RAIN
EOLO INAR
QUARTERLY

=l o iy S

HOLY WISDOM-HOLY SOPHIA
CBATA TPEMYAPICTb-CBATA CO®If

G > > D

CBATO-CO®IIBCbLKA
YKPATHCHbKA NMPABOCITABHA
BOITOCITOBCbKA CEMIHAPIA

SPRING- ACADEMIC YEAR 2025-26
VOL. Il - NO. 3

SE DD




HOLY WISDOM-HOLY SOPHIA

CBATA NMPEMYAPICTb-CBATA CO®IA
SPRING - ACADEMIC YEAR 2025-26
VOL.11-NO. 3

Gayle E. Woloschak
Editor-in-Chief
His Eminence Metropolitan Antony
Spiritual Director

Elizabeth Symonenko
Artistic & Graphic Design Editor

Rev. Fr. Mykola Zomchak
Language and Translation Editor
Dr. Debérah Sirko-Osadsa
Copy Editor
Very Rev. lvan Tchopko
Distribution Manager
Editorial Office:
Submission of essays for consideration

and all other correspondence:
E-MAIL: GAYLEWOLOSCHAK@GMAIL.COM

The Saint Sophia Ukrainian Orthodox Theological Seminary
is fully accredited by the Association of Theological Schools
in the United States and Canada (ATS)

as

Holy Wisdom - Holy Sophia
is published quarterly by
Saint Sophia Ukrainian Orthodox Theological Seminary.
PO BOX 240 - South Bound Brook, NJ 08880
stsuots.edu

Copyright © 2026 - St. Sophia Ukrainian Orthodox Theological Seminary
All Rights Reserved.
Holy Wisdom - Holy Sophia
Print ISSN: 3067-8773 | Digital ISSN: 3067-8781




CONTENTS

12

28

42

51

62

71

80

89

116

119

Preamble: Holy Wisdom-Holy Sophia

(English & Ukrainian)
EDITORIAL TEAM

Holy Wisdom-Holy Sophia, Editorial Comments

(English & Ukrainian)
GAYLE E. WOLOSCHAK

From Justification to Edification: Orthodox Discernment
in an Age of Authority and Distortion

(English & Ukrainian)
FR. ANTHONY PERKINS

What We Know, Don’t Know, Can’t Know, and Can’t Not
Know; Reflections on the Pastoral Life of the Church in

America

(English & Ukrainian)
FR. GREGORY JENSEN

Christological Patterning and The Communion of the

Saints: A Theological Conversion Narrative
ROBERT SALER

Divine Guidance

FR. JOHN A.JILLIONS

Prayer, Fasting, and Almsgiving in Great Lent: But What
is Almsgiving?

FR.JOHN D. JONES

Fear of Death
KHORIA FREDERICA MATHEWES-GREEN

The Dialogue Between the Eastern and Oriental
Orthodox Churches

CHRISTINE CHAILLOT

Russian Sophiology and Modern Challenges: A Critical
Theological Reflection

NIKOLAOS ASPROULIS

Book Review: Sacralizing Violence in Byzantium:

Hymns, Empire, and the Narrowing of Christian Identity
GEORGE DEMACOPOULOS

Faculty Update



VCDQRVE DR VEDRVENE DR VEDRVCORVEDGQ

HOLY | A | eedATa
wisnoat | ey 6 | TPGMYAPIGTE

SOPHIA | HEEN! g GODIA

=
e
2
X
%
HOLY | f @i | T ceaTa X
2
X
Z
X

IRICOHRIEIRVCIR VR VCHRVC IR VECHRVE

In the Eastern Orthodox Church, Christ is revered as the
Incarnate Wisdom of God, acentral truth that permeates our theology,
liturgy, and spiritual life. The Holy Scriptures and the writings of the
Church Fathers consistently reveal Christ as the Divine Logos, the
eternal Word and Wisdom through whom all things were created
and are sustained. St. Paul declares, Christ is “the Power of God and
the Wisdom of God.” (1 Corinthians 1:24)

“In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God. He was in the beginning with God. All things
were made through Him, and without Him nothing was made that was
made... And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, and we beheld
His Glory, the Glory as of the Only Begotten of the Father, full of Grace
and Truth.” (John 1:1-3, 14) In the person of Jesus Christ our Lord, the
Wisdom of God is not an abstract concept but a living reality. He is
the perfect expression of God'’s Will and Purpose, making visible the
invisible and revealing the mysteries of Divine Life to humanity. This
Divine Wisdom is manifest in His teachings, which offer a path to
spiritual enlightenment and communion with God in the Holy Trinity,
transcending mere intellectual knowledge.

The Orthodox Church sees Christ's incarnation as the
ultimate act of Divine Wisdom—God taking on human flesh to heal,
sanctify, and restore creation. In Christ our Lord, Wisdom is not only
a guide for moral and ethical living but is the very source of our
salvation. The hymns and prayers of the Church often praise Christ
as “Wisdom” (Sophia), calling the faithful to recognize and embrace
Him as the True Light that enlightens every person who comes into
the world. St. Athanasius of Alexandria: “For the Son of God became
man so that we might become God; He manifested Himself by means of
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a body in order that we might perceive the Mind of the unseen Father;
He endured shame from men that we might inherit immortality.” (On the
Incarnation, 54:3)

Orthodox spirituality is deeply rooted in the understanding
that to follow Christ is to partake in the Divine Wisdom. This is
evident in the Church’s emphasis on THEOSIS, the process by which
we are one with God and transformed into His likeness. Through
participation in the sacramental life of the Church, especially in
the Eucharist, the faithful are invited to partake of the Divine
Wisdom, which leads them from darkness to Light, from ignorance
to understanding, and from death to Life. THEOSIS is the ultimate
goal for each of our lives.

In the Divine Liturgy, the proclamation of “Wisdom! Let us
attend!” calls the faithful to open their hearts and minds to Christ,
who is both the source and fullness of all Wisdom. It is a call to live
in accordance with the Divine Wisdom that leads to true Life, Peace,
and Union with God.

As most aptly explained in the writings of St. Gregory Palamas,
in our Eastern Orthodox comprehension, “Christ as Wisdom is the
Eternal and Uncreated Light that illumines our path to God, guiding us
through the complexities of life and leading us into the fullness of Divine
Love and Truth”...and to THEOSIS.

We have chosen to identify our Quarterly as: HOLY WISDOM
- HOLY SOPHIA and we pray that the words that fill its pages in
each issue will serve to emphasize the thought of St. Maximus the
Confessor: “The Word of God, who became incarnate in the fullness of
time, revealed Himself as the Divine Wisdom that had been hidden in
mystery from the foundation of the world. Through Christ, this Wisdom
is made manifest and draws all creation back to the Father.” May those
words serve, indeed, to truly draw all who read them “back to the
Father”.

We look forward to lively interaction with our readers and we
pray that all our conversations, correspondence and contributions
will reflect the GRACE of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, the LOVE
of God the Father and the COMMUNION of the Holy Spirit.

PEACE BE WITH USALL...

The Editorial Team



|
Y CxigHin lNMpaBocnasHin Llepksi XpucToc BLUAHOBYETLCS
aK BtineHa Boyxka lNMpemMyapicTb, LeHTpasibHa iCTUHA, Ka NPOHU3YE
Hawe 6orocnis’a, NiTyprito Ta AgyxoBHe XuTTd. CeaTte [MucbMo
Ta nucaHHs OTuiB Llepkeu nocnifoBHO po3KpuBaloTb XpuUcTa sK
BoxecTtBeHHUI Jloroc, BiuHe Cnoso i [lpemMyapicTb, yepe3 SKy
Bce 6yn0 cTBOpeHo i NiagTpuMyeTbes. Ce. [aBno nporosoLulye, Lo
XpucTtoc € «boxca Cuna i boxca lNpemyopicmo». (1 KopunTan 1:24)

«CnokoHsiky 6yno Cnoso, a Cnoeo 8 boza 6ysno, i boz 6yno
Cnoso. BoHo 8 boza 6ysn0 cnokoHsiky. Yce uepe3 Hbozo noscmaro,
i Hiwo, wo noscmano, He noscmasno 6e3 Hvozo. ...I Caoeo cmanocs
minom, i nepebysano mMinc Hamu, nosHe baazo0ami ma npasou, i Mu
6auunu caasy Mozo, cnasy sik OdHopoduceHozo 8id Omuys.» (IBaHa 1:1-
3, 14) B oco6i Icyca XpucTa, Haworo locnoaa, MNpemyapicts Bora He
€ abCTPaKTHUM NOHATTAM, a YKMBOIO peanbHicTto. BiH € JoCcKoHaNUM
BUpakeHHsIM Boxxoi Boni Ta [llpusHadeHHs, pobuTb BUAMMUM
HEBMAMME Ta BiJKPUBAE NOACTBY TAEMHULL BOXKECTBEHHOIMO XXUTTS.
Lis BoxxecTBeHHa MpeMyapicTb NposBASETHCA B MOro BUEHHSX, SKi
CTENATb LWASAX A0 AYXOBHOMO MPOCBIT/IEHHS Ta CMiJIKyBaHHSA 3 borom
y CeaTtinn Tpinui, Buxoasa4m 3a MexKi NPOCTUX iHTENeKTyasbHUX
3HaHb.

MNMpaBocnaBHa LiepkBa B6ayae BTiziIeHH: XpUCTa SK HAMBULLMIN
aKT BoxkecTBeHHoi NpeMyapocTi — Bor npuiMmae ntoacbKy NAOTh,
W06 3UiINTKN, OCBATUTU Ta BiAHOBUTU TBOPIHHA. Y XpUCTi, HalLloMy
lfocnogi, MpemyapicTb € He AnWe AOPOroBKa3oM AJ1s1 MOPasibHOIro
Ta €TUYHOIO YXUTTH, ase M CaMUM [)KEPEJIOM HaLLIOro CMnaciHHS.
MicHecniBn Ta MoauTBM LlepkBM 4acTo ocniByloTb XpucTa 4K
«[Mpemyopicmob» (Codito), 3akauKaruu eipHUX nizHamu i npulHamu
Mozo sk [Mpasduse Csimso, w0 npoceiuye KoucHy stoOUHY, SKa
npuxooumo y ceim. Ce. AcpaHaciti OnekcaHopiticekuli: «bo CuH Boxculi
cmas nouHor, Wob mu cmanu bozom; Bin seus Cebe uepe3 mino, wjob
MU Mozau cnputiiamu Po3ym Hesudumozo bamoka; BiH mepnig 2aHbby
8i0 modell, Wob Mu Mozau ychaokysamu 6eacmepms». (Mpo BTineHHs,
54:3)

lMpaBocnaBHa AyXOBHICTb NIMO60OKO BKOpPiHEHA B TBEPAYKEHHI
Toro, Wo caigyBaTn 3a XpUCTOM O3Ha4yae OyTM MPUYETHUM [0
BoxkecTBeHHOI MpemygpocTi. Lle ovyeBnaHo B ToMy, Wo Llepkea
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Harosnowye Ha TEO3ICI (O6oykeHHi), npoueci, 3aBAAKN SKOMY MU €
eamHUMK 3 boroMi nepeTBoptoemMocs Ha Moro noao6y. Yepes yyacTsb
Yy CaKpaMeHTas/IbHOMY UTTi LlepkBK, ocobamBo B €BXapuUCTil, BipHi
NMOKJIMKaHi A0 y4acTi B boykecTBeHHin MNMpemyapocTi, ssika Befe ixX Bif,
Tempsaeu Ao CBiT/aa, Big HeBIracTBa A0 PO3YMiHHSA i Bifg cMepTi Ao
XXutTa. TEO3IC — ue KiHLEeBa MeTa KOXHOIO 3 Hac Y »KUTTI.

Y BoxkecTtBeHHin JliTyprii Buronoc «lMpemyapicte! Byabmo
YBa)XKHi!» 3aK/IMKA€E BipHMX BiAKPUTM CBOI cepus Ta po3yM As
Xpucta, Axkuin € gykepenoM i noeHoToro Bciei MNMpemyapocTi. Lle
3aKJIMK XKUTWK 3rigHo 3 boxkecTtBeHHoto NMpemMyapicTio, sKka Bege Ao
npasaueoro XXuttsa, Mupy Ta €aHocTi 3 borom.

AK HaMBAy4Hille NOsSICHEHO Yy TBOpax cBAToro [puropis
Manamu, y HawoMy cxigHO-NPaBOCAaBHOMY PO3YMiHHI «XpUCTOC K
MpemyapicTb € BiyHe | HeTBapHe CBiT/10, IKe OCBIT/IFOE HaLL LUASAX
no bora, Beilyun Hac Yepes CKAaJHOCTI XXUTTA | BeAy4M 40 NOBHOTU
BoxkecTBeHHoi JTio608i i MpaBamn»... Ta 4o TEO3ICY (O60xeHHS).

Mu Bupiwmnun Ha3eaTu Haw LLlokBapTanbHuit BUnyck: CBATA
MPEMYOPICTb - CBATA CO®DIA i monmmocs, wob cnoBa, SKUMK
HaMoOBHIO-BaTUMYTbCS CTOPIHKM KOXHOIO BUMYCKY, NiAKpecatoBaam
OyMKy cB. Makcuma CnosigHuka: «Cnoso Goce, ke eminunocs e
nosHomi yacy, o6’aeunocs sk boxucecmeeHHa Mpemyopicmeo, Ska 6yna
npuxosaHa 8 MAaemMHuui 8i0 3dcHysaHHsi cseimy. Yepes Xpucma us
[pemyOdpicmb nposiensiembcs i nosepmae ece CmeopPiHHSA HA3ad 00
Omus». Hexalt Ui cnoBa 1 AiMCHO, NO-CMPaBXXHbOMY HaBEPHYTb YCiX,
XTO iX unTae, «Haszan go OTus».

Mu 3 HeTepniHHAM 4YEKaEMO >KMBOI B3aEMOAIi 3 HalIMMKU
YnTayaMu Ta MOJIMMOCH, W06 BCe Halle CMiJIKyBaHHS, IMCTYBaHHS
Ta yBecb BKJa4 Y Ui LLOKBapTaJibHi BUMNYCKKU Bigo6parkaau
BJIATOAATb Haworo locnopa i Cnacutens Icyca Xpucta, JIOBOB
Bora Otusa i MPUNYACTA Ceatoro [yxa.

MUP 3 YCIMA HAMM...

Pedakuis



HOLY WISDOM - HOLY SOPHIA
EDITORIAL COMMENTS

GAYLE WOLOSCHAK, Editor-in-Chief

This third issue of volume 2 of Holy Wisdom! Holy Sophia!
features a diverse range of papers, including contributions from both
old friends and new voices. Khouria Frederica Matthews-Greene, who
was once on the editorial board of the original St Sophia Quarterly
(published in 1995-96 with Fr Alexander Webster as the editor), is
delighted to re-introduce herself to our audience with her insightful
article on remembering and preparing for death. Other familiar voices,
Fr. Anthony Perkins and Fr. Gregory Jensen have been consistent
contributors to every issue of the Quarterly since its revival last year.
We are grateful for their profound and articulate writings that have
a significant impact on our daily lives. Dr. Christine Chaillot, who is
well-known to the Seminary, presented the paper included in this
volume as part of a talk to the Seminary faculty and students. We
are pleased to reprint this lecture on Orthodox-Oriental Orthodox
dialogue, a topic of immense significance in our world today.

We warmly welcome new voices who have not been
part of our Seminary circle in the past. Among them are Fr. John
Jillions, the current President of the Orthodox Theological Society
of America. He writes about the discernment process based on
his experiences in faith. Fr. John Jones has dedicated his career to
Marquette University to address issues of compassion and outreach
to those in need. His article in this issue continues this theme by
discussing almsgiving. Dr. Robert Saler, a post-doctoral research
fellow when | met him at Lutheran School of Theology Chicago, now
writes for us as an Orthodox Christian contemplating issues at the
crossroads of Orthodox and Protestant thought. His work is likely
to have a significant impact on this ongoing dialogue. In his article
for the Quarterly, he explores the Communion of the saints and the
importance of saints for Orthodox Christians. Dr. Nikos Asproulis,
a member of the editorial board of the esteemed Greek Orthodox
theological journal Theologia and a faculty member at Volos Academy
in Volos, Greece, has been a key organizer of a summer institute for
students and clergy from the Orthodox Church of Ukraine. This
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event, developed and maintained by Volos, has been a special friend
of the Orthodox Church of Ukraine, providing opportunities for
travel and learning. Although Nikos is new to our Seminary, he is
well-known within our Ukrainian Orthodox Church. We are grateful
for his continued contributions and support.

In each issue we highlight a book either through a book
review or with an interview with an author. For this issue we have an
interview with Dr. George Demacopoulos of the Orthodox Christian
Studies Center of Fordham University who wrote a fascinating book
on the origins of hymns associated with war. This book is especially
timely for Ukrainians as we face the continued war in Ukraine and for
the entire world as we all face war on many different fronts. | hope this
interview will encourage you to read George's book Sacralizing Violence
in Byzantium: Hymns, Empire, and the Narrowing of Christian Identity.

Finally, this issue includes the annual update on the activities
of some of our faculty. | am proud to be a member of St. Sophia’s
faculty and consistently impressed by my colleagues.

As always, the editorial board envisions this issue as serving
several important purposes within our community. First, we hope it
will introduce our readers to new voices—thoughtful contributors
whose perspectives bring fresh insight and renewed depth to the
life of the Orthodox Church. By engaging with these voices, we aim
to broaden understanding and highlight topics of both contemporary
relevance and enduring spiritual significance.ln addition, we hope
this issue will spark meaningful conversation. Our desire is that the
ideas presented here will not remain confined to the pages of this
publication or to the walls of the seminary, but will instead inspire
dialogue in parishes, around family tables, and among friends. Such
conversations are vital to the living tradition of the Church, as they
encourage reflection, mutual learning, and spiritual growth. Finally,
we seek to contribute to and strengthen scholarship across the wider
Orthodox community. By fostering thoughtful inquiry and careful
engagement with theological, historical, and pastoral questions,
we hope this issue will support ongoing intellectual and spiritual
formation. We warmly welcome your responses. Letters, reflections,
and comments are deeply valued, as they help sustain the dialogue
we hope to cultivate. Please feel free to send your correspondence
directly to me, as editor, at gayle.woloschak@gmail.com.

In Christ’s love,
Gayle Woloschak, Editor-in-Chief
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3BepHeHHﬂ peaaKTopa
lenn Bonouak

Lei TpeTin Bunyck gpyroro Tomy Ceata [Mpemygpicts (Holy
Wisdom! Holy Sophia!) npeactasnise pisHOMaHITHMIA cnekTp cTaTen,
BKJIIOYAlOYM BHECKM $K JaBHIX AOPY3iB, TaK i HOBMX aBTOpIB. Xypis
®pepepika MeTblo3-IpiH, SKa paHille BXoauna A0 pefaKLiiHoi Konerii
opuriHanbHoro St Sophia Quarterly (BupaHHs 1995-96 pokis nig,
pepakuieto o. OnekcaHgpa BebcTepa), i3 pamicTio 3HOBY NpeCcTaB/isSie
cebe Hawin ayguTopii Yyepes MPOHUKAMBY CTaTTHO MPO MaM'aTh i
NiAroToBKY A0 cMepTi. IHWKiM 3Hamomuit ronoc, o. EHToHI lNepkiHc, €
MOCTIMHUM [OMMCYBAYEM KOXKHOFO BMMYCKY 4aCOMMCYy Bif, Yacy Moro
BiJHOBJIEHHS MWHY/IOr0 POoKY. Mu BASAYHI 3a Moro rMbOoKi Ta BUpasHi
TEKCTW, SKi MaloTb 3HAYHWIM BMJIMB HA Halle LWoAeHHe »XutTa. [-p
KpicTin LLIaio, no6pe 3HaHa CeMiHapii, npeacTaBuia CTaTTHO, BK/IOYEHY
[0 LbOro ToMy, Mif, Yac AONoBiAi AN BUKAaJaudiB i CTyaeHTIB. Mu pagi
NOBTOPHO ony6.1iKyBaTH Lito nekLito npo OpToaokcasbHo-OpieHTanbHUIA
[MpaBocnaBHUI Ajanor — TeMy HaA3BMYaMHOI BaXK/IMBOCTI Y Cy4aCHOMY
CBITI.

Mu Tenno BiTaEMO HOBi r0/1I0CH, AKi paHilLie He 6y YaCTUHOK
HaLLIoro ceMiHapiiHoro kona. Cepep, H1x 0. [I)KoH [>KiNioHC, HUHILLIHIN
npesnaeHT lNMpaBocnaBHoro borocnoscbkoro TosapucTea AMepuku. BiH
nvLle NPo MPOLLEC AYXOBHOMO PO3Mi3HaBaHHS, CMPaKOYMCh Ha BJIACHUIM
pocsig Bipn. O. [I)KoH NpUCBATUB CBOIO Kap'epy YHiBepcuTeTy MapkeTTa,
3alIMatoUMCh MTUTAHHAMM CMIBYYTTA Ta CYXKiHHS HY>KAeHHUM. Moro cTaTT
B LbOMY BUMYCKY MPOAOBXKYE L0 TEMY, OOroBOPHOHOYM MUIOCTUHIO.
[-p PobepT Canep, k1t 6yB NOCTAOKTOPCbKUM A0CAIAHUKOM, KON 5
no3sHanommnnacs 3 HUM y JlrotepaHcbKinn Borocnoscebkin LUkoni Yukaro,
Tenep nuvlle AN Hac sK NPaBOC/aBHUIA XPUCTUSHUH, PO3MiPKOBYHOUM
Haf, MWTaHHAMW Ha MEpPEXPEeCTi MPaBOC/IaBHOI Ta MPOTECTAHTCHKOI
AyMku. Mloro npaLs, iMOBIpHO, MaTUMe 3HaYHWIA BIIMB Ha Lieii TpUBaauii
Ajanor. Y cBoil cTaTTi A5 YaconuCy BiH AOCAIAYKYE CMiJIKYBaHHS CBATUX
i 3HaYeHHs CBATUX A8 NMpPaBOC/aBHUX XpucTusH. [-p Hikoc Acnpynic,
YfeH pefakUinHOI Konerii aBTOPUTETHOIO PELbKOro MpPaBoOC/IaBHOMO
OOroCc/IOBCbKOro »XypHany Ta BMKAagad Bonocbkoi Akagemii y Bonoci
(Tpeuis), € OAHUM i3 K/IHOYOBMX OpraHi3aTopiB NiTHLOrO IHCTUTYTY A/1s
CTyneHTIB i ayxoBeHcTBa [lpaBocnaBHoi Llepken YkpaiHn. Llen 3axia,
3ano4aTKOBaHW i MigTpUMyBaHUi Bonocbkoto AkageMmiero, € 0co6MBUM
apyrom [MpaBocnaBHoi Llepken YKpaiHW, HafarouM MOXKIMBOCTI AAs
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noJopoXKen i HaB4YaHHs. Xoya Hikoc € HoBuM s Hawoi CeMiHapii, BiH
[06pe BiaoMuMIA y Hawin YkpaiHcbkil MpaBocnaBHin Llepksi. Mu BaguyHi
MOMY 3a NOCTIlHI BHECKM Ta MiATPUMKY.

Y KOXXHOMY BUMYCKY MU MNPUAINSEMO yBary oAHi KHusi — abo
yepes peLeHsito, abo Yepes iHTepB'to 3 aBTOPOM. Y LbOMY BUMYCKY
npeacTaBfeHo iHTepB'to 3 A-poM [xopaykeM [lemakonynocom iz LieHTpy
NPaBOC/IaBHUX XPUCTUAHCBKUX CcTyAin PopareMcbKoro YHiBEPCUTETY,
AKWUIA HanMCcaB 3aXOM/IMBY KHUIY MPO MOXOOXKEHHS TiMHIB, MOB'A3aHUX i3
BilHOO. Lis KHMra € 0coB6/IMBO aKTya IbHOW A1 YKPaTHLLIB, OCKIZIbKM MU
NPOAOBXKYEMO MePEXXMBATH BilHY B YKpaiHi, a TaKoX A5 BCbOrO CBITY,
SAKUA CTUKAETbCA 3 BillHAMKM Ha pi3HUX dpoHTax. Cnogisatocy, WO Le
iHTepB'to 330X0TUTb Bac NpounTaTh KHUry [xxopayka Sacralizing Violence
in Byzantium: Hymns, Empire, and the Narrowing of Christian Identity.

HapewTi, uei BUNYCK MICTUTb LIOPIYHUIA Ornam, AisibHOCTI

OESKMX HaLLWX BUKAaAauviB. S NMULLAKOCS TUM, LLIO € YJIEHOM QaKy/IbTETY
Caatoi Codi, i NOCTiMHO 3aX0N1H0HCS CBOIMU KOJIEraMM.
AK 3aBXAM, pepakuiiHa Koseris 6a4uMTb UEeNW BUMYCK TakKUM, LLIO
CNY)KUTb KiJIbBKOM BaXX/MBUM LLIASAM Y Hawii cnifibHoOTi. [Mo-nepiue,
MM CMOJIBAaEMOCS MO3HAMOMUTU HaLUMX YMUTadiB i3 HOBUMW roS10CaMM
— BAYMJIMBUMM aBTOpaMK, 4ui MOrgay NPUHOCATb HOBI igei Ta
nornméntotoTb XKUTTA NpaBocnaBHoi Liepken. MNMpuegHyroumcb Ao Umx
roJ1ociB, MM MParHEMO PO3LUMPUTM PO3YMIHHS Ta BUCBIT/IMTU TEMU 5K
Cy4aCHOI aKTya/IbHOCTI, TaK i TPMBAIOro AyXOBHOIO 3Ha4eHHs. Kpim Toro,
MW CMOJIBAaEMOCS, WO LEN BUMYCK CTaHE MOLUTOBXOM [10 3MiCTOBHUX
po3MoB. Mu 6aykaemMo, W06 ifei, npeacTaBaeHi TyT, He 3a/aMLIanncs
JINLLIE HAa CTOPIHKax LpOro BUAAHHS YW B CTiHaxX CeMiHapii, a Haauxaaum
Ha pianor y napadisx, 3a ciMEMHUMKM CTONaMM Ta cepep, ApysiB. Taki
PO3MOBMU € }KUTTEBO BaXK/IMBUMU 15 KMBOI Tpaauuii Liepkeu, agyke BOHK
CNpUAIOTb PO34yMaM, B3aEMHOMY HABYaHHIO Ta lyXOBHOMY 3POCTaHHIO.
HapewTi, MM nparHemMo 3po6uTM BHECOK Y PO3BUTOK GOrOCI0BCHKOI
HayKM B LUMPLLIM NpaBOC/aBHIA CnifibHOTI Ta 3MiuHuTK Ti. Cnpustoum
BAYM/IMBOMY AOC/IAXEHHIO Ta YBaXKHOMY OCMUC/IEHHIO GOrOC/I0BCbKMX,
iCTOPUYHKUX | MACTUPCBKMX MUTaHb, MU CMOIBAEMOCS, LLO LIEN BUMYCK
NigTPUMaE noganblle iHTeNekTyasbHe N AyxoBHe ¢GopMyBaHHS. Mu
byagemo pagi oTpumaTy Bawi Biaryku. JIuctu, po3aymm Ta KOMeHTapi
€ 019 Hac Ay)Xe UiHHMMW, afi)ke BOHM AOMOMaratloThb NigTpUMyBaTH
Aianor, AKMM MK nparHemMo po3BuBaTW. byab nacka, HagcunaTe CBOi
NnoBiJOMJIeHHs 6e3mnocepeHbO MeHI SIK pedakTopy 3a ajpecoto: gayle.
woloschak@gmail.com.

Y XpucTosiit 10608,
leitn Bosow,ak - 8i0 imMeHi pedakuii
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FROM JUSTIFICATION TO

EDIFICATION
ORTHODOX DISCERNMENT IN AN AGE OF AUTHORITY
AND DISTORTION

FR. ANTHONY PERKINS

Contemporary discussions of discernment often assume
that right judgment follows from sincerity, experience, or the
correct application of principles. This article argues instead
that discernment is fundamentally a problem of formation
and ecclesiology rather than technique. Drawing on cognitive
psychology, the sociology of knowledge, intelligence analysis,
and Orthodox anthropology, it contends that discernment most
often fails not through ignorance or malice, but through self-
delusionamplified by authority,isolation,and moral seriousness.
Against the modern tendency to evaluate judgment by its
justifiability, the article retrieves St. Paul’s criterion that “not all
things build up” and that discernment must be oriented toward
the good of the neighbor (1 Cor 10:23-24). The Ecumenical
Council of Nicaea serves as a paradigmatic case of ecclesial
discernment: truth emerges not from individual brilliance but
through ascetic struggle, conciliar deliberation, and communal
reception over time. Orthodox discernment is thus an ecclesial
reality, sustained by shared life, worship, and accountable
endurance.

I. The Problem of Expertise and Self-Delusion

Discernment is commonly treated as a matter of moral
sincerity, experience, or the proper application of principles.
When failures occur, they are often attributed to insufficient
information, inadequate training, or bad intentions. Such
explanations consistently underestimate a more subtle and
pervasive danger: self-delusion arising from the very conditions
that grant authority and responsibility.

12



Nassim Nicholas Taleb describes this danger with
characteristic bluntness:

“You cannot ignore self-delusion. The problem with
experts is that they do not know what they do not know. Lack
of knowledge and delusion about the quality of your knowledge
come together—the same process that makes you know less also
makes you satisfied with your knowledge” (Taleb 2010, 250).

Taleb’'s concern is not arrogance, nor is it a moral
indictment of expertise. It is an epistemic diagnosis. In complex
systems—financial markets, intelligence environments, social
institutions—the conditions that generate confidence often
simultaneously obscure uncertainty. Expertise does not merely
fail to eliminate blind spots; it can render them invisible.

This insight bears directly on ecclesial life. Clergy, like
other experts, are entrusted with interpretation: of Scripture,
of tradition, of moral situations, and of communal crises. Their
judgments are not received merely as opinions, but as guidance.
The danger, therefore, lies not in malice or incompetence, but
in the quiet convergence of responsibility, confidence, and
unexamined limitation. Discernment becomes most dangerous
precisely when it feels most settled.

Il. Authority, Trust, and the Predictability of Judgment

Research in social psychology clarifies why this danger
is amplified within ecclesial contexts. Robert Cialdini has
demonstrated that deference to authority is among the most
powerful and reliable human heuristics. Individuals are far more
likely to accept judgments when they are delivered by figures
who visibly embody authority—through attire, credentials, or
institutional role (Cialdini 2009, 208-236).

Jonathan Haidt adds an important refinement.
Communities shaped by conservative moral cultures - those
emphasizing order, continuity, and tradition—exhibit a
heightened disposition to trust legitimate authority. This
tendency is not a defect; it is a stabilizing social virtue. It enables
cohesion, continuity, and the transmission of inherited wisdom.
Yet the very strength of this disposition carries epistemic risk.
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When authority speaks with confidence and moral seriousness,
critical perception often relaxes. Trust precedes evaluation
(Haidt 2012, 114-148).

Within the Church, this dynamic is intensified. Clergy
do not merely occupy positions of authority; they symbolize
continuity with tradition, sacramental mediation, and moral
responsibility. When a priest speaks decisively, the words are
rarely heard as provisional. They shape perception.

Scripture warns that deception need not appear hostile.
The devil may present himself “as an angel of light” (2 Cor
11:14-15), and wolves may wear sheep’s clothing (Matt 7:15).
These warnings apply not only to external teachers, but also to
the internal movements of thought. In a fallen world, certainty
itself can mask error.

This reality parallels a lesson long known in intelligence
analysis. Analysts are dangerous not because they possess
information, but because they convert uncertainty into
coherent narratives that feel actionable and complete. Once
such narratives are trusted, their hidden gaps and unknowns
recede from view. The very confidence that makes them
persuasive also conceals their fragility, and assurance replaces
discernment, a problem magnified wherever authority and
expertise are projected and where bad advice carries real
human costs.

