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ABSTRACT

Statement of the Problem

Metropolitan Anthony (Bloom) of Sourozh (1914-2003; henceforth: AB) was
one of the leading Russian Orthodox voices of the 20" century and was widely known
for his vast output of talks and sermons on the scriptures, spiritual life and contemporary
issues. Some of this material was published during his lifetime but the majority has only
become available after his death. Much of it remains to be translated from Russian. The
inheritance of AB has not yet been properly studied and this doctoral dissertation is an
initial attempt to sort through this huge body of material and begin to examine key
themes. This thesis addresses the kenotic theology of Metropolitan Anthony. His unique
insights in this one area are used as a lens through which to present his larger corpus of

writings and their implications for Eastern Christian anthropology in our time.

Kenotic theology was a particular focus of 19™ and 20™ century Russian
theology. The consistent focus of AB’s kenotic theology is Christ’s God-forsakenness
on the cross: “My God, my God why have you forsaken me?” (Mk 15:34). These words
became a motto for Metropolitan Anthony’s life and preaching. In my research, I
demonstrate that he developed a unique understanding of Christ’s God-forsakenness that
was fundamental to his understanding of 1) kenotic theology and 2) what it means to be

a human being.



Because death, according to AB, is a “Godless” place, God entered precisely
there, where He is not, in order to show true and deep solidarity with human beings and
thus to bring salvation. Christ’s experience of God-forsakenness is, therefore, the
deepest expression of God’s love and the key revelation of God’s faith in the human
person. This is the central, creative, and original contribution that I believe AB makes to

Eastern Christian theology today.

Methodology

There are a number of recurring topics in AB’s many talks: faith and atheism;
spiritual life; marriage and family; priesthood and pastoral aspects; and sacraments and
the Church. In this dissertation AB’s two central ideas are used as the keys to reading
and analyzing this diverse material, namely the God-forsakenness of Christ (kenotic
theology) and God’s faith in the human person (anthropology). As this appears to be the
first doctoral research on the legacy of AB, the dissertation concentrates on a clear and
full presentation of his kenotic thought, and leaves to others (or to later study) a more
comparative, discursive analysis and evaluation of his theology. Here, the multiple
threads of AB’s thought are gathered into a coherent tapestry (a project which has not
yet, to my knowledge, been undertaken) using a synchronic, thematic mode of analysis.
By employing AB’s characteristic notion of kenoticism as a hermeneutic lens, I present
the underlying unity of his thought as seen throughout the discourses, which are

currently available.

Having first established what kenoticism denotes, both within the Orthodox



tradition and in the wider Christian theological tradition, the distinctive features of AB’s
kenotic theology as they emerge throughout his work are examined to answer the
following two questions: what did AB say in his kenotic theology and how did he apply

kenotic theology in practice?

The dissertation is divided into two broad sections: theoretical and practical. In
the first three chapters (theoretical) I compile and describe the background and possible
roots of AB’s kenotic approach. Here AB’s kenotic theology is classed into two major
themes: the God-forsakenness of Christ (kenosis) and God’s faith in the human person
(anthropology). In the last two chapters (practical), using AB’s argumentation, [ present
the application of his kenotic theology and show how it is linked to the theoretical part
of the thesis. In this practical section I first search AB’s work for “places” where a
human being might experience abandonment by God and how AB applies God’s faith in
the human person to address these circumstances. Second, I examine how the kenotic
way of life, in AB’s understanding, brings a person to genuine encounter with another

human being, with oneself and with God.

Main Points and General Conclusions

As noted above, Bloom’s original contribution is his conviction that Christ’s
experience of God-forsakenness is the deepest expression of God’s love and the key
revelation of God’s faith in the human person. But this dissertation also shows that AB’s
kenotic theology has something practical and pastoral to offer contemporary people.

First, AB underlines the need of every human being to rediscover authentic self-love.



Here he made a clear distinction between selfish egoism and the true understanding of
love for oneself that is the foundation for love of God and others. Secondly, AB’s
kenotic theology offers Christians a practical tool for life with God and other people that
is based on faith in the other person. As AB puts it: “If God believes in me, then I can
believe in the other person. And if I believe in the other person, then the other person
can believe in himself and in God.” AB was not naive and realized that being fully
trustful in all circumstances is impossible. But he was convinced that despite the sins of
a human being there remains within him the indestructible image of God. And only by
experiencing that full conviction from someone else could they learn about God’s faith

and begin to love themselves and others.

According to AB, relationships with God and with other people have some
elements in common, such as moments of dryness, absence, abandonment and, as a
result, loneliness. What does a human being have to do in these moments when he
personally experiences or sees these moments being experienced by other people? In
both cases AB teaches that he or she has to follow the example of Christ. In the first
case, in his own despair, he has to remain faithful to the promises made to Christ in the
past. In the second case, one must be ready to descend together with Christ into Hades
with the other person who is suffering these difficult moments. Christians are called to
be present in solidarity with others in their most difficult moments because Christ gave

the ultimate example of being in solidarity with God and with people.
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INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

Metropolitan Anthony (Bloom) of Sourozh (henceforth: AB was one of the most
prominent Orthodox personalities of the twentieth century who influenced not only
Eastern Christians, but also many others, especially Anglicans and Roman Catholics in
Britain, Russia, North America, and beyond. His influence was enormous and yet his
theological work has not been widely studied, especially in a systematic way (for
reasons that will be addressed later). To my knowledge, this is the first doctoral
dissertation on AB." His influence and prominence alone make him worthy of serious
scholarly attention, but certain aspects of his theology are especially noteworthy and
need sustained scrutiny, in part because they seem so singular and even startling in their
argumentation and implications. There are also other reasons for studying Bloom’s
contribution at this moment: his recent death in 2003, the publication of a first
biography, and the enormous interest in his work among Slavic Christians today.

The proposed thesis will address AB’s kenotic theology, using his unique
insights as a lens through which to present his larger corpus of writings and their
implications for Christian anthropology in our time. Kenotic theology has been

discussed by Western theologians, but was also a particular focus of 19™ and 20"

! John Palmer is currently a doctoral candidate at Aristotle University in Thessaloniki, writing on the work
of Metropolitan Anthony Bloom.
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century Russian theology. This early kenotic theology formed the background to
Anthony Bloom’s contribution.

Although, as mentioned above, AB is widely known at a popular level, his life
and work are not as widely known among scholars. We begin, therefore, with a brief
biographical sketch in order to situate his life and writings in their proper context.

Metropolitan Anthony was born Andrei Borisovich Bloom on 19 June 1914 in
Lausanne, Switzerland, into the family of an official of the Russian Imperial diplomatic
service. He spent his early childhood in Persia, where his father served as an
ambassador. After the Revolution in 1917, Bloom’s family decided to emigrate to
England but eventually settled in Paris. There they tasted all the bitterness and harshness
of émigré life. His parents did not give much attention to his religious life, but as a
Russian he identified himself with the Orthodox Church. His personal life was severely
marred by his parents’ divorce, a lack of acceptance from others, bouts of depression,
and loneliness. All this caused him at one point to contemplate committing suicide.’

Until 1929, he did not believe in God. But once, during a youth camp, at the age
of 15, he heard Fr. Sergei Bulgakov speak on Christianity. André did not like this speech
and decided to make sure for himself that Christianity was worthless. He embarked upon

reading the Bible to see what it was about. He chose the shortest gospel, Mark, and when

? Much of what follows in this biographical sketch is borrowed from: Roman Rytsar, review of This Holy
Man: Impressions of Metropolitan Anthony, by Gillian Crow (London: Darton, Longman and Todd, 2005)
in Logos: A Journal of Eastern Christian Studies 47 (2006), Nos. 3-4, 134-138. For the extended
biography of AB, see: Gillian Crow, This Holy Man. In the Appendix to this dissertation I will attach a
short biography written by Andrew Walker on the occasion of AB’s death. It has the advantage of both
presenting the salient facts while also retaining a personal approach.

3 Gillian Crow, This Holy Man, 25; Bishop Hilarion Alfeyev, ITpasocrasnoe 6o2ocnosue na py6exce
cmonemuti (Moscow: Krutitskoe podvor’e, 1999), online, available: http://www.lib.eparhia-
saratov.ru/books/09i/ilarion/bogoslovie/67.html#s1
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he began to read, he says “I realized Christ is standing here, without doubt.... If Christ is
standing here alive, that means he is the risen Christ... and everything that is said about

him in the Gospel is true.””

This was neither a sensory hallucination nor a trance-like
state, nor even the product of emotions. It was an encounter experienced with complete
sobriety and equilibrium. He used to say about this event that “God for me became a
fact.” Another impression that struck him from the first reading of the gospels was
Christ’s God-forsakenness on the cross.” “My God, my God why have you forsaken
me?” (Mk 15:34)°: these words became a motto of Metropolitan Anthony’s preaching.

AB used different phrases to describe the same idea: experience of Godlessness
(06e300xeHHOCTh, UcTbITan 0e300xkue); the deprivation of God (6oronuIIEeHHOCTS);
God-forsakenness (6orooctaBieHHOCTh). Godlessness in English means atheism and AB
used it in the sense of being abandoned by God. I will be using the term ‘God-
forsakenness’ (in Russian - borooctaBnennocTs), except in cases where AB talked about
the atheism (Godlessness) of Christ on the cross and AB’s understanding of the Original
sin when he also used the term ‘Godlessness’. AB believed that Christ had suffered not
only all the consequences of sin including death, but had also experienced separation
from the divine presence of His Father. This experience is common for all fallen

humanity. André gradually realized that God had not only created everything, but also

loves everyone by sharing their emptiness. Since that time he found a purpose for his

* Gillian Crow, This Holy Man, 41.

> See for example: Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Encounter (London: Darton, Longman and Todd,
2005), 24, 109.

S NRSV will be used throughout unless otherwise noted.
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life: to share his discovery with others. His insight into kenotic theology will be the main

focus of this dissertation.

Brief Historical Overview of Kenotic Theology

As we saw above, a crucially moment in AB’s epiphany was his sudden
awareness of the self-emptying and abandonment of Christ on the cross. This became
the key to his message. To better understand his thought on this matter, it is necessary to
situate it in the context of kenotic theology throughout the centuries.

According to Eastern Christian tradition, in thinking of Christ we can speak of an

“identification of crucifixion from the first moment of birth.”’

Early Christian
communities read the evangelical descriptions of the passion and death of Christ in the
light of His Resurrection and exaltation by the Father. Following Saint Paul (Phil. 2:5-
11)* and many Fathers,” liturgical texts for Christmas portray Christ’s birth as the

beginning of His kenosis. According to Maximus the Confessor, Christ’s Incarnation

was the pre-temporal goal of creation, independent of original sin. The cross became

" Wactaw Hryniewicz, Chrystus nasza Pascha. Zarys chrzescijariskiej teologii paschalnej, 3 vols. (Lublin:
Towarzystwo Naukowe Katolickiego Uniwersytetu Lubelskiego, 1982), 1:233-237. The following section
depends extensively on Hryniewicz’s analysis.

8 Many Western authors focus on this text. See: Ernst Kdsemann, “Kritische Analyse von Phil 2, 5-117,
Die Zeitschrift fuer Theologie und Kirche 47 (1950), 313-360; Karl Barth, Kirchliche Dogmatik, Bd. 4. TI.
1. Zollikon 1953, 196-199; Hans Urs von Balthasar, Mysterium paschale, Mysterium Salutis 111/2 (1967),
143-154; R. Schnackenburg, Christologie des Neuen Testament, Mysterium Salutis 111/1, 309-322 in
Wactaw Hryniewicz, Chrystus nasza Pascha, 283.

? Athanasius of Alexandria, Oratio De Incarnatione Verbi 27 (Patrologia Graeca (=PG) 25, 141);
Cf. Tertulian, De Carne Christi (Patrologia Latina (=PL) 2, 764); Cf. Leo the Great, Sermo 48 (PL 54,
298) in Wactaw Hryniewicz, Chrystus nasza Pascha, 236.
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necessary only because of sin.'” The voluntary acceptance of human mortality by the
Son of God was treated as an act of “descending” (from Greek “xatafdoig” — kotd,
“down” Baivew “go”); by the power of this descent He united and deified the whole of
humanity in Himself.

According to most Eastern Christian theologians, Original sin resulted in the
inheritance of death.'" The resurrection of Christ destroyed death’s control over human
existence. Human beings were freed from the tyranny of death. Death still exists as a
physical phenomenon, but it does not ultimately prevail over humans any more.
According to the Greek Fathers, Christ descends into the abode of the dead and saves
those whom death held in slavery.'? The idea of descending into Hades (cf. 1 Pet 3:19)
also appeared in the teachings of certain Latin Fathers, but did not play as important a

role in their thinking as it did for certain Eastern Fathers."

' Georges Florovsky, Creation and Redemption (Belmont: Nordland, 1976), 163-170.

! John Meyendorff, Byzantine Theology. Historical Trends and Doctrinal Themes (New York: Fordham
University Press, 1974), 143-146.

'2 Gregory of Nyssa, In Christi Resurrectionem (PG 46, 605. 613-617); John Chrysostom, Homilia in
Sanctum Pascha (PG 52, 765-772) in Waclaw Hryniewicz, Chrystus nasza Pascha, 249.

'3 Augustine (Pseudo-Augustine?), Sermo 377 (PL 39, 1672). Western thought according to Hryniewicz
emphasized more the liberation of human beings from the slavery of sin and guilt. Eastern thought
underlined salvation as the gift of God’s life and of human participation in God. Christ’s death was
necessary so that the dead might receive participation in salvation, whose complement is the Resurrection.
Some Western theologians criticized this Patristic interpretation of Christ’s descent into Hades for being
too triumphal. It did not pay enough attention to such existential moments as Christ’s complete
abandonment by His disciples, his experience of loneliness and the power of evil, his solidarity with the
human person in death up to the end. It seems that Eastern interpretation, using the language of symbol
and myth, especially as seen in the traditional icon of the “Descent into Hades,” moves too quickly from
the humiliated death on the cross to the glory of the Resurrection. For Wactaw Hryniewicz, the Orthodox
interpretation of the descent into Hades is neither an exclusive state of kenosis nor an exclusive state of
exaltation (H. U. von Balthasar, Mysterium paschale, 229; Joseph Ratzinger, Einfiihrung in das
Christentum (Miinchen: Kosel, 1968); Frederic Huidekoper, The Belief of the First Three Centuries
Concerning Christ’s Mission in the Underworld (Boston: Crosby, Nichols, & Co., 1954); Hans Kiing,
Christ sein (Miinchen: Piper, 1974), 356-359 in Wactaw Hryniewicz, Chrystus nasza Pascha, 252.
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Another consistent element of kenotic theology is the abandonment of Christ on
the cross. The Christian theological tradition did not give unambiguous answers to this
essential moment of the act of Redemption: a large divergence of opinion exists on this
subject. Differences already existed in the interpretation of the mystery of the cross
among Fathers of the Church. Since Origen, there have been two approaches of
interpreting this mystery. Some Fathers understood abandonment on the cross as a
spiritual sadness because of sinners, without mentioning Jesus being forsaken by the
Father. Others talked about Christ’s suffering as the Head of believers, who are His body
as the Church.'*

The theme of the kenotic Christ is also well known in Russian theological and
philosophical thought, but Russian thinkers have had a different approach to this
doctrine, and underlined the renouncing by the Son of God of the external glory of
divine existence.'® Kenotic theology was not only developed in the twentieth century by
Russian theologians such as Vladimir Soloviev, Sergius Bulgakov, Vladimir Lossky,
Mikhail Tareev, Metropolitan Anthony Khrapovitsky and Fr. Sophrony Sakharov but
also by Western — and particularly German — theologians such as Eberhard Jiingel,
Jiirgen Moltmann, and especially by Swiss theologian Cardinal Hans Urs von Balthasar.
They lived and worked in the same era as the Russian émigrés (including AB) and in

their works we can see similar ideas. In Chapter I, a brief survey of these Western

'* G. Jouassard, “L’abandon de Jésus en Croix dans la tradition,” Revue des sciences religieuse 25 (1924),
310; 26 (1925), 609; Cf. G. Jouassard, “L’abandon du Christ en Croix dans la tradition grecque,” Revue
des sciences philosophiques et théologiques 14 (1925), 633 in Wactaw Hryniewicz, Chrystus nasza
Pascha, 292.

'S Nadejda Gorodetzky, The Humiliated Christ in Modern Russian Thought (London: Society for
promoting Christian Knowledge, 1938), 127.
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approaches will be presented in order to put AB’s work in a wider context. But I will
focus on Russian thinkers'® because Bloom was himself a hierarch of the Russian
Church and, therefore, naturally in closest contact with Russian traditions and thinkers.
We will focus on the particular Russian thinkers mentioned above because they are the
most prominent of their age and also because, as Nadejda Gorodetzky demonstrates,
they all share in common similar formative influences and they all develop the theme of
Christ’s humiliation. I will present a more detailed presentation of the kenotic theology
of the Russian kenoticists in Chapter I. Below 1s a summary of the main points of the
Russian thinkers on this topic:

Vladimir Soloviev (1853-1900) In his theology the whole cosmic and historic
process of the penetration of all by the divine element reveals itself as self-denial.
Kenosis becomes complete only in the Person of the Divine-human. The main spiritual
victory of Christ was gained on the cross, where we see the most perfect expression of
the obedience of the Son of God.

Mikhail Tareev (1866-1934) was the first one to build his entire system around
the humiliation of Christ. Christ considered His humiliation as the expression of His
Father’s love for the world. Tareev saw the temptation of Jesus as what he termed
“religious” or “theanthropic” temptation that has a salvific meaning.

Metropolitan Anthony Khrapovitsky (1863-1936) believed that a culminative

moment of salvation took place in the garden of Gethsemane, rather than on the Cross.

' French existential philosophers (eg. Gabriel Marcel) influenced the Metropolitan too. Metropolitan
Anthony quoted many times Gabriel Marcel, who wrote that to say to a person “I love you” is to say “You
will never die.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, JKusns. borezns. Cuepms (Moscow: Zachatevskil
monastyr’, 1995), 95; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tauncmeo nobsu: beceoa o xpucmuanckom
opaxe (Saint-Petersburg: Satis, 1994), 16-17.
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His understanding of salvation was a reaction against Anselmian theory (as he
understood it). He understood salvation as the restoration of the relationship of love
between God and humankind. He attributed the special soteriological meaning of Christ
in Gethsemane (fear before death) to moral sufferings and His sympathizing love for all
people. It was the culminating moment of salvation.

Sergei Bulgakov (1871-1944) undertook the most speculative attempt at
interpreting the Incarnation in light of the idea of kenosis. Bulgakov was convinced that
kenotic theory may be taken as a development and explanation of the Chalcedonian
definition.'” Creation is a kenosis for the whole Trinity, because the Father consents to
wait until His creation will respond to His love. Christ, the second Person of the Trinity,
seems to abandon His own will, emptying Himself and bringing His life into complete
subjection to the Father. Christ, retaining His divinity and not being affected by kenosis
as the second hypostasis, nevertheless voluntarily separates Himself from the divine life.
The death of Christ, consummated bodily on the cross, is at the same time the spiritual
agony of an immortal life. The whole God-man in His unity and complexity dies on the
CTossS.

For Vladimir Lossky (1903-1958), self-abandonment or self-abasement was the
key to understanding the very essence of the Son of God. Kenosis is the way of being of
the divine person sent into the world to fulfill the common will of the Trinity, whose
source is in the Father. The whole earthly life of Christ was a continual humiliation.

Besides the prayer in Gethsemane, Christ’s last cry of mortal agony on the cross

' Nadejda Gorodetzky, The Humiliated Christ, 159.



18

manifested His true humanity which voluntarily submitted to death as a final emptying,
the culmination of the divine kenosis.

Archimandrite Sophrony (Sergei Sakharov) (1896-1993) experienced in his
life the presence of the crucified Christ several times and this shaped his own
understanding of following Christ in His kenosis. Christ not only manifested kenosis in
His earthly divine-human life, but also in the eternal intra-Trinitarian love. Fr. Sophrony
used God-forsakenness as the main thread in his kenotic theology, and he also
understood the unanswered prayer in Gethsemane as a component of Christ’s further
abandonment by the Father on the cross. In Gethsemane, Christ internally accomplished
His sacrifice. Thus, His death on the cross was an external completion of kenotic God-

forsakenness.

Anthony Bloom’s Kenotic Theology

Besides his own experience of God-forsakenness and his encounter with God,
AB’s anthropology owes much to the Russian emigration in Paris and members of the
so-called “Paris school.”'® He personally knew Georges Florovsky, who recommended
that he read the works of the saints and Fathers. From Nikolai Berdiaev AB borrowed
the ideas of androgyny, freedom and creativeness. He was also very close to Vladimir

Lossky, whose anthropology AB absorbed as his own (with some modifications). AB

'8 For more on the Paris School, see: Antoine Arjakovsky, Kypran Ilymo (1925—1940): Hokorenue
pycekux peaueuosnvix mvicaumenei 6 amuepayuu (Kiev: Feniks, 2000). English translation: Antoine
Arjakovsky, The Way: Religious Thinkers of the Russian Emigration in Paris and their Journal, trans.
Jerry Ryan, Michael Plekon and John Jillions, eds. (UND Press, forthcoming, 2012).
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was struck by the writings of Theophan the Recluse, a Russian saint of the nineteenth
century. And like a thread throughout his sermons and talks is the idea of the personal
relationship between God and man that seems to be influenced by Martin Buber’s “I and
Thou,” which AB enhanced with his own concept of the encounter. He was also
influenced by nineteenth-century Russian lay writers, especially Fyodor Dostoevsky. We
will see a great number of references by AB to Fr. Sophrony Sakharov and some
similarities in their understanding of the God-forsakenness of Christ. In the last chapter I
will contrast the theology of these two theologians.

While AB was aware of these thinkers, he developed his own approach to
kenotic theology. For AB, Christ’s humiliation began with His Incarnation. He was born
in the fallen world, with its limitation and horror, where He accepted in Himself all the
consequences of sin: hunger, thirst, weariness, depression, pain, etc. With the
Incarnation, Christ agreed to be in complete solidarity with us, not only with our human
life but also with the whole tragedy of sin and death. For AB, Christ’s God-forsakenness
is an event between God and man in which Christ as God entered the place where He
does not exist. He united Christ’s God-forsakenness with the descent into Hades. “Christ
descended where everyone who has died in separation from God descends, into Hades —
a place of eternal and radical absence of God.”"” AB criticized as folkloric and naive the
interpretation of Hades as a place of terrible torments. “The most terrible aspect of hell
in the Old Testament, in Hades [...] is not torture, but that this is a place where God is

not present and will never be, this is a place of the last, hopeless absence of God,

' Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosr, 88.
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Godlessness for ever.”” For AB to die means to lose God. “It is possible to die and to
become in one’s nature Godless or atheistic in the etymological sense of the word. It
means that Christ died sharing our state of Godlessness, our loss of God.”*' In another
place he compared the experience of atheism with the experience of Christ:

Christ has plumbed the depth beyond all atheists. Even the most devastating

experience of atheism is not outside the experience of Christ. So we must look at

the Godless world with new eyes. We can look at it with a depth it does not have

itself — stranded, wounded, blinded but as full of virtual holiness as any member

of the Church.”

Christ’s cry on the cross: “My God, My God! Why have you forsaken Me?” (Mk
15:34) is not just a citation from Ps 22% put in Christ’s mouth by the evangelists Mark
and Matthew but a real experience of God-forsakenness. It seems that in AB’s
interpretation Christ’s experience on the cross is the key to understanding the human
person. Humankind has lost God by sin, and God who wanted to be “all in all” (1 Cor.
15:28), “has appeared as a participant in the unique ontological and fundamental tragedy

of the human person who has lost God.”** He descended to the place of the absence of

God where:

2% Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, I[Tacmeipcmeo (Minsk: Izdatelstvo Belorusskogo Ekzarkhata, 2005),
20.

2! Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyder, 88.

22 «Christ has experienced Godlessness (I speak not about ideological Godlessness, but about its reality),
Godlessness as any atheist on earth has not experienced, and in this sense there is no person — either the
atheist, or the believer, — who has remained outside of the experience of Christ.” Gillian Crow, This Holy
Man, 158.

3 “One does not rehearse a psalm when one is dying a violent death. The psalm is directed towards the
event and not the other way round. And the descent into hell is the ultimate point of Christ’s solidarity
with us.” Ibid., 169.

* Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyde:, 544.
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He filled Hades with Himself, with His Divinity, with His eternal life, with His

Light. And death is forever abolished. Now we call death ‘falling asleep’, a time

when we die not in a chasm of despair and Godlessness, but a time when we

depart for God who has loved us so much that He gave us His only-begotten Son,

Unique. The Beloved has been given so that we might believe in His love!*’

AB absolutely insisted that God-forsakenness is an event between God and the
person and not a Trinitarian event as Moltmann stated. AB was not afraid to leave some
room for paradox, as a result, perhaps, of both his own experience of hell and meeting
there with Christ, as well as the fact that paradox is so common in Eastern Christian
theology. God is the one who initiates the encounter with human beings. Christ’s
experience of God-forsakenness is itself the deepest expression of God’s love. Because
death according to Metropolitan Anthony is a “Godless” place, God entered precisely
there, where He is not, to show true and deep solidarity with human beings and thus to
bring salvation. Christ’s God-forsakenness is the link to God’s faith in the human being.
My hypothesis (to be discussed later) is that AB’s kenotic theology is also the key to his
understanding of personhood.

The theme of God’s faith in the human person is one of the most important in

AB’s thought.”® Interpreting the parable about the Last Judgment, the Metropolitan says:

3 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Ceina u Césmozo Jyxa: Ilponosedu (Moscow:
Sviato-Danilov monastyr’, 1993), online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_10.htm

2% A prominent aspect of his sermons is his desire to give people more confidence and assurance, to defend
God’s desire that they believe in themselves. He constantly repeated that the “whole Gospel is penetrated
by belief in the person” and that “the person is that reality which is the theme of each person’s life.” The
person becomes the “unique point of contact between the believer and the non-believer.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowez, 10. He emphasized the immense depth of each person and the infinite value
of the human soul for God. AB stressed the real opportunity for dialogue between the person and God at
any moment in life. Thus the relationship between them is built on love and friendship, instead of on
domination and slavery. For AB, God’s faith in the person takes place in the encounter between God, who
is the initiator, and the human person, who has to reply to God’s invitation. This face-to-face encounter
takes place in the heart of the person, where the Lord says: “I believe in you so much that I became a
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Not mentioned in this parable are such questions as: In what did you believe?
Did you believe in God? Did you believe in Christ? Did you believe in this or
that? Did you follow the practices and rites of the Church? There are no
questions at this level... The essence of the parable is this: Have you been
human? If you were inhuman you do not have a place in the Kingdom of heaven.
If you were human then you have a path to a further relationship with God.”’

State of the Question

Most of Metropolitan Anthony’s vast literary output was not actually written
down by him but rather consists of transcripts done by parishioners and others using
tape-recordings and their notes on his numerous talks. He spoke without notes and he
very rarely prepared his talks in advance. Gillian Crow writes: “What mattered to him
was the essence of what he said, not peripheral details. A born storyteller, he always
preferred the spontaneous approach, in which checking his sources could not feature.”*®
AB never considered himself a theologian, but he was one of the most authoritative
witnesses of Orthodox theology in the twentieth century.”” Metropolitan Hilarion

Alfeyev in The Theology of Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh in Light of Patristic

Tradition compared Bloom’s inheritance and influence to the Fathers of the Church and

person similar to you that you could believe in My belief in the person, in My love.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Jlw6osw ecenobescoarowasn: Ilponosedu npousnecéunvie 8 Poccuu (Saint-
Petersburg: Satis, 1994), 77. God’s faith in the person should be an example for human beings of how they
need to love each other. Bloom understood faith in the human being, and in particular in oneself, not as
faith in human powers, or abilities. It is not a self-confidence which is based on self-knowledge, but it
begins with God’s faith in the person. His faith in them is what transforms people.

*7 Roman Mikhailovich Tuzhakov, “Pycckoe IpaBocnasue B Aurmun: Hukonaii 3epHoB i AHTOHHI
Cypoxckuit,” Russkii Mir 2 (2000), online, available: http://www.russkymir.ru/out.php?cat=23 &did=495.

2% Gillian Crow, This Holy Man, 139.

2 . . o .
’ Cf. A. Kyrlezhev, “Murpononnt Aatornit Cyposxckuii — “3ae3Kuil MpaBOCIaBHBIA MICCHOHED” B
Poccun,” Kontinent 4, 236.
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put him in a list of the other Fathers.** AB always emphasized that he was not a
“professional theologian™ and that his only formal training was medical, not theological:

I cannot now improve my theological education and can speak only about what

has grown in my soul. If this would seem unacceptable to many in its form, it

might not be unacceptable in its essence. I believe I am not departing from the
spirit of the Church, from the spirit of the Holy Fathers in the essentials, but [ am
using a different language to speak to a different people. I think the same was
said about many Fathers, t0o.”’

AB, in his sermons, often cited the Church Fathers, sometimes named them but
sometimes just simply and vaguely referred to what “some of the Fathers™* had said.
AB had no speculative bent, nor any interest in the abstract. The list of his purely
academic studies of a theological problem amounts to one lecture “On Contemplation
and Podvig” delivered at the very dawn of his ecclesiastical “career” in 1948 before the
Fifth International Conference on Religious Psychology. He also gave speeches to
various diocesan assemblies,33 conferences of the World Council of Churches,** and in

similar venues. However, this lack of inclination for systematic presentation does not

exclude a deep understanding of difficult theological questions. Numerous

3% Bishop Hilarion Alfeyev, “BorocioBue Mutponomuta CypokcKOro AHTOHHS B CBETE CBSTOOTEUECKOTO
Ipenanns,” in Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 12-15.

3! Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Church in the third Millennium, from an interview with Alena
Maidonovich (= Elena Maidanovich), published in Russkaya Mysl’ on 8 June 2000; See also at:
http://www.exarchate-uk.org/MA/Interview AM.html

32 Bishop Hilarion Alfeyev asserts that this kind of citation can also be found in Symeon the New
Theologian, who almost never cited the Fathers, but includes many allusions to Gregory the Theologian.
Bishop Hilarion Alfeyev, “borocnoBue murpomnonura CyposKCKOro AHTOHHS B CBETE CBATOOTCUECKOTO
Ipenanns,” in Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoet, 16.

33 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ, True and Perfect Man: The Address Printed below Was
Delivered at the Diocesan Conference at Effingham, Surrey, in May, 1983, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm.

3% Such as, for instance, a number of his talks in Geneva in 1968.
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ecclesiological, anthropological, Christological, and ethical themes are constantly raised
and examined from a pastoral perspective in more than 10,000 lectures, sermons, parish
talks, and similar discourses.”” If AB’s “publications” are not those of a typical academic
theologian, neither are his degrees, which are all purely honorary doctoral degrees
awarded honoris causa by both Orthodox and non-Orthodox theological institutions,
such as Aberdeen University (1973), Moscow Theological Academy (1983), Cambridge
University (1996), and the Kyiv Theological Academy (1999). These led him to declare
that “I have only one true doctorate in medicine; all others are false.””*®

The inheritance of Anthony Bloom has not yet been properly studied. Except for
a few B.A. theses on the spirituality and pastoral works of AB, there have been no

critical studies of his perception and understanding of the Christological question. |

would like to briefly present what little has been done so far.

Previous Research

Dimitrii Erin, in his thesis “Spiritual and moral ideals of Christian life according

9537

to Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh (Bloom),””" stated that Orthodox moral theology

3% According to Metropolitan Anthony’s own estimation, by the mid-1980s he had given more than 10,000
lectures, sermons, etc. to the non-Orthodox communities alone — see his Jlrob6os6w 6cenobescoarowas, 174.
While this number might seem unrealistic or boastful, various witnesses attest to the frequency of his
public speaking.

3% Bishop Hilarion Alfeyev, Ilpasociasroe 6ozociosue na pybesce cmonemuii, online, available:
http://www.lib.eparhia-saratov.ru/books/09i/ilarion/bogoslovie/67.html

37 Unpublished thesis “/lyx0BHO-HPaBCTBEHHBIE HICANEI XPHCTHAHCKON JKH3HM MO TPYAaM MHUTPOTIONATA
Anrtonus Cypoxckoro (biroma (biryma))” at Saint-Petersburg Orthodox Spiritual Academy in 2004 by Fr.
Dimitrii Erin.
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lost its identity under scholastic influences. The personal example of Metropolitan
Anthony as a follower of the gospel with special emphasis on “inner truth” opens up an
alternative path. Erin began with AB’s anthropology (individualism and personhood)
and the first vocation of the human person — to be akin to God. Original sin made a
division between God and man and among humankind. God did not leave people alone
but became a man to save the human race. Christ came to reconcile the human person
with God. Erin interpreted AB’s explanation of the Incarnation and God-forsakenness as
a moral category. Now the goal for people is to accept life as an immediate presence of
God. The “places” through which a person may contact God include the Church,
Eucharist, confession, fear of God, prayer, thanksgiving, self-knowledge, love toward
others, and similar evangelical ideals.

Another thesis was done by Ilya Makarov, “Pastoral Service according to the
works of Metropolitan Anthony (Bloom).”** The author of this work has tried to look at
the life and works of AB from the point of view of his pastoral activities. The roles of
the laity as well as clergy — who serve but are not to rule — are leading themes in
Makarov’s work. AB’s anthropology was presented with a focus on God’s faith in the
human person as a leading and contradicting theme against Feuerbach’s atheistic
humanism.

Ioann Kovalev, in his thesis “Homiletical Works of Metropolitan Anthony

(Bloom),” asserted that most of AB’s sermons and talks were devoted to questions of

3¥ Unpublished thesis “ITacTsIpckoe cinyxkenne 1o Tpyaam mutpononuta Anronus (Biyma)” at Saint-
Petersburg Orthodox Spiritual Academy in 2004 by Ilya Makarov.

3% Unpublished thesis “IIporoBexandeckne Tpyasl Mutpononuta Anronus (Biyma)” at Saint-Petersburg
Orthodox Spiritual Academy in 2004 by loann Kovalev.
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spiritual-moral perfection and formation of the Christian person. The author gave a very
general overview of AB’s life and works without any specific theme or emphasis on the
interpretation of his legacy.

[uliya Shubina, in “The Missionary Significance of the Works of Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh for Formation of Motivation: Lessons on the Foundations of

Orthodox culture,”40

stated that for AB faith should not be opposed to culture and the
world because they are places where God can be discovered. Shubina gave practical
suggestions for teaching “The Foundation of Orthodox Culture.”

Iryna Stashkiv, in “The Soteriology of Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,”*!
presented the Christology of AB and his understanding of the mystery of salvation.
According to Stashkiv AB did not emphasize original sin as the reason for the
Incarnation, but rather focused on God’s love as willing to be revealed to humanity.
Stashkiv’s presentation of AB’s anthropology did not include the theme of God’s faith in
the human person, but focused on the Sacraments and the eschatological dimension of
salvation as taught by AB.

Maxim O. Krioukov in “The Nature and Purpose of Marriage in Metropolitan

Anthony (Bloom) of Sourozh,”* presented AB’s interpretation of the creation of the

first humans as androgyny (/’homme totale). Before the fall, they were one undivided

0 Unpublished thesis “Muccronepckoe 3HadeHne TPy 0B Murpononuta AuToHns: CypoxKCKOro st
(hopmupoBaHusI MOTUBAITMU Ha ypokax OCHOB mpaBocnaBHOM KyabTypsl” at St. Tikhon’s Orthodox
University in Moscow in 2003 by Iuliya Shubina.

! Unpublished thesis “Cotepionoris Anronis, Mutpornonuta Cyposskoro” at Ukrainian Catholic
University in Lviv in 2004 by Iryna Stashkiv.

2 Unpublished thesis at Saint Tikhon’s Orthodox Theological Seminary in South Canaan, Pennsylvania in
2001 by Maxim O. Krioukov.
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being in two persons — marriage is the event which brings two beings into oneness. The
self-sacrificial love in the Holy Trinity is the paradigm of a personal relationship. The
central theme in AB’s ideas on marriage is the encounter. AB distinguished between
several such encounters: the encounter with God, the encounter with man, and the
encounter with oneself. Krioukov compared the anthropology of AB with Buber’s

famous “I and Thou.”

International Conferences and Seminars on Anthony Bloom

Since the death of AB in 2003, three International Conferences have taken place
in Moscow (“Kondepentus, mocBsieHHass OCMBICIEHUIO HACIEIUS MUTPOIIOIUTA
Cypoxckoro Autonus” [A conference devoted to the understanding of the inheritance
of Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh] on 28-30 September 2007; “Uenosex B
6orocioBun mutpononuta AHToHUsT Cyposkckoro” [The human being in the theology of
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,] on 11-13 September 2009; and “IlepkoBs —
Bborouenoseueckoe o0miectBo” [The Church — A Theanthropic Community] on 23-25
September 2011). There were three conferences in London (Conference in Memory of
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh on 21 June 2008 dedicated to Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh commemorating the 94™ anniversary of his birth on 19 June 1914;
“Encounter with God” on 14 November 2009; and “The Search for Peace With God,
Our Neighbour and Ourselves” on 27 November 2010). There were also twelve cycles
of seminars in Moscow (1, 10-12: “UenoBek B o6menun” [The human being in

communion] on 5 December 2009, 11 December 2009, 8 February 2010 and 19 April
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2010; 2-3: “IlenpHOCTH UeTOBEKA: TyX, ayma, Teno [ The wholeness of the human being:
spirit, soul, body]” on 7 April 2008 and 12 May 2008; 4 — there is no information
concerning this seminar; 5-9: “llensHOCTB YenoBeka: myTh yueHndectBa” [The
Wholeness of a Human Being: The Path of Discipleship] on 14 October 2008, 8
November 2008, 9 February 2009, 30 March 2009 and 1 June 2009).

Unfortunately the proceedings from the Conferences and cycles of seminars are
not available, except for the First International Conferences which took place in Moscow
on 28-30 September 2007. I reviewed that conference in Logos: A Journal of Eastern
Christian Studies. Here is the summary of that conference from the review:

Apart from the few papers that analyze AB’s methodology and the applications
of some of his ideas in various professional fields (psychology, literature,
linguistics, education), the rest are mainly recollections about AB. The papers
lack a direct and substantial theological analysis of AB’s teachings, and they
overlook many of AB’s writings — e.g., none of the speakers referred to the
content of AB’s article “What is Spiritual Life?’ in which he clearly outlines what
is essential for the spiritual life of Christians. In general, in the future it would be
useful to have a thorough presentation of the main outlines of AB’s theology. I
would agree with Lev Bolshakov, who said at the very end of the 2007
conference: there is a long road of work ahead of us. To systematize and
formulate Vladyka’s experience is hardly possible, but someone was right who
said at the beginning that we have a scholarly task here. It is not enough to feel or
to know something just for ourselves, but we must find a way to transmit it to
others. We are not Vladyka Anthonys; we cannot talk in the way he did but we
are obliged to bring his experience into our church life.*’

Besides the biographical recollection during the conference I would like to point
out the paper of P. B. Mikhailov who presented on the “Theological Method of

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh.” Mikhailov acknowledged that he was not very

* Roman Rytsar, “The First International Conference on The Spiritual Legacy of Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh,” Logos: A Journal of Eastern Christian Studies, Vol. 51 (2010) Nos. 1-2, 107-111, online,
available: http://www .kiev-orthodox.org/site/english/2294/
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familiar with the inheritance of AB. According to Mikhailov, AB was a theologian
because he talked about God based on his experience.** In his understanding of
“experience” Mikhailov included not only personal experience, but also common and
inherited experience gained in the Church. I agree with Mikhailov that experience is one
of the crucial topics in AB’s theology, but I would not use the category of experience as
a method to present the vast theological inheritance of AB. Experience belongs to the
practical dimension of the life of a human being and it can be analyzed in the categories
of psychology. If we use “experience” as a method in AB’s theology then we will limit
his outreach to only certain topics, such as the practical and spiritual level.

All these works touched on separate themes of AB’s life and work, but two
themes seem to be a thread, namely God’s faith in the human person and kenosis. In my
dissertation I would like to present the most important themes of Metropolitan Anthony
that were not widely — if at all — covered in the few writings and talks that have paid

critical attention to his thought.

Research Hypothesis

My research hypothesis is that AB developed a unique understanding of the God-
forsakenness of Christ on the cross that was fundamental to his understanding of what it
means to be a human being. This thesis will demonstrate that AB’s kenotic theology

shaped his understanding of personhood.

* Petr Mikhailov, Bozocrosckuii memod mumponoauma Anmonus Cypoxcckozo, online, available:
http://www.bogoslov.ru/text/1246631.html
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These two themes — kenosis and anthropology — while distinct to some degree,
cannot be separated for several reasons. Most fundamentally, the link between these two
themes is, of course, Christ: He is both God and man. Christ is the “royal road” of unity
between man and God. As a man He entered into the depths of the human condition,
experiencing even its doubts and despair over the existence of God. This experience of
His allows Him to unite in His person both His own exalted divinity and also the depths
of human “atheism” in His descent even into the depths of hell, which AB termed
Godlessness. The experience of God-forsakenness by Christ is the key revelation of
God’s faith in the human person: this is the central, creative, and original contribution
that I believe Bloom can make to Eastern Christian theology today.

The links between kenosis and personhood — or, more broadly, “anthropology”
and “Christology” — cannot be severed without doing violence to Bloom’s own holistic
vision. To recall a key thought of his, which was noted earlier, Bloom wrote that:

We should believe in the human person with the same faith as we believe in God

— just as absolutely, resolutely, passionately — and should learn to begin to see

clearly in the human person the image of God, a sanctuary which we are called to

lead back to life and to glory just as an icon restorer is called to return a spoiled
icon to its former glory...*

5 “MBI 1OIDKHEI MTOBEPHUTH B YEJIOBEKA BEPOil TaKO *ke, KaKoi MBI BepuM B bora, Takoi ke abCOOTHOH,
PELINTENBbHO, CTPACTHOM, U JOJIKHBI HAYYUTHCS IPO3PEBaTh B UesioBeke 00pa3 boxwuil, CBSITHIHIO,
KOTOPYIO MBI ITPU3BaHbI IPUBECTH 0OPATHO K JKH3HM H K CIIaBe, TaK )Ke KaK pecTaBpaTrop MpHU3BaH BEPHYTh
K ClTaBe MKOHY HCHOpUYeHHYI0...”” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, beime npasociasnvim 6 Anenruu. O
Cypoorccroni Enapxuu, online, available: http://www.foma.ru/article/index.php?news=2405



31

In addition, the impulse to understand Christology and anthropology together is a
classical hallmark of Eastern theology, which always seeks to resist the urge to over-

. . .. . 4
systematization and specialization.*°

Methodology

There are a number of recurring topics in AB’s speeches: faith and atheism;
spiritual life; marriage and family; priesthood and pastoral aspects; Sacraments and the
Church. AB’s central ideas will be the keys to reading and analyzing this diverse
material, namely the God-forsakenness of Christ (kenotic theology) and God’s faith in
the human person (anthropology).

Given that there are dozens of ways in which one might proceed to analyze as
rich a body of texts as that of AB’s, the reader may wonder how my own analysis will be
conducted. One possible method would be diachronic, i.e., tracking given concepts in
AB’s corpus as they occur chronologically: comparing how he understood the ideas of
God-forsakenness and God’s faith in the human person, for example, in his earlier
discourses with how they are presented later on. At the present time, I do not think it
would be possible to undertake a diachronic approach to the study of AB’s work, even
with the materials currently accessible at the main websites: http://mitras.ru and

http://masarchive.org. There are many editorial mistakes (grammatical, spelling and

% For more on this see the important essay of John Meyendorff, “Theology in the Thirteenth Century:
Methodological Contrasts,” in The 17th International Byzantine Congress: Major Papers, ed. A.D.
Caratzas, (New Rochelle, NY, 1986).
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stylistic) and also a lack of consistency in translation. Besides that, editors are still
discovering new materials from AB’s listeners which have to be verified. Almost every
week a new homily, sermon or speech, hitherto unavailable, is published. Only when the
full compilation of extant materials is completed will it be possible to look at the
chronological development of AB’s main theological ideas.

Then again, one could consider the broader question of metaphorical language in
theology as this pertains to AB’s expressions, such as the following: solidarity with
others; God’s faith in a person; loneliness; the feeling of being abandoned by God; God-
forsakenness; Godlessness, etc. How does one go about defining, not to say, proving, the
truth value, or even semantic range, of these terms?

If we take for analysis, for example, AB’s usage of the last two terms, “God-
forsakenness” and “Godlessness.” Sometimes AB used these terms in a metaphorical
sense, but at other times he was emphasizing their “reality.” Then we have to ask: how
did he understand these terms: literally or metaphorically? And then it would be
important to establish the criteria by which they may be analyzed. It would also be
necessary to take into consideration the original sources, because AB gave his talks in
several languages; the researcher cannot rely on English translations alone. Finally, one
would have to to consider all the contexts in which AB used these terms to undertake
this kind of analysis. Thus far I have identified over 120 instances in which AB referred
directly or indirectly to the theme of God-forsakenness. It is important to remember that
in the seventies when AB’s first books were published they used the term “Godlessness”
to describe the experience of Christ on the cross; in contemporary English usage,

however, this term has received a different connotation and now “God-forsakenness” is
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more common. In my thesis I establish the criteria of the usage of these terms in his
works, but the new materials available on the official Web-site (http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/) and AB’s archive (http://masarchive.org/) might lead to the
establishment of different criteria and conclusions. This is just one example, based on
the usage of the terms “God-forsakenness” and “Godlessness,” but there are also other
terms that would need the same attention.

Alternatively, one might wish to explore the roots of AB’s thought in terms of
the influences on him, whether literary, cultural, theological or other: can one discern the
filiation of his concept of kenoticism back through the preceding generation of Russian
Orthodox theologians? I believe future research can try to undertake the effort to
establish the influences on AB’s kenotic theology more substantially, but such an effort
would be conjectural, although perhaps of some value, because in many cases AB’s
referred to other authors quite freely.

This dissertation, while aware of such trajectories of inquiry, has a more modest
intention, namely, to gather the multiple threads of AB’s thought into a coherent tapestry
— a project which has not yet, to my knowledge, been undertaken. As this appears to be
the first doctoral research on the legacy of AB, I believe the dissertation should
concentrate on a clear and full presentation of his kenotic thought, and leave to others
(or to later study) a more comparative, discursive analysis and evaluation of his
theology.

It should be noted up front that AB never made kenoticism the explicit object of
his attention — he did not, after all, consider himself a theologian, much less a systematic

theologian. My aim is not to create a theological system out of the inheritance of
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someone who never considered himself a systematic theologian. Nevertheless, my
conviction is that kenotic theology is the hidden font, so to speak, from which flow the
manifold currents of his theology. Originality (the first dissertation), viability (sources
now available for public consultation) and contribution to knowledge (any project of this
proportion — taking account of a legacy that numbers around 8,000 pages) requires some
organizing matrix. I believe that I have chosen not only one that “works”
methodologically, but one that is reflective of AB’s own, original point of view. In my
dissertation I will not only combine and compose main theological themes of AB, but
also reorganize and sort out the disembodied material into essential themes. My research
shows that what makes AB’s kenoticism distinct is its dual focus on the God-
forsakenness and God’s faith in the human person.*’

To best achieve my aim, I believe a synchronic, thematic mode of analysis to be
apropos: by using AB’s characteristic notion of kenoticism as a hermeneutic lens, I will
be able to present the underlying unity of his thought, manifest throughout the diversity
of discourses in which it has been made available to us.*® Having first established what
kenoticism denotes, both within the Orthodox tradition in particular, and the wider
Christian theological tradition, I will then identify the distinctive features of AB’s
kenotic theology as displayed throughout the breadth of his work, trying to give an

answer to the following two questions: what did AB say in his kenotic theology and how

" The reader will realize that any organization of AB’s disparate material into an ordered whole requires a
creative theological labor of interpretation — in my case, the elaboration of a “kenotic” hermeneutic. |
believe that this labor in part validates the criterion of originality to which the dissertation is summoned.

*® It may come as a surprise to the reader to discover that AB appears to speak the same way in every
context: his “academic” lectures in conference settings have the same flavor, the same use of the first-
person and recourse to anecdotes, as do his homilies and informal talks to parishioners.
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did he apply kenotic theology in practice?

It has already been stated several times that AB never presented his ideas in a
systematic fashion, because he never thought of himself as a theologian and never wrote
a book as such. Every one of his publications is a speech, sermon, talk or dialogue
recorded and later critically edited, and these are the available sources for my research.
Although he did not use notes, every speech is very clearly organized and this fact will
make for an easier scholarly presentation and analysis of his works.

In my research I used extensively the electronic library of Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh which is available at http://mitras.ru (=http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru
and http://mitras.ru/eng (=http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng). I based my
research on materials published up to 2008. Among the 334 items of bibliography
collected by Elena Maidanovich in “Works” there are books and articles published
between 1949 and 2001, organized in chronological order with reprints and translations.

In the beginning of August 2010 the Archive of AB became available to the
public. This contains an enormous amount of material — over 2,000 text files (each file
has a different number of pages: from one to eighty pages), 800 photographs, 1,600
audio files, and 200 videos in Russian, English, French, and eight other languages. The
archive became available too late to be included in this thesis. As a result, in my thesis I
only used some materials from the Archive (http://masarchive.org), although I reviewed

most of the text, video and audio files.*

* There are a few reasons why I am not going to use the recently published materials more substantially in
my research. First of all, in surveying this new material, I was not able to find any ideas that would
question or contradict the kenotic approach of AB, but rather the opposite, I found more statements from
AB that support my hypothesis. Secondly, there are some minor problems that make it difficult to use the
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If we compare the Archive to the Electronic library with most of his books in
Russian freely available to download and even English versions of the same web site
with weekly updates of AB’s talks, homilies and sermons, we will see a substantial
difference. At http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/ (Eng- http://mitras.ru/eng/) all
materials went through strict editorial work with most of the books having been
published in Russian — some in their second and even third editions. Interestingly
enough, there is no referral link in http://mitras.ru/eng/ to the Archive.

Recently published books in English based either on materials never published,
but recorded, transcribed and edited before or translated from Russian are: Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Encounter, Darton, Longman & Todd Ltd, 2005; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, The Living Body of Christ, Darton, Longman & Todd Ltd, 2007,
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Coming Closer to Christ: on Confession, SPCK
Publishing, 2009; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Essential Writings: Selected and

Introduced by Gillian Crow, Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2010.%

above mentioned archive for scholarly work. There is no search engine on the website so it is impossible
to search with key words or phrases. Some of the texts still require editorial work (e.g., language mistakes
and phraseology such as expressions used in speaking, but inappropriate for a written idiom).
Remembering that AB did not write his own books, and that most of his published works are based on oral
presentations, [ personally doubt that he even reviewed the published materials, entrusting rather his
faithful listeners with this work.

%% The last book, Essential Writings: Selected and Introduced by Gillian Crow, 1 reviewed in Logos: A
Journal of Eastern Christian Studies, Vol. 52 (2011) Nos. 1-2, 173-174.
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Structure of the Thesis

I will divide my dissertation into theoretical and practical parts. In the first three
chapters (theoretical) I will compile and describe the background and possible roots of
AB’s kenotic approach. I will divide AB’s kenotic theology into two major themes: the
God-forsakenness of Christ (kenosis) and God’s faith in the human person
(anthropology). In the last two chapters, using AB’s argumentation, I will present the
practical application of his kenotic theology and show the links with the theoretical part
of the thesis. Here, first of all, I search for “places” where a human being might
experience abandonment by God and the practical application of God’s faith in the
human person. Second, how the kenotic way of life, as AB understood it, brings a person
to the encounter with another person, with oneself and with God.

To better understand AB’s kenotic theology I will present in Chapter I the history
of kenotic theology and the main Western and Russian kenoticists of the nineteenth-
twentieth century. My goal is not to give an exhaustive presentation of their theology,
but rather to give a general overview of the main ideas that might have influenced AB’s
own approach. It is difficult to prove that AB was familiar with representatives of the
Western kenotic thought. But as a follower of the Russian Orthodox Church, he knew
well the works of Russian kenoticists. It was for this reason that I will devote more space
to the Russian theologians than to the Western ones.

In Chapter II, I will present in detail the life of Christ using AB’s kenotic
interpretation with a special focus on God-forsakenness. All major events from Christ’s

life are linked to the event on the cross. I will point out AB’s specific approach in
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kenotic theology concerning the interpretation of Phil. 2:7 and his emphasis on the God-
forsakenness of Christ. In addition, again using AB’s kenotic interpretation, I present the
lives of Mary- the Mother of God, John the Baptist, and the Apostles linked to the

kenotic life of Christ. They all experienced kenosis and the absence of God in their lives.

Chapter I1I will present the main anthropological ideas in AB’s kenotic theology.
Starting with fundamental concepts — encounter with God, dual solidarity of Christ and
God’s faith in the human person, I will proceed to the vocation of the first couple, the
idea of a “total human,” Original sin, salvation in the Godman, and atheism. Here |
deploy the originality of AB’s kenotic theology — understanding of Original sin and its
consequence — death as Godlessness. Christ on the cross became an atheist in the
etymological sense of the word because He entered into death. AB understood matter as
God-bearing and used this as an argument in discussion with atheists and with followers
of “death of God” theology. He looked at three aspects: (1) the understanding of the
human person, (2) “You are what you eat,” and (3) matter could be the place of the
encounter between Christians and atheists.

Chapter IV will explore the possible roots for AB’s kenotic approach in
theology: the harsh life of Russian émigrés, his personal experience of the absence of
God and the final encounter with Christ that redirected his life. AB was familiar with the
works of Russian kenoticists and he even knew some of them personally. AB extended
his understanding of kenosis onto the Church and the Sacraments as the places for the
application of kenotic theology in practice. For the Eucharist, Chrismation and Unction
he focused more on the role of matter and its practical application in the life of

Christians. For Baptism and Confession he emphasized sin as a state of Godlessness and
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the kenotic life of Christ as the ultimate example for Christians. For Marriage, he looked
at the kenotic relationship between a husband and wife with particular exposition on the
life of the married priest. Also, I will combine AB’s understanding of Marriage with
Monasticism because he understood them in the same way. For Ordination, the emphasis
was on the priest as a follower of the kenotic life of Christ. And he gave the priest’s wife
as a separate example of the kenotic life put into practice.

In Chapter V, I will look at the practical application of AB’s kenotic theology:
kenosis in the relationship between God and a human person; encounter of God and a
human person in prayer and death; difficulties in prayer and the absence of God; two
types of God-forsakenness and practical advice from AB on what to do in moments of
the absence of God; kenosis in relationship with other people; God’s faith in the other
person; human’s faith in the other person; and, faith in oneself. In the final section of the
last chapter I will contrast AB’s kenotic theology with Fr. Sophrony’s since AB’s
approach was the closest to the one by Fr. Sophrony Sakharov. Although it is not my
goal to compare AB with other kenoticists, I want the reader to see the general
differences between their two approaches in order to expose the originality of AB’s

teachings.
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CHAPTER 1

I.1. Kenotic Theology

In this chapter I hope to present an overview of Russian and Western kenotic
theology. For a broader presentation of the Russian kenoticists, I have chosen the most
famous theologians, who might have influenced, even if not directly, AB. As we will see
the authors presented here treat specific aspects of kenotic theology, except Sergius
Bulgakov. Bulgakov integrated kenosis throughout his whole theology including:
relationships in the Trinity, the creation of the world, the Incarnation, the life of Christ,
His sufferings, God-forsakenness, death and Resurrection, the Ascension, and the
Church. AB followed the kenotic approach, even if he did not develop such a theological
system as Bulgakov did. AB constantly returned to the theme of God-forsakenness in his
sermons and talks, which is evidence that we can acknowledge him as a kenoticist, but
one who also gave a practical application of kenotic theology. Also AB did not fully
follow Fr. Sophrony Sakharov’s approach who based his kenotic theology exclusively
on God-forsakenness.

The goal in presenting Western kenoticists of the nineteenth century is to show
the wider context of the Russian kenotic school and that the theme of kenosis became a
main thread in the thought of the Russian theologians of the twentieth century presented
below. As we will see, in the nineteenth century, German and British kenoticists were
mostly developing a kenotic Christology. The theme of God-forsakenness was part of

the twentieth century inheritance. As was mentioned in the Introduction, kenosis was
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known in the Scriptures, in the writings of the Fathers, in liturgical texts, and spirituality,
but its theological dimension was explored in a unique way in the nineteenth and the

twentieth century.

I.2. Brief History of Kenotic Theology

of the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries

The inspiration for the nineteenth century kenotic theology was the encounter
with modern biblical criticism. In the nineteenth century, a number of Evangelical
theologians in Germany, such as Gottfried Thomasius (1802-75),' J. H. August Ebrard

(1818-88),> Bishop H. Matensen of Denmark (1808-84),® Wolfgang Friedrich Gess

' Thomasius was the first to develop a full kenotic Christology. He proceeded from a distinction between
various attributes of God. Omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence were traits he considered
relational, while, truth, holiness and love he considered as immanent. The relational attributes express how
God relates to the world, and are not compatible with a true human nature, because they can harm the
limited psychical functioning of the person. The immanent attributes express the essence of the divine life
and can be expressed in and through the human person. So the Incarnation was possible, because the
Logos in His kenosis laid aside the relational attributes. Christ received back His glory and the relational
attributes at the exaltation. Gottfried Thomasius, Christi Person und Werk, 31 ed., (Andreas Deichert,
Erlangen, 1886), two volumes cited in Donald G. Dawe, “A Fresh Look at the Kenotic Christologies,”
Scottish Journal of Theology 15 (1962): 343-344; See also: Ronald J. Feenstra, Trinity, Incarnation, and
Atonement: Philosophical and Theological Essays, (eds.) Ronald J. Feenstra, Cornelius Jr. Plantinga,
Library of Religious Philosophy 1, (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1989), 129-133.

? Christ, according to Ebrard, in His kenosis exchanged a pre-existent eternal form for a temporal one. The
Logos retains all His attributes only in proportion to a human existence. Thomas R. Thompson,
“Nineteenth-Century Kenotic Christology: The Waxing, Waning, and Weighing of a Quest for a Coherent
Orthodoxy,” in Exploring Kenotic Christology: The Self-Emptying of God, ed., C. Stephen Evans (Oxford:
University Press, 2006), 86.

3 The kenosis of the Son of God in the man Jesus as the Christ, this revelation consists in limited human
form and weakness. The Logos lived a two-fold consciousness. Thomas Thompson, Nineteenth-Century
Kenotic Christology, 86-87.
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(1819-91),* and later in the United Kingdom C. Hugh Ross Mackintosh (1870-1936),’
Peter Taylor Forsyth (1842-1921),° and Alexander Balmain Bruce (1831-1899)
attempted to interpret the Incarnation in the light of Philippians 2:5-11. This passage
says that Christ, who “was in the form of God, did not regard equality with God as
something to be exploited, but emptied himself (ce avToV €kévoev), taking the form of
a slave” (NRSV), or as the NIV translation says, “made himself nothing.” The Greek

29 ¢¢

verb “kevom” (“to empty,” “pour out”) inspired theologians to develop the theory that
the Son of God, in becoming a human being, temporarily emptied Himself of some
Divine prerogatives or attributes, such as glory, omniscience, omnipresence, and
omnipotence.

The main question of the nineteenth century was whether “éxévmocev,” was to be
understood literally or metaphorically. Did Christ literally “empty himself of something”

when he took the form of a slave? Or did he metaphorically “make himself nothing” by

assuming the form of a slave, in becoming human?’ Another problem could arise in

* According to Gess, the Logos emptied Himself of any divine attributes; otherwise they would vitiate the
reality of Jesus’ human personality. The Logos was transformed into a human soul, and gradually grew in
his divine identity and mission. In his spiritual life, Christ was completely dependent on the Father in the
power of the Holy Spirit. Wolfgang Friedrich Gess, Das Dogma von Christi Person und Werk (C. Detloff,
Basel, 1887), three volumes cited in Donald G. Dawe, “A Fresh Look at the Kenotic Christologies,”
Scottish Journal of Theology 15 (1962): 344; Thomas Thompson, Nineteenth-Century Kenotic
Christology, 87.

> Mackintosh did not accept Thomasius’s distinction between relational and immanent attributes. He
considered the omni-attributes as essential to divinity. Mackintosh considered love to be the essence of
God, which is immutable. Love is what makes kenosis possible. Ibid., 93.

% Forsyth understood kenotic theology as “a moral and religious principle in the face of its insuperable
speculative difficulties.” Peter Taylor Forsyth, The Person and Place of Jesus Christ (London:
Independent Press, 1955), 294 in Donald G. Dawe, “A Fresh Look at the Kenotic Christologies,” Scottish
Journal of Theology 15 (1962), 346.

7 Gordon D. Fee, “The New Testament and Kenosis Christology,” in Exploring Kenotic Christology: The
Self-Emptying of God, ed., C. Stephen Evans, (Oxford: University Press, 2006), 33.
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understanding kenosis as the Son of God having in some way limited or temporarily
divested himself of some divine prerogatives, such as omnipotence, omnipresence and
omniscience during his earthly life. Can God limit himself in some attributes without
ceasing to be God? What is the transition from a divine mode of being to a human mode
of being? How could the Logos, the Second Person of the Trinity become a human? The
answer, according to the summary of Donald Dawe, was the following: “God in some
way limited Himself so that the presence of the divine in Jesus did not vitiate the
distinctively human aspects of His personality.” The concept of kenosis states that God
is capable of some sort of change and even becoming passible. “The divine impassibility
does not consist in the absence of change, rather it means the ability to change in a
manner that does not destroy the absoluteness of God. [...] The absoluteness of God is
His freedom to accept even limitation in fulfilling His will of love to the salvation of
man.” Kenosis was interpreted as God’s self-emptying of some aspects of the divine
being, so that the presence of the divine in Jesus did not destroy the human dimension of
his personhood.

As a scholar of kenotic theology, Oscar Bensow classified three types of
kenoticists of the nineteenth century: those who viewed kenosis as (1) the relinquishing
of certain divine attributes (Thomasius); (2) the relinquishing of all divine attributes

(Gess); and (3) the exchange of the divine mode of existence, all attributes intact, for a

8 Donald Dawe, “A Fresh Look,” 343.

? Ibid., 347.
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human mode of being (Ebrard and Martensen).'® The approach of kenoticists was
criticized for an insufficient account of the deity of the Incarnate Christ.'' Most
nineteenth century kenoticists emphasized the concept of the reality of Jesus’
temptations and sufferings (at that time it was an innovation, but today this concept is
considered commonplace). Kenoticists using this approach tried to give their own
interpretation to the formulation of the Council in Chalcedon (451):
Christ, Son, Lord, Only Begotten, acknowledged to be unconfusedly,
unalterably, undividedly, inseparably in two natures, since the difference of the
natures is not destroyed because of the union, but on the contrary, the character
of each nature is preserved and comes together in one person and one hypostasis,
not divided or torn into two persons but one and the same Son and only-begotten
God, Logos, Lord Jesus Christ.'?

Chalcedon did not provide the Church with a comprehensive explanation of the

Logos; rather it laid down some boundaries for the orthodox Christian understanding of

' Oscar Bensow, Die Lehre von der Kenose (Leipzig: A. Deichert Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1903), 123 in
Thomas Thompson, Nineteenth-Century Kenotic Christology, 87.

" Francis J. Hall, as an opponent of kenoticism, did not distinguish between the attributes of Christ. He
said: “Was He God or not? If he possessed the fullness of the Godhead — i.e., all Divine attributes — He
was God. But if He was lacking in any of these attributes, He certainly was not God. It is possible to fail in
perceiving the fact, but the logic of kenoticism is utterly inconsistent with a real acceptance of the
Christian dogma that Jesus Christ was very God.” Francis J. Hall, The Kenotic Theory (New York:
Longmans, Green and Co., 1898), 221-222. Karl Barth understood kenosis not as a loss of divinity, but as
the affirmation that God is the Lord even in his humiliation: “God is always God even in His humiliation.
The divine being does not suffer any change, any diminution, any transformation into something else, any
admixture with something else, let alone any cessation. The deity of Christ is the one unaltered because
unalterable deity of God. [...] If in Christ — even in the humiliated Christ born in a manger at Bethlehem
and crucified on the cross of Golgotha — God is not unchanged and wholly God, then everything that we
may say about the reconciliation of the world made by God in this humiliated One is left hanging in the
air.” Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, vol. IV/1: The Doctrine of Reconciliation, eds. G. W. Bromiley and
T. F. Torrance, trans. G. W. Bromiley (Edinburg: T & T Clark, 1956), 179-180; 183. in Thomas
Thompson, Nineteenth-Century Kenotic Christology, 96. Donald Baillie described the kenotic theory as
follows: “He who formerly was God changed Himself temporarily into man, or exchanged his divinity for
humanity.” Donald Baillie, God Was in Christ: An Essay on Incarnation and Atonement (New York:
Scribner’s, 1948), 96.

2 “The Council of Chalcedon’s “Definition of the Faith’,” in The Christological Controversy, trans. and
ed. Richard A. Norris, Jr. (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1980), 159.
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Jesus’ status. Chalcedon did not define ‘person’ and ‘nature’ and their relation to one
another. Also there is no explanation of how two ‘non-confused’ but ‘non-separated’
natures relate to one another. C. Stephen Evans stated that Chalcedon left many
questions open: Does having both a divine and human nature imply that Christ has both
a human and a divine mind? Does the duality of natures really allow for the unity of the
person?'® The implication of kenosis for Christology was not appreciated until the
nineteenth century, when the rise of a new philosophical and religious approach
provided new categories for interpretation of the orthodox conception of Christ as one
person in two natures.'* The patristic concept of the person of Christ was built on
ontological characteristics of classical Greek philosophy and did not provide answers to
the psychological questions. In the West since René Descartes’ Cogito ergo sum,
attention was focused upon states of consciousness and a person was defined in terms of
the consciousness of self.'> Also the “turn to the subject” begun by Descartes and then
fully developed by Kant, that along with biblical criticism, gave rise to kenotic theology.

The same question was posed concerning Christ’s consciousness: How many

13 C. Stephen Evans, “Introduction: Understanding Jesus the Christ as Human and Divine” in Exploring
Kenotic Christology: The Self-Emptying of God, ed., C. Stephen Evans (Oxford: University Press, 2006),
1-2; Sarah Coakley, “What Does Chalcedon Solve and What Does It Not,” in Stephen T. Davis, Daniel
Kendall S.J., and Gerald O’Collins S.J. (eds.), The Incarnation: An Interdisciplinary Symposium on the
Incarnation of the Son of God (Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press, 2002), 161.

4 According to J. A. T. Robinson “the development of kenotic Christologies in the latter half of the
nineteenth century, first in Germany and later in England and Russia, was a response to the felt
inadequacies of the static doctrine of the two natures with its presupposition of divine immutability and
impassibility. Under the impact of historical studies and evolutionary theories, kenoticism performed a
valuable function as a bridge from the past to the present.” The Human Face of God (Philadelphia, 1973),
207.

'S Donald Dawe, “A Fresh Look,” 342.
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consciousnesses did Christ have? How could human consciousness coexist with the
divine consciousness in one person?

Exponents of kenotic Christology in the nineteenth century, as we saw earlier,
found the kenotic approach a new way “of integrating the new understanding of
personality into the traditional understanding that the center of Jesus’ personhood was
the eternal Logos. For these theologians God in some way had to limit Himself so that
the presence of the divine in Jesus did not destroy the human dimension of his
personhood.”"

In twentieth-century Western theology Dietrich Bonhoeffer initiated a new
direction in kenoticism with an emphasis on the weakness and humiliation of Jesus. He
did not negate or minimize the divinity, but instead saw Christ as fully God in his
humiliation.'” In the 1960’s some radical interpretations of kenosis were given by the
“Death of God” movement. Thomas Altizer understood the self-emptying of God in
Jesus Christ’s Incarnation as a real death. Altizer followed Hegel and Nietzsche and
stated the necessity for a “Christian atheism.”'® As Lucien Ricard noted, “This form of
kenosis is a radical solution to the Christological question of how God can become one

with man through the act of self-emptying, since it sacrifices the person of God.”"’

' Lucien Joseph Richard, Christ: The Self-Emptying of God (New York: Paulist Press, 1997), 84.

"7 Vocation of Christians to follow Christ in His kenotic life, See: Dietrich Bonhoeffer, The Cost of
Discipleship, revised and unabridged edition containing material not previously translated., (London:
SCM Press Ltd, 1958), 48-69; Christ as the ultimate example for Christians to follow, see: Dietrich
Bonhoeffer, Ethics, ed. by Eberhard Bethge, trans. by Neville Horton Smith, (London: Collins, 1964), 57-
80.

181 will return later in the thesis to the statements of this movement.

' Lucien Joseph Richard, A Kenotic Christology. In The Humanity of Jesus Christ, The Compassion of
Our God (Washington, D.C.: University Press of America, 1982), 166.
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Under the weight of such criticism the idea of kenosis was for a few decades forgotten.
Also contributing to this eclipse, as Dawe suggested, was the persistent influence of a
Greek understanding of God’s immutability and impassibility.*

The kenotic approach of the nineteenth century and later the theology of the
“Death of God” in general lacked a Trinitarian dimension. Jiirgen Moltmann later in the
twentieth century brought this back to kenotic theology. He interprets the death of Christ
not as an event between God and the human being, but primarily as an event within the
Trinity between Jesus and his Father, an event from which the mission of the Spirit
proceeds. He states:

Any attempt to interpret the event of Jesus’ crucifixion according to the doctrine

of the two natures would result in a paradox, because of the concept of the one

God and the one nature of God. On the cross, God calls to God and dies to God.

Only in this place is God ‘dead’ and yet not dead. If all we have is the concept of

one God, we are inevitably inclined to apply it to the Father and to relate the

death exclusively to the human person of Jesus, so that the cross is ‘emptied’ of
its divinity. If, on the other hand, this concept of God is left aside, we have at
once to speak of persons in the special relationship of this particular event, the

Father as the one who abandons and ‘gives up’ the Son, and the Son who is

abandoned by the Father and who gives himself up. What proceeds from this

event is the Spirit of abandonment and self-giving love who raises up abandoned
men.”’

The initial source of his theology was the experience of the reality of God when
Moltmann was a prisoner of war in the period 1945-1948. It was an experience of God’s

presence in suffering and of God as the power of hope. On the cross Jesus identified with

the negative reality of the world: suffering, subjection to sin, death or what Moltmann calls

2% Donald Dawe, The Form of a Servant: A Historical Analysis of the Kenotic Motif (Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1963), 53.

2! Jiirgen Moltmann, “The ‘Crucified God’: God and the Trinity Today,” in New Questions on God, ed. J.
B. Metz, (New York: Herder & Herder, 1972), 31-35.
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godlessness, God-forsakenness, and transitoriness.** The Cross is God’s act of loving
solidarity with all who suffer, apparently abandoned by God.

Just as Moltmann’s personal experience in prison influenced his theology of
God-forsakenness, the most important influence on Hans Urs von Balthasar was the
physician and mystic Andrienne von Speyr, whom he received into the Catholic Church.
Together they conceived the idea of a new form of religious order whose members
would continue to exercise their normal professions and occupations in the world. (In
addition an encounter with Henri de Lubac and Jean Daniélou gave him his enduring
love of the Fathers, especially Maximus and Gregory of Nyssa.) Speyr’s mystical
experience of Hell is similar to the event on the cross.

The Son descends into Hell, into the absolute God-forsakenness of the dead. He

takes upon himself the fate (not only the substance but the condition) of sinful

humanity, drinks its cup to the lees, and so embraces that which is wholly
opposed to God - and yet remains God. [...] The passing into the realm of the
dead is a passing into the place which is cut off from God, which is beyond hope,
where the dead are confronted with the reality of that which is wholly opposed to

God. [...] Such presence of the divine in the God-forsakenness of Hell is possible

only on the basis of the trinitarian distinction between the Father and the Son.”

Balthasar, like Moltmann, brought the Trinitarian context to the event on the
cross. The “incomprehensible and unique ‘separation’ of God from himself” is a supra-

event that “includes and grounds every other separation — be it ever so dark and bitter.”**

*? Richard Bauckham, “Jiirgen Moltmann,” in The Modern Theologians: An Introduction to Christian
Theology since 1918, 3r ed., edited by David F. Ford and Rachel Muers, (Oxford: Blackwell, 2005), 147-
163.

3 Ben Quash, “Hans Urs von Balthasar,” in The Modern Theologians, 115.

?* Hans Urs von Balthasar, Theo-Drama, vol. 111, trans. Graham Harrison, (San Francisco: Ignatius Press
1988- ; first published 1973-83), 325.
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As we can see above, kenotic theology developed during the past two centuries.
Of course this concept was well known during the patristic period and later in
spirituality, as was mentioned in the Introduction. But its rational and more sophisticated
dimension was developed in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. According to
Balthasar, the kenoticists of the nineteenth century “wrote under the influence of Hegel
for whom the absolute Subject, to become concrete and ‘for-himself,” renders himself
finite in nature and world history. These theologians take up, therefore, the opposite
position: the subject of the Kenosis is not he who became man, but he who becomes
man.”® These kenoticists attempted to offer a new commentary on the Chalcedonian
formula and were mainly interested in the mystery of the Incarnation and in the question
of the immutability of God. In the twentieth century, kenotic theology was extended into
a Trinitarian dimension, and in kenotic Christology the focus was moved to the question

of the impassibility of God, and specifically the issue of God-forsakenness.

I.3. Kenotic Theology

in Russian Thought of the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries

The modern Western development of kenotic theology outlined above serves as
an important background when one investigates eastern theology and specifically
Russian theology for its understanding of kenosis. According to Nadejda Gorodetzky,

Russian theologians have been well aware of western thinking because they “used

** Hans Urs von Balthasar, Mysterium Paschale. The Mystery of Easter, trans. Aidan Nichols, (San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1994), 31.
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Western sources and, in particular, they considered the doctrine of kenosis as a
contribution of the Protestant world even though they themselves had a different
approach to this doctrine.””

Some key Russian thinkers have made kenosis the key theme of their
theological work. We focus on Russian thinkers because AB was himself a hierarch of
the Russian Church and naturally in closest contact with Russian traditions and thinkers.
We focus on a particular set of Russian thinkers because they are the most prominent of
their age and also because, as Nadejda Gorodetzky demonstrates, they all share in
common similar formative influences and they all developed the theme of Christ’s
humiliation.

In what follows, I will present the kenotic elements and systems in the works of
the most important Russian thinkers of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, including
Vladimir Soloviev,”’ Mikhail Tareev, Metropolitan Anthony Khrapovitsky, Sergius
Bulgakov, Vladimir Lossky, George Florovsky and Sophrony Sakharov which serve as
the background of AB’s kenotic theology. I will not analyze in detail all the ideas of the
authors, but only the elements which are connected to the subject of Russian kenotic
theology and are important as background for further research on AB. I will present the
background of kenotic theology as presented in the book by Nadejda Gorodetzky, who,

according to Elisabeth Behr-Sigel, “discovered the theme of kenosis as an essential

2% Nadejda Gorodetzky, The Humiliated Christ in Modern Russian Thought (London: Society for
Promoting Christian Knowledge, 1938), 127.

T =Solovyov.
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thread”*® in Russian literature and theology of the nineteenth and first part of the
twentieth century. Kenotic theology also found its philosophical and later theological
interpretation in various literary works of the nineteenth century.*” In the present
research I present the background of kenotic theology of AB through the most important
authors, mentioned above, who were influenced by the kenotic approach in their
theological thought. For this reason I will base further background on the primary

sources and on the works of authors who researched the above-mentioned writers.

1.3.1. Vladimir Soloviev (1853-1900)

Vladimir Soloviev (1853-1900) is one of the most significant Russian thinkers in
the nineteenth century. He was an academically trained philosopher, a poet, and original
theologian. In his early years he was an atheist, but through the study of the philosophy
of Spinoza and Kant he came back to faith in God and became a Christian. He studied

the Fathers of the Church and read recent mystics. Soloviev was influenced by

?® Elizabeth Behr-Sigel, Discerning the Signs of the Times: The Vision of Elizabeth Behr-Sigel, ed.
Michael Plekon and Sarah E. Hinlicky, transl. Lyn Breck ... [et al.] (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s
Seminary Press, 2001), 29.

*» Among the literary authors that deserve to be mentioned are Ivan Turgenev, Nikolai Gogol, Leo
Tolstoy, and Fyodor Dostoevsky as the main authors who had kenotic elements in their works. For more
details about kenotic elements in the mentioned authors, see Nadejda Gorodetzky, The Humiliated Christ,
27-74.
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Augustine’s doctrine of the freedom of the will.*® He developed a unique notion of
Sophia.’!

Even if Soloviev was not a systematic theologian, it is possible to distinguish in
his works three stages of Christ’s kenosis — the preexistence of the Logos, Christ in
history, and the presence of Christ in the Church after His ascension.”” For him, the
whole cosmic and historical process of the penetration of all by the divine element
reveals itself as self-denial. Soloviev sees the kenosis of the historical Logos in the pre-
existence of the world. The Logos “renounces any manifestation of His divine dignity
(glory of God), leaves the peace of eternity, [...] and subjects Himself to all of the
anxieties of the cosmic process, appearing in the chains of external being, within the
limits of space and time.”* The fullness of kenosis became complete only in the Person
of the Logos. For Soloviev the Incarnation revealed God as a Triune Person and the
Trinitarian relationship in terms of the human experience understood as love and
freedom. Love, according to Soloviev, “was a desire for perfect unity between two or

more independent beings. He described the purpose of creation as the will of its author

3% Vladimir Solovyov, Lectures on Divine Humanity, revised and edited by Boris Jakim, (Hudson, N.Y.:
Lindisfarne Press, 1995), 94-95.

31 More about Soloviev’s conception on sophiology see: S. Frank, V. Solovyev Anthology (London 1950),
9-13; Paul Valliere, Modern Russian Theology: Bukharev, Soloviev, Bulgakov: Orthodox Theology in a
New Key (Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Publishing 2000), 155-165.

32 Nadejda Gorodetzky, The Humiliated Christ, 134.

33 Vladimir Solovyov, Lectures on Divine Humanity, 160.
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to enlarge the Divine Realm by including in it creatures endowed with intelligence,
freedom of will, and a capacity for further growth towards perfection.”*

Secondly, kenosis appears within the Person of Christ, because as Godman He
possesses dual consciousness: the consciousness of divine essence and power, and the
consciousness of the limits of natural existence. “And so, experiencing the limitations of
natural being, the Godman may be subjected to the temptation of making His divine
power a means for the ends that follow from these limitations.” The temptation of
Christ is illustrated in the gospel, when the devil tempted Christ in the desert. Soloviev
perceives two kenotic moments in this gospel account: the temptation of Christ and His
obedience. Satan tempted Christ to use His divine power to achieve something beyond
the state of human limitation. Christ gained victory over the devil through subduing and
coordinating His human will with the divine will, “[thereby] deifying His humanity after
the humanization of His Divinity.”*® Thus Christ restored the order of will broken by the
first Adam. But the main victory of Christ was gained bodily through His death on the
cross, where it was the most perfect expression of the obedience of the Son of God.
“Christ did no more call God, as He usually did, ‘Father’ but He cried together with all

the groaning creation, ‘My God, My God’.”*” Soloviev showed the reality of the full

human nature of Christ. “Christ being the centre of the cosmic, historical and redeeming

3 Nikolai (=Nicolas) Zernov, The Russian Religious Renaissance of the Twentieth Century (London:
Darton, Longman & Todd, 1963), 291.

3% Vladimir Solovyov, Lectures on Divine Humanity, 161.
* Ibid., 163.

3" Nadejda Gorodetzky, The Humiliated Christ, 134.
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process, His kenosis becomes thus the basic act of this ‘theanthropic process’. His
humility, obedience and meekness are proposed as examples for individual morality.”*
Thirdly, Soloviev applied kenotic theology also to the Church, in which he was
more interested in the social and collective aspects of life than in the role of the
individual. The Church as the Mystical Body of Christ follows her teacher in her earthly
life and received the task of divine-human unity. As in Christ who took upon Himself
the infirmities and the sufferings of human nature, “all that is infirm and earthly was
swallowed up in the resurrection of the spiritual body, and so must it be in the Church,

His universal body, when it attains its fullness.”*

1.3.2. Mikhail Tareev (1866-1934)

Mikhail Tareev (1866-1934) was born the son of a village priest. He studied at
the Moscow Theological Academy and graduated with the degree of candidate in 1891
and in 1904 received a doctorate. In 1893 he became a professor of moral theology at the
Moscow Theological Academy.*’ His kenotic theology was influenced by Dostoevsky’s
The Brothers Karamazov, by works of nineteenth century “kenotic” theologians,

especially A. B. Bruce,*' and by the idea of “Godmanhood” which he appropriated from

3% Vladimir Soloviev, Works, 10 vols. (Saint-Petersburg, 1896), III: 167-171 in Nadejda Gorodetzky, The
Humiliated Christ, 138.

3% Vladimir Solovyov, Lectures on Divine Humanity, 165.

0 According to Nadejda Gorodetzky “There is no full biography of Tareev and no information about him
after 1917, the date of his last publication.” See: Nadejda Gorodetzky, The Humiliated Christ, 139.

! Alexander B. Bruce, The Humiliation of Christ, 2" ed., (Edinburgh, 1905).
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V. Soloviev. Tareev is the first who built his moral system of “glory in humiliation”
around the humiliated Christ.** Tareev distinguished the self-limitation of God in
creation from the personal kenotic act of Christ in His Incarnation. The revelation of
divine life was manifested in Christ in a self-emptying mode.* According to him “God’s
glory united not with humanity’s glory but with human humiliation.”** Tareev asserts
that the central idea of humiliation is emphasized by the fact that Christ calls Himself
mostly “Son of man,” while the disciples exalt Him as Christ.* He Himself considered
His humiliation as the expression of His Father’s love for the world.

Tareev considered kenotic theology to be the only possible approach to fully
understand the Gospel. The originality that Tareev brought to kenotic theology is his
interpretation of the role of Christ’s victory over Satan’s temptations in the desert. This
event played a redemptive role in the whole work of Christ. Thus, he detached it from
the drama of the Incarnation, Passion and Resurrection.*® Tareev sees the temptation of
Jesus not as something external, but as essentially religious, as a theanthropic

temptation.

*2 In my research I will present Tareev’s kenotic theory, which is the background for his moral system. For
more about “glory in humiliation” see: Paul Richard Valliere, “M. M. Tareev: A Study in Russian Ethics
and Mysticism,” (Th. D. diss., Columbia University, 1974).

* Nadejda Gorodetzky, The Humiliated Christ, 145.

* Mikhail Tareev, Ocnoswr xpucmuancmea, vol. I: 161 in Zenkovsky, Hemopus Pycckoii unocodpuu,
vol. IT (Paris: YMCA-Press, 1950), 119.

* Mikhail Tareev, Ocnoswr xpucmuancmea, vol. IV (Moscow, 1910), 164 in Nadejda Gorodetzky, The
Humiliated Christ, 147-148.

% Tareev’s thesis on the interpretation of Christ’s temptations in the desert was published in 1892. See:
“Uckymenus borouenoBeka, Kak eIMHbIA HCKYIUTENbHbII IOABUT BCEH 36MHOM JKU3HU XPHUCTA, B CBA3H C
HCTOPHEIO TOXPUCTHAHCKUX penuruid u xpuctranckoit Lepksu,” (Th. D. diss., Moscow: Izdanie
Obshchestva liubitelei dukhovnogo prosveshcheniia, 1892).
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Temptation, as described by the evangelists, was rejected by Christ’s (a) humble
obedience to natural laws of human life with its human limitations, (b) by His
refusal to seek an evident and special divine protection, and (c) by refusal to
serve the malignant spirit of national pride in the sense of false Messiahship.*’
Christ chose the divine will instead of bread. The divine and the natural world
were thus reconciled in Christ’s consciousness. Hence Christ’s temptation was deeper
than it seems because it was mainly an attack against the consciousness of His sonship
or Godmanhood.
Jesus was tempted as the Incarnate only-begotten Son, clearly conscious of His
sonship, as the witness of divine love sent by God on earth... having taken our
weaknesses, He was tempted like us, in infirmity of our nature... The Son of God
might be tempted by desiring to show His particular relation to God and to the
world; the Son of man — the very same Son of God deprived of His glory — might
have been in doubts [sic] about His sonship.48
For Tareev, Christ’s temptation is viewed as humanity’s moral struggle. Tareev
accepted the general concept of Godmanhood that allowed him to see a parallel between
“the Son” and “the sons” (human race) as a fundamental anthropological principle in
theology.* The goal of life for humans is to become the “Son.” Tareev interprets the
cross on which Jesus surrendered His spirit as the sum of a few kenotic events: “The
extreme humiliation of the Son of God and His complete outward abandonment by God;

disbelief of men waiting for miracles opposed by salutary belief in the humiliated Son of

God and spiritually of His eternal life.”*° Tareev saw the roots for his moral system in

7 Mikhail Tareev, Ocnogwvl xpucmuancmsa, vol. I11, 256 in Nadejda Gorodetzky, The Humiliated Christ,
149.

* Ibid., 149.
* See: Valliere, “M. M. Tareev: A Study in Russian Ethics and Mysticism,” 107, 113.

3 Mikhail Tareev, Ocnogwl xpucmuancmsa, t. 1, 336 in Nadejda Gorodetzky, The Humiliated Christ, 151.



57

the Sermon on the Mount. “Righteousness and justice of the Old Covenant seem to him
to be superseded by love which becomes non-resistance. This love presented such
apparent contradictions as a positive meaning of suffering, foolishness for Christ’s sake,
or a perfect spiritual love compatible with hatred of one’s kindred.””' The kenotic
theology of Tareev has some practical consequences in the vocation of “the sons” to
become “the Son,” where human beings experience “religious temptation™ as a result of

this potentiality.>>

1.3.3. Metropolitan Anthony Khrapovitsky (1863-1936)

Alexei Khrapovitsky was born in 1863 in the district of Novgorod. In 1885 he
graduated from the Saint Petersburg Theological Academy, was tonsured a monk and
ordained. Beginning in 1889, he served as the Moscow Academy’s Inspector. In 1890 he
was appointed rector of the Petersburg Academy and in 1895 of Kazan. In 1897 he was
ordained bishop of Cheboksary and in 1902 archbishop of Volyn. After the Revolution
in 1917, Khrapovitsky was deprived of his diocese and was confined to the Valamo
Monastery, where he wrote his main work The Dogma of Redemption.”® During the All-
Russian Council (1917-1918) he was nominated as one of three candidates for patriarch,

but finally Metropolitan Tikhon was elected patriarch by lot. In 1918, Khrapovitsky was

*! Ibid., 151.
> Valliere, “M. M. Tareev: A Study in Russian Ethics and Mysticism,” 107. For Tareev religious
temptation is a temptation to rely too quickly on the Divine rather than to struggle within one’s human

nature.

>3 Anthony Khrapovitsky, Joevam uckynaenus (Sremski Karlovtsy, 1926).
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appointed metropolitan of Kyiv. Soon after his arrival in Kyiv, he was arrested by the
short-lived Ukrainian Government of Petliura and banished to Galicia, where he was
kept as a prisoner in a Greek-Catholic monastery. Shortly afterwards he was evacuated
because of the arrival of Soviet forces. In 1920 he moved to Constantinople. In 1921 he
organized the Supreme Administration of the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad that
finally was transferred to Sremski Karlovtsy in Yugoslavia.

Rather than a systematized presentation on Khrapovitsky’s thought, I will point
out the main topics in his thoughts on redemption that relate to kenotic theology. Thus, I
will treat original sin; his understanding and rejection of the “Anselmian” (=juridical,
=satisfactory) theory, Khrapovitsky’s so-called “moral monism” and how Anselmian
theory was understood and taught in universities and seminaries; his insistence on love
rather than on justification; and the turning of attention not only to the cross, but also to
Gethsemane. However, Khrapovitsky did not refer to the concept of kenosis as such, nor
to the words of Christ on the cross: “My God, my God why have you forsaken me?”
(Mk 15:34). Even if some of Khrapovitsky’s apologists saw some similarities with the
theology of John Damascene on this particular topic of God-forsakenness, we cannot
find a reference to it in Khrapovitsky’s main work The Dogma of Redemption.”*
However, for the present research it is important to include his theory because it gives us
a wider picture of kenotic theology.

Khrapovitsky’s understanding of salvation was a reaction against Anselmian

theory (as he understood it), which had come with other Latin influences to the Kyivan

4 Cf. Vestnik Germanskoi Eparkhii Russkoi Pravoslavnoi Tserkvi za granitsei, no. 5, 1996, online,
available: http://www.orthodoxcanada.org/russian/texts ru/antony Dogmatlskupleniya.pdf
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Academy under Peter Mohyla (1596-1647). Both Russian and Greek theologians had
promoted this idea, but Khrapovitsky denied the notion of the satisfaction of divine
justice. Khrapovitsky objected to the doctrine of original sin in Augustine (again, as he
understood it), which was accepted in the Catechism of Peter Mohyla and repeated in the
Catechism of Metropolitan Philaret Drozdov of Moscow (1782-1867),>> with particular
stress on humanity’s inherited guilt. This juridical theory became an official teaching in
the Russian Church.”®

According to Khrapovitsky, our salvation was not accomplished by a restoration
of justice between God and man, but by an outpouring of Christ’s compassionate love
for man onto the whole of mankind. The central point in his theory was that the
redemption of mankind was located in the garden of Gethsemane, rather than on the
Cross. Khrapovitsky understood salvation as the restoration of the relationship of love
between God and humankind. He attributed the special soteriological meaning of Christ
in Gethsemane (fear before death) to His moral sufferings and His sympathizing love for
all people. This was the culminating moment of salvation. The sufferings of the body
and physical death on the Cross are, according to him, the visible manifestations of an
incomparably deeper spiritual suffering which completed the mysterium of the

Incarnation. Christ is the gift and power of moral revival, and not the expiatory victim.

> Metropolitan Philaret’s Catechism published in 1823 was a very influential manual of the faith for
almost two hundred years. See the English version of the Catechism, online, available:
http://www.pravoslavieto.com/docs/eng/Orthodox_Catechism_of Philaret.htm#ii.xv.iii.i.p41. The main
defender of Metropolitan Philaret’s orthodox teaching is Vladimir Moss. See: The Mystery of Redemption
(St. Michael’s Press, 2007). Moss defended the traditional Orthodox doctrine of redemption in Christ
against the attacks made on it by Metropolitan Anthony (Khrapovitsky) of Kyiv.

3¢ More examples of Latin influences on the Russian school, online, available:
http://ukrstor.com/ukrstor/florowskij-liyania.html
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He can sanctify every person through grace because of His ontological solidarity with
the whole human race, for whom Christ is the perfect example.”’

Khrapovitsky built his main argument concerning original sin on his critique of a
faulty translation of Romans 5:12: “By one man sin entered into the world, and so death
entered all men by sin... for in him all have sinned.” In the opinion of Metropolitan
Anthony, these words from the Apostle Paul are translated incorrectly in the Slavonic
translation.”® Khrapovitsky asserted that the correct translation of Romans 5:12 is “death
passed upon all men, because all have sinned” rather than “death passed upon all men,
for in him [i.e. in Adam] all have sinned.” He continued his understanding of Adam’s
sin:

Adam was not so much the cause of our sinfulness as he was the first to sin, and
even if we were not his sons, we still would sin just the same. Thus one should
think that we are all sinners, even though our will be well directed, not because
we are descendants of Adam, but because the All-knowing God gives us life in
the human condition (and not as angels, for example), and He foresaw that the
will of each of us would be like that of Adam and Eve. This will is not evil by
nature, but disobedient and prideful, and consequently it needs a school to correct
it, and this is what our earthly life in the body is, for it constantly humbles our
stubbornness. In this matter this school attains success in almost all its pupils
who are permitted to complete their whole course, that is, live a long life; but
some of God’s chosen ones attain this wisdom at an early age, namely those

whom Providence leads to the Heavenly Teacher or to His ‘co-workers’.”

37 Anthony Khrapovitsky, Joevam uckynienus (Sremski Karlovtsy, 1926), 7-10; Cf. John MeyendorfT,
Hosas aicuznb 60 Xpucme: cnacenue 8 npasociagiom 6ozociosuu, online, available:
http://pravbeseda.ru/library/index.php?page=book&id=908

% Anthony Khrapovitsky, The Dogma of Redemption, 47. We can see the same explanation in John
Meyendorft, Byzantine Theology.: Historical Trends and Doctrinal Themes (New York: Fordham
University Press, 1974), 144.

