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Abstract:

The teaching of St. Gregory Palai (1296-1359) is usually considered as a paradigmatic
of Eastern Christian mystical theology. It is héhdt it goes beyond rational thinking anc
based on antinomic premises. Contrary to this vpickesd view, | try to (ve a consistent
account of two crucial ideas of Palamism: the dition between essence and energies,
the concept of deificatic. In doing this, | discuss and develop some foramalyses by Paw
Florensky (18821937). It proves that Palamas’ teaching is no hkas®nal than any othe
metaphysical theory. This result casts a new lighthe alleged irrational character of Eas
Christian theology, which aspect is sometimes thotg be an obstacle ihe dialog between
the West and the Ea

This paper was first published in the volu
Schumann A. (ed},ogic in Orthodox Christian Thinkir. Ontos Verlag, 2013, pp8-81.

1. Introduction

The teaching of St. Gregory Palar (1296-1359) is widely considered both as the pea
traditional patristic and Byzantine theology ansloahs the main source of conterrary Orthodox
theology. The status of Palamas in the Christiast By be comparable only with the positior
St. Thomas Aquinas the West. The teaching of these two masters$tén @wontrasted. Palamas
usually presented asparfect example of the dominant eastern trend dfticgd theology based ¢
experience, whereas Aquinas is thought to be adgpmatic case of a typical western rational .
conceptual theology. If one takes into account tRalamas was involved into ong-lasting
struggle with Barlaam of Calab, who was supposed to be a Thomist, the contrasiclea thes:
two great figures reflects difficult relationshipstween the Eastern and Western Christeni

One of the most popul opinions on Eastern Christian theology is thataeg beyon
rational thinking: at least much further than thedfrn one. Indeed, many commentators sut
that the teaching of St. Gregory Pala cannot be squeezed into ight schema of westel
rationality. Particularly, his crucial distinctidmetween the essence and energies of God is
seen as antinomical, both by his critics and hikviers. Orthodox archbishop Basil Krivosh,
one of the main advocates of Palamism in th" century, remarked: ‘Here we are faced wit
theological antinomy which, in view of the wholetieency of Gregory’s teaching, must be take
have ontological [...], objective charactelKrivoshein 1938, p 140). The same opinion w
formulated by Vladimir Losskya theologian who considerably popularized Palamdke West
‘We are taken in the presence of an antinomic tiggolvhich proceeds by oppositions of contr
but equally true propositions’ Lossky 1974, p. 51). Finally, archbishop Yannis Spil, a
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contemporary Catholic scholar, warns his westeadees that ‘Palamas uses concepts, which are
contradictory, though consistent in God’ and theref

approaching the problem of Palamism using intaligctcategories—the attitude,

which is sometimes present in discussing famousnrRat distinction between

essence and energy—is not the best met8pdgris1996, p. 96).

| would like to challenge this popular view. Genbrd believe that theology of the Eastern
Church is no less rational than western thinkingrtiBularly, | shall discuss here the notorious
Palamistic essence/energies distinction and theegirof deification in order to extract deep logic
underlying Palamas’ theology. It will be shown thihere is nothing especially inconsistent in
Palamism. This paper continues my attempts to geosilogical analysis of some crucial ideas of
the Orthodox theologyRoek2010;Rojek2010a).

| am not a pioneer in a logical analysis of Palamiff was father Pavel Florensky (1882—
1937) who, exactly a century ago, in 1913, firs¢m@ipted to analyze in a formal way the Palamas’
distinction between essence and eneiggrénskij 2000, pp. 268-274), and discuss the logical
definition of identity in the context of Orthodogaching on deificationHorensky2004, pp. 53-79,
365-374). As far as | know, after Florensky's desitha Soviet Labor Camp in 1937, nobody
continued his projectTherefore, | shall take his analysis as my stgmiaint.

First, (82) 1 will briefly present the historicahbkground of the discussion, dogmatization,
falling into oblivion, and finally rediscovering Ranas’ teaching. Then, | will outline the
essence/energies distinction and the concept dicalgon of man (83). The two elements of
Palamism derive directly from the religious expece in which God reveals himself and unites
with man. Next, | will undertake to analyze these ttopics, starting with Florensky’s formal
remarks (84-5). | will propose a plain formalizatiof essence/energies distinction, and discuss
some issues concerning identity and indiscernilfigt are crucial for the analysis of deificati¢m.
Conclusion, (86) I shall highlight the specific cheter of Palamas’ philosophy, which falls into the
category of ‘theological philosophyRpjek 2009), that is a philosophy which draws its basic
concepts and axioms from theol4gy

2. Historical Remarks

The theory of essence and energies, however pbidsaly or even physically it may
sound, originally is of no philosophical nature.eTéssence/energies distinction was formulated in
the 14"century to solve some strictly theological problecosinected with religious practice and
experience of the pious Byzantine monks caledychastsStrikingly enough, the teaching of
Palamas was rediscovered in thd' t@ntury when dealing with another controversy, elgnthe
practice of the Orthodox monks calledomathodoxists

2.1. Hesychasm

Hesychasts developed a technique of prayer, camgist concentrating mind and body in
silence. Monks practising hesychasm maintained thating long praying some of them
experienced a vision of ‘divine light’Kf¢ivoshein 1938; Meyendorff1998; Mantzaridis 1984;
Spiteris1996). This practice raises controversies in twimfgofirst, concerning the role of body in
the spiritual life, and second, the very possiitf experiencing God. Palamas’ anthropology and
metaphysics provided a theoretical explanation loé fpossibility of hesychastic religious
experience.

Palamas formulated his doctrine during fierce amagilasting polemics with his three
opponents: Barlaam of Calabria, Gregory Akindynog Bicefor Gregoras. The discussion started
with Barlaam’s severe criticism of hesychasts’ ficgc He objected to the involvement of body in
praying, and argued that since God remains esfigntiaknowable and inexperienceable, the
reported light could not be divine. Palamas, a @sas monk from Mount Athos, retorted in his
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most famous worl he Triads(1983, 2003), where he argued for the integratadtar of a human
being on one hand, and for the distinction betwagknowable essence and knowable energies in
God on the other. The other two opponents argueédagainst hesychasm in general, but rather
against Palamas’ own theory, thus giving him a ghis to clarify his doctrine ifreatiseg2007)

and the final systematic wofBne Hundred and Fifty Chapte($988). As usual in Byzantium, this
theological dispute was instantly linked with piokt, national, dynastic, ecclesiastical and class
struggles, and consequently, Palamas, as welkdsltowers, got embroiled in a civil war.

Eventually, Gregory Palamas celebrated a greanpiuas in 1341, 1347 and 1351, local
councils in Constantinople officially confirmed hisaching and, in turn, condemned Barlaam’s,
Akindynos’ and Nicefor Gregoras’. In 1352, the decon Palamism was includedSynodikona
concise summary of Orthodox faith read out in alirches on the second Sunday of Lent called
‘The Triumph of Orthodoxy’. As a result, ‘hesychasmd its Palamite interpretation became the
official theology of the Orthodox worldBradshaw2004, p. 235). Palamas died as the archbishop
of Thessalonica, and swiftly was canonized. Theh@tbx Church venerates him on a very
prestigious day in the liturgical calendar, nanatythe third Sunday of Lent.

There are many interpretations of the controversr tiesychasm. The Orthodox tradition
likes to perceive it as a struggle between the Waest the East, Philosophy and Theology,
Rationalism and Mysticism, Paganism and Christyanit great Russian Orthodox philosopher,
Aleksej Losev, wrote in the 1920s:

In the persons of Barlaam and Akindynos OrthodoxrCin has condemned the whole

Renaissance, which has just begun, and in whicledtern nations engaged, perhaps

to the end of their existence, since the westem without Renaissance would not be

western anymore. Barlaamic dualism along with thewgof rationalism becomes

Cartesianism and Occasionalism; with the grow dfjesttivism [...] it becomes

Kantianism, and with the fall of the sense of ttem$cendent becomes Positivism, etc.

(Losev1993a, pp. 872-873).

Other commentators were usually less radical, thpug general, they saw Barlaam and
Palamas as two distinct figures representing thet\died the East, as well as Reason and Faith. The
debate between them was interpreted, for examgple céash between western thomistic and eastern
patristic theologies Liossky 1957, pp. 7677, 220), western kataphatic and mastpophatic
traditions Krivoshein1938), western rational and eastern experimentalldlgy (Meyendorffl983,

p. 13; 1983, p. 139), and so on.