Contemporary data environments operate similarly.
Algorithms, advertisers, and political actors do not bypass
discernment; they exploit its predictability. They succeed not
because discernment is absent, but because it has been formed
elsewhere—by urgency, affirmation, and repetition rather than
by patience, accountability, and shared life. In an age shaped
by what Martin Gurri (2018) describes as a crisis of authority,
traditional structures of judgment are increasingly displaced
by decentralized, reactive publics, intensifying the ecclesial
challenge: discernment is no longer merely resisted by sin or
pride, but quietly shaped and perverted by environments that
reward immediacy, outrage, and performative certainty over
patience, submission, and communal reception.
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I1l. Orthodox Anthropology and the Formation of Perception

If discernment fails most often through self-delusion
amplified by authority, then the problem cannot be resolved
by improved techniques of decision-making alone. What is
required is a deeper account of how perception itself is formed.

From an Orthodox perspective, discernment is not
primarily an intellectual operation. It is the fruit of a rightly
ordered human being. This ordering is neither automatic
nor merely cognitive; it is acquired through ascetic practice,
liturgical immersion, and sustained participation in ecclesial
life. Discernment is a habitus—a stable disposition shaped over
time—rather than a skill deployed episodically.

Classical Orthodox writers consistently locate
discernment within the whole person. Evagrius Ponticus calls
discernment the “mother of virtues,” not because it mechanically
produces them, but because it presupposes the healing of
perception itself (Evagrius 1981, 16). Maximus the Confessor
later clarifies that error arises when the faculties of perception
are disordered—when desire outruns truth, or intellect operates
without purification (Maximus 2014, 93-97).

The Passions and the Training of Instinct

The passions are not merely sinful emotions, but the
instinctive energies through which human beings respond to
the world. Because they operate prior to reflection, they frame
what appears threatening, desirable, or urgent long before
conscious deliberation begins.

Orthodox ascetic practices—fasting, restraint, silence,
obedience—operate precisely at this level. Their aim is not
repression, but recalibration. By slowing instinctive responses,
they render perception teachable. Discernment becomes
possible only when instinct and emotion are no longer
sovereign.

The Intellect and the Criterion of Edification

The intellect organizes meaning and constructs
explanation. Its vulnerability lies not in ignorance, but in

15



selectivity. Proof-texting, selective appeals to tradition, and
the elevation of exceptional cases into norms are common
failures when intellect operates in isolation.

Here St. Paul offers a bracing criterion:
“All things are lawful,” but not all things are helpful.
“All things are lawful,” but not all things build up.
Let no one seek his own good, but the good of his neighbor.
(1 Cor 10:23-24).

The relevance is direct. Clergy and educated laity alike
can nearly always assemble reasons—psychological, canonical,
pastoral, or traditional—for what they already feel compelled
to do. The question is not whether a course of action can
be justified. The question is whether it builds up, whether it
serves the neighbor, and whether it reflects love rather than
self-validation.

The Nous and the Limits of Control

The nous is the faculty of spiritual perception. It cannot
be commanded or optimized. It is purified indirectly, through
participation in prayer, repentance, silence, and faithful
endurance. John Chrysostom repeatedly warns that spiritual
clarity emerges not from intensity, but from humility sustained
in community (Chrysostom 1984, 48-52). Discernment,
therefore, resists urgency. It matures slowly, as a by-product
of participation rather than a goal pursued.

IV. Discernment, the Ecumenical Councils, and the Church’s
Constitution of Knowledge

An example of a community that deliberately slows
the process of judgment is the scientific community. At its
best, science does not treat insight as self-authenticating, nor
does it equate coherence or confidence with truth. Instead, it
immerses the individual researcher within a system designed
to resist premature certainty. Scientists generate hypotheses,
design experiments, and observe patterns, but these insights
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do not become knowledge until they are subjected to sustained
communal testing. Claims must be exposed to critique,
challenged by peers, replicated over time, and corrected when
necessary. When science functions properly, truth emerges
not from private clarity or persuasive argument, but from a
disciplined process of accountability, correction, and endurance
across time.

However, even at its best, the scientific community is
only a pale shadow of the Church’s system of discernment.
Modern science rightly insists that individual insight must be
tested, corrected, and refined through communal accountability
over time. Yet even this structure is fragile, dependent upon
moral norms it cannot itself generate.

The Church’s discernment is deeper, older, and more
costly. Individual Christians—clergy included—receive insights,
intuitions, and perceptions. But those perceptions become
discernment only when they are tested liturgically, pastorally,
communally, and over time.

The Ecumenical Councils provide the paradigmatic
example. Arius was not ignorant. He did not lack commitment.
He reasoned carefully from Scripture, deployed philosophical
tools, and appealed to a vision of divine coherence that
felt compelling to many. His error was not the absence of
discernment, or even the ability to persuade like-minded
people, but the isolation of discernment from the Church'’s full
life.

The truth of Nicaea did not prevail because St.
Athanasius was cleverer, louder, or more persistent. It
prevailed because the Church, through conciliar struggle,
prayer, ascetic endurance, and communal reception, discerned
together what could not be discerned alone. The Council—not
a heroic individual—was the organ of truth (Nicaea 325). The
Church'’s conciliar life exists precisely to resist the moment
when assurance threatens to replace discernment. Councils
do not sanctify confidence; they slow it. They expose what
feels coherent to the searching disciplines of prayer, ascetic
endurance, correction, and reception over time. As St. John
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Chrysostom notes in his homilies on the Apostolic Council,
the Church does not act precipitously but allows discernment
to mature through deliberation, prayer, and shared reception
(Chrysostom 1994, Hom. in Acta Apost. 33; 210-214).

History bears witness that councils can fail when they
attempt to manufacture truth by decree, as the many heretical
councils attest. Authority alone does not guarantee truth. What
distinguishes true conciliar discernment is not power, but
process: fidelity to worship, willingness to endure correction,
openness to time, and submission to reception by the whole
Church.

Here, an analogy may be drawn—carefully—with Jonathan
Rauch’s account of a “constitution of knowledge.” Rauch argues
that societies capable of sustaining truth rely on procedural
norms that privilege correction over assertion and durability
over immediacy (Rauch 2021, 68-73). While Rauch explicitly
excludes the Church because dogma is not endlessly revisable,
this objection misunderstands the Church’s epistemic life.
Dogma occupies a remarkably small space within the Church’s
witness and represents the outcome—not the suspension—of
the most searching forms of ecclesial testing. Far from bypassing
procedural safeguards, dogma is what remains after centuries of
communal discernment have done their work.

This ecclesial constitution of knowledge is not merely
an inheritance from the past; it is a necessary discipline for the
present. In a cultural environment where technological systems
undermine traditional authority, fragment attention, and reward
individual certainty over communal verification (Gurri 2018),
the Church’s insistence on conciliar discernment and reception
over time stands as a quiet form of resistance. It resists not
technology itself, but the illusion that truth can be generated,
verified, or sustained apart from shared life, patience, and
sacrificial accountability. In this sense, the Church preserves St.
John Chrysostom’s teaching that truth is learned most reliably
not through private clarity, but through stability in worship,
submission to correction, and endurance within the body over
time (Chrysostom 1984).
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V. Implications for Clergy and Ecclesial Life

If discernment is formed rather than executed, clergy must
be understood not primarily as decision-makers, but as hosts of
discernment. They shape environments, normalize rhythms, and
form the conditions under which perception is trained.

Authority intensifies responsibility. The more trust clergy
receive, the more actively they must seek accountability. Silence
and affirmation must never be mistaken for confirmation. A
zero-defect culture is not a mark of holiness but of fragility. In
this light, pastoral patience is not a failure of leadership but a
form of ascetic discipline—a refusal to allow urgency, anxiety,
or performative certainty to substitute for the slow work of
communal discernment.

St. Paul’s criterion again proves decisive. The question is
not what clergy can justify, but what builds up those entrusted
to them. Discernment shifts from self-validation to service,
from narrative control to sacrificial love.

The Church does not promise freedom from error. She
promises away of life in which error can be healed. Discernment
is not an achievement of isolated individuals, but a gift
sustained by the Church as a living, embodied constitution of
knowledge—one that endures precisely because it refuses to
rush the work of seeing clearly.
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_________________________________________________________________________________________|
Bia, BunpaBaaHHAa po 36yayBaHHA
lNMpaBocaaBHe po3ni3HaBaHHA B €NOXy
AaBTOPUTETY Ta BUKPUBJIEHHS

0. EHTOHI MNepkiHc

_________________________________________________________________________________________|

CyyacHi amncKycii Npo po3ni3HaBaHHSA 4acTO BUXOAATH i3
NPUNYLLEHHS, WO NPaBUJIbHE CYAYKEHHS BMMJIMBAE 3i LMPOCTI,
NOCBigy abo NpaBMILHOIO 3aCTOCYBaHHS NPUHLUMNIB. HaToMicTb
Yy LN CTaTTi CTBEPAKYETHCS, LLO PO3Mi3HABAHHA € nepenycim
npobaeMoto GoOpMyBaHHA Ta €KIe3ioNorii, a He TEeXHIKW.
Cnupatoymcb Ha KOTFHITUMBHY MCUXOJIOTit0, COLLIOJIOTi0 3HAHHS,
aHaNliTUKY PO3BiAKM Ta NPaBOC/IaBHY aHTPOMOJIOrito, aBTOp
[OBOAMTb, LLO PO3Mi3HABAHHA Hal4acTiwe 3a3Ha€E HeBAaudi He
yepes HeyLTBO YU 371U HaMip, a Yepe3 caMOOOMaH, MOCUNEHNI
aBTOPUTETOM, Ii30/1ALLIEID Ta MOpaNbHOK Cepro3HicTo. Ha
NPOTMBAry Cy4vacHi TeHAEHL,i OLiHIOBATM CyO)KeHHS 33 MOro
BMMpaBAAHICTIO, CTaTTa NOBepTaE KpuTepilt anoctona [lasna:
«He BCe 36yA0ByeE», i WO po3Mi3HaBaHHA Ma€E OyTM cnpsAMOBaHe
Ha 6n1aro 6amkHboro (1 Kop. 10:23-24). BceneHcbkuit Cobop y
Hikei nocTae 5K 3pa3koBui NpUKaa, LLEPKOBHOMO PO3Mi3HaBaHHS:
iCTUHA BMHMKAE He 3 iHAMBIQYaNbHOI TeHia/IbHOCTI, a 4Yepes
acKeTUYyHy 60opoTbby, cobopHe 0OroBopeHHs Ta MNPUMHATTA
CMiNbHOTOHO 3 YacoM. TaKMM YMHOM, MPaABOC/IaBHE PO3Mi3HaBaHHSA
€ LEPKOBHOI PeasibHICTHO, LLLO MIATPUMYETLCS CMIJIbBHUM XUTTAM,
60roc/1y>KiHHAM i BignoBigabHUM TEPMIHHSM.

l. Mpo6nema ekcnepTHOCTI Ta cCaMOOO6MaHy

Po3cyn 3a3BMYan po3rnggaETbes K NUTaHHA MOpPasbHOI
LLMPOCTI, A0CBiAy ab0 NpaBM/IbHOIO 3aCTOCYBaHHS MPUHLMIIB.
Ko BUHWMKaOTb MOMUJIKM, iX HaCTO NOSICHIOKTb HEAOCTAaTHLOK
iHpopMauieto, GpakomM MigroToBkM abo MOraHMMM HaMipamu.
OpHak TaKi NOSICHEHHS! CUCTEMATUYHO HEAOOLHIOWTbL OiNbLL
TOHKY M NOLUMPEHY Hebe3neKy: caMoOOMaH, IKMIM BUHUKAE CaMe
3 TUX YMOB, L0 HAaaKTb aBTOPUTET i BiANOBIAANbHICTb.

Haccim Hikonac Tane6 onucye uto Hebesneky 3
XapaKTePHO NPSAMOTOLO:

«He M™MoykHa irHopyBaTn camoobmaH. [lpobnema 3
eKcnepTaMm MoJIIrae B TOMy, O BOHM He 3HalOTb, YOrO BOHMU
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He 3HalTb. bpak 3HaHHSA | caMooOOMaH OO0 AKOCTI B/IACHOrO
3HaHHSA MAYTb pPa3oM — TOW CaMUM MPOLLEC, KM 3MYLLYE Bac
3HaTW MeHLle, TaKoX 3MyLUye Bac GyTM 3340BOJIEHMMU CBOIM
3HaHHAM» (Taleb 2010, 250).

3aHernoKoeHHs Taneba nonsrae He B ropauHi i He €
MOpaJIbHUM OCyAoM eKkcnepTHocTi. Lle enictemonoriyHmi
fiarHo3. Y cknagHux cucteMax —  iHAHCOBMX PUHKaX,
pO3BiAyBa/lbHUX CEPefOBULLAX, COLa/IbHUX IHCTUTYTaX —
YMOBW, SKi MOPOAYKYIOTb BMEBHEHICTb, BOAHOYAC MPUXOBYHOTb
HEBM3HAYEHICTb. EKCNEPTHICTb HE NIMLLIE HE YCYBAE «CJ1iMi 30HU»,
ane n MoXke pobuTun iX HEBUANMUMM.

Lle 6e3nocepegHbO CTOCYETbCA LEPKOBHOIO MXUTTA.
JlyxoBEHCTBO, SK i iHLWI eKcnepTu, NOK/JIMKaHe A0 T/IYMayeHHs:
Cesatoro [lucbma, lNepegaHHs, MOpasbHUX CUTyauin | Kpus
rpomaau. IXHi cymkeHHs cnpuiiMaloTbCA He NPoCTo SK AYMKY,
a K KepiBHMLUTBO. OTXKe, Hebe3neKa MNoJIAra€e He B 3/10My HaMipi
4YM HEKOMMNETEHTHOCTI, @ B TUXOMY MOEAHAHHI BiAMOBiAa/IbHOCTI,
BMEBHEHOCTI Ta HEBUSBNEHUX OOMexeHHsX. Po3cyn cTae
HalHebe3neYHiLMM caMe Togi, KOJIM 30a€TbCA HaNyCTaNEHILLMM.

Il. ABTOpUTET, AOBipa Ta Nnepeab6auyBaHICTb CyA)KEHHS

JocnigykeHHs y cdepi coLia/ibHOI MCUXO/I0Tii MOSACHIOKOTD,
4yoMy Us Hebe3neka MOCUIIOETLCA B LLEPKOBHOMY KOHTEKCTI.
Po6epTYanaiHinokasas, LLO CXU/IbHICTb MiAKOPSATUCA aBTOPUTETY
€ OJHIE 3 HAWMOTYXHIWWMX | HAMHALIMHIWMX JIHOACBKUX
€BPUCTUK. JItoaM 3HAYHO OXOouille MPUIMMalOTb CyO)KEHHS, KOn
iX BUCNOBAIOKOTb 0COOM, SIKi SIBHO BTI/IOOTH aBTOPUTET — Yepes
30BHILLHIN BUrIA4, KBanidikaLito abo iHcTUTYL,iMHY poab (Cialdini
2009, 208-236).

I>koHaTaH [amaT  [omAa€e BaXK/IMBE  YTOYHEHHS.
CninbHOTHM, CcHOPMOBaHI  KOHCEPBAaTUBHUMM  MOPaJIbHUMMU
Ky/IsTYypaMn — TOGTO Ti, LLLO HAro/10LWWYy0Th Ha NOPAAKY, TAIOCTI
Ta Tpagumuii — BUABNSIOTb MNiABULLLEHY CXWJIbHICTb [OBIpATU
neritTuMHoMmy aBTopuTeTy. Lla TeHaeHuis He € Heponikowm;
ue crtabinisytoya coujanbHa 4vecHoTa. BoHa cnpuse epHocTi,
TArNOCTI Ta NepeaaBaHHIO ycnaakoBaHoi MyapocTi. OaHak came
CMNa LUi€El CXMNbHOCTI Hece B cObi enicTeMOJIONYHUA PU3MK.
Konu aBTOpUTET rOBOPUTL i3 YMEBHEHICTIO Ta MOPasbHOK
CEPMO3HICTIO, KPUTUYHE CNPUNHATTS 4acTo NOC/abETLCS.
Losipa nepenye ouinHuji (Haidt 2012, 114-148).
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Y Mexax Llepkeu ua AnHaMIKa e 6isiblie NOCUAETHCS.
LlyxOBEHCTBO He /uwe 3alMMa€e no3uuii aBTOPUTETY; BOHO
CUMBONI3YE TArNICTb NepenaHHs, TaiHCTBEHHE NOCEPeAHULTBO Ta
MOPpaJIbHY BiANOBiAaNbHICTb. KO/IM CBALLEHHWK rOBOPUTDL pillyye,
MOro C/10Ba PiAKO CNPUMMAIOTLCS K MonepeaHi Y4 YMOBHI. BoHu
$OopMYIOTb CaMe CNPUNHATTS.

CeaTte lucbMo 3acTepirae, Wo o6bMaH He 060B'A3KOBO
BUMNSAAE BOPOXKUM. [IMABON MOXKe 3'IBASATUCS «SIK aHren CBiTaay
(2 Kop. 11:14-15), a BOBKM MOXKYTb NPUXOAUTUN B OBEYilA OAEXi
(MT. 7:15). i 3acTepe)keHHs1 CTOCYITbCA HE JIMLLE 30BHILLIHIX
YYMTENIB, a/ie M BHYTPILLUHIX pyXiB AYMKMW. Y 3aHenanomy CBIiTi
CaMa BMEBHEHICTb MOYXXE MaCKyBaTH MOMWJIKY.

LLs peanbHicTb NeperyKyeTbCs 3 YpOKOM, AABHO BiJOMUM
y cdepi aHaniTUKK po3BigKkn. AHaNiTUKKM HeGe3neYyHi He ToMY, Lo
BOHW BOJIOAOTb iHQOPMaLLiElD, a TOMY, LLIO BOHM MEPETBOPIOIOTH
HEBM3HAYEHICTb Ha LLiJTICHI HApaTUBMK, AKi 34a0ThCA NPAKTUYHUMMU
Ta 3aBepLueHMMU. Konn TaknM HapaTvBaM NMOYMHAKOTh A0BIPSTH,
iXHi NpUXOBaHi NMporasiMHM M HEBIAOMI acneKTU BiAXoAATb Ha
3a/1HiM nnaH. Ta caMa BNEBHEHICTb, IKa POOUTL iX MEPEKOH/IUBUMMU,
O[HOYACHO MPUXOBYE XHIO KPWUXKICTb, i BMNEBHEHICTb MiAMIHSAE
po3cya, — Npo6s1emMa, Lo NOCUAKETLCS TaM, A€ AEMOHCTPYHOTHCS
aBTOPUTET | EKCMEPTHICTb, i e XMOHI nopaan MarTb peasbHi
N0ACbKI HacAi KN,

CyyacHi iHpopMaLiiHi  cepegoBula  PYHKLIOHYOTh
noaibHo. ANropuTMK, peksamModaBLi Ta MOAITUYHI  aKTOpU
He o006xoasTb poO3CyA, — BOHWM  BUKOPUCTOBYHTb  1MOro
nepenbavyBaHicTb. BoHM pgocsratoTb ycnixy He TOMy, LWO
pO3ni3HaBaHHSA BiACYTHE, a TOMY, LLLO BOHO ByKe ChOpPMOBaHe AeiHae
— MOCMIXOM, NiATBEPAXKEHHSM | MOBTOPEHHSAM, a He TEePMiHHAM,
BiANOBIAA/IbHICTIO Ta CNiZIBHUM XUTTAM. Y [o6y, sKy MapTiH
T'yppi (2018) onucye sK KpuU3y aBTOPUTETY, TPAAMULLINHI CTPYKTYpH
CYA)KEHHS aepani Ginblle BUTICHATLCS AeLeHTPani3oBaHMMMU,
PEaKTUBHMMM MNyO6AiKaMK, LLO MOCUJIIOE LEPKOBHUN BUKIIUK:
pO3Mi3HaBaHHSA BXX€ He /uLIe MPOTUCTOITb FPiXy YM TOPAMHI,
ane TMxo GOPMYETbCA M BUKPUBASETLCS CEPeoBULLIAMM, SAKi
BMHAropoAyKytoTb HEramHiCTb, OBypeHHs Ta AEMOHCTPATUMBHY
BMEBHEHICTb 3aMiCTb TEPMiHHA, MOC/YXY Ta COOOPHOro NMPUNHATTA.

22



I1l. NMpaBocnaBHa aHTponosoria Ta GopMyBaHHA CNPUAHATTA

AKWO po3ni3HaBaHHA HaMyacTille 3a3Ha€ HeBaadi
yepes CaMOOOMaH, MOCU/IEHUI aBTOPUTETOM, ToAi NpobiemMy
HEMOXKJ/IMBO BUPILLINTU JIULLIE BOOCKOHANIEHHSIM TEXHIK MPUNHATTS
pilLeHb. MNoTpibHe rnnbLLe po3yMiHHS TOro, IK GOPMYETLCS caMe
CMPUNHATTS.

3 nNpaBOC/aBHOI TOYKM 30pYy, pPO3Mi3HaBaHHA He
€ nepenyciM iHTeneKTyanbHOl  onepauieto. Le nnig
NPaBMAbHO BMOPSIAKOBAHOI NlOAMHWU. Take BMOpsAKYBaHHS
He € aBTOMaTUYHUM i He 3BOAMUTLCA JINLLIE [0 KOTHITUBHUX
npoueciB; BOHO 3400yBaETbCA Yepe3 acKeTUYHY TMpPaKTUKY,
3aHYpPeHHS B 6OroC/y)KiHHA Ta TpMBaJly y4acCTb Y LEEPKOBHOMY
>XUTTi. Po3nisHaBaHHA € habitus — cTano BHYTPILLHBLOIO
Ha/1alLITOBAHICTHO, WO GOPMYETHLCS 3 HYaCOM, @ HE HAaBUYKOHO, KY
3aCTOCOBYHOTb €Mi304MN4HO.

KnacuyHi npaBocnaBHi aBTOpPU MOCANIA0BHO PO3/ISAa0Tb
po3Mi3HaBaHHA SK BJACTMBICTb LAICHOT AOAMHWU.  €Barpin
MOHTINCbKMI Ha3MBa€E Po3ni3HaBaHHSA «MaTiP'0 YECHOT» HE TOMY,
LLLO BOHO MEXaHIYHO iX NOPOAIKYE, a TOMY, LLLO NepedayaE 3L,i1eHHS
camoro cnpuiHaTTa (Evagrius 1981, 16). MisHiwe npenoao6Huii
MakcuM IcnoBigHMK YTOYHIOE, LLLO NOMWJIKA BUHUKAE TOAI, KOU
3[4aTHOCTI CMIPUMHATTS PO3/J1afHaHi — KoM 6aXKaHHS BUMepeKae
iCTUHY abo po3yM fAje 6e3 ounileHHa (Maximus 2014, 93-97).

MpucTpacTi Ta BUXOBaHHA iIHCTUHKTY

MpucTpacTi — uUe He suMWe TrpiXoBHI emoulii, ane 1
IHCTUHKTUBHI eHeprii, Yepes sKi NtoaMHa pearye Ha CBiT. OCKiIbKK
BOHM AitOTb LLEe A0 OCMWUC/IEHHS, CaMe BOHM BM3HAYalOTb, LLO
30A€TbCA 3arpo3MBMM, 6Ga)KaHMM YW HarajbHMM 33[40Bro A0
noyaTKy CBiOMOro po3aymMmy.

[MpaBocnaBHI aCKETUMYHI NPaKTUKU — MIiCT, CTPUMAHICTb,
MOBYaHHS, MOC/YX — Ajl0Tb CaMe Ha LIbOMY piBHi. IXHS MeTa — He
NMPUrHiYeHHS, a nepeHanalwTyBaHHA. CNOBIJIbHIOKYMN IHCTUHKTUBHI
peakLii, BOHM pobGAATb CNPUAHATTS 343aTHUM [0 HaBYaHHS.
Po3nisHaBaHHA CTa€ MOX/IMBMM JiMlIE TOAj, KOJIM IHCTUHKT i
emou,iq 6isibLue He NaHYHOTb.

Posym i Kputepiit 36yayBaHHA
Po3symM BrnopsaKoBye 3Ha4yeHHSi Ta GOPMYE MOSICHEHHS.

23



Moro Bpa3/iuBICTb MOMSIra€E He B HeyLTBi, a Y BUGIPKOBOCTI.
BvpuBaHHA UMTAT i3 KOHTEKCTY, BMOIpKOBE 3BEPHEHHS 40
lMepenaHHa Ta nNigHeCEHHS BMHATKOBMX BWNAAKIB A0 pPiBHA
HOPMM — Lie MOLUMPEHI MOMUIKN, KOJIM PO3YM fi€ i30/1b0BaHO.

TyT anocTon [1aB10 NPOMNOHYE YiTKUIN KpUTEPIN:
«Yce MeHi A03BONIEHO, ane He BCe KOPUCHE.

Yce MeHi f03B0OJIEHO, ane He Bce 30y10BYE.

Hexal1 HiIXTO He LUyKa€E CBOro, asie KOXXeH — KOPUCTI
6mxKHboro» (1 Kop. 10:23-24).

3HaYeHHs LbOro KpUTepito € NpsIMUM. AK AyXOBEHCTBO,
TaK i OCBiYEHI MUPAHM MalyKe 3aBXK AU MOXKYTb 3HAUTM apPryMEHTH
— TCUXOONYHI, KaHOHIYHI, MacTUPCbKI YM TpaguLiMHi — Ha
KOPUCTb TOrO, [10 YOr0 BOHM BXeE CXUNAOTLCA. [TMTaHHA nonsrae
He B TOMY, Y4 MOXHa BUNPaBAATWU NEBHUIN BYMHOK. [MUTaHHA B
TOMY, YM BiH 30y JOBYE, YN CY>KNTb BAMMKHBOMY | UM BiL0Oparkae
nto60B, a He CaMOCTBEPAYKEHHS.

Hyc i MeXxi KoHTpoI0

Hyc — ue 3paTHicTb AyxoBHoro cnpuiHatTs. WMoro
HEMOX/INBO HaKa3aTM abo onTuMmisyBaTW. BiH ouumLyeTbCA
HenpsMO — 4Yepe3 y4yacTb Y MOJIMTBI, MOKasHHI, MOBYaHHI Ta
BipHOMY TepniHHi. CBaATUTeNb loaH 30/10TOYCT HEOAHOPA30BO
3aCTepirae, Wo AYXOBHA ACHICTb BUHMKAE HE Bifl HAMpYy>XeHOCTi,
a Bifl CMUpPEHHS, sKe NigTpuMyeTbes B cninbHOTI (Chrysostom
1984, 48-52). Tomy po3cyanmBiCTb MNPOTUBUTLCA MOCHMIXY.
BoHo f03piBa€ NoBiIbHO — AK NI yYacTi, a He AK Uisib, A0 AKOi
nparHyTb 6e3nocepeaHbo.

IV. Poscypnusictb, BceneHcbki Co6opu Ta LepKOBHa
«KOHCTUTYLLiA 3HAHHA»

[MprKnagoM cninbHOTK, KA CBiLOMO CMOBINIbHIOE NPOLLEC
CYO)KEHHS, € HaykoBe cepenoBuile. Y CBOEMY HaMKpaLLOMY
BUI/IA4i HayKa He BBAXKa€ iHCAaMT CaMOAOCTATHIM [0KA30M i He
OTOTOXHHIOE Y3roAXKEHICTb Y/ BNEBHEHICTb 3 iICTUHOI. HaToMiCTb
BOHA 3aHYpPIOE AOCNIAHMKA B CUCTEMY, MOKANKAHY NPOTUAIATH
nepefgyacHin  neBHocTi. BueHi dopmynoTb  rinotesu,
NPOBOAATb EKCMEPUMEHTU Ta CMOCTEPIraloTb 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI,
afie Ui CrocTepeXXeHHs CTaltoTb 3HAHHAM JMLLIE MNicas TpUBaNoi
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CMiNbHOI NepeBipKn. TBepAXKEHHS MatoTb OYTU BIAKPUTUMM ON4
KPUTUKK, NEPEBIPATUCSA KONEraMu, BiATBOPHOBATUCA 3 YaCOM i
BMMpPaBAATUCS 3a NOTPebU. Koam Hayka PyHKLIOHYE Ha/leXXHUM
YMHOM, iCTUHA BUHMKAE HE 3 NPUBATHOI ACHOCTI Y/ NEPEKOHIUBMX
apryMeHTIB, a 3 AMCLUMNAIHOBAHOIO NPOLLECY BiAMNOBIAa/IbHOCTI,
BMMpPaB/IEHHS Ta BUTPUBANOCTI B Yaci.

[MpoTe HaBiTb y CBOEMY HaMKpaLLOMYy BUI/IAALI HayKoBa
CrifIbHOTA € Juwe 610  TiHHIO LEPKOBHOI CUCTEMMU
po3cyanmeicTb. CydacHa HayKa cripaBe/IMBO HaMO/IAra€ Ha TOMY,
WO iHOMBIAya/IbHE MPOCBIT/IEHHS MOBMHHE OYTU MnepeBipeHe,
BMMpPaBAEHE 1 YTOYHEHE Yepe3 CMisIbHY BiANOBiAa/IbHICTb Y Yaci.
Ane HaBiTb LS CTPYKTYPa € KPUXKO, OCKIJIbKM 3aNEXUTb Bif,
MOPaJIbHUX HOPM, sIKi CaMa He 3aTHa NOPOAUTM.

LlepkoBHe po3cyaMBICTb € IIMOLUNM, AABHILLMM | GinbLL
BUMOI/IMBUM. OKpeMi XPUCTUAHN — BKJIKOYHO 3 [yXOBEHCTBOM
— OTPUMYKOTb IHCAaWTW, iHTYiUii Ta CAPUNHATTA. Asie BOHM
CTalOTb PO3CYA/IMBICTIO INLLE TOAI, KOJIM NPOXOAATh NepeBipKy
B 60roc1y»k60BoMy, NacTUPCbKOMY, CMiJILHOTHOMY BMMIpi Ta 3
NJIMHOM Yacy.

BceneHcbki Cobopu € 3pa3koBMM MPUKAALOM  LbOrO
npouecy. Apiit He 6yB HeykoM. MloMy He 6paKyBasio BiALaHOCTI.
BiH peTenbHo MipKyBaB Ha OCHOBI [lMcaHHSs, KOpUCTyBaBCA
®iNocoPCbKUMU  IHCTPYMEHTAMU M anesitoBaB [0 OayeHHs
GOXECTBEHHOI  Y3ro)KeHOCTi, sKe 6araTbOM 34aBasiocs
nepekoHNMBMM. Vloro moMuika nonsrana He y BiACYTHOCTI
PO3CYA/IMBICTbiHABITbHE Y 3aTHOCTi NEPEKOHYBATU OAHOAYMLIIB,
a B i30/14Uii po3CyANMBICTb BiJi, MOBHOTU LLEPKOBHOIO KUTTS.

IctTuHa Hikei nepemMorna He ToMy, WO CBATUTENDb
AdaHacin 6yB PO3YMHILUUM, TYYHILULMM YM HaMNOJE/IUBILLUM.
BoHa yTBEpaunacsa Tomy, wo LlepkBa yepes cobopHy 60poTLOy,
MOJIUTBY, aCKETMYHE TEPMiHHS Ta CNiJibHE MPUNHATTS po3Mi3Hasia
pa3oM Te, WO HEMOXAMBO 6yno pos3nisHaTK nooAamHui. Cam
Cobop — a He repoiyHa ocoba — 6yB opraHom icTnHu (Hikes,
325). CobopHe »utTa LlepkeBn icHye came pgna Toro, W06
NPOTUCTOATU MOMEHTY, KOJIM BMEBHEHICTb MOYMHAE NIAMIHATY
po3cyamBicTb. Cobopn He OCBAYYHOTb YMNEBHEHICTb — BOHM ii
CMOBI/IbHIOKOTL. BOHM NigaatoTb Te, WO 303€ETbCSA Y3rOOKEHUM,
BMNPOOYBaHHIO MOJIUTBOIO, aCKETUYHUM TEePNiHHAM,
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BUIMPAB/IEHHAM i MPUNHATTAM Y Yaci. K 3a3Ha4vae cBaTuTe b loaH
3on0TOYCT Y CBOiX 6eciaax Ha AnoctonbcbkoMy Cobopi, Liepksa
He i€ NocnilWwHo, afie A03BONISIE PO3CYA/IMBOCTI A03piBaTH Yepes
po3ayM, MoauTBy Ta crninbHe npunHATTA (Chrysostom 1994,
Hom. in Acta Apost. 33; 210-214).

