5
THE RUSSIAN CHURCH'S DECISION

Debate in the Russian Press

In Russia itself, whatever squabbles over the name of God which arose apparently
resolved themselves peacefully and so did not make it into the newspapers. But the spectacl e of
Russian monks engaging in fistfights and tearing each other's hair out -- this was newsworthy.
Early reports in the secular press presented woefully inaccurate accounts of both events and
issues. In March some said "Andrey" Bulatovich had "organized a rebellion™ not only at St.
Andrew'sbut at St. Elijah's and St. Panteleimon's as well, expelling Abbot Misail from the latter
inthe process. Aslate as April the St. Petersburg newspaper Rech' carried areport that the new
"heresy" counted nine persons in the Holy Trinity and that Ilarion had been Bulatovich's orderly
(renmmx) in Ethiopia

A few publications closely tied to church circles followed the lead of Russkiy Inok. The
one coming closest to Abp. Antony's vehement style was the newspaper Kolokol (The Bell),
published by an officia of the Holy Synod named Vasily Mikhailovich Skvortsov (1859-1932).
Skvortsov was known as the organizer of the "Internal Mission" of the Russian Orthodox Church
and was often appointed by the Holy Synod to deal with sectarians, schismatics, and heretics.
Seeing anew heresy in the imyadavtsy, he had begun a series of attacks against them in Kolokol
aready in 1912. The virulence of these attacks is exemplified by a review of Fr. Antony's
Apologiya Very printedin 1913. Referring to the statement that even " unconscious pronunciation”

of God's names s effective, the review states that:

Inthefoolish Apology of Bulatovich ... God doesn't have power over usbut we, insgnificant, snful people,
have power over him. We need only pronounce his name, even without faith, without reverence,
"unconscioudy,” cardesdy -- andwewill have himwith dl hischaracteritics ... What aterrible blasphemous

69



teaching, lowering theomni potent Master of heaven and earthto theleve of an obedient tool of man ... This
ismagic, transferred wholly from the dark realmof the divinely renounced sciences of wizardry into the
dogmatics supposedly of the orthodox faith ... (Qtd. in C6opunk Jlokymenron 47)

Thebook's "masked god" isto promote "antinomianism, i.e. that there is no necessity for amoral

life":

"All issanctified by God's name" [they say], i.e. do any abominationsyou care to, any shameful actsyou
want to, but if during it you repeat the name of God all this"is sanctified"!!

Another Kolokol article proclaimed that:

The provenance of the new heresy, taking in view the seemingly edifying nature of the book Na Gorakh
Kavkaza and henceits popularity -- exposesthe extremely cunning work of Satan, who haspreparedina
completely hidden and sweet form murderous poison. (Qtd. in110B 1913 19:9)

Other papers even resorted to slander and character assassination, carrying spurious reports that
among other misdeeds Fr. Antony had married and abandoned an Ethiopian on one of histrips.
(See Pakhomy 111)

Fr. Antony, who had left Athosin February in order to defend his causein Russia, had his
work cut out for him. He began by writing lettersto newspapers. Some, like Kolokol, would not
print them, but others were sympathetic. Moskovskiya Vedomosti (Moscow News) on March 9
printed one of hisletters on the front page and accompanied it with along, basically sympathetic
introductory article remarking that, "of course," afinal decision could only take place a achurch
council. In areflection of the widespread concern about the political consequences of the
controversy, the paper also warned against rashly accusing Russian monks on Athos of heresy
especially because that would give the Greeks the right to kick them all out, and then the Holy
Mountain would be lost to Russiafor good. Lessthan a month later the same paper devoted a
large article to the story of Fr. Antony's life -- to show that he"isnot at all like the picture drawn
of him by his enemies, who are no less embittered in the spiritual field than on the battle fields.”
(Apr5:2)
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Others rendered even more substantial support. M. A. Novoselov of the Moscow
"Religious-Philosophical Society" offered to take on the task of publishing Apologiya at his own
expense, and it appeared in March. A foreword expressed strong views about the importance of

the doctrinal issues at stake:

Likethewave of an earthquake, through thewhole Universal Church, from South to North, from East to
West, spread indignation when some thoughtless and corrupted-by-rationalism monks dared to attack that
nerve of the Church upon which convergeal other nerves, that dogma, the denia of which congtitutesthe
denia of all dogmas, that holy thing (caTwina) that lies at the foundation of all holy things. (ViI)

This was signed simply "From the Editor" (Or pexaxuun), and only years later was it
established as belonging to the pen of Fr. Pavel Florensky (1882-ca.1946), a well-known
theologian of the Russian Church. (See Andronik 288)

Fr. Florensky also asserts that Apologiya is but the first of many works which will be
required before the church can finally decide the important issues raised. Meanwhile the
controversy isitself something to be thankful for insofar asit proves that the church is not dead
as many are saying -- people do care about the faith after all, enough to get excited about
theologica issues. Asfor Abp. Antony, "one can peacefully ignore" his condemnations since even
the Kiev Pecherskaya Lavrasaw in Na Gorakh Kavkaza nothing unfit to print towards the end of
1912 after months of his attacks.