> Anthony Khrapovitsky, The Dogma of Redemption, 47-48. For this understanding of Rom 5.12,
Archbishop Theophan of Poltava criticized Khrapovitsky: “His Eminence Metropolitan Anthony in his
Catechism gives a new interpretation of the cited words of the Apostle Paul, and, in accordance with this
interpretation, puts forward a new teaching on original sin, which essentially almost completely
overthrows the Orthodox teaching on original sin.” Archbishop Theophan, The Patristic Teaching on
Original Sin, in Russkoe Pravoslavie 3:20, (2000), 20. Interestingly, Orthodox literature in English almost
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Khrapovitsky’s main critique was addressed to a perverted element of the
juridical conception, i.e., that in order to pardon Adam’s original sin, God needed to be
satisfied with His Son’s torturous sufferings.

In 1926, the second edition of Khrapovitsky’s Dogma of Redemption was
published in Sremski Karlovtsy in Serbia. He attempted to conceptualize the mystery of
Christ’s redemption of mankind by means of a sharp contrast between redemption
understood as an act of supremely compassionate love and redemption understood as the
satisfaction of God’s justice, the so-called “juridical theory.” The juridical theory was
rejected by Metropolitan Anthony as “scholastic,” and he sharply criticized the
Catechism of Metropolitan Philaret of Moscow, which Khrapovitsky’s supporters
proposed to replace with his own Catechism containing his theory of redemption.

According to Khrapovitsky, the juridical theory does not have roots in Holy
Scripture but in Roman law. In the Middle Ages, scholastic theology explained salvation
in terms of a duel, i.e., “to satisfy with blood for a slap in the face.” This is how
Khrapovitsky summarized the teaching that he rejected:

The Supreme Being, God, was offended by Adam’s disobedience and man’s

disbelief in the Divine injunction regarding the tree of knowledge. This was an

extreme offense, and was punished by the curse not merely laid upon the
transgressors, but also upon their entire posterity. Nevertheless, Adam’s
sufferings and the agonizing death which befell Adam’s descendants were not
sufficient to expunge that dreadful affront. The shedding of a servant’s blood
could not effect this; only the Blood of a Being equal in rank with the outraged

Divinity, that is, the Son of God, Who of His own good will took the penalty

upon Himself in man’s stead. By this means the Son of God obtained mankind’s
forgiveness from the wrathful Creator Who received satisfaction in the shedding

always follows Khrapovitsky’s line of thought and presents a deep chasm between Orthodox and Roman
Catholic teaching on the sin of Adam.
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of the Blood and the death of His Son. Thus, the Lord has manifested both His
mercy and His equity!®

Thus, Khrapovitsky on the one hand disagreed with this concept of satisfaction,
but on the other he never rejected an opinion “from the viewpoint of criminal, military,
or commercial law,” unless it claimed to be an exclusive treatment of salvation.
Khrapovitsky considered that juridical explanation when understood in such a wide
sense “[has] very little in common with the explanations of Anselm, Aquinas, and the
later Scholastic dogmatic theology, which introduces the idea of a duel here.”®!
Khrapovitsky understands the “idea of a duel” on the basis of the scholastic concept of
satisfaction. Within this teaching, according to Khrapovitsky, is hidden the medieval
feudal concept of honor. The knightly code of honor demanded a duel for the restoration
of honor. This concept was transferred to God the Father, who as an immeasurable being
was immeasurably hurt in His honor by humans as His creatures. Neither a human
being, nor the whole of mankind could satisfy God for this insult because they are
limited. Satisfaction could only be given to God by someone equal to Him — His Son.
Christ replaced by Himself the whole mankind and accepted the just punishment and all
the anger of the Father, and in this way restored the hurt honor of God.

Contemporaries of Khrapovitsky expressed their critical voices against the
widely accepted theory of satisfaction. For example, Fr. P. Svetlov insisted that Christ’s

incarnation and not His sufferings had the greatest significance for mankind’s salvation.

Nesmyelov was also trying to fight against the juridical theory but could not avoid its

5 Anthony Khrapovitsky, The Dogma of Redemption, 5-6.

1 1bid., 42.
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grasp. “The notion that God the Father received satisfaction through Christ’s sacrifice is
refuted, this same sacrifice is understood as a satisfaction of the conscience of redeemed
mankind which allegedly cannot accept the idea of reconciliation with God without a
definite act of vengeance.”®
Khrapovitsky’s main goal was to prove that the juridical conception of salvation

accepted from scholastic theology (again as he understood it) does not have any
connection with the Fathers; also, that “redemption is the gift of grace which enables us
to work out our salvation, and that salvation is spiritual perfection by means of moral
conflict and communion with God.”® It means that all acts of salvation, such as the
Incarnation, Christ’s suffering, and His death on the cross are subordinated to the main
goal — to “our longing [for] perfection and the struggle between good and evil within
us.”®

Khrapovitsky did not doubt the saving character of Christ’s sufferings and
resurrection, but his aim was to show the bond between His suffering and our
salvation.®® Khrapovitsky posed a question concerning Christ’s sufferings in

Gethsemane: “Where was the value of the exploit: in physical suffering or in spiritual

torment? [...] In His spiritual torment, of course! We understand it as compassionate

62 Anthony Khrapovitsky, The Dogma of Redemption, online, available:

http://www .kds.eparhia.ru/bibliot/nasledie/hrapovickiy/dogmiskyp/. Khrapovitsky mentioned only the last
names of authors.

53 Anthony Khrapovitsky, The Dogma of Redemption, 17.

* Ibid., 14.

55 Cf. Ibid., 6.
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love for sinful humanity.”®® Where is the link between Christ’s sufferings and the
redemption itself? What was the need for Christ’s death? Khrapovitsky’s answer is:
“Christ’s bodily suffering and death were primarily necessary so that believers would
value His spiritual suffering as incomparably greater than His bodily tortures.”®’ Here
we can see how Khrapovitsky moved the focus from Golgotha to Gethsemane and
subordinated physical sufferings to spiritual sufferings.

And again Khrapovitsky believed the main goal of Christ’s compassionate love
is to draw believers into union with Christ in order for them to obtain moral power. Even
Christ’s doubts are not caused by a fear of further sufferings and fear before death, but
were the result of His contemplation of the sinful lives of all human generations.

During that night in Gethsemane, the thought and feeling of the Godman

embraced fallen humanity numbering many, many millions, and He wept with

loving sorrow over each individual separately, as only the omniscient heart of

God could do. In this did our redemption consist. This is why God, the Godman,

and only He, could be our Redeemer. Not an angel, nor a man. And not at all

because the satisfaction of Divine wrath demanded the most costly sacrifice.®®

It seems that for Khrapovitsky the most important issue is sanctity; and Christ is
its only perfect example. Khrapovitsky did not actually give an answer as to what
Christian perfection is for. Khrapovitsky distinguished in Christ’s passion physical

suffering and torment of the soul, and thus he stressed the latter as the more important,

because only torments in Christ’s soul revealed His compassionate love for sinful

% bid., 49-50.
7 1bid., 51.

% 1bid., 28.
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humanity.® Christ’s sufferings, His cross and death inspire Christians to love Him and
because of this His passion becomes salutary.

The merit of Khrapovitsky is in his attempt to transfer Orthodox thought from
scholastic-rational categories into a spiritual and moral way. He did not pretend to have
the last word in the understanding of salvation, but gave his own theory, which later was
called “a moral monism” (HpaBcTBeHHbII1 MOHU3M). This theory recognizes the danger of
reducing the whole mystery of our redemption to what Khrapovitsky calls “the law of

5570

psychological interaction,”’” the submission of the will of the believer to Christ’s

compassionate love as “an active, revolutionary and often irresistible power.””"
Khrapovitsky was mainly criticized for having a non-orthodox understanding of
original sin and for transferring the focus from Golgotha to Gethsemane. According to
his critics (mentioned above), this shift of focus of salvation from Golgotha to
Gethsemane is foreign to the mind of the Church as expressed in her liturgical services.
Moreover Metropolitan Anthony states that it is in the Lord’s suffering in Gethsemane
that “in this did our redemption consist,” which would appear to some to imply that it

did not consist in the suffering and death of Christ on Golgotha. The main critics of

Khrapovitsky’s moral monism were Archbishop Theophan (Bystrov) of Poltava,’” the

% Cf. Ibid., 61.
" 1bid., 20.
bid., 19.

72 Archbishop Theophan writes: “[Khrapovitsky] gives a metaphorical, purely moral meaning to the
Sacrifice on Golgotha, interpreting it in the sense of his own world-view, which he calls the world-view of
moral monism. But he decisively rejects the usual understanding of the Sacrifice on Golgotha, as a
sacrifice in the proper meaning of the word, offered out of love for us by our Savior to the justice of God,
for the sin of the whole human race. He recognizes it to be the invention of the juridical mind of the
Catholic and Protestant theologians. It goes without saying that with this understanding of the redemptive
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former rector of the St. Petersburg Theological Academy; Metropolitan Eleftherios of
Lithuania; and the Serbian priest M. Parenta,”® former rector of the Karlovtsy
Seminary.”*

One of the most important achievements of Khrapovitsky was to underline the
place of Christ’s prayer in Gethsemane in the whole act of salvation. Why was Christ,
according to Khrapovitsky, grieving not for Himself, but for the whole world? I consider
the main reason for this was the context and circumstances of the revolution in 1917.
The Dogma of Redemption was published for the first time in 1917. Khrapovitsky saw
deep similarities between the suffering of people and the suffering of Christ, and here
the Son of God became an example of compassionate love. Thus, during Christ’s
extreme internal anxiety he was united with other people, with the whole world rather

than merely expressing His own sufferings. And only later, He accepted physical death

feat of the Saviour the author had to establish a point of view with regard to the Old Testament sacrifices,
the teaching on which has up to now been a major foundation for the teaching on the Saviour’s Sacrifice
on Golgotha.” Online, available:

http://www.orthodoxchristianbooks.com/downloads/I THE MYSTERY OF REDEMPTION.pdf

73 Parenta, immediately after the publication of The Dogma of Redemption in 1926, wrote in the Serbian
Church’s official publication: “The tragedy of Metropolitan Anthony is amazing! A pillar of the faith in
soul, a great Orthodox in his heart, a strict fulfiller and preserver of Church discipline to the smallest
details. But when he approaches a scientific-theological examination and explanation of the dogmas, then
he either insufficiently comprehends them, or he cannot avoid the temptation of, and enthusiasm for,
modernism. The explanation of the dogma of redemption offered by the author in this work openly
destroys the teaching on this truth faithfully preserved by the Orthodox Church, and with it the Christian
Religion itself, because the truth of the redemption together with the truth of Christ’s incarnation is its
base and essence. However, it is necessary to recognize that it is very difficult to analyze this work of the
author, because in it there are often no definite and clear concepts, although there are many extended
speeches which hide the concepts or say nothing, and because in part there are no logical connections in it,
nor any strictly scientific exposition, nor systematic unity.” Online, available:
http://www.romanitas.ru/eng/ON%20THE%20DOGMA%200F%20REDEMPTION.htm; Parenta, Herald
of the Serbian Orthodox Patriarchate, 1926, N 1I (1/14 June), 168-174 (10-34) (Original in Serbian).

™ More about critiques of “moral monism,” online, available:
http://www.scribd.com/doc/36636704/7/THE-THEORY-OF-“MORAL-MONISM”
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on the cross. As a pastor of his flock, Khrapovitsky saw analogies of co-suffering love
and that the co-suffering of the lover can facilitate the moral restoration of the loved one.
Thus, unfortunately, Khrapovitsky could not avoid the temptation to
overemphasize the role of Gethsemane before Golgotha. If our redemption consists in
Christ’s compassionate suffering for the whole world in Gethsemane as Khrapovitsky
explicitly asserts, it was not necessary for Him to die, but only to suffer. Khrapovitsky
repeated that the whole life of Christ had salvific meaning, but still he pointed to
Gethsemane as a key of redemption. He personally saw equality between Gethsemane
and Golgotha and distinguished between Christ’s suffering and death, but he did not
explain dogmatically or ontologically or soteriologically the meaning of the physical
death of Christ, His God-forsakenness, or His Resurrection. According to the Orthodox
teaching, the sufferings of Christ alone nor the overflowing force of His co-suffering
love in the Garden of Gethsemane into the hearts of believers without His death could
not save us, because death could only be destroyed by the death of Christ. In the
following chapter we will see how AB understood a balance between Gethsemane and

Golgotha.

1.3.4. Fr. Sergius Bulgakov (1871-1944)

Fr. Sergius Bulgakov (1871-1944) is one of the most prominent thinkers in
twentieth-century theology. He was a professor at Kyiv and Moscow Universities, but in
1923 was exiled from the Soviet Union along with other members of the Russian

intelligentsia. He emigrated and finally settled in Paris. In 1925, with the support of
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Metropolitan Evlogy, the Institute Saint-Serge was founded.” Bulgakov became
founding dean and professor of dogmatic theology. He held the chair of dogmatics until
his death.

Bulgakov was born into a priest’s family, but personally came to the faith after
wandering through Marxism and idealism.”® Among others, the work of Vladimir
Soloviev and Fyodor Dostoevsky had a great influence on him. From Soloviev he
borrowed the idea of Sophia and developed his own system which was condemned as
heresy by Metropolitan Sergius of Moscow (September 1935) and by the Karlovtsy
Synod (October 1935). Generally the Bulgakov name is associated with his sophiology,
but only a few authors have paid attention to his kenotic theology, which, according to
Paul Gavrilyuk, is “central to Bulgakov’s Trinitarian theology, his doctrine of creation,
and Christology.””’ Bulgakov based his kenotic approach on Philippians 2: 6-8, and,

according to Gavrilyuk, was influenced by German Protestant kenotic theologians.”

7> More on the history of Saint Serge Institute: A. Kniazeff, “L’Institute Saint-Serge. De I’ Académie
d’autrefois au rayonnement d’aujourd’hui,” Le Point Théologique 14, (1974).

7% Winston F. Crum, “Sergius N. Bulgakov: From Marxism to Sophiology,” St. Viadimir’s Theological
Quarterly 27 (1983): 3.

" Paul L. Gavrilyuk “The Kenotic Theology of Sergius Bulgakov,” Scottish Journal of Theology 58(3)
(2005): 251-269, online, available:

http://journals.cambridge.org/download.php?file=%2FSJT%2FSJT58 03%2FS0036930605001390a.pdf&
code=ebb1ad992ae380d17005a5003ed21b36 Cf. Rowan Williams: “[Bulgakov] is the only theologian of
the century to use kenosis as a pivotal and normative concept for al/ language about God, in creation as in
redemption...” Rowan Williams, “Eastern Orthodox Theology,” in The Modern Theologians, 577.

8 Gottfried Thomasius, Christ’s Person and Work, 31-101; Bruce, The Humiliation of Christ (Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1955), 144-152. Bulgakov was also familiar with the works of J. H. A. Ebrard,
F. Godet, J. Bovon, H. R. Mackintosh, W. W. Sanday, P. T. Forsyth, H. Rashdall and others. See: Sergius
Bulgakov, Aeney Boorcuii: O Boeouenogeuecmee, vol. 1, (Moscow: Obshchedostupnyi pravoslavnyi
universitet, 2000), 246. In Bulgakov’s kenotic theology it is difficult to determine the precise influence of
the aforementioned authors, since he rarely cited them.
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I will devote more space to Bulgakov’s kenotic theology and God-forsakenness
than to the other authors mentioned in this section because his understanding of kenosis
as the foundation for his theological system can be likened to AB’s understanding of
God-forsakenness as the foundation for his theology. I will base my understanding of
Bulgakov’s kenotic theology on his The Lamb of God,” which is the primary source of
Bulgakov’s thought on kenosis. I will also use commentaries on this work by Gavrilyuk,
Gorodetsky, and others.

Bulgakov developed a unique approach for understanding the person of Christ. If
the amount of space he devoted to kenosis in this book is compared with the
Resurrection, the result is impressive: only fifteen pages for the Resurrection and over
200 pages for kenosis. It can be shown that he understood the Resurrection as a part of
kenosis. It is very unusual for a modern Orthodox thinker to base his/her theory almost
exclusively on Holy Scripture. Bulgakov referred to the Holy Fathers, but only
occasionally, and criticized them.*® He stressed the role of Christ’s kenosis before His
Resurrection, and asserted that the theology of Byzantium had become moribund on this
particular point. He further said that his own purpose was to bring an Orthodox answer

to the kenotic problem. Bulgakov was convinced that kenotic theory may be taken as a

7 This was originally published in 1933 in Russian under the title Aeney Boocuii by YMCA Press.
According to Lev Zander, the book “The Lamb of God” is the “synthesis, in which all finds its place, all is
gathered in harmony. This work is the apex of the whole of Fr. Sergei’s inheritance”. L. A. Zander, Foe u
mup: Cosepyanue Omya Cepeus Byneakosa, vol. 1, (Paris: YMCA-Press, 1948), 71-72.

89 See his criticism on the anthropology of Cyril of Alexandria. Cf. Sergius Bulgakov, Aeney Bocuii, 22-
32.
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development and explanation of the Chalcedonian definition.®' Bulgakov was a great
representative of the “Russian school” that Alexander Schmemann described as follows:
Orthodox theology must keep its patristic foundation, but it must also go
‘beyond’ the Fathers if it is to respond to a new situation created by centuries of
philosophical development. And in this new synthesis or reconstruction, the
Western philosophical tradition (source and mother of the Russian ‘religious
philosophy’ of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries) rather than the Hellenic,
must supply theology with its conceptual framework. An attempt is thus made to
‘transpose’ theology into a new ‘key,’ and this transposition is considered as the
specific task and vocation of Russian theology.®
He was opposed to the Neopatristic school,® which, according to Paul Valliere,
“focuses on the concept of theosis (deification) and subordinates the whole gamut of
anthropological values to it. In the Russian school the humanity of God is connected first
of all with kenosis, the self-emptying of God in the Incarnation, a connection that was
still clear as late as the 1930s in Bulgakov’s dogmatic theology.”™*
For Bulgakov, as for Soloviev, the kenosis of God begins within the interior life
of the Trinity. Bulgakov distinguished Trinity in se and Trinity ad se. The Trinity exists
in tri-hypostatic relationship and lives in one nature that is ontological and cannot be

changed, but the way of the fullness of life could be limited. This is not external , but by

the inner decision of God. “God in His being for Himself, in the mode of the living out

81 Nadejda Gorodetzky, The Humiliated Christ, 159.

82 «Russian Theology: 1920-1972, An Introductory Survey,” St Viadimir’s Theological Quarterly 16
(1972), 178 in Paul Valliere, Modern Russian Theology, 1.

% The main representatives of the Neopatristic school are Georges Florovsky and Vladimir Lossky. The
Neopatristic trend historically became dominant in Russian theological thought of the twentieth century.

8 paul Valliere, Modern Russian Theology, 14.
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of His life and its fullness, is free to limit Himself.”® The Trinitarian relationships also
have kenotic elements: “The sacrifice of the Father’s love consists in self-renunciation
and in self-emptying in the begetting of the Son. The sacrifice of the Son’s love consists
in self-depletion in the begottenness from the Father, in the acceptance of birth as
begottenness. .. The Sonhood is already eternal kenosis.”* The love of the Son is
sacrificial and self-denying. Bulgakov understood the kenosis of the Holy Spirit as
mutual love between the Father and the Son that consists in His passive procession from
the Father onto the Son. “The eternal kenosis of the third person of the Trinity consists
in divesting himself of his hypostatic self (samosf) and serving as a ‘bond’ (sviazka) or a
‘bridge of love’ between the Father and the Son.”*’

Secondly, kenosis is continued in the creation of the world. The act of creation is
understood by Bulgakov not as due to necessity but to the impossibility that God would
not share His love. Descending towards the object outside Himself — to the creation, the
result and aim of His divine love — the Absolute becomes a personal God for His

creation. Creation is a kenotic event for the whole Trinity, because the Father consents

to wait until His creation will respond to His love. “God, who transcends space and time,

% Sergius Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, trans. Boris Jakim (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans
Publishing Company, 2008), 223. This important statement of Bulgakov was ignored in Gavrilyuk’s
article, but this is crucial for further analysis of Bulgakov’s kenoticism. If the Trinity can “m3xuBaTp”
(overcome) its inner life in the way of self-limitedness, so the Logos could refuse to live His Divine life in
His kenosis in the Incarnation. Gavrilyuk jumped to the next step, i.e., to the relationships in the Trinity,
through the sacrificial love in se of the Trinity and that this sacrificial love became foundational for the
Incarnation. For Bulgakov ontological freedom in self-limitedness precedes the sacrificial self-limitedness
in love both for relationships within the Trinity and for the salvation of the world.

% Sergius Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, 99.

%7 Sergius Bulgakov, Ymewumens (Paris: YMCA, 1936), 51, 213. According to Bulgakov, Christ becomes
temporarily subordinated to the Holy Spirit.
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freely enters the world of temporality and becoming and limits his manifestation by the
conditions of time and space.”®® In creation the Father becomes God for the world and
enters into relationship with it. In creation God is absolutely free in His self-limitedness,
thus the creation is the revelation of God’s love to the world. “The Father’s kenosis in
creation consists of this going out of Himself [...] Transensus toward the world is the
sacrifice of the Father’s love; analogous to it is the birth of the Son in the intra-
Trinitarian life, when the Father, depleting Himself, begets the Son.”*’ The Son is sent
by the Father to create the world and His obedience to the Father is the beginning of the
Son’s kenosis. Also in creation is the kenosis of the Holy Spirit: “Wholly reposing upon
the Son in eternity, as the hypostatic love of the Father and the Son, here the Holy Spirit
proceeds outward, as the Father’s love for the Son in creation.”””

In creating the world, God abandoned His transcendence to be personally
engaged in creation. God endowed human beings with free will and He manifests
respect for this free will. This is the ultimate expression of God’s kenosis — to be willing
to be rejected by humans in their freedom. He interacts with human beings in

such a way as to protect this endowment. God freely chose to limit his

omnipotence by giving human beings a degree of independence from himself

[...] The synergism of the divine and human wills entails a restraint of God’s

power. [...] In addition, Bulgakov maintains that God also limits his
knowledge of the future in order to enable genuinely free human choices |[...]

88 Sergius Bulgakov, Hegecma Aenya (Paris: YMCA, 1945), 123, 251.
% Sergius Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, 129.

% 1bid., 129-30.
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For example, God foreknew the possibility of the fall, but God did not know that
the fall was bound to happen, for this would entail that God caused the fall.”’

Another kenotic element in the creation of the world is time. God limited
Himself in “becoming,” not for Himself but for the world. “The idea of God’s becoming
God not for Himself but for the world together with the becoming of the world — this

idea necessarily follows if one fully accepts the Christian revelation.”

Bulgakov asserts
that here exists a paradox. On the one hand, God lives in the world and with the world,
and on the other, God is timeless and eternal in Himself.”

Thirdly, the Father not only condescends towards the creation but also sends His
Son, thereby making the Incarnation the greatest act of kenosis because in it God
descended into the world not as the Creator but as a creature. Bulgakov follows
Maximus the Confessor’s understanding of the goal of Incarnation and asserts that “in
view of the Fall, the Incarnation, as it in fact took place, was obviously primarily an
atonement. But its purpose extends beyond this to the complete divinization of creation,
and the union of things in heaven and things on earth under the headship of Christ.”**

Bulgakov unites Philippians 2:6-7 with the Incarnation text in John 1:14. Christ,
the second Person of the Trinity, seems to abandon His own will, emptying Himself and

bringing His life into complete subjection to the Father. Christ, retaining His divinity

and not being affected by kenosis as the second hypostasis, nevertheless voluntarily

°! Paul L. Gavrilyuk “The Kenotic Theology of Sergius Bulgakov,” online, available:
http://journals.cambridge.org/download.php?file=%2FSJT%2FSJT58 03%2FS0036930605001390a.pdf&
code=ebb1ad992ae380d17005a5003ed21b36

92 Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, 134.

? 1bid., 134.

% Sergius Bulgakov, The Wisdom of God (New York: Paisley Press, 1937), 125.
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separates Himself from the divine life. His divine life gradually returns to Him only in
the process of His human life, death, and victory over death. “In the Incarnation, the
Son removes from Himself His divine glory, empties Himself of His Divinity,
extinguishes it in Himself, as it were... By His will the Father takes the place in the
Son of the Son’s own Divinity, so to speak, which the Son, as it were, has
abandoned.””

For Bulgakov, only the kenotic approach can answer the question of the unity of
the two natures in one hypostasis. Earlier writers, he argued, had left gaps. The
Chalcedonian definition did not offer a theological synthesis, but only dogmatic

assertion. The “enhypostasis™®

theory of Leontius of Byzantium was only a scholastic
construction, which does not satisfy the need for contemporary answers. St. John of
Damascus only summarized his predecessors and did not bring new theological ideas to
Christology. St. Maximus the Confessor did not bring enough clarity.”” Bulgakov
accepted the concept that “Christ takes from humanity only the nature (i.e., soul and
body, animated corporeality), which has a hypostatic spirit in the Logos,” and in the
Chalcedonian definition, Christ’s humanity was defined as consisting of “‘a reasonable
[Aoywiic] soul and body,” which presupposes a tripartite structure of man where the third
and supreme principle of the spirit is the Logos.” Christ’s kenosis refers not to God’s

nature (ousia), but to God’s glory. The Logos refused to live God’s life, but remained

God. Bulgakov criticized some Protestant theories, according to which the Logos left

%> Sergius Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, 305-306.
% The unity of the Divine and human natures in the person (hypostasis) of Jesus Christ.

°7 Sergius Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, 1-2.



75

His Divinity, and explained instead that Christ left the fullness of God’s life and His
glory.”® He explained that the divine-human hypostasis of the Logos has its proper
divine nature and is inseparable from it.”’

Bulgakov criticized the Antiochene approach of the separation in the
understanding of the two natures of Christ. Using the example of the miracles, which
some understood Christ to have performed as God, not as a human being, Bulgakov
asserts: “Christ did not do anything ‘as God’ or ‘as man’. He did all things as the
Godman, in the inseparability and inconfusability of the two natures.”'* The whole
divinity of the Logos was revealed only through His humanity and even miracles were
“manifestations of God’s power acting in and through man and were thus essentially
divine-human works, which therefore could not be taken away or separated from His

59101

humanity.” ™ In other words, Bulgakov did not separate natures in Christ, and

considered Him as the Godman, and therefore the divine glory, power, and life were

limited in Christ by the free decision of the Logos. Christ really lived a human life. He

102

grew in self-consciousness as the Godman. ™~ He did not know about the time of the end

% According to Thomasius, in the Incarnation the second person of the Trinity retained the immanent
attributes (truth, holiness and love) and divested Himself of the relative attributes (omnipotence,
omniscience and omnipresence), without violating the integrity of His divine nature. Here Bulgakov
meant that Thomasius’s theory of the existence of a distinction between the immanent attributes of the
divine nature and relative attributes was artificial and affirms that the kenosis must affect all divine
attributes. Thomasius, Christ’s Person and Work, 68-74.

9 Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, 235.

"% 1bid., 237.

" bid., 240.

192 «If one believes in the authenticity of the Incarnation, one must also believe in the self-diminution of

Divinity, in the real kenosis of God, signifying His real entry into the domain of relative and becoming
being, in which all things realize themselves only in development.” Ibid., 302.
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of the world.'” He really was praying to His Father as to God.'** In His kenosis, Christ
completely denied Himself and gave Himself to his Father. “One can say that the
personality of the Son is entirely this obedience. It is as if this personality itself — with its
will, its action, and its divinity — does not exist; it is exhausted by the will of the
Father.”'® Christ did not call Himself the Son of God, but rather the Son of Man.'%
Bulgakov considers Christ’s divinity in kenosis to be self-limited within the extent of
human nature.

Fourthly, the temptation of Christ in the desert is another element of His
kenosis.'”’” Bulgakov is concerned with the reality of Christ’s temptations. Compared

with Tareev’s moral understanding of this event,'*®

Bulgakov chose a kenotic
explanation. All temptations were real: “the Godman receives the temptation directly as

such..., but He receives it only in the measure of His humanity”’; He needed to be

tempted, even more because “the New Adam too had to undergo the temptation of the

' Bulgakov stated that Christ emptied Himself of the knowledge of the time of His Second coming. Ibid.,
303.

104 “The divinity in Jesus was concealed behind humiliation, and calling His Father His God and praying
to Him as God on an equal footing with men and together with men, He Himself never taught men to pray
to Him or to worship Him as God.” Ibid., 263. “He did not pray to Himself, to His proper Divinity, which
was naturally inherent to Him but kenotically weakened. He prayed to the Father, who for Him was, above
all and before all, God.” Ibid., 280.

195 Ibid., 264.

196 “The Lord teaches about His Divine Sonhood; He preaches it and confesses it. But He does not give
Himself the name Son of God as His proper and unique name.” Ibid., 267. But two pages later, Bulgakov
contradicted himself, ... it becomes clear that ‘Son of Man’ and ‘Son of God’ are names that are
identically applied by Christ to Himself, and that this is His own teaching about Himself.” Ibid., 270. I
think Bulgakov intended to prove the unity within Christ and single Godman self-conscience. Ibid., 271-
303.

'97 This kenotic element is omitted in Gavrilyuk’s article on Bulgakov’s kenotic theology.

1% According to Tareev the role of Christ’s victory over Satan’s temptations in the desert played a
redemptive role in the whole work of Christ.
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old Adam.”'” Bulgakov used St. Gregory the Theologian’s maxim “that which is not
assumed, is not redeemed,” and considered this event as “the first real victory of
deification over human nature.”''° Bulgakov refused to accept the view that His Divinity
protected the Godman in the face of temptation. He said: “On the contrary, His Divinity
permitted the temptation and did not interfere in the outcome of the struggle, leaving it
for human freedom and diminishing itself to the measure of the human essence, as if
hiding in it.”'"" The First Adam disobeyed God, but the New Adam revealed His
complete obedience with the victory over the temptation in the desert. “Although the
human will in Christ, which was what was tempted in Him, also belongs to the human
nature, nevertheless it was realized from the Divine hypostatic center, the Divine Person,
although in a kenotically diminished state.”' "2

Fifthly, Bulgakov did not overemphasize the meaning of the prayer in
Gethsemane, but placed it on equal footing with the event on Golgotha. In Gethsemane,
Christ’s kenosis is extended to His intellect and will. The divine side is so extinguished
in Christ at the moment of the prayer in Gethsemane that it leaves His humanity alone to
experience, while abandoned by God, all the power, the darkness and the sorrow of the

sin of the world. “In the night of Gethsemane, Christ suffered and fully lived out all

the sins of all humanity and of every human being committed in the present, in the

1 Sergius Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, 293-294.
"% bid., 298.
"!'bid., 300.

"2 1bid., 301.
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past, and in the future.”'"® In Gethsemane, Christ experienced spiritual death, followed
by his physical death on the cross. In the prayer of the cup (Mt 26:42), Christ first
experienced that His prayer was not heard by His Father, but He completely gave
Himself into the Father’s hands.'"*

The culmination of Christ’s kenosis is the event on the cross, which should be
understood in close connection with the Incarnation. The whole Trinity is involved in
the event of the cross, because “the cross is not only the symbol of human salvation, but
also symbolizes the power of mutual self-denial of the three persons of the Trinity.”' "
Bulgakov goes even further in involving the Father and the Holy Spirit in spiritual
suffering with Christ even though they did not become incarnate. He cited the words
from the Good Friday sermon of Metropolitan Philaret of Moscow: The love of the
Father is crucifying, the love of the Son is crucified, and the love of the Holy Spirit
triumphs by the power of the cross.''® Bulgakov distanced himself from the heresy of
patripassianism''” and claimed a distinction in his understanding.

The entire Holy Trinity, because of its inseparability, suffers with the Son of

God from this sin: the Father suffers as the Just Judge who judges His Son and,

in His Son, Himself as the Creator of the world; the Son suffers as the One who
is judged and bears the condemnation; and the Holy Spirit suffers as God’s love,

3 Ibid., 357.

14 «In Jesus, the omniscience of the Logos is diminished, because of the kenosis, solely into obedience to
the Father’s will: ‘not what I will, but what thou wilt.” (Mk 14:36).” Ibid., 355.

15 Sergius Bulgakov, Glavi o Troichnosti in Trudi o Troichnosti, ed. M. A. Kolerov, (Moscow: OGI,
2001), 97 in Paul L. Gavrilyuk “The Kenotic Theology of Sergius Bulgakov,” online, available:
http://journals.cambridge.org/download.php?file=%2FSJT%2FSJT58 03%2FS0036930605001390a.pdf&
code=ebb1ad992ae380d17005a5003ed21b36

"% Ibid., 353.

"7 This was a belief that God the Father was Incarnate and suffered on the cross.



79

offering sacrifice and suffering, as the sacrifice of love for the sake of love — of
God’s love for the world.'"®

Who died on the cross? Bulgakov again interpreted this event independently and
criticized those who claimed that Christ suffered and died only in His humanity.
According to Bulgakov, it was the whole Godman in His unity and complexity that died
on the cross.

One must accept the full force of the fact that the Godman suffered and tasted

death not only in His humanity but also in His Divine-Humanity. One cannot

separate, in opposition to Chalcedon, His humanity from His Divinity here,
saying that He suffered not as God but only as man, since the death on the cross,
just as His entire life, would then be only an appearance, in which His Divinity
would not participate at all. [...] He dies differently in His two natures: His
humanity dies, and as a result, His human hypostasis passes together with His
humanity through the gates of death [...] — this human hypostasis of His, which
is the divine hypostasis of the Logos.”'"”

On the cross, Christ experienced death as the full weight of God-forsakenness.
His cry, “My God, My God, why have you forsaken me?” (Mk 15:34) is the full extent
of God’s kenosis that is equal to the depth of His love: “He addresses here not the Father
but God, for He is surrounded by the darkness of death, and the consciousness of His
Divine Sonhood abandons Him. In the name of creation, the Godman cries out to God —
to God with whom He is one, to God who never forsakes Him — that He has forsaken
Him. Like all men, He too remains alone in death. This cry of the dying Godman bares
the entire bottomless depth of the kenosis, the divine self-humiliation that is equaled

only by the depths of God’s love.”'**

8 Ibid., 363-364.
19 1bid., 312-313.

120 1bid., 313.
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In the act of God-forsakenness, the Father manifested the acceptance of the death
of the Son. The Son committed His spirit to the Father’s hands; in this act Bulgakov saw
the deepest “kenotic concealment of Divinity: It is a divine mystery, unfathomable by
the human understanding, that the Father receives the Son in the devastation of death

121 .
%" In the experience of God-forsakenness

and watches over Him until the Resurrection.
the Holy Spirit also left Christ. Thus this became a kenosis also for the Third Person of
the Trinity, co-suffering with the Son.

Kenosis continues in the descent into Hades, which Bulgakov identified with the
state of death. The three days in the tomb signify the authenticity of death: Christ’s soul
was separated from the body, and His divine spirit was accepted by the Father. “As for
Christ’s body, it remains separated from His soul, but it is not entirely separated from
the Divine Spirit, no longer being bound by spatiality.”'**

Even the Resurrection and Ascension of Christ, according to Bulgakov, also
belong to the final stages of kenosis, because Christ is raised and ascended not by His
own divine-human power, but by the Father in the power of the Holy Spirit. Christ’s
kenosis was completed only after the sending of the Holy Spirit at Pentecost. But for
Bulgakov, the kenosis of Christ is still going on. “Christ is still humbling Himself
and waiting for the decision of man’s freedom.”'** Bulgakov elaborates:

Christ suffers and is crucified in the world, for, in Him, the Golgotha sacrifice

is being offered [in the Eucharist], ‘till he come’ (1 Cor. 11:26). In His
glorified humanity, the Lord sits at the right hand of the Father; but in His

21 bid., 314.
122 1bid., 316.

123 Nadejda Gorodetzky, The Humiliated Christ, 171.



81

earthly humanity, for which He is the New Adam, in His body (that is, the

Church which finds itself in a militant state), Christ abides not only in a

glorified state but also in a state of kenosis.'**

For any further analysis of AB it is important to mention Bulgakov’s personal
experience of kenosis. This event was omitted in Gavrilyuk’s and Gorodetzky’s
presentations, but I consider these events to be some of the most important for a
genuine understanding of kenosis, because, as we will see later in AB’s kenotic
theology, a personal experience of the lost and rediscovered God is crucial.

The first time that Bulgakov experienced a deep understanding of kenosis in
his own life was recorded by him in Autobiographical Notes. It was the moment in
1909 when his three-year-old son Ivan died. “In the light of a new, hitherto
completely unknown experience heavenly joy together with the pain of crucifixion
descended into my heart, and in the darkness of God-forsakenness, God reigned in
my soul.”'*> Another important event that gives us a better understanding of the
existential roots of Bulgakov’s kenotic theology can be gleaned from notes after the
operation on his vocal chords. After this operation, he lost his voice, and could only
whisper; even then he continued teaching and serving the morning liturgy. Bulgakov
compared his experience of suffering with the experience of Christ’s God-
forsakenness on the cross:

My sufferings began in the Holy Week when the larynx had been removed. In the

first place, it was agonizingly difficult to breathe, [...] so that I could neither

move nor sleep. A disgusting tube was stuck into my nose, through which some
nasty liquid was poured in. ‘I thirst.” And they gave him vinegar to drink’ (John

124 Sergius Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, 408.

125 Sergius Bulgakov, Aemo6uozpaduueckue samemxu (Paris, 1946), 68 in Sergius Bulgakov, 4 Bulgakov
Anthology, ed., James Pain and Nicolas Zernov, (London: SPCK, 1976), xii.



82

19: 28). The most agonizing part of it all was not pain but breathlessness,
absence of air, together with mortal, unendurable weakness. [...] I was plunged
into a kind of darkness and lost the sense of space and time; I only vaguely
remembered that it was Holy Week and that Good Friday and Lady Day
[Annunciation] were at hand. [...] What, then, remained in me that was still
human — if it remained at all? Yes, something did remain, and that was as it were
the last miracle in my tortured soul — it was love. I loved my fellow-men; I loved
everyone. | do not know whether it was love in God. I believe it was; it probably
was, or else how could I love? [...] And yet, at the same time, there was
something else that I had not known before and that was a true spiritual event for
me. It will forever remain a revelation to me — not about death, but about dying
with God and in God. That was my dying with Christ and in Christ. I was
dying in Christ, and Christ was dying with me and in me. [My emphasis] That
was the terrible, the shattering revelation which perhaps I could not have
expressed in words and concepts at the time but only recognized later. Only one
incalculable single moment passed between ‘Why hast Thou forsaken Me’
and ‘yielded up the ghost'’, between Christ's dying in his God-forsakenness
and his death. But it contained timeless duration and completeness of dying
for every man, in so far as he dies in and through it. A man cannot die
except in a state of God-forsakenness, just as the universal man, the new
Adam, could not die in his Godmanhood. I knew Christ in my dying, I felt his
nearness to me, an almost bodily nearness, but as of ‘a bruised and mutilated
corpse’ dying beside me. He could only help me in my suffering and dying by
suffering and dying with me. [...] Through my human dying there was revealed
to me his human dying in his Godmanhood; his divinity was, as it were, fading
out in God-forsakenness, and his humanity was dying. The dying which took
place in the Godman could only have taken place humanly, i.e. in man’s God-
forsakenness. It identified itself with all human dying and in that sense was
universal, including within itself every aspect of death, every mortal illness, and
was the synthesis of them all. And the general content of all these multifarious
forms of dying was death. The Godman in his God-forsakenness laid himself
open and made himself accessible to dying. Death approached him in his
humanity. And his dying was the agony of all human agonies. In its humanity it
was natural, i.e. it was not lightened by being merged with the divine power.'*°

Bulgakov did not go beyond a strictly Christological application of kenosis and
particularly of God-forsakenness, while AB extended its application to the sphere of
ascetic theology. Bulgakov’s kenotic theology was written by him much earlier, before

his experience of the operation, but the experience of suffering and especially God-

126 1bid., 22-27.
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forsakenness gave him a deeper understanding of what he had taught for years. AB’s
experience was the opposite, he first experienced the absence of God and later

developed his own understanding of the implications of kenosis in life.'*’

1.3.5. Vladimir Lossky (1903-1958)

Vladimir Nikolaevich Lossky (1903-1958), son of the famous philosopher
Nikolai Lossky, was born in Petersburg in 1903. He studied medieval philosophy and
patrology at Petersburg’s university. In 1920 his family was exiled from Russia and they
moved to Prague and later to Paris, where he remained until his death in 1958. He served
as the first dean of the St. Denis Institute in Paris, where he also taught dogmatic
theology. In Paris he continued to study philosophy at the Sorbonne under Etienne
Gilson. Lossky is one of the best known and most influential scholars of modern
Orthodox theology. He also influenced a number of great Western theologians such as
Louis Bouyer, Yves Congar and Hans Urs von Balthasar.

Lossky built his dogmatic theology on the foundation of the writings of the Holy
Fathers and strived to be faithful to their inheritance. He attempted to give an Orthodox
answer to the tensions within Western theology and to offer a contrast with them. He

was also opposed to using certain philosophical approaches in Orthodox theology, such

127 As for “personal kenosis” there is also his “ecclesiological kenosis” immediately after the Revolution
where he asserts that Russia’s greatest mistake was not accepting the Union of Florence. Cf. Sergius
Bulgakov, Sous les remparts de Chersonése (Geneva, 1999). Although Bulgakov later repudiated this
statement as “Catholic infection and the ‘temptation’ to set his [Bulgakov’s] hopes on the apparent
stability of the Roman papacy.” Sergius Bulgakov, 4émobuocpapuuecxue 3amemxu, 48-50 (cited in Lev
Zander’s introduction to The Vatican Dogma (South Canaan PA., 1959), 4 in Anastassy Galaher,
“Bulgakov’s Ecumenical Thought” Sobornost vol. 24:1 (2002), 39.
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as idealism. This could be a reason for his dislike of Dostoevsky and especially of
Bulgakov. In 1936 Lossky wrote a ninety-page pamphlet against Bulgakov’s
sophiology,'*® in which he criticized him for confusion of person, will, and nature.
“Kenosis cannot be ‘natural’, cannot be the nature of God, since it is always a free act, in
God and in us. If love is nature, it is not innovative or creative, it does not belong to the
realm of the personal.”'?’

According to Lossky, kenosis does not relate to the Father, but only to the Son;
even if Lossky mentioned the presence of the Trinity in the Incarnation, in the life of
Christ, and His death on the cross, the role of the Father is not significantly clear. It
seems that the Father, who is the source of the Trinity, only accepts the work done by
the Son and the Holy Spirit."*°

The Son is the one who experienced kenosis and became the best example of the
way to theosis. Christ’s kenosis began in renunciation of “His own will in order to
accomplish the will of the Father by being obedient to Him unto death and unto the

95131

cross.” ” The resignation of the Son from existence as an end in itself and doing one’s

own will are inherent aspects of the being of the Persons of the Trinity because they

128 See: Cnop o Coguu (Paris: Bratstvo sv. Fotiia, 1936).
129 Rowan Williams, “Eastern Orthodox Theology,” 2:160.

307t was in the creation, according to Lossky, that we find “the ‘economical’ manifestation of the Trinity:
the Father operating by the Son in the Holy Spirit. This is why St. Irenaeus calls the Son and the Spirit ‘the
two hands of God’.” Vladimir Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church (Cambridge &
London, 1973), 100. “It is renunciation of His own will is not a choice, or an act, but is so to speak the
very being of the Persons of the Trinity who have only one will proper to their common nature. [... ] The
Kenosis [and] the work accomplished on the earth by the incarnate Son is the work of the Holy Trinity
from whom Christ cannot be separated.” Ibid., 144.

B1Ibid., 144.
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possess only one will, which is common to the divine nature. Christ’s divine will is the
will common to all three persons; kenosis is therefore the way of being of the divine
person sent into the world to fulfill the common will of the Trinity, whose source is in
the Father. The kenosis “was not an impoverishment of the divinity, but an ineffable
descent of the Son who is reduced to the ‘form of a slave’ without ceasing to be fully
God.”"*?

The continuity of kenosis is in the unity of two natures of Christ in the
Incarnation, especially in the unity of two wills. Even if Lossky used the word
“permeation” (perichoresis) of two natures and two wills, according to Lossky we
cannot find any influence of human nature or will on God’s nature or will. The reason
for this lies in the way that Lossky presented this topic, namely he followed the
Antiochene approach to understanding the unity of the two natures and wills. “Each
nature acts according to its own properties: the human hand raises the young girl, the
divine restores her to life; the human feet walk on the surface of the water, because the
divinity has made it firm.”"** There can be a certain danger in presenting the two natures
as acting consecutively because of the potential distortion of the unity. This Christ could
switch from one nature to another. In addition, it might seem that human nature and will
are completely subordinated to the divine without bringing anything new to the divine

nature. Although Lossky stressed the deep unity and unconflicted relationship between

132 Ibid., 148.

133 Ibid., 146.
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the two natures in Christ,"* this too might give an impression that the human nature of
Christ could only bring with it some sort of negative experience. In this line of thought it
seems that kenosis takes place only in the human nature of Christ, not in His divine
nature. “The earthly life of Christ was a continual humiliation. His human will
unceasingly renounced what naturally belonged to it, and accepted what was contrary to
incorruptible and deified humanity: hunger, thirst, weariness, grief, sufferings, and
finally, death on the cross.”'*” On this particular point, Lossky based his analysis on St.
Cyril of Alexandria, that God “could not divest His nature in incarnating Himself, else
He would no longer be God and one could no longer talk of the Incarnation. This means
that the subject of kenosis is not divine nature, but the person of the Son.”'*°

Lossky focused his kenotic theology not only on the abandoning of glory by
Christ, on His humiliation, but also on the importance of the fact that Christ remained
God. He gave two examples of theophanies produced through His humanity: at the
Baptism and at the Transfiguration. “Every time Christ manifested Himself not in His
‘form of slave’ but in his ‘form of God,” He let his divine nature, that is, His unity with

the Father and the Spirit, shine through His deified humanity.”"’

134 “The two natural wills in the person of the Godman could not enter into conflict. [...] the person of
Christ, before the end of His redemptive work, before the Resurrection, possessed in His humanity as it
were two different poles — the incorruptibility and impassibility proper to a perfect and deified nature, as
well as the corruptibility and possibility voluntarily assumed, under which conditions His kenotic person
submitted and continued to submit His sin-free humanity.” Ibid., 147, 148.

% Ibid., 148.
136 Vladimir Lossky, Orthodox Theology: An Introduction (SVS Press: Crestwood, NY, 1978), 100-101.

37 Ibid., 102.
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Lossky was opposed to kenotic statements concerning a progress in Christ’s
consciousness.

Contrary to the ascending scheme of the “kenotic” doctrines, if there is a

progress in Christ’s consciousness, it is in a descent, not a climb. Indeed, for the

kenoticist, Christ grows ceaselessly in consciousness of His divinity. Thus it is at
baptism that He becomes aware of being the Son of God, by a sort of

“reminiscence.” But in reading the Gospel, we see, to the contrary, the

consciousness of the Son descending ever lower, and opening more and more to

human degradation.'**

Christ’s incorruptible and immortal human nature was completely deified by the
hypostatic union, but submitted voluntarily to all consequences of sin. The whole earthly
life of Christ was a continual humiliation. “His human will unceasingly renounced what
naturally belonged to it, and accepted what was contrary to incorruptible and deified
humanity: hunger, thirst, weariness, grief, sufferings, and finally, death on the cross.”'*
The prayer in Gethsemane was an expression of horror in the face of death; it was a
reaction proper to all human nature, but especially to an incorrupt nature that should not
have submitted to death.

The last cry of Christ on the cross was a manifestation of His accepted deified
human nature “voluntarily submitted to death as a final stripping, emptying, the

. . .. . 5l4 . . .
culmination of the divine kenosis.”'*’ For salvation it was necessary for Christ to

experience the entire abyss of humanity’s perdition. “For accepting all sin, allowing it to

¥ Ibid., 108. Interesting that Lossky did not mention names.
1% Vladimir Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church (Cambridge & London, 1973), 148.

140 1bid., 148.



88

enter Him, Who is without sin, He annuls it. The shadows of the cross reach into a purity
they cannot tarnish, and the rending of the cross, into a unity it simply cannot rend.”"*!
According to Lossky the final stage of kenosis is the repose in the tomb, wherein
lies the link with the work of creation. The repose in the tomb “brings us suddenly into
the mysterious repose of Creator: the work of redemption is identified with the work of

39142

creation.” "~ He followed St. Maximus the Confessor in the understanding of the goal of

the Incarnation. “[I]f original sin had not taken place, Christ would have become
incarnate anyhow, in order to unite created being and the divine nature in Himself.”'*
Lossky did not talk about kenosis in creation, but only in the Incarnation and salvation,
so this link with creation does not seem clear. This means that for Lossky kenosis is not
the main approach in the understanding of salvation. He put the main emphasis on
theosis, which makes everything else less important. Perhaps it is more accurate to say
that kenosis fits into an antinomic relationship with theosis, with one unable to consider
the former without considering the latter.

Christ’s deified human nature through the hypostatic union is the example for
human beings of what should be deified in us: “[It] is our entire nature, belonging to our
person which must enter into union with God, and become a person created in two
natures: a human nature which is deified, and a nature or, rather, divine energy, that

deifies.”'**

"' Vladimir Lossky, Orthodox Theology, 109.
2 Vladimir Lossky, The Mystical Theology, 151.
" Ibid., 136.

144 Ibid., 155.
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Another example of following Christ is His kenosis in obedience to the Father.
Christ almost never manifested His divinity and

He accomplishes on earth the Trinity’s work of love. And by the infinite respect

that He witnesses towards human liberty, to the point of showing men not only

the sorrowful brotherly face of the slave and sorrowful brotherly flesh of the
cross, He awakens faith in man as a response to love: for only the eyes of faith
recognize the form of God beneath the form of the slave and, deciphering
beneath the human face the presence of a divine person, learn to unveil in each
face the mystery of the person created in the image of God.'®’

According to Lossky, the Holy Spirit manifests the common nature of the
Trinity, but His kenosis is contained in leaving His own Person along with the divinity.
“His [the Holy Spirit’s] Person is hidden from us by the very profusion of the Divinity
which He manifests. It is this ‘personal kenosis’ of the Holy Spirit on the plane of
manifestation and economy which makes it hard to grasp His hypostatic existence.”'*°
According to Lossky, the Holy Spirit is revealed as a gift, given to humans in grace, but
the Person of the Giver is hidden.

As we have seen above, for Lossky kenosis is not the main approach to the
whole of theology, rather he used it to support another idea — theosis. Lossky followed
Phil. 2:5-11 and interpreted this passage as did Cyril of Alexandria and Maximus the
Confessor: Only in the light of Christ’s Incarnation. The subject of kenosis is not divine
nature, but the person of the Logos, whose very being is the reality of the expression of

the Trinitarian will. Lossky did not explain kenosis within the inner life of the Trinity,

nor did he develop an explanation of kenosis of the Holy Spirit. For Lossky the most

5 Vladimir Lossky, Orthodox Theology, 101-102.

146 Vladimir Lossky, “The Procession of the Holy Spirit in Orthodox Trinitarian Doctrine,” Chapter 4 of
In the Image and Likeness of God (SVS Press: Crestwood, NY, 1976), 92.
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important thing was the teaching of Leontius of Byzantium, “enhypostasis” which
means that Christ’s divine nature fully accepted human nature as its own and deified it
from the moment of the Incarnation. The same can be said about Christ’s acceptance of
the human will. It seems that here kenosis is related to the human nature and to the will,
which were accepted by God. It is not Jesus discovering the divinity within Himself — in
other words it is not the ascending approach — but this is the consciousness of the Son
descending and opening up more and more to humanity’s degradation, up to its
boundaries and right up to death. The main goal of the Incarnation was to “discover in
His own flesh how far the man whom He created in His supremely beautiful image was

made ugly by corruption.”"*’

1.3.6. Archimandrite Sophrony (Sergei Sakharov) (1896-1993)

The last author whose kenotic theology I would like to present is Archimandrite
Sophrony Sakharov (1896-1993). His theology is tremendously similar to AB’s which
perhaps is not surprising since they lived during the same time and knew each other well

148 Both included in their personal stories their own

(though not without contention).
search for God, including the confession of dealing with modern atheism, and made

God-forsakenness the main thread in their anthropology. But for a consistent

7 Vladimir Lossky, Orthodox Theology, 101.

'8 Also they corresponded with each other, but unfortunately I did not receive access to these letters.
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presentation, I will present in this chapter the kenotic theology of Sakharov'* and in the
last chapter [ will contrast these two great theologians.

Sergei Sakharov was born in 1896 in Moscow into a bourgeois family. He
studied at the Moscow School of Painting and during the 1920s exhibited in Paris. His
future spiritual silhouette was shaped by painting and oriental mysticism. As a result of
the political situation in Russia, Sakharov emigrated to Western Europe. He studied at
the St. Sergius Orthodox Theological Institute in Paris, where Sergius Bulgakov
profoundly influenced the dogmatic theology of Sakharov, especially his Trinitarian and
kenotic theology and anthropology. Other influences on Sakharov’s teachings were the
Gospel, the Fathers of the Church and his personal experiences. In his spiritual life,
Sakharov experienced several times the presence of the crucified Christ that shaped his
own understanding of following Christ in His humility."*® Indeed, Sakharov was
disillusioned with what he regarded as an excessively intellectual approach to Christian
life at St. Sergius Institute.

In 1925-1947 he set out for Mount Athos and became a monk and later a priest at
the Russian monastery of St. Panteleimon under the spiritual direction of Fr. (now St.)

151

Silouan. ~ St Silouan did not have a theological system, but he did offer some concepts

that influenced Sakharov: prayer for the whole world, love for our enemies, Christ-like

49 More about the teaching of Fr. Sophrony, see: Archimandrite Zacharias, Christ Our Way and Our Life:
A Presentation of the Theology of Archimandrite Sophrony (St. Tikhon’s Seminary Press: 2003); Nicholas
V. Sakharov, I Love, Therefore I Am: The Theological Legacy of Archimandrite Sophrony (Crestwood,
NY: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2002).

150 Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), On Prayer, trans. Rosemary Edmonds, (Essex: 1996), 67-68.
151

Fr. Sophrony, in 1952, published a first edition of the life of Elder Silouan, based partially on the
manuscripts that St Silouan gave to Fr. Sophrony.
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humility."> St Silouan’s ascetic formula: “Keep your mind in hell, and despair not,” was
matched by Sakharov’s own motto: “Stay on the brink of despair, but when you feel you
are falling over, step back.”'*® After the Second World War he returned to Paris where a
group of spiritual children gathered around him. This group used the Jesus Prayer as a
form of liturgical, that is corporate prayer, which became a unique feature of their
worship. They moved to England, where Sakharov founded a double monastery of
monks and nuns under the jurisdiction of Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh. As Gillian
Crow stated in her biography of AB, “the two men were both individualists and the

99154 Later

relationship was not always easy, despite their mutual respect for one another.
Sakharov took his monastery out of the Moscow Patriarchate to become a stavropegic
monastery under the Ecumenical Patriarchate.'>

Sakharov made kenosis a mainstay of his entire teaching, including the ascetic
life and human perfection. Christ, in His Incarnation, gave up some divine attributes and
always acted in the name and power of the Father or by the Holy Spirit.'*® That is why,

according to Fr. Sophrony, Christ preferred to use the title “Son of Man” rather than the

title “Son of God.” According to Nikolai Sakharov,'*’ Fr. Sophrony stressed that “the

152 Kallistos of Diokleia, “Kenosis and Christ-like humility according to Saint Silouan,” Sobornost vol.

21:2 (1999), 23. According to Kallistos of Diokleia, the kenoticism of St Silouan is derived directly from
the Gospel and his own spiritual experience of life, rather than from the writings of kenoticists of the
nineteenth and twentieth century. Ibid., 24.

153 Nicholas Sakharov, I Love, Therefore I Am, 22.

154 Gillian Crow, This Holy Man: Impressions of Metropolitan Anthony (London: Darton, Longman and

Todd, 2005), 120.
133 St. John the Baptist Monastery in Essex, England.
'3 Here we can see some similarities with Bulgakov’s understanding on the miracles performed by Christ.

57 Fr. Sophrony’s nephew and a monk of St. John the Baptist Monastery.
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kenosis of the Logos consists in his ‘incarnational ontological descent’ and voluntary
dynamic ‘conformation’ to the mode of human existence.”'>®

Sakharov distinguished between two levels of God’s kenotic love: love within
the Trinity and the love of God for the world. Christ not only manifested kenosis in His
earthly divine-human life, but also in the eternal intra-Trinitarian love. According to
Sakharov, the Father gave Himself totally to the Son, and the Son “in like fullness of
Self-emptying love gives Himself to the Father both in His Divinity and humanity.”'*’ A
similar relationship exists between the Father and the Holy Spirit: “The Holy Spirit,
proceeding from the Father, lives the same love as in the Father. Thus the Father and the
Spirit eternally participate in ‘the work’ [John 17:4], which was given to Jesus to do.”"®

Sakharov was not original in presenting the relationships within the Trinity in a
kenotic way. The influence from Bulgakov is obvious, but it is interesting that Sakharov
did not reflect on kenotic elements in the creation of the world, but proceeded to the
theme of the Incarnation. Unlike Bulgakov, who considered the Incarnation and the
cross as the manifestation of the internal life of the Trinity, Sakharov understood the

above-mentioned events as purely soteriological and determined only by the fall of

Adam.'®!

158 Nicholas Sakharov, I Love, Therefore I Am, 94-95.

'3 Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), We Shall See Him as He Is, trans. Rosemary Edmonds (Essex,
2004), 139.

160 1hid., 139.

161 Nicholas Sakharov, I Love, Therefore I Am, 103.
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The continuity of God’s kenosis was in the Incarnation, where the Father and the
Son revealed their kenosis. “The Father empties Himself of all things in the birth of the
Son. And the Son appropriates nothing to Himself but gives all things to the Father.”'®*
Sakharov extended the sacrificial love within the Trinity up to the point of self-hatred.
“The ‘hate’ of which the Lord of love speaks in its essence is the plenitude of God’s
kenotic love.”'®® Love to the point of self-hatred manifests Christ-like humility — the Son

164
64 Sakharov even went

gave Himself to the Father both in His divinity and humanity.
further, saying that the Father is the sole basis of Christ’s being. “Christ’s own I was
absolutely emptied in his ‘taking in’ of the Father’s persona so much so that he is an
express image of the Father’s person (Heb 1:3), identical with him (cf. Jn 10:30).”'®

Unlike his predecessors in kenotic theology, Sakharov worked out a theological
connection between the experience of Tabor and Gethsemane — merging these
experiences into one ascetic theme. The whole life of Christ was a manifestation of the
self-giving of God, but in particular Gethsemane and Golgotha. Christ in Gethsemane,
according to Sakharov, emptied Himself of his strength to implore the Father for the sins
of the world.'® In this prayer, Christ sacrificed His will and all His love. Although

Sakharov considered God-forsakenness as the main thread in his kenotic theology, he

also understood the unanswered prayer in Gethsemane as a component of Christ’s

12 Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), On Prayer, trans. Rosemary Edmonds, (Essex: 1996), 25.

'3 Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), We Shall See Him as He Is, 200.
' Ibid., 139.
165 Nicholas Sakharov, I Love, Therefore I Am, 84.

166 Ibid., 107.
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further abandonment by the Father on the cross. In Gethsemane Christ internally
accomplished His sacrifice, thus His death on the cross was an external completion of
kenotic God-forsakenness.

Christ’s God-forsakenness on the cross was “transfigured into equally perfect
divinization of our nature which He assumed in the act of incarnation.”®” At the
crucifixion Christ manifested his full abandonment of “self” for the sake of the Father.
Concerning Christ’s own abandonment by the Father, Sakharov only stated “that on the
Divine plane ontologically this could not happen — that is, the Father could have
withdrawn from His co-eternal Son, of one substance with Himself, in Whom He had

poured the plenitude of His eternal Being,”'®*®

and did not give a further explanation for
it. The final stage of Christ’s kenosis was His descent into hell, where in its darkness
humans were separated from God’s love. Christ ‘filled’ all the space of created being
with His deifying Energy and set free Adam and the spirits of the just from the bonds of
darkness.

Sakharov made his own contribution to the understanding of God-forsakenness
and used kenotic theology for practical implications. The experience of the “dark night”

of John of the Cross'® and most of all St Silouan’s God-forsakenness shaped Sakharov’s

own spiritual life and his theology.

167 Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), We Shall See Him as He Is, 128.
"% Ibid., 135.

' There is a debate going on about the influence of John of the Cross on Fr. Sophrony. For similarities
between the theology of the “dark night” of John of the Cross and Fr. Sophrony’s God-forsakenness, see:
Nicholas Sakharov, I Love, Therefore I Am, 181-186.
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The abandonment by God St. Silouan was given to experience before the Lord
appeared to him as, in spiritual fact, the Saint’s own kenosis. In this abandonment
by God which he expressed in the words, ‘God cannot be moved by entreaty’, we
see the Divine Providence that allowed Silouan to plunge into black despair — to
be reduced to nought by God’s withdrawal from him. But it was this very descent
into hell that prepared his soul to meet with Christ, Who appeared to him with
great force. [...] Despair and emptiness were transformed into ‘Christ-like
humility which is indescribable. [St Silouan wrote:] ‘The Lord taught me to keep
my mind in hell, and not despair, and thus my soul is humbled. But this is not yet
true — that is, Divine — humility, which is indescribable.”"™

Sakharov discerned two types of God-forsakenness. The first one, is when a
human deserts God: “To the extent that we live in this world, to that same extent we are
dead in God.” The second one, is when humans experience a horrific state of being
abandoned by God. When a person has no more life in this world, i.e., when he cannot
live by the terms of this world, the memory of the divine world draws him ‘there’, yet
despite all this, darkness encompasses his soul.'”! He explains: “These fluctuations of
the presence and absence of grace are our destiny until the end of our earthly life.”!"?

Sakharov explained the experience of abandonment by God as diminishing the active

power of grace: “Objectively it is not a complete withdrawal of grace but rather

170 Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), We Shall See Him as He Is, 132.

7! Nicholas Sakharov, Outline of Fr. Sophrony’s Theological Formation Outline of Fr. Sophrony’s

Theological Formation, online, available: http://sophrony.narod.ru/texts/chapt1.htm

'72 Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), We Shall See Him as He Is, 128. “Only after long practice at self-
emptying does Divine love come. The revelation is given in brief moments of visitation from on High, to
be followed inevitably by days — years — of being forsaken by God. The soul deserted by God is seized
with dread. We may not know why this has happened. We are faced with danger — the love, which
appeared to us in Light, departs, hiding itself like the setting sun. Dark night approaches. In this fashion
we learn to follow Christ descending into hell — follow Him ‘whithersoever he goeth’ (Rev 14:4).” Ibid.,
129.



97

subjectively the soul experiences even the smallest reduction of grace as abandonment
by God.”'"”?

Christ’s experience on the cross is the supreme example of self-emptying and an
inevitable stage in development for believers on their path to perfection. “Utter self-

emptying precedes the fullness of perfection.”'

Christians, who with a maximum effort
observe God’s commandments, will reach the state of desertion by God. “When the
grace is withdrawn (or hidden), the persona [sic] is expected to act in the same way as if
grace were present.”’ > Another feature of God-forsakenness is suffering, when God
hides from a person, which is “a necessary stage in ascetic development: ‘Divine grace
comes only in the soul that has undergone suffering.”””'’® The experience of God-
forsakenness becomes “an immeasurably great Divine gift. Otherwise, it is difficult to
understand the promised divinization of fallen man.”'”” In another place: “Our
perfection must begin with a descent into the abyss of hell.”'’®

Sakharov stated that only “those who have already experienced God’s goodness
and try their utmost to abide in and with Him know this grief. The more a man has tasted

of the joy of unity with God, the more profoundly he suffers on being parted from Him.”

Or: “Strange and quite extraordinary is the life of Christians: desertion by God and the

173 Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), St Silouan the Anthonite, trans. Rosemary Edmonds, (New York,
1998), 200-201 in Nicholas Sakharov, I Love, Therefore I Am, 179.

7% Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), We Shall See Him as He Is, 53.
175 Nicholas Sakharov, I Love, Therefore I Am, 166.

176 L etters to David Balfour, in the Archive of the Gennadeios Library (Athens), unpublished, C I (August
10, 1934) in Nicholas Sakharov, I Love, Therefore I Am, 25.

77 Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), We Shall See Him as He Is, 135.

178 Ibid., 66.
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darkness of eternal perdition are interwoven with the appearance of God in Uncreated
Light.”'” This state is only possible for those who know God, because “unbelievers
have no idea of what it means to be bereft of God.”'® Abandonment by God means to
Sakharov to be following Christ on the path of humility and his descent into hell. The
whole life of humans is to “know the [kenotic] love of Christ, which passeth knowledge,
that we may be filled with all the fullness of God.” Here we hang on our cross, be it still
an invisible one; but only thus are the greatness of man and the searchless depths of
Divine Being made manifest.”"™'

Sakharov brought the categories of kenotic theology down to a practical level. He
saw the role of hegumen (abbot) in the monastic community in terms of intra-Trinitarian
kenotic relationships, where the Father is the kenotic source of Divinity.
Consubstantiality in the Trinity is realized in the unity of the will and the endeavor of
the Three Persons towards one goal. In a community, consubstantiality can be realized in
everyday life — liturgical service, meals, work, and meetings.'** Kenotic theology was
present in his understanding of liturgical prayer, especially at the Eucharist. Prayer for

Sakharov was more a “Gethsemane” type of prayer than a merely triumphant celebration

and the spiritual essence of the liturgy is the “sacrifice for the sins of the world.” '®* The

179 Ibid., 135.

130 1bid., 128.

'8! Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), On Prayer, 38. Original emphasis.

182 Nicholas Sakharov, ITonsmue obpasa u nodobus y apxumarndpuma Cogpponus, online, available:

http://sophrony.narod.ru/texts/obraz1.htm

183 “Liturgical Prayer,” in We Shall See Him as He Is, Russian ed., 228 (Essex, 1985) in Nicholas
Sakharov, I Love, Therefore I Am, 115.
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goal of the liturgy is therefore to represent the earthly sacrificial work of Christ. Here we
can see some similarities with Bulgakov, who also considered the Eucharist as a
remembrance of the last supper dynamically related to the sacrifice of Golgotha.'**

For Sakharov, Christ’s cry on the cross (Mt 27:46) is the supreme moment of
God-forsakenness and kenosis. This event he interpreted as an example for Christians of
the faithfulness of Christ to the Father “even unto death” (Phil 2:6) by committing
Himself to God — “Father, into your hands I commend my spirit” (Lk 23:46). Sakharov

stressed in his teaching the importance of suffering and pain and understood it as a

constructive component for divinization.

In this chapter we saw a brief history of kenotic theology with key Western
theologians, and rediscovered the kenotic approach in the writings of Russian
theologians, which was presented in more detail. My goal was not to present
exhaustively these topics, but rather to provide a general background for AB’s thought.
It is very difficult to show the links between AB’s approach to kenotic theology and the
approach of Western kenoticists. He might have been familiar with the theology of
Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Jiirgen Moltmann, Hans Urs von Balthasar, but, as discussed
below, one does not find any references to their theologies in AB’s work. AB was
familiar instead with the “Death of God” movement. This topic will be addressed in the

third chapter.

134 Ibid., 115.
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The theme of the kenotic God was present in the Slavic literature before the
nineteenth century, as we saw in the Introduction to the present research. However, the
systematic approach used by the Russian kenoticists came from Western sources. AB’s
thought was grounded in the thought of Russian theologians, some of whom he knew
personally. I chose a few Russian theologians: Vladimir Soloviev, Mikhail Tareev,
Metropolitan Antony Khrapovitsky, Fr. Sergius Bulgakov, Vladimir Lossky, and Fr.
Sophrony Sakharov — to provide the reader with some background of the kenotic
approach in Russian theology. However, it should also be noted that there are no direct
references to Tareev, Soloviev or Khrapovitsky in AB’s work. On the other hand, it was
not my goal to compare AB’s theology to that of these great theologians. This will be a
task for the further research of AB’s legacy. I turn now to AB’s own approach to

kenosis.
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CHAPTER I

I1.1. Anthony Bloom’s Kenotic Theology

My aim in this chapter is to present the theme of the God-forsakenness of Christ
according to AB. This theme is the most essential and crucial in the whole kenotic
theology of AB. In the following paragraphs, I will show how he understood the event
on the cross in light of Christ’s cry: “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?”
(Mk 15:34). All major events from Christ’s life were directed towards the cross and are
interpreted in a kenotic way. AB used this event so frequently in his talks, homilies,
lectures and speeches that one can be assured of the significant value Metropolitan
Anthony places on this sense of abandonment by God. In this chapter we will examine

the links of God-forsakenness made by AB in the following examples:

* The creation of the world, Christ’s Incarnation, His Baptism in the
Jordan, the temptations in the desert, the Transfiguration, the Mystical
Supper, Christ’s prayer in Gethsemane, His suffering, presence on the

cross on Golgotha, Descent into Hades, His Resurrection and Ascension.

* Other people of the New Testament in the context of the kenotic life of

Christ: the Apostles, John the Baptist and Mary.
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II.1.1. God’s Kenosis in the Creation of the World

For AB the creation of the world and the whole life of Christ is understood as
kenotic, the center of which is God-forsakenness. God did not create the world to rule
over it or to possess it, but to give everything that He has, to give Himself and to bring
the world into relationship with God and to make it a participant in His life." AB, like
Soloviev and Bulgakov, understood the will of the Trinity to create the world as an act
of kenosis. God took a risk when He created the human being because He had to take
responsibility” for the consequences of human will and freedom. This is one of the
kenotic elements in the act of creation. AB saw the Trinity as taking responsibility for
the readiness of the Second Person to be prepared to become a human and to die. God
foreknew the tragedy of the world, and that salvation would be realized with the
Incarnation of the Logos: “The Apostle Peter says that Christ is the Lamb sacrified from
the foundation of the world. The Lord in His wisdom, before the creation of the world,

”3

foreknew what was going to happen with the world.”” AB used a citation from the Life

' Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyost. Knuea émopas (Moscow: Praktika, 2007), 787.
? Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyde: (Moscow: Praktika, 2002), 852.

3 “Amocron ITetp roBopuT, 4TO0 XPHUCTOC — AcHey, 3aKIanubli npedcoe cozoanus mupa... Eme no toro,
kak ['ocnioas nepxaBHbIM CBoMM ciloBOM co3fail Mup, OH B CBoell ipeMyapocty, B CBOEM U3BEUYHOM
3HAaHUH cyAe0d 3HaJ, 94T0 ciaydurcs ¢ 3tuM Mupom.” Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, ITymu
xpucmuanckou sicusnu. beceovt (Kyiv: Dukh i litera, 2004), online, available:
http://mitras.ru/pouty/crestny.htm
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of Archpriest Avvakum® as a template to present the pre-temporal conversation within
the Trinity:

The Father turned to the Son and said, “My Son, let us create a world.” And the

Son said, “Yes, Father.” And the Father said, “Yes, but this world will lose its

way. It will betray its vocation and to save this world You, my Son, will have to

enter into it and to die for it.” And the Son said, “Let it be so, Father.” And the
world was created.’

Interestingly, in the Life of Avvakum, the focus of this decision is the creation of
the human person, while AB used it to describe the creation of the world.® The
motivation for creation is the love of the Trinity for creation. God called creation to be
His partner. AB calls this invitation an encounter, one of the key words in his theology.
This encounter took place in absolute harmony and beauty and the whole creation was in
the unity of love until the fall of angels and later humans. In other contexts, but on the

’97

same theme of creation, AB used the term “solidarity,”” that is, God called human

beings “not to a transitory ephemeral existence, not as an experiment, but called to be,

4 Original: “(CoBeT oTeub.) Pede oTelr CBIHOBU: COTBOPUM YeJIOBEKa 1Mo 00pa3y Hamiemy U 1o nojgoduto. U
OTBeIIa JAPYTHil: COTBOPHUM, OTUYE, M IPeCTynuT 00. M maku pede: o eAMHOPOTHBII MOii! 0 cBeTe Moii! 0
CBIHE U CJIOBe! 0 CHSTHHE CITaBBI MOest! are MPOMBIIUIACIIN CO3JaHHEeM CBOUM, ITO100aeT TH OOJIeITiCs B
TIMMAaro 4eioBeKa, mo1o0aeT TH 10 3eMJTH XOJUTH, INIOTh BOCIIPUSTH, TOCTPAJaTH U B coBepnT. U
oTBemIa ApyTuit: 0yau, otye, Boyst TBOA. M moceM coznacs Anam.” JKumue npomonona Aésaxyma um
camum nanucannoe, ed. V. Gusev, (Moscow, 1960). Gusev’s version is based on Avvakum’s autograph,
with later additions added as footnotes.

> Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Who Is God?: A Sermon Preached at Great St. Mary’s, the University
Church, Cambridge, 18th November, 1979, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_153.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilymu xpucmuanckou scusznu, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/pouty/crestny.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouwt, 457.

% But there is an exception. He cited the human, not the world, within the context of creation. Cf.
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Mooswcem au ewe morumscs cogpemennwiii yenogex? (Klin:

Khristianskaia zhizn, 1999), online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/molitva/modern.htm

7T will come back to these key words of AB’s vocabulary in subsequent chapters.
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and to be forever, the companion of eternity of the living God.”® It is not only the human
being that is called to communion with God, but also the whole of creation.’” The cosmic
understanding of salvation formed AB’s basis for the interpretation of 2 Pet 1:4 — that
the whole creation is called to become a partaker of the Divine nature."

We can find another link between the creation of the world and the cross in AB’s
interpretation of the liturgical gesture a priest makes with incense. He mentioned the
kenosis of all persons of the Trinity and unity with the cross:

The mystery of the cross is written as it were within the mystery of the Trinity. In

the beginning of the vigil the priest, holding the censer in his hand, makes with it

a sign of the cross, saying: Glory to the Holy, Consubstantial, Lifecreating and

Undivided Trinity. Both these words and this movement of his hand inscribe the

cross in the very mystery of the Holy Trinity. The Holy Trinity is the mystery of

Divine love and this love is at once a celebration, an exultation, and crucified

compassion with all creation. The centre of this mystery of the Holy Trinity is in

relation to us — crucified love."'

This is one of a few cases where AB referred to the whole Trinity in the context

of the cross and mentioned their common kenosis, although he did not explain the role

of each of the Persons in this event. Even assuming that the cross is written into the

¥ Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The True Worth of Man: A University Sermon Preached in the
University Church of St. Mary the Virgin, Oxford, on October 22nd, 1967, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_03.htm

' Cft. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 373; 391-393; 547; 554-555.
" 1bid., 371, 392.

" “Tajina Kpecra xak 051 Bimcana B camyto TaiiHy Csitoit Tponmsl. Korna cBAIeHHUK HAYMHACT
BCEHOIIHYIO, OH, Jepka KaJAujIo B pyKe, HauepTHIBAET UM KpecT U MPON3HOCUT cioBa: Cruasa Ceamell,
Eounocywmneni u JKueomesopsweti u Hepazodenvreti Tpouye; M 3TH CJIOBa, ¥ 3TO IBIKEHUE €TI0 PYKU
BITUCHIBAIOT KPECT B caMmyto TaifHy Csroit Tpoumsl. Cesras Tpounma — 3to TaitHa boxecTBeHHOI M100BH;
u 9Ta boxxecTBeHHast TIOOOBE SBIISETCSI OTHOBPEMEHHO U TOPYKECTBOM, U JINKOBAaHHEM, H KPECTHBIM
cocTpasaHueM co Bceil TBapblo. LlenTp 3Toii Taiinbl CBsATOM TpouIbl O OTHOIIEHHUIO K HAM — pacmsiTas
mo6oBb.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, ITymu xpucmuanckou scusznu, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/pouty/crestny.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, IIponoseou u 6ecedvr (Moscow:
Libris, 1991), online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/prop/prop_02.htm
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whole life of the Trinity, AB did not mention explicitly either the abandonment by the

Holy Spirit or the presence of the Trinity on the cross.

I1.1.2. God’s Kenosis in the Incarnation

AB unites God’s responsibility in creation with Christ’s Incarnation and the
tragedy of the cross. God did not reject His creation after original sin,'* but became
faithful unto death on the cross. In the Incarnation, the Father sacrificed His Son and
gave Him up to death.'®> Without the Incarnation it is impossible to understand the
mystery of Good Friday. The incarnate Christ was immortal in His humanity, but
accepted to share human suffering, abandonment, and death. AB stressed that Christ, in
becoming a human, revealed a genuine humanity. This true humanity is the vocation and
goal for humans. For AB, the act of the Incarnation was essentially an act of solidarity
with humans.

But how far does this solidarity go? Usually in our sermons we underline, or we

hear people say, that he became partaker of all that was man’s condition except

sin. And if we ask what are these things he became a partaker of, we are told that
it is the limitations of time and space and the conditions of human life, tiredness,
and hunger and thirst and anguish and isolation and loneliness and hatred and
persecution and in the end death upon the cross. But when we have said this we
seem to overlook something which is subjacent to all this, something which

seems to me more important than any of these things. Yes, Christ accepts finally
not only human life but human death.'

'2 This theme will be presented in subsequent chapters.

'3 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ, True and Perfect Man: The Address Printed below Was
Delivered at the Diocesan Conference at Effingham, Surrey, in May, 1983, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm

' Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The True Worth of Man, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_03.htm
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The reason for the Incarnation was to experience everything that humans
experience in their life, especially the moment of death. Of course the main motivation
for becoming a human is God’s love,'® but as we have seen above, the experience of
death and especially God-forsakenness is more important for AB.'® The reason why God
became a human is not only because of sin, but also because of the Resurrection and
Ascension and giving us the vocation to “become participants of the divine nature” (2
Peter 1:4)."” In other words, the Incarnation does much more than simply atone for sin. It
offers humanity an even greater intimacy with God. It brings humanity into the life of
God. God’s love for humans leads to the tragedy of the cross.'® “Christ was born to die,
because of His love He wanted to become one of us.”"” In the Incarnation, “Christ

responded to the human tragedy and horror of God-forsakenness and became a human

'* “In the Incarnation, in the Nativity of Christ in Bethlehem, God takes hold of a frailty of a child, and, as
a parable, gives Him to us. Love is always given; love is always defenseless, love is always ultimately
vulnerable, and the more perfect the love, the more fulfilled, the more defenseless, the more given and
vulnerable it is.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Eve of Epiphany 18 January, 1985, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_152.htm

'S AB, after talking about the Incarnation and God’s solidarity with sinful people, moved to the theme of
God-forsakenness and descent into the Hades. AB clearly distinguished between physical death and death
because of the loss of God (uenoBek ymupaer, ato norepst bora). Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowr, 233-234; 460; 541-542.

17 Ibid., 428.

'8 After writing about the meaning of the Incarnation, AB usually returned to the theme of God-
forsakenness. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The True Worth of Man, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_03.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, ITymu
Xpucmuanckou dicusnu, online, available: http://mitras.ru/pouty/crestny.htm

' Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Becedwt o éepe u Llepksu (Moscow: SP Interbuk, 1991), online,
available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy7.htm
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9920

forever”®® and “became an unseparated part of mankind.”*' Before the Incarnation, God

observed human history, He was present from outside of it. “Since the Incarnation of the
Son of God, human history and God are woven together, becoming united in all

relations. From the moment of the Incarnation the incomprehensible God is immanent in

9922

history, He is within it, and He is in it.”* AB distinguished between human birth and the

birth of the Son of God:

The birth of the Son of God is unlike ours. He has not entered from non-being
into time. His birth is not the beginning of a continually evolving life, but the
limitation of the fulness that He had from the beginning of the world. He
possesses the eternal glory of His Father before all ages and enters into our
world, in the created world where man brought sin, suffering, death. The birth of
Christ is not for Him the beginning of life, but the beginning of death. He
accepted everything that creates the conditions of our life, and the first day of His
life on the earth is the first day of His ascending the Cross.*

The greatness of the Incarnation is that God revealed Himself through kenosis as
a vulnerable and defenseless child. “Christ revealed to us the image of God in an

absolutely new way that was previously unimaginable to humans. God revealed Himself

20 “XpHUCTOC 0TO3BAJICS HA YEIOBEUECKOE TOpe B yKac 00€300)KCHHOCTH H cTal YeloBeKoM Hagcezoa.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo umsa Omya u Ceina u Cesmoeo Hyxa: Ilponoseou (Moscow: Sviato-
Danilov monastyr’, 1993), online, available: http://mitras.ru/inname/in_7.htm

21 o .
“ctay kak ObI HEOTPBIBHOM 4acThio UenoBeuecTBa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, heceowr...,

online, available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy7.htm

2

“C Bomnnowmenuem CeiHa boxus uenoBeueckass HCTOpHs U bor crieTeHsl, CTaau eIuHbl B KAKOM-TO
otHomennu. Hemoctuwxxumeiit bor Teneps, ¢ MomenTa Borutonienusi, uMManeHTeH uctopuu, OH BHYTpH
ee, On B Hell.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwt, 545.

3 “posxenne Coina Boxust Hermoxosxe Ha Hare. OH He BCTYIIAaeT U3 HeOBITHA BO BpeMs. Ero poxaenwue -
HE HavaJio BCE BO3pAcTaloIIel )KU3HN; OHO €CTh OTPaHWYECHHE TOH MOTHOTHI, KOTopyro OH HMeeT Mpekae
Hadana mupa. OH oOsagaet BeyHOH crnaBoi OTuell mpekae BceX BEKOB M BCTYIIACT B HAIl MHUP, B TBAPHBIH
MHp, KyJIa YeJIOBEK BHEC TPpeX, CTpajgaHne, cMepTh. Poxenue Xpucra He sBisercs st Hero Hagamom
KW3HH, a2 HagajoM cMepTH. OH MPUHUMAET BCE, YTO COCTABIISECT YCIOBHS HAIIETO OBITHS, U TIEPBHIN I€HB
Ero »xu3HM Ha 3emite ecTh epBHIi 1eHs Ero Bocxoxaenus Ha Kpect.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Jlyxosnoe nymewecmeue: Pazmviuinenus neped Beauxum Iocmom (Moscow: Palomnik, 1997), online,
available: http://www.mitras.ru/soul_put/put_7.htm
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as the humiliated one, as the one who gave Himself in defenceless love and could not
protect Himself.”** God also revealed the greatness of the human person and the true
humanity to which humans are called to become. God revealed that the greatness of the
human person, which “is so vast, so deep, so mysteriously deep, that he cannot only
contain the divine presence as a temple, but unite himself with God.”** Through Christ’s
body the whole creation is penetrated by divine presence.
It is a revelation of the fact that man was created by God in such a way that, not
only in spirit, but also in soul and in body, he can be not only spirit-bearing, but
God-bearing, He can not only see God face to face, be a friend to God, stand in
the deepest possible relation of obedience and communion, but can also, in the
daring and inspiring words of St. Peter, become a partaker of the divine nature,
can become, even while remaining man, what God is in his nature, just as God,
being God by nature, becomes man by participation.*®
AB stressed Christ’s will to share in the life not of righteous people, but of
sinners. “Not because of love of the righteous — He said that it is not the healthy who
need a doctor, but the sick. He came to share with the same sinner, with the same
unbearable person, whom we reject and with whom we are in contention, to share not

only our common human nature, but also our destiny, suffering and struggle.”’

4 “Xpuctoc sBuI HaM 00pa3 boxkuii coBepIIeHHO MO-HOBOMY, TaK, Kak 4elloBeK Ero u moMBICTUTE He
MOT, TaK, KaK 4ejIoBek cebe u moxkenath Ero He mor. bora, sSIBUBIIErocst B CMUpEHHH, bora yHIKEHHOTO,
Bora, 6e33amuTHO Cebst 0OTHAIONIETO 1O OJTHOM TH00BH, bora, kak 6yaTo 6eccunbHoro Cedst Camoro
3amuTuTh.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlw6o6b scenobencoarowas: [Iponosedu npousnecenivie 6
Poccuu (Saint-Petersburg: Satis, 1994), online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 68.htm

2> Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, After Christmas: January 13, 1985, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng 151.htm

26 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ, True and Perfect Man, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm

27

“U ue mo nro6BU K mpaBeqHbIM — OH Bellb CKa3all, 4TO HE 3/I0POBBIC HYXKJAIOTCS BO Bpade, HO OOJILHEIC,
OH npuIen, 9To0bl C TEM CaMbIM TPEITHUKOM, C TEM CaMbIM HEBBIHOCUMBIM YEJIOBEKOM, KOTOPOTO MBI
OTBEpraeM, ¢ K€M MEI B pa3iope, pa3fAe’uTb He TOJIBKO HAIly OOIIYI0 YeJIOBEYECKYIO IPHPOIY, HO U
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Another important element of the Incarnation, which brings us to God-
forsakenness as an event between God and humans, is the unity of the two natures of
Christ. For the explanation of the unity of the two natures in the one person of Christ,
AB used the illustration from St. Maximus the Confessor. “Union between the humanity
and divinity of Christ is like the union of fire and iron that takes place when you plunge
a sword of iron into a furnace until it glows with fire. ‘Fire and iron,” he says, ‘are united
now in an indistinguishable way. You can no longer separate the one from the other.’
This is the dogma of Chalcedon.”*® St. Maximus used this comparison to illustrate the
co-existence of the two wills in Christ, but AB expanded this explanation to include the
whole being of Christ.” Concerning the two wills in Christ, AB did not use the
illustration from Maximus, but explained their co-existence in one hypostasis as the very
condition for salvation.

If the will of God overpowers the will of man, harmony is not restored. If the will

of man remains forever independent of the will of God and in a state of

confrontation with it, there is again no harmony. It is only because there is in

Christ all that is man, including the freedom of man, and all that is God,

including the freedom of God, the greatness, the humility, the surrender and

kenosis of God, that victory can be won. Two natures are united, and a new
Adam is born.”

cyne0y, 1 MyKy, U 6operue.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Ceina u Cesmozo /yxa,
online, available: http://mitras.ru/inname/in_7.htm

28 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ, True and Perfect Man, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm

%% Sergius Bulgakov criticized this famous patristic example for “non integral theological doctrine,
especially on the most important questions, in particular the question of how the simultaneous operation of
the two wills in Christ is possible.” Sergius Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, trans. Boris Jakim, (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2008), 81.

30 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ, True and Perfect Man, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm
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AB emphasized the perfection of the human nature in Christ. Christ became a
perfect human because His humanity is in full unity with God. Also, His humanity,
taken from the ground, makes Him closer to us because we also are taken from the dust.
This connection to the material world expands God’s Incarnation to the whole cosmos
and it becomes deified and united with God.?' Christ’s acceptance of the human body
reveals the greatness of matter. It became possible for both the body and for matter itself
not only to contain God, but also to be united with Him and to remain itself.*>

Also, Christ’s Divinity did not experience any changes or diminishment in His
Incarnation. The Incarnation, according to AB, is a one-sided act of God — the Father
gave His Son, God was incarnated and in Christ gave Himself to His creation. This same
Christ in His humanity freely accepted His mission on the banks of the Jordan.*

It is important to stress that, in his kenotic theology, AB did not mention any
changes in Christ’s Divine nature as a result of the Incarnation.** Rather, he focused on
the acceptance and fullness of Christ’s humanity. “God, Whom we cannot grasp, truly

became a human, accepted human flesh, lived among us in humility, simplicity, but also

31 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyder, 373, 458.

32 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyder. Knuza emopas, 741. More about role of the matter in
further chapters.

33 “Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, ITymu xpucmuanckou scusnu, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/pouty/crestny.htm

3% «“Cam Bor cran genoBekoM, Cam bor nmpussut Ha Cebst m1oTh; moyiHoTa boxecTBa oOuTaNa BO MJIOTH, U
BoxxecTBO HUUYTH He yMalmiIock, octanock Coboit.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer, 392;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea emopas, 272; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
IIponogeou u beceowl, online, available: http://mitras.ru/prop/prop 11.htm
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in glory.”> AB did not explain in which glory: human or Divine, Christ lived. The
answer can be found in this quotation:

We discovered a God who, in an act of love, had chosen to be what we were,

defeated, helpless, vulnerable, contemptible, hopeless, rejected, superfluous, a

God who was not ashamed of being like us and indeed of whom we had no need

to be ashamed. And we discovered that the glory of God, the resplendence of

God, is made manifest in that. This God we can venerate, we can respect, we can

learn from, we can follow, we can trust, we can worship.36

The previously presented kenoticists, such as Thomasius, Gess, and Bulgakov,
stressed the importance of diminishing the Divine attributes. AB, however, in his
paradoxical and unique way, united the kenosis of God with the maintenance of His
Divine glory. For AB, it was not important which attributes God had diminished, but
rather how God revealed Himself on earth as a humiliated, vulnerable and defenseless
human. This is the way God kenotically experienced all types of suffering, including
death, but remained in His glory and remained God.

A similar approach we can find in the works of Fr. Georges Florovsky. He also
considered that in order for God to become a human it was not necessary for Him to give
up His glory. He said: “This was the ‘humiliation’ of the Word (Phil. 2:7). But this

‘kenosis’ was no reduction of His Divinity, which in the Incarnation continues

unchanged. It was, on the contrary, a lifting-up of man, the ‘deification’ of human

3 “bor, Koroporo Mbl He MOXeM MOCTHYb, — JICHCTBUTEIBHO CTAJl YEJIOBEKOM, IIPUHSIT YEJIOBEYECKYIO
TJIOTh, J)KUJI CPEAN Hac B CMUPEHUH, TIPOCTOTE, HO TaKKe U BO ciaBe.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowvi. Knuea emopas, 568.

36 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Who is God, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_153.htm
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nature, ‘the theosis.”’ AB applied the same understanding of kenosis in his kenotic
theology. He strongly believed that matter did not sin but was wounded and polluted by
Adam’s decision to turn away from God. Matter was able to accept God and was God-
bearing. We will see later how AB applied this understanding in his theology.

As we can see from Florovsky’s explanation, an understanding that God
remained in His glory and did not diminish any of His Divine attributes in the
Incarnation was also a part of Orthodox theological thought. But if we return to AB’s
interpretation of the kenotic passage (Phil 2:6-9), we will see a contradiction:

Out of love for us, God wanted to become helpless, vulnerable, contemptible,

defeated; His glory was exhausted, He appeared in the form of a slave (Phil 2:7),

lived among people in the most shameful way, and died as a common criminal.

No one who enters into the depth of the human hell of defeat, vulnerability,

humility, wounds, humiliation, contempt, shows himself to be lower than God,

because the Savior Christ descended more deeply into this hell before anyone
else.™®

How to resolve the contradiction that Christ remained in His glory and yet, from
the above quotation, we read that “His glory was exhausted?” This is an example of the
inconsistencies in AB’s theology. In my opinion, he did not see the necessity to give a
further or exact explanation to resolve this particular question, and he also did not link

exhaustion of glory with God-forsakenness. This is also one of the few times where AB

referred to the kenotic passage. As we have seen in the first chapter, for most kenoticists

37 Georges Florovsky, Creation and Redemption, vol. 3., in Collected Works, (Belmont: Nordland
Publishing Company, 1976), 97.

3% “Bor 110 n106BH K HaM 3aX0TeJI CTaTh OECIIOMOIIIHBIM, YS3BHMBIM, MIPE3PEHHBIM, TTOOSKICHHBIM;
ucromeHa Ero ciaBa, OH sBuICS 6 00pasze paba (Pam 2:7), NOKUI Cpein JTIOACH B CaMOM ITO30PHOM
BHJIE, YMEP, KaK MPOCTOM MPECTYIMHUK, — ¥ HA OJIUH YEJIOBEK, KOTOPBIH YXOIUT B IITyOHUHY 3TOTO
YeJI0OBEYECKOTO a/1a IOPAKEHHOCTH, PAHEHHOCTH, YHIDKEHHS, IPE3PEHHOCTH, He OKa3bIBAaCTCS HIDKE
cBoero bora: eme rirydxe, eM oH, B 3TOT azx cormren Criacutens Xpucroc 10 Hero.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwr, 541.
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Phil 2:6-9 is at the core of their theology, but that is not the case for AB. In his kenotic
theology, God-forsakenness is more important because it was the full exposition of

God’s humility and love for the human race.