IcTopis cBiAYNTD, WO cCO6OPU MOXKYTb 3a3HaBaTU HEBAAYI,
KON HaMaralTbCs «BUPOOUTU» ICTUHY [AEKPETOM, MPO WO
CBiAYaTb YMCNEHHI epeTu4Hi cobopu. CamM no cobi aBTOpUTET
He rapaHTye icTUHM. Te, WO BiAPI3HAE CNPaBXKHIO COOOPHY
PO3CYA/IMBICTb, — LIE HE B1aJ1a, a MPOLLEC: BIPHICTb 6OrOoC/1yXKiHHI0,
FrOTOBHICTb MPUMMATWU BUMPABAEHHS, BIAKPUTICTb A0 4Yacy Ta
nokopa crniiLHOMy NpUIMHATTIO BCieto LlepkBoto.

TyT MOXXHa NPOBECTU 06EpPEXXHY aHAJIOTIKO 3 MOHATTAM
«KOHCTUTYL,ii 3HaHHSA», 3aNponoHoBaHMM [I)koHaTaHOM Payxom.
Payx cTBepAyKye, WO CycninbCTBa, 34aTHi 36epiraTtv iCTUHY,
CMMpaloTbCAa Ha MpoueaypHi HOPMM, AKi HaJakThb nepesary
PO3CYAJ/IMBOCTI HaJ, CTBEPAYKEHHAM | TPMBAIOCTi HAJ, MUTTEBICTHO
(Rauch 2021, 68-73). Xoua Payx npsmo Bukawovae Llepksy,
BBaKakouu, WO A0rMaT He Nigsisra€ HeCKiHYeHHOMY nepernsay,
e 3arnepeyvyeHHs IPYHTYETbCS Ha HEPO3YyMiHHI Mi3HaBaJIbHOMO
»ntta Uepksn. JormaT 3aMMa€e BiAHOCHO HEBENMKE MicCLe B
LLEPKOBHOMY CBiAYE€HHI 11 € pe3y/ikTaTOM — a He MPUMUHEHHAM
— Hanrnmbwunx ¢opMm LEepKoBHOro BMNpobyBaHHA. [lormaT He
OMWHAE NpoLLeyPHUX FrapaHTil, a € TUM, L0 3a/IMLLMIOCA MNicas
TOrO, SIK CTONITTA KOJIEKTUBHOMO PO3Cy1y 3p06UIM CBOIO CNpaBy.

Lls uepKoBHa «KOHCTUTYLiS 3HaHHSA» € He Julle
CnajWwmMHOK MMUHY/IOrO, ajsie M HeobXigHOK  AUCLMUNIHOK
CbOroAleHHs. Y KyNbTYPHOMY CepeaoBuLLi, [e TEXHOOrIYHI
CUCTEMU MiAPUBAOTL TPAAMULIMHY BAady, PO3MOPOLUYHOTh
yBary Ta BigAaloTb nepeBary iHAMBIAyaNbHUM AyMKaM Haj,
KosniekTuBHOM nepesipkoto (Gurri 2018), HanonsraHHs Llepksu
Ha COOOpPHOMY PO3Ni3HAHHI Ta MPUMHATTI B 4Yaci CTaE TUXOH
dopmoto onopy. BoHa npoTUCTOITh He caMilt TEXHONOFII, a i/o3ii,
O ICTUHY MOYXHa CTBOPUTWU, NMepeBipuTn abo 36epertn nosa
CMiJIBHUM YKUTTAM, TEPMIHHSAM | )KEPTOBHOIO BiAMOBIAaNbHICTIO.
Y uboMmy ceHci LlepkBa 36epirae BYeHHs cBATUTENs loaHa
3o0010TOYCTa NPO Te, WO iCTUHA HaMHaAiNHiLLEe MNI3HAETHCA He
yepe3 MNpuBaTHY SACHICTb, a Yepe3 CTaNiCTb Y OOroCay»KiHHi,
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MOKOPY BUMNPABJIEHHIO Ta BUTPUBANICTb Y Tisli LiepkBu 3 naMHOM
yacy (Chrysostom 1984).

V. Hacnigku ansa pyxoBeHCTBa Ta LLePKOBHOIO YXUTTA

AKwo posni3HaBaHHA GOPMYETLCA, a He npocTo
30iNCHIOETBCA, TOAI AYXOBEHCTBO CAiJ pPO3yMITU He
nepenyciM SIK TUX, XTO MNPUMMAE PpIlUEHHS, a 9K TUX, XTO
CTBOPIOE cepenoBuLLe A8 po3ni3HaBaHHA. BoHn dopmytoTb
cepefoBuLLE, BCTAaHOBJ/IOKOTb PUTMM Ta CTBOPHOOTb YMOBMU, Y
AKNX PO3BUBAETHCA 34aTHICTb A0 CNPUNHATTS.

ABTOpPUTET MOCUNIOE BIANOBIAANBHICTb. UMM GinbLue
OOBIpU OTPUMYE [AYyXOBEHCTBO, TMM aKTMBHilLe BOHO Mae€
LYKATU MiA3BITHOCTI. MOBYaHHS Ta 3roaa HiKOJIM HE MOBWHHI
cnpunMaTUCAaKNiaTBeEpAXKEHHS. KybTypa«6e3noMUAKOBOCTI»
€ HEe O3HaKOK CBATOCTI, @ O3HAKOK KPUXKOCTI. Y LLbOMY CBIiTAi
NacTMpPCbKe TEePNiHHS € He MPOSIBOM C/1abKOro KepiBHMLTBA,
a $OpMOK aCKeTMYHOro MoABUry — BiAMOBOK [O03BOJSIUTU
nocnixy, TPMBO3i YN AEMOHCTPATUBHIM BIEBHEHOCTI NiAMIHUTH
MOBIJIbHY NPaLO0 COBOPHOro po3ni3HaBaHHA.

Kputepin anoctona [laBna 3HOBY BWSIBASIETLCS
BMpiWasnbHUM. [MTaHHA Nonsarae He B TOMY, O AYXOBEHCTBO
MO)Xe BMMNpaBAaTW, a B TOMY, WO 30yAOBYE TUX, XTO iM
noBipeHnn. Po3nisHaHHA nepexoauTb Big, CaMOBUMpPaBOAHHS
00 CNY>XKiHHS, BiJ, KOHTPOIKO HaA, HApPaTUBOM A0 >KEPTOBHOI
Nto60BiI.

LlepkBa He o006iuse csoboau Big nomuakn. BoHa
06iuge cnocid XUTTs, y AKOMY NOMUJIKA MOXKe ByTu 3uineHa.
Po3nisHaBaHHA — Ue He AO0CArHEHHS i30/1bOBaHMX OCI6O, a
0ap, SKMA NigTpuMyeTbca LlepkBoto 6K »KMBOK, BTIJIEHOH
«KOHCTUTYLLIEIO 3HaHHA» — TIi€0, WO 36epiraeTbCcsa came TOMy,
LLLO He NOCMiLa€E y CnpaBi ICHOro GavyeHHs.

Fr. Anthony has taught at the Ohio State University, the Naval War College,
St. Athanasius College, and Hartwell Elementary School and is an active
member of the faculty at St. Sophia Seminary. As for parish service, he is
currently on loan to the Antiochian Orthodox Archdiocese to serve a parish
in South Carolina so that he and his family can take care of his mother
in Hartwell, Georgia. He podcasts with fellow faculty member Fr. Harry
Linsinbigler at Made to Be a Kingdom and on his own at OrthoAnalytika.
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“"Q\ WHAT WE KNOW, DON'T KNOW,
’(@ CAN’'T KNOW, AND CAN'T NOT KNOW:

REFLECTIONS ON THE PASTORAL LIFE OF THE

CHURCH IN AMERICA

What We Know

The thing that stands out to me is the radical disconnect
between how the Orthodox Church is understood at the parish
level and how it appears in the context of the larger American
society. Thisdisconnect oftenrevealsitselfin the tension between
the timeless ideals we proclaim and the sociological realities we
inhabit. For instance, in both large established parishes and small
missions, one feels the truth of the Synodikon of Orthodoxy:

FR. GREGORY JENSEN

As the Prophets beheld, as the Apostles have taught, as
the Church hasreceived, as the Teachers have dogmatized,
as the universe has agreed, as Grace has shown forth,
as Truth has revealed, as falsehood has been dissolved,
as Wisdom has presented, as Christ has awarded: thus
we declare, thus we assert, thus we preach Christ our
true God, and honor His Saints in words, in writings, in
thoughts, in sacrifices, in churches, in Holy Icons; on the
one hand worshiping and reverencing Christ as God and
Lord; and on the other hand honoring as true servants
of the same Lord of all, and accordingly offering them
veneration.

This is the Faith of the Apostles; this is the Faith of the
Fathers; this is the Faith of the Orthodox; this is the Faith
which has established the universe!

| believed this and | find great comfort in the faith. And
for all the occasional trials and frustrations, | love being a priest.
But | am also a social scientist and | can’t not see the Church in
America in this light.
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Within the context of the larger American religious
landscape, we are a statistically marginal community. We are
small, our dioceses cover vast geographical regions beyond
the ability of our bishops to govern effectively, and whether
because of physical distance or culture differences our
parishes are often isolated from each other. The latter, | should
point out, is not simply a matter of so-called “ethnic” parishes;
“convert” parishes can also be insular. Where, for example, the
former might insist on the liturgical use of Greek, the latter can
be just as insistent on the use of English. | was once accused by
a recent convert of "destroying the parish” because | allowed
the deacon to do a little litany in Slavonic.

And while there are Greek parishes where being
Greek is at least as important as being Orthodox, there are
convert parishes where there is an expectation that members
adhere to the right leaning political and cultural agenda that
parishioners brought with them from Evangelicalism. This is
compounded when clergy uncritically accept, and at times even
promote, traditional “biblical” values and "American" culture?
as if these were coterminous with the “faith of the Apostles.”
This environment can create significant pressure for political
conformity, where dissenting views are effectively marginalized
or silenced to maintain a facade of ideological unity.

In what follows, | want to offer some reflections on
the pastoral situation of the Church in America rooted in my
experience as a priest, college chaplain, and seminary instructor.
My thoughts will be structured around three questions:

1. What don’t we know about the Church?

2. What can’t we know about the Church?

3. What can’t we not know about the Church?

While there is certainly a theological dimension to
these questions, the questions themselves emerged for me

1 Kristin Kobes Du Mez, Jesus and John Wayne: How White Evangelicals
Corrupted a Faith and Fractured a Nation (National Geographic Books, 2021), suggests
that if we aren’t more prudent in our reception of Evangelical Christians, we too
might experience internal fractures and embrace sectarianism. Like Evangelicalism,
these will be justified by a selective appeal to Holy Tradition.
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as | have thought about what little empirical data there are
about the Church in America. Not unreasonably, this opens me
to the criticism of offering a secular, and even cynical, view
of the Church. This is certainly a risk. However, it is essential
that we maintain a posture of sober realism. While we must
be careful to avoid cynicism, it is equally important that we
not romanticize the situation of the Church. Neither the cynic
nor the romantic sees the Church as it is; they seek instead a
facsimile of the Church that reflects and affirms their own self-
image.

To avoid this, | need to cultivate a stance of critical
appreciation. This means gratitude for the grace that God
has given His Church in America. It also means a sober
acknowledgment of the weaknesses and challenges facing us.

What We Don'’t Know

The very first thing we don’t know is this: How many
Orthodox Christians are there in America? Depending on how
we define membership and the data set we use, the numbers
range from a low of 675,765% to as high as 5,460,000.3
Cellphone location information gives us more reliable data and
tells us that while approximately 30% are in church on any given
Sunday, only about 4% are there 3 out of 4 Sundays. Why the
faithful don'’t attend Liturgy on a regular basis is something else
we don't know, but that it would be good to know. This lack of
consistent attendance constitutes a distinct pastoral concern,
separate from the challenges associated with rapid growth or
the need to help new converts purify their motives for joining
the Church. Hypothesizing in the absence of sound data is not
helpful and opens the door to moralizing explanations that
obscure more than illumine.

Based on anecdotal information from parish clergy and
lay leaders, some communities are experiencing an up tick
in individuals interested in becoming Orthodox. When | hear

2 Alexi Kindatch, “US Religion Census 2020: Dramatic Changes in
American Orthodox Churches,” Orthodox Reality, 2020, https:/orthodoxreality.
org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/2020CensusGeneralReport1.pdf.

3 Gina Zurlo, Global Christianity: A Guide to the World’s Largest Religion from
Afghanistan to Zimbabwe (Zondervan Academic, 2022).
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of parishes that have as many (or even more) inquirers and
catechumens than they do parishioners, | am skeptical of the
ability of priests to catechize and form so many people while
also meeting all the other, ordinary demands of a parish.

At the same time, it isn't clear why some parishes are
seeing so many converts. While | haven’t made friends for
myself by saying this, it is worth asking about the motives of at
least some of those who are inquiring. Based on broader societal
trends it seems likely that some are becoming Orthodox for
political reasons.* That is, they see the Church as a conservative
bulwark against an increasing socially progressive and secular
society.® Finally, | can't help but wonder if the Church is
unintentionally confirming - rather than correcting or in some
cases, exploiting - the growing political and cultural divergence
between American young men and women.®

It is all too easy for clergy to confuse curiosity about
Orthodoxy with sincere interest in becoming Orthodox. To
be sure, we all have at times approached major life decisions
with mixed motives. This doesn’t mean someone shouldn’t be
received. But it does mean that there is a need for a purification
of motives not only before the person is received, but as part
of his or her ongoing formation as an Orthodox Christian.
Practically speaking, this can’t happen if we don’t know about,
or won't acknowledge, these mixed motives in both converts
and the clergy and congregations that receive them.

Finally, together with how many Orthodox Christians
there are and why people are joining the Church, we need
to ask why do they leave? This means not only why do those
baptized in infancy drift away, but why do those who became
Orthodox later in life leave? Again, this is something we simply
don’t know.

4 Ryan P. Burge, The Vanishing Church: How the Hollowing Out of Moderate
Congregations Is Hurting Democracy, Faith, and Us (Baker Books, 2026).

5 Sarah Riccardi-Swartz, Between Heaven and Russia: Religious Conversion
and Political Apostasy in Appalachia (Fordham University Press, 2022).

6 Deepa Bharath, “Young Men Grow More Religious, Widening Gender
Gap: Gallup Poll,” AP News, April 16, 2026, https://apnews.com/article/religion-
church-evangelical-men-women-poll-f2b07f8d5e0e29b7b75334a8b2bbd3aé.
news.com/article/religion-church-evangelical-men-women-poll-f2b07f8d5e0e29
b7b75334a8b2bbd3aé.
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What We Can’'t Know

All of this is, in principle, knowable; we can do a better
job in counting. So what we don't know we can know. What
we can't know is the future. We tend to judge the likelihood
of an event based on our perception on the seriousness of
the potential outcome. For example, while flying is safer than
driving, we tend to see the former as more dangerous because
airplane crashes are more dramatic.

Something like this can happen when we look at the
future of the Church in America. Are we seeing the beginning
of the substantial growth of the Church in America? Are we
now taking our place with Protestants, Catholics, and Jews,
as a major American religion?” And, if we are, is this a good
thing or not? We simply don’t know because we can’t know
the future.

We face a similar paucity of knowledge about the
growing shortage of clergy in some Orthodox jurisdictions.®
We can add to this our shrinking numbers in the traditional
Orthodox strongholds in the US. Again, is this good news, bad
news, or (more likely) a mixture of both? Our answer depends
on myriad personal, institutional, and cultural factors that are
simply unknown and, as future, unknowable.

What We Can’'t Not Know

Reflecting on what we don’t know and what we can’t
know has given me an intellectual humility that | simply didn't
have when | began my life as an Orthodox Christian. There is
a certain comfort for me in this new found humility. It is easier

7 Will Herberg, Protestant, Catholic, Jew: An Essay in American Religious
Sociology (Doubleday, 2012).
8 See “Vocation as a Church-Wide Endeavor,” Orthodox Church in

America, October 12, 2020, https:/www.oca.org/news/headline-news/vocation-
as-a-church-wide-endeavor, and the follow up report, “Office of the Chancellor
Issues Report on Clergy Data,” Orthodox Church in America, November 8, 2025,
https:/www.oca.org/news/headline-news/office-chancellor-issues-report-clergy-
data. The latter is more optimistic than the former about OCA having sufficient
clergy. Matthew Namee, “Does the OCA Have a Priest Shortage?,” Orthodox
Studies Institute, March 26, 2026, https://orthodoxstudies.substack.com/p/does-
the-oca-have-a-priest-shortage argues that the difference between these two
reports, published by the same jurisdiction in 5 years is unclear.
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to accept that while | know a great deal, | don’t know nearly as
much as there is to know. This imposed humility also gives me
hope that however imprudent we might be in our eagerness to
make new Orthodox Christians or ordain neophyte Orthodox
Christians as deacons and priests, my new brothers and sisters
in Christ and the clergy, monastics, and bishops that will be
drawn from their ranks, will likely find themselves tomorrow
where | am today. The key word here is hope. | don’t know, |
can’t know, what will happen, but | do have hope. After all, |
grew up, why should | imagine they won't?

At the 1937 funeral of Archimandrite Irénée Winnaert,
the founder of the Orthodox Church of France, Fr. Lev Gillet,
better known under this pen name, “the monk of the Eastern
Church,” had this to say:

O strange Orthodox Church, so poor and weak, with
neither the organization nor the culture of the West,
staying afloat as if by a miracle in the face of so many
trials, tribulations and struggles; a Church of contrasts,
both so traditional and so free, so archaic and so alive,
so ritualistic and so personally involved, a Church
where the priceless pearl of the Gospel is assiduously
preserved, sometimes under a layer of dust; a Church
which in shadows and silence maintains above all the
eternal values of purity, poverty, asceticism, humility
and forgiveness; a Church which has often not known
how to act, but which can sing of the joy of Pascha like
no other.

While Fr. Lev’'s words here are inspiring, they also point
to a paradox at the heart of the Church in America and indeed
throughout the world.

The more popular we become, the more sharply our
marginal status comes into focus. And the more we try to
respond soberly to people’s interest in the Church, the more it
willbecome apparent just how expensiveitis for people tocome
to know us. | don’t mean this in a financial sense necessarily.
Rather, it is a question of the time and effort people need to
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invest to understand a theological tradition that is often quite
different from their own. And, even assuming they are able to
make this effort, | think it will soon become clear that our own
resources are insufficient. We simply don’t have the time or
staff to be anything more than marginally popular.

A Final Word

Here | think we should take consolation and find hope in Fr. Lev's
words. What America makes clear is that the Church is--and
ought to be - “poor and weak.” It is only in this way that we
can realize that we are insufficient for the task entrusted to
us by our Lord. The Apostle Paul tells us as much. He writes to
those disruptive and factious Christians in Corinth, that “we
have this treasure in earthen vessels, that the excellence of the
power may be of God and not of us” (2 Corinthians 4:7). If the
Church in America has any gift to offer the whole Church it is
this. We are a fragile vessel for the great gift of divine life.

Gregory Jensen is a priest of the pastor of Ss. Cyril & Methodius Ukrainian
Orthodox Church in Madison, Wisconsin, he is the Orthodox chaplain at
the University of Wisconsin-Madison. He and teaches ethics and pastoral
theology at St. Sophia Ukrainian Orthodox Theological Seminary.

WISDOM THROUGH THE HOLY FATHERS

“What the soul is to the body of man, the Holy Ghost is to
the Body of Christ: which the Church is. What the soul does
in all the members of one body, this the Holy Spirit does
throughout the Church ...

Do you think the soul follows the part cut thus off? While it
belonged to the body it lived. Cut off it loses life. So likewise,
the Christian man; while in the Body he lives, becoming
heretic he is cut off, for the Spirit follows no amputated
member. If therefore you wish to live in the Holy Ghost, hold
fast to the bond of charity, love the Truth, long for Unity, that
you may attain to eternity.”

-St. Augustine: The Holy Spirit the Soul of the Church (PL 38, Sermo 267;
Sunday Sermons, Vol. I, 27-28)
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|.|.|,0 MU 3HAEMO, HOI'0O HE 3HAEMO, HYOIro HEe MOXKeMOo
3HaTU | YOro He MOXKeMO He 3HaTu:
Po3aymu npo nactupcbke »XutTta Llepkeu B AMepuLi

o. lpuropin OykeHcHH

LLlo Mu 3Haemo

Te, w0 HanbiNbLUE BNaJa€ MeHi B OKO, — Lie PagMKaibHUMN
po3pmB MixK TuM, gK [lpaBocnaBHy LlepkBy po3yMmitoTb
Ha piBHIi napadii, i TUM, SK BOHa BUIISAAE B LUMPLUOMY
KOHTEKCTI aMepUKaHCbKOro cycninbcTBa. Llen po3pue vacTto
NPOABASETLCA B HAMpPY>XEHHi MK BiYHUMWU igeanamu, SKi
MW MPOroJIOLYEMO, i COLLIONIONIYHUMM peanisiMu, B SSKUX MU
»XuBeMo. Hanpuknag, 9K y Be/IMKnx yctaneHux napadisx, Tak
i B MasIMX Micisix BiguyBaeTbcst icTuHa CuHoauKa lNMpaBocnas’s:

AK Nnpopokun 6a4nan, SK anocToNm HaBYanu, K Liepksa
NpUMHANA, AK y4YuTeni AorMaTuslyBasiM, SIK BCECBIT
noroamnecs, ik 61arogaTb3acasana, sKicTUHaBiaAKpuaacs,
K HenpasAa 3HUKA, IK MyApiCcTb sBUAAcS, 9K XpUCToC
YTBEPAMB — TaK MW CMOBIiAYEMO, TaK CTBEPAXKYEMO,
Tak nponoBiayeMo XpucTa, icTuHHoro bora Halioro,
i WaHyeMo Moro cBATUX y cnoBax, MUCaHHSX, AyMKaX,
YKepTBax, Y XpamMax, Y CBATMX iKOHaX; 3 OAHOro 60Ky
MOKJIOHAKYMCL | BLUaHOBYytoUM Xpucta sk bora i
focrnopa, a 3 iHWOro — LWaHYyK4YM CBATUX K iICTUHHUX
cnyr Toro X locnopa Bcix i BigNOBIAHO BigAaruM iM
NMOYMTaAHHS.

Lle Bipa anocToniB; Le Bipa OTL,iB; LLe Bipa MPaBOC/1aBHUX;
Le Bipa, aKa yTBepAnia BCecBiT!

A BipuB Yy Ue i 3HaXoAXKy B LM Bipi BE/MKY BTixy. |
nonpw BCi NepiogMyHi TPYAHOLL Ta po34yapyBaHHS, S 10610
Oy TH CBALLEHHNKOM. AJle 1 TAKOXK € COLLIOJIOrOM i HE MOXKY He
6aunTtn LlepkBy B AMepuLii came B LibOMY CBIiTAI.

Y WMPLIOMY KOHTEKCTi aMepPUKaAHCbKOro penirimnHoro
naHawadTy MU € CTaTUCTUYHO MApPriHANbHOK CMiJIbHOTOH.
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Mu HeBeNuKi, HaLli eNapxii OXOMNJIK0Tb Be/InYe3Hi reorpadivHi
TEepUTOpii, WO MNEepeBULLYOTb MOXX/IMBOCTI e(PEeKTUBHOIO
yrnpaBAiHHA €ENUCKOMaMy, i Yepes ¢i3nyHy BigaaneHictb abo
KY/IbTYPHI BiAMIHHOCTI Hawi napadii 4acTo i30/1bOBaHi OAHa
Big, oaHoi. Cnig 3a3HA4YMTK, WO LEe CTOCYETHCA HE /INLWIE TaK
3BaHUX «ETHIYHUX» Napadii; «<HOBOHaBEPHEHI» Napadii TakoXK
MOXYTb 6YyTM 3aMKHeHUMU. Hanpuknag, aKWw,o nepLui MoXXyTb
HaNoONAraTM Ha NiTYPritHOMY BUMKOPWUCTaHHI rpeLbKoi MOBM,
TO ApPYri MOXXYTb TaK CaMO HamojsArat Ha BUKOPUCTaHHI
aHrincbKoi. MeHe ogHOro pasy 3BMHYBaTUB HOBOHABEPHEHMIN
Yy «PYMHYBaHHi mnapadii» 32 Te, WO A [A03BOJIMB AUSKOHY
BMIOJIOCUTU KOPOTKY EKTEHIIO LLIEPKOBHOC/IOB'IHCBKOHO.

| Tak camo, SK iCHylOTb rpeubKi napadii, ge rpeubka
iAEHTUYHICTb IHOAi € HE MEHLU Ba)K/ZIMBOIO, Hixk [paBocnaBHa,
iCHYIOTb | HOBOHaBepHeHi napadii, Ae OYiKyeTbCs, WO
napadisHn  AOTPUMYBATUMYTbCS  MPaBOKOHCEPBATUBHOIO
NMONITUYHOIO Ta Ky/IbTYPHOro NMOpsiAKY OEHHOrO, SIKUA BOHWU
NMPUHEC/IN 3 €BaHresibCbKoro cepepoBuula. Lle wie 6Ginblie
YCK/TQAHKETBCA, KON AYXOBEHCTBO HEKPUTUYHO MPUNMAE,
a iHoAi HaBiTb Mponarye TpaguuinHi «6ibAiMHI» LHHOCTI Ta
«aMepPUKaHCbKY» Ky/bTypy! HibM Bce Le By/10 TOTOXKHUM «Bipi
anocTosiiB». Take cepeAoBMLLE MOXKe CTBOPHOBATU 3HAYHWUM
TUCK A0 MNOJIITUYHOI KOHGMOPMHOCTI, KOJIM asibTEPHATUBHI
nornaan GakTUYHO MapriHaniyrTbCsl abo 3aMOBYYHOTbCS
33119 36epeXKeHHs BUAMMOCTI i4€0N0ri4YHOI €AHOCTI.

Hani a xoTiB 61 3anpornoHyBaTK AesKi po3aymMu Npo
NacTUpCbKy cuTyauito Llepken B AmMepuui, cnnparoymcb Ha
CBiM [O0CBiA CBALWEHHUKA, YHIBEPCUTETCbKOro KarnesiaHa Ta
BMK/Iaga4va ceMiHapii. Moi aymMku O6yayTb CTPYKTYpOBaHi
HABKOJIO TPbOX 3aMMUTaHb:

1. Yozo mu He 3Haemo npo Llepkey?
2. Yozo mu He moxcemo 3Hamu npo Llepkey?
3. Yozo mu He Moxcemo He 3Hamu npo Llepkey?

1 KpicTin Ko6ec Ot Mes (Kristin Kobes Du Mez) y kHu3i Jesus and John
Wayne: How White Evangelicals Corrupted a Faith and Fractured a Nation (National
Geographic Books, 2021) npunyckae, Lo SKLLO MU He 6yAeMo 6ibLL pO3CYANBU-
MU Y NPUMAHSATTI EBAHIE/IbCbKUX XPUCTUSH, TO 1 MU MOXKEMO 3a3HaTU BHYTPILLHIX
PO3KOJIiB i CXMAUTUCA A0 ceKTaHTCTBa. [oaibHo Ao eBaHrenikanismy, Le 6yae Bu-
npaBAoBYBaTUCS BUBIPKOBMM 3BepHEHHAM a0 CeaToro NepeaaHHs.
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Xoya Ui nMTaHHA, 6€3yMOBHO, MaloTb OGOrOC/I0BCbKMM
BMMIp, CaMi BOHW BMHUK/IN AN MEHE 3 pOo3AyMiB Npo Te, K
MaJio iCHye emMnipnyHmx aaHmx npo Llepkey B Amepwuu,. Lle,
LLIJIKOM NPUPOAHO, MOXKE BUKJIMKATU KPUTUKY, HiOBW S MPONOHYHO
CBITCbKMI ab0 HaBiTb UMHIYHMI norngg, Ha Llepksy. Takui pusmk
cnpasfj icHye. NpoTe HaA3BMYaMHO BaXK/IMBO 36epiraTy No3suLito
TBEPE30ro peasniamy. Xo4a MM MOBUHHI OCTEPIraTUCS LUHI3MY, He
MEHLL BaXK/IMBO He igeanizyBaTu cTaHoBuue LlepkBu. AHi UMHIK,
aHi pOMaHTUK He 6a4aTb LlepkBy Takoto, KO BOHA €; HATOMICTb
BOHM LUYKaKOTb ii Noaoby, sKka BigobpaXkae M NiATBEPAIKYE iXHIN
BJ1aCHMM 06pa3 cebe.

o6 uboro YHUKHYTH, HeObXigHO BMPOOUTM MNO3MLIO
KPUTUYHOI BAAYHOCTI. Lle 03Hayae BASAYHICTb 32 61arogathb, Ky bor
napyaB Coil Liepksi B AMepuu,i. Ane Le TakoX 03Havae TBepese
BM3HAHHS CNAabKOCTEN | BUK/IMKIB, Mepes, SKUMN MU CTOIMO.

Yoro mu He 3HaEMo

Harnepwe, 4oro MW He 3HAaEMO, — LeE: CKiJIbKM
MPaBOC/IAaBHUX XPUCTUSH € B AMepuL,i? 3anexKHO Bif, TOro, K Mu
BM3HAYAEMO YJIEHCTBO i SKi [yKepena [AaHWUX BUKOPUCTOBYEMO,
UMdpU KONMBAKOTLCS BiA, npubamsHo 675,7652 Ta ax [o
5,460,000.3 1aHi npo reosioKaLiito Mo6GifIbHMX TenedoHiB AaloTb
HaM GinbLU HaAiMHY iIHPOPMALLitO | MTOKa3YyHOTb, LLLO X04a NPUOB/IM3HO
30% npucyTHi B xpaMi B 6yab-aKy Heginto, nvwe 6am3bko 4%
BiABIAYOTb 60orocny»kiHHA 3 3 4 Hefjib. YoMy BipHi He BiABiAYyOTh
JliTyprito perynspHo — Le Lie 0gHe NMUTaHHSA, Ha SKe MU He 3HAEMO
BiANOBIAj, X04a 3HaTH ii 6y/10 6 Ay»Ke KopucHo. Taka HecTabiibHa
yyacTb CTAHOBUTb OKPEMY MAacTUPCbKy Npobsiemy, BigMiHHY Bif,
BUKJIMKIB, MOB’A3aHMX i3 LLBMIKUM 3POCTaHHAM abo HeOBXiAHICTIO
[LONOMOrTM HOBOHABEPHEHMM OYUCTUTM CBOI MOTUBM BCTYMYy A0
Llepkau.

BucyBaHHS npunyLeHb 3a BigCYyTHOCTI Ha4iMHMX OAHUX He
€ KOPWUCHUM i BIAKPMBAE LUISX [0 MOPAJi3aTOPCbKUX MOSICHEHD,
AKi GiNbLLIe 3aTEMHIOKOTb, HiXK MPOSCHIOTb CUTYaLLi.

2 Alexi Kindatch, “US Religion Census 2020: Dramatic Changes in Amer-
ican Orthodox Churches,” Orthodox Reality, 2020, https://orthodoxreality.org/
wp-content/uploads/2021/03/2020CensusGeneralReport1.pdf.

3 Gina Zurlo, Global Christianity: A Guide to the World’s Largest Religion from
Afghanistan to Zimbabwe (Zondervan Academic, 2022).
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Ha ocHoBi oOkpemux cBiadyeHb napadissibHOro
AYXOBEHCTBA Ta MMPSAHCbKMX NigepiB  Aeski rpomMaau
NepeXXnBatTb 3POCTAHHSA KIiJIbKOCTI JIl0Aen, 3alikaBAeHUX
y nepexopni go lNpaBocnas’s. Konn g 4y npo napadii, ae
KiZIbKICTb 3aL,iKaB/IEHUX | OrlalleHHUX AO0PIBHIOE ab0 HaBiTb
NnepeBULLYE KisbKiCTb NapadisiH, 5 CKENTUYHO CTaB/OCA A0
3[1aTHOCTI CBALWEHHUKIB KaTexmlyBaTu Ta GOpMyBaTU TaKy
KiZIbKICTb JII0AEeN, BOAHOYAC BMKOHYHOUM BCi iHLUI 3BUYAMHI
060B’13KM NapadisisIbHOro XUTTS.

