistos Ware, Bishop of Diokleia, forew. to Dumitru Staniloae, The Experience of God: Orthodox Dogmatic Theology (6 vols.; tr. and
ed. Ioan Ionitd and Robert Barringer; Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 1994-2013), 1:xxi, XXvii.

18 Michael Pomazansky, /Ipasocrasnoe doemamuueckoe 60o2ocnosue 6 cacamom uznodxcenuu (Jordanville, NY: Holy Trinity Monastery,
1963; rev. edn.; 1973); tr. as Michael Pomazansky, Orthodox Dogmatic Theology: A Concise Exposition (tr. Father Seraphim Rose; Platina, CA:
St. Herman of Alaska Brotherhood, 1983; 2d edn.; 1994; 3d edn.; ed. St. Herman of Alaska Brotherhood; 2005).

19 Ware, forew. to Stiniloae, Experience of God, 1:xxi, xxvii.

20 pomazansky, Orthodox Dogmatic Theology (3d edn; 2005), 59, 71, 111, 114, 133, 138, 159, 161, 187, 201, 203, 204, 208, 209, 215,
225.

21 Pomazansky, Orthodox Dogmatic Theology (3d edn.; 2005), 221, 222.

22 Chrestos Androutsos, doyuatixs tijc OpBodécov Avazoikijc Exxinoiag (Athens: Kpdrog, 1907; 2d edn.; Athens: Actrip, 1956). See
also the critiques in Konstantinos I. Dyovouniotes, H Adoyuazixi tod Xpiiotov Avdpotraov kpivousvy (Athens: . K. Bhootdg, 1907) and
Demetrios S. Mpalanos, Kpioig tijc Aoyuazikijc tod k. Xprjorov Avdpovroov (Jerusalem: Tepov Kowov tod [avéayiov Taeov, 1907).

2 Athanasios S. Frangopoulos, H Op0ddoéog Xpioriavik Iiotic pog: Zdvroun xod mepiextirn &xbeoig tijc Ophoddéov Hiorews (Athens:
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strongly influenced by Androutsos’s westernized approach to theology. In Androutsos’s work the “Palamite teaching
is ignored”; Androutos “makes [only] a cursory reference to the divine energies” on only one page, “without alluding
to Palamas.”? In Panagiotes N. Trempelas’s massive, three-volume textbook of Orthodox dogmatic theology,?® the
teaching of Saint Gregory is “allowed no more than a passing mention” and it is “printed in small type!” 26

In Toannes N. Karmires’s synopsis of Orthodox dogmatic theology,?” “Nothing is said about the essence-
energies distinction,” in either the Greek original or the English translation.?® This was also highly unexpected because
Karmires published the decrees of two of the four major Hesychast synods. Karmires’s omission was also unexpected
since Karmires was the advisor and supporter of Father John S. Romanides who sought to defend the Orthodox
teachings on the Fall of Adam (against some exaggerated western concepts of “original sin”)?® and on the essence and
energies of God. Romanides, however, departed from the consensus of the Orthodox Church by his support for
compromises with the Monophysite heresy. Some Greek theologians who were influenced by Romanides (such as
Christos Yannaras) took his emphasis on apophatic (negative) theology and pushed it in the direction of agnosticism—
that human beings cannot have genuine knowledge about God, dogmas, and morality. (I should say, however, that
Yannaras writes in contradictory ways: Sometimes he writes as if he actually believes in Orthodox dogma. At other
times he writes like a “postmodern” philosopher who believes that truth is only relative and never absolute.) Trempelas
had predicted this trend towards agnosticism when he disagreed with Romanides in 1959 about the doctrine of the
Fall of Adam and Eve and other theological issues.*

It should be noted, however, that there have been a small number of recent, major works of Orthodox
dogmatic theology that were written with the expressed intent of differentiating Orthodox theology (both doctrinal
content and methodology) from western works as well as from westernized Orthodox attempts. Probably the most
comprehensive was written by Father Justin Popovi¢ of Serbia and is entitled Dogmatics of the Orthodox Church:
Orthodox Philosophy of Truth [Dogmatika Pravoslavne Crkve: Pravoslavna filosofija istine]. The first two volumes
were published in 1932 and 1935 respectively. The third and last volume was not published until 1978, a year before
Father Justin’s death, with the first two volumes being reprinted in 1980.3! A French translation, in five volumes,

Adehpotng Beordymv ‘O Tatnp, 1973); English: Athanasios S. Frangopoulos, Our Orthodox Christian Faith: A Handbook of Popular Dogmatics
([1973]; 2d edn.; Athens: Brotherhood of Theologians O Sotir, 1984).

24 Ware, forew. to Staniloae, Experience of God, 1:xxi, xxvii; see Androutsos, doyuazixij, 45.

% Panagiotes N. Trempelas, doyuozixn tiic OpOodoéov Kabolikijc Exkinoiag (3 vols.), vols. 1-2 (Athens: Adehpotng Osordyov H Zom,
1959); vol. 3 (Athens: Adshpdtng Ocordymv O Swtip, 1961); FT: Panagiotes N. Trempelas, Dogmatique de I’Eglise Orthodoxe Catholique (tr.
Pierre Dumont; 3 vols.; Textes et études théologiques; Chevetogne: Editions de Chevetogne, 1966—1968; Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1966—
1968).

26 Ware, forew. to Staniloae, Experience of God, 1:xxi, xxvii; see Trempelas, doyuazixij, 1:178-179; Trempelas, Dogmatique, 1:213-214.

27 loannes N. Karmires, Xévowig tijc doyuoatikijc didaokaiiog tijc OpBoddécov Kabolixiic Exrxinaias (Athens: Amootohikt Ataxovia Thg
"ExxAnoiog tiig EAAGSog, 1957); ET: John N. Karmiris (Ioannes N. Karmires), A Synopsis of the Dogmatic Teaching of the Orthodox Catholic
Church (tr. George Dimopoulos; Scranton, PA: Orthodox Christian Edition, 1973).

28 Ware, Forew. to Staniloae, Experience of God, 1:xxi, xxvii; see Karmires, Xdvowig; Karmiris, Synopsis.

2 John S. Romanides, “Original Sin According to St. Paul,” St. Viadimir’s Seminary Quarterly 4.1-2 (1955): 5-28; John S. Romanides,
To mpormoaropikov dudptiua, 1jrotr, Zopfolai gic Ty Epevvay T@v npoimobéoewy Tij¢ 01000KaAIOS TEPL TPOTATOPIKOD CLOPTHUOTOS EV Tf] UEXPL TOD
Ay. Eipyvaiov dpyaig éxxinoig &v avtforf] mpog tv kabélov karevGvvary tijc Opbodolov kai tijc dvtikijc péxpt Owud tod Axivazov Ggoloyiag,
Evaioiog émi didoxtopig diazp P drofinbeioa eic thy Ocoloyikny Zyolnv tod Evikod kai Komodiotpiokod Iovemiotnuiov AOnvav (Doctor of
Theology thesis, University of Athens; Athens: Amoctolikn Awakoviog Tiig ExkAinciog tiig EALGSog, 1957; repr. with new prol.; Athens: Adpog,
1989); ET: John S. Romanides, The Ancestral Sin: A Comparative Study of the Sin of Our Ancestors Adam and Eve According to the Paradigms
and Doctrines of the First- and Second-Century Church and the Augustinian Formulation of Original Sin ([Greek original,1957]; tr. George S.
Gabriel; Ridgewood, NJ: Zephyr, 2002), https://archive.org/details/ancestralsin0000roma.

30 For Trempelas’s prediction that extreme apophatic (negative) theology would lead to agnosticism, see Andrew J. Sopko, Prophet of
Roman Orthodoxy: The Theology of John Romanides (Dewdney, BC: Synaxis Press, 1998), 19-45, Kindle, ch. 2. Sopko is one-sided in favor of
Romanides, but Trempelas’s fears have, in part, come true. The original correspondence between Trempelas and Romanides can be found in John
S. Romanides and Panagiotes N. Trempelas, Eyyeipidiov: Alinroypogia m. I. X. Pouavidov kai kab. I1. N. Tpsuréia: Kazaypapn évog Geoloyikod
dialdyoo (gen. intr. Hierotheos Vlachos, Metropolitan of Naupaktos and Hagios Vlasios; spec. intr. Georgios D. Metallenos; Athens: Apudc,
2009), http://oodegr.co/oode/biblia/romanidis_trebellas/2_metallinos.htm.

31 Justin Popovi¢, Ilpasocrasna @unocoguja Ucmune: Jloemamuxa npasociasne ypree (3 vols.; 1:1932, 2:1935, 3:1978), vol. 1
(Sremski Karlovci: Uykosuh, 1932; repr. edn.; Belgrade: Manactup Csete henmje kon Babesa, 1980), https://svetosavlje.org/dogmatika-
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appeared in 1992-1997%2 and a Russian translation in available online. Father John Meyendorff wrote that with this
work, Father Justin “has shown that it is not the mere fact of writing a textbook that leads to ‘scholasticism.”” His
work “succeeds, much better than all its predecessors, in reflecting the basic value-structure of scripture and patristics,
centered on the theocentric nature of man and the notion of ‘deification’ as its meaning and goal.” Father Justin
“proved that it was possible to write theology systematically while also remaining faithful to the patristic tradition.”33
Father Justin does quote directly from Saint Gregory Palamas’s Triads, but, unfortunately, he does not quote from the
decrees of the four major Palamite synods. Thus his section on the energies of God does not give the Orthodox teaching
in its fullness.

Another work of Father Justin’s that sharply differentiates traditional Orthodox theology from that of the
West is his The Orthodox Church and Ecumenism [Pravoslavna Crkva i ekumenizam] (1974). A Greek translation
appeared in the same year, followed later by Russian, Bulgarian, and English translations.®* Despite the fact that Father
Justin is highly revered, even among many of those involved in the ecumenical movement, they have a tendency to
ignore this work of his because it so strongly condemns the entire relativistic basis of the present-day ecumenical
movement.

Father Justin was an admirer of Metropolitan Antonii (Khrapovitskii) of Kiev. Metropolitan Antonii stated
that contemporary theology should be based on the Fathers of the Church and not on westernized modern theologians.
Metropolitan Antonii himself has been criticized for being influenced by non-Orthodox sources. However, he was
undoubtedly correct that Orthodox theology should not be based on medieval and modern Latin and Protestant
theology, but on authentic Orthodox patristic sources. Father Justin tried to implement this by quoting Church councils
and saints, and not quoting modern theologians. Although Metropolitan Antonii was aware of religious trends in the
West, and was sympathetic to those in the West who expressed interest in the Orthodox Church, he affirmed
unequivocally that only the Orthodox Church was the true Christian Church and that western believers, no matter how
sympathetic to Orthodoxy they may be, needed to convert to the Orthodox Church to be considered members of

pravoslavne-crkve-tom1/; vol. 2 (Sremski Karlovci: Uyxosuh, 1935; repr. edn.; Belgrade: Manactup Csere hemuje ko Bassesa, 1980),
https://svetosavlje.org/dogmatika-pravoslavne-crkve-tom2/; vol. 3: Exmucuonocuja: yuemwe o ypreu (Belgrade: Manactup Ceere henuje xox
Basbesa, 1978), https://svetosavlje.org/dogmatika-pravoslavne-crkve-tom3-1/; https://svetosavlje.org/dogmatika-pravoslavne-crkve-tom3-2/.

32 See Justin Popovié, Philosophie orthodoxe de la vérité: Dogmatique de I’Eglise orthodoxe (tr. Jean-Louis Palierne; pref. Atanasije
Jevti¢; intr. Patric Ranson; 5 vols.; Collection La Lumiére du Thabor; Lausanne: L’ Age d’homme, 1992-1997).

33 John Meyendorff, Byzantine Theology: Historical Trends and Doctrinal Themes (New Y ork: Fordham University Press, 1974), 224—
225.

34 See Justin Popovié, IIpasocnasna Lpkea u exymenuszam (Xunangapeku norykasu 1; Thessalonica: Manactup Xunanngap, Csera [opa,
1974), http://svetosavlje.org/biblioteka/Ekumenizam/justin.htm; Justin Popovi¢, Pravoslavna Crkva i Ekumenizam ([2d edn.; Manastir Hilandar,
1995]; online edn.; ed. Ivan Tasi¢), http://svetosavlje.org/biblioteka/Ekumenizam/Lat_justin.htm; GrT: Justin Popovi¢, Op8ddooc Exxinaia kot
Ocovuevioudog (tr. Amfilohije Radovi¢ and Atanasije Jevti¢; Thessalonica: Op86do&og Kuwén, 1974); Justin Popovié, The Orthodox Church
and Ecumenism (tr. Benjamin Emmanuel Stanley and Mother Maria; Birmingham: Lazarica Press, 2000); RT: Justin Popovi¢, IIpasocrasnas
Lleproeb u sxymenusm (tr. Andrei Kuraev; Moscow: M3n-Bo Mock. nmoasopssi Csito-Tpoun. Cepruesoii naBpsi, 1997), http://www.portal -
credo.ru/site/index.php?act=lib&id=261; BT: Justin Popovi¢, llpasocrasnama L{vprea u uxymenusmovm (Mount Athos: CriaBsHOOBITapCKU
manactup Ceetit Bmuxk ['eopru 3orpad, 2004). On ecumenism see also George Macris, The Orthodox Church and the Ecumenical Movement
During the Period 1920-1969 (Seattle: St. Nectarios Press, 1986).

Justin Popovié, IIpasocrasna Lprea u exymenuszam, Xunangapcku nmorykasu 1 (Thessalonica: 1zd. Manastira Hilandara, Sveta Gora,
1974); Greek: Justin Popovi¢, Opbddocog Exrinoia kor Oikovuevioudg, Metdopaotg iepop. Apeioyiov Pavtofirg kon iepop. Abavaciov
Iéprurg (Thessalonica: ‘Exdooig OpBddo&og Kuwérn, 1974); Bulgarian: [penonoduu Uyctun [lonosuy, IIpasociasnama L{vprea u
uxymenusmovm (Ceta ropa Aton: CinaBsHoOBJrapcku Manactiup Cetn Bmuk I'eopru 3orpad, 2004); Macdonian: Jycrun [TonoBuk,
Ipenomoben Orery, “XymanucTnukuot U borouoBeuknor mporpec,” http://uspenie.kolivart.com/sovremeni_podviznici/56; English: Justin
Popovié, Archimandrite of Celije, The Orthodox Church and Ecumenism (by Archimandrite Justin Popovi¢; tr. Benjamin Emmanuel Stanley; cor.
Mother Maria; intro. Radovan Bigovi¢; pub. note by Proto-Stavrophore Milenko Zebi¢; Birmingham: Lazarica Press, 2000),
https://www.reissinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/St-Justin-Popovich-T he-Orthodox-Church-and-Ecumenism.pdf, where Father Justin
quotes extensively from Nikolaj Velimirovié, Poruka Srpskom Narodu kroz Tamni&ki Prozor [Words to the Serbian People Through the Dungeon
Window] (Himmelsthiir, 1985; repr. Belgrade: Svetosavska Knjizevna Zadruga). Bishop Nikolaj and Father Justin state that “a war against truth
is a war against divine and human nature” (Justin, Orthodox Church, 171) and they offer extensive criticism of “the deicidal idolatry of European
culture” (169).
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Christ’s Church.®®

Another important work of contemporary Orthodox dogmatic theology is Father Michael Azkoul’s The
Teachings of the Holy Orthodox Church, only one volume of which has been published.®® This is a serious introduction
to Orthodox dogmatic theology currently available in English. Father Michael discusses the Orthodox teaching on
essence and energy, but he does not quote the council decrees, as he should have. In recent years, Father Michael
released some public letters that showed confusion about basic doctrines, such as his misleading claim that we “may”
can God’s energies “God” and his false claim that Orthodox Christians do not worship God’s essence or energy but
only the three divine persons of the Trinity. The Seventh Ecumenical Council teaches that we do give divine-worship
to “the divine nature” (essence) and the liturgical books have many prayers in which we worship the “might” or
“power” (energy) of God.

Despite the fact that major Orthodox texts on the essence and energies of God have been available in all the
major printed editions of the Greek Lenten Triodion as far back as 1600 (and up to the present day), in the writings of
Patriarch Philotheus and the decrees of Hesychast councils published by Patriarch Dositheus Il of Jerusalem, in the
Philokalia (1782), in Migne’s collection in the 1800s, in Feodor Uspenskii and Porfirii Uspenskii, etc., leading
Orthodox academic theologians specializing in dogmatics from the 1700s to the 1950s very often ignored this basic
and crucial Orthodox dogma. Some, both in Russia and in Constantinople, denied the Orthodox dogma. A few of these
supposed experts on Orthodox theology “failed Orthodoxy 101” (to borrow an expression of Metropolitan Ephraim’s)
when they opposed the Orthodox teaching on God’s energies and on hesychastic prayer. They failed, not because the
Orthodox teachings were “lost”—as the myth falsely claims. They failed because the West was slandering the
Orthodox teaching as “pantheism” and it was not academically fashionable to defend the Orthodox teaching in the
East by quoting the Hesychast council texts, even in “Orthodox” academic environments and Orthodox academic
textbooks of theology.

Due to the revival since 1944 in the study of Saint Gregory Palamas and the study of the hesychastic monastic
traditions of the Church, Saint Gregory’s teaching is widely known in both East and West. Even some secular authors
mention Saint Gregory Palamas’s teaching. In his extremely influential book, first published in French in 1944,
Vladimir N. Lossky wrote, “The dvvauelg [dynameis, powers], or energies, in which God proceeds forth are God
Himself.”%" Similarly, Timothy Ware, in his introductory book on Orthodoxy that has been widely distributed
throughout the world, writes that “[God’s] energies are not something that exist apart from God ... they are God
Himself.”%® Timothy Ware, later Father/Bishop/Metropolitan Kallistos, became less and less traditional in his
approach to doctrine and in his support for ecumenism through the years. But he was absolutely correct to state that,
in the tradition of the Church, the Palamite synods have virtually the same authority and importance as the Seven
Ecumenical Councils.

35 See Timothy Ware, The Orthodox Church ([1963]; London: Penguin Books, 1993), 308-309, where he contrasts the traditional
Orthodox view of who constitutes a member of the Church (as voiced by Metropolitan Antonii Khrapovitskii) with the revisionist view of other
modern theologians of Orthodox background. Ware himself eventually revised his earlier, more Orthodox understanding of ecclesiology.

36 Michael S. Azkoul, The Teachings of the Holy Orthodox Church, vol. 1: God, Creation, Old Israel, Christ (Buena Vista, CO:
Dormition Skete, 1986). Now see its replacement with the second part included: [Michael S. Azkoul], The Teachings of the Holy Orthodox
Church ([2d edn.]; pts. 1-2 in 1 vol.; pref. Archbishop Gregory of Colorado; Buena Vista, CO: Dormition Skete, 2020). Another useful series is
Clark Carlton, The Faith: Understanding Orthodox Christianity (1995; [The Faith Series 1]; Salisbury, MA: Regina Orthodox Press, 1997); Clark
Carlton, The Way: What Every Protestant Should Know About The Orthodox Church ([The Faith Series 2]; 1997; Salisbury, MA: Regina
Orthodox Press, 1998); Clark Carlton, The Truth: What Every Roman Catholic Should Know About The Orthodox Church ([The Faith Series 3];
Salisbury, MA: Regina Orthodox Press, 1999); Clark Carlton, The Life: The Orthodox Doctrine of Salvation; An Orthodox Catechism (The Faith
Series 4; Salisbury, MA: Regina Orthodox Press, 2000).

37 Vladimir N. Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church ([French 1944]; tr. Fellowship of Saint Alban and Saint Sergius;
London: James Clarke, 1957), 72.

38 Timothy Ware, The Orthodox Church (1963; London: Penguin Books, 1984), 77.
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HALKI: ANTI-HESYCHASM, NAME-FIGHTING, ECUMENISM, AND THE NEW CALENDAR

In the late nineteenth century and the early twentieth century, the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople,
the patriarchate’s Halki Seminary, and the patriarchate’s newspaper Ekkiésiastike Alétheia®® had many internal
problems. Key persons at the patriarchate, seminary, and newspaper had received their highest-level theological
education from western (mostly Protestant) theologians and had adopted western theological prejudices. Several of
these individuals wanted to make significant concessions to the Church of England and the Anglican Communion. In
fact, some of the same individuals in the patriarchate who ignored or distorted the teaching of Saint Gregory Palamas
also condemned the great Saint Symeon the New Theologian at the same time that they were seeking unity with non-
Orthodox Anglicans.

Influential professors at Halki included Metropolitan Germanos P. Strenopoulos of Seleucia (Seminary
Dean), Archimandrite loannes Eustratiou, Archimandrite Demetrios Georgiades, Deacon Vasileios K. Stephanides,
Vasileios Antoniades, and Panteleon Komnenos.