In view of new historical research, some of thesmions must be revised. There can be no
doubt that Barlaam was not an ‘eastern thomistki@wv scholasticism only poorly, and if he had
been influenced by some western thinkers, it woatder have been St. Augustine than St. Thomas
(Bradshaw2004, p. 230). Some western authors even hold Thatmism virtually agrees with
Palamism fascall 1971; Siemianowski993). At any rate, western influences on Barlahoukl
not be exaggerated. The polemic between BarlaamPaimas, as even Lossky (1964, p. 126)
finally admitted, was an internal discussion betw#ee two eastern traditions, not simply between
the West and the Ea$t.

Nevertheless, scholars usually agree that the mmpesirtant issue in the debate was the role
of rational thinking in theology, and most of therauld agree with Vladimir Lossky:

It was a conflict between mystical theology andekgious philosophy, or, rather, a

theology of concepts which refused to admit whainssd to it to be an absurdity,

foolishness. The God of revelation and of religi@xperience was confronted with

the God of the philosophers, on the battlefieldnofsticism, and, once again, the

foolishness of God put to naught the wisdom of fiasskyl957, p. 221).

In my opinion also this popular view should be sexd. First of all, contrary to the opinion
of his opponents, Palamas was a very well eduaatddcapable philosopher. Before he became a
monk, he studied in Constantinople and was famougis deep understanding of philosophy. His
biographer noted that once, on the occasion ofldigodiscussion on Aristotle’s logic, Palamas’
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teacher exclaimed in the presence of the empdfohristotle himself had been here in flesh and
blood, he would have praised hinMéyendorff1998, p. 29). Even when Palamas argued against
‘secular wisdom’, he did it with a sound knowledgat. The controversy with Barlaam and others
was, therefore, a struggle between two differeiibpbphies, and not simply between theology and
philosophy. Moreover, it was Barlaam who really idenhuman cognitive power, not Palamas,
since Barlaam respected secular sciences whilengpldat hat they could not give true knowledge
of God. On the contrary, Palamas did not valueddrumisdom, but was much more optimistic as
regards the capacities of human cognition. Afteraatlose examination of Palamas teaching shows
that there is nothing especially irrational inatd in the following parts of the study, | will ttg
prove it.

2.2. Onomathodoxy

The works of Gregory Palamas were practically fttego for hundreds of years. He was
known solely for his popular ascetical writingss®matical treatises were rarely read and copied.
Only at the beginning of 30century, Orthodox philosophers and theologiansscedered them.
Palamism quickly became an intellectual foundatadinthe modern Orthodox theology, and
provided it with the feeling of distinction fromdtwestern tradition. Palamas was first rediscovered
in Russia in 1910s. The main reason was a theabgmntroversy concerning the status of the
names of God, which broke out in some Russian nmenes at Mount Athos (sdeeskin2004;
Alfeev2007).

Religious practice of pious monks of Athos againdmee a trigger for a theological debate.
Onomathodoxistsiiaslavcy claimed that since the names of Gods were digimexgies, therefore
they were God himself. This belief, which was oalyewer version of Palamism, was discussed
and condemned by some Orthodox authorities. F&theel Florensky wrote a foreword to a book
by a monk Anthony, one of the onomathodoxists’ égadin which he noticed a similarity between
onomathodoxy and the teaching of Gregory Palamlasgnskij 2000, p. 287-294). This issue was
discussed by some Moscow philosophers, who subsdgyepared extensive works on this topic
(Florenskij 2000, p. 104-363;0sev1993a, pp. 865-900; 1993b, pp. 613-8B0lgakov1999;cf.
Leskin 2008; Obolevitch 2011). This philosophical activity initiated th@ogue for Palamism’
among Russian lay intellectuals. Fr. Basil Loudagd, Orthodox theologian and a severe critic of
Florensky, admitted: ‘With no doubt traces of thagjuelead to Florensky as a sourceu('e 1997,

p. 340).

This philosophical interest in Palamism evokedaxtien of professional theologians. Basil
Krivosheine, a Russian learned monk of Mount Athmshlished in 1930s an influential essay on
the thought of Palama&iivoshein1938). Vladimir Lossky, during World War Il, gaveet famous
lectures on mystical theology, in which he praigdamas’ teachinHowever, the real turning
point was a great work of John Meyendorff, who prep the first modern edition dhe Triads
and an extensive introduction to the doctrine daas Meyendorffl998). From this moment on,
St. Gregory Palamas acquired in the Orthodox tlggotoposition comparable to that of St. Thomas
Aquinas in Catholicism. This parallel is not somsiging if one takes into account that Lossky and
Meyendorff were students of Etienne Gilson, onthefleaders of the 2century Neothomism.

3. The Teaching of Palamas

The aim of Gregory Palamas was an explanation ef ftllowing two related facts:
revelation and deification. Both have religious reltéer and are specific to Christianity. Palamas
was not interested in general natural theologyratiter tried to construct special metaphysics for
Christian experience and hope. His question wasiaW¢hould the world be like since revelation
and deification are possible?’ Since the conceppestonal God, in general, and the concepts of
revelation and deification, in particular, do ndtih a classical philosophical conceptual scheme,
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Palamas decided to introduce some metaphysicalvatioms, such as the essence/energies
distinction.

3.1. Two Religious Facts

Christian understanding of personal God assumes d@hhough God is essentially
unknowable for human beings, he may decide to tdweeself in the world. Therefore, Christianity
goes beyond negative theology, and asserts thain@yddecide to manifest Himself. This specific
concept of revelation is expressed, for instangeStb John:

‘No one has ever seen God; the only Son [...] hentiade him known’John1:18).

Similar statements might be found elsewhere inSbeptures. Even in the Old Testament,
though God says that ‘man shall not see me ant(l&e33:20), God ‘used to speak to Moses face
to face’ Ex 33:11). Ultimately, the destination of man is d felvelation of God. ‘We know that
when he appears we shall be like him, for we de#lhim as he is’ (1ohn3:2).

This last statement leads to the question of d#ibo. Personal God may not only be
manifest, but also may unite himself with humamgsi Christian salvation is thought exactly as a
kind of union with God. St. Peter used once quipdidosophical expression:

he [Jesus our Lord] has granted to us his pre@odisvery great promises, that [...]

you may [...] become partakes of the divine naturBggl:4).

This union of man and God was described in Scrptumany ways, for instance as being
‘the temple of God’ (Zor 6:16), ‘children of God’ John1:12;Gal 4:7), ‘heirs of God’ Rom8:17;

Gal 4:7), and finally simply ‘gods’John10: 34). The patristic tradition introduced a spéwiord
for this union: deification theosi$ (Mantzaridis 1984). God, though remains essentially
inaccessible, may somehow share Himself with tbatares.

Christian revelation and deification were not otitgoretical premises for Palamas, they
were realities experienced by monks of Mount Athdssychasts believed that during their prayers
God truly revealed Himself and really deified theflme teaching and experience of the Church
was, therefore, the starting point of Palamas’ litgpo

In order to explain the possibility of revelationdadeification, Palamas introduced the
distinction between essence and energies. God niyt aonsists of one essence and three
hypostases, but also of one essence and many esepgrhaps infinite number of them. Energies
are distinct, yet not separable from essence. Baigh, they are really God himself, though are not
God’s essence. God therefore has the unknowableiraedessible essence, and knowable and
accessible energies.

Hence, energies play a double role in Palamas’logyo On one hand, revelation consists
of energies’ manifestation, and on the other, daifon means sharing the energies. Now, | would
like to analyze these two aspects in details.

3.2. The Essence/Energies Distinction

The distinction between essence and energy waseatly invented by Palamas. The
concept of energy had been more or less expliaggd by the Greek Church Fathers before, not to
mention Aristotle Bradshaw 2004). Palamas himself willingly admitted his defot Saint
Dionysius, St. Basil and St. Maximus the Confesbtwreover, local Constantinopolitan synod, in
1351, officially linked the essence/energies ddadton with the teaching of the Sixth Council on
two energies in ChristLpsev1993a, p. 895). ‘It would be no exaggeration to &t patristic
tradition had already formulated such a teaching general form, and that Palamas merely took it
to its furthest conclusionsMantzaridis1984, p. 105). Nevertheless, during the heatedigssons
with opponents, Palamas developed such a detailgmiat of essence/energy distinction as no one
has ever before.