Florensky quoted initsentirety athree-page | etter written by "one of the most honored and
accomplished theologians of our homeland" in response to the request of an aso unnamed bishop
for an opinion about Apologiya. Theletter's authorship became known severa yearslater: it was
by Mitrofan Dimitriyevich Muretov (d. 1917), aprofessor of the Moscow Theological Academy.
He echoed Florensky's positive evaluation of Apologiya and belief in the debate's fundamental

importance:

[The book] breatheswith the spirit of true monasticism, ancient, ascetic. Thematter is, of course, not as
simpleasthereviewer of llarion'sbook seesit. Initsrootsthe question about the Jesus prayer and the name
of the Savior extends to a primordial and not yet decided -- more accurately -- unfinished struggle of
opposites. of idealism, or, what isthe same thing, mysticism, on the one side -- and nominalism, whichis
rationalism and materialism, onthe other. ... True Chrigtianity and the Church aways stood on the ground
of idealismin deciding dl the questions of thefaith'steachingsand of lifethat have arisen. Onthe other hand,
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pseudo- and anti-christianity and heterodoxy alwaysheld to nominalism and rationalism. (X7) Idedlism and
redismlie a the base of the teaching about the unity of essence and thetrinity of person of Divinity, about
thedivine-humanity of the Savior, about the sacraments, especialy the euchari<t, about veneration of icons,
etc. And | ampersonaly onthisside. Thereviewer for Russkiy Inok and theapologist for Fr. llarion are
not saying one and the same thing but rather compl etely the opposite. (X17)

Those who belittle Jesus name are guilty of agreat sin:

... thosewho mock the name Jesus, whether in their soul or by their lipsor on notes, etc. -- all the same---
they know after al just what the nameexpressesand towhomiit rel ates; consequently they necessarily mock
also the Savior himsdlf. Yes, and they cannot not know [this], and no sophisms can cleanse this mocking
-- only repentance. For thisreason blasphemy against the Spirit isnot forgiven, and for every, evenidle,
word a person will give account. And no one, speaking in the Holy Spirit, says. Jesusis anathema (in
general Jesus, without any designations-- for from the moment that Logos sarx egeneto,” thereisonly one
true Jesus -- the Savior, the God-man), and no one can say Jesusis Lord except by the Holy Spirit. [1 Cor
12:3] They mocked thedefendersof the name Jesus and of the Jesus prayer, of course, by thoughtl essness,
or to put it moretruthfully, by alack of true Christian feding, which can dways show to true Chrigtiansthe
true path among all temptationsand misunderstandings. Thisiswhat we aso seeamong the smplemonks.
(XIII-XIV)

Others sharing such views were also reluctant to publicly reveal their names. Inthe St.
Petersburg paper Novoye Viemya (New Time) on April 11 and May 10 appeared two articles
signed by one"S. lvol'gin” who wrote authoritatively about the Athonite di sputes but whose name
had never been heard before and never showed up afterwards -- "apparently a pseudonym for a
well-known person.” (Filosofov 300) 1vol'gin expresses hopesthat the Holy Synod will not move
too quickly in rendering adecision. Much debateis required first, and people should at least read
Na Gorakh Kavkaza and Apologiya Very before making up their minds. 1f Abp. Antony would
bother to read the former even he would see that he had been deceived. (A real optimist, this
Ivol'gin.) Thejourna Tserkovnost' has shown what comes of hasty condemnations -- it printed
some "heretical statements’ of Bulatovich that later turned out to have come from St. Tikhon of
Zadonsk. Asfor Skvortsov, his position is understandable because "a missionary needs heresies

like a reporter needs events." Ivol'gin provides a long list of those who would have to be

%"The Word became flesh."
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excommunicated if the imyaslavtsy are declared heretics, including even famous bishops and
professors of theological academies, and warnsthat "It will be possible to speak not of a sect but

of aschism":

An unheard of event in Russia-- the excommunication of bishopsfor heresy, but it would have to take place.
Onemust hopeintheforesight of the Synod, that it will not want to createaconflagration. Everythingis
revedled and isformulated by degrees. Therewas atime when the book of Khomyakov was considered
heretical and had to be printed beyond [Russias] borders. But now the orthodox teaching about the Church
isbased onit. Thesamethingishappeningwith the teaching about the divinity of the name of God. When
the noise dies down its truth will become indisputable.