Germanos P. Strenopoulos (1872-1951), the dean of Halki Seminary,*® studied at the universities of
Strasbourg, Lausanne, and Leipzig, receiving his Doctor of Philosophy degree from Leipzig after submitting his
dissertation entitled “The Philosophical Theories of Hippolytus.” He was Metropolitan of Seleucia and later
Metropolitan of Thyateira (resident in London). As editor of the patriarchate’s newspaper, he published documents in
1913 that denied the Orthodox dogma on the deity of God’s energies. He was the principal author of the ecumenist
encyclical of 1920 that tried to introduce Protestant ecclesiology into the Orthodox Church. He was very active in
ecumenism* and the change to the new calendar.

The German-educated Greek deacon at Halki, Father Vasileios K. Stephanides, was later an archimandrite
and professor in Athens, and the author of a widely used Greek textbook on church history.#> The book was also
widely criticized for its western methodology. In this textbook he shows clear anti-Orthodox prejudices against
patristic, Hesychast monasticism. Stephanides speaks disparagingly of Saint Symeon the New Theologian’s writings
on love for God, the vision of God, human union with God, and the unity of Christ’s two natures. Stephanides
denigrates the saint’s allegedly “erotic expressions™ and “mysticism”** and associates the saint with the heresy of
“monophysitism.”*® This slander—that Orthodox Byzantine Christology and “mysticism” is really the heresy of
“monophysitism”—is a direct anti-Orthodox borrowing by Stephanides from his anti-Orthodox German professors.
Thus there is an unmistakably direct line from the German Protestant professors to the Constantinopolitan professors’
attacks on the Orthodox theology of Saint Symeon the New Theologian and Saint Gregory Palamas.

Greek academic theologians in both Constantinople and Greece shared these prejudices. The German-
educated Athenian patrology professor Demetrios Mpalanos wrote of the “morbid mysticism”® of Saint Symeon the
New Theologian. Panagiotes K. Chrestou wrote concerning Mpalanos’s statement, “All the narrow-mindedness of
Neohellenic [modern Greek] rationalistic theology is contained within this short sentence.”*

39 Exiclnorocrxy Adijeio [Ekklésiastiké Aletheia] (newspaper; Constantinople, 1880-1923),
http://digital.lib.auth.gr/record/126427?In=en.

40 Germanos P. Strenopoulos, metropolitan of Seleucia, dean of Theological School of Halki; loannes Eustratiou, archimandrite;
Demetrios Georgiades, archimandrite; Vasileios K. Stephanides, deacon; Vasileios Antoniades; and Panteleon Komnenos, I'vawuodétnaig tod
20Moyov v Ocoloywv Kobnyntdv mepi tijc éoydrwg éupaviabeions év Ayi ‘Opel mapa. toic Pihoooig 1ovoyois kavopavods o10ockoAiog mepl
ij¢ Bedtnrog T0d dvdparog “Incodg”: Kat’ évrodny tijc Ayiog rai Tepag Xovdodov (Halki, March 30, 1913), in Exxinoiaoctiy ALiOsia
(Constantinople), April 20, 1913, 123-125, http://www.omologitis.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/gnomatef.pdf.

4 Vasil T. Istavridis, “The Work of Germanos Strenopoulos in the Field of Inter-Orthodox and Inter-Christian Relations,” Ecumenical
Review 113 (April 1959): 291, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/do0i/10.1111/j.1758-6623.1959.tb01916.x/abstract.

42 Vasileios K. Stephanides, ExxAnoiactixy iotopia: An’ épyijc uéypr anuepov (2d edn.; Athens: Acthp, 1959).

43 “gpoticag kepdost” (Stephanides, ExxAnaiactiki iotopia, 470).

4 “UUGTIKIGUOV ... LUGTIKIGHOV ... ooTIKIopOg” (Stephanides, ExkAnoiaotiky iotopia, 471).

45 “UoVoPLGITIGUAG ... povoguottiopdy” (Stephanides, ExxAnoiaotiki iotopia, 471).

4 “yoonpov puotikiopdv” (Demetrios S. Mpalanos, Of Boavrivoi ékkinoiactixol ovyypapeis aro tod 800 uéypt tod 1453 [Bifiobrikn
Amnootolkiig Atakoviag Athens: Arootolkn Awakovia Tfig 'Exknoiog tfig EAAGS0g, 1951], 87).

47 Panagiotes K. Chrestou, “Neohellenic Theology at the Crossroads,” Greek Orthodox Theological Review 28.1 (1983): 53.
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It was the same westernized modern Greek academic theologians and bishops, in both Constantinople and
Greece, who were traitors to Orthodoxy by condemning Saint Symeon the New Theologian and condemning Saint
Gregory Palamas’s teaching, who also condemned the Orthodox Christians who remained faithful to the traditional
calendar and who opposed the heresy of ecumenism. These westernized, un-Orthodox Halki seminary professors
dominated the Ecumenical Patriarchate at that time. They condemned Orthodoxy in these ways because they were the
products of their Protestant theology professors and of Latin and Protestant influences on the Orthodox East.

In contrast to this distorted academic theology produced under a “western captivity,” if anyone reads or
listens to and prays the Scriptures and the Orthodox Services (including the Synodicon of Orthodoxy read on the first
Sunday of the Great Fast each year), or reads the Philokalia, or maybe reads even a tiny bit of Saint John of Damascus,
anyone can learn the Orthodox teaching about God’s energies, about Christ’s deified humanity, about quiet (hesychast)
prayer, and about deification.

A FUNDAMENTAL THEOLOGICAL DISTINCTION: CREATOR AND CREATION; THERE IS NO
INTERMEDIATE SUBSTANCE OR FORCE

It makes sense to begin this theological section with the fundamental Orthodox-patristic dogmatic distinction
between the uncreated and the created. Even some highly educated theologians, both in the West and in the East did
not fully understand or accept the Orthodox patristic teaching on this. But the clear patristic distinction between
uncreated and created underlies (and is assumed) by numerous other Orthodox patristic teachings. If one does not
understand this teaching, then much of what the major Orthodox councils taught in their definitions of faith cannot be
fully understood.

According to Orthodox doctrine, there is the Creator Himself and there is creation. Nothing else. Nothing
else exists other than the Creator Himself and His creation. There is no in-between substance or essence or force or
power or energy of any kind that is intermediate between the Creator and creation. There is certainly no in-between
“Deity/Divinity” between the Uncreated Creator and created things. (That is why Father Sergius Bulgakov’s personal
views on “Sophia” [an Orthodox word that he misused] were heretical. Bulgakov confused the Uncreated with the
created. Father Pavel Florenskii appeared to do the same.) Saint John of Damascus explains the consensus dogma of
Orthodoxy:

there is no intermediate nature between the created and the uncreated, neither is there
any such energy. If it [an energy] is uncreated, it will indicate an uncreated essence
only. The natural properties [energies] must correspond with the nature absolutely....
The natural energy, moreover, does not come from anything outside the nature.

LEGOV YO TOVTOV 0VK EGTLV EvEpYELo DGTEP 0VSE PVGIS. Ei 0DV KTIoN, KTIGTIV LoV
dAdcel OcIv: €l 8¢ GKTIGTOG, AKTIGTOV LOVIV YapakTNpicel ovoiav. A&l yap TavTmg
Koo Taic @OGESTY £fval T8 QUGIKA: picel ovciay. A&l Yop TAVIOG KATAAAN A
T0ic PVGEGLY Elval TO PUGIKGL. ... 'H 88 katd eOoty Evépyeto ob TV EkToC Vmapyel.*®

In other words, God has an uncreated essence (substance) and therefore also has an uncreated energy
(operation or activity). A human being consists of a created substance/essence/nature and therefore his energy
(operation or activity) is by definition also created.

Even the ancient Hebrews had a basic understanding of the difference between the uncreated and the created,
since the prophets taught the Israelites that only God (the Creator) could be given divine-worship. The prophets taught
further that it would be the great sin and heresy of idolatry to give divine-worship to any created thing, whether it was

48 Saint John of Damascus, "Exfcoig éxpific tiic Opboddov miorews [Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith] 3.15.59.
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an angelic spirit that served God or a human being or an animal or a statue. The distinction between Creator and
created was necessary in order to know Who to worship and how not to fall into idolatry. The Hebrew translators of
the Old Testament into Greek used two different words in order to differentiate between bowing or honor or veneration
in a general sense (which was called proskynesis) and absolute-divine-worship or absolute-divine-adoration (which
was called latreia). In Genesis 23:7, Abraham bowed down (prosekynésen, gave proskynesis) to the pagan Hittites, as
a gesture of honor. In 1 Paralipomena (1 Chronicles 29:20), the congregation of Israel “bowed down and fell down
before [proskynésan, which can also be translated “worshipped”] God and the king.” In both cases there was the giving
of proskynésis to a man, but there was no giving of divine-adoration (latreia) to a man as if to Deity. There was no
idolatry involved in bowing to the Hittites out of respect or bowing to the king out of honor.

VENERATION TO CREATED PERSONS AND ICONS; AND DIVINE-ADORATION TO THE CREATOR
ALONE

Saint John of Damascus expressed the Orthodox dogma clearly: “latreia is different from proskynésis”
(Brepov yap éot1 Aatpeiag mpookivnoic);*® “The created thing is given proskynésis, but not given latreia as God” (iva
un mg Oedg Aatpevopévn mposkuvijtar 1 kticig).® Saint Theodore of Studium put it this way: “We give the saints
proskynesis, but we do not give them latreia” (mpockvvolpey Toig dyiog, GAL’ od Aotpedopey ovtoig).5?

According to Orthodox dogma, “adoration” or “absolute worship” (latreia) must be given only to the Creator
(Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, essence and energy), not to any created person or created thing. Latreia is the special
word that the Holy Scriptures, the Holy Fathers, the Seventh Ecumenical Council, and the Synodicon of Orthodoxy
use to refer precisely to the “absolute worship” that can be given only to God.

It is also Orthodox dogma that we must give honor, veneration, relative worship, or “worship according to
relation” (proskyneésis kata schésin) to the Most-Holy Mother of God, Saint John the Baptist, the angels, all of the
other saints, the figure of the Cross, the Book of the Holy Gospels (and the Holy Scriptures as a whole), the icons of
Christ and the saints, the tombs and relics of the saints, church buildings and holy places, and liturgical vessels and
vestments. This honor or veneration is called “relative worship” or “worship according to relation” (proskynésis kata
schésin) because God “dwells in” that holy person or object and because the honor ultimately passes on to God
Himself. There is thus a close relationship between the honor that is shown to the saint or holy icon and the honor
shown to the Creator (although there is a clear difference). As the Seventh Ecumenical Council states,

to these [icons] should be given due reverence [aspasm6s] and worship consisting of
honor [timeétiké proskynésis], not indeed that true adoration [latrefa, absolute worship]
of our faith, which pertains alone to the divine nature; but to these [holy icons], as to
the figure of the honored and life-giving Cross and to the holy Gospels and to the other
sacred objects, incense and lights are offered according to ancient pious custom. For
the honor that is paid to the icon passes on to the prototype, and he who

49 Saint John of Damascus, Adyog A émoloynrikdg mpog tovg drafaldvrag T dylag ixdvag [First Discourse in Defense against Those
Who Attack the Holy Icons] 8.

50 Saint John of Damascus, Adyog A" dmoloynticdg mpdg Tovg draBardvtag tag dylag eikovag [First Discourse in Defense against Those
Who Attack the Holy Icons], 15, original in Migne, Patrologiae Cursus Completus ... Series Graecae, 94:1244; P. B. Kotter, ed., Die Schriften
des Johannes von Damaskos, vol. 3 (Patristische Texte und Studien 17; Berlin: De Gruyter, 1975), at Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, no. 2937.005,
http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu; compare the English in Andrew Louth, trans., St. John of Damascus: Three Treatises on the Divine Images
(Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2003).

51 Saint Theodore, Abbot of Studium Monastery, 'EniotoAn npdg [TAdtova nepi Thg mpockuvijoens TdV sikévov [Letter to Plato about
the Veneration of the Holy Icons], original in Migne, Patrologiae Cursus Completus ... Series Graecae, 99:504; compare the English translation
in Thomas Cattoi, trans., Theodore the Studite: Writings on Iconoclasm, Ancient Christian Writers 69 (New Y ork: Newman Press, 2014/2015),
135-139.
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worships/venerates the icon worships/venerates in it the person who is depicted.52
Saint Gregory Palamas and the Council in Constantinople of 1351 put it this way:

we worship relatively [proskynolimen schetikds] the holy icon of the Son of God ...,
piously offering up the worship [proskynésin] to the prototype; and the honored wood
of the Cross, and all the symbols of His sufferings... the divine temples and places,
and the sacred vessels, and the God-given oracles [theoparadota l6gia],> because God
dwells in [enoikodnta]® them. In the same manner, we worship/venerate also the icons
of all the saints .... We worship/venerate also the very tombs [sorous]*® of the saints,
because the sanctifying grace did not depart from these most sacred bones, as death
did not separate Deity from the Lord’s body during the three days.

TPOGKLVOUUEV OYETIKAG TNV aylav gikdva ... viod Tod Bgod, TPOC TO TPOTOTLITOV
AVOQEPOVTEG EVGERMDG TNV TPOSKHVNGLY, Kol TO Tiov Tod otawpod ELAOV ..." TPOG O&
Kol TOV TOTOV ToU TIioL GTawpod, ki Tovg Beiovg vaolg kai TOmovg Kol Td iepd oKetN
kol Beomapddota Adyia, S1d TOV avTolg Evotkotvta Hed6v. ®GONT®MS TPOoKLVOULEV Kol
TOG TOV Aylov TIVTOV EIKOVAS . ... TPOSKLVODUEV KOl a0TAS TAG TAV dylov copodc,
OG TG Gy100TIKRG XEP1Tog TV ATV 0VK dIonTacTg lEpOTdtmY OoT@HV.%®

As Saint Gregory Palamas indicates, God dwells not just in the saints and icons but also in the l6gia, the
oracles/sayings of God, of the prophets, of the God-Man, and of the written Scriptures. Indeed, many Holy Fathers
teach about the divine grace that dwells in the material (created) words that are used by Orthodox Christians to speak
the truth. Saint Justin the Philosopher and Martyr summarizes what Orthodox Christians believe about God’s
uncreated grace dwelling in the created words of the Gospel:

we have not believed empty myths, or words without any foundation, but [words]
filled with divine spirit, and big with power, and flourishing with grace

oV Kevoig €motedoapev pobolg o0de dvomodeiktolg Adyols, aAAd [AOyols] peoTolg
nvevpatog Beiov kol duvapet Bpoovet kai tednAdot xapitt

The phrase translated “big with power” (dyndmei bryousi) could also be translated “full of power,” “swelling

EEINT3 EEINT3

with power,” “abounding with power,” “teeming with power,” “bursting with power,” or “overflowing with power.”
This is what the Holy Fathers teach about the uncreated grace, truth, and power that dwells in the created words of the
God-given Scriptures and the God-given dogmas of the Church councils.

We can also see from Saint Gregory Palamas’s words that proskynésis refers to worship or veneration in a

52 Seventh Ecumenical Council (Nicaea 11, 787), ‘Opoc [Decree] in DEC 1:135-136; timétiké proskynésis is here translated as “worship
consisting of honor” as distinguished from worship consisting of true [absolute] adoration.

53 Theoparadota l6gia can mean both “God-given sayings” and “God-given Scriptures.”

54 Enoikodinta refers to God “dwelling in, abiding in, making His home in” created things such as the saints, relics, icons, and the Holy
Scriptures.

5 SoroUs can mean both “tombs” and “relic boxes.”

56 Saint Gregory Palamas, ‘Opoloyia tfig OpBodoEov mictewg [Confession of the Orthodox Faith], in John N. Karmiris, ed., Ta
doypatikd koi cvpforuca pvnueia g Opbodo&ov Kabotikiig Exkinoiog: Dogmatica et symbolica monumenta Orthodoxae Catholicae
Ecclesiae, 1st ed., 2 vols. (Athens, 1952-1953), 1:344, http://www.symbole.gr/chrtoms/dogma/1171-fides19; compare the English in Jaroslav J.
Pelikan and Valerie R. Hotchkiss, eds., Creeds and Confessions of Faith in the Christian Tradition, 4 vols. and 1 CD (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 2003), 1:377.
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broad sense, and can cover different types of worship or veneration. The word proskynésis can cover both the absolute
worship (latreia) given to God alone and the relative veneration given to saints and holy icons and to Holy Scripture.

Historically (but not always in modern understanding), the English word “worship” also had a broad meaning,
like proskynesis. Traditionally, in the English language, “worship” could be given to a king or a magistrate, not just
to God. To this day, in the United Kingdom, Canada, and other Commonwealth nations, magistrates are called “Your
Worship,” whereas judges (who are higher than magistrates) are called “Your Honor.” So, in British or British-
influenced courts, “worship” can be less than “honor.” In older English translations of the Bible, “worship” can
sometimes be properly given to the king or other human beings, like proskynésis in the Greek Bible. In traditional
English translations of the New Testament, Christ tells a parable in which an honored wedding guest will be given
“worship” (ddxa, glory) at the wedding reception.®” In traditional English translations of the Old Testament, the
congregation of worshippers “worshipped” both the Lord and the “king.”®® In Revelation 3:9, God will cause
unbelievers to come to the knowledge that God loves those who believe in Christ and will cause these former
unbelievers to “bown down” (proskynésousin, which can also be translated to worship) before the feet of Christian
believers.

In patristic Latin, adoratio sometimes approached the narrow definition of latreia (absolute adoration/worship
given to God alone), but in modern English it is now common to use “adore” more broadly. Many people say things
like “the baby is absolutely adorable” or “he absolutely adores his mother.” For this reason, latreia, for purposes of
clarity, can be translated as “absolute worship” or “divine-adoration.” The word proskynesis can be translated as
“worship” according to traditional English standards, but we need to remember that it includes the “relative worship”
(prokynésis kat’ schésin or schetike proskynésis)—the veneration—that is given to saints, icons, and the Holy
Scriptures, as well as the worship given to God.

THE WORDS “GOD,” “DEITY,” AND “DIVINE”

In English, the words deity, divinity, divineness, and divine can cause confusion. In English (at least in
practical usage), the word “divinity” can sometimes (not always) have a weaker meaning than “deity.” There is more
clarity in Greek, but even in Greek one word can sometimes have two very different meanings.

The words “God” and “Godhead/Godhood/Deity.” The saints who wrote in Greek would often (but not
always) use the word Theds (God) and the word Thedtes (Godhead/Godhood/Deity) interchangeably or as near
synonyms. The word Thedtés can be translated into English with several terms: Godhead, Godhood, God, Deity,
Divinity, God’s nature, divine nature, the state of being God, etc. The word The6s (God) and the word Thedtes are
sometimes used as synonyms or near-synonyms when it comes to the doctrine of the Divine Trinity (Trinitarian
doctrine or Triadology) and the doctrine of the divine essence and divine energies. However, when it comes to the
doctrine of the two natures in the one person of Christ (Christology), the Holy Fathers often use the two words with a
careful distinction. The reason is as follows: The Holy Fathers teach that the flesh of Christ “became God” in the
Incarnation, but Christ’s flesh did not “become the divine nature.” Several councils and the Synodicon of Orthodoxy
go into great detail concerning the truth that Christ’s flesh is “God” but not “the Divine Nature.” In order to protect
this truth, the councils and saints do not generally say that Christ’s flesh “became Theétes [Godhood, divine nature].”
The teaching of the councils is that Christ’s flesh remains created for all of eternity, but Christ’s flesh is “deified” and
“endowed with the attributes of the [uncreated] divine nature,” but it is not changed into the divine nature. In the one
undivided person of Christ, there is a “communion of attributes” (koinonia idiomdton) between the divine and the
human. Therefore, Christ’s flesh is created and remains created, but is endowed with uncreated attributes. Because

57 Luke 14:10, in Wycliffe 1395, Tyndale 1525, Coverdale 1535, Bishops Bible 1568, Geneva Bible 1599, Authorized King James
Version 1611, with variations in spelling.

58 1 Paralipomena [1 Chronicles] 29:20, in Wycliffe 1395, Coverdale 1535, Bishops’ Bible 1568, Geneva Bible 1587, Authorized King
James Version 1611, English Revised Version 1881, Douay-Rheims American Edition 1899, American Standard Version 1901, with variations in
spelling.
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Christ is one undivided person, He is God both in His divine nature and in His created, fleshly nature—but one nature
is not changed into the other nature.

“God” and “Deity” are mostly interchangeable in Triadology, but not Christology. The liturgical prayer books
of the Orthodox Church largely, with some exceptions, can use the words “God” and “Deity/Godhead/Godhood”
interchangeably. For example, the liturgical books use “tri-hypostatic [three-person] Deity” (tpiovndctatog Oedtnc)
and “tri-hypostatic [three-person] God” (tpicvmdctoroc Ocdc) interchangeably.5® Although the words “God” (@sdc,
bor) and “deity” (@gotnc, boxkectBo) are sometimes different grammatically (“God” and “Godhood”), they can be
used interchangeably when referring to the Holy Trinity. They both refer to the one true God or the nature of the one
true God.