The distinction between essence and energies saefast, quite intuitive. Things manifest
themselves. It is plausible to suppose that mataifiess (energies) of a thing are not exhaustive.
There probably is always something hidden in aghjessence), the rest which has not been
actually manifested. One thing can have many differmanifestations depending on specific
circumstances in which they are produced. As Pleeensky formulated it:

Being has itsnner side, in which it turns to itself without involvirenything else, and

anouter side, in which it turns to other beings. Thesetam sides, but they are not

joined to each other since they are primary urthgy are one and the same being,
though turned to different directions. [...] In patit terminology these two sides of

being are called essence or substanasia and act or energgnergeia(Florenskij

2000, p. 255).

Energies ‘manifest'{riads I, 2, 7), ‘present’ (I, 12), ‘express’ (ll, 14he essence. They
‘characterize or present [the essence], thoughoti@mesentvhatit is, that is what it is as regard to
essence’ (Il, 23). Essence, though is ‘presen¢ach of the energie3riadslll, 2, 7; Treatisesll,

3), nevertheless ‘transcendentBtiadslll, 2, 7) and ‘surpassessl{eatisedl, 19) all its energies.

What are energies after all? Palamas understood ¥keey broadly, apparently uniting a few
traditional ontological categories under one labelvid Bradshaw (2004, p. 273) indicated that it
encompassed at least three categories: ‘realitet’ibutes’ and ‘operations’. For instance, ireth
case of God, energies include realities such aseated light or the gifts of the Spirit, attributes
such as infinity, immortality, life, and, finallgome operations like the act of creating, proviéenc
and foreknowledge. Realities seem to be separigsthwhile attributes are plainly inseparable and
dependent, whereas operations presumably presugposality. Is there a common mark of all
these categories?

One way to look at Palamas is as inviting us tmmeeive what have traditionally

been regarded as distinct categories [...] as spedibs a broader genus, that of acts

of self-manifestationBradshaw2004, p. 273).

Indeed, Palamas introduces quite a new generajjargteand as yet there is no reason to
object to it.

It is worth comparing Palamitic notion of energytiwthe traditional concept of accident.
Palamas himself did it in a few passages, pointmigboth similarities and dissimilarities. As John
Meyendorff remarked,

Nothing shows Palamas’s main preoccupation betian tthese hesitations; that

preoccupation was to free theology from Aristotl@kilosophic categories which

were clearly inadequate worthily to express the telys(Meyendorffl998, p. 225).

This also shows best, in my opinion, his strenuatiempts to formulate a new, more
adequate category.

There are three crucial features of accidesygnpebekds dependency, contingency and
non-coextensivity Brunschwig1991). Contrary to substancesus$ig, accidents are dependent
constituents of a thing; contrary to propertigsof), they need not to belong to the substance and
are not specific for just one species. What aboetges? John Meyendorff (1998, p. 225) referred
to the following passages from Palamas:

[energy] is neither essence, nor accident, andnifestheologians have used the word

“accident” that was only to show that everything3ad is not essenc€@pita 127);

accident does not always exist; energy is simibaadcident in this respect since it

does not always act, as well as does not alwaysctofTherefore energies resemble

accidents in that respect, that might create orcnedte, but differ from accidents in

this, that they cannot not exigdainst Akindyno¥1, 21);

God [...] is able to grant the Wisdom and actuallgirgs it [...] and He possesses it

not as a property, but only as energgdinst Gregora$l).

It seems that these statements correspond, initimthe three abovementioned features of
accidents. First, exactly like accidents, energiast in a thing. Second, they differ from accigent
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in respect of contingency. In some sense, eneggeesontingent, in the other, they are necessary.
Palamas distinguished anergeiafrom the correspondingynamis Energeiais the use oflynamis
(Bradshaw2004, p. 239). Palamas wrote: ‘there is a beginamdjend, if not of the creative power
itself, then at least of its actionTijadslll, 2, 8). Bothenergeiain this narrower sense adgnamis

are energies in a general sense. Energies may begdirend only as a temporal realization of
necessarily existingynamis In short,energeiaresembles in this aspect accident, why@amisis
more like property. Third, it seems that energies ot specific for one species only, and can
characterize other beings. Divine wisdom, for inetg may be transferred to human beings, so it is
not a property in a strict Aristotelian sense. $heilarities and differences might be summarized in
Table 1.

Table 1.Energies and Aristotle’s categories.

Accident Property Energy
(symbebekgs (idion) (energeid
Dependent + + +
Contingent + — iasdynam@
(asenergeia
Coextensive — + —

This brief comparison reveals, | believe, that Reala wanted to adjust traditional
philosophical concepts to his purposes. Energiespime sense, are more dynamic than properties
and more static than accidents. One of the mosbitapt advantages of the category of energy is
that it embraces natural as well as voluntary nestéttions, and therefore fits in the concept of
personal God.

The attributes-energies, to St. Gregory Palamasydoyneans are abstract concepts

applicable to the divine essence, but living andqeal forces, [...] manifestations of

personal Godl(osskyl974, p. 57).

Apparently, though Palamas went beyond the inleeptalosophical tradition, he tried to
adapt it to a new content, and not simply to abarto

| have presented the essence/energies distintiarparfectly general ontological account. |
think that there is strong evidence for this intetation. Palamas taught: ‘The natural energyas th
power which manifests every essence, and only nogbg deprived of this powerTgiads Ill, 2,

7); ‘no nature can exist [...], unless it possessesssential energyT¢iadslll, 3, 6; see also e.g.
Treatisesll, 14, 24). According to Palamas, all beings hdseessence and energies; God is only
one of the applications of this general distinctié®fle nevertheless owe theology the proper
formulation of this distinction.

Some commentators suggested, however, that eibleere$sence/energies distinction is
applicable to God only or this distinction, in tt&se of God, somehow differs from the other case.
On one hand, Basil Krivoshein insisted:

The distinction between substance [i.e. essence]emergy is quite different from

ordinary, logically definable and classifiable distions which exist between created

objects. More than ever, here, we must remembearitiromism of our conception of

God, which does not fit into the ordinary framewarklogic (Krivoshein 1938, p.

143).

On the other, Yannis Spiteris held:



We should not apply concepts of essence and ener@od in a general meaning
delivered by human reason. We might apply thesecequs to God only in a
metaphorical waySpiteris1996, p. 55).

Both these limitations seem to me unnecessaryniRaladopted a downward methodology.
He formulated the concept of energy for the paléicaase of God, and then used it for other cases.
Therefore, we should not hesitate to apply it atures as well as God. This point was clearly
formulated by Pavel Florensky:

all intellectual efforts of Palamas and his followevere historically focused on a

restricted domain, but in fact the principles slabg Palamists concern an immensely

broader field than it might seem at first glanaajeed, it is difficult to determine

where they have no applicatiofl¢renskij2000, p. 272).

Palamas frequently repeated that energies aredeatical’ with essence Tfiads|, 3, 23)
nor ‘distinct’ (Treatisedl|, 12), though ‘inseparableT¢iadslll, 2, 13; 1l, 3, 15; 1lI, 1, 34; Ill, 2, 20;

I, 3, 37; Ill, 1, 24;Treatisedl, 28, 32) from it. ‘It is impossible to separdtem acting nature [...]
its corresponding powers and energies, even ththaghdiffer from it in other ways'Treatises!,
10).

Being distinct, and yet inseparable, is a markaf-substantial entities. In fact, as Palamas
often said, energies are not ‘hypostatic’ but ‘grdstatic’, that is they need to be connected with a
hypostasisTriads/ I, 3, 6; Ill, 1, 9; Ill, 1, 18; Ill, 2, 23Treatisedll, 10). In other words, energies
are ontologically dependent on their essence. Thavhy they are so tightly connected with
essence; dependency is the best known ‘ontologjeed’ (Mertz 1996). Dependent entities are
exactly distinct, yet not separable entities.

Palamas, in many passages, pointed at the ontalatppendency of the energies.

Energy descends from essence, not essence fromyeridre former is a cause, the

latter is an effect; the former exists on its owhe latter does not exists on its own

(Treatisedl, 10).

He [God] gives them [energies] existence, but Hesdaot receive its existence from

them ({Triadslil, 2, 25).

Finally, essence and energies are analogous t@a$ilisunbeams. ‘There is not even a trace
left after sunlight when the Sun is séfir¢atised, 30).

The relation between essence and its energieséshotbe conflated with causality. Cause
and effect need not coexist, whereas energies Ipctdepend on essence. Palamas on many
occasions wrote that essence ‘produc@sia@slll, 1, 23), ‘creates’ {reatisesll, 44) energies, or
that energies ‘follow’ Treatisesll, 26) from essence. However, sometimes he alsmtained that
essence ‘causes’ energidsig@dslll, 2, 7; Treatisesll, 19). Commentators rightly pointed out that
he did not understand this kind of causality irsaal way.