The Holy Synod does need to render adecision soon, and Ivol'gin hopesit will merely tell
the monks to stop fighting and then label their doctrine a "theologoumenon” (a theological
opinion). Helaments, however, that Abp. Antony has been taking an active part in advising the

Synod. Observing that the archbishop's sharp words "only sew enmity," he adds:

Asfor the desirethat to Athoswould be brought "three companies of soldiers' to "lock up the scoundrels’
-- thiswould serve as the beginning of destruction for the Russian monasteries on Athos.

Abp. Antony responded with aletter to Novoye Vremya, reproduced herein full:

Intoday'sissue of Novoe Vremya words are ascribed to mewhich | did not speak and did not write, i.e.
(Gynro), thatitisnecessary to put inironsthefollowersof Bulatovich. Thearticlesof thisauthor represent
aseriesof inaccuracies. Especidly interesting isthefact that the author does not say aword about what
congtitutes the main position or thesis of the teaching of Bulatovich. (May 12:7)

As he claimed, the archbishop had indeed not written "put in irons the followers of Bulatovich”
(sakomarh B Kanaaaw nociaeroparenein bynarosnua), but that wasn't even how Ivol'gin had
guoted him. Ivol'gin's quote was dlightly different -- "lock up the scoundrels’ (sakosarn
naxazos) -- and that was quite accurate, as were al his other quotations from Abp. Antony.
The charge that Ivol'gin had skirted the theological issues themselves was true, however.
So Fr. Antony Bulatovich, aways eager to please his ecclesiastical superiors, was quick to
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provide Novoye Vremya those particulars. He sent it a copy of his Open Letter to Abp. Antony

of May 7, 1912 and included some pertinent comments with it:

Abp. Antony refused to print thisletterin hisjournal, and, in spite of thefact that we completely clearly
disproved the"divinization" by usof thenameitsdlf (lettersand sounds) " Jesus," nevertheless Abp. Antony
has continued to accuse us of thisuntil the latest time. ... Y es, the patriarch condemned us with an officia
decree, but he condemned us of something of which we are completely innocent, for we don't think to say
that the letters and sounds of the name Jesus are "essentially" joined to divinity. ... Weare amazed at the
lightnesswithwhich peoplecondemn us, and at therel uctancewith which thejudgesattend toinvestigation
of thematter. ... still no onehas asked, specifically what do you understand and specifically what areyou

saying!

Despite all this activity in the secular press, the religious journals curiously remained
largely silent. Just one relatively detailed examination of the doctrinal issues was published,
written by arelatively unknown priest named Kh. Grigorovich. It appeared in Missionerskoye
Obozreniye (Missionary Observer) and offered arguments against the imyaslavtsy, as could be
expected from asister publication of Kolokol also belonging to Mr. Skvortsov. It raised no issues
not addressed by other more important sources before or after but did distinguish itself by being

one of extremely few to avoid a polemical tone.

The Russian Holy Synod Enters the Fray

The next mgor entry into the debate was to be that of the Holy Synod itself, where Abp.
Antony Khrapovitsky'sinfluence bodeill for theimyadavtsy. Ober-prokuror Vladimir K. Sabler
happened to be quite closeto Abp. Antony, and this closenesswas reflected in the Synod's method
of reaching adecision. Purportedly to attain the "greatest possible impartiality,” three persons
were chosen to present independently prepared reports on the subject. One highly qualified
person was available for the task, and the papers later reported that he had in fact been considered
-- but was rgjected. That person was Bishop Theofan Bystrov of Poltava (1873-1940), who was
not only widely known as the "only Russian ascetic-bishop” but also had written his doctoral
dissertation on the name of God in the Old Testament. However there were also rumors that he
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agreed with the imyaslavtsy?’ and it seems that this disqualified him. Instead the first reporter
chosen was that paragon of impartiality, Abp. Antony himself. Second was Abp. Nikon
Rozhdestvensky (1851-1918), aman who did not even have a higher theological education.”® His
conclusions too were predictable; he was one of Sabler's partisans on the Synod, as was Abp.
Antony, and shared the conservative political views of both of them. Besidesthat, he had already
written letters and had published at least one article against theimyaslavtsy. Thethird choice was
a lay theologian named Sergey Troitsky (1878-1973), a seminary professor's son who had
graduated from the St. Petersburg Theological Academy in 1901 and had served as a professor
there ever since. Whether or not he had previoudy beeninvolved in this controversy is unknown.

The reports were presented, a decision was reached, and Abp. Sergius of Finland was
entrusted with the task of combining the reports into one official epistle addressed to all Russian
monks. That was then approved at a special meeting on May 16, 1913 and was published in the
May 18 issue of the Synod's journal Tserkovnyya Vedomosti (Church News).?