I1.1.3. God’s Kenosis in the Baptism of Christ

Why did Jesus come to John to be baptized? From what did the sinless God, both
as God and in His humanity, come to be cleansed? For AB the answer to these questions
came from Sergius Bulgakov or from an unnamed Presbyterian pastor in France.*
People came to John, confessed their sins and emerged from the waters having received
cleansing and new life. These waters became, according to AB, “heavy with sin, heavy
with mortality, heavy with evil, which these people washed away but which stayed in
these waters.”*’ For AB, Christ’s baptism is one of the most dramatic moments of His
life, because it was the beginning of accepting sin and death.

Christ — the only one who is without sin — he too comes to be baptized. He too

plunges into these waters, heavy and turbid with human mortality, human sin,

human atheism, with all the evil on earth, he immerses himself in this element of
death, and emerges again, weighed down with the burden of this evil, this sin,

this death. Baptism, which meant liberation for those who came in penitence to
St. John, means for him the beginning of his Passion.*'

3% In the English version, AB cited a Presbyterian pastor, but in Russian he did not. The name is not
mentioned in published books. Sometimes AB cited Bulgakov or “a certain old priest”. Cf. Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, The Way of the Cross: Extracts from a talk at Essex University 14 March, 1996,
online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_162.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Eve of
Epiphany 18 January, 1985, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_152.htm; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 542, 561.

40 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Way of the Cross, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_162.htm

41 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “The Prayer of Intercession,” Sourozh 1 (1980), 22-33, online,
available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_10.htm
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AB identified in his theology the words “death,” “atheism,” “sin” and
“mortality.” Original sin in AB’s understanding consisted of Adam’s decision to turn
away from God and, as a consequence, his ending up in sin and death and becoming
atheist in the etymological meaning. I will explore these ideas in further detail later in
my research.

If the Incarnation was the moment when the body was penetrated by Divinity and
renewed, then the baptism was the finalization of this preparation period. Christ grew up
in His humanity from childhood to adolescence to adulthood freely united in perfect love
and free obedience to His Father, ready to make a sacrifice in the gradual ascending of
the cross.

In the Incarnation [...] it is a one-sided act of God, in a sense: in His humanity

the Babe of Bethlehem cannot take upon Himself this divine act by which God

delivers Himself into the power of man. [In the Baptism] at thirty years of age He
is ready to make this decision, not as God but as man because in Christ the two
natures coincide. His humanity is true and real as much as His divinity is true and
real. And this is the moment when He starts by His own choice the Way of the

Cross.*

Christ, immortal in His Divinity and humanity, accepted all consequences of sin
and from this moment He was ready to die. “This is the beginning of the way to Calvary.

[...] The culminating point will come on Calvary when He will say, ‘My God, my God,

why hast Thou forsaken me?’ It will be a moment when God as He was in His humanity

2 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Way of the Cross, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_162.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 561-563; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Bo uma Omya u Ceina u Cesmoeo /yxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_24.htm
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will have lost communion with the Father by partaking of the destiny of mankind. This
is the ultimate act of divine love.”*

AB also found it important to stress the fate of the cleansing waters full of sin.
When Jesus came out of the waters, He took all sins upon Himself and the waters
became clean. Christ cleansed them through His touch.** AB stressed here the
importance of the cosmic character of Christ’s salvation that not only humans receive,
but which the whole cosmos experiences. Here we can see a continuation of the same
understanding of kenosis, one that is necessary for the creation of the world, where AB
began to develop the idea of the cosmic character of salvation and the greatness of
matter.

The Incarnation is the moment when God clothed Himself in a human body and
through Divine penetration renewed it. This body will ascend to heaven. On the day of
Baptism, the “human Jesus Christ,” matured in the fullness of His humanity, “united
with the perfect obedience to the will of the Father is going freely to fulfill the plan of
the Pre-temporal Council.”** Christ sacrificed His body not only to the Father, but to the
whole of humanity and took on the horror of human sin through the plunging into the

water that became the image of all evil.*®

43 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Way of the Cross, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_162.htm

# Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Becedw o sepe u Iepksu, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy9.htm

45 o > o & &
“MOCTHUTTIIHI TTOJTHOM MEPBI Caoeii 3pPEIIOCTH Yero6eK I/Iucyc Xpucmoc, COCIMHUBINUKNCA COBECPIICHHON

J1000BBIO M COBEPUICHHBIM MOCIyIIaHUueM ¢ Bolieit OTia, UAET BOJBHO BOJieH, CBOOOHO, UCTIOIHHUTH TO,
gto [IpenBeunsrit CoBet npennadepran.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, /Iponosedu u 6eceowt,
online, available: http://mitras.ru/prop/prop_05.htm

46 Cf. Thid.
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After the baptism, the Holy Spirit filled Him with power not only in His Divinity,
but also in His humanity.*’ It is quite remarkable that AB stressed the presence of the
Holy Spirit in the context of Christ’s baptism, but did not talk about the presence or
absence of the Holy Spirit on the cross. Because he never mentioned in his works that
the Holy Spirit abandoned Christ, we can suppose that He remained with Christ also in
His experience of being abandoned by the Father. Later we will see that AB strongly
believed that the Holy Spirit never abandons the Church. This gives us another argument

that He also remained with Christ, since the Church is the Mystical Body of Christ.

I1.1.4. Temptations, Prayer to the Father and Miracles

Just after His baptism and the indwelling of His humanity by the Holy Spirit,
Jesus was taken to the desert, where He fasted and was tempted by the devil. All
temptations referred to Christ’s use of power, which, according to AB, “would undo
totally the kenosis, the emptying of self, the very act of the Incarnation.”*® To paraphrase
the devil’s words to Christ, “If you are the Son of God change a stone into a loaf of
bread, bow before the devil, throw yourself down from the pinnacle” — the temptations
of food, power and miracles. The devil tempted Christ to prove that He is God, one who
can use His power for anything and above all to serve himself. Satan provoked Jesus to

use His Divine power to violate human nature. Regarding this, AB indicated that, “He

4 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ, True and Perfect Man, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm

* Ibid.
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rejects to prove His divinity by working a miracle, to prove His divinity by casting
Himself down from the pinnacle...”** AB did not use this story to point out its moral
aspects in order to help people in their struggles, as did Tareev, but instead referred to
the kenosis and Incarnation indicating the Chalcedonian definition of the two natures of
Christ, where the character of both is preserved.

AB reflected not only on the temptations in the desert, but also on another
temptation. After the talk on His coming sufferings, crucifixion and death, Peter said to
Jesus: “God forbid it, Lord! This must never happen to you” (Mat 16:22). Jesus’ reply to
him was the same as to the devil: “Get behind me, Satan! You are a stumbling block to
me; for you are setting your mind not on divine things but on human things” (Mat
16:23). If the temptations in the desert related to His power, here the temptation was to
weakness. Here AB makes a connection with God-forsakenness:

The last temptation that Christ has to overcome, because such temptation can be

overcome only by facing the utmost horror, abandonment by people, loss of

union (I am speaking of His humanity, his psychological state) with God: ‘My

God, My God! Why have you forsaken Me?’ (Mxk 15:34) — and the real death of

the One, Who is Eternal Life, as if the divestment of life, itself by Him Who is

Life itself. This was His ultimate and terrible temptation.”

As we can see, AB did not exaggerate the meaning of the temptations in the

desert for the redemption of the world. AB showed that Jesus was tempted to avoid

¥ Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Way of the Cross, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_162.htm

0 “TTocnennee HCKYIICHHE, KOTOPOE XPHUCTOC JIOJDKEH OBUT TOOEIUTH, IIOTOMY YTO TAKOE UCKYIICHUE
MOYKHO TIOOEKIATh TOIBKO TIepesT JINIIOM IPEAeITFHOTO yXKaca, OTBEPKCHHUS JIIObMH, IOTEPH eINHCTBA (5
rosopio o Ero genoseuectse, o ncuxonorudeckoM Ero cocrosaum) ¢ borom: boxxe Moii, boxxe Moit! ms
gero Ter Mens ocraBmn? (Mxk 15:34) — u peansHo#t cmeptr Toro, Kto ects JXKu3up Beunas, xak 051
conedeHmne camoit xnu3HU Tem, Kto ects cama JXKusub. 310 OBUTO MpenensHoe U cTpamHoe Ero
uckymenne.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 565; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The
Way of the Cross, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_162.htm
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weakness by using His power over human nature. In the case of Peter’s temptation, He
was tempted to use His weakness to underestimate the Divine nature. In both cases,
Jesus used the same words: Get away Satan! These two temptations are equal and
victory over them both paves the way to Golgotha.

Another element of kenosis in Christ’s life was His prayer to the Father. Christ
prayed to His Father as a human and also as the Son of God:

And in this case Christ communicated with His Heavenly Father both as a
Human being and as the Only-begotten Son. As the Only-begotten Son of God
He communicated with Him with all His love, with all His selfgiving to Him,
with all His readiness to fulfill on earth the plan of salvation, entrusted to Him by
His Father and accepted by Him in free will in His full, royal, and Divine
freedom. On the other hand, He communicated with God the Father also as a
human. We know from the Gospel, when the disciples posed a question to the
Savior about the end of the world, He replied that no one knows about this, but
only the Father in Heaven — even the Son of Man does not know about this time
(Mk 13:32).'

As a human He had limited knowledge and needed to pray to God.
In performing the miracles Christ, according to AB, also had to pray to the Father.

After performing the miracles, after expelling the demons, He manifested His
Divine power through His humanity. He needed to, He had to plunge into

' “U B nammHom cinyuae Xpucroc obmancs co Ceonm Hebecusiv OTiom i kak YenoBexk, u Kak
Enuropoanasiii Cera boxuii. Kak Exuaopoausiii CerH boxunit On o6mancs ¢ Hum Beeli CBoett J1t000BEbIO,
Bceit Cpoelt oTmauein Emy, Bcelt CBOEl TOTOBHOCTBIO BBIMIOJIHUTD HA 3€MJIE JIEJIO CIIACEHUS, TOPYUEHHOE
Emy Otiom n mpunsitoe Mim Ha Ce0st BOTBHOM BOJIeH, B TOJTHOH, apcTBeHHOH, boxkecTBeHHOI# CBOCH
cBoboze. Ho, ¢ apyroit ctoponsr, OH obmasncs ¢ borom u OTiiom 1 Kak 4eiaoBek. MBI 3HaeM u3
EBanrenus, 9To, KOr/1a y4eHUKH TOCTaBIIIH nepe CracuTeseM BOIpoc o KoHIe Mupa, OH UM OTBETHI,
9T0 00 3TOM HHUKTO HE 3HaeT, kpome Otia Ero Ha Hebecax, — m CorH UenoBedecknii He 3HAET 3THUX
cpokoB (Mx 13:32).” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 581-582. Another example of Christ’
prayer to the Father: “Kak bor, On cymectBoBan B mosHoTe CBOETO OBITHS, HO B Ipesenax CBoero
geoBedecTBa EMy Hy»HO OBIJIO TaKOE MOCTOSTHHOE OOHOBIICHHUE MOJTUTBEHHOT'O OOIICHHUS,
npuobieHHoctTr k bory. B CBoem denoBeuectBe OH Hy)KJaeTcs B yriyOiaeHHONH yKopeHeHHOCTH B CBoeM
Boxectse, u OH MmomuTcs, odutaercst ¢ Otiom, yriayossier CBoe denoBedeckoe eIMHCTBO ¢ HUM 1 TobKO
u3 TIyOMHEI 3TOTO ennHCTBa AercTByeT. [As God, He existed in the fullness of His being, but in the
limitedness of His humanity, He needed the constant renewing of prayerful communication, to be in touch
with God. In His humanity He needed a deeper rootedness in His Divinity, and He prayed, communicates
with the Father, deepens His human unity with Him and only from the depth of this unity does He act.]”
Ibid., 582.
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communication with God the Father, not as the Only-begotten Son of God —

between Him and the Father there could be no rupture, no distance — but as the

Human being Jesus Christ (Rom 5:15).”

These examples of Christ’s prayer to the Father do not undermine His Divinity,
but rather show the intimate relationship within the Trinity that continued even after the
Incarnation. This supports my previous statement that in AB’s kenotic theology the Son
remained in His glory.

AB did not indicate from whom he borrowed these ideas, but we can see some
similarities with Sergius Bulgakov’s approach.” While Bulgakov explained the
limitedness of Christ because of Godmanhood and His retaining of some divine

attributes, AB, rather, followed the Antiochean Christological approach and insisted that

Christ was switching from one nature to another in order to explain Christ’s actions.

I1.1.5. Transfiguration — the Greatness and the Tragedy of the Event

In the event of the Transfiguration, AB stressed the role of the conversation
between Christ, Moses and Elijah about the future crucifixion. Even the revelation of
glory during the Transfiguration is connected to the event of the cross. The Apostles
“saw Christ in His glory. But He was revealed to them in glory at the very moment when

he spoke to Moses and Elias about His crucified departure from the world, [cf. Lk 9:31].

32 “Tlocre COBEpIIEHUS Uyjiec, ocie Toro kak OH usrHan 6ecos, mposiBui boxxectBeHHy0 CBOIO CHITY
gepe3 CBoe yenoBeuecTBo, EMy Hy)xHO 06110, OH JOHKEH OBLT MOTPY3UTHCS B oOnieHune ¢ borom u
Otnom He kak CorH boxnit Enqnaopoansnii — Mexxay Hum n OTrom He MOTII0 OBITH HUKAKOTO pa3phIBa,
otnanenwus, — HO kak Yenmoek Mucyc Xpucroc (Pum 5:15).” Ibid., 582.

>3 See first chapter, pp. 68-83.
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The fullness of Divine splendor is crucified love.”*

After the Baptism in the Jordan,
when His human nature was filled with the Holy Spirit, Jesus was led to the desert to be
tempted. In the same way after the Transfiguration, the revelation of the Divine glory
through His humanity immediately included references to the content of suffering and
death. For AB, the event of the Transfiguration was the revelation of Christ’s sacrifice as
the highest level of God’s love toward the human race. “In this moment everything in
Him, including His Divinity, humanity, human soul, human body, the component
elements of the sacrifice, and self-sacrifice, reached the fullness of Love.””

Who changed on Tabor, Jesus or his disciples? According to AB, the change
touched the disciples who were with Jesus. It was not Jesus who changed himself before
the Apostles, but it was His disciples who became capable of seeing the Divine light.
“Christ was transfigured not in the sense that He became Someone else, but the
disciples, having followed Him in faith, love and purity of life and in the openness of
their souls showed themselves capable to some extent, like Moses, of seeing the

uncreated Divine light.”

> “gumenn Xpucra Bo ciase. Ho Bo ciraBe OH MM SBHIICS B MOMEHT, KOT/1a roBOPHI ¢ Monceem u Mimuei

0 CBoeM KpecTHOM yxoje u3 mupa. [lonHoTa BOKeCTBEHHOTO CHSHUS — 3TO KpECTHAs JII00OBb.”
Mutpononut Cypoxkckuit Autonuit, “Mur lomxuasl Hectu B Mup Bepy,” Sibirskaia Pravoslavnaia
Gazeta, 7 (2006), online, available: http://www.ihtus.ru/072006/st08.shtml

35 “B 3TOT MOMEHT BCe B Hewm, Ero boxecTBo, Ero uenoseuectBo, ero uenoseueckas ayma, Ero
YeJI0BeUYEeCKas TUIOTh, COCTABHBIC YaCTH KEPTBbI, CAMOTIOKEPTBOBAHUS, JOCTUTIIU TOJTHOTHI JIT0OBHU.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea smopas, 795.

36 “Xpucroc npeodpasuics He B TOM cMbiciie, uto CaMm cTail uHBIM, HO yaeHukH Ero, Bepoli, u J1000BbI0,
W YUCTOTOH JKU3HU, M OTKPBITOCTHIO TN CBOMX IOCieqoBaBIIre 3a HiM, oka3amuch criocoOHBI B KaKOH-
TO Mepe, mogobHo Mowcero, yBuaeTs HeTBapHbIH bokecTBeHHBIH cBeT.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowr, 971.
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This event also revealed the greatness of Christ’s humanity. It was the moment
when “it is not the divinity of God that shines through in spite of the humanity. At that
moment we see his humanity transfigured with Divinity and shining in all its glory.”’
The Apostles could see not only the Divine glory, but the greatness of the human nature
united with God. “They saw, what it is to be a human being, who is inseparably to the
utmost, united with God. They could see what it is to be a true human being, such as
they had never known, such as they had never been able to feel themselves to be, but in
Whom they could see their own calling fully expressed.”® And again, this foretaste of
being with God caused the Apostles to want to stay on Mount Tabor, as they lost contact
with reality. Jesus awakened them to return to town, to the suffering of other people.” It
was then that the father brought his spirit-possessed son to the disciples, but they could
not heal him, so Jesus cured him (Mk 9:17).

AB interpreted the icon of the feast of the Transfiguration and emphasized the
cosmic character of the Transfiguration:

If you look at the icon of Transfiguration written by Theophan the Greek you

will see that the clothes of Christ according to the Scripture became so white that

there is no launderer on earth who could bleach them thus. The radiance coming

out of His body fell on all the objects which surrounded Him, on the plants, the
stones, on everything. As if from the core of everything they had touched, these

37 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ, True and Perfect Man, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm

% “OHM yBHIENH, YMmo MPENCTABISET COOOH UeTOBEK, KOTOPHIi HEPa3PHIBHO, 0 KOHIIA, JI0 IPe/eNa eIuH

¢ borom. OHH yBUEIH, 9TO MPEACTABISAET COOOM NCTUHHBIN UeIoBeK, KAKUM OHM HUKOTO HE 3HAJIH,
KaKUMH OHU ceOs He MOTJIM YyBCTBOBaTh, HO B KoM OHHM yBUIENIH CBOe COOCTBEHHOE NMPU3BAHNUE,
BBIpaXKeHHOE 710 KoHIa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 407.

9 Cf. Ibid., 407.
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beams of light evoked the shining forth of the possibility of the eternal glory
which had been placed within them.®

As we can see above, AB extended the meaning of the Transfiguration not only
for the Apostles, but also to express its cosmic character. As well, the link between the
revelation of God’s glory and Christ’s future sufferings and death on the cross in AB’s
interpretation is obvious. AB also made a connection between the Transfiguration and
the Incarnation in the context of the theology of divinization. The Incarnation pointed to
the revelation that God is united with the materiality of the world, but the
Transfiguration is the vision of “what matter can become when it is penetrated by the

2561

Divine presence.””" The practical application of such an understanding of matter we will

see in the following chapters.

I1.1.6. The Lord’s Entry into Jerusalem — the Entrance to Holy Week

AB interpreted this event in an antinomic way. On the one hand, this is a feast
because Christ entered the city as a king in the midst of His disciples, and all the people
glorified Him. But from the perspective of the coming days of suffering, crucifixion and

death, this feast brings sadness. People expected to see a political leader who would

50 “Eci mocMoTpers Ha nkony IpeoGpakenus, Harmncannyio deoparnom I'pekom, To yBHIHIIb, 4TO
onexa XprcTa, 1o eBaHTeIHCKOMY CIIOBY, CTaja Oella, KaK HU OJFH OCTIIIBIINK Ha 3eMJIe HE MOXKET
yoemuts. Jlyun, ucxonusmmue ot Ero mrotn, maganu Ha Bce mpenMeTsl, KoTopele Ero okpyxanu, Ha
pacTeHHs, Ha KAMHH, Ha BCE, U KaK ObI U3 HE/IP BCETO, Uer0 OHM KAaCAINCh, BRI3BIBAIIN CHSHIE 3aJI0KCHHON
B HUX BO3MOXHOU BeuHoU ciaBbl.” Ibid., 407; 521, 724. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O crvliuanuu
u denanuu (Moscow: Moskovskoe Podvor’e Sviato-Troitskoi Sergievoi Lavry, 1999), online, available:
http://mitras.ru/h_d/hd22.htm

6! “qem MoKeT cTaTh MaTepHsl, KoTJja oHa IpoHu3aHa bojkecTBeHHBIM MpucyTcTBHEM.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwr, 846.
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bring freedom to the Jews. But Jesus entered as a humble king whose kingdom is not of
this world. “People were expecting from Him an earthly victory, safety, peace and
stability, but Christ proposed to be cut off from the earth, to become homeless, to

wander and be a preacher of the Kingdom.”®*

The crowd was not welcoming Jesus, in
fact, but an imaginary political leader. This is precisely why Christ ends up being alone
during this feast.”

The same people who were glorifying Christ as a king would, only a few days
later, be screaming to crucify Jesus. AB explained this change in the mind of people as
the result of failed hope: “These people, who recently were welcoming Christ with great
celebration, now rise against Him with such indignation and hate, irreconcilable hatred,

2564

because He has betrayed their hopes.”" It seems that AB expressed sympathy for these

people: “Nothing hardens a person so much as the loss of hope, disillusioned hope.”®’
The crowd was disillusioned because their expectations were different. They thought

that He was “a leader who will free his people from oppression, from slavery, from what

they consider godlessness.”*® And in one moment, “they realized that their national,

2 . .
52 JTrom oxmmamu ot Hero 3eMHOiT 065!, 006CIIEUCHHOCTH, ITOKOS, YCTONYHBOCTH — XPHCTOC HM
TpeJIaraeT OTOPBAaThCs OT 3€MIIH, CTaTh O€3OMHBIME CTpaHHHKaMH, IIPOTToBeTHNKamMu 3toro IlapcTsa.”

Ibid., 598.

63 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilymu xpucmuanckou scuznu, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/pouty/crestny.htm

64 <11 pot »TH JIF0/IM, KOTOPBIE HEJIaBHO BeTpeuainn Ero ¢ TakuM Top:kecTBOM, BoccTaroT Ha Hero ¢ Takum
HETOJIOBaHHEM U HEHABUCTHIO, HEIPUMHUPHUMOI HEHABHCTHIO, MOTOMY 4T0 OH 00MaHyJ BCE UX HAJCKIBL.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 598.

55 “Hyraro Tak He 0XKECTOYACT YENOBEKA, KaK IIOTEPSHHAS HAIeK/a, pasouapoBanHas Haxexaa.” Ibid.,
973.

66 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Lord’s Entry into Jerusalem, 30 March 1980, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_165.htm
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political and messianic expectations (as they understood them) were betrayed. They
rejected Christ and this same crowd in just a few days will be crying out: “Crucity,
crucify Him! We have no king but Caesar...”®’

According to AB, the biggest tragedy of this event is not Christ’s entry into
future sufferings, but rather the beginning of Christ’s utter loneliness and abandonment
by the Father and by the people. The misunderstanding of the people, who put their hope
in political freedom, is similar to the misunderstandings of the Apostles, who during the
Mystical Supper were perplexed by His words and could not accept them.®® Before the
supper, none of the Apostles thought to wash the feet of Christ and one another, so Jesus
took the initiative and through this act of humility demonstrated the role of the Master.
Again, they did not understand the meaning of this gesture.

Christ’s loneliness continued with Judas’s betrayal and in Gethsemane when He
called the closest apostles to keep vigil with Him and they fell asleep. Three times He
came to them to find support and three times He found them asleep. Christ was looking
for human support from them in the face of death, but they left Him to struggle alone.

Judas betrayed Him, Peter denied Him three times and the other apostles fled. Only His

mother and the beloved apostle stayed near the cross.®’

67 “OHu 06GHAPYKUBAIOT, YTO MX HAIMOHATBHBIC, TOINTHYECKHE, MECCHAHCKHIE HAICK B! (B TOM BHJE, B
KaKOM OHH WX ITOHUMAIOT) 0OMaHyThl, OHM OTBEPraloT XPUCTa U OHH, Ta JKE camasi TOJIa, Yepe3 OYCHb
MaJio AHeH OymyT kpudath: Pacnuu, pacnuu Eeo! Hem y nac yaps, kpome kecaps.” Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, becedw 0 6epe u Ilepreu, online, available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy9.htm; Cf.
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwr, 973.

68 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyde: 973.

69 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jliw6osw écenobescoaiowas, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 73.htm#14; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The
Lord’s Entry into Jerusalem, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_165.htm
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In Gethsemane, Christ experienced the loneliness of abandonment not only from
His disciples but also from the Father. According to AB, this was the first time that
Christ’s prayer to the Father was not heard. “Reading the Gospel, we can see that of all
prayers directed to God, only Christ’s prayer to the Father in the Gethsemane struggle
went unanswered (Mxk 14:32-42). [...] He was abandoned because God foresaw
something better for us — at the cost of His life.”’® Here we can see the direct preparation
for Christ’s further God-forsakenness on the cross.

AB also made a link between Gethsemane and the creation of the world, the
Incarnation, and the Baptism. In Gethsemane, “Christ stood face to face with His own
death, which is nothing less than the mortality of all humanity. He accepted it on the day
of His Baptism. He accepted it as a human being and took it upon Himself as the Lamb
slain from the foundation of the world. Death was alien to Him in everything — as God
He is immortal, as the Incarnate God, He made the very body of the Incarnation

5571

immortal and His death is our death that kills Him.”'" Christ in Gethsemane was

preparing to accept not only His own death, but the death of all.”

0 «“Yyrag EBanrenue, Mbl BUIMM, YTO U3 BCEX MOJIMTB, OOpalieHHbIX K bory, ocranachk 6e3 oTBeTa
eamHCTBeHHO XpucroBa MoauTBa Oty B I'epcumanckom 6opernn (Mxk 14:32-42). [...] On ocTaBieH,
notroMy uTo bor mpexycmoTpen s Hac HeuTo Jrydmiee — 1eHoi Ero skm3an.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowr, 886.

m “Xpucroc crout npex aunoMm CBoel cMepTH, KOTOpasi €CTh HE UTO MHOE, KAK CMEPTHOCTb BCETO
YeJl0BeUeCTBa, KOTOPYIO B eHb Kpemenns OH, kak genmoBek, Ha Ce0s IPUHSIT 1 KOTOPYIO, Kak ATHeTI,
3aKJIaHHBIHN 110 co3manus Mupa, OH Bocipussur Ha Cebst. Cmepts EMy uykma Bo BceM; kak bor, Ox
OeccMmepTeH; Kak BoIuIomeHHbIH bor, OH camoe Tenmo BoIuIonieHus cienain 0eccMepTHRIM, B cMepTh Ero —
Hala cMepTh, kKotopas Ero yomsaer.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/pouty/crestny.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea emopas, 272.

2 Cf. “B I'edpcumanckom cany OH, B O0peHHH U yxkace, Bctpedan He CBOrO, a Hally CMepTh.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O caviwanuu u denanuu, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/h_d/hd03.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea éemopas, 272.
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Even His death on the cross did not take place in Jerusalem among the people,
but outside the city, meaning outside the human community. Christ was abandoned like
the scapegoat on whom Jews placed their sins and then drove out of the city to die in the
desert. “Christ was abandoned by the Jewish people to die outside the city, as if outside
humanity, because He did not abandon God at all. On the other hand, Christ entered the
world to unite with people to such a degree, to be one with them in everything, to
experience all the conditions of their life, all the conditions of the human fall.””> And
finally He was abandoned by His Father, yet Christ remained faithful to both: to the
Father and to the people: “Abandoned by men, rejected by the people of Israel He
encounters the extreme of forsakenness and dies without God, without men, alone, with

only His love for God and His love for mankind, dying for its sake and for God’s

2974

glory.

73 «“XpucToc GBUT TAK e OTBEPIKEH eBPEHCKHM HAPOIOM, C TeM, YTOOBI yMEPeTh BHE IPaja, Kak Obl BHE
yesoBedyecTBa, 1oToMy uTo OH oT bora Hu B kakoil Mepe He otouieln. Ho, ¢ 1pyroi ctoponsl, Xpucroc
NPUILEN B MUP TaK COEUHHUTBCS C JIFObMH, TaK ObITh C HUIMHU BO BCEM €AMHBIM, YTOOBI IIOHECTH BCE
YCJIOBHUS WX KU3HHU, BCE YCIOBHSI MMaJIeHUs deiaoBeueckoro.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, /Jom
Fooicuii: Tpu 6eceovt o [eprsu (Moscow: Put’, 1995), online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/dom_bozhiy/dob3.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, becedw: 0 éepe u I]epxsu,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy8.htm. Cf. Hebr 13:12-13. It seems
that AB made reference to the Anglican hymn: “There is A Green Hill Far Away” and the original first
verse is:

There is a green hill far away

without a city wall

where the dear Lord was crucified

who died to save us all.

74 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Lord’s Entry into Jerusalem, online, available:

http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_165.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Feceows 0 éepe u []epxsu,
online, available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy9.htm
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AB did not juxtapose Gethsemane with Golgotha;” rather he saw the continuity
of Christ’s experience of loneliness in Gethsemane and the moment of physical death on
the cross.’® The prayer in Gethsemane is an illustration of the perfect harmony of the
two wills in Christ. For AB, Christ experienced the fear of death and its tragedy more
than any human being because He was immortal in His humanity, in unity with the
Father and did not have to die. Christ, however, freely accepted the unnatural state of
death. “Christ reached into the depth of horror of human death, in His genuine humanity,
He appealed to the Father and begged Him: Let this cup pass from me, then added: your
will be done (Mt 26:39-44). In this acceptance of the Divine will, Christ’s humanity

manifested its perfection, its perfect harmony with the Living God.””’

I1.1.7. God-forsakenness in the Kenotic Theology of Anthony Bloom

We move now from Gethsemane to Golgotha. The kenotic theology of AB is

based on his interpretation of the God-forsakenness of Christ on the cross. We will not

find in his works reflections on which Divine attributes were diminished in the

> As we saw in Khrapovitsky’s theology in the first chapter.

76 AB, in his sermon on the storm on the Sea of Galilee, made a connection between the Incarnation,
Gethsemane and Golgotha. He said: “B cepaueBune Oypu Bo3BbIIIaeTcst crpaiHas ['onroda, moToMy uto
B cepane O0ypu Haxomutes ['edpcumancknii can. B ['epecnmanckom cany, Ha cmepToHOCHOM ["onrode
Haxonwmics BoromeHHsid CerH bosxuit. [In the heart of the storm arises a terrible Golgotha, because in
the heart of the storm there is the garden of Gethsemane. In the Gethsemane garden, and on the deadly
Golgotha was present the incarnate Son of God.]” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponogedu u
beceouwt, online, available: http://mitras.ru/prop/prop 23.htm

7 “H3MepuB 10 TIIyOHH y’Kac CMEpTH, Kak 4eoBeK, B CBOeM MOUIMHHOM COBEPIICHHOM YeJIOBEUECTBE
obpamaercs k Oty u ymonsietr: Mumonecu om Mene wauty, 3areM nodasmset: [a 6yoem onsn Teos
(M¢ 26:39-44). B sTom npuHATHA B0’XEeCTBEHHOH BOJIM YEIOBEUECTBO XPHUCTA MIPOSBISIET CBOE
COBEPIIEHCTBO, CBOIO COBEPIICHHYIO TapMouHIo ¢ JKuBbiM borom.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowr, 96.
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Incarnation, nor a detailed exegesis of the kenotic hymn in Phillipians, nor an exhaustive
explanation of the natures of Christ. Even the God-forsakenness of Christ is missing its
Trinitarian character. AB absolutely insisted that God-forsakenness is an event between
God and the human person, not an intra-Trinitarian event as most Western theologians
held.”® Regarding the presence of the Holy Trinity on the cross, AB only repeated the
words about the crucifying love of the Trinity in the context of Christ’s cry, and he never
directly addressed abandonment by the Holy Spirit. This Divine-human event by the
person of Christ represented every human being’s tragedy, which is death. Death, in
turn, was understood by AB as Godlessness and an illustration of God’s faith in the
human being. We will return in further chapters to the analysis of Godlessness and to the
practical applications of AB’s understanding of God-forsakenness. Now, however, we
will proceed to AB’s understanding of Christ’s kenosis on the cross.

AB explained that Christ, who in the Incarnation accepted the human condition
after the Fall, was not born as a mortal because He could not die of His own mortality.
AB referred to St. Maximus the Confessor to prove his argument: “In the Incarnation
Christ becomes immortal, because it is impossible to conceive of humanity united
inseparably to Divinity, and remaining mortal. Yet he takes upon himself everything,
including mortality.””® This mortality, AB believed, is the human loss of God, a loss

which Christ accepted for himself in order to be totally united with us.*® Christ did not

78 Compare with kenoticists presented in the first chapter.

7 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ, True and Perfect Man, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyout, 659.

% Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ, True and Perfect Man, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm
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die His own death, because as God He could not die by our natural death;®' rather “He
has loved us, has loved so much that he became one of us, and everything, all tragedy,
all the horrors of human life have been laid on Him, including this terrible loss of God

from which all of us wither and die.”®*

Furthermore, “He partook of our God-
forsakenness and, having lost God as we do, he died.”®

For Metropolitan Anthony, Christ’s death is the greatest mystery, expressed in
the words from Matins of Great Saturday, “O Life, how canst Thou die? How canst thou
dwell in a tomb?”** He asked, how did Christ, who is the Godman, die, since “it is
possible to die, only having lost God — otherwise death is not present. It is possible to die
only in becoming god-less [without God], in the strictest, most literal sense of the word.
It means Christ died, sharing our condition of God-forsakenness, our loss of God. [...]

He faces God fogether with us, not only for us. He is one of us.”® According to St. Paul

“death came through sin” (Rom 5:12), that is, through separation from God. How could

81 «Kak bor On yMepeTh He MOT; HO 1o Jio0BY kK Ham OH pasnenui ¢ HaMu Harry cyns0y. C borom
ocTacs ¥ OBIIT OTBEPIKEH JIIOJIBMH; C IIOIBMH He pasmyumics u Ha Kpecte — o, Ha Kpecte On ckazan
caMble cTpalHble cioBa uctopuu: boxxe Mo, boxe Moii, 3auem Tol Mens ocrasun?.. U ymep, ymep:
cama JXXKu3Hp ymepita, TOTyX cBeT, KOTOpsIi CBeT 1o cymiecTBy...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo
umst Omya u Coina u Ceamoeo /[yxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_10.htm

2
82 «“On nac BO3JIOOWII, BO3JTIOOWII TakK, YTO CTajl C HAMU €JIMH, ¥ BCE, BCS Tpareausi, BeCh ykKac
YeoBeuecKoro ObITHA Jieryin Ha Hero, BKITIo9as 3Ty cTpaniHyio notepio bora, oT KoTopoii MbI Bce
yBsimaeM u ymupaem.” Ibid.

8 «On TPUOOIIIHIICS Halleld 60T0OCTaBICHHOCTH U, IOoTepsiB bora, kak Mb1, ymep.” Ibid.

% First Stasis from Matins of the Great Saturday in: The Lenten Triodion, trans. from the original Greek
by Archimandrite Kallistos Ware and Mother Mary, (London and Boston: Faber and Faber, 1978), 623.

8 “yMepeTh MOKHO, TOJIbKO OTepsiB bora, — nHaye cMepTH HET. YMepEeTh MOXKHO, CTaB B CBOEH IIPUpOE

0e3-00KHBIM, B ’TUMOJIOTHIECKOM CMBICIE cioBa. Y, 3HaunT, XpUCTOC YMHUPAET, pa3eliss Halle
cocTosiHue 00e300)KeHHOCTH, Hally moTepro bora. [...] OH crout nmepex borom emecme ¢ Hamu, a He
TOJIBKO 3a Hac. OH — oauH U3 Hac.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O civiumanuu u denanuu, online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd29.htm
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Christ die if in His conception as a human He was immortal? He was not personally
sinful and that is why He was not separated from God. He died because people rejected
Him and because He wanted to be at one with the people in their tragedy of death, to be
a partaker of the “[...] ontological and fundamental tragedy of humans — He lost God:
My God, my God! Why have you forsaken Me? (Mk 15:34)%

To die a human death Christ had to be joined to the cause of death — the state of
isolation from God. “It is impossible to die without having lost God, and the cry of the
Savior: My God, My God! Why have you forsaken Me? (Mk 15: 34) — is the cry of the
perfect Human, who freely, because of love, has joined in the main tragedy of the person
— to his isolation from God, to that [state], that a human being has lost God.”*” Christ not
only agreed to the physical death, he also accepted to be abandoned by His Father.

He shared with us not only physical death. The only reason the person dies is

because of the loss of God; they die in losing God, death is not just a flower

withering. That is why the person dies: the price of sin is death, and sin is
separation from God. Christ has shared with us this loss of God: He experienced,

as no one else on earth, the measure of the loss of God and what it does mean to
be without God.*®

86 “[...] oHTONMOTHYECKO, OCHOBHOM Tpareauu 4yenoseka — OH norepsin bora: boowe Mo, boace Moti!

sayem Tor Mens ocmasun? (Mxk 15:34).” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyost, 544.

%7 “Henp3st ymepers, He nmotepsis Bora, u kpuk Cracurens: Bosice Moii, Booice Moii! 0ns uezo Tol Menst
ocmasun? (Mk 15:34) — ato kpuk coBepiieHHOTO YenoBeka, KoTopsiii cBOOOHO, TI0 JTIOOBU IPUOOLITHIICS
K OCHOBHOH TpareIuy 4eJI0OBeKa: K ero OTOPBAaHHOCTH OT bora, k ToMy, 4To yenoBek notepsut bora.” Ibid.,
927.

8 “Omn paszensier ¢ HaMH He TONTBKO (U3UUIECKYIO CMEPTh. EMHCTBEHHO, TOYEMY YeT0BEK yMHUPAET, 3TO
noreps bora; ymupator, morepss bora, cMepTs — He pocTo yBsimaHue 1BeTka. [103ToMy-TO YenmoBek
YMHpaeT: [ieHa Tpexa — CMEepTh, a TPeX — 3TO OTAeNIeHHOCTH oT bora. M Xpucroc pazaenser ¢ Hamu
notepro bora: OH n3Mepu, Kak HUKTO B TBAPHOM MHpE HE MOT H3MEPHTh, UTO TaKoe — MoTepsaTh bora,
obITH 03 bora.” Ibid., 234.
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AB was deeply convinced that Christ’s cry on the cross (Mk 15:34) is not just a
citation from Ps. 22*° put in Christ’s mouth by the evangelists Mark and Mathew, but a
real experience of God-forsakenness.” AB strongly criticized those who considered that
Jesus was rehearsing a verse of the psalm on the cross.”’ “If you have seen anyone die a
violent death you cannot well imagine him at the last moment rehearsing a prayer he had
been taught when he was a little boy! Besides, it is an error of vision — for it is prophecy
that is turned towards its fulfillment, not fulfillment that is supposed to recite words of

prophecy. No, it was something real.””

After stating the reality of Christ’s experience in
His God-forsakenness, AB proceeded onto his reflection on the Person of Christ.

Christ entered into the tragedy of the cross, He remained free in His dying,

“always remaining as He is,””* preserving His love for the Father and all people.”* Christ

% «One does not rehearse a psalm when one is dying a violent death. The psalm is directed towards the
event and not the other way round. And the descent into hell is the ultimate point of Christ’s solidarity
with us.” (Gillian Crow, This Holy Man, 169) Alexander Men in his comment on the Ps. 22 also stated
that for Hebrews God-forsakenness was equal to death. Cf. “On you I was cast from my birth, and since
my mother bore me you have been my God. Do not be far from me, for trouble is near and there is no one
to help. (Ps 22:10-11) Dt cioBa 03Ha4aIy, YTO HAPOJ] CO3HABAI CEOSI C CAMOTO POKICHUS HEOTACITUMBIM
ot SIrBe 1 GOTOOCTABJICHHOCTH JUIsl HeTo Oblia paBHOCWIBHA cMepTH [These words that the people thought
of themselves from birth as inseparable from Yahweh, and God-forsakenness was for them was equal to
death].” Aleksandr Men, Becmuuxu [Japcmea booicus: Bubneiickue Ilpopoxu om Amoca 0o Pecmaspayuu
(VIII-IV 6. 00 1.3.), vol. 5., (Moscow: SP “Slovo,” 1992), online, available:
http://www.gumer.info/bogoslov_Buks/History Church/Men_IsRel 05/ 15.php

T am fully aware of the existence of a massive amount of Western exegetical research on every word
and action described by the evangelists, but it is beyond the scope of my dissertation to refer to any of
these exegetes.

’! Altough AB never indicates a precise reference.

92 Archbishop Anthony Bloom, God and Man (New York: Paulist Press, 1971), 55.

%3 “pcera ocraercst Camum Coboit.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, /Jyxosnoe nymewecmeue, online,

available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/soul_put/put 4.htm

%4 “OcTaBIeHHBIH TIOIEMH, OTBEPKEHHBIH U3pamJIbCKUM HapooM, OH BCTYNAET B IPEICIIbHYIO
OCTaBIICHHOCTh U yMHpaeT Kak Obl 0e3 bora, 6e3 moelt, oauH, Toibko co CBoei 11000BbI0 K bory u co
CBoeif 11000BBIO K JIIOISIM, yMHpPast pail OTHNX, yMUpas Bo ciaBy Jpyroro.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowr, 973.
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stayed faithful to both of them until the end of his life: “He has become a person, He
became the crucified Christ, He was rejected by people because he stood up for God,
and has taken on the God-forsakenness of the Cross because he stood up for the human
being.””® AB cited Gregory the Theologian, who said that “whatever Christ did not

assume, that He did not save,”96

and gave an extended commentary on those words. God
wanted to be so completely united with human beings that He accepted not only all our
limitedness,’’ creatureliness, sufferings, and consequences of sin, but He also accepted
God-forsakenness, that is, death. He entered into the most extreme experience of humans
to share with them all that is in their life. As a result, we can acknowledge that “Christ
knows it through His own human experience.”®

AB used the words of Fr. Sophrony’s concept regarding the “metaphysical
swoon,” to describe the moment when Christ “in His humanity, in his dying, he lost the

sense of being at one with the Father.”” In another place AB referred to the same

experience of Christ on the cross and presumably the same theologian, Fr. Sophrony

%% “OH cenancs 4enoBeKOM, CTall pacisaTeIM XpHCTOM, ObLT OTBEPTHYT JIFOJAbMH, TIOTOMY YTO CTOSII 32
Bora, u BeiHEC OOTOOCTaBICHHOCTh KpecTa, moToMy 4To cTOsUT 3a yenoBeka.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, /[yxosnoe nymeuecmsue, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/soul_put/put_4.htm

%8 “gemy me nprobGumcs Xprcroc, Toro O He nekymin.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer,

460. See original text: Gregory of Nazianzus, First Letter to Cledonius 101.32, (PG 37:469), online,
available: http://ecmarsh.com/fathers/npnf2/NPNF2-07/Npnf2-07-59.htm#P6026 2072851

o7 “Xpucroc — Bce-4enoBek, oobemitonuit Co0oit BeCh UenoBeUeCKril ONMbIT 0€3 orpaHUYCHUs.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, /fom Boorcuii, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/dom_bozhiy/dob1.htm

% «Xpucroc 910 3Haem Ha cobcTBeHHOM YenoBedeckoM ombite.” Ibid. It is interesting that AB cited this
famous phrase as an argument for Christ’s acceptance of God-forsakenness, and not as an acceptance of
full human nature or for the Incarnation.

9 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ, True and Perfect Man, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm.
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Sakharov, but used different terminology. “If Christ had not participated in our break
with God, in our estrangement, in what one of our theologians called a psychological
eclipse which made him lose sight of the presence of God, he would not have
participated fully in our mortality...”'”° Here we might see an inconsistency in AB’s use
of the terms “metaphysical swoon” and “psychological eclipse.” I think the
“metaphysical swoon” better describes the experience of Christ in AB’s understanding
than the “psychological eclipse” which limits the God-forsakenness of Christ only to the
psychological level, and leaves aside the question of the Divine abandonment by the
Father. In the end it seems that AB used the theologically inexact term “methaphysical
swoon” to express something more than just a psychological experience. AB referred to
Fr. Sophrony Sakharov’s concept on “metaphysical swoon,” but I was not able to find
this statement either in his works or in the research of Nicholas Sakharov and
Archimandrite Zacharias. I presume AB referred to his private conversations with Fr.
Sophrony.'"!

It is not Christ who lost God as a result of His sinfulness, since He has no sin, but
it was our sinfulness, our God-forsakenness, that He freely accepted and from which He
died.'® But if this is true, how do we understand the following statement: The

experience of Christ was “not only as an absence of the sense of God, but as a positive

100 A vchbishop Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 96.

101 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The True Worth of Man, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_03.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwsi. Knuea
emopast, 7135.

102 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, beceowt o séepe u Ilepxéu, online, available:

http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy7.htm
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loss of the Father.”'® AB did not go beyond this statement and did not explain the role
of the Father in the abandonment of His Son. Instead, he spoke about the state of Christ.
This important distinction shows the uniqueness of how AB understood the event on the
cross, which included an anthropological perspective. Christ in His kenosis accepted the
human condition, including the state of the loss of God (Godlessness) and its
consequence, which is death. Besides the subjective experience of being abandoned by
His Father, Christ was abandoned by the people, especially His disciples: “He was
rejected by God, because he wanted to be one with those who had lost God as a result of
sin; and he was rejected by people, because he willed to be and was one with God — the
unique and perfect Witness, God’s witness among people that had turned away from

God and acknowledged no king except Caesar.”'**

And in another place: “He died
because he faced God in full solidarity with humans. He was standing before humans in
full solidarity with God and together with God, he was rejected, condemned to die on the

cross.”'” AB was dealing particularly with the anthropological question of being

without God (=to be Godless), and not with the question of why the Father abandoned

103 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, I Believe in God, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_04.htm

104 «On 0oTBeprHyT borom, moToMy 4TO 3aX0TeN OBITH €IUHBIM C TEMH, KTO Yepe3 rpex morepsut bora; n
OH OTBEeprHYT JIOJBMH, TOTOMY YTO MTOXKeJNan OBITh M OBUT efnH ¢ borom, — e ITMHCTBEHHBIH
coBepleHHbIH CBUEeTENb, CBUAECTENL boXXUil cpenu poaa, KOTOPhIM OTBEpHYIICs OT bora u He mpu3HaBan
WHOTO T1apsi, kpoMe Kecaps.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O crviwanuu u deranuu, online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd29.htm

195 «“On Beran mepes BOroM B MOHO# COTHIAPHOCTH C YETOBEKOM — M OT TOro yMep. OH BCTaT Iepes
YeJIOBEKOM B ITOJTHOH conmnapHocTu ¢ borom — u BMecte ¢ borom OH OBUT OTBEPTHYT, OCYXKAEH YMEPETh
Ha Kpecre.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Mooicem nu ewe morumucs coepemennwiii yenosex, online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/molitva/modern.htm
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His Son. I will return later to the question whether the Father abandoned Christ or Christ
felt he was abandoned by the Father.

For AB, the cross is not an event that occurs primarily within the internal life of
the Trinity, but an event between God and humans. In this explanation of God-
forsakenness, the emphasis is moved from God to human beings. It is not God who
abandoned His Son or His creation because he was hurt by the sin of his people and now
needs some sort of restitution or satisfaction. AB understood God-forsakenness as the
miserable state that all people experience, one which Christ entered into with the
fullness of His divinity, entered into the place where God is not, in order to bring
salvation. To enter into that condition, according to AB, means to die. Christ, therefore,
died in His human nature because He had lost contact in his human nature with God and

ceased to experience unity with the Father.

II.1.8. The Descent into Hades

Death entered into life due to the primal sin of Adam and Eve. AB distinguished
between two aspects of death: physical death, that is, the separation of the soul from the
body, and death — in the Old Testament — as separation from God. He did not consider
physical death as the greatest tragedy, but instead understood the latter as the most

terrible because it was a descent into Sheol,'* to the place where God is not, to the place

196 (=Hades, =hell, AB equated these terms)
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of complete loneliness and radical absence of God. “Sheol of the Old Testament — this is
the place of a radical absence of God, the place where God is not.”""’

AB identified Christ’s God-forsakenness with the descent into Hades and
criticized, as folkloric and naive, the interpretation of Hades as a place of terrible
torments. “But what then is hell? Oh, how different it is from the hell of Dante, from all
those images that we find of the Christian hell, the place of torment!”'®® Hades, because
of the absence of God, also means a lack of unity with other people. It was the place
where all the souls of the sinners and the righteous go,'” because “before Christ there is
no bridge between the eternity of God and the death of man.”"'° People of the Old

Testament were waiting for the Savior, who would unite “heaven and earth, God and

creation,”''! but until then, the darkness remained. Christ brought God into the place

197 “[Ileon Berxoro 3aBera — 5TO MECTO paJMKaJIBLHOTO OTCYTCTBHUSI, MecTO, T1ie bora Het.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi. Knuea smopas, 735; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, ITacmwvipcmeo
(Minsk: Izdatelstvo Belorusskogo Ekzarkhata, 2005), 20.

108 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “The Prayer of Intercession,” Sourozh 1 (1980), 22-33, online,
available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_10.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyout. Knuea
emopast, 7135.

' AB used the metaphorical example of Lazarus, rich man and Abraham to stress the godlessness and
absence of God in Hades: “[...] 6orau u JIazapb 1 ABpaaM HaxoJIATCS B 3TOM II€OJIe; Cyap0a ux
pas3jindHa, CTpaaaHUueC UX pasiIn4HO, a OCTABJICHHOCTh — ITOYTHU OAMHAKOBA; MEXIY Borom u 3TM MecTOM
HeT myTu. 1 korga Xpucroc cXOoIuT BO al, moTepsB bora B aToMm yxace 6oronumenHocTd, OH, Kak
BCSIKHI YCJIOBCK, HOTCpSIBHII/Iﬁ Bora, yYXOOuT B TC FJIy6I/IHBI, 13 KOTOPBIX, KaK 6yJITO, HET BO3BpaTa v rac
HeT Berpedn ¢ borowm. [rich man and Lazarus and Abraham are in this Sheol; their fate is different,
suffering is different, but forsakenness is almost identical. There is no path between God and this place.
And when Christ descends into Hades, losing God in this horror of godlessness, He, like every human
being who has lost God, goes into these depths from which, it seems, there is no return and there is no
encounter with God.]” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponoseou u 6eceowi, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/prop/prop_31.htm

"% Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “The Prayer of Intercession,” online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_10.htm

" Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Resurrection Victory: Sermon Delivered after the Vigil Service on

Saturday, 29 May, 1971, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_21.htm
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where God is not. Christ with His human soul “descended where everyone who has died
in separation from God descends, into Hades — a place of eternal and radical absence of
God.”""? Christ’s death did not eliminate physical death, which is why we still die, but
He went to the place of total absence of God. As a result:

When He entered into this horrible area, He filled everything with Himself, with

His Divinity, with His eternal life, with His unfading Light. And this death is

forever abolished. Now we call death a Dormition, a temporary sleep. And when

we die we are not going into a chasm of despair and God-forsakenness, but to

God who has loved us so much that He gave us His only-begotten Son, [...] that

we might believe in His love!'"

Since that time, the meaning of death has changed because God has entered the
hell of complete loneliness and separation, and there is no longer a place where God is
not. AB said that the prophet David foresaw this in his mystical vision and said: “Where
can I go from your spirit? Or where can I flee from your presence? If I ascend to heaven,
you are there; if I make my bed in Sheol, you are there.” (Ps 139:7-8) So, now for
believers death is a falling asleep. “Everyone who dies now, falls asleep in Christ, he

falls asleep until the day his body rises at the last trumpet, on the day of the resurrection

of the dead.”'!*

"2 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosr, 88. In another place, AB said that Christ “descended into it

[hell] as a man who had accepted to lose God in order to remain with man.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, On Forgiveness: July 19, 1970, online, available: http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_130.htm

'3 «“Korma Om Bomren B 9Ty crpammyio o6macts, O CoGoit, CBonm BoxectBom, KH3HBIO BEUHOI,
CBeToM HEYMHUPAIOIINM 3allOJHUI Bee. M 3Ta cMepTh HaBcer1a ynpasJHeHa; Terepb CMEPTh MBI
Ha3bIBaCM YCIICHHEM, BPEMEHHBIM CHOM. 1 Kor/ia yMHUpaeMm, Mbl YXOIUM He B 0€3/IHy OTUYasHUS U
BoroocrasnennoctH, a k bory, Bo3moousmniemy Hac Tak, 4To OH CbiHa CBOETO €TUHOPOJIHOTO, |...]
yTOOBI MBI ToBepmin B Ero mo6oBs!” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo umsa Omya u Ceina u
Cesimoeo /[yxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_10.htm; Cf. John
Chrysostom, Homilia de Coemeterio et de Cruce, (PG 49, 393-398).

14 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Resurrection Victory, online, available:

http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_21.htm. For more about the meaning of death for believers see the further
chapters on the practical applications of God-forsakenness.
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AB saw a difference between the human experience of death and Christ’s. What
happens with the death of a human being? The soul becomes separated from the body.
“We do not choose death, it comes to us, is given to us, we choose neither the terms, nor
the way that we will enter into this mystery.” What happened with the death of Christ?
“In Christ’s death something else happened. He died even though He could not die. He
died even though He is immortal in his very human nature, inseparably united with
Divinity.”'"® Christ’s body was incorruptible and immortal from the moment of His
conception. How then can we say that He experienced death? “Christ's death was a break
between His human soul and human body, but there was no separation of either his soul
or body from Divinity. This body was penetrated by His Divinity. So also His human
soul, descending into Hades, shone with the glory of Divinity and filled Hades with
eternal light, forever dispersing the terrible darkness of God’s absence.”''°
Metropolitan Anthony could have taken this explanation from the prayer before

the liturgy when the deacon incenses the altar: “In the grave with the body, in Hades

with the soul as God, in Paradise with the thief and on the throne with the Father and the

!5 “Mp1 He BEIOHpaeM cMepTh, — OHA IPHXOUT K HAM, AA€TCS, MBI HE BEIOHPAEM HH CPOKH, HH TO, KAK
MMEHHO MBI BCTYTIUM B ee TaiiHy.” What happened with the death of Christ? “B cmeptn Xpucra
OPOUCXOIUT HEeduTo nHoe. OH yMHUpaeT, XOTs yMepeTh He MoxeT; OH yMHpaeT, X0Ts OecCMepTeH B CaMOM
CBoeM 4eoBEeYeCKOM €CTECTBE, Hepa3elbHO coefnHeHHOM ¢ boxkecTBoM.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, O caviwanuu u denanuu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd29.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, /[yxosnoe nymewecmsue, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/soul_put/put_7.htm

116 o o
“[C]lmepTh XpricToBa ObLIa Pa3pbIBOM MEXIy YeoBedecKor Ero aynioi U 4eI0BeUeCKUM TEJIOM, HO

He OblIa OTJeNICHHEM HH AYIIH, HU Teaa oT boxecTsa. D10 Teno 6610 npoHu3ano Ero boxectBom, Takxke
kak Ero nymra dyenoBedyeckasi, HHCXO/S B aJ, CHslIa ClIaBOi 3Toro bojkecTBa 1 UCTIOMHMIIA 2l BEYHBIM
CBETOM, pa30THAB HaBCEI/Ia CTPAITHYIO ThMY OTCYyTCTBHsI boxus.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Beceoul o sepe u [{epksu, online, available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy7.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, /[yxosnoe nymewecmsue, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/soul put/put_7.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpydsr, 665.
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Spirit were You, O Boundless One, filling all things.”''” Here we can see the similarity
between AB’s statement and the prayer before the liturgy. Christ’s soul and body were
separated, but His Divinity did not abandon either body or soul. The body was
incorruptible because it was inseparably united with Divinity. His soul entered into hell.
Unlike Fr. Georges Florovsky, AB identified Hades with the experience of God-
forsakenness, “the ultimate tragedy of mankind is not even death, it is loss of God,
which is death, because God is the only ultimate and eternal source of eternal life.”''®
Florovsky instead, identified the Descent into Hades with the death of Christ: “This
descent into Hades means first of all the entry or penetration into the reality of death,
into the realm of mortality and corruption. And in this sense it is simply a synonym of
death itself.”'"” But at the same time he was opposed to identifying the Descent into
Hades with God-forsakenness: “The descent of Christ into Hell is the manifestation of
Life amid the hopelessness of death, it is victory over death. And by no means is it the
‘taking upon’ Himself by Christ of the ‘hellish torments of God-forsakenness.” The Lord
descended into Hell as the Victor, Christus Victor, as the Master of Life. He descended
in His glory, not in humiliation, although through humiliation. But even death He

assumed voluntarily and with authority.”'*

17«Bo rpo0e IIOTCKH, BO aJie )Ke ¢ AylIeto sSko bor, B pan ke ¢ pa300HHUKOM, B Ha TIpeCcToJIe ObLI €CH,
Xpucre, co Otiiem u Jlyxom, Best ucrionassii, Heonmcannsiid.” Likewise this text is used in the hours,
compline and midnight service during of Bright Week in the Byzantine Tradition, online, available:
http://www librarium.orthodoxy.ru/canon_p.htm.

18 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Way of the Cross, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_162.htm

"9 Georges Florovsky, Creation and Redemption, 140.

120 Ibid., 142.
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AB was influenced by Florovsky whom he knew personally and through whose
suggestion he started to read the works of the Holy Fathers. But on this point AB had a
different understanding of God-forsakenness than Florovsky. For the latter the event of
the cross i1s a manifestation of “conquering death by the death” of Christ: “Yet the
Church guards also against the opposite exaggeration, against all kenotic overemphasis.
For the day of the shameful Crucifixion, when Our Lord was numbered among the
thieves, is the day of glory. [...] For the death of Christ is itself the victory over death,

the destruction of death, the abolition of mortality and corruption.”"!

As we are going to
see later, AB was not so quick to proceed from the cross to the Resurrection and rather

stressed the self-emptying of Christ in His God-forsakenness.

I1.1.9. Christ’s Resurrection

If the themes of Christ’s sufferings, God-forsakenness, and finally death have
been presented here in an extended way, then the themes of the Resurrection and the
Ascension can be presented briefly, and in the context of the meaning of the future goal
of human life. Almost on every occasion when he was speaking about the Resurrection,
AB returned to the theme of the cross, because “without the death on the cross, there is

59122

no Resurrection and its joy.” “~ But to understand the meaning of Holy and Great Friday

21 bid., 137-138.

122 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, /[yxosnoe nymewecmsue, online, available:

http://www.mitras.ru/soul_put/put_7.htm
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“we have to comprehend the sense of the Incarnation.”'** Because I present Christ’s life
in the context of God-forsakenness in this chapter, I will also stress the kenotic character
of the Resurrection and the Ascension.

AB expresses the kenotic character of the Resurrection by stressing the passive
role of Christ in His rising from the dead. As was said earlier, AB thought that Christ, in
His Incarnation, did not abandon any of His divine attributes but remained fully divine.
Commenting on the Resurrection, AB acknowledges that Christ rose by His own power,
but immediately adds that the Father by His love for Christ raised Him from the dead:

We say that He rose, but we also say following the apostle Paul that God raised

him from the dead (Col 2:12). But let’s reflect on what I just said: Yes, Christ in

His endless solidarity with us entered into the Old Testament death, He went

there, renouncing His power to live and by the love of the Father was called to

return to this life now as the victor in the Resurrection and the Ascension.'**
And in another place:

He accepted death with all its consequences and as if He had no power to raise

Himself. He gave Himself to death for our salvation and God, in reply to His

crucified love, called Him back to life, uniting the soul of Christ with the body of
Christ and revealed Him to the world as the risen Christ.'>

123 Thid.

124 «Mp1 roBopum, ato OH BOCKPEC, MBI TOBOPHM TaK¥ke, ¢ anocTooM I1asiom, uro Boe E2o 6ockpecun u3
mepmevix (Kon 2:12). Y BOT eciiv molyMaTh 0 TOM, UTO s ceiidac roBopmiL: na, Xpuctoc Coei
BCEKOHEYHOH CONIMAAPHOCTHIO C HAMH YIIIEN B CMEPTh BETX03aBETHYIO, yIIelN, OTpeKIIich oT CBoei
BJIACTH YKUTb, 1 J1000BbI0 OTueit OH pu3BaH BEPHYTHCS K ITOM XKU3HH yiKe OOSTUTENIEM B
Bockpecennn n Bosnecennn.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoet, 544; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 272; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, becedwi o éepe u L]epxeu, 302.
In other places AB stated that Christ rose from the dead by His own power. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Jlwbosw ecenobeacoarowas, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 68.htm

125 “On mpuHsLT cMepTh cO BCeMH ee mocieacTBrsiMu, 1 y Hero Camoro kak 6l He 65110 Biaactn Cebst
BockpecuTb: On otaan Cedst Ha cMepTh JUIsl HalIero cnaceHus, 1 bor B oteet Ha Ero kpecTHy0 11060Bb
Ero BbI3Ba 00paTHO K )KU3HH, COSIUHII AyIy XPUCTOBY C T€JIOM XPUCTOBBIM U B Ero mupy
BockpecmuM Xpuctom.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer, 698.
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Did Christ have power to raise Himself or not? If we say that He did not, then we
come to the conclusion that He ceased to be Divine in nature, that is to be God. I do not
believe that AB understood this in such a way and there are many examples that
contradict such an understanding. This is another example of AB’s inconsistency in his
theology. How then are we to understand AB’s words “as if” Christ did not have power
to raise Himself?'*® Here we have two sides in AB’s kenotic theology, because he was
trying to unite the teaching on Christ’s Resurrection (Christ rose by his own power) with
the kenotic approach (the Father raised Christ from the dead). It can be assumed that AB
subscribed to Christology from above, which is normative in Eastern Christianity. AB’s
inclination toward the kenotic approach is obvious from the above citation, but the
question as to what happened to Christ’s divine nature and why it became passive in the
Resurrection if the Father raised the Son from the dead remains open. AB, speaking
about the Resurrection, returned to the event on the cross, God-forsakenness and the
meaning of death, with an emphasis on God’s love for humans.'?” In essence, it is a
function of the fact that because Christ possesses two natures, we cannot always say
everything we need to say in one formulation. Thus, without giving in to Nestorianism,
“one side” of the antinomy ends up being stressed in particular instances.

Another feature of AB’s understanding of the Resurrection is that Christ rose in

His body, and now His body and soul are united again in His human nature. Here is the

126 1f we compare AB’s statements with Byzantine liturgical texts then we will see an apparent “conflict.”

Byzantine liturgical texts frequently refer to Christ rising by “His own power.” Cf. with the Paschal hymn
in Byzantine Christian Tradition: “Christ is risen from the dead, trampling death by death, and to those in
the tombs giving life.” Peter Galadza, ed., The Divine Liturgy: An Anthology for Worship (Ottawa:
Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky Institute of Eastern Christian Studies, 2004), 501.

127 Ibid., 979.
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link between the Incarnation of Christ, who took human nature upon Himself, and the
fact that he did not abandon His body after the Resurrection.
The human flesh that He accepted lovingly from the Virgin Mother of God, the
flesh that He gave over to tortures, judgment and death on a cross — this flesh
Christ did not abandon on the earth after His dying on the cross and witnessing to
Divine love. He rises from the dead, alive in His flesh with wounds on His hands
and legs, with the wound in his side, He rises to witness that the human body is
called neither to decay, nor to death, but to eternal, immortal joyful life.!*®
AB used another approach to the question of bodily Resurrection. He examines
the fact that Christ ate before the disciples to prove that His body is true and real. But
what kind of body was it? To answer this question AB returned to the theme of paradise.
According to AB, who followed Gregory of Nyssa on this point, the bodies of the first
people were transparent and light, but after sin they became “heavy and dense, as
ours.”'?’ Christ, during His earthly life, accepted the body after sin with all its limits and
heaviness. After His Resurrection, He revealed Himself to His disciples “as human in
the full sense of the word, in all human beauty, in all human glory, as a living human
body, so permeated by Divinity that it is not subjected to the heaviness and gravity of the

fallen world.”"*° For AB, the meaning of Christ’s Resurrection consists in exposing the

greatness and potentiality of the human person, especially in its corporeality.

"2 “TTnots YeNoBeUeCKyIo, IpUHATYI0 MM 1r000BHO oT JleBsr boropomutsl, mioTs, kotopyio OH oTan
UCTSI3aHMAM CyZa U KPeCTHOH CMEPTH, — 3Ty IIOTh XPHUCTOC HE MOKUAACT Ha 3eMJIC TIOCIIEe KPECTHOTO
CBoero ymMupaHHS U CBHICTEIHCTBA 0 boskecTBeHHOM 100BH: OH BOCKpecaeT, )XUBOi B TuioTu CBoeii,
BOCKpEcaeT C si3BaMH Ha pyKax M Ha HOTaX, C paHOii B 00Ky, BOCKpPECaeT B CBUACTEIECTBO O TOM, UYTO U
TEJIO YeIOBeUeCKoe MPU3BAHO HE K TICHHIO, IPU3BAaHO HE K CMEPTH, a IPHU3BAHO K BEUHOH,
HEYMUpAIOIIeH, TNKyTomel ku3Hu.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlw6ogws ecenobescoarowas,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 68.htm

129 «“payenoBecHast U rycras, kak Hara.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyost, 695.

1 o o o
30 “Kak YeJIOBEK B ITOJTHOM CMBICIIC CJIOBA: BO BCel KpacoTe, BO BCEH CJIaBE YCIIOBEKA, TO €CTh C )KUBOU

YeJIOBEYCCKON TUTOTHIO, TAK MPOHU3aHHON B0OXKeCTBOM, 4TO OHA yiKe Obla HE IMOABEPIKEHA TSKECTH,
TsDKENoBecHOCTH najmero mupa.” Ibid., 699.
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Another aspect of the Resurrection is the victory over death, sin and Satan.
“Upon the Cross He overcame evil, He overcame Satan, He overcame death, He laid to
waste the realm of death itself.”"”' AB emphasized that the Resurrection was a victory
over death not by God alone, but by the Lord Jesus Christ, the Godman, who united
within Himself, in a perfect way, the two wills.

In this victory not only Divinity participates, but also mankind because the Man

Jesus Christ, as He was called by the apostle Paul, took everything that the Father

put on Him, and He alone could accomplish the work of our salvation. Our

salvation depended on His human agreement with the will of God and the Man

Jesus Christ gave this agreement. That is why the cross, the descent into Hades,

the Resurrection and the Ascension directly belong to the human race because it

is not only a Divine event but also a human one."**

In another place, he said: “The Son of God, who became the Son of man,
conquered evil as a Human by His Divine power. Through the Incarnation, God used

and honored His and our humanity to participate in this battle.”'** Stressing the bodily

Resurrection of Christ, AB boldly underlined the meaning of matter and human nature in

3! Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Transfiguration, and Ordination of Ian to Diakonate 19 August,

1989, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_131.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ,
True and Perfect Man..., online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm. Metropolitan Philaret of
Moscow concidered in his Catechism that Christ freed us from “sin, the curse, and the death.” See.
Metropolitan Philaret of Moscow, The Longer Catechism of The Orthodox, Catholic, Eastern Church,
online, available:

http://www.pravoslavieto.com/docs/eng/Orthodox_Catechism_of Philaret.htm#ii.xv.iii.i.p41

132 «“B 510it mobese yaacTByeT He TOIbKO B0XkecTBO, HO U YenoBedecTBo, motoMy uto Yenosex HMucyc
Xpucroc, kak Ero HassiBaeT Anocroun [TaBen, B3s1 Ha ceOs BCE, uTo Bo3noxwi Ha Hero OTerr, u motomy
TOJIBKO MOT OH COBEPIIIMTD JIEJIO HAIIETO CIIACCHMsI; HAIlle CITACeHUE 3aBHceNo OT Ero yemoBedeckoro
coryacust Ha BoJito boxkwuto, u 3To cornacue Yenosek Uucyc Xpucroc nan. Y mostomy 10, 4TO CIyUUIIOCH
¢ Hum — kpecTHast cMepTh, COIIECTBHE BO all, BockpeceHnue, Bo3HeceHne — OTHOCHTCS HEMOCPEACTBEHHO
1 K POJy YEIIOBEYECKOMY: 3TO HE TOJIbKO BoKeCcTBEHHOE COOBITHE — 3TO COOBITHE U YelloBeUecKoe.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo uma Omya u Ceina u Cesmoeo /yxa, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_35.htm

133 «“Cpn boxmnii, crasmmii CerHoMm YenoBeuecknum, ogonen 3510 kak Uemoek CBoeit boxkecTBeHHOM
cwtoif. Yepes Bomtonienne bor CBoe 4enoBedecTBO, HAlle YEIOBEYSCTBO YIIOTPEOMIT U YAOCTOMII yUacTHs
B 3TOM O0pBOE.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O crviwanuu u deranuu, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd13.htm
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the act of salvation. God did not violate matter in His act of Incarnation and
Resurrection, but on the contrary exposed its ability to not only cooperate with, but also
to contain Divinity and ultimately to be God-bearing (boronpunmsas). In the following

chapters we will return to the issue of matter in AB’s theology.

I1.1.10. Ascension

AB interpreted the Ascension of Christ from an anthropological and trinitarian
perspective and again we will see how he stressed the human nature of Christ. He
believed that Christ returned to the glory of the Father that He had from the beginning of
the world. Christ re-entered the life of the Trinity not just as an individual person but as
a representative of all human nature and pointed humans toward their real destination.'**
Christ ascended with the material body, which He accepted in the Incarnation. “On this
day of the Ascension He, in his human though glorified and risen body, ascended into
heaven and with Him also our humanity entered into the mystical depths of the Holy
Divine Trinity.”'’

Christ is seated at the right hand of the Father as the Godman. For AB, this meant

that all of humanity entered into the Trinity. “All our matter is presented in the body of

Christ, all visible matter of the earth and heavens that surrounds us until the end of the

134 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyos:, 984-985.

135 “B 5101 1eHs BosHecernst OH 4eI0BEUeCKOil, XOTS 1 MPOCIIaBICHHOM, BOCKpecien mioTeio CBoei
Bo3Heccs Ha He6o, u ¢ Hum uenoBedecTBO Hallle BCTYIHIIO B TAMHCTBEHHBIE TIyOHHbBI BeecBsTOM
BoxectBennoit Tpowutpl.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyows:, 987; Cf. Ibid., 846; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Feceout o sepe u [{epksu, online, available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy7.htm
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world is presented in this wondrous body united with Divinity. When Christ ascends into
heaven, He brought into the depths of the Divine mystery, into the bosom of the Trinity,
into this miraculous Divine reality, not only our humanity, but everything visible, all
visible creation.”'*® Here again AB stressed the cosmic role of Christ's salvation. AB
stated that all the limitations, suffering and pain that Christ accepted are brought into the
inner life of the Trinity. Recalling His suffering death on the cross in the context of the
Ascension once again demonstrates AB’s kenotic approach.

[...] Christ ascended with his flesh torn by our sins and in some
incomprehensible way, not only the risen Christ, but also the ascended Christ,
who entered into the glory of God and is seated at the right hand of God the
Father, and bears in His human body the wounds inflicted by human sin. He still
bears human weakness on His shoulders, and the Resurrection of Christ and the
terrible Passion Week are now as it were included in the mystery of the Triune
God, the incomprehensible and great Holy Trinity. All earth’s grief, all its pain
and horror was laid upon Christ, and He did not renounce them either by His
Resurrection, or by His Ascension into glory. Christ remained the Lamb of God
who b%fg)re the foundation of the world was slain for the salvation of the

world.

This citation contains an important statement of AB’s kenotic theology. His point

is that the whole Trinity is now involved in the Passion of Christ, or rather that it is the

136 “Bes MaTepus Hama npecTaBieHa B Tele XPUCTOBOM, BCS 9Ta OKPYYKAIOIIAs HAC BHIMMAs MATCPHS I
3eMiH 1 HeOa, 10 IPeeIoB BCEIEHHOH, TPEICTaBlIeHa B TOM TUBHOM TeJle, COSAMHUBIIEMCS C
BoxxectBoM. 1 korga Xpucroc Bo3HOCHTCS Ha HeO6o, OH HE TOIBKO Hamle desroBedecTBo, OH BCe BUIANMOE,
BCIO BUINMYIO TBaph BHOCHUT B ITyOWHBI boskeCcTBeHHO TaiHEL, B Heapa TpondHO, TUBHOM
BoxectBennoi aericrButenbHOCTH.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlro606b scenobexcoarowast,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 68.htm

137 o o .
“[...] XpucTtoc Bo3HEecCs C U3BSA3BICHHONW, pAHEHHOUN HAIIMM TpexoM MmIoThi0 CBOEH M YTO KaKUM-TO

HETIOCTHKUMBIM 00pa3oM He TOJIBKO BOCKPECIINH, HO ¥ BO3HECIIHNICS X PHUCTOC, BCTYIIMBIINHA B CIIaBy
Bboxuto, cunsauuii ogecHyro bora n Otna, HeceT Ha CBoel 4esloBe4eCKO! IUIOTH paHbl, KoTopble EMy
HaHeceHH! yeroBedecknM rpexoM. OH Bee emie HeceT Ha CBOMX IIeYax YeIOBEYECKYI0 HEMOIIh, U
Bockpecenune XpuctoBo, u crparrHas CTpacTHas ceIMUIa ceiuac Kak Obl BKIIFOUCHBI B TAHHY
Tpuenunoro bora, Tpouisl CBATOM, HEMOCTHKUMOM, BeTHKOW. Best ckopOb 3eMitu, BCst 60J1b, BECh yiKac
nerim Ha Xpucra, Ho OH He cOpocmn nx HU Bockpecennem, Hu Boznecennem CBonM Bo citaBe. XpHCTOC
ocraeTca ArHieM boxunM, 10 coTBOpeHUs MHpa 3aKJIaHHBIM 3a craceHue Mupa.” Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Ceina u Ceamoeo yxa, 136.



147

other way around: the Passion and Resurrection have been introduced into the life of the
Triune God.

All major moments of Christ’s life stress different elements of salvation. “The
Crucifixion and the Resurrection build our salvation, in the same way as the Nativity,
but the Transfiguration and the Ascension reveal to us the incredible depth of the
relationship between God, the human being and the whole created world.”'*® The
following citation demonstrates how all the events in the life of Christ are presented in a
kenotic context in AB’s theology:

[In] the Gospel [...] concerning Christ there is not a single moment that speaks

about glory or when His glory is presented outside the context of the cross. The

first theophany — a vision of glory and witness about glory at the banks of the

Jordan-river, when the Baptist testifies: Behold the Lamb of God

who takes upon Himself, raises upon His shoulders the sin of the world. And

then — descent of the Holy Spirit and the witness of God: This is my Son, the

Beloved (John 1:29; Mt 3:16-17). The Lamb is the sacrifice. It is the same in the

Transfiguration. The Gospel tells us that Elijah and Moses talk to Him about His

future suffering, and suddenly He is shining with the uncreated light (Lk 9:29-

43). The Entrance into Jerusalem and the future suffering are specifically foretold

(John 12:12 and following).139

AB emphasized the fact that the humility of Christ and the glory of God are

merged together in the kenotic context of the major events in the life of Christ. The

138 «“PacnsTie 1 Bockpecenne cmposm Halle ciaceHue, Tak ke Kak u Poxectso, a [Ipeobpakenue i
BosHeceHue SIBISIOT HAM HEBEPOSITHYIO TITyOMHY OTHOILICHHUI Mexkay BOroM 1 4eI0BeKOM, BCEM TBApHBIM
mupom.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Fecedsi o sepe u Llepksu, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy5.htm

1
39 “[B] EBanrenuu [...] mo OTHOIIEHUIO KO XPUCTY — HET HA €JMHOI'O MOMEHTA, KOTJa TOBOPUTCS O

cnase, sBisieTcst Ero cnaBa BHe KOHTEKCTa kpecta. [IepBast TeodaHus — BUIEHUE CITaBBI M CBUICTEIECTBO
o caBe Ha Mopnane-peke, korna Kpecrurens cBunerensctByeT: Bor Arner boxwii, Kotopsrii 6eper Ha
Ce0s1, B3mpiMaeT Ha CBou muredn rpex mupa. 1 tyt — comectBue CBaroro Jlyxa u cBuaerenscTBo boxue:
Coin Mot soznioonennsiii (Uu. 1,29; M. 3,16-17). Araen — 3to xeptBa. To xe camoe B [IpeobpaxeHnn.
EBanrenue Ham pacckasbiBaeT, uto Mnus u Mouceii ropopst ¢ Hum o rpsnymem Ero crpaganuu, u Bapyr
OH npocusieBaet HeTBapHEIM cBeToM (JIk. 9,29-43). Bxon ['ocrionens B Mepycanum — u rpsaymas
CTpacTb, 0 KOTOpoii crreransHo rosoputes (MH. 12,12 u cin.)” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Yenosex nepeo bocom (Moscow: Praktika, 2006), 84-85.
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whole life of Christ is a revelation of the greatness of the human body. “He taught us
that human dignity is so great that God can become a human, without humiliating
Himself.”'*" At first glance, this statement seems to undercut AB’s kenoticism, but, in
fact, this might explain why AB did not feel that he needed to deal with the problem of
Christ having diminished Divine attributes, because for him human nature is so great

that, in a sense, there is no necessity for God to limit Himself.

11.2. Persons of the New Testament in the Context of God-forsakenness

I1.2.1. Kenotic Life of the Theotokos

In the theology of AB, the Theotokos plays a key role in the whole plan of
salvation. Mary represents not only herself, but also the whole creation and the Church.
On the one hand, her greatness is always united to Christ and is never separated from
God and His salvific mission. On the other hand, she is a great example of the free
response to God’s invitation in the mystery of God’s encounter with human beings.
What makes AB’s thoughts on Mary special in the context of kenosis? It is AB’s
references to Mary and to the Apostle John standing near the cross, especially regarding
their personal faithfulness to God when the other Apostles, except John, abandoned
Christ and fled from Him. AB presented the Theotokos as an example of complete trust

in God. Mary, together with the Father, offered up the Son for the salvation of the world.

14

0 “Om Hac HAYYHII TOMY, UTO YEIOBEYECKOE JOCTOMHCTBO TaK BEIHKO, 4TO BOT MOXKET CTaTh 4eToBEKOM,
He yHm3uB Ce6s1.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, IIponogedu u 6eceowt, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/prop/prop_11.htm
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Although AB extoled the role of the Theotokos in the salvation of the human race and
some statements were close to the notion of Co-Redemptrix, he never accepted this
concept and did not use this title in his works.

In my research on the kenotic theology of AB, I am especially interested in the
elements of Mary’s life which are connected to this topic. AB gave a few talks on the
Theotokos, but he also preached on several Marian feasts during the liturgical year.
Using these talks and sermons, I will present his Mariology from a kenotic perspective.

AB, following the patristic Tradition, made a parallel between Adam-Christ and
Eve-Mary. The name Eve ({on) means the one who brings life and she, like other
women, brings natural life, but Mary is the one who brings to the world “eternal
Life.”'*!

All of history after Adam’s sin served as a preparation for the Incarnation; all
generations were gradually preparing the human body and soul of Christ for the
Incarnation. This was a process of purification from sin. Every generation, in spite of
human weakness, through the faithfulness of righteous people from the Old Testament,
was purified to the level of Joachim and Anne in their sacrificial love for each other.
Mary became the culminating moment of this process and the realization of all the faith
of those who were longing for God in complete faith and obedience. She perfectly gave
herself in all her purity and humility to God and became capable of becoming a dwelling
place for Him. Mary was the final fulfillment of the purification, faithfulness and trust of

entire generations.

! Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyost. Knuea émopas, 837.
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AB saw the cooperation between God and Mary as the perfect image for self-
sacrifice from both sides. “This was the gift of self from God’s side and a complete self-
offering on the part of the Mother of God.”"** Without the free will of both, the
Incarnation wouldn’t be possible.'* According to AB, Mary is not only the Theotokos,
but she is also the human answer to God’s invitation, the realization of human freedom
and the representation of the whole universe. “She is the one who is the response of the
whole creation to the maker. It is God offering himself and the creation, in her person,
accepting him, receiving him and worshipping him lovingly, freely and daringly.”'**

According to AB, the greatness of Mary lies not only in her role in the plan of
salvation as the Theotokos, but the humility of her virginity. AB extended the meaning
of virginity from the physical to spiritual: “Virginity is not only a psychosomatic state,
virginity is a state of the spirit, and soul and body. It is as if it is given to us

embryonically from birth and is preserved for some years but, at the same time, it is a

task. Virginity is something into which one needs to grow; it is not only a given, it is one

2310 Gbint ap Cebst co croponsl Bora u Beenenast ormada Ce6st co croporst Boxueit Marepu. Ibid.,

835; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Eve of Epiphany, 18 January, 1985, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_152.htm. AB’s emphasis on freedom could have come
from existentialism, but it more likely came from his experience of being Orthodox.

143 According to AB, the Incarnation wouldn’t be possible either without the Mother of God’s agreement
or the positive will of the Father. This is a complete, free cooperation without any constraint. “OnHa He
npocto ‘opyaue’ Bomomennsa. OHa aKTHBHO, IEHCTBHEM COBEpIIEHHOH Bepsl U oTaadn Ceds caenana
BO3MOXHBIM 151 JKu3Hu Be4HOW BCTYNHUTE B 3TOT MUP. DTO — aKT OCBSIICHUS, OONBIINH, 9eM 4TO-TN00,
YTO MOXKET OBITh CJIeTIaHO YeJIOBeUYeCKUM JiercTBrEM. [She was not only an ‘instrument’ of the
Incarnation. Through the act of perfect faith and self-sacrifice She actively made it possible for Eternal
Life to enter in this world. This was an act of sarifice, greater than anything that can be achieved through
human activity.]” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvt. Knuea émopas, 835, 851.

' Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Mother of God: Sermon, Preached at the University Church of

Great St Mary’s, Cambridge, on 19 May, 1985, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_15.htm
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of the forms of sanctity.”'** The goal of true virginity is to reach genuine freedom — to
be completely and limitlessly open before God, to reach the purification of heart and

14
1146

soul.'*® But virginity in this sense cannot be reached without true humility,'*” understood

as complete openness, defencelessness and vulnerability.'**

Christ has His Divinity from the Father, but from Mary He received humanity.
Through her, God became related to all the materiality of the world, “everything
beginning with the smallest atom and ending with the greatest galaxy can now recognize
itself fulfilled, revealed in glory in the Body of Incarnation.”'*’ The whole universe can
recognize itself in the humanity of Christ and become a partaker of His human nature as

the dwelling place of His Divinity. Through Christ’s Incarnation the greatness of matter

and the human body was revealed. It is that they can contain God and can be united to

14
> “J1eBCTBO — 3TO HE TOJIBKO JAYLIEBHO-TEJIECHOE COCTOSIHUE, JICBCTBO — 3TO COCTOSIHUE U IyXa, U AYyIIH, U

TCJa, OHO HAM KakK OBl 3apOABIITHO JAHO ITPH POXKJIACHUHU U COXPAHACTCA B TCHCHUEC CKOJIBKUX-TO JIET, HO
BMECTE C 3THM, OHO — 3aJIaHKe; IEBCTBO — 3TO HEUTO, JI0 Yero HaJ0 JA0PACTH; ITO HE TOJIBKO JaHHOCTh, 3TO
onHa n3 popm cesTocTr.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Fecedws: o sepe u Llepksu, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy7.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea émopas, 150.

146 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, beceowt o séepe u Ilepxéu, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy7.htm

147 AB provides the following distinction of humility: “Humility is not a condition which we try to ape by
saying that we are unworthy, that we are not as good as others imagine us to be - if they do. Humility is a
condition of the earth, lying completely open and surrendered: the earth which is open to all actions, of
mankind, of the rain, accepting the refuse and accepting the furrow and bringing fruit, surrendered, offered
and given. This is the essence of humility and this is the kind of humility which we see in the Mother of
God.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Mother of God, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_15.htm

'8 The same characteristics we can also see in the early life of Christ.

'Y Metropolitan Anthony Sourozh, Nativity of Christ, 7 January, 1990, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_99.htm
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Divinity, in her the realization of the words of St. Peter “to become partakers of divine
nature” (2 Peter 1:14) are fulfilled."™
According to AB, the Mother of God is “the perfect revelation of what the whole

59151

creation is called to be and to become. Sometimes AB used the same words, but in

. 152
reference to Christ."

This can provoke the question of whether there is an inconsistency
in the theology of AB over who is the perfect revelation: the Mother of God, Christ, or
human nature in general? Since AB insisted that humanity is capable of containing God,
and that Mary gave the perfect humanity to Christ, then we can conclude that humanity,
given by Mary and accepted by Christ, is the perfect revelation of the potentiality of
creation. Another question can also be posed: what made Mary so special that she
became greater and holier than the angels?

AB’s Mariology highlighted two fundamental acts of service in Mary’s life: she
sacrificed herself in body, soul, life and death, and she sacrificed her Son on Golgotha.
According to AB, salvation began with the birth of Mary. “Today is the birth of the

Mother of God, today is the beginning of the overcoming of division that existed

between God and humans from the moment of the fall. Today is born the one who will

150 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponogeou u 6ecedwr, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/prop/prop_14.htm

15 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Feasts of the Mother of God 7 November, 1972, online, available:

http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_45.htm

152 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer. Kuuea émopas, 151, 779; “OH ju1st Hac ABISETCS B

IlepKBY €IMHCTBEHHBIM [0 KOHIIA OCYIIECTBICHHBIM BHICHHEM TOTO, YTO YEJIOBEK COOOM MpeICTaBIIseT,
— On u IIpeuncras JleBa boropoauma.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, becedwt o éepe u Llepxeu,
online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/besedy/besedy5.htm
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become the bridge between heaven and earth, the one who will become the door of the
Incarnation, the door opening onto Heaven.”'?

The Virgin Mary was born without a shadow of human passion, without sin, “not
because God used a miracle, as if acting unilaterally and purified Her from any
sinfulness, but because the whole human race for millennia was being cleansed from
generation to generation, preparing for God this vessel of Incarnation.”** AB did not
accept the Latin teaching of the Immaculate Conception of Mary, but acknowledged her
as a sinless person. Mary did not receive any special treatment from God, she was not
preserved from sin because this would withdraw her from the human race. Instead, she
became the fulfillment of human purification over the centuries, which was also
exemplified by the pure life of her parents Joachim and Anne as an example of humanity
preparing a place for God. The whole universe took part in this miracle and gave Her as
a “gift of humanity to God so that He could become a human being.”">

From her early years, according to Holy Tradition,'*® Mary grew up and matured

in the Temple. AB doubted the historicity of the event of the Entrance of the Theotokos

153 “Ceromns poaunack boxust Matepp; cerofHsi HAUMHAETCS MTPEOI0JICHUE TOTO pa3/ielIeHHs], KOTOPOe
cymiecTBOBasIo MeX 1y borom n denoBekoM ¢ MOMeHTa naneHust; poamiack Ta, Kotopas craner Mocrom
Mmexny Hebom u 3emuteii; Ta, Koropas craner /IBepbio BomtomeHus, 1Bepbio, pacKphIBatoIeiics Ha
He60.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Cuina u Ceamoeo /[yxa, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/inname/in_31.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 800.

3 «he oTOMY, 9T0 bor ynoM, oTHOCTOpOHHE Kak OBl eHCTBYs, Ee oumcTiur oT BCsAKOM IpeXOBHOCTH, a
MOTOMY, YTO BCE YEIIOBEUSCTBO THICIYEICTHIMI OYHINAIOCH U3 TIOKOJICHUS B TIOKOJICHHE, TOTOBS bory
cocyn Bomomenus.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi. Kuuea smopas, 139. Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 149, 990.

1 .
%% “1ap yenoeuectra bory, uToGsr OH MoT cTaTh YenoBexoM.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,

Tpyowvi. Knuea smopas, 140. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouwt, 780.

136 AB referred to the Feast of Entry of the Mother of God to the Temple on Nov 21. The origin of this
feast is based on the apocryphal Gospel of James, also know as the Protoevangelium of James, written
about AD 150. The content of the Gospel presents Mary’s own unique birth, early years in the temple,
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into the Holy of Holies, where only the High Priest could enter once a year after a ritual
of purification by sacrificial blood. Since it was the place of the special presence of God,
to stay there meant to be face to face with God. Mary reached “the maturity of a young
child, but the maturity of one who can already worship, serve, lend an ear, be ready to
respond and to obey. She chose all that and went into that depth of obedience, of
listening, of attention to what was God’s will.”"’

AB brought a spiritual interpretation to this event, which, for him in this case,
was more important than its historicity. “The Presentation of the Mother of God, apart
from its historical features, is extolled by the Church because it indicates to us where she
stands in the whole of Her'*® life, in the divine presence, in complete surrender, in
complete adoration.”">® Mary spiritually entered into a deeper relationship with God, in
her own Holy of Holies, where she opened completely to Him.

Mary’s kenosis began with the Annunciation when Gabriel offered her the role
of becoming the Mother of God. This required an examination of her faith and trust in

God, because at that time if an unmarried girl had a child, she would be stoned to death.

Thus in her agreement to accept God’s will one can discover her readiness to die. For

maturing, engangement with Joseph and virginal birth of Jesus. English translation, online, available::
http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/infancyjames.html

157 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Feasts of the Mother of God 7 November, 1972, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_45.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwsi. Knuea
emopas, 140.

'5¥ In this and other cases I reproduce AB’s use of capital letters for Mary.

159 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Feasts of the Mother of God 7 November, 1972, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_45.htm; Metropolitan Anthony Sourozh, Nativity of Christ
7 January, 1990, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/inname/in_32.htm



155

AB, the greatness of this event lies not in God’s initiative to become a human being, but
in the human being agreeing to cooperate with God to such an extent.
But in the Annunciation, the joy is not only that the Lord turned to us with all His
love, giving Himself with endless grace. Our joy is in this, that a human being
was found, a Virgin from the people of Israel, who so loved God with her whole
heart, mind, strength, and body, that She could reply to the Archangel’s terrifying
and woundrous good tidings: ‘Here am I, the servant of the Lord; let it be with
me according to your word’ (Lk 1:38). In her person the whole of humanity gave
itself to God, the whole of humanity opened itself to God and said: Come! Let it
be to me according to Your will!'®
The event of the Annunciation contains joy and sadness at the same time. On the
one hand, the news of God’s unity with the world and on the other, this news contains
the future tragedy of the cross. In the Annunciation, the self-sacrifice is not only on
God’s part, but also on the part of the Mother of God. Her role is not a passive
acceptance of God’s will, but an active readiness to live life for Christ. “Divine Love,
crucified, salvific love brought the Son of God into the world of death, and the promise
of the Angel to the Pure Theotokos that the Savior of the world, was being born, meant
for her, at the same time, that the Divine Son born from Her, through His blood, deadly

passion and through His death itself, the incomprehensible, impossible death of the

incarnate Word, would save the world.”'®' This is another element of Mary’s kenosis in

10 “Ho B BraroBemenun pagocTh He TOIBKO O TOM, 4TO K HaM obpatmics ocroxns Beeir CBoeid
mo00BbI0, oTAaeT Cebs HaM Oe3rpaHUYHOI JTackoi. PamocTh Hama o0 TOM, 4TO HaIleNcs 4eioBek, JleBa u3
Hapoja M3pannsckoro, Kortopas tak BozmoOmia bora BceM cepiiieM, BCeil MBICIBIO, BCEH KPENOCTHIO,
Bcell oThio0 CBoel, uTo OHa Moria cka3aTh ApXaHIely B OTBET Ha €ro CTPallHOE U IUBHOE
OsaroBectue: ce, paba I'ocnodus, doa 6ydem mue no crogy meoemy (JIk 1:38). B ee nure Bce
YeoBeYecTBO OTAaN0 cedst bory, Bce genmoBedecTBO OTKpEIUTOCE bory n ckaszano: npunau! U na Oynet
MHe 1o Bosie TBoeit!” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvl. Knuea smopas, 574.

191 «JTo60BB BokecTBeHHAs, KPECTHAs, CIIACHTENbHAs M060Bs npuBena CeiHa Boxkus B Mup cMepTH, 1
obemanue Anrena [Ipeuncroit boroponure o Tom, uro pogurcs Cracurens Mupa, 3Ha4wI0 1t Hee B TO
&Ke BpeMs, 4To poxxaeHHbIH oT Hee boxectBennbiit ChlH KpoBblo CBOEH U MyKOH CMEPTHOH U caMOil
CMEpThI0, HEMOCTIKUMOH, HEBO3MOXKHOH cMepThio BorutonieHHoro Ciosa, criaceT Mup.” Metropolitan
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the event of the Annunciation: Mary had to let her Son be sacrificed. Stressing the role
of Mary in the plan of salvation, AB wanted to show that salvation is not a one-sided act
of God, but is based on co-operation between God and the human being, represented in
the Theotokos.