The energies are not effects of the divine causereatures are; they are not created,

formed ex nihilo, but flow eternally from the ongsence of the TrinityLosskyl1957,

p. 73; see alskrivoshein1938, p. 143).

Palamas has also stressed the difference betweerréation of things and producing
energies. He devoted to this topic the whole tse&din the divine energiesCreated beings are
not processiond.g. energies], [...] but effects of God’s processioigeatised, 7); ‘a creature is
an effect of divine energies not the energies tledras’ (Treatisedll, 19).

Palamas insisted that since essence and energesotarseparable, they do not, strictly
speaking, make a whole. Things are not mereoldgicaimpounded of essence and energies. ‘That
what appears, or can be thought of, or can be diverenergies] is not a part of Godlreatises
lll, 6). Nor ‘elements’ are of God’s naturérgatisedl, 23), since ‘no being is composed of its own
acts’ (Treatiseslll, 25). He asked rhetorically: ‘What kind of wleocan be built by a mover and
moving, that is by acting principle and its energyf7eatised, 22).

It is interesting to notice that Palamas’ distiantistrikingly resembles the classical
scholastic notion of formal distinctioryveedale1991). According to some medieval western
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philosophers, beings may be conceptually differgat, really inseparable. Conceptual difference
means that things have different definitions, bgldo diverse categories. Exactly the same
definition may be found in Palamas: ‘We do not tris@ unity of essence and energies as if they
had the same meaning, but as something insepal@bésitisesll, 8). This coincidence calls into
guestion the thesis on specificity of the essemesfy distinction. However it does not deny
originality neither to Palamas, nor Scotus. Thengla hardly be any intellectual exchange between
the learned monks in the East and the West.

Some Orthodox commentators tried to moderate sowellus coincidence. Basil
Krivosheine (1938, p. 152), for instance, evenjuatmitted that essence/energy distinction
corresponds to scholastiistinctio realia minoy but ‘very relatively’ and ‘very inexactly’. At #h
same time, he understood Palamitic distinction gsragmatike diakrisis that is a real (not
mental—kat’epinoeir) distinction (not separationgtairesiy. This is precisely meant by scholastic
formal distinction. It seems there really is no g@pween the eastern and the western distinction.

The distinction between essence and energies wasluced by Gregory Palamas to explain
the possibility of experiencing God in hesychagtiaying. Indeed, hesychasts could contemplate
God himself, though not in His inaccessible, divessence, but in knowable, uncreated energies. It
is so because divine energies are no less divare divine essence. Energies ‘are not out of God’
(Treatisesl, 32), they are ‘God Himself, though not in tlespect of the essenc&rgatisesl, 15,

32). ‘God is entirely present in each of the divereergies’ Triads lll, 2, 7). Therefore, both the
essence and the energies might be ‘named withathe svords’ {reatisedl, 4).

The energies or divine acts belong to the existeficgod himself; they represent his

existencefor us It is therefore not only justified but necesstwyapply thereto the

attributes proper to the divine Being; they are Qtteog and Deity theote3

(Meyendorffl998, p. 217-218).

3.3. The Metaphysics of Deification

The essence/energies distinction was formulated amdy for the explanation of the
possibility of revelation; the most fundamentathréor Palamas, as well as to the whole the Eastern
Christian tradition in general, was the realityddification Meyendorff1983, p. 2). The whole
Palamas’ theory was, in fact, an attempt to prowd®mlogical explanation of the mystical union
with God.

By his doctrine on [...] divine energies Gregory Pa@ds gives an indestructible

theological foundation to the traditional mysticabching of the Orthodox Church,

since only on the basis of this doctrine is it [ulssto consistently assert the reality of

the communion between God and man [...] without rgllinto the pantheistic

confusion of creature with Creatdfr{voshein1938, p. 207).

According to Palamas, the union with God is atgame time the highest cognition of God
(Mantzaridis 1984, p. 114-115). Strictly speaking, this way ofowing has no intellectual
character. Palamas understood deification as anaadformation of human being in which man
ontologically unites with God. Becoming an objettkoowing is, however, definitely the best
way to know.

What is the ontological mechanism of deification?appears that Palamas formulated a

considerably innovating and illuminating solutidéie noticed once:

dwelling of the light of grace in a soul is notianple connection [...] but amazing

internal communion, in some sense inexpressible wr@hralleled Kirst Letter to

Barlaam43, Spiteris1996, p. 84).

Before Palamas, patristic theology developed twstirdit concepts of union—namely
essential union of divine Persons in the Trinitg &ne hypostatic union of two essences in Christ.
Palamas proposed a third solution. God and mae neither by essence, nor by hypostasis, but by
energies.
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God in His completeness deifies those who are wathhis, by uniting Himself with

them, not hypostatically—that belonged to Chrisina—nor essentially, but through

[...] energies Against Akindyno¥, 26, Meyendorffl983, p. 164; cfLosskyl957, p.

87).

It is worth noticing that such analysis of eterhfd seems to differ significantly from the
theory of mere beatific vision developed in the i@astheology Bradshaw2004).

According to Dionysius the Areopagit€id I, 3; cf. Treatiseslll, 7), deification ¢(heosi3
consists of both assimilationaghomoiosis and unification €nosi3. Palamas carefully
distinguished these two concepts. He perceivedndasion as a result of man’s own effort to
imitate God. It consists of ascetics and virtuofes All Christian moral teaching concerns the way
in which man can imitate their divine example. Nélveless, Palamas insisted, that assimilation is
only a necessary, but not sufficient, conditiondeffication {Treatiseslll, 7; see alsdrivoshein
1938, p. 72Mantzaridis1984, p. 88). The main reason for this was the tflaat imitation is a
human action, whereas deification is a gift of déevigrace. As St. Paul said, ‘[God] saved us [...]
not in virtue of works but in virtue of his own pase and the grace’ @m 1:9). Hence, Palamas
taught:

Every virtue and imitation of God on our part, iedepreparesthose who practise

them for divine union, but the mysterious uniorlitss effectecby grace (riadslll, 1,

27; italics mine).

The crucial component of deification is unificatidhalamas understood the union of man
and God as sharing by man divine energies.

God, while remaining entirely in Himself, dwellstealy in us by His superessential

power; and communicates to us not His nature, hatproper glory and splendor

(Triadsl, 3, 23).

‘Power’, ‘glory’ and ‘splendor’ are obviously named divine energies. Deified man is
endowed with divine energies, which become his ewargies. Human being retains their created
human essence and obtains uncreated divine energies

The divine life [...] belongs to the divine natureeevwhen man benefit from it (by

grace, not by nature); hence it constitutes thenmed a communion both personal

and real with God, a communion which does not im&dhe impossible confusion of

the naturesNleyendorffl998, p. 217).

Thus, in some specific sense, man partially beca®ed. As Palamas put it:

He who achieves deification is fittingly defined Imth: he is on the one hand

unoriginate, eternal and heavenly [...] on accourthefuncreated grace that eternally

derives from eternal God; he is on the other a neation and a new man [...] on
account of himself and his own natuReply to Akindynodll, 6, 15, Mantzaridis

1984, p. 112).

Palamas quoted with approval St. Maximus’ phrase:

The one, who is considered worthy of it, by graaaild be everything that God is by

nature, save only the identity of natutedatisedl|, 34; cf.Losskyl957, p. 87).

Therefore, it may be said that ‘them, who partitzpia energies and act in accordance with them,
through God’s grace are made gods with no beginanmgno end’ Third Letter against Akindynps
Spiteris1996, p. 78).

The possibility of human deification is given thgbuChrist in the ChurchMantzaridis
1984, pp. 41-60vleyendorffl983, pp. 163—-164). The human nature assumed bgt@fas deified
first due to the hypostatic union. Now, thanks axi@ments, people are able to participate in that
nature and to be endowed by divine energies.

To Palamas, the communion of the sacraments sgnifie union with the human

nature of Logos of God, which, united hypostaticaliith the second person of the

Trinity, was deified and became the source of daiion to manNlantzaridis1984, p.

54).
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In the result of a sacramental life, ‘Christ’s ugmtied life and energy become the property of
the man who is united with Him, and in whose pergdhrist himself lives and operates’
(Mantzaridis1984, p. 128).