Abp. Sergius text identifies Na Gorakh Kavkaza as having caused the troubles by
introducing a new teaching about the name "Jesus" but stresses that the Synod does believe the
Jesus prayer to be of fundamental importance in monastic life. It sees the author's goal of
promoting its practiceto be basically laudable. But Ilarion erred when he went beyond describing
prayer and its benefitsto offer his own " philosophical explanation” of how and why prayer works
asit does. Specifically, his error isin seeing the name itself as saving, whereas the truth of the
matter isthat the essence of prayer iscalling upontheLord. Itisthe persona God who listensand
answers as he wills; prayer is not automatically effective. The Jesus prayer is based on the

#lvol'gin, for one, mentioned no names but described him in such detail that there could be no
doubt as to whom he meant.

%In Russia the basic level of education was at "seminaries," roughly equivalent to our
undergraduate institutions, while the equivalent of master's degrees were granted by the
theological "academies." Nikon attended seminary only.

#Signed by all members of the Synod: Metr. Vladimir of St. Petersburg (who chaired the May 16
meeting), Metr. Sergiusof Finland (later Patr. Sergius), Abp. Antony, Abp. Nikon, Abp. Eusebius
of Vladivostok, Abp. Mikhail of Grodno, and Bp. Agapit of Yekaterinoslav. See boxueii

MMNJIOCTbIO .
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principle of the blind man on the way to Jericho (Lk 18:38 and parallels), who kept on crying out
to the Lord until he finally got his attention.

If the view of the imyadavtsy were correct, the consequences for spiritual life would be
unthinkable: "A person need only pronounce God's name (even without faith, even unconscioudly),
and God is, as it were, obligated to be with this person by his grace and to do what is
characteristic of him. But this is already blasphemy!" (279) Worse, it is "magic* and
"superdtition.” Even miracles could then be worked completely without faith. And monkswould
be encouraged to engagein s mple mechanical repetition of prayersfor the mere sake of repetition,
forgetting that there is a person to whom they are speaking.

Theepistlerefutes contentionsthat theimyad avtsy werefollowersof St. Gregory Palamas
by referring to two main points where it claims they differ: 1) St. Gregory never used "God"
(6eog) to refer to both God's energiesand hisessence; only "divinity" (beotg) can be used in
thewider sense. 2) St. Gregory did not confuse an action or energy of God with its result (or its
"fruit"). Only words spoken by God are his actions; not those with which we speak about him.
The apostles did hear and see divinity on Tabor, but one does not say that in repeating what they
heard to others they were communicating divinity to them. Thisiswheretheimyadavtsy are guilty
of divinizing creation -- of pantheism.

The Synod's epistle goeson to dismiss al the quotes from scripture where the name of God
seemsto be equated with God himself as merely examples of apeculiarity of scriptural language.
In such cases "the name of God" is simply a"descriptive phrase”" as are others like "the ears of
theLord" or the"eyesof the Lord." Just aswe do not take the latter literally, so we should not the
former.

Though John of Kronstadt does use the disputed phrases, the very fact that no one objected
to his language before is evidence that he didn't mean the same thing by it as do llarion and
Bulatovich. What he was speaking of was subjective, not objective reality -- he spoke of what
isso only "for us" and "in our consciousness.” In order to form no false image of God, while
praying we concentrate on the words of the prayer, particularly on God's name; and when God
truly makeshimself present he does becomeidentified with hisname -- but thisistrue only for the

one who is praying and during the time of prayer. In any case, Fr. John's words about the power
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of the name referred not to the name per se but to itsusein calling upon the Lord. Heclearly says
that the name will perform no miracles without faith.

Asfor the effectiveness of sacraments and icons and crosses, this is by no means due to
the pronounced or inscribed name of God, nor dueto the faith of individuals, but due to the faith
of the Church. If the imyaslavtsy's arguments were true, then anyone at al could perform the
sacraments -- and the church's hierarchy would become superfluous.

In conclusion the nameisindeed holy and worthy of worship (1ocronoxaonseno) because
it designates God and was revealed by him, but it is not God himself nor is it even divinity
because it is not the divine "energy" but its result. When pronounced with faith it does work
miracles, but not of itself, not mechanically or automatically.

Therefore: 1) heads of monasteries are to hold specia services (moleben's) to pray for
the repentance of those who have falen into error; 2) those who disagree must obey the church and
not bother other people; 3) all must forgive one another and stop fighting; 4) Na Gorakh Kavkaza,
Apologiya Very, and al other works written in defense of their doctrines are to be removed from
the monasteries and reading them is forbidden; and 5) any who remain stubborn in their beliefs
face a church court and possible deprivation of priesthood and/or monastic rank. Now that both
the patriarch of Constantinople and the Holy Synod of Russia have spoken, Ilarion and Antony in
particular have no more excuse for holding to their mistaken beliefs and should admit their error

and submit to the voice of the Church.