BogHo4yac He 30BCiM 3p0o3yMisio, YoMy aeski napadii
MaloTb Tak 6araTo HOBOHaBepHeHMX. Xoya MOi C/ioBa He
3aBXKAWN 3HAX04ATb MPUXUJIbHICTb, BAPTO MOCTaBUTU MUTAHHSA
nPo MOTMBMU MPUHAMMHI YaCTMHW TUX, XTO LIKAaBUTbCA
MpaBocnae’sM. 3 ornsfy Ha LWMPLLI CycnijibHI TeHAeHL,,
LLiIKOM iMOBIpHO, WO Aeski npuxoastb Ao [MpaBocnas’sa 3
NOMITUYHUX NPUYKH.* To6TO BOHM cnpunMatoTb LlepkBy sk
KOHCEPBATUBHMIM 6acTioH npoTu aepani 6isbll couiasibHO
NPOrpecmnBHOro Ta CeKy/asapHoro cycninbetea.’ Hy i 3BuyaiiHo,
S HE MOXXY He 3aMucamTucs, um LlepkBa HeHaBMUCHO He
NiaTBEPA)KYE — 3aMICTb TOro, Wo6 BMNPaBAATHU, @ B AESKUX
BMMNAAKax HaBiTb BUKOPUCTOBYE — 3pOCTarove MONITUYHE M
KY/ITYpPHE PO3XOAXKEHHS MiXK MOJIOAMMM YOJIOBIKAMKU Ta
>KiHKamMn B AMepuui.®
[lyxoBeHCTBY HaATO JIerKo CrayTaTuM  3aliKaBJIEHICTb
MpaBocnaB’aM i3 WMPUM BGaXKaHHSAM CTaTW MNPaBOC/IABHUM.
be3snepeyHo, BCi MM iHKOAM MiAXOOMMO QOO0 BaXKJIMBUX
YKUTTEBMX PilIEHb i3 3MilLaHMMM MOTMBaMMU. Lle He o3Havae,
WO II0AUHY He cig npuiMaTth ao Llepken. Ane ue o3Havae,
Wo iCHye noTpeba B OYMLUEHHI MOTMBIB HE /MLLE Mnepes,
MPUMHATTAM, ane M K YaCTUHW MoAasbluoro GpopMyBaHHS
JHOOMHU 9K MPaBOC/IaBHOIO XPUCTUAHMHA. [lpaKTM4yHO Ue
HEMOXXJ/IMBO, SKLLO MU He 3HAaEMO abo He Xxo4eMO BM3HaBaTH

4 Ryan P. Burge, The Vanishing Church: How the Hollowing Out of Moderate
Congregations Is Hurting Democracy, Faith, and Us (Baker Books, 2026).

5 Sarah Riccardi-Swartz, Between Heaven and Russia: Religious Conversion
and Political Apostasy in Appalachia (Fordham University Press, 2022).

6 Deepa Bharath, “Young Men Grow More Religious, Widening Gender Gap:
Gallup Poll,” AP News, April 16, 2026, https://apnews.com/article/religion-church-evan-
gelical-men-women-poll-f2b07f8d5e0e29b7b75334a8b2bbd3aé.news.com/article/
religion-church-evangelical-men-women-poll-f2b07f8d5e0e29b7b75334a8b2bbd3aé.
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HASBHICTb TaKMX 3MillaHMX MOTMBIB SIK Y HOBOHABEPHEHMX,
TakK i B lyXOBEHCTBA Ta rpoMajax, sKi ix NnpMmmatroThb.

HapewTi, nopsag, i3 nNUTaHHAMM MpPO Te, CKiJIbKU €
NPaBOC/IaBHUX XPUCTUSH | YoMy Ntoam npuxoaaTth Ao Llepksy,
MM MOBWMHHI 3aNMTaTU: YOMY BOHM 3a/MLLAIOTh Ti? aeTbes He
JMLLIE MPO TUX, XTO OYB OXPELUEHUN Y AUTUHCTBI 1 3roaom
BiZiMLWIOB, asie 1 Npo TUX, XTO Npuios Ao [paBocnas’s Bxke
B JOPOC/IOMY BiLli. 3HOBY >X TaKu, Lie Te, YOro MM NPoOCTO He
3HAEMO.

Yoro Mu He MOXKeMO 3HaTU

Yce ue, B NpUHUMMI, MOXHa Mi3HATKU; MU MOXKEMO
Kpalle BecTU migpaxyHoK. ToX Te, 4Yoro Mu He 3HaEMO, MU
MOXEMO fAi3HaTucsa. Yoro >k MM He MOXKeMO 3HaTu — Luge
MambyTHbOro. MU CXWAbHI OLiIHIOBAaTM MMOBIPHICTb MOAiN,
BUXOASA4YM 3 TOrO, HACKIJIbKU CEPMO3HMMUN HaM 30aK0ThCS iXHi
MOXX/IMBI Hachnigkn. Hanpuknaa, xoda nitatn 6e3neyvHilue,
HiXK i34MTN aBTOMOGINIEM, MM 4YacTO CMPUMMAEMO MNOJIbOTHU
AK  Hebe3neyHiwi, 60 aBiakaTacTpodu  BUMNAAAOTb
ApaMaTUYHiLle.

LLlocb nofibHe Moxke BiabyBaTUCS, KOJIM MU AUBMMOCS
Ha ManbyTHe Llepkeu B AmMepuui. HYn 6a4nMmMo MM noyaToK
CcyTTeEBOro 3pocTaHHa Llepken B Amepuui? Ym 3ammaemo
MW Tenep Micue nopsaj i3 npoTecTaHTaMM, KaTo/IMKaMu Ta
togesiMun K oaHa 3 nposiaHux penirin y CLLUA?’ | skwo ue Tak,
YU € e 0OPUM ABULLLEM YU Hi? MK NpoCTO He 3HAaEMO, 60 He
MO>XeMO 3HaTU ManbyTHbLOrO.
Mun cTukaemoca 3 nMoOAIOHOK HecTayew 3HaHb LWOA0
3pocTaroyoro 6paky AyXOBEHCTBA B AEAKMX MPaBOC/IaBHUX
topucankuisx.® 1o uboro MoXxHa A04aTu 1 CKOPOYEHHS HaLLoi

7 Will Herberg, Protestant, Catholic, Jew: An Essay in American Religious So-
ciology (Doubleday, 2012).
8 [us. «Vocation as a Church-Wide Endeavor», NpaBocnasHa Llepkea B

Amepuui, 12 »xoBTHa 2020 p., https:/www.oca.org/news/headline-news/voca-
tion-as-a-church-wide-endeavor, a Takoxx HacTynHuit 3BiT «Office of the Chancel-
lor Issues Report on Clergy Data», lNpaBocnaBHa LiepkBa B AMepuLi, 8 anctonaga
2025 p., https:/www.oca.org/news/headline-news/office-chancellor-issues-re-
port-clergy-data. OcTaHHiN € 6i/bLLI ONTUMICTUYHMM, HiXK NepLUMIA, LOAO HAasSBHOCTI
[oCcTaTHbOI KinbKocTi gyxoBeHcTBa B lNMLIA. MeTbio Helimi y ctaTTi «Does the
OCA Have a Priest Shortage?», Orthodox Studies Institute, 26 6epe3ns 2026 p.,
https://orthodoxstudies.substack.com/p/does-the-oca-have-a-priest-shortage,
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YMCesIbHOCTI B TpaauLiHux ocepeakax MNpasocnas’s y CLLUA.
3HOBY > TaKu, 4M Le Jo6pa HOBMHA, NoraHa 4m (wo 6inbLu
iMOBIpPHO) NMoeaHaHHA o060x? Halla BignoBiab 3aneXxuTh Bif,
6e31i4i 0COOUCTUX, IHCTUTYLIMHUX | KYNbTYPHMUX YAHHUKIB, SIKi
HaM NPOCTO HEBIAOMI i, IK MabyTHi, — HeMni3HaBaHi.

Yoro Mu He MOXKEMO He 3HaTU

Po3gymn Hag, TMM, 4Oro MM He 3HAaEMO | 4YOro He
MOXXEMO 3HaTU, AA/IM MEHi iIHTeNeKTya/lbHe CMUPEHHS, SIKOTO
S MPOCTO He MaB, KOJIM MOYMHAB CBOE XXUTTS SIK NPABOC/IaBHUM
XPUCTUSHWH. Y LIbOMY HOBO3HaM4EHOMY CMUPEHHI 1 3HAXOAXKY
NEeBHUIM CMNOKiN. Jlerwe NnpunMHATK, WO Xo4a 5 3HaK GaraTo,
He 3Halo 1 6/IM3bKO BCbOrO, O MOYKHA 3HaTW. Lle HaB'a3aHe
CMMPEHHS TaKOXX A€ MeHi Hagito, WO, SKMMn 6 HeobayHMMK
MW He OyanM Yy CBOEMY TMparHeHHi HaBepTaTU HOBUX
NMPaBOC/IaBHUX XPUCTUAH abO BUCBSYYBATM HOBOHABEPHEHUX
Y AUSKOHIB i CBALLEHHUKIB, MOi HOBI BpaTu 11 cecTpu Y XpUCTi,
a TAKOXK AyXOBEHCTBO, MOHALLIECTBO M EMUCKONMU, SIKi BUNAYTb
i3 IXHbOro cepesoBULLIA, 3 HAaCOM, MMOBIPHO, ONUHATBLCS TaMm,
ne A € cborogHi. Kntoyose cnoBo TyT — Hagis. A He 3HaKo i He
MO>KY 3HaTW, LLIO CTaHETbLCS, aJ/1e 1 Mato HaAito. 3peLUToto, 1 XK
BMPIC — YOMY XX M€eHi iyMaTu, WO BOHU HE 3MOXKYTb?

Ha noxopoHi apximaHgputa IpuHes BiHHaepTa y 1937
poui, 3acHoBHMKa [lpaBocnaBHoi Lepkeu ®paHuii, o. Jles
>Kinne, 6inbw BigOMMK nNig CBOIM NCEBAOHIMOM «MOHaX
CxipHoi LiepkBu», ckasaB Tak:

O aumBHa [lpaBocnaBHa LlepkBo, Taka 6igHa i cnabka,
6e3 opraHizauii M KynbTypyu 3axody, SKa TPUMAETbCS, HEMOB
JVBOM, cepej, CTiJIbKOX BMMPOOYyBaHb, CKOpP6OT i 60pOTLOY;
LlepkBO KOHTpacTiB, BOAHOYAC TaKa TpaAuuiMHa | Taka Bi/IbHa,
TaKa apxaiyHa i Taka »KMBa, TaKa puTyasibHa i BOAHOYAC IIMOOKO
ocobucTa; LlepkBo, B ki 6e3LiHHa nepanHa EBaHrenis 46anameo
36epiraeTbCs, iHKOIM NiA, Wwapom nuay; LlepkBo, sKka B TiHi 1 TULWiI
NnoHap, yce 36epira€ BiYHi LLiHHOCTi YUCTOTH, YOOrocTi, acKETU3MY,
CMUPEHHS | npouleHHs; LlepkBo, sika YacTo He 3Hana, K AidaTu,
ane aKa Moyke cniBaTu Npo pagicTb Macxu Tak, K HIXTO iHLWKA.

CTBEPAYKYE, L0 Pi3HMLSA MK LMMK ABOMA 3BiTaMK, ONy6aiKOBaHUMM TIEKD CaMO0
FOPUCOMKLIEID MPOTArOM N'AITU POKIB, 3a/IMLLAETHCS HE3PO3YMINIOH.
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Xouya cnoBa o. JleBa HaauXakTb, BOHM TaKOX BKa3yHOTb Ha
napagokc y cepui Llepkeu B AMepuLi — i, Bl1acHe, y BCbOMY CBITi.

Ysum nonynspHiWMMM MM CTaEMO, TUM TroCTpille
NPOABASETLCA HAlla MapriHaabHICTb. | YnuM ceprosHiwe 1
TBepesilwe MU BiANOBIJAaEMO Ha iHTepec ntogen ao Llepksn,
TUM OYEBMAHILLNM CTa€, HACKIJIbKN «40POro» iM 06xoamTbCs
nisHaHHs Hac. MoeTbcs He 060B's13K0BO MPO GiHAHCOBY LLiHY.
Paglie npo vac i 3ycunns, ki 11ogm MakTb BKIACTU, LWO6
3pO3yMIiTU OOroc/IOBCbKY TPaauLiilo, L0 YaCTO CYTTEBO
BiPI3HSAETLCA Bif, iXHbOI B/IACHOI. | HaBiTb SKLLO BOHM FOTOBI
AO0KNaCTU UMX 3yCUb, He3abapoM CTaHe OYEBUAHO, LLO HaLli
BJIACHi pecypcn obMmexkeHi. Y Hac NpoCTO HEMAE Hi 4acy, Hi
JOCTaTHbO MpaLLiBHUKIB, W06 OyTM 4YMMOCH OiNbLUUM, HiXK
JIVILLIE YACTKOBO MOMNY/IIPHUMM.

3aKJ1lo4He C/I0BO

TyT, AyMato, M1 MOBMHHI 3HANTU BTiXY M HaAit0 y C/TIOBAx
0. JleBa. AMepuKa SCHO Mokasye, Wwo LlepkBa € — i NOBMHHA
OyTn — «bigHoto i cnabkoto». Jlnwe TakKMM YNHOM MU MOXKEMO
YCBiAOMUTU, WO MM caMi no cobi He € gocTaTHIMKM Ans
BMKOHAHHS 3aBAaHHS, gopy4yeHoro HaMm [ocnogom. AnocTton
[MaBs10 roBOpUTH NPO LEe NpaAMo. BiH nue TMM HecnokinHnMm
i po3aineHnm xpuctusaHam y KopuHTi: «Mu Maemo uen ckapb
y IMMUHAHUX NOCYAMHaX, Wo6 Benny cnam byna boxka, a He Bif,
Hac» (2 Kop. 4:7).

Akwo LlepkBa B AMepuui Mae SKuMMCb gap ANs BCiEi
LlepkBu, TO BiH caMe B LibOMY. MU € KPMXKOK MOCYAMHOLO ON15
BEJIMKOro gapy 60>KeCTBEHHOIO YKUTTS.

WISDOM THROUGH THE HOLY FATHERS

“There is one God, and Christ is one, and there is one Church,
and one chair founded upon the rock by the word of the Lord.
Another altar cannot be constituted, nor a new priesthood
be made, except the one altar and the one priesthood.
Whosoever gathers elsewhere, scatters.”

-St. Cyprian of Carthage, Epistle XXXIX, Letter to the People (ANF, Vol, V)
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CHRISTOLOGICAL PATTERNING AND THE
COMMUNION OF THE SAINTS: A
THEOLOGICAL CONVERSION NARRATIVE

ROBERT SALER

I. The Sociological Context and Its Limits

Any honest theological account of conversion to
Orthodox Christianity in the contemporary United States
must reckon with the sociological landscape in which such
conversions occur and through which they are inevitably, if
partially, interpreted. For instance, Sarah Riccardi-Swartz's
work has provided academic analysis of what she terms
“Reactive Orthodoxy” - a mode of Orthodox conversion in
which the tradition functions primarily as a vehicle for political
and civilizational grievance rather than as a theological claim
upon the convert’s existence.! Riccardi-Swartz's interlocutors
tend to represent an extreme expression of a broader tendency:
the instrumentalization of Orthodox Christianity by converts
who seek a faith that will buttress their commitments to
particular positions within the culture war milieu of the United
States (particularly on gender, sexuality, geopolitics, etc.). On
this analysis, the conversion is reactive rather than receptive:
the tradition is appropriated insofar as it can be made to serve
prior ideological commitments, and the operative motor of
the movement is political positioning rather than theological
discovery.

The salience of Riccardi-Swartz's analysis has been
confirmed by subsequent developments, most notably the
phenomenon of the so-called “Orthobros” and the surge of
conservative young male converts documented in a November
2025 New York Times investigation.? The converts interviewed

1 Sarah Riccardi-Swartz, Between Heaven and Russia: Religious Conversion
and Political Apostasy in Appalachia (New York: Fordham University Press, 2022).
2 Ruth Graham and Elizabeth Dias, “Orthodox Church Pews Are

Overflowing With Converts,” New York Times, November 19, 2025, https:/www.
42



described Orthodoxy in terms that, as Riccardi-Swartz's
framework would predict, are primarily structural and reactive:
thetraditionas“hardtruths,’asaffirmationofmasculine purpose,
as a counter to what they characterize as the “feminization”
of Protestant Christianity.® What is conspicuously absent
from these accounts is any substantive engagement with
Orthodox theological content - with Christology, soteriology,
ecclesiology, or with the specifically hagiographic tradition that
constitutes one of Orthodoxy’s most distinctive contributions
to Christian theological anthropology.

In this present essay | don’t wish to diminish the
importance of this sociological/anthropological analysis;
indeed, | have collaborated with Riccardi-Schwartz on a number
of projects related to this very phenomenon. Moreover, my
recent monograph on the Death to the World movement
within U.S. Orthodoxy shares similar concerns.* However, this
present, more personal essay proceeds from the conviction
that valid concerns with respect to the dominant patterns
of demographically similar (to me) converts render it all the
more necessary to articulate, with theological precision, an
alternative account of what Orthodox conversion can mean—
and did mean, in my own case. With the possible exception of
being “young” at the time of my reception (I had just turned
40), | largely share the demographic profile of the converts that
have received the aforementioned scholarly attention: white,
male, academically credentialed, formed in Protestantism,
converted in midlife. The operative logic of this conversion as |
experienced it, though, was  neither cultural-reactionary nor
primarily ecclesiological. It was Christological. To develop that
claim requires attending to what | take to be core elements in
Orthodox theology and spirituality - ecclesiology, hagiography,
and the axiological importance of Christological particularity
(as well as its implications for the life of discipleship).

nytimes.com/2025/11/19/us/orthodox-christianity.html.

3 Ibid.

4 Saler, “Death to the World” and Apocalyptic Theological Aesthetics (London:
Bloomsbury/T&T Clark, 2024).
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Il. The Problem of Protestant Hagiography

| was chrismated into the Orthodox Church in May
2020 at St. Stephen the First Martyr Orthodox Church in
Crawfordsville, Indiana, having arrived by a path that ran
through sustained academic engagement with Orthodox
theology via the International Orthodox Theological
Association and St. Vladimir's Seminary, pilgrimages to
monastic communities in Scotland, Romania, Estonia, and
Jerusalem, and a deepening dissatisfaction with the functional
limits of Lutheran hagiographic theology. The trajectory was
not marked by disillusionment with mainline Protestantism’s
progressive theological or ethical commitments - commitments
that | still largely share - but by an increasingly acute sense that
the Protestant account of the saints, however defensible on
Reformation grounds, foreclosed a dimension of Christological
reflection that Orthodox hagiographic theology held open.
Another way of saying this is that | did not suddenly become
dissatisfied with the tradition in which | was raised, ordained
as a pastor, and taught as a theologian such that | was inspired
to go looking around for a “better” church - instead, | felt
myself taken on a specifically theological journey that ended in
a particular kind of embodied calling.

The Lutheran tradition, following Luther’s carefully
constructed position, maintains that the saints are
appropriately venerated as moral and spiritual exemplars - as
illustrations of what faithful Christian existence can look like -
while insisting that any function as intercessors or mediators
is theologically problematic, constituting an infringement
upon the singular mediatorship of Christ and lending itself
to abuses characteristic of the medieval Roman church.® This
position is internally coherent and exegetically defensible.
Its structural consequence, however, is to place the saints in
a fundamentally illustrative relation to Christian existence:
they demonstrate possibilities and exemplify principles that
are, in principle, generally available to any believer (even apart
from the example). The saints, in other words, are exemplary
5 The classical Lutheran position on the saints as useful exemplars s

best articulated in Article 21 of the Augsburg Confession.
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instances of a generic category (e.g. “faith” or “obedience”), and
their particularity - the specific historical, embodied, vocational
contours of each individual life - is theologically incidental
rather than constitutive.

This was precisely the assumption that, for me, began
to become untenable under sustained attention to the lives
of specific saints - for instance, the fourth-century Egyptian
desert monk Moses the Black. The patristic sources on Moses
record the life of a man who came to the desert already shaped
by a history of violence: formerly a gang leader, a murderer,
a figure of physical intimidation whose conversion and
subsequent growth in holiness occurred against and through
the specific gravity of that prior existence.® The accounts of
his martyrdom—his willing submission to death at the hands of
marauders whom he recognized, in his own account, as images
of his former self and thus an opportunity to fulfill the Lord’s
injunction that “those who live by the sword will die by the
sword”—do not function primarily as an illustration of a general
moral principle. They function as a disclosure of the mystery of
Christ that is available only through the specific optic of Moses's
particular history: the man whose prior capacity for violence
was the precise condition of the spiritual insight that enabled
him to receive violence without retaliation. No other life could
have disclosed this dimension of the paschal mystery in quite
this way. The generic category of “obedience” is not formally
incorrect, but it is wholly inadequate on existential and spiritual
levels.

The recognition that forced itself upon sustained
attention to Moses, and subsequently to other saints, was that
the Protestant hagiographic framework could not sufficiently
account for what was actually occurring in these lives. The saints
were not illustrating Christ; they were not providing exemplary
instances of generic Christian virtue. They were being configured
to Christ across the irreducible differences of their own particular
histories, and in that configuration they were disclosing
something of Christ that was, in each case, irreplaceable.

6 Cf. Benedicta Ward, The Desert Fathers: Sayings of the Early Christian
Monks (London: Penguin, 1975), esp.206-211.
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l1l. Christological Patterning: A Constructive Account

Fr. John Behr, in his account of Christian existence in his
text The Mystery of Christ, argues that Christological knowing
is not primarily cognitive but formative - that it shapes the
one who receives it into the pattern of the crucified and risen
Lord.” On Behr's analysis, the “apostolic hermeneutic” by which
the early church came to understand scripture and the person
of Christ is a retroactive interpretation from the standpoint
of cross and resurrection: Christ is known as the one whose
identity is constituted by the total self-giving of death and the
total vindication of resurrection, and discipleship is the process
by which this pattern of self-giving and vindication becomes
the constitutive form of the disciple’s own existence.

The critical theological move is to hold together two
claims that are in permanent tension: that the Christological
pattern is singular and unrepeatable - there is one Lord, one
death and one resurrection, one paschal mystery - and that it is
simultaneously instantiated in an inexhaustible multiplicity of
differentiated forms in the lives of those who undergo it. The
saints are not copies of a template; they are participations in
a mystery that is capacious enough to accommodate, without
homogenizing, the full range of human particularity. This is,
at bottom, a claim about the infinity of the Incarnation: that
the full humanity assumed by Christ in the particular humanity
of the first-century Jewish man from Nazareth is not thereby
limited to that particular instantiation, but opens a capacity for
the assumption and redemption of all human particularity.®

The hagiographic tradition of the Orthodox Church
instantiates this claim in the practice of attending to specific
saintly lives as what a number of theologians have deemed

7 John Behr, The Mystery of Christ: Life in Death (Crestwood, NY: St.
Vladimir's Seminary Press, 2006), 1-25. Behr’s account of the “apostolic
hermeneutic”—by which the full meaning of scripture and Christian existence
is read backward from the cross and resurrection—provides the most rigorous
systematic account of the Christological argument | am developing here.

8 | should perhaps note that | found a poignant literary representation
of this theological frame in Eugene Vodolazkin’s acclaimed novel Laurus, which
was gifted to me by Dr.  Peter Bouteneff, who would eventually become my
godfather in the faith.
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a sort of “living exegesis” of the Gospel.” The saint does not
explain the Gospel; the saint enacts it, in the specific idiom of
a specific human life. Moses the Black enacts it in the idiom of
one whose entire spiritual trajectory is shaped by the gravity of
prior violence and the radical transformation of that violence
into self-offering. St. Maria of Paris enacts it in the idiom of
one whose intellectual and artistic formation in the Russian
Silver Age becomes the vehicle of an ecclesially marginal but
theologically central kenotic love. St. Paisios of Mount Athos
enacts it in the idiom of one whose peasant simplicity becomes
the medium of an entirely unsentimental discernment. These
are not interchangeable. The differences between them are
not deficiencies on the way to some more generic holiness;
they are constitutive of what each life discloses about the
inexhaustible mystery of the one crucified and risen Lord.
This is not, we should note, the same as the trend towards
“representative Christologies” characteristic of classic liberal
Protestantism and some liberation theologies, which (on
my reading) tend ultimately to reduce Christ to a privileged
exemplification of a more general/accessible principle (e.g. a
Schleiermachean “ultimate dependence” or a process-esque
“creative emergence”). The irreducible particularly of the
historical and risen Christ is, again, held in tension with the
plenteous diversity of individual particularities in the lives of
those who are formed, in the church, to be Christologically
patterned.

This was brought home to me in one of the most vivid
and decisive moments of my journey, when (while in the throes
of my indecision) | was visiting a monastery in Scotland and
the abbot shared with me the hagiographic legend of the 3rd
century St. Lucy whereby she, having decided to dedicate her
virginity to Christ, was continually pursued by a suitor who
praised the beauty of her eyes. The common iconographic
depiction of the saint holding her own eyes as a gift to the
suitor®® bore witness not only to the extremity of her devotion
but also to her own theological/exegetical creativity: if Christ

9 Cf Andrew Louth, Discerning the Mystery: An Essay on the Nature of
Theology (Oxford: Clarendon, 1983), 73-96.
10 Other accounts depict Lucy as a martyr/confessor whose eyes were

plucked out under Roman persecution.
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counsels that it is better for us to pluck out our own eyes rather
than have them lead us to sin (Matthew 5:29), then here the
saint creatively modified the passage for the sake of another -
plucking out her own eyes so that ANOTHER might not sin. |
meditated on this story (quite restlessly) all night, because more
than any other hagiographic tale it demonstrates the difference
between the sort of Christological patterning that | am describing
and the sort of formalist theological ethics in which | had been
trained. On no account could St. Lucy’s action be recommended
as a general counsel to anyone (let alone women undergoing
sexual harassment). Her embodied theological creativity, with
its attendant sacrifice, was her own, but precisely on that basis
it demonstrates the Christologically grounded potential for all
of us to find ourselves in that same pattern.

This Christological account of the saints has further
implications for theological anthropology. If holiness is not
the erasure of particular human identity but its perfection—if
theosis, in the Orthodox understanding, is the realization of the
human person in the fullness of their God-given particularity
rather than their absorption into an undifferentiated divine
unity—then the saints represent not the transcendence of
their specific histories and embodiments but their radical
transformation and intensification.!' The saint is not holier
despite particular history but through and in it. This is a claim
about the nature of the Incarnation itself: the eternal Logos
assumes not generic humanity but specific humanity, and
the redemption that proceeds from that assumption is not a
redemption from particularity but a redemption of it.

The theological significance of this claim for the
question of conversion lies in its implications for the nature
of the call to holiness. If each person is called to a holiness
that is irreducibly their own—configured to Christ through and
not despite the specific contours of their history, embodiment,
and vocation—then the saint is not merely a model to be

11 On theosis as the perfection rather than the erasure of personal
particularity, see Vladimir Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church, trans.
Fellowship of St. Alban and St. Sergius (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir's Seminary
Press, 1976) and Aristotle Papanikolaou, The Mystical as Political: Democracy and
Non-Radical Orthodoxy (Notre Dame: Unéilvgrsity of Notre Dame Press, 2012).



imitated but a companion in a shared undertaking whose
terms are simultaneously universal and particular. The saint
and the disciple are both undergoing the same Christological
configuration, but in forms that are differentiated by everything
that makes each of them the specific person they are. This is
the theological ground of what, in the author’s experience,
gradually became not an intellectual recognition but an
existential orientation: the desire to be in the company of
those already further along in this process. In short, when one
finds oneself in the living company of the saints, one wants to
go to where they are.

iV. Eucharistic Communion and the Telos of Conversion
Thus, what for me began in theology ended
(appropriately, | think) at the altar table.. The Christological
patterning account of the saints developed above implies a
particular understanding of what it means to desire conversion
and, more specifically, of what the telos of that desire is. The
desire that, in the author’s experience, constituted the most
fundamental movement toward Orthodox Christianity was
not the desire for doctrinal stability, though Orthodoxy’s
settled Christological and Trinitarian definitions are genuinely
valuable; nor was it the desire for liturgical richness, though
the Divine Liturgy constitutes an irreplaceable formation in the
shape of Christian existence; nor was it any form of cultural
or political dissatisfaction with my tradition of origin. It was
also not of the sort of longing for the “original, first-century
church” that scholars such as D. Oliver Herbel have identified
as particularly characteristic of U.S. Christians.’? As | hope my
account is making clear, | am more theologically drawn towards
God’s active work in the present than in seeking to recapture
any configuration - actual or imaginary - of the past. Instead,
my conversion was much simpler, and rooted ultimately in the
desire to share the same sacramental mysteries as the saints—
to be at the same Eucharistic table as Moses the Black and
Maria of Paris and Paisios, in the sense in which the Orthodox

12 Cf. Herbel, Turning to Tradition: Converts and the Making of an American
Orthodox Church (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013).
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liturgical tradition understands the Eucharist as enacting
precisely that gathering. And this in hopes of having my own
unworthiness someday participating, in however limited a
fashion, in the Christological patterning that they exemplify.

The Orthodox Liturgy gathers the living and the
departed into a single Eucharistic assembly precisely because
the Christological configuration that constitutes sanctity is
not dissolved by death but perfected through it. The saints are
present at the Eucharist not as absent models remembered
but as present participants in the one offering that the Liturgy
perpetually actualizes. To desire Eucharistic communion with
the saints is, on this account, not a pious sentiment but a
theological claim: it is the claim that the company of those
being configured to Christ across all their particular differences
is the proper context for one’s own configuration, and that
the Church, as the community in which that configuration is
sacramentally enacted and sustained, is the community to
which one belongs.

It is worth noting, in conclusion, that this account does
not yield a triumphalist ecclesiology. The Orthodox Church,
as presently constituted in the United States, is a community
marked by the same fragility, distortion, and ideological
temptation as any other human institution - after all, | am in it.
| do not wish to offer myself as somehow more theologically
sophisticated (or exempt from identitarian temptations) than
the aforementioned converts receiving so much media and
scholarly attention. My goal has not been to valorize Orthodoxy
as a solution to the problems of contemporary Christianity but
instead, in all humility, to name it as the particular community
in which, for me, the Christological logic of the saints’ lives
became not merely a theological conviction but the foundation
of a sacramental home.

Robert Saler is Associate Professor of Theology and Culture and Executive
Director of the Center for Pastoral Excellence at Christian Theological Seminary
in Indianapolis, IN. He is most recently the author of "Death to the World" and
Apocalyptic Theological Aesthetics (Bloomsbury/T&T Clark, 2024).
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DIVINE GUIDANCE

FR. JOHN A. JILLIONS

For over forty years the subject that has dominated my
thinking has been divine guidance. How do we individually and
together—as families, communities, religious bodies, nations—
perceive God’s direction in our lives? How do we distinguish
between true and false? How are we led to self-sacrifice and
courage—or to inhuman cruelty in the name of God? How do we
navigate uncertainty and deception? As a priest, this interest of
course has never been merely academic, and | am confronted
daily with such questions. In the 1990’s all of this led me to
study divine guidance more deeply and systematically as a
New Testament doctoral research project in Thessalonica and
Cambridge. | focused on St Paul (and even more specifically on
Corinth) and how divine guidance was perceived in his Greek,
Roman, Jewish and early Christian world. This was eventually
published as Divine Guidance: Lessons for Today from the World
of Early Christianity (Oxford University Press, 2020).