4. Ontological Dependency, Relational Order and Energis

In this part, | would like to present some formahlyses of Palamas’ teaching. As | noticed
in 81, Father Pavel Florensky attempted this auwgnago. It should be highlighted that his
analyses were in fact one of the first applicatiaiscontemporary logic to the traditional
metaphysics. Now, | would like to discuss and depedome of his ideas. The first one concerns the
formal analysis of essence/energy distinction kis@ of ontological dependency.

4.1. Florensky’s Analysis

In 1913, archbishop Nikon published a critical assgent of onomathodoxy. Pavel
Florensky prepared an extensive commentary on Rikpaper, aimed at defending the monks of
Athos. In one place of this commentary, Florendkgtched in a margin note a logical analysis of
onomathodoxyKlorenskij 2000, p. 316). Though the commentary has not babhisped yet, then
the logical analysis sketch was developed furthegli0 of the fundamental paper ‘Onomathodoxy
as a Philosophical Principle’ in 1922 (ibidem, @72-274). Florensky tried to give a concise
formalization of the basic idea of Palamism. Inesrtb do it, he formulated all possible positions i
the debate on essence and energies. ‘There aralbistract possible analyses of essence and energy
relation, which may be formalized by four doubleyit@l inclusions’ (ibidem, 273). LetA’
represent the energy,B" represent the essence. Florensky formalized blesstypes of
interconnections between them in the following w@ayintentionally leave Florensky's old-
fashioned notation without any changes):

(F1) AOB:BOA

(F2) AO-B:BUOA,

(F3) ADO-B:BUO-A

(F4) AOB:BO-A

Florensky characterized (F1) as ‘immanentism, (&2) ‘extreme positivism,” (F3) as
‘Kantianism,” and, finally, (F4) as ‘Platonism.” manentism conflates energy and essence, extreme
positivism denies the possibility of revelation e$sence, and Kantianism entirely breaks the
connection between these two realities. Platonishich is, according to Florensky, identical in
this respect with Palamism, holds that energy fgmes the reality itself,” ‘really exposes the
essence,’ though ‘does not exhaust completely ¢héty, which appears,’ since essence is ‘not
reducible to phenomena’ due to its being ‘an indepat reality’ Florenskij 2000, p. 274).
Florensky believed that (F4) is the proper formolabf these intuitions.

The logical core of theological disputes in thehldhd 19th centuries boils down to

only this epistemological formula. [...] This is tgeneral sense of onomathodoxy as a

philosophical principle (ibidem, p. 274).

Unfortunately, the formula (F4) raises at leaseéhserious doubts. First, it is not clear what
the letters A’ and ‘B’ really stand for. Do they represent propositiotsncepts or rather objects?
Florensky wrote ambiguously that the ‘terms of kinig" may be equally propositions and concepts
(Florenskij 2000, p. 272; cfFlorensky2004, pp. 425-426). Second, how should the synilfdbé
understood? Florensky characterized the relatiomvden A and B both as ‘implication’ and
‘inclusion’ (Florenskij 2000, p. 273), but perhaps he really meant somer oghation? Finally, it is
unclear whether the sign of negation stands imite place.

| shall start with the last problem. It seems ohsgiothat, regardless the particular
interpretation of the symbols, the negation shatidohd inde dictq not inde reposition. For now,
the formula proposed by Florensky is simply defextiThe modern version of (F4) would be
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(P1) @ADOB)IMBO-A).

It seems that this formula plainly fails to capttine meaning of Palamism in Florensky’s
informal interpretation. It means thatAf thenB, and ifB, then notA. Therefore, it denies the very
existence of energy. This result may be obtained fiormal way. By the law of transitivity of
implication it follows from (P1) that

1) AOD-A

The formula (1) may be true if and onlyAfis false. Hence, Palamism would be true if and
only if there were no energies at all. It evidertbntradicts Florensky’'s intention. Formulas (F2)
and (F3) face the same problem. The formal intéaioen proposed by Florensky is somehow too
strong since it implies that there is no energgssence at all. Therefore, | propose to change the
position of negation tde dicto Formula (P1) should be formulated in the follogvimay:

(P2) @AOB)I-(BOA).

If A, thenB, and it is not the case thatBfthenA. Florensky had a well known passion for
the use of logical and mathematical formulas. Unifwately, they are quite often inaccurate or
simply mistaken. In the Polish edition of his wagrksvas necessary to make numerous corrections
of obvious mistakes in the texElorenski 2009, pp. 35, 37, 38, 181, 183, 184). It is harcay
whether these mistakes were made by Florensky arsbgditors. At any rate, | think that (F2)—(F4)
is a case which should be corrected in this way.

My proposal of this correctionRpjek 2010b, p. 54) evoked a criticism of Bogdan
Strachowski $trachowskR010, p. 194; cfRojek2010c). He pointed out that changing the place of
negation in the case of (F3) leads to contradictibime modifiedde dicto Kantianism runs as
follows:

2 -~(ADBUO-(BOA

This formula is inconsistent since the thesis gidds that A O B) O (B O A). Therefore,
according to Strachowski, one should seek a diftenay to make Florenski consistent. Indeed, a
mere change of the negation’s place is not sufficier a uniform and consistent interpretation of
Florensky's formalizations. | think that what isally needed here is a modal logic which would
secure the consistency@é dictointerpretation of (F3). | shall come back to thiskdem in §4.2.

Now | would like to roughly sketch two differentt@rpretations of Florensky’s analysis.
The first one takesA” and ‘B’ as names of propositions and‘‘as an implication. The second
interprets A’ and ‘B’ as names of objects and*as a specific relation between energy and essence
Both interpretations assume that the negation sh&tahd irde dictoposition.

4.2. Dependency Interpretation

Florensky suggested that the formuRiIB’ means ‘if there is energy, there is essence’
(Florenskij 2000, p. 272). ThusA’ and ‘B’ should be read as existential propositions: &her
energy’ and ‘there is essence’. On the ground igfititerpretation, (P2) would be an assertion of
one-sided ontological dependency between energy esskbnce. The existence of energy
presupposes the existence of essence, whereaxiitenee of energy does not presuppose the
existence of energy.

The formula (P2) may be further improved to go gléitorensky’s intention more precisely.
It seems plausible to insert modal concepts intddhmula:

(P3) o(ADB)O-o(BOA).

Necessarily, if there is energy, then there is @&ssence, and not necessarily, if there is
essence, there is energy. This formula expressastlgxhe ontological dependency in proper
modal terms. Florensky could not use the modal gpihas modal formal logic was not invented at
that time yet.
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The advantage of the modal reformulation of Flokgissformalization is that it gives a
uniform and consistent interpretation of Kantianigojek2010b, p. 211). Now, the corrected and
modalized version of (F3) is the following:

(3) -o(AOB)+o(BOA),
that is, after some obvious transformations,

4) OAD-B)ONBO-A).

These formulas do not lead to contradiction siticeugh¢(A O B) [0 0A OB is a thesis of
standard modal logic, the reversed implicatign] 0B OO ¢(A O B) is not. Kantianism holds that
energies and essences might exist independentergkess do not necessarily reveal, and essences
do not necessarily manifest themselves. There raagnirgies without corresponding essences and
essences without energies. | think that this mddatription closely fits in Florensky’s intuitions.

The sense of Palamism may be even more accuratptyred in modal quantifier calculus.
The principle of Palamism can be reformulated devics:

(P4) o(xEn() O Oy Esfy) Ox<y) ho([k EsK) O Oy Enfy) O x<y),
where ‘Enk)’ stands for x is energy’, ‘EsX)’—' x is essence’, andx<y'—' X is energy ofy'.
Perhaps, instead of essence, one should speak layjmsgtases, which are ultimate substrates of
both energies, and essence, but | will not devéigptopic here (se€riadslll, 2, 12; Meyendorff
1998, pp. 213, 214-215).

Now, are these refined Florensky’'s formulas appade? Do they express the Palamitic
distinction between essence and energies well?all $bcus, in turn, on the two terms of
Florensky’s formula, namely on the one assertiregdkRpendency of energy on essence, and the
second asserting the independency of essence aygyene

First, with no doubt, as | indicated above in § Palamas held that energies ontologically
depend on essence. The existence of energy presegppite existence of correspondent essence.
Nevertheless, it seems that standard ontologiga¢mtency captured in Florensky’'s formalization
is not sufficient for a proper analysis of Palamdistinction. On the ground of this interpretation,
there would be no difference between energies #fiedte of essence. For example, the divine
grace, as well as the world, equally would not tewighout the existence of God’s essence; the
difference is that energies, contrary to effect® imseparable from essence. Thus, the proper
formalization of essence/energies distinction sthioatlopt a more sophisticated concept of
ontological dependency.