The events surrounding the birth of Christ are also filled with kenotic elements:
no place to stay, the birth in a manger, loneliness and abandonment, fear of being killed
by Herod, and the escape to Egypt. The fate of Christ became the fate of Mary and
Joseph. “Loneliness — that terrible, burning, murderous loneliness that consumes the
hearts of so many people, was the fate of the All Pure Theotokos, Joseph the Betrothed,
and the newborn Christ. He was an alien, a stranger, unwanted by anyone, excluded and

162
thrown away.” 6

But in all the trials, God was present as sacrificial love, as a vulnerable
child, dependent on His parents.

The kenosis and sacrifice of Mary become clearer in the event of the
Encounter.'® AB considered two great moments of Mary’s sacrifices. The first one is

when Mary brought Jesus to the temple. It was a custom in Jewish tradition to bring the

first-born male child as a sacrifice for God, to be dedicated to Him.'** In the O1d

Anthony of Sourozh, Bo uma Omya u Ceina u Cesmoeo /yxa, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/inname/in_95.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 972.

162 «“OruHOYeCTBO — CTpANTHOE, KIydee, YOHICTBEHHOE OMHOYECTBO, KOTOPOE CHENAET CeP/Ia CTONBKHX
mozeit, 6s10 mouneit [Ipeuncroit Jessr boropomums:, Mocnda OOpydHrKa U TOIBKO YTO POAUBIIETOCS
Xpucra. OH OBIT UyXKOH, HIKEM HE XeJIaHHbIH, CKIIIOYSHHBIH 1 BRIOpomeHHbIH.” Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Ilponoseou u beceowt, online, available: http://mitras.ru/prop/prop_04.htm

'3 The feast of the Presentation in the Temple (The Encounter or Meeting of the Lord), Feb 2. Cf. Luke
2:22-39.

164 This feast reminded the Jews of the escape from Egypt, when God killed all the first-born children in
Egypt for the salvation of Israel, and the pharaoh let them go (Exodus 12:29-32). As the ransom for their
death, every first-born male had to be brought to the temple and only God had the right over the life or
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Testament, in place of their child, the parents would bring vicarious sacrifices — a sheep,
or if parents were poor, turtle doves. This was the only time God accepted the actual
sacrifice of her child from a woman of Israel, Mary, in the person of His Son, later on
Golgotha. This was the second great moment of her sacrifice. This is where AB makes
a connection between the cross of Christ, God-forsakenness, and the kenosis of Mary.
He died a redemptive death in the sense that He died at human hands, because He
was standing for God against everyone and everything, and He died the human
death of ordinary, common people, in the terrible moment when He cried: My
God, My God! Why have you forsaken Me? (Mk 15:34). He partook and shared
the tragic fate of a humanity that had lost God. He died from humanity’s loss of
God. And the Mother of God was standing there without a word of protest.'®

And:

She knew that what was taking place on the cross was what She did when She
brought this child into the temple, [the sacrifice of] the first-born male child.'®

Mary’s sacrifice was not a symbolic gesture, but a real one, because she, as a

mother, gave her Son up to death on the cross. Simeon’s prophecies to Mary about a

death of the child. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, bFecedw: 0 6epe u L]epresu, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy8.htm

15 On yMep HCKyIHTENBHOM CMEPTHIO B TOM CMBICITE, uT0 OH yMep OT PyKH 4elOBEdeCKOil, TOTOMY UTO
OH crostn 3a bora mpoTtus Beex u Bcero, 1 OH yMep CMEPTHIO JIOAEH, HOPMaIbHBIX, OOBIKHOBEHHBIX
JII0JIeH, B cTpanrHoe MrHoBeHue, korjaa OH BockinkHy: boxxe Moii! boxe Moit! 3auem Trt Menst
octaBui? (Mk 15:34), mproOmiasch, pa3aenss Tparnieckyro cyap0y denoBeuecTBa, moTepssiiero bora.
OH ymep ot otepu bora Bcem genoBeuectBoM. M1 Mareps bBoxxnst crosita Tam 6€3 eIHHOTO cI0Ba
nporecta. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowst. Knuea émopas, 852, 577; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, The Lord’s Entry into Jerusalem, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_63.htm

166 “Ona snama, uto Ha KpecTe coBepInaercs To, 4to OHa coBepImia, KOoraa MpruHeca 3TOro peOeHkKa B
Xpam, TIepBeHIIa My>ckoro moyia. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, becedw 0 éepe u []epxesu, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy7.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u
Cuina u Ceamoco /[yxa, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/inname/in_34.htm; Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Tpyodwi, 461; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, ITymu xpucmuarncxoi scusnu, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/pouty/crestny.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvt. Knuea émopas,
67,416.
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sword that would pierce her heart (Lk 2:35) are fulfilled and she experienced such pain
and sufferings as no one else on earth.'®’

Another important event in the life of Mary, in the context of her faith, is the
wedding in Cana (Jn 2:1-11). AB treated this event in a messianic sense with a special
emphasis on Mary’s faith. In the dialogue between Jesus and Mary, she did not reply to
His question: “Woman, what concern is that to you and to me?” but instead, with full
faith in her Son as God, “the Theotokos without replying to Him, initiates the Kingdom
by showing complete faith in Him, and the words that lay in Her heart from the very
beginning, from the Annunciation, bear fruit in rich and sacred soil, and She sees in the
Son what He really is: the Word of God.”'®® Mary did not use her authority as mother
over a son, but instead appealed to Him as God. It was Mary’s same faith that allowed
Him to become incarnate. “God encounters the Creature who committed herself to Him
completely, who opened herself and believed in Him completely. He can act freely, not
forcing nature, sovereignly because He is in His domain.”'®® Through the act of Mary’s

faith in God’s love for humanity, He could freely enter and act, because a human being

167 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyost, 968; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlw606s
scenobesicoarowas, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 82.htm

168 “boroponuna, He orBevast Emy, yctanasnuaet LlapcTBo TeM, 4To mposiBisieT noyHyto Bepy B Hero, u
cioBa, koTopsle OHa cliarajia B cepJe ¢ caMoro Hadajia, ¢ biaroBenieHus, MpHHOCSAT TUIO Ha 60TraTol u
cBaToit mouBe, u OHa BuauT B ChiHe TO, uTo OH Ha camoM Jeine ecTh: CinoBo boxwne.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 896; Cf. Ibid., 492; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt. Knuea
emopas, 144-145.

1 «“Bor Berpeuaer Cosnanme, 10 KoHIma EMy mpenasimeecs, OTKpIBIIeecs, 0 KoHua Bepsimee B Hero. Ou
MOJXKET JCHCTBOBATh CBOOOIHO, HE HACHITYSI IPUPOLY, IAPCTBEHHO, moToMy uto OH B CBOei obmacTu.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 896; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moowcem au ewe
MoIumbCs cospemennblil yenosek, online, available: http://mitras.ru/molitva/muzhestvo.htm
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opened the door.'”® AB considered the wedding in Cana to be an image of the Mystical
Supper opened in advance by Mary. “This Mystical Supper is like an icon and a
foretaste of the sacrament of unity between God and humanity, and among human
beings themselves, that will be fulfilled at the end of time. Here the Mother of God
played a decisive role because she was the One whose faith made this miracle possible.
Christ responded to Her faith.”'”!

The culmination of Mary’s kenosis is the crucifixion of her Son, Jesus Christ. All
previous events only prepared for this one. “Silently, as she had during her whole life,
She stood at a distance, participating in His tragic ascent to the cross — the Mother of
God who accepted the good tidings at the Annunciation, but also accepted, in silence,
the prophecies of Simeon about the sword that would pierce Her heart (Cf. Lk 2:35).”'"2

God the Father and Mary both sacrificed Christ for the salvation of the people.

“The Mother of Godis an icon of the God and Fatherbecause both are giving their

170 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi, 942; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bockpecnuie
nponoseou (Minks: Minskii kafedralnyi Sviato-Dukhov sobor, 1996), online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/sermons/serm4.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Coina u
Cesimoeo /[yxa, online, available: http://mitras.ru/inname/in_7.htm

17l «yrq Taiinas Beueps SBJISCTCS Kak Obl HKOHOH ¥ NMpeTHaYNHAHNEM TanHCTBA eIUHCTBA bora u
YeJIoBeKa, JTI0CH MeX Iy co00#, KOTOPOE COBEPIIUTCS B KOHIIC BpeMeH. 31ech boxkus Mateps crirpana
pemaroiyto poiib, motomy uto Ona — Ta, Ubs Bepa crenana BO3MOXKHBIM 4y10. XpUCTOC 0To3Basics Ha Ee
Bepy.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvt. Knuea éemopas, 146.

172 «Ona MOJYaJIMBO, KaK B TeueHue Bcet CBoel KU3HHM, CTOsIIa TI00Jallb, coyyacTBoBajia B Ero
Tparuyeckom BocxoxaeHuu ko Kpecty — boxus Mareps, Kotopas npunsuia binarosectue, Ho Takxe
npuHsIa, 6e3MOIIBHO, Ipopodeckoe ciioBo CuMeoHa o ToM, 4To 1 Eif mpoiineT Med uepes cepame

(cp. JIk 2:35).” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi, 974. Cf. Ibid., 968; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, The Lord’s Entry into Jerusalem, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_63.htm
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beloved Son, their only-begotten Son over to death so that others might live.”'” Mary’s
kenosis reached the culmination pointwhen she allowed her Son to die and she was
dying with Him. AB turned to her personal experience as mother to illustrate the
experience she was going through: “How can we not understand what the Mother of
God could experience in the face of Judas’s betrayal, Peter’s denial, the disciples’
fleeing, the false witness against Her Son, the unjust trial, the mockery and beatings, and

5174

finally the crucifixion of the Savior Christ?”" " Referring to Mary as mother, AB

presented her faithfulness as an example for Christians to follow:

[T]he way in which the Mother of God stood by the Cross and said not a word in
defense of her divine son who was dying there. She did not accuse those who had
condemned him. She did not turn aggressively against the people who, with
curiosity or indifference, were surrounding the Cross. She said nothing. She
accepted the death of her son with the same perfection of faith and surrender
which she had shown when she accepted the Incarnation. This applies to all of
us. The Mother of God, in this respect, should be for us an image and an
example.'”

Here we can see the greatness of the Theotokos, her faithfulness, humility, love,
co-suffering and co-dying with Her Only-begotten Son. Perhaps overstating somewhat,

AB distanced himself from the Western presentation of Mary: “The Mother of God was

173 “Boskus Marepb kak ukoHa bora u Ortma, O6a otrnatonue CBoero BO3IOOICHHOTO, €IMHOPOIHOTO
ChIHa Ha CMepTh, YTOOBI IpyTrHe MoriH XuTh.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvt. Kuuea emopas,
143, 147.

174 «“K ak HAM He TIOHSATb, 4TO MOKET nepexxusath boxus Mareps nepea nuiom npenarenbersa Uynbl,
orpeuenwus [leTpa, GercTBa y4eHHKOB, JDKecBHIeTensCTBa HAa CriHa Ee, cyna HempaBerHOTO, OCMESTHAS,
n30MeHNs — ¥ HaKoHell, KpecTHo# cMeptn Cracurens Xpucra?” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Bockpecuwvie nponosedu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/sermons/serm2.htm

'75 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Suffering and Death of Children: Talk to The Society of the
Child Jesus in November 1971, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_14.htm;
Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlio606b 6cenobescoarowas, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 69.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O caviwmanuu u deranuu,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd28.htm
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standing at the foot of the cross not in tears, as it is presented in Western art, but as
reaching such full unity with Her Son that there was nothing for her to oppose. She was
going through the crucifixion together with Christ; She was experiencing Her own death.
The Mother was finishing what She began on the day when She brought Christ to the
temple, when She offered Her Son.”'’® In AB’s understanding, co-dying with Christ did
not mean separation from Christ, but rather the opposite, unity with Him."”’

She was burying the Son without a word of protest, in complete silence and
heroic simplicity. “She stood silent, at one with the divine and human will of her son:
she was fulfilling the offering which she had begun thirty-three or so years before. She
was at one with the will of God, at one with the will of her divine son, renouncing her
own will, her own hopes, in an act of offering.”'”® AB made a connection between Mary
standing at the foot of the cross and the Incarnation. “Christ dies and they take him down

from the cross. And now the Mother of God again takes Him in Her embrace. Again, He

176 <y o mHosKHsT Kpecra Mareps boxxnst crosina He B cie3ax, Kak 4acTo H300pakaeTcs B 3alaJHOH
xuBonrcr; OHa JOCTHUTIIA TAKOW MOJHOTHI enHeHust co CBouM CriHOM, 4TO Eif HeueMy ObLI1O
npoTuBHTHCS. OHA MPOXOMIIA Yepes3 pacisTre BMecte co Xpuctom; OHa mepexknBaia COOCTBEHHYTO
cMepTh. Math 3aBepiaia To, YTO Hadasia B ICHb MPUHECCHHs XpucTa Bo xpaM, koraa Ona otaana CBoero
Crmaa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Morumea u srcusus, trans. from English by T. Maidanovich,
(Riga: Balto-slavianskoe obshchestvo kul’turnogo razvitiia i sotrudnichestva, 1992), online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/mol_jizn/lifel.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 416,
428.

177 C£. 1bid., 428.

'78 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Mother of God, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_15.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, /606 scenobescoarowas,
online, available: http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 88.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi. Knuea
emopasi, 179; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Fecedwst 0 sepe u [Jepxsu, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy7.htm
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is lying in Her lap, just as He lay as a child, foreordained to die.”'” Nor did Mary know
about the Resurrection. “She was burying not only Her Son, but all hope in God’s
victory, all hope in eternal life.”'™

Christ’s aloneness and abandonment became Mary’s experience, as Christ
remained faithful to the Father and to the people. Christ took care of His Mother, while
hanging on the cross, by placing Mary under John’s care, while she “stood in silence and
contemplated this mystery, this dual mystery of the dying Christ and the silent co-dying

Mother who offered Her Son in sacrifice.”'®!

In his homilies and sermons, he referred to
the Lamentation of the Theotokos'®* and to the irmos in the 9™ ode of the canon in the
matins of the Holy Saturday — “Weep not for me, O Mother, as you see in the tomb the
Son...”"™® It seems that AB was inspired by the liturgical texts of Holy Saturday, but

interpreted these texts in his own way. In the Lamentation of the Theotokos and other

Byzantine hymnography Mary is presented in an emotional way, but AB stressed instead

17« Xpucroc ymupaet, u Ero cHoBa cHnMaroT co kpecta. 1 boxss Marteps Teneps cHoBa Ero Oeper B
00wsTHs1, OH cHOBA JIexuT y Hee Ha konensx, kak OH jexan MnajeHueM, npeJHa3HaueHHBIM K CMepTH.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea smopas, 147.

180 «Opna xopoHmJia He ToJibko ChiHa CBOETO, HO BCAKYIO HAACKIY Ha TT0OeAy BOXKHIO, BCIKYIO HaJICK Y
Ha BEYHYIO )U3Hb.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Ceina u Ceésmoeo /Jyxa, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/inname/in_95.htm

181 “GesmonBHO cTOST 1 co3epiial 3Ty TaiHy, 3Ty IBOHHYIO TallHy YMUPAIOIIEro XpUCTa U OE3MOJIBHO
coymuparornieir Matepu, npuHocsimeid B xeptBy CBoero Ceina.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowvl. Knuea smopas, 416, Cf. Ibid., 67.

'82 The author of the “Lamentation of the Theotokos™ (written in the tenth century) is Simeon the
Logothete. The Lenten Triodion, 617-621.

183 “Weep not for me, O Mother, beholding in the sepulcher the Son whom thou hast conceived without
seed in thy womb. For I shall rise and shall be glorified, and as God I shall exalt in everlasting glory those
who magnify thee with faith and love.” Ibid., 651.
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her silent and emotionless acceptance of her Son’s cross. This is another example of
AB’s “loose” interpretation of the liturgical texts.

The same “loose” interpretation AB applied to the appearance of the risen Christ
to His Mother. In the Scriptures, we do not find any passages related to the special
appearing of the risen Christ to Mary, but AB affirms that Christ appeared to her. “After

»18% Another

His Resurrection, Christ appeared to His disciples and to his Mother.
unusual thought for an Orthodox theologian is his interpretation of the feast and icon of
Pentecost. Certainly the reason for the iconographic tradition depicting Mary among the
Apostles on that day is that earlier in the text Acts refers to her presence in the upper
room after the Ascension (Acts 1:14). In AB’s analysis of the icon, he considered it
unnecessary to present Mary in the icon with a flaming fire over her head. According to
AB, Mary was not present during the descent of the Holy Spirit on the Apostles because
she did not need it.
According to the teaching of the Church, the Mother of God was not there at this
moment, and this was no accident. You see what seems to be so important to me,
why do I mention this? She did not need the descent of the Holy Spirit to
understand and accept everything. The Holy Spirit descended upon Her, the
Virgin of unshakable faith, unshaken in her faithfulness when the archangel

Gabriel announced to Her the Incarnation of Christ. [...] She was already filled
with the Holy Spirit, while the disciples were the ones who needed this gift.'®

184 «“TTocie CBoero Bockpecenns Xpucroc ssmcs CBouM ydaennkam n Martepu.” Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Tpyowvi. Knuea eémopas, 147. It is not clear what AB's particular source for this claim was, but
there is a long standing tradition in East and West of the risen Christ appearing to His mother.

185 «Io yaenuto Llepksu boxust MaTeps He Obl1a TaM B TOT MOMEHT, U He CiTydaifHo. 11 BOT 9T0 MHE
Ka)XeTCsl TAKMM Ba)XKHBIM, TIOYeMy s yIioMuHat0 00 3toMm: OHa He HyXJIanack B comectBun Caaroro Jlyxa
JUTSL TOTO, 9TOOBI BCE MOHSATH, Bce BocpuHsITh. Jlyx CBaToit comnren Ha Hee, JleBy HenmokoneOUMOI BEpHI,
HeKoJeOromeiicst BepHOCTH, Koraa apxanren [ aBpunn Eif BozBecTn poxkaerne Xpructoro [...] OHa yxe
Oblna nmpeucnonHeHa Cesaroro J{yxa, ydeHUKH Hy)AaJuch B 3ToM aape.” Ibid., 147-148.
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This statement relates to the point made earlier about Mary’s sinless life.
According to AB, she did not require any special or individual purification to be able to
accept God in her womb, because previous generations and her parents, through their
pious lives, prepared the one who became the throne for God.

The final event in Mary’s life was her death. Mary, as the example of a perfect
follower of Christ, had to go through all the stages that her own Son experienced. She
died as He died, as all people die, but “She did not die in the way we die, in the sense
that She was already filled with eternity, She was united with God, filled with the Holy
Spirit.”'* Although she had to experience death, on the third day, according to the faith
of the Orthodox Church, when the Apostles opened the tomb, because the Apostle
Thomas was late, her body was not there.'®” She was taken up to heaven not only with
the soul, but also with her body. “She had risen because the bonds of death could not
hold Her, and corruption could not touch a body which had been the body of the
Incarnation.”'®® Before Christ’s death, death was a loss of God and a descent into Hades;
after His Resurrection, however, death is dormition, “falling asleep.” She rose from the

dead by the power of Her Only-begotten Son, “whom She brought into the world by

186 “Ona ymepiia He Tak, Kak MbI yMHPAeM, B TOM CMbICiIe, 4To OHa yKe ObLIa IPEHUCIIONHEHA BEYHOCTH,
Omna 6puta equHa ¢ borom, npeucnonnena J{yxa Cesroro.” Ibid., 148; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Take-leaving: 2 September 1990, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_83.htm

187 protoevangelium of James, online, available: http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/0847.htm

'8 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Dormition of the Mother of God: 28 August, 1986, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng 132.htm
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faith, purity and sanctity.”'® Her death became the beginning of the general
Resurrection.

AB compared the sacrifice of Mary at the foot of the cross with the sacrifice that
a Christian community, with a priest, offers to God in the Eucharist. “Christ, the High
Priest of the whole creation, and the Mother of God together with Him, bring the
sacrifice by an act that I consider to be a genuine act of priestly service.”'”* AB
distinguished between the role of the royal priesthood of the community from the service
of the priests. All are called to self-sacrifice, but the role of a priest is “Christ’s ministry
and, in theological terminology, the intercessory role of Christ’s sacrifice before God,
bringing the redeeming act of Christ to God as the foundation for renewing the created
world.”"" This was the role that Mary assumed in her life, as the second Eve, by which
she brought to the world Eternal Life. “She [...] was the great High Priest of our
salvation, together with the Lord, Jesus Christ, with Whom She was united with one

59192

will, one intention and with Whom She acknowledged one act.” "* It really points to a

189 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo umsa Omya u Ceina u Cesmoeo /yxa, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/inname/in_35.htm

190 “Xpucroc, IlepocssiieHHuK Bcell TBapu, 1 Matepb boxbs BMecTe ¢ Hum npuHocuT xepTBy
JeficTBHEM, KOTOPOE MHE TIPEICTaBIIICTCS MTOJIMHHO aKTOM CBAIIEHHUYECKOTO Ciry)keHus.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 779.

91 «cysxenne XpucTa i, B G0r0CIOBCKOI TEPMHUHOIOTHH, 3aCTYITHHYECKAS POJIh XKEPTBE XPHCTOBOI

nepen borom, npuHECeHUE CMACUTENBHOTO Mo(BUra XprucToBa bory kak OCHOBaHUS Uil OOHOBICHUS
TBapHOTro Mupa.” Ibid., 851.

192 «Ona [...] 6puta BemukuMm [TepBOCBSIIIEHHUKOM HaIlero cnacenus, BMecre ¢ ['ociogom Mucycom
Xpuctom, ¢ Kotopeim OHa Oplia euHa BoJiel, ennHa HamepeHneM U ¢ Kotopeim OHa ncmoBeoBaa
enunoe aeiicteue.” Ibid., 852. AB used this argument in the context of the role of women in the Church.
AB was open to the discussion of the ordination of women to the priesthood in the Orthodox Church, but
his main concern was that this topic was not well studied and neither side has enough arguments to
support or contradict this idea. Cf. Ibid., 852-853.
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very high Mariology, which is something that is related to both anthropology and
Christology.

The practical dimension of the role Mary plays in the Church lies in prayer. AB,
in sermons and talks on Mary, referred to examples of her faith, humility, hope and love,
and most of these were connected to the event that took place at the cross. Christ died on
the cross because of human sin and everyone is responsible for Christ’s cross and death.
“Everyone of us lost God, lost access to Him, lost access to one’s brother, to one’s
neighbor. [...] For this reason the Son of God became the Son of Man, to close the abyss
that sin creates between human beings and God, to close the abyss that separates person
from person.”"”* According to AB, Christ would have become incarnate and die even if
only one person had committed a sin.'”*

AB gave an example of intercessory prayer to Mary in her role as a mother:
“Mother, through my sins, through the falsehood of my life and my separation from
God, I am responsible for the death of your Son on the cross and for the terrible hours in
the garden of Gethsemane, for all his mockery He endured and for all His sufferings.
Mother, if you forgive me and will become my intercessor, then no one will condemn

me and no one will reject me.”"”> For AB this is a reason to trust and love Mary, who

1 N
93 “kasknplit U3 Hac noTepsin bora, motepsit goctyn k HeMy, moTepsii TOCTyI K CBoeMy Opaty, K CBoeMy

ommkHeMy. [...] Jns Toro cnenancst Cor boxwuit CEIHOM 4eToBeUeCKUM, YTOOBI 3aKPHITh 3Ty ITPONAcTh,
KOTOPYIO TPEX CO3[aeT MEX/y 4eIOBEeKOM U Borom, 4To0Obl 3aKphITh O€3/HYy, KOTOpas OTACISIET Ye0BeKa
ot yenoBeka.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlio606b 6cenobesicoarowas, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 71.htm

194 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosr. Knuea émopas, 408.

195 “Martb, 1 — CBOUMHU I'PEXaMHU, HEIIPaBJIOH CBOEH XKU3HHU, OTJAAJIICHHOCTHIO CBOEH 0T bora oTBeTCTBEHEH
3a KpecTHyto cMepTh ChiHa TBoero, ¥ 3a cTpalrHbie yackl ['ecruMancKoro caja, 3a Bce mopyranue 1 3a
Bce crpanganue Ero. Mate, eciu Tol mpocTrinb u 3acTymHUIIEH CTaHEUIb MOEH — HUKMO MEHS HE OCYJIUT,
HUKTO MEHsI He oTBeprHeT.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlio606b 6cenobesicoarowas, online,
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gave her Son to die without a word of complaint, in full sacrifice. AB expresses here

poetically: “If the Mother asks to forgive, there is none who can refuse mercy.”"”°

Mary plays a very important role in the kenotic theology of AB. Her personal
openness to God and readiness to cooperate with Him to the end made it possible for
God to become incarnate. Her greatness is not only in her role as Mother of God, but
also as the perfect example of a virgin for Christians to follow. As we can see, her faith,
love, humility and trust did not keep her from suffering. She had to experience
everything that her Son experienced during His life. For AB, her personal co-sacrificing
with the Father, and co-suffering and co-dying with Christ seems to put her on the same
level with God, but AB as stated before, never acknowledged Mary as a Co-Redemptrix
in the sense that her sufferings had the same value in the salvation of the world as the
sufferings and death of Jesus Christ. Rather, it had value in her personal kenosis as
Mother and as an example for Christians. On the other hand, AB stressed the greatness
of human nature and matter as one that can receive God (boronpuumnas). In stressing
the role of Mary, he pointed out the great value of the human person as an active partner
with God in the plan of salvation.

Mary’s personal forsakenness is united with the forsakenness of her Son dying

on the cross. As Christ, who became faithful to the Father and to the people that

available: http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 69.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt. Knuea
emopast, 408.

196 “IToToMy uTO eciau MaTh IPOCUT NPOCTUTh, TO HUKTO HE UMEET MpaBa OTKAa3aTh B IOMUJIOBAHUU.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlw606s scenobencoaiowas, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 73.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moowcem 1u ewje morumoca
cospemennblll uenogex, online, available: http://mitras.ru/molitva/muzhestvo.htm



168

abandoned Him, so Mary also became faithful and, in deep silence and humility,
accepted the will of God. As we can see in AB’s kenotic theology, Mary’s whole life,
beginning from the Annunciation, was directed towards the cross of Christ. The

prophecy of Simeon about the sword that would pierce her side is fulfilled (cf. Lk 2:35).

11.2.2. John the Baptist

In his sermons and talks, AB referred to the life of John the Baptist in the
contexts of the desert, the baptism of Christ in the Jordan, and John’s imprisonment. In
what follows, I will present the reflections of AB on John the Baptist’s personal kenotic
experience and the sense of abandonment according to AB. The kenotic life of John
doesn’t have a direct connection to the God-forsakenness of Christ on the cross, but AB
links it to the kenotic event of the baptism of Christ and to the experience of
abandonment.

According to AB, John spent thirty years in the wilderness preparing himself for
the mission to be the Forerunner. He spent these years in complete solitude and
emptiness, face to face with God, in order to become one with the will of God and the
voice of God in the desert (Mk 1:3). “He so identified with his vocation, with who he
was and what he was, that it was no longer a human being who was saying words about

God, but it was God’s own resounding voice.”"”” We can see here some similarity with

197
“OH HACTOJBKO OTOXKICCTBHUIICS CO CBOUM IPU3BAHUEM, C TEM, KTO OH OBUI M YeM OH OBLI, 4TO peUb
yKe He TIIa 0 TOM, YTO YeJIOBEK TOBOPHUT CJIOBA, OTHOCSIIHUECS K bory, — 310 06121 rostoc boxuit
> 9

3pyuanmii.” Ibid., 201. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jliw606s 6cenobescoaiowas, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 72.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Boiidy ¢ dom meoii



169

the way AB viewed the life of Mary, who identified Herself with God and became the
Mother of God. John, like Mary, sacrificed and submitted his life completely to God.
John’s preaching became God’s voice. AB compared John’s self-sacrifice with a well-
tuned musical instrument, “on which the genius composer or performer can play in such
a way that we notice neither the instrument, nor the composer, nor the performer, but
only feel the penetrating experience to which the sounds of the melody gives birth.”""®
The main message of John’s preaching was repentance, and those who came to
him and confessed their sins were baptized and liberated from their sins. The first
kenotic element we can see is in his role as the Forerunner of Christ. John identified
Christ in the following way: “This is the Lamb of God, Who will take upon Himself the
cross of the world, the sin of the world, the weight of the world.”" For his followers
and disciples, it was also a tragic moment because they realized that someone more
important was coming after John. “He must increase, but [ must decrease” (John 3:30).
So they had to leave John and follow Jesus, because of John’s testimony: “It’s Him.”*"
Curiously, AB omitted, from his reflections on the life of John the Baptist, the

dialogue between John and Christ, a dialogue that can be considered as kenotic (see Mt

3:14-16). John humbled himself by baptizing Christ. I think that AB may have

(Saint-Petersburg: Satis, 1994), online, available: http://mitras.ru/voidu/voidu2.htm; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, IIponosedu u 6eceodwr, online, available: http://mitras.ru/prop/prop 31.htm

1 o
% “Ha KOTOPOM I'€HHUAJIBHBIM KOMITO3UTOP HUJIN UCIIOJTHUTEIIb MOXKET UI'PaTh TaK, YTO YKC€ HC 3aMcYaclIb

HU MHCTPYMECHTA, HU KOMIIO3UTOPA, HA UCIIOJTHUTEIA — TOJIBKO ITPOHU3BIBACIIBCA TEM IIEPEKUBAHUEM,
KaKkoe poxaaeT B Tebe 3Byuarnias Menoaus.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpydwst, 555-556.

199 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bockpecuwie nponosedu, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/sermons/serm4.htm

290 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O scmpeue (Saint-Petersburg: Satis, 1994), online, available:
http://mitras.ru/sretenie/sret_vstrech.htm
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deliberately chosen to omit this and rather to stress another kenotic element: the
symbolic meaning of water, heavy with sins, that Christ descended into and accepted
upon Himself.

To underline the kenosis of John, AB also used the words John spoke about
himself: “I am the bridegroom’s friend.”

In antiquity, both Jewish and pagan, the groom had a friend who took care of

everything for the marriage and, after the marriage ceremony, he led the bride

and groom to the marriage chamber, and remained outside the door on guard so
that no one could interrupt their deep and mysterious encounter in the wonder of
marital love. He was a friend because he was able to stay outside the door,
remain outside the boundary.?'

John the Baptist was able to step back and to make a place for God and did not
anticipate any reward. AB used John the Baptist’s life as an example for Christians to
follow. “Everyone among us is so often in some sense relating to others as the
Forerunner of the Lord, the one, whom the Lord sent beforehand to bring the word and
the way of life to people, the one who would prepare them to understand and accept
Christ.”**

The most kenotic moment in John’s life was his imprisonment. He was aware of

his coming death and he sent his disciples to ask Jesus if he was the Messiah or whether

201« JIPEBHOCTH, €BPEHCKOI KaK M A3bIYECKOM, Y )KeHUXa ObUI APYT, KOTOPBIH 3a00THIICS 000 BCEM IS
Opaka, ¥ KOTOPBIN TOCIie COBEPIICHUS Opaka MPUBOANI K OpauHON KOMHATE HEBECTY U )KCHHXA,
OCTaBaJICsA 32 IBEPHIO M CTOPOXKMI, YTOOBI HUKTO HE NPEepBaN UX TITyOOKOH, TAMHCTBEHHOH BCTPEUH B
JTUBHOH OpagHoit mo0BU. OH OBII IPyTroM, MOTOMY YTO YMEJ OCTAThCS 3a JBEPHIO, OCTATHCS 3a
npeneioM.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlio606b scenobeacoarowas, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 68.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponogedu u 6ecedwi, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/prop/prop 15.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosr. Knuea emopas,
499, 556-557.

202 «K a1l M3 HAC B KAKOM-TO CMBICIIE 110 OTHOIICHHIO K OKpY>KaIOILUM SIBJISIETCS] TAK YacCTO MpeaTedei
TocriogauM, Tem, koro I'ocrionk mocnan Buepeau Cedst, ITOOBI IPUHECTH JIFOJISIM CIIOBO M 00pa3 KU3HH,
KOTOPBIH MTPUTOTOBHI OBI MX MOHATH XPHCTA, MPHHATE XpHcTa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
IIponogedu u beceowt, online, available: http://mitras.ru/prop/prop 15.htm
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we should expect another (Mt 11:2). AB did not resolve this contradiction of how it was
possible for John to have witnessed to Christ on the banks of the Jordan and then to have
doubts overwhelm him. “If it is really you then all the sacrifices of my youth, all the
years in the wilderness, all the hatred I was surrounded by; the coming of death, my
diminishing in order that you might grow, is a blessedness; but if it is not you then I
have lost my life, I have lived and I shall die in vain. Here again the prophet received the
reply of the prophet, but no word of consolation.”**® Christ did not reply directly to
John’s question. “Christ did not take away from him the fullness of the struggle of faith
and the struggle of faithfulness until the end. Christ replied to the question of his
disciples: Go and tell John what you hear and see: the blind receive their sight, the lame
walk, [...] and the poor have good news brought to them. And blessed is anyone who
takes no offense at me [(Mt 11:5-6)].”2** John had to return to his own heart, to the

experience he had in the wilderness and to become faithful unto death.*”

203 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, I Believe in God, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_04.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi, 469-470.

204 «X prcTOC HE OTHMMACT y HEro TOJTHOTHI [OBHTA BEPHI | IIOBHIA BEPHOCTH 0 KOHIA.
Bonpomaromum Ero yuenukam Xpucroc ropoput: Ckaxxure MoaHHy, 4TO Bbl BUIUTE, — CIENbIE BUISAT,
XpOMBIE XOJST, HUIHE OIarOBECTBYIOT; OJaXkeH TOT, KTo He cobia3HuTces 0 MHe...” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Jliob606b scenobexcoarowas, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 68.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Ceina u
Cesimoeo /[yxa, online, available: http://mitras.ru/inname/in_4.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Jloboewb scenobdeicoarowas, online, available: http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 72.htm; Ibid.,
http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 71.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, becedwt o sepe u llepksu,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy8.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Moowcem au ewge moaumncs cospemennulii wenogex, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/molitva/muzhestvo.htm; Ibid., http://mitras.ru/molitva/modern.htm; Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 318-319; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 894.

205 cf, Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlrw6osw ecenobescoarowas, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 68.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 566.
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AB identified some practical application for Christians facing loneliness and
emptiness from the kenotic experience of John.

Sometimes it happens when those closest to us leave and emptiness surrounds us.

It happens when we are touched by illness and then, even if we are surrounded

with care, we feel loneliness because we are facing death. [...] Sometimes we

ourselves withdraw in order to come to ourselves — and then we know how it is
difficult to stay one on one with oneself, if you are not used to it. It becomes
frightening. At that moment our inner emptiness is opened up to our own gaze,
and it is precisely into this emptiness, this desert that we must enter. It will be
lonely and empty there, it will be difficult to live, but only if we can live in that
desert with God alone, can we then return to people and never lose God, and we
are more capable of overcoming ourselves, overcoming everything.**

One might view the whole life of John as filled with self-sacrifice. According to
the scriptural witness in the wilderness he spent almost his whole life preparing for the
mission to be the Forerunner. The scriptures suggest that he became so close to God that
through him and his preaching people heard the voice of God and repented of their sins.
He manifested humility when he saw Jesus Christ, but the true kenosis he experienced
was in prison, when his death was close at hand and doubts came upon him. Christ
demanded unlimited faith from him and John died faithful to his vocation. Following

AB’s train of thought we can acknowledge John’s experience as one of forsakenness by

God.

296 «“Brrpaer 9T0, KOI/a HAC OCTABST OIIMKHKE, KOTJIA CACIACTCS BOKPYT HAc mycTo. BeiBaeT 910, KOr/a Hac
TPOHET 0OJIe3Hb, M TOTAA, KaK Obl HA ObUTH MBI OKPY’KEHBI 3a00TOM, MBI YyBCTBYEM, YTO MbI OJIUHOKH,
[TOTOMY YTO MBI CTOMM TEIEPh MEPE.] JINIIOM JKU3HU M CMEPTH. [...] BbIBaeT, 4To MBI yqaiuMcst caMu, ISt
TOTO YTOOBI MPUHTH B ce0sI, — U TOTJ]a MBI 3HAaeM, KaK TPYIHO OBIBAET OCTAThCS OJHOMY C CAaMUM CO00ii,
€CJI K 3TOMY HE IPHUBHIK. JlenaeTcst 0053HO; TOT/1a OTKPBIBACTCS MIEPEI HAIIUM COOCTBEHHBIM B30POM
BHYTPEHHSIS Hallla yCTOTa, ¥ B 3TY IIYCTOTY, B 3Ty IIYCTHIHIO HAM HaICXKHUT BOWTH. Tam OyaeT 0IHHOKO,
TaMm OyIeT MycTo, TaM OYIeT TPYIHO XHUTh, HO TOJIBKO €CJIM MbI CYMEEM JKUTh B 3TOH MyCThIHE, ¢ Borom
OmHAM, CMOKEM MBI BEPHYTHCSI K JIFOISIM, HUKOTIa HE Tepsist bora u criocoOHBIMHE, T0OeIuB ceos,
nodenuTh Bee.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlio606b 6cenobescoarowas, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 68.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Ceina u
Cesimoeo /[yxa, online, available: http://mitras.ru/inname/in_4.htm
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I1.2.3. Apostles: Both Forsaken and Forsaking the Lord

In the previous examples of Christ, Mary, and John the Forerunner, we can see
forsakenness by God as the common element in AB’s kenotic theology. With the
Apostles the perspective will be a bit different, because according to AB’s kenotic
theology, they were forsaken by God, but at the same time they were the ones who had
forsaken Christ. Also, I will present the betrayal by Judas as the counter-example of
God-forsakenness.

AB distinguished between the experience of the Apostles before Christ’s
Resurrection and their experience after Pentecost when they received the Holy Spirit.
Before Christ’s Passion James and John asked Jesus to take their seats in His glory, but
His reply was about future sufferings and the cross. “He asked them: Are you able to
drink the cup that I drink? Are you ready to immerse yourselves in this horror in which I
will be immersed? ... And when they replied: ‘Yes!” — He said to them: “You will be
drinking the cup I drink, you will be the participants of my passion’ (Mk 10:35-40).”%"
It seems that their readiness to be participants in Christ’s Passion was too quick and they
did not understand the coming events. According to AB, only one Apostle, Thomas, was
ready to die with Jesus. When Lazarus was sick and Jesus heard about this, He desired to

return to Jerusalem to visit him. The Apostles answered that it was dangerous because

the Jews wanted to stone Him. Only Thomas said: “Let us also go, that we may die with

207 «Opn ux cipocut: ['oToBbl 11 Bel IUTh Moto yaiy? I'0OTOBBI J1u Bl IOTPY3UTHCS B TOT yXKac, B
KoTopsbIit S Oyxy nmorpyxken?.. U korga onn otetmuy; ‘/la!’, — OH um ckasan: ‘Ber Oynere nute Moto
qanry, Oyaere yuactHukamu Moeit ctpactu’ (Mk 10:35-40).” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O
caviwanuu u denanuu, online, available: http:/mitras.ru/h_d/hd26.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowr, 462, 907.



174

Him” (John 11:16). AB provided the following interpretation: “He [Thomas] was
prepared not only to be His disciple in words, not only to follow Him as one follows a
teacher, but to die with Him as one dies with a friend and, if necessary, for a friend.”*%

Holy Friday for the Apostles was the final day of their life because all hope was
buried with the death of Christ and they experienced His death as their own. “The death
of Christ was for them not only the death of the Master, the death of a friend; it was the
death of the One, in Whom was their life, Who contained the words of eternal life. With
His death e life died out, and they could only continue to survive.”**’ Here we can see
the kenosis and God-forsakenness of the Apostles.

But the Apostles were also the ones who abandoned Christ and fled from Him. In
the Garden of Gethsemane, Jesus took three Apostles and asked them to keep vigil.
Three times He came to get support from them and three times He found them asleep.

The Apostles did not think about Christ, but only about themselves and when Judas

approached with the soldiers, they fled and left Christ alone.

298 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, St. Thomas Sunday: April 30, 1995, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_167.htm. The issue of Thomas later doubting the
Resurrection of Christ relates to AB’s interpretation of the change in the Apostles at the descent of the
Holy Spirit at Pentecost: “[W]hen he [Thomas] looked at them, he saw them rejoicing in what they had
seen, rejoicing that Christ was not dead, rejoicing that Christ was alive, rejoicing that victory had been
won. Yet, when he looked at them he saw no difference in them. These were the same men, only full of
joy instead of fear. And Thomas said: Unless I see, unless I probe the Resurrection, I cannot believe you.”
Ibid., online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_65.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Tpyodwsi, 695-696; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvt. Knuea émopas, 30, 328, 579;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, beceowt o séepe u [[epxsu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy12.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, beims xpucmuanunom: beceowi
(Elektrostal: Molva, 2000), online, available: http://mitras.ru/be/be_2.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Bo uma Omya u Ceina u Cesmoeo /yxa, online, available: http://mitras.ru/inname/in_101.htm

209 “[C]mepts XprcTa OBLTA A7 HUX HE TOJIBKO CMEPTHIO YUHTeNs, cMepThio [lpyra; 3To OBLTa CMEpTH

Toro, B KoM Obuta ux xu3nb, KTo o6manan cnopamu BeuHoi xu3Hu. C Ero cMepThio moracia Ha 3eMiie
W3Hb, 1 IM OCTaBaJIOCh TOJBKO MPOIOIDKATE cymiecTBoBaTh.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Feceowt
o eéepe u I]epxeu, online, available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy10.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, /[yxosnoe nymewecmsue, online, available: http://mitras.ru/soul_put/put_7.htm
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The renunciation of Peter is another example of the forsaking of Christ by an
Apostle. Other Apostles fled, but Peter had openly renounced Christ. After the
Resurrection, with the three questions addressed to Peter on whether he loved Him,
Christ healed the wholeness that had been destroyed by the renunciation. “Peter stood
there, forgiven; Christ did not judge him, He did not reject him, He did not ask him,
‘Have you repented of your denial?’ Because Peter was there, among the others, because
Peter was one of His own but with a broken heart, with a searing memory of betrayal —
he was received.”?'® AB thought that it was the glance of Jesus (Lk 22:61) at Peter,
which saved him from the act that Judas did to himself.*'""

For AB the denial of St. Peter and the betrayal of Judas are on the same level, but
with different consequences. Peter did not lose hope, but kept trusting in Christ. Judas,
on the other hand, focused on the sin he had committed, and could not believe in
forgiveness. “Judas realized what he committed; he saw that his betrayal was
irreparable: Christ was condemned and died. But he did not recall what the Lord had
revealed about Himself and His Eternal Father; he did not understand that God would

not betray him as he had betrayed his God. He lost all hope, and went and hanged

219 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Veneration of Saint Peter’s Chains 29th January, 1989, online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_52.htm. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Paoocms noxasnus, online, available: http://mitras.ru/pokayanie/pokayanie.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, beceout o sepe u [lepksu, online, available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy3.htm; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, /[yxosnoe nymewecmsue, online, available: http://mitras.ru/soul_put/put_3.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponogedu u 6ecedwi, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/prop/prop_30.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O cavtuwanuu u deranuu, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/h_d/hd28.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlro606b scenobecoaiowas,
online, available: http://mitras.ru/lubov/Iub_vse 69.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsz, 309.

et Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlrw6osw écenobescoarowas, online, available:

http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 69.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilymu xpucmuancxkou scusnu,
online, available: http://mitras.ru/pouty/crestny.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 470.
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himself. His thinking focused only on his sin, upon himself, instead of on God, the father

of Jesus — and his own Father...”?"?

Judas was so completely obsessed with the act he
had committed that he could not believe in God’s forgiveness and did not allow God to
save him.

All the Apostles went with Jesus to Gethsemane, where He “accepted in His
heart, took upon His shoulders all the alienation of the world, all the sorrow that is born
of it, that grows out of animosity, hatred and the alienation of people from one
another.””"® But when Judas left to bring money to the chief priests, he “entered a
different darkness. There no care about anyone existed, no one bothered him, he was in
his darkness, but stayed alone, because these people, who walk in this darkness are not

»214 1t seems AB

brothers to each other — everyone is imprisoned in his own loneliness.
was sympathetic to the forsakenness that Judas experienced and transferred some of the

responsibility for his actions on to the other Apostles. “Judas is a mysterious person. He

too was disappointed, he also felt cheated, and he also thought that Christ had deceived

212 “Plyia mOHSUT, 9TO COBEPIIIIT; YBUIEI, UTO €r0 IPEATENbCTBO HEMOIPABIMO: XPHCTOC OBIT OCYK/ICH
u ymep. Ho on He Bcnomum, uto I"'ocrions otkpsin o Cebe u CBoem HebecHom OTIie; OH HE IMOHSIT, 9TO
Bor He npenact ero, kak oH npeaai csoero bora. OH moTepsut BCSIKYIO HAACKIY, MOLIET U YAABUIICS.
MpICib €ro cocpeoToumIach TOJIBKO Ha €ro rpexe, Ha HeM caMoM, a He Ha bore, Otue Uucyca — u ero
Orre...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jyxoenoe nymewecmaue, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/soul_put/put_5.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Ceina u Ceamozco
Ilyxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_93.htm

213 “npunsan B CBoe cep/ie, B35l Ha CBOM IJIEYH BCIO OTBEPKEHHOCTh MUPA, BCE OTUYKJICHHE MHUPa OT
Bora, BCIo ckopOb, POXKIAIOLIYIOCS OT 3TOT0, BRIPACTAIOIIYIO M3 BPaX/Ibl, U3 HCHABUCTH, U3
OTUYXJIEHHOCTH JIO/IeH IpyT oT Apyra.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlw6o6s scenobescoarowas,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 68.htm

214 “ymien B Ipyryio TbMy. Tam HUKaKO# 3a00THI HU 0 KOM He OBLIO, HUKTO €ro He Tporal, OH OBIT CBOH B
9TOH ThME, HO OCTaJICSI B HEH OJIMH, IIOTOMY 4TO T€ JIIOJU, KOTOPbIE XOAAT B 3TOU ThME, IPYT APYry HE
OpaThs, — KOXIBIH 3aKOBaH B CBOe 0uHO4YeCTBO.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlio606w
scenobesicoarowas, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 68.htm
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them all — and put Him to death.”*"” It might seem that AB diminished the betrayal of
Judas and shifted some responsibilites for this act onto the other Apostles. However, he
also acknowledged Judas’ personal responsibility for this act.”'°

The death of the Master was for the Apostles their own death, the Resurrection of
Christ was for them the resurrection of their hope and faith and healing of their forsaking
of Jesus, as well as healing their own experience of loneliness and forsakenness by God.
“When Christ appeared to the Apostles, who in experiencing His death on the cross,
experienced their own death, He gave them not only a new continuation of earthly life:
within this earthly life He already gave them the presence of eternal life. [...] For the
Apostles the death of Christ was their death, His Resurrection — new life.”*!”

After the descent of the Holy Spirit upon the Apostles, they were able to preach
the Gospel and sacrifice their lives. “[On] the fiftieth day after the crucifixion, the Holy
Spirit descended upon the disciples (Act 2:1-4), and they became different people, a new

creation, not in terms of courage or in terms of outward appearance, but because the life

of the risen Christ was poured into them.”*'® The preaching of the Apostles became one

13 “Yyna — TamncTBenHas muaHOCTh. OH TOXKE Pa30yapoBaH, OH TOXKE UyBCTBYET cebsi 0OMAHyTHIM, OH
TOKe [yMaeT, 4To XpUCTOC 0OMaHyJ UX BceX, — U npenaeT Ero Ha cmepTs.” Metropolitan Anthony
Sourozh, Yenosex neped bocom, 132.

26 f, Metropolitan Anthony Sourozh, Palm Sunday 4 April 1993, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_111.htm

217 «“Korma XpucToc SBUIICA arlocToJIaM, KOTOPBIE B epekuBaHUU Ero cMepTH Ha KpecTe MEPeXHii CBOIO
COOCTBEHHYIO cMepTh, OH HE IMPOCTO AT UM HOBOE TIPOIOJKEHUE 3eMHOM KU3HH: BHYTPH 3TOH 3eMHOMH
*m3HA OH Tl UM y)Ke TIPUCYTCTBHE KU3HH BEYHOH. [...] [l amocTonoB cMepTh XpHCTOBa OBLTa MX
cMepThio, Ero Bockpecenrne — HOBO# sku3HbI0.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Fecedwt o sepe u
Ilepkesu, online, available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy10.htm#1

218« NATHACCATHIN TeHb nocie pacuaTusd Jlyx Csroii comen Ha yaueHUKOB (esH 2:1-4), u oHU cTanu
p y

WHBIMH JIIOIBMH, HOBOW TBAphIO, HE 110 CMEJIOCTH, HE 110 BHEITHEMY OOJIMKY, a TOTOMY YTO KH3Hb
BOCKpecIero Xpucra Biawiack B HuX.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt. Knuea émopas, 31.
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with Christ’s, like the preaching of John the Forerunner who became the voice of God.
All the Apostles, except for John the Theologian, died a martyr’s death, they were not

afraid to sacrifice their lives for God.

In examining AB’s understanding of God-forsakenness as a part of kenotic
theology we have seen that the whole life of Christ was linked to the event on the cross.
Although we can see the God-forsakenness of Christ as central to AB’s kenotic thelogy,
AB understood Christ’s kenosis comprehensively. This is in contrast to the earlier
presented Protestant and some Russian kenoticists who limited Christ’s kenosis to the
Incarnation or other events from Christ’s life.

Christ in His Incarnation accepted all of the consequences of sin, including
death, which in AB’s understanding is Godlessness. In addition, the personal lives of
Mary, John the Baptist and the Apostles were also connected directly or indirectly to the
kenotic life of Christ in the way that they also experienced the absence of God in their
lives. If Christ and other people from the Bible experienced absence and abandonment
by God, it means that Christians might also experience this abandonment. Thus, the
example of Christ’s life might inspire them in a moment of God’s absence. We will see
different examples and reasons for this experience in life in further chapters. For this
chapter, however, it was important to look closely at the kenotic life of Christ, who is the

ultimate example for His followers.
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CHAPTER III

II1.1. Anthony Bloom’s Anthropology

As is evident in the previous chapter, the God-forsakenness of Christ became a
key theme in AB’s reflections on the life of Christ. The links between God-forsakenness
and the creation of the world, Christ’s Incarnation, the Baptism in the Jordan,
temptations in the desert, the Transfiguration, the Mystical Supper, the prayer in
Gethsemane, His suffering, the cross on Golgotha, the descent into Hades, the glorious
Resurrection and the Ascension evidently have kenotic roots in AB’s beliefs about
Christ’s life. Other people in the New Testament such as the Mother of God, John the
Baptist and the Apostles had direct links to the kenotic life of Christ, having also
experienced their own God-forsakenness. In the previous chapter, I tried to present zow
AB understood the God-forsakenness of Christ and others in the New Testament, while
in the present chapter I will present AB’s answer to the question of wiy Christ had to
experience God-forsakenness on the cross. I see the answers in AB’s anthropology
which include the following:

. The main points of AB’s anthropology are: dual solidarity of Christ and God’s
faith in the human person

. The creation of the world and the vocation of the first couple: the idea of the
“total human”

. The Fall and its consequences: death as Godlessness
. Salvation in Jesus Christ the Godman

o The “Atheistic” Christ
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Before I proceed to look at each of these points, I would like to give the general
outlines of AB’s anthropology. The goal is to establish the terminology AB used in the
context of his discussion on the God-forsakenness of Christ. There are four themes he
referred to in this context: “the solidarity of God with the human person,” “God’s faith

29 ¢¢

in the human person,” “atheism,” and “the encounter between God and the human
person.” All of these themes are linked to the kenosis of God, but especially “God’s faith
in the human person.” The themes of “the solidarity of God” and ““atheism” are very
connected to the God-forsakenness of Christ on the cross. In this chapter I will present
the first three themes in their “theoretical” dimension, i.e., in connection with the life of

Christ, especially God-forsakenness, while the “practical” dimension and the theme of

encounter [ will present in subsequent chapters.

I11.2. Dual Solidarity of Christ

AB was asked why he used the secular, political word ““solidarity” to describe a
relationship of God with humans, instead of more traditional theological terminology.
His reply was that he does so on purpose, because the notion behind this word is one that
everybody can understand — “it is a word of current usage, it denotes a relationship with
which we are quite familiar: the idea of solidarity with each other is easy for us to grasp

clearly.”!

! Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “The Prayer of Intercession,” Sourozh 1 (1980): 22-33, online,
available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_10.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodws: (Moscow:
Praktika, 2002), 954; Anthony Bloom, God and Man (New York: Paulist Press, 1971), 85.
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AB used the experience of Job to explain the solidarity of God with humans in
Christ. In Job 9:33, Job cries out for a mediator who would explain God to him. Job saw
himself as a righteous and faithful person who never abandoned God, so why would God
put him on trial? Christ, according to AB, became an answer to Job’s cries, because He
entered into the very center of human tragedy and brought salvation.

He Himself became that situation, because in Him God and man were shown to

be one, and the tragedy in which God and Job faced each other, became

concentrated in one person, in one Divine Person — in the Human free of sin,

Who in an act of full limitless solidarity with the fallen human person became

not only cursed and convicted but the curse (Gal 3:13).2

The solidarity of God with humans began with creation. God took responsibility
for this act and when humans turned away, He remained faithful throughout history until
the moment of the Incarnation. The act of the Incarnation is for AB the essential event of
solidarity with humans. God identified Himself not with the righteous and saints, but
with sinners and prostitutes, with all those who needed salvation. He humbled Himself,

became vulnerable and He shared not only human limitations, but also suffering and

death.’

2 “Ou CaMm cman s1oii cutyanuei, moromy uto B Hem Bor u uenoBek okazaimch eounsl, U Tpareaus, B
KOTOPOM JIUIOM K JIUIy couutichk bor u Mo, crycTuiiach B 0JTHON 4eI0BEYECKOW JJUYHOCTH U B OJJTHOM
BoxxectBenHoM Jlnne — B Uenoseke, cCBOOOTHOM OT rpexa, HO KOTopeii B akTe IMOTHOH, HUYEeM He
OTPaHUYCHHOW COJIMIAPHOCTH C MAIIIUM YSJIOBEKOM CTaJl HE TOJIEKO MPOKIISATHIM, OCYXJICHHBIM, HO
xknameou (I'an 3:13).” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moawcem au ewge morumuocs cospemenmuiii
yenogex? (Klin: Khristianskaia zhizn, 1999), online, available: http://mitras.ru/molitva/modern.htm; Cf.
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodws, 940; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwsi. Knuea emopas
(Moscow: Praktika, 2007), 323.

3 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoet, 233; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The True Worth
of Man: A University Sermon Preached in the University Church of S. Mary the Virgin, Oxford, on
October 22nd, 1967, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_03.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, On Forgiveness: July 19, 1970, online, available: http://mitras.ru/eng/eng 130.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Sunday of the Cross: 18 March 1990, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_36.htm
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When we speak of the solidarity of Christ with man in the Incarnation, we
continually think of the minor and major expressions of this contradiction. We
consider the limitations which the divine Word imposed upon Himself in
entering time and becoming a prisoner of space: He is hungry, thirsty, tired: On
another level, He seeks, He accepts the company of sinners.

AB called this event “an act of incarnate solidarity,” because Christ is in
ontological solidarity both with God and with humans. Also, the solidarity of Christ with
humans did not break up His solidarity with the Father. This dual solidarity of Christ did
not bring about a conflict within the Person of Christ. On the contrary, “human and God
appeared to be inseparably bound by one fate,”® and He remains human forever.

AB asserted that it was not enough for Christ to participate in the human tragedy,
including suffering and death, in order to achieve salvation, since many people suffered
far more than Christ on the cross. “The tragedy of His death is not His ultimate
participation in human tragedy and human destiny.”” According to AB, the dual
solidarity led Christ to the cross and caused a double abandonment, first by the people

because He died outside of the city, and, second, by the Father, when He cried out: “My

God, My God! Why have you forsaken Me?” (Mk 15:34). But He remained faithful to

* Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 95. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The True Worth of Man,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_03.htm

> Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer, 451.
6 “germoBek 1 BOT OKa3BIBAIOTCS CBA3AHHBIME OJHOM Cy1b60ii, HepaspbiBHO.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Moowcem 1u ewge moaumncs cospemennulii wenogek, online, available:

http://mitras.ru/molitva/modern.htm

7 Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 95.
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both.® God-forsakenness became the ultimate expression of Christ’s solidarity with
humans and with the Father.
If it is true that one dies from the absence of God, from the loss of God, then it is
there that he accepts a solidarity — ultimate, agonizing, appalling — with us: he
undertakes to share with us the only tragedy that is final and ultimate, the loss of
God which is our death. And in his death, he is torn apart. His soul, dazzling with
the light of the divinity, and his body, united forever with his divinity, are
separated, torn from each other; the body of Christ rests incorruptible in the tomb
because it is penetrated by the presence of God, and the soul of Christ; like the
soul of every man, descends into hell as we proclaim in the Apostles’ Creed.”
What makes Christ’s death so special and salvific for the human race? “His death
is not only a simple acceptance of the human condition; it is conditioned by the ultimate
experience of the human tragedy, which consists in losing God and dying because of
this.”'® AB asserted that losing God is the ultimate experience of the human tragedy and,
without this, salvation would not have been completed because He would not have fully
participated in human mortality. For humans, mortality is relative God-forsakenness,
while for Christ it is a radical one, because Christ as a result of the Incarnation had an
immortal humanity, free of the necessity of death. Nevertheless, he willingly and fully

accepted the human condition, that is, mortality.'' AB united his usage of the term

“solidarity of God” with his kenotic theology, particularly with the Descent into Hades.

Scr. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi, 940; 845; 357, 275-276; 233; 141; 96; Anthony Bloom,
God and Man, 44. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “The Prayer of Intercession,” online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_10.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ, True and Perfect Man:
The Address Printed below Was Delivered at the Diocesan Conference at Effingham, Surrey, in May,
1983, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Yenosex neped bocom (Moscow: Praktika, 2006), 57.

? Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “The Prayer of Intercession,” online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_10.htm

10 Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 96.

' Ibid., 96, 114.
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Christ, in solidarity with humans, went to Sheol, to the place where God is not,
and He “lost God because of His solidarity with the human being — and He descended
there where all people descend: in the final and complete emptiness of separation. [...]
As a Human, He accepted this absence, but as God He destroyed it.”'* This is the
measure of the Divine solidarity with the human race. The solidarity that Christ had with
humans AB transferred onto the Mother of God. He made mention of the solidarity of
the Theotokos with humans in the context of Her death.

She [the Mother of God] also had to die, as Christ did, in total solidarity, in union

with us; but She died inseparably united to the God to Whom She had given her

soul and her body, her life without reserve, and indeed, as we are told in one of

the Church’s prayers, the grave and death proved incapable of keeping her a

prisoner. She so communed to [sic] eternal life by her total gift of self to God and

for unity with Christ, that She rose alive, and She is after Christ the first fruit of
all those who have lived on earth, departed this earthly life and entered into
eternity; She alone, after Christ, entered it fulfilled, entered it in body and soul.”?

As we have seen above, AB used the term “solidarity” of God with humans in
several key themes in his teaching, particularly in the context of the God-forsakenness of

Christ on the cross. There are some other examples where he used the term “solidarity”

in discussing the practical dimensions, which I will refer to in the next chapter.

12
“norepsin bora u3 connpapHoctu ¢ yenopekoM — u OH CXOAUT Ty[a, KyZia CXOST BCE JIIOJIU: B

OKOHYATEJIbHYIO U TOJIHYIO IYCTOTY pa3iydeHHOCTH. [...] Kak Uenosek, OH npuHsn orcyTcTBHe, Kak bor,
OH yHHUYTOXMI 3T0 oTcyTcTBHE.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moowem nu ewje morumuca
cospemennblll uenogex, online, available: http://mitras.ru/molitva/modern.htm

5 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, On Prayer for the Departed: September 2nd, 1989, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_192.htm



185

II1.3. God’s Faith in the Human Person

Another key concept connected to the kenotic life of Christ is God’s faith in the
human person. Just like he did with the term “solidarity,” AB began his reflection with
the creation of the human race. “God called out all of us, all mankind from non-
existence [...] And He freely calls into being all of us. [...] Calling us to being, God has

expressed His faith in the human person.”"*

Calling humans to a community of love with
Him, God granted them freedom, which they abused. “God is not reckless, God would
not have created us for perdition; and God would not have created us knowing that we
only can destroy His creation. He created us by love and His love brought us into
being.”'> God did not abandon His people after their sin but remained faithful. “In His
foreknowledge, in His eternal wisdom God knew everything that was going to happen,
but this did not stop His love and by that His faith in us was not destroyed.”'® The
fulfillment of God’s faith in the human being took place on the cross.

I will present a few examples of God’s faith in the human person in the key

events of Christ’s life and the difference between God’s faith and God’s love in the

14
“Bor BBI3BaJI HAC BCEX, BCE YEIOBEUECTBO, U3 HEOBITHA. [...] I OH cBOOOIHO BBI3BIBACT K OBITHIO

Kaxxoro u3 Hac [...] [Tpu3eiBas Hac x ObrTHIO, bor m3psaBni CBoto Bepy B denmoseka.” Metropolitan

Anthony of Sourozh, Ilymu xpucmuancxou scuznu. beceowvt (Kyiv: Dukh i litera, 2004), 166.

1
3 “Bor ne 6e3ymeH, bor He coTBopmIT OBl HAC Ha TOTHMOEIb; U bor He COTBOpHI ObI HAaC, 3HASI, YTO MBI
TOJIBKO U CyMeeM CJeNIaTh, 4TO U3ypoioBaTh Ero TBopenne. OH Hac coTBOpMII 10 M00BU; Ero mo06oBh

Hac poamiia B ku3Hb.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bozcom, 262.

16 «“B Cpoem npeaseneHuu, B CBoei nmpeaBedHoit myapoctu bor 3Hai Bee, 4To Oyaer, HO U Iepe]] 3TUM He
ocraHoBmiack Ero 10008k, HO 1 3THM He ObUTa cokpyImieHa Ero Bepa B Hac.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi, 278; Cf. Ibid., 668; 748-750; 795; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowst. Knuea
emopast, 829.
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human person. The Incarnation of Christ revealed to people God’s faith in the human
person.

The birth of Christ tells us about the love of God by which He calls us, but also

about the faith of God — He knows that He did not create us in vain. He did not

live, teach and die on the cross in vain. We need to give a responsible answer to
such love and such faith! I would like to stress more the faith than the love,
because we do not know what love is, but this faith is evident, and is terribly
striking.'”

The Incarnation revealed not only the faith of God in the human being, but also
the greatness of the human person. If God could become a human without ceasing to be
God, that reveals the greatness of matter and human nature, because it is able not only to
unite with and contain the Divine, but it is also to be the God-bearer.'® In the
Incarnation, Christ revealed to us “the humility and the love of God, the faith of God in
the whole creation, in us sinners.”"” It is interesting that AB made a slight distinction
between love and faith and changed the focus from God’s love onto God’s faith. If, for
St. Paul love is the ultimate virtue (cf. I Cor 13:13) then, for AB God’s faith in the
human person seems to have a deeper value.

God knows us as we are and besides that He not only loves us, but He believes in

us. It is possible to love without hope. There are many mothers who love their
children, depraved, drug-addicted, murderers. This is the mother’s heart

17 «“PoxaecTBO XPHCTOBO TOBOPUT HaM 0 JTI06BH Boskweii, Mo koTopoii OH Hac 30BET, HO H 0 Bepe
Bosxwueii: O 3HaeT, 4to He HarpacHo OH HAC COTBOPHJI, He HarpacHo OH KU, yYHII U YMep Ha KpecTe.
Kak 0TBETCTBEHHO TOJKHBI MBI OTO3BAThCS HAa TaKylO JIOOOBH U Ha Takyro Bepy! S xoren ObI cka3aTh:
Goutbllie TaKe Ha BEpY, YeM Ha JIF0OO0Bb, IOTOMY YTO MBI HE 3HAEM, YTO TaKoe JII00OBB, a Bepa Opocaercs B
riasa, 10 y)kaca ona mopaxaet.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwr, 288.

18 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponogedu u 6eceovt (Moscow: Libris, 1991), online, available:
http://mitras.ru/prop/prop_04.htm

1 .
’ “cmupenue v 1000BL boxkuro, 6epy Boxuio BO BCIO TBapb, B Hac, rpemtHUKOB.” Ibid.
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speaking, but this love does not always improve or change them. To change
someone, you have to prove somehow that you continue to believe in him.*

As is evident from the examples above, AB preferred to speak of God’s faith in
the human person rather than about God’s love. For him, God’s faith in the human
person confers certain responsibilities to humans, while the love of God is what brought
about the Incarnation of Christ and His death on the cross. “I believe in you so much that
I Myself became a human like you, that you might believe in My faith in the human
being, in My love.”*' God’s faith in the human person, according to AB, obliges humans
to believe not only in God’s faith in us, but also to believe in ourselves and to believe in
other people.”

Another example of God’s faith in the human person can be seen in the event of
the cross. The cross of Christ revealed God’s love and witnessed to God’s faith in the
human being.” AB said: ““My God, my God, why hast Thou forsaken me’ is the cry of
Him who has willed to share with us everything, even our loss of God, because He

wants to share all that is our life, because of love, and because of faith. Not only does He

20 “Bbor Hac 3HACT, KAKMMH MBI ABJIIICMCs, KAKUC MBI €CTh, 1 BMECTC C OTUM OH HE TOIBKO HAC TFOONUT —
OH B Hac BepHT. JIFOOUTH MOKHO gaxe 0e3 Haaexkapl. CKOIIBKO MaTepeil To0aT CBOUX JeTelf pa3BpaTHBIX,
HapKOMAaHOB, YOUHII: B 5TOM TOBOPHUT UX MaTePHHCKOE CepIIle, HO 3Ta JIF000BH YeIOBEKa HE BCET/Ia
06nar0pa>KI/IBaeT HJIN MCHSICT. ﬂﬂﬂ TOTO 4YTOOBI YETOBEKA NEPEMEHNTH, HA/IO0O €MY J10Ka3aTbh KAKUM-TO
00pa3oMm, 94To B HETO POAOJIKAIOT BepuTh.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 283.

ey Bepyro B Te0s Tak, uTo CaM cTaj 4enoBeKOM, OJOOHBIM TeOe, YTOOBI ThI MOT MTOBEPHUTH B MOIO Bepy
B ueyioBeka, B Moro mo60ss.” Ibid., 1001. Cf. Ibid., 582, 728.

*? Ibid., 281-288. For a practical application of AB’s theology of God’s faith in the human person, see the
next chapter.

3 Cf. Ibid., 986-987; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlio606b ecenobexcoarowas: Iponosedu,
npousnecennvie 6 Poccuu (Saint-Petersburg: Satis, 1994), online, available:
http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 71.htm
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24 The ultimate revelation of

love us, but He has faith in us, that all won’t be in vain.
God’s faith in the human person is the God-forsakenness of Christ on the cross.
According to AB, not only the life of Christ, but also the whole Gospel is the
revelation of God’s faith in the human person. “The Gospel is penetrated by faith in the
human. [...] This is what the Incarnation, [Christ’s - RR] life, Passion Week, the cross,
the life-giving tomb, the descent into Hades and the Resurrection have to say to us in the
end: about the human person, his value to God and how potentially great the human
being is.”*’
AB applied the idea of God’s faith in the human being not only to the kenotic life

of Christ, but also to the life of Christians. In the last chapter of the present research we

will see how this can be applied in practice.

II1.4. Creation of the World and the Human Being

In this section we will take a look at AB’s interpretation of the creation of the

world and the first couple. AB did not consider the first chapters of the Old Testament to

be historical, but rather saw them as a symbolic, metahistorical*® parable. But even this

24 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, On Forgiveness: July 19, 1970, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_130.htm

*° “Epanrenue Bce IPOHU3AHO BEPOil B UeI0BeKa. [...] BOT 0 4eM, B KOHEYHOM HTOTe, HAM TOBOPHT
BOIUIOILEHNUE, KU3Hb, CTpacTHAs HeJlelis, KPeCT, XKMBOHOCHBIN rpo0, couecTBre BO aj 1 Bockpecenne
XPpHUCTOBO: 0 YENOBEKE, O TOM, 40 YeOBEK 3HAYUT s bora u kak moTeHIHabHO BEJIHMK YeI0BeK.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 699; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Fecedw: o sepe u
Ilepxeu (Moscow: SP Interbuk, 1991), online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy12.htm

2% AB borrowed the idea of metahistory from Sergius Bulgakov. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowr, 800; Sergius Bulgakov, Hesecma Aenya. O boeouenoseuecmae, vol. 111 (Paris: YMCA-Press,
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allows us to make certain theological conclusions, such as the fact that everything was
created by the free will of God and that the first couple is the result of a special act of
God. AB distinguished between human nature and the nature of God and explained how
to understand the term “ex nihilo”:

We are not related to God in any generic way: we have no roots in Him by

nature; we are not of His substance; we are not necessary for His existence, and

the act of creation as it appears from the Bible is creation out of naught. [...] The
naught of which the Bible speaks is a radical absence, a situation in which the
creature which now exists, simply was not and could not be unless God had
chosen to command it to be. Before all creation there is the unimpaired plenitude,
the unimpaired fullness of the divine presence, self-sufficient and self-contained.

The act of creation posits something that was not at all and would never have

evolved by its own powers. This means two things: on the one hand that we

depend absolutely on God and on the other hand that being or not being
necessary to God we are independent of Him in a strange way.*’

In the beginning there was chaos (Gen 1:2). AB interpreted this as the
potentiality of all creation. “Chaos is not the destruction of the harmony that already
exists; from the beginning chaos was the intertwining of the as yet unrevealed
possibilities that God implanted in His creation.”*® Another element of creation is the
personal intervention of God in the creation of human beings: “God personally called

every creature from nothingness. He called light from the darkness; called land and seas;

called living beings, and every being called from nothingness suddenly arose and

1945), 184. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodws, 800; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosr.
Knuea emopas, 811.

*7 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “Some Aspects of the Doctrine of Creation: An Address given at the
Conference at Broadstairs, 1963,” Sobornost 4:10, Winter-Spring (1964), 551-557, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_01.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 659-
660.

2 «Xaoc — He paspyluieHue TOi rapMOHUH, KOTOPAas YKe CYIIEeCTBYET; H3HAYaJIbHO Xa0C ObLT
COBOKYITHOCTBIO €II€ HE PACKPBIBIINXCA BOBMO)I(HOCTeﬁ, KOTOpBIC ObLIH 3ai10KeHbl borom B CBOIO
TBapb.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 775, 711; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyour.
Knuea emopas, 259, 713-715, 786-787, 871.
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appeared face-to-face with God’s love.””’ This personal intervention of God in creation
exposes the depth of meaning that creatures have for Him: “None of the creatures
appeared with no name, anonymously, as ‘something’; every creature exists for God
personally, every creature is clear and significant.”° The Word of God brought to life
all possible forms of being and granted the creatures the freedom to be themselves. The
Holy Spirit through the Divine energies “penetrated all creation of God as much as the
creation was capable of receiving these energies. And slowly everything is born,
gradually it grows, but in full beauty, in full harmony until the moment when man’s fall
will destroy this beauty.”'

With a special love God created humans, not as the product of the final progress
of nature, but by a separate act. It was not just an act of God’s will, but, as AB
explained: “He created us in an act of the deepest self-giving and self-sacrificing love.”*?

The creation of the world is a kenosis and self-sacrifice of God because the world has

the power to not accept Him.*® AB also made a kenotic link between the self-sacrificial

2
’ “[KJaxmyro Coto TBaps bor BBI3bIBaM 13 HEOBITHS sityHo. OH BBI3BIBAJ CBET M3 TEMBI, OH BBI3BIBAI

cymry u Mopsi; OH BBI3BIBAJI JKUBBIE CYIIECTBA; U KAcO0e CYIIECTBO U3 HEOBITHS BAPYT BCTABAJIO
OKa3bIBAJIOCH JIMIIOM K JiHily ¢ BoxkecTBeHHOM 11000BBI0.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Feceowt o
eepe u [lepksu, online, available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy6.htm

30 “[H]ukakas TBaps HEe BO3HHKaJa OE3bIMIHHO, aHOHIMHO, KaK “HeuTo”; KakIast TBapb s bora

CYIIECTBYET JUYHO, KaXKaas TBaph i1 Hero mopora, 3HauntensHa.” Ibid.

1
3! “[[I]pormssiBaoT Bce BOromM cOTBOPEHHOE, ITOCTONBKY ITOCKOJIBKY TBAph CIIOCOOHA BOCIIPHHSATE 3TH

sHepruu. M Masno-nmoMany Bce poXkIaeTcs, IOCTENEHHO BO3PACTAET, HO B MOJHOM KPacoTe, B MOIHOI
TapMOHHUH, O MOMEHTA, KOT/1a TIaJIeHUe YeJIOBeKa pa3pymIuT 3Ty Kpacoty.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowt, 776.

32 “Omn Hac TBOPHT B akTe rTyOOUaiiIIeil CAMOOTHAIOMIEHCS, CAMOOTBEPIKEHHOM 0GB, ”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yerogex neped bocom, 44; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer.
Knuea emopas, 99.

33 Cf. Ibid., 267.
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act of creation and the self-sacrificial act on the cross: “[...] when we talk about the
creation of the world, we talk about the sacrificial love of God, and when we talk about
the cross and salvation we talk about the sacrificial love of the cross.”*

AB accepted Paul’s tripartite understanding of the human person — body, soul
and spirit. God used the dust, the same matter from which the world was created, so
“that man has everything in common with everything that God has created.”> The
whole created world can recognize itself in Adam, because his body, his matter have the
same roots as the earth. This idea is very important in AB’s theology, because through
the Incarnation, Christ accepted human nature and through this nature took on kinship
with the cosmos and brought salvation to the whole universe.

What is the soul in the human person? For AB the soul is the human intellect, the
emotions and all the forms of awareness that exist in the human person. The soul in the
human person, according to AB, is the place of temptation and the point of impact
between God and the devil. “God calls us to Himself, to perfect love, and He has proven
to us that He can love us truly, to the point of giving His only-begotten Son unto death

that we may live. And the devil, at the same time, says to us, ‘Don’t believe Him. That

will come one day, it’s a promise. But what I offer you is something nice. Take it now’.

3 “[K]orma MBI TOBOPHM O COTBOPEHHH MHpPa, MBI TOBOPUM O JKepTBEHHOH boxxecTBeHHOH I00BH, 1

KOTJ]a MBI TOBOPUM O KPECTE U O CIIACEHHH, TO TOBOPHM O XEPTBEHHOH KpecTHOM ro0Bu.” Ibid., 255; Cf.

Ibid., 257.

3 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Whole Human Person: Body, Spirit, and Soul, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_09.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwt, 776.
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The devil beguiles us: God calls us. The devil makes promises, which he never fulfills:
God says, ‘Come, I love you. You will see what love can do.”*

The spirit is the last important component in the human person. “When Adam
was created God breathed His life into him. It is the breath of God which is within us
and makes us akin to God.”’ AB explained that the “breath of life” is the uniqueness of
the human person:

The human became human only because God breathed into him His own breath

that is His life and joined him to what He is Himself. This means that between

human beings and God there is [...] a kinship, a type of harmony with God
initially inscribed into human existence. [...] A human can know God because
between God and human there is something common. What exactly it is, we do
not know in essence, but we can experience it.**

AB did not specify what exactly makes a human being akin to God in this
context, but in another place he mentioned the body and spirit in the human person. “The
body and the spirit are two very essential factors that unite us to God and to the created
world.” Besides being akin to God, Adam, according to AB, had to fulfill two goals

concerning God and the world. The first goal was “to grow from empirical humanity

into beings filled with divinity.”*" This means that Adam was not created perfect, but

36 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Whole Human Person, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_09.htm

37 Ibid.; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodusr. Knuea emopas, 277, 862.

3% “[Y]emoBek cTai 4em0BEKOM, TOTOMY UTO H IOCTOJIBKY, MOCKONBKY Bor Bioxmy: B Hero CBoe

coOCTBEHHOE JTbIXaHUE, TO €cTh CBOIO JKM3Hb, TPHOOIIUI €ro K ueMy-T0, 4eM On Cawm siBisieTcs. 3HaYuT,
MEXIy 9eTIoBeKoM 1 borom ecTs [...] cpodcmeso, kakas-To N3HAYaIHHO BIMCAHHAS B YeJIOBEUECKOoe ObITHE
rapMmoHus ¢ borowm. [...] 1 yenoBek bora MoxeT 11o3HaBaTh, IOTOMY 4TO MEXy borom u 4enoBekoMm ecThb
HedTo o0I1ee — 9YTo UMEHHO, MBI, B CYIIIHOCTH, HE 3HaeM, HO MOXEM 3TO HCIBITaTh.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 721, 778; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 790.

39 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Whole Human Person, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_09.htm

%0 Ibid.; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosr, 734, 785.
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being innocent, was called to reach full maturity. Before sin Adam was not in a stagnant
state, but in a process of growing in perfection.

The second goal related to Adam belonging to the world — to “lead the whole
creation from the material into the spiritual, in other words, to communion (and this

9941

means fellowship of life, oneness) with God and the Creator.” God brought all animals

to Adam so that he could give names to all of them, “not nicknames, but the name that

742 Adam was called to

expressed the very nature, the very mystery of that creature.
become a leader of the created world and to bring it to God. In the leadership of Adam,
AB saw the image and likeness of God — “we are created according to the image of God
and God commanded us to be leaders, to be the link that would unite all creation with

the spiritual world.”” According to AB, Adam through his spirit had direct contact with

God, while the world had access to God only through Adam.

I11.4.1. Adam — a “Total Human”

In this section we will take a look at AB’s understanding of the name “Adam” as

“total human.” The concept of a “total human” is widely present in Russian theology,

4 “[B]ectu Bcro TBaph OT MaTepPHAILHOTO B TyXOBHOE, MHAYE TOBOPS, K IIPHUOOIIEHHOCTH (a 3TO O3HAaYaeT

— 00IIHOCTH XU3HU, eMUHCTBO) ¢ borom u TBopmom.” Ibid., 372; 390-392, 712, 776, 785. Cf.
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 276, 662.

42 “[H]e knuuky, a TO UMsl, KOTOPOE BBIPAXKAJI0 CaMyI0 MPUPOAY, CAMYIO TallHY 3TOTO CyIecTna.”

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 670, Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpydsi. Knuea
emopasi, 774; Cf. Ibid., 799-800; 821.

# «IM]sI co3mansl 1o 06pa3y Boxwuro u Bor Ham 3amoBeiai GbITh BOXKIAMIL, OBITH CBSI3YIOIIHM 3BEHOM,

KOTOpOE OOBEMHHUT BCe COTBOPEHHOE C TyXOBHBIM MUpoM.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyour,
392; 776.
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where it is found in the works of such authors as Sergius Bulgakov,** Fr. Sophrony
Sakharov*® and others. AB was not unique in his understanding of a “total human.”*®
This idea was also present in the work of Vladimir Soloviev, and it might be that it was
from Soloviev that AB borrowed this approach. Soloviev considered Adam not only as a
separate person, but as a representation of all humankind. He said: “The first (natural)
Adam was, of course, not only a separate person among other persons, but the all-one
person, containing all of natural humankind.” Soloviev applied the same approach to
Christ, the second Adam: “In the same way, the second Adam is not only this individual
being, but is also a universal being, [...] spiritual humankind.”*’

In the first chapters of the book of Genesis, we have two stories regarding the

creation of the world. Gen 1:27 says that God created male and female at the same time

* Cf. Sergius Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, trans. Boris Jakim, (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2008), 204.

> Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), On Prayer, trans. Rosemary Edmonds, (Essex: 1996), 57, 150.

% The following quotation I borrowed from Maxim O. Krioukov’s unpublished thesis (MDiv) at Saint
Tikhon’s Orthodox Theological Seminary in South Canaan, Pennsylvania in 2001. “According to
Metropolitan Anthony, this idea is used by St. Ignatius the God-Bearer and St. Augustine. As usual, he
provides no references. The idea of Adam’s ‘totality’ is brought up in the fourth chapter of what is know
as the Epistle to Hero, the letter which is wrongly ascribed to St. Ignatius: ‘For the body of Adam was
made out of the four elements, and that of Eve out of the side of Adam.’ [Epistle of Ignatius to Hero, ch.
IV, The Ante-Nicene Fathers: The Writings of the Fathers Down to A.D. 325, ed. Alexander Roberts and
James Donaldson, vol. I (New York: 1908), p.114.] It is also mentioned in the following passages, taken
from the works of St. Augustine: ‘How Adam extends over the whole globe, you have already heard
explained, by the four Greek letters of four Greek words. For if thou write the four words, one under the
other, that is, the names of the four quarters of the world, of east, west, north, and south, which is the
whole globe, - whence the Lord says that He will gather His elect from the four winds when He shall
come to judgment; - if, I say, you take these four Greek words, - dvatoAr, which is east; 60c1c, which is
west; apytog, which is north; peonufpia, which is south; Anatole, Dysis, Arctos, Mesembria, - the first
letters of the words make Adam’ [St. Augustine. Homilies on the Gospel of John. X.12, in A Select
Library of the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church, vol. VII (Grand Rapids, MI:
1956), 73; ‘For Adam himself...signifieth in Greek the whole world’ (St. Augustine, Exposition on the
Book of Psalms. Psalm XCVII — see: A Select Library, vol. 111, p. 475).”

" Vladimir Solovyov, Lectures on Divine Humanity, revised and edited by Boris Jakim, (Hudson, N.Y .:
Lindisfarne Press, 1995), 155.
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and that they both were created in the image of God. According to Gen 2, God created
Adam first and later created Eve (Gen 2:21-22). How is one to understand the idea of
“total human” in AB’s theology? Is Adam the total human before the creation of Eve, or
does “total human” mean Adam and Eve, together, as one person? AB could see the
male and female aspects of Adam, but rejected the notion that Adam was created as a
hermaphrodite. “In other words, he was not a hermaphrodite in the sense that he was
neither a male nor a female — he was a union of all these possibilities which had
potentiality to blossom in the fullness of both female and male states.”*® Here he made a
link with the word “chaos,” which was used in describing the beginning of the world,
which AB understood as the source of potentialities.

AB did not see a contradiction between the two stories of the creation of the
world but primarily focused on the second story of creation. He stated that Gen 1:27
speaks of one human being: “[I]n which the attributes or differences of gender were not
yet defined, in which, just as in the original creation there were instilled all the
potentialities for becoming both male and female.”** Adam and Eve did not each have
their own gender, but rather there was one anthropos in two persons: “They were for

each other not two individuals, but two persons presenting themselves as one God-

* «“To ecTh OH HE GBI repMadpoIMTOM B TOM CMBICJIC, YTO OH He ObUT U MYXXYHHOH, H XKEHIIUHOM, — OH
OBLT COBOKYITHOCTBIO BCEX TEX BO3MOXKHOCTEH, KOTOPBIE IIOTOM MOTJIH PACIBECTH B MTOJHOTE H
KEHCTBEHHOCTH, U MY>KCKOT0 cocTosiHus.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi, 525; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, O caviwanuu u denanuu (Moscow: Moskovskoe Podvor’e Sviato-Troitskoi
Sergievoi Lavry, 1999), online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/h_d/hd22.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 774.

49 o o
“[B] xoTOpOM el111ie He ONpeAeIuINCh CBOMCTBA WK Pa3jInyMs 110J1a, OUH LENbHbBIN YEI0BEK, B

KOTOPOM OIISITh-TaKH, KaK B H3HAYAJIBHO COTBOPEHHOM TBapH, OBLIH 3aJI0XKCHBI BCE BO3SMOXXHOCTH U
MY’KCKOT0, ¥ JKeHCKOTO ObITHS.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyos, 781. Cf. “Uenosek [...] ObuI
JIBOMIICH, OJTHAM CYIIECTBOM B NBYX junax.” Ibid., 498, 527, 782, 792.
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illumined personhood.”® Bulgakov exhibited a very similar understanding of the first
human. He said: “Male and female, differing as two distinct images of man [human
being — RR], bear, in their unity, the fullness of humanity and, in this humanity, the

9951

fullness of the image of God...””" Did AB understand the anthropos in the sense of
androgyne? AB gave his own answer to this question.

I do not want to use the word ‘androgyne’ because in our experience, in the

world as we see it, the androgyne is a developed being and a being

simultaneously endowed with physical characteristics of male and female
existence. In human categories it would be a monstrosity.”

AB asserted that the notion of anthropos has to be understood in an ontological
sense where there is one human being (= Adam) in two persons, but not in the sense of
gender differences as after the fall.”> So Gen 2:7 in AB’s theology is a continuation of
Gen 1:20. When all the animals were brought to Adam to be named, they were in pairs,
and Adam then realized his loneliness. For AB, this is a crucial moment in Adam’s
maturing, “At a certain moment he matured and in this moment God brought to him all

other beings and Adam saw that every being was a pair, while he is alone. And the

moment he realized that he was alone something in him opened up — ecstasy [Gen 2:21

30 “Omp GbiTH APYT IS APYTA HE ABYMS OCOOSIMH, a ABYMsI JTHIAMH, [IPEACTABISIOUIIME COGOMH OXHY-
SJMHCTBEHHYIO0 OOTOOCUSHHYIO TMIHOCTE.” Ibid., 796; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Buimb
xpucmuanunom (Elektrostal: Molva, 2000), online, available: http://mitras.ru/be/be_10.htm

>! Sergius Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, 140.

2« ne X049y YyIOTpeOIATh CIIOBO ‘aHAPOTHH , IIOTOMY YTO B HAIlIEM OIBITE, B MUPE, KAKUM MBI €T0
BUMM, aHIPOTHH — CYIIECTBO Pa3BUTOE U OJHOBPEMEHHO Ha/leIeHHOE (DU3NICCKUMHU XapaKTePUCTHKAMH
MY’KECKOT'0 U )KCHCKOTO CyIIIeCTBa. B uermoBedecknx KaTeropusx 3To ypoactso.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 799.

3 Cf. Ibid., 774, 858.
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LXX = éxotaono; cf. Heb. ‘deep sleep’] — and Eve was born.”** For AB, Adam was
created, but Eve was born. The act of the creation of Eve 1s not God’s one-sided
decision, but rather the answer to Adam’s realization of his loneliness and potential for
love.”

AB explained that the translation of the Hebrew “deep sleep,” in Greek
“éxotao1s” — means the state in which the person is going out of himself, in which he is
not a closed person, but is receptive to something new.’® The birth of Eve is not a
surgical operation, but the complete openness of Adam: “Adam enters into his depths,
opens up to something bigger than he was before and Eve is born.””” When the moment
came, “God divided that unique human being into two beings, but two who were still
totally one. In the Old Testament we find this moment when God divided in the
primeval human, man from woman.”® The reason why God had chosen a rib of Adam’s

to form Eve had a significant meaning for AB, because it shows the unity of the one

>4 “B kaKo#-T0O MOMEHT OH co3pell, U B 3TOT MOMEHT bor npuBen k HeMy Bce Apyrue CyLecTBa, 1 Anam
YBHUJIEN, YTO ¥ KKIOTO CYIIEeCTBa €CTh Iapa, a OH — OAWH. 1 B TOT MOMEHT, KOTJ]a OH OCO3HAJI, UTO OH
OJIMH, B HEM PACKPBUIOCH YTO-TO — 9KCTa3 — M poaunachk EBa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyout,
517; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O caviuanuu u denanuu, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/h_d/hd22.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, bvims xpucmuanunom, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/be/be_10.htm

35 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyder, 782; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr. Knuza
emopas, 791.

¢ Cf. Ibid., 801.

°7 “AZlaM yXO/IUT B CBOH FITyOHHBI, PACKPBIBAETCS K GOJIBIIEMY, 4eM OH OBLI JI0 TOTO, — K POKIACTCS
EBa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 516; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O crviwanuu u
Oenanuu, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/h_d/hd22.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowvi. Knuea emopas, 251. Cf. Ibid., 775.

58 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Whole Human Person, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_09.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvi. Knuea émopa, 850.
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human being in two persons.”” Eve belongs to the same entity as Adam and is equal to
him. She is not an emanation of Adam’s essence but is fully a person. They both were
not perfect, but were called for perfection and to live in the love of God. They lived in
full harmony — “Adam suddenly realizes, sees that Eve is 4e in the feminine gender, and
Eve is looking at him and sees that it is she in a masculine gender and together they form
the total human.”® The unity and the relationship between Adam and Eve were created
in the image and likeness of the Trinity as unity in plurality. The first couple was an icon
of the Trinity.®' One of the gifts that God granted to the first people was freedom.

AB explained this freedom from an etymological point of view. He accepted
Aleksei Khomiakov’s explanation of the word “cBo6oma” (freedom) and its meaning
“GbITH caMuM coGoii” (to be yourself).*? This was the meaning of the word “freedom”

AB used in his theology:

> AB used an etymological explanation for this statement. The Hebrew text used the words - ish
(masculin) and ishshah (feminine) to show the difference and the unity of the same being. “I am ish, she is
ishshah. She is the feminine of me, I am the masculine of her.” In English /e and she would express the
same idea — he and she formed a single united being. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Whole
Human Person, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_09.htm; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodst, 782. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouvt. Knuea émopas, 775,
858.

60 « A am BIPYT OCO3HAET, 6uoum, 4To EBa — 3TO 0K B ®EHCKOM poJie, a EBa CMOTPUT HA HETO W BUJIHT,
YTO 3TO — OHA B MY’KCKOM, M BMECTE OHH COCTaBIIIIOT 8cevenogexa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowr, 526; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvt. Knuea émopas, 858.

61 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyder, 783.

62 Cf. Ibid., 408. AB agreed that this explanation is disputable, but he still accepted it. The Russian word
“cBobOoma [freedom]” derives from the Sanskrit word and means “camocrositensHOCTb [independence].”
The footnote in Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodst, 703. In English and German, the word
“freedom” and “Freiheit” derive from the Sanskrit root “prija” and means “ObITh IPUATHBIM, TIOOUMBIM,
HpaBUTHCS . Kak cymiecTBUTENIbHOE OHO 03HAYAET ““MUWIIBIH, TOpOToit”, naxe “mrodoumMbIii’ [“to be nice, to
be loved, to like.” As a noun it means “dear, darling” and even “beloved.”]” Ibid., 703. The Latin word
“libertas” explained the state of the free born child from the free parents. Cf. Ibid., 410, 703;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex neped bocom, 212; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “O

cBoboge u [Tonsure, becena B Mockse B utone 1988, Chelovek 3 (1993), online, available:
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This is what God gives us as freedom: it is not a limitless self-will, not

independence from our own nature, neither from our vocation nor from Him.

This is an invitation to become what we are called to be, what He dreamed us to

be, what He called us to be and to become.*

The calling to be free, to be yourself doesn’t mean self-will, but “to find within
yourself that human being who is the image of God. [...] and gradually to grow into this
image...”®* This is an important point in AB’s theology, because the main goal of the
human being is to be free, to be himself — this is the image of God imprinted in the
human person. And without freedom, true love is impossible.

The first Adam was created as a perfect human being, but AB meant this in the
sense of innocence, not maturity.

The human being was created perfect in the sense that he had no stain, no vice; he
was innocent, there was neither sin nor evil in him. In this sense yes, he was
perfect. But he was not perfect in the sense that in the moment of the creation, the
human being arrived at the sanctity, the level of communion with God which is the

goal of his vocation. That moment was very important because it is not human
sanctity that was undermined, but rather human innocence was deceived by evil.’

http://mitras.ru/sretenie/sret_svobod.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouvt. Knuea émopas, 252;
256-257.

63 “Bor 4o Bor naer HaM B KauecTBe CBOGOBI: HE 0e3rpaHUYHOE CaMOBOJIHE, HE HE3aBUCUMOCTD OT
Hatei coOCTBEHHOM MPUPOBI, OT HAMIETO MPHU3BAaHUS WM OoT Hero, 3To mpuriameHue cTaTth TeM, Yem Mol
npuseanvt 6bimsv, 9eM OH 603meuman Hac, yeM OH IpHU3BaJ HAC OBITh U CTAHOBUTHCS.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwt, 712.