“God” and “Deity” are not interchangeable in Christology. When speaking of Christ’s two natures, the words
“God” and “Deity/Godhood” are distinguished in Orthodox doctrine. The Church teaches that Christ’s human nature
“became God” at the Incarnation, but His human nature did not “become Deity/Godhood.” The created/human nature
was not changed into the divine essence/nature. The Church teaches that Christ’s human nature (His human soul and
material body) was endowed with the “attributes” of the divine nature, but was not changed into the divine nature.
Christ’s body also “shares the divine rank” and is given the same absolute-divine-worship that is given to the person
and essence of God the Father. Christ’s flesh is not given a lesser form of veneration. He is one united person and is
given one worship. (We will cover this in more depth below, when we cover the teaching of the Sixth Ecumenical
Council and Saint John of Damascus.)

Why Orthodox patriarchs are sometimes called “most-divine.” Converts to Holy Orthodoxy from
Protestantism are sometimes shocked at the exalted language that can be used for the patriarchs of Constantinople and
Alexandria. An Orthodox patriarch, out of honor for the office, can sometimes be called “His Most-Divine All-
Holiness” (H Adtod Ogtotdrn Iavayidtng). In that title “Most-Divine” does not refer to Deity but to an important
human person in the Church. In this title, there is an absolutely crucial difference in spelling. The words theidétés and
theiotaté have an iota and refer to the holiness of the office of bishop, in which all Orthodox dioceses share. An
Orthodox patriarch, being a mere man, is never called thedtés, which lacks the iota and refers to “deity,” but a patriarch
can be called theiotate, which can be translated “most-divine,” but refers to the holiness of the office of bishop.

The adjective thefos (Biog), also with an iota, is translated as “divine” or “of God” or “holy.” Theios can
refer both to God and also to created persons or things that are holy. For example, the “divine energies” are God
Himself, but the “divine canons” are created material words written on material paper (but they are based on uncreated
truth). So, when we say “the divine energies” we are saying that the energies are God Himself, but when we say “the
divine Chrysostom” we are saying that Saint John Chrysostom was very holy (he was not Deity).

In order to respect, in English, these distinctions that exist in Greek, one can use “Deity” for Thedtes (which
refers to the Uncreated) and one can use “divinity” for theiotes (which has the iota, is a much rarer word, and can refer
to created holiness in addition to the Uncreated God).

THE DEITY (GODHOOD) OF THE ENERGIES OF THE TRINITY: ORTHODOX WORSHIP OF ONE
GOD

The first doctrine and first commandment of Orthodox Christianity is that there is one and only one God and
that human beings are to give divine-worship (latreia) to the one God alone and to love Him with all of our strength.5°

59 See, the alteration between “tri-hypostatic Deity” (tpiovundctatog O@cdtng) and “tri-hypostatic God” (tpiovndctatog Oedq) in, for
example, the Kavov Tpadikog, 'Ev 1d Mecovuktik®d, Kvplakn tédv Ayiov TIH @gopdpov Hatépav tdv év Nikaiq, in Ileviykootdpiov
xoppoéovvov: v o 00 Ildoya uéypt tijc t@v Ayiwv Haviwv Koplokijs dvijkovoov adtd droiovbiav mepiéyov (510p0wbév kai 81 £vOg Tpordyov
nAovTicBév vrd Bapboropaiov Kovtiovpovoiavod tod Tuppiov Anposicvon: Athens: Anootoikn Awoxovia tiig ExkAnoiag tiig ‘EALGS oG,
1959), 174-176; cf. English in The Canon of the Trinity, Midnight Service, The Sunday of the 318 Holy and God-Bearing Fathers at Nicaea, in
The Pentecostarion (tr. Holy Transfiguration Monastery, Boston; Boston, Mass.: Holy Transfiguration Monastery, 2014), 206-209.

60 Exodus 20:2—-17; Leviticus 19:18; Deuteronomy 5:6-21;6:4-5,13—14;10:20; Joshua 24:14; 1 Kingdoms 7:3; Matthew 22:35-40; Mark
12:28-31; Luke 4:8;10:25-28
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God-the-Creator and His creation are distinct, but God is present everywhere and fills all created things. God is present
in and works through holy persons and things. The Church teaches that all Christians should give relative-veneration
(proskynesis kata schésin) to the angels, saints, relics, liturgical vessels, icons, and the “God-given ldgia” (16gia =
oracles, sayings, narratives) of the Holy Scriptures. Christians must do this because God “dwells in” all of these sacred
persons, objects, and words. Christians are to give divine-worship to God alone and to “everything that is God”—and
to give relative-veneration to that which is especially sacred, which God “indwells.”

Concerning the doctrine of God’s oneness, the Orthodox Church teaches that “When we speak of one Deity,
we speak of everything that is God, both the essence and the energy.” This is because “Every power or energy [of
God] is God Himself.” Therefore, Orthodox Christians give divine-worship to one and the same God (autos ho Theds,
“the same God” or “God Himself) in essence and energy in one Deity. As we will see below, Saint Gregory Palamas
points out that it is a great error to assert that Christians worship “[only] one and not the other.” (It should be
remembered that God’s nature is sometimes used narrowly as a synonym for essence and sometimes broadly to refer
to essence and energy. The broader usage is predominant below, but in other passages Saint Gregory Palamas and
others use nature in the narrower sense.)

The one true God is the undivided Trinity (ddwipetog Tpuic): the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, one
in essence. Saint Gregory Palamas teaches us in his Confession of the Orthodox Faith that God is “Unity in Trinity
and Trinity in Unity” (novag &v tp1édt kod tp1dg &v povédi).b! The saint teaches us about “Deity seen in Trinity” (tfig
&v 1p1édt voovpévng Oedtnrog). We are also taught that “there is one all-powerful God in one Deity” (eig éott
mavtodvvopog 0£0¢ &v pid 0£6tnTt).52 As the service devoted to the First Ecumenical Synod teaches, God is “[a] Trinity
of one nature and [a] Unity of three hypostases [persons].”®® In English, God is often called triune, meaning that God
is a Trinity in Unity, an undivided Trinity.

The Orthodox teaching on essence and energy goes back to the Old Testament and New Testament Scriptures
and the ancient Fathers of the Church, including Saint Maximus the Confessor and the Sixth Ecumenical Synod.
However, it was in the writings of Saint Gregory Palamas, the decisions of several Palamite synods (1341, 1347, 1351,
1368), and the summary in the Synodicon of Orthodoxy where the traditional teaching of the Church is expounded in
greater detail. Especially important is the Tome or Decree of the Synod of Constantinople of 1351. This synod is
sometimes called the Ninth Ecumenical Synod of the Orthodox Church. Several bishops and theologians, both among
the traditional Orthodox and the ecumenists, believe very strongly that this synod should be reckoned as the Ninth
Ecumenical Synod of the Orthodox Church. All Orthodox Churches accept this synod’s decision as having universal
authority in the Church.

Saint Gregory Palamas taught clearly that “Every power or energy [of God] is God Himself” (éxaotn dovoypug
1 évépyeta [1oD Oeod] antdc oty 6 Bede ).b* This is because “God Himself is [both] the divine essence and the divine
energy” (0_ontog ®edg €otv 1| Oeia ovoia kol 1 Oelo Evépyewn); or, to translate the same Greek phrase slightly
differently, “the same God is [both] the divine essence and the divine energy.”® The Synodicon of Orthodoxy in the

61 Saint Gregory Palamas, Ouoloyio tijc Opbodéov miorewg [Confession of the Orthodox Faith].

62 Saint Gregory Palamas, Ouoloyio. [Confession].

8 Kavav Tpladikog, 'Ev 1@ Mecovuktik®d, Kuprakn tédv Ayiov TIH @copopwv [atépav tdv év Nikaiq, in Ilevinkootdpiov
xoppoovvov: my o tod Idoya uéypt tijc t@v Ayiwv IHaviwv Koplokijs dviikovooav adt@d dxoiovbiav mepiéyov (510p0mbév kai 81 £vOg Tpordyov
mAovTicBév vmod Bapboropaiov Kovtiovpovoiavod tod Tuppiov Anpocicvon: Athens: Arootoikn Aloxovia tiig ExkAnoiog tiig ‘EALGSoG,
1959), 174-176; cf. English in The Canon of the Trinity, Midnight Service, The Sunday of the 318 Holy and God-Bearing Fathers at Nicaea, in
The Pentecostarion (tr. Holy Transfiguration Monastery, Boston; Boston, MA: Holy Transfiguration Monastery, 2014), 206-209.

64 Saint Gregory Palamas, Emiatols mpog tov Twdvvyy Fafpdv [Letter to John Gabras] 13.

85 Saint Gregory Palamas, Kepdlaia éxarov mevtixovia pooixd kai soloyikd, 10ikd te kod mpaktike kol kabaptire tiig Poplaouitidog
Adung [One Hundred Fifty Chapters on Nature, Theology, Morality, and Practice, Purifying the Baarlamite Defilement] 145, in ®ilokalio tdv
iep@v vk @v: Svvepavialeioo mopd T@v dyiov kai Oeopdpwy moTépwy v 1 d1 Tiic ke Ty mpdlty kai Oewpiov §OIKiS priocopiag 6 voig
kaBaipetor, pwtiletal, kai teleiovron ([1st ed.]; ed. Saint Macarius of Corinth and Saint Nicodemus of the Holy Mountain; Venice: Antonio
Bortoli, 1782), 1007. The full sentence is in the form of a question: “And how will there be many gods because of God possessing an energy,
since the energy pertains to one God or, rather, since God Himself is both the divine essence and the divine energy?” (moAloi 6¢ oAV midg
£oovtar Ogol 1 10 Exev TOV BedV EvEpyeiav, gimep £vog ot BeoD, paAdov 8¢ 6 aTog Bedg Eotv 1) Bio ovoia kai 1y Ogia Evépyein;). The point is
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Lenten Triodion uses similar language: “there is in God both His essence and His essential and natural energy” (ovciov
1€ &7l O£od, Kai VGOSN Kol PLGIKTY ToVTOV Evépystav).®

The great Synod of Constantinople of 1351 decreed that Saint Gregory Palamas’s teaching was a genuine,
binding dogma of the Orthodox Church and that it had been taught by ancient Orthodox theologians —not invented
by Saint Gregory Palamas. The synod quotes approvingly Saint Anastasius of Sinai’s teaching that “obviously” God’s
energies are “God.”®” The synod teaches in great detail that there can never be any division between God’s essence
and God’s essential energy. This is because God’s energy is the activity or “movement” (xivnoig) that flows “without
separation” (dywpiotwg) from God’s essence. There is a distinction without any separation between God’s essence
and essential energy/activity/movement.

The Synod of 1351 decreed that God’s energy is not “outside the divine essence,” but rather, is “an essential
and natural activity/movement of God,” which “emanates and flows from the divine essence as from an ever-flowing
spring and never appears without this [essence].” God’s energy “always remains indivisible from the divine essence,
and from eternity exists along with it, and is inseparably united [to God’s essence], because it cannot be separated
from the divine essence by any age or temporal or spatial interval, but timelessly and pre-eternally emanates from it
and inseparably exists together with it.”% As the Synodicon of Orthodoxy summarizes, God’s energy “everlastingly
emanates without separation from the very essence of God” (2§ adtiig tfig Oiag ovoiag dywpiotwog del npoiodcov).

CHRISTIANS WORSHIP GOD’S ENERGIES AS GOD HIMSELF, BECAUSE GOD’S ENERGIES ARE
GOD HIMSELF

Saint Gregory Palamas, the Palamite synods, the Synodicon of Orthodoxy, the Triodion, the Philokalia, and
the consensus-dogma of the Orthodox Church teach that “one and the same God” (i.e., “God Himself”) is both
incommunicable essence and communicable energy™ in one and only one deity/divinity. Divinity is often used to
translate theotés (Bedtnc). Unfortunately, some individuals believe that divinity may sometimes be something other
than God or lesser than God. This is untrue. The word thedteés (Be6tng) can be translated in several valid ways: divinity,
deity, divine nature, nature of God, God-nature, Godhead, Godhood, state of being God, or even simply as God.
“Deity/Divinity” is God Himself, or, more specifically, the nature of God Himself. That is why Saint Gregory Palamas
and the Orthodox consensus state emphatically that God Himself is one God in one Deity (that is, one God in a single
God-nature) in both essence and energy. “When we speak of one Deity, we speak of everything that is God, both the
essence and the energy (6te piav 0e6tnTd apey, mavia 8co éotiv O Odg Popey, kai Ty odoiav koi Ty &vépyelay).”"
There is “one Deity in essence and in energy (8v oboiq koi évepyeiq pio 0£6tng).”’? “[TThere is one all-powerful God
in one Deity (&1 éott mavrodvvapog Oog év wd Bedtrr).”” “God Himself is [both] the divine essence and the divine
energy” or (translated slightly differently) “the same God is [both] the divine essence and the divine energy (¢ avtog
Ozog ¢otv 1y Oeia ovoia kai 1) Oeio &vépyeta).”™ “[TThere is in God both His essence and His essential and natural

that because “God Himself is [both] the divine essence and the divine energy” or (in a slightly different English translation) “the same God is
[both] the divine essence and the divine energy” it is, therefore, incorrect to accuse Saint Gregory Palamas’s teaching on essence and energy as
implying more than one God. The one God is both essence and energy.

86 Svvoduov tijc pbodoliag [Synodicon of Orthodoxy], in Tpidiov kazavoktikdv (4th ed.; Venice: ®oivié, 1876), 141; cf. English in
True Vine, issue nos. 27-28 (Spring 2000): 65.

67 Saint Anastasius of Sinai, Odnyd¢ [Guide] 35.

88 Synod of 1351 in Constantinople, Zvvodixog tduog [Synodal Decree] 26.

89 Svvoduov tijc dpbodoliag [Synodicon of Orthodoxy], in Tpihdiov, 141; cf. True Vine, issue nos. 27-28:64.

70 Saint Gregory Palamas, Yzép tav lepds Hovyaldviwy 3.2.2

1 Saint Gregory Palamas, Kepdlaia 126, in dilokalio tdv iepddv vimrixdv(1782), 1002: dte piav 0edtntd @apev, ndvta doo £6Tiv 6
Bedg poapev, Kol TV ovciay Kol TV EvEpyelov.

2 Saint Gregory Palamas, I1epi Evaoews koi Aoxpioews 22: év ovoiq kai évepyeio pia Ogdng.

73 Saint Gregory Palamas, OuoJoyia, approved by the Synod of 1351 in Contantinople: €ig o1t movTodvvapog Ocdg &v ud OedtL.

74 Saint Gregory Palamas, Kepdhaia 145, in @iloxodio t@v iepdv vimrixdv(1782), 1007: 6 avtdg Odg otiv 1y Oeio ovoia koi 1) Oeia
Evépysla

22



energy (ovoiov Te £mi Ogol, kol 0VG1HN Kol PLGIKTY TovTOL dvépyeiav).”® “Every power or energy [of God] is God
Himself (éxdot SHvapic | évépyeia [tod Osod] arég dotv 6 Oedg).”"® “God Himself is the grace (gvtog 6 Oedg
gotwv N 16p1g)” and “that [grace] which the saints have received, the same by which they are deified, is God Himself
(10 AapPavopevoy Toic ayiotg, avtod Tobto kad’ & Osodvion § Ogdg éotv gvTég).”’" This God-given truth is confirmed
both by the ancient (pre-Palamite) Fathers and by the synodal, dogmatic consensus of all of the Orthodox Church: “it
is obvious (mpodnhov, plain to all)” that God’s “energy” is called “God.”"®

Indeed, the Orthodox Church teaches emphatically that Christians give absolute-divine-worship (Aatpeia) to
both God’s essence and energy because both, together and inseparably, are God Himself. Christians worship one and
the same God in essence and energy in one and the same Deity. “We worship God in a single Deity (§v g 0gotntu),
not only according to the uncreated essence, but according also to the things contemplated and theologized pertaining
to God—His power, will, goodness, light, life, etc.—which is one and the same Deity of the three persons, being both
essence and illumination and, simply, every divine power and energy. [The heretic] Acindynus, on the other hand,
unlawfully divides (dyyotouel) the one God into created and uncreated; and he cuts the one Deity of the Father and of
the Son and of the Holy Spirit into two disparate divinities, one truly superior and one truly inferior.””® Saint Gregory
Palamas was emphatic that Christians worship God’s essence and energy and that it is a grave error to assert that
Christians worship one but not the other. “We worship and revere one God, trihypostatic, active/energetic, willing
mercy, and all-powerful, not that we worship and revere the one and not the other, but we glorify with one worship
the one perfect Deity in essence and power and will and energy (AAAG kai Beov Eva mpookvuvodvTeg Kol GEPovVTEG
NUels, tpiovTdcTaToV, EvEPYT Te Kai BeAnTnv EAE0VG Kol TavTOdHVALOV, 0V TO LEV ADTOD TPOSKLVODLLEV Kol GEPOLEY,
10 8’ 0B, GALGL TNV piav v 0doiq koi Suvapel kol Oehioet kai évepyeia tekeiov OcdtnTa Wi Tposkuvioet Sodlopey) 8
Saint Justinian the Great made it a part of Roman law that Christians worship all that is God: His Deity, essence, and
power: “[W]e worship one essence in three hypostases, one Deity, one power, a co-essential Trinity (uigv oboiay &v

TPIGIV VTOoTAGEST IPogKLVebpey, pioy Os6tnTa, piay Stvauy, Tpiada opoovctov)”’;8 “worshipping one essence in
three hypostases, one Deity, one power, a co-essential Trinity (ITictevopev yap &ig Eva Bedv, matépa mavto KpaTopo.

kai gig &va koplov Incodv Xpiotov, Tov viov tod Beod, kai gig 10 dylov Tvedua, piay o¥eigy &v Tpiciv VTOCTAGESL
ZPogKLVOivTEg, niov Bedtnta, pioy Stvauy, Tpéde opoovoiov).”8 The Seventh Ecumenical Synod teaches clearly
that Christians worship “the divine nature (tfj Ocio. poet).”® Christians give one worship to one God in essence and
energy in one Deity. There are Orthodox prayers specifically addressed to God’s energy. “Glory to Thy power, O
Lord (86&a tij duvauel cov Kopie)” and “Glory to Thy power, O Christ (66&a Tf) duvapet cov Xpioté)” are frequently
repeated in Orthodox liturgical books. In Saint Andrew of Crete’s Great Canon of Repentance, Christians pray: “O
simple Unity praised in Trinity of persons, uncreated nature without beginning, save us who in faith worship Thy

5 Yvovoduov tijc dpbodoliag [Synodicon of Orthodoxy], Tpiddiov, 141; cf. True Vine, issue nos. 27-28:64: odoiav ¢ émi Ogod, kol
00GLMAN KOl PUGIKTV TOVTOV £VEPYELOV.

76 Saint Gregory Palamas, Eriatols mpog tov Twdvvny Fafpav [Letter to John Gabras] 13: ékdotn dbvopug i évépyeia [tod Ogod] avtog
£otv 6 OQgog.

7 Saint Gregory Palamas, Avippytikoi mpog Axivévvov 3.8: 10 AapPavopevov toig dyiotg, adtd todto kad’ § Beodvion 6 Ogdg EoTiv
avTog.

78 Saint Anastasius of Sinai, Odnyd¢ [Guide] [in Patrologiae Cursus Completus ... Series Graecae, 89:53], quoted in Synod of
Constantinople of 1351, Zvvodikog téuog [Conciliar Decree] 35: “it is obvious [tpddniov, plain to all]”

9 Saint Gregory Palamas, "EmiotoAn tij Agomoivy tf] [akaoloyivy.

80 Saint Gregory Palamas, Avrippntikoi mpog Axivévvov 6.24: AMG kai Bedv Eva mpockuvodvieg Kol oEovieg Muels, TpiovurdsTatov,
£vepyt] T Kol BeAnTv €Léovg Kail TavtodHvaov, o0 TO HEV aTOD TPOGKLVODEV Kol GEBopEV, TO 8” 0, GAAG TV piav &v ovoiq kol duvapet Kol
Belnoet kai évepyeiq Tedeiav BedmTa (i Tpockuvicel doEdlopey.

81 Saint Justinian the Great, Codex 1.1.5.81: piav odciav &v npiciv dnoctdoect Tpockvvoduey, piav Oedtnta, piov Sovapy, TpLada
OLLOOVGLOV.

82 Saint Justinian the Great, Against Nestorians 4: [Tistebopev yap €ig &va 0e6v, Tatépo Tavto kphtopo kai gig Eva kopiov Tncodv
Xprotov, 1OV viov Tod Beod, Kol €ig TO Gylov Tvedpa, piay 0V6iav £v TPIGIV VTOCTAGEST IPOCKVVODVTES, [iov OeotTa, piav dvvap, TpLada
OLLOOVGLOV.