It seems that such a concept was formulated byliahRghenomenologist, Roman Ingarden
(1964), who distinguished ‘non-self-sufficiency’ Ufiselbstandigkeif on one hand, and
‘dependence’ Abhangigkel) on the other. Non-self-sufficient beings need some other befogs
their existence; dependent beings are not-selfeserfit but, moreover, must also belong to the other
being. Effects may be thought as simply non-séefficsant, whereas energies seem to be dependent
in the Ingardenian sense.

Second, as | argued above, essence is not ernticdpendent of energy, otherwise energies
would simply be accidents. Energy dgnamisis essential for essence. The essence cannot exist
without having its naturatlynamis thoughdynamisis not essence. On the contrary, energy as a
realization of potency is accidental in relationessence. Therefore, Florensky's analysis holds
only for acts, not for the potencies.

4.3. Relational Interpretation

| would like to show that at least one more intetation of Florensky’'s formalization is
possible. Bogdan Strachowski (2010, p. 197) suggdest treatA’ and ‘B’ as hames of objects, not
propositions, and[l* as a sign of a specific ontological, not justitay implication. Now, | would
like to follow his suggestion and sketch a relagilanterpretation of Palamism.
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The natural basis of this interpretation is thengtive relation ‘is energy of’. The plausible
reformulation of the principle of Palamism would dsefollows:

(P5)  DxUy (x<y) U = (y<x).

This formula states that ¥is energy ofy, theny is not energy ok. It is a clear indication
that the relation of being energy is not symmelrivdhat are the other formal properties of this
relation? From (P5) it follows that it is also itexive:

) [Ix= (X<Xx).

It seems clear also that < is transitive:

(6)  OxOy(x<y) U(y<z) U (x<2).

Therefore, < would be a relation of sharp ordeseises and energies may be defined as
simple and co-simple elements of an orderedl$et):

(7)  Essg) =-0y(x<y),

(8)  Eng) =-Ii(y<x).

The existence of the root of tkg, <) would mean that everything is energy of one object
presumably God. Palamas insisted, however, thae tisea difference between being energy and
effect, and that the creations are not divine aesrg@ herefore, in Palamitic universes there would
be no root of the relation <.

Perhaps the other set of formal properties woulthbee adequate for Palamism. The basic
relation can be understood more broadly as ‘beimgrgy or being identical.” That would be a
relation of unsharp ordes. The modified principle of Palamism would asskati

(P6) UxUy (x<y) U = (y=x) Ux=y,
therefore< would be of anti-symmetrical character:

(9) OxOy (x<y) O (x<y) O x=x.

The relatiors would also be reflexive and transitive:

(10) [Ox(x=x),

(11) OxOy (x<y) O(y<2) O (x<2).

The definitions of essence and energies would liellasvs:

(12) Essg) =Ly (yzx Uxsy),

(13) Eng) =-Ly (y2x Oy=x).

The analysis of the essence/energies distinctiagarms of unsharp order makes it possible
to express this distinction within the well knowagical calculus. The same formal properties have,
for instance, £ in Stanistaw Léniewski’s ‘ontology’ Stupeckil955), ‘ontological connection’ in
Jerzy Perzanowski’'s (1996) ‘ontologics’, or ‘Moda’ Vyacheslav MoiseeVv’s ‘projectively modal
ontology’ Moiseev2002; 2010, pp. 243-308).

5. ldentity, Indiscernibility and Deification

As | indicated, the essence/energies distinctior inroduced by Palamas mainly for the
explanation of the nature of deification. Florenskiggested that deification might be understood as
identity of properties; this leads him to the ré@e of the Principle of Identity of Indiscerniblels
shall follow his idea and point out two problemdlué deification theory.

5.1. Florensky on Identity

According to Basil Louriél(ur'e 1997, p. 339), Pavel Florensky discovered the iagobf
Gregory Palamas only after the Athos dispute. BHagch for arguments in support of the revolted
monks lead him to Palamas’ writings. There is alnmasevidence of Florensky’s acquaintance with
Palamas’s writings in the earlier works. The Pillar and Ground of the Trut{2004), the most
important of Florensky’s books, Palamas is mentomly in a few footnotes. Nevertheless, in that
work Florensky outlined an interpretation of theri{géic notion of deification. True, Florensky did
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not relate his analysis directly to Palamas andeatgd the essence/energy distinction, but his
interpretation seems to be very close to the cbRatamas’ teaching.

In Chapter V ofThe Pillar and Ground of the Trutf2004, p. 53-59), Florensky analyzed
the concept of love. To him, love—primarily love theen God and man—is not a mere
psychological attitude, but an genuine ontologisaicess. Love is a real unification of lovers.
Florensky insisted that through love two distinetgpns may become a really one being. He even
used as the book’s motto the Latin senteRtras amoris ut duo unum fiant'Love is completed
when two become one’. He analyzed Biblical andigtétrevidences of the reality of unification
between man and God. He was, therefore, conceritedhe very same problem as Palamas.

When developing the ontology of love, Florensky mabme surprising remarks on the
logical concept of identity. The two supplementided to the main text, were devoted directly to
the analysis of the concept of identity in cladsgailosophy and in contemporary formal logic
(Florensky2004, p. 365-374). First, he criticized the modeastern philosophers for neglecting
identity in favor of resemblance. Florensky sawhén there is talk of identity, what one means—
more or less decisively—is fullness of similaritypt more’ Florensky2004, p. 60). Christian
metaphysics, in contrast, allows properties to berically identical, not mere simil&With no
doubt, the issue here was the problem of universdtech concerns precisely the possibility of
existence of numerically identical properties innpalistinct things (see e.drmstrong1978).
Florensky made an appeal to the classical trimitarterminology and called the modern
nominalistic philosophjromoiousianin contrast to Christiahomoousianmealism Elorensky2004,

p. 59; cf.Slesinskil984, pp. 136—-138). Second, Florensky protestethsighe bundle theory of
thing. Namely, he accused positivistic logicianaafesire to ‘destroy the autonomous nature of the
individual and reduce it to a sum of trait¥ldrensky2004, p. 371). A thing is not merely a
combination of traits since it contains an irredlei‘carrier of traits’ (ibidem, p. 368). Finallje
rejected the following logical Principle of Identifl use its contemporary formulation):

(14) x=y=0P (PK) = P)).

According to Florensky, this classical definitioreplaces the question of real numerical
identity with the question of the formal similaritf traits’ (2004, p. 372), whereas these two
qguestions differ fundamentally. Florensky held tliatis possible for distinct things to have
numerically one nature. The three consubstantiiheiPersons are the most eminent example,
which also serves as a paradigm of the unity oélevHence, the Principle of Identity excludes the
possibility of the Trinity and deification (thougteification, as Florensky should have added but
did not, does not mean sharing the nature, bugessr

Florensky’s reasoning, though not completely clearperfectly sound. Realism in the
guestion of universals combined with the criticismthe bundle theory leads by necessity to the
rejection of the Principle of Identity. More preglg, it leads to the rejection of the Principle of
Identity of Indiscernibles:

(15) OP (P =PY)) Ox=y,
which is one of the components of the (14); theers® Principle of Indiscernibility of Identicals is
usually accepted as trivial. This reasoning, imgigresent in Florensky’s remarks, plays a crlcia
role in analytic metaphysics as an argument eiflgainst the bundle theory or against realism
(Armstrongl978, p. 81Loux1978, pp. 131-137, 155-19dpreland2001, p. 141).

At this point, it seems that, to Florensky, thd gdon of lovers consisted of sharing all the
relevant properties. Indiscernibility is meant here a realistic manner, namely as sharing
numerically identical properties. Actually, Flor&gsspoke about natures, but his analysis applies
perfectly to energies as well. Indeed, such a usityeal and internal, contrary to merely external
similarity.

Thus, Florensky virtually distinguished two kind$ idiscernibility: homoousian with
universal properties on one hand, dmmoiousianwith particular, yet exactly similar properties,
on the other. The Principle of Identity of Indisaétes is not valid in both cases. The realistic
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indiscernibility, which Florensky sometimes mislewgly called ‘numerical identity of things’, may
be defined as follows:

(D1) x=oy =LPLQ ((P&) = Q(Y)) = P=Q).