4 v o
6 “[H]aiiTu B cebe TOTO YeIoBeKa, KOTOPBIH sBiiseTcss 00pazom Boxxuum. [...] ¥ MOCTETIEHHO B 3TOT 00pa3

Bpacratb...” Ibid., 409-410.

85 “Yenosek Gbt co3xan COBEPIICHHBIM B TOM CMBICIIE, UTO B HEM HE OBLIO TOT/Ia HU TMsITHA, HA TTOPOKA,
OH ObLT HEBUHEH, Tpexa B HEM He ObLJI0, 3712 He OBIJIO B HEM. B 3TOM OTHOIIIEHWH, /13, OH OBLIT
coBepmeHeH. Ho oH He ObUT COBEPIICHEH B TOM CMBICIIE, OYJTO B MOMEHT CBOETO COTBOPCHHUS YCIIOBEK
JIOTIIENT YK€ JIO TOM CBSITOCTH M TOHM MITyOHMHBI OOT000IIEHUS, KOTOPAsl SBIISICTCS MIPEIEIIOM €T0 TPU3BaHMSI.
DTOT MOMEHT OYeHb BaXKEH, IOTOMY YTO HE CBATOCTh YeJIoBeUecKast OblIa TIOJJOpBaHa TPEXOM, a €ro
HEBUHHOCTH OblIa 0OMaHyTa 370M.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt. Knuea émopas, 261. Cf.
Ibid., 774.
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Thus, AB understood Adam’s perfection not as having reached the point of
sanctity that would afford communion with God, but as the innocence and sinlessness of
Adam. Now we will move to AB’s understanding of the Fall and the link between the

first sin and Godlessness.

I11.4.2. The Fall

According to the Byzantine liturgical tradition, the Fall (first sin; Original sin) of
Adam was as a result of his disobedience of God and as a result he was banished from
Paradise.’® AB disagreed with the belief that the root of the Fall lay in disobedience.
“The question is not one of obedience or disobedience, but rather that God offered
Himself fully without holding back: His being, love, wisdom and knowledge — He gave
everything in this union of love [...] the sin of Adam was that he did not preserve
love.”®” AB’s approach to the understanding of the Fall is similar to Fr. Sophrony, who
also believed that Adam’s sin was in betraying God’s love.

AB explained how the existence of the tree of life and the tree of the knowledge
of good and evil, among other trees, presented two parallel possibilities in paradise. One

could grow in communion with God and view creation from within God, as God

66 «Adam was banished from Paradise through disobedience and cast out from delight...” The Sunday of
Forgiveness in The Lenten Triodion, trans. from the original Greek by Mother Mary and Archimandrite
Kallistos Ware, (London and Boston: Faber and Faber, 1978), 169.

67 “Bomnpoc He B MOCTYIIaHUH WM IPOCIYIIaHUH, a B TOM, 9T0 bor npemnaran Bcero Ce6s1, 6e3 ocTaTtka —
Cgoe OpITHE, TFOO0BB, MyIPOCTh, BeieHNE — Bce OH aBail B 3TOM COI03€ JIOOBH [...] Tpex Anmama B TOM,
YTO OH HE COXpaHmI 000Bb.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer, 669; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Feceoul o sepe u [{epksu, online, available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy6.htm; Cf.
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 791.



201

perceives it. Or one could choose the tree of the knowledge of good and evil and view
creation from a limited perspective, externally and outside of God. But without the
possibility to choose, growth would not be possible — “to grow in the fullness of his
stature, the human being needed to have the possibility at every step to make a choice
[...] And this freedom, this vocation to be oneself, not under compulsion, but by one’s
own choice, is also the tragedy of the human person.”®®

The Fall, according to AB, was Adam’s desire to know on his own the difference
between good and evil. “To know good and evil is only possible from within
communion in God. And Adam made a mistake: he decided to know what is good and
what is evil in a natural creaturely way.”® Instead of uniting with God, the first couple
united with matter, but without God. “Adam and Eve [...] are immersed in matter, in the
essence of the world, but without God; this does not mean that matter was without God,

but that they enter into it Godlessly.””® Adam wanted to know what was good and evil

rationally and by excluding God. “You can know good and even grow beyond your

6% “qT0GBI BEIPACTH B TIONHYIO MEPY CBOETO BO3PACTA, YENOBEK JOJIKEH ObL MIMETh BO3MOKHOCTh HA

Ka)X/IOM IIary aenath BEIOop [...]. U aTa cBOoOOAa, 3TO MpH3BaHMUe OBITH caMUM COOOH, HO HE TI0
MPHUHYXACHUIO, a IO COOCTBEHHOMY BEIOODY, U SIBIIIETCS Tpareauei demoseka.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 264-265.

9 “U TonpKO HM3HYTPH NMPHOOIIEHHOCTH K Bory MOXXHO MOHMMATh, 9TO Takoe 100po u 9To Takoe 310. U
Anam caenan ommOKy: OH PEIIi TBAPHBIM 00pa3oM y3HaTh, 9TO TaKoe JO0OPO M YTO Takoe 3710.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 525; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O crviumanuu u
Oenanuu, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/h_d/hd23.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowvi. Knuea emopas, 264.

" “Anam u Esa [...] morpyxarorcs B MaTepuio, B CyIIHOCTs MHpPa, HO Oe3 bora — He To 4TOOBI MaTepus
Onu1a 6e3 bora, HO oHM BXoAsT B Hee 00e300xennsiMu.” Ibid., 807; Cf. Ibid., 815.
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limitations, but you can’t know evil without being destroyed.””' In AB’s understanding,

evil does not have its own being, but is the absence of good.

I11.4.2.1. Disharmony between Adam and the World

Adam’s act brought disharmony between Adam and the created world. The
breach between Adam and the cosmos happened as a result of Adam’s loss of God.
“[W]e turned away from God, Who is the key to harmony between humanity and the
created world and because of that we lost the very key to harmony through which we
might approach the created world; we became incapable of leading it, of possessing it in
a good sense of the word, to be guides, people who could lead the world to its perfection
and fulfillment.”’* Because of sin, Adam was not able to lead the cosmos any longer.

God wanted to give Himself to the whole cosmos through Adam, but because
Adam failed, the whole cosmos was unable to become a partaker of God’s nature. AB
stated that the world became a martyr as a result of Adam’s decision. “A human being

sinned, but the world did not; the world was taken captive by human sin, but by itself it

' “MoskHO mo3HATH JI0OPO ¥ BEIPACTH CBBIIIE CBOCH MEPHI, HO HENb3s MMO3HATH 3710 ¥ HE Pa3pyIIUThHCs.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 524; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O crviumanuu u
Oenanuu, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/h_d/hd23.htm

2 .
! “[M]s! oTBepHYIUCH OT bora, KoTopslil — KJIt0U TapMOHUHU YEJI0OBEYECTBA U TBAPHOI'O MHUPA, U TEM

CaMbIM JINIIWJINCh CaMU KJItI04a TapMOHHH, C KOTOPBIM MOTJIA 6BI IMOAXOANUTH K TBAPHOMY MHPY, MBI HE
CITOCOOHBI BECTH €r0, 00J1a1aTh UM B XOPOIIIEM CMBICIIC 3TOTO CJIOBA, OBITh HACTABHUKAMH, JTIOJbMH,
KOTOpBIE BeJU OBbI €0 K COBEPIICHCTBY M UCToNHEHUI0.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpydsi, 393;
Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O crviumanuu u deranuu, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/h_d/hd27.htm
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was sinless.””> Matter itself did not lose the ability to communicate with God and was
able to accept God (6oronpurmna) in His Incarnation.

If we remember that the created world and all its matter is stained, wounded and

disfigured by human sin, but by itself remained sinless, then we can understand

how the Incarnation of the Son of God is possible, how it is possible that God
became a human being and took upon Himself human flesh. Matter itself was not
polluted, but remained pure even if it was wounded.”

We can also find a similar understanding of the consequence of sin on matter in
Sergius Bulgakov’s writings. He said: “[...] nature was destined to be deified in and
through man [human being — RR]; but when man fell [...] it became the Godless, self-
sufficient world...”” Bulgakov, in his Sophiological interpretation, considered that
nature or matter became Godless as the result of Adam’s sin. We can see the same
understanding in Georges Florovsky’s theology: “Consequently man’s apostasy
estranges the whole creation from God, devastes it, and, as it were, deprives it of God.”"®

Here we can see a difference with AB’s approach, because he did not consider that

matter became Godless, but only that Adam did. Matter, did not lose the ability to be

73 “UenoBek COrpeNImI, HO MUp He COTPEIIHII, MU B IUICHY y Ye0BEYECKOr0 IPexa, Ho caM 1o ceOe OH
6esrpemnien.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvt. Knuea émopas, 122. “TBapb mocie najacHus
YeoBeKa MPoIIlia Yepe3 TPare 1o, Ho OHa 0CTajlach MyYeHUICH 1 HEOCKBEPHEHHOM. [...] TBaph He
corpemmia mpoTus bora, oHa sBIIsIETCS XKepTBOH UyenoBedyeckoro maaeHus. [The creation after the
human’s sin went through the tragedy and remained a martyr and innocent [...] Creation didn’t sin against
God, but became a victim of human’s fall.]” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyows:, 777. Cf. Ibid.,
375; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi. Kuuea emopas, 260, 662.

I “[E]cau MBI HOMHUM, 4TO COTBOPEHHBIN MUp, BCE BELLIECTBO 3TOr0 MUpa 3aIsITHAHO, PAHEHO,

M3YPOJIOBAHO YEIIOBEUCCKHM I'PEXOM, HO caMo 10 cebe 0cTaaoch Oe3rpelrHbIM, TOTIa MbI TOHIMAaeM, KaKk
BO3MOKHO Bomtonienre CeiHa Boxkust, Kak BO3MOXKHO, 4YTO bor ctan yenoBekom, B3sB Ha Cebst
YeJIOBEYECKYIO TUIOTh. BemecTBo ObIIO HE 3aMATHAHO, OCTAIOCh YUCTO, OHO TOJIBKO paHEeHO.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpydsz, 800.

7> Sergius Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, 153.

7% Georges Florovsky, Creation and Redemption, vol. 3, in The Collected Works (Belmont: Nordland
Publishing Company, 1976), 106.
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God-bearing. Matter, in AB’s understanding, was not only capable of containing God,
but would also unite with Him. “All creation was created by God in such a way as to be
capable not only of being the temple and place of His presence, but also of uniting with
Divinity itself.””” If matter would have been Godless or in sin, it would not have been
possible for God to be incarnated. This is why AB stated that matter was not only able to
accept God, but also to unite with Him. I believe such an understanding of matter brings
a new dimension to kenotic theology that has been overlooked by Western kenoticists.”
Here, AB referred to the cosmic character of the Incarnation: “Christ’s
Incarnation is a cosmic event, an event which made Him kin to the whole cosmos, with
everything that was created, because from the moment energy or matter begins to exist,
it recognizes itself in Christ in the glory of union with Divinity.”” Thus, the Sacraments
and every kind of blessing™ performed by the Holy Spirit through the Church recognize

the sanctity of matter and are related to the Incarnation.

7 “[T]Bapb Bcs coznana boroM Tak, YTO OHA MOXKET, OTISTH-TaKH, OBITH HE TOJIBKO XpaMoM U MecToM Ero

npeObIBaHus, HO coedunumbcs ¢ Camum boxectBoM.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u
Cuvina u Ceamoeo [[yxa: Ilponoseou (Moscow: Sviato-Danilov monastyr’, 1993), online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/inname/in_106.htm

8 See Conclusion.

79 «X pHCTOBO BOILTOIICHHE — KOCMIYECKOE SIBIICHHE, TO eCTh 9TO ABICHHE, KOTOpoe cpoamseT Ero co
BceM Kocmocom, co BceM, 4TO c03/1aHO, TOTOMY YTO B TOT MOMEHT, KOTJJa HAUWHAET OBITh SHEPTHS WIIH
BEIIIECTBO, OHO y3HAET BO XpHCTe ceds camoe B cllaBe coenuHeHus ¢ boxectsom.” Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Tpyodwei, 373; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr. Knuea smopas, 792-793. See:
Second chapter of the present research.

80 AB referred to the blessings over the water, oil, bread, wine, bells, incense, etc. In the Eastern Christian
Tradition all these blessings have a special service or prayer. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowt, 374, 780. The role of the Sacraments in the Church will be presented in further chapters.
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111.4.2.2. Disharmony within Adam

Sin caused disharmony within Adam. The spirit lost contact with God and was
no longer able to know God as it had experienced Him before. As a result, the spirit of
the human being was not able to guide human beings and harmony was shattered leading
to a distinction between body and flesh. With sin, flesh became a corruption of the body.
AB stated that the “body to a significant extent became flesh, meaning that it remained
the same body but became not as spiritual, not as pure, not as harmonious. No longer do
soul and spirit direct the whole human person, but a kind of mutual balance is
established among the various forces and therein sometimes a conflict between them.”®!
Since that time, there is a battle within the human being between body and flesh. “Itis a
battle for the flesh to be returned to the glory of the body given to it from the

beginning.”™

AB quoted Fr. Sergius Bulgakov: “Kill the flesh if you wish to attain a
body.”™ AB gave his own reflection on flesh, “kill what is passion, kill what is

corruption, kill what is death, and then you will discover that the body which you

possess 1s the body which is akin to the whole creation and together with the whole

81 o
“Tes10 B 3HAUUTEIILHOM MEPE CTAJIO IIOTHIO, TO €CTHh TEM K€ TCJIOM, HO YK€ HC TAKUM

OJlyXOTBOPEHHBIM, HE TAKMM YHCTHIM, HE TAKMM TapMOHUYHBEIM. U yke He AyIIa ¥ He AyX IpaBsAT BCEM
YeIIOBEKOM, a CO3/1aeTcs Kak OBl B3aMMHOE paBHOBECHE PasHBIX CHII, a mopoi 6oppda Mexry Humu.” Ibid.,
787.

2 .
82 <310 Gopnba 3a Temo, 6opsGa 3a TO, YTOGH! HAIIA UIOTH OBLIA BO3BPAILCHA K TOH CIIaBe TEISCHOCTH,
KoTOpas eif Opl1a qaHa m3HadansHo.” Ibid., 787

% Sergius Bulgakov, Ceem neseuepnuii (Moscow: Respublika, 1994), 213, 215. Cf.
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yerogex neped bocom, 218.
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creation.”®*

Flesh is biological existence that is separated from God, and body is a
human, physical being, that is full of life because it is received from God.

There is also a distinction between the human spirit and soul. AB admitted the
difficulty in seeing a difference between them:

We cannot say where the emotional ends and spiritual begins, but there is an area

where in the most natural way a mutual inter-penetration takes place. The

difficulty in identifying where anything begins and ends lies in the fact that we
recognize spiritual experiences on the level of the soul: all spiritual phenomena
are in one way or another reflected in our psyche. For example, reverence, joy,
the fear of God (in a good sense, not in the sense of being afraid of God, but
rather reverential awe) — these all are a spiritual phenomena, but they affect us
emotionally and physically, and reflect in that area and become a subject of our
consciousness.

AB claimed that among the soul, spirit and body — even after the Fall — there
exists a very deep unity, and the human person exists only if these three components are
united together. “We are not purely spiritual creatures, we are neither souls imprisoned
in bodies, nor bound to bodies for a while, but we are incarnate spirits; the fullness of the

human person is not in his spirit or soul, but in his psycho-spiritual unity with the

body.” For AB, a human person is not a pure spiritual creature, and is not a soul

# Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyder, 111.

% “Henp3st ckasath, 4TO I1e-TO KOHIAETCS IyUICBHOE W HAYMHAETCS TyXOBHOE: €CTh KaKas-To 001acTh,
T/ie cCaMbIM HOPMaJIEHBIM 00pa3oM COBEpIIaeTCs B3aNMHOE IPOHUKHOBEHHE. TPYIHOCTH OIIO3HATD, T/IE
YTO HAYMHAETCS WIM KOHYAETCs, B TOM, YTO AYXOBHBII OIBIT MBI CO3HAa€M B AYLIEBHOM IJIOCKOCTH: BCE
JyXOBHBIE SIBJICHUS TaK WM WHAUE OTPAXKaroTCs B HAIICH NMCUXUIECKOi o0macTu. CkaxkeM, OraroroBeHue,
panocTs, cTpax boxwii (B XopomieM cMBICIIe, HE B CMBICIIE HCITyTaHHOCTH niepex borowm, a OiaroroBeitHbIi
TpETIeT) — 3TO AYXOBHBIC SBICHHS, HO OXBATHIBAIOT HAC TYIIEBHO M (PU3UUECKH, OTPaXKAIOTCS B ITOM
0o0nacTH 1 JienalTcs MpeIMeToM Hamero co3nanus”. Ibid., 112.

86 “[M]bI — HE UUCTO TyXOBHBIE CYLIECTBA, Mbl — HE Aylla, 3aKJIIOUEHHAs B TEJI€ WIM HA BPEMsI CBsI3aHHAas
C TEJIOM, MbI — BOIUIOILEHHBIN yX, U IIOJIHOTA YEJIOBEKA HE B €r0 AyX€ UJIH €ro Iylle, a B €ro JyXOBHO-
nymeBHOM enuHCcTBe ¢ Tenom.” Ibid., 107, Cf. Ibid., 77, 104.
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imprisoned in a body or for a time related to the body. A human person is the incarnate
spirit, a spiritual plenitude of soul and spirit united with body."’

According to AB, despite Adam’s unfaithfulness, God did not abandon him and
did not withdraw the gifts He had granted to Adam from the beginning: His image and
likeness and the breath of life. Also, although the created world became enslaved
through human sin, it remained pure. After the Fall, the human being became limited
and ceased to be fully genuine as created. AB used Gregory of Nyssa’s explanation of
the “garments of skins” that God gave to Adam and Eve after their sin (Gen 3:21).
“According to St. Gregory of Nyssa, when the human being sinned, he became limited,
instead of what he had been before and what we see in Christ after His Resurrection.”™®
For AB sin hurt not only the soul, but also the human body, which became dense and
heavy.

Before I proceed to the disharmony between Adam and Eve that resulted from
sin, it is important to present the distinction between “person” and “individual” which
AB adopted from Vladimir Lossky.* For AB the term “individual” is the result of

fragmentation and is caused by the sinful state: “We are all individuals to the extent in

that we are alienated one from another, separated from God, and broken up within

8 1bid., 107.

88 «Cormacro cearomy ['puroputo Hucckom, 4esoBek mas, CTall OTpaHHYSHHBIM, BMECTO TOTO, KAKUM OBLI
1 4TO MBI BUIUM BO Xpucte nociie Ero Bockpecenus.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi. Kuuea
emopast, 660.

% Cf. Protopresbiter Nikolai Makar, “Anrpononorus B. H. JIocckoro 1 Murpomnonura AHTOHHs
Cypoxckoro,” in ITymu npoceewenus u ceudemenu npagowt.: Jluunocms. Cemvs. Obwecmeso, ed. K.
Sigov, (Kiev: Dukh i litera, 2004), 177-184.
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ourselves.””® And in another place: “I exist as an individual, as a separate entity to the
extent that I am deeply different from other individuals who surround me.””’

The term ‘persona’ has a different meaning, “that is the whole human being
considered as one total reality [...] which is more complex than we may imagine.”” AB
stated the impossibility of knowing the primary state of being a person because of the
impact of sin, but we still can see a glimpse through the prism of individuals.”® The task
for human beings is to become a person, by overcoming individuality. “We are called to
become a person, a personality is what we are called to become by overcoming
individual. [...] The personhood can be discovered only in the One Who knows this
person that is in God alone. [...] Our human vocation is precisely to acquire the reality
of personhood and nature through the Cross of Christ, through ascesis and growth,
overcoming and conquering the opposing fragmentation of individuality.””*

Before their sin Adam and Eve were in one total unity in two persons, but after

their sin, they became separated into two individuals. AB stated: “At that moment it is

one undivided being in two persons, because the Fall has not yet divided mankind from

90 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Whole Human Person, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_09.htm

! “Kak MHAMBHIYyM, KaK 0COOb 5 €CMb, OCTOJIBKY IOCKOIBKY 5 FIIyGOKO OTIIHUEH OT OKPYKAOIIHX
MeHs HHANBHAYYMOB.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpydsr, 290.

92 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Whole Human Person, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_09.htm

% Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoet, 292.

4 < JImanocrs, [EpPCOHA — 3TO TO, YEM MBI IPU3BaHbI CTaTh, IPEOAOJIEB UHAUBUIYYMA. [...] JIMUHOCTH
MOJXeT OBITh packpbiTa TObKO B Tom, KTo ee 3HaeT, To ects B ogHOM bore. [...] Hamre yenoBedeckoe
TpHU3BaHNE UMEHHO B TOM, 4T00bI KpecTom ['ocnogamnM, acke30i, BOCXOXKICHHEM, [...] CTSIKATH
PearbHOCTD TMYHOCTH U IPUPOIBI, TPEOIOJIEB U MOOSANB MPOTHBOIIOIOKEHHE H PAa3IEIEHHOCTh
obocobnennoctn.” Ibid., 292, 299. More practical examples will be presented in the further chapters.
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God and one human being from another. And it is only after the Fall that Adam and Eve
looked at one another and saw themselves divided and different one from another.””
Division has entered the relationship between man and woman as a result of sin: “They
are no longer two persons being one unit that is a human being. They are two persons
into which individuality has entered.””® In another place AB compared the sinful state of
Adam to a damaged icon:
The human being who was a duality, one being in two persons, suddenly became
two individuals and ceased to be the meta-personal icon of the Holy Trinity.
Each one of them became an individual; this was no longer the icon of the Holy
Trinity, but a fractured icon. A new relationship began between Adam and Eve,
they were now separate and saw each other as “not I, as “him” and “her” and as
a result new relations began between them that had not been there in the
beginning.”’
AB refused to accept the view that sexual intercourse between Adam and Eve
caused the sin. First of all, this view is not biblical because Adam knew Eve after the
sin, and secondly, the “Physical union between man and woman is not sinful in itself.

What is sinful is lust and sinful unfeeling greed.””® Sin caused disharmony and loss of

wholeness just as it caused Adam to take power over Eve. “He controls her with force,

% Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Whole Human Person, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_09.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt. Knuea emopas, 858-859.

% Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Whole Human Person, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_09.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yerosex neped bozom, 284.

o7 “YenoBek, KOTOPBIH OBLT JBOWIICH, OJTHAM CYIIECTBOM B JIBYX JIMIIAX, BAPYT OKA3aJICs IBYMS 0COOSIMH,
nepecTal OBITh CBepXIMYHON MKOHOM CBsiToil Tponmbl. Kaxaplii n3 HUX cTaix 0coObI0, 3TO yKe ObuTa He
nkoHa Cesaroit Tpouiibl, a pazdouras nkona. M mexay Anamom u EBoii Ha4amuch HOBBIC OTHOIIIECHUS, OHU
OBLIH YK€ OTNENbHBI, OHM BHIENIH APYT JIpyTa Kak ‘He 5°, Kak ‘OH’ M ‘OHa’, M B pe3yJbTaTe HA4aJIHnCh
MEXXy HIMH OTHOIIICHHS, KOTOPHIX BHadale He Ob110.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouwr, 792;
Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvt. Knuea émopas, 92.

% “Dusnueckoe 0GIICHHE My KUYHHBI 1 KSHILINHBI HE IPEXOBHO, TPEXOBHO BOJKICICHHE, IPEXOBHA
OecuyBcTBeHHAS *KagHOCTE.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 527; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, O cavtuwanuu u denanuu, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/h_d/hd23.htm; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea émopas, 776.
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but the woman longs for him because she cannot be without him, and on the other hand,
she wins back authority from him through affection and persuasion.”®® And as a result:
“A mutual relationship that could be self-giving to the other without holding back, that
could be an exultant love, becomes on the one hand, a possession, and on the other hand,
a defense or other form of power.”'®" In the mutual attraction to one another, AB saw
nostalgia for the restoration of unity. “So God establishes between them a mutual
attraction. They are attracted to one another both psychologically and physically. They
long for one another, because deep down in themselves they know that they are one and
belong together, although experientially they know that something has happened to

59101

separate them.” ~ As a remedy to the disharmony between man and woman, AB

considered marriage as a place where two individuals again can become one human

. . 102
being — “one personhood in two persons.”"’

%9 “Om BiajieeT CUIION, a XKCHIIIHA K HEMY JIbHET, TOTOMY YTO OHA 0e3 HEero He MOXKET, U C APYTroil
CTOPOHBI, OHA 3aBOEBBIBACT Y HETO aBTOPHUTET JIACKOH, yoexaenueM.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowr, 527; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O caviwanuu u denanuu, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/h_d/hd23.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpydwi. Knuea emopas, 824.

190 «}1 B3ammuOE OTHOMICHNME, KOTOPOE MOTIIO GbI GBITH OTAueii CeOst CaMOTo APYroMy 6e3 OrJISAKH, OBITH
JUKYIOUIEeH TI000BBIO, IeNaeTcs, C OHOW CTOPOHBI, 00JIafaHNEM, a C APYTOH — 3aIIUTOH WIH HHBIM
cniocoboM BiractBoBaHuA.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 527; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, O cavtwanuu u denanuu, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/h_d/hd23.htm

o1 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Whole Human Person, online, available:

http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_09.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwsi. Knuea
emopast, 859.

192 «[O]moit mruHOCTHIO B ABYX NMmax.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 527; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, O crviumanuu u denanuu, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/h_d/hd23.htm.
More on marriage, see further chapters.
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111.4.2.3. Disharmony between Adam and God

We have seen how AB understands relationships and how sin caused disharmony
in the relationship between humanity and the world, within Adam, between man and
woman and now we will look at the disharmony between Adam and God. AB called
Adam’s sin a “loss of God.”'*

And then the Fall happened: the human being lost God, lost himself and lost the

vision of the beauty of the creation, a vision of harmony, and lost a vision of his

way forward.'"*
And as a consequence:

For the human being who has turned away from God and now stands with his

back to Him, God does not exist. But the only source of life is God; all that is left

for such a man is to die. This is what sin is, and the consequence of sin, — not as
punishment, but as unavoidable consequence, is that it is impossible to tear
oneself away from Life and remain alive.'®’

From the above citation it becomes clear that sin consisted in Adam’s decision to
be without God. Adam turned away from life with God and became without God; the

consequence of being without God is death. “Death is the consequence of sin, the

consequence of the Fall, the consequence of our loss of God; death is the sign and seal

193 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosr, 525, 789. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yerosex
neped bozom, 259.

104
“Ho noToM IpoM30LUIO ITaACHUE; YeJIOBeK noTepsil bora, morepsin ce6s caMoro u moTepsil BUACHUE
KpacoTHl TBapH, BUACHNE TApMOHNH, U TIOTEPsUT BUAeHNE cBoero myTu.” Ibid., 90.

1 o . .
05 “[Y] uenoBeka, koTOpHIil oTBepHYJIcs oT bora u crout k Hemy crinuoit, bora HeT, a emMHCTBEHHBIH

HCTOYHHUK XHU3HH — BOT, TAKOMY 4€JI0BEKY OCTAETCs TOJBKO YMEpPETh. BOT B 3TOM M IpeX, U MOCICACTBHE
rpexa, — He Kak HaKa3aHHe, a Kak Hen30€KHOe TOCIIe/ICTBHE: HEellb3sl OTOPBAThCs OT JKU3HH U OCTaThCs
xuBbIM.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouwt, 528, Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O caviuanuu
u denanuu, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/h_d/hd23.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowl, 62; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 818.
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of the catastrophe, emblematic of our separation from God.”'°® AB stated: “Sin is the
state of a human being who has moved from God’s domain into a foreign land, to a land
without God.”'"” God is the only source of life for being, and therefore nonbeing is to be
without God, Godless. It was not God who withdrew grace from human beings, but
humans who lost His grace. Thus, the Incarnation of Christ was God’s response to
human God-forsakenness: “He responded to the human tragedy and the horror of
Godlessness and became human forever.”'® If we compare this with AB’s
understanding of Christ’s God-forsakenness we might notice some similarities. Christ on
the cross was abandoned by His Father and by the people, therefore, He became without
God, Godless.

To summarize the above statements, we can conclude the following: Christ,
according to AB, entered into the same state that Adam was in after sin and, because
death was the consequence, He had to enter into the state of full separation from God
which is death, to fill it with His Divinity and to bring salvation. Christ was sinless
because He never turned away from God. Christ, according to AB, was never joined to
sin but He accepted the consequence of sin — the separation from God, which is death.

As we saw in the second chapter, AB distinguished between a physical and

spiritual death. The latter was the most horrible because it was a state of the loss of God.

1 .

06 “CmepTh — 1a, CIIGACTBHE Ipexa, CIIe[CTBHE MaCHHs, CIISACTBHE Haleil moTepn bora, oHa 3HaK n
nevarh karactpo(dbl, MPU3HAK Hallel oTaeneHHoCcTH oT bora.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyout,
95.

1 o o
07 “[T']pex — 3TO COCTOsIHHE YeI0BEKa, KOTOPHINA U3 Bokuei 001acTy mepemies B 4yKyr 0071acTh, B
obmacts 6e3 bora.” Ibid., 770.

108 “[O]ro3Baicst Ha YEIOBEUYECKOE Tope U yxkKac 00€300KEHHOCTH U CTaJl YeIOBEKOM Hascezoa.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponogedu u 6ecedwr, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/prop/prop_20.htm
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Adam turned away from God and became Godless, so Christ also had to experience
being forsaken by the Father and to enter into the same state that Adam was in order to
heal it. Christ neither turned away from God nor from people: “He [Christ] stood before
God and accepted upon Himself createdness, a human nature and all the consequences
of human sin, including the loss of God. He accepted upon Himself all evil, except sin;
He never turned away from God and never abandoned Him, never lied to Him, was
never ashamed of Him, and never betrayed Him.”'"” Christ remained faithful to the
Father and to the people and He healed the break that sin caused in paradise. “Christ
died on the cross [...] with the soul He descended into Hades; he died abandoned by
God and with His human soul He entered into the place where God is not [...], the Old
Testament Hades [and] thus it exists no more, there is no longer a place where God is
not.”''?

We have seen in this section how AB understood the Fall and the consequences

of the first sin, including death. His sin brought a Godless state to Adam and now we

have to look at what God’s response was to this situation.

19 «On [Xpucroc] cran nepex borom, nmpuasaB Ha Cedst 1 TBAPHOCTH, M Y€JIOBEYECKOE €CTECTBO, U BCE
MOCTIEICTBHS YEIIOBEUECKOT0 Tpexa u otnaaeHus oT bora. Bee 3mo On nmpussit Ha Cedst — KpoMme rpexa; oOT
bora OH HUKOr1a HE OTBEPHYJICS, HUKOI'1a HE OTXOAMJI, HUKOrAa He jran Ha Hero, HUKoraa He cThLAWIICA
Ero, aukoraa He npenasai Ero.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bozom, 135.

"0 «Xpucroc ymep na kpecre, [...] aymoit O comen Bo ax; OH yMep, OCTaBIeHHBIH Borom, i xymoii
CBoeii yemoBeveckol yimen Tyaa, rae bora Het, B [...] BeTxo3aBeTHBIN a1, [and] Ooble HET, HE OCTAIOCH
Mecra, rae bora ver.” Ibid., 135.
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II1.5. Salvation in Jesus Christ — the Godman

God’s response to human sin is the Incarnation. God did not violate the nature or
freedom He gave to creation; it remained preserved. God’s creation of the world was
based on a one-sided decision, but to save it He needs the agreement of creation.
Salvation was not possible without humanity’s free cooperation. “God does not violate
His creation. He does not save by force. He hands Himself over to death so that we
might believe in His love, He gives His Spirit to us so that we might be joined to Him in
communion. The whole mystery of salvation is possible only with the free participation
of human beings.”'"

The Incarnation returned to creation the leader humanity had lost as a result of
Adam’s choice. Because Christ was born and lived like a human being “creation
recognizes itself in Him, because Christ is born bodily, and in His corporeality, in His
material existence all creation, from the smallest atom to the greatest galaxy, recognizes
itself. Creation recognizes itself, but not as it is now: broken, exhausted, having lost its
way, lost its mind, not as it was called to be in full Divine harmony and in full Divine

love 99112

" “Bor e HacwityeT CBoro TBapb. OH He HacuibHO cniacaeT. OH oxnaer CebOs HA CMEPTh JJIS TOTO,
9T00BI TOBepwK B Ero mo6oBs, OH qaet Ham CBoero Jlyxa Juist Toro, 9ToObl MBI iproOnmmch k Hemy.
W Bce TaMHCTBO craceHUs] BO3MOYKHO TOJIKO TIPH CBOOOTHOM ydacTHH deloBeka.” Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 109. Cf. Ibid., 268.

112
“[T]Bapp B Hem cebs y3HaeT, mOTOMY 94TO XPHUCTOC poKAaeTcs TenecHo, i B Ero tenecHoctH, B Ero

MaTepHATBLHOM CYIIECTBOBAHUH BCS TBAph OT CAMOTO MaJIOTO aToMa JI0 CaMOM BEJIMKOW TaJIAKTUKH Y3HAET
ce0s camoe. Y3HaeT ce0s, HO He TaKkoH, Kakasi OHa eCTh cefidac: CIOMaHHOH, N3MYyYEeHHOH, MOTepsBIIeH
CBOMH MyTh, 00€3yMEBIIICH, HO HE TAKOW, KaKOW OHA IMPU3BaHa OBITH B TIOJHOW BoXeCTBEHHON TapMOHHUH U
B noJiHOM BoxxectBennoi mo6su.” Ibid., 260, 275.
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In his talks and homilies, AB very often referred to the greatness of matter and
the human person, which made it possible for God to become incarnate, as was already
mentioned in the second chapter. I will now present AB’s understanding of the
humanity of Christ. In his numerous talks, he stressed the humanity of Christ above His
Divinity: “[...] in Christ we do not discover only this Divine solidarity and incipiently,
as I have tried to show, the value which God attaches to us. We discover also what man
is, because he is not only Very God he is also Very Man.”'"* I believe that AB tried to
stress humanity more than His Divinity to show listeners how closely God can be united
with human beings. “This 1s God, the Son of God, Who became a genuine Human, while
remaining fully God. [...] and the human is joined to Christ, because Christ through His
Incarnation became Human. In this sense every human being is related to Him, for every

.. . . . 114
human Christ is one of His own, his kin.”

Christ’s genuine and perfect Humanity is
seen not only in His human nature, but through the absence of evil in Him and his unity
with the Godhead: “He is a genuine Human in the sense that He does not have any dark

sides. There is no evil in Him, no self-absorption; He is full of love, compassion, and

. 11
understanding.'"”

13 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, I Believe in God, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_04.htm; “[I]t is the Christ who is the Word of God made flesh, it is the Son
of God who becomes the son of man...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “The Prayer of Intercession,”
online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_10.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea
emopast, 464.

14 «“310 Bor, Cein Boxwii, Kotopsrii cran monctiae YemoBekoM, 0cTaBasch MOTHOCTE0 Borom. [...] n
YeJIOBEK MPHUOOIIAeTCS KO XPHUCTY, TOTOMY 4TO XpHUCTOC BoruromenneM CBouM ctai YenosekoMm. 1 B
3TOM OTHOIIEHUH BCAKHN 4eToBeK EMy pomHON M TS KaXI0To YelloBeKa X prucToc CBOH, poaHoit.” Ibid.,
151.

15 «“On Hactosmmit Yenosek B ToM cMmeicie, uTo B HeM HeT TeHeBbIx cTopoH. B Hem Her 31a, B Hem Het
obpamenHoctr Ha Cebst camoro, OH Bech — JII00OBB, COCTpaanue, moHnManue.” Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Tpyodwet, 577.
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Christ as a New Adam, came to recover and to renew the image of God that the
Old Adam did not preserve. Just as the Old Adam was a total man, as was presented
above, Christ became a total Human, “the one who contained the whole mystery of man
and woman [...]. If, in Christ, male and female are not contained together, the whole
mystery of humanity, then only one part of humanity is saved and the other simply does
not exist. [...] Is Christ male, or is He a total Man, the whole of humanity or a male
individual? 1f He 1s the New Adam who contains in Himself the whole of humanity, then
He was acting, at the same time, in the name of male and female in the full sense of the
word.”!

AB stressed that Christ belongs to the same nature as the Old Adam: “He [Christ]
is not a new creation, created in the place of the primal one; He is inscribed in the
uninterrupted line of the mystical relationship between Adam and God. He came to
renew the image of God in its perfection, in the total Adam, the total human being.”""’

What kind of humanity did Christ take on? AB considers that Christ accepted not only a

historical human nature but also an eschatological human nature.

He “[Clonepsxamiuii BCro TalHy MY>K4YHMHBI ¥ KEHIIMHSI [...]. Eciu Bo XpucTe MyXUnHa U KEHIIMHA HE

COCTaBIIIOT BMECTE BCEIIEYIO TalfHy YeJIOBEYeCTBa, TO JIUIIb YaCTh YeJIOBEUECTBA CIaceHa, a IPYTroi
IIPOCTO HE CYLIECTBYET. [...] AABngercsa nmu Xpucroc my>kunHoi win OH — Beeuenosek, To ects B Hem gce
yenogewecmeo Wi myacckas ocodow? Eciim O — HoBwiid Aam, copepxammuii B CeOe BCe 4eI0BEYECTRO,
toraa OH NeficTBOBaJI OMHOBPEMEHHO OT MIMEHU MYKUMHBI M KCHITIHEI B ITOTHOM CMBICIIE CJIOBA.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 834-835; 854. According to AB the women’s
ordination to the priesthood is an open question in the Orthodox Church.

"7 «Ou [Christ] He HOBas TBaph, CO3TAHHAs BMECTO MepBOro, OH BIHCAH B HENPEPHIBHYIO IHHHIO
TaWHCTBEHHOT'O OTHOIIEHUS MeXIy AnamoM U borom. OH mpuien o0HOBHTE 00pa3 boxkwii B ero
COBEPIIEHCTBE, BcenenoM Aname, Beereniom yenoBeke.” Ibid., 323. The idea of the New Adam as a ‘total
man’ was also present in the works of other theologians such as: Bulgakovand Sakharov. “HoBbiii Axam
siBIsieTcst BeeuenoBekoM.” Sergius Bulgakov, Tuxue oymur (Moscow: Respublika, 1996), 273, online,
available: http://proroza.narod.ru/Bulgacov-7.htm
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[...] in becoming human, accepting flesh, the Word of God entered integrally in
the whole reality of time, space and becoming. But along with this the Son of
man was not bound by the limits of time, space and becoming, not only because
He was at the same time God, but also because in His humanity He already is
united with God; the humanity of Christ on earth already belongs not only to the
days of His bodily existence, but also to eschatological time, that is the time,
when everything will reach its fullness and fulfillment. The humanity of Christ
belongs to a definite historical moment and, at the same time, to its fulfillment.''®
If Christ’s humanity belongs to the eschatological dimension, how then are we to
understand His kenosis with all its limitations? Here we might see a dual action: Christ
accepted human nature, but at the same time, He perfected Humanity not by any external
power, but from within as a human in full unity with the Divine nature,''” and brought it
to the higher level that Adam failed to achieve. That is why the Humanity of Christ is
historical and eschatological at the same time. How then can a genuine and pure human
nature correlate with the consequences of the sin that Christ accepted? In the
Incarnation, Christ accepted everything that we are except sin, because sin, in AB’s
understanding, is the Godless state, and Christ never turned away from God. AB
commented on Hebrews 4:15:
There is nothing human that would be alien to Him, except the falling away from
God, the renunciation of God, the active godlessness that is, in the final sense,
the root of all sins. But on the other hand, He reveals to us not only one of many

people, instead, in His person, is revealed the image of what a human being can
be: everything a human being can be we can find in His person. In the Church

11 .
8 «...] cTaHOBACH YeTOBEKOM, IPUHKUMAs I0Th, CJI0BO BOXHE BOIIO HEOTHEMIIEMOI YaCThIO BO BCIO
b b

PEaNbHOCTH BPEMEHH, IIPOCTPAHCTBA U cTaHOBIeHHs. Ho BMecTe ¢ TeM DTOT ChIH YeIOBEUESCKUH HE
OTpaHWYCH paMKaMH BPEMEHH, M MPOCTPAHCTBA, U CTAHOBIICHUS HE TOJBKO MOTOMY, 4T0 OH
oaHoBpeMmeHHO bor, HO moTomy uto u B CBoem uenoBeuecTBe OH yxe coenuneH ¢ borom, u
YEeJIOBEYECTBO XPHCTA Ha 3eMJIC YKe MMPUHAICKHUT HE TOIBKO IHAM Ero TermecHoro ObITHS, HO U
ACXATOJIOTHYECKOMY BPEMEHH, TO €CTh BPEMEHH, KOT/Ia BCE JJOCTUTHET CBOCH IMOITHOTHI, UCTIOTHEHMS.
YenoBedecTBO XPHUCTOBO MPUHAIICKHT ONPEACIICHHOMY UCTOPUIECKOMY MOMEHTY U OJTHOBPEMECHHO
3aBepieHuto Bcero.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 487.

11 . . . ..
? Cf. “He is the one and only genuine Human, because he is a partaker of the Divine nature.” “On
eIMHCTBEHHBIN MOUIMHHBIN YenoBek, motoMy gTo npudacteH boxxecTBenHoit mpupoze.” Ibid., 506.
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too we see humanity in two forms — fallen and genuine. We see humanity as we

are, and we see humanity, as it should be, because it has been revealed in Christ.

We can also add that there is another person in the Church that already

accomplished this marvelous humanity, and this is the Mother of God."*

From the above citation, it becomes clear that, according to AB, only Christ and
His Mother are perfect examples of the realization of the potential of true humanity and
examples of cooperation with God’s will. Christ is a collective example of the humanity
of all people in the Church and they are called to become like Him through the
sacraments: “[...] joining inseparably in the union with Christ through Baptism, through
the receiving of Holy Communion, through the church’s life in its totality, we become,
together with Christ, the one he calls ‘a total Christ’ [...] and together represent the full

121 And this is a vocation for all

manifestation of ‘the Human being’ with a capital ‘H’.
people, not just for those who are in the Church, “to become people, human beings, like

Him. [...] Until the human becomes the Human, until the world becomes God’s once

again through us, what continues to act and to rule in humanity, and far beyond, in the

120 “Her Hiuero 4emoBedeckoro, 9ro Gbio Obl Emy uyxno, kpoMme otnazeHus ot bora, orpeyenus ot
Bora, akTuBHOTO 6€3007KMs1, KOTOPOE €CTh B KOHEYHOM HUTOT'€ KOPEHB BCSIKOTO Tpexa. Ho, ¢ mpyroit
cTopoHsl, OH SIBIISIET HaM HE TPOCTO OJHOTO U3 MHOXKECTBA JIto/iei, a B Ero nuiie sBisieTcs o6pas Toro,
YeM Y4eJIOBEK MOXKET OBITh: BCE, YeM YEIOBEK MOXeET ObITh, MBI HaxoauM B Ero mume. U B Lepksu MbI
BUIHMM Y€JIOBEYECTBO B JBYX BHJAX, IMaJIIeM U HCTHHHOM. MBI BUJIM 4eJIOBEYECTBO, KAKOE MBI €CTh, U
MBI BUAMM Y€JI0BEYECTBO, KAKHM OHO JIOJDKHO OBITh, TOTOMY YTO OHO sIBJICHO BO XpucTte. K aToMy MOXHO
J00aBUTH, UTO €IIe OHO JINIO B LlepkBH yKe OCYIIeCTBHIIO 3Ty AUBHYIO YEIOBEYHOCTE — 3T0 boxkus
Marteps.” Ibid., 412.

12« ] coenmusIsich yrKe HEPA3TyHBIM eHHCTBOM co XprcToM uepes Kpemenwe, uepes [Ipruuamenne
TaifH, uepe3 *KHU3Hb EPKOBHYIO B €€ COBOKYITHOCTH, MBI IeJJaeMCsl BMeCcTe CO XPHUCTOM TEM, YTO OH
Ha3BIBAaCT ‘BCEIENIBIM XPpUCTOM’ [...] M BMeCTe cocTaBisieM Beellenoe siineHne YenoBeka ¢ OOIIBIION
oykssl.” Ibid., 413.
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world, is suffering, death, cruelty and alienation from God, isolation and alienation from
one another.”'*

All people are called to be participants in the Divine nature and in the life of the
Trinity, but there is only one way — through Jesus Christ, who is both God and a human
being. AB stressed the humanity of Christ because it is only through His humanity that
we can access His Divinity and become participants in the life of the Trinity. AB said,
“[...] in addition to humanness through Christ we recognize that He is not only the
perfect Human, but also the perfect God [...]. Partaking of Christ according to his
humanity, we partake inevitably [...] in His Divinity, [...] in Christ and in the Holy

Spirit we enter into a completely new relationship with the God and Father.”'*

12 “[C]Tath moapMu, yenoBekamu, mogoOoHpIMU EMy. [...] Tloka genoBek He cTaHeT YemoBEeKOM, MOKa
MHUDP HE CTAHET Boxnnm Ye€pe3 HAC, B YEIIOBEYECCTBE U, IIUPE, B MUPEC ITPOIOHKACT HCﬁCTBOBaTB n
BJIACTBOBATH CTpaaaHUC, CMEPTh, IKECTOKOCTh, OTHYKJACHHOCTD OT Bora, OTOPBAHHOCTH U OTUYKACHHOCTH
npyr ot apyra.” Ibid., 426-427; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyout, 680. In the other place AB
said: “B Hewm uenoBeuecTBO HaM siBJICHO B L[epkBH BO BCeM CBOEM BEJIMYWH, BO BCEH CBOCH ITyOHHE, BO
BceM cBOeM 3HaueHUU. OH — e IMHCTBEHHBIN YeJIOBEK, KOTOPbIH MOJHOCTHI0 Yenosek, 1 OH — OTKpOBEHHE
TOT0, YEM ITPU3BAH OBITH YETOBEK. A UEIOBEK IIPpU3BaH OBITH TEM, UEM OBLIT XpI/ICTOC: HE TTPOCTO
YCIIOBEKOM, OTACIICHHBIM CBOUM TBAPHBIM COCTOSHUEM OT HeTBapHOFO, HO UMEHHO YE€JIOBEKOM B €TI0
enuHCcTBE ¢ borom. [In Him humanity is revealed to be in the Church in all its greatness, in all its depth, in
all its destiny. He is — the only human, who is fully a Human, and He is — the revelation of what the
human being is called to be. A human is called to be what Christ was: not just a human, separated by his
own created state from the Uncreated One, but precisely a human being by virtue of his unity with God.]”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, beceowt o séepe u [[epksu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy5.htm

123 “[...] Kxpome "eIoBEeUHOCTH, Yepe3 XpucTa Mbl 1o3HaeM, uTo OH ecTh He ToJbko YenoBek
COBEpIIEHHBIH, HO U coBepmIeHHHIH bor [...]. U npnobmasce ko XpHUCTy 1O 4eI0BEYECTBY, MBI
nprobmraemcst Henz0exHo [...] u Ero boxectsy. [...] Bo Xpucrte u Jyxom CBATHIM MBI BCTyIIaeM B
COBEpIIEHHO HOBBIC OTHOIICHHS ¢ borom u Otmom.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi. Knuea
emopas, 471. In another place, AB said: “borogenosek, Ou mo npupoze bor u mo npupone genoBex. Mul
YCIIOBCYHBI 110 IMTPUPOAEC U JOJIKHBI CTATh 110 l'IpI/IO6H_[eHI/IIO O60)KCHHBIMI/I, HpeO6pa)KeHHBIMI/I )5
coennHeHHBIME ¢ boxkecTBeHHOM mpupooii. [Godman, according to the nature He is God and human. We
are human by the nature and we have to become divinized by participation, transfigured and united with
the Divine nature.]” Ibid., 506.
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Through His Incarnation, Christ not only showed the greatness of matter and
humanity, but also the greatness of God expressed through His kenosis and readiness to

descend into the Godlessness of the human being caused as a result of sin.

II1.5.1. An “Atheistic” Christ

The last consistent element of the theoretical dimension of AB’s kenotic
theology, which appears in his understanding of God-forsakenness, is the theme of
atheism. The word “atheism” derives from the Greek adjective “atheos” (&0eog, from the
privative d- + 0go¢ “god”), literally “Godless,” without God,'** and AB used this term in
his theology almost always according to the original meaning. AB used the words
“atheism, atheistic”” without referring to aggression against God, “but to an attitude of
mind and outlook in which God has no place, in which he doesn’t exist...”'*> As will be

discussed below, he also linked etymological “atheism” with secularism.

124 Walter R. Dietz, “Atheism,” in Religion past & Present: Encyclopedia of Theology and Religion, ed.
H. D. Betz, [4th ed., English ed.], (Leiden: Brill, 2007/2009), 477; Bernd Groth, “Atheism,” in Dictionary
of Fundamental Theology, ed. René Latourelle, Rino Fisichella, English-language, (New York: Crossroad,
1994). Cf. “An atheist is a man who lives without God.” “Atheism,” in New Catholic Encyclopedia, eds. J.
P. Reid, B. Mondin, 2nd ed., (Detroit: Thomson/Gale, 2003), 822; “Atheism is a lack of belief in gods,
from the original Greek meaning of ‘without gods,”” online, available:
http://www.atheists.org/atheism/About Atheism; “It’s true that atheists are by definition Godless, but it’s
possible to draw a subtle distinction between the two concepts. Atheism is the absence of belief in gods;
Godlessness is the absence of gods and is generally defined as not recognizing or worshipping any gods.
Technically, a person could believe in the existence of gods they don’t worship. This might be rare, but
the implications are important. Godlessness need not deny the existence of gods, but it does dismiss their
importance,” online, available: http://atheism.about.com/od/Godlessamericaamericans/p/Godlessness.htm.
We can see some similarities between AB’s interpretation of Godlessness and atheism. I was not able to
find in AB’s theology references to philosophical atheism or to anti-religious campaigns. As we will see
later, AB was not trying to persuade atheists with his understanding of sin and Christ’s experience on the
cross as Godlessness. Rather he used this argument to explain to Christians the saving act of Christ.

125 Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 50.



221

As already presented in the second chapter, AB understood death as the loss of
God (Godlessness) and, therefore, to die, according to AB, meant to become an ““atheist”
in the etymological sense of the word. Christ accepted the deepest root of death, “which
is the loss of God, which we can even call — using the term in its etymological sense — a-
theism, god-lessness.”'*® Christ through His Incarnation and Baptism accepted all that is
Godless,'?” but the culminating moment was the God-forsakenness of Christ on the
cross. It was “the moment when He agreed to identify Himself with us to such a degree
that He experienced the full, murderous, deadly Godlessness, and He died because He
shared with us our state of being left without God (06e360xenHOCTB), the loss of
God.”'™ As we can see, AB identified “atheism” with “Godlessness.” This is very
unusual for a contemporary person, because one usually associates the word “atheism”
with disbelief in God and an aggressive, militant action against God or religion.'”

AB’s interpretation of Christ’s God-forsakenness as atheistic is a unique

approach to kenotic theology. For AB, Christ became “an atheist” on the cross in the

12
6 “[...] umenHO, ToTepto bora, MokHO OBLTO OBI CKa3aTh, YIOTPEOIISS CJIOBO B €T0 3TUMOJIOTHIECKOM

3HAa4YCHHH, — aTen3M, Oe300xue.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 854; Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 734-735.

127 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi, 554; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “The Prayer of
Intercession,” online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_10.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowvi. Knuea emopas, 240.

128 “[M]omeHnT, korna OH corylacuiics HaCTOIBKO MOJIHO OTOXK/JECTBUTHCS C HAMH, YTO OIIBITHO TIEPEXKHII
MOJIHOE, YOUHCTBEHHOE, MEPTBSIIee 0€300KKMe U yMep — IOTOMY YTO PA3IC/IiI C HAMH HaIy
00e300kKeHHOCTB, 0TCyTCTBUE bora.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 141; 854; Cf. “Jesus
nailed to the Cross loses the consciousness of his union with God. He can die, because he, free of sin,
becomes at that moment fully a partaker of the destiny of man, and he also is left without God, and having
no God he dies.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The True Worth of Man, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_03.htm

129 Cf. Paul Edwards, “Atheism,” in Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. Donald M. Borchert, 2™ ed.,
(Detroit: Thomson Gale, 2006), 356
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etymological sense. He also identified the terms “death,” “loss of God” and
etymological “atheism”: “If you turn to Scripture you will see that death and sin, that is
death and severance from God, death and the loss of God, what one can call,
etymologically, atheism are inseparably linked. The fact of not having a God is at the
root of death.”"**

AB always underlined, “in an etymological sense,” because it is only in this
sense that Christ could become “an atheist”; in all other meanings it would be heresy
from the Orthodox point of view. For instance, if Christ could have ontologically ceased
to be God or could have abandoned His Divine nature, or in some way abandoned faith
in God, salvation would not have been completed and Christ would remain only a moral
example for Christians. AB was aware of this and he never crossed this line in his
theology. In spite of this, AB’s commentary on God-forsakenness was misread and he
was unjustly criticized by Vladimir Moss:

One Soviet metropolitan is reported to have said that Christ on the Cross, in

uttering the cry: ‘My God, My God, why hast Thou forsaken Me?’, actually

became an atheist. This is, of course, nonsense. But it is not nonsense — rather, it
is the precise truth — to say that on the Cross, Christ took upon Himself the horror

of the atheist’s condition, the accursedness of being without God (‘a’ — without,
‘theos’ — God)."!

130 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The True Worth of Man, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_03.htm; Cf. Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 56; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi, 88, 95.

51 Viadimir Moss, The Mystery of Redemption (St. Michael’s Press, 2007), footnote on page 55, online,

available:

http://www.orthodoxchristianbooks.com/downloads/163 THE MYSTERY Of REDEMPTION.pdf.
Moss did not even use the name of AB in his book but, by avoiding it, he exposed his own hostility to AB.
Moss’ family belonged for some period of time to the parish in which AB was a pastor for almost 50
years. AB was aware of the general accusation (although, I am not sure about this particular instance of it)
concerning the “atheistic Christ,” so he explained in detail his argument underlining again the
etymological aspect of such an approach. “Kak-to Mou cioBa nepeckasanu B ['peiiu KoMy-To, U BBIIIIIA
Oopmast mepeoBHIIa 0 TOM, 4To ‘Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh — epeTnk: oH yTBEepKIaeT, 9To
Xpucroc 0611 6e300)kKHUKOM.” [Somehow my words were retold in Greece to someone, and it got a great
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In the second sentence, Moss justified the “atheistic” interpretation of God-
forsakenness, but in the first sentence he pulled AB’s words out of context. AB was
aware that his understanding of God-forsakenness might be misunderstood, but he felt
confident in such an interpretation. We might ask why AB used such provocative
phraseology in his talks. Was it to get the attention of listenersor to shock them? Perhaps
it was something deeper. I think AB used these terms on purpose, but not only to get the
attention of his listeners. AB also wanted to point out the tragedy of sin and that
salvation lies in Christ. We will see later how AB used this concept in his theology. This
is what he said about such an approach to the question of Christ’s God-forsakenness:
“This 1s my proposal, I will introduce it to you as best I can. I can only say that people
fully Orthodox, with whom I spoke about this, did not accuse me of heresy and did not
refuse to commune with me. Nevertheless, it is an unusual, uncommon approach. I think
we can say that in order to die our death i.e., a death which is significant to us, which has
real substantive effects for us — Christ had to partake of the one and only cause of death:
separation from God.”"**> AB again explained his understanding of Christ’s God-
forsakenness: “And when I talked about it, about Godlessness, I certainly did not mean

to say that Christ ceased to believe in God, denied Him or, through sin, fell away from

editorial, as if ‘Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh is a heretic, because he is stating that Christ was an
atheist.’]” Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 240-241.

132 €310 Mmost BBIKJIAJIKA, 51 BAM €€ MPEICTABII0, KaK YMEIO; 51 TOJIBKO MOTY CKa3aTh, YTO JIIOJIA BIIOJIHE
MpaBOCIaBHBIC, C KOTOPBIMU 51 TOBOPHII 00 ATOM, MEHS B €pecH He OCYINJIN M HE OTKAa3bIBAIOTCS O0IIATHCS
CO MHOH, HO TeM HE MEHEe 3TO HENIPUBBIYHBIN, HEOOBIYHBIN MOAX01. MHE KaXKeTCs, 9TO MOXHO CKa3aTh,
9TO JUISl TOTO, YTOOBI YMEPETh Halllel CMEPThIO, TO €CTh CMEPTHI0, KOTOpAast Uil HAaC 3HAYMMa, KOTopast
JUTSL HAC UMEET pealibHbIE, CYIIECTBEHHBIE MTOCIIECCTBUS, XPUCTOC OJIKEH ObLT MPHOOIIUTECS K
eIMHCTBEHHOH ITPUYMHE CMEPTH — K OTPEIBY oT bora.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex neped
bocom, 56.
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Him. Rather, at a particular point, through a providential act of His God and Father,
Christ in His humanity, lost consciousness of what He is in relation to His God and
Father.”'*?

In his numerous references to Christ’s God-forsakenness as atheistic or Godless
(I will call AB’s argument — ‘the atheistic Christ”), AB stated that Christ’s experience
was much deeper than any atheists might experience in their lives.

The cry of the Savior: My God, My God why have you forsaken Me? (Mk. 15,
34) —is the cry of the perfect Human, Who freely, because of love, partook of the
main tragedy of humanity: his separation from God, — to the point that He lost
God. If we accept this, I think we can say that Christ experienced atheism (I am
not talking about ideological atheism, but its reality), Godlessness as no atheist in
the world experienced it. There is no human being, neither atheist nor believer,
who in this sense can stand outside the experience of Christ. [...]"**

And, in another place, AB was even more precise.

There is no atheist in the world who could experience the loss of God in the way
Christ experienced the loss of God. There is no atheist, whether convinced and
ideological, or simply Godless in terms of daily reality, who could go to the
depths of this absence as Christ did.'*

133 «“}] xorpma s TOBOPHII 00 3TOM, 0 0€3-00XKHH, I, KOHEYHO, HE XOTEN CKa3aTh, YTO XPUCTOC MepecTal
BepuTh B bora, orpekcs ot Hero unu rpexom ot Hero ornan, a 4to B Kakoii-TO MOMEHT 11O
npoMeicauTenbHoMy aeiicTButo bora u Otua OH B CBoeM 4enoBedecTBe NOTEpsl co3HaHue, ueM OH
SIBIISIETCS TI0 OTHOIICHHIO K bory m Otity.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyout. Knuea émopas,
241.

13 «[K]puk Cracurens: Boowe Moii, Boowe Moii, 3auem Tet Mens ocmasun? (Mk. 15, 34) — 510 KpHK

cosepieHHoro Yenoseka, KoTopsiit cBOOOHO, MO JIFOOBH MPHOOLIMICS K OCHOBHOM Tpareiny 4ejaoBeKa:
K €ro OTOPBaHHOCTH OT bora, kK ToMy, uTo oH motepst1 bora. Ho eciiu 310 pUHATH, TO, IyMar0, MOXKHO
CKa3aTh, YTO XPHUCTOC HCIBITAN 6€300XkHe (S TOBOPIO HE 00 MICOTOTHISCKOM 0€300KUH, a O PEATBHOCTH
ero), 00e300KEHHOCTh, KaK HU OJTMH aTCHCT Ha CBETE €ro He UCIBITANI, U YTO HET HU OJTHOTO YeJIOBEKA -
HU aTeHCTa, HU BEPYIOLIET0, — KOTOPBII B 3TOM CMBICJIE BHE OlbITa XpHUCTa. [...]”

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bozcom, 57.

135 “Her mu oiHOr0 6e360KHIKA B MEpE: KOTOPBIH MO3HaT ObI 0TCyTCTBHE Bora Tak, kak XprcToc mosHai
notepto bora. Het Hu ogHOTO aTencrta, Oyap OH yOeXKICSHHBIHN, HIACOTOTHISCKIA aTEUCT HITH TPOCTO
KUTEHCKHUI 0€300)KHUK, KTO OBl Tak M3MEpWII INIyONHY 3TOTO OTCYTCTBHS, KaK €€ U3MepuiI Xpucroc.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwsi. Knuea emopas, 735; Ibid., 241. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, The True Worth of Man, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_03.htm
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The same idea is present in Fr. Sophrony Sakharov’s statement that “Unbelievers
have no idea of what it means to be bereft of God.”"*° It is difficult to find out who
borrowed this idea from whom. We have already seen how AB borrowed some ideas
from Fr. Sophrony. In the previous examples, however, AB referenced Fr. Sophrony,
whereas in this case AB did not. Taking into account that AB did not always carefully
cite the works of different authors, we can assume that this time he might not have done
so with good reason. Here, the reason for the difference is contextual. Fr. Sophrony, for
his part, used this idea in the context of Christians’ experience of the absence of God and
used the unbeliever as an example of someone who may have never experienced Christ
and does not know what they have lost. Although Christians experienced God, now in
the moment of His absence, Fr. Sophrony described their experience as being something
similar to Christ’s God-forsakenness."*’ Although AB also used this example to
underline the Christian’s experience of the absence of God, he mostly described the
atheist’s experience and Christ’s God-forsakenness.

In any case, what makes the experience of Christ more horrible than that of
atheists who experience God’s absence? As presented earlier, Christ, according to AB,
was immortal in His human nature but freely accepted the consequences of sin,
including the most terrible one, which is the loss of God (Godlessness) and its result —
death. AB believed the question of atheism was only capable of being resolved in Christ:

“[...] the atheist issue, the issue of the godless human being, can only be resolved in

136 Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), We Shall See Him as He Is, trans., Rosemary Edmonds, (Essex,
2004), 128.

37 Cf. 1bid., 128.
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Christ and not outside of Christ.”'*® AB was once asked if, in God-forsakenness, Christ
experienced the very essence of humanity. AB replied:

No, I would not put it that way, because man, as God conceived of and created

him, was not cut off from Him. Separation is the fruit of our sinfulness. But

Christ did not enter into the area of our sin, that is, He did not partake of sin, only

its consequences. It seems to me that Christ, on the one hand, chose absolute

solidarity (if I may use such a non-theological term) with the human being and
had, together with all humanity, to experience abandonment by God and the loss
of God, and to die from this. And on the other hand, because he also chose
uncompromising solidarity with God, He was expelled by human society, and
had to die outside the walls, that is, outside the human city, on Golgotha.'*’

As we can see, the loss of God (Godlessness) is not an ontological aspect of
human nature, but is a consequence of Adam’s decision to turn away from God, to
become god-less and finally die. Christ Himself never abandoned either His Father or
the people who killed Him; He was in full solidarity with them both."** He took upon
Himself humanity’s Godlessness, and as a consequence experienced abandonment by

the Father and by the people. This is what makes Christ’s experience so terrible and

dramatic. AB used “the atheistic Christ” as the basis for his conversations with atheists:

1
3% «[...] ecth Tema aTemcTa, TeMa 6e360KHIKA, KOTOPAs pa3pelraeTcs Bo XpHcTe, a He BHe Xpucra.”

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bozcom, 57.

139 “Her, st ObI Tak HE CKa3all, IOTOMY YTO YEJIOBEK, Kak bor ero 3amyman u co3niai, He ObUT OTOPBaH OT
Hero. OTopBaHHOCTb — IT01 HatIel rpexoBHocTH. Ho Xpucroc He BcTymaet B 0071aCTh HAMIETO rpexa, TO
ectp OH npHoOIaeTcs He Ipexy, a ero MociaeAcTBUAM. MHe KaxeTcs, 9T0 XpUCTOC, C OJHOH CTOPOHEI,
BBIOpaT aOCOMIOTHYIO COJMIAPHOCTH (€CITM MOYKHO YIOTPEOUTh TaKOW HEOOTOCIOBCKUN TEPMHUH) C
YeJIOBEKOM H JJOJDKEH OBIIT BMECTE CO BCEM YEIOBEYECTBOM HCIIBITATh OOTOOCTaBICHHOCTD U MoTepio bora
M OT 3TOTO YMEPETH; , C IPYTroii CTOPOHEL, TOTOMY 4T0 OH BEIOpai GECKOMIIPOMHICCHYIO COTUIAPHOCTD C
Borowm, OH OBLT H3BEPIKEH YEIOBEUECKAM OOIIECTBOM 1 JIOJDKEH OBLT yMEpeTh BHE CTEH, TO €CTh BHE
rpana yenoBeueckoro, Ha ['onroge.” Ibid., 57.

140 What is most remarkable is AB’s silence on the following words of Christ after His God-forsakenness
— “Into your hands I commend my spirit” (Lk 23:46) — which would confirm Christ’s solidarity with the
Father. Instead AB referred to the words of Christ: “It is finished” (John 19:30). Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 240. This would confirm again that AB is not interested in the role of the
Father in the abandonment of His Son, but the role of the Son in the act of salvation, who wanted to fulfill
and complete salvation. More analysis of this will be provided in the following chapter.
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“[T]f one accepts what I said earlier about Christ’s state concerning the absence of God,
the loss of God, then our fundamental attitude to the atheist cannot be the attitude of an
enemy, an opponent. And I believe this is very important, because the way we see
another person, anybody else, already defines the possibility of encounter and mutual
relationship.”'*" AB used “the atheistic Christ” as the ultimate example to explain to
Christians what atheists and agnostics might experience in their lives: “He died our
death, experienced our Godlessness, and no one can estimate the tragedy of the agnostic

or atheist in the way and time in which Christ experienced it.”'**

In the Conclusion, I
will come back to the difference between the experience of atheists and the experience
of Christ.

In his reflection on atheism, AB referred not only to atheism in the etymological
sense, but also to ideological atheism and the theology of “the death of God.” This latter

point will be developed below. Now I will proceed to AB’s perspective on the atheism

in Soviet Russia.

4 “Ecmm MPUHSATD TO, YTO 5 CKa3aJ paHblIlie O MOJIOKEHUH XPHUCTa B OTHOILIIEHWH OTCYTCTBUS bora,
notepu bora, Hallle NPUHIUITHATBHOE OTHOIICHUH K aTEHCTY HE MOKET OBITh OTHOIIICHHUEM Bpara,
NpoTUBHUKA. U 51 Tymaro, 9TO 3TO 0YCHb BAKHO, IOTOMY YTO TO, KAK MBI PACCMAaTPUBAEM JIPYTOTO
YeNoBeKa, JJII000ro Jpyroro, yKe ompeaesieT BO3SMOXXHOCTH BCTpeYr U B3anMooTHomeHni.” Ibid., 74.3.
AB’s understanding of this kind of encounter will be presented in the following chapter.

142 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Encounter, trans. from Russian by Tatiana Wolff, (London: Darton,

Longman and Todd Ltd, 2005), 24.
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II1.5.2. Anthony Bloom’s Response to the

Atheism in Russia and in the West

AB visited Soviet Russia a few times but, as Andrew Walker pointed out in his
obituary: “Metropolitan Anthony’s stature among the people of Soviet Russia was
enhanced by the fact that he remained loyal to the Patriarchate, but maintained total
political independence. This unique position of a see in the Russian Diaspora was the
lynchpin of the Metropolitan’s realpolitik throughout the Soviet years.”'*> AB never
openly criticized the Soviet government, but instead he confronted its atheistic roots, the
total negation of God’s existence. Also, for many years he was a voice of Orthodoxy
over the BBC Radio. His talks and his books were distributed unofficially through
“samizdat,” and officially after 1988. AB often had services of prayer (Molebens)'** for
persecuted Christians and in 1974 he prayed for dissidents, especially Aleksandr
Solzhenitsyn when he was expelled from the Soviet Union. AB also wrote a letter in
which he upheld Solzhenitsyn and, for this act, AB was dismissed from his position as
Exarch, even though he announced that he had resigned.

Some people accused AB of being a “Red bishop” because he belonged to the
Moscow Patriarchate, which collaborated with the Soviet government. It might be

surprising to some that he remained with the Moscow Patriarchate when his political

'3 Andrew Walker, “Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh. Charismatic head of the Russian Orthodox
Church in Great Britain and Ireland,” The Independent, 9 August 2003, online, available:
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/obituaries/metropolitan-anthony-of-sourozh-548558.html

'* Liturgical service in Orthodox and Eastern Christian Church in honor of Jesus Christ, the Mother of
God or a particular saint. A Moleben may be occasional (served according to need), commemorative
(assigned to a particular day), or may be devotional (in honor of a particular saint).
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views were generally those of a Russian monarchist. In defending his faithfulness to
Moscow he explained that this Church is persecuted, but did not fall into heresy. Its
Apostolic faith was kept intact. He said: “You do not abandon your family when it is in
trouble.”'* During his visits to Soviet Russia, he preached about the Church as a place
for those who are rejected and persecuted on earth, and about the place of the believer in
the atheistic world of the West. “There are so many countries today where atheism has
prevailed. There are so many souls in which godlessness reigns. And now, especially in
some countries, the church has become a place of refuge for the persecuted God.”'*® AB
distinguished between atheism in Soviet Russia and the atheism of the West.
So often, going to Russia and meeting atheists that are of a quite different stamp
than the vague atheism one meets in the West - people who have never met God,
who have no notion of God, for whom God doesn’t exist — I have felt an agony
about them: what about them? And then the thought came to me that when Christ
died God-less on the cross, He plumbed the depth of godlessness as not one
atheist has ever experienced or known it, and even an atheist is not outside the
mystery of the saving God in Christ. This is something, which to me is the Way
of the Cross.""’
Reflecting on the origins of atheism in Russia, AB used Nikolai Leskov’s thesis:

“Rus was baptized, but never illumined.”"*® To explain the lack of faith in the West, AB

pointed to its forgetfulness of its Christian roots and its turning toward secularism. AB

145 Gillian Crow, This Holy Man: Impressions of Metropolitan Anthony (London: Darton, Longman and
Todd, 2005), 103.

14 .
6 “CromnbKo ecTh cTpaH ceituac, rie 6e360kue mo6eaun0. CTONBKO eCTh YeNOBEYSCKHX Y, B KOTOPHIX
6e360xue napcTByer. M xpam Tenepb, 0COOEHHO B HEKOTOPBIX CTPaHaX, CTAl MECTOM yOIKHIIA TOHUMOTO

Bora.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvt. Knuea émopas, 96.

47 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Way of the Cross: Extracts from a Talk at Essex University 14
March, 1996, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_162.htm

148 «“pycp, Ghia kpemiena, HO HUKOrIA He 6buTa mpocseriena.” N. S. Leskov, Co6opsne, vol. 4, (Moscow:
Khud. lit., 1957), 59. Nikolai Leskov (1831-1895) was a Russian novelist who wrote about different forms
of popular devotion.
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saw two general trends of secularism in the world. The first one consists of a loss of the
sense of God. Christians lost, but not completely, the living aspect of their faith: “When
we turn within ourselves and judge our own selves, we can see with tragic clarity [...]
that we belong, to a large extent, to this worldly and secular society. Alas, even in us the
sense of God is clouded, weak and lifeless.”' The second form of secularism consists
in excessive attentiveness to the world’s desires, pressures and demands. This hyper-
sensivity to the world has obscured our sense of God and led to our practical denial of
Him.

AB justified the unbelief of people who lost their faith because of the lack of
Christian life among Christians: “[...] We should have repented of having allowed the
whole world, millions of people to lose God — by the fact that we showed ourselves to be
not fully Christians; that no one who meets us sees Christ in our eyes; that in our image
the radiance of Divine life is not reflected. Because of this, the Church as a whole and
every individual Christian needs to offer repentance before God.”'*" AB stated that the

questions raised by atheists were “provoked not through the denial of God as He is, but

149 «“Korma met obopaunBaeMcsi BHyTPh ce0sl M CyIHM ce0sl CaMHX, MBI C TParn4ecKOH SICHOCTBIO BHIUM
[...] 9TO MBI B GOJBIION CTETIEHN IPHHAICKIM ITOMY MHPCKOMY, CEKYJIIPHOMY OOIIECTBY: BEIb U B HAC
gyBcTBO bora 3amyTHeHo, ci1abo, 6e3xusznenHo.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouwt, 448.

1
30 “[. . ] MBI TOJI2KHBI ObUIH OBI MPUHECTHU MOKATHUC B TOM, YTO MBI JaJIM IEJIOMY MUPY, MAUJIJIHOHAM

moei motepath bora — Tem, 4TO OKa3ajdrch He XpUCTHAHAMH JI0 KOHIIA, YTO HUKTO, BCTpedas Hac, He
BUIUT XPHUCTa B HAITUX IJIa3aX, B HameM oOpa3e He OTpaXkaeTcs CUSHUE O0XKECTBEHHOU ku3HU. 1 B 3TOM
1 LIepKoBb B IIETIOM, ¥ KaXIbIil XpUCTHAHWH JIOJDKEH ObUT OBl TpuHECTH Tiepen borom nokastaue.” Ibid.,
398.
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God as we represent Him. Just looking at events of Christian history is enough to cause

1.”"*! He continued in another place:

us to recoi
For centuries, it seems, within the Church we have tried to make our God as great
as we could, by making man small. This can be seen even in works of art in
which the Lord Jesus Christ is represented great and his creatures very small,
indeed at his feet. The intention was to show how great God was, and yet it has
resulted in the false, mistaken, almost blasphemous view that man is small or, in
the denial of this, God treats men as though they were of no value. And these two
reactions are equally wrong. The one belongs to people who claim to be children
of God, God’s own chosen people, who are the Church. They have managed, by
doing this, to make themselves as small as the image they have of men, and their
communities as small and lacking in scope and greatness as their constitutive
parts. The other attitude is one we find outside the Church, among the agnostics,
the rationalists and the atheists; and we are responsible for these two attitudes
and we shall be accountable for both in history and at the day of judgment. And
yet this is not God’s vision of man.'>

The diminution of a human being for the price of increasing the role of God
caused some thinkers, such as existentialists, to try to restore the value of the human
being through the denial of the existence of God.

In Communist atheism, besides the fact that it turns human beings into gods, AB
also criticized the idea of “the collective,” where there is a distinction between the
theoretical and empirical human being. AB pointed out the lack of a personal dimension
in this system.

[On] the one hand, the theoretical man is a god; at the same time the empirical

man is a victim and a slave. This, I think, is explained by the fact that the

theoretical man in question who is placed on the altar of atheism is not a personal
man, he is not each man considered in his person, which is not only inimitable

131 “[PJoxneno He orpunanueM bora, Kakoit On ectb, a bora, Kakum mel Ero npeacrasnsiem. Ecin B3sTh

HCTOPHIO XPUCTHAHCKOTO MHpa, TO MOKHO OoTIIaTHYThCS.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yerogex
neped bozom, 58.

152 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The True Worth of Man, online, available:

http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_03.htm; Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 85.
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but also unique, but it is the collective man. And this theoretical—collective man,
who is unique, challenges the rights of the individual man.'>*

AB illustrated the difference between the collective human being and the concept
of the Church as a living body, by making a distinction between the “individual” and the
“personal.”

The collective position is that in which an ideological minority becomes a de
facto majority, having the right to impose its will on each member of the society.
In the Church there is nothing of the sort. Even the will and word of God have no
authority in the sense of a law which is imposed. If we respond to it, we do so
because we are sensitive to the truth of what is proclaimed to us and we reach out
towards this reality, which is the only means we have of becoming fully free and
fully ourselves. The will of God is not a law nor an imprisonment. [...] On the
other hand, in the atheistic world of the collectivity it is a will of iron that is
imposed on its members: it pours scorn on the convictions and the most
categorilcﬁl imperatives of conscience, because the truth is expressed by the
Party...

Criticizing the diminution of the role of the human person, AB underlined in his
theology the value of the person that was revealed through the life and death of Jesus
Christ. Christians and the Church “have grown small” because they have lost the sense
of human greatness given by God through Christ.

When we try to understand the value which God himself attaches to man we see
that we are bought at a high price, that the value which God attaches to man is
the life and death, the tragic death, of the only begotten Son upon the Cross. [...]
And this is the way in which God looks at man - in terms of the sonship offered
us in the Incarnation of the Lord Jesus Christ, implied in the act of creation and
in our calling to become partakers of the divine nature, to become sons by
adoption in the only begotten Son and in the only Son; to become, in the very
words of Irenaeus of Lyons, the only begotten son in the total Christ. [...] We
have grown small because we have made our God into an idol and ourselves into
slaves. We must recapture the sense of the greatness of that God revealed in
Christ and the greatness of man revealed by him. And then the world may begin

153 Ibid., 86.

154 Ibid., 87-88; 50-51.
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to believe and we may become co-workers of God for the salvation of all
things."”

AB had a few open discussions with unbelievers. The most famous one was with
an atheist, Margharita Laski, on BBC radio."*® AB did not attempt to justify his faith, but

instead he gave his testimony and stated that his faith is based on total conviction:

“[B]ecause I know that God exists, and I am puzzled how you manage not to know.”"’

At another time AB referred to the life of others who also experienced an encounter with

God: “[I]n fact, atheism is the unwillingness to accept even witnesses of history, even of

particular people who say: ‘I know’.”">®

It is interesting to observe the development of AB’s understanding of ideological
atheism. While he always spoke within the context of ‘the atheistic Christ’ in the 1980s,
he surmised that the roots of ideological atheism lay in a person’s lack of experience of
God. That is why for AB,

[A]theism as ‘experiential knowledge’ is a misunderstanding. Ideological
atheism, for instance, the philosophy of atheism might simply correspond to the
education you received. But when someone says: ‘I know nothing about God,
and therefore He cannot exist’ — this is a very primitive approach. [...] So when
someone says: ‘I am an unbeliever,” or says: ‘There is no God!’, these statements
do not always have to be treated from the philosophical point of view. Instead the
question might be posed: ‘Where does this come from?’ [...] In some sense
Godlessness is an intellectual misunderstanding, because it is a refusal to explore

155 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The True Worth of Man, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_03.htm

136 Archbishop Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 7.

57 Ibid., 7

138 «[B] cymmocTy 6e3605kme — 9TO HeXelTaHHe IPHHATH CBUICTENHCTBO XOTS Obl HCTOPHH, XOTS OB

OTIIEIBHBIX JII0JIeH, KoTopbie roBopsT: ‘S 3Ha1o’.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpydsr, 930.
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all reality, it is as unscientific as to say: Music is nothing to me, therefore it does
. 159
not exist...

As we can see, for AB faith is based on the experience of God and a personal
experience with Him: “Now at a certain moment this experience faded away, as does
every experience of beauty, of love, of joy, and of pain. There is a moment when it is no
longer actual, but the certainty of it has remained. And this is the moment when faith
comes into it. But faith doesn’t mean credulity; it means that the certainty remains about
something which is not our actual present experience of things.”'® This experience of
God can be gained outside of any previous religious context or background, but will
immediately affect our attitude and love for other people.'® AB shared how much he
had learned from his relationships with atheists, especially in their humanity, their
attitude towards others. He said, “[I] understood very much in Christianity and in the
Orthodox faith from reading and communicating with non-Christians, just secular
people, with non-believers, who were, if [ may say, ‘human beings,’ i.e., [ saw in them a

genuine human being who is able to love, to self-sacrifice, to be compassionate, to be

159 “[A]Ten3m Kak ‘ONBITHOE 3HAHUE — HelopasyMeHue. M 1eomornaeckuii atensm, cKakeM, Grurocoqust
aTen3Ma MOXET MIPOCTO COOTBETCTBOBATh TOMY BOCIHTAHUIO, KOTOPOE BB IOIYYHIH, HO KOT/Ia YEeJIOBEK
roBoput: ‘S o Bore HI4ero He 3Hato, ¥ TO3TOMY Ero He MOXeT OBITH’, — 3TO OUYeHb MPUMUTHBHBII
noaXoM. [...] Tak uro korga yenoBek roBoput: ‘S HeBepyromuii’, — wiu ropoput: ‘bora Her!’, — He
BCer/a HaJ0 MOAXOIUTH ¢ PII0CO(PCKOH TOUKH 3pSHHS, HHOTJa MOKHO MOCTaBUTH Bompoc: OTKyIa 3To
unet? [...] B xakoM-To cMmbicie 6e3005kHue — 3TO HayIHOE HeIOpa3yMEHHUe, 3TO OTKA3 OT UCCIIEA0OBAHUS
BCell peaTbHOCTH, 3TO TaK )K€ HEHAyJHO, KaK CKa3aTh: JUISI MEHS MYy3bIKa HE CYIIECTBYET, U TIO3TOMY €€
HeT...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped boeom, 51-52; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowr, 930.

10 Archbishop Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 8. This argument AB borrowed from Macarius the Great
and I will return to it in a later chapter.

161 Cf 1bid., 12.
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merciful, and everything to which the parable about the sheep and goats refers
(Mt 25:31-46).'%

In a discussion with Paul Van Buren, a representative of the ‘death of God’
theology,'®® AB was opposed to Van Buren’s definition of a “Christian atheist”. Van
Buren came to his conclusions because he had no experience of the Resurrection. He
said in his conversation with AB: “I never experienced the Resurrection — I was not
risen. I can believe that Christ is risen, but it did not affect me. When I think about my
place — the most I can say is that I stand at that point of the trajectory where Christ
seemingly lost God.”'** AB concluded from this that Van Buren’s idea of a “Christian
atheist” has nothing in common with the atheism of Christ on the cross. AB made a bold
distinction between militant and etymological atheism: “When someone writes: ‘I am a

Christian atheist’ — it suggests that he denies God, but it in no way says that he stands at

162 o
6 “[A] oueHp MHOTOE TIOHSUT B XPUCTHAHCTBE U B IIPABOCIIABHOW BEpe OT UTCHHS U OT OOIICHHS C

HEXpUCTHAHaAMM, IIPOCTO C CCKYJIAPU30BAHHBIMHU JIFOABMHA, C HEBEPYIONIUMHU, KOTOPBIC 6BUH/I, €CJIN MOXXHO
TaK BBIPA3UTHCS, “UCIIOBEKAMHK’, TO €CTh B KOTOPBIX 51 YBUICI HACTOSIICTO YEJI0BEKA, CIIOCOOHOTO Ha
J1000Bb, Ha KEPTBEHHOCTb, HA COCTPaJaHUe, Ha MUJIOCEPUE, Ha BCE TO, O YeM FOBOPHUT NpUTYa 00 OBIAX
n xo3numax (Mg 25:31-46).” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 401.

'3 The “Death of God” theological movement arose in 1960-70 in the USA. The main theologians of this
movement are: Gabriel Vahanian, Paul Van Buren, William Hamilton and Thomas J. J. Altizer, and the
rabbi Richard L. Rubenstein. These theologians tried to adapt the Gospel to atheistic society, eliminating
from it the supernatural and divine aspects by stressing the humanist level. They were inspired by the late
works of D. Bonhoeffer and used his terminology. For these thinkers even the word “God” lost its
meaning and that is why for them to be a Christian means to move from the problem of faith to the
practical level. Contemporary human beings are not turning to God as the Savior, but looking for help
from the world. Christ became a moral example, who dedicated his life to others and who acted in love.
Vahanian, Van Buren, Hamilton used the notion of the death of God in a metaphorical sense (any concept
of God is meaningless), while Altizer understood it literally (God is dead).

164 <] OmBITHO HIYETO He 3HAIO O BOCKPECEHHMH — s HE BOCKpecall. Sl MOTy BEpHUTh, UTO XPHUCTOC BOCKpEC,
HO J10 MeHs 3To0 He pouuto. Koraa s gymato, rie Moe MecTo, — B JIy4lIEM CIIy4ae sl CTOIO0 Ha TOM IIyHKTe
TpaekTopuu, rae Xpucroc kak 01 morepst bora.” Ibid., 926.
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the tragic point where he participates in the experience of Christ on the cross.”'®® Christ
lost contact with Someone, in Whom He believed, but atheists refute and deny the
existence of God. I will return to this statement later in an analytical section of this
thesis.

By the end of AB’s life, he started to doubt his argument that atheism is based in
the lack of the experience of God and started to see some deeper roots, such as a reality
of atheism again in its etymological understanding: “[...] I am beginning to understand

166

(probably, I will understand at ninety) ~ that there is something real in atheism — not

just misunderstanding, lack of experience, etc.”'®” There is a lack of clarity about what
AB meant by “something real,” and this leaves the reader with an open question.
Because after this statement, he proceeded to the God-forsakenness of Christ and, in this
case, he linked and underlined the importance of remembering the other kenotic events
that preceded the Resurrection.
In our understanding we think that the Resurrection destroyed everything that
preceded it. We imagine that we live already in the Resurrection. This is not so —
mostly we live on this side of Holy Week. We are not Christians of the post-
Christian world. We are Christians who are not yet Christians at all, or Christians
to only a very small extent. [...] The hands and feet of the risen Christ still bear

wounds from the nails. In His side there is a wound. His brow bears the marks of
the crown of thorns. [...]"®

1 .
6 “[K]orma genoBek mumeT: ‘S — XpUCTHAHCKUI 0€300KHUK’, — 3TO HABOJUT HAa MBICITB, YTO OH

orpunaet bora, 3To BOBce HEe TOBOPHT, UTO OH CTOUT Ha TOH TParn4eckoi rpaHu, Tlie yIacTBYET B OIBITE

Xpucra Ha kpecte.” Ibid., 926; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea esmopas, 744.

166 AB passed away in 2003 at the age of 89.

1 .
67 “[...] 1 HaYMHAIO TOHUMATH (BEPOSITHO, IIOWMY ToJIaM K JICBSIHOCTA), 4TO B aTEU3ME €CTh YTO-TO OYCHD

peanpHOE, aTeH3M — HE IPOCTO HE TIOHMMAaHNe, OTCYTCTBHE onbiTa 1 T.11.” Ibid., 744.

168 “B Hamem TIpEeJICTaBICHUN HaM KaXkKeTcsl, 4To BockpeceHrne yHUUTOXHIIO BCe, YTO €ro MpeaBapsiyio.
ME&1 BooOpakaeM, 9TO KMBEM yke B BockpeceHnn. DTo He Tak — 110 OOJbIIeH YaCTH MBI )KHBEM TI0 3Ty
ctopoHy CrpacHol cenMuLbl. MBI He XpUCTHAaHE NOCTXPUCTUAHCKOTO MUpa. Mbl XpUCTHAHE, KOTOPBIE
€llle COBCEM HE XpUCTHUAHE WIN XpUCTHAHE B OUEHb Majioi Mepe. [...] Pyku u Horu Bockpecuiero Xpucra
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This is a warning AB made to those Christians who are too quick to move from
the tragedy of Holy Friday to the joy of the Resurrection of Christ. That is why AB
stressed so often the tragedy of the cross in his talks. AB reminded us that we all live
atheistically, i.e., without God.

[We] are all atheists to some extent, that is, outside of God, and we should be

better able to understand the horror of those who are completely without God. It

seems to me that here we need a deeper understanding of some aspects of what
happened to Christ: the Garden of Gethsemane, the Last Supper and its emotional
sadness, the Crucifixion and the whole course of events of Passion Week. Then
we would become closer to the atheist and he would understand us much better.

Because when we pretend that we are resurrected, but in fact are still dead, no

one is convinced and this is the whole problem. I think we could deepen our

relationship, our connection with atheists, precisely by deepening and enriching
our own connection with the events of Christ’s life...'

The remembrance of these events and especially the reality of Christ’s
experience is the key to understanding the state of atheists. It is a very interesting link
between the kenosis of Christ, including God-forsakenness, and atheists that extends
AB’s understanding of kenosis to a practical level. The difference between his earlier

statement concerning the atheists’ lack of experience and his later view is in the

underlining of the reality of being an atheist, which is, being without God.

BCE eIle HOCAT SI3BbI OT rBo3/eii. B peOpax Ero pana. Ha gene y Hero cieas! TepHOBOTO BeHIa. [...]"
Ibid., 744.

169
“[...] Bce MBI TOBOJILHO-TAKH ATEUCTHI, TO €CTh BHE bora, 1 Moriu ObI HECKOJIBKO JTy4Ille TOHUMATh

y’Kac Toro, KTo coBepiieHHo 0e3 bora. MHe kaxeTcs, 4To 37ech HaM HY)KHO TIIy0’ke TIOHSATh HEKOTOPEIC
ACTIEKTHI TOTO, YTO Mpoucxoamio co XpucroMm: I'edpcumancknii can, TaitHas Bedeps U ee Tyra JymIeBHas,
Pacnistre, nemnstit psin coOsrTrit CTpacTHOHM ceAMHUITHI U T. 1. Toraa MBI cTaimu OB TOpasno OJke aTeHucTy,
¥ OH IOHUMAaJ OB Hac HeMHOTO Jy4ire. [IoToMy 4To KoT/1a MBI ieflaeM BHJI, YTO BOCKPECIIH, a Ha CAaMOM
JieITe erie MepTBeIlbl, HUKOTO 3TO He YOeKIaeT, B 3TOM-TO Bcs Oena. S qymaro, 9To MBI MOTIIH OBI
YTIyOHUTh CBOM OTHOIICHHS, CBOIO CBSI3b C aTEHCTAMH, MMEHHO YTIyOJIsis M 00orarmas CBOIO CBS3b C
coOBITHAMHY XHU3HH XpucTa...” Ibid., 745.
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AB did not consider God’s existence as a prerequisite to human existence or as a
“gap-filler” for our worldview. Instead, for him, God is a fact and a reality: “The point is
not whether God will be useful, the point is whether it is true that He exists.””°
According to AB, it is not necessary to prove His existence, because He exists anyway.
“I have discovered that he [God] exists and I can’t help it, exactly in the same way as |
have discovered facts in science. He is a fact for me...”'”" AB’s argument is built on the
experience of discovering God in his own life. It seems that the main question AB was
dealing with was related not to the conflict between atheism and religion, but the conflict
between atheism and faith. We will not find in AB’s theology thoroughly developed

arguments for the existence of God against atheism. Rather, he devoted his discussions

to the central question of atheism versus faith, whether or not one accepts the truth.

II1.5.3. Encounter Between Christianity and Atheism

Are there any ways that Christians and atheists can find a common ground for the
dialogue? AB believed that there are “places” where atheists and Christians can meet.
AB never openly criticized materialistic atheism, but instead used some of their
arguments, such as: (1) the understanding of the human person, (2) the concept “You are

what you eat,” and (3) the notion that matter might be the place of the encounter

170 Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 59. Cf. Ibid., 13; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped
bocom, 51.

I7]Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 13.
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between Christians and atheists. He gave a Christian interpretation to these statements. |
shall present AB’s understanding of those points of contact.

(1) In addition to the “atheistic Christ,” AB stated that the human person can be a
place of encounter between atheism and Christianity. Through the Incarnation, God
revealed the greatness of the human person qua fully human. Since atheists believe in
humanity — even if the understanding of the person is different — they both have this
same object in common. “One could almost say that the modern interpretation of St.
Paul’s encounter with the altar ‘to the unknown God’ would be to say that the unknown
god is man, whom everyone is placing on the altar now. The atheistic world sets up the
empirical man and the collective man. The Christian world also places a man on the

99172

altar: the man Jesus Christ.” '~ The person, as a common locus for the encounter

between atheist and believer, was AB’s response to Karl Marx’s statement that “for man

59173

the root is man himself, [and] man is the highest essence for man,” "~ which makes man

into a god.

So we Christians can meet the unbeliever we can meet those who search and
those who do not yet search in the image of man. But we must be prepared to
claim that man is greater than the wildest imagination of the unbeliever. [My
emphasis] Our pride in man is greater than the pride of those who want to make
man as big as possible in the two-dimensional world out of which God is
excluded. And yet, it is on this point, on the vision of man, that we can meet all

172 1bid., 86; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped Bozom, 55; Metropolitan Anthony of

Sourozh, Tpyowi, 272, 699, 929.

173 8. P. Schilling, God in an Age of Atheism (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1969), 28. “Uenoek — BOT
TOYKa BCTPEUYH BEPYIOIIETO C HEBEPYIOIINM, TIOTOMY YTO, €CITU TpaB OblT Mapkc, KOT1a TOBOPHUII, YTO
npojetrapuaTy bor He Hy»KeH, ITOTOMY 4TO €ro 00T — 4eJIOBEK, MbI TOKE TOBOPHM, 4TO Hamr bor —
Yenosek, Yenosex Hucyc Xpucmoc (Pum 5:15) co BceM, 9To cneayeT u3 Toro, 9to OH BOIIIOTHIICS,
oynyun borom Camum.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 846.
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those who claim that man has a right to be great and to be worshipped, because
we worship one who is man; we bow down before him; he is our God.'”