83 Seventh Ecumenical Synod (Nicaea I, 787), Opog [Decree], in DEC 1:135-136: “the divine nature [tfj Ogio Ooer.”
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power (Mudg odoov, TioTel Tpookvuvodvtag TO Kpdtog cov).” Christians worship God’s energies as God Himself,
because God’s energies are God Himself.

The notion that Christians give divine-worship to the three divine persons (Father, Son, Spirit) alone, but
“not the essence or the energy” is a grave distortion of Orthodox monotheism.

MORE DETAIL ON SAINT GREGORY PALAMAS’S USAGE OF GOD AND DIVINITY

Numerous times, and with various expressions, Saint Gregory Palamas teaches that there is one and the same
God in essence and energy in one and only one theétes (0edtng=Godhood=Godhead=deity=divinity). Numerous
times, using varying language, he teaches that God’s energies are God and “God Himself.” Both the earlier holy
fathers and the Synod of Constantinople of 1351 confirm this teaching. The synod quotes Saint Anastasius of Sinai
teaching that “obviously” the designation “God” applies to God’s “energy.” In one place (and apparently only one
place), Saint Gregory writes that “if” one were to refer to plural “divinities” (the higher essence and the derived
operations) there would still be only one Deity. He cites the Book of Revelation using the words “the seven spirits of
God” (as an acceptable expression) even though, strictly speaking, there is only one God and only one Holy Spirit.
Similarly, he states in this one instance, “if” one were to speak of a “higher Deity” and a “lower Deity” in accordance
with the saints, it would not necessarily be heresy. The Synod of 1351 stated that going forward, to avoid confusion,
everyone should speak of “one Deity,” which is what the saint routinely did. But at the same time the synod taught at
length that God’s essence is “cause” and God’s operations are “effect,” which should be uncontroversial. So it is
simply inaccurate when some individuals, then or now, assert that Saint Gregory Palamas routinely taught of “multiple
divinities.” Rather, he repeatedly and forcefully spoke of one and only one God in one and only one Deity.

The Palamite synods clarified with exactness that God’s energies are God, since they “flow without separation”
from God’s essence and are the “movement” (kivnoig) of God’s essence. I will concede that one can find passages
from Holy Fathers (before the Palamite synods clarified the issue) that associated “God” with “essence” and associated
“that which is around God” or “that which pertains to God” with God’s “energies.” Everyone should concede,
however, that the Holy Fathers (as a whole) did not do this in an exclusive way, just as when Saint Paul associated
“God” with “Father” and associated “Lord” with “Christ” he was not doing so in an exclusive way. God the Father is
also the Lord; and Christ is also God, in other passages of Saint Paul. Similarly, the Holy Fathers also speak of God’s
essence as thedteés and speak of God’s energies as Theds. The Fathers did not say that God (®¢6g) and Godhood/Deity
(®edng) were exclusive of one another. Saint Gregory Palamas did not believe they were exclusive of one another,
as Sergius’s misleadingly-titled Synodal Letter of 1913 claims they are exclusive.

When the Palamite/Hesychast synods and the Synodicon of Orthodoxy confessed and proclaimed the
“Godhood” (thedtés) of God’s energies, they were saying that the energies are God. These true Orthodox synods never
said that the energies of God are only Godhood, or may be called Godhood if a person speaks more broadly than is
common. These synods never said that the energies were not God or were certainly not God Himself, as the 1913
opinion falsely states. The truly Orthodox synods teach the exact opposite of what the false 1913 opinion does. By
confessing the Godhood of the energies of God, the synods were proclaiming that the energies of God are God Himself.

In contradiction to basic Orthodox Christian dogma, Sergius’s 1913 opinion indicates the existence of
something (the energy of God) that is Godhood if a person speak’s loosely, but not God. This is an impossibility
according to Orthodox Christian truth. There exists only God and His creation, nothing more. It is true that some
Fathers associated God with essence and associated “that which is around God” or “that which pertains to God” with
the energies that proceed inseparably from God’s essence. But, crucially, these Fathers did not say that God and
Godhood were exclusive of one another. Saint Gregory Palamas did not state that they were exclusive of one another,
as the 1913 opinion does.

The Palamite synods clarified with exactness that God’s energies are God, since they “flow without
separation” from God’s essence and are the “movement” (kivnoig) of God’s essence. I will concede that one can find
passages from Holy Fathers (before the Palamite synods clarified the issue) that associated “God” with “essence” and
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associated “that which is around God” or “that which pertains to God” with God’s “energies.” Everyone should
concede, however, that the Holy Fathers (as a whole) did not do this in an exclusive way, just as when Saint Paul
associated “God” with “Father” and associated ‘“Lord” with “Christ” he was not doing so in an exclusive way. God
the Father is also the Lord; and Christ is also God, in other passages of Saint Paul. Similarly, the Holy Fathers also
speak of God’s essence as ®cdtnc and speak of God’s energies as @¢dg. The Fathers did not say that God (®gdg) and
Godhood/Deity (@cdtng) were exclusive of one another. Saint Gregory Palamas did not believe they were exclusive
of one another, as Sergius’s misleadingly-titled Synodal Letter of 1913 claims they are exclusive.

It is very wrong to suggest that Saint Gregory Palamas used God and Deity in actual opposition to one another.
Rather, Saint Gregory spoke of “one Deity, in essence and in energy” or “one Deity consisting of essence and energy”
(év oboiq xoi évepyeig pio Oeotng, Saint Gregory Palamas, Discourse on Divine Union and Distinction 22, in
Grégoriou tou Palama Syngrammata 2:85). He also taught us that “there is one all-powerful God in one Deity” (gic
€0t mavtodvvapog 0goc v ud OdtnT), Saint Gregory Palamas, Confession of the Orthodox Faith). In other words,
there is one God consisting of one Deity/Godhood.

We must also remember that when it comes to Church Fathers before Saint Gregory Palamas, we are dealing
with a time before the synods of the Church clarified how best to speak of these teachings. But even here, these early
Fathers did not teach that there was actually Godhood that was not God, as the 1913 opinion falsely does. For these
early Fathers, “that which is around God” or “that which pertains to God” was also God Himself, but not God’s
incomprehensible essence. Saint Gregory Palamas clarified the intent of the imprecise expressions of a few of the
earlier Fathers. The Palamite/Hesychast synods thoroughly approved of Saint Gregory Palamas’s interpretations of
the earlier Fathers. The 1913 opinion was in error in resorting to the occasional, imprecise expressions of a few earlier
Fathers, and by rejecting the clearer language used by the synods and saints of the Church that explicitly clarified this
dogma. The Holy Fathers never intended to distinguished or separate God and Godhood in the way that the 1913
opinion does. So, even if the 1913 opinion harkens back (in some way) to earlier (occasional and imprecise)
expressions by a few individuals before Saint Gregory Palamas, the 1913 opinion even gets those expressions wrong
and misrepresents them. Most importantly, Saint Gregory Palamas clarified that the energies of God are “God
Himself,” whereas the 1913 opinion harshly rejects this divinely-revealed dogma of the Church. This theological error
of 1913 was very serious and should not be minimized or defended today.

Saint Gregory Palamas never taught a separation or even a sharp differentiation between God and Deity, even
though he and everybody else acknowledges that they are two words not one. In numerous passages, the saint refers
to God’s essence as God and God’s energies as Deity. But he does not do this in a mutually exclusive way. There are
several passages where the saint confesses the essence to be Deity and the energies to be God. There are also passages
in which he teaches that the term Deity “most properly” refers to the energies. These passages can also be
misinterpreted. The saint’s point in these passages is that the word Godhood, because of its etymology, applies most
properly to properties or operations of God, not to God’s essence, because God’s essence is above all His properties,
powers, or operations. If the saint states that God is above Deity, his point is that the word Godhood/Deity because of
its etymology applies most properly to a property or operation of God not to God’s essence, because God’s essence is
above all His properties, powers, or operations. The Orthodox Church acknowledges one God in essence and energy
in one Deity (=thedtés, divine nature, Deity, Godhead, Godhood, God-nature, state of being God). When the Orthodox
Church speaks of “one God and one Deity,” the Church is not using “God” to mean essence and “Deity” to mean
energy in a mutually exclusive sense. Rather, the Church is saying that there is only one God in only one God-nature.
The words “God [The06s]” and “thedtés” are not identical when we speak about Christ: Christ’s flesh is “God” but it
is not “God-nature [thedtes].” When the Church speaks of the Divine Trinity, the words “God” and “God-nature
[thedtes]” are used in a way that is very close, indeed in a way that overlaps: the Church worships the “trihypostatic
[three-person] God” and the Church worships the “trihypostatic [three-person] Deity.” The notion that God means
essence and Deity means energy in an exclusive sense is foreign to Orthodox doctrine and worship. Not only does the
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Church confess one God in essence and energy in one Deity, the Church gives divine-worship (latreia) to one God in
essence and energy in one Deity.

UNDERMINING THE TRUE AND FULL DIVINITY OF GOD’S ENERGIES

There are many ways that one can fall into unintentionally undermining the true and full Deity of God’s
energies. And we know why this has happened in modern Eastern Christendom: pseudomorphosis. The dogmas of
Saint Gregory Palamas, the two major decrees of the Holy Mountain on Hesychasm (the Athonite Decree (T6uog) of
circa 1340 and the Athonite Confession (Ouoioyia) of circa 1368), the four Decrees (7ouot) of the major
Palamite/Hesychast synods (1341, 1347, 1351, 1368), and the final and full Byzantine Greek (not Slavonic) text of
the Synodicon of Orthodoxy (finalized at the Resident Synod of 1352 in Constantinople) are not nearly as well known
as the dogmatic decrees of the Seven Ecumenical Synods. Our modern Orthodox Christian textbooks of dogmatic
theology (in Greek, Slavic, and other languages) historically have not covered these dogmas adequately. Even the
great Justin Popovi¢, does a less than perfect job on this. Although Saint Justin of Celije deserves great credit for
quoting directly (a tiny bit) from Saint Gregory Palamas, he neglected to quote from these Athonite or synodal decrees
at all. Greek and Russian predecessors of Saint Justin as authors of dogmatic theology textbooks hardly ever quoted
any doctrinal texts from Saint Gregory Palamas or any related dogmatic texts from this general time period on God’s
energies. The synodal decrees and several other related texts are available in Patriarch Dositheus Il of Jerusalem and
in Migne. The full text of the Synodicon is in Orthodox Greek printings of the Lenten Triodion since the invention of
mechanical printing (I checked one dated 1600 and another of disputed date, possibly earlier, and several from the
nineteenth to the twenty-first centuries). So, there really is no excuse for this omission from the study of dogma in the
Orthodox East other than the unfortunate reality of Western captivity and Eastern pseudomorphosis. These dogmas
were attacked in the West and not academically fashionable in the Christian East. The German-Protestant-educated
Halki theologians in 1913 quoted the Synodicon when they wanted an (off-topic) quotation about condemning heretics,
but these very same Halki renovationists never quoted a single relevant passage from the Synodicon or any Palamite
text in 1913, but, rather, published Archbishop Sergius Stragorodskii’s Barlamite Letter of May 16. These are the very
same Halki theologians who rammed through the ecumenist encyclical of 1920 and the calendar outrage of 1924 and
following years. Yet some old-calendarists believe, against the evidence, that Halki was Orthodox in every iota of
doctrine until the moment of the calendar change. They seem unaware of the extreme anti-Hesychast and Westernizing
tendencies in Halki and the Patriarchate at that time. | am unaware of any evidence that Patriarchs Germanus or
Joachim (or their Protestant-minded Halki theological advisors) knew anything about Orthodox dogma on divine
uncreated energies and on sacred created Aoy in which God dwells. The first texts the Patriarchate and Halki should
have quoted were Saint Gregory Palamas’s Confession of the Orthodox Faith and the decree of 1351, but they did not.
They did publish some non-Palamite and anti-Hesychast theology in their official newspaper, Ekkiésiastiké Alétheia
(ExxAnoroouxy AAjbea), around 1912 to 1914 as some of the Russians did in Tserkovnyia Védomosti. So, we know
the historical reasons why we see Barlaamite statements in Saint Petersburg and Istanbul around this time. It is most
definitely not because “Palamite” texts (broadly defined) were unavailable (as the myth claims). Several Palamite
texts are in Triodia, Dositheus, the Philokalia, Migne, Porfirii Uspenskii, Feodor Uspenskii, et alii, et cetera. Saint
Gregory Palamas, the Athonite and synodal declarations, the Philokalia, the Synodicon, the Triodion, and the
Pentecostarion (which refers to “trihypostatic God” and “trihypostatic deity” in an Orthodox manner that is very
different from what Sergius, Ekklésiastiké Alétheia and the 2012 polemics had to say about “deity”).

If we look in detail at Sergius’s letter, we can see that Sergius made more than one explicitly Barlaamite
statement. Sergius claimed that God’s attributes and energies are “merely divinity, not God, especially not ‘God
Himself” (tonpko BoxxectBomsb, a He boromb, ThMb Gobe He « boroms Camumsby) (ATA®G Bedtnta, ovyl 8¢ Beov,
TOM® 6’ fTTov «awtov TOV Oedvy).” Even worse, Sergius claimed that God’s attributes and energies were not even

“Divinity” in a normal or full sense:
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Saint Gregory [Palamas] taught that we must attribute the term “Divinity” not only to
the essence of God but also to the “energy” or to His energies, that is, to the divine
attributes: wisdom, goodness, omniscience, omnipotence, etc., through which God
reveals Himself to those outside, and in this way [Saint Gregory Palamas] taught that
we should use the term “Deity” in a somewhat broader sense than usual.

WNmenHo cB. ['puropiii yumnp npuiarath Ha3Baie ‘“‘BokecTBO” He TONBKO Kb
cymectBy boxiro, Ho u kb Ero “sHeprin”, wiu sHeprism, T[0] e[cTb]| borkecTBeHHBIMB
cBOiicTBaM: mpemyzapoctd, Omaroctd, BceBbabhito, BcemorymectBy W mpou.,
KoTopbIMH bors oTkpbiBaeTh Cebst BO-BHb, 1, TAKMMB 00pa30Mb, YUHITb YIOTPEOISATH

c11oBo “BokecTB0” HBCKOJIBKO BB GoiTbe MMpokoMb cMbicih, wbMb 06bIkHOBEHHO. 8

‘O Gywog nradn I'pnyoplog £06idacke v amodidmpey v ovopaciov “Bgdtng”, ov
pévov gig v ovoiav tod Ogod, GAAL kal gig TV “Evepyelav” i T0g Evepyeiog avToD,
TOOTESTIV £ig TaG Oglng id10tNTaG, TNV GoPiay, TV AyaddoTnTa. TIV TOVIoyvVeGioy, THv
movtodvvopiov Kth., 81U OV 0 O£dg dmokaldnTel £00TOV Toig Em, Kai TOL0LTOTPOMMG
€0idaoke va petayepilopedo v A& “Oedtng” &v edputépa mmg Evvoig §| Mg
ouvnomg.

Sergius calls the normal, Orthodox, ecclesiastical, Palamite, synodal, dogmatic way of speaking about the
attributes and energies of God abnormal (“a somewhat broader sense than usual”)! Sergius not only denigrates the
Orthodox dogma, he also positively affirms and explicitly advocates Barlaamism. Sergius taught the Barlaamite error
when he asserted that God’s energies are “not God” and “especially not ‘God Himself”” and “merely” Divinity in an
unusually-broad sense of the word. What Sergius teaches in that text can never be defended: God’s attributes are not
God and not Divinity in the normal sense, Sergius asserts.

For several historical reasons, the Church was not able to produce a major doctrinal definition or decree at
that time that explicitly condemned the Barlaamite error that was advocated in Sergius’s letter. Nevertheless, the letter
was highly criticized at that time, and in various ways it was effectively ignored or set aside, several times. The All-
Russia Council of the Orthodox Church of Russia (1917 to 1918) created a commission of theologians with the task
of composing a detailed report to the bishops with a theological answer to the name-glorification dispute. Communist
persecution against the Church prevented the commission from issuing any theological report. However, it is a fact
that the 1917-1918 council and Saint Tikhon (Patriarch of Moscow, 1917-1925) never advocated the Barlaamite error
that was clearly supported in Sergius’s opinion letter. Saint Tikhon, in the midst of great persecution by the
Communists, brought peace and reconciliation to the Church over the name-glorification dispute, with four basic
Orthodox doctrinal principles, in his February 1921 letter (which was based on a 1914 decision). Everyone—both the
monastics known as “name-glorifiers” and their sometime-critics—agreed: (1) not to consider God’s name to be
God’s essence; (2) not to consider God’s name to be another Divinity; (3) not to separate God and His name; and (4)
not to deify God’s created names consisting of human thoughts, sounds, or letters. The fourth point, effectively rejects
the heresy that created names can be divine energy and it forbids the giving of divine-adoration (absolute-worship) to
created names. The second point effectively rejects the heresy that claims that God’s power or energy is not present
in created names. These four simple doctrinal principles condemn the extreme “name-worshipping” heresy that claims
that created names are divine power/energy and it excludes the extreme “name-fighting” heresy that claims that God
is not attached to or present in created names but is somehow “separate” from his created names. The concise wording
in Saint Tikhon’s letter is “not to consider His Name to be God’s essence, not to separate it from God, not to consider

84 Sergius, Emoarols, 189.
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it another Divinity, not to deify [or give divine-worship to] letters and sounds and random thoughts about God (Mms
Ero He cunrath 3a cymiHOCTh boxuro, He oTaenATh oT bora, He mounTartk 3a ocoboe boxkecTBo, He 000XKATH OYKB U

3BYKOB U ciy4aitHbeiXx Mbicaeit o bore).” This was the Orthodox Church’s final decision, not Sergius’s false Synodal
Letter of 1913.

SUMMARY ON DIVINE-WORSHIP GIVEN TO GOD’S ENERGIES

The Orthodox Church gives divine-adoration (Aatpein) to one and the same God (“God Himself”) in one
Deity in essence and energies, because all of God’s uncreated attributes, powers, and operations are Deity, God, God
Himself. God’s energies are worshipped as God Himself, because they are God Himself. This doctrine is taught by
Scripture, early synods and fathers, Saint Maximus the Confessor, Saint John of Damascus, Saint Gregory Palamas,
his followers, the two Hesychast decrees of the Holy Mountain Athos, the four decrees of the Synods of Constantinople
(1341-1368), the Synodicon of Orthodoxy, Dositheus 11 of Jerusalem, the Philokalia, the liturgical books, “Palamite”
texts published in Migne, “Palamite” texts published in nineteenth-century Russia, and the consensus of all Orthodox
Churches. It is settled dogma. Modern derivations from and permutations of the historic heresy of Barlaamism deny;,
or reduce, or chip-away-at, or treat-as-optional the Orthodox dogma of the true thedtes (Godhood, Godhead, Deity,
Divinity, divine nature) of God’s energies. Orthodox Christians give relative-veneration (not divine-adoration
(Matpein)) to God’s created names because God dwells in them. Modern nominalism or name-fighting is reluctant
(maybe even embarrassed) to confess with the Church that God “dwells in” or “attaches to” created names and words.
Some individuals even mistakenly call this Orthodox doctrine Kabbalistic, pagan, heretical, or anathematized. No
Orthodox Christian should believe that a created name is God Himself or an uncreated divine energy. No Orthodox
Christian should give divine-adoration (Aatpeia) to a created name. No Orthodox Christian should deny that God’s
energies are God. No Orthodox Christian should deny that God “indwells” or “attaches to” created names in Scripture
and genuine Orthodox prayer. No Orthodox Christian should hold up as a standard of Orthodoxy such inaccurate
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assertions as that God’s energies are “not God, especially not ‘God Himself,”” but “merely Divinity” in an unusually
broad sense. No Orthodox Christian should accuse Saint Gregory Palamas and his followers of using “Deity” in a
sense that is broader than usual. Such errant statements are in danger of falling under the 9 (or 27!) anathemas of the
Synodicon against Barlaamism. No Orthodox bishop, clergyman, monastic, or layman should be bludgeoned with a
false accusation of “name-worshipping” simply because he rejects Sergius’s un-Orthodox letter of May 16, 1913.
Orthodoxy itself rejects the false doctrines of that letter. Orthodoxy confesses the true and full Deity of God’s attributes
and energies, which means that they are God Himself, and they are worshipped as God Himself, because they are

truly God Himself.