The right side of the (D1) is intended to be eql@mato the right side of (14). | inserted the
indication of identity of properties ‘P=Q’ just foa clear comparison with the nominalistic
idiscernibility:

(D2)  x=oy =UPLQ ((PK) = Q) = P=Q).

‘P=Q’ means that properties P and Q resemble each. dththis case, all properties of things can
be similar, yet not identical. Since identity folls resemblance:

(16) P=QO P=Q,
the realistic indiscernibility follows the nominstiic:

(A7)  x=oy O x=py.

The concept ohomoousianndiscernibility is, therefore, stronger tHaamoiousiarone.

Unfortunately, the analyzed text of Florensky ithea obscure. It is not clear, for instance,
whether he distinguished merely two competitiveoties, or rather two distinct domains in which
these theories hold, or perhaps even two stagestofogical development of one thing. First, he
suggested that the theory of resemblance is clemistat of ‘the Western, Catholic view of life’
(Florensky 2004, p. 367). In the same spirit Robert Slesir{4®i84, p. 137) argued that David
Hume’s views perfectly fits in the description bbmoiousianphilosophy. Second, Florensky
contrasted the domain tifings which is governed by the theory of resemblannd,the domain of
persons in which the theory of identity is validclorensky2004, p. 58-59). Things have similar
properties, whereas persons can share their actibnisd, he suggested that particular entities can
move from the world of mere resemblances to thddaalridentity. For a human being this can be
achieved in the process of ascesis and moralitifiecat deification.

| am not going to analyze Florensky’'s view furthiéor now, | would just like to point out
that the presented interpretation seems to overdbmecrucial problem of Florensky’'s theory
identified by Robert Slesinski.

His understanding of numerical identity, if not peoly understood, could appear to be

the Achille’s heel of his whole suggested systend, an truth, could subject it to the

charge of pantheism. Specifically, how can Florgnsconcile the consubstantiality

of the divine Hypostases with the consubstantiadtycreated species in terms of

numerical identity?$lesinskil984, p. 136).

The answer for this question is straightforwardvé complement Florensky’s theory with
the essence/energies distinction. By ‘numericahtith® of things Florensky meant numerical
identity of their properties in general. Numerigdéentity of natures yields ‘consubstantiality’,
which characterizes the Persons of Holy Trinitymewical identity of energies yields ‘synergy’,
which characterizes (not only) Holy Trinity, busalhuman beings living in God. Indeed, without
the Palamitic distinction it is uneasy to avoid tharge of pantheism.

5.2. The Problem of Synergy

What is the use of Florensky’'s analysis for intetation of Palamism? | think that he
rightly indicated the ontological dimension of dedition. Deification consists of a real change of
properties. He was mistaken, nevertheless, in stiggethat man can be consubstantial with God.
This is such a bold theological mistake that onghthwonder whether Florensky iillar used the
word ‘nature’ in a strict sense. In any case, etng that Florensky said on natures holds for
energies in Palamism.

Florensky distinguished two interpretations of umwith God, namely in terms of identity
(D1) and resemblance (D2). They may be now fornedlain the ground of the essence/energy
distinction:

18



(D3) x=gy=02z07 ((x<z=y<z) = =2,

(D4) x=y=0z07 ((x<z=y<z) = z=2).

Things are energically indiscernible in the reaisense if and only if they share all their
energies, and in the nominalistic sense if and dntiiley have all energies exactly similar. The
former case might be called realistic synergy,létter—nominalistic one. As | indicated in 83.3, to
Palamagheosisconsists of both assimilation and unification. (Dddy be considered as a formal
expression of full assimilation, whereas (D3) cagéuthe meaning of unification. One should note
that by virtue of (16), unification implies assiatibn:

(18) x=gy 0 X=gy.

Therefore, assimilation really is only a necessanynot sufficient condition of deification.

| suggest that deification consist of strict idgntf energies, and not mere resemblance. It
must be observed, however, that there is no agmeameong commentators on this crucial point.
Some authors suggest an analogy between the relagioveen the two energies in Christ and the
energies of man and God in deification. But thss| argue, unfortunately leads to the resemblance,
not identity theory.

Patristic theology before Palamas used the notfoanergy in two cases: Christ and the
Holy Trinity. On one hand, Christ is the only perswith two natures, and, hence, has two
numerically distinct, yet reconciled, human andimkvenergies. The Third Constantinopolitan
Council clearly stated that in Christ there weveo'thatural principles of action.¢. energies] in the
same Jesus Christ our lord and true God, which ngedeo division, no change, no partition, no
confusion” Tanner1990). This statement was aimed against monoemnergifich accepts only
one ‘principle of action’ in Christ. One the otH®and, the Trinity consists of three divine Persons,
one nature and one divine energy shared by alP#rsons Treatisesl, 21; Meyendorff1998, p.
215; Spiteris1996, p. 105). ‘The energy of the Three Divine Hyfiages the is one not by analogy
[i.e. not mere similar] (as with us) but truly also dnenumber’ Capita 138, Krivoshein1938, p.
141). Therefore, we are also told that, in the aaflsbuman beings, we are dealing with many
distinct energies, which, nevertheless, may belainto one another and assimilated to divine
energies. ‘Human acts are similar, but not idetitieRalamas stated firmlyT{featisesl, 21; cf.
Meyendorffl998, p. 215). These distinctions may be summaiizdable 2.

Table 2.The variety of patristic ‘identities’.

hypostases essences energies
numerical identity = = =
excluded =
Monoenergists Christ =
Orthodox Christ =
The Holy Trinity

human beings

deification according to (D3)
deification according to (D4)

INR SRS

LYRIEE S RTRR S RINEN

NN NN
LR YR

What is it like in the case of human and divinergies? Is it analogous to the case of Christ
or to the case of Holy Trinity? Most commentatose here the term ‘synergy;’ energies of man and
God are supposed to be somehow ‘united.” Howewer specific meaning of this term may vary.
Particularly, it is often not quite clear whethgmnergy presupposes numerical identity or mere
resemblance.

John Meyendorff, for instance, suggested that #lation between human and divine
energies mirrors the analogous relation in Christ.
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It is not through his own activity or “energy” thatan can be deified—this would be
Pelagianism—but by divine “energy”, to which hisnian activity is “obedient”;
betweenthe twothere is a “synergy”, of which the relation of theo energies in

Christ is the ontological basiMéyendorffl983, p. 164; italics mine).

Therefore, divine and human energies would havesdinee characteristic formulated by the
Sixth Council: ‘no division, no change, no partitjano confusion’ (see alsBtrachowski2010, p.
203). In this interpretation, however, they stk @awo numerically distinct, yet exactly similardan
reconciled, energies.

It seems that Pavel Florensky held opposite viegvaldo spoke about ‘synergylorenskij
2000, p. 256), but evidently, he understood thaihtéen a stronger sense. He maintained that
energies may ‘join’ (ibidem, p. 358), ‘knit’ (ibide pp. 257, 263, 359) and ‘fuse’(ibidem, p. 257)
one another.

Beings, staying neither mixed in their essences, raduced to one another, nor

dissolved in one another, can at the same timéyreaite through energies. This

union must be understood neither as adding ondoaanother, nor as mechanical

pushing one being by another, but as mutual brgidinthe energies, co-operation,

synergeiain which there is neither one, nor the other tageparately, but something

new emergesHorenskij2000, p. 256).

| think that what Florensky had in mind was simfie identity of energies. One and the
same energy is both divine and human, and at the siane is something new in the sense that it is
no more solely human or solely divine. Some autloeseven more radical. Basil Lourié suggested
that ‘there is no more synergy in the deificationthis sense it should be said that deified man ha
no human energies, only diving’r'e 2006, p. 390).

It appears that Palamas held the identity viewl psinted out in 83.3, he insisted on the
real union of man and God. Resemblance, even exactdoes not suffice for this purpose. On the
ground of the two energies approach, deificatiomldde merely external imitation of God. This
approach was directly criticized by Palamas. It Mobe only ahomoiousianimitation, not
homoousiarunion.

Palamas did not endorse the thesis that deificagi@malogous to hypostatic union. It is, as
Palamas admitted, an ‘unparalleled’ connection Wwhiidfers both from relations in Christ and in
the Holy Trinity. The reason for different modets Christ and deification is that, in the case of
Christ, divine and human energies do not need taniited in a strong way since the two natures of
Christ were already united by one hypostasis. éndase of deification, there is no such common
hypostasis, and the Christological model leadsniduly weakening of the relation between divine
and human energies.