Archbishop Antony Khrapovitsky's Report

The three reports from which the official epistle was compiled were al printed together
in the same issue of Tserkovnyya Vedomosti. Each had its own particular emphases. Abp.
Antony's report was devoted mainly to attacking Fr. Antony Bulatovich. He described his
approach to the task of preparing it in aletter to Jerome dated May 14:

Oppressed by a multitude of people and papers, | deliberately secluded myself for four days at the St.
Sergius Hermitage near Petersburg in order to compile arefutation of the stupid and ignorant book of
Bulatovich, who himself doesn't believe aword of what he cluttered there. Thisisjust such ablackguard
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(vepsasen) aslliodor, who openly repudiated Christ, and | aready knew him in 1907 as such. (Pakhomy
64)30

Actually, the report is devoted not so much to refutation as to questioning of motives.

llarion is said to have dreamed up his new teaching because of vainglory:

Hefdl into the so-called " prelest’ of sartsy." Each hashisown temptation: for theyoungitislug, for the
olditisavarice, for bishopsit ispride and vainglory, and for startsy -- to think up new rulesto immortalize
their memory in the monastery. ... However, those who, like the starets Ilarion, think up new dogmasto
immortalize their memory, sin far more. (872)

In suggesting that the Jesus prayer could replace dl others, Ilarion created atemptation for
lazy monks and a temptation to laziness for others:

That'swhy so many were carried away by theteaching of Ilarion: someby blind zeal and stubbornness,
othershy laziness, sweetly foretasting that they would soon passon to that level of perfection wherethey
would not haveto stand through church services or read any prayersat al, but just "carry in their heart the
name of Jesus." (871)

The lazy were joined by the downright evil:

All that wasin our monasticism of disobedience, stubbornness, vainglory, and avarice wastaken by this
foolish dogma, and without a second thought rejoiced in the opportunity to reject authority and dander the
higher powers, to grab the position of leadership, and to pilfer from the monastery bank. (872)

Nevertheless, at least Ilarion may have been sincere; that can hardly be said of
leroskhimonakh Antony. Proof that the latter does not even believe what he himself is saying is
to be found in his accusations that those who disagree with him are heretics who deny that Jesus
Christ is God, who deny the importance of the Jesus prayer and al prayer in general, and who
have no true spiritual experience:

®\What this refersto is unknown; according to Fr. Antony the two never even met.
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Tothisweanswer that wedo confessthedivinity of Jesus Christ, and wedo highly esteem the Jesusprayer;
andwedo not pride oursavesin learning but we do placeit lower than spiritual experience. However inthe
book of Skhimonakh Ilarionwe don't seeany spiritua experience but rather self-deceptive dreaming. Still
less spiritual experience do we find in the book of Bulatovich; there we see only logomachy, i.e.
scholasticism, without hard logic and without knowledge of the Bible. (871)

Regardless of what one may thank about Bulatovich's logic, he at least never stooped to
anything remotely approaching thekind of mud-dinging that pervades Abp. Antony Khrapovitsky's
writings. Here the slanderous accusations flying so free and easy actually constitute the main
theme of the archbishop's report, which abounds in phrases like "absurd heresy,” "fallen into

prelest',” "ravings of lunatics' (6pen cymacmenmnx), "absurdity,” "stupidity,” "mindless conclu-
sions," and thelike. Andif hedidn't aways usetheterm "heresy,” Novoye Vremya reported the

reason why:

Abp. Antony of VValyniagoeseven farther and saysthat to call thisfaseteaching aheresy isto giveit greater
honor, sinceit is simply khlystic idiotic ravings. (May 17:5)

The archbishop even specifies Fr. Antony's insidious ulterior motives:

Himsdf not believing what he iswriting, but only wanting to have for himsdf ameansfor rebdlion in the
Athonite monasteries... thisimitator of the new fal seteaching much more skillfully disseminatesit thanits
originator, for hefar exceedshimin cunning andinability to deceiveand intimidate s mple-minded Russian
monks. (873) Alas, it is necessary to accept the thought that specificaly thesefightsand expulsions[at S.
Andrew's] constituted thegoal of Fr. Bulatovichinthecompiling of hishypaocritical (paasmusoir) book,
full of obvious perversions of the sacred words and deliberately false interpretations of them. (876)