THE ORTHODOX CHURCH REJECTS THE HERESY OF NAME-WORSHIP

The Orthodox Church considers “name-worshipping” to be heresy. The heresy of name-worshipping is to give
divine-worship to a created name or to claim that a created name is God or divine energy. The Orthodox Church
teaches that it would be heresy to deify created letters and sounds or to claim that a created name can be God or divine
energy. Orthodox Christians follow the final doctrinal decision of the Orthodox Church on this matter (Saint Tikhon
of Moscow’s February 1921 doctrinal statement): “not to consider His Name to be God’s essence, not to separate it
from God, not to consider it another Deity, not to deify [or give divine-worship to] letters and sounds and random
thoughts about God” (Mmsa Ero He cumrath 3a cymHocTh boxuro, He oTmensats ot bora, He mounTaTh 32 ocoboe
BosxkecTBo, He 060:KaTh OYKB M 3BYKOB U CllydaiiHbIX MbIcieit o Bore).8 To claim that a created name is divine energy
would be to deify letters and sounds—that would be heresy, the heresy of name-worship. To claim that God’s energy

85 Saint Tikhon, Patriarch of Moscow, Pooicoecmeenckoe nocnanie [Nativity Epistle] (no. 3244; February 19, 1921), in Evgeny
Semenovich Polishchuk, ed., Auscrasue: Anmonozus [Name-Glorification: An Anthology] (Moscow: ®@akropuain IIpecc, 2002), 512.
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is not present in His name when it is pronounced in authentic Orthodox prayer would be to separate God and His
name—this would be heresy, the heresy of name-fighting. It is a dogma of the Orthodox Church that God’s uncreated
power or energy (God Himself) “dwells in” holy created words as He dwells in holy created persons (the angels and
saints) and holy created icons.®® So, it is heresy to equate created names with divine energy, but it is also heresy to
deny that divine energy dwells in the created names for God that are pronounced in true Orthodox prayer.

God’s “name,” however, does not refer only to created names and nothing else.

GOD’S “NAME” HAS MANY MEANINGS

Orthodox Christians accept the obvious and well-known fact that, within Christianity, God’s “name” (6noma)
has a richness of meaning, not just created names. The Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early
Christian Literature (2000) states that God’s “Onoma” can mean “a tangible manifestation of the divine nature.” In
Orthodox theology, this is called God’s “natural energy.” The Theological Dictionary of the New Testament: Abridged
(1985), defines “6noma” as “name” or “person.” The Patristic Greek Lexicon (1961), defines “6noma” as “name” or
“person,” with entries on “God being named from his operations [energies]” and on the “power [energy] of Christ’s
name.” Even the Oxford English Dictionary (a secular work) indicates that, in Christian usage, God’s ‘“name” can
refer both to a human word and God’s power.

Indeed Holy Scriptures, Fathers, and liturgical prayers of the Orthodox Church frequently speak of God’s
“name” as a synonym for “God Himself” or for “the uncreated glory, power, or energy that is God Himself.” The
saints of the Old Testament taught, interchangeably, that God’s “glory” dwelled in the Temple, that God’s “name”
dwelled there, and that “God” dwelled there. Saint Gregory Palamas teaches that “the divine name” (tod Oeiov
ovopatog) dwelt in the Holy of Holies and that “God alone” (nove ®e®) dwelt there. Saint Gregory Palamas points
out that the presence of “God alone” in the Holy of Holies is called the presence of “the divine name” in the language
of the Bible.#” So, both the Hebrew prophets and Saint Gregory Palamas would totally accept the language used by
Saint John of Kronstadt: “the Name of God is God Himself” (Mms Bosxie ects camb Bors).88 The Lord Jesus Christ
Himself spoke in a similar way, with “name” often meaning God’s “Deity” (Godhood, Godhead, divinity, divine
nature) or “glory” or “energy” (God’s movement, activity, or operation to protect and sanctify believers). Saint Cyril
of Alexandria repeatedly teaches over the course of numerous pages that when Christ says “name” (in John 17, etc.)
this is synonymous with: “the glory of Deity .... the energy of Deity .... the authority of Deity .... the energy of the
Father ... the glory and power of Deity .... the authority and glory of Deity” (36&n 060G .... OgdtnToC...Evepyeiy
... Bedntog dEovoiq . ... Tatpdg vépystay ... SOEN kai duvauet OedtnTog . ... BedtnTog dEovain kai 56EN)® (see the

86 Saint Gregory Palamas, Metropolitan of Thessalonica, Opoloyia tiig OpBoddo&ov mictemg [Confession of the Orthodox Faith], in John
N. Karmiris, ed., Ta doypatikd Kol cuppoikd pvnueio tiig Opbodocov Kaborkiic ExkAnoiag: Dogmatica et symbolica monumenta Orth odoxae
Catholicae Ecclesiae ([1st ed.]; 2 vols.; Athens, 1952-1953), at ZvufBoin, http://www.symbole.gr/chrtoms/dogma/1171-fides19; cf. English in
Jaroslav J. Pelikan and Valerie R. Hotchkiss, eds., Creeds and Confessions of Faith in the Christian Tradition (4 vols. and 1 CD; New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press, 2003).

87«70 oxfivopa 0D Bgiov dvopatog, dg 6 AaBid enot” and “Tov yap pove Oed drokexkinpopévoy tomov ...” (Saint Gregory Palamas,
Metropolitan of Thessalonica, Ouidia 53, 19-20, in "EAinves Hotépeg tijc Exxinaiag: Ipnyopiov tod Ioldopd Aravro ta "Epyo [ed. Panagiotes K.
Chrestou, Theodoros N. Zeses, V. D. Phanourgakes, and E. G. Meretakes; 12 vols.; Thessalonica: ITatepikoi ‘Exdoceig I'pnydprog 6 TTokapd,
1981-], 11:284-286); cf. English in Saint Gregory Palamas, Homily 53, 19-20, in Christopher Veniamin, ed. and tr., Saint Gregory Palamas: The
Homilies (Waymart, PA: Mount Thabor Publishing, 2009), 422-423.

88 “His Name is Himself” and “The Name of God is God Himself [Mms Boxie ects camb Bors]” (Saint John of Kronstadt, Mos orcusne
60 Xpucmre, http://books.google.com/books?id=pSS5RAQAAIAAJ, cf. English in Saint John of Kronstadt, My Life in Christ [tr. E. E. Goulaeff;
London: Cassell, 1897], 358, 477, http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:hul.fig:002575139, http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:hul.fig:002575139. Saint Tikhon
of Zadonsk taught similarly, “[T]he glory of the Name of God is eternal, infinite, and unchanging, just as God Himself” (Saint Tikhon of
Zadonsk, O ucmunnoms Xpucmiancmers [On True Christianity], 2:313-314, in Teopenus usice 6o Cesmuvix Omya Haweeo Tuxona 3adonckazo [2
vols.; Saint Petersburg: Coitkums, 1912; reprint, Farnborough, Eng.: Gregg International Pub., 1970]).

89 Saint Cyril, Archbishop of Alexandria, 'E&fynoig €ig 10 katd Todvvny Evayyéov [Commentary on the Gospel according to Saint
John], in Phillip Edward Pusey, ed., Sancti patris nostri Cyrilli archiepiscopi Alexandrini: In D. Joannis evangelium: accedunt fragmenta varia
necnon tractatus ad Tiberium diaconum duo, 3 vols. (Oxford: Typographeo Clarendoniano, 1872), vol. 2, http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-
3:hul.fig:002921833, cf. English in David R. Maxwell, tr., and Joel C. Elowsky, ed., Cyril of Alexandria: Commentary on John, 2 vols., Ancient
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next section below). Saint Clement of Rome teaches that God’s name is the “author-of-all-creation name” (dpyéyovov
néong kricem¢ Svoud)® and Christians are “those who give divine-worship” (Aazpsvdviov)® to this uncreated power
or energy (which the saint calls “name”). Similarly, the Shepherd of Hermas teaches that God’s “name” is “great and
boundless and upholds the whole cosmos” (uéyo goti kai dydpnTov Kai oV Kdcpov drov Pactdler),* that is, the
“name” is limitless (uncreated) and sustains all of creation (the cosmos). S0 as we can see, the early Christians
continued to speak like the Hebrew Prophets and Christ Himself did, using “name” to mean “God Himself” or God’s
uncreated “power.” This has continued to the present day in the prayers and teaching of the Orthodox Church.

CHRIST USES “NAME” TO MEAN UNCREATED “GLORY” AND “ENERGY”
Saint Cyril, Archbishop of Alexandria (+444), writes many pages explaining that, when Christ used “name”
power,” and “energy [movement, activity,

EERNY3 <

(John 17 and elsewhere), our Savior meant the “glory,” “authority,

operation]” of God.

[Christ] says to His Father, “I have made Your name known to the people,” saying
“name” instead of “glory.” This is the usual practice of speech among us [Christians] as
well %3

[Christ] says, “protect them by Your name [6vépaTy] .... He wants the disciples to be
protected by the power [vvapet] and authority [¢€ovesia] of the ineffable nature.®*

the Savior Himself said ... “Holy Father, protect them by Your name ... in effect
signaling to His disciples that the ability to save them was properly an energy [évepysiq]
of His Deity®

When He speaks to His Father and says, “Holy Father, protect them” [John 17:11], He
immediately refers to the Father’s active power [évepyov dOvapv] in all things .... by the
“name” that was given to Him by the Father, that is, by the glory of the Deity.%

Saint Cyril also indicates that Christ “var[ies] the words” between “name” and “truth,” and that both (“name”
and “truth”) are the “energy” of God.

Christian Texts (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2013-2015); Phillip Edward Pusey and Thomas Randell, tr., S. Cyril, Archbishop of
Alexandria: Commentary on the Gospel according to S. John, 2 vols., vol. 1 tr. Phillip Edward Pusey, pref. E. B. Pusey, vol. 2 tr. Thomas
Randell, pref. H. P. Liddon, Library of the Fathers of the Holy Catholic Church Anterior to the Division of the East and West 43, 48 (London:
Walter Smith, 1874-1885), vol. 2, http://books.google.com/books?vid=harvard:32044050529759.

90 “to hope on Your author-of-all-creation name” (1 Clement 59.3). “éAneilewv éxi 10 dpyéyovov Téong Kticewg dvopd cov” (4
Klajuevrog 59.3)

9 “those who with a pure conscience give divine-worship [latreudnton] to His all-excellent name” (1 Clement 45.7). “t&v &v kobapd
GLVELSNGEL AATPELOVTOV T) TaVapPETO OvopaTt adtod” (A Kirjuevrog 45.7)

92 “The name of the Son of God is great and boundless and upholds the whole cosmos” (Shepherd of Hermas 91, Similitudes 9.14). “0
Svopa 10D Yiod 100 Oeob péya 0Tl Kot dydpntov Kot tov kéopov Srhov Baotdler” (IHowny tod Epud 91, Topaforar 9.14).

9 Saint Cyril, Archbishop of Alexandria, Ecijynoig ¢ic 10 kazd Twdvvyy Edayyéiiov [Commentary on the Gospel According to John], bk.
11, chap. 7 (on John 17:6-8), Greek in Phillip Edward Pusey, ed., Sancti patris nostri Cyrilli archiepiscopi Alexandrini: In D. Joannis
evangelium: accedunt fragmenta varia necnon tractatus ad Tiberium diaconum duo (3 vols.; Oxford: Typographeo Clarendoniano, 1872), 2:679,
http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:hul.fig:002921833, at Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, no. 4090.003, http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/, cf. English in David
R. Maxwell, tr., and Joel C. Elowsky, ed., Cyril of Alexandria: Commentary on John (2 vols.; Ancient Christian Texts; Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 2013-2015), 2:278.

94 Saint Cyril of Alexandria, E&jynoic eic 1o kaza Twdvvyy [Commentary on John], 11.9 (on John 17:11), in Pusey, 2:696, Maxwell,
2:285-286.

9 Saint Cyril of Alexandria, E&jynoig eic 1o kaza Twdvvyy [Commentary on John], 11.9 (on John 17:12-13), in Pusey, 2:699, Maxwell,
2:287.

9 Saint Cyril of Alexandria, E&jynoic eig 1o kaza Twdvvyy [Commentary on John], 11.9 (on John 17:12-13), in Pusey, 2:705, Maxwell,
2:290.
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[Christ] asked His Father to protect the disciples “by the name” .... In this passage [John
17:16-17], however, He wants His request on their behalf to be fulfilled by the truth” of
the Father.... Why does He want to vary the words? Surely it is to show that the eneray
[£évépyerav] of the Father, carried out through Him in mercy to the saints, is not uniform....
He says that the disciples should be protected “by the name” of the Father, that is, by the

alory and power of Deity [év évépatt 100 [Totpog ypiivar Aéywv tnpeichot Tovg padntag,
0lovel T0 &v §6EN Kol duvaner OsbétnToc]’’

THE “NAME” OF JESUS CHRIST OFTEN MEANS “JESUS CHRIST HIMSELF”

How then can we understand the claim that the name “Jesus” is “God Himself.” The answer is found in
traditional Orthodox liturgical language. At the Great Blessing of the Waters, on the Feast of the Epiphany of the
Lord, Orthodox priests worldwide pray that all of creation will glorify the “all-holy name” of the Lord Jesus Christ,
“together with the Father and the Holy Spirit.” The “name” of Jesus is given the same divine-adoration as the person
of the Father and the person of the Holy Spirit. This long Theophany prayer addressed to the Lord Jesus Christ
concludes with a doxology to the Divine Trinity:

“Tva. kol 010 otolygiov, Kol S Ayyélov, Kol St avOpdT@V, Kol 010 OpOUEVEOVY, Kol d1d
aopatav, do&alntai cov o mavayov dvopa, ovv 1@ [atpi, kai @ Ayim [Tvedpatt, viv
Kol det, kai €ig ToLG aidvag TdV aidvev. Aufv. (Mnvaiov, Tavovapiov 6)

That also by elements, and by Angels, and by men, and by things visible, and by things
invisible, Thy all-holy name may be glorified, together with the Father, and the Holy Spirit,
now and ever, and unto the ages of ages. Amen. (Menaion, January 6)

Once again, the “name” of the Lord Christ is given the same divine-adoration in this prayer as the Father and
the Spirit. How can this be? The answer lies in the fact that “name” can mean “glory” or “person” in Scriptural and
liturgical language. When Orthodox priests worldwide pray that all of creation will give the same divine-adoration to
the “name” of the Lord Jesus as to the person of the Father and the person of the Son, the “name” of the Lord Jesus
refers either to the “glory/power/energy” of Jesus or the “person” of Jesus. The “name” of Jesus in this prayer means
“person” or “uncreated glory/power/energy”’—it does not refer to any created name. The Athonite name-glorifying
Fathers were correct that the “name” of Jesus can mean “God Himself” and can be given divine-adoration in the sense
that the “energy” of God is given divine-adoration and in the sense that the “person” of Jesus is given divine-adoration.
The created names—the sounds and letters—are not, however, God, or divine energy, and are not given divine-
adoration. It was agreed—on Athos, in Constantinople, and in Russia—that it would be heresy to deify created sounds
or letters, and idolatry to give divine-adoration to created sounds or letters. If the syncretistic academic intellectuals
Pavel Florenskii and Sergius Bulgakov were guilty of that, the name-glorifying monastics did not support them on
that.

THE G.O.C. TEACHES THAT “NAME” CAN MEAN “ENERGY” OR “GOD HIMSELF”

Today, the bishops of the Church of the Genuine Orthodox Christians (G.O.C.) of Greece approve of a book
by one of its theologian-bishops that states (correctly) that “the ‘name’ [often] means the energy of the person .... the
‘name of God’ (=God himself).”%

97 Saint Cyril of Alexandria, E&jynoig eig o xaza Twdvvyy [Commentary on John], 11.9 (on John 17:16-17), in Pusey, 2:714-715,
Maxwell, 2:294-295.

9 Cyprian (Gioules), Bishop of Oreoi, ‘H npécpatog tAndwpiky «Avti-xpiotoroyio» kai ol émucivduveg mapevépyeiés mg: Ipotdosig
Oepanciog TG oy 0ToAOYIKTG Yapaypato-pofiog kai dpBpo-eofioag: “Yropvnua tig Eidwig Enttponiig tpog v Tepav Zovodov tdv
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EXCERPTS FROM THE BOOK ENDORSED BY THE G.O.C.

[Mntpomoritng Qponod kai ®vrilg Kvapwavog B’
ypaper®®:]

mT0 «dvopa» oty Exkinctactikn [apdadooi pog
YPNOHOTOLETTAL ISIOUOTIKDG GVTL TOD TPOGATOV KOl TOV
dnhadn

toavtiovtar Todto onpaivet,

idlotTOV  TOV, «bvopa» kol  mpoommTo
6t Aéyovteg «Ovopa,
évvoodle 1O VMO TOVTOL ONUOWOUEVO APOGOTO,
dnidvovpe TV @Yol Tod APocAOTOV £miong dpwmg, TO
«dvopa» elval ToLTOoNHO UE THY EvEpYELa ToT TPocdmOV
(tod Ood 1 T0d catavd).

17. Tlapabétope Evdewtika yopia:

a. «Kai éoecbe pioodpevor Yo ThvToV S1d TO Hvopd
pov»t (=81 pé).

B. «Kai 6g éav d¢Enton moudiov Totodtov Ev Emi @
ovopati pov»®? (=81 ).

y.  «Davepodv»®e,

«yvopilev»®,  «3oEalev»®®,

«Cryomv»®e, «pofelcHo»®’, «EmkaleTo0ou»38,
«gOLoYEv»®® k.G 10 «Gvopa 100 Ogod» (= 1OV Ogdv
avtdv).

3. «Eyeig OMya ovopata v Zapdeov»® (=npdoena,
moT00g).

&, < Hv 1€ 6hog ovopatov émi 10 adtd O ExoTov
gikooty»*! (=Noav nepinov 120 tpécona).

¢. «Thpnoov adtodg &v T@ oOvopati Lov»®
(=dwpnot toug 6¢ kowmvia pali Xov / gig To épewv v

évépyetav Zov / gig 1o (v év i xapiti Zov).

[Metropolitan Cyprian Il of Oropos and Phyle writes'®:]

mIn our [Orthodox] Ecclesiastical Tradition, “name” is
used idiomatically in place of the person and his attributes; that
is, “name” and person are identical; this means that, when we
[Orthodox Christians] say “name,” we mean the person
signified thereby, and declare the nature of the person;
likewise, however, the “name” means the energy of the person
(God or Satan).

17. We will cite the following passages:

a. “And you will be hated by all because of my name”3!
(=because of me).

b. “And whoever will receive one such little child in my
name”32 (=because of me).

c. “To manifest,”®® “to declare,”®* “to glorify,”®® “to
love,”%6 “to fear,”®” “to call upon,”3® “to bless,”® etc. the “name
of God” (= God himself.)

d. “You have a few names in Sardis™*° (=persons, faithful).

e. “The crowd of names in the same place was about
12074t (=there were about 120 persons).

f. “Keep them through Your name™*? (= keep them in
communion with You; that they may bear Y our energy; that they

may live in Your grace).

‘Evictapévev (Opbodo&og Exkincia kai Ecyatoloyikég Avnovyieg A Phyle, Greece: Tepa Xovodog t@v ‘Evictapévov, October 2010), 28—29,
at Church of the Genuine Orthodox Christians of Greece, Holy Metropolis of Oropos and Phyle, accessed October 9, 2017,
http://www.hsir.org/pdfs/2011/08/24/20110824aY pomnemaEsxat2010/20110824aY pomnemaEsxat2010.pdf, cf. Cyprian (Gioules), Bishop of
Oreoi, The Orthodox Church and Eschatological Frenzy: The Recent Proliferation of “Antichristology” and Its Perilous Side-Effects: Proposals
for Curing the Eschatological Fear of Marks (Seals) and Numbers: A Memorandum from the Special Commission to the Holy Synod in
Resistance (Etna, CA: Center for Traditionalist Orthodox Studies, 2012); cf. [Cyprian (Gioules), Bishop of Oreoi], The Recent Proliferation of
“Antichristology” and Its Perilous Side-Effects: Proposals for Curing the Eschatological Fear of Marks (Seals) and Numbers: A Memorandum
from the Special Commission to the Holy Synod in Resistance (The Orthodox Church and Eschatological Frenzy 1; Phyle, Greece: Holy Synod
in Resistance, October 2010), at Church of the Genuine Orthodox Christians of Greece, Holy Metropolis of Oropos and Phyle, accessed October
9, 2017, http://www.hsir.org/pdfs/2011/02/08/E20110208aY pomnemaEsxat2010A%20Folder/E20110208aY pomnemaEsxat2010A. pdf.

9 Kumpravog [Toving], ‘Exickorog Qpedv, H npdcpatog tAndopiky «Avii-ypiotohoyia».

100 Words in bold here (in Greek and in English) follow the bold emphasis in the original Greek text. The highlighting of a few phrases
for emphasis has been added here. Translated from: Cyprian (Gioules), Bishop of Oreoi, H mpdoparog minbwpix «Avui-ypioroloyion.
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31. Mot 1" 22. 31. Matt. 10:22.