Since then, several further questions have emerged
for me more sharply. First, how do Christians understand the
evolution of human experience and knowledge in relation to
God’s guidance? And a second related question, how do we
as Orthodox Christians discern the correct balance between
Tradition and healthy development/change/evolution in the
Church? Third, given that we as Orthodox Christians place
a high value on the divine guidance that comes through the
Church’s episcopal leadership and councils, how do we deal
with the misuse of ecclesiastical authority when the holiness
of the Tradition is used to justify thinking and action that
appear contrary to or even to pervert the way of God? The
Patriarchate of Moscow’s blessing of Putin's war against
Ukraine is the obvious example here, but all churches face
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these questions about the interpretation, application, and
authority of Tradition. Indeed, the prophets of Israel faced the
same questions centuries before Christ.

In this brief paper | will recap my earlier research on
divine guidance and then consider how the Christian tradition
points to criteria for discernment in our present times of
distress and confusion.

The Problem of Divine Guidance

The concept itself is a problem, because one person’s
divine guidance is another person’s terror. Destructive
decisions often have their source in someone’s claim to be
following divine revelation. William Tyndale (1494-1536), for
example, the pioneering translator and martyr for the English
Bible, added this comment at the end of his translation of
Genesis:

Jacob robbed Laban his uncle, Moses robbed the
Egyptians, and Abraham is about to slay and burn his
own son. And all are holy works, because they were
wrought in faith at God’s commandment. To steal, rob,
and murder are no holy works before worldly people,
but unto them that have their trust in God they are holy
when God commandeth them.?

Perceived divine guidance can lead some to destroy,
but it can lead many others to create beauty and practice
mercy, justice, peace and works of sacrificial charity. How
many works of art and music have been inspired by faith?
How many hospitals, schools and universities? The abolition
of slavery in Britain and the US was largely fueled by a sense
of Christian purpose (although so was resistance to abolition).
Divine guidance urged Mother Teresa to abandon a quiet life
of teaching and to care for “the poorest of the poor.” And
divine guidance strengthened Martin Luther King, Jr in times
of weakness and discouragement.

1 Cited in GW.H. Lampe (ed.), The Cambridge History of the Bible, Vol.2: The
West from the Fathers to the Reformation, Cambridge: CUP, 1969, 146.
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Besides these extremes of good and evil, there are
the day-to-day perceptions of divine guidance that percolate
through all societies to one degree or another and inspire
personal and public decisions of all kinds. Where should | live?
What job should | take? Who should | marry? Divine guidance
also motivates decisions around a host of social and political
issues: treatment of refugees and immigrants, the environment,
abortion, contraception, same-sex marriage, bioethics, capital
punishment, and even foreign policy.

Reflection on divine guidance was an important part
of St Paul’s thought-world, where religious life was pervasive
and Jews, Gentiles and Christians mixed easily. We see
healing temples, household shrines, oracles, dreams, sacred
texts, revered philosophers, teachers and rabbis, synagogues,
worship in the Jerusalem temple-—these all had a role in
popular approaches to divine guidance. But there was also
a lively debate about divine guidance, and many recognized
the problems posed by religion. Here I'll briefly highlight a few
thinkers who best expressed some of the views that circulated
in St Paul’s world.

Greco-Roman Views

Lucretius (d. 55 BCE ) was appalled by popular religion
as people flooded the temples and shrines with their daily
petty requests to gods who were bad-tempered and cruel.

Poor humanity, to saddle the gods with such
responsibilities and throw in a vindictive temper! ...
True piety lies rather in the power to contemplate the
universe with a quiet mind. (On the Nature of Things V.
1190 ff).

The Greek philosopher Diogenes the Cynic (d. 323
BCE) was widely admired by first century writers like Dio
Chrysostom (40-120 AD), and Diogenes was more forgiving
of popular piety. He felt it couldn’t do much harm, provided
people focused first on self-knowledge.
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Aim first to know yourself; afterwards, having found
wisdom, you will then, if it be your pleasure, consult
the oracle. For | am persuaded that you will have no
need of consulting oracles if you have intelligence (Dio
Chrysostom, 10: 28).

Cicero (106-43 BCE ) advocated for active involvement
in religious life out of respect for Roman tradition and popular
opinion but this didn't mean he believed any of it. Seneca the
Younger (d. 65 AD) went further. He thought it was dishonest
to practice religion without believing it and argued for a Stoic
philosophy that honors God in a general sort of way but rejects
the trappings of religion. In his view there is no need for special
divine guidance, since accepting divine Fate with equanimity—
whether good, bad, or indifferent—is the way to inner peace.

The Greek and Roman writer Plutarch (c.50-120 AD)
was dissatisfied with such philosophical religion. He was
himself a priest of the oracle at Delphi for some thirty years,
so he saw the abuses of popular religion firsthand. But he
sought to maintain a balance between rejecting superstition
while endorsing heartfelt commitment to the experience of
divine mystical communion. He was most disturbed by the
fearfulness he saw in so much popular piety. He felt that this
fear of the gods masked a deep hidden hatred behind so much
of the religious piety he saw in the crowds at Delphi.

They assume that the gods are rash, faithless, fickle,
vengeful, cruel, and easily offended; and as a result, the
superstitious man is bound to hate and fear the gods.
Why not, since he thinks that the worst of his ills are
due to them, and will be due to them in the future? As
he hates and fears the gods, he is an enemy to them.
And yet, though he dreads them, he worships them
and sacrifices to them and besieges their shrines. (On
Superstition 170 E)
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Plutarch had no trouble understanding why thoughtful
people become atheists. Indeed, the gods themselves might
prefer to have their existence denied than to be so maligned.

Why for my part, | should prefer that men should say
about me that | have never been born at all, and there
is no Plutarch, rather than that they should say “Plutarch
is an inconstant fickle person, quick-tempered, vindictive
over little accidents, pained at trifles. If you invite him to
dinner and leave him out or if you haven't the time and
don’t go to call on him, or fail to speak to him when you
see him, he will set his teeth into your body and bite it
through, or he will get hold of your little child and beat him
to death, or he will turn the beast that he owns into your
crops and spoil your harvest.” (On Superstition 170 A)

But Plutarch refused to give up. Superstition may be
worse than atheism, but he felt it was a profound tragedy to
abandon God. “It is a great misfortune for the soul...for it is
as if the soul had suffered the extinction of the brightest and
most dominant of its many eyes, the conception of God” (On
Superstition 167 B). The path of true piety brings rational and
mystical together, he says, in the balanced middle way between
the extremes of superstition and atheism.

Jewish Views

Let me turn now to first century Jewish approaches to
divine guidance. Here too we see some variety in attitudes,
but nothing like the polarities among Gentiles. For Jews of all
persuasions, divine guidance was rarely isolated from the total
life of the community centered on its written and oral Torah.
This unity was one of the great strengths of Judaism according
to the Roman-Jewish historian Josephus (c. 37-100 AD):

Among us alone will be heard no contradictory
statements about God, such asare common among other
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nations... Among us alone will be seen no difference in
the conduct of our lives. With us all act alike, all profess
the same doctrine about God, one which is in harmony
with our Law and affirms that all things are under his
eye. (Josephus, Against Apion, 2.179-181)

Written law apart from oral law was inconceivable
for most Jews of the first century, since the oral law clarified
the practical implications raised by written law, and how to
understand and carry out the law in the present. This locates
the source of guidance both in the revealed written word and
in the traditions of oral interpretation and application that
developed through the community's history.

Such a communal view did not exclude some form of
immediate divine guidance—through angels, a “heavenly voice,’
dreams, prophetic words, and especially through the reading
and interpretation of Scripture. Even so, mystical experiences
did not play a major role in rabbinic thought, especially in
community decision-making. The Law, and its communal mode
of debate, interpretation, decision and application had already
been given on Sinai and therefore no new revelation was
required. This came to be summarized in a famous saying: “the
law is not in heaven.” Preoccupation with heavenly voices and
miracles was a distraction, and it became a pillar of community
decision-making that divine guidance was no substitute for
human debate. In addition, while Jewish thought was biting in
its criticism of pagan superstition, the Jewish prophetic tradition
was equally critical of deformed religious life within Judaism (see
for example Isaiah 1:11-17, Ezekiel 34, Amos 5:21-27).

St. Paul

Questions about divine guidance are explicitly and
implicitly woven throughout the varied topics Paul addresses in
his letters. And while he is firmly rooted in the Jewish tradition,
he charts a new and distinctive approach to divine guidance
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based not on the Torah, but on direction by the Spirit revealed
to all who put their faith in the crucified Christ.

The Spirit’s presence and direction are basic to Paul’s
view of Christian life. But decision-making for Paul (as in
Judaism) involves much more than individual and immediate
divine guidance. He firmly upholds the role of rational thought
in making decisions. Likewise, he understands that the Spirit’s
direction can be experienced in a variety of ways but especially
in the community: through Scripture, preaching, service,
apostolic and hierarchical order, teachers, and liturgical life.
These communal modes of divine guidance balance the
potential deceptions of individual claims. Yet neither his own
apostolic authority nor these communal checks and balances
are ever allowed to eclipse the mystery of God'’s direct and
unpredictable guidance in the new age of the Spirit.

But for Paul, access to the Spirit, and discerning the voice
of the Spirit, is tightly connected to following the crucified Christ.
All other divine guidance is secondary to being a disciple of the
crucified Christ. As Paul said in 1 Corinthians 2:2, “I decided to
know nothingamongyou except Jesus Christ,and him crucified.”
For Paul, the link between Christ’s Cross and the Spirit cannot
be overemphasized, especially in the context of Jewish and
Greco-Roman thought. The Cross was a “stumbling block” to
the Jews and utter foolishness to the Gentiles (1 Cor 1:23).
The preaching of the Cross turned upside down conventional
Jewish and Gentile notions of divine guidance, since Paul was
proclaiming that the worst possible sign—horrific and shameful
death by crucifixion—was the very sign God had chosen to
overturn the world’s expectations and bring victory over sin,
suffering, injustice, and death. For Paul, the point of greatest
weakness is revealed as the channel of God's most profound
guidance.

The unity of Cross and Spirit has implications at every
level for Paul's understanding of divine guidance. Above all
it means that Paul does not view adversity and suffering as
a sign of God’s displeasure or that Paul’s course of action is
wrong. On the contrary, to share in the suffering of Christ is
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Paul’s glory, just as it is on the cross that Christ is “The Lord of
Glory” (1 Cor 2:8). Through the cross, weakness and adversity
become paradoxical sources of divine guidance, peace, love,
strength, confidence, and joy.

Divine Guidance and Discernment Today

Coming now to our own time, we can say that the Cross
is still a stumbling block. But the thirst for God also remains
very much alive, as are the questions people have about God's
direction in their lives.

In the early 1970’s the late Metropolitan Kallistos
(Ware) of Diokleia (while he was a young priest-scholar) was
interviewed as part of a decades-long study conducted by the
Alister Hardy Religious Experience Research Centre, then based
in Oxford. He was intrigued by this research and saw it as having
potential to show that “man can experience and know things
in ways not normally allowed for...ways of understanding apart
from those based on sense-perception and the reasoning of
the conscious mind.”? Personal experience, he emphasized, is
essential. And he recognized that “there must be many people
who consider that they have religious experience in a wider
sense, as something which extends through their whole life,
though they could not point to any extraordinary experience
for which they could send you a description.”

On the question of discernment, Fr Kallistos
acknowledges that Church Tradition is cautious about
extraordinary religious experiences and psychic phenomena,
and considers that they can fall into three categories, as evil,
neutral or from God. “The experiences originating from the
devil are to be at once repelled; those from God are to be
accepted; those that are neutral are to be ignored.”* He goes

2 In Edward Robinson, This Time-bound Ladder, Oxford: Religious
Experience Research Unit, 1977, 107.

3 Robinson, 119.

4 Robinson, 116.

58



on to say that there are three tests. The first test is to simply
take no notice and to continue praying; if the experiences go
away, then they are not important. “Two other tests can also be
applied. The first is external: What effect do these experiences
have on your daily life? Do they make you a better person
in your dealings with other people? If they do not, then this
would be an indication that there is something wrong in these
experiences. Here we have the old test of ‘by their fruits you

”m

will know them””,
The third test is interior:

[If] a thing is from God, it is absolutely convincing; it
leaves no element of doubt in your mind that this is
God, that now | am face to face with the true reality in
the universe and beyond the universe. If there is doubt
in your mind, then you should ignore the experience. ...
The basic inward criterion is summed up in the Greek
term plerophoria, meaning assurance, an overwhelming
conviction.®

He then adds a fourth test: seeking out a spiritually
experienced person to assist in evaluating one’s experience.
Learning how to discern in this way is a basic aspect of the
spiritual life.

[If] someone is sincerely pursuing the spiritual way, then
gradually—through prayer, study, fasting, obedience
and active service to others—he will develop a spiritual
“taste” which directly and intuitively enables him to
distinguish the genuine or divine from the counterfeit
or demonic, just as our natural taste enables us
immediately to distinguish wholesome food from food
that has gone moldy.®

5 Robinson, 116-117.
6 Robinson, 117.
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Messy Discernment

But let’s be realistic. Discernment on the personal
and communal level is often messy and uncertain, at least for
a time. Fr Kallistos Ware said that “On many occasions it is
extremely difficult to distinguish rightly. There is no test which,
applied mechanically, can by itself automatically supply the
right answer."”

The turbulent history of the Church shows that decision-
making by the bishops and reception by the faithful is rarely
a straightforward process. There are long periods when it is
simply unclear what the final result will be as debates continue
(it took hundreds of years, for example, to resolve the Arian
and Iconoclastic controversies in the first millennium).

Nevertheless, we Orthodox are convinced that the
Holy Spirit has spoken through this messy history. We believe
it is the bishops who are the principal means for pursuing the
unity of the church’'s members past, present and future. And
we believe it is the bishops who are ultimately responsible for
discerning “what the Spirit is saying to the churches.” All other
members of the Church aid and challenge the bishops in this
process of discernment, and they must in the end receive (or
reject) the bishops’ decisions. The canonical tradition of the
Orthodox Church insists on this collaborative relationship
between the bishops and the rest of the Church.

But we also must admit that the ideal picture of
consultation, collaboration, and conciliarity doesn’t always
work in practice, especially in the short term. The church’s
experience in this regard has often been less than inspiring.
At any given period, bishops as individuals and in council have
been notorious for taking the church in wrong directions. Often
bishops have been on opposite sides of important questions.
And so today, Patriarch Kirill of Moscow blesses Russia’s war
against Ukraine as a holy war, while Archbishop Leo of Finland
says this is a betrayal of all that Orthodoxy stands for.

7 Robinson, 117.
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The Orthodox family of churches is at present in crisis and
badly divided. Our modern age has given rise to a new
totalitarian myth and ideology in the guise of Orthodoxy
which does not in reality represent Christianity at all.2

So, when we speak of the authority of the bishops, it's
less about individuals than about the communal witness of the
bishops in council, taken over a long period of time.

Conclusion

Divine guidance and its discernment remain crucial in
our spiritual lives as individuals and as members of the Church.
St Paul and his world have much to teach us about following
“Jesus Christ and him crucified” as we seek in the 21st century
and with our own new questions and challenges to discern
God’s guidance. Perhaps here, the simplest practical advice
comes from the twentieth century saint and martyr, Mother
Maria Skobtsova of Paris (1891-1945):

If I am faced with two paths and | am in doubt, then even
if all human wisdom, experience and tradition point to
one of these, but | feel Christ would have followed the
other—then all my doubts should immediately disappear,
and | should choose to follow Christ in spite of all the
experience, tradition and wisdom that are opposed to it.?

The Very Rev Dr John lillions is president of the Orthodox Theological Society in
America and past Chancellor of the Orthodox Church in America. He is one of the
founders of The Institute for Orthodox Christian Studies in Cambridge, England, and
continues to serve as a Visiting Professor and chairman of the Board of Directors.
He has also taught at the Sheptytsky Institute of Eastern Christian Studies, St
Vladimir's Seminary, and Fordham University and has served parishes in Australia,
Greece, England, Canada and the US. He is the author of Divine Guidance: Lessons
for Today from the World of Early Christianity (Oxford) and a children’s book, The
Christmas Story: Mary and Joseph in Bethlehem (Xist).

8 https:/orthodoxtimes.com/archbishop-of-helsinki-not-a-trace-of-
orthodoxy-left-in-the-patriarchate-of-moscow/

9 Mother Maria Skobtsova, “Types of Religious Life” (1937), in Mother Maria
Skobtsova: Essential Writings, edited and introduced by Jim Forest, (Maryknoll, NY:
Orbis, 2003), 174.
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PRAYER, FASTING, AND
ALMSGIVING IN GREAT LENT:
BUT WHAT IS ALMSGIVING?
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| et ?
AR

FR.JOHN D. JONES

Prayer, fasting, and almsgiving are fundamental aspects
of our life during Great Lent and throughout our entire
life. But what exactly is “almsgiving?” And perhaps, more
fundamentally, does “almsgiving” capture the full sense of the
Greek term éAenuoouvn (eleémosyné). In everyday English,
alms typically refers to “clothing, food, or money that is given
to poor people.”* Almsgiving, then, seems to be philanthropy
or charity provided to those who are poor. However, St John
Chrysostom provides a typical Orthodox Christian expansion
on the understanding of almsgiving:

Christ says, “if you would be perfect, sell all that you
have, and give to the poor, and come, follow Me.” (Matt.
19:21) This may well be part of perfection. But alms
may be done not only by money, but by other actions.
For example: one may kindly stand by a person to help
and defend him... reach to him with a helping hand: the
service rendered by such acts has often done more good
even than money. Let us set to work all the different
kinds of almsgiving: ... For instance, if you are a physician,
[give] your skill: for this also is a great matter.?
However, éAenuoouvn (eleémosyné) is also something that God
does. In Ps 102 which is the first antiphon in the Slavic version
of the Divine Liturgy, v 6 (often omitted from the antiphon
during the liturgy) says that “The Lord executes/performs
éAenuoouvag (eleemosynas) and judgment [or, condemnation of
wrongdoing] for all of those who are injured/treated unjustly

1 Cambridge Dictionary, “alms,” Cambridge Dictionary, < https:/dictionary.
cambridge.org/dictionary/english/alms>, March, 2026.
2 Homilies on Acts 25 in Schaff, Philip, and Henry Wace, eds., A Select

Library of Nicene and 2 Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church )NPNF), series 1
v. 11 (online at <https://ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf111/npnfl11.vi.xxv.html>, March
2026); translation modifed somewhat.
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(toic adikouuévorlg/tois adikoumenois).” “Almsgiving” does
not seem to be a very good translation of God’s éAenuooivn
(eleémosyneé).

Indeed, we might wonder who performed the very first
act of “almsgiving” and when? According to the “priest’s head-
bowing prayer after the Lord’s Prayer” in the Divine Liturgy of
St John Chrysostom: “We give thanks to you, O King invisible,
who by your measureless power made all things, and in the
greatness of your mercy (éAeog/eleos) brought all things from
non-existence into being.” Severianus (the Bishop of Gabala,
provides a wonderful elaboration on this in his sermon de
lotitione pedum):

All creation proclaims the mercy and philanthropia of

God as does the governance of creation...Indeed... all

that is visible and invisible came to be, is sustained, and

is protected by God’'s mercy. Therefore, the blessed

David suitably proclaims His being merciful..when he

says: “For our God is merciful (EAeryuwv/eleémon) and

just; our God shows mercy (éAeog/eleos)” (Ps 116.5).2
God joins his justice and his philanthropia* with his éAenuoouvn
(eleéemosyné). Please note that in the Orthodox Christian
tradition, God’s love, mercy, compassion, and philanthropia,
just like the unapproachable light, are divine energies present
to all of creation from its very inception.

“Almsgiving” does not seem to work well as a translation
of this term. We get a much better sense of its meaning, if
we look at the Greek composition of the term éAenuwv+ouvn
(eleemon+-suneé) which gives us “merciful-ness.”> Mercifulness,

3 Homilia de lotione pedum in Antoine Wenger, “Une homelie inedite de
Severien de Gabala sur le lavement des pieds,” Revue des etudes byzantines 25
(1967): 225.

4 | am using the transliterated version of the Greek word @\avBpwria
since that term has the broader sense of loving humanity, and even kindness, than
“philanthropy” does in everyday English.

5 For a somewhat similar analysis see the entry for “Alms” in the Jewish
Encyclopedia by Kaufman Kohler. Alms is “a word derived from the Greek
é\enuoouvn (mercifulness), used by Greek-speaking Jews to denote almost
exclusively the offering of charity to the needy, from a feeling of both compassion
and righteousness (zedakah). (See LXX. on Prov. xxi. 21, and Dan. iv. 24.) The
word "almsgiving," however, is far from expressing the full meaning of the Hebrew
zedakah, which is, charity in the spirit of uprightness or justice.” (<https:/www.
jewishencyclopedia.com/articles/1295-alms>, March, 2026)
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éAenuoaouvn/(eleéemosyné) in the singular, would refer to an
inner disposition of someone similar to being compassionate
(eUomAayyxvog/eusplanchnos), while the plural, €Aenuoouvai
(eleemosynai), can have the sense of “acts of mercy” or
“merciful actions,’® which would refer to any acts of mercy in
which someone cares for someone else for their own sake out
of love.”

The foundational role of mercifulness in our lives is
found in repentance or uetavoia (metanoia) that literally means
a change of heart and mind. It has a backwards looking aspect
to our past and a forward looking aspect into our future.
Assuming that we humbly acknowledge ourselves as the “chief
among sinners” (1 Tim. 1:15), repentance, in its backwards
aspect, means that we seek forgiveness from God for all of
our sins in the past so that, in the forward looking aspect of
repentance, we work together (cuvepyia/sunergia=synergy) with
God—the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—to perfect ourselves in
our likeness to Christ in order to become living icons of Christ.
Like the saints, we labor to become “God-bearing people” so
that, united with God as best we can in this life, we radiate the
presence and love of God through and toward others through
our mercifulness and compassion.

The Theotokos is the preeminent example of this since,
while sheis the only human to have been fully deified and united
with Christ (and the Father, and the Holy Spirit), she always
remains present to us. The earliest prayer to the Theotokos is
“Beneath your compassion [eUomAayxvia/eusplanchnia] we take
refuge, O Theotokos: despise not our petitions in distress: but
deliver us from peril, for you alone are pure and alone blessed.”

6 Tobit 2.14, Prov. 3:3, Acts 10.4. However, the term could also be used
in the plural when mercifulness is said of more than one individual. The plural is
also found with oiktippoi/oiktirmoi, compassionate actions, (2Sa 24:14, Dan 9:9) in
contrast to the singular, oiktippog/oiktirmos, compassion (Sir 5:6).

7 While there is a very close relationship between mercy and compassion,
please do not confuse either with pity which, in modern English, very often means
nothing more than feeling sorry for others and it can be egoistic. See my Moved by
Compassion: Exploring the Core of Orthodox Christian Spiritual Life (Crestwood, NY:
St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 2022): 44-64 for a discussion of this. Please do not
simply pray to God that he take pity on us, or feel  sorry for us, since  he cares
for us out of his love and compassion!

8 Octoechos, Tone 6, Thursday, Matins, Glory now and ever Troparion after
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What is essential to this process of becoming like Christ? Christ
himself tells us:

[Do not do things for others just to benefit yourself] But

love your enemies, do good to them, and lend to them

without expecting to get anything back. Then your
reward will be great, and you will be children of the Most

High, because he is kind to the ungrateful and wicked.

Be merciful (owtippwv/oiktirmon, or compassionate),

just as your Father is merciful.

What is the spiritual discipline that this involves?® Well “works
of mercy” (almsgiving) might seem appropriate. But more
fundamentally, it is developing the virtue of mercifulness
within ourselves from which merciful works flow. It is not just
about what we do but who we are in order to become a living
icon of Christ. In other words, we are to develop the virtues or
steadfast dispositions within us that lead us to be like Christ in
loving others for their own sake. The more we are drawn to be
like and united with God in being merciful as God is merciful,
the more God’s love will turn us back to love others.

St. Maximus the Confessorwrites that: “The actualization
and proof of perfect love for God is a genuine and willing
attitude of goodwill towards one’s neighbor.”!° St Maximus is
basically stating the equivalent (contrapositive if you like logic)
to the last clause of this text (italicized) recast as a sentence:
“If someone says, ‘I love God,” and hates his brother, he is a
liar; for he who does not love his brother whom he has seen,
how can he love God whom he has not seen?” (1 John 4:20). St.
Gregory Palamas says the same thing: “the true mercifulness is
the one which derives from the love towards the true God, and
that the more one loves God, the more and truly benevolent
he is."11

the First Sessional Hymn.

9 There is a brief but significant discussion of the role of prayer, fasting
and almsgiving (mercifulness) in connection with ascesis, the working out of our
salvation, in Micheal Prokuart, Alexander Golitzin, and Michael Peterson, Historical
Dictionary of the Orthodox Church (Lanham MD, Scarecrow Press, Inc, 1996): 42-43.

10 \Various Texts 1.36, Philokalia (English) 2:222.

11  From “Letter Which He Sent to His Church From Asia While Captive” in
Daniel J. Sahas, “Captivity and Dialogue: Gregory Palamas (1296-1360) and the
Muslims,” Greek Orthodox Theological Review, 25 no 4 (Winter 1980), 416). | am
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This allows to clearly connect the singular éAenuoouvn
(eleemosyné) and the plural sense of éAenuoouvat (eleémosynat).
The singular refers to the virtue of mercifulness within us and
the plural refers to the merciful actions that flow forth from
that mercifulness. Please note: no translation of almsgiving
can ever capture (directly at least) the singular sense of the
inner virtue of mercifulness that Christ tells  us to develop to
be like him and his Father (and the Holy Spirit).

Since merciful actions stem from an inner virtue of
mercifulness, then we are concerned not just with the actions
that we perform but with the intentions (the goals) for the
sake of which we act. Of great significance, if we love others
as Christ loves us, then we love others for their sake as Christ
loves us and not simply to promote ourselves. On the other
hand, suppose | help others out simply out of selfishness; | help
others for the sake of myself. In this case, the other person is
basically a use object for me. | help them for “extrinsic rewards”:
for vanity, to make myself feel good, to follow certain Church
rules or expectations, only to be saved, etc. While such actions
may help others, they are not properly merciful because they
are not animated by the virtues of mercifulness or compassion.
Contrasted with this are the actions | perform to help others
that flow from the mercifulness or compassion within me. | help
and care for them for their sake. Of course, they do provide an
intrinsic “reward” to me because they reflect and express the
kind of person that | am.'? Anyone, whether or not Christian,
can perform such actions since that pertains to us as human
beings.

However, in a Christian sense, | act for the sake of
loving Christ. If | act to express my love for Christ and, thus,
be like Christ, then | will love others as Christ loves me and,
thus, | will love others for the sake of themselves. Hence,
mercifulness and merciful actions (“almsgiving”) understood
in this way fundamentally rejects what is called redemptive
almsgiving. “Redemptive Almsgiving” holds out the prize that
monetary or other charitable donations will somehow “cover

substituting “mercifulness” for “almsgiving” that is used in the translation.
12 See John Chrysostom, Homilies on John 77 (PG 59:418) for a distinction
between intrinsic and extrinsic rewards.
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over” or wipe clean the past sins one has committed. Pretty
cool! If | rape someone, bludgeon my neighbor, etc., all | have
to do is donate enough money to a “charitable cause” and
those sins are eliminated! Two Old Testament texts seem to
support this. “Water will quench a flaming fire; and alms make
an atonement for sins.” (Sir 3:30). “For alms deliver from death,
and shall purge away all sin” (Tob 12:9). Of course, “alms”
in both texts translates éAenuoouvn (eleémosyné). If we used
mercifulness , perhaps these texts would not support this
type of “almsgiving.”
Jesus also offers something that seems to support such
almsgiving.
And as He spoke, a certain Pharisee asked Him to dine
with him. So He went in and sat down to eat. When
the Pharisee saw it, he marveled that He had not first
washed before dinner. Then the Lord said to him,
“Now you Pharisees make the outside of the cup and
dish clean, but your inward part is full of greed and
wickedness. Foolish ones! Did not He who made the
outside make the inside also? (Luke 11: 36-40)
v. 41“But ta évovta 60te éAenuoouvnv/(ta enonta dote
eleemosynén) and behold everything is clean/purified
for you.”
A common English translation of v. 41 is “But rather give
alms of such things as you have; then indeed all things are
clean to you."** However, this translation of the text does not
capture and, indeed, misunderstands what Christ is saying. St
Theophylact in his Commentary on the Gospel of Luke chapter
11 says that Jesus is quite precise: “the Lord did not say, ‘Give
as alms anything that is yours (ta dvta /ta onta)’; instead He
said with exactness, ‘Give of that which is within (ta évovrta/ta
enonta).”** namely, the heart. The translation from the Berean
Bible somewhat captures this “But give for alms those things

13 OCA website using the New King James Bible and the Orthodox Study
Bible.

14 St Theophylact, The Explanation by Blessed Theophylact of the Holy Gospel
According to Luke, trans. Christopher Stade (House Springs, MO: Chrysostom Press,
2004), 133
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which are within and behold, everything is clean for you."®
However, | would suggest this translation: “But (ta évovta/
ta enonta) (the things within, namely, the heart) 6dte/dote
(should give forth) éAenpocuvnv/eleémosynén (mercifulness)
[in merciful actions] and behold, everything is clean for you.”
Or, let yourself be moved by compassion (omAayxvidouat/
splanchnizomai).

In other words, Jesus is telling the Pharisees that until
they get their “inward part,” their hearts, “straightened out,’
their purported works are not merciful at all but fundamentally
selfish. So much for what is called redemptive almsgiving or
helping people only to help myself.

To conclude, let me return to what mercifulness involves
and the fundamental role that it plays in our spiritual life.

Merciful and compassionate actions require intentions to
act for the sake of other people out of our love for Christ: We love
others as Christ loves us. Mercifulness, if it is to extend to all
of humanity (and creation), requires that we develop a merciful
heart: “a heart on fire for the whole of creation. . . . By the
strong and vehement mercy that grips such a person’s heart,
and by such great compassion, the heart is humbled and one
cannot bear to hear or to see any injury or slight sorrow in any
in creation.”%¢

Mercifulness requires eliminating judgment, condemnation,
and stigmatization: A merciful heart for the whole of creation
requires eliminating any forms of judgment or stigmatization
by which we reject the fullness of the humanity of all of our
fellow humans, our brothers and sisters (or reduce creation to
use objects for our convenience):

St. Seraphim of Sarov clearly makes this point:

"You cannot be too gentle, too kind. Shun even to appear

harsh in your treatment of each other. Joy, radiant joy,

streams from the face of him who gives and kindles joy
in the heart of him who receives. All condemnation is

15 As found on Bible Hub (<https:/biblehub.com/luke/11-41.htm>, March
2026) which is followed by a number of other English translations.

16 lIsaac the Syrian, Homily 71 in The Ascetical Homilies of St Isaac the
Syrian [Orationes ascetici], trans. Holy Transfiguration Monastery (Boston: Holy
Transfiguration Monastery, 1984): 344-45.
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from the devil. Never condemn each other. We condemn
others only because we shun knowing ourselves."!”
And St. Marcarius the Great adds: “look upon all persons with a
single mind and a pure eye, so that it may be for such a person
almost a natural and fixed attitude never to despise or judge
or abhor anyone or to divide people according to categories.”®
The nature of mercifulness, then, is profoundly
expressed in this quote from St Isaac the Syrian’s description
of a merciful heart:
"And what is a merciful heart? . .. The burning of the
heart for creation, man, fowls and animals, demons and
whatever exists; so that by the recollection and sight
of them, the eyes shed tears on account of the force
of mercy which moves the heart by great compassion...
even in behalf of those who do harm to it, at all times he
offers prayers with tears that they may be guarded and
strengthened . . . on account of his great compassion
which is poured out in his heart without measure, after
the example of God."*?
But mercifulness does not just remain in the heart as St John
Chrysostom pointedly observes; it is to be expressed in actively
caring for others:
"...we are able to resemble God in showing mercy and
compassion. When therefore we do not have this quality,
we are devoid of all good. He [Christ] has not said, “You
shall be like unto your Father, if you fast”; Not “if you
are virgins,"...for none of these things can be applied to
God, nor are they His acts. But what? “Be merciful, as
your Father in Heaven is merciful.” (Luke 6.36.) This is
the work of God. If therefore, you do not have this, what
do you have?"?