The report does, however, occasionally depart from ad hominem rhetoric to attempt a
refutation of arguments made in Apologiya, and one must at least give the archbishop credit for
having read the book first thistime. He says Fr. Antony's positionis based on two main fallacies,
of which thefirst isafalse understanding of "name." A nameisonly aword consisting smply of
letters and sounds; its "essence” is not even its meaning but "the movement of air and its striking
against our eardrum.” Fr. Antony's claim that "the name of God" means something other than

letters and sounds is totally unacceptable:
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And does he even want to say something or smply to obfuscate, to darken the thought of [hig] trusting
disciple, sothat he, having read theselines, would say, "Wéll, thank God, here they're divinizing neither
letters nor sounds, but something different, which | can't understand.” 'Y es-- and no one can understand,
we will add, because it isimpossible to understand nonsense. (878)

Bulatovich's other fundamental error isin not differentiating God's energy or action from
what it produces:

And such absurdity Fr. Bulatovich assertswithout any shame; he saysthat every word spoken on Tabor is
God: doesthat mean both theword "listen” and theword "him" are God? ... the Lord ... denounced the
contemporary Jews, saying to them: "serpent, viper'sbrood." Doesthat mean that a serpent is God and a
viperisGod? Accordingto Bulatovich thisisdefinitely so; doubly so, since God created the serpent and
thehedgehog and therabhit they areactionsof divinity -- areall thesewild anima's consequently also God?
(877)

Asfor Bulatovich's quotations from scripture and fathers, he consistently perverts their
meaning, mainly through aliteral understanding of expressions meant metaphorically. Thiskind
of word usageis found throughout the Old Testament and consequently in liturgical and patristic
texts aswell, including St. Gregory of Sinai's "prayer is God working all inal":

Thisisapoetical expression, which replaces other predicateswiththeword"is": iscaused, issustained,
attains, etc. A similar turn of phraseis constantly found in Church poetry: "Jesus most wonderful,
amazement of Angels, Jesus most glorious, strengthening of kings, chadtity of virgins" Fromthiscanwe say
that the chastity of therighteousisnot aquality of soul, undergirded by grace, but rather God himself?(881)

Asfor the suggestion that the name of God isultimately the Son of God, the archbishop (blissfully
ignorant of the text of St. Maximus) proclaims that, "of course, nowhereis such stupidity said"
(875).

Archbishop Nikon Rozhdestvensky's Report

Abp. Nikon's report placed less emphasis on character assassination and more on reason
andlogic. A "name" isnothing morethan "aconventiona sign necessary for our mind, clothed by
usinsounds, ... in letters (written), or only represented abstractly, subjectively thought -- but in

reality (pea.1bno) not existing outside of our mind (anidea).” (854) Nikon stressesthat any word,
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and anamein particular, hasnorea existence. Sothisfactinitself provesillogical the contention
that "God's name is God himself," for an unreal name cannot be the very real personal God; an
abstract idea cannot be a concrete person. Nor can God or his grace even be present in something
that doesn't even exist. Fr. Antony's main error is precisely here -- in speaking of the name as
something that has real existence.

Since theimyadavtsy can't prove their position true logically, they resort to mysticism (a
bad thing roughly equivalent to magic in the eyes of the archbishop) and myriads of quotations
from various authorities. But the only "authority” who really seems to support their positionis
John of Kronstadt, who didn't mean what they mean, was not atheol ogian, and was not attempting
to write an accurate exposition of theology in the works they quote. It isof great significance to
Nikon that for al their effort theimyadavtsy were not able to find other quotes from church fathers
plainly supporting their position. If this"dogma' were really so important, wouldn't one find
irrefutable evidence for it everywhere? He aso emphasizes that the name does nothing
except through faith and God's good will, then observes that many other holy objects work
miracles in the sameway -- icons, the Lord's garmentsin the Gospdl, relics of saints, etc. Yet we
never say that anicon "is God himself" -- and an icon is areal object, whereas a name doesn't
evenredly exist. Even in the case of the Church's greatest sacrament -- we say the bread and the
wine are truly the body and blood of the Lord, but we go no further; we do not say that they "are
God himself."

Professor Sergey Troitsky's Report

Thelast report, Prof. Troitsky's, was obvioudy theresult of much greater investigation and
research than the others and even included a historical introduction. Considering the first edition
of Na Gorakh Kavkaza apart from later developments, Troitsky sees nothing wrong with it other
than "certain unfortunate and inexact expressions.” llarion's error came in the move from ssimple
description of spiritual experience to propounding metaphysical theories, and this was actually

caused by Khrisanf's review:

Inthisway apractical question about how oneshould pray becomeswith thereviewer atheoretica question
about the rdlationship of God's nameto [his] essence. The author followed the reviewer's example. (887)

81



And controversy grew because of Abp. Antony'sjournal:

When Khrisanf's review, at first, apparently, known only to Fr. llarion, appeared in Russkiy Inok, the
argumentsabout thename" Jesus' passed over fromasmdl circleinto themidst of al the Russian monksof
Athos, [and] a new phase in the history of the controversy began. (888)