32.Mo16. 1" 5. 32. Matt. 18:5.
33. Twav. 1" 6. 33.John 17:6.
34. Toav. 1" 26. 34. John 17:26.
35. Toodv. 1B 28. 35. John 12:28.
36. Yaky. &n° 37. 36. Psalm 68:37.
37. Yoy & 6. 37. Psalm 60:6.
38. Yok 03 2. 38. Psalm 74:2.
39. Wop. pud” 1. 39. Psalm 144:1.
40. Anokod. y* 4. 40. Rev. 3:4

41. TIpdé. o 15. 41. Acts 1:15.
42 Toav. " 11. 42.John 17:11

We would only add the theological clarification (to Metropolitan Cyprian’s words) that God is, of course, Three
undivided Hypostases/Persons (not one Hypostasis/Person), and that, strictly speaking, names do not declare the
essence of God but the powers (or attributes) that flow from God’s unnamable essence. We name the attributes or
powers that flow without separation from God’s essence, but God’s essence itself is always above names.

THE ORTHODOX CHURCH FOLLOWS THE SETTLED TEACHING UNDER SAINT TIKHON

A tiny number of critics today are making a grotesque error about what was “settled doctrine” and “generally
accepted opinion” in the Orthodox Church on the name-glorification controversy. The “settled doctrine” was Saint
Tikhon’s Orthodox letter of February 1921, not Sergius Stragorodskii’s un-Orthodox letter of May 1913. Saint
Tikhon’s letter was Orthodox in doctrine and brought reconciliation and peace to the Church. Sergius Stragorodskii’s
letter was un-Orthodox in doctrine and brought extreme violence to the Church (including bloodshed and the expulsion
of 800 to 1600 monastics from the Holy Mountain on the basis of unproved charges of heresy). Tsar Nicholas repented,
in writing, of this atrocity.'* From late 1920 until his martyrdom in 1925, Saint Tikhon accepted the Orthodoxy of
the followers of Father Antonii Bulatovich and Father David Mukhranov and served liturgy with them.'%? This was at
the very same time that Archimandrite David was openly preaching and organizing support for the name-glorifiers.?%
There was agreement on Orthodox dogma between Saint Tikhon and the name-glorifiers and there was an agreement,
essentially, to disagree about the historical issue of what Father Antonii intended in certain controversial passages.
Saint Tikhon stated in 1921 that the previous condemnations of the “error” in Bulatovich’s writings had not been
withdrawn. The “error” (which everyone agreed was an error) was the deification of letters and sounds, which
Bulatovich himself rejected in his letter to Florenskii. There was, essentially, an agreement to disagree about whether
certain controversial passages written by Bulatovich were in error or simply misinterpreted by critics. The key point
is that after a serious discussion of dogma final occurred, there was an agreement between Saint Tikhon and the name-
glorifiers on dogma; and there was toleration for various opinions on whether Bulatovich went too far, or, rather, if he
was wrongly interpreted in a heretical direction by his critics. It is this reconciliation that the “whole church” accepted.
The Church did not reject Saint Tikhon’s achievement of unity and reconciliation. The Church never decided to
resurrect Sergius’s dead and heretical letter of May 1913 and interpret it literally and as an infallible statement. The

101 Nicholas I, Emperor of Russia, Letter to Vladimir Karlovich Sabler, Chief-Procurator of the Holy Synod of Russia, April 14, 1914, at
The Wonderful Name, May 5, 2013, http://www.thewonderfulname.info/2013/05/letter -of-holy-tsar-martyr-nicholas-to.html.

102 See the historically-authoritative online Orthodox Encyclopedia article in Russian: “Jlasun (Myxpaunos [Imutpuii UBanosuy, 1847, c.
XKnanoso Kypmsimickoro y. Cumoupckoii ry6.- 2.06.1931, Mocksa),” Ilpasocrasras dnyurionedus, accessed July 16,2014,
http://www.pravenc.ru/text/168502.html

103 Loren Graham and Jean-Michel Kantor, Naming Infinity: A True Story of Religious Mysticism and Mathematical Creativity (print ed.
and Kindle ed.; Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2009), chap. 1.
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heresy in the letter was set aside and Saint Tikhon’s reconciliation-in-Orthodoxy was accepted by the entire Church,
including his view that only a larger council could give a final evaluation of Bulatovich. It is a fact, however, that
Father Antonii Bulatovich wrote to Father Pavel Florenskii that he (Bulatovich) rejected the deification of letters and
sounds, and he criticized Florenskii for going too far.%* The Orthodox Church has not taken a final position on the
controversial passages in Bulatovich and leaves a final evaluation to a future group of Russian theologians and bishops.
That is what Saint Tikhon desired.

THE SAINTS ACCEPTED THE NAME-GLORIFIERS AS ORTHODOX

Orthodox Christians today should follow the precedent of Saint Tikhon and the saints. Saint Tikhon did not
repeat the anti-Palamite, false theology of Sergius’s letter of May 1913 and the saint reconciled with the name-
glorifiers in the last years of his life (1920-1925). He considered them Orthodox and he liturgized with their leader,
Archimandrite David Mukhranov, even as David continued to defend, openly and vigorously, what he believed to be
the Orthodox teaching of Father Antonii Bulatovich. Saint Tikhon’s 1921 encyclical, which exonerated the name-
glorifiers led by Archimandrite David, was in the spirit of the May 1914 decision of the Moscow Synodal Office,
signed by Saint Macarius Il (Nevskii), Metropolitan of Moscow, and Bishop Anastasii (Gribanovskii) of Serpukhov,
the future metropolitan and chief-hierarch of the Russian Orthodox Church Outside of Russia. That 1914 decision also
exonerated the name-glorifiers. Saint Macarius Il and Bishop Anastasii and later Saint Tikhon all concluded that the
name-glorifiers did not deify sounds or letters and concluded that there was no reason for separation. That was the
final decision of the Russian Orthodox hierarchy on the matter. Many martyrs and saints of the Orthodox Church
defended the Orthodoxy of the name-glorifiers, including, Saint Macarius Il of Moscow, Saint Tikhon of Moscow,
the Holy Tsar Martyr Nicholas and the Tsarina Alexandra, Saint Elizabeth the Grand Duchess, Saint Joseph of
Petrograd, and Saint Mark (Mikhail Novoselov), catacomb Bishop of Sergiev-Posad, the New Sacred Martyr.

THE NAME-GLORIFIERS CONDEMNED THE HERESY OF NAME-WORSHIP

In 1913, during the name-glorification controversy on Mount Athos, some of the Slavic monks were accused
ofthe heresy of deifying sounds and letters, because they claimed that the name of Jesus was “God Himself.” Certainly,
it would be heresy to deify sounds and letters. It would be heresy to stubbornly insist (against the teaching of the
Church) that the name that a person pronounces is itself God or divine energy, that the pronounced name (the sound
itself) is itself God or Deity or God’s energy. This is indeed heresy. But the leaders of the monks called “name-
glorifiers” (or called, by their accusers, “name-worshippers”) officially rejected that heretical view in a very detailed
confession of faith. The name-glorifiers confessed, “As from the very beginning of the dispute, we were unjustly
accused of deifying ‘the very’ created name according to its outward appearance and even of ‘equating’ this ‘very’
name ‘with the very essence’ of the One Who Is and of ‘merging’ them. Therefore we feel obliged to declare that we
never deified ‘the very name’ and nowhere in our confessions of faith can be found the expression ‘the very Name of
God is God.” But rather, in our confessions of faith starting from 1909, we said it very clearly, that by calling —
together with Father John of Kronstadt — the Name of God ‘God Himself,” we do it in the same sense as did Father
John of Kronstadt, believing in the inseparable presence of God in His Name, but never in the sense of deification of
the name in its material, outward appearance and separately from God.”'% The “name-glorifiers” did not teach the
heresy that they were accused of teaching, but explicitly rejected it. It is therefore illogical to accuse these monastic
“name-glorifiers” of the heresy of “name-worship,” because they explicitly defined the heresy and rejected it.

104 Priest-schemamonk Antonii Bulatovich, ITucemo ceswennuxy Ilasny @aopencrkomy [Letter to Priest Pavel Florenskii] (Mount Athos,
December 2, 1912), in “TIuceMo uepocxumonaxa Antonus (bynatoBuua) csimenHuky [laBiy diaopenckomy ot 2 gekadpst 1912 r.,” at
Hwmscrasue: Boeocrosckuii cnop 06 Umenu boscuem: Hemopusi u cogpemennocms (JJaHHBIN callT sBIIsS€TCS TMYHBIM caiiToM MoHaxuHu Kaccun
[Cenunoii]), https://web.archive.org/web/20160822052352/http://pravoslav.de/imiaslavie/letter/letter antony4.htm.

105 «“Address of the Confessors of the Name of God to the Court of the Holy Council of the Russian Orthodox Church” (August 1, 1918),
at The Wonderful Name, http://www.thewonderfulname.info/p/apology-of-confessors-of-name-of-god.html;
http://www.pravoslav.de/imiaslavie/english/address_of the confessors of the name of god.html.
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GOD’S UNCREATED ENERGY “DWELLS IN” CREATED WORDS AND NAMES

In his writings, Saint Gregory Palamas refers both to the uncreated name of God (which is the energy of God
and thus God Himself) and to the created words (which are not an energy of God) in which, however, God Himself
dwells. In his Homily 53, on the Entry of the Mother of God into the Holy of Holies, Saint Gregory Palamas states
that the Holy of Holies was “the place assigned to God alone, which was consecrated as His dwelling, and out of
which He gave audience to Moses, Aaron, and those of their successors who were equally worthy.”1% Saint Gregory
Palamas also states, one paragraph earlier in the same homily, that the Holy of Holies was “the dwelling-place, as
David calls it, of the divine name [tod Ogiov dvopatoc]” (Psalm 74:7).2%7 The uncreated glory and energy of God is
called, by the Prophet David, the “name” of God. The Holy of Holies was the dwelling place of the uncreated “divine
name” which is the same as “God alone,” according to Saint Gregory Palamas.'% In his Confession of the Orthodox
Faith, Saint Gregory Palamas also refers to God dwelling in created words of the Holy Scriptures as He dwells in the
saints, the icons, and the Cross: “we venerate the salutary form of the honorable cross, the glorious temples and places
and the God-given Scriptures because of the God Who dwells in them.”% Thus, according to Saint Gregory Palamas,
God dwells in holy (created) words, but “the divine name” that dwelt in the temple (Psalm 73:7) is “God alone.”*

Saint John of Kronstadt agrees with the foregoing Scriptural and Patristic texts: “His Name is [God] Himself”
and “The Name of God is God Himself.”*!* God’s Name, therefore, must properly be understood in two senses: 1) in
its Divine and eternal sense, when it is an energy of God; and 2) in its human and created sense, when it is certainly
not an energy of God.!*?

CREATED WORDS ARE FILLED WITH UNCREATED GRACE
Many Holy Fathers teach about the divine grace that dwells in created words. Saint Justin the Philosopher and
Martyr summarizes what Orthodox Christians believe about God’s grace and the (created) words of the Gospel:

o0 Kevolg €motevoapey uobolg ovde dvamodeiktolg Adyolg, GAAL [AOYOlS] LEGTOIG
nvevpartog Belov kol duvapet Bpvovot kai TednAdeL yapirt.

we have not believed empty myths, or words without any foundation, but [words] filled
with divine spirit, and big with power, and flourishing with grace. (Saint Justin, Dialogue
9)113

99 ¢

The phrase translated “big with power [duvépetl Bpoovot]” could also be translated “full of power,” “swelling

EEINT3 EEINT3

with power,” “abounding with power,” “teeming with power,” “bursting with power,” or “overflowing with power.”
This is how the Orthodox Church understands the uncreated energy that dwells in created words.

108 Saint Gregory Palamas, Homily 53, 20, in Christopher Veniamin, ed. and tr., Saint Gregory Palamas: The Homilies (Waymart, PA:
Mount Thabor Publishing, 2009), 423.

107 Saint Gregory Palamas, Homily 53, 19, in Veniamin, 422.

108 Saint Gregory Palamas, Homily 53, 19-20, in Veniamin, 422-423).

109 Saint Gregory Palamas, Confession of the Orthodox Faith 4, in Pelikan and Hotchkiss, 377.

110 Saint Gregory Palamas, Homily 53, 19-20, in Veniamin, 422-423. In this, Saint Gregory follows the teaching of Holy Scripture,
which alternates between saying that “God” dwells in the temple, that God’s “glory” dwells in the temple, and that God’s “name” dwells in the
temple.

111 Saint John of Kronstadt, My Life in Christ (tr. E.E. Goulaeff; London: Cassell, 1897), 358, 477, http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-
3:hul.fig:002575139.

112 Metropolitan Ephraim of Boston, Bishop Gregory of Brookline, and Thomas Deretich, “The Boundless Name,” March 16, 2014, at
Holy Orthodox Metropolis of Boston, https://drive.google.com/file/d/0BzJKrDVZPwcvMFI4QIF3eFZvZzFUN2RMeDIGc2x6 T1JjNGIN/.

113 Saint Justin the Philosopher and Martyr, Aidloyog mpog Tpdpwve Tovdaiov [Dialogue with Trypho the Jew], 9, at Biblioteka Ruslana
Khazarzar, accessed September 2, 2016, http://khazarzar.skeptik.net/books/justinus/tryphong.htm.
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THE MAY 16, 1913, “SYNODAL” LETTER WAS NOT TRULY “SYNODAL”

The opinion-letter of then-Archbishop Sergius Stragorodskii of Finland on the name-glorification dispute has
been wrongly identified as the unanimous decision of a “Holy Synod” of the Russian Orthodox Church, a decision
that has supposedly been accepted by the world-wide Orthodox Church. The historical reality is completely different.
In fact, defenders of the letter show great ignorance about the historical facts surrounding the letter and the fact that
its dogmatic errors have never been accepted by the Orthodox Church, since these errors contradict Saint Gregory
Palamas, the Palamite synods, and the Synodicon of Orthodoxy.

Defenders of the letter assert that Sergius’s opinion-letter was based on three other opinion-reports submitted
to the synod (consisting of only seven bishops). There were, in fact, four opinions written. However, there were
contradictions among and within the four reports. For these reasons, it is not accurate to speak about a synodal
theological statement at all, even among the small number of individuals involved: one lay theologian and three
bishops who wrote (contradictory) opinions, four other bishops who did not write an opinion, and the chief-procurator
of the synod, who was a layman. The synodal chief-procurator, VIadimir Karlovich Sabler, had political motives for
a condemnation of the monastics called name-glorifiers. Both Saint Nicholas the Tsar-Martyr and Saint Tikhon the
Patriarch-Confessor reversed Sabler’s political decision to persecute the name-glorifiers. Saint Elizabeth the Grand
Duchess was a staunch supporter of the name-glorifiers. Saint Nicholas the Tsar ordered that all proceedings against
the name-glorifiers needed to be stopped immediately, because he feared the wrath of God upon the Russian homeland
for the unjust persecutions that had occurred.!'* Saint Tikhon was in full communion with the name-glorifying
monastics for the last five years of his life, 1920 to 1925.1%° This was not because the name-glorifying monastics
“repented” (renounced their beliefs); rather, they continued to preach openly their Orthodox understanding of God’s
energies and God’s name at the very same time that they were in full communion with Saint Tikhon and the bishops
with him. %6 The verdict of Saint Tikhon was that the name-glorifying monastics were not heretics but were Orthodox
Christians in full communion with him, with all the hierarchs, and with the entire Orthodox Church. He wanted a final
verdict on controversially-worded passages in the theological writings of Father Antonii Bulatovich to await a
thorough examination of the issues by a theological commission that was competent to conduct such an investigation.
This process was stopped by Communist persecutions of the Church.

Unfortunately, it has been documented that Archbishop Antonii Khrapovitskii agreed in his opinion-report (at
least in May 1913) with some (but not all) of Sergius’s theological errors. (This mistaken writing of Archbishop [later
Metropolitan] Antonii was not included in his collected works. This is fortunate, because that essay was a mistake that
misrepresents what Orthodoxy teaches.)

Because the three bishops who wrote written opinions contradicted each other, and because the theological
opinions of the other four bishops are not known in great detail—other than opposition to the heresy of deifying letters
and sounds (which the monastics also officially opposed)—it is more accurate to refer to the co-called “synodal letter”
as what it actually was: the personal opinion and composition of Sergius, who sometimes directly contradicted the
opinions of the bishops he was falsely claiming to represent.

114 Nicholas I, Emperor of Russia, Letter to Vladimir K. Sabler, Chief-Procurator of the Holy Synod of Russia, April 14, 1914, at The
Wonderful Name, May 5, 2013, http://www.thewonderfulname.info/2013/05/letter-of-holy-tsar-martyr-nicholas-to.html.

115 Saint Tikhon’s communion with the leader of the name glorifiers, Archimandrite David Mukhranov, is documented in “JlaBun
(MyxpanoB JImutpuii UBanosuu, 1847, c. nanoso Kypmsiickoro y. Cum6upckoii ry6.- 2.06.1931, Mocksa), apxum.,” in [lpasocrasnas
Ouyuxnonedus, accessed July 16, 2014, http://www.pravenc.ru/text/168502.html.

116 The communion between the bishops and the leader of the name-glorifiers, Archimandrite David, was during the time that “David
established a ‘Name [Glorifiers’] Circle’ in Moscow at about the same time that other such circles were arising elsewhere in Russia. He tried to
involve in his circle priests and high officials of the Church who had not previously affiliated themselves with” the Name Glorifiers. Loren
Graham and Jean-Michel Kantor, Naming Infinity: A True Story of Religious Mysticism and Mathematical Creativity (print ed. and Kindle ed.;
Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2009), chap. 1.
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MONASTIC NAME-GLORIFIERS AND SPECULATIVE INTELLECTUALS

What about some of the “name-glorifiers” who were speculative intellectuals? Did they teach heresy? There is
strong evidence that two did teach heresy (Father Pavel Florenskii and Father Sergius Bulgakov), by confusing or
equating Creator with creation. However, it is a historical absurdity to equate the monastic name-glorifiers with the
syncretistic intellectuals (such as Florenskii and Bulgakov) who defended these monastics. If Florenskii and Bulgakov
fell into heresy by confusing the Creator with His creation, one cannot simply assume that Father Antonii Bulatovich,
Father David Mukhranov, and the monastic name-glorifiers also fell into that same heresy. We know from their official
confession of faith that they rejected the deification of sounds and letters. If a person seeks to pass a final judgment
on Father Antonii Bulatovich’s most polemical or controversial statements, one would need to take into account not
only the name-glorifiers’ official confession of faith, but also Father Antonii’s letter in which he criticizes Florenskii
for deifying created names.*'’ More importantly, we need to be faithful to Saint Tikhon’s opinion that Father Antonii’s
writings need to be judged by a competent group of theologians and bishops in order to make a final judgment.

POLITICAL PERSECUTION OF THE NAME-GLORIFIERS

One of the more ridiculous myths about the name-glorification controversy is the false claim that secular
politics played no role in the hasty condemnation of the name-glorifiers in 1912-1913. A tiny number of people today,
against all the historical evidence, are content to assume that the “synodal” opinions were published for purely
theological reasons and that secular politics did not play a distorting role in what occurred. No informed person could
believe such an anti-historical myth.

The hasty decisions of 1912 and 1913 occurred in the era of the First and Second Balkan Wars, which
determined how Montenegrins, Serbs, Bulgarians, and Greeks would carve up the Balkans in general and Macedonia
in particular. The nationalist competition was so fierce that Greek troops took Thessalonica from the Turks only a few
hours before Bulgarian troops were set to take the city. The Greeks found a multi-ethnic city (with Turks, Slavs,
Albanians, Vlachs, and a large Sephardic Jewish community) where Greeks were a minority. Greeks were also a
minority on Mount Athos. Ethnic rivalries on Mount Athos and rival views about how Athos would be governed were
in the air. In such a situation, it would have been very difficult for Russian and Greek secular and religious authorities
to make decisions about the Athonite theological dispute on the name of God without the distorting influence of
secular politics. The historical record indicates that secular politics played a decisive role in how the name-glorifiers
were hastily condemned (along with the teachings of Saint Gregory Palamas being condemned) in May 1913. Secular
politics clearly played a decisive role in the June 1913 atrocity that was committed on Athos.

It is important that we understand some of the details of the politics that distorted the theological discussion
and also to understand the gravity of the atrocity that was committed against the name-glorifying fathers. Two serious
scholars, Loren Graham and Jean-Michel Kantor,*® give a useful summary:

In early June, 1913, several ships from the Imperial Russian Navy ... steamed into the
azure waters surrounding the holy site of Mt. Athos in Greece, a center of Orthodox
Christianity for a thousand years. The ships, the gunboat Donets and the transport ships
Tsar and Kherson, anchored near the Pant[e]leimon Monastery, a sacred bedrock of
Russian Orthodoxy and residence of hundreds of Russian monks. On board the Tsar were
118 marines under the command of Z. A. Shipulinsky and four other officers.