17 St Seraphim of Sarov, quoted in Jim Forest, Praying with Icons (Maryknoll,
NY: Orbis Books, 2008), 169.

18 Pseudo-Macarius, Homily 15 (The Fifty Spiritual Homilies, 111).

19 lIsaac of Nineveh [Isaac the Syrian], Mystic Treatises 74 from Mystic Treatises
of Isaac of Nineveh, in Bedjan’s Syriac Text with an Introduction and Registers, trans. A. J
Wensinck (Amsterdam: De Akadamie: 1923), 341.

20 “Homilies on 2 Timothy” 6 in Homilies on 2 Timothy in Schaff, Philip, and
Henry Wace, eds. A Select Library of Nicene and 2 Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian
Church )NPNF), series 1 v. 13: 498; translation modified somewhat.
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And that is the profound, fundamental role of the virtue of
mercifulness (éAenuoouvn/(eleémosyne) and our merciful actions
éAenuoaouvai/(eleémosynai) in our life, during Great Lent and
throughout our entire lives, as we journey to be like Christ and
united with Him. Remember, our entire life is our spiritual life.

Abstract: Almsgiving is a very important part of our life during
Great Lent and throughout our lives. This term often focuses on
actions that we are to do for others and is sometimes narrowly
limited to giving money and material goods to those who
are needy. However, “almsgiving” translates the Greek term
é\enuoouvn (eleémosyné) which | argue is far more accurately
translated as “mercifulness” which designates an inner virtue
or disposition from which actions flow. Hence, in pursuing
¢\enuoouvn (eleémosyné), my fundamental concern should
be with the kind of person | am to become in imitating Christ
and from which my actions flow.

Fr. John D. Jones is an Archpriest in the Orthodox Church in America and the priest-
in-charge of Holy Theophany Orthodox Church, a mission of the OCA, in Walworth
WI. He is also Professor Emeritus of Philosophy at Marquette University, Milwaukee
WI. Along with work on St Dionysius the Areopagite, poverty, and stigmatization,
much of his pastoral work and scholarship has been devoted to the topic of
compassion, including his most recent book Moved by Compassion: Exploring the
Core of Orthodox Christian Spiritual Life (St Vladimir's Seminary Press, 2022). This
particular article is based on a continuing education class, “Acts of Mercy” (2/4/22),
that was sponsored by the Milwaukee Orthodox Christian Clergy Association.

WISDOM THROUGH THE HOLY FATHERS

“Our church walls sparkle with gold, which also glitters upon our
ceilings-while the capitals of our pillars are lavishly decorated. The
holy vessels are beaten out of costly elements and precious stones.

Yet Christ is dying at our doors in the person of His poor, naked
and hungry.”

-St. Jerome

"He who gives alms in imitation of God does not discriminate
between the wicked and the virtuous, the just and the unjust,
when providing for men's bodily needs.”

-St. Maximos the Confessor (First Century on Love no. 24)
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FEAR OF DEATH

KHORIA FREDERICA MATHEWES-GREEN

A few years ago, my husband and | asked an Orthodox
woodworker to make coffins for us (sorry, he has since retired).
They're beautiful, with the angelic Trisagion Prayer, “Holy
God, Holy Mighty, Holy Immortal,” lettered all the way around.
Whenever | go into the basement, | pass by these coffins.
Sometimes we joke about them. | had my husband take a photo
of me sitting in one, and | sent it to our kids with the caption,
“Does this make me look fat?” But the other day the thought
suddenly came to me: what will it be like to be shut up inside
that coffin? How would it be, to lie with that lid just inches
from my face?

It was an upsetting thought. | gave myself a lecture: I've
been a Christian for almost 50 years, and | certainly should
be able to do better than that. It's not that | have any doubts
about Paradise or the Resurrection. No, it was just that first
moment of death, that first step into darkness. Suddenly, it
was overwhelmingly scary. | said, “Lord, | really really really
don't like that. | really don’'t want that to happen.” Oddly
enough, there is an icon that shows a saint having that same
horrified realization. This is the Desert Father Abba Sisoes of
Egypt, looking into the broken tomb of Alexander the Great.
The conqueror was once great and powerful, but now he is just
rotten bones. These words are lettered on the icon:

“Sisoes, the great ascetic, stands before the tomb of
Alexander, King of the Greeks, who was once covered in glory.
Astonished, he mourns the ravages of time and the fleeting
course of glory. He tearfully cries out: ‘The mere sight of your
tomb overcomes me, and | shed tears from the heart, as |
ponder this debt which we all must pay. O Death! Who can
escape you?"”

71



And that’s how | felt, still saying “I really really really...”

It occurred to me that what | have is mostly fear of the
unknown. | decided to look up in Scripture the stories of when
someone dies, or returns from the dead, and see if any let
you know anything about the afterlife. | came up with six—and
a half. We'll go through them quickly, because after doing this
| realized that there’s another fear, and it’s fear of something
we do know, something we know all too well. But first we'll go
through the six and a half Scriptures.

The Unknown

The first one is about the time the Prophet Elisha was
walking along with his teacher Elijah, and suddenly “a chariot of
fire and horses of fire appeared and separated the two of them,
and Elijah went up to heaven in a whirlwind.” (2 Kings 2:11)

To be honest, | think that's kind of scary; | don’t even go
on roller coasters. But it sure doesn’t sound like looking at the
underside of a wooden lid. Whatever Elijah was experiencing at
that moment wasn'’t mere endless darkness. It was more like the
start of an extraordinary new life. And eight hundred years later,
Elijah shows up again. This time, he’s standing next to Jesus,
with Moses on the other side, and all three of them are ablaze
with light (Luke 9:28-36). Centuries after his chariot ride Elijah
is still out and about, and apparently none the worse for wear.

Second, there’s the time King Saul hired a medium to
call the Prophet Samuel back from the dead (1 Samuel 28:3-
25). You might think a dead person would be happy to come
back to life. But Samuel was grouchy about it, and said, “Why
have you bothered me, raising me up?” Whatever Samuel was
experiencing after death, he liked it better than this earthly
life. But he doesn'’t tell us anything about it! | wish he'd told us
something about what it’s like. Then he gave King Saul some
very bad news. He said that, because of Saul’s disobedience,
God has abandoned him. “Tomorrow,” Samuel says, “you and
your sons will be with me.” When Saul hears this, he falls to the
ground.
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It occurs to me that this story shows both sides. Saul
is having a very natural Sisoes-like reaction to the thought
of dying the next day. But Prophet Samuel seems to like his
current abode better than this earthly life. He could have said
why, you know.

Third, there’s Jesus’ parable about the rich man and
Lazarus (Luke 16:19-31). When poor Lazarus died, Jesus says,
“he was carried away by the angels to Abraham’s bosom.”
Being carried away by angels is just fine with me. And | will
point out that no fiery chariots are involved. | was going to
say next that “Abraham’s bosom” means they are banqueting
in the Roman style, reclining on long couches, and Lazarus can
lean back and rest his head on Abraham’s chest. But that’s not
how icons depict it. And | should explain why that matters.

In Orthodoxy, our icons, prayers, and worship change
so little, from one time and culture to another, that we can
look to them to understand the Orthodox faith. They teach
us what Orthodox people have consistently believed, over
the centuries and across the continents. They show us where
there is consensus. That's community memory, and that is a
worthy guide. Nobody can change it, because it goes back so
far in history. Someone who tried to change things would just
demonstrate that he had left the community. When | looked
up icons of Abraham and Lazarus, | was surprised to see that
they don’t show them reclining at a banquet. Instead they
depict Abraham seated with a baby, or many babies, in his
arms. Imagine starting over in Paradise, as a baby! That would
be all right, too. Of course we wouldn't literally be babies, but
it shows we would be gently taken care of. That’s a reassuring
thought, given all the unknowns. These angels are bringing
Abraham babies so fast he doesn’t know where he’s going to
put them all.

Fourth, there's the time Jesus raises the son of the
widow of Nain (Luke 7:11-17). St. Luke says, “When the Lord
saw her, he had compassion on her and told her ‘Don'’t cry.
Then he came up and touched the bier, and those carrying it
stood still. He said, ‘Young man, | say to you, arise!’ The dead
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man sat up, and began to talk.” He began to talk? What did he
say? Did he talk about where he'd been? Did nobody write that
down? That could have been some really useful information.

Fifth is the other Lazarus, Jesus'’s friend, Lazarus of
Bethany, whom Jesus raised from the dead (Luke 11:1-44).
Lazarus of Bethany had been in the tomb four days when Jesus
arrived. That was plenty of time for his body to start decomposing,
and icons usually show people covering their noses. Four days
was also plenty of time for Lazarus to look around and size things
up. But if he ever told anybody what he saw, it wasn’t recorded.
Whatever it was, it made Lazarus very serious. He lived another
30 years as bishop of Cyprus, and it’s said that he never smiled or
joked—except one time. Once Lazarus saw a thief stealing a clay
pot, and he smiled and said, “Clay is stealing clay”.

And sixth is St. Stephen, the first Christian to die for his
faith. And he does tell us something he saw, right at the edge of
death. He said: “I see the heavens opened, and the Son of Man
standing at the right hand of God!” (Acts 7:56). That reminds me
of something | read some years ago, in an account of Christian
missionaries who were martyred in the Middle East. | can't find
it now, and maybe it was just hearsay. But the story was that,
when the faithful were lined up, kneeling, about to have their
heads cut off, you can see in the video that one of the women
suddenly looks up in amazement; and you can see her lips
forming the name, “Jesus!” | hope that’s true. But as | said, | can’t
find it anywhere.

So that’s six, and here is the half. It's St. Paul’s vision of
being caught up to “the third heaven.” Now he doesn'’t say that
this happened one of the times when he was near death; but
he does say he went to Paradise. He describes the experience
modestly, in the third person: “I know a man in Christ who
fourteen years ago was caught up to the third heaven—whether
in the body or out of the body | do not know, God knows. And
| know that this man was caught up into Paradise—whether in
the body or out of the body | do not know, God knows; and he
heard things that cannot be told, which man may not utter.” (2
Corinthians 12:1-5).
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Here at last we have someone who has been to
Paradise, telling us what it was like—and all he says is that he's
not allowed to say anything. It's not a big help.

Even if the next life is still unknown, we do know that
God is good, and whatever he gives us will be beautiful.

There's a story popular on the Internet about accepting
that goodness on trust, even if we can’t picture what it's
like. The story is about unborn twins who are discussing the
possibility of life after birth. The first twin states that there is
no life after birth, because nobody has ever come back. But the
second twin thinks that their life in utero might be preparation
for another life, where their arms and legs will have a purpose,
and where they will see more light. He says that he believes
in the existence of a Mother. That makes the skeptical twin
laugh. He says, nobody has ever seen a Mother, so how can
one exist?The thoughtful twin says that, nevertheless, he
believes she is all around them. She made them and she loves
them. And sometimes, when he is very quiet, he can hear her
voice. When life-after-birth begins, he says, they will see her
face to face.

St. Paul says, (1 Corinthians 2:9), “Eye has not seen, nor
ear heard, nor has it entered into the human heart, what God
has prepared for those who love him.”

The Known

When we have gotten past our fear of the unknown,
there’s something else about death, and it's something we
know all too well. It’s the reason Abba Sisoes looks so horrified,
as he gazes into Alexander’s tomb. It's because he is looking at
a decaying corpse.

That's what gives me the creeps. | try to imagine that
this comfortable body, this one right here, is going to rot.
This dear body that I'm so fond of, that | like to pamper and
decorate. St. Paul said, “No one ever hates his own flesh, but
nourishes and cherishes it” (Ephesians 5:29). And it’s like he
can see me, in the candy aisle. But one day this oh-so-precious
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little body will stop, and it will go into that wooden coffin, and
that will go down into a deep hole and be covered with dirt. And
after that, my body will “return to dust” (Psalm 90:3) - but not
without going through many unpleasant stages along the way.

St. John of Damascus (675-749) wrote a hymn that we
still sing at Orthodox funerals, and it contains this verse: ‘|
weep and lament when | think of death, and see our beauty,
formed in the image of God, now lying in the tomb, shapeless,
disfigured, stripped of glory. How strange this is! What is this
mystery that happens to us? Why have we been handed over
to corruption? Why have we been wedded to Death? Yet truly
it is by the will of God, who gives rest to his departed.”

Now if you're a Christian writer, at this point it is
customary to look forward, and talk about the Resurrection
of the Dead. But | want to look backward. This dear body of
mine—where did it come from? What is it made of?

The very engaging writer Bill Bryson wrote a terrific
book—I've read it more than once—called A Short History of
Nearly Everything. On the first page he says, “It is a slightly
arresting notion that if you were to pick yourself apart with
tweezers, one atom at a time, you would produce a mound of
fine atomic dust, none of which had ever been alive, but all of
which had once been you” (p 1-2).

It is one of the basic laws of physics, the Law of
Conservation of Mass and Energy. No new matter is ever
created; no old matter is ever destroyed. The atoms that make
up your body have been in existence ever since the world
began. In this life we use our allotment of atoms temporarily,
to get around. When the time comes, Bryson says, “your atoms
will shut you down, silently disassemble, and go off to be other
things.”

| have a strong proprietary interest in my particular set of
atoms, but | have to recognize that they are merely on loan. And
like overdue library books, | will have to return them. And others
before me have already done that. Hard at it is to imagine, it is
their used atoms that I’'m cruising around in right now.
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Bryson says, “We are so atomically numerous and so
vigorously recycled at death, that a significant number of our atoms...
probably once belonged to Shakespeare,... Buddha and Genghis
Khan and Beethoven.” (He goes on to say, “Apparently... it takes the
atoms some decades to be thoroughly redistributed; however much
you may wish it, you are not yet one with Elvis.” p 134).

Atoms are God’s Legos. He built the universe with them,
and he will go on reusing and rebuilding with them however he
likes. Everything | can see around me is a temporary installation.
It will all be smashed down and rebuilt, over and over again,
until God brings this universe to a close.

St. Lazarus was right, when he made his little joke. The
thief is made of atoms and the clay pot is made of atoms. Clay
is stealing clay. How can you cope with knowing something
like that? Something that is terrible, unbearable, and yet you
know it’s inevitable? How can you deal with that? Here's what
| do. If I'm sure | can’t change it, | just accept it. | recommend
that approach. The sooner | can get my thinking lined up with
what God is going to do anyway, the better things go.

You know how Jesus said “My yoke is easy” (Matthew
11:30)? If you picture two oxen yoked together, you can see
right away that things are going to go a lot easier for the smaller
ox if he goes the same direction that the bigger ox wants to go.
If he tries to follow his own way, it’s just going to make his life
more difficult. And he’s going to end up where the bigger ox is
going anyway. | have great respect for reality. For me, when |
see where it is going, | try to adapt to it as quickly as | can.

With this terrible but unavoidable fate before us, it
helps me to remember something | saw on a trip to Russia.
| was able to go to St. Petersburg and visit the tomb of the
beloved Fool-for-Christ, St. Xenia. Her tomb is in the middle
of an old cemetery, and it's lovely and well cared-for, and
always surrounded by pilgrims. But a lot of the other tombs
in that cemetery are untended, and they are in the process of
being retaken by nature. What this place looked like before it
became a cemetery, that is what it is turning into again. And
that seemed to me so fitting. Everywhere, vigorous green life
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was bursting out, taking over that place of death, and once again
turning it wild. Everywhere | looked, green life was swarming
over family plots, and throwing a green shroud over names that
had once been beloved. Vines were dragging tombstones down,
and tree roots were busting them up. This seemed to me not only
right, but somehow beautiful—even comforting, in a way. Maybe
because it demonstrates so clearly the victorious force of life.
In that cemetery that force was evident everywhere, powering
through every leaf. | looked around and thought, is this cemetery
a place of death or of life?

To once again get personal, this is where we meet our last
God-given assignment. When we fall into nature’s final embrace,
we are called to return our used atoms to the common warehouse.
From there they will go to resume their endless service as mute
and never-living bearers of the relentless force of life. | guess my
fear of death covered a couple of different things. First, fear of
the unknown, and I'm attempting to trust God to do something
lovely and good, though | can’t know much about it.

The other fear is about bodily disintegration, because the
process is so apparently disgusting. But it's also inevitable, so
there's no use fighting it. We have to return our used atoms, and
that's the way it's done. Even if I'm not happy about it, | can at
least be resigned to going along.

If 1 imagine a painful death, dying of disease or being
martyred, the way | always pictured it is: the pain gets worse and
worse and worse and then you DIE. But that’s not what happens.
In reality, the pain gets worse and worse and worse and then it
stops hurting. And then you look around and see that you're in
a place you've never seen before, and it's beautiful. You see your
beloved Lord Jesus Christ; the Sun of Righteousness is ablaze,
and every shadow has fled away.

Back on earth, your familiar atoms are beginning to roll
away. But you can just ignore that. Those atoms will have many
new and different assignments, and billions of them will turn up
in the bodies of people not yet born, not even thought of. We
won't have anything to do with that. We'll be in a very different
place, filled with the light of Christ.
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Let’s return to Abba Sisoes. Eventually it was his turn
to die, and his fellow monks wrote a detailed account of
what happened. As Abba Sisoes was dying, his fellow-monks
noticed that his face was beginning to glow. Sisoes spoke, and
said, “Look, Abba Anthony has come.” St. Anthony the Great,
the founder of desert monasticism, had arrived to stand at
Sisoes’s deathbed, though Sisoes alone could see him. Then
Sisoes’s face grew brighter, and he said, “Look, the choir of the
prophets has come.” The brightness increased yet again, and he
said, “Look, the choir of the Apostles has come.” Then he began
speaking quietly with someone. The monks asked who he was
talking to, and he said, “The angels have come for my soul, but
| am asking them to give me a little more time, to repent.” They
said, “Father, you don’t need any more repentance,” but Sisoes
replied, “I don't think I've even begun to repent.” Then his face
began to glow even more brightly. He said joyfully, “Look! The
Lord has come! And he is saying: ‘Bring me the vessel from the
desert!”” At that there was a flash of lightning, and the room
was filled with a wonderful fragrance. And that is how Abba
Sisoes surrendered his soul to God.

Khouria Frederica Matthews-Green has written several books and essays exploring
Orthodoxy in relation to faith, family, and cultural topics, and her work is recognized
for its warmth and clarity. Matthews-Green frequently lectures and contributes to
various publications, sharing her perspectives on religious life and contemporary
issues. She was on the editorial board of the first version of the St Sophia Quarterly
in the early 2000’s.

WISDOM THROUGH THE HOLY FATHERS

“Let no one bewail his poverty,
For the universal Kingdom has been revealed.
Let no one weep for his iniquities,
For pardon has shown forth from the grave.
Let no one fear death,
For the Saviour's death has set us free.
He that was held prisoner of it has annihilated it."
-St. John Chrysostom
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THE DIALOGUE BETWEEN THE
EASTERN AND ORIENTAL
ORTHODOX CHURCHES

CHRISTINE CHAILLOT

The Eastern Orthodox Churches began their
bilateral official theological dialogue with the Oriental
Orthodox Churches in 1985, with an unofficial dialogue
since 1964—marking the first initiative of its kind in the
20th century. The sessions were particularly fruitful up
until 1993, but the dialogue has since become less active.

The main issue raised was theological and more
specifically Christological, concerning the terminology used at
the Council of Chalcedonin451 to speak of Jesus Christ as being
truly God and truly Man, having two natures (two physeis in
Greek). The Non-Chalcedonian Churches (today referred to as
the Oriental Orthodox Churches) rejected this new terminology
and remained faithful to the Miaphysite terminology of St Cyril
of Alexandria : mia physis tou Theou Logou sesarkomené — that
is, “one incarnate nature (physis) of God the Word". In fact,
theologians engaged in the present-day dialogue have come
to understand that mia physis is distinct from monophysitism.
The term “one nature” (mia physis) should be understood as a
composite nature, encompassing both divinity and humanity in
Christ, without division and without mixture.

From the beginning of the unofficial dialogue in the
1960s, theologians from both families of Churches have
come to understand that the division was largely due to this
misunderstanding of terminology — that is, a difference in
words and how they were interpreted. It was also recognised
that both expressions (mia physis and two physeis) could be
accepted within the bounds of Orthodox faith.

Indeed, after the Council of Chalcedon, St Cyril received
significant recognition for his teachings at the Second Council of
Constantinople (in 553 AD), which then declared: “St Cyril, who
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proclaimed the true faith of the Christians” (Anathematism XIV,
Denzinger & Schénmetzer 437). St Cyril is a saint who is also
venerated by the Eastern Orthodox Chalcedonian Churches
and is celebrated and venerated in both traditions.

Alongside this, there remain some additional questions
— not dogmatic in nature — to be addressed in the ongoing
bilateral dialogue between the Eastern and Oriental
Orthodox Churches. The three main questions and steps
towards reconciliation and unity that remain to be addressed
today concern anathemas against saints of both families of
Churches, liturgico-canonical issues, as well as the recognition
by the Oriental Orthodox of all the Ecumenical Councils, as
requested by some Eastern Orthodox. Some pastoral issues
must also be taken into consideration, for example, who would
be recognised as the head of the local Church in the event of
restored communion.

As a result, after more than fifteen centuries of division,
the theological dialogue of the last four decades of the 20th
century represents a remarkable historical achievement, also
presenting proposals for union.

With regard to the texts produced during the Official
Dialogue, several Eastern Orthodox Churches have emphasised
the need for a more thorough examination of Christological
and other related issues, as did the Russian Bishops’ Councils of
1997 and 2023, attributing current obstacles to the restoration
to “insufficient clarification and misunderstanding of certain
issues in canonical and theological matters.”

In fact, to answer this, as previously explained, the
statements acknowledge that the authentic faith of the Church
can be expressed in different formulations which, when properly
understood, are neither incorrect nor contradictory and, in fact,
each side claims to follow the Christological teachings of St
Cyril of Alexandria. Indeed, in order not to be misled, one must
read and interpret the entire set of formulas from both groups
correctly, with a proper balance, considering not just isolated
words (such as 'one physis' in reference to the incarnate Word
of God, and 'two physeis' or 'natures' in one person), but also
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how both full sets refer to the divinity and humanity of Christ.
Thus, one can understand that Monophysitism — associated
with the Christology of Eutyches (who died circa 454) and with
whom the Non-Chalcedonians have often been unfairly linked
over the centuries — is distinct from Miaphysitism, which refers
to a composite 'nature’ (or physis) that includes both the divinity
and humanity in Christ.

What, then, is the latest stage of the dialogue? In
September 2024, in the meeting which took place in Egypt,
Pope Tawadros Il of the Coptic Orthodox Church emphasised
that “we need to have one Orthodox voice built on a mutual
view of global social issues that are forming a great concern
to our churches.” In his message, Patriarch Bartholomew of
Constantinople then also underlined that mutual understanding
and cooperation are of fundamental importance. One of the
co-chairmen, Metropolitan Thomas of Qusia of the Coptic
Orthodox Church, pointed out the need for immediate action
towards the implementation of the agreements of the Dialogue
(https://ec-patr.org/meeting-between-representatives-of-
the-orthodox-church-and-the-oriental-orthodox-churches-
communique/).

The representatives of the two Orthodox families
acknowledged the successful steps taken through the dialogue,
while outlining the concrete measures necessary for the
restoration of full communion. These included consideration
of a ‘Road Map’ previously prepared by the working group of
official delegates in Athens in November 2014.

In September 2024, the participants unanimously agreed
that: i) the two Joint Sub-Committees on liturgical and pastoral
issues should continue their work; ii) the two co-chairmen of
the Commission visit the Primates of the Orthodox Churches
and Oriental Orthodox Churches in order to communicate the
positive outcome of the dialogue and to receive their feedback
regarding the signed Agreed Statements and Proposals; iii)
a joint website to be created, containing all the necessary
documents of the previous bilateral dialogue at the disposal
of the new members of the Joint Commission to be appointed
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by their Churches, to facilitate the decision making process;
iv) the two Orthodox families involve all levels of the clergy,
monastics and lay people in the implementation of the dialogue.

In this text, in point ii, we see the importance placed
on encounters and communication; in point iii, the importance
of informing and teaching through a website, that is with
information accessible to all people; in point iv, we see that
the whole Church should be involved—actively—in the
implementation of the dialogue.

In its final paragraph, the communiqué also refers to
the growing interest in the Dialogue and its fruits at all levels
within the local Churches. This represents a full programme for
the future of the dialogue.

There are also ongoing questions and challenges arising
from the continuing dispute over the Orthodox Church in
Ukraine, involving the Patriarchates of Constantinople and
Moscow, along with their respective allies. Nevertheless,
during the most recent meeting between the Eastern Orthodox
and Oriental Orthodox Churches held in Egypt in September
2024 at the invitation of the Coptic Orthodox Church —
participation was made possible for two representatives from
Russia, due to the Coptic Church’s strong relationship with
the Russian Orthodox Church. This helped to bridge, at least
for some days, the current absence of dialogue between the
Patriarchates of Constantinople and Moscow.

In the texts of the official dialogue, certain documents
are entitled Recommendations, and they offer guidance on
what can be done at a practical level. This is what | refer to
as Practical Dialogue. It runs parallel to the theological dialogue,
and, in my view, both forms of dialogue are equally essential.

In the USA, the assemblies of Eastern and Oriental
Orthodox bishops meet regularly. There are also various forms
of exchange at the level of certain parishes and also some
monasteries.

With regard to the dialogue with the Orthodox in
Ukraine, some may think that it has nothing to do with them;
however, this view fails to take into account the fact that
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there is an Armenian community in that country, with a bishop
residing in Kyiv.

This theological dialogue is typically conducted by
highly qualified and specialised theologians appointed by their
respective patriarchates or churches. However, | believe itis just
as important to inform and involve people at all levels—not only
patriarchs, bishops and clergy, but also monastics, and the lay
faithful, especially the youth and the theological students, who
will be the future clergy. This involves explaining the dialogue,
teaching its significance, and encouraging engagement, which
| have endeavoured to do, for about forty years, through
my books and articles, and participation in conferences and
lectures, also in theological seminaries.

The official texts of the dialogue encourage both the
Eastern Orthodox and Oriental Orthodox Churches to organise
various types of encounters and exchanges. | have provided a
detailed list of such initiatives in an article included in my latest
book—a text which was also presented at the IOTA Conference
held in Volos in 2023 (published in my latest book on Relations
and Exchanges, Volos, 2025).

In fact, this type of activity and practical exchange is
precisely what the Russian Orthodox Church has been engaged
in since 2001, from the beginning of her own bilateral dialogue
with the Oriental Orthodox Churches. We must take this into
consideration and even appreciate it, as such efforts have not
been undertaken to the same extent within the framework
of the official dialogue between the Oriental and Eastern
Orthodox Churches.

And | will give a personal reflection on this. For years, |
asked myself why the Russian Church—which is not known for
being particularly ecumenically minded or genuinely interested
in ecumenical affairs—had initiated this bilateral dialogue. In
fact, on the website of the Moscow Patriarchate, where the
texts from these encounters are published after each meeting,
nearly nothing has been mentioned regarding theology or
theological dialogue. Instead, the focus has been solely on
exchanges of theological students, informal meetings between
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monks from the two families, and similar activities. So, what
was (and still is) the real purpose of this bilateral dialogue? This
has begun to emerge — at least formally— in the published
texts on their official Website. For example, in September
2024, a Delegation of the Russian Orthodox Church met with
the Ethiopian Patriarch and, in the Communiqué, the situation
of Orthodox Christians in Ukraine was mentioned: “Members
of the Russian Orthodox Church delegation spoke about the
difficult situation of Orthodox believers in Ukraine, including
the context of the law banning the activities of the Ukrainian
Orthodox Church. Patriarch Abuna Mathias expressed solidarity
with the persecuted Ukrainian Orthodox brothers and sisters
and reaffirmed the Ethiopian Church's unwavering support
for the Russian Orthodox Church. »(https:/mospat.ru/en/
news/92300/). Eventually, through declarations of this kind, it
became clear—at least to me—that the main objective of this
bilateral dialogue was, in fact, more political than theological.
About this bilateral dialogue, for further analysis, one must
see the article by Serge Model in my recent book Relations
and Exchanges (“The Current Bilateral Dialogue Between
the Russian Orthodox Church (Moscow Patriarchate) and the
Oriental Orthodox Churches").

This political trend of the Moscow Patriarchate in its
ecumenical relations and its close involvement with the Russian
government is not at all new. In fact, it is clearly described —
based on official documents — in the doctoral thesis of Serge
Model, entitled Le facteur religieux, instrument de politique
étrangere ? L'Eglise orthodoxe russe dans les relations extérieures
de I'Etat soviétique (1917-1991), (in English, The religious factor —
an instrument of foreign policy? The role of the Russian Orthodox
Church in the external relations of the Soviet state (1917-1991)),
presented at the University of Louvain-la-Neuve in March
2024 and due to be published (in French).

In conclusion, | would like to say that the wounds of
the past and even of today are not yet healed—far from it.
Although the official theological dialogues of the 20th century
have recognised the role of terminological misunderstandings
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in Christological disputes of the fifth century, the ecumenical
dialogue between the Eastern and Oriental Orthodox Churches
still has much important and fruitful work ahead, and many
efforts yet to be made.

| would also like to raise some general questions and offer
a few comments that may be helpful for the bilateral dialogue
between the Eastern and Oriental Orthodox Churches.

In the conclusion of an article (also published in my
latest book, Volos 2025) on The Formulary of Reunion from
the Council of Shirakavan in 862, Michael Hjalm states that we
must “move beyond the arbitrariness of external guarantors
of truth, and instead engage in a direct and honest discussion
of Christology itself.” | believe that if we ask anyone from the
Oriental Orthodox Churches whether they believe that Jesus
Christ is fully God and fully man in one, without separation
or mixture, they will all agree. This has been my experience
whenever | have asked this question during my many travels
and interviews, both in their countries of origin (the Middle
East, Armenia, Ethiopia, and India) and in the diaspora.
Moreover, a study of their liturgical texts clearly affirms
this Orthodox Christological faith in a very profound and
consistent manner. Also, if they were monophysite, they would
not represent Christ as Man on their icons/wall paintings and
manuscript illuminations (see my book, The Role of Images and
the Veneration of Icons n the Oriental Orthodox Churches,
Syrian Orthodox, Armenian, Coptic and Ethiopian Traditions,
Lit Verlag, 2018).

Among the other non-theological factors, at the practical
level, how can we come to know each other better? How can
we overcome the wounds and difficulties? And how can we
move beyond the many prejudices that still persist today?
Some people still hold onto painful memories — for example,
of the Byzantines among the Oriental Orthodox. How can all
of this be healed today, that is how to heal memories?

There is also a great need to educate both faithful and
clergy, as well as the people at large, about these issues.

In short, rewriting history and Church history from the
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sources helps to overcome many prejudices of the past (and
even of today). For this, we can find different methodological
approaches, not only historical and theological, but also
sociological, anthropological, and others.

In fact, we must recognise the necessity of revising
traditional accounts of history—and not just theology—in a
scholarly manner.

Books, articles, and other publications demonstrate that
the division in the Church caused by the Council of Chalcedon
was most unfortunate. This division was largely the result of
terminological misunderstandings and differing interpretations
of theological language and concepts. Therefore, we must
emphasise once again how important it is to study texts
very carefully. This implies analysing the sources thoroughly,
interpreting and comparing them, offering new readings of
studies already done with a more critical spirit than those of
previous scholars; and reading the sources not superficially,
but with increasing precision, depth, and nuance, avoiding
gross oversimplifications or distortions, in order to make
progress. With this aim in mind, there is also a clear need for
publications.

While education is certainly needed, even more importantly,
there is a need for a change of heart and a change of mentality.

We may also encounter other factors preventing
dialogue such as nationalistic factors, as well as psychological
ones. This is possible, for example, through complacency, a
re-examination, mutual trust, and action (see the article by
Bouteneff in my latest book). At present, there is a danger
that ignorance, pride, fear and complacency will prevent this
process of reconciliation from coming to fruition (as underlined
by Father Thomas Fitzgerald of Holy Cross College in Boston).