Among the defenders of llarion one can now differentiate two main groups. simple
uneducated monks who have ssimply divinized particular combinations of letters and sounds, and
educated ones who have devel oped more sophisticated philosophical and theological theories.
The magica and mechanistic views of the former are so obviously contrary to Christian teaching
asto need no refutation, but something smilar in a"somewhat softened form" can be found even
among the latter, whose main spokesman isFr. Antony. Thisview can thus be considered common
toal of them. To show this, Troitsky first concedesthat Bulatovich specifically denies ascribing

divinity to mere letters and sounds, and then after quoting that section of Apologiya adds:

... in addition the author announces, "neverthel ess, we believe that even to these sounds and lettersis
attached the grace of God for the sake of the divine name pronounced with them ... Even if you uncon-
scioudy invoke the name of the Lord Jesus," he writes, "then you will ill have himin hisname." And so
[Troitsky concludes,] thegrace, the power of God isattached to the very soundsand letters of thedivine
names, irrespective of the thought united with them, and that means one need only pronounce these sounds,
pronounce the names of God, and the grace or power united with them will operate by itself, ex opere
operato. (891)

The falacy in Troitsky's interpretation is that to whatever degree one can speak of an
"unconscious action,” to the same degree one can also speak of unconscious thought. As Fr.
Antony saysin this very passage, grace is present in the letters and sounds precisely because of
the divine name expressed by them, precisely because of their meaning, not "irrespective” of it.
Asfor charges that this view constitutes a belief in magic or in effectiveness ex opere operato,
Fr. Antony's understanding of God's presence in his name can be compared to the physical
presence of one's human friend, who may choose sometimes to answer the way expected, other
timesto say nothing at al, and yet other timesto say something quite unexpected -- yet the person

is nevertheless truly present whatever he chooses to do.
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Next Troitsky turns hisattention specifically to those who have dreamed up " sophisticated
philosophical theories." To counter their claimsto befollowers of St. Gregory Palamas he offers
the same two arguments made by Nikon and Antony, beginning with the claim that "God" can only
mean God's "essence." While acknowledging that the Palamitesthemselves did use"God" in the

wider sense, he argues that they did so rarely and for special reasons no longer valid:

... indpologiya itismade clear that in the present casetheword "God" isused not inthe particular narrow
sense of God's essence, but rather in the same wide sense used by the Palamites, in the sense of opposition
toal that iscreated, and in that understanding of opposition, asthe Palamites correctly taught, isincluded
not only God'sessence but also hisenergy. Butif the Palamites had good reason to usetheword "God" not
in the usual narrow sense but in the wide sense to expose the heresy of Barlaam, who taught about the
createdness of the manifestation of God's energy -- thelight of Tabor -- yet theimyaslavtsy have noright
tothis. For now no oneholdsthat God'sname, asapart of revelation, isacreated thing, and consequently
they areintroducing confusion, giving causeto think that they areidentifying God's action with hisessence.
(893)

The better word for the wider meaning is "divinity," and that is the word used by the
councilsthat affirmed the Palamite teaching. Granted, thisisrealy just anissue of semantics; but

then such issues are also important:

Inthisway theimyadavtsy, at least by their terminology, completely stand on the side not of the Palamites,
but of the Barlaamites. But it isimpossibleto consder thisheretica terminology amatter of littleimportance,
for the Church worked out the form of its dogmaswith long effort, and the formul ations established by it have
obligatory significancefor al who wishtoremaininit, and they serve asaguarantee of unity of thought
among church society. (895)

Troitsky's reasoning here -- as throughout his report -- is both confused and fallacious. It
istrue that causing dissension by using language easily misunderstood is certainly to be avoided
if possible, isundoubtedly sinful if deliberate, and presumably would be subject to disciplinary
action if continued in defiance of church authorities. However, thiswas certainly not the case with
the imyadlavtsy, who were clearly not motivated by a desire to cause trouble (Abp. Antony
notwithstanding). They did defy the instructions of Patr. Germanos, but the latter condemned not
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their terminology but the content of what he thought they believed, and they were contending that
he had misunderstood and/or misrepresented their position.