This statement echoes AB’s previous statement that Christ experienced the state

of Godlessness “in a way in which no atheist ever has or ever will know what it means

to be without God and die of it.”'”*

For AB, Christians have a deeper foundation to believe in the greatness of human
nature than atheists because God believes in the human race and He, Himself, became a
human being. AB made a link between the faith of the atheists in man and the faith of
God in the human person.

On the steps of the ‘Hotel Ukraina’ in Moscow, | was approached by a young
officer who said: ‘Are you a believer?’ — ‘Yes’. ‘But I am an atheist.” I replied: ‘I
am sorry for you.” And he added: ‘Yes, but what do I have in common with God
that I should believe in Him?” And I asked him: ‘Do you believe in anything?’ —
‘Yes! I believe in the human being!” — “This is your common faith with God,
because God believes in human beings in a way that you do not believe. He
created us with faith that in the end we will grow into the full measure of Christ.
He created us in the unshakable hope that the human being will not completely
fall away from Him. He created us with the love we can see incarnate and
crucified on the cross. God believes in human beings in a manner in which and to
an extent to which you do not believe in human beings. You believe in your
vision of what the human being should be and you are ready to break him so that
he will conform to your image and likeness. God does not do this.” He looked at
me and said: ‘That is something I never thought about, and I have to think.”'"®

174 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The True Worth of Man, online, available:

http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_03.htm

175 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Church of the Councils: The Onslaught of the Intellect and the
Potential of Doubt, online, available: http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_08.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, The True Worth of Man, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_03.htm;

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bozom, 46; Gillian Crow, This Holy Man, 158;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwr, 845, 927; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “The Prayer of
Intercession,” online, available: http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_10.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Prayer and Life, online, available: http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_05.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowvi. Knuea emopas, 744; Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 97.

176 «“Ha CTYNEHbKaX TOCTUHUIIB! ‘YKpanHa’ B MOCKBE KO MHE TIOJIOTIE MOJIOJIONW OQHIIep U TOBOPUT: ‘BrI
Bepytomuii?’ — ‘Jla’. — A BoT s 6e300xHUK’. S oTBeTHI: ‘JKamko MHe Bac’. U on npubasu: ‘/la, HO 9TO
y MeHs obmero ¢ borowm, utoOst st B Hero Bepuin?’ U st ero cripocuit: ‘A BBl BO YTO-HUOYAb BepuTe?’ —
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And in another place, AB summarized his teaching on the “atheistic Christ” and
linked it with God’s faith in the human person, revealing again the greatness of human
nature.

What I said about Christ is said not about the God of Heaven who becomes man,

but about the Man, Jesus, who had such faith in us, in all of us, that he accepted

to become everything we are, including our Godlessness and our death. He
believed in us and was prepared to vindicate the greatness of man by showing us
in his person that man is so great that when God unites Himself with him, man
remains in the full sense of the word — only instead of remaining small, he
becomes what God has willed him to be.'”’

(2) Another point of contact between atheists and Christians i1s Ludwig
Feuerbach’s expression: “You are what you eat.”'”® AB used this argument and
transferred to it the Christian understanding of the Eucharist in the Church: “We believe
that the Church — not as a sociological phenomenon, but as the body of Christ — makes
us partakers of the Divine nature (cf. 2 Peter 1:4). So, here too there is a common theme.
Feuerbach’s phrase: a human being is what he eats... We believe that in the Communion

of the Holy Mysteries we become that which Christ is.”'” This argument is also found

in Alexander Schmemann’s understanding of the world as food for humans.

‘Ha! 5 Bepto B yenoBeka!’” — ‘B aTom y Bac obmiast Bepa ¢ borom, motomy uro bor BepuT B 4enmoBeka Tak,
Kak BbI He BepuTe. OH HaC COTBOPHII 11O BEPE B TO, YTO B KOHEYHOM HTOTE MBI BEIPACTEM B MOJHYIO Mepy
pocta Xpucroa. OH HaC COTBOPHII 11O HEMOKOJIEOMMOI HaZle)KIe Ha TO, 9TO YEIIOBEK /10 KOHIIa He
ormazet ot Hero. OH Hac cOTBOPMII ¢ TO¥ JFOO0BBIO, KOTOPYIO MBI BUIMM BOTUIOLICHHOM M PACIIsATOH Ha
Kpecre. Bor B uenoBeka BepHT Tak, Kak M B KaKOW Mepe BB HE BEpHTE B UeloBeKka. Brl BepuTe B cBOE
MIPECTaBICHNE O TOM, KAKMM YeJIOBEK JIOJDKEH OBITH, M TOTOBHI €0 JIOMaTh, YTOOBI OH CTal MO BalleMy
00pa3y u nmomo6uro. bor atoro He nenaer». OH Ha MeHS TOCMOTpeN u ckazar: ‘O0 3TOM s HUKOT1a He
Jiymall, MHe Hajo 3axymathes’.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 728-729.

177 Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 57.

78 “Der Mensch ist, was er isst.” Ludwig Feuerbach, Simtliche Werke, Banden 10, (Leipzig: Verlag von
Otto Wigand, 1866), 5.

179
“MBl %e BepuM, 4TO LlepKOBb — HE KaK COLMOJIOTHYECKOE ABJIEHUE, a Kak Teno XpUCTOBO — JeslaeT Hac
nprdactHUKamMu boxkectBeHHOI pupos (cM. 2 Iler. 1.4). 3HayuT, TYT TOXKE €CTh Kakasi-ToO TeMa.
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“Man is what he eats.” With this statement the German materialistic philosopher
Feuerbach thought he had put an end to all ‘idealistic’ speculations about human
nature. In fact, however, he was expressing, without knowing it, the most
religious idea of man. For long before Feuerbach the same definition of man was
given by the Bible. In the biblical story of creation man is presented, first of all,
as a hungry being, and the whole world as his food. [...] Man must eat in order to
live; he must take the world into his body and transform it into himself, into flesh

and blood."*’

AB likely borrowed this argument from Schmemann, paraphrased and
summarized it without referring to the original author.'’

(3) In the context of atheism, AB considered matter as another point of encounter
between Christianity and atheism. Indeed, AB argued that Christianity is the only true
‘materialism.” Atheism, according to AB, “does not believe in the fate of matter, it is a

. 182
transient phenomenon.” 8

AB based his argument on faith in the bodily Resurrection of
Christ and His bodily Ascension to the Father. AB stated “Professor Frank [S. L. Frank],

I think, in one of his book reviews said that the only genuine materialism is Christianity,

because we believe in matter, i.e., we believe that it has absolute and ultimate reality, we

Deiiep0ax0OBCKOE BBIPAKEHHUE: YESIIOBEK [EJIACTCS TEM, YTO OH €CT... MBI BEpHM, 4TO B IIPUYANICHUN
CeaTeix TalfH MBI JieaeMcs TeM, 9TO XpHucToc ecTh.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex nepeo
bocom, 55.

180 Alexander Schmemann, Sacraments and Orthodoxy (New York: Herder and Herder, 1965), 10.

'8 AB directly referred to Schmemann in other places: “Orer Anexcanp IlIMeMaH B OHOM U3 CBOMX

KHHUT TOBOPHUT: BCC HA 3EMJIC — JIF000Bb BO)KI/IH; JaXe nuira, KOTOpPyr MbI BOCIIPpUHUMAEM, — 3TO Boxus
mo00Bb, cTaBmas chenoOHoM. [Father Alexander Schmemann in one of his books says: everything on the
earth is love; even the food we eat — this is God’s love that became edible].” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi, 328. In another place, AB used the same argument without directly referring to
Schmemann: “[...] 3TOT XJ1€0, 1O CIOBY OJTHOTO HAIIETO PYCCKOTO MOJIOJ0T0 OOToCoBa [i.e.
Schmemann], - 3to Boxxus r060Bb, cTaBmIas it Hac nuimel [[...] this bread [Eucharist] according to one
of our Russian young theologians [i.e. Schmemann] — this is the love of God that became a food for us].”
Ibid., 992. The compiler of this book in both cases referred in the footnote to Schmemann’s book: For the
Life of the World (Crestwood: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1973).

'82 «“[H]e Beput B cyap6y MaTepuu, OHa — sBIeHHE mpexozsmee.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Yenosex neped bozcom, 54.
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believe in the Resurrection, believe in the new heaven and new earth, not in the sense
that all of the present will be just completely destroyed, but that all will become
new...”"™ AB complained that there is a lack of theology of matter. “[...] We have not
developed, or developed very little, a theology of matter. This is a theology that would
completely reflect on matter, and not just history.”'™*

Earlier, I mentioned his understanding of the role of matter in salvation,
particularly in the Incarnation. AB stressed the role of matter as being able to bear God
and, through this, God was not only able to unite with the world but was also able to
penetrate matter, as St. Paul said, “So that God may be all in all” (I Cor 15:28). AB
posited that the Sacraments in the Church, through matter, not only made present the
reality of past events, but also brought matter to a new spiritual level.'®> AB thought that
the whole world was atheistic in the etymological sense, living without God, and
therefore has to be sanctified, brought into divine life, through the Sacraments. “The

waters of baptism, the oil of anointing, the chrism, the bread, the wine are offered to

God, brought out of the context of this world that has become Godless, are brought into

183 “TIpodpeccop ®pank [S. L. Frank], kaxercs, B 0HOI H3 CBOMX PELICH3MI CKa3all, 4TO eIMHCTBEHHBIN
HOIIHHHHLIﬁ MaTepruaIu3M — 3TO XPUCTUAHCTBO, ITIOTOMY YTO MBI BEPUM B MAaTCPUIO, TO €CTH MBI BEPUM,
YTO OHa MMeeT abCONIOTHYIO M OKOHYATENbHYIO peajibHOCTh, BEPUM B BOCKPECEHHUE, BEPUM B HOBOE HEOO
Y HOBYIO 36MJIIO, HE B TOM CMBICJI€, YTO BCE TeMepelIHee OyAeT MPOCTO YHUUTOKEHO /10 KOHIIA, a YTO BCEe
craHeT HOBBIM...” Ibid., 54. Unfortunately, [ was not able to establish the location of the exact quotation in
Frank’s works. S. L. Frank (1877-1950) — Russian religious philosopher. Frank followed Soloviev and
developed the teaching on “BceequHCcTBO” [pan-unity].

184 “[...] y Hac He pa3pabOTaHO WM OYEHBb MAJIO pa3paboTaHO OOTOCIOBUE MATEPHH. DTO TAKOE
60rocI0BHe, KOTOPOE OCMBICIMIIO OBbI IO KOHI[A MaTEPHI0, a HE TOJIBKO HCTOPHIO.”

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex neped bozom, 54, 231-232. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowt, 102-103.

185 Cf. Ibid., 55. For the role of the Sacraments in AB’s kenotic theology, see the next chapter.
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the Kingdom of God, again regain their freedom, and are liberated by the action of
man’s free will and faith and by the acting of Divine love.”'™

The main difference in the understanding of matter by Christians and atheists,
lies in the destiny of matter. Christianity sees the origin of matter as created by God for

the purpose of its sanctification by the penetration of the Holy Spirit, a fact which is

denied by atheism.

In this chapter I have presented AB’s answer to the question of why Christ had to
experience God-forsakenness on the cross. AB’s anthropology is the answer to this
question. I examined the terminology he used in the context of God-forsakenness and
came to the conclusion that such concepts as “solidarity,” “God’s faith in the human
person,” and “atheism” are the terms he used most in this context. This could also be
evidence that AB’s understanding of God-forsakenness is different from the authors
presented in the first chapter. The main difference would be in taking God-forsakenness
out of the intra-Trinitarian context and inserting it into the Divine-human one. Even the
emphasis on the Divine-human event is moved from the relationship between the Father
and the Son (with one exception presented in this chapter) to focus rather on the
anthropological question — the Godless state of humans. For that reason it was necessary
to present AB’s understanding of the human person: the difference between person and

individual; the tripartite structure of the person; the notion of anthropos — “the total

186 «Bopr KpelIeHwsI, eJIeil momMa3aHus, MUPO, XJie0, BUHO MPUHOCATCS bory, H3pIMaloTCs U3 KOHTEKCTa
3TOTO MUpPa, KOTOPKIH cTa 6e300KHBIM, OHM BHOCATCS B [lapcTBo bokne n BHOBBL 00peTatoT cBoOOY,
0CBOOOXKIAIOTCS JCHCTBUEM YeTOBEUECKON CBOOOIHOM BOIM M BepHI U NieiicTBHeM boxecTBeHHOMN
mo6Bu.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 109. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex
neped bozcom, 222, 398.
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human”; the vocation of the first people; and the greatness of matter. Original sin, in
AB’s understanding, lay not in Adam’s disobedience, but in his decision to turn away
from God. Because of that Adam became Godless, and the consequence was death.
Adam’s sin did not change the original plan of God to become incarnate, although it
changed the way this occurred. To bring salvation God kenotically had to accept all
consequences of the sin, including Godlessness and death. Here again, we can see the
link with the God-forsakenness (Godlessness) of Christ because just as Adam became
Godless, so also did Christ became Godless.

I believe that AB’s understanding of God-forsakenness is unique because of the
“Atheistic” Christ. AB returned to the original meaning of the word “atheism,” which is
Godlessness, and he used it in its etymological sense to explain the event on the cross.
AB, using this argument, pursued a dual goal:

1) To show the greatness of God’s kenosis, Christ became an atheist — without
God — abandoned by the Father and people, but remained faithful to both. The kenosis of
Christ would be extended to the faithfulness of Christ, to God’s faith in the human
person, which for AB is more important than the love of God. The faith of God has some
practical applications in the life of Christians, which I will be presenting in the next
chapter;

2) Using such ideas as the “solidarity of God,” “God’s faith in the person,” and
that “Christ became an atheist in the etymological sense,” AB reached out to atheists,
agnostics and non-Christians. Keeping in mind that AB’s audience was not only limited
to people in the USSR, but also people from Western Europe who had lost their faith in

God, it should be clear why he stressed in his talks the “solidarity of God with all



246

people,” and especially “atheism.” His goal was to demonstrate that Christ is kin to
them, because He also experienced the same Godless state as they might have
experienced in their lives. He did not openly criticize materialistic atheism, but rather
used their arguments to develop a Christian understanding of some of their concepts

such as matter, food, and, ultimately, the Godless state.
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CHAPTER IV

IV.1. Anthony Bloom’s Kenotic Theology in Church Practice

In this chapter I will present AB’s practical application of kenotic theology and
God-forsakenness. After establishing these themes in AB’s theology in the previous
chapters, we might ask: How did AB come to his understanding of kenotic theology and
particularly of God-forsakenness? What shaped this approach? How does AB’s kenotic
approach relate to the Church, Sacraments and to the life of Christians? In order to
answer these questions it is necessary to examine AB’s personal conversion and
encounter with Christ, as well as his understanding of the Church and Sacraments where
he referred to kenoticism and God-forsakenness in a practical context. My goal is not to
exhaustively present his biography and ecclesiology, but only to point out the major
elements of kenotic theology present in his understanding of the Church' and the

Sacraments.

IV.1.1. Kenosis in the Encounter with God

As we already have seen in previous chapters, AB considered Christ’s

experience on the cross to be the ultimate abandonment, (one that even exceeds the

' For more on AB’s ecclesiology, see: Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O caviwanuu u denanuu
(Moscow: Moskovskoe Podvor’e Sviato-Troitskoi Sergievoi Lavry, 1999), online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd32.htm
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experience of atheists) because Christ, as the innocent Godman, entered in His humanity
into the place (experience) where God is not and became Godless. Although He did not
cease being Divine, but rather was lost in the “metaphysical swoon” of the presence of
the Father; the Father “positively” abandoned the Son.” AB did not go any further in
these statements of his kenotic theology and it seems he was not even interested in any
further questions.

On the other hand, we can conclude, based on AB’s understanding of the natures
in Christ, that for him the Second Person of the Trinity never abandoned His Divine
nature and that His death took place in His human nature. The anthropological side of
this event was more important to AB than the Trinitarian one. I was not able to find in
his writings any reference to the Son being abandoned by the Spirit or a more detailed
exploration of the abandonment by the Father. Instead, he refers to the meaning of this
event in terms of the relationship between God and humanity. In this kenotic act Christ
exposed God’s faith in the human being. God-forsakenness, as a Divine-human event,
relates not only to Christ’s experience on the cross, but also to the life of all humans.
AB’s main argument about God-forsakenness might be compared to the beginning of
John’s Gospel: “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the
Word was God.” (John 1:1). AB’s interpretation rests on the understanding of the Greek
word “mpog” which in this case means “towards” or “with.” If one were to follow AB’s
argument that Godlessness is the act of moving away, being away from God, or turning

away from God, then the way the Father and the Son relate to each other would seem to

? This will be explained in the Conclusion.
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be the exact opposite, because the Son is directed toward the Father. This point is
missing in AB’s explanation of John 1:1, although he did give a kenotic interpretation of
it: “In the Greek text, the word ‘was with God,” ‘mpo¢ tov ®edv,” means ‘toward God.’
This is a dynamic striving as if from Himself to the Father. And this denial of oneself,
forgetting of oneself, this impulse and desire toward Him who is, Who is uniquely
fullness, perfection, life, beauty — this is a tragic act, because it means to forget oneself,
to die to oneself in order to live by God and in God.” As we have already seen in the
second chapter, the entire life of Christ was directed towards the Father, and especially
at the moment of God-forsakenness on the cross, Christ remained faithful to His Father

and to all people, thus fulfilling the mission of salvation.

IV.1.2. Anthony Bloom’s Personal Encounter with Christ

as the Foundation for His Future Kenotic Theology

First of all I will try to establish the roots of AB’s concept of God-forsakenness.
As was mentioned in the first chapter of the present study, we can see some similarities
with the thoughts of Sergius Bulgakov and Fr. Sophrony (Sakharov). AB used some of

Fr. Sophrony’s terminology, especially the phrase “metaphysical swoon,” but it is not

S« TPEUYECKOM TEKCTE CJI0Ba, IIepeBeieHHbIe ‘ObuT0 Yy bora’, ‘mpdg tov ®edv’, o3Hadarot ‘k bory’. D10
TUHAMHU9HOE ycTpemiieHne kKak 061 oT Cebs k Otiy. U aToT 0TKa3 0T ceds, 3a0BeHne 0 cede U MOPHIB,
YCTPEMIICHHOCTD K TOMy, Kto E}IHHCTBGHHBIﬁ — IMOJTHOTA, COBEPUICHCTBO, ) KU3Hb, KpacoTa, —
TparMuecKuii akT, IOTOMY YTO OH O3HadaeT 3a0BITh ce0s1, yMepeTh cede, uTo0s! )xuTh borom u B bore.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas (Moscow: Praktika, 2007), 813, 840, 860. It
seams AB was confusing the meaning of the word with grammar and vocabulary. The grammatical
construction which includes words that taken literally can be disected to denote “toward God” actually
means “with God.”
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possible to find direct influences of Fr. Sophrony on AB’s thought.* AB also did not
refer to Bulgakov’s ideas in the context of God-forsakenness, but since Bulgakov
developed the whole kenotic approach in his theology together with sophiology, it is
very likely that AB was familiar with the thought of Bulgakov. AB was deeply grounded
in Russian theological thought; he was apparently familiar with some Russian
kenoticists as well as some Western theologians who finally shaped his own approach. I
assume that AB was also familiar with Gorodetzky’s book, where the main kenotic
outlines in Russian history were presented. However, the biggest influence on him came
through the harsh life of the Russian émigrés in France characterized by his parents’
separation, poverty and a hard life at school, where he was beaten.” All these difficulties
led AB to thoughts of suicide. But it happened that as a teenager he heard a talk by
Bulgakov (a talk that annoyed him), after which he went home and started reading the
Gospel according to St. Mark. In reading the Gospel AB encountered the living and
risen Christ and this experience changed his life.® He considered this experience to be a
direct encounter with God. AB, on various occasions, referred to this encounter and
came to different conclusions about this experience. I will summarize only his primary
conclusions regarding it because I believe these conclusions can assist us in discovering

the roots of AB’s main theological statements.

* In Chapter V, I will constrast the thought of Fr. Sophrony and AB.

> Gillian Crow, This Holy Man: Impressions of Metropolitan Anthony (London: Darton, Longman and
Todd, 2005), 25.

6 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyds: (Moscow: Praktika, 2002), 956, Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 23; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Beims xpucmuarnunom
(Elektrostal: Molva, 2000), online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/be/be_1.htm
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First of all, AB rediscovered a meaning for life and the necessity of sharing this
news with others. Secondly, AB understood that God created all people, and loved all
even unto His death; so there are no enemies in the world.” Thirdly, AB learned about
God’s respect for the dignity of humans: “What I discovered was that God not only does
not want us to be subservient to him, but that he stands as none other for the dignity of
man. He refuses to accept us as slaves; he does not permit us to forsake our dignity of
sons and of children.”® And about God’s care: “If people are prepared to trample over
each other, God never does it.”” This became the foundation for AB’s understanding of
God’s faith in the human person. Fourthly, AB understood freedom as discovering
Christ within oneself.'’ Fifthly, his understanding of God-forsakenness:

What also astonished me at the time, and which I would probably have expressed

quite differently, is that God [...] is able to love us to the last [...], to share

everything with us [...], not only the physical suffering and death, but that which
is the most terrible — mortality as a state of being: the deprivation and loss of

God, from which Man dies. That cry of Christ’s on the cross: “My God! My

God! Why hast Thou forsaken me?’ — this experience not only of being

abandoned by God but also of being deprived of God, which kills a man, this

readiness of God to share our loss of God, as if descending with us into hell,
because Christ’s descent into the Old Testament abyss [sic], that is to the place

where God is not. This amazed me because it meant that there was no limit to
God’s readiness to share Man’s fate, in order to find Man."!

7 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer. Knuza emopast, 512-513.

8 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, I Believe in God, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_04.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouwt, 539; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, O écmpeue (Saint-Petersburg: Satis, 1994), online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/sretenie/sret mda.htm

’ Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Encounter, trans. from Russian by Tatiana Wolff, (London: Darton,
Longman and Todd Ltd, 2005), 198; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, I Believe in God, online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_04.htm

19 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O écmpeue, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/sretenie/sret mda.htm

1 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Encounter, 199.
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As we can see, reflection on the God-forsakenness of Christ came later, after
some deeper reflection and possibly some reading of other kenotic authors. AB came to
the fourth conclusion after his own experience of abandonment by God.

When very soon after this [encounter with Christ] I entered the Church, I found
that my personal experience was the experience of a whole generation of people,
who before the Revolution had known the God of great cathedrals and of solemn
services, who had lost everything — their motherland, their loved ones, and often
their self-esteem, their sense of their place in life, that gave them the right to life
— who were deeply wounded and therefore so vulnerable. They suddenly
discovered that through His love for Man God wanted to become just as they
were: defenceless, totally vulnerable, weak, powerless, and despised by those
people who believe only in triumph of might. I then became aware of an aspect
of life which means a great deal to me: that our God, the Christian God, can not
only be loved, but can be respected: that one can bow down to Him, not only
because He is God, but out of a feeling — and I can find no other words for it — of
deep respect.'”

This conclusion, based on personal experience, formed his further kenotic
theology in an anthropological perspective. He used Phil 2:7 to interpret the harsh life of
émigrés in the light of Christ’s kenotic life. This is what he said:

[...] We, the people who lost the war, who lost homeland, loved ones, perhaps
honor in some sense, the right to human admiration or respect, - we suddenly
found ourselves before the face of Christ, and experienced Him as never before:
Christ, as our Living God, who out of love for the human being, of his own
accord, freely, without any compulsion descended into the depth of the abyss in
which we were immersed in despair against our will. It turned out that God
because of love for us, wanted to become helpless, vulnerable, despised,
defeated; His glory became exhausted, He appeared in the form of a slave (Phil
2:7), lived among people in the most shameful form, died as a simple criminal, -
and no human being, who goes into the depth of the human hell of defeat,
vulnerability, humility, contempt, is lower than His God: even deeper than any
human beings, Christ descended before him into this hell. It appears that our God
is such that we don’t have to be ashamed either of helplessness, or of wounds or

"2 Ibid., 199-200; Cf. Anthony Bloom, God and Man (New York: Paulist Press, 1971), 44-45;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex neped bocom (Moscow: Praktika, 2006), 111; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 185, 818-821, 845, 1001.
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humiliation before Him — nothing, because He accepted upon Himself all of that

to have the opportunity and the right to be with us, whenever we would appear:

not in sin, but in all consequences of sin."

AB reconsidered kenotically the solidarity of Christ with all people through his
Incarnation not only through his own experience, but also through the harsh experience
of the émigrés. AB witnessed that many émigrés, being in a state of misery, found Christ
and His Gospel. AB added that it is not enough to be just poor, lonely or hungry to
encounter God; but there must be a decision to turn towards Him — “To find God it is not
enough just to be hungry, cold, lonely! It is necessary that somewhere in us there remain

the ability to turn back to God.”'* AB came to the conclusion that negative

circumstances could become for these émigrés an opportunity to encounter God. “The

13 “[...] MBI, 011, MPOUTPABINNE BOWHY, IOTEPSIBIINE POJUHY, OJU3KUX, MOKET OBITh, Y4ECTh B KAKOM-TO

OTHOIICHHH, TPABO HA YEJOBEUECKOE BOCXHIICHUE HITH YBOKEHUE, — MBI BIPYT OKA3aJIUCh MEepe]] JTUIIOM
Xpucra, Kakum OH He mepexuBaiicst panbine: Xpucra, JKusoro Hamrero bora, Kotopsrit mo mo68u
YeNI0BEKY, 10 COOCTBEHHOMY MOYHMHY, CBOOOIHO, 6€3 MIPUHYKICHUS COIIEN B CaMylo TITyOHHY TOit
0e3/1HBI, B KOTOPYIO MBI IIPOTHB BOJIM, B OTYASHHH ObUIH TIOTpysKeHbl. OKa3biBaeTCs, 4To bor mo ro0Bu K
HaM 3aXO0Tell CTaTh OECIOMOIIHBIM, YSI3BUMBIM, IPE3PEHHBIM, MOOSKACHHBIM; HcToleHa Ero cinaBa, OH
sIBHJICSL B 00pase pada (Do 2:7), OKUIT CPen JTIOACH B CaMOM IIO30PHOM BHUJIE, yMep, KaK MPOCTOi
MPECTYITHUK, — ¥ HU OJIMH YEJIOBEK, KOTOPBIN YXOAMUT B TIIyOMHY 3TOTO YEIOBEUYECKOTO aaa
MOPaXEHHOCTH, PAHEHHOCTH, YHIDKSHHUS, IPE3PEHHOCTH, He OKa3bIBaeTCs HIbKe cBoero bora: eme
riry6oxe, 4eM oH, B 3TOT aj couren Cracutensb Xpucroc a0 Hero. Oka3pIBaeTcs, 4To Hall bor TakoB, 4To
MBI MOeM reper HuM He CThIANTHCS HU OECITOMOIIHOCTH, HU paH, HU YHIKeHUs — Huuero, OH Bce 3TO
npunst Ha Cebst, OH BceMy 3TOMY IPHOOIIUIICS, YTOOBI KMETH BO3MOYKHOCTD M IIPABO C HAMH OBITh, I1€
OBI MBI HU OKa3aJIMCh: HE BO TpeXe, HO BO BCEX MOCIEACTBUAX rpexa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowr, 541, 821. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlio606b 6cenobesicoarowas. Ilponogedu,
npousnecennvie 6 Poccuu (Saint-Petersburg: Satis, 1994), online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 69.htm. For more on the harsh life of émigrés, see: Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 33-55; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Feims xpucmuanunom,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/be/be_2.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Fbeceovt o sepe u [{epkeu (Moscow: SP Interbuk, 1991), online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy4.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jliw606s 6cenobescoarowas,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 68.htm; Ibid., online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 73.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Who is
God?: A Sermon Preached at Great St. Mary’s, the University Church. Cambridge 18th November 1979,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_153.htm

4 “Ho uT06bI HaiiTH Bora, He10cTaTOYHO OBITH TOJIOIHBIM, XOJ0AHBIM, ofMHOKUM! Haso, 4ToOBI T11e-TO B
Hac OCTaach CIOCOOHOCTh MOBEPHYTHCS B cTOpoHY bora.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyout,
186.
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circumstances themselves have created for the Russian émigrés favorable conditions for
a return to God. Many people, when nothing remained of their country, their family, or
their social status — i.e., anything that contains human life, — when only sharp pain
remained, many discovered that God was with them and that He alone did not betray, or
abandon.”'” Many of those people experienced solidarity with God through their
deprived condition. “When they found themselves deprived of all their possessions and
only God remained for them in their total destitution, how many of them discovered
what we might call the God of the underworld; that God who accepted a complete and
unlimited solidarity, a total and permanent solidarity, not only with those who were
bereft of everything, but also with those who, according to human views, would have
been rejected from the Kingdom of God.”'° I think this view of the solidarity of God
with the rejected people laid the foundation for AB’s future understanding of the God-
forsakenness of Christ.

In addition, AB emphasized the self-sacrifice and faith of many Russians who,
being poor refugees, kept as a priority the building of churches for God as a place of

refuge for the abandoned God. “The faith of people, the faith of our Russian ancestors

'3 “Tak 4r0 camu 06CTOSTENBLCTBA CO3ANH JUIS PYCCKHX YMUTPAHTOB OJIATOIIPUSATHBIC YCIOBHS JUIS
Bo3BpaieHus Kk bory. OueHb MHOTHE, KOT/Ia HUYEro He OCTAlIOCh HU OT POJMHBI, HU OT CEMbHU, HU OT
0O0IIIECTBEHHOTO TTOJIOKEHHS — HU OT Yero, YTO COCTABIISET YeIIOBEUECKYIO )KHU3HB, KOT/Ia OCTAIOCH TOIBKO
oCTpoe cTpaianue, oOHapyxuiau uto bor ¢ HuMu, 4To Tobko OH UX HE Tpeai, He OCTaBuIl.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 186. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr. Knuea
emopasi, 40; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponogedu u 6ecedvt (Moscow: Libris, 1991), online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/prop/prop_28.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Jloboewb scenobdescoarowas, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 68.htm; Ibid., online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 73.htm

' Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Prayer and Life, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_05.htm
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built the churches for our homeless God. The king of heaven and earth wanted to be with
us, homeless on the earth, as we by sin and betrayal become homeless in heaven. The
Lord is among us. We are here giving shelter to Him with our love and kindness, joy and
prayer; He has a place where to lay his head. What a great happiness it is for us that we
are given to serve God, Who came to us to serve with life and death, with the horror of
Gethsemane and the God-forsakenness of Golgotha.”!”

Russian émigrés saw God as a wanderer who needed a place to stay, just as they
were homeless and needed shelter. AB made a contrast between sin and faith. “The Lord
scattered over the face of the earth the Russian Orthodox people. And wherever the grain
fell — a family or a larger number of people — a church was built. Of course, not the same
as in the native Russian homeland: these were rooms, basements; garages, any room.
[...] God is a stranger all over the world. By sin God was abandoned. [...] But by the
faith of people there are places where He remains undividedly the Lord. And the first
place where He can reign in glory and be the subject of limitless love and worship — is

the human heart. The Kingdom of God is within us.”"®

'7 «“Bepa miojickast, Bepa HAIIMX PYCCKHX MPEIKOB CO3aa XpaMbl, IPHIOT VIS Ge30MHOr0 Hamero Bora.
ITaps HeOa U 3eMIIH 3aXOTeJ OBITH C HAMH, O€3IOMHBIN Ha 3eMJIe, KaK MBI TPEXOM U U3MEHOW JiemaeMcs
6e3momubME Ha HeOe. Cpenu Hac [ocrrons. MeI 31ecs EMy maem nmpuioT — mo00BEIO M BEpOH M JTACKOH,
PagocThio U MOJHUTBOW; EMY 371€Ch €CTh, T/I€ TJ1aBy MPEKIOHUTh. Kakoe cyacThe 1Sl Hac, 4TO HaM JIaHO
TaK NOCIyXuTh bory, KoTopsIii mipuiien HaM MOCIYKUTh XU3HBbIO U CMEPTHIO, U Te()CHMAHCKUAM YXKacoM,
1 ronrodckoit 6oroocraBneHHOCTRIO!” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlio606b scenobdescoarowas,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 72.htm

8 “Docronp paccesi1 1o JIMILY BCEeH 3eMJIM pyCCKHUX MPaBOCIaBHBIX Jtojei. U Be3ne, T1ie maao 3To 3epHO —
CEeMbsI WJIH OOJIBIIee YHCIIO JIIO/IeH — BRIpociia epkoBb. KoHeYHO, He Takue XpaMbl, Kak Ha pOTHON
Pycckoti 3emite: 3T0 OBUIM KOMHATHI, IOABAJBHBIE TapaxH, modoe nomemenue [ ...] ITo Bceit 3emie bor
SIBIISIETCS KaKk ObI CTpaHHUKOM. ['pexom denoBeuecknM bor Obut n3rHaH. [...] Ho Bepoii uenoBeueckoit
co3natorcs Mecta, rie OH ocraercs 6e3pasnensHo ['ocrmonom. U mepsoe mecto, e OH MOXET
BOIIAPHUTHCS BO ClIaBe, OBITH IIPEMETOM Oe3rpaHUIHOM JTFO0BH ¥ IMTOKIIOHEHHUS — 3TO YEIIOBEUECKOE
cepaue. [lapctBo Boxxune BHyTpH Hac.” Ibid., online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 82.htm
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The above examples of the harsh life of the Russian émigrés shaped AB’s early
outlook on what would become his future kenotic theology. The humility, abandonment,
loneliness and solidarity of God with people were major themes in AB’s future
preaching. The negative experiences of people around him and in AB’s own personal
life were reframed in the perspective of Christ’s kenotic life, especially some key events
of His life, such as Gethsemane and Golgotha. Now we will look at AB’s understanding

of kenosis and the Church.

IV.2. Church and Kenosis

After presenting some of the existential roots of AB’s kenotic theology, we will
see how he applied this approach in practice. In this chapter we will concentrate on
kenotic elements in the Church and the Sacraments. For the Sacrament of Marriage I
will compare AB’s understanding with Monasticism.

AB considered the Church to be the ultimate Sacrament and the place for
encounter with God, because it is “a place where God and the human person already
have become one.”"” The Church consists of individuals who are in the process of
becoming fully human, fully persons. As with the person of Christ, in the Church there
is an equal and full presence of both elements: Divine and human. In addition to this, the

human element is further divided:

19 «“[M]ecro, e bor u uenosek yixe cram oaHo.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer, 326. Cf.

Ibid., 808-809, 897; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea smopas, 19, 178, 606; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Bouidy ¢ dom meoii (Klin: Khristianskaia zhizn, 1993), online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/voidu/voidu2.htm
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In her [the Church] we see humanity as if in two forms: a perfect humanity in the
Person of Christ, Who is the true Human, that is an authentic human being, a
perfect human being, but there is also present our humanity — sinful, fallen,
broken, imperfect. In the Church we see these two forms of the human being:
oneself as a sinner and yet not separated from Christ; and Christ, Who is the
image of what each of us should become and what we should be all together.*
The human element in the Church is represented by the perfect human nature of
Christ and our sinful human nature. The human nature of Christ is the example and
vocation for Christians. The Church as Sacrament is the manifestation of the Divine-
human unity, where the first member is Jesus Christ. AB said:
The Church is a human society not only in us sinners, but also in Christ. Christ,
true God, also became a true human being, a real human being and in Him we
see the first human being, the Only Human being Who fulfilled in Himself the
fullness of what people are, the fullness of human holiness and unity with God.”
AB did not limit the example of true humanity only to Christ, but also considered

Mary to be the realization of the vocation of humanity.”* As mentioned in the previous

chapter, AB distinguished between two characteristics of secular society: (1) loss of the

20 “B peit [LlepkBH| MBI BUIUM YEIOBEUECTBO B IBYX KaK OBI BHJaX: COBEPIICHHOE YEIIOBEUECTBO B JIUIIC
Xpucra, KoTopsiii — ucTUHHBIN YenoBeK, TO €CTh YEJIOBEK HACTOSIIUHN, UEIOBEK COBEPILEHHBIH, HO
MIPHUCYTCTBYET B HEH TOXKE HaIlle YeJIOBEUECTBO — TPEITHOE, Majilee, CIOMaHHOE, HECOBEepIIeHHoe. B
IlepxBu MBI BUJIMM 3TH JIBa 00pa3a 4eloBeKa: ceOsi TpeIrHOro U 0JTHAKO He pa3ilydeHHOTo co XPUCTOM, U
Xpucta, KoTopsrii siBisieTcss 00pa3oM TOro, 4eM KakIbIH M3 HAC JOJDKECH CTaTh M YeM MBI JIOJDKHBI CTaTh
Bce BMecte.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea smopas, 468; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, O cavtwanuu u denanuu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd31.htm ;
Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Fuims xpucmuanunom, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/be/be 3.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Beceowt o sepe u [Jepxsu, online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy10.htm

21 “IlepkOBB SABJISICTCS YSIOBEUSCKUM OOIIECTBOM HE TOJIBKO B HAC, TPEITHBIX, HO U BO XPHUCTE. XPHUCTOC,

WUCTUHHBINA boT, CTall TOXKE MCTHHHBIM Y€JI0BEKOM, PeaTbHBIM YeJIOBEKOM, U B HeM MBI BUIUM TIEpBOTO
4eoBeka, eaqnHcTBeHHOTo Yenoseka, Kotopeiit B Cebe oCcyIecTBISIET OTHOTY TOTO, UTO YEIOBEK OO0
MPECTaBISET, IIOTHOTY YeJIOBEUECKON CBATOCTH U enuHCTBa ¢ borom.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 208, 151, 488. Cf. Ibid., 412; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouwr,
792, 818; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Fuims xpucmuanurnom, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/be/be_3.htm

22 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Becedwt o eepe u Llepkeu, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy5.htm
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sense of God (he used to call the world Godless, Ge360xHbIit)> and (2) excessive
attentiveness to the world. When AB used such a strong term as “Godless world,” which
described in his opinion the state of people who abandoned God, he encouraged his
listeners not to push away those people, but on the contrary to be open to them. He used
the example of Christ’s Incarnation and death, when He came to the “Godless people”
and shared their state in order to bring salvation to them.** Christians are called to the
same mission — to bring the Gospel that “the whole world, i.e., every person is loved by
God and that God sent His Only-begotten Son to death to be able to save every human
being (John 3:16-17).”* In the second chapter, we learned that AB saw the God-
forsakenness of Christ as a central event in the life of the Logos. In the previous quote
AB used this example of the kenotic life of Christ for a practical application.

AB believed that Christians are the continuation of God’s presence and action in
the world: “The activity of a Christian has one distinguishing feature: the activity of a

Christian in those situations where it turns out to be the action of God in History.”*°

3 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr. Knuza emopas, 352-353; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, O caviwanuu u denanuu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd32.htm.
“EcTb acrieKT MHpa, XapaKTepHBIH IPU3HAK KOTOPOTO — KaK OBl OTCYTCTBHE, OTPHUIIAHHE, OTBEPIKCHHE
Bora.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouvi. Knuea émopas, 730. Here AB used the word “as if.” It
shows, on the one hand, an inconsistency in AB’s thought, but on the other hand, he was not convinced
that people can totally eliminate God out of their lives. We might ask: “What about militant atheist?” AB’s
answer was presented earlier, when he said that Christ in His forsakenness by the Father entered even in
the deeper state of absence of God than people can experience.

24 Cf. Ibid., 736.

%> “[Blech Mup, Kabiii eoBek Tak Borom mo6um, ato Bor Coero Exnropoasoro ChiHa mocian Ha

CMEepTh [UIS TOTO, YTOOBI MOXHO OBIIO cracTé Kakaoro genoseka (Mu 3:16-17).” Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 754.

26 “[A]esiTenbHOCTh XPUCTUAHUHA UMEET OJJHO OTIUYUTENHHOE CBOMCTBO: IEITEIIbHOCTh XPUCTHAHNHA B
TeX CHTYaIWsIX, TJIe OH OKa3bIBAeTCs, NOJKHA ObITh fneiicTBrueM bora B Mctopun.” Ibid., 739; Cf.
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, beceowt o séepe u [[epksu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy10.htm
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Christians are called to preach the Gospel in a Godless world. “[W]e have to |[...]
remember that to His disciples, who were sent into this life, into a pagan, Godless,
rotting world, Christ said that He is sending them, as sheep among wolves. He sends
them as the Father sent Him in order to remain not involved in unrighteousness,
uncleanness, corruption or the Godlessness of the world, but to enter into this world with
fiery love and with readiness for self-sacrifice...”’ Again we can see the link with the
Incarnation of Christ and His ultimate example of kenotic self-sacrifice and love for all
people who live in a Godless state.

Talking about the Church, AB quoted Ephrem the Syrian: “The Church — is not
the communion of saints, but a crowd of penitents who, in spite of their sinfulness,
turned to God and directed themselves towards Him.”*® The kenotic element in the
Church is in its very essence. AB also used Fr. Sophrony Sakharov’s illustration of the
Church as the reversed pyramid:

The Church is a communion unlike anything else. She [the Church] stands, like a

pyramid, but with the sharp end down. The sharp end, on which rests the whole

pyramid — is the crucified Christ, followed by the apostles, ascetics with the
pyramid widening further, containing and encompassing all of us. And how

marvelous to think that at the very bottom, in its very depth — love of God as if
carrying on its shoulders everything. The ancient image of Christ was the image

7 “[H]amo HaM [...] moMHHUTB, uT0 CBOMM yUEHHKaM, OCHIJIACMbIM B )KH3Hb, B SI3IYECKHA, 0€300KHBIH,

FHI/IK)I]_U/Iﬁ Mup, XpI/ICTOC CcKasall, UTo OH ux ITOCBIIACT, KaK OBEIl CPEAN BOJIKOB, YTO OH ux IIOCBLJIACT,
KakK OTCH IrocJan ETO, JJIA TOTO, 4TOOBI OCTATHCSA HEMIPUYACTHBIMU HEIIPABAC, HEYUCTOTE,
OCKBEpHEHHOCTH, 0€300KHI0 MHpPa, HO BMECTE C TEM B 3TOT MHUpP BOHTH BCeil OTHEHHOH JIT000BEIO, BCEH
TOTOBHOCTBIO JKEPTBOBATh C000Hi...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Ceina u
Cesimoeo /[yxa: Ilponoseou (Moscow: Sviato-Danilov monastyr’, 1993), online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_7.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Fsime
xpucmuanunom, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/be/be_2.htm

2 o o
8 “HCPKOBB — HE CO6paHI/IC CBATBIX, a TOJIIIA KAIOINUXCA TPEITHUKOB, KOTOPBIC, ITPU BCEU CBOCH

TPEXOBHOCTH, MOBEPHYIHCH K bory u ycrpemiens! k Hemy.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer,
359. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvt. Knuea émopas, 158, 194, 468. Unfortunately, I was
not able to find the original quote from Ephrem the Syrian.
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of a shepherd, who is carrying on his shoulders his sheep: likewise God is

carrying all of us, the whole world, so everyone of us is called in his place, in

gﬁe:z;s measure, on one’s shoulders lovingly, sacrificially carry each, everyone,

Using the example of the shepherd, AB understood that the role of the Church
was to take care of those who do not believe. In the analytic section of the final chapter
we will review the link between AB’s understanding of the vocation of the Church and
his concept of the “atheistic Christ.”

AB also made a connection between the kenotic life of Christians and faith in
other people. He referred to the first Christians, who as the result of their faith in the
world and imitating the example of Christ were able to sacrifice their lives for others.
“Take the first Christians for example: they entered into the world that was for them of
the same complexity and the same difficulty as our world is difficult for us. [...] But
those Christians entered the world preaching, first of all — with a joy and fullness of life
that no one else had. That world was in decline. That world no longer believed in life, in
humanity, in history or its possibility. Christians entered it with overwhelming faith,
with shining hope and with love, with an ability to love that inspired them to sacrifice

their love for other people.”® The main motivation that gave the first community the

ability to preach the Gospel was their experience of an encounter with Christ.”’

2!
’ “HCPKOBB — HH Ha 4YTO HEC ITOXO0XKEC O6IlIeCTBO. Ona CTOUT, KaK IMmapaMuaa, HoO OCTPbIM KOHIIOM BHHU3.

OcTpsIii KOHEI, Ha KOTOPOM MTOKOUTCSI BCS ITMPAMHKIA, — 3TO PACIIITBHIN XPHCTOC, 3aTEM HAYT allOCTOJIBI,
HIYT CBATHIC, MIYT MOABMKHUKH, U BCE MAlIbIIIE, JANbIIC, aIbIle IUPUTCS 3Ta MMPAMHU/IA, COAEPKa U
OXBaTHIBas HAC BCeX. M Kak IUBHO IyMaTh, YTO HMEHHO HA CAMOM HU3Y, B CAMBIX €€ ITyOHHax —
BoskecTBeHHas JII000Bb, KOTOpAs BCe HECeT Kak Obl Ha Tuieuax. J[pesHee nzobpaxenne Xpucra ObUIO B
o0pase mactyxa, KOTOPBII HECET Ha IUIeYax CBOIO OBILY: BOT Tak bor HeceT Hac BCEX, BECh MHP, U TaK
KaXIbIif M3 HAC MIPU3BaH Ha CBOEM MECTE, B CBOIO MEPY, Ha CBOUX IUI€Yax JIFOOOBHO, )KEPTBEHHO HECTH
KaXkJ0ro, Bcex, Bce.” Ibid., 153, 849.

30 . o o
“Ecmu mogymaTth 0 IEpBOXPHUCTHAHAX: OHH BOIIUIA B MHP, KOTOPBIH ISt HUX OBUT TaKOH K€ CIIOKHBIH,
TaKoM K€ TPYJHBIN, KaK Hall MUp — JuId Hac. [...] Ho Te XpucTuane BN B MU C IIPOIOBEBIO, B
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AB criticized those members of the Church who forget the kenotic vocation of
the Church — self-sacrifice of oneself in order to live for others. He pointed out two main
concerns that the Church has to be aware of: “I consider that the main problem of the
historical Church of our time is that it simultaneously does two things: secularization,
becoming less and less the Church and at the same time is trying to escape the world,
creating its own little world. As a result the world is moving away from the spiritual
Church, because it is very difficult to see in us the Church with a capital ‘C.”** I think
AB saw two extremes in the Church. On the one hand, he saw a desire to be
“understood” by the world and as a result, the Church lost its “salt.” It became
secularized and was not able to propose anything. On the other hand, the Church in
keeping its “deposit of faith” created its own world and locked itself within it. AB did
not explore in detail what he meant by these statements, but only said that the Church is
in a process of formation, but has to have a clear spiritual balance of being in the world,

but not of the world. AB also acknowledged that secular characteristics of society were

MEPBYIO 0Yepeib — C PaJOCThIO U C TIOJTHOTOW KU3HHU, KaKuX He ObLIO HH y KOro npyroro. ToT Mup ObLI B
ynajake. TOT MUp HE BepHrI1 OOJIbIIE B )KU3HD, B YSIIOBEKA, B HICTOPHIO, B €€ BOBMOXHOCTH. M XprucTrnane
BOIILTH B HETO C MPEU3ITMBAIOIICHCS BEPOM, C CHSIIOIICH HAICK IO U C IIOOOBBIO, CIIOCOOHOCTHIO JIFOOUTS,

Ca

KOTOpasi BIOXHOBIISIJIA MX OTJaBaTh CBOIO KU3HB 3a npyrux jojael.” Ibid., 743. Cf. Ibid., 755.

31 Cf. Ibid., 757. Later in this chapter I will explore AB’s understanding of the correlation between faith
and experience.

2eg JIymato, 9uTo O6ena nctopudeckoit LlepkBr Hamero BpeMeHH B TOM, YTO OHa OJTHOBPEMEHHO
COBEpINACT JIBE BEIIHN: OHa OOMHUPIIIAeTCs, CTAHOBUTCS BCe MEHBIIE LIepKOBBIO 1 BMECTE C TeM IBITAaeTCs
y0Oexathb OT MHpa, co3/1aBasi CBOH COOCTBEHHBII MUPOK. B pesynprare Mup orxoant oT Llepksu
JyXOBHOM, TOTOMY YTO Yepe3 HaC 04YeHb TPYTHO pasrisiaeTs LlepkoBs ¢ Oompmoi 6ykBeL.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea émopas, 748.
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also present in the Church and, in AB’s opinion, should be a main concern of the
Church.”

AB pointed out the role of the saints in the Church and their awareness of the
world as the example for Christians to follow. The way saints care for the world comes
from God’s relationship with the world. As AB put it: “[...] If we read the lives of saints
or if we turn to the scriptures of the Old or the New Testament, we see clearly that none
have such awareness of the world, both of its glory in God, in spite of sin, and of its
dramatic severance from God, in spite of the Divine Presence within it, than the saints,
and ultimately God Himself revealed in Christ.”*

This kind of relationship with the world comes from AB’s faith in its sacredness,
because it was God who created it: “It is sacred in the sense of belonging to God not
only potentially, but in actual fact. It is God’s own, and God is alive within it.”*
Christians, however, have more responsibility for the world than other people, because
they understand the goal and sacredness of the world. “We are aware that this world has
a calling, a destiny, a vocation, and that we are responsible for the fulfillment of this

vocation. [...] We are all responsible, but we have a greater responsibility as Christians

who know God’s mind. If we are so rich in knowledge given to us by God, then we have

33 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyder, 449.

* Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Worship in a Secular Society, November 12, 1969, online, available:
http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1969-11-12-1-E-E-T-EW99-087WorshipInSecularSociety.html;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi, 448-449.

33 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Worship in a Secular Society, online, available:
http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1969-11-12-1-E-E-T-EW99-087WorshipInSecularSociety.html;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 451.
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a heavier responsibility for all that is happening...”*° The martyrdom of the saints,
according to AB, is based on their deep faith in God and other people: “[They] were able
to love God, to be so faithful to Him, such that not only their soul, but their bones lay
down and bled to death for the sake of faith in God and faith in humanity...”*” This is
where we can see the link between kenotic life and faith in the other person put into
practice. Now we will proceed to the link between God-forsakenness and the Church as

how AB understood it.

IV.2.1. God-forsakenness and the Church

AB distinguished between God-forsakenness in the Church in two ways: first the
Church as the Body of Christ and secondly, the Church as the communion of Christians.
Concerning the first type, the Church as the Mystical Body of Christ®® cannot experience
God-forsakenness, because of the constant presence of the Holy Spirit. AB said: “The

loss or the absence of the sense of God is alien to the Church when we speak of it with a

3% Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Worship in a Secular Society, online, available:
http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1969-11-12-1-E-E-T-EW99-087WorshipInSecularSociety.html;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 450-451.

37 «“[Onn] Tak cymenn Bo3moGuTh Bora, Tak 65U EMy Mpejanbl, 4To He TONBKO AYIIOH, HO KOCTBMH

JIETJIM ¥ KPOBBIO MCTEKIIM paayl Bepsl B bora u Bepsl B yenmoBeka...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo
umst Omya u Coina u Ceamoeo /[yxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_4.htm

38 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “On the Church: A Catechetical Exercise,” Sourozh 48, (1992), 6-16,
online available: http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1967-00-00-0-E-F-T-EM00-018Church.html
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capital ‘C’...”* The Church cannot be Godless, as God cannot be Godless. Concerning
the members of the Church, they might experience Godlessness, because of their sins,
which in AB’s understanding are a total denial and rejection of God.*’ He said: “[The
loss of God] is not alien to many members of the Church — this is inherent in the fact that
we are all in the process of becoming. [...] It is a jerky up and downhill journey in which

9941

sin is present...”" Even if members of the Church renounce the Holy Spirit from their

life, He does not abandon them. “We might lose awareness of the Holy Spirit within us.

g . . 42
No matter how He acts within us, we can suppress His voice.”

And in another place:
“We can lose the gift of the Spirit. We can become alien to this Presence, given to us in
our private life. Nevertheless the Holy Spirit does not leave the Church.”*

It is important to admit that AB, in the context of the God-forsakenness of Christ
on the cross, did not mention abandonment by the Holy Spirit, but in the context of the

Church, he was not talking about the abandoning of the Church either by Christ, or by

the Father, but only by the Holy Spirit. The reason for that might be in his understanding

3% Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Worship in a Secular Society, online, available:
http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1969-11-12-1-E-E-T-EW99-087WorshipInSecularSociety.html;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 449.

0 Cf. Ibid., 558.

*I Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Worship in a Secular Society, online, available:
http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1969-11-12-1-E-E-T-EW99-087WorshipInSecularSociety.html;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 449; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvt. Kuuea
emopas, 731.

2 “Mp1 MOXEM TepaTs cozHaHue Cearoro Jlyxa B ceOe; kak Ob1 OH B HaC HU AEHCTBOBAJ, MBI MOXEM
3arnymuTh Ero romoc.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O crviuanuu u deranuu, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd31.htm

# “Mosxmo notepsATh Aap Jyxa. MoxHO craTh 4yxabIM 3ToMy [IpucyTcTBUIO, JapyeMOMy HaM B HallleH
JMYHOM KM3HHU, B TeM He MeHee [[yx Cmstoit He ocraBmnsgeT Llepkoss.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowvi. Knuea emopas, 328-329; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O crviwanuu u deranuu, online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd31.htm
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of the Church as the Mystical Body of Christ where the first member is Christ Himself.
While on the cross the Holy Spirit did not abandon Christ. Also here the Holy Spirit
remains forever present in the Church and in relation with the Logos.

The constant presence of the Holy Spirit points out the indefectibility of the
Church. There is no sin in the world that can eliminate the Holy Spirit from the Church;
believers can eliminate Him from their personal life, but not from the Mystical Body of
Christ, which is the Church. In both cases, according to AB, God does not leave His
people, he does not abandon them, so the absence of God that Christians might
experience in their lives or in the Church has only a subjective character and might be
caused by a sinful life. In other words, it is not God who abandons people, but the sins of
Christians might cause their separation from God and bring them into a Godless state.
Nevertheless, God remains faithful and continues to believe in them, so that they will
return to God again.

AB considered that in their proclamation of the Gospel Christians should stress
their personal experience and knowledge of God rather than the loss of God.** He said:
“The Church can witness without hesitation, with total serenity, that those things which
others do not see are real, more real than the visible world around us. The loss of the

sense of God is incompatible with our belonging to the Church. Our witness is to that; it

* AB stated: “If we cease to see the world through faith and experience, then we have accepted to be
worldly, blind, secular, that is, to desecrate what God has made sacred. And this is a very earnest problem
because within the Christian or other believing communities there is a crisis of faith, because it is a crisis
of experience, and this crisis of faith makes us worldly, deprives us of that participation throughout our
lives of the original primeval experience of God, of man and of the world of matter.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Worship in a Secular Society, online, available:
http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1969-11-12-1-E-E-T-EW99-087WorshipInSecularSociety.html;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyods:, 452-453. For more about the correlation between faith and
experience, see further paragraphs.
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is not the perplexities that we have to speak of, it is that certainty which is ours.”* AB
acknowledges that there are people in the world who give shelter to the abandoned God:
“People who have remained faithful to Him, who were not afraid to be on His side, who
want Him to be fully the Master of life and Builder of the world, in this world they give
Him shelter. Human faith gives God a place in human society and on earth.”*

In relation to the Sacraments, as mentioned earlier, AB considered the Church as
Sacrament. He was opposed to the famous concept of “Eucharistic ecclesiology” of
Nicholas Afanasiev. Fr. Michael Plekon summarized Afanasiev’s concept in the
following statement: “The Church makes the Eucharist, the Eucharist makes the
Church.”*" AB stated that the Church is wider that just the Eucharist, because the
Church includes the Eucharist. He said: “The Church is bigger than the Eucharist, the
Church is wider than the Eucharist, the Church contains the Eucharist, but the Eucharist
is not the result of all that is the Church.”** AB repeated Khomiakov’s idea on the
Church as Sacrament:

We have to remember that even the Eucharistic communion, that is the

communion of the Holy Sacraments, is not the whole fullness of what can be
given to us. Khomiakov in the past century already said that the only mystery of

* Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Worship in a Secular Society, online, available:
http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1969-11-12-1-E-E-T-EW99-087WorshipInSecularSociety.html;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 450.

46 “JIroau, KOTOphIe OCTAINCh EMy BepHBI, KOTOPBIE HE MOOOSIUCH cTaTh Ha Ero cTopoHy, KOTOpBIE XOTHIT,
tITOGI)I OH cTaJI TTOJIHOCTBIO X O3S IMHOM KH3HH U CTpOI/ITGHeM MHpa, B 9TOM MHUPE EMy JaroT IIPUIOT.
Yenosedeckas Bepa gaet bory MecTo B yesoBeueckoM obmecTBe 1 Ha 3emiie.” Ibid., 658.

*" Michael Plekon, “Always Everyone Together for One and the Same Thing” — The Ecclesial and
Sacramental Vision of Nicholas Afanasiev, online, available: http://www .kiev-
orthodox.org/site/english/1561/

4 “LlepxoBs OomnbIe, ueM EBxapuctus, Llepkoss mmupe, uem EBxapuctus, LlepkoBs cogepxut

EBxapucruro, Ho EBXapuctus He ecTb UTOT Beero, 4To ecTh Llepkoss.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowvi. Knuea emopas, 507, 508.
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the universe — is the very Church, because she contains in herself all the rest of

the Sacraments. We enter the Church, we become a part of the Church through

Baptism, not through the Eucharist. We receive the gift of the Holy Spirit

through the Chrismation, not through the Eucharist. We join Christ and His

humanity and His Divinity — yes, partaking of Holy Communion, but there are
also other Sacraments: marriage and others, which also are contained in the

Church.”

If we follow the idea that the Church, as the Mystical Body, is a Sacrament by
itself and is broader than the Eucharist, which is the Body and Blood of Jesus Christ, we
can broaden our understanding of what it might mean for some Christians to be active
participants. For instance, there are Christians who for some reason are not allowed to
receive the Eucharist. In this case, they would be able to participate in the other
Sacraments of the Church.

AB also underlined the meaning of the congregational characteristic of the
Church. “The Church is the place where people can express their relationship with God
together, in the manner of a common faith, common prayer, in the awareness that they
are one, that they consist of one organism, as if one personality in a multitude of
persons.”” The communal element provides the opportunity for individuals to be

transformed into persons, despite the difficulties that brings to relations in the Church.

“But our being together is also a tragic moment, because we are all difficult with each

49 “[M]bI BOIKHBI IOMHUTb, YTO AK€ €BXapUCTUYECKOE IPUUAILIEHHUE, TO €CTh NpuyaneHue CBATHIX

TaifH, HEe €CTh BCS TOJHOTA TOTO, YTO HAM MOYXET OBITh TaHO. XOMSIKOB €IIIe B IIPOIIIOM CTOJICTHH
TOBOPWII, YTO SAMHCTBEHHOE TAMHCTBO BCEJICHHOH — cama L{epKoBb, TOTOMY YTO OHa COJIEPKHUT B cede Bce
OTJeNbHBIC TANHCTBA. MBI BX0IUM, BeTynaeM B LlepkoBb, nemaemcs gacteio Llepksu uepe3 Kpemenne, He
uyepe3 EBxapuctuto. Mbl nostyyaem gap Cssaroro [yxa uepe3 Muponomaszanue, He uepe3 EBxapucruro.
Msr1 nprnobmmaemcst Xpucty u Ero genoseuectBy u Ero BoxxecTBy — na, npuuamennem CsaTeix TaifH, HO
€CTbh U JIPyTHe TAMHCTBA: Opak U T. A., KOTOpPBIE TOXe conepxarcs B camoi Lepksu.” Ibid., 467.

%0 “IlepkOBB — 3TO MECTO, TJIC JIFOJIH MOTYT BBIPa3UTh CBOIO CBS3b ¢ borom BMecTe, B mopsike oOmieit

BEPbI, 00II1eH MOJIMTBEI, CO3HAHUS, YTO OHHU €IHHBI, YTO OHH COCTABIISIFOT OJIUH KUBOW OPTraHM3M, KaK Obl
OJIHY JIMYHOCTH BO MHOXkecTBe JuIl.” Ibid., 523.
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other. We are difficult because we are not on the same spiritual level; difficult, because
we are in a process of struggle and combat, which we carry on for the sake of growing in
the fullness of one’s personhood, that is to become completely oneself to the measure
that God imagined for us and as we ourselves would wish to be. In this process we move
not only from victory to victory, but very often from defeat to defeat, we have ups and
downs, we have moments when we become unbearable to ourselves and to others.”
Although the Church is the place of the encounter between God and humans, there are
also kenotic elements present. We see how the sinfulness of Christians and their
relationships with each other in the Church need constant purification by the Holy Spirit.
How then can Christians receive the purification in a practical sense? We will explore

AB’s understanding of the Sacraments as the place of the encounter between God and

humans and the role of matter in Sacraments.

IV.2.2. Sacraments as an Encounter

AB often spoke about the role of the Sacraments in his talks. For the purpose of

this research I will limit myself only to his references on the kenotic elements in the

> “Ho B Hameil COBMECTHOCTH €CTh TparuyecKuil MOMEHT, IOTOMY 4TO MBI BC€ APYT AJIs ApYyra TPYAHBI.
TpyIHBL, TOTOMY 9TO MBI HE OJJHOTO YPOBHS TyXOBHOTO, TPYAHBI, IOTOMY YTO MBI B COCTOSTHHU OOpeHUs
1 00pBOBI, KOTOPYIO HECEM PAJH TOTO, YTOOBI BEIPACTH B ITOJHYIO MEPYy CBOEH JIMYHOCTH, TO €CTh CTaTh
camMHuMH co0oit 1o mpenena, KakuMu bor Hac Bo3MeuTals M KAKIMH MBI XOTHM CTaTh. B 3TOM mpomecce MbI
MepexoanM He TOIBKO OT MOOeIHl K modesie, HO 9acTo OT MOPaKEHHUS K MOPaXCHUIO, Y Hac OBIBAIOT
B3JICTHI, y HAac OBIBAIOT IPOBAJIEI, Y HAC OBIBAIOT MOMEHTHI, KOT/Ia MBI ce0e M APYTHM JeflaeMcs
HeBeiHocuMel.” Ibid., 523.
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seven’” Sacraments. There are some general points in AB’s kenotic understanding of the
Sacraments. For the Eucharist and Unction he focused more on the role of transformed
matter through the kenosis of Christ’s Incarnation and its practical application in the life
of Christians. For Baptism and Confession he emphasized sin as a state of Godlessness
and the kenotic life of Christ as the ultimate example for Christians.

What are the Sacraments in AB’s theology? “The Sacraments, from a Christian
point of view, are the direct actions of God that through the matter of this world
somehow carry, somehow bring to us some sort of spark of the life of God Himself.”*
The role of the Sacraments in the Church is to bring a person to an encounter with God.
AB underlined this point very strongly: “But unless we come, in all our different
communities, to the point where God becomes the One Who celebrates the mysteries,
we will never meet anywhere. If we can make God the celebrant, the Holy Spirit the
power that acts, silence the form in which we receive, in which we discover, in which
we live the Divine Presence and the Divine Gifts, if we can do this at any moment, we
will be able to meet, because at that depth and in that situation we are almost mature to

954

meet.””" The encounter with God, through receiving the Sacraments, takes place beyond

psychological, intellectual and emotional levels:

32 AB commented mostly on the seven Sacraments, but personally he considered that there are more, up to
twenty-two Sacraments in the Church. For instance, he considered the blessing of the bell as a Sacrament.
Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O gepe u [Jepxsu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy5.htm

53 “TanHCTBA, C TOYKH 3pPEHHS XPUCTUAHUHA, 3TO HETlocpeIcTBeHHbIe boxknu neiicTBUs, KOTOpBIE uepes
MaTEPHIO 3TOTO MHPa KaKHM-TO 00pa3oM JI0 HaC IOHOCST, TOBOJAT KaKyl0-TO HCKOPKY kn3HH CaMoro
Bora.” Ibid., online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy 1.htm#1

> Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Worship in a Secular Society, online, available:
http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1969-11-12-1-E-E-T-EW99-087WorshipInSecularSociety.html;
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Independently of any psychological reception, intellectual or emotional response,
the living soul encounters the Living God, and the Sacraments of the Church are
turned to this living soul, which in its perception of God does not depend on the
intellect, nor consciousness, nor anything of the like. We give baptism,
chrismation and communion to children on the same basis that I mentioned
above: because the Living God can meet His living creature at a depth, which is
far beyond any of the capacities of human communication.™
The Sacraments are the places of encounter with God, but sometimes through
receiving the Sacraments, Christians might not get this experience: “He is among us, but
invisibly, He acts through the sacraments in us — but this is sometimes barely noticeable

as we are blind; deafened by the visible noisy world that surrounds us.”®

I1V.2.3. Sacraments and Matter

Before we proceed to the kenotic aspects in AB’s teaching on the Sacraments, we
have to first take a look at the question of matter in the Sacraments. In the previous
chapters, I presented AB’s understanding on matter and its role in the salvation of the
world. As was mentioned before, Christ transformed matter through the kenosis of His

Incarnation, and the continuing sanctification of people takes place through the

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyows, 455-456, Cf. Ibid., 812, 900; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopast, 385.

35 “He3aBHCHMO OT BCAKOTO NICHXOJIOTHYECKOTO BOCIIPHSTHS, BCIKOT'O HHTEIICKTYaIbHOTO FITH
SMOIIMOHAIBHOTO OTKJIMKA XXUBas Aymia BcTpedaet JKuBoro bora, u TanHcTBa LlepkBr 00pameHs! K ATOM
KUBOW TyIlie, KOTOpasi B CBOEM No3HaHuK bora He 3aBUCHUT HU OT WHTEIIJICKTA, HA OT CO3HAHUS, HU OT
49ero noj00Hor0. MBI KpecTUM, MUPOTIOMa3biBaeM U MpHYaliaeM MITaJICHIIEB Ha TOM K€ OCHOBAaHUH, O
KOTOPOM s TOBOpHJI BhIle: moTOoMy 4TO JKuBoit bor moxeT BcTpetuTh CBOE )KHMBOE CO3/IaHUE HA TOU
riryOnHe, KOTOpas AaJeKo 3a IpeaeTaMH JII0OBIX BO3MOKHOCTEH deroBedeckoro oomenus.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 132, 698.

6 «On cpelnu Hac — HO HeBUAUMO, OH TaMHCTBaMHU JE€MCTBYET B HAC — HO IIOPOM €JI1€ OLIYTUMO, MBI 3TOT0
HE YyBCTBYEM, MBI OCJICIUICHBI, OTIyIICHBI BUIUMBIM, OKPY KaIONINM Hac OTyMHBIM MupoM.” Ibid., 316-
317.
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Sacraments. Matter in AB’s kenotic theology plays an important role, because through
the body a person is able to participate in the Sacraments of the Church, and through
matter God gives grace to people.

Something absolutely amazing takes place in the sacraments of the Church. Over

a particle of bread, over a small amount of wine, over the waters of baptism, over

the oil, which are offered to God as a gift and are sanctified, something happens

now which joins this matter to the miracle of Christ’s Incarnation. The waters of
baptism are sanctified by the corporeality of Christ and by the grace of the Holy

Spirit who descends into them and works this miracle. Bread and wine partake

the corporeality and the Divinity of Christ through the descent of the Holy

Spirit.>’

Matter itself, as presented earlier, is able to accept God and the Sacraments as the
places of such unity: “[...] incense, fire, bread, wine, water — they all potentially are able
to unite with God; to receive God, because they are sinless.. 5% Salvation has a cosmic
character because it involves not only human beings, but also the whole world. Here
again we can see a link with what was presented in the previous chapter:

In the sacraments what we believe happens is that the matter of this world is

detached from the evil, sinful, Godless context in which it was betrayed by the
faithlessness of men, brought back to God as an offering, received by God, made

> “[B] TamacTBax LlepkBu coBepIIacTcs HEUTO COBEPIICHHO M3yMuTenbHoe. Hax gacturieii xneda, Haz

MaJIbIM KOJINYECTBOM BHHA, HAJl BOJAMH KPEIIECHHS, Ha/l MaclIOM, KOTOpOE IPUHOCUTCS B Aap bory u
OCBSIIIIAETCSl, COBEPIIACTCS HEUYTO, YTO YXKE TeIeph MPHOOIIAET ITO BEIIECTBO K Uy/1y BOILIOIICHHUS
XpuctoBa. Boasl KpenieHns OCBAIICHEI TEIECHOCTRIO XpHcTa U Oiarogatsio Beecssitoro [yxa,
CXOJISIILIETO B HUX M COBEPIIAIOLIETO 3TO 4y/10. XJ1e0, BUHO MPUOOIIAIOTCS U TEJIECHOCTH, U BoxecTBy
XpuctoBy ugepes comrectBue Casitoro Jlyxa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped boeom,
236, Cf. Ibid., 373-374, 779; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea smopas, 131, 386, 427,
466, 659, 664, 798; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, hvims xpucmuanunom, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/be/be_3.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlio606v
scenobesicoarowas, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 72.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Prayers of the Liturgy 15 July 1990, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_127.htm

58 “[...] magan, Turamsi, XJ1e0, BUHO, BOJIa — BCE 3TO MOTEHITHAIBHO CIIOCOOHO COSTMHUTHLCS ¢ borowm,

BOCIIpHUHATH BoxkecTBO, moTOMy 4TO OHHU O€3 Tpexa...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouwt, 393; Cf.
Ibid., 1007.
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free, restored to its primeval freshness, and furthermore by an act divine, fulfilled
and revealed as it should be and shall be.”

In the Sacraments, matter is transformed into something eschatological. AB
interpreted the term “&oyatov” as the fulfillment and finalization of something. Christ is
the beginning and the end of all things through His Incarnation. “In the Incarnation
something absolutely final took place. In Christ there came the fulfillment of everything,
and though we are still on our way to the end, the end already is behind us and is present
in our midst, because the end is not a point in time, the end is a Person and a particular
situation. And together with this the fulfillment of all is yet to come: we simultaneously
already have reached the goal with God and yet we are still directed to our
fulfillment.”®® Matter in the Sacraments is the image of its future finalization. “In the
Sacraments [...] we see how matter already participates in what it is called to be at the
end of time.”®’

Together with this emphasis on the role of matter, AB underlined the role of the

whole person in receiving the Sacraments, especially the body. This holistic approach of

AB is shown here: “Every body, surrounded by love, awe, reverence, is a body called to

59 Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 66; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 109, 509; Cf.
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 134, 387-388; 662, 742; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, “Body and Matter in Spiritual Life,” in Sacrament and Image: Essays in the
Christian understanding of Man, ed. A. M. Allchin, (London: Fellowship of st. Alban and Sergius, 1967),
33-41, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_02.htm

50 «“B Bomromenuu MIPOU30IIIO HEUTO a0COIIOTHO OKOHYATeIbHOE. Bo XpucTe nmpuinio 3aBepiieHne
BCET0, ¥ XOTSI MBI €Il UIEeM K KOHITY, KOHEIl y>Ke OCTaJICs 1033y ¥ HaXOIUTCS B HAIlEH cpelie, TOTOMY
YTO KOHEI[ — He TOYKa BO BpEMEHH, KOHeIl — JINYHOCTh U onpeielicHHas cuTyanus. 1 BMecTe ¢ TeM
WCTIOJTHEHUE BCETO €IIe BIIEPEIU: MBI OJTHOBPEMECHHO YK€ JIOCTHUTIIH 1elu ¢ BoroM u emie ycTpeMIIeHBI K
cBoeMy ucnonmHeHu1o.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 669.

' B ramacTBax [...] MBI BHINM, KaK MATEpHsl YK€ YIaCTBYET B TOM, 4EM OHA PHU3BAHA OBITH B KOHIE
Bpemen.” Ibid., 669, 742.
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the resurrection. This is the body that through our entire life served the mystical
communion with God through Baptism, Chrismation and Anointing with holy oil during
illness. In receiving the Body and Blood of Christ, through receiving blessings — this
body is, so to speak, the seed. According to the apostle Paul: “What is sown is
perishable, what is raised is imperishable. It is sown in dishonor, it is raised in glory. It is
sown in weakness, it is raised in power’ (1 Cor 15:42-43).7%

According to AB’s theology, it was important for God to take the same matter
that was used to create the world and first people. As the result of sin, the Godless state
of the world, matter was carrying the consequences of this, but did not lose its ability to
accept God. “Our materiality is pure, through our fallen condition we bring into it the
impurity of passions, greed, lust and the like.”®® The ability of the body to be a partaker
of Divine life comes from, in AB’s understanding, the nature of matter from the point of
view of both the creation and the Incarnation and how in both cases matter is able to be
God-bearing. In the case of a human being, it is through the body that we receive all the
Sacraments that unite a person with God. As AB put it:

[The] grace of God penetrates words, water, oil, bread, wine in various ways and

allows them to reach us in body and soul. On the other hand, if grace reaches us

through material means, we have to take into account that our body actually

plays its own role in the growth of our spiritual life. Our body is immersed into
the waters of Baptism. We receive the Body and Blood of Christ with the lips,

62 «“Kaxnoe TEJI0, OKPYKECHHOE JIF000BBIO, OJIATOTOBEHHEM, TOYUTAHUEM, TEJIO, IIPU3BAHHOE K
BOCKPECECHHIO, TEJI0, KOTOPOE Ha MPOTSHKEHUHU BCEH JKU3HH CITY)KUIO TAMHCTBEHHOMY 00meHuIo ¢ borom B
ermem/m nu MI/IpOHOMaSaHI/II/I, B IIOMAa3aHHUU CBATHIM €JICEM npu 6OH63HI/I, B HpI/IO6H16HI/H/I Teny nu KpOBI/I
XPUCTOBBIM, B ITOJIYICHHUN OJIATOCIIOBEHHS — 3TO TEJIO SBIISETCS, TAK CKa3aTh, CEMEHEM — H TO CJIIOBO
armoctoua [1aBna: ceeTcs B TJICHHH, BOCCTAET B HETJICHUH, CEETCSA B YHUUMKEHHIM, BOCCTACT B CIIaBE

(1 Kop 15:42-43).” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouwt, 77.

63 “Hanra MaTepHaIbHOCTB YHCTA, MBI CBOMM TIA/IINM COCTOSHHEM BHOCHM B HEE HEUHCTOTY CTPACTEH,
XKaJHOCTH, TOXOTH U ToMy Tlojo0HoT0.” Ibid., 393.
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through the mouth. A preacher’s words reach our ears, and through them the faith
is awakened in our heart. The Sacrament of the forgiveness of sins or the
Sacrament of marriage takes place through the mediation of words. In each case
God Himself is poured into the material world and reaches us through our own
materiality. And it seems to me so wonderful and great, because it underlines the
fact that is so clearly revealed to us in the Incarnation: that our body is able fully
to participate in divine things, the spiritual realm.®*
We can see how AB understood matter and its role in the Sacraments. He made a
direct link with the Incarnation. Christians can participate in the kenotic life of Christ

and they can do so through the Sacraments, where matter is sanctified.

IV.2.4. The Sacrament of Baptism and Kenosis

In the Sacrament of Baptism AB emphasized the importance of the catechumen’s
rejection of Satan and of a sinful life along with his acceptance of Christ. Only after that
is it possible to “[...] be immersed with Christ in the death of Christ and in the eternal

life of the resurrection, as well as in sonship.”® During the Sacrament of Baptism in the

4 o
6 “[B]maronats boxwus mpoHUKaeT CaMBIMH PAa3IMYHBIMU CIIOCOOaMM, HAITOJHSET CIIOBA, BOAY, eJIeH,

xJ1e0, BUHO U JTaeT UM JIOCTUYb HAaC TeJIECHO U IymieBHO. C IpyTroi CTOPOHEI, €CIH 0JIaroAaTh TOCTUTAET
Hac TP MOMOIIM MaTePHAIBHBIX CPENICTB, MBI JOJDKHBI IPUHIMATh BO BHUMAHHUE, YTO HAIIIE TEIIO
JEHCTBUTENFHO UTPAET CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO POJIb B BO3PACTAaHWU HAIleH AyXOBHOU skmu3HM. Harme Teno
norpyxaetcs B Boabl Kpemenust. Mel npunumaem Teno u Kpoeb XpuctoBsl yctamu, uepes pot. CioBa
MIPOTIOBEAHNKA JOCTHTAIOT HAIIIETO CIIyXa, M 4epe3 TO Bepa MpoOysKaaeTcs B HallleM cepane. TanHCTBO
MpOIIEeHHs TPpeXoB Wiu TanHCTBO Opaka coBepIaeTcs MocpeIcTBOM clioB. B kaxmom ciryaae Cam Bor
BIIMBAETCS B MaTepHAIBHBIH MHP M JOCTHTAeT HAC Yepe3 Hally COOCTBEHHYIO MaTepHaIbHOCTh. U 3T0,
MHE Ka)KeTCs, TaK YyJJeCHO U BEIHUKO, TOTOMY YTO MOTYEPKUBACT TO, YTO C TAKOH SCHOCTHIO OTKPHIBACTCS
HaM B Bomutomennn: 4ro Haire TeIo CriocOOHO B ITOTHOTE MPHOOIIATHCS BelaM 00KEeCTBEHHBIM,
nIyxoBHo# obmactu.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvr. Knuea émopas, 666.

63 « [...] morpy3uthcst co XprCcTOM B cMEPTh XPUCTOBY U B KU3Hb BEYHYIO BOCKPECEHHUS, U B CHIHOBCTBO.”

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex neped bozom, 184. Cf. Ibid., 253. AB’s argumentation for the
Baptism of children: “peGeHok nu4aHO Oe3rperreH. Ha HeM J€XHUT TSHKECTh TPEXOBHOCTH BCETO
YeJI0BEYEeCTBa, TOW OrPaHUUECHHOCTH, KOTOpast IPUHAIISIKUT BceM HaM. Ho caM OH JTMYHO HE COBEPIIHIT
HH OJTHOTO Ipexa, B KOTOPOM eMy Hafo ObUIo Obl KasThest, 1 KpeleHue emy qaercsi, HOTOMY 4TO 3TO
BCTpeua Mex Ay xKHuBoit aymoil u JKuBbiM Borom, KoTopbie He OTJEICHBI APYT OT Ipyra CPEAOCTCHHEM,
BBEIOOPOM TPEXOBHEIM, OBIBAIOIIMM, K COKaJIeHHIO, B Hamel sku3Hm. [A child is personally sinless. It is the
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Byzantine Tradition, the catechumen (or his/her godparents in the name of the
catechumen) proclaims three times the rejection of Satan and all his works. AB
interprets this rejection of Satan as a rejection of sin and a condition for one to be able to
unite with Christ. He said: “[ W]e cannot expect a full reconciliation with God, because
the root of irreconcilability with Him still remains in us, because, as the apostle says, sin
1s hostility towards God (Rom 8:7); sin is a rejection of His ways; sin is the choice of
darkness against life itself, [a choice] for Satan against Christ.”

Death and sin in AB’s understanding belong to the category of Godlessness. For
a Christian to follow Christ, one has to be immersed in the death of Christ. “We die, we
take upon ourselves the death of Christ, which is His alienation from everything that
constitutes separation from God, inner disorder and our separation from our neighbor.”®’
By dying in the waters of Baptism, a Christian becomes dead to sin, becomes alien to

Satan and is “clothed” in the kenotic life of Christ. The Christian is united now not only

with the human nature of Christ but also with His Divine nature.®® This is where we can

weight of the sin of all humanity — that limitedness which belongs to us all that bears upon him. But he
himself has not committed any sin for which he would need to repent, and Baptism is given to him
because it is an encounter between a living soul and the Living God who are not separated from each other
by the obstacle, a sinful choice, that, unfortunately, exists in our lives.]” Ibid., 221.

66 “[M]bI HE MOKEM pacCUUTBHIBATh HA MOJHOE IPUMUPEHUE ¢ Borom, moToMy 4To B Hac OCTAETCsl KOPEHb

HETIPUMHUPEHHOCTH ¢ HuM, MoTOMy 4TO, Kak alocTod TOBOPHUT, I'peX — 3TO Bpaxaa npotus bora (Pum 8:7),
rpex — 3To orpunanue Ero mytel, rpex — 3To BEIOOp 32 TEMY IIPOTHB CaMOH JKH3HH, 3a CaTaHy NPOTHB
Xpucra.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 351-352; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyour.
Knuea emopas, 205-207.

67 “Mpr ymupaem, 6epeM Ha ce0st MepTBOCTh XPHCTa, TO €cTh Ero oT4yX/IeHHe 0T BCETo TOT0, YTO €CTh
oTIy4deHune oT bora, BHyTpeHHUI pa3naz u Hama pa3geseHHOCTh ¢ HammM ommkHuM.” Ibid., 470. Cf.
Ibid., 486.

8 Cf. Ibid., 471.
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see the link between the Sacrament of Baptism and AB’s teaching on sin, which he
understood as the state of Godlessness.

Another kenotic element during the Sacrament of Baptism is immersion in the
water. As we saw in Chapter II, Christ during His Baptism was immersed in waters “full
of sin.” He accepted the cross and death. So also the Christian is called to die the death
of Christ in order to enter into new life. “[...] we are called to enter the death of Christ,
or rather to die to everything which contains the main sin of humanity and was the
reason for His Incarnation, the reason for His crucifixion, the reason for His death, the
reason for His descent into Hades.”®® The waters after Christ’s Baptism became cleansed
from any sins and now the catechumen is immersed in the purified waters to become
clothed in Christ. “And being immersed into these waters, we are immersed as if into the
purity of Christ, immersed into the newness of life, which is His life. We are immersed
in these waters unclean and come out cleansed.””® Here we can see the outcome of
Christ’s purifying of the waters at His Baptism by John the Baptist.

AB defined a Christian as someone who is a friend of Christ, who loves Him,

who wants to be close to Him and in solidarity with Him in everything.”' The practical

69 “[...] MBI IpU3BaHBI K TOMY, 9TOOBI YHTH B CMEpTh XPUCTOBY WM, BEpHEE, yMEPETh 0 OTHOUICHUIO KO

BCEMY TOMY, YTO COCTaBIISIET OCHOBHOM TpeX YeJioBeYeCcTBa U ObLIO MpUunHOM Ero Borutonienus,
npranHO# Ero pacmarus, mpuunnoit Ero cmeptn, mpuunHoit Ero comectsus Bo ax.” Ibid., 200, 212.

0« MTOTPY>KasiCh B 3TH BOJBI, MBI ITOTPY’KaeMCsI KaK OB B UHCTOTY XPHUCTOBY, MOTPY’KaeMCsl B HOBH3HY
KU3HHU, KOTOpasd — Ero JKU3HBb, IIOTPYKAEMCA B 3TH BOJbI HE OUMIICHHBIMU U BBIXOIUM N3 HUX
ounnieHHbIMU.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bouidy ¢ dom meoii, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/voidu/voidu2.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O
caviwanuu u deranuu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd31.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, hsims xpucmuanunom, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/be/be 3.htm

I Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyder. Knuza emopas, 194; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
On Confession: 4th Sermon, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng 252 .htm
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dimension of life in solidarity with God is in “immersing into His death and together
with Him becoming dead toward everything which is not compatible with God; which is
a rejection of God not only in our thoughts, not only in our feelings, but in all our
relation to God, to ourselves, to neighbor, to the universe. We rise from these waters as
if rising together with Christ, entering into new life with Him. But at this moment we are
clothed, as if penetrated by everything that is Christ’s humanity, itself penetrated by His

e )
Divinity.”’

IV.2.5. The Sacrament of Chrismation

For the Sacrament of Chrismation I was not able to find any direct kenotic
elements linked to the life of Christ, but there are elements of the kenotic role of the
Holy Spirit in the Church. I will not present a comprehensive pneumatology in AB’s
understanding because this goes beyond the limits of the present research, but rather I
will focus on the major kenotic elements of the role of the Holy Spirit in the Church and
Sacraments.

The Sacrament of Chrismation in the Byzantine and other Eastern Christian

Traditions takes place immediately after Baptism. “Chrismation is accomplished with

7 “[IT]Jorpyxaemcs B Ero cmepth u ¢ Hum nenaeMcs MepTBBIMU IO OTHOLIEHHUIO KO BCEMY, UTO

HecoBMeCTUMO ¢ borom, 4to siBisieTcst oTpuiianueM bora He TOJBKO B MBICIISIX HAILIKX, HE TOJIBKO B
YyBCTBaX HAIIMX, HO BO BCEM HAIIEM OTHOILICHHUHU K Bory, Kk HaM camuM, K OJMKHEMY, KO BCelleHHOH. U
MOJHUMAEMCsI Mbl M3 3THX BOJ], KaK ObI BOCKpecasi BMeCTe coO XpUCTOM, BXO/Isl B HOBYO *ku3Hb ¢ Hum. Ho
B 3TOT MOMEHT MbI 00JICYCHBI, KaK Obl IPOHM3aHBI BCEM TEM, YEM SIBIISICTCS] X PUCTOBO YEIOBEYECTBO,
nponunsanHoe Ero boxectBoM.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt. Knuea émopas, 280, 667; Cf.
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponogedu u 6eceowt, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/prop/prop_14.htm
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the words: The seal of the gift of the Holy Spirit. When we were baptized, we were
immersed into Christ, as though we were putting on the armor that will be our
protection; and now our new life is sealed with this seal of the Holy Spirit.””* Through
immersion in baptismal water a Christian becomes a participant in the kenotic life of
Christ and through the Chrism receives the seal of the Holy Spirit.”* With the anointing
with the Chrism a Christian receives not only the seal of the Holy Spirit, but becomes a
temple for His dwelling.”” AB understood the Sacrament of Chrismation as an ordination
to lay ministry in the Church. The Holy Spirit reveals to Christians the saving acts of
Christ and through His action we can acquire knowledge of Him."

The role of the Holy Spirit in the Church comes from the names of the Spirit:
Protector and Comforter.”” The role of the Holy Spirit is to protect and strengthen
Christians in their daily life. The Holy Spirit reveals Christ and “leads us to know Him

as our God, as Savior and as the Son of the Father. [...] And only by following the way

3 “Muponomasanue cosepiraercs co croamu: Ileuats mapa Jyxa Cesroro. Koraa Mbl KpeCTHIIHCE, MBI
MOTPY3MIINCH BO XPUCTA, MBI Kak ObI HafeH Ha ce0st OpoHIo, KoTopast OyIeT Hameil 3amuToil, u Ternepsb
3arevarTieBaeTcs Hallla HoBas )KHM3Hb 3Toi redyatsio Cearoro lyxa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowvi. Knuea emopas, 214.

™ Some scholars disagree with this statement and state that the Holy Spirit is already given in Baptism and
Chrismation is the seal. See Peter Galadza, “The Holy Spirit in Eastern Orthodox Worship: Historical
Enfleshments and Contemporary Queries,” in The Spirit in Worship — Worship in the Spirit, ed. Teresa
Berger, (New York: Pueblo, 2009), 115-140.

75 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Nativity of the Mother of God, 21 September 1971, online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng 237.htm

76 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer. Knuza emopas, 377-378.

" In Greek “moprxintog” means advocate, comforter. AB was following the Russian usage of the word,
which is “comforter.”
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of Christ in the Holy Spirit can we come to the Father and worship Him in the Spirit and
in the Son.””®

Another example of the action of the Holy Spirit that AB used, proceeded from
the title — the Comforter, which is linked to the kenotic moments of loneliness and
absence of Christ in the life of Christians. He said: “The word ‘Comforter’ in Slavonic is
‘broader,’ it contains even more meaning than the Russian word ‘comfort’ (yremenue).
The Holy Spirit is Comforter, because He indeed, in the Russian meaning, comforts us
throughout our earthly life...”” This is a particular understanding based precisely on the
Slavonic meaning, which colours the Greek in a certain way.

And in another context he described the Holy Spirit “as our Comforter, as one
who consoles us in the absence of Christ...”* One of the roles of the Spirit in the
kenotic life of people is to comfort and strengthen them in their moments of loneliness
and the absence of Christ. How are we to understand these words about the comforting
by the Holy Spirit in the moments of the absence of Christ?

The vocation of the human person, as was mentioned earlier, is to be united in a

personal relationship with Christ in the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit makes possible this

78 “[[]puBout Hac k mosnanmio Ero kak Bora mamrero, kak Cracurens i kak Cina Oruero. [...] U

TousibKO npoias Jlyxom CarbiM myTeM ChIHa, Mbl MOXeM 1ToA0NTH K OTLy U nokjaoHUThe EMy B [lyxe u
B Crine.” Ibid., 377-378.

79 “CoBo “YTemnTeNns’ Ha CIaBSHCKOM S3BIKE ropaso 0oJiee ‘MPOCTOPHO’, CONIEPIKUT TOPa3 a0 OOIbINE
MOHSTHM, 4eM pycckoe cioBo ‘yremenue’. Jlyx Cearoil — Yrewmurens TeM, uTo OH A€HCTBUTENBHO, B
PYCCKOM CMBICIIE CJIOBA, YTEIIAeT HAC B TOM, YTO B TEUCHHE BCEH HaIlel 3eMHOH kxu3HU...” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea emopas, 214, 279; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Day of the
Holy Spirit 19 June 1989, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_71.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony Sourozh, Sermon on Holy Spirit 15 July 1985, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng 119.htm

8 Ibid., online, available: http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1985-07-15-1-E-E-S-EM06-
0040nHolySpirit.html
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unity with the human and Divine natures of Christ in the Sacrament of the Eucharist.
The imprinted “seal of the Spirit” that a Christian receives during Chrismation cannot be
erased. A Christian might commit sins and bring himself to the Godless state, which is
separation from Christ, but this cannot totally suppress the voice of the Holy Spirit. So
the Holy Spirit will be comforting and provoking a Christian through his or her
conscience to turn back to Christ. One of the roles of the Spirit is to provoke in the
person a longing for God: “[W]e have to rejoice that we have a longing for God, that our
heart pines away for Him, that our soul weeps over our orphaned state; and the Holy
Spirit awakens this longing, this pining, this desire and that He comforts us in that He
sometimes grants us moments of prayer, recollection and closeness to God.”' AB stated
that Christians cannot be fully united with Christ, but only to a certain point. He said:
“We all long to be with Him, but we cannot go beyond a certain point of closeness. And
Saint Paul points it out, when he says that, as long as he lives in the flesh, he is separated
from Christ, and he longs for death to come, not as an end of his earthly life, but as the
moment when the veil will be torn apart and, as he puts it, he will be known as he is
known. He will see face to face what he can see yet only as shadows and a mirrored

image.”82

8 “[H]ano pagoBatbcs TOMY, UTO y Hac €cTh TOcKa 1o bory, uyto pseTcs Hae cepaue k Hemy, uto nnader

HaIlla yIIa 1o HaleMy cupoTcTBY; u Jlyx CBATo B Hac BO30YKIaeT 3Ty TOCKY, 3TO PBEHHE, 3TO
KeJIaHWe M yTellaeT Hac TeM, 9YTO HaM JIaeT ITOPOH KaKhe-TO MOMEHTHI MOJIUTBEI, COCPEIOTOUEHHOCTH,
oimsoctu k bory.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 292.

82 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Comforter: Our Support and Strength for Mission, online,
available: http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1999-05-29-1-E-E-T-EM04-
027ConferenceTheComforter.html
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All Christians, through the receiving of the Holy Spirit, become “a royal
priesthood” (1 Pet 2:9). AB understood the priestly character of lay people as the general
vocation of Christians to sanctify the world: “[...] every believer in the Church is a
priest, that is, a person who consecrates creation, who makes it holy, that is —
consecrated to God and penetrated by Divine grace.” The Holy Spirit motivates the
Christian to live a holy life:

[...] the gift of the Holy Spirit [given] to us at the moment of Baptism, is very

important. Important, because being baptized, we are not yet fully what we are

called to be; we haven’t yet become saints. We have just started onto the
beginning of this path and we need the strength of the Holy Spirit, His
inspiration, His comfort, and the joy that He gives to us to be able to go further
along this path and finally to reach that inner state, which is holiness and
communion with God.*

The Holy Spirit strengthens Christians in their life of carrying their daily cross
and bringing Christ to people who do not know Him, who do not believe, who have no
hope, and no sense of life. “[W]e are the society of people who must go into the world,

where no one has heard about Christ; where there is no faith in God, where there is

depravity, untruth, no faith, no hope, no joy, no love. We are to bring all of this in

8 “[...] Bcsikuii Bepytomuii B LlepkBu ABIIsSIETCS CBAIIEHHUKOM, TO €CTh YEJIOBEKOM, KOTOPBII OCBSIIaeT

TBaph, KOTOPBIH ETAET €€ CBATOM, YTO 3HAUUT — bory nocBsueHHON U NpoHu3aHHON boxxecTBeHHON
Osaromateio.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpydsi. Kuuea emopas, 766; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, O caviwanuu u denanuu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd31.htm

¥ep nostromy fap Cestoro [lyxa Ham B MOMeHT KpeleHus upe3BbluaiiHo BaxkeH. BaxeH oH TeMm, 4To,
OyIy4H KpemieHsl, MBI OJTHAKO €IIIe He CTaJIN MOJHOCTEIO TEM, YeM IPHU3BaHBI OBITh, MBI HE CTaJIN
CBATBIMH, MBI TOJIBKO BCTYITMIIM B HAYAJIO 3TOTO IIyTH, M HaM Hy’kHa KperocTb CBsaroro Jlyxa, HaM Hy)XHO
Ero BroxHoBeHme, HaM HYHO Ero yremenne, HaMm HyXKHa pafiocTb, KoTopyto OH JaeT, A TOTO 9TOOBI
MBI MOTJIM MJITH JJAJIBIIIE TI0 3TOMY ITyTH W HAKOHEI] JOWTH JI0 TOTO BHYTPEHHETO COCTOSHHS, KOTOPOE
COCTaBIISICT CBATOCTh U obmieHne ¢ borom.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea emopas,
215, 249.
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ourselves and to give at the cost of one’s life.”®® This mission, in AB’s understanding,
has an obligatory character because Christians have “a great responsibility for the
unbelievers...”*® A person through anointing with the chrism receives the mission to
serve God and other people. This is another example of how AB’s kenotic theology was

used in a practical way.