Acts of conversion (metanoia) are necessary.
Stereotypical views of the “other” must change.

As Dr Peter Bouteneff from St Vladimir's Seminary
(who is currently finishing an important book on the dialogue
between the Eastern and Oriental Orthodox Churches entitled
Union Without Confusion. Councils and Christology Beyond
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the Chalcedonian Divide) concludes in one of his articles:

“If we desire the healing of the ancient split, we must
continue the theological dialogue and broaden it with regard
to both the issues it treats and the persons involved. If we desire
to realize this unity, we must engage the local churches, the
seminaries, the academies, the parishes. If we desire to bring
together again these church families, let the reception process
begin in earnest. And as rocky as the road may be, let us be
guided by the Spirit of God, the Spirit of Truth.”

Christine Chaillot is the author of numerous books (some of which have also been
translated into Russian and Ukrainian and published by Duhi Litera in Kyiv) as well as
articles on the dialogue between the Eastern and Oriental Orthodox Churches. Two
of her books are available online: Towards Unity (published in 1998, https:/archive.
org/details/christine-chaillot-towards-unity-the-theological-dialogue-1998-
rabo-2022), and The Dialogue between the Eastern and Oriental Orthodox Churches
(published by Volos Academy in 2016, https:/www.imdlibrary.gr/publications/the-
dialogue-between-the-eastern-orthodox-and-oriental-orthodox-churches/.  Her
latest book is entitled: Relations and Exchanges between the Eastern and Oriental
Orthodox in the Past and Today (Volos Academy Publications, 2025).

WISDOM THROUGH THE HOLY FATHERS

“The flood of temporal things draws us after itself, but in this flood
there is, as it were, a fullgrown tree: our Lord Jesus Christ. He took
flesh, died, and ascended to heaven. It is as if He agreed to be in
the flood of the temporal. Is this stream dragging you headlong?
Hold on to Christ. He became temporal for you, so that you might
become eternal, for He became temporal in such a way that He
remained eternal. What difference is there between two men
in a prison when one of them is a convict and the other a visitor!
Sometimes a man comes to visit his friend, and it seems that both
are in prison, but there is a great difference between them. One of
them is held there because of guilt, while the other has come out
of love for mankind. Thus it is with our mortality: guilt holds us
here, but Christ had come out of mercy.

He came freely into bondage, and not as a convict."

-St. Augustin, Sermons on | John, 11.10
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RUSSIAN SOPHIOLOGY AND

MODERN CHALLENGES
A CRITICAL THEOLOGICAL REFLECTION

NIKOLAOS ASPROULIS

Introductory remarks

There is an increasing scholarly interest in Sophia today.
Although a quite ambivalent theological and philosophical
concept with a long history, Sophia remains a challenge for our
mind, while it still awaits a full, constructive, and comprehensive
evaluation. Rooted in the “world soul” concept of Plotinus,
where it was understood as the common way of being of the
One and the Many, Sophia passed through Schelling’s and
Boehme’s! pantheistic tendencies to the Russian religious
philosophy of the late 19th and early 20th century, as an
attempt to explain the whole reality comprehensively. Although
not without biblical and patristic connotations,?> Sophia has
never been fully (till today) and properly received in Orthodox
thought, while being boldly criticized as inadequate or even
heretical, because of its philosophical and mystical roots, along
with its inherent danger of pantheism, of mixing up God and
the world in a unified reality. An attempt is made in the present
essay to briefly explore the development of Sophia from the
point of view of the God-world relationship, in the work of
the major figures of the Russian religious philosophy, namely
Solovyov, Florensky, and the most influential among them,
Bulgakov, while a critical evaluation is provided of its historical
reception in the 20th century. Christian theology (Orthodox
included), as well as a preliminary discussion for its possible
relevance for today’s witness of the Orthodox Church and
theology to our present secular era.

1 V. Zenkovsky, Histoire de la philosophie russe, (Paris: Gallimard, 1955).

2 Ps. 103,24; 135,5; Prov. 8, Job, 28,12-13, etc., For a detailed and
convincing overview cf. M. Plested, Wisdom in Christian Tradition. The Patristic Roots
of Modern Russian Sophiology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2022).
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1. Sophia and the God-world relationship in Russian
sophiology

The relationship between God and the world is
historically a central issue in theological and philosophical
thought. This topic has sparked numerous disputes from
the early days of classical philosophy, through Christian
patristic theology (influential figures include Origen, Arius,
and Athanasius of Alexandria), to contemporary discussions
that seek to explain the origins of the world through scientific
methods. From a Christian perspective, the nature and form
of this relationship are crucial for understanding the character
of theological discourse within the Church. In this context, the
concept of Sophia is particularly relevant, as it addresses the
complex relationship between God and the world.

a) The “metaphysics of All-Unity,’ as the background:
Vladimir Solovyov

In European thought, the “metaphysics of All-unity”
had existed “since Greek and Christian antiquity (cf. Plotinus,
Pseudo-Dionysius) ... and it then travelled through all phases
of Western tradition: Erigena, Leibnitz...,’ being thus the
“leitmotif of all this worldview.” The “orthodox sources of
Russian philosophy and the ontological basis of the classical
Western tradition found their meeting point”? in this idea of All-
unity by which they attempted to describe or, in other words,
to solve the problem of the relationship between God and
the world. The philosophical idea of “All unity” (translation of
the Russian term vseedinstvo) constitutes a key philosophical
concept that has been developed in Russian religious thought
of the 19th-20th centuries, and especially by a well-known
group of Russian thinkers, namely V. Solovyov, P. Florensky,
S. Bulgakov. It is a term of “mixed etymology,’ half Anglo-Saxon
and half Latin,* which very often has been perceived by many

3 S. Horuzhy, “Neo-patristic Synthesis and Russian Philosophy,” St. Vladimir’s
Theological Quarterly 44:3-4 (2000), 315.
4 G. Kline, “Religious roots of S.L. Frank ethics,” in J. Kornblatt , R. Gustafson

(eds.), Russian Religious Thought, (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1996), 228.
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as akin to other meanings, such as “total-unity,” “pan-unity.’
Notwithstanding the differences in their work (e.g., different
variants of “sophiology”), their major task was to apply this
important concept as a central element for describing the
ultimate realities, finally, the relation between God and the
world. From this angle, the “All-unity” concept closely relates
to many other central ideas of the same Russian tradition, such
as “Sophia,” “God-manhood,” and even “sobornost.”> All these
concepts form essential components of a larger metaphysical
model for explaining the entirety of reality. As it has already
been mentioned, the origins of this “metaphysics of All-unity”
canbe traced back already in the classical philosophical thought,
and again in a broader sense, in modern times, anticipating a
popular issue in the whole intellectual history and especially
in the thought of many thinkers as Hegel, Schelling, and
others. For this reason, it is not accidental that V. Solovyov
(1853-1900),° the so-called “father of Russian Sophiology”’
was strongly influenced by Spinoza, Boehme's mysticism,
Schelling’s panentheism, and others® in his attempt to present
a synthesis in which philosophy, theology, and science would
be reconciled. But what is the meaning of the All-unity and
how does it function as a hermeneutical-methodological key
for the explanation of the God - world relationship?

It has been argued that the central feature in Solovyov’s
system was that of “All-unity” or «unitotalité», by which he
tried to explain the relation between the one and the many.’

5 Horuzhy, “Neo-patristic Synthesis and Russian Philosophy,” 314.

6 F. C. Copleston, Philosophy in Russia: from Herzen to Lenin and Berdyaev,
(Notre Dame: Notre Dame

University Press, 1986), 206-212; B. Zenkovsky, Histoire de la philosophie russe vol.
2, trad. Const. Andronikof, (Paris: Gallimard, 1954), 12-16.

7 J. Haers, P.D. Mey, Theology and conversation: towards a relational theology,
(Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2003), 324 (5).
8 F.L. Cross, E.A Livingstone (eds.), The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian

Church, (Oxford: OUP, 1997), cl. 1517b; W. Bercken, M. Courten, E Der Zweerde,
VI. Solovyov: reconciler and polemicist, selected papers, (Leuven: Peeters Publishers,
2000), 193; M. Cunningham, El. Theokritoff, “Who are the Orthodox Christians?”
in M. Cunningham-E. Theokritoff, (eds.) The Cambridge Companion to Orthodox
Christian Theology, (Cambridge: CUP, 2008), 11.

9 Y. Congar, “Soloviev dans I'Eglise universelle,” in Colloque Vladimir Soloviev,
Nouvelles de I'Institut Catholique de Paris, n.1 (mars-1979), 115 ; B. Dupuy, “Soloviev
Vladimir (1853-1900),” in J-Y. Lacoste (ed..), Dictionnaire critique de Théologie, (Paris:
PUF, 1998) col. 1100.
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According to Solovyov, the purpose of metaphysics is to achieve
a comprehensive understanding of the entirety of reality. In his
understanding, reality is comprehended as “one,”'° as a “unity
which diversifies itself both internally, in the divine life, and
externally in the sense of the creation of actual individuals."
This original unity was lost after the emergence of the variety
of individuals. Solovyov tried to “grant some ... independence
to the members of the All-unity... nevertheless they are as
nothing outside their being within the whole.”'? Hence, the
task is the restoration of this original or protological status and
unity of reality. As Solovyov puts it, religion is concerned with
the “reunion of man and the world with the unconditional and
all-one principle.”*® In this perspective, the ultimate purpose
of the universe “is the synthesis of the temporal and the
divine-universal reintegration in a living All-unity.” Expressing
the same idea in different words: “creation is a movement of
recovery of the original unity that is manifested in the God-
man/ Christ.”** The specific meaning of “All-unity” in Solovyov's
metaphysics remains unclear due to the various phases of his
career. Daring an insecure comment, it could be noted that it is
“composed” by two Absolutes or by two poles in one Absolute;
the first is the existence or super - existence (=God?) and the
other the so-called “kosmos noetos” of Platon, an ideal world,
that is characterized by a short of duality; a material and an
ideal-divine aspect. “All-unity aims to describe a broader reality
that encompasses both the created and the uncreated within
a holistic perspective. Quoting Solovyov himself, “absolute
unity is the first positive attribute of all that exists,” and “true
unity is a unity of multiplicity.”*® In more theological terms, it
can be defined as the idea of “God in all and all in God."*¢ It is
necessary to note that the meaning of the “All-unity” could be

10 Copleston, Philosophy in Russia, 222.

11 Idem., 214.

12 Bercken, Courten, Der Zweerde, VI. Solovyov: reconciler, 194.

13 Copleston, Philosophy in Russia, 214.

14 A. Papanikolaou, “Orthodox theology,” in The Encyclopedia of Christianity
vol. 5, (Grand Rapids-Cambridge: Eerdmans Publishing-Brill, 2008), 415a.

15 As cited in P. Gaidenko, “Russian philosophy in the context of European
thinking: The case of VI. Solovyov,” Diogenes 222-223 (2009), 24-36.

16 Copleston, Philosophy in Russia, 222.
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better realized by using the closely related terms of “Sophia”
and “God-manhood.”

For Solovyov, Sophia transcends a mere philosophical
or conceptual tool required to construct a specific worldview.
As far as it concerns, especially the founder of this current,
Sophia is also part of a deep spiritual vision. In his “Three
Encounters” poem,?” Solovyov describes the meetings he had
with Sophia in Moscow, the British Museum, and in Egypt,
mostly being represented as a feminine image. This was quite
a strong experience for a thinker who had studied ancient
Paganism and Gnosticism, while he was feeling quite attracted
by Schelling and modern mystics like Jakob Boehme. In this
context, Solovyov “presents Sophia as the universal substance
that unites the three persons in the Trinity, and is also (as
divine) likewise operative in God’s ongoing act of creation and
in the Church.”*® In other words, “Sophia explains the particular
understanding of the relation of God and the world: God is
Sophia, which means that God eternally relates to creation
and creation itself-that is, created Sophia-is a movement
of reconciliation toward divine Sophia.”*? This is, after all,
Solovyov’s basic intention.

b) Sophia and the sophiology of creation: Pavel Florensky
and Sergius Bulgakov

Inthe subsequentyears, Sophiabecame the predominant
concept by which the God-world relationship is explained. In
this respect, Pavel Florensky, a “link between Soloviev and
Bulgakov,"””® developed or complicated further Solovyov's
sophiological account. In his seminal work The Ground and the
Pillar of Truth,?! the Russian thinker goes one step further by
defining Sophia as a sort of fourth (although creaturely and
not of the same essence) hypostasis in the Trinity that is used,

17 Trois rencontres : et autres poémes, (Harpo, 2004).

18 Haers, de Mey, Theology and conversation, 324.

19 Papanikolaou, “Orthodox theology,” 415a.

20 P. Ladouceur, Modern Orthodox Theology. Behold, | make all things new,
(London/New York: Bloomsbury/T&T Clark, 2019), 200.

21 Princeton : Princeton University Press,1997.
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however, as a sort of bond by which creation and God are
linked once and for all. To this end he refers to Sophia as the
“Great Root by which creation goes into the intra-Trinitarian
life,” the only possible way for the latter to receive life from
the source of life,?2 while at the same time Sophia as a sort
of a (conceptual?) metaphor is all of creation, of Mankind...
the Church...the Mother of God."”?® In brief, Florensky’s basic
intention is to justify the close relationship between God and
creation, for the latter not to lose its dignity.

Sergius Bulgakov was one of three thinkers who
sought to provide a more theological and comprehensive
understanding of Sophia, using biblical and patristic sources.
Through this approach, he aimed to address several important
qguestions,?* and predominantly the God-world relationship.
For Bulgakov, a Christian theology of creation needs to exclude
outright “two polarly opposite views: pantheistic, or atheistic,
monism, on the one hand, and the dualistic conception of
creation, on the other.”?> In monism, the world is viewed as
a self-sufficient reality, an absolute being characterized by its
inherent self-referentiality. This way of approaching the nature
of the world, more or less common in antiquity, leads to the
uselessness of a divine principle outside of the world as the
cause of the world. In this light, Bulgakov will argue that “this
world-view denies the very problem of the origin of the world,
since one cannot speak of the origin of an absolute being."?¢

In dualism, while one recognizes the very creaturely
nature of the world, one is ready to admit, due to the actual
presence of evil in the world, the existence of two completely
different gods that intend to safeguard both its absolute
transcendence and creative relation with the fallen world (a
sort of Gnosticism).

It is quite evident, then, that in both cases one puts aside

22 P. Florensky, The Pillar and Ground of the Truth: An Essay in Orthodox
Theodicy in Twelve Letters, 237.

23 Florensky, The Pillar, 236.

24 P. Gavrilyuk, Georges Florovsky and the Russian Religious Renaissance,
(Oxford: OUP, 2013), 145.

25 S. Bulgakov, The Bride of the Lamb, trad. Boris Jakim, (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2002), 10.

26 Ibid.
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God as unnecessary in the discussion regarding the origins and
the status of the created world. Since both worldviews strive to
give a special place to the world, even independently from an
extra-world principle, to the extent “that it would be possible
to juxtapose and, in a certain sense, even to oppose the world
to God, to distinguish ontologically God and the world,”?” one
has to take deeply into consideration the status of this place.
As Bulgakov puts it, “To determine the actual relation between
God and the world, another category must be used, a category
for which there is no place in the immanence of the world.
This category must be used to perform the metabasis eis allo
genos that preserves both the positive connection between
God and the world and the ontological distance between
them. This category is not cause, or motion, but creation
and createdness.”?® In this respect, Bulgakov will turn to the
interpretation of the biblical doctrine of the “creation out of
nothing” (in his wording), to address the profound impasse of
the perspectives described above. What is the meaning, then,
of “nothing”?

Following Bulgakov's argumentation,”? one should
describe this nothing, or “nihil”, both positively and negatively.
In the first case, “nothing” is a sort of state, or in other words,
27 Ibid., 6.

28 In this light, Andrew Louth contends for an “in between” theology as the
basic intuition of sophiology (Modern Orthodox Thinkers, London: SPCK, 2015, 58).
Such an understanding can be framed within a “metaphysical continuum,” which is
strongly contested by Georges Florovsky, as well as from Bulgakov’s perspective.

29 Cf. As he puts it (The Lamb of God, 124-25): “Nothing does not exist for
God as something totally extradivine. It is not even a void...There is only God, and
outside of and apart from God there is nothing...In order to be, ‘nothing’ must arise,
having been established by God...nothing is a relative concept: it is correlative to
something..." nothing’ is thus not being but the state of being...finds a place for
itself in becoming being...” Additionally, “one should not conceive this ‘nothing’ as
some something existing before the creation of the world as its necessary material
or at least as the possibility of the origination of the world...The nothing out of
which the world is created is precisely a not-something, the pure not of ontological
emptiness. In other words, the formula that the world is created by God out of
nothing has, first of all, a negative meaning: No extra-divine ground or creation
exists. In this sense we must distinguish two nothings without confusing them: (1)
the precreaturely or noncreaturely nothing, or the pure ontological zero, emptiness,
which is conceived by us only through logical repulsion, the negation of all being
in a certain "illegitimate judgment" (as Plato calls it); and (2) the ontic, creaturely

nothing, me on, which permeates creation, so to speak. This me on is just a mode of
this creaturely being, but in this sense it is.”
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the “place” (cf. “definitions of time”) within which the created
world is called into existence in time, as a result of the creative
act of God. In the second case, nihil is used as a necessary
means of excluding any possibility of an extradivine principle
of the world. This simply means that there is no other being
“alongside God, outside of or apart from God.”*° In any case,
Bulgakov’s "nothingness" describes the status of the world, its
origin-arche, as far as it is considered as an autonomous being
(i.e., per se) against God.*! Bulgakov emphasizes the importance
of a creative relationship, rather than a causal one, between
God and the world. To avoid being accused of pantheism—
which eliminates any distinction between God and the world—
he supports the idea of “ontological boundaries” that separate
the two.

Bulgakov will continue and assert that God “does not
need the world for Himself. For him, the creation or noncreation
of the world is not a hypostatic or natural necessity of self-
completion...there is no place for creation in Divinity itself."3?
Although the world is not the result of a hypostatic or natural
necessity, this does not mean that there is the “presence of
randomness or arbitrariness in the being of the world,” that
is created “without any reason and meaning for the Creator
Himself."3® It is evident here that Bulgakov strives to preserve
and highlight the importance, the dignity of the world per se,
(i.e. it is not something accidental) as an autonomous reality,
a clear modern quest, and at the same time to explain why
the world should be created in the first place and be in close
relation with God (a soteriological perspective). “God needs
the world, and it could not have remained uncreated...needs
the world not for Himself but for the world itself.”3*

To fully apprehend Bulgakov’s account of creation, one
needs to turn to his understanding of God’s very being and
his development of the Sophia account. The émigré theologian
seems to discern three closely interrelated ontological levels

30 Bride of the Lamb, 43.
31 Lamb of God, 121.

32 Lamb of God, 119.

33 Idem.

34 Lamb of God, 120.
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in God'’s very being. Besides its divine nature and trihypostatic
Person, there is in God also the Divine Sophia, which is “the
pleroma, the divine world, existent in God and for God.”*> In
other words, Sophia (as far as it concerns the divine being),
while “is nothing other than God’s nature,’ it is more than this,
since it is the very self-revelation of the entire Holy Trinity, it is
the divine world within which the divine ousia is revealed and
hypostasized in the three hypostases. As he puts it, “Sophia...as
the divine world, exists in God and...is present before God."3

There is no necessary relationship between the divine
nature or the trihypostatic persons of God and the world.
However, the world is encompassed within the divine realm,
referred to as the divine Sophia, to ensure that no contingency
is introduced on God's side. Since God is all in all, the all-unity,*”
a metaphysical principle that is accepted a priori by Bulgakov,
there is nothing that can be found outside of Divinity, the
divine world. This means finally that “.. the All in the Divine
world, in the Divine Sophia, and the All in the creaturely world,
in the creaturely Sophia, are one and are identical in content
(although not in being),’*® something that preserves both
the ontological distinction and the soteriological correlation
between God and the world.

In this context, however, one should avoid arguing
that the created world, a sort of becoming and temporal
being, is somehow related to the divine ousia, which remains
unknowable per se, or is dependent on the three hypostases,
which are outside of time. As he puts it, while “in Himself God
is ...the Absolute...for the World He is the Absolute-Relative,
existing in Himself but also outside of Himself."*?

For Bulgakov, God would not be primarily or rather
exclusively understood as Absolute, that is, as a self-explicable
and self-defining reality. Due to the grammar of Revelation
that seems to follow closely in his reasoning, one should
recognize that He is “God...he is the Absolute existing for

35 Lamb of God,103.
36 Bride of the Lamb, 30.
37 Bride of the Lamb, 39.
38 Lamb of God, 126.
39 Lamb of God, 122.
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another.”* It is not an exaggeration in this respect for one to
argue that sophiology, as far as Bulgakov is concerned, is a kind
of relational ontology, to the extent that Divine and Creaturely
Sophia are identical.

In this sense, “the world could not fail to be created. It is
necessary for God.” This bold statement should not necessitate
our understanding of an ontological bond between God and
its creation. One should bear in mind that the methodological
starting point of Bulgakov's argumentation is not primarily a
metaphysical a priori super-structure, that renders obligatory a
close relationship of the two realities (cf. a monistic view), but
mainly the Revelation (“guide”) which makes clear that the Lamb
of God “is pre-eternally ‘sacrificed’ in the creation of the world,
as the expressly cosmic hypostasis, the demiurge in Divinity."!
Insofar as God created the world by love*? (and not only out of
nothing), it would be logically inconsistent for him to “spare His
own Son for its sake!”*® Bulgakov will add that “one can even
say that God created the world to become incarnate in it...in
the Incarnation, God showed His love for creation.”** In this
perspective, he will assert that “the Incarnation is the inner
foundation of creation, its entelechy.” According to the Russian
thinker, “the interaction of God with the world is based on the
interrelation of the Divine and the creaturely Sophia,” as this
interrelation is mainly depicted in the Christological dogma
of the “God-man”. As far as the God-man is concerned (and |
would strongly claim that this Christological focus is the basic
outlook of Bulgakov), “the world is created, but it is not only
created, for in its proto-image, in its idea, it is not created at all
but exists from all eternity in God..."+

What thenis the foundation of the world? It is clear from
the above that the Divine world, the divine Sophia, constitutes

40 Lamb of God, 121.
41 Lamb of God, 129.
42 “God-love needs the creation of the world in order to love, no longer only

in His own life, but also outside Himself, in creation.” Therefore, the only reality that
necessitates God in creating the world is a kind of “a law of love” that determines
the inner divine life.

43 Lamb of God, 122.
44 Lamb of God, 169-170.
45 Lamb of God, 159.
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the very foundation of the created order. “The Divine Sophia
became also the creaturely Sophia, God repeated Himself
in creation...the creation is the Divine ‘ecstasy’ of love.”* In
this perspective, the Divine Sophia should be understood
as the essential foundation of creation, insofar as it is the
eternal proto-image of the created world in God. As Bulgakov
will summarize himself, “the Divine world and the creaturely
world are correlated with one another as the eternal Sophia
and the Creaturely Sophia. Being identical in their foundation,
the Divine world and the creaturely world are different in
their mode of being. The former is pre-eternally existent in
God, whereas the latter, as having arisen ‘out of nothing’, is a
becoming world.” 4

In this close interrelation between the Divine and
Creaturely Sophia, Bulgakov will see the foundation of the God-
man. In this regard, the Russian theologian would interchange
his view between the ontological (i.e., priority of Sophia as
the Divine world that is repeated in the created world) and
methodological (i.e., the Christological dogma of God-man as
the culmination of the Revelation) level, depending in each
case on the starting point of his theological discourse. In
both cases, Bulgakov is prompt to highlight the soteriological
perspective of sophiology, insofar as the close relation of God
with his world is concerned.

2. Sophia and the modern challenges
a) The modern quest for the dignity and autonomy of the
world

Among the three knights of Sophia, Sergius Bulgakov
was the one who most significantly evolved the sophiological
tradition, which he shared to some extent with Solovyov and
Florensky, who established the foundational elements of the
Sophia concept. While he did not follow his interlocutors in
every detail, he clearly expanded the entire framework by
attempting to base it on biblical and patristic tradition as he

46 Lamb of God, 126-127.
47 Ibid., 445.
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interpreted it. His constant aim was to foster a meaningful,
enduring, and constructive dialogue between Orthodox faith
and theology and the modern world. Through this approach, he
sought a renewal of the Church grounded in engagement with
contemporary reality, while avoiding the risk of being overly
attached to past historical forms. In the following sections,
| will explore some aspects of this creative encounter with
modernity as presented in the works of major sophiologists.

To establish a connection with the world, sophiologists
base their work on the "first principles" of divine discipline.
They start their reflections from the world and then develop
their theological perspectives. It's important to note that in
Christian faith, God cannot be conceptualized apart from the
world; He is a “God for us.” While some abstract speculation
about God's inner being is unavoidable, the central idea of
Sophiology is to foster a close dialogue between God and the
world—what they refer to as “all-unity”—through the concept
of Sophia. In other words, their majorimpulse is to explore how
the world can participate in God, in a mutually beneficial way.
Sophia, a key, although often ambivalent, concept has been
used by Bulgakov, in particular, to conceptualize the relation
between God and the world and to highlight the importance,
dignity and autonomy of the latter per se, and at the same time
to explain why the world should be created in the first place
and be in close relation with God (a soteriological perspective).
As he aptly put it, “God needs the world, and it could not have
remained uncreated...needs the world not for Himself but
for the world itself.”*® In other words, from this theological
perspective, the world seems to acquire a quite positive status
and value, as a necessary pre-condition of doing theology (in
terms of theological methodology), as the locus where the
soteriological encounter between God and human being took
place in Christ.

Having already described in general terms the view of
the sophiologists on the God-world relationship, it appears
that their view is closely located to our modern Zeitgeist,

which tends to reject any religious authority and heteronomy
48 Ibid, 120.
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in favor of an absolute immanence of life and the ensuing
dignity and autonomy of human beings and the world. For that
purpose, a kind of “humano-theology”# or of the “humanity of
God,” which “expresses the Word of God but it speaks human
words as well.... in a creative sense”° is presented as the
most adequate contemporary idiom or, in other words, as the
only legitimate kind of religious discourse in its endeavor to
dialogue with the world. A perspective of this sort, that takes
seriously into account the value of the materiality itself of
creation as a necessary component for the God-world dialogue
and recognizes the sacred character of creation outside the
realm of the Church, and the presence of the holy beyond
its boundaries,”! appears to fit better into the context of the
secularized modern society, which after the Enlightenment
and the collapse of the medieval religious authority desires
to breathe the fresh air of human subjectivity and self-
referentiality, while at the same time, and especially during the
recent decades, a variety of ecological and activist movements
that highlight the inherent value of creation itself emerge as an
urgent call for the preservation of the world.

At the same time, a certain “dromic”*? ontology appears
to be under way, where creation and history truly matter for
the constitution of the identity not only of human being, but
rather of God himself>® who is a “God who may be,””* a God
who really needs history and creation to be, not in pantheistic
terms, but from the point of view of the value and dignity of
creation and history itself, which has not been created in vain
but to be in constant dialogue with God. A profound echo of this

post-modern view, put forth by, for instance, Richard Kearney,

49 P. Valliere, Modern Russian Theology: Bukharev, Soloviev, Bulgakov:
Orthodox Theology in a New Key, (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000), 306-309.
50 Ibid., 307.

51 Cl. Crockett (ed.), Secular Theology: American Radical Theological Thought,
(New York-London: Routledge, 2001).

52 D. Skliris, On the Road to Being. St. Maximus the Confessor’s Syn-odical
Ontology, (Alhambra, CA: Sebastian Orthodox Press, 2018).

53 Cf. Similar  accounts, not without problems, can be found in variants of
Protestant and Roman theology.

54 R. Kearney, The God Who May Be. A Hermeneutics of Religion, (Indiana:

Indiana University Press, 2001).
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is found, as has already been made clear, in Sophiology’s
panentheistic® account of the God-world relationship.

b) Sophiology and social concerns

The sophiologists have a deep respect for creation,
which drives their strong interest in social issues. This focus is
particularly relevant to the Church's efforts to combat injustice
and intolerance. Many religious philosophers within this group,
including Solovyov and Berdyaev, were trained as professional
philosophers, while others, like Bulgakov, specialized in
economics. Additionally, some, such as Bucharev, were biblical
scholars, and figures like Florensky were polymaths. In essence,
they came from a variety of disciplines, many of which had
secular orientations. Although it often goes unnoticed, this
feature presents these thinkers initially as more open and
oriented toward secular issues and interests, thus supporting
the constructive engagement of Orthodoxy with the modern
world and its experience.>®

In this vein, the social issues (such as social justice and
solidarity) appeared as the top priority of most of the émigré
theologians and sophiologists in their attempt to counter
the emerging then western liberalism and capitalism with a
fresh “Christian socialism” (rooted in the social insights of the
Gospel but in opposition to the totalitarian Soviet ideology)
or an alternative “philosophy of economy”” with a certain
Christian understanding of labor as a way to go beyond the
“dialectical materialism” and reorient the material world to
its divine, sophianic roots beyond a mere self-referent and
self-sufficient understanding (“religious materialism”). In this

55 K. Ware, “God Immanent yet Transcendent: The Divine Energies according
to Saint Gregory Palamas,” in P. Clayton, A. Peacocke (eds.), In Whom We Live and
Move and Have Our Being: Panentheistic Reflections in a Scientific World, (Cambridge:
Eerdmans, 2004), 165-168.

56 Cf. Paul Ladouceur, “Social and Political Thought in the Russian Religious
Renaissance,” Review of Ecumenical Studies, 10:2 (2018), 141-155; Valliere, Modern
Russian Theology; R. Williams (ed.), S. Bulgakov, Towards a Russian Political Theology,
(London: T&T Clark, 2001).

57 S. Bulgakov, The Philosophy of Economy, trad. Cath. Evtuhov, (New Haven:
Yale University, 2000). 102



line one needs to refer especially to Sergius Bulgakov, who
by fully committing his thought to social issues, he strongly
criticizes the hesitance on the side of the Church against social
concerns and its ensuing escapist tendency outside the world
(as a result of the overemphasis given to personal salvation
and asceticism), insisting that “social life is to be organized
according to the postulates of Christian love, so also the whole
of political life.”>8

c) Sophia, nature, and modern science

The development of the Sophia account is closely linked
to the significant interest that sophiologists have in a theology
of nature. At the dawn of the 21st century, the dominant
position of the exact sciences and technologies—which largely
shape our post-modern worldview—has prompted theology to
engage in urgent and creative reflection on the role of nature.
In this context, most sophiologists have sought to articulate
a comprehensive understanding of the relationship between
theology, philosophy, and science. Solovyov, in particular,
by coining a new term, namely the concept of “theosophy,’?
argued for a dynamic “relationship between religious and
secular pursuits.” Against the “abstract dogmatism” that he
believed characterized certain aspects of Christian tradition,
his “free theosophy” provided a new opportunity for a synthesis
that draws upon the natural sciences.®® As a philosopher that
was highly attracted by science,®® and by virtue of his basic
(both strong and problematic though) intuition that “the world
is consubstantial with God"¢? which substantiates his “all-unity”
metaphysical vision, he attempted to overcome the pitfall of a
fragmentation of thought, by a synthesis between the scientific
and religious knowledge, through a creative translation and

58 Cf. “Social Teaching in Modern Russian Orthodox Theology” in Williams
(ed.), Sergii Bulgakov, 17.

59 V. Solovyov, The Philosophical Principles of Integral Knowledge, trad. Valera
Z. Nollan, (Grand Rapids Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Publ., 2008), passim.