Moreover, saying that theimyadavtsy stood on the side of Barlaam "by their terminology”
isarather extreme sophism. Troitsky argued that this was so because Barlaam only acknowledged
adistinction between "God" and "creation” while St. Gregory added the third category of "divine
energies.” But thisis agross misrepresentation of what the latter meant to say; his terminology
of "essence" and "energies’ could have been applied inasimilar way to human beings, to animals,
even to stones. We know a person by the things he has done, by the things he hassaid, by what he
looks like, by what he habitually does, etc.; yet no matter how well we know the person there
remains something beyond our knowledge -- the very essence of the person, which is ultimately
unknowable and indescribable. Y et in spite of that "limitation™ we neverthelessdo truly know the
person himself through avariety of forms of contact. To equate the person only with that "essence”
which always remains beyond our knowledge is to deny that we can know the person at all. The
same can be said of our relationship with God. Were Troitsky's position correct the whole of
Christian literature would have to be rewritten. One could never know God himself nor describe
him in any way. One could not say God is love, for that is one of his characteristics, not his
essence. One could not say God is merciful, for that is one of his characteristics, not his essence.
One could not say that God healsthe sick, for that isthe work of hisenergies. One could not say
that God will raisethe dead to eternd life, for that isthework of hisenergies. One could not even
say that God as the "unknowable essence” is known or reveasitself in these ways through the
energies-- for Fr. Antony's equivalent statement that "the energies name the unnameabl e essence”
Troitsky rejects as an "impossible contradiction.” So it is Troitsky's terminology (shared by all
three of the Synod's "reporters’) that for Christianity isnonsense. What he did with "essence” and
"energy” in God was the same as what Nestorius did with "two natures’ in Christ, i.e. instead of
distinguishing that which is united, he separated them -- even while emphasizing their
inseparability. If there can be such athing as "heretical terminology,” thisisit.

Troitsky does concede that "name" is sometimes used by scripture in away that can be

equated with the technical term "energy," a concession neither of the other reports make:



The name of God, understood in the sense of God'srevelation and at the sametime fromitsobjective side,
i.e. in the sense of the revealing (orxpuisanne) of truthsto man, isthe eternal, inseparable-from-God
energy of God, received by people only insofar astheir crestedness, limitedness, and mord dignity alows.
Totheword "name" used inthissenseis gpplied the appellation divinity (6eotng), but not God, insofar as
"God isthe act-or" (neicrsywomuir), and not the action, and insofar as "God is above divinity." (906-7)

Beyond word usage, Troitsky sees the error of the imyaslavtsy to be in confusing the
objective with the subjective. He believes that when they say "the name of God is God," they
mean by "name" the human act of pronouncing it rather than the objective side of divine revelation.
And speaking of the name as"the very ideaof God" or the thought of God is no better, for that too
isahuman action, not adivineone. He accusesthem of claiming that the human understanding of
God can be "adequate” to him, though it isimpossible that the finite can fully comprehend the
infinite. Thisisamisrepresentation; no imyasavets ever called God's name God himself in the
sense of absolute identification, and Fr. Antony in Apologiya specifically and repeatedly denied
that the divine name is "adequate” or all-inclusive.

Invocation of the name in prayer is yet another issue. Here Troitsky acknowledges a

reciprocal action of both God and man:

Butif prayer isaways not only the action of God's grace, but also of our spirit, then to call prayer God
meansto call God even theaction of acrested, limited spirit, whilethe Church doesn't call God even God's
action, but callsit only divine. (897)

St. Gregory of Sinai's phraseis therefore explained not by ascribing it to poetic language
as does Abp. Antony, but by saying that St. Gregory was speaking only of the "objective side” of
prayer.

In conclusion Troitsky pointsto avariety of sometimes contradictory positionsin various
writings of the imyadavtsy and suggests that they themselves have yet to fully define what they
believe. But in general one can summarize that they are wrong both in terminology (including
energiesin "God himself") and in content (confusing the objective side of divine revelation with
the subjective).! Troitsky's analysis of confusion on the side of the imyaslavtsy is afair one;

3 Thislast issue will be dealt with in ch. 7 below.
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having been pushed into a defensive position by Khrisanf's review, many monks agood deal less
capablethan Fr. Antony Bulatovich had a so taken pen in hand. And under that pressure some of
them probably did use imprecise phraseology that could be misinterpreted. But a careful,
unbiased attempt to understand their main points could have avoided such misinterpretations.
Unfortunately, not one of the Synod's reporters seems to have been motivated by a desire to
understand so much as by a desire to find bases for condemnation. Some reasons why Abp.
Antony took this approach have already been presented. Not enough information about the other
two is available today to make a similar analysis of their motives. One may nevertheless
reasonably suppose that for Troitsky the power and influence of the archbishop from Volyniawas
not without effect, and that for Nikon personal friendship with afellow member of the Synod
and/or political camaraderie played arole.

Many greeted the Synod's decision asthefinal word that would terminate the conflict once
andfor al. That wasto prove avain hope, and it waswith the foresight of aNeville Chamberlain
that one Novoye Viemya reporter entitled his May 16 article about it "An End to the Matter of

Bulatovich” (dunan nena byaarosnua).
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