IV.2.6. The Sacrament of the Eucharist

According to AB, Christians are called to be participants in the love of the Trinity,
and by receiving the Eucharist they participate in Christ’s human and Divine nature, and
through His Divinity in the Holy Trinity. “Receiving the Holy Sacraments, we partake in
Christ the Savior; through Him we become kin in an ineffable way with the Spirit and
the Father, but at the same time we associate and become united in a new way, through
grace, [...] with all creatures, with every person...”*” Another example of a common
action of the Trinity is in the consecration of the gifts. “This is not about Which Person

of the Trinity performs the miracle of changing the bread into the Body of Christ and

8 “[M]sI — 001mIECTBO JTIO/IEH, KOTOPBIE TOJDKHEI HATH B MUp, HATH TyZa, T HE CIBIIIATN 0 XpHUCTe,
Tyaa, TIC HEC BEPAT B Bora, WUITH TyJa, TS pasBpar, rac HepapJa, 1€ HET BEPHI, IA€ HET HAACK B, T 1€
HET PaJloCTH, T/Ie HeT JII00BH, U BCE 3TO IPUHOCUTH TyJla B cebe 1 1aBaTh eHoH cBoeit xu3Hu.” Ibid.,
767; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Boiidy ¢ dom meoii, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/voidu/voidu2.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O caviuwanuu u denanuu, online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd31.htm

86 «[OJrpomuyro oTBeTCTBEHHOCTE 3a HeBepyromux...” Ibid., online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd31.htm

¥ “IIpuo6urasics Crsreix Taiin, Mbl mproGmaemcs Xpucry Cracutemo, gepes Hero cpoxnsemcs
HeM3pedeHHBIM 00pazoM ¢ Jlyxom n OTIom, HO OTHOBPEMEHHO MPHOOIIaeMCs H COSIMHIEMCS 110
HOBOMY, 110-0J1aroJaTHOMY, [...] cO Bceil TBapbio, CO BCAKHAM YeIOBeKOM...” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 377; Cf. Ibid., 424.
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wine into the Blood of Christ. In every act of our salvation all Three Persons of the
Trinity co-operate and co-participate.”*® Here AB made a link between the consecration
of the gifts and the plan of salvation, where all Three Persons take part, but each of the
Persons has His own role: “The Divine Liturgy — is the only service which is wholly
directed to the Father through the Son in the Holy Spirit.”™
AB used the model of anthropos, presented earlier, not only in the context of unity
between man and woman, but also in the mysterious unity between the human person
and God in the Sacrament of the Eucharist. Liturgy is the ultimate place of encounter
with God:
Through the Divine Liturgy, within the Church, by the power and the grace of
God, we become so united with Christ the Savior, just as the parts of the body are
one with each other, with the head and each other. [...] In this body there takes
place what Ignatius of Antioch called, the ‘total Christ;’ the appearance of the
total Christ. [...] And this body gradually becomes total-humanity
(BceuenoBeuecTBO), but not as naturally known to us, as we are, and each other;
but humanity called to its genuine vocation — to be what Christ is in relation to
God the Father.”

All who partake of the Sacrament of the Eucharist are made one with Christ and

each other as the Mystical Body of Christ. We can see that AB used the concept of the

8 “Peup, He muer o ToMm, Kotopoe JInmo CesaToit Tpouris! coBepiaet 3To 9y10 n3MeHeHns xieba B Temo
Xpucroo u BuHa B KpoBs XpucroBy. Bo BcsikoM aelicTBUM HAIIEro ClIaceHUs CO-IAEMCTBYIOT, CO-
ydacTtBytoT Bce Tpu JInma Cesroit Tpounst.” Ibid., 379.

8 “BoecTBennas JIUTYPrHs — €IUHCTBEHHAs Ci1yk0a, KoTopast Best obpariena k Oriry — yepe3 ChiHa, B
Hyxe Cesrom.” Ibid., 381, 385, 471.

% “Uepes boxkecTBEeHHYIO JTUTYPruto, B penenax LlepkBu, cuioii u 6yaronaThio boskuei Mbl Tak
coenuHsieMcsi ¢ Xpucrtom CriacuteneM, Kak WISHBI TeJa SBISIOTCS OJTHO MEXIy COOOH, ¢ TJIaBOIO U IPYT C
npyrom [...] B aTom Teine coBepinaercs To, uto Mrnaruit boronocen HaspiBan ‘Bcenensiii Xpucroc’,
SBJICHHE Bceleaoro Xpucta. [...] 1 3To Teno cTaHOBUTCS MOCTENIEHHO BCEYEIOBEUYECTBOM, HO HE
MPUPOJTHBIM, KAKAM MBI 3Ha€M YEIIOBEYECTBO, U ce0s1, U IPYT IpyTa, a 4eJI0BEUYeCTBOM, BO3BEICHHBIM K
HACTOSIIEMY €T0 NPU3BAHMIO — OBITH TEM, YTO €CTh XPUCTOC B oTHOImeHNH K bory m OTmy.” Ibid., 375,
381, 413. Cf. Ibid., 481.
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“total Christ” not only as it relates to the Person of Christ, but also in the sense of His
Mystical Body, which is the Church.

In the Eucharist, the Christian is fully united with Christ and manifests his/her
readiness to follow Him in self-sacrificing love unto the cross and death. “There is only
one way we can respond to God’s love, this crucified, sacrificial love of God and to this
gift of God in the Spirit and the Blood; that is to open ourselves towards the Lord and to
accept Him, letting Him freely be present in us, to be the master of this temple, which
He created but which we constantly defile, which nevertheless remains sacred in its
essence.””’

AB compared the Liturgy to the Transfiguration of Christ on Mount Tabor. “The
Liturgy is the moment when we find overselves on the Mount of Transfiguration. We do
not simply see Christ in glory — we are able to see Him only to the extent that we are
involved in this reality of Christ, in the Holy Spirit. The Apostles could see Christ as He

was only because they themselves were in glory.”"?

As was presented in the second
chapter, AB saw this event in kenotic terms and emphasized the Apostles’ lack of faith

which made it impossible to heal the father’s son who was spirit-possessed (Cf. Mk

9:17). The Apostles, in AB’s understanding, were not able to transform the experience

! “EimHCTBEHHBI CITI0CO0, KAK MBI MOYEM OTBETHTH Ha BoxecTBeHHYIO TI000BB, HA 3Ty PacIATYIO,
KEPTBEHHYIO JIT000BB bora, Ha 3ToT map boxwii B [lyxe n KpoBwu, 310 — OTKpEITECS HaBcTpeuy ['ociony u
npuHATh Ero, naB EMy cBoOomHO mpeOsIBaTh B HAC, OBITH X03IMHOM 3TOT0 Xpama, iM co3ganHOro 1
OecrpecTaHHO HAMU OCKBEPHSEMOTO, XOTsI B CYIIIHOCTH CBOEH ocTaromerocs cBsmeHabM.” Ibid., 456.

o2 “JInTyprus — MOMEHT, KOTJ]a MBI HaxoauMcsi Ha Tope [IpeoOpaxkenus. MbI He TPOCTO BUANM XPHUCTA BO
ciaBe — MBI CIIOCOOHBI Ero BUeTh UG B TOI Mepe, B KaKOW CaMH MIPUYAaCTHBI 3TOH PeabHOCTH XPHCTa,
Bo CBsatom Jlyxe. ATIOCTOJIBI MOTJIM BUJETh XPHUCTA TaKuM, KakuM OH ObLI, JIUIIH IIOTOMY, YTO CaMHU
onutH B ciase.” Ibid., 465.
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of God’s presence into practice. The task for Christians is to transform the experience of
the Transfiguration into readiness to go to Gethsemane. He said:

The same is taking place with us during the Eucharistic Liturgy, but even on a

greater scale. They saw, but for us it is given to participate in this already

victorious reality amidst the twilight of the world, in an essential manner, with
body and soul, spirit and will, with all our being. We must, like the Apostles,
come down from the mountain and take on human history, and if necessary, to
carry it on our shoulders, on the paths of our lives and the lives of other people —
personal and public — into the garden of Gethsemane, where we have to
encounter the mortal anguish of humanity, to take it on ourselves, raise it onto
the cross, and, if necessary, to die, so the others might return to life through our
death.”

This is how AB made a link between the key events of Christ’s kenosis and its
practical application for the life of Christians. AB believed that after the encounter with
God in the Holy Eucharist, Christians should be ready to accept their daily cross of life.
AB warned his listeners that in receiving the Eucharist, a Christian becomes one with
Christ not only spiritually, but also bodily and if the person turns away from God after
the encounter with Him, “we are as if dragging the Lord forcibly, painfully on the same
path on which they led him in the days of His Passion, for crucifixion, for suffering and

to be mocked.””* Now the Christian is united with Christ and is called to the kenotic way

of life by following the example of Christ. As AB put it in a sermon after the liturgy:

% “To xe MIPOUCXOUT U C HAMH BO BpeMs eBXapuCTHIeCKol JINTypruu, HoO emie B OONBIIEH CTEeTIeHH.
OHM — BHJIENN, HaM XK€ JIaHO yJacTBOBAaTh CYITHOCTHO, TEJIOM U AYIIOH, TyXOM U BOJIEH, BCEM HAIIUM
CYIIECTBOM B ATOH YK€ MOOETOHOCHOH pealbHOCTH CPEeIH HAIIETO CYMEPEYHOTO MHUpa. MBI TOJIKHEI,
MOJJO0HO aroCcToNaM, COMTH B TOMUHY, IPHHATE Ha ce0sI YeT0BEUECKYI0 HCTOPHUIO M, €CJI TIOHAT00UTCH,
TIOHECTH e¢ Ha CBOWX IUIeYax, MMyTSIMHU CBOCH KU3HHU M )KU3HH APYTHUX JIIOJEH — TMIHONW U 00IeCTBEeHHON
— B ['edpcumanckuii cam, T/Ie HaM IPUAETCS BCTPETUTh CMEPTHYIO TOCKY YEIOBEUECTBA, IPUHSATH e¢ Ha
ce0s1, BOBHECTH Ha KPECT U, €CITU HYXKHO, yMEpETh, YTOOBI IPYTHe OKHIIIN depe3 Hamry cMepTh.” Ibid., 465.
Cf. Ibid., 492; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponoseou u 6eceowi, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/prop/prop_27.htm

i “[M]b1 kak OBl BiedueM ["ocmoia HaCHIILCTBEHHO, MyYHUTEIHHO IO TOMY CaMOMY TyTH, 110 KoTopoMy Ero
BEJIM B CTPAcTHBIC JHU Ha pacIsiTHe, Ha CTpagaHue, Ha mopyranue.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo
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Now, during the liturgy we are all joined to this banquet through prayer or
through action. But then we have to leave the church to go somewhere. Where
will we go? Where did the Apostles of Christ go after the Last Supper? With one
exception, all went with Christ to the Garden of Gethsemane. Judas left earlier,
and it was dark where he went. There are two ways before us: following Christ,
in the horrible darkness of the Garden of Gethsemane, where Christ accepted into
His heart, took upon His shoulders all rejection of the world, the alienation of the
world from God, all sorrow born of this, growing out of hostility, out of hatred,
out of alienation of people from one another. The Apostles went to a dark place,
because that was the place of a struggle against evil, there was bloody sweat,
there were the tears of Christ, there was horror before His approaching death. But
Judas went into the other darkness, where there no care of anyone for another,
where no one bothered him. He could be himself in this darkness, but he stayed
in it alone, because the people who walk in that darkness are not brothers to each
other — everyone is locked in his own loneliness. [...] From the darkness of the
Garden of Gethsemane there rose up the priestly and sacrificial prayer of Christ —
not only for those who followed Him, but for those, who in this dense, division,
blinding, murderous darkness were preparing death for Him... We have before us
these two ways. Rather, there is only one way before us — the path of Christ, the
path of the Apostles, the path into Gethsemane, the path into the world with the
word and life, which is worthy of this celebration of faith that we have just
experienced.”

umst Omya u Coina u Ceamoeo /[yxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_6.htm

% “Ceituac Ha JUTYPTHH MBI BCE MOJINTBON FUTH CAMBIM JEJIOM IIPHOOIIMIKCE 3ToMy nipy. Ho Teneps
HaM HaJI0 U3 3TOTO XpaMa BBIMTH U Kyna-To uartu. Kyna moiigem mbei? Kyzaa nmouuin anoctossl XprucTOBbI
nociie TaitHol Beuepu? 3a UCKITIOYCHHEM OJIHOTO, BCE MONLIN co XpucTtoM B ['edcumanckuii caa. Uyna
BBIIIIEJT PaHbINe, H OBUTIO TEMHO TaM, KyJla OH IToIIelN. J[Be Joporu mepern KaxkIIM U3 Hac: 32 XpUCTOM, B
cTpamHyo TeMy ['ehcumanckoro cana, rae Xpucroc nmpuHst B CBoe cepare, B3suT Ha CBOM IJIEYH BCIO
OTBEP)KEHHOCTHh MUPA, BCE OTUYXKACHUE MUpa 0T bora, Bcio CkopOb, pOKIAIOIIYIOCS OT 3TOTO,
BBIPACTAIOLIYIO0 U3 BPAXKIbI, U3 HEHABUCTH, U3 OTUY>KIEHHOCTH JIFOAEH APYT OT Apyra. AIOCTONbI IOLUIH
B MECTO TeMHOE, ITOTOMY YTO TaM OBLIO OOpeHHe MPOTHB 3712, OBLT KPOBABEIH MOT, OBIIN CIE3HI
XpUCTOBEI, OBIT YKac mepea Haasuraronelics cmeptbio. Ho Myna ymien B apyryio Temy. Tam HEKaKO#
3a00THI HU O KOM He OBIJIO, HUKTO €r0 He TPOTal, OH OBUI CBOH B 3TOH ThMe, HO OCTAJICS B HEH OJHH,
MOTOMY YTO Te JIFOJIA, KOTOPBIE XOMST B 3TOM ThME, IPYT JAPYTy HE OpaThs, — KK 3aKOBaH B CBOE
OJIMHOYECTBO. [...] 13 ThbMBI ['edcriMaHCcKOro caja BO3HOCHIIACH CBSIICHHUYECKAs, )KEPTBCHHASI MOJIUTBA
Xpucra — He 0 TeX TOJBKO, KOTOpble ¢ HUM momuin, HO ¥ 0 TeX, KOTOPhIE B TOW I'yCTOW, pa3bequHSIONICH,
crensmel, youlicTBeHHOM ThMe rotoBuin EMy cmepTs... [lepen Hamu 3ti 1Ba myTH. Bepree, HeT: oquH
TOJIBKO Iy Th MEPe] HaMU — TyTh XPUCTOB, MyTh allOCTOJILCKUH, MTyTh B [ e)cuMaHuIO, ITyTh B MUP CO
CIIOBOM M JKH3HBIO, TOCTOWHBIMHU TOTO IIPa3aHNKA BEpbl, KOTOPEIH MBI epexxuin.” Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Jlob60o6b scenobeacoarowas, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 68.htm
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Here AB made a bold distinction between two ways of entering the darkest
moments of the kenotic life: Christ, who took upon Himself the forsakenness of the
world from God, and Judas as the anti-example, who entered in the other darkness of
God-forsakenness and individualism. It is important to admit that in the above quotation,
AB referred to Gethsemane rather than to Golgotha. We can see here some similarities
with Metropolitan Anthony Khrapovitsky, who was presented earlier. It shows again that
AB neither counter-posed these events nor overemphasized one event over the other;
rather he saw them as complementary and the continuation of the one tragedy.

As we can see, there is a bold distinction between the God-forsakenness of Christ
and the God-forsakenness of Judas. It seems that for AB, the reaction of the person to
such an experience was more important than intellectual reasoning and analysis of it.
Judas experienced abandonment by God and the other Apostles (we can see this negative
presentation of Judas in the Gospel), but he was not able to accept it, to remain in
solidarity with the other Apostles, who also abandoned Christ and left Him. He was not
able to forgive himself and he felt sorry for himself and, thus, hung himself. Christ,
instead, remained in solidarity with God and the people who abandoned Him. He did not
close in on Himself, but rather continued, in this loneliness, to be faithful to both. Christ
became the ultimate example for Christians of how to behave in the harsh moments of
abandonment by God or other people — they have to remain faithful to both. Here we can
see the link AB made between the God-forsakenness of Christ, God’s faith in the human
person and the application of kenotic theology in practice.

In another place, AB combined the Eucharist with the garden of Gethsemane and

Golgotha and proposed a practical application of these events along with the Eucharist in
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the life of Christians. “The breaking of the bread was the breaking of His body, the
sharing of the cup was the sharing of His blood, and what was signified in the last
Supper was the Garden of Gethsemane with the anguish and the horror of the coming
death upon Him Who was free of evil and yet chose to share with us our destiny of
dereliction and mortality, and of Calvary, the actual dying for the salvation of others, -
more than this: the dying of their death so that they should share and possess His life.
[...] We must so live as Christ lived for others, we must so die as Christ died, that others
may live. We must so ascend from life into this sacrificial generous life-giving death as
Christ did, and this lays upon us a heavy, a stern and glorious responsibility.”*®
The Eucharist is the example of the transformation of matter. The Sacrament of
the Eucharist is the ultimate place of the encounter between God and the human being.
To take the central act of the Church, the blessing of the bread and the wine into
the body and blood of Christ — ultimately means that we see here the matter of
this world in the example of a small particle of it, of a drop of it, attain to that
fulfillment which is the vocation of all things, that God should be all in all and
that all things should be fulfilled by the divine presence, indeed the integration of
God in them.”’
AB pointed out the kenotic element in the receiving of the Holy Eucharist by the

priests and other people. He interpreted that the separate receiving of the Holy Body and

Holy Blood by a priest should remind him of his participation in the crucifixion and

% Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, On Communion and Life, August 1971, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng 134.htm

°7 Anthony Bloom, God and Man, 66-67; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Worship in a Secular
Society, online, available: http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1969-11-12-1-E-E-T-EW99-
087WorshipInSecularSociety.html; Trudy 1, 452, 510, 547; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyour.
Knuea emopas, 85, 422.
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death of Christ, and that through laypeople receiving together they partake in the
Resurrection of Christ.

[T]his is Christ Himself — but this is bread; this is Christ Himself — but this is
wine. They are divided — and reveal the genuine image of His death; together
they expose the genuine image of His Resurrection. Here, perhaps, we have to
admit that a priest separately receives the consecrated Bread and Wine; is not this
a reminder for him that he must be a participant in the crucifixion and death of
Christ, if he wishes to give to others the Resurrection. But believers receive the
Blood of Christ and Body of Christ together, so they receive the fullness of life in
the risen Christ, in the transfiguring victory that overwhelmed them.’®

The separate receiving of the Eucharist by a priest doesn’t give him a privileged
status. In AB’s understanding of the priesthood, it was rather the opposite: that the priest
is called to a particular way of following Christ, especially His way of the cross. AB
stated:

[The] path for every person, leading to the resurrection, is not different from the
path of Christ. [...] This is the way of the cross, the path on which the person step
by step refuses everything that distracts him, everything that enslaves him, that
makes him a slave, rather than a free person. [...]

Christ promised us to unite with us in the Sacrament of the Eucharist. He tells us
in the Gospel: Eat this Bread, drink all of you from this Cup... But before that, He
offered another cup to His disciples, or rather another condition: if you do not
drink My cup, if you do not immerse yourselves in the horror 1 am going to face,
then you can not be My friends...”

% “[3]To Cam Xpuctoc — HO 310 x51€0, 310 Cam Xpucroc — 1 370 BUHO. OHM pa3JeIeHbl — U SBISIIOT

MOJUTHHHBIN 00pa3 Ero cMepTH; BMecTe OHM SABJISIOT HCTHHHBEINA 00pa3 Ero Bockpecenus. 3necs, MokeT
OBITH, CTOUT 3aMETHUTb, YTO CBANICHHUK MPHUYANIAETCS OTACITHHO OCBSIICHHBIX XieOa n BuHa; He
HaIIOMHHAHHUE JIU 3TO €My, YTO OH JIOJDKCH OBITh YIaCTHUKOM B PACIIATHH W CMEPTH XPHCTOBOH, eClin OH
xoueT nepenars Jpyrum Bockpecenue. A Bepyromue npuauMaroT Kposs Xpucrosy u Tesno XpucroBo
BMECTE, TaK YTO OHH ITOJIyJaloT )KU3HB BOCKPECHIEro XprcTa B MOJHOTE, B IpeoOpakaromei modene,
npeucnonHsonen ux.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 394; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 88. Cf. Ibid., 376.

%9 “[[]yTh, BexymHii K BOCKPECEHHIO, HE HHOI, 4eM ObUT IIyTh XPHCTOB, H JUTS KaX/I0TO YeoBeKa [...]

OTO MyTh KPECTHBIH, IyTh, HA KOTOPOM YEJIOBEK LIar 3a IIaroM OTKa3bIBa€TCsl OT BCEIO, YTO €ro
OTBIICKAET, OT BCETO, UTO €ro IIOpadoIIaeT, YTo ero JAeiaeT paboM, a He CBOOOIHBIM YETIOBEKOM. ... ]
XpucToc HaM 00eIar COSMHNTRCS ¢ HaMK B TanHCTBe [Ipruamenus. O Ham roBoput B EBanTemnn:
IIpumuTe ceii Xie0, neire Bce ot aToit Yanmm... Ho 10 aToro OH CBOMM ydeHUKaM APYTYIO Halry
Ipezyiaraj, BepHee, HHOE YCIOBHE CTABIII: €CITM BBl He OyzeTe muTh Moei Jamy, eciii Bl He
MOTPY3UTECh B YXKac, KOTOPEIH MHE IPeACTONT, TO BB HE MOXKeTe ObITh MOWMH YIeHUKaMH...”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O caviwanuu u denanuu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
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AB made a direct link between the receiving of the Eucharist and practical
kenosis. The vocation of following the kenotic way of life is entrusted to all Christians

who receive the Eucharist. They are called to humility and self-denial.

IV.2.7. Sacrament of Repentance and Confession

AB based the kenotic elements of the Sacrament of Repentance and
Confession'” on the idea of “metanoia,” some key kenotic events of Christ’s life, and
the role of the priest in solidarity with the penitent. First of all, AB admitted that the
most important element of the Sacrament of Confession is the preparation for it:

The Confession itself, might be expressed sometimes in a few words, but the
preparation for it should be the deepest tilling of the soul. It has to be a
penetration into the darkest depth, a brave, courageous, merciless penetration of
the gaze into these depths. Into these depths we can descend only with God; it is
like the descent of Christ into Hades; it is like Christ’s departure to the desert
after His Baptism, led there by the Spirit to be tempted by Satan. Only because
the light of Christ will be with us, can we see what is hidden in the dark recesses
of our soul.'”’

anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd13.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponoseou u 6ecedsi, online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/prop/prop _09.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Feceovl o sepe u [lepksu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy9.htm

1% More on the Sacrament of Repentance and Confession, see: Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Paoocms noxasnus (Moscow: Omega, 2003), online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/pokayanie/pokayanie.htm; Ibid., online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/pokayanie/pokayanie2.htm; Ibid., online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/pokayanie/pokayanie3.htm; Metropolitan Anthony Sourozh, On Confession: Ist Sermon
12th September 1999, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_244.htm

101 «“Camas ucroBeI MOXKET, TIOPOif, BRIPA3HThCS B HECKOIBKUX CIIOBAX, HO IOATOTOBKA JOJIKHA ObITh
riry6oyvaiiineif BCIaKkoi AyIu, 3T0 JODKHO ObITh MPOHUKHOBEHHE B CAMbIE €€ TEMHbIE INTyOHHBI,
cMesioe, My )KeCTBeHHOe, OeCIolaHOe MPOHUKHOBEHHE B30pa B 3TH [NIyOHHBL. B 3TH riyOnHBI MOKHO
OILYCTUTBCS TOJIBKO ¢ borom; 3To mogo6Ho conrecTBuro XpucTa BO aj; IO00HO TOMY, Kak XPHCTOC YIIel
B IyCThIHIO 1ociie CBOEro KpeleHus1, BeIoMbIil Tya JIyxoM, ¢ TeM 4TOObI ObITh UCTIBITAHHBIM CATAHOM.
Tonbko MOTOMY, YTO CBET XPUCTOB OYAET C HAMH, Mbl MOKEM YBHJIETh COKPBITOE B 3THX TEMHBIX
TaifHuKax Hamel aymmu.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bozom, 250; Metropolitan



291

In this lies the importance of entering into the Hades of one’s own soul. These
kenotic examples from Christ’s life encourage Christians to not be afraid of examining
their soul in preparation for Confession. In the case of Christ’s lonely descent into
Hades, He was abandoned by His Father and by all people. The faithful will be entering
their own Hades, but they won’t be alone in this experience, because Christ will be their
light and hope.

AB’s understood repentance as the recognition of the destructive power of sin,
which is the state of Godlessness, and turning back towards God. “To repent means to
realize the mortal power of sin and its all alienating power, which separates us from God
and from our neighbor and pulls us out from our own depths to make us shallow and

99102

empty — and to change something.” ** And in another place he said: “To repent doesn’t

mean to weep over the past; to repent means to turn back to God, to look into His face,

to listen to His words, to restore the relationship of love and mutual fidelity.”'*

Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyost, 349. AB considered the Great Lent a period when a person prepares oneself
for the Sacrament of Penance. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Coina u Ceamoeo
Ilyxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_87.htm

102 “TloKastThCS — 3HAYMT TIOHATH BCIO CMEPTOHOCHYIO CHILy I'p€Xa, BCIO OTYYKIAIOIYIO BJIACTh IPexa,
KOTOpast Hac OTJeINsAeT U OoT bora, n OT OJMKHETO U BBIPHIBACT HAC U3 COOCTBEHHBIX ITyOWH, 9TOOBI
cenaTb NOBEPXHOCTHBIMH M IYCTBIMH, — X U3MEHHTH uT0-T0.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer,
350, 559; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Ceina u Cesmoeo /yxa, online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_5.htm; Ibid., http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_6.htm

103 “IJokasThCs HE 3HAYMT OIUIAKMBATH TIPOLIIOE; TOKASTHCS 3HAYMT MOBEPHYTHCS JINIIOM K Bory,
B3MJISIHYTh EMy B JTUII0, BCaymiathesi B Ero ciioBa, BOCCTAaHOBUTH OTHOIIEHHS JTFOOBH U B3aHMHOM
BepHOCTH.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex neped bocom, 199; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 194. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped Bocom, 251-
252, Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 676; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo umsa Omya u
Cuvina u Ceamoeo /[yxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_87.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moocem au ewge morumncsi cospemennulii wenosek, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/molitva/vstrecha.htm
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AB used the Greek term “petévora”™

to underline his argument in the
understanding of sin. This term “means a turning back. Someone, who was looking in
one direction, having turned away from God, turns back, comes face to face with God
and begins to approach Him.”'®> Metanoia is closely united with the daily vocation of
taking up the daily cross of life. As AB put it: “To take up our cross means exactly this:
to turn away from all those things which are Christ’s death and crucifixion, from all
those things which surrounded Christ with hatred and lack of understanding.”'*®

The person who is preparing for Confession should examine himself/herself to
find out what is separating him/her from God. “Therefore it is necessary to come to
Confession with the question: what is separating me from Christ; how did I separate
myself from Him; voluntarily or involuntarily, accidentally or intentionally.”'"” AB

referred again to the understanding of sin as Godlessness and compared life with God

and life in sin to the two banks of a river:

' Which means a change of mind, repentance. AB considered the parable of the Prodigal son to be the

best examples of turning away from God, sin as a Godless state and finally of repentance and returning to
the father. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jyxoernoe nymewecmeue.: Pasmviuunenue nepeo
Benuxum ITocmom (Klin: Khristianskaia zhizn, 2004), online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/soul_put/put_5.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bockpecruvie nponogeou
(Minks: Minskii kafedralnyi Sviato-Dukhov sobor, 1996), online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/sermons/serm1.htm

195 «[O]3mauaer moBopoT. KTO-TO, KTO CMOTpEI B OHOM HAIPABICHHH, OTBEPHYBIINCEH OT Bora,
MIOBOPAYMBACTCS, CTAHOBUTCA JINIIOM K bory m HaumHaeT npubmmkaTsest kK Hemy.” Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 667.

106 Metropolitan Anthony Sourozh, A/l Saints Sunday 25 June 1989, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_120.htm; Metropolitan Anthony Sourozh, Sunday of the
Cross 2 April 1989, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_108.htm

107 “ITosToMy Ha MCTIOBEAb HAJIO TPUXOJUTH C BOIPOCOM O TOM, YTO MEHS OTJIENsAET OT XPUCTA, YEM 5
otnenuics ot Hero Bosneit nim HeBoJeH, cirydaifHOCTRIO mitn HameperneM.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 136. Cf. Ibid., 201; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bockpechuie
nponosedu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/sermons/serm2.htm
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On one side of the river is God’s area; on the other side is a Godless area, an area
handed over to Satan. And sin, finally consists in the crossing of the river from
God’s area into the dark area of sin. It can happen either accidentally,
unexpectedly, through ignorance, through folly, through seduction, but not by
choice. Or it can happen as the result of a conscious choice: I renounce Christ, |
am not His disciple anymore, I do not believe in Him anymore, I am leaving!'®®
The destructive character of sin relates not only to the relationship between God
and a person, but also to the person within himself and to relationships with other
people. “[...] Sin kills a person, not just him alone, not just even his accomplices in sin —
it kills human and Divine relationship... Whatever sin we would commit, the first thing
that we seek, that we want, is to close ourselves off from God. [...] And sin separates us
from people.”'” And again AB made a link between personal sin, human death, and the
death of Christ. He said: “[It is on] the Cross on which Life dies. The One Who is
immortal is dying our death for us; Who is put to death by my mortality, and all my
mortality is rooted in my sinfulness. No matter that there might be thousands of people

who are just as sinful people. If there were at least one sinner, his sinfulness — my

sinfulness, which gives rise to death, would kill the Incarnate Son of God.”''® The fact

1% «“Ha ozmoit cropone 1oit pekn — Boxns 061acTs, Ha APyroil CTOPOHE PeKH — 6e360KHas 06IACTS,
obnacts, mpenanHas carane. Y rpex, B KOHEYHOM HTOTE, 3aKII0YAeTCs B TOM, YTOOBI TIEpEHTH depes 3Ty
pexy u3 boxuei ob1acti B TeMHYI0 00MacTh rpexa. Ho 3To MOXKeT ¢ HaMH CIIy9nThCSI THO0 HeJassHHO, 110
HEBEJICHHIO, 110 0e3yMUI0, 110 COOJTa3HEHHOCTH, HO HE 110 BEIOOPY. JIM00 MOXKET CITyIHTHCS 110
CO3HATEIILHOMY BBIOOPY: 5T OT XpHCTa OTPEKAIOCH, 1 OombIie He Ero yueHuk, st 6onbe B Hero He Bepro, s
yiay!” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea smopas, 135. Cf. Ibid., 302-303.

109«[..] rpex yOuBaet uenoBeKa, u He TOIBKO IO OIHOTO, JaXKe He TOIHKO €r0 COOOIIHUKOB BO TPEXe —
yOWBaeT OH yelloBeUeCKue U 00KeCKHe OTHOIICHHS ... Kakoi OB MBI HM COBEPIIIIIN TPEX, TEPBOE, YETO
MBI HIIIEM, Y€T0 MBI XOTHUM, 3TO 3aKpbIThcs OT bora. [...] W rpex Hac oTaenseT ot monei.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Bo uma Omya u Ceina u Cesmoeo /yxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_87.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moowcem au ewe morumocsa
cogpemennblll uenosex, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/molitva/istina.htm

11 . o
0 “Kpecr, Ha KoTopoM ymupaeT JKu3Hb. Hac pamu ymupaer Hameit cmepteio Tot, KoTopsrit 6eccmepres,

KoTopsrit youT Moeit cMepTHOCTBIO, @ MOSI CMEPTHOCTB BCsI YKOpPEHEHa B Moel TpexoBHOCTH. He BaxkHO,

YTO BOKPYT MOTYT OBITH THICSYH OJAMHAKOBO TPEIIHBIX JTroAei. Ecim Ob1T ObI TOBKO OWH TPEUTHHK, €T0
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that sin kills our relationships with God and people makes the crucifixion of Christ a
continuing reality and brings the Godless state upon the sinner.

God believes in the human being, but this faith is demanding, because He expects
a person to live according to the image inscribed in the soul. But God’s forgiveness of
sins is based on His faith in the person. “God forgives, in the sense that He does not
condemn us to death, and does not destroy us; but He expects us to become capable of

seeing and to recognize our sinfulness [...].”

In another place, AB said that God’s
grace is given to a human being not because of his/her achievement in the spiritual life,
but as the result of the person’s longing for an encounter with God.'"?

A person who sins should come to the point of understanding that sin is the state
of separation from God and that true repentance begins with the realization of this and
turning away from evil. The sinner needs to recognize what it means to be with God, and
to be without Him. AB said: “Often we think that returning is easy for us to accomplish,
that it is enough to say: ‘Lord, forgive!” — and return. This is not true! We need to

experience the hunger that makes us alien to the world that is alien to God, not the one

where we live, but the land of sin, alienation, the region of alienation from God. It is

IPEXOBHOCTh — MOSI TPEXOBHOCTb, — MOPOXKIAIOMIAst CMEPTh, youia 6bl BorutomieHHoro Coina boxws.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwt, 660, Cf. Ibid., 676, 1012; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Bo umsa Omya u Ceina u Cesmoeo J{yxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_87.htm

111

“Bbor mpomaer B ToM cMmbicie, yTo OH HaC HE OCYK/IAaeT Ha CMEPTh, He yHUUTOXKaeT; Ho OH oT Hac
OKH/IaeT, YTOOBI MBI CTaJIN 3PIIMMH, OCO3HAIIM CBOIO TPEXOBHOCTS |[...].” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 229.

2. Cf 1bid., 571
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only after ripping ourselves out of this alienation that we can return home.”'"* In this we
can again see the link between sin as Godlessness and the Sacrament of Penance as the
only way to return to oneself and to live with God and other people.

As we have seen in the previous chapter, AB understood that Adam’s decision to
turn away from God brought upon the first human beings the condition of Godlessness,
which was healed by Christ on the cross. “This is the path of repentance: to enter into
oneself; to stand before God and to see oneself as condemned, as one who deserves
neither forgiveness, nor mercy, and instead of running away from the face of God as
Cain did, to turn back to Him and to say: I believe, O Lord, in Your love, I believe in the
Cross of Your Son, — I believe, help my unbeliefl..”''* There is one condition for a good
repentance — a firm decision to return to God, as we can see in the parable of the
prodigal son, who realized his Godless state and turned back to his father.

AB extended his understanding of Original sin as a Godless state to all other sins.

He said: “In order to fight [...] every sin that we meet along the way, as well as our

. . . . .. 11
fundamental sinfulness, what is required is a renunciation of oneself.”' "> Because

'3 «Mepr gacro JlyMaeM, 4TO BO3BpallleHHE HaM J1aeTcs JIETKO, YTO JOCTaTOUHO cKa3aTh: ‘'ocrnoau,
npoctu!” — u BepHyThea. Henpasna! Hano nepexuts rojaoll, KOTOpbIM HacC JeNaeT Yy KUMH 3TOH 1y I0H
Bory 3emiie, He Toif 3eMiIe, Ha KOTOPOI MBI JKBEM, a 3eMJIe TpeXa, OTIYKJICHHOCTH, 00JIaCTH
oTuyXJeHHOCTH 0T bora. ToJbkO OTOPBABIIKCH OT HEE, MOXKEM MBI BEPHYThCS JoMoid.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 656.

"4 «“Bor s10 MyTh TIOKasTHUS: BOUTH B ce0s1, BCTaTh repen boroM, yBuaeTs ce0s OCyKAeHHBIM, HE
3aCIyXKUBAIOIUM HHU TPOIICHNS, HI MIJIOCTH, H BMECTO TOT0, 9TO0OBI, kak KanH, 6exxaTh oT numa bora,
obepHyThcs kK HeMy u ckaszaTh: Bepyto, ['ocionu, B TBoto 11000Bb, Bepyto B Kpect China TBoero,—
BEpyI0, IOMOTH MoeMy HeBepuio!..” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jlw606wb scenobescoarowas,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/lubov/lub_vse 72.htm

5 “Ho aro6mr Cpa3uThCA [...] ¢ KaXAbIM IPEXOM, KOTOPBII HaM BCTPETUTCA IO NyTH, U C OCHOBHOM
HaIei rpexoBHOCTHIO, TpeOyeTcst To oTpedeHue ot ceds.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 687.
Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yerosex neped Bocom, 144; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowr, 327; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, 7Iponogeou u 6eceouvt, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/prop/prop_28.htm
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everyone is weak and vulnerable, AB reinforced not only the need to know oneself, to
encounter and to love oneself, but also to come to a clear understanding of what sin is in
the self by descending into one’s own Hades together with Christ and then to turn back
towards God. AB, as a follower of Eastern Christian spirituality, did not distinguish
between mortal and venial sin,''® but rather considered a sin not only to be a violation of
God’s will, but also a “violation of the very experience of the life which is in us. This is
a crime against ourselves. It is suicide. And suicide in a very terrible, very powerful
sense of this word, because it is a murdering in our own selves of eternal life; an
expelling out of ourselves of the Divine life...”""” To fight against sin is not only to fight
for life, but it is also a demonstration of human faithfulness and love for God: “[...] to
fight with sin is to fight for life. [...] it is to fight for God, for Christ, for His victory; this
is our faithfulness to Him, this is our strong love for Him, this is everything we can do
for Him, because we are put in this world to conquer evil in it and by conquering evil in
ourselves we conquer it in the world.”'"®

AB understood that not only does sin put a person in the Godless state by

rejecting God, but it also destroys the wholeness of the person. “Sin is at its root a

16 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosr. Kuuzea émopas, 480-481; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Ilponoseou u 6ecedsi, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/prop/prop 28.htm

17 “[H]apyueHue camoro onsITa >KU3HHU, KOTOPBIA B HAC €CTh, 3TO IPECTYIUIEHUE IIPOTUB HAC CAMUX, 3TO
camoyOwuiicTBo. I caMoyOHifCTBO B OYEHB CTPAITHOM, OY€Hb CHIIBHOM CMBICIIE 3TOTO CIO0BA, IOTOMY YTO
3TO yOHWICTBO B HAC CAaMHX BEYHOU JKM3HM; 3TO M3BEpKeHNE U3 HAC boxwuel xn3HN...”

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bocom, 163; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi,
692. More on suicide, see: Ibid., 96-98.

11
8 «[...] BOpOTBCS ¢ TPEXOM — 9TO GOPOTHCS 3a XKH3Hb. [...] Gopsba 3a Bora, 3a Xpucra, 3a Ero mo6exny,

3TO Halla BEPHOCTh EMy, 3T0 Haia Jiro00Bb MoCHIbHAA K HeMy, 3TO BCe, 4TO MBI MOYKEM CHCIATh IS
Hero, moToMy 4TO MBI ITOCTABJICHBI B 3TOT MHUP JJIS TOTO, YTOOBI TOOEANTE B HEM 3J10, U, IIOOEXKas €To B
cebe, MbI ero modexaaem B mupe.” Ibid., 692.
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separation from God, because God is the key to our wholeness, our integrity. If we
separate ourselves from Him, then we lose the very ability to be whole. We separate
ourselves from Him every time when in our relationship with another person we act as
Christ would not act.”'"® The commandments are the bandages on the wounds caused by
sins and our way of living: “[...] commandments are given to us for the healing of our
mortally i1l soul and body. We are mortally wounded. But we can be healed, which is to
be whole again...”"** AB believed that the commandments were not given to people
because God felt compelled to do so, but rather He gave them as a help to avoid sin,
which is the state of Godlessness.

AB also saw kenosis in the role of the priest in the Sacrament of Confession. The
kenotic elements in the Sacrament of Confession are evident in the acts of the priest. AB
compared the role of a priest with the role of John the Baptist as the bridegroom’s friend.
“In ancient times the friend of the groom was a person who was closest to the groom and
the bride, the one who led them to the wedding chamber. [...] Such is the role of the
priest. He listens, yes, he listens to what the person in his Confession is saying to Christ,

9121

to Him alone, just to Him.” = According to AB the main role of a priest is to witness to

11 o
’ “[B] ocHOBe rpex — 3T0 OTpHIB OT bora, moromy uTo bor sBnsercs kak ObI KITIOYOM HalIeH IETBHOCTH,

Hamiei 1einoctHocTH. Eciin Ml oT Hero oTpbiBaeMcst, TO MbI TEpsIEM CaMyl0 BO3MOXKHOCTb OBITh LIEJIBIMH.
U oTpbiBaeMCst MBI KaX/IbIil pa3, KOT/ia 10 OTHOIICHHIO K APYTOMY YEJIOBEKY MOCTYIaeM TakK, Kak He
noctynui 061 Cacurens Xpucroc.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo uma Omya u Ceina u Ceamozco
Jlyxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_103.htm

12
0<[...] 3amoBe/M JaHBI HAM BO HCIIEIEHHE HALIMX HACMEPTh 3a00JICBIINX AYIIH U Texa. Mbl paHeHb!

HacMepTh. M Mbl MOXKEM HCLENUTHCS, TO €CTh BHOBb CTATh LEIbHBIMH...”

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex nepeo bozom, 163. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,

IIponosedu u beceodwr, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/prop/prop_19.htm

121 .
“JIpyT )K€HUXa — B JPEBHOCTH 3TO OBLT YEJIOBEK, KOTOPHIH OBUT CaMBIM OJIM3KHM YEJIOBEKOM JKEHHUXY U

HEeBEeCTE M KOTOPHIH MPUBOIMI UX K OpauHOit KoMHaTe [...] TakoBa pons u cBsameHHnKa. OH CTOUT U

ClIyllaeT, Aa, OH CIYLIAeT, OH CIYIIAET TO, YTO YEJIOBEK B CBOEH MCIOBEIU TOBOPUT Xpucry, Emy
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the healing of the relationship between God and the human being. Elsewhere he
acknowledged that Confession may also include conversation between the priest and the

penitent.

IV.2.8. Sacrament of Unction

The Sacrament of Unction is given to a person who is sick and through the
anointing of their body with oil, along with prayer, that person’s suffering is sanctified
and united to the suffering of Christ. In the Sacrament of Unction, AB pointed out the
healing character of the Sacrament. The condition for the reception of the healing is the
decision of a person to turn away from sin and turn oneself towards God.

Let us repent, or in other words turn away from death to life, from our own
selves towards God, from the darkness and the gloom to the pure light of Christ.
And then, during this service, with all sincerity bring a contrite heart to God, with
a repentant spirit, having made the decision not to allow Christ’s life and death to
be for us in vain. Let us receive the anointing of the holy Oil for the healing of
the soul and body; the oil of gladness, oil that restores strength, which prepares
us to fight with every evil, spiritual and otherwise. It prepares us to become
warriors of Christ.'**

onHOMY, TolbKO EMy.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi. Kuuea smopas, 154; Cf. Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, heims xpucmuanunom, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/be/be 5.htm; Metropolitan Anthony Sourozh, On Confession 2nd Sermon 26th September
1999, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng 245.htm

122 «“Tokaemcst %e, TO ecTh 0GEPHEMCS OT CMEPTH K XKH3HH, OT CaMuX cebsi K Bory, oT moTeMok i Mpaka —
K 9MCTOMY CcBeTy XpucToBy. U 3aTeM, co Bcel HCKPEHHOCTHIO IpHHECs bory B TeueHue 3Toil ci1yKObI
CepIie COKPYIICHHOE, IyX KAIOUIHICS, IPUHSB PEeICHUE He OITyCTUTh, YTO0BI X PUCTOBHI )KU3HB U
CMepTh OKa3aJHCh JJIs Hac HaIlPaCHBIMH, IPIMEM IIOMa3aHue CBATHIM EneeM Bo ncIeneHne QyIId U Tena,
eJeeM paJioBaHMs, eJieeM, KOTOPBI BOCCTaHABINBAET CHITY, KOTOPHII MPUTOTaBIMBAET HaC Ha OOpBOyY co
BCSAKHM 3JI0M, TyXOBHBIM U ITPOYHM, IIPUTOTABIMBAET HAC CTaTh BonHaMu Xpucta.” Ibid., online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_93.htm
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Perhaps the reason AB moved the focus from the body to the soul might lie in his
pastoral intuition. In addition to individual cases of receiving the Sacrament of Unction
by the sick person, there is an annual celebration of the Sacrament for all the faithful on
Holy Wednesday, and some people who come to receive this Sacrament might be
interested in receiving only a physical healing without realizing its spiritual benefit.
Through the anointing of the body, the soul receives healing as well. He said: “Death
will come to each of us and illness will affect each of us in its own time. There is an
illness of body, but there is something in the gradual dying of a person that relates to his
spirit: rancor, hatred, bitterness, fear, envy, and jealousy — all these feelings that are
directed against our neighbor. And also the feelings, or rather lack of feelings, which
alienate us from God, and destroy us in soul and body just as much as a disease
would.”'*® We have already seen the distinction AB made between a physical and
spiritual death. On the cross Christ conquered the spiritual death, which is the loss of
God. The Sacrament of Unction brings healing to the physical body, but what is even

more important, is that it heals the spiritual death of the soul.

123 “CMepTh IPUIET Ha KAKIOTO U3 Hac, 00JIE3Hb MOPaKaeT KaXkKIOTO U3 Hac B ero Bpems. M ecTb 60e3Hb
TE€JIa, HO €CTh TAKXKC B IIOCTCIICHHOM YMHUPAHWN YEJIOBEKA HEYTO, YTO OTHOCHUTCA K €TI0 AyXY:
3JIOMaMATHOCTH, HCHABUCTh, 'OPE€Yb, CTPax, 3aBUCTh, PEBHOCTh — BCE€ UYBCTBA, KOTOPHIC HAITPABJICHBI
IIPOTHUB HAIIETO 6HI/I)KHGFO. A Taxxe YyBCTBa — UJIN 6CquBCTBI/IC, — KOTOPBIC OTUYXKAAK0T HAC OT Bora,
paspymaroT Hac B IyIlie ¥ B TeJie TaK ke BepHO, Kak 0oyie3Hb.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo uus
Omya u Cuina u Ceamoeo /{yxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_93.htm
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IV.2.9. Kenosis in the Sacrament of Marriage and in Monasticism

The reason why I will present the topic of kenosis in Marriage together with
monasticism lies in AB’s own approach to this question — he interpreted the Sacrament
of Marriage and Monasticism analogously. He considered the common goal of both, the
life of a married couple and the life of a monk, to be the way of the cross, which leads to
the Kingdom of Heaven. I shall not present all aspects of AB’s understanding of the
Sacrament of Marriage or of Monasticism, but only those issues related to the topic of
the present research. First, I will proceed to the unity between Monasticism and
Marriage and later to the other kenotic aspects of married life, including the difficulties.
The main similarities between Marriage and Monastic life begin with making a choice
and later manifest themselves in faithfulness to that choice. AB called this “the choice of

love and the choice of faith.”'**

He also explained the vows of poverty, obedience and
chastity.'®

The most crucial and fundamental element in the case of the monk’s path is
his/her faithfulness to this choice: “For a monk this stability means to stand before the

face of God whatever his mood, whatever the circumstances. He will be standing before

the face of God, worshiping and serving and will never turn away from the One Whom

124 “|B]s160p moGBH 1 BEIGOP Bepbl.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yerosex neped Bozom, 209.

'25 For more on the vows, see: Ibid., 213. AB was not unique in the uniting of the Sacrament of Marriage
with Monasticism. See “interiorized monasticism” of Paul Evdokimov. Cf. Paul Evdokimov, Woman and
the Salvation of the World: A Christian Anthropology on the Charisms of Women, trans. by Anthony P.
Gythiel, (Crestwood: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1994).
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he has loved and to Whom he has promised his life and his heart.”'*® A monk’s
faithfulness to God lies in his decision to remain firm in moments of tribulation and not
to turn away. We have already seen that AB understood sin as the decision to turn away
from God and to put oneself in a Godless state. How he understood the monastic life is
an application of this understanding of sin.

In Marriage the same aspect of faithfulness plays a crucial role: “When one
person finds another who is the one and only, then there is a moment, when the subject
of ultimate stability in the relationship is raised. [...] It is called marital fidelity, it is
called the monastic steadfastness or stability, and without it there can be nothing
further.”'*’ The faithfulness in both cases is based on faith in the other: in Monasticism
the other i1s God, in Marriage it is one’s spouse.

AB believed that another element common to both Marriage and Monasticism is
freedom: “Free is the one who is loved and who loves, the one who is freed from his or
her own self, who has moved the center of gravity of his whole self into another,
whether another human being, [...] or God Himself.”'** As was already presented in the
previous chapter, AB bound up freedom with the categories of love. To become free

means to free oneself of self-centeredness, to turn towards others and to live self-

126 «“31a yCTOMUMBOCTD ISl MOHAXA 3HAYMT, UTO OH OYJIET CTOATH e THIOM BOXKHIM, KaKOBO GBI HI
OBLTO ero HAacTpOeHHE, KaKOBHI ObI HU OBIIN 00CTOATENbCTBA; OyIeT CTOATH TMepel boKuuM oM,
MOKJIOHSISICH U CITy>Ka, HUKOTIa He oTBepHeTcs oT Toro, Koro momo6mit u Komy obeman cBoto ®u3Hb U
cepane.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yerogex neped boeom, 208.

127 “[K]orma onuH 4yenoBeK HAXOAMT JIPYTrOro — €IMHCTBEHHOTO U HEITOBTOPUMOT0, €CTh MOMEHT, KOT1a
HAYMHAETCS TeMa OKOHYATEILHOW yCTOWYMBOCTH B OTHOIICHUSX. [...] DTO Ha3pIBaeTCs OpadHas
BEPHOCTH, 3TO HA3bIBACTCS MOHAIIIECKAS YCTOWIMBOCTD, CTAOMIILHOCTD, B 0€3 3TOI'0 HE MOXKET OBITh
Hu4yero ganpHeiniero.” Ibid., 208-209.

12
¥ “Tor cBOGOIEH, KTO TIOGUM 1 KTO IOGHT, KTO OCBOBOIMICS OT Ce0st, KTO IEPEHEC HEHTp TSHKECTH
Bcero ce0s1, Beeil cBoei KHU3HH B APYToro, OyIb TO B 4EJIOBEKa, [...] 6yap To B Camoro bora.” Ibid., 212.
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sacrificially for them. A monk is called to live for others: for God and community,
whereas the husband and wife are called to live not only for God and themselves, but
also for their children and the wider community. This is a way of becoming free: to live
life for God and for other people.

The root of both Marriage and monastic life is love — “personal, living, specific
love for the world in which we live with all awareness of its tragedy, and yet [...] in the
joy that in this tragic world is love, there is unity, there is friendship and there are such
human relationships that make the world not hell, but heaven made possible.”'* AB
believed that despite the presence of evil in the world, there is love among people that
can transform the world. This love is based on faith in another person and can be
sanctified in the Sacrament of Marriage. AB stated: “There is no genuine, truthful,
mutual relationship between husband and wife, between bride and groom if there is no
mutual faith, that is to say on the one hand, genuine #rust, and on the other hand,
faithfulness. [...] Faith is needed here, the kind of faith is needed that can only be born
out of love, of which I have spoken in other talks: love capable of seeing, meditative
love, and sincere love, which is capable of seeing the entire beauty of a person even in

the moment when this beauty is shaken or when something has faded in this beauty.”"*"

129 o . .
“[JT]uuHOM, KMBOH, KOHKPETHOM JTIOOBH K MHPY, B KOTOPOM MBI )XKHBEM, B CO3HAHWHU €T0 TPAarHIHOCTH,

a BMECTE C TEM [...] B PaIOCTH O TOM, YTO B 3TOM TParmdecKOM MHPE €CTh JI00O0Bb, €CTh €JAMHCTBO, €CTh
Ipyx0a, eCTh TaKHe YeIOBEUSCKIE OTHOIIEHHS, KOTOPhIE JEeTAl0T €ro He aJ0M, a BO3SMOXKHBIM paeM.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 477. More on love in Marriage, see: Ibid., 479-481.

130 «“He moxeT GBITH HWCTUHHBIX, MOJJTMHHBIX B3aUMHBIX OTHOIICHUH, €CJIM HET MEXK/Ly MY>KE€M U JKEHOH,
MEK/ly HEBECTOH M )KEHMXOM B3aUMHOM BEPHI, TO €CTh, C OJTHON CTOPOHBI, HACTOAIETO IOBEPUS, C APYTron
CTOPOHBI, BEpHOCTH. [...] TyT Hy)kKHA Bepa, Takasi Bepa, KOTOpast MOXKET POJUTHCS TOIBKO U3 TOH JIIOOBH,
0 KaKo¥ st TOBOPWII B IPYTHX Oecenax: J00BU 3psaei, JIIOOBH CO3epIaTeIbHOMN, JIIOOBY MPOHUKHOBEHHOM,
KOTOpasi CHOCOOHA BUIETh BCIO KPAcOTy YeJIOBEKa Jake B TOT MOMEHT, KOTJIa 3Ta KpacoTa 3aKoJjiedanach
WJIM KOT/1a 4TOo-TH00 B 3TOM KpacoTe momepkiio.” Ibid., 481, 482. Cf. Ibid., 1005.



303

In this case, AB united love with faith in the other person, and again suggested looking
into the depth of a soul to see the beauty hidden there. According to AB, “the only way
to revive a person, the only way to give a person the opportunity to open up in fullness —
it is to love him, to love not for his virtues or perfection, despite his imperfection, but
just to love because he is a human being and because a human being is so great and so

beautiful in himself. In this we can always believe.”"*'

With genuine love of the other
person sees the beauty hidden within. But this is only possible through the faith and love
that God has for people. Also in this case, AB referred to the love and faith of God in the
person: “Only with the eyes of love can we see a person as he is in his very depths, in his
very essence, and relate to him accordingly. God relates to us in the same way. God
loves us not because we are good. God is merciful to us not because we deserve mercy
and love. He simply loves us. [...] Therefore in marriage faith in the other person is so

important.”1 32

An awareness of the unconditional love and faith of God in a person gives
him/her the motivation to love and to believe in other human beings unconditionally and

to see the inner, but hidden beauty.

131 o o
3 “[E]nMHCTBEHHBIN CTIOCO0 BO3POJUTH YEJIOBEKA, €IMHCTBEHHBIN CITOCO0 aTh YeJI0BEKY BOZMOKHOCTh

PaCKpPBITHCS B MOJHOTE — 3TO €ro JIIOOUTH, JTIOOUTH HE 32 ero JOOPOIETeNH NIH COBEPILICHCTRA, He
BOIIPEKH TOMY, YTO OH HECOBEPIIICHEH, & JIIOOUTh IPOCTO MOTOMY, YTO OH YEJIOBEK, H TOTOMY, YTO
YeJIOBEK TaK BEJIMK M Tak IpeKpaceH cam 1o cede. B 3To Mbr MoskeM BepuTh Beerna.” Ibid., 483.

132 “To1pKO r1a3aMu TFOGBU MBI MOJKEM BHJICTh Y€JIOBEKa TAKNM, KaKOW OH €CTh B CaMO CBOEH riryOuHe,
B CaMOM CBOEH CYIIHOCTH, U COOTBETCTBEHHO K HEMY OTHOCHThCS. Tak oTHOocuTcs Kk HaM bor. bor Hac
JOOUT HE TOTOMY, YTO MBI XOPOIITH, BOr K HaM MIJIOCTHB HE MTOTOMY, YTO MBI 3aCITy’)KHBA€M MUJIOCTh WIIH
mo6oBb: OH Hac pocTo JTIOOWUT. [...] 1 B Opake 3TO Tak BaKHO, TaK Ba)KHA 3Ta Bepa B UeJOBeKa”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 483; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo uma Omya u Ceina
u Ceamoeo Jlyxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_6.htm
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Another common element between marriage and monasticism is chastity.'>> AB
said: “Chastity not only is compatible with marriage, it is the foundation of marriage,
when two persons can look at each other and see the mutual beauty as a shrine, which is
entrusted to them and which they have not only to preserve, but bring to full

perfection.”'**

Chastity is found in the inner depth of a person, and the goal of husband
and wife is to preserve it and try to bring it to its fullness, to perfection.

Chastity in AB’s theology meant to perceive the beauty of the other person and
to preserve it. “Chastity is an inner state, determined not by physical categories, but by
relationship: a spiritual relationship, relationship with the soul and relationship with the
body.”"* Chastity includes not only the body, but also the soul and spirit. In this
teaching I see a link with the chastity of the Mother of God who preserved chastity
throughout her life.

Along with the similarities between Marriage and monasticism, there are also

some obvious differences.

In marriage, as Holy Scripture points it out, the exultation of triumphant love
predominates; in monasticism the readiness to give up everything predominates —

133 AB made a distinction between chastity and abstinence. He said: “BoszaepskaHie — Apyroe aeio.
YenoBeK MOXKET BO3ACPKUBATHCA OT BCET'O IIOTCKOTO U TOPETH BCEMU CTPACTAMHU, KOTOPBIE OCKBEPHAIOT
ero yM u ero cepaue. Llenomyapue — B Ipyrom: 1egomMyaApre He B BO3/ICPKAHUH, HE B OTPULIAHUHU TLIOTH,
a B TOM, 4TOOBI B CBOEH IUIOTH YBUIACTH CBATOCTh U TOACIIUTHCA 9TOU CBSATBIHEHN C JAPYTHUM YE€JIIOBCKOM.
[Abstinence — this is something else. A person can abstain from all, which is carnal, but desire it
passionately, and this will be defiling his mind and heart. The chastity is something else: chastity is neither
the abstinence, nor in the negation of the body, but the ability to see the holiness in the own flesh and to
share this sanctity with the other person.]” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpydst, 510.

13 “Ilemomyapre He TOTBKO COBMECTHMO ¢ GPAKOM, IETOMY/IPHE SBISETCS OCHOBON OpaKa, KOr/a IBa
YCIIOBEKA MOTYT APYT HA JApyra CMOTPETh U BUJACTH B3AMMHYIO KpaCOTy KaK CBATBIHIO, KOTOpasa UM
JIOBEpeHa ¥ KOTOPYIO OHU JJOJDKHBI HE TOJIBKO OXPAaHUTh, HO IOBECTH [0 MOJIHOTO coBepuieHcrsa.” Ibid.,
489.

1
3 “IlenoMyapue — 3TO BHyTPEHHEE COCTOSTHHE, OTIpeAeIstoneecs He (U3NISCKIMH KaTeTOPUsIMH, a

OTHOIICHHEM: TyXOBHBIM OTHOIICHHEM, OTHOIIICHUEM AN U oTHOIeHneM Tena.” Ibid., 499, 509.
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not only the evil, but also the good — this is done only for the sake of following
Christ the Lamb of God. But we live in a world, in which the Divine victory has
been received, but a world that has not yet reached its fulfillment. As a result,
this marriage feast in the heart is marked with the cross. It is life-giving, salvific
cross, on which the Old Adam in each of us has to be crucified and die. Also in
monasticism, because through the Incarnation, Cross, descent into Hades,
Resurrection, Ascension and through the gift of the Holy Spirit, we already have
received the victory of God. There is already rejoicing over the kingdom of God
which already has come which we can already taste in the Sacraments, in prayer
and in the very mystery of the Church, which is the encounter of the Living God
with every person and with all of us.'*

Some comparisons can be made between Marriage and the eschatological aspect
of the Church. On the one hand, the Church, as the Body of Christ, is the icon of God’s
presence in the world and the fulfillment of unity with God. On the other hand, the
Church is in a process of becoming one with Christ. We can see the same in the
Sacrament of Marriage. On the one hand, there is a fulfillment of the love between a
husband and wife, the realization of the icon of anthropos, the feast of love. On the other
hand, they are in the process of becoming one; they have a vocation for carrying their
cross daily and for self-sacrifice.

Sometimes people think monastic life is an escape from love for another person
or an escape from the world’s problems. AB considered it to be the opposite:

[A monk] does not refuse love: first of all, the love for God, secondly, the love
for other human beings. Only a person who has realized and has accepted quite

136 «B gpake, kak Ha To yKasbiBaeT Csimennoe Ilncanue, mpeodiagaeT THKOBAHHE O
BOCTOPYKECTBOBABIIEH JIIOOBH; B MOHAIIIECTBE NMPE0OIIafaeT TOTOBHOCTH OT BCETO OTKA3aThCs - HE TOIBKO
OT ypHOTO, HO M OT I0Opa — ISt TOTO TOJIbKO, 9TOOBI TOCIeI0BaTh 3a AHTIEM-XprucToM. Ho MBI skuBeM
B MHpE, B KOTOPOM YKe ofiepaHa bojkecTBeHHas mobea — M KOTOPEIH eIie He JOCTUT CBOEH ITONHOTEL; U
B pe3yJIbTaTE 3TOr0 OpPavHOE TOPKECTBO B CBOCH CEPALEBUHE OTMEUEHO KPECTOM: KHBOHOCHBIM,
CIACHUTEIEHBIM KPECTOM, Ha KOTOPOM JIOJDKEH OBITh PAacsaT U yMepeTs BeTxuit AnaM B KaXIoM U3 Hac. A
B MOHAIIIECTBE, MOTOMY 4TO Bomomennem, n Kpecrom, u comectBrueM B aj, u Bockpecennem, n
Bosnecennem, u napom Csitoro Jlyxa yxe ofepxana nmooena boxus, ects nkoBanue o [{apcte
Boxxnem, KoTopoe y)ke IpHUIIIIo, KOTOPOE MBI MOXKEM YK€ BKYIIaTh B TANHCTBAX, B MOJIUTBE U B CaMOH
taitHe L{epkBu, koTopas ects BcTpeda JKuBoro bora ¢ kakIsIM 4eI0BEKOM U CO BCEMH HaMH,
KUBOTBOpsIIAs BcTpeda...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex nepeo bocom, 213-214.
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deeply the tragedy of the world can become a monk; one for whom the sufferings
of the world are so significant that he is ready to forget about himself completely,
in order to remember the world which finds itself in the suffering, separation
from God, in struggle, and to remember God Himself Who was crucified for the
world for the sake of love. Therefore entering monasticism by far does not mean
escape from the world."’

The same idea of self-sacrifice that we see in Marriage is also present in
monastic life and is based on the kenotic approach, just as in Marriage. The main goal in
Monasticism is, on the one hand, the fulfillment of unity with God and, on the other
hand, daily faithfulness to this unity. The kenotic life of Christ serves in both cases as
the example in its practical application.

The relationship between husband and wife, according to the way AB understood
it, should be based on the reading from St. Paul’s letter to the Ephesians (5: 20-33),
which is read during the Marriage ceremony in the Byzantine Christian Tradition. St.
Paul in this passage compared a husband and wife to Christ and the Church. AB
summarized this passage with his own interpretation of the words of St. Paul.

A husband should take the place of Christ in relation to the Church, the wife —

the place of the Church in relation to Christ. Young people, young husbands very

often lose sight of this, that — yes, there is some correlation of some dependence
of the wife on her husband, but the precondition for this is that the husband, in
relation to his wife, is called to take the position of Christ with sacrificial and
entirely self-giving love. This condition, expanded onto the Church, gives us one

more analogy and at the same time, of course, some difference, because the way
in which the relations between husband and wife are accomplished is done

137 “[Monax] He OTKa3bIBaETCS OT JTIOOBH: BO-TIEPBEIX, OT JITOOBH K bory, Bo-BTOpHIX, OT TI00BH K

YCIIOBEKY. MoHaxoM MOXET CTaTh TOJHKO TaKOMH YCJIIOBCK, KOTOpBIﬁ OCO3HAJI U BOCIIPUHAI TOCTATOYHO
IIIyOOKO Tparu3M MHpa, A1l KOTOPOro cTpajaHue MUpa HaCTOJIBKO 3HAYUTENIBHO, YTO OH TOTOB O cebe
103a0BITh COBEPUICHHO IJIA TOTO, 9TOOBI IIOMHHTE O MUPE, HAXOAAIEMCA B CTpalaHu, B OTOPBAHHOCTH
ot bora, B 6opennu, u s Toro, 910061 moMHATE 0 CamoM Bore, pacmsaToM 1o mo68u kK Mupy. 1 mostomy
yXO0J B MOHAIIIECTBO JaJIeKO He 03HadaeT OercTa u3 mupa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyour,
476.
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according to the image of the Church and together with it the fulfillment of love
in the Church is realized in the image of a family."*®

The role of a husband is to follow the kenotic life of Christ. He is called to self-
sacrifice and readiness to give his life for his wife, just as Christ laid down His life for
the Church. What is the sacrificial role of a wife? AB did not explain the role of a wife
in this context, but I would compare the role of the wife with the role of the Mother of
God. The wife, comparable to the Mother of God as the Bride of the Lamb, is called to
follow her husband in everything, even going together with him to the cross, and this
involves self-sacrifice as well.'* In the case of married life, a couple is called to mutual
self-sacrifice, as in monastic life, each person is called to the ultimate personal sacrifice
of following Christ in His kenotic life. Here is what AB said on the occasion of the
tonsuring of a monk:

You have just accepted an impossible task: to follow Christ wherever He would

go, to follow Him in all His earthly paths; and you received a promise from Him

that the cup He had to drink, He will share with you; and the trial, in which He
was immersed, He will give you to be immersed in with Him. Be prepared to be
led by Him into the darkness of Gethsemane [...]. And further He will lead you
through everything that we read in the Gospel about the days of the Passion, that
you will die with Him the death which you symbolically accepted in Baptism,

and the death you have just chosen through monastic tonsure. He will lead you
into Hades, because you are His priest, and you are called to go into the deepest,

138 “[M]yx moJKeH 3aHsATh MecTO XpHcTa no oTHomeHuto k Llepksu, sxeHa — mecto LlepkBu no
OTHOIICHHIO KO XpHUCTy. VI MOJIOABIC JIFOAM, MOJIOBIE MYKbSI OYEHB 4aCTO KaK Obl YIIYCKalOT M3 BHIA, YTO
— J1a, €CTh 3TO COOTHOIIIEHHE HEKOTOPOM 3aBHCUMOCTH JKCHBI 110 OTHOIIEHUIO K MY)KY, HO YTO
MPEIIOCHUIKA K 3TOMY Ta, YTO MY’K IIPU3BAH 3aHATH [T0 OTHOIICHHIO K JKEHE TO MOJI0KECHUE KEPTBEHHOM,
Bceleso cedst oTaarolei JII0OBH, KOTOPOE 3aHsUT XPHUCTOC. DTa MOCHUIKA, paciupeHHas Ha [{epkoBs, HaMm
JIacT €Ie OJHY aHaJOTHI0 U BMECTE C 3THM, KOHEYHO, HEKOTOPYIO Pa3HUILY, [IOTOMY YTO TO, KaK
COBEPIACTCS ATO B3aMMOOTHOIIICHHE MYy>a U JKEHBI, COBepIIaeTcs mo oopasy LepkBu, a BMECTE ¢ 3THM
ocymiecTBiieHHe 3ToH Jto6BH B L{epkBu ocymiecTBisieTcst mo oopasy cembn.” Ibid., 502; Cf. Ibid., 491,
502, 798.

139 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yeznosex neped Bozom, 213-214; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowr, 491.
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the darkest corners of life to release from Hades all those who have been held

captive by the devil and evil.

But the fulfillment of everything is neither Gethsemane, nor the days of passion,

nor the chilling cry of the soul: ‘My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?’

nor the descent into Hades, but the glorious Resurrection and Ascension.'*’

These words AB addressed to a candidate during his profession of the monastic
vows. In this quotation we can see the links with the key events in Christ’s life starting
with Baptism and monastic life. It is interesting that in this case AB referred not only to
Christ’s God-forsakenness in a practical application, but finished his reflection with the
Resurrection and Ascension of Christ. This important addition should give to a monk
who desires to follow a kenotic Christ-like life, hope and strength in the moments of
despair and difficulties.

The relationship of Christ and the Church is not only an example of self-sacrifice
for a married couple, but the couple should also strive to become an icon of this
relationship. AB said: “[...] Christian Marriage should become an icon of the mutual

relation of Christ with the Church, which is complete self-giving to each other, readiness

to love the other person with all one’s life and death, to completely forget about oneself

140 «“Tgr ceituac momHsI HA ceOs HEBOBMOXKHOE [eIaHHe: CIICOBATD 3a XpuctoM, Kyaa 661 OH HU TTOTIIET,
cienoBaTh 32 Hum Ha Becex Ero 3eMHBIX myTsix; u THI IpuHsUT oT Hero obeToBaHue, 9T0 gamry, KOTOPYIO
Emy Hatexxut muth, OH pa3neinuT ¢ TOOOH, U B TO UCTIBITaHUE, B KoTopoe OH ObuT IorpyxeH, OH gapyet
Tebe morpy3urbes ¢ Hum. Byns e roros k Tomy, uto OH nosezet Teds Bo mpak ['epenmannn [...] U
JabIlie, 9epes Bce TO, 0 YeM MBI yhTaeM B EBaHTeInn 0 CTpacTHBIX JHAX, moBeaeT OH TeOst, 9TOOH
BMecTe ¢ HuM TBI ymep cMepThio, KOTOPYIO THI CHMBOJIMYECKH MpHH:UT B Kperennn, u cMepThio,
KOTOPYIO ThI M30pal Terepsh, yepe3 MoHamieckuit moctpur. [ToBeaer OH TeOs 1 Bo an, n6o 161 — Ero
CBSAIICHHUK, U THI IIPU3BaH HITH B CaMble TITyOOKHE, CaMble MpadHbIe 3aKOYJIKH KH3HH, 9TOOBI
BBICBOOOANTE U3 aJa TeX, KTO HAXOIUTCS B IUIEHY y IbsABOJA U Yy 371a. Ho 3aBepuieHne Bcero u He
I'edcrmanms, 1 He CTpacTHBIE AHH, HE JICCHANINNA AyIry Kpuk: ‘boxke Moii, boxxe Moii, 3auem Tsr Mens
octaBmI?’, ¥ HE COLIECTBHE BO aJi, HO claBHOe Bockpecenne u Bosnecenune.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Bo uma Omya u Ceina u Cessmoeo Jyxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_6.htm
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for the sake of the beloved person...”""!

AB used kenotic vocabulary and called the love
between husband and wife the “exulting love of the cross,”'** because they express a
readiness to accept the other person together with his/her holiness and sinfulness. AB
asserted: “You know the Russian word ‘couple’ [uera] means: husband and wife. This is
a dyad that becomes a unit. And when we say: ‘I unite [coueTatocs] to Christ,” it means
that I unite with Him; with everything that He is and I take as for my own vocation [...],
everything that I am, He takes upon Himself as a cross. This is a gift of mutual trust,
where each one of us brings something: one — His perfect holiness, the other — His
openness, despite the all sinfulness that is in us.”'** In this quote AB used a play on
words in Russian, where the word uema is the root for couemarocs and it points out the
interdependence of meaning between these two words.

AB understood that the goal of Marriage is the transformation of isolated
individuality into a personal relationship: “They enter into Marriage in order to fulfill the
life of mutual love, which is overcoming individual isolation. It is expansion of

29144

personhood... Two individuals are called out of their loneliness to a mature self-

141 “[...] XxpucTHaHCKHH Opak TOJHKEH OBITh HKOHOH B3aMMHOTO OTHOIIEHH XpucTa ¢ LlepkoBsio, TO ecTh

COBEpIIEHHOH OT/Aa4el 0JHOTO IPYTOMY, TOTOBHOCTBIO BCEH )KM3HBIO U BCEH CMEPTHIO JIIOOHUTH YEIOBEKa,
3a0bITh ce0s1 10 KOHIIA paju JII0OUMoro denoBeka...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped
bocom, 221.

142 “[K Jpectrast mukyromas moGoss.” Ibid., 222.

143 “Bpr sHaere pyccKoe CJIoBO ‘yeTa’, OHO 3HAYUT: MYXK U JK€Ha. DTO JBOMIIA, KOTOpAasl cTalla €AUHULICH.
U xorna mel roopum: ‘A coueraroch XpUCTy’, 3TO 3HAUHUT, 4TO 1 ¢ HuM coequHsIoCh Tak, 4To BCE, YTO
On Co0oit mpescTaBIsieT, s IPUHIMAIO 3a CBOE IIPU3BaHUeE, [...] ¥ Bce TO, 9TO 5 coboii mpencrapisio. OH
nprHUMaeT Ha Ce0st Kak KpecT. ITo Jap B3aUMHOTO JTOBEPHS, TIe KaKIBIH U3 HAC MPHHOCHUT, OTUH —
CBOI0 COBEpPIICHHYIO CBATOCT, IPYT0il — CBOIO OTKPBITOCTH, IPH BCEH IPEXOBHOCTH, KOTOpas B HAC
ecthb.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 217.

144 .
“[B] Opak BCTymaroT [UIs TOTO, 9TOOBI OCYIIECTBUTH KU3HB B3aUMHOI JIIOOBH, TO €CTh IPEOI0JICHHE

WHIVUBUIYATHHOH U30JIMPOBAHHOCTH, PACIIMPEHHUE JTUIHOCTH...”” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Yenosex neped bocom, 215. AB referred to the idea of anthropos presented in the previous chapter.
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sacrificing relationship in the communion of persons to become one body. A couple in
the Sacrament of Marriage may become an example of fulfillment of the unity in one
anthropos — “And being united physically, mentally and spiritually they become [...] the
total human. This is a marvelous mystery. This is the fullness of a human person,
revealed in two individuals.”'* However, if the kenotic element of self-sacrifice is
forgotten, the couple could also become an anti-example.

Divorce, according to AB, is the biggest tragedy in the life of a couple. There are
different reasons why couples get divorced, but he believed that the common root of
those reasons was the lack of self-sacrifice and unwillingness to carry the daily cross. He
said: “[...] Most of those who come to get married are seeking the joy of a mutual
encounter, but they do not even think about carrying the cross. Therefore when they
encounter difficulties in the relationship, it appears that they are not prepared for these
difficulties of life together and they get divorced.”'*® As we can see, AB made
suggestions on how to use kenotic theology in practice, and considered that a lack of
awareness of the kenotic elements might cause the most dramatic consequences in a

marriage.

14
> “U cOeMHSSICH, OHU H TEIIECHO, I JIyIIEBHO, ¥ JTyXOBHO JIEJAJINCH [...| BCEUEIOBEKOM. DTO

M3YMUTEINIbHAS TalfHa. DTO TOJHOTA YeJIOBEKa, sIBIsieMast B IByX 0co0sX.” Metropolitan Anthony of

Sourozh, Feims xpucmuanunom, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/be/be_10.htm

14 o
6 “[. . ] OoJIbIlIast YaCTh TEX, KTO IPUXOJUT BEHYATHCA, UIYT paaoCTU B3aUMHON BCTPEYM, HO U HE

AYMarT O KPCCTOHOIIICHNH. HOBTOMy, KorJia OHU CTAJIKUBAKOTCA C TPYAHOCTAMHU BO B3AUMOOTHOIICHUAX,
OKa3bIBACTCA, YTO OHU HC I'OTOBBI K OTUM TPYAHOCTAM COBMECTHOM KU3HH, — 1 OHHU pacxozvrrc;l.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bFozom, 221. More on the divorce, see: Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 477-480, 504-505.



311

In the Orthodox Church, unlike in the Catholic Church, divorce and re-marriage
is permissible up to three times,'*’ but the ceremony, except for the first one, has a
penitential character to it and after a divorce a person cannot receive the Holy Eucharist
for sometimes up to seven years. In the case of the divorce of a priest, this rule does not
apply and AB did not deal with this question. He said: “We do not accept the divorce of
a priest, because the priest is called to be an example, an image for his flock, but we with
mercy, with love and with deep pain allow divorce among the laity.”'** Why would the
priest’s family have to be an exception and have special treatment, if they are the same
kind of family as the other families? Does it mean that they have to live in misery and
pretend to be a happy family? What kind of example then, would it be for the
parishioners? What would happen to a priest who is divorced? How would AB’s kenotic
approach be applied in such a context both to the priest and to his wife and children?
Unfortunately, I was not able to find answers to these questions in AB’s works and it is
difficult to make a generalization, because every case might have a different approach to
resolve the problem.'*’

At the end of his reflection on marriage and monastic life, AB referred to the
Mother of God as the Intercessor for Christians. AB said: “[We] offer prayer to the

Mother of God, the Virgin Theotokos, Who loved the world so much that She freely

"7 Permission for a second and third marriage must be given by the bishop, after examining the reasons
for the breakdown of the first marriage(s).

148 “MpbI HE IIPUHUMAEM pa3Boaa MJIsd CBANICHHUKA, TIOTOMY YTO CBAIICHHUK ITPU3BaH OBITH IIpUMEPOM,
00pa3oM JJIst CBOMX ITACOMBIX, HO MBI C MHJIOCED/IHEM, C JIFOOOBBIO U € TITyOOKO#t 00JIBIO 10MyCcKaeM
pas3Box cpenn MupsiH.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex nepeo boeom, 222; Cf. Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodst, 505. Although very rare, in some cases there might be exceptions and a
priest could get married again, i.e. widowed priest with little children.

' In practice, divorced priests are often permitted to continue priestly service, but may not remarry.
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released Her Son to live for the sake of humanity and to a tortured death on the cross, for
the salvation of humanity. She can understand everything, in Her purity and sanctity She
can understand both the celibate and the married person. In Her purity, She can
understand the whole mystery of human nature with its struggling, together with the
immeasurable beauty of the human soul and with the immeasurable dignity of the human
body.”"** The Mother of God is Virgin, and wife; indeed she is the Intercessor for
Christians in their moments of difficulty, because she experienced everything that
people might experience in marriage or monastic life.

We can see some similarities and differences in Marriage and monastic life, but
there is one common idea that unites both ways of life, which is kenotic self-sacrifice,
based on the life of Christ. In Marriage there are two individuals and God, where
husband and wife are called to become anthropos (a reconstitution of a total human) but
in monastic life there is only one individual, but he/she is in unity with God and is

therefore called to become a total person in this way.

1V.2.10. Kenosis in the Life of a Priest’s Wife

The kenotic theology of AB has a theoretical dimension, which is based on the

kenotic life of Christ and other holy people as was presented in the second chapter, and

130 “[M]s1 mpuHOCHM MonuTBY boxneit Matepu, [lese boropomune, Koropas Tak Bo3mro0ma Mup, 910
Omna CBoero ChiHa cBOOOHO OTITYCTHIIA HA )KU3HB PAH YEIOBEUSCTBA H HA CMEPTh KPECTHYIO,
MYYHTENBHYIO PaJIi CrlaceHUs deroBedecTBa. OHA Bce MOKeT OHATh, OHa B CBOCH YHUCTOTE U CBATOCTH
MOJKET MOHATH U 0e30payHoro, u keHaToro, OHa B CBOel YNCTOTE MOXKET NOHATH BCIO TalHY
YeJIOBEYECKOU MPUPOJIBI C €€ OOPESHUEM H, BMECTE, C HEM3MEPUMOM KPaCcOTOH YeOBEUSCKOMN JAYIIH U C
HEU3MEPUMBIM JIOCTOMHCTBOM delloBedeckoro Tena.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouwt, 496.
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a practical application in the life of Christians. We have already seen an application of
the kenotic theology as AB understood the Church and Sacraments. There are other
practical applications he presented, such as in prayer and faith in God, oneself, and in
other people, which are all topics that will be presented in a later chapter. I am now
going to present the kenotic life of a priest’s wife. The reason why I chose the kenotic
life of a priest’s wife instead of the life of a ‘regular’ family is, first of all, to be found in
AB’s systematic presentation of this topic. Secondly, some kenotic elements of the role
of a priest’s wife are usually overlooked in a general discussion of her role in the life of
a priest’s family. Thirdly, there are some similarities between a priest’s family and other
families, with some obvious differences such as, confidentiality in Confession, in
conversations, etc.

At the beginning of the conference for priests’ wives in Peterborough, May 11-
12, 1971 AB explained that his reflection is built on the experiences of other people.
This little remark is important in AB’s theology, because as we have already seen in the
previous chapters, in most cases he built his kenotic approach on his personal
experience. He began his reflection with the difficulties a priest’s wife might have with
her husband’s treatment of his vocation, where the priest may have placed the work in
the Church and parish above his family obligations, thus causing suffering for his wife.
AB made comparisons with the sacrifice of Isaac by his father Abraham: “[While
Abraham brought forth his son Isaac as a sacrifice once, every clergyman feels that his
duty in order to be a good priest, is to bring as a blood offering his family daily; and to
add insult to injury in the case of Abraham, God provided a ram as a ransom, while God

provides no ransom either for the wife or the children of the clergyman. Day after day
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they are being sacrificed to what their husband or father thinks to be his duty, the
building of the Kingdom of God and the functioning of the Church.”"" In this case AB
thought that such a priest makes excuses for not taking responsibility for his wife and
family and recommends that he stop doing that and place his family first. Otherwise his
family will fall apart, and in the end this will affect his priesthood as well. In the end, a
delicate balance needs to be found.

Secondly, AB taught that the priest’s wife needs to help her husband to
differentiate between the genuine building of the Kingdom of God that involves a true
sacrifice of himself and family, and any imaginary approach. But this help should be
based on the wife’s complete faith and trust in her husband. “[It] requires from the wife
an act of faith, of trustful faith that would allow a man to act; being trusted and being
supported even when his wife has no right to understand completely. There are problems
which are linked with the private life of people, into which she has no right to be
introduced, there are problems which are connected with confession and further
ramification of human relationships [sic] into which she may be a party, but only very
little, on the fringe, and this requires a real act of faith, the kind of faith that rests on

99152

trust... The solidarity of Christ with the Father and with all people, as we saw in the

previous chapter, was based on faith in both.">® Here, in the kenotic life of a priest’s

15! Archbishop Anthony Bloom, Addresses Given at the “Clergy Wives” Conference in Peterborough May

11-12 1971, online, available: http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1971-05-11-1-E-E-T-EM04-
024ClergyWives.html

152 Thid.

'3 In the next chapter we will see the practical dimension of the faith in another person.
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wife, we have an example of the practical application of AB’s theology, where faith in
the other person is the fundamental principle.'™*

Thirdly, AB pointed out some particular kenotic elements present in the life of a
priest’s wife, such as loneliness and abandonment by God. As AB put it:

Everyone else can turn to God when things go wrong. A clergy wife at times may

not be able to turn to God with a free and open heart because He is the cause of

her distress. It is in His service, in His name, because of Him, that difficulties

occur which otherwise would not be there; and this must be taken into account

both by the husband and by the wife, and this must be brought to God in all

frankness and truth.'>

AB did not mention the word “God-forsakenness,” but the context describes a
condition similar to the state that Jesus was in on the cross. Just as Christ was serving
God, so a priest’s wife is called to serve God through the vocation she received together
with her husband. Because this description of feelings comes from directly serving God,
as it was in the case of Christ, their experience of abandonment might be similar as well.

This feeling of loneliness and abandonment can be caused by the priest’s
mistaken priorities mentioned above. They might also come from the lack of acceptance
by a priest’s wife of her husband’s sacrifice as being simultaneously her own, or through
the lack of trust or faith in him. In all these cases the help of a “third” party, such as a
spiritual father, friend, etc., would be important.'*®

Fourthly, AB compared the role of the priest’s wife to the role of Mary during

the wedding in Cana. As we saw in the second chapter of this research, according to AB,

154 Cf. Ibid.
155 Thid.

156 Cf. Ibid.
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Mary played a leading role in this event. In the context of a retreat for priests’ wives, AB
presented Mary as being the example to follow. Mary’s complete faith in Jesus — “Do
whatever he tells you.” (John 2:5) — was the same faith that responded to the
Archangel’s invitation to become the Mother of God. This is another example of faith in
the other person, in husband or wife.
The role of a priest’s wife is similar to the intercessory role of the Mother of
God. AB emphasized the sacrificial role of a priest’s wife, but he compared it not only to
the Mother of God, but also to John the Baptist.
The work of a priest’s wife is very serious and important, and an analogy can be
made with the mystery of the Mother of God. The position of the priest’s wife is
sacrificial to the very end. The husband is not allowed to share with her the very
essence of his being. He cannot share with her what he hears in confidence or in
Confession. He cannot share what feeds his soul, his life. And the wife has to be
ready to walk in his shadow, to accept this humbly, but not in the sense ‘of
putting up with it,” but rather to reverently relate to this connection between a
human soul and the priest. In the same way — of course, mutatis mutandis — as
John the Baptist was the friend of the Bridegroom (John 3:29). His joy was that
the bride and bridegroom are together. He led them to the encounter and guarded
their encounter in a sort of silent and reverent contemplation. That is the work of
a priest’s wife."”’
As we saw in the second chapter, where the kenotic life of both Mary and John

the Baptist became an example to all Christians, and here in this particular case, it is

specifically for the role of the priest’s wife. The role of a priest’s wife, indeed, is very

157 “,HGHO KCHBI CBAIICHHUKA OY€Hb 1 OYCHb CEPHE3HOC U BAXKHOC, KOTOPOE MOKHO BO3BECTHU K TalHE

Marepu boxueil. [TonoxeHue xeHbl CBALICHHUKA 10 KOHIIA XKEPTBEHHOE. My HE UMEET npasa
MOJIENTUTHCS ¢ HEW TeM, UTO COCTABIIIET CAMYIO CYTh ero cymecTBa. OH He MOXKET HOACTUTHCSI TEM, UTO
CIBIIIUT B IOBEPUTEIEHOM Pa3roBOpE, Ha NCIIOBEAH, HE MOXKET ITOJIEIUTHCS TE€M, YTO IUTAET ero JIyIIy,
ero Ku3Hb. 1 )keHa 10oJhKHA OBITh TOTOBA HACTOJIBKO YXOAUTH B TeHb, HACTOJIIEKO CMHPEHHO MPUHUMATD —
HE B CMBICJIC ‘BBITEPIIETH , HO C OJIATOTOBEHNEM OTHOCHTHCS K ATOH CBSA3HM MEXY YeJIOBEUECKOI MyIIoi u
CBAIIEHHUKOM, TaK Xe Kak — pazymeercs, mutatis mutandi — Moann Ilpeareua 6511 apyrom Xennxa (Mu
3:29). Ero pagocTs ObUIa B TOM, YTO )KEHUX M HEBECTa BMECTE, OH IPUBOJIMII UX K BCTpede U obeperar ux
BCTPEUy B CBOETO POJIa MOJIYAIIMBOM, OJIaroroBeifHOM co3epraHuu. BoT ee, )eHBI CBAIICHHUKA, J1e710.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea emopas, 782-783.
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similar to the role of Mary and John the Baptist. The self-sacrificial character of both,
and their humility, which are kenotic elements, should help priests’ wives to endure in
the moments of difficulties. The wife of a priest will always be “behind the scenes;”
whereas a priest will be more visible than his wife. We might also see some similarities
between a priest’s family and the story about Martha and Mary, but AB did not use this
example to stress the hidden and open character of the work of a priest’s family.

At the end of the retreats, AB referred to the kenotic dimension of the vocation
of a priest’s family and mentioned the God-forsakenness of Christ. AB encouraged
priests’ wives to avoid the temptation to try to understand the priest’s service as his
private work similar to the work of a firefighter or a doctor, where the wife cannot help.
In the case of a priest and his wife — the vocation is for both, not just for the priest alone.

If you only sit at the table of those who are in joy, if you only sit at the bedside of

those who are in illness, if you only sit in the midst of the bereaved, of the

doubting, of the distressed; if you look, listen, are attentive and learn to discern,
you will at a certain moment be able to turn to the Lord and say, My Lord, here is

a need, You have revealed it to me, because humanly speaking we are all too

selfish, too blind, too self-centred, and secluded in ourselves [...] to have seen it.

And now I believe in You, I trust You unreservedly...15 8

I think that is why AB stressed the importance of a priest’s wife being involved
in her husband’s work through working with people and not hiding from them; she
needs to be ready for self-sacrifice and to live for others. AB mentioned the difficulties a

priest’s wife might experience and referred to God-forsakenness as the example in the

moments of the ultimate struggles.

158 Archbishop Anthony Bloom, Addresses Given at the “Clergy Wives,” online, available:
http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1971-05-11-1-E-E-T-EM04-024ClergyWives.html
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To be sent by Christ as his Father sent him, meant all the mystery of the
Incarnation. It meant all that is held for us in the notion of Passion week. It meant
such a love for men that to be at one with them he accepted even that
unfathomable, incomprehensible loss of God which is expressed in the words
from the Cross ‘My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?” and in the
proclamation of the Creed, ‘He descended into Hell’ — into the Hebrew hell, the
place of divine absence. We cannot accept these words unless we have life within
ourselves. We cannot understand the words of Christ that proceed [sic] and
follow, ‘Peace be with you,’ if we do not understand that we are sent for the sake
of love and that love has already won its victory.'>’

The mission of the priest’s family is based on self-sacrifice not only of the priest,
but also of his wife. AB paid attention to the personal relationship between husband and
wife in their priestly life and emphasized the importance of faith in the other person.
This faith would be based on trust and love. The role of the priest’s wife is in following
the example of the kenotic life of Mary, Christ, and John the Baptist. However, this
kenotic dimension does not relate only to priests’ wives, but also to their husbands. AB
reminded priests not to sacrifice their family lives for their parish, but to find a balance
between family and parish responsibilities.

AB gave some practical advice to priests’ wives and again focused on the need
for faith and complete trust in God and His action. He recommended that priests’ wives,
during the difficult moments and routine in their lives, recall positive moments from the
past:

You would have started in your life as wives of a priest, rejoicing in his

priesthood, and then his priesthood has taken so much away from you, has

created so many problems, that the joy is now only vaguely remembered, that the
priesthood stands between him and you; and I could go on giving that kind of
examples. Find time, moments stolen from the bustle of life, moments when

suddenly, unexpectedly peace, stillness, serenity comes upon you, and go back to
Galilee. Remember the way in which you rejoiced at the ordination of your

159 Thid.
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husband because he had become in a new sense, in a new way, in a new degree, a

man of God, — someone whom God was sending, and hand in hand you were

prepared to go on this mission.'®

AB discovered that it was very important to emphasize the readiness of a person
to be prepared for the moments of disappointment, loneliness and discouragement. |
think this is a key to AB’s approach to his theology with the focus on the Passion Week
rather than the Resurrection. Of course it is easier to enjoy happiness than to accept the
daily cross and feelings of loneliness. I believe that is why AB made it a goal to preach
God-forsakenness along with God’s faith in the human person in order not to run away

from this negative experience, but rather to face it openly and with a readiness to accept

it all as Christ did in His life.