60 Valliere, Modern Russian Theology.

61 T. Obolevich, Faith & Science in Russian Religious Thought, (Oxford: OUP,
2019), 74.

62 Zenkovsky, Histoire de la philosophie russe vol. 2, 501.
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encounter of their respective languages. For him, as for all
the sophiologists, religion and science are different, albeit
not necessarily contradictory, interpretations of reality, which
consists of both material and spiritual elements.®® From a
different angle, Florensky, the “Russian Leonardo da Vinci"é
without undervaluing the relevance of science and reason, he
focuses on the antinomic nature of Christian faith, leaving thus
enough space for scientific research. Without accepting any
separation between the two, Florensky considers philosophy
as a “link between science and theology,” in his attempt to
overcome the existing antinomy between science and religion,
while creating “religious science and scientific religion.”®> In a
similar vein, Bulgakov, through his panentheism,® attempted
to reconcile faith and reason. Through his account of Sophia,
as among others, an ontological foundation of the material,
and sharing more or less Solovyov's “religious materialism”, he
tries to justify the very dignity of the worldly reality, delivering
in this way the most profound reasons for a modern eco-
theological approach to creation, as “the manifestation of the
divine creation action.”®” One can summarize the sophiologist
perception of science in its relation to theology in the words of
Bulgakov himself, for whom they are “two very different fields
of study that must coexist and complement one another,’®® by
adding, though, that both search for the one sophianic truth
inherent in the created reality from the very beginning.

It has become clear that Sophia, despite its ambivalent
understanding, has played an important role in the attempt
of certain religious thinkers, or theologians of the Russian
emigration to tackle a variety of problems of their era,
attempting in this way, at least Bulgakov, to renew the witness
of the Church in view of the completely new challenges posed
to the Church, never foreseen before. This vision, even though
it has not always been positively accepted by the mainstream

63 Obolevich, Faith & Science in Russian Religious Thought, 76.
64 Ibid.

65 Ibid., 107

66 Ibid., 74.

67 Ibid., 136.

68 Ibid., 139.
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Orthodox theology and Church, still causes mixed feelings and
bold passions among Christian theologians of our time. In the
remainder of the paper, an attempt will be made to critically
review the reception of sophiology during the 20th century, its
impasses, and the remaining open questions.

3. The critical reception of Sophiology in the past, present,
and future
a) Past: The Sophia Affair®’

In the mid-1930s, a significant controversy erupted
over Mikhail Bulgakov's nearly systematic development of
the sophiological account, which caused considerable division
within the Russian émigré community in Paris. The negative
reactions to Bulgakov's teachings eventually led to an official,
albeit complicated, condemnation from two ecclesiastical
authorities associated with the Orthodox Church of Russia.
However, these authorities were not justified in their actions,
as Bulgakov was a priest under the jurisdiction of Metropolitan
Evlogy, who had joined the Ecumenical Patriarchate of
Constantinople to avoid a schism with Moscow. In 1935,
metropolitan Sergius Stragorodsky, the head of the Russian
Orthodox Church, reviewed a report prepared at his request by
Vladimir Lossky and issued an ukase in September of that year.
This ukase warned the faithful about the serious distortions
(not yet labeled as heresies) present in Bulgakov's teachings.
The situation worsened shortly thereafter, when the Synod
of bishops of the Russian Orthodox Church Outside Russia
(ROCOR) issued a condemning statement within a month. This
statement declared Bulgakov’s sophiology to be a heretical
teaching and demanded that he publicly renounce it. The
controversy had very quickly deteriorated into an ecclesiastical
and theological storm, to the extent that the majority of the
Russian intelligentsia in Paris sided with Bulgakov, while
the so-called neopatristic theologians like Vladimir Lossky

69 A. Klimoff, “Georges Florovsky and the Sophiological Controversy,” St.
Vladimir’s Theological Quarterly 49:1-2 (2005), 67-100; B. Gallaher, “Waiting for
the Barbarians’: Identity and Polemicism in the Neo-Patristic Synthesis of Georges
Florovsky,” Modern Theology, 27:4 (2011), 659-91.
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(who remained under the Moscow Patriarchate) directly”®
or Florovsky indirectly’* had been opposed to the Sophia
doctrine. At the same time, Bulgakov himself retained his
position at St Sergius obliged, though, to avoid teaching on
sophiology. This controversial period created obstacles for
successive generations of Russian émigré thinkers, hindering
their ability to engage seriously with religious philosophy in
general and sophiology in particular. As a result, sophiology
has often been viewed as a marginalized doctrine, heavily
reliant on Western idealistic philosophical resources. This
approach is often seen as too speculative, making it difficult for
sophiology to become part of mainstream Orthodox thought.
While Bulgakov’s successors, such as Paul Evdokimov and
Leon Zander, expressed positive views regarding the concept
of Sophia and Bulgakov's insights, they did not hold the same
standing and were not in a position to further elaborate on the
implications of sophiology in relation to their interpretation of
tradition or modern challenges.

b) Present: Contemporary Orthodox theology in dialogue
with Radical Orthodoxy

Despite the initial negative reception of sophiology by
Orthodox theology, the translation of major works by Bulgakov
and other sophiologists into English has sparked considerable
interest, particularly in non-Orthodox circles. Beginning with
the French Oratorian Louis Bouyer (1913-2004)72 for instance,
whofeltagreatregard for Bulgakovwhom he had met personally
along with other émigré theologians at St. Sergius Institute of
Orthodox Theology in Paris”®, to important representatives
of the nouvelle theologie, like Hans Urs Balthasar, or Yves
Congar’4, who expressed a great interest in aspects of the

70 V. Lossky, Spor o sofii, 1936.

71 Klimoff, “Georges Florovsky and the Sophiological Controversy.”

72 L. Bouyer, Sophia ou le monde de Dieu, (Paris: Ed. du Cerf, 2017).

73 N. Russell, Gregory Palamas and the Making of Palamism in the Modern Age,
(Oxford: OUP, 2019), 84.
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Russian religious philosophy represented especially in the
sophiological thought of Solovyov and Bulgakov, a critical but
positivereception culminatedinthe Anglican Radical Orthodoxy
movement”> which was launched mainly by John Milbank, et.
al. as a post-modern Christian critique of modernity drawing
from different sources, and especially Bulgakov's sophiology,
as well as from certain Orthodox theologians like Metropolitan
Kallistos Ware or Fr. Andrew Louth, who embraced certain
aspects of sophiology, like its panentheistic inclinations,’® or
the Orthodox Greek theologian Nicholas Loudovikos”’, who
appears to credit sophiology with a special concern about the
ontological value of creation in its participation in God, while
he attempts to provide a correcting move in certain difficult
aspects of the sophiological account especially of Bulgakov, by
virtue of a fresh reading of the patristic tradition, shared by all
these movements.

c) Future: A critical evaluation of Sophiology’s basic intentions
and legacy

Taking into account the recent revival of the interest in
Sophiology, as well as the controversy it posed, and the
difficulties and the challenges it still poses to contemporary
theology, one needs to highlight few aspects of it by posing
concrete questions that would further elucidate the whole
issue:

a) Certain Pitfalls
a. One major problem that sophiology faces is a sort of
pantheistic dimension that is the danger of mixing up the world

75 J. Milbank, “Sophiology and theurgy: The new theological horizon,” in
A. Pabst, C. Schneider (ed.), Encounter between Eastern Orthodoxy and Radical
Orthodoxy, (Ashgate Publishing, 2009), 45-85.

76 K. Ware, “God Immanent yet Transcendent: The Divine Energies according
to Saint Gregory Palamas,” in P. Clayton, A. Peacocke (ed.), In Whom We Live and Move
and Have Our Being: Panentheistic Reflections in a Scientific World, (Grand Rapids, Ml /
Cambridge: Eerdmans, 2004), 165-168; Louth, Modern Orthodox Theologians,13-59.
77 N. Loudovikos, Church in the Making: An apophatic Ecclesiology of
Consubstantiality, (Crestwood: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 2016),179-215, 213-
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with God,”® entailed in the “All-unity” concept, resulting from
the evident holistic approach to reality. Against this profound
danger, Bulgakov tries to address this issue by stating that “if
the world is capable of communion with God, then the world
is already, in some way, in God... (concluding that) this is not
pantheism, but (a Christian) panentheism.””?

b. Solovyov, along with other sophiologists, possesses
a profound awareness of the reality of God. However, |
believe there may be a certain level of confusion between
his philosophical foundations, particularly German idealism,
and his theological and Christian perspectives. In spite of
the double methodology of his thought, he tries very hard to
ground his theories in Christian principles.?® In any case, the
basic interest of the Russian religious philosophy is to render
the reality of God, a «God for us», to recall the famous phrase
of C. LaCugna, a God for the world, which means a living God
who relates himself to the world to redeem it. In this respect,
Bulgakov «affirms the core meaning of Solovyov’s Sophiology
is always God for me-creation».8?

c. To put it directly, the issue at stake here is whether it is
possible to think “God’s being as not in some way relating
to creation.”®? The real problem arises when we confront the
qguestion of whether creation is a constitutive element of God's
being. In other words, is God's existence necessarily dependent
on His creative revelation in the world? Theologically, this issue
is framed as the relationship between Theology and Economy.

d. Despite the various and different aspects in the vision of
the main sophiologists, | believe that the narrow connection
Between God the world not only in intellectual (in metaphysics)

78 Copleston, Philosophy in Russia, 236.

79 Papanikolaou, “Sophia Orthoi’ ! The Trinitarian theology of Sergei
Bulgakov,” (unpublished article presented at the CTSA conference, in Romania,
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but also in connection with the world-soul within the divine
Sophia (the view that reduces all aspects of reality into a
total-unity), becomes finallyproblematic, and could lead into
a holistic and closed view that confuses or better denies the
absolute ontological otherness between God and the world,
between created and uncreated, between being and non-
being. In other words, according to a certain reading of this
philosophical worldview the world with the one or the other
way presents itself as the necessary locus for God'’s revelation.

e. Otherwise, if we need to overcome this scheme, | think that
we have only two alternative options; on one hand we can
approach God as an impassive being, like Zeus of the ancient
Greeks, who was absolutely unrelated to the world, (something
that was the real fear for Russian sophiology) or, on the other
hand, we can conceive of a God who desires freely to create
a new reality, the world, and freely relates himself to this
contingent reality, without limiting his very being.

f. Furthermore, it should be noted that the idea of creation
itself is totally absent, especially in Solovev's system,®® while
there is a real lack of a dialectical understanding of the God -
world relationship, which presupposes a radical understanding
of an ex nihilo beginning of the created world. In this case,
the two realities, despite the opposite preoccupation of the
Russian sophiology (“God’s being is not dependent on creation,
nor is exhausted in God'’s relation to creation” according to
Bulgakov),?* are interconnected with a kind of unbreakable
ontological continuity and affinity at the level of being. In this
light, itis clear that an acceptance of a “metaphysics of All-unity”
could finally lead to a closed circle, a sort of closed ontology,
without ontological otherness, but also without ontological
freedom for the different parts of this unified reality. The diverse
beings, the many, have to refer and subordinate to the One,
the Hen, to achieve the desired All-unity of reality. Perhaps it
is preferable to describe this worldview as a large circle, which

83 Zenkovsky, Histoire, vol. 2, 35.
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109




contains within itself the two narrowly interrelated Absolutes
(or better, a kind of two homocentric circles).

b) Further critical comments and open questions

1. As we have seen, the doctrine of creation is clearly related
to Bulgakov's sophiological account occupying, thus, a central
place in his system. It has become clear so far that the status
of the created order and, subsequently, its relation to God
constitutes a crucial issue that Christian theology had to
wrestle with since the first Christian centuries and has, indeed,
radical implications not only for doctrinal issues (the uncreated
or created nature of the Logos) but also for methodological
ones like the relation between the transcendent and immanent
Trinity, the conceptualization of the God-world relationship
etc. The doctrine of creation ex nihilo was originally meant
to protect the absolute transcendence of God, while also
safeguarding the radical nature of mutual freedom between
God and creation. In other words, what this doctrine attempts
to clarify is the apxn (arche) (level of nature), the origin of
creation (from the creative will and energy of God, not from
his substance) against the constant threat of conceiving the
world as a necessary alter ego related permanently to God’s
being (pantheism). Most modern Orthodox theologians would
agree today about the unquestionable importance of this
doctrine (as a sort of foundation for the Christian character
of theology) for an understanding of the relation between
uncreated and created as a dialectical one in its absoluteness,
insofar as this understanding of the relation preserves the
absolute and impassable hiatus, the gulf between God and the
world, rendering impossible the existence of any necessary
metaphysical bond or medium between them that would
be a diminution of the absolute transcendence of God. The
being of creation is understood as a dependent and therefore
contingent being with an inherent “me-onic” tendency that
preserves the ontological difference and division between
created and uncreated. In this light, one should be careful to
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qualify the possible implication of this radical understanding
of the arche of creation (ex nihilo), that is a cutting off of the
creation from God, with the necessary reflection on the other
side of the coin, that is the aitia (level of grace), the cause
of the creation, which is the ensarkos/incarnated Logos,
“before the foundation of the world.” It is clear that Bulgakov
(and perhaps the whole sophiological current), as well as the
mainstream contemporary Eastern and Western theology,
seem to follow, from the beginning, an understanding of the
relation between Created and Uncreated in terms of the
person of Jesus Christ (almost exclusively in an ontological
or cosmological manner), while they give great importance to
the creation ex nihilo as the pre-eternal sophianic foundation
of the creation in the divine life and its dignity. Bulgakov, in
particular, and sophiology, in general, attempt to provide a
necessary and balanced perspective of the aitia of creation
(God-love). What is needed, however, in this respect is that a
creation theology needs to ensure the bond between the arche
and the aitia of creation to preserve both the absoluteness of
the dialectical relationship between created and uncreated but
also the “agapeic”®® character of God’s creativity towards his
creation, or in other words, to join together the ontological and
soteriological aspects of a Christian theology of creation that
fulfill the provisional perception of the Old Testament.

2. In searching for a doctrine of creation that “preserves the
freedom of both God and the creature...without separating
them,” one needs “to be able to say something about [the]
in-between realm,’® dealing, in other words, with the aitia-
God’s love of Creation. In this light, the issue at stake here is
primarily, in my view, that of the perception of the concept
of God’s self-revelation in Creation, what | would call the
“grammar of the realism of Revelation.” Following this line and
conceiving of the Revelation of God in Creation and History as
the only legitimate starting point for doing theology, namely

85 William Desmond, God and the Between, (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2008).
86 A. Louth, “Theology in-between,” Communio Viatorum, 55:3 (2013), 223-
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for our reflection on the relationship between God and the
world, it inevitably follows that, as it is written in the First
Epistle to Timothy, “Christ is the only mediator” between
God and humanity (1 Tim. 2:5, “For there is one God and one
mediator between God and mankind, the man Christ Jesus”).
In this case, on one hand, the person of Jesus Christ would
be understood as the only personal and absolutely free and
agapeic way of bridging the boundary (Bulgakov) that exists
between God and the world and, on the other hand, the
whole paschal mystery, that is the ¢’ ana&/once-and-for-
all historical and soteriological events (Incarnation, Passion,
Death, Resurrection, Ascension, Second Coming), would really
translate to the salvation of the Creation, to its well and ever
being (eu kaut asi givat), while preserving God's soteriological
indwelling within the created order. Otherwise, if one replaces
this personal and salvific bond between God and the world with
another possible way, one loses the Christian character of the
divine-human communion. In other words, the Sophia debate,
interpreted often in terms of a “theology in-between,” is really
the question of “Who” or the “What” is “in between” God and
the World--Jesus Christ, God-man or energies, Sophia? One
could argue that the way one replies to this question shows
the very starting point of his theological view: post-Christum
or pre-Christum? In other words, the issue here is whether
one could deal with the creation independently of the paschal
mystery (in a philosophical manner) or if one would like to
remain within the Christian reasoning to operate via the only
legitimate God-like way of reflection, which is his Incarnated
Son and Logos.

3. Following the increasing inter-Christian interest in
sophiology, it seems that there is often confusion about the
concrete meaning of Sophia in Bulgakov's system, likely due
to his complex thought. Based on the previous analysis and
if one carefully reads his major trilogy (The Lamb of God, The
Comforter, The Bride of the Lamb), one will realize, at least in
my understanding, that his Sophia concept is not in any case a
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kind of substitute to Christ, but primarily or exclusively a tool,
used for the conceptualization of the relation between God
and the world. One could understand Sophia (cf. for instance
his The Lamb of God where Sophia is conceived as the “ousia
of God as revealed” as “Divine world,” “Divine and Created
Sophia” etc.) as an inclusive concept beyond the possible
one-sidedness of the dominant theological concepts of ousia,
person, energy--a necessary fourth concept (definitely not
a fourth hypostasis)®” by which one will be able to articulate
in a more reasonable way that God not only in his personal
mode of being or in his energy but as God himself, Divinity,
as divine world in general is related directly to his Creation.
The main motivation of sophiology was to show that God is
a living God who is related constantly “before the foundation
of the world” to his Creation, a God for the creation, or better,
within the creation, a concern that brings to the fore the very
soteriological core of the Christian Gospel. Although one could
indeed locate possible implicit pantheistic tendencies in this
sophiological tradition, it is important to remember that one
could use Sophia not as a kind of peta&y, something that | am
not sure was Bulgakov’s understanding of the concept, but
primarily as “God’s self-revelation and this revelation contains
all the God is, including God...creating and relating to what is
not God...God is eternally for the other-than-God."88

4. A further important implication of the debate around
Sophia relates to the relationship between the transcendent
and immanent Trinity. It is true that Sophiology rightly stresses,
at least in its basic premises, the unity between Theologia and
Economia, and this is necessary if one wants to theologize ad
mentem Revelatum. However, it is of profound methodological
importance to preserve the balance between an ontological
priority of the transcendent Trinity over the immanent
(which goes without question) and, most importantly, the

87 As it was the case in Florensky and in the early Bulgakov (1917), who,
however, nuanced and changed this understanding in his later work.
88 A. Papanikolaou, “Sophia, apophasis and communion: The Trinity in

Contemporary Orthodox theology,” in Peter C. Phan (ed.) Cambridge Companion to
the Trinity, (Cambridge: CUP, 2011), 246.
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methodological priority of Economia over Theologia, according
to the grammar of the Realism of Revelation. Otherwise, one
will risk falling, on one hand, into the one-sided tendency to
cut off God from his Creation, or on the other hand, to conflate
without the necessary qualifications both of them into a
pantheistic mixture. In this respect, ontology and soteriology
should be kept in constant communion without abolishing their
distinctive otherness in the person of the Incarnated Word, a
premise that deeply informs the Sophia account.

c. Church and modernity

In his Orthodox Theology in a new key? Paul Valliere
offers a useful distinction between “Church dogmatics”
and “Church and World dogmatics” that could facilitate our
understanding of the relationship between the Church and
the world, or in other terms, between Church and modernity.
Without adopting his specific understanding, the concept of
“Church dogmatics” is used here as primarily referring to a
theology proper, in other words, to a theology ad intra (from
the Church to the Church) in terms of classic dogmatics, while
the second one—that of “Church and World dogmatics”— is
intended to express an open-ended theological reflection on
modern and secularissues, orin otherwords a kind of systematic
theology that seeks to bring theology into a creative dialogue
with the various challenges posed by the radically changing
world (from the Church to the world). Although it has become
clear that Sophiology follows a more open agenda (engagement
with social modern issues, liberal democracy,’ social issues,
etc.) it is important, especially to theologians, to always bear in
mind that the interlocutors in the dialogue between Orthodoxy
and (post)modernity must be three and not merely two, that
is a mere symmetrical relationship between Church and the
world. In other words, when the Church and its theology are

89 Valliere, Orthodox Theology in a New Key, 306-309.

90 V. Soloviev, Politics, Law and Morality, V. Wozniuk (ed.), (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 2000); S. Boulgakov, “An Urgent Task,” in B. G. Rosenthal,
M. Bohachevsky-Chomiak (eds.), A Revolution of the Spirit: Crisis of Value in Russia,
1890-1924, (New York: Fordham University Press, 1990,140 ff.
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engaged in dialogue with modern culture, this dialogue should
be considered as being between Church-Modernity and the
Kingdom of God; otherwise, the Church faces the threat of
being compromised by the spirit of this world, being robbed
of its eschatological reference, its openness to the coming
Kingdom. The Church, without ceasing to be a historical reality,
is primarily an icon of the Kingdom. In this respect, both the
Church and the world are under the judgment of the coming
Lord. In this respect, the two poles of the above distinction
must be seen primarily as a two-step theology, where the
first step is a creative re-appropriation or even re-lecturing of
the respected patristic tradition (cf. “Church Dogmatics”) and
subsequently a second step, where an open, mutual and critical
dialogue with the modern culture takes place (cf. “Church and
World Dogmatics”).

By way of conclusion

For the Orthodox Church to effectively address the
challengesposedbymodernity—particularlyinrelationtohuman
rights, human dignity, the ecological crisis, biotechnological
advancements, and gender issues—it must engage in a critical
and creative reinterpretation of its rich tradition. The concept
of Sophia, though often marginalized, could play a significant
role in facilitating a necessary “translation” of the Word of God
into the language of our time. This task requires Orthodox
theologians to move beyond outdated views and polemical
caricatures, enabling them to more authentically convey the
soteriological message of the Good News.

Dr. Nikolaos Asproulis is currently deputy director of the Volos Academy for
Theological Studies (Volos, Greece) and lecturer at the Hellenic Open University
(Patras, Greece). He has authored numerous essays and articles on modern
Orthodox theology, dogmatic theology, ecotheology, and political theology. His
most recent publication includes: Theologically Reading Metropolitan of Pergamon
John Zizioulas: Ecumenical, Orthodox, and Modern, (Cambridge Scholars Publishing,
2025)
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BOOK REVIEW:
SACRALIZING VIOLENCE IN BYZANTIUM: HYMNS,
EMPIRE, AND THE NARROWING OF CHRISTIAN

IDENTITY

BY GEORGE DEMACOPOULOS (DUMBARTON OAKS
LIBRARY AND RESEARCH COLLECTION, 2025)

Gayle Woloschak: George, | was really impressed with your book
on Sacralizing Violence in Byzantium. You brought up questions
about the origins of violence-accepting and Empire-defending
hymnography in the Orthodox Church by basing this in our
hymnography of the Constantine and post-Constantine era.
Could you give a brief description of how you came at this topic
and what you think your key findings are?

George Democopoulos: Many years ago, you and | were both part
of a scholarly research group that explored war and violence in the
Orthodox Christian tradition. My own contribution to the volume
that emerged from that project was a historical one looking at
Eusebius’s account of the emperor Constantine and the ways that
St. Ambrose of Milan’s teaching on violence seemed to contravene
Eusebius’ understanding. But ever since that project ended, |
remained perplexed, even haunted, by something we discussed
quite a bit in our meetings—the Troparion, or Festal Hymn, for the
Feast of the Exaltation of the Cross. | couldn’t make sense of the
underlying theological presuppositions about violence and empire
contained within the hymn. So, in many ways, this book is the
result of an attempt to explain the historical conditions that would
lead to the creation of a hymn like this and how it is that this hymn
could become the central hymn for such an important feast.

GW: From your discussion a key importance is placed on the
hymns for the Feast of the Exaltation of the Cross where victories
over the enemies are constantly evoked. What is your opinion
on these prayers? Should they remain the same or perhaps have
some of the comments on enemies and battles be toned down for
use in today’s world?
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GD: | don’t know that I'm ready to say that all of these hymns
should be dropped altogether. | believe there are ways that
they can be fruitfully allegorized. But it would be consistent
with the Byzantine hymnographic tradition for us to create
new hymns ourselves that speak to our present needs. The
Byzantines always did this; it's why these hymns emerged in the
first place (i.e., the imperialization of Christianity in the seventh
century led to an imperialization of some of our hymnography,
which produced the Troparion for the Exaltation). | don't see
any reason why communities should feel inhibited to produce
hymns that reflect the spiritual needs of the present.

GW: As a Ukrainian, | worry about the use of “war blessing”
language in our prayers for our soldiers as they enter battle; |
think we have mostly avoided this pitfall, but you specifically
call out the Russian Orthodox Church and its “war blessing”
mentality in Russia’s war against Ukraine. Can you expand on
the dangers of these prayers and hymns and their potential
impact on the Church going forward?

GD: | share your concerns, even though | recognize that
there was a strand of the Byzantine military tradition that did
produce prayers over weapons and prayers for the destruction
of enemies (our best evidence for this stems from the tenth
century). When | was preparing the volume | had an interesting
conversation with a Ukrainian scholar who rightly pointed out
that my perspective, as an American, was necessarily different
than those in Ukraine who were suffering from the invasion.
Rather than drop this type of hymnography altogether,
she proposed that we should pray for the “conversion” of
our enemies rather than their destruction. | find that to be
simultaneously refreshing and consistent with our theological
tradition.

GW: Finally, | want to encourage all our SSQ readers to
purchase a copy of your book (available from Amazon and
other sellers) and read it. Are you working on a follow-up
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project on this topic? What other books/projects are you
planning in the coming year or two?

GD: My next major research project traces the development
of the Constantine legends in historical, art historical,
hagiographical, and liturgical sources from late antiquity
through the Greek and Latin Middle Ages. My hope is that
such an expanded assessment of his legacy will help us to
comprehend the ways that he inspired the medieval imagination
and the extent to which these legends travelled between East
and West. It also helps us to understand the way that a figure
like Constantine could fuel modern attitudes about Christian
rulers in nations as diverse as Greece, Russia, and the United
States. While these legends tell us little about the historical
Constantine, they reveal the ways in which medieval societies
imagined, even long for, a saintly ruler sent by God.

George E. Demacopoulos is Fr. John Meyendorff & Patterson Family Chair of
Orthodox Christian Studies at Fordham University. He serves as a Senior Fellow of
Byzantine Studies at Dumbarton Oaks and is the co-founding editor of the Journal
of Orthodox Christian Studies. Along with Aristotle Papanikolaou, he co-founded and
co-directs Fordham University's Orthodox Christian Studies Center.

WISDOM THROUGH THE HOLY FATHERS

"If we all derive our origin from one man whom God created,
we are all clearly of one blood... Therefore, they are to
be considered as savage beasts who injure man, who - in
opposition to every law and right of human nature - plunder,
torture, slay, and banish.”

“How can a man be just who injures, who hates, who despoils,
who puts to death? And they who strive to be serviceable to
their country do all these things: for they are ignorant of what
this being serviceable is, who think nothing useful, nothing
advantageous, but that which can be held by the hand; and
this alone cannot be held, because it may be snatched away.”

-Lucius Caecilius Firmianus Lactantius
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FACULTY UPDATE

Protopresbyter Dr. Constantine (Gus) Christo

Fr. Christo earned the Doctor of Divinity Degree
(DD) from The University of Durham, England. As a Higher
Doctorate, the DD ranks above the PhD, which Father received
from the same university in 1991. Durham’s regulations state
that the degree is awarded: only for work “of high distinction,
constituting a substantial and original contribution to
scholarship in the field and which has already been published
or accepted for publication.” In keeping with this standard,
Father Constantine’s recent publications include the following
works from 2025:

e Please Be Seated: 75 Collected Homilies Preached During
the Divine Liturgy of the Orthodox Church;

e The Power of Sacred Images: The Ecumenical Church
according to Saint John Chrysostom;

o The lectures: What the Old Testament Concealed, the
New Testament Revealed: The Church and the Eucharist
according to Saint John Chrysostom.

Father Constantine also serves as Manager of Chaplaincy
Services at the Delaware Department of Correction.

Dr. Carrie Frederick Frost

Carrie Frederick Frost, PhD, is in her second year of a
tenure-track position at Western Washington University as
Assistant Professor of Religion and Culture. She continues
to edit book reviews for the Journal of Orthodox Christian
Studies, and she published a festschrift in honor of her PhD
advisor and mentor: A Chorus of Faith: A Festschrift in Honor
of Vigen Guroian (Pickwick 2025). She continues to chair
the St. Phoebe Center for the Deaconess, a nonprofit that
educates about and advocates for the renewal of the order of
deaconess today. Highlights from the past year include her trip
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to Kwethulk, Alaska, for the glorification of St. Olga, and the
news that her second grandchild will be born this summer.

Fr. Dr. Robert Holet

Retirement from day-to-day parish ministry has afforded
Fr. Robert Holet the opportunity to explore an array of ministry
projects in 2025. In addition to providing presentations to
parishes as Director of Stewardship of the UOC of USA, he
provided priestly services to several Orthodox parishes in
Virginia. A special effort is being made to restore active parish
life at St. Nicholas parish (UOC) in Monessen, Pa. Although
schedule issues compromised a mission trip to Africa in 2025,
Father continues to secure funding in support of the Orthodox
Archdiocese of Malawi (Alexandria Patriarchate) in the drilling
of wells to provide life-giving water, and the spiritual water of
the Faith through the Isaiah 44 Project (see Vol. 1). Hopefully a
return trip to Malawi will be forthcoming in 2026.

Fr. Dr. Anthony Perkins

Fr. Anthony published four articles in Holy Sophia! Holy
Wisdom, taught Church History Il and Ukrainian Church
History | at St. Sophia Seminary, helped give the UOL Lenten
Retreat in Philadelphia, gave a talk on prayer at the Sobor,
was a spiritual director for Camp St. Thekla’s Summer Camp
in South Carolina, and continued to release podcast episodes
at OrthoAnalytika and, with Fr. Harry Linsenbegler, at Ancient
Faith Radio's "Made to be a Kingdom.” He also saw the parish
he is serving bring 23 souls into Holy Orthodoxy and grow from
an average Sunday attendance of 58 in 2024 to 86 in 2025.

Dr. Gayle Woloschak

During the past year, Gayle has continued as Editor for
the Holy Wisdom! Holy Sophia!. She has also continued with
her work with the Orthodox-Pentecostal dialogue, which has
resulted in a paper for the Journal of Pentecostal Theology. She
was co-editor of a special issue of the Zygon Journal of Science
and Religion (2005, vol 60, no.1) for the Science and Orthodoxy
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around the World group and published a paper in that issue.
Several of her articles have been translated into Ukrainian
and published in Church and Society, Fr. Andrii Dudchenko as
editor. During this past year, she taught Patristics at St. Sophia
UQTS, the Epic of Creation at the Lutheran School of Theology
Chicago, and Theology and Science at Volos Academy of
Orthodox Theology, Volos, Greece. She also gave talks at
the IOTA Conference in Rome on Nicea 325, the Society
for Christian Ethics in York, UK, Holy Cross Greek Orthodox
Theological School, and several retreats.

WISDOM THROUGH THE HOLY FATHERS

"Having read Holy Scripture very carefully, you should also
read the holy Fathers who interpret the Scriptures. You will
receive no less delight from reading the Fathers than you do

from the Scriptures. The Fathers develop the hidden meanings
in Scripture and with their own writings help us to understand
what we did not before. Because of that philosophic axiom
that all men by nature seek knowledge, we must say that great
delight follows naturally when we learn about hidden and
unknown matters. This is why there will be ineffable joy and
gladness that will come to your soul from the interpretations
and the words of the holy Fathers. You too will be shouting, as
did David, those enthusiastic words in the Psalms.”
-St. Nicodemos of the Holy Mountain

“The person who loves God values knowledge of God more
than anything created by God, and pursues such knowledge
ardently and ceaselessly.”

-St. Maximos the Confessor

“We have learned the plan of our salvation from no one else
other than from those through whom the gospel has come down
to us. For they did at one time proclaim the gospel in public. And,
at a later period, by the will of God, they handed the gospel down

to us in the Scriptures-to be the ‘ground and pillar of our faith."
-St. Irenaus, Against Heresies
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SUPPORT THE QUARTERLY PRESS FUND

As most of our readers would know, the costs of publishing St. Sophia
Seminary Quarterly are considerable - especially those for printing
our hard copy version of each issue, which is distributed widely to
libraries, other institutions and to individuals. If you like what you
have seen thus far, please consider becoming part of our effort with
a donation to our Quarterly Press Fund. Any amount will be helpful.
Those who contribute at least $150 will receive a complimentary
one-year subscription to the hard copy version of the Quarterly.

We would be most grateful for
any contributions made, which will
enable us to provide an interesting
publication for academics and
others seeking to increase their
comprehension of  Orthodox
spirituality and teachings.

You may make your contribution by
selecting either the link or the QR
code below.

https:/www.paypal.com/donate/?hosted_button_id=2EDJ63LNDM4SC
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