17 Priest-schemamonk Antonii Bulatovich, ITucemo ceswennuxy Ilasny @aopencrkomy [Letter to Priest Pavel Florenskii] (Mount Athos,
December 2, 1912), in “TIuceMo uepocxumonaxa Antonus (bynatoBuua) csimeHHuky [laBiy @iaopenckomy ot 2 gekadpst 1912 r.,” at
Hwmscrasue: Boeocrosckuii cnop 06 Umenu boscuem: Hemopusi u cogpemennocms (JJaHHBIN callT sBIIsSETCS IMYHBIM caiiToM MoHaxuHu Kaccun
[Cenunoii]), https://web.archive.org/web/20160822052352/http://pravoslav.de/imiaslavie/letter/letter antony4.htm.

118 |_oren Graham and Jean-Michel Kantor, Naming Infinity: A True Story of Religious Mysticism and Mathematical Creativity (print ed.
and Kindle ed.; Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2009), chap. 1.
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On June 13, Shipulinsky ordered that the monastery be stormed. The heavily armed
marines made their way in small boats to the monastery dock .... [In the Pokrovsky Church]
Shipulinsky met with several of the religious ascetics and told them that they were to
inform all their brethren to leave their cells and assemble in the [main church]. When the
monks learned of the order, they refused, barricading the doors of their cells with furniture
and boards. Inside they fell on their knees and began saying, “Lord, Have Mercy!”
(Gospodi pomilui), and many of them launched into ... “The Jesus Prayer.”

... The practice of this prayer, [was] called heretical by some leaders of the Russian
Orthodox Church .... Russians were among the most numerous of the monks [on Mount
Athos], with several thousand usually present. For centuries the Ottoman Turks had
occupied most of the Balkans, including Athos, but they granted the monks there near-
autonomy, allowing them to do what they wanted so long as they did not directly challenge
the Turks. The Russian monks on Athos usually looked to their homeland government in
St. Petersburg for support and protection, but the collapse of the Ottoman Empire and the
retreat of the Turks from Athos in 1912 led to a delicate situation. Would the autonomy of
the Holy Mountain and the Russian influence continue under Greek rule? The Greeks, who
shared the Orthodox faith of the Russians, seemed ready to grant the monasteries
considerable freedom and withdraw their soldiers. The Russian monks then began to call
for the creation of an independent republic of Athos that would amount to a protectorate of
the tsarist government—a challenge to the Greeks.

In the middle of this diplomatic problem, a theological dispute erupted which unnerved
the Russian government and clerical leaders. The last thing the Church and government in
St. Petersburg needed was a bunch of monks fighting one another over a prayer, giving the
Greeks a pretext for intervention and elimination of the traditional autonomy of Mt. Athos.

A dramatic fight was indeed going on among the monks between those who supported
the practice of the Jesus prayer (known as Name [Glorifiers]) and those who did not (the
Anti-Name Worshippers). The struggle often took its sharpest form when administrative
leaders of the monasteries were being chosen: each side wanted its own people to lead. The
acrimony increased rapidly, with actual physical conflicts; each side tried to eject the
members of the other camp from the monasteries .... Each side appealed to higher
authorities for support—to the Russian consul in Salonika, to the Russian ambassador in
Constantinople, to the Holy Synod in St. Petersburg, and, eventually, to the tsar himself.
Word spread throughout the Balkans and the Russian Empire that “disorders” were rife in
the monasteries at the Holy Mountain of Athos.

.... In February 1913 a blockade was imposed on the Name [Glorifying] monks on Mt.
Athos, whose stronghold was the Pant[e]leimon Monastery. That monastery was deprived
of food supplies, financial support, and postal service for five months.... The stories of
“revolts” and “mutinies” among the monks continued, and eventually the Greek
government responded by saying to the leaders of the monasteries, in effect, “bring order
to the monasteries yourselves or we will do it for you.” Greek troops assembled nearby in
preparation for occupying the monasteries if necessary.

This international difficulty goes a long way toward explaining why the tsarist
government yielded to the plea of the top leaders of the Russian Orthodox Church to
suppress the Name [Glorifiers] at Mt. Athos with military force. Tsar Nicholas Il was not
particularly interested in the theological dispute, and his wife Alexandra was even
sympathetic to the Name [Glorifiers], but his advisers, especially V. K. Sabler, the head of
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the Holy Synod, told him that if the disorder at Mt. Athos continued not only would the
Russian Orthodox faith be hopelessly split by schism, but the Russian government would
lose much of it influence in a crucial area of Greece and the Balkans. Faced with this
opinion, Nicholas reluctantly agreed to the invasion of the monastery.

... Officer Shipulinsky led his marines into the monastery[’s main church] and
demanded that the monks come out of their cells and assemble before him. When he was
ignored, he ordered his men to prepare for conflict. The marines unrolled high-pressure
water cannons and also set up several machine guns. They then tore down the barricades
at the entrances to the monastic cells and aimed the water cannons at the men inside....
Sources sympathetic to the monks say that the marines opened fire, killing four of the
recluses and wounding forty-eight others. The official Russian accounts say that the
marines were met with “criminal resistance” requiring force to overcome, but maintain that
no one was killed even though some “fanatics” were wounded. Certainly it was a bloody
affair; the marines beat the monks with their bayonets and rifle butts and bashed many
heads.

The marines flushed the recluses from their cells and herded them into the [main
church]. There the officer announced to the soaked, terrified, and injured monks that they
must either renounce their heretical beliefs or be arrested. Archbishop Nikon of VVologda
accompanied the marines; a representative of the highest authorities in the Russian
Orthodox Church, he lectured the assembled monks on the details of their “Name
Worshipping heresy” in a voice trembling with fear and emotion: “You mistakenly believe
that names are the same as God. But | tell you that names, even of divine beings, are not
God themselves. The name of Jesus is not God. And the Son is less than the Father. Even
Jesus said, ‘the Father is greater than me.” But you believe you possess both Christ and
God.” Some of the monks responded by crying out that the archbishop and the marines
represented the “Anti-Christ.” .... Nikon angrily pounded his [pastoral staff] on the floor
and demanded that the assembled monks be polled individually, stating whether they
renounced their heresy or remained obstinate.

According to the official count, 661 monks stated that they did not support the doctrine
of “Name Worshipping,” but 517 were adamant and declared that they were, and would
remain, “Name [Glorifiers].” Another 350 refused to participate in the poll and were
considered by the archbishop to be on the side of the heretics. Several dozen others were
so badly injured that they were taken away for medical care and not polled. In the nearby
Andreevsky Monastery and elsewhere on Mt. Athos the archbishop found other Russian
monks whom he considered to be unrepentant Name Worshippers. Sobered by the violence
in the Pant[e]leimon Monastery, they did not resist arrest. Eventually approximately a
thousand monks were taken back to Russia under detention, most of them on a ship
converted into a prison, the Kherson, but others on the steamship Chikhachev.

When on July 13 and 14 the Kherson and the Chikhachev arrived in Odessa, a major
Ukrainian/Russian port on the Black Sea, the tsarist police there interrogated the
imprisoned monks and then divided them into groups. Some were so old and feeble that
they were permitted to go to local monasteries that might care for them; eight were returned
to Athos; and forty were accused of criminal activity and sent to prisons. The rest—eight
hundred or so—were defrocked and told that they could not return to Mt. Athos or reside
in the cities of St. Petersburg or Moscow. Instead, according to the Russian government
system of assigned residence (propiska), they were exiled to provincial and rural locations
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all over Russia.

Tsar Nicholas I1, due in part to the intervention of Saint Elizabeth the Grand Duchess, came to regret deeply
and to repent of what had been done to the name-glorifying monastics. He regretted both the way his government had
persecuted them and also Sergius’s un-Orthodox theological condemnation of the name-glorifiers. He feared that the
atrocity might push away God’s grace and protection from the Russian homeland. He directed the secular chief-
procurator (the ober-prokuror) of the “synod” to cancel all of the decisions against and investigations of the name-
glorifiers and directed that the name-glorifiers should be reinstated. (Ober-prokuror was a German title, which was
absorbed into the Russian language, for the secular “chief-procurator” of the “synod.” The “synodal” system was
introduced by Tsar Peter | and was modelled on the government-controlled synods of the Protestant [Lutheran and
Calvinist] churches in northern Europe.) The May 1913 decision, which was theologically false since it condemned
Saint Gregory Palamas’s teaching and which was tied to secular politics from the beginning, was now to be cancelled
at the direction of the secular ruler. Tsar Nicholas Il, the future passion-bearer and martyr, was humble enough to
repent of the evil that his government and the government-controlled “synod” of bishops had done to the monks know
as “name-glorifiers.”

During the final years of the tsar’s life, the name-glorifying priest-monks served in good standing and served
honorably during the Russia war effort in the First World War. It was only after the fall of the tsar that some bishops
in the church tried to synodally condemn, once again, the name-glorifiers. The All-Russia Church Council appointed
a commission of theological experts to investigate the issue, including experts who knew that the May 1913 decision
was wrong. But Communist violence did not allow the commission to complete its task.

In late 1920, Patriarch Tikhon reconciled with Archimandrite David Mukhranov, the leader of the name-
glorifiers and a staunch and vocal defender of his belief that Father Antonii Bulatovich was completely Orthodox in
his writings. Differences of opinion about the writings of Father Antonii Bulatovich were permitted and there was a
reconciliation in the Russian Orthodox Church. Patriarch Tikhon did not repeat the doctrinal errors of Sergius’s May
1913 opinion letter that ignorantly condemned Saint Gregory Palamas. Archimandrite David continued vocally to
support the name-glorification teachings—which also condemned the idea that a created name could be God. Patriarch
Tikhon presided at the Divine Liturgy and communed with the leader of the name-glorifiers, Archimandrite David,
who continued to preach the views of the name-glorifiers. Just as there had been a reconciliation by the time that the
tsar was martyred, there had also been a reconciliation by the time that the patriarch reposed.

Some of the political issues that had led to the hasty and false 1913 condemnation of the name-glorifiers had
been overtaken by a completely new historical situation. The theological debate, which had been greatly exacerbated
by politics, no longer divided the Church.

Saint Elizabeth the Grand Duchess was a staunch supporter of the name-glorifiers. In the final years of his life,
Saint Nicholas the Tsar-Martyr supported the name-glorifiers and directed that all condemnations against them be
reversed and all trials (or investigations) of them be ended (see the saint’s letter to the ober-prokuror of the synod,
Vladimir Karlovich Sabler). In the final years of his life (1920-1925), the Patriarch saw no heresy in the name-
glorifiers and he communicated this judgment to other bishops (see, Bishop luvenalii of Tula and Odoevo, Letter to
Patriarch Tikhon). Saint Tikhon and the bishops were in full communion with the name-glorifiers, including
Archimandrite David Mukhranov (see the historically-authoritative online Orthodox Encyclopedia article in Russian:
“Iasun (MyxpanoB Jmutpuii VMBanosuwu, 1847, c. JKmanoBo Kypwmsrmickoro y. Cumbupckoii ry6.- 2.06.1931,
Mocksa),” Ipasocrasnas Duyuxioneous, accessed July 16, 2014, http://www.pravenc.ru/text/168502.html). This
was at the very same time that Archimandrite David was openly preaching and organizing support for the name-
glorifiers.

The speculation that Archimandrite David and the name-glorifiers repented between 1920 and 1925 is
disproven by the historical record. Both Russian and Western scholars agree on this. For example, “David established
a ‘Name [Glorifiers’] Circle’ in Moscow at about the same time that other such circles were arising elsewhere in
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Russia. He tried to involve in his circle priests and high officials of the Church who had not previously affiliated
themselves with” the name-glorifiers (Graham and Kantor, Name Infinity, chap. 1). So, Archimandrite David was
openly preaching the name-glorifying understanding and Saint Tikhon received Holy Communion with him. It was
Saint Nicholas the Tsar and Saint Tikhon the Patriarch who repented—not the name-glorifiers.

If anyone today rejects Saint Elizabeth’s, Saint Nicholas’s, and Saint Tikhon’s communion with the name-
glorifying, they are free to do so. But they should not claim that the Orthodox Church agrees with that rejection of
these saints’ policy.

ECUMENICAL PATRIARCH GERMANOS V’S PERSECUTION OF THE NAME-GLORIFIERS

The letter of Patriarch Germanos V to Athos (April 5, 1913) has little theological content. It accuses the monks
of confusing that which cannot be confused because they allegedly said the name Jesus was hypostatically united with
Him and that the monks claimed that the name Jesus is the self-same Jesus and God and this leads to pantheism. No
guotations, no analysis, no exposition of the Orthodox teaching. Just accusations with no evidence whatsoever! The
gist of the letter was that Athos should “expel” the monks. This was done quite brutally with bayonets and water
cannons, a short while later. It is well known that during the Balkan Wars of 1912 and 1913, Greeks and Slavs were
fighting over who would control Macedonia and Athos. Some Greeks wanted to expel all Slavs, and some Russians
thought that if the Russian authorities removed the “rebels” from the Holy Mountain, then that would prevent a total
expulsion of all Slavs. There were thus military and ethnic conflicts that contributed to the immoral way the monks
were condemned and persecuted. No wonder the Tsar-Martyr feared the wrath of God because of what the Russian
state had done to these monastic fathers. The decision by the Halki theologians was written by academicians who had
studied in Protestant faculties of theology in Germany and who believed that biblical miracles were myths, Saint
Symeon the New Theologian was a monophysite heretic because he believed in deification, the hesychasts were
“navel-gazers,” and Saint Gregory Palamas himself was a pantheist. They replicated what their Protestant professors
taught them. They might have been able to read Saint Gregory Palamas, but they did not want to; they were hostile
the Orthodox hesychast tradition. They were also the ones who wrote the heretical encyclical of 1920 and changed the
calendar in 1924. They were a very un-Orthodox lot.

Patriarch Germanos V’s letter to Russia (December 11, 1913) uses epithets (“evil” and “name-theists”) and
says that the Russians should use even harsher methods on those expelled to Russia (even after the previous bloodshed
by the Russian Navy against the Athonites). The main point of the letter was that even repentant monks were banished
from the Holy Mountain, forever. The Slavic monks were reduced by about half. The Greek state consolidated control
over Athos for the first time in centuries. (Greek troops had just barely entered Thessalonica in 1912 ahead of
Bulgarian troops; and the Sephardic Jewish community together with other ethnic groups outnumbered the Greeks in
Salonica at that time. But the Greek state took firm control of Athos; and Thessalonica became a thoroughly Greek
city only after the Sephardim were sent to Auschwitz and gassed.) Severe restrictions were placed on new Slavic
monks coming to Athos. These restrictions exist in various forms to this day. The above historical fact just scratches
the surface of the anti-hesychast, ethnic, and political prejudices and rivalries that played significant roles in the hasty
and immoral way the Slavic monks were condemned, expelled, and brutalized, with the complicity of the Patriarchate
of Constantinople.

Christians cannot in good conscience endorse the uncanonical and un-Christian way Patriarch Germanos V
contributed to the persecution of the Slavic monastics based on unproven accusations of heresy and an unwillingness
to forgive those who genuinely repented.

COMMUNIST PERSECUTION OF TRUE-ORTHODOX NAME-GLORIFIERS

Metropolitan John LoBue has asserted that “to claim that name-worshipping was persecuted by the Soviets is
not true.” Such an assertion is outrageous, because it (1) includes an un-Orthodox dogmatic confusion between
Orthodox name-veneration and heretical created-name-adoration, (2) it is factually incorrect and is an ignorant denial
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of common knowledge, and (3) it denigrates the memory of True-Orthodox (non-Sergianist) Christians who glorified
God’s name in an Orthodox manner and who were martyred for their true Orthodox faith.

The Soviet Communists murdered numerous groups of people. They especially hated True-Orthodox name-
glorifiers who refused any accommodation to Communism. For example, in 1930, a group of catacomb name-
glorifying Christians were rounded up. They refused to work as slave laborers for the murderous regime or even to
give their names to their persecutors. According to Pierre Pascal, “All [of these name-glorifiers] were shot, with their
hands tied behind their backs, so that they could not make the sign of the cross” before their execution. 1'° The
murderous hatred of the Communists for True-Orthodox, Catacomb Christians, and name-glorifiers (who were often
the same people) is well known, and documented, for example, by Mikhail Zakharovich Nikonov-Smorodin (also
known as S. V. Smorodin)*?° and numerous other sources.'?*

ORTHODOX CHRISTIANS FOLLOW THE BALANCED TEACHING OF THE SAINTS ON GOD’S NAME
The teachings of the Orthodox Church have always been balanced and faithful to the saints. Years ago,
Metropolitan Ephraim and Metropolitan Gregory wrote the following words:

oyeTikd pé 16 mavayio "Ovopa tod Beod (dnradn yid dra td Ocia Ovopata), padi pé todg
Ayiovg oporoyodpe 8t antd etvar peyddn dmokdAvym, kol dmwg kébe dmokdAvyn tod
Ocod Ekppacpévn pé Aoy, Exel KTIoTéG Kai GKTIoTEG OYElS. TAv UEPOG TTG AvOpOTIVNG
YA®GGOS, TOouTéoTy, PE Opovg avBpormivav AéEewv mov ypnowomoodue Yy va T
gkppdoovpe, 6 ‘Ovopa tod Ocod elvar, Gc@ards, ktictd. Té Eyovue Snidoel odtd
Emavenupéve. Opwg, 1 aAnbelo v omoio td Ovopata pig Aéve mepi Ogod, anvtn 1
dAn0eta elvon 1) dmodAvym tod Ocod nepi Tod Eowtod Tov kai y1d todTo, Elval cuyxpoveg
oiovioe kaoi dktiotn. ‘Emopévog, 8év dgyouacte va molwvdpopodpe petald  &Ho
avtitifépevov kol éopoipévov dkpmv 6° adtod 10 {RTNra. ZuyKEKPUEVO, ATOPPITTOLLE
™ dbackoria avT@v (eite dvopaovtar dvopato-AdTpeg 1 dmmg AAMGMC) moh Beomolodv
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concerning the all-holy Name of our God (that is, all the Divine Names), together with the
Saints we confess it to be a great revelation, and like every revelation of God in words, it
has both created and uncreated aspects. As part of the human language, that is, in terms of

119 Pierre Pascal, The Religion of the Russian People (translated by Rowan Williams; London: Mowbrays, 1976), 108.

120 Mikhail Zakharovich Nikonov-Smorodin (S. V. Smorodin), Kpacnas kamopaa: sanucku conosuanuna (edited by Aleksandr V.
Amfiteatrov; Sofia: M3n-so H.T.C.H.IL., 1938), http://coollib.net/b/332225/, see also https://books.google.com/books?id=X2FGqiDKFysC and
http://www.worthpoint.com/worthopedia/nikonov-smorodin-red-katorga-gulag-477527848.

121 See the references in William C. Fletcher, The Russian Orthodox Church Underground, 1917-1970 (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1971).
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the human words that we use to express it, the Name of God is, of course, created. We have
stated this repeatedly. However, the truth that the Names tell us about God, this truth is the
revelation of God about Himself and thus, it is both eternal and uncreated. Therefore, we
refuse to be swayed by the two opposing erroneous extremes on this matter. Namely, we
reject the teaching of those (be they called name-worshippers or whoever they may be)
who deify and give divine worship to the very created words that express the Name of God.
At the same time we reject the error of those (be they called name-fighters, anti-hesychasts
or anything else) who see in the Name of our God merely human words, who refuse to
acknowledge that the truth that shines from the Divine Names is not a human invention
about God, but the eternal and uncreated truth that God Himself revealed to us about
Himself, and that in the Divine Names, it is this uncreated truth about God that is expressed
through created words. This eternal truth about God is what the Scriptures and the Fathers
call the eternal, majestical, glorious, wondrous and fearful Name of God, which the Church
has, and will hymn and praise and glorify unto the ages, for it is His power and His glory.

The teachings of the Orthodox Church on Orthodox name-veneration, on the heresy of created-name-adoration
(onomatolatreia), the heresy of name-fighting (onomatomachia), and the heresy of Barlaamism (denying the Deity
[Godhood] of God’s energies) are clear: All Orthodox Christians give glory, honor, and relative-veneration to the
created names for God in Holy Scripture and in Orthodox prayer. To dishonor God’s name is to go against the Ten
Commandments and the Lord’s Prayer and numerous other injunctions to honor God’s name. All Orthodox Christians
give divine-worship (latreia) to God alone and to “everything that is God”: the divine essence, the divine energies,
and the deified human nature of Christ, which is “God” but not the divine nature. When, in Orthodox prayer, divine-
adoration is given to God’s “name,” this means that we are giving divine-worship to “God Himself” including God’s
power or energy. These prayers are not giving adoration to created names consisting of letters and sounds. It is heresy
to give divine-adoration to any created name. It is heresy to equate a created name with God’s energy. It is heresy to
deny that God’s energy is God Himself. It is heresy to deny that God dwells in the holy oracles (l6gia) given to us by
God and recorded in Holy Scripture. It is heresy (condemned by Saint Tikhon and the entire Church) to separate God
and His name.