There is one analogy which may serve as an addlti@upport for the identity
interpretation. Palamas repeated that God unités avman as soul with body: ‘He is conjoined to
them as a soul is to its bodyrr{adsllil, 1, 27; 1, 1, 29; I, 3, 23). How did Palamasderstand the
soul-body relation? The most important point, fmwn is that he believed there are energies
common to both soul and bodMéntzaridis 1984, p. 84). ‘There are, indeed, [...] common
activities of body and soul, which [...] serve towrthe flesh to dignity close to that of the spirit’
(Triads I, 2, 12). The grace of the Spirit, transmittedobdy through the soul, ‘grants to the body
also the experience of things divine, and allowth& same blessed experiences which the soul
undergoes’ (ibidem). Therefore, by virtue of anglogdivine energy would be common to God and
man, not just similar.

5.3. One-sided and Two-sided Deification

At the end, | would like to address one more qoesftlhe proposed formal interpretation of
deification (D3) involves equivalence: all energ@sGod are energies of deified man, and all
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energies of man are energies of God. This intempoet has prima facie strong evidence in the
texts. Palamas wrote for example:

The entire Divinity comes to dwellin fullnessin those deemed worthy, and all the

saints in theientire being dwell in God, receiving God in HigholenesgTriads I,

1, 27; italics mine);

He [God] unites Himself to them to the extent ofetlimg completelyin them, so that

they too dwellentirelyin Him (11, 1, 29; italics mine; cfKrivoshein1938, p. 203).

It seems that every divine energy becomes humanevstse; all human energies become
God’s own energies.

But at the same time, some passages suggest eediffeterpretation. Igainst Akindynos
(V, 26) Palamas said: ‘God in its fullness deifieem who deserve it [...] through small partof
the uncreated energies and the uncreated divifNMgyendorffl983, p. 164; italics mine). It might
be thought as if all human energies were diviné,not all divine energies were human. This may
be formalized in the following way:

(D5) x=ey =027 ((x<z [ y<z) = z=7),

The equivalence present in (D3) is replaced hergnipjication. In this case, deification is,
as if, one-sided. Man entirely partakes in divinergies but not in all of them.

Which interpretation is correct? For sure, from éxéstential point of view, it seems that
one-sided deification is perfectly enough to fulibman aspirations. It appears that, contrarjéo t
first impression, the evidence in favor of thetfirgerpretation may be reconciled with the second.
The point is that to Palamas ‘God is entirely pnése each of divine energiesTijadslll, 2, 7). It
is thus because energies are ‘not parts of Godf,therefore ‘the whole’ God appears in each of
them {Treatiseslll, 6). So ‘a small part of uncreated energiesenough to have ‘entire Divinity’;
not all divine energies are required to it. Morepvke analogy to soul and body seems to support
the second reading. Though all bodily acts mightabéhe same time acts of the soul, there are,
nevertheless, some acts of soul which are notyottius, even though all human energies may be
identical with divine, God can have some energibElvare not shared by man.

6. Conclusion

The distinction between essence and energies iallystonsidered as antinomic and,
therefore, mysterious, and perhaps mystical. Fstairce, according to Vladimir Lossky (1974, p.
53), it is ‘a theological antinomy’, which point$ ‘@aysterious distinction in God’s very being'.
Similar opinion might be found in many others comiagors (see e.4.osev1993a, p. 866Spiteris
1996, p. 97;Leskin2008, p. 118). Since the essence/energies distinconstitutes the core of
Palamas’ teaching, which is considered the peaksancdce of the Orthodox theology, the opinion
on its antinomic character spread into the wholetdéta tradition.

| tried to show that Palamas’ teaching on energieksdeification is no less rational than any
other ontological positions. No true antinomy wasrfd. Moreover, his teaching may be analyzed
with the help of some logical tools. Even the maststical elements of Palamism, such as the
divinization of human nature, can be expressedformal way consistently. Furthermore, the use
of formal logic may help in noticing some probleuossially neglected by commentators.

| believe that the opinion on the allegedly antinmoiwharacter of Palamism arose from its
specific methodological character. Usually, theglarcepts some concepts and axioms from
philosophy. Palamas clearly saw the inadequacyxisitieg philosophical notions in explaining
revelation and deification. However, he did notstiee the project of philosophical explanation of
religious truth, but adapted the reversed methapol®o him, philosophy should accept concepts
and axioms from theology. Elsewhere | labeled stndories a ‘theological philosophyR6jek
2009). Palamas, therefore,

neither sacrificed revelation to philosophy nor temted himself with a dry repetition

of patristic opinions, but tried to base his teaghabout God on the Church’s faith
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and experience. Thus, man has knowledge of God&esce through His energies

which are sent into the worl#lantzaridis1984, p. 106).

The consequence of this methodology was modifinatad the existing ontological
conceptual scheme. For instance, he modified treekKsphilosophical categories of accident and
property to reach the appropriate ontological cphoé energy (see above 83.2). That is why some
of his theses may seem ‘antynomic’ and ‘mysteridush the previous point of view. The question
‘what is mysterious?’ is, nevertheless, reversibleghilosophy. If one accepts essence/energies
distinction as an axiom, this distinction wouldrm®emoreexplanandunbut ratheexplanans

As | tried to show, Palamas’ teaching was not r&stl to philosophy of God merely. The
essence/energy distinction, though formulated ie tontext of God, applies to all beings.
Therefore, Palamism has a downward structure: wrestare governed by principles holding for
Creator. Palamas’ ontology might be called a ‘tbgglof being’. Since Palamas’ philosophy was
designed to explain some specific Christian fattsas a specific Christian character.

The answer for the question about the charactBat#mism has grave consequences for the
ecumenical dialog. Some authors accepting the @mim nature of essence/energies distinction
hold that this nature even facilitates the agredrbetween the East and the West. If Palamism was
not a rational philosophy but rather some mystmagtry, there would be no moot point for a
dispute with supposedly more rational western ftinigk From this point of view, any rational
interpretation of Palamism would even be an obstémlthe ecumenical efforts.

We believe that the ecumenical dialog requires, ramather things, the

reinterpretation of Palamism through deprivingfiath conceptual content, through its

purification from philosophical jargon and [...] thugh its clarification as a type of

mystical theology $piteris1996, pp. 120-121).

| adopt here the opposite view. The logical recmtsion of Palamas’ teaching reveals its
deep foundations, which are not so alien to wegtlirilmosophy. Therefore, philosophical, and even
logical, interpretation of Palamism may become anftation of such an ecumenical dialog which
would avoid rough stereotypes of ‘the intellectd&st’ and ‘the mystical East’.
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Notes

1. Aleksej Losev, a student and a friend of Florenskgd to express the principles of onomatodoxthimterms
of set theory l(osev 1997; Troickij 1997). However, | will not discuss his views, sint®y need an
interpretation themselves and cannot be considesedtrue logical analysis.

2. The quotations ofriadsare taken from the (incomplete) English transla{ib®83). The passages froimads
which have not been included in the English ediao® in my own translation based on the Russiamtatm
edition (2003). Due to the lack of the English iedit all the quotations dfreatisesare in my own translation
based on the Russian (2007) and Polish editidogds-Osadnik012, pp. 257-344). | adopt the following
abbreviationsTreatisel for On union and divisionTreatisell for On the divine energiesnd Treatiselll for
On deifying participation

3. ltis interesting that Lossky removed phrases astern Thomists’ in English translation of his 1%&6bk. Cf.
Lossky1944 and_osskyl957, pp. 7677, 220.

4. AgnieszkaSwitkiewicz (1997, p. 156) noticed a ‘great converge, and at some points even identity’ between
texts by Krivoshein and Lossky. Indeed, Losskyewtlion Krivoshein’s interpretation and often simply
repeated passages from his work.

5. | modify the English translation of Ingarden’s ténology (Ingarden1964), which is very misleading.

6. Florensky often spoke about the numerical identitythings but he evidently had in mind the numdrica
identity of properties (natures or energies) of atioally distinct things. His standard examples of
‘numerically identical things’ were the Divine Pens of the Holy Trinity; they are plainly numerigal
distinct, though have numerically one nature. Thestjon is, however, not so clear, since in sonaeqd

24



Florensky claimed that the terms ‘hypostasis’ amature’ are synonymous, and therefore the Holyifyriis
antinomic Florensky2004, p. 39-52).

This means that Florensky could accept the bumdery for things since things are individuated mgividual
properties (cf.Florensky 2004, p. 368). Persons may share universal pregerso they must have a
substratum, or—as Florensky would say—hypostasis.
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