HOCNA STATEMENTS ON THE NAME OF GOD

In 2012, HOCNA bishops stated that God’s “name” has an inner meaning and an outer meaning: in other words,
God’s “name” can refer to two different things. Also in 2012, HOCNA bishops stated that if Father Antonii Bulatovich
is guilty of deifying human letters and sounds, then he would certainly be guilty of heresy. (Claiming that letters and
sounds are divine energy would be a heretical deification of letters and sounds.) HOCNA bishops also indicated that
if Father Antonii Bulatovich is not guilty of deifying letters and sounds then he is not guilty of teaching the heresy of
onomatolatreia.

Only a future examination can definitively answer the historical question of what Father Antonii Bulatovich
intended in controversial passages. However, on the dogmatic questions, all Orthodox Christians agree that: It is heresy
to equate a created name with uncreated energy; it is heresy to deny that God’s power/energy is Deity; it is heresy to
deny that God dwells in the holy oracles (I6gia). All Orthodox agree that we give divine-worship (latreia) to God’s
uncreated power/energy (which is sometimes called God’s “name”); and we give glory, honor, and relative-veneration
to the created names for God in Holy Scripture and Orthodox prayer.

The Holy Orthodox Church in North America (HOCNA) has published several statements and articles that
show beyond any doubt that HOCNA never taught the heresy of created-name-deification or created-name-adoration
that HOCNA was falsely accused of teaching
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Metropolitan Ephraim, June 6/19, 2012: “if anybody (including Father Anthony
Bulatovich) is guilty of ... Deifying letters, sounds and random/accidental thoughts about
God, ... then he is certainly guilty of heresy. If he does not actually advocate such teachings
[the four errors listed by Saint Tikhon], then it only seems fair to say that he is not guilty

of heresy.”??

[Please note that claiming that “a created name consisting of letters and
sounds is an uncreated energy of God” would be a form of deifying letters and sounds.
Therefore, Metropolitan Ephraim is clearly rejecting the false notion that a created name
can be an uncreated energy.]

HOCNA Synod of Bishops, August 29/September 11, 2012: “Our Holy Synod
endorses and espouses the theological solution to the controversy surrounding the Name of
God found in the following Encyclical of Saint Tikhon, Patriarch of Moscow “... not to
deify letters, sounds and random/accidental thoughts about God.”*%

Metropolitan Ephraim, September 2/15, 2013: “The following selection of passages
is intended to show that the Holy Scriptures, the Holy Fathers and the Divine Services of
the Church teach us that the Name of God (its inner significance and meaning and not
its outward letters and sounds) is the divinely-revealed Truth about God Himself; just
like all revelation of God about Himself, it is His uncreated operation, His power, His
energy, His grace. According to the teaching of the Church, the Grace of God is God
Himself (not His Essence, but His Energy). Hence, it is in this sense that Saint John of
Kronstadt’s famous saying “The Name of God is God Himself” should be understood,
for it is in perfect harmony with the teaching of the Church.”?4

HOCNA Synod of Bishops, September 5/18, 2012: “We do not believe ... That
letters, sounds and random/accidental thoughts about God are to be deified.”??

HOCNA Synod of Bishops, September 27/October 10, 2012: “Orthodox Christians
believe: ... That created letters, sounds, and random or accidental thoughts about God must
not be deified. Further, they believe that these letters or sounds must not be used for occult
or magical purposes.”?®

Bishop Gregory, October 7/20, 2012: “When this Name is articulated in human
words, it, of course, is not the Energy of God, but rather, it has the same holiness as an
icon, and we may say that God’s Energy is present in this created (sacred) word.”?’

Excerpts from Serge Verhovskoy, distributed by Metropolitan Ephraim, November
28, 2012: “A particular form of the revelation of God in a word is the revelation of God in
the Divine Names. A Name of God, as a human word, is, of course, created. (It is, therefore,
possible to use it senselessly or “in vain.” The identification of a Name of God, as a
[created] word, with God Himself is a heresy which was condemned by the Russian Holy

Synod in the twentieth century.) But God Himself can dwell and act in it.§ The Divine

122 Ephraim, Metropolitan of Boston, Answer to an Enquiry (June 6/19, 2012), https://www.scribd.com/document/120845894/Answer -to-
an-Enquiry.

123 Holy Orthodox Church in North America, Synod of Bishops, Statement of the Holy Synod of the Holy Orthodox Church in North
America (HOCNA) (Protocol no. 3244; signed by Ephraim, Metropolitan of Boston; Makarios, Metropolitan of Toronto; and Gregory, Auxiliary
Bishop of Concord; August 29/September 11, 2012), http://www.portal-credo.ru/site/?act=english&id=448.

124 Ephraim, Metropolitan of Boston, “The Orthodox Veneration of the Name of God” (PDF document, attached to the email “2 Attached
Articles”; September 2/15, 2012).

125 Holy Orthodox Church in North America, Synod of Bishops, Statement, September 5/18, 2012.

126 Holy Orthodox Church in North America, Synod of Bishops, Divergent Teachings, September 27/October 10, 2012,
http://www.homb.org/2012/11/divergent-teachings.html.

127 Bishop Gregory of Brookline, Letter, October 7/20, 2012, http://www.thewonderfulname.info/2012/11/.
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aspect of a Divine Name is, as it were, a Divine “self-definition” or a thought of God about
Himself. The presence of a divine principle in the Divine Names follows from the whole
attitude of the Old Testament toward Them. The Name of God is Holy, and God sanctifies
Himself in His Name (Lev. 22:32). Men can offend the Name of God by their sins (Am.
2:7). God acts for the sake of His Name (Ez. 39:7, 25). The [uncreated] Name of God is
one, great and eternal, as is God Himself (Ps. 9:2, 135:13, Zech. 14:9). God acts through
His Name (Ps. 54:1). If there were nothing Divine in the Name of God, how would it be
possible for us to bless, praise and love it, worship and serve it, rejoice in it and be
persecuted for its sake? Finally it is striking that God reveals His Names (e.g. Ex. 3:13-14,
6:3). It follows that They express the genuine Divine reality.§ God is near to a man in His
Names (Ps. 76:1). The presence of God is equivalent to the presence of the Name of God.
The Name of God dwells in the whole earth and especially in the Holy Land, in Israel, in
Jerusalem, in the temple and in individuals. The Jews loved to give their children names in
which there was a Divine Name (Ishmael, John, Joachim, Jesus, etc.).{ There are about one
hundred Divine Names in the Old Testament. Each of them has its own meaning. It is
possible to include into Them the entire theology of the Old Testament. The Divine Name
is “wonderful” (Jg. 13:17-18); it is “remembrance of God” (Ex. 3:15). God reveals His
Name in order for men to know Him (Ex. 6:3, 33:19; Jer. 23:6).71%

Metropolitan Ephraim’s comments of November 28, 2012, on excerpts from
Serge Verhovskoy: “As the Holy Scriptures and the interpretations of the Holy Fathers
demonstrate, in such texts as ‘From before the sun doth His Name continue’ (Ps. 71) and
‘[he] heard unspeakable words, which it is not lawful for a man to utter’ (Il Cor. 12:4), we
are not speaking about ordinary, created ‘words’ or names, but about Divine Revelation,
about the uncreated and everlasting Grace of God, which is God Himself. These uncreated
words are: ‘words which cannot be uttered.” God is the only Entity that is uncreated, and
anything that is uncreated is God, either in His essence or His energies.”'?°

Metropolitan Ephraim of Boston, Bishop Gregory of Brookline, and Thomas
Deretich, March 16, 2014"°: “By the term “Name of God,” Orthodox Christians mean
two things: 1) We mean the revealed Truth about God, and, 2) in another sense, we mean
also the human, created words by which this revealed Truth is articulated. The eternal,
revealed Truth about God exists and will always exist, whether we articulate it in our
human language or not..... the Truth that the Holy Spirit shall speak and guide Christ’s
disciples in, is an ineffable and divine Truth, which He received from the Son. Yet this is
the same Truth that the Spirit showed to the Apostles and which they preached with human
words in all the known world! {These examples illustrate clearly the two aspects of God’s
revelation and the distinction that lies between them: the uncreated and eternal Truth of
God’s revelation, and created, human concepts and words with which this revelation is
articulated in order to become accessible to the human mind. And this is the very same
distinction that exists between the uncreated Name of God, that is, the eternal Truth about
God, and the created names of God, that is, human words and concepts, which the Church

128 Serge Verhovskoy, Koz u uerosex (New York: Chekhov, 1956), 95-96, English in Ephraim, Metropolitan of Boston, “A Teacher of
Orthodox Christian Theology Speaks,” excerpts from Serge Verhovskoy, article in PDF, emailed, November 15/28,2012.

129 English in Ephraim, Metropolitan of Boston, “A Teacher of Orthodox Christian Theology Speaks,” excerpts from Serge Verhovskoy,
article in PDF, emailed, November 15/28, 2012.

130 Metropolitan Ephraim of Boston, Bishop Gregory of Brookline, and Thomas Deretich, “The Boundless Name,” March 16, 2014,
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0BzIKrDVZPwcvMFI4QIF3eFZvZzFUN2RMeDIGc2x6 T LJjNGJIN/.
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has taught us to use in order to articulate the eternal Truth about God. It is exclusively in
the former sense, that is, in the sense of the uncreated Truth about God, that we say that
the Name of God is an Energy of God, because every revelation of God about Himself,
every Truth about God, is His Energy. In the latter sense, that is, in terms of human speech,
the names of God are both created and temporal, being part of this world, and they are
certainly not an Energy of God.... qIn his writings, St. Gregory Palamas refers both to the
uncreated Name of God (which is the Energy of God and thus God Himself) and to the
created words (which are not an Energy of God) in which, however, God Himself dwells.
In his Homily 53, on the Entry of the Mother of God into the Holy of Holies, St. Gregory
Palamas states that the Holy of Holies was “the place assigned to God alone, which was
consecrated as His dwelling, and out of which He gave audience to Moses, Aaron, and
those of their successors who were equally worthy.”*3! St. Gregory Palamas also states,
one paragraph earlier in the same homily, that the Holy of Holies was “the dwelling-place,
as David calls it, of the Holy Name” (Psalm 74:7).1%2 The uncreated Glory and Energy of
God is called, by the Prophet David, the “Name” of God. The Holy of Holies was the
dwelling place of the uncreated “Holy Name” which is the same as “God alone,” according
to St. Gregory Palamas.'® In his Confession of the Orthodox Faith, St. Gregory Palamas
also refers to God dwelling in created words of the Holy Scriptures as He dwells in the
saints, the icons, and the Cross: “we venerate the salutary form of the honorable cross, the
glorious temples and places and the God-given Scriptures because of the God who dwells
in them.”*®* Thus, according to St. Gregory Palamas, God dwells in holy (created) words,
but God’s (uncreated) “Name” (Psalm 73:7) is “God alone.”*® {St. John of Kronstadt
agrees with the foregoing Scriptural and Patristic texts: “His Name is [God] Himself” and
“The Name of God is God Himself.”'® 4God’s Name, therefore, must properly be
understood in two senses: 1) in its Divine and eternal sense, when it is an Energy of God,;
and 2) in its human and created sense, when it is certainly not an Energy of God.
HOCNA Synod of Bishops, 2017: “because human language is created and temporal,
being a part of this world, the created names of God (that is, the words and concepts we
use to express His uncreated Name) are not His Energy and therefore must not be deified.
Rather, the created names of God are verbal icons in which Divine Grace dwells, without
however being God Himself. By venerating (but by no means rendering absolute worship
to) these names, we reverence them because of the eternal Truth about God contained in

them.”*3"

131 Saint Gregory Palamas, Homily 53, 20, English in Christopher Veniamin, ed. and tr., Saint Gregory Palamas: The Homilies
(Waymart, PA: Mount Thabor Publishing, 2009), 423.

132 Saint Gregory Palamas, Homily 53, 19, in Veniamin, 422.

133 Saint Gregory Palamas, Homily 53, 19-20, in Veniamin, 422-423.

134 Saint Gregory Palamas, Confession of the Orthodox Faith, 4, English in Jaroslav J. Pelikan and Valerie R. Hotchkiss, eds., Creeds and
Confessions of Faith in the Christian Tradition (4 vols. and 1 CD; New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2003), 1:377.

135 Saint Gregory Palamas, Homily 53, 19-20, in Veniamin, 422-423. In this, Saint Gregory follows the teaching of Holy Scripture,
which alternates between saying that “God” dwells in the temple, that God’s “glory” dwells in the temple, and that God’s “name” dwells in the
temple.

136 Saint John of Kronstadt, Most su3ab Bo Xpucth, nimi, MUHYTBI yXOBHAr0 TPE3BEHis U co3epliaHis, 6narorosbiinaro uyscrsa,
JIYIIEBHATO MCIIPABIICHIs U OKOs Bb borb: usBnevenie n3p quesnuka (2 vols.; vol. 1, 4th ed.; vol. 2, 5th ed.; Moscow: Stupina, 1894), 1:310,
http://books.google.com/books?id=pSS5RAQAAIAAJ, cf. English in Saint John of Kronstadt, My Life in Christ (tr. E. E. Goulaeff; London:
Cassell, 1897), 358, 477, http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:hul.fig:002575139.

137 Holy Orthodox Church in North America, Synod of Bishops, Divergent Teachings: A Synopsis of the Patristic Teaching on the Name
of God, expanded 2017 ed., Sunday of Orthodoxy, 2017, https://drive.google.com/file/d/0BzJKrDVZPwcveFJY dkxpeGI1X1k/; Spanish,
Ensefianzas divergentes: Una sinopsis de la ensefianza patristica sobre el Nombre de Dios,
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Metropolitan Gregory of Boston, November 7/20, 2017: “Not only letters and
sounds, but also human ideas and thoughts, that is, everything which created words consist
of, are not God. To deify them is to fall into pantheism. We have always condemned this
false teaching and will continue to condemn it, both in writing and verbally. This is what
‘Name-worshiping’ is. Of course this is a heresy, and we have never had anything to do
with this teaching.... As regards the historical Athonite controversy concerning the Name
of God, we as the local Church in North America (and not at all the local Russian Church),
have no intention of meddling in this or resolving it, adhering in this to the position of the
Most Holy Tikhon, Patriarch of Moscow,..., which at this time canonically represents the
last word expressed by the Russian Church on this question, until its careful and unbiased
future examination by a legitimate Council. All our current theological views proceed from
theses set forth in this document [by Saint Tikhon in 1921]..... The prerogative of finally
resolving the ‘Athonite affair,” in our opinion, belongs to a future legitimate Council of the
Russian Church, the successor of the All-Russian Council of 1917-18, which was to have
taken up this matter, but was not able to because of the civil war and troubles which began
in Russia. But to confess and adhere to the teaching of the Holy Fathers on this or on any
other theological question—that is not only our business, but simply our duty! | will
personally add, that if anyone intentionally or even due to ignorance and lack of education,
during the events of the beginning of the last century on Athos, fell into the error of ‘Name-
worshiping,” that is, pantheism, then of course we condemn this.”1%

Holy Orthodox Metropolis of Boston website, 2019: “... HOCNA has always taught
the Orthodox consensus on the glorification of God’s name, from the ancient writers of
Holy Scripture all the way to Saint Tikhon of Moscow’s final policy of peace and
reconciliation within an Orthodox confession of faith on the name of God (1920 to 1925)—
a policy of reconciliation-in-Orthodoxy that was followed by the saints of the twentieth
century....fTHE HERESY OF NAME-WORSHIP {The Holy Orthodox Church in North
America (HOCNA) has always considered ‘name-worshipping’ (giving divine-worship to
a created name or claiming that a created name is God or divine energy) to be heresy.
HOCNA has always taught that it would be heresy to deify created letters and sounds, to
claim that a created name can be God or divine energy. Metropolitan Ephraim of Boston
stated this in his first widely-distributed statement on this topic, in June 2012: ‘if anybody
(including Father Anthony Bulatovich) is guilty of ... Deifying letters, sounds and
random/accidental thoughts about God, ... then he is certainly guilty of heresy.” f(HOCNA
has remained consistent to this very day....JHOCNA has always followed the final
doctrinal decision of the Orthodox Church on this matter (Saint Tikhon of Moscow’s
February 1921 letter): ‘not to consider His Name to be God’s essence, not to separate it
from God, not to consider it another Deity, not to deify [or give divine-worship to] letters
and sounds and random thoughts about God’ (Mmst Ero we cuurats 3a cynHocTh Bokwro,
He oTAenaTh oT bora, He mounTaTh 3a ocoboe boxecTBo, HE 000XKaTh OYKB U 3BYKOB H
ciyyaitneix Mbicnei o Bore).!® To claim that a created name is divine energy would be to

https://drive.google.com/file/d/0BzIKrDVZPwcvNVZScVBKaUxSY2c/.

138 “The Rejection of Heresy Is Not Done by Ignoring It, But by Condemning It,” Interview with the First Hierarch of the Holy Orthodox
Church in North America (HOCNA), Metropolitan Gregory of Boston, by Alexander Soldatov, Portal-Credo.ru, November 20, 2017,
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1srK-ufglQTwTXGyQzw_RJotHhFbmMriZ/.

139 Saint Tikhon, Patriarch of Moscow, Pooicoecmeenckoe nocaanie [Nativity Epistle] (no. 3244; February 19, 1921), in Evgenii
Semenovich Polishchuk, ed., Auscrasue: Anmonozus [Name-Glorification: An Anthology] (Moscow: ®@akropuain IIpecc, 2002), 512.
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deify letters and sounds—that would be heresy, the heresy of name-worship. To claim that
God’s energy is not present in His name when it is pronounced in authentic Orthodox
prayer would be to separate God and His name—this would be heresy, the heresy of name-
fighting. It is a dogma of the Orthodox Church that God’s uncreated power or energy (God
Himself) ‘dwells in’ holy created words as He dwells in holy created persons (the angels
and saints) and holy created icons. So, it is heresy to equate created names with divine
energy, but it is also heresy to deny that divine energy dwells in the created names for God

that are pronounced in true Orthodox prayer.”*40

140 Thomas S. Deretich, “The Consensus of the Orthodox Church on Glorifying God’s Name: A Short Response to Critics” (March 15,
2019), Holy Orthodox Metropolis of Boston, 2019, http://www.homb.org/p/orthodox-teaching-on-name-of-god.html,
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0BzJKrDVZPwcvYK5nMTNmMVHRXVEZieGk5Y mwtamtFSzdMd1hN/view?pli=1&resourcekey=0-
NI3XidKm98ro4w9ivo3kSA.

For HOCNA documents on this topic see:

CIILCA = Cesras IIpaBocnaBnas Llepkoss B CeBepHoit Amepuke = Holy Orthodox Church in North America = HOCNA

CIILCA, “Besrpannanoe Mmst,” https://drive.google.com/file/d/1 Kt42HbU6J7HoVBN7dCinHwj4ZSWyzyMv/

CIILICA, KpaTkoe n3noxeHue cBiTooTeueckoro yuenus oo Mmenu boxxuem nepapxos Casroit I1paBocnasnoii Ilepksu B CeBepHoii
Awmepuke (HOCNA), https://drive.google.com/file/d/1 DF AIKKFIZrgilUIjuOYkZ0bS9h jRSLU/

CIIICA, ITncemo Mutpononuta bocronckoro Edpema o 3abmyskaenusx ITocnanus Poccuiickoro Cunona 1913 rona,
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1IKMFh2SZZ0OqGJchpsvv_2T0qS4R90t0ij/

CIIICA, “OtBepxeHue epecy PoU3BOIUTCS He e€ HTHOPUPOBaHUEM, a e€ ocyxeHueM,” Murepsblo ¢ [TepBonepapxom CpsToii
[IpaBocnasHoii Lepksu B Ceseproii Amepuke (HOCNA), Mutponosmrom Bocronckum I'puropuem (Anekcanap Connatos, Portal-Credo.ru, 20
Hostopst, 2017 r.), https://drive.google.com/file/d/1u4AgFfonZrD-eUYgNBAYkugmCk3LUHY b/

CIILICA, OtBet Ha umstbopueckue Bo33penust UIILL I'penun Apxuenuckona Makapus,
https://drive.google.com/file/d/12wgPFBseFOtmafG1QFNdfIforL5bgZ-P/

CIILICA, XpoHoJorus coObITHI TpuBeALIas K pa3pbiBy EBxapucruueckoro obmenus ¢ Llepkosbto MctunHo-TIpaBocnaBHbIX XpUCTHAH
I'pennn apxuenuckona Makapust Aunckoro, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1g7MuSLCNeGxTwXoUb_kJOrwijlqqacuF/

CIILICA, O6bsBnenue 06 ornoxenuu ot uepapxuu Liepksu Uctunno-IIpaBocnaBubix Xpuctuan I'perun Cankr-IlerepOyprekoro
npuxona, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1efxdM7D5kfgRwQuM-zh_aRlinAalMaui/

HOCNA, The Orthodox Teaching on the Name of God (webpage; list of linked documents), http://www.homb.org/p/orthodox-teaching-
on-name-of-god.html
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