IV.2.11. Kenosis in the Priesthood

I will not present all the elements of the priesthood in AB’s theology, but only
some kenotic elements linked to the present research. In order to do this, I will mostly
concentrate on the priest’s service and will omit the service of a deacon and bishop.'®’

AB understood that a priest is supposed to be a person who has experienced God

in his life. AB contrasted the expectations of a priest in the Orthodox and Catholic

160 Thid.

'! For more on the deacon’s service in the Church, see: Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bsime

xpucmuanunom, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/be/be_3.htm; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Bo uma Omya u Ceina u Cesmoeo /yxa, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/inname/in_6.htm. For more on the bishop’s role, see: Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Jlroboss scenobencoarowas, online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 88.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, beceowt o séepe u [[epksu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy9.htm
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Churches. According to AB, in the West (in this case Western Christian Traditions) a
priest is supposed to be a well-educated person and the emphasis is put on his
intellectual side, while in the East (Eastern Traditions) it is rather placed on the priest’s
spiritual experience. The priest can be a weak person who is struggling with his own
problems, but he has to be one who has encountered God and wishes to bring God to
others.'®

The understanding of the Sacrament of Priesthood was united in AB’s theology
with his kenotic approach. We can distinguish a few elements in AB’s understanding of
the role of a priest: servant, pastor and intercessor. We will look at how AB understood
these elements in their practical application.

To be a servant meant to follow Jesus on His kenotic path: “To become a priest —
1s not an honor or a benefit, it is a ministry. It means that you become a servant, not a
boss or a chief. Christ speaks about this clearly: If anyone wants to be first, he has to be
a servant to all... I am among you as one who serves... Therefore if a person wants to
become like Christ in His serving, then he must really believe that he is on the bottom
and will be doing — if I may say so — all the dirty jobs.”'®® Reinforcing his role as a
servant, a priest is called to serve, but not to be served. A priest is called to sanctify the

world through serving the Sacraments. Here we can see a link with the matter at hand.

12 1bid., online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy11.htm

163 “[C]TaTh CBSIIEHHUKOM — 3TO HE YECTh U HE IPEUMYLIECTBO, 3TO Clly>kKeHHE. TO €CTh ThI AeTaelbes

CIIyTOM, a He HaJaIbHUKOM WIIM TTIaBOH. XpHcToc 00 3TOM SICHO TOBOPHUT: Eciii KTO X0UeT OBITH IEPBBIM,
OyIb BceM CIIyToH... S cpenn Bac, Kak Ciyxamuid... [ToaToMy eciii 9eJI0BEeK X04eT yImoA00UThCS XPUCTY B
Ero CIIYKE€HHHU, TO TOJDKCH HCﬁCTBHTeHBHO CUHTATh, UTO OH HA JTHC U 6yII€T JAeJIaTh — €CJIM MOXKHO TakK
CKa3aTh — BCIO IPA3HYI0 paboTy.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O crstwanuu u denanuu, online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd30.htm
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“Every person who is ordained, whether a deacon, a priest, or a bishop, is a person who
has been entrusted with sanctifying the world if necessary with the cost of one’s life, not
only with word or example, but with his life to show how he relates to his own death and

how he gives up his life.”'**

A clergyman has to be a visible icon of the self-sacrificial
love of God for people.

Another kenotic element in priestly service is its pastoral character. All
Christians, but particularly a priest, are called to sacrificial service just as a pastor is.
“The shepherd goes before his flock to be the first one to meet a danger: a thief, a
robber, a wolf, a wild beast, a flooding river — whatever might be met, he leads; /e has
to be the first one who will meet this danger face to face.”'® It is the task of priesthood
to go where there is danger, where there are death and sin. He must be ready to face it all
together with Christ. Furthermore, a priest is not alone in this vocation because Christ
will accompany him. In the case of Christ’s descent He was abandoned by the Father
and other people, and he entered into complete loneliness, into the place where God is
not. Christ, as a Pastor, is the ultimate example for a priest to follow. AB said: “If we are
pastors, if we are priests of Christ, then we must accept the entire way of Christ. We

must be ready to be united with the lost sheep, with the one who is abandoned by God,

with the one who is God-forsaken and with the sinner — with every human person. If

o4 “[B]caxmii 4eaoBeK PyKOIIONOKEHHBIH, Oyb OH IBSKOH, OYAb OH CBSIICHHHUK I MHCKOII, 3TO

YCIIOBEK, KOTOPOMY NOPYYECHO OCBANIATHL MUP, €CJIIN HYKHO, HeHOI>'I CBOEH JKU3HH, HC TOJIBKO CJIOBOM H HEC
TOJIBKO ITPAMEPOM, HO TeM, KaK OH OTHOCHTCS K CBOEIf CMEPTH M KaK OH CBOIO KM3HB oTxaet.” Ibid.,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd30.htm; Ibid., online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd31.htm

165 “ITacThIph HIET BIEPEIH CBOETO CTa/a, YTOOBI IEPBBIM BCTPETUTH OMACHOCTh: BOPA, Pa3OOiHIKa,
BOJIKA, XHIIHOTO 3BEpPsi, Pa3JIUBIIYIOCSA PEKY — UTO ObI HU MPHUIILJIOCH MM BCTPETHTh, OH BIIEPEAU HIET, OH
JIOJKEH TEePBBIF BCTPETUTHCS JTUIIOM K JIUITY ¢ 3TOH omacHocThi0.” Ibid., online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/prop/prop_31.htm
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necessary, we will enter into the horror of the night of Gethsemane, we will go to the
horror of bodily death; we will enter the horror of the God-forsakenness of the moment
when we think that death will open up to us the way to God; we will be ready to descend
into a human, earthly Hades...”'® Following the example and path of Christ, a priest is
called to accompany a person in his/her experience of loneliness and abandonment by
God.""” As Christ remained faithful and in full solidarity with the Father and all people,
both of whom abandoned Him, in the same way a priest might have this experience not
only in his personal life, but also in the life of other people, and has to be ready to face
the situation and not leave a person alone. The horrors of both Gethsemane and
Golgotha should be a reminder to the priest of the kenotic life of Christ as his personal
vocation.

Finally, there is the role of a priest as the intercessor in prayer for all people. “To
stand before God for the people — this means to feel himself so united with the people
that their every cry, every groan, every prayer, every cry of repentance, every joy goes

through him like water flowing through a gutter.”'®® This is another example of a link

166 “Ecimm mp1 NacThIPH, €CJIU MbI CBALIEHHUKU BO XPUCTE, TO Mbl JOJKHBI IPONUTH BECH IIyTh XPUCTOB,
OBITH TOTOBBI TaK OBITH €AMHBIMH U C 3a0JIyAIIIEH OBIIOH, M ¢ OOTOOCTaBIEHHBIM, U C OOTOJHIIICHHBIM, U C
TPEIIHUKOM — CO BCSIKMIM YEJIOBEKOM — UTO, €CITH HY)KHO, MBI TIOHIEM Ha y>Kac re()CHMaHCKOH HOYH, MBI
MOWJIeM Ha y)Kac TeJIECHOM CMEepTH, MBI IOWIEM Ha y)kac OOTOIHIIEHHOCTH B MOMEHT, KOTJ]a TyMaeM
TOJIBKO O TOM, YTO CMEPTh HaM OTKPOET ITyTh K bory; MbI OyeM roToBBI COHTH B 4eTIOBEYECKHN, 36MHOI
ax...” Ibid., online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/prop/prop_31.htm

"7 In the following chapter I will return again to the question of whether a person experiences God-
forsakenness or not.

1

5% “IIpencrosts mepex Borom 3a Hapox — 9TO 3HAYMT YyBCTBOBATH CEOS TAK, HACTOIBKO SAMHBIM C STHM
HapOJIOM, YTO KaXKABIH KPUK 3TOTO HApO/aa, KAKIBIH CTOH, KaXkaasi MOJIb0a, KaXKIbI BO3TIac OKASIHUS,
KaXKJas paJiocTh Yepe3 HeTro MPOXOIIT, KaK BoJia TeUueT 1o xenody.” Ibid.



323

with the intercessory role of Mary. A priest’s role is to be opened for the need of the
other people and like Mary to intercede for them in prayer.

Besides these three elements of servant, pastor and intercessor, AB understood
that the role of a priest was in serving the Sacraments and in the proclamation of the
Gospel. AB believed that the key theme in a priest’s preaching should be kenotic
theology: that God does not abandon a person and that God has faith in the human
person.

A priest is a person whom God has called by name and charged with preaching

the Gospel, the word of truth and to give new life in the Sacraments. He must

preach the Gospel as good, life giving news; that a person is not abandoned by

God and that God not only loves, but also believes in him/her. You can love also

those in whom you no longer believe. You can love with a pain in your heart

over the fact that all hope has died, that only love remains. But God not only
loves us; He believes in us: He believed in us when He sent His Son to die on the
cross that we might live. He believed that this death is not in vain, that it will be
accepted and those, who have lost faith in themselves, will find it in the Divine
faith.'®

As we can see, AB made a clear link between the cross of Jesus Christ and God’s
faith in the human person. Again AB emphasized faith in the person over love and gave
a practical application of this in the life of Christians. AB addressed this in a homily

during the ordination of one of his priests and stated:

Preach so that people might believe in themselves and their great vocation [...].
We are called to become partakers of the Divine nature, to become living

19 “Cpsimennmk — 910 YeI0BEK, KoToporo bor mo3Bai mo uMeHu U aai O1aroBecTBoBaTh EBanrenwe,
MIPOTIOBEIOBATH CJIOBO MCTHHEI, JaBaTh HOBYIO KU3HB B TanHcTBax: EBaHrenue xak moopyio,
’KMBOTBOPSIIYIO BECTH O TOM, UTO YEJIOBEK HE ocTaBieH borom, uro bor BepuT B Hero, a He TOIBKO
mo6uT. JIFOOUTE MOKHO H TEX, B KOTO OOJIBIIIEe HE BEPHIIb, TIOOUTH MOKHO U C OOJIBIO CEPICYHOH O TOM,
YTO BCSIKas HaJeKIa BEIMEPIIa, YTO OCTaaCh TOJIBKO JTI000BE. A bor He TOIBKO JTI0OUT HAc, HO BEPHT B
Hac: OH moBepnII B Hac, koraa mocian Croero CeiHa ymupats Ha Kpecre, uTo05I MBI kumn; Bepui OH,
YTO HE HalpacHa OyAeT 3Ta CMepTh, 4TO OyIeT OHA IPUHATA, U T, KTO ITOTEPsUT Bepy B ceOs, HAWYT e B
sToit boxectBenHoit Bepe.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo umsa Omya u Coina u Ceamozo [Jyxa,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_6.htm



324

members of the living body of Christ, temples of the Holy Spirit; to become not

only, according to St. Ignatius [the God-bearer Ignatius of Antioch — RR], ‘total

Christ,” but, according to the courageous and awesome words of Irenaeus of

Lyons, to become an only-begotten son in the Only-Begotten Son. This vocation

is impossible to fulfill by any human power, because this is a gift of God’s faith

inus. [...] And it is given to us in the Church.'”

God’s faith in the human person will provoke in this person faith in himself and
direct him in his vocation to become one with Christ, the “total Christ.” In this teaching
we can see a link with the previous chapter where Christ, according to AB, is the total
Adam, the total human being. I think that here AB was referring to the famous
expression of St. Irenaeus of Lyons, “[God] become what we are, that He might bring us
to be even what He is Himself.”'"" A person will unite with Christ’s human nature and is
called to be a son of God through grace, which is the goal of Christian life.

It is faith in oneself which should open to a person the image of God imprinted
within himself. It is interesting that the emphasis in the relationship with God is placed
not on the action of the person in order “to do” something for God, but rather on

allowing God to act in a person. This is an act of true humility — surrender of oneself and

openness to the Holy Spirit, so He will be able to act through oneself. This is the

70«10 mporoBeLyit, YTOOBI TOIH TTOBEPHIIA B Ce0S I B CBOE BEIHKOE PH3BAHNE; [...] MBI IPH3BAHEI
CTaTh MPUIACTHUKAMH B0’KeCTBEHHOM MPHUPOIBI, CTAaTh KUBBIMH WICHAMH XHBOTO XPHCTOBA TEJa,
xpamamu Casaroro Jlyxa; craTte He TOJIBKO, IO cloBy cBsiToro Urnatus boronocua, ‘Beenensim Xpucrtom’,
HO, TI0 CMEJIOMY, CTpairHoMmy ciioBy cBsitoro Upunes Jlnonckoro, B Equnopognom CeiHe cTaTh
€IMHOPOTHBIM CHIHOM. DTO NMPHU3BaHUE MBI HE MOYKEM HCIOJIHUTH HUKAKIMH CBOMMH YEIIOBEYECKUMHU
cmami, 310 1ap boxkxecTBeHHOI Beps! B Hac. [...] U aTo maetcs Ham B Llepksu.” Ibid., online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_6.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O crviuanuu
u denanuu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/h_d/hd29.htm; Cf. Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Feceowt o sepe u [{epksu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy10.htm

7! Saint Irenaeus of Lyons, Against Heresies, book V, (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing

Company, 2001), online available: http://www.columbia.edu/cu/augustine/arch/irenaeus/advhaer5.txt
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vocation for all Christians, but in the case of a priest, he is called to follow the example
of Christ in readiness to die on the cross.

This vocation of humility is present in the very “action” of a priest in the
Sacraments. AB emphasized that there is only one High priest who presides over the
Sacraments and that is Christ, but the role of a priest is to represent Christ. He said: “A
human person cannot perform the Sacrament; every Sacrament is performed by the only
High Priest — Christ, and only one power is acting in them alone — the power of the Holy
Spirit. And yet without your priesthood none of the Sacraments could be

99172

performed... This is an example of the perfect cooperation between the task of a

priest to surrender of oneself, which is humility, and the power of the Holy Spirit
through the action of the only High Priest, Christ. This is an example of the kenotic role
of a priest in performing the Sacraments.

A priest has no power; he has no rights; there is only one terrible and marvelous,
genuinely divine privilege to love unto death, death on the cross. A certain
Western writer was asked what is a priest, and he answered: a priest is a crucified
human person... He is a person, who has denied and denies and at all times must
again deny himself, to refuse any rights; not only the false right to do evil and to
be a sinner, but even the legitimate rights of humanity, of human life. He is the
image of Christ, an icon, he is Christ’s care, he is Christ’s love, he is Christ’s
body that can be crucified, he is Christ’s blood that can be poured out.'”

172 «“Yeopex TamHCTBA COBEpIIATH HE MOXKET; BCsiKoe TaHHCTBO COBEPIIACT ¢IMHCTBEHHBIN
ITepBocBsmeHHNK — XpUCTOC, IEHCTBYET B HAX OJIHA TOJIBKO cria — [lyxa CBSITOTO; BMECTe ¢ TeM 0e3
TBOETO CBANICHCTBA HE COBEPIIUTCS HU 0JHO TanHCTBO...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo uwus
Omya u Cuina u Ceamoeo /{yxa, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_6.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponogedu u 6ecedwi, online,
available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/prop/prop _31.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Feceoul o sepe u [{epksu, online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/besedy/besedy5.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony Sourozh, Orthodoxy (Excerpt from a Talk with Non-Orthodox), online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng 106.htm

173 “Her BmacTu Y CBALICHHUKA; HET ITPaB y CBAICHHNWKA, €CTh TOJIBKO CTpalrHas U JUBHasA, MOIJIUHHO
00XKeCTBEHHAS TIPUBUIICTUA — JIIO0UTH 10 CMEPTHU U CMEPTHU erCTHOﬁ. Krto-10 13 3alaaHbIX ImcaTeneﬁ,
CHpOLUeHHBIﬁ, YTO TAaKOC CBAIICHHUK, OTBCTHII. CBS[H_ICHHI/IK — 3TO paCHﬂTBIﬁ YCJIIOBCK... qCHOBCK,
KOTOpBIﬁ OTPEKCA U OTPEKACTCA, U Ka)KIIBIﬁ Jac JOJDKEH 3aHOBO OTPEYLCA OT 0665[, OT KakuX OBl TO HU
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Again we can see the kenotic theology and particularly the God-forsakenness
that AB stressed in this practical application. Another practical application of kenotic
theology in the service of a priest is in the Sacrament of Confession. According to AB,
the priest, following the example of Christ, should enter the dark side of the penitent and
enter into his/her Hades. He said:

[A] priest, who stands in Confession and represents the very God, is called to

descend together with a penitent in the most secret corners of pain, darkness, sin

and indeed descent into Hades [...]. And he sees there something wonderful and

miraculous: into this darkness there descends not only a ray of light, not only a

spark of hope; but the very Lord Jesus Christ is descending into this thick

darkness, bringing the joy of salvation... This is the miracle — to stand before the

Living God, and like those who died and encountered the Lord Jesus Christ, also

to stand face to face with Him and to come back from death into life.'”

The main difference between Christ’s descent into Hades and a priest’s descent
into the Hades of a penitent is the presence of God. The priest is not entering this dark
place on his own as the way Christ did, abandoned by His Father. Rather he goes there

together with the Logos, He brings His light to the soul of a penitent, and an encounter

with God can take place.

OBLITO TIpaB; HE TOJIBKO OT JIOKHOTO IIPaBa TBOPHUTS 3710 M OBITH TPEITHUKOM, HO Ja)K€ OT 3aKOHHBIX IIPaB
YeJIOBEYHOCTH, YeIoBeuecKoi xu3an. OH — 00pa3 XpHCTOB, OH — NKOHA, OH — XPUCTOBAa 3a00Ta, OH —
XpucToBa 1000BE; OH — XPHUCTOBO TEJ0, KOTOPOE MOXKET OBITh PACIIATO; OH — XPHUCTOBA KPOBb, KOTOpast
MOJKeT ObITh M3uTa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, IIponosedu u 6eceouwt, online, available:
http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/prop/prop_31.htm. This is difficult to reconcile with AB’s
insistence on the fact that priests must pay attention first and foremost to their families.

174 “[C]BsimeHHNK, TIPEACTOSIINHN Ha HcIoBe I 1Mo 0bpa3y Camoro bora, mpu3BaHHEIN CXOIUTH BMECTE C
KaIOIIMMCS B CaMble TTOTa€HHBIE 3aKOYJIKU 00N, MpaKa, Tpexa, IONCTHHE CXOANT BO af [...]. Y BuauT oH
TaM HEYTO IUBHOE M YyJECHOE: B 3TH TOTEMKH CXOJIHUT HE TOJIFKO JTyd CBETA, HE TOJNBKO MCKpPa HAJEKIBI;
B 9TOT r'ycToi Mpak cxoaut Cam I'ocnione Mucyc Xpucroc, ucuensis, cnacas, IpUHOCS YTEIICHUE,
rojaBasi HOBYIO CHITy, IIPUHOCS PaZoCTh criaceHus... Kakoe 3To nuBo — ctosth nepen Kussim borom, u
KaK Te, KOTOpbIe, yMepeB, BeTpeTri ['ocnoga Uncyca Xpucra, cTosTh TMIOM K JIHIly ¢ HuM u ot cMeptn
BO3BpamaTbes K ku3HU.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo uma Omya u Ceina u Ceamozo Jyxa,
online, available: http://www.metropolit-anthony.orc.ru/inname/in_6.htm
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I consider the role of a priest in the Church as the summation of AB’s kenotic
theology. He not only made a link between the service of the priest with the kenotic
events of Christ’s life and God’s faith in a human person, but also used these themes in a

practical application.

In the fourth chapter of the present research, we looked at the application of
AB’s kenotic theology in practice. We tried to establish the roots of his unique approach
and came to the conclusion that the personal experience of the harsh life of the émigrés,
as well as the separation of his parents and loneliness played a most important role. The
next step was his encounter with Christ that changed his life and brought sense to it.
Personal encounters with Bulgakov, Florovsky, Lossky and others as well as with their
writings might also have shaped AB’s future kenotic theology.

In this chapter we looked at the Church and the Sacraments. The goal was to
establish the kenotic elements in AB’s understanding of the Church and the Sacraments.
We saw that his understanding of the Church had a direct link with the kenosis of Christ
and that the Mystical Body of Christ is the continuation of Christ’s presence in the
world. The goal of the Church is to sanctify the world and to become a place of
encounter with God. The Church is in a stage of becoming. On the one hand, the Church
already is the eschatological realization of God’s presence, and on the other hand, the
Church, because of the sinful life of its members is still in the process of becoming one
with Christ in the Holy Spirit. The important element, missing in the event of the God-
forsakenness of Christ, which is central in AB’s kenotic theology, i.e., the Holy Spirit,

becomes widely present in his understanding of the Church.
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I could not find AB’s reference to the role of the Holy Spirit in Christ’s
abandonment by the Father, but in his reflection on the Church, AB stated boldly that the
Holy Spirit never abandons the Church, despite sin, which in his understanding, means
separation from God. If we try to apply this understanding of the constant presence of
the Holy Spirit in the Church, which is the Mystical Body of Christ, to the event on the
cross, we might conclude that the Holy Spirit did not abandon Christ and became the
link between Christ’s Divinity and the Father. Also we have to keep in mind the
teaching of the Church that there are no separate acts, but only one action in the Trinity,
and therefore the whole Trinity was present in the event on the cross. I think that the
application of the presence of the Holy Spirit in the Church to the God-forsakenness of
Christ can “recover” the Trinitarian aspects in the event. On the other hand, as presented
earlier, AB was not interested in a debate on the detailed exploration of the role of each
of the Persons in the Trinity, but was interested rather in the Divine-human side of the
event, so we can assume that the whole Trinity was present on the cross in AB’s
understanding.

Further, I tried to present AB’s kenotic elements in his understanding of the
Sacraments. In some Sacraments, such as Baptism, Chrismation, Eucharist and Unction
he emphasized the role of matter and how it might sanctify Christians. We saw the links
with the kenotic life of Christ as well with the general understanding of matter as God-
bearing. In the Sacrament of Confession there is a direct link with AB’s understanding
of sin as the Godless state. Christians, in order to follow Christ, must acknowledge their

separation from God and turn back to Him.
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The Sacrament of Marriage is joined with AB’s understanding of Monasticism
and reflected his practical application of his understanding of anthropos, where
individuals are called to become persons. It is also linked to the person of Jesus Christ as
the image of the anthropos. As a practical application of kenotic life through the
Sacrament of Marriage, | used AB’s example of the relationship between husband and
wife in a priest’s family. Finally, in the Sacrament of Priesthood, the priest is called to
follow Christ in His kenotic life and to be an example of God’s faith in the other person
and to be ready to descend together with Christ into the Hades of the other person,
bringing the opportunity of an encounter with God.

In the following chapter we will look at the practical application of AB’s kenotic
theology of God’s faith in the human person. AB called the relationship between God
and a human person as the encounter where the initiator is God. We will look at the most
crucial and dramatic experience that might appear in this relationship, which is the
experience of God-forsakenness. An analysis of the contribution of AB’s kenotic

theology will be provided in the Conclusion.
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CHAPTER V

V.1. Anthony Bloom’s Kenotic Theology in Personal Practice

In the final chapter of the present research we will look at the application of AB’s
kenotic theology in the practical life of Christians. In the previous chapter, we looked at
the practical application of kenotic theology in the Church and Sacraments. We saw
various practical applications of the elements of kenotic theology in the Sacraments, but
there are others, such as in prayer and in the faith of God in the human person and a
human being’s faith in other people, that will be presented here. We will look at AB’s
understanding of relationships between God and the human person, which he called “an
encounter” and at relationships between people, which he understood as faith in the
other person. AB was famous for being a writer on spirituality and prayer, but my goal is
not to exhaustively present his understanding of the spiritual life and prayer, but rather to
emphasize their kenotic elements, especially the experience of absence of the God, or
God-forsakenness. I will also explore some of AB’s practical advice on how human
beings should act if they are in the situation of God’s absence. Another practical element
of AB’s kenotic approach which we will explore is the correlation of faith and
experience. And finally we will look at the theme of death, which in AB’s understanding
is the final encounter with God. All these elements constitute the kenotic life of
Christians. With these elements, I believe, we will see the final picture of AB’s kenotic

theology. The final section of this chapter will be a closer look at the theology of Fr.
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Sophrony Sakharov and AB. It will contrast their differences rather than examine the

common elements in each of their understandings of God-forsakenness.

V.2. Kenosis in the Encounter with God in Prayer

One of the most important elements in the relationship between God and the
human being is in prayer. AB became famous because of his interpretation of prayer and
its place in the spiritual life of a person. In this section we will take a look at some of the
kenotic elements present in the relationship between God and a human being, especially
the experience of God’s absence in prayer.

AB compared the encounter with God in prayer to a relationship between
individuals: there are very intense moments and there are moments with more shallow
communication. In the act of prayer there are two subjects — God and a human being.
AB understood prayer as a personal encounter with God. This encounter can take place
either in private or in congregational prayer. He said:

In its essence prayer is an encounter with God, an encounter of the living soul

with the Living God. This is not just a momentary encounter, but the kind that is

unforgettable, and by God’s grace it never ceases. It can be more intense, more

overwhelming, deeper or more superficial, but in any case it continues in our
. . . . . . 1
experience of life. This occurs both in personal prayer and in public prayer.

! “B ¢ymmocTu cBoeii MouTBa — 3T0 BeTpeda ¢ Borom, Berpeua xuBoit xymm ¢ Kusbiv Borowm, n
BCTpEYa HE TOJHKO MIHOBEHHAS, HO TaKasl, KOTOpas HUKOT[a He 3a0bIBACTCS U, [0 MHUJIOCTH BOXKUEHH,
HuKora He nmepectaet. OHa ObIBaeT OoJiee MHTCHCHUBHAS, OOJiee MOTpscaroias, 6oee rryooKas Uik
0oJiee IOBEPXHOCTHAS, HO TaK WJIM WHAYE OHA MPOJIOJDKACTCS B HAIIIEM OIIBITE XU3HH. DTO MPOUCXOIUT U
B YaCTHOH MOJUTBE, U B 00IIeCTBEHHON MonuTBe.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyds: (Moscow:
Praktika, 2002), 739; Cf. Ibid., 763, 900; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Mooicem nu ewe morumscs
cogpemennniil uenosex? (Klin: Khristianskaia zhizn, 1999), online, available:
http://mitras.ru/molitva/vstrecha.htm. For more on private and and congregational prayer, see:
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 743-763. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpydsi. Knuea
semopasi (Moscow: Praktika, 2007), 48, 339-483; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yuumeco morumocs
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AB thought that communication between God and a human being should be seen
in the sense of friendship: “[T]o pray [to God] is the same as talking with a friend. It is
useless to talk to an imaginary friend, but it is possible to talk substantially with a real
friend, with someone with whom you can stand face to face, to whom you can open your
heart, who listens, and before whose judgments we stand and who will stand up for us,
whether we are right or wrong.”” AB insisted on a “personal” relationship between God
and the human being, where God is a friend. Just like relationships with people there are
bright and dark moments, so the same might be experienced in a relationship with God.
AB said: “In the process of searching you will have endured pain, anguish, hope,
expectation — all the range of human emotions. God will have been the desired One and
He will have been the frustrating One. He will have been the One you long for and the
One you hate because He escapes from you. He is the One you love beyond everything,
without whom you cannot live, and whom you cannot forgive, because He does not

respond...” AB used anthropomorphic language to describe the intimate relationship

(Moscow: Moscow: Zachat’evskii monastyr, 1999), online, available:
http://mitras.ru/uchites/uchites1.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moocem 1u ewye morumocs
cospemennblll uenosex, online, available: http://mitras.ru/molitva/vremia.htm; Ibid., online, available:
http://mitras.ru/molitva/razgovor.htm; Ibid., online, available: http://mitras.ru/molitva/segodn.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony Sourozh, Sermon on Sunday between Ascension and Pentecost 22 May 1988,
online, available: http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_118.htm

2 “[M]onutbcs [bory] — Bce paBHO 4TO pasroBapuBath ¢ Apyrom. becrone3zno pasropapuBaTh ¢

BOOOPaXKaeMbIM JIPYTOM, MOXKHO COAEPIKATEILHO TOBOPUTD C PEAIbHBIM JIPYTOM, C KEM-TO, C KEM MOYXHO
CTOSITB JIUIIOM K JIMIY, KOMY MOXHO OTKDPBITh CEP/IIIE, KTO CIIYIIAET, epe/l YbHUM CYXKICHUEM Mbl CTOUM U
KTO OYJeT CTOATh 3a Hac, HE3aBUCHMO OTTOTO, IPaBbI MBI WIM HerpaBhl.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 612; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moowcem au ewge morumucs
cogpemennblll uenogex, online, available: http://mitras.ru/molitva/vdali.htm

3 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, School for Prayer (London: Darton, Longman and Todd, 1970), 69.
Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moosicem nu ewje morumucs coepemennwlii yenosek, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/molitva/istina.htm
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between God and a person. The above was an example of AB’s practical application of
theology from an anthropological perspective. We will now proceed to the possible

reasons for God’s absence in prayer from AB’s perspective.

V.2.1. Absence of God in Prayer

It seems that AB understood the absence of God in prayer, not as forsakenness by
God, but as the silence of God. “I am not speaking of a real absence — God is never
really absent — but of the sense of absence which we have. We stand before God and we
shout into an empty sky, out of which there is no reply. We turn in all directions and He
is not to be found.”* AB stated that God sometimes could hide and be invisible. AB was
strongly convinced that God is never absent in the lives of people, and when people
experience such “absence” it is only a subjective category. “This absence is, of course,
subjective in so far as God is always present with us.””> AB stated that God cannot
abandon a person, but rather gives a person an opportunity to mature in their faith. AB
encouraged his listeners to be consistent in prayer, especially in the moments of the
subjective absence of God, which in this case he referred to as God-forsakenness. “We
can pray in the state of God-forsakenness, knowing that God is here, but I am blind,

insensitive and only by an act of His infinite mercy He is not appearing to me, while I

* Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, School for Prayer, 1-2.

> Anthony Bloom, Georges Lefebvre, Courage to Pray, trans. by D. Livingstone, (New York: Paulist
Press, 1973), 22; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea smopas, 235, 616, 656;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moocem au ewge morumncsi cospemennulii wenosek, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/molitva/istina.htm
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am still not ready to endure His coming.”® The way AB understood it, the absence of
God can be caused by a person not being ready to encounter God. This is just one of the
reasons he suggested that one might experience God’s absence.

There are various reasons why a person might experience the absence of God,
but [ will limit my analysis to the three major ones. According to AB, these were: 1) sin
as an obstacle to encountering God, 2) an opportunity for spiritual growth, and 3) a false

vision of oneself.

V.2.2. Sin as an Obstacle to Encountering God

A human being has to remember that it is not only the person who is trying to
reach God, but God who is trying to enter the person’s heart. The sins of the individual
can prevent this. If this is the case, the task would be to examine one’s soul for such
stumbling blocks. AB stated: “On the one hand, it happens we are longing for God, but
on the other hand, sometimes God tries to break through to us in spite of the fact that we
shut the doors of our heart, mind and life as a result of our sinfulness, when, instead of

Him, we have chosen sin.”” When God is silent, a person has to examine himself to find

8 “MpI cMOYkKEM MOIUTBCS B COCTOSHUM 0Oro0CTaBICHHOCTH, 3Hasl, 4YTO bor 31€ech, HO s CIIel,
OecuyBCTBEHEH, M UL aeiictBueM CBoero 0eckoHeuHoro Mutocepaust OH He SIBISICTCS MHE, [TOKa 5 eIIe
He B criiax BeiHeCTH Ero mpuxoa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jyxoenoe nymewecmeue:
Pasmvruunenue neped Benuxum Iocmom (Klin: Khristianskaia zhizn, 2004), online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/soul_put/put_2.htm

7 «C ozHoi CTOPOHBI, OBIBaET, YTO MBI pBeMcs Kk bory, ¢ apyroii ctoponsl, mopoit bor crapaercs
MIPOPBATHCS K HaM, HECMOTPS Ha TO YTO MBI 3aTBOPHIIN JBEPH U CEp/Ila, M yMa, U )KU3HHU HaIIeH 1o CBoeH
TPEXOBHOCTH, TOTOMY uTO BMecTo Hero BeiOpanm rpex.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoder, 739;
Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moosicem nu ewe morumscs cospemennwiii uenosek, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/molitva/otvety.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Saint Mary of Egypt 16
April 1989, online, available: http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_164.htm
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out if there are any sins that might be interfering with an encounter with God. If there is
sin, then a person must immediately turn away from this condition to make space for
God. When a person expels God from his life through his sins, God leaves him, but not
completely, because the spirit in the human being will be longing for the fulfillment,
which only God can give. “But God never abandons us, unless we directly say: ‘Go
away! I choose the other side!” But even then [...] He will be knocking at the door of
your heart with memories of Himself; with the impulses of your heart; with His voice;
with everything that leads to Him, because we are created in such a way that we are
capable of responding; He will be knocking through the circumstances of life and
through people.” Just as the Holy Spirit is permanently present in the Church despite
the sins of Christians, so also here, God does not completely abandon a person, but
rather a person through sin leaves God. In another context AB said that sin has a
damaging power because it not only destroys people, but also their relationships with
others and with God. “Sin is never private [...]. Sin always kills us and deprives others
of what we alone could give them. It also deprives God of something that could be His:
our heart, our life...”” Again this anthropomorphic explanation brings to mind a personal

relationship between God and the human person. AB underlined that even when a

¥ “Ho Bor HuKOr/a HE OCTABISCT HAC, pasBe 4TO MBI IpsIMO ckaxkeM: ‘Yitnu! S BeiOpain apyryio ctopony!’
Ho nmaxxe u Toraa. [...] OH Oyzaer cTydaThCsl B IBEpH BaIIeTo cep/ra BocioMuHaHusmMu o Cebe,
MOpBIBaMU Bamiero cep/ia, CBOMM roocoM, BceM, 94TO BeeT K HeMy, moToMy 9TO MBI COTBOPEHEI
TaKMMH, 9TO CIIOCOOHBI 0T03BaThCsA; OH OyAET CTydaThCs Yepe3 00CTOSATENbCTBA JKU3HH, Yepe3 JTIoei.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea smopas, 335.

’ “I'pex yaCTHBIM HUKOT/AA He ObIBaeT [...] ['pex Bcerna yOMBaeT HAC M JIMMIAET IPYTHX TOTO, YTO TOIBKO
MBI MOTJIH OBbI UM 1aTh. VI oH oTHEMaeT y Bora HeuTto, 9To Morio 661 65ITs Ero: Hame cepare, Hamry
®u3Hb...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, IIponogeou u 6eceovt (Moscow: Libris, 1991), online,
available: http://mitras.ru/prop/prop 28.htm
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person is in a state of sin God still does not abandon them. To explain this he referred to
examples from the Holy Scriptures:

We know from the Scriptures, from the lives of saints, yes, even from our own
life and from the lives of friends that there are moments when we fall away from
Him, leave Him, become sinners to the very depths, disgusting to ourselves and
maybe also to others — and suddenly the Lord Himself comes to us. Therefore, it
is not because we are unworthy of this encounter: God desires that we seek this
encounter and that this encounter be for us new life, and that He might be for us
joy and newness of life."

Here we might see a parallel with the Incarnation, because God decided to
become human, when the human race was in sin. God in Christ was the one who
initiated the encounter with human beings in full solidarity with both God and the
human race.

[...] The Lord and God became a human being, one of us. He took upon Himself
the confrontation between God and a fallen humanity and resolved this conflict
within Himself, bringing all to full harmony. If we understand that in a
paradoxical way He with the free will became completely one both with the
human being, even in his state of separation from God, and with God, Whom the
human being rejects. If we understand this, then we also understand that it is
precisely because of this that He could die our death and save us with His death
and open for us the doors of Resurrection.'’

10 “Mp1 3Haem n3 CBSLLEHHOTO TTucanus, U3 KUTHN CBATHIX, 1a U U3 COOCTBEHHOM KU3HH, U3 KU3HU
HalIMX ApYy3eH, 4To OBIBAIOT MOMEHTBI, KOTJIa MBI oTIagaeM ot Hero, yxoaum ot Hero, nemaemes
TPEITHBIMH JI0 CAMBIX TITyOWH, OTBPATHTEIHLHBIMU CaMUM ce0Oe U, MOXKET OBITh, IpyruM — U BIpyT Cam
T'ocnionp k Ham ipuxoauT. [loaToMy €m0 He B TOM, UTO MBI HEJIOCTOMHBI 3TOM BCcTpeun: bor xouer,
9TOOBI MBI 3TOH BCTpEUH MCKAIM, YTOOBI M 3Ta BCTpeda ObLIa JIJIsl HAC HOBOM JKU3HBIO, 1 OH OBLT [T HAC
PamoCThIO U HOBH3HOM *ku3HU.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwr, 743.

'«[...] Tocroap i Bor HamI CTajT 4eOBEKOM, OJHUM U3 Hac, B3I Ha Cebs IPOTHBOCTOSHIE MEXKITY
Borom u maxmmm genoBekoM u pazpenimi B Camom Cebe 3TOT KOHQIMKT, IPUBEN BCE K TTOJTHON
TapMOHUH, €CITM IIOHUMAEM, 4TO TapaloKCaATbHBIM 00pazoM OH BOJILHOH BOJICH cTaj 10 KOHIIA SAMHBIM U
C YETIOBEKOM, JJaKe B €r0 COCTOSTHUH OTYYXJICHHOCTH OT bora, u ¢ borom, Kotoporo denoBek orBepraer,
MMOHMMAEM MBI H TO, YTO UMEHHO 1T03ToMy OH MOT YMepeTh Halllel cMepThIO, U criacTu Hac CBoei
CMEpTHIO, ¥ OTKPBITH HaM BpaTa BockpeceHus.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyow. Kuuea
emopast, 647.
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Christ, in solidarity with humans, took upon Himself sin, which is Godlessness.
He died and brought salvation to people as we have already seen in previous chapters. If
He loved us when we were in sin, this shows that sins are not the main obstacle for a
person to encounter God.

We might notice an inconsistency between the following two ideas: on the one
hand God cannot get through to a person because of sin, but on the other hand, there are
examples in Holy Scripture, when God comes to a person despite sin. An example of the
latter is the Incarnation. Is this a contradiction in AB’s theology? Can God come to
people despite their sins? It seems that He can. Then how to explain the first statement?
We can find the answer in the principle of freedom. God respects the freedom of the
human being and never abuses it. A person might allow God to act in his life or he/she
might not. In other words, sin is not an obstacle for God, but rather it is an obstacle for a
person to open up completely to God and to allow Him to act in his life. Looking at this,
we can see there is no contradiction in AB’s theology, but rather a lack of clarity.

To support my point, we will review what AB said: “He [God] wishes that we
would want, indeed with all our desire, to have an encounter with Him and then this
encounter could take place.”'? And somewhere else he said: “The Holy Spirit comes to
us quietly; at times unexpectedly, at times as the result of longing.”"” The lack of desire

to encounter God appears to be the main obstacle to God’s acting. That’s why the role of

12 .
“OH X04eT, YTOObI MBI ICHCTBUTENHLHO BCEM JKEJIAHUEM CBOUM XOTEH BCTPETUThCs ¢ HuMm — 1 Toraa
MOJKET Mpou30UTH BeTpeua.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 742, 762.

5 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The Comforter: Our Support and Strength for Mission, 29.05.1999,
online, available: http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1999-05-29-1-E-E-T-EM04-
027ConferenceTheComforter.html
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Mary, as was presented in the previous chapters, is so important for our salvation — her
free fiat allowed God to become Incarnate. AB taught that God wants this encounter
more deeply than any human being does and that this should allow a person to develop
his trust in God and not speed up the encounter: “We have to learn how to trust in God
without pushing through to Him, and to know that He, more than we, wants this

. . . 14
encounter, He wants our communion with Him...”

Some people might experience the
encounter with God in moments of despair. Here AB compared people who are
experiencing despair with Christ’s descent into Hades. “[W]e encounter Him also in
Hades. You know, one of the most significant things concerning Christ is in the words of
the Apostle’s Creed: ‘He descended into Hades.” Very many people encounter God

either in the depth of their despair or in the heart of evil, when they are in its grip.”"’

V.2.3. An Opportunity for Spiritual Growth

AB admitted that the most difficult aspect of prayer is the silence of God, but at
the same time he also believed it could become an opportunity to grow deeper in our
relationship with God. “An encounter with God is a free act where God is in control and

it is only when we are humble, as well as beginning to love God, that we are able to

' “Ham HY>KHO Hay49HThCS Tak bory moBepsts, 4ToOB He MpoduBaThes K Hemy, a 3HaTh, uTo OH GOMBIIE
Hac X04eT 3TOH BeTpeun, Oonbiie Hac xodeT Hamero npuobmerns Cebe...” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 64-65.

15 “[M]s1 BcTpeuaem Ero u B any. 3HaeTe, 0Ha U3 CaMbIX 3HaYUTEJIbHBIX BElled OTHOCUTENBHO XpUCTa —

3TO cinoBa Anocronbekoro Cumsoiia Bepsl: ‘OH comen Bo an.” OueHb MHOTHE 1104 BeTpeyaroT bora B
rTyOWHAX CBOETO OTYAsHUS WM B CEpAIEBHHE 31a, KOT1a OHHU B ero Tuckax.” Ibid., 618-619.
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support his absence, to be enriched even by his absence.”'® AB reminded his readers that
initiative in prayer lies not only in the decision of the person to pray, where God would
have to respond immediately, but also to give initiative to God, through the reading of
the Gospel and to be open to the encounter.'” AB underlined the freedom of God in the
decision to reveal Himself to the person or not. In his understanding the lack of the
presence of God is part of the experience of the encounter with God: “We have to learn
simply to be before God, really to be silent and to be sure that He is here; I might not
experience Him right now, but it does not mean that He is not here.”'® This kind of
“absence” of God can provoke a hunger for God. Again AB used an anthropomorphic
illustration:
God is free to come to us and is free to allow us to seek Him. His absence (I
mean the subjective feeling of His absence) does not mean that He is not with us,
but He allows us to feel what life would be like without Him. His absence is like
a hunger which forces us to seek Him with greater determination and sometimes
with a greater desperate effort. We are too easily satisfied with what we have,

and what we are used to having: we have friendships, relatives, we have so much,
but we begin to value them only when something is taken away from us.'’

' Anthony Bloom, Georges Lefebvre, Courage to Pray, 25. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoe.
Knuea emopas, 178.

7 Cf. Ibid., 614; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Mooicem au ewe morumubcs cospemenwiii uenosex,
online, available: http://mitras.ru/molitva/otvety.htm

1 N
8 “Hawm nazo Hay4UTHCS IPOCTO OBITH Tiepe; borom, IeHCTBUTENIEHO MOTYATh U 3HATh, 4T0 OH TYT €CTh;
s Mory Ero He omymaTs ceifgac, Ho 3TO He 3Ha4HT, uTo Ero Het.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowr, 742.

¥ “Bor coGonen MIPUHTH K HaM u cBoOOIeH 1aTh HaM HckaThk Ero, uto Ero oTcyTerBue (s mMero B BULY
cyOBeKTHBHOE 9yBCTBO ET0 0TCYyTCTBHS) HE 03HadaeT, yTo Ero Het ¢ HaMu, HO OH /aeT HaM ITOYySTh,
KakoBa Oplta ObI km3HB 0e3 Hero. 1 Ero otcyterBue — 310 Kak ObI rooa. oo, KOTOpEIt 3acTaBiser
Hac JOOMBATHCSA C OOJBINEH PEITMMOCTBHIO M BpeMEHaMHU ¢ OoJiee OTJYasHHBIM yCHIIneM nckaTh Ero. Mer
CIJIAIIKOM JIETKO JOBOJIECTBYEMCS U YIOBJIETBOPEHBI TEM, YTO HMEEM, MBI IIPUBBIKAEM MMETh: Y HAaC €CTh
JIpYXOBI, €CTh POJTHBIE, €CTh CTOJIBKO BCETO, U TOJBKO KOTAa YTO-TO Yy HAC OTHITO, MBI HAUWHAEM 3TO
neHuTh.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 617; Cf. Ibid., 618; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Mooicem 1u ewe morumscs cospemennulil uenosek, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/molitva/propoved.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moaumea u scusno, trans. by T.
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In the relationship with God, it is not only the human being who has freedom to
accept or to abandon God, but also God has freedom to come or to be absent in a
person’s life. On the other hand, it is not only God who is absent in prayer, but also the
human being who might abandon God when he/she is not praying to Him: “Not to pray
is to leave God out of our existence — not only God, but all that He signifies for the
world He created, the world in which we live.”*" Also, people might abandon God when
they do not respond to His love. “We can talk about the loneliness of God in the sense
that God offers us all His love, but there are only a few who are open and ready to
accept it!”?' A person, of course, cannot bring any harm to God through his Godless life
or through not praying to Him or not loving Him, but through such behavior a person
deprives the world and himself of the grace of God. Here we might see a link with the

previous statement that sins are obstacles for a person to be open to God.

V.2.4. A False Vision of Oneself

A third reason for the absence of God in the life of a human person can be a

result of pretending to be someone other than one is.

Maidanovich, (Riga: Balto-slavianskoe obshchestvo kul’turnogo razvitiia i sotrudnichestva, 1992), online,
available: http://mitras.ru/mol_jizn/life8.htm

2% Metropolitan Anthony Sourozh, Prayer Today 1967, September the 2d, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_239.htm

2l «“Moxno TOBOPUTH 00 oarHOYecTBe bora B ToM cMbicie, uto bor npemiaraet Ham Bcro CBOTO JIFOOOBb,
HO KaK MaJIo TeX, KTO OTKPBIBAETCsl M TOTOB MPUHSATH ee!” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyds.
Knuea emopas, 629.
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As long as we are authentic, as long as we are ourselves, God can be present in
the encounter and can do something for us. But when we are trying not to be
what we really are, then nothing can be done or said for us. We become
fictitious, a false front, and with such an unreal person God can do nothing.*

A person has to be honest with himself and ask — why do I need God? What do |
expect from Him? Why do I need Him? Do I need Him to fulfill my personal needs or
inner emptiness, or do I need Him for the sake of Himself? All these questions point out
how serious the preparation for encountering the true God is, not just in imagining Him.
A person, according to AB, might be close to God, but because of a lack of patience
decides to turn away from God and abandon Him.

Don’t we turn away from him because we sense that He will cause a breach of

peace in our lives; upset its values? In this case we cannot rely on encountering

him in our prayer. [ would put it even more strongly. We should thank God with
all out heart that he does not offer Himself to us at this moment, because we
doubt Him not like Job, but like the bad thief on the cross. An encounter would
be a judgment and condemnation of us. We should learn to understand this
absence and judge ourselves because we are not judged by God.*

A person has to be insistent in prayer, and has to search first for God for His own
sake and only then for feelings of His presence and support.”* And again AB compared a
person’s relationship with God to a relationship with another human person.

[...] it happens [that] we are not ready for the encounter, because we search for

God as fulfillment of our life and not in order to love Him, to trust Him and to
serve Him, but to have Him fill the void within us. [...] If we relate to this

22 “TJoka MBI TIO/NTHHHBI, TIOKa MBI SBJISIEMCSI caMHUMH c000¥, Bor MoXeT MpUCyTCTBOBATH BO BCTpede U
MOJKET 4TO-TO JIs Hac cnenath. Ho kak TOMbKO MBI HampsaraeMcsi ObITh HE TEM, YTO MBI €CTh Ha CAaMOM
Jiesie, TO JUIsl Hac HU CIIeaTh HUYETO Helb3sl, HU CKa3aTh; Mbl CTAHOBUMCS (PMKTHUBHBIM, ITOJICTABHBIM
CYIIECTBOM, a C TAaKOW HepearbHON INYHOCTHI0 bor HIUero He Moxer caenats.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Yuumecwv moaumwcs, online, available: http://mitras.ru/uchites/uchites.htm

3 Anthony Bloom, Georges Lefebvre, Courage to Pray, 24.
4 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Ceina u Céamozo [qyxa: Iponoseou (Moscow:

Sviato-Danilov monastyr’, 1993), online, available: http://mitras.ru/inname/in_13.htm; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, /[yxosnoe nymewecmsue, online, available: http://mitras.ru/soul_put/put_1.htm
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emptiness in such a way then, of course, we would have to wait and search,
because the encounter with God in such an understanding is similar to the
encounter with a person whom we search for personal interest and not because
our heart is opened to this person and we would like to enter into a communion
of friendship, love, mutual respect and cooperation with him.*’

As we have seen in the previous chapter, AB believed that the encounter between
God and a human person through the Sacraments takes place beyond the intellectual,
emotional and rational levels, but rather on the spiritual level. We can see the same here,
the genuine encounter with God, like people’s relationships, takes place beyond words.
AB treated the encounter with God as a very intimate and deep one based on mutual
dialog.
It seems to me that very often we cannot meet each other (I am not talking now
about God, but about a human being) because we are so occupied with ourselves
that we do not see the other person. We are with the person, he talks to us and we
do not hear what he says. [...] Does this relate in anyway to God? Of course,
because in most cases we come to Him with our own anxieties, with our own
apprehensions, with our own problems. We are not coming first and foremost to
God, but we bring to Him ourselves.”

Like in a relationship between two people, when someone is talking and another

one is listening, the same is supposed to be the case in a relationship with God, where a

= “[...] ObIBaeT [4TO] MBI HE TOTOBBI K BCTpEUE, MOTOMY YTO MBI HIlleM bora Kak BOCITOJIHEHUE Hameh

KM3HH — HE UL TOro, 4To0s! Ero momobuts, EMy noBeputhesi, EMy HOCITYKHTH, & JIWIIB JJIs TOTO, YTOOBI
OH 3amoJIHUJ ITyCTOTY, KOTOpas B HAaC e€cTh. [...] Eciau y Hac Takoe oTHOIIEHHWE K ATOH IMyCTOTE, TO,
KOHEYHO, HaM TPUAETCS | XKJIaTh, U KCKATh, [IOTOMY YTO BCTpedya ¢ Borom B 3TOM cMBICiIe mOq00Ha
BCTpPEYE C YEIOBEKOM, KOTOPOTO MBI HILEM ISt COOCTBEHHOM BBITO/IBI, & HE IIOTOMY, YTO HAIlle CEPIIEe
3TOMY Y€JI0BEKY OTKPBITO ¥ MbI XOTHM BOWTH B OOLICHHE APYKOBI, TFOOBU, B3AMMHOTO YBa)KCHHSI,
cotpyaHndectBa ¢ HUM.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 739. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea smopas, 103, 169-171; 183; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponoseou u
beceowt, online, available: http://mitras.ru/prop/prop_10.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yuumecs
monumswcs, online, available: http://mitras.ru/uchites/uchites.htm

26 <Y mue KQKETCs, YTO YaCTO MBI HE MOXKEM BCTPETUTH APYT ApyTa (s ceituac roBopto He o bore, a o
YeNIoBeKe), IIOTOMY UTO TaK 3aHATH COOOH, YTO HE BUANM APYToro. MBI HaXOAUMCS C YeJIOBEKOM, OH C
HaMH TOBOPHUT, U MBI HE CITBIIIIIM TOTO, YTO OH TOBOPHT. [...| Ho oTHOCHTCS T 3TO KaKUM-TO 00pa3oM K
Bory? KoneuHo ke, moToMmy 9to MBI K Hemy nmpuxoaum G60mbIiei 9acThio CO CBOUMHE 3a00TaMH, CO
CBOMMH TPEBOT'aMH, CO CBOMMH ITpobiieMaMy. MBI He IPUXOIUM B IIEPBYIO odepens Kk bozy, a IpHHOCHM
Emy camux cebs.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 764; Cf. Ibid., 766-767.



343

person has to “learn to be silent in order to hear.”*’ AB encouraged his listeners to
prepare for such an encounter through the emptying of oneself. He said:
And when we talk about the encounter with God, we have to understand why we
want to meet Him. Is it because He will satisty all our needs, because He will fill
some emptiness in our heart, or is it because He is so dear to us that we are going
to empty our life, our minds and hearts that everything would belong to Him; that
He would dwell in these mysterious depths. Only then the encounter will take
place, that we have not even been dreaming about.*®
Here we can see an example of kenosis put into practice. AB used the word “to
empty”’ (omycromuTs), which is in Greek “xevow.” Just as Christ, who humiliated
Himself and gave His life for our salvation, in the some way a person in full humility
has to empty himself of anything that belongs to him/herself and only then the encounter

can take place. This is a self-sacrificial act of a person and the realization of the daily

carrying of the cross.

V.3. Practical Advice Regarding the Experience of God’s Absence

AB gave some practical advice on how a human being should act in the situation

of God’s absence and I will consider some of them below. However, I am not planning

27 «“[H]ayunThcst TaK MOIYATh, 9TOOBI cibImaTh.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosr. Knuca

emopast, 63.

By KOrJja Mbl TOBOPHM O BCTpeue ¢ borom, Mbl JOJKHBI IOHUMATh, IOYEMY MBI KejaeM Ero BcTperuTs.
TToromy 51, yTo OH yJOBJIETBOPUT BCE HAIIM HYXAbI, TOTOMY JIH, 4TO OH 3aMOJHUT KaKyl0-TO IIyCTOTY B
HalleM cepile, Wiv nmotomy, 4To OH Tak HaM JOPOT, YTO Mbl TOTOBHI OIYCTOIIUTh HAILy KU3Hb,
onycmowums Hallll YM U CepJIie UIsl TOTO, YTOOBI 6ce MpuHAIekano EmMy, 4uro0s1 OH MOT BCEITUTHCS B
9TH TAWHCTBEHHBIC TNIYOWHBI, H TOTJ]a COBEPIIUTCS Takas BCTPeda, 0 KOTOPOW MbI U MEUTATh HE yMeeM.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 767.
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to present all the advice AB gave to his listeners, but only those elements which are most
relevant to the kenotic character of prayer.

First, he suggested examining one’s soul, if there is any sin that might separate
us from God. If there is no sin then a person has to humble himself in an act of total
trust, surrender and openness: “Humility seems to us almost always as self-destruction,
as a state in which we find ourselves when we say something bad about ourselves,
knowing, however, that it is not so. In fact, humility is the state of a person, in which he
has completely forgotten about himself and surrendered him/herself into the hands of
God.””

Secondly, “When God does not give Himself to us when we cannot feel His
presence, we must be able to wait with awe and reverence.”° I believe that here we can
see a link with AB’s teaching about solidarity, which Christ showed on the cross when
He experienced abandonment by the Father and by people, but remained faithful to both.
One of the consistent elements in any relationship with God is mutual freedom. This
means God is also free in His actions towards humans — “we are too often astonished

that our prayer is not heard. We think we have only to offer a prayer for God to be

2 “CMI/IpeHHC HaM IPCIACTABIACTCA IMOYTHU BCETAAa KaK CAMOYHUYNIKECHUE, KaK COCTOAHUE, B KOTOPOM MBI
HAaXOJMMCsI, KOT/ia 0 cebe TOBOPUM JIypHOE, 3Hasi, OJJHAKO, 4TO 3TO He Tak. Ha camoMm zese cMupeHue -
COCTOSIHHE YeJIOBEKa, KOTIa OH JI0 KOHIA Ipo cebs 3a0bL1 U oTaan ceds B pyky boxuio.”

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex neped bocom (Moscow: Praktika, 2006), 136-137;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 864-865. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, buims
xpucmuanunom (Elektrostal: Molva, 2000), online, available: http://mitras.ru/be/be_6.htm; Cf. with the
example of Mary’s kenotic life in the second chapter.

3% Anthony Bloom, Georges Lefebvre, Courage to Pray, 22.
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1 .
! God is free to not answer someone’s prayer and the person has to

obliged to answer it.
remain faithful to God even if the prayer is not answered.

Third, during moments of dryness or the absence of God, AB suggested
observing one’s emotionsm getting in touch with one’s feeling regarding personal
experiences. He encouraged being honest before God with the feelings a person has:

[Do] we feel [...] that we have lost contact with Him, that in spite of His

invisible presence here; His presence is insensible to us? [...] And now, do we

feel ourselves as lost without Him? Do we desire to quickly restore our
relationships when they are broken; or to find Him again, when we have lost

Him? [...] Here is the beginning of everything. We have to ask ourselves: Do we

miss God? Or is it enough for me that He exists and I can turn to Him when I

need Him, in order to fulfill my demands, to use Him, when my own strength and

abilities are not sufficient?*?

It seems that the answers to these questions in the moments of the absence of
God are the key to how serious the human being is in relation to God. AB stated that the

silence of God in response to someone’s prayer cannot last long, but rather can be an

opportunity to grow to his/her capacity. God through “shorter or longer silences [...]

3! Ibid., 25; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyder, 873. Cf. Anthony Bloom, Georges Lefebvre,
Courage to Pray, 22.

2
3 “[Y]yBcTBYEM JIK MBI [...] 4TO MBI TOTEPSUIIN KOHTAKT ¢ Hum, uto, xoTs HeBunumo OH u 31ech, Ero

MPUCYTCTBUE I Hac HeomryTuMo? [...] U BoT, ayBcTByeM 1 MBI ce0st oTepssHHBIME Oe3 Hero?
JKaxkmem 71 MBI CKOpee BOCCTaHOBHUTH OTHOIICHHS, KOT/Ia OHH HapyIIMINCh, WUIK HalWTH Ero BHOBB, KoT/1a
MsI Ero motepstmu? [...] BoT ¢ yero Bce HaunHaeTcs. MBI TOJDKHBI TOCTaBUTH Tiepes; co0oif Bompoc:
ckydaeMm 7 MBI 1o bory? Wim xBatut ¢ meHs, 9to OH CyIIecTBYeT U 1 Mory o0paTuthes kK Hemy, kornma
OH Hy’XeH, YTOOBI HCIIOJTHUTH MOW TPeOOBaHMS, HCIIONB30BaTh ETo, KOraa MHE He XBaTaeT COOCTBEHHBIX
cut 1 criocoObHocTei?” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bocom, 194-195; Cf.
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 57, Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Yyumecwv monumsca, online, available: http://mitras.ru/uchites/uchites.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Moowcem au ewge moaumuncs cospemennulii wenogek, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/molitva/vernost.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moiumea u scusuw, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/mol_jizn/life8.htm
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summons our strength and faithfulness and leads us to a deeper relationship with
Him...”** Through patience a person can take part in the cross of Christ.

Fourth, we are not to run away from the experience of the absence of God: “Too
often Christians have the habit, whenever a problem or danger arises, of turning to the
Lord and crying, ‘Lord protect us, save us, fight for us.” How often the Lord must look
at us sadly and say to us in the silent language which we could understand if only our
hearts were not so deafened by their fear, ‘But I sent you into this situation to fight for
me...””** For AB this is the vocation of people to represent Christ, the apostles and the
saints and to be ready for self-sacrifice and the carrying of the cross. It is the moment
when we are called to be faithful to God.*”

Fifth, we are to pray to God with honest words, which would accurately express
the reality of our true convictions and desires.*® The sixth point also emphasizes
truthfulness and it is to read favorite prayers or scriptural texts: “We should re-read them
when we feel unenthusiastic. And from them we can offer a prayer which may seem

cold and dead to us, but which is at least truthful.”®’

33 Anthony Bloom, Georges Lefebvre, Courage to Pray, 41; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer,
887.

3* Anthony Bloom, Georges Lefebvre, Courage to Pray, 33; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Mooicem nu ewge morumucst cospemennulil wenogek, online, available: http://mitras.ru/molitva/otvety.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Morumea u scusus, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/mol_jizn/life6.htm

3% Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moocem 1u ewe morumvcs cospemennsiii uenosek, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/molitva/otvety.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moaumea u scusns,
online, available: http://mitras.ru/mol_jizn/life8.htm

3% Cf. Anthony Bloom, Georges Lefebvre, Courage to Pray, 36.

37 1bid., 37.
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Seventh, in some cases of the absence of God, AB recommended not to pray to
God, but to talk to ourselves: “When God seems absent, the heavens empty and the void
immense, we should direct our prayer not to Him but we should talk to ourselves. We
should address each word of our prayer to our own depressed and dormant soul. We
must treat our soul like a mother taking a naughty child onto her lap and telling him a
story. [...] We should be able to let ourselves go, be supple, not passive but with an
attitude of surrender.”® In another context AB strongly emphasized that a prayer to God
is not just a monologue with oneself, but rather a conversation with one’s conscience in
the presence of God.”

Eighth, AB suggested that in a moment of dryness and difficulties in prayer we
not lose faith in God and ourselves. “There are moments when prayer flows easily and
freely, and there are other moments when we get a feeling that its source has dried up.
Then we have to use prayers created by other people and which express the main lines of
everything we believe in, even if at the present moment this is not enlivened by the deep
response of our heart. At such times our prayer should be a double act of faith, faith not
only in God, but also in ourselves; we have to believe in our faith, which at the given
moment has faded, but it is a part of our very selves.”*’ This is an application of kenotic

theology in practice combined with faith in oneself.

3 Ibid., 39; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyde:, 884-885.

3% Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Becedw o sepe u Llepreu (Moscow: SP Interbuk, 1991), online,
available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy1.htm#1

40 “brIBaroT MOMCHTBHI, KOr1a MOJIMTBA JIBECTCS JICTKO U CBO60}IHO, " Apyru€ MOMCEHTBI, KOrJga y HacC
IMOABJIACTCA YyBCTBO, YTO UICTOYHHUK €€ BBICOX. TOF}la HY>XHO ITOJIb30BaThCA MOJIMTBAMHU, KOTOPBIC
COCTaBJICHBI IPYTUMH JIIOJAbMHU U TI€ BBIPAXKEHO B OCHOBHBIX YE€PTAX BCE TO, BO YTO MBI BEPUM, JAXKE €CIIN
B }IaHHBIﬁ MOMCHT 3TO U HEC OKUBJICHO IJIs HAC FIIy6OKI/IM OTKJIMKOM HaMICTO cEpara. B takoe BpEMA
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Finally, AB stated that God always listens to our prayer, and the only prayer that
was not heard, was Jesus’ prayer in Gethsemane.*' AB used this example for those who
lost their faith in the power of prayer. He said: “When our faith is weak we say, perhaps
that God could not reply through impotence or indifference. But we have nothing to say
about Christ’s own prayer remaining unanswered. The faith of Christ the Son of God
must be perfect. We cannot doubt God’s love for Him and does not Christ himself say
that his Father could send twelve legions of angels to deliver Him? If Christ is
abandoned, that is because God has foreseen that something better will come of it for us,

as the price of His life.”*

As we can see, AB linked the prayer in Gethsemane with the
God-forsakenness of Christ and used this as an example for people who might
experience their own abandonment by God.

In this section we looked at some of the practical advice AB shared with
believers who experience the absence of God in their lives. In the next section I will give

an overview of AB’s understanding of the correlation between faith and experience and,

as before, we will only be looking at kenotic elements.

HaIlla MOJIUTBA JOJKHA OBITh JBOWHBIM aKTOM BEPBI, — BEPhI HE TOJILKO B bora, HO ¥ B caMuX ce0s1; MbI
JIOJDKHBI TIOBEPHUTH B CBOIO BEPY, KOTOPast B AaHHBIA MOMEHT [TOMEPKJIA, XOTS M SIBJISCTCS YaCThIO HAC
camu.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moiumea u srcusus, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/mol_jizn/life8.htm; Archbishop Anthony Bloom, Living Prayer (London: Libra books.
Darton, Longman and Todd, 1965), 120, online, available: http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1966-00-
00-1-E-E-B-EM02-001LivingPrayer.html

et Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moiumea u scuszuw, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/mol_jizn/life6.htm. For more on the prayer in Gethsemane, see the second chapter.

2 Anthony Bloom, Georges Lefebvre, Courage to Pray, 42.



349

V.4. Experience of God in an Encounter Leads to Faith

AB widely used the notion of experience to form his theology. This was partly
because of his own encounter with Christ and partly due to the harsh life of Russian
émigrés; all of these experiences shaped his kenotic approach. We have already seen
several of these examples in the previous chapters, but now we will look at his
understanding of experience in the kenotic mode.

What happens after an encounter with God? AB thought that such an experience
might be short, but intense. Afterwards the moment comes when God leaves the person
and this is the beginning of faith.* “A human being experiences His presence and
cannot live without longing for what he just experienced. He would like to see the Face
of God, but it is too early. He sees how God is leaving him and what remains? It is not a
fruitless anguish, it is not bitterness that something that once was given, now is gone.
No! Hunger, thirst and yearning remain to encounter again the One Who is love, Who is

** The longing and hunger for God will become

life, Who is truth and ultimate beauty...
a motivation for a person to again seek the presence of God. The most important thing,

according to AB, is not the search for the experience of God, but the encounter with

God: “The basic thing is to seek God and never seek any sort of ‘experience.” The goal

* More on faith, see: Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, IIponogedu u 6eceowt, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/prop/prop_29.htm

# “UYenoex mepexupaer Ero mpucyTCTBHE, OH YKe HE MOXKET KUTh 0€3 TOCKH O TOM, UTO IEPEKHII, OH
xore 061 BuneTh JInk boxwit — HO paHo emy. OH BHINT, KaK yjganseTcs oT Hero bor, — u gto ocraercs?
He 6ecrutonHas Tocka, He TOPEYsb O TOM, YTO OJHAXKIBI JaHHOE TeNeph YXOAuT, — HeT! Ocraercs royion u
KaX1a, ¥ TOMJICHHE 110 TOMY, YTOOBI CHOBa BCTpeTuTh Toro, KTo ects m060BE, KTO ecTh xu3Hp, KTO
€CTh UCTHHA U TIpeJieNIbHAs KpacoTa...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bocom, 271.
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should be God alone. [...] It is possible to look at God as a means to get an experience.
Or one can say: my experience is a collateral result of my encounter with God....”*> AB
made this very important statement that a person should long not for the experience of
God, but for God Himself. AB warned people about using God just for the experience.
Even the question — “Does God exist?” — is an acknowledgment of God’s existence. He
criticized those who come to God because they are looking for an explanation of their
life:
A primitive human being will ascribe to God everything that he cannot explain
with his own life experience or his own human mind. [...] None of the believers
who have a wise, mindful approach to their faith would use God as a plug, to use
the notion of God as an explanation for what they do not understand, the
inexplicable. God, on the contrary, stands out in the contemporary consciousness
of the believer not as an explanation, but as an independent fact. Besides
whatever He can or cannot do, despite whatever one can or cannot explain
through Him about this or that — He exists.*
There are some people who are disappointed with God, because they do not
receive from Him what they expected to receive and therefore leave Him. For AB the
foundation of faith is the experience of God in one’s life. If the experience of God

through different encounters with Him comes prior to faith, then what about when there

is a lack of these experiences? What about the absence of God? Could it also become a

# «OcnoBHOE MpaBWJIO — UCKATh bora W HUKOTIa He HCKAaTh HUKAaKoro “omnbita”. [lenbo qoKeH ObITh
OnuH Bor. [...] MoxHo cMoTpeTh Ha bora kak Ha 00CTOSATENHCTBO IS MTOJYYCHHS OTbITa. MITH MOKHO
CKa3aTh: MO OMBIT — 3TO MOOOYHBIH pe3ynpTaT Moeit BcTpeun ¢ borom...” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Moowcem au ewge moaumncs cospemennulii wenogex, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/molitva/segodn.htm

46 “[TT]puMuTHBHEII YeoBeK OyIeT MPUIUCHIBAaTh bory Bce TO, 4ero oH He MOKET OOBSICHUTH CBOUM
KUTEHCKUM OTIBITOM FJTH CBOMM YEJIOBEYECKUM YMOM. [...] HUKTO U3 Bepyromux, y KOT0o eCTh KaKOH-TO
pa3yMHBIN, BAYMUYUBBIA TIOJXO0I K CBOESH Bepe, He CcTaHeT yrmoTpedaTh bora kak 3aTeUKy, yIoTpeOIsITh
noHsTHE 0 bore kak 00BsICHEHHE TOTO, Yero OH HEe MOHUMaeT, HeoOBssicHIMOTo. bor, HaobopoT,
BBIJICNIACTCS B COBPEMEHHOM CO3HAHWH JUISI BEPYIOIIETO0 MMEHHO He KaK O0BSICHEHHE, a KaK He3aBUCHMBII
¢axt. [Tomrmo Toro, uro OH MOXET WIIH HE MOXKET, IOMUMO TOTO, 9TO IM MOXKHO MM HEeNb3s O0BSICHUTh
To mim apyroe, — OH cymiectByet.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex neped bocom, 39.
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place of encounter with God? Very often AB encouraged his listeners to long for the
experience of God’s love rather than to listen to long talks about God.*” Most likely it
was his own experience of encountering God that created his approach. On this point |
would agree with Gillian Crow, who said that “[I]n many ways he [AB] felt closer to the
Evangelicals than to Catholics or Anglicans. He insisted that one must have a personal,
living relationship with the Living God. Nothing less would do. This had to be centered
on communion with him in prayer or silence.”* In AB’s understanding of kenosis even
the absence of God in the people’s life can be a starting point for encountering Him, but
this absence is not a desperate one, because it is based on a previous true encounter. AB
built this directly on his own experience: “Faith can be found, as I found it, through a
miracle; faith can be found through the reading of the Gospel; faith can be found through
an encounter with a living person who is like a beacon of faith, from whom it flows and
shines. Faith can be found in the depths of despair after the realization of the final, full
senselessness of any human help, we can say: yes, humanly there is no hope left, but
nevertheless hope is still alive.”* We can read of the same broad understanding of the

places of the encounter with God in AB’s theology in Crow’s biography of AB:

7 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Ceina u Césimozo Jyxa, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/inname/in_5.htm

* Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Essential Writings: Selected and Introduced by Gillian Crow
(Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2010), 22-23.

49 “Bepy MOXHO HalTH, KaK s €€ Halllell — 4yJJOM; BEpy MOXHO HalTH yTeHueM EBaHrenus, Bepy MOXHO
HAWTH BCTpeUeil C JKHUBBIM YEIIOBEKOM, KOTOPBIil SBJISETCS KaK Obl CBETOYEM BEpHI, U3 KOTOPOT'O OHA
JIbETCsI, CBETUTCS. Bepy MOXKHO HailTH B riTyOMHAX OTYasHHUS, KOT/a, [I03HAB BCCKOHEYHYIO, HOJIHYIO
6eCCMBICICHHOCTD BCSIKOM YeJI0BEYECKOM MTOMOIIH, MBI MOYKEM CKa3aTh: Jia, HO-4eI0BEYECKH HUKAKON
HaJIeXKIBI HE OCTAETCs, HO BCe-TaKM He yMupaeT Hajaexnaa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Moawcem au
euje MOIUMbCA CO8peMennblil uenogek, online, available: http://mitras.ru/molitva/vdali.htm; Cf.
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bozom, 272; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi.
Knuea emopas, 25.
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“Metropolitan Anthony talked almost as much about God’s absence as he did about His
presence; and he saw this absence not as something to be brushed under the carpet, a
source of embarrassment, but as a starting point for finding God. [...] And this was
exactly where many people, under his guidance, began their journey towards a living
faith.”

Experience is the starting point and beginning of Christian life. That is why it is
most important to analyze it and to try and comprehend it so that the fruit of an
experience of God can be fully used.”’ In his talks AB very often presumed that his
listeners had already experienced an encounter with God. He said: “I do not think there
is a single person in the world who has not at some time fallen on his knees before the
Living God, whose presence he was suddenly aware of — or who has not met the Living
God.” As was already emphasized, AB was convinced that an experience of God is the
starting point for faith. He said:

We encountered Christ, we believed in Him, even if imperfectly, even if only

potentially, but we lived by this faith. We have to change this faith into

unshakable trust and readiness to be sent by Christ; as if to be separated from

Him so that He would be with us only invisibly, not perceptibly; without always

holding our hand as a mother holds a child. And when we talk about the

encounter in prayer, about the encounter in spiritual life, we have to remember
this: this encounter takes place once and has to fill out our heart with the desire
that nothing might ever stand between us and Christ, Whom we thus

encountered. And then we have to be ready either to encounter Him or not; and

to seek Him, but to seek Him with hope, to seek with confidence that He is
faithful and will appear to us when we will be ready for it.”

% Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Essential Writings, 25.
31 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr. Knuea smopas, 869, 740.
32 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Encounter (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 2005), 26.

3 “Mpr BCTpEeTHIN XpUCTa, Mbl yBEpoBaiu B Hero, ycTh HECOBEPIIEHHO, IIYCTh TOJIBKO MMOCUIIBHO, MbI
’KMBEM 3TOI Bepoif, MBI TOJDKHBI 3TY Bepy IIPEBPATHUTh B HEMTOKOJIEOMMYIO BEPHOCTE M B TOTOBHOCTH OBITH
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AB made a comparison between those people who encounter God in their lives
with the experience of the Apostles in the meeting of Christ after His Resurrection and
especially after Pentecost. After meeting Christ they became able to go and proclaim the
Gospel, which is the vocation of all Christians who have met Christ: “That is why we,
who believe in the Resurrection of Christ, have to become a new people, renewed,
people who are different; people who believe in life and in eternal life; in whom the
victory over death triumphs right now, because we, who have been joined to the death of
Christ, live; we should be alive! — with the eternal life of the risen Christ, with the

Divine life...””*

And in another context AB referred to the experience of many people
who had already personally experienced God in their lives. As AB put it: “But we are
the most happy of all men because Christ is risen. This not only hundreds and thousands,
but millions know from a direct, personal experience. Many could say: God exists
because I have met Him, Christ is risen because I have met the risen Christ. And not

only in spirit but also in the flesh...”’

MOCJaHHBIMU XPHUCTOM, OTIACIUTHCS Kak 0yaro ot Hero, Tak, uro6sr OH ObLI ¢ HAMH TOJIBKO HEBHANMO,
HO HE OIIyTHMO, HE MOCTOSIHHO Jep Kall HacC 3a PyKY, KaKk MaTh JAEPKUT pedeHka. 1 Kkoraa Mbl TOBOPUM O
BCTpEYE B MOJIMTBE, O BCTPEUE B yXOBHOM H3HH, MBI JIOJKHBI IOMHUTH KIMEHHO 3TO: BCTpEUa 3Ta
COBEpIACTCS Pa3 U JA0JDKHA 3aITOJHHUTD HAllle CEPJIIE JKEITaHUEeM, YTO0BI HUKOTIa HUYTO HE CTAJIO0 MEXY
Hamu 1 XpuctoMm, KoTOporo Mbl Tak BCTPETHIIN. A [aibliie Mbl JOJDKHBI OBITh TOTOBBI Ero TO BCTpeuars,
TO HE BCTpeUaTh, U MCKaTh Ero, HO MCKATh C HAMEKI0M, HCKATh C YBEPEHHOCTHIO, uTO OH BEPECH U SIBUTCS
HaM TOTJIa, KOTJIa MBI OyJieM Ha 3To roToBbL.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyouwt, 768; Cf.
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 170-171, 183, 613.

My ITOTOMY MBI, Bepyloniie B Bockpecenue XpucToBo, JODKHEI CTaTh HAPOJAOM HOBBIM, OOHOBJICHHBIM,
JPYTAMH JIIOABMH: JIIOJIBMH, KOTOPBIE BEPYIOT B )KU3HB U B )KH3Hb BEYHYIO, B KOTOPBIX TOPKECTBYET
noOesia HaJl CMEPTHIO yKe Telepb, IOTOMY YTO MBI, TPHOOIIMBIINCH K CMEPTH XPHCTOBOH, JKUBEM —
JIOJDKHBI OBI J)KUTH! — BEYHO KU3HBIO BOCKPECIIET0 XPUCTa, )KU3HBI0 boxkecTBeHHO...” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Heoens anocmona @omsi, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/archive/100410.htm

55 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “Easter Sermon,” Sourozh 24 (1986): 1-2, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_17.htm
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We can see how AB emphasized the importance of experience as based on the
Resurrection of Christ. We have already seen in the second chapter of this study how
AB focused on the God-forsakenness of Christ before the Resurrection. During the
Easter season AB often made references in his sermons to the events that preceded this
glorious event. He said: “This is what we have to reflect upon on the day of the
Resurrection of Christ. Yes, He is risen, but have we risen? Are we in this world as
people who went through death together with Christ and are risen to His eternal life? If
not, then we sing [about] the Resurrection of Christ, but remain alien to that to which we
are called: to live and to die, and to rise that others might rise.”° This is an application
of kenotic theology in practice: AB used the death and Resurrection of Christ as the
ultimate example for a Christian life. Christians, in order to be an example for others,
need on their own pass through the same path of life and live for others, as Christ did.
Together with Christ they are called to overcome their own death and to reach the point
of their own Resurrection. The correlation between death and Resurrection we can see in
the following quotation:

We have to experience the joy of the Resurrection, but this is only possible if we

first experience the tragedy of the Cross. In order to be reborn, we have to die; to

die to the loneliness that binds us; to our fears; to die to everything that makes
our world so narrow, cold, poor, cruel. To die so that our souls might live, might

rejoice, might open the spring of life. In this case the Resurrection of Christ will
reach us. Without the death on the Cross there is no Resurrection or its joy. [...]

3% “Bor Haj yeM Ha0 3aJlyMaThCs B 3TOT JIeHb Bockpecenus Xpucrosa. la, On BocKkpec, HO BOCKpECIH
s MeI? HaxommMcst T MBI B 3TOM MHpE, KaK JIIOTH, KOTOPBIE MPOIIIN Yepe3 CMEPTh BMECTE CO X PHUCTOM
u oxmn Ero Beunoit xu3Hbio? Ecnu He Tak, To Mbl moeM Bockpecenne XpucToBO — M caMU OCTaeMcs
YyXKIbl TOMY, K 4eMy MBI IPH3BaHbI: )KUTh H YMHUPATh M BOCKPECATh I TOTO, 9TOOBI IPyTHe BOCKpecn.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O creiwanuu u denanuu (Moscow: Moskovskoe Podvor’e Sviato-
Troitskoi Sergievoi Lavry, 1999), online, available: http://mitras.ru/h_d/hd13.htm. Cf. Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponogedu u 6eceowt, online, available: http://mitras.ru/prop/prop_13.htm



355

Not only, with our heart, but with our entire complete experience we know the
risen Christ.”’

Why did AB say that we have to experience the Resurrection and a few sentences
later say that we already know this experience? In another context he went even further
and said: “Of all the events in the life of the Lord, it is precisely the Resurrection of
Christ that is available to our experience. On it is built all our faith, because, as the
Apostle St. Paul says: ‘If Christ has not been raised, then our faith has been in vain and
we are of all people most to be pitied’ [I Cor 15:14, 19b]°® How can we resolve this
contradiction? Which experience for Christians is closer to them — the experience of
abandonment and loneliness of Holy Friday or the experience of the encounter with the
risen Christ? AB answered the question on the meaning of Great Friday not by linking it

to the Resurrection, but instead by pointing to the kenotic sense of the Incarnation. He

ST “Mpr Toxke JIOJKHBI OTIBITHO TTO3HATH PafiocTh BoCKpeceHus, HO 3TO BO3MOKHO, TOJIBKO €CIIM CHayasia
MBI ITIO3HAEM Tparcanto KpCCTa. HHS{ TOTO YTOOBI BO3pPOAUTHCA, MBI TOJDKHBI YMEPETh — YMEPETH MJIA
CBH3BIBa}OH_ICI>'I Hac CaMOCTH, IUI HAIIUX CTPaxoB, YMEPETH JJId BCETO TOTO, YTO JACJIAET MUP CTOJIb Y3KUM,
XOJIOAHBIM, GCHHBIM, KECTOKHM. YMepCTL, 4TOOBI HAIIIA Ay MOTJIA XKUTh, MOTJIM PagoBaTbhCA, MOTJIN
OTKPBITH BECHY KU3HU. B TakoMm cirydae Bockpecenne XpucroBo poiiner u 1o Hac. Ho 6e3 cmepTn Ha
Kpecte net Bockpecenus u ero pajgocti. [...] He Tonpko cepamem, HO BCEM 1EJIOCTHBIM HAIIMM OIIBITOM
MBI 3HaeM Bockpectiero Xpucta.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, [yxosnoe nymewecmsue, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/soul_put/put 7.htm. AB taught that the services of the Great and Holy Week
cover the tragedy of the cross, especially the icon of the cross. He said: “MbI cMOTpUM Ha UKOHBI,
n3o0pakaromue pacmstre, Ho He BuauM Yenoseka Uucyca Xpucra, ymuparomero Ha kpecre. [...] CMepTs
KpacuBO# He OBIBAaET; OHA MOXKET OBITh BEIMUECTBEHHA, HO OHA He Kpacusa. [...] M aTo Be3xe, BO BceM
60FOCHy)KeHI/II/I MBI MOXKEM NIEPEIKUTD. erCT, pacmATue, Ha KOTOPOE€ MBI CMOTPHUM, I/I306pa)KaCT HaMm
XKepTBY U modexy XpHucTa, HO MBI HE CMEEeM BHICTh B HeM ToubKo mobdeny. [We look at icons depicting the
crucifixion, but we do not see the Human Jesus Christ dying on the cross [...] Death cannot be beautiful; it
can be majestic, but not beautiful. [...] And we can experience this everywhere in worship. The cross, the
crucifixion that we look upon at shows us the sacrifice and victory of Christ, but we dare not to see in it
victory alone.]” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Beceowt o gepe u I]epxesu, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy9.htm; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O gécmpeue (Saint-Petersburg:
Satis, 1994), online, available: http://mitras.ru/sretenie/sret_bessilna.htm

% “U3 Beex coGbrTHit xu3Hn Tocroueii HalleMy onslmy J0CTYITHO UMeHHO Bockpecenne Xpucroso. Ha
HEM CTOHMT BCS Hallla Bepa, HOTOMY 4YTO, Kak TOBOpHUT anocTou [1aBern, ecnu He BOCKpec XpUCTOC, TO Hallla
Bepa TIETHA U MBI — camble HecuacTHBIE U3 Trofieil.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O caviwanuu u

Oenanuu, online, available: http://mitras.ru/h_d/hd13.htm
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said: “To understand the meaning of Great Friday, the salvific death of Christ, we need
to understand the meaning of the Incarnation. The birth of Christ is for Him not the
beginning of life, but the beginning of death. He accepts everything that belongs to the
condition of our existence, and the first day of His life on the earth is the first day of His
ascending the Cross.” As mentioned earlier, AB considered the God-forsakenness of
Christ to be the ultimate experience, one that humans and in particular atheists cannot
fully experience. He meant that all people can experience the absence of God, as we
have already seen in the section on prayer, but never to the degree of Christ’s ultimate
abandonment by the Father.

I believe that both experiences that of Great Friday and that of the Resurrection —
are common for all people, but in the kenotic theology of AB these events are mutually
intertwined. It is not of necessity that an experience of abandonment, loneliness or
kenosis will lead directly to an encounter with God, but rather that they contain the
potential for such an encounter. We can compare it with the “chaos” in AB’s
understanding as the fullness of potentiality and finally of realization in creation or with
the harsh and kenotic life of the Russian émigrés in the West that brought many people
to Christ.

If we look from the opposite perspective, from the perspective of the personal
encounter with Christ, could it lead back to the experience of Great Friday or Saturday?

To answer this question, we need to refer to how AB understood the correlation between

39 “UYr0GbI MOHSATH CMBICJI, 3HaUeHHEe Benukol MATHUIIBI, CTIACUTENLHON CMEpPTH XPHUCTA, MBI JOJIKHBI
MoCTHYh CMBICH Bormomenus. Poxxaenne Xpucra He sBiseTcs st Hero HavaioMm >xu3HH, 8 HadajaoM
cmeptr. OH IPUHUMAET BCE, YTO COCTABIISCT YCIOBHSI HAIIETO OBITHS, U TIEPBBIN AeHb Ero )Ku3HU Ha

3eMJIe eCTh MepBhIit eHb Ero Bocxoxaenus Ha Kpect.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Jyxosnoe
nymewecmaue, online, available: http://mitras.ru/soul_put/put_7.htm



357

experience and faith. The experience in this case will be the Resurrection and the faith
will be Great Friday. And of course we have to repeat that AB reserved the God-
forsakenness of Christ only to Christ Himself. People on the other hand, when they
experience any kind of loneliness or silence from God only have a subjective perception
of abandonment by God. Experience of an encounter with God should be transformed
from the faithfulness of the person into an experience of readiness to serve others. In this
we could see the call for maturing in the faith, readiness for kenosis as well as

preparation for the possible absence of God.

V.5. Kenosis in a Relationship with the Other Person

In the previous section, we explored the relationship between God and the human
being in its most intimate personal aspect, a relationship that AB called an encounter. In
this section, we will take one step further and explore how AB understood the
relationship between people. We have already seen the practical application of AB’s the
kenotic approach to the relationship between God and the human being. It is therefore
necessary to determine if this kenotic approach could also apply to the relationship
between people. My goal is not to cover all aspects of inter-personal relationships, but
only those that relate to the present topic, specifically: love of oneself and faith in

oneself as the way to love others and God.
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V.5.1. Love of Oneself as a Way to Love God and Others

One of the main issues in relationships with others is one’s encounter with the
other person in the deepest meaning of the word. The true encounter with another person
can only take place after an encounter with oneself and God. It appears that AB’s focus
in the second commandment of love: “You shall love your neighbor as yourself” (Mt
22:39), is on the second part, i.e. “love yourself.” He said: “And if we do not have a
particular relationship to ourselves, then we cannot have this attitude to others. Without
respect for oneself we do not respect others; without love of oneself — understood
properly — we cannot love others.”® As we can see, AB taught that it is not possible to
love others if one does not love oneself. How are we to properly understand the love of
oneself? What is the difference between love of oneself and egoism? For AB, love of
oneself is distinct from egoism because egoism is the lack of love. He even equated
egocentrism and Godlessness. Godlessness in egoism is not only depriving God from the
life of a person, but also the humanity from the human being. “To what measure am I an
ultimate center, the beginning, the end and the goal — and by that measure also Godless

97,61

and inhuman?”" AB directed this question to his listeners in order to stress the point that

0 “Y ecm y Hac HET OIpeJeIICHHOTO OTHOIICHHS K ce0e, Mbl HE MOXXEM HMETh 3TOI'0 OTHOIICHHS K
npyrum. bes yBaxkeHus K cebe MbI IPyTUX HE yBakaeM; 0e3 JI00BHU K cebe — MPaBHIBLHO MOHATON — MBI HE
MOKeM JoouTs 1pyrux.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped boeom, 47; Cf. Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, heims xpucmuanunom, online, available: http://mitras.ru/be/be 1.htm. For more on
this positive approach to self-love, see: John A. Jillions, “Self-love,” Sourozh 65, (Aug 1996), 1-13.

61 «“B kakoii Mepe st — aOCOFOTHBIN IICHTP, HaYaJl0, KOHEIl U 11eJIb, — U OTHM 0e3007keH 1 OecuenoBedeH?”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 468.



359

egoism not only destroys inter-personal relationships, but also moves a human being into
the Godless state.

Another difference between love of oneself and egoism is in the empirical and
inner level of the human being. AB said: “We have to love ourselves, but not this
empirical human being, who we are: egoistic, foolish, vain; but to love this human being
who is laid in our depths as possibility and vocation.”® AB felt that to love oneself
means to accept the image of God inscribed in one’s soul. It seems that what a person
has to love in oneself is hidden within this inscribed image. The kenotic element of the
love of oneself is the process of discovering this image in oneself.

When AB reflected on the topic of self-love, he did not use only one expression,
but rather used several terms as synonyms: “To love yourself,” “To be yourself,” “To
find the inner ‘I’,” “To encounter oneself” and “To be free.” In AB’s teaching, however,
each of these terms carried the same meaning. This is because the goal is to discover
within oneself the image of God: “[...] to be oneself means to be according to the image
of the One Who wished to be according to our image so that we might be saved and

changed.”®® There is only one way in which the person can genuinely know oneself, and

62 “MbI HOJKHBI JIFOGHTH CAMOTO Ce0s, HO HE TOr0 YMIMPHYCCKOTO YETOBEKA, KOTOPBIM MBI SIBISEMCS:
CaMOJTFOOMBOTO, TJIYIIOTO, TIIECIABHOIO, & JIIOOUTH TOTO YeJI0BEKa, KOTOPHIN 3aI0KEH B TIIyOHHBI HAIIN
KaK BO3MOXKHOCTb U Kak npusBanue.” Ibid., 282; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo umsa Omya u
Cuvina u Ceamoeo /[yxa, online, available: http://mitras.ru/inname/in_126.htm;

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bocom, 47-48; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowr, 634-635.

63 <[...] Grimb camum coboii 3HaUHT GBITH 110 06pasy Toro, KTo moskenan GbITh 110 HaleMy 06pasy, 4TO6b

MBI OBLTH CTIACEHBI 1 I3MEHIITNCE.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 300, 691, 703. Compare
with AB’s understanding of freedom presented in the third chapter. Cf. Ibid., 409; Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Ilponoseou u beceowt, online, available: http://mitras.ru/prop/prop_28.htm
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this is through God and in God.** Moreover, the goal is not to be oneself just for the sake
of knowing oneself, but eventually to encounter God through the knowledge of “1.” AB
stated: “This is not about running to self-analysis; also I do not mean that we have to go
into techniques of psychoanalysis or psychology. This is not a journey into the essence
of my own “I”’; it is a journey across, through my “I,” to emerge from its own depths,
where God is and where God and we will meet.”®® In private conversations AB also
advised people to love themselves: “Learn to love yourself because God created you
with His love, and certainly if He loves you, then it is a sin for you not to love

yourself. This way you will learn to love others.” I think AB made an important
statement regarding the false understanding of the goal of love of oneself. The goal is
not in self-adoration or narcissism but, rather, to encounter God.

The love of oneself is also the rediscovery of the person within oneself.
“Personality, person — this is what we are called to become, overcoming the individual
which empirically we can observe in ourselves. Personality can be revealed only in the
One, Who knows it, which is only in God. We have a personality, which is the image of

the Living God. From outside this person appears as an individual.”®’ AB linked the

5 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, /lyxoeroe nymewecmeue, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/soul_put/put_1.htm

85 “Peup, He 0 TOM, YTOGBI NpHOETHYTH K CAMOAHAJIM3Y; 5 TAK)KE HE UMEIO B BUY, YTO BHYTPb HAI0 HIATH
[pUEMaMHM [ICHX0aHAIN3a WK TICHXO0JIOTHK. DTO HE MyTEIIECTBHE B CYIIIHOCTE MOEro COOCTBEHHOIO ‘51’
3TO IyTh Yepe3, CKBO3b MOE ‘s1°, YTOOBI U3 COOCTBEHHBIX TIIyOMH BBIHBIPHYTH TaM, riae bor ects, rae bor u
MBI BcTpeTumcs.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yuumecs moaumucs, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/uchites/uchites.htm

% Boris Khazanov, About Metropolitan Anthony. Memory of the Heart. The Light from His Candle,
August 2010, online, available: http://masarchive.org/

67
“.HI/I‘-IHOCTB, II€PCOHA - 3TO TO, YEM MBI IIPU3BAHbI CTaTh, IPEOJ0JIEB HHAUBUIYYMa, KOTOPOIO
OMIIMPUYICCKHU MBI MOKEM B CaMUX cebe H36HIO]13TB. JIMIHOCTH MOXKET OBIThH pacKpsITa TOJBKO B TOM, Kro
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vocation of personhood and the encounter with oneself with the transition from the
individual to the personal level. “Because until the moment when the human being is not
yet united inseparably, forever, to its very depths with God, he is not yet fully a human
being; he is only on the way to becoming human.”®® Individuals are called to become
persons, with Christ serving as the ultimate example of the true Human, which the
individual is to follow. Only where a human being believes that God loves and believes
in him can an individual outgrow the “individual” within oneself and mature to the level
of a “person,” in the full human-divine sense that AB understood the term “person.”
This is a link with the anthropology which was presented in the third chapter of
the present research. A human being is called to outgrow the individualism in oneself in
order to become a person. This statement is based on the true understanding of the love
of oneself, which has nothing in common with egoism. The kenotic element in the love
of oneself will be achieved through the struggle of a human being to progress beyond the
empirical level, to die to oneself, and to reach one’s inner depths where an encounter

with God can take place.

ee 3HaeT, To ecTh B ofHOM bore. B Hac ecTs muaHOCTB, KOTOpas ecTh 00pa3 JKusoro bora. M3BHe 3Ta
JMYHOCTH TIPEICTABIISETCS MO BUIOM HHANBHAYyMa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex nepeo
bocom, 110.

5% “IToroMy 4TO 10 TOrO MOMEHTA, TOKA YETOBEK HE COSAMHUICS HepasTydHO, HABCE I, 10 CAMBIX
riIyOHH CBOMX ¢ BOrom, OH ele He B II0JIHOM CMBICIIE YEJIOBEK; OH TOJBKO Ha ITyTH CBOETO
ouenoBeueHus.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Ilponoseou u 6ecedwt, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/prop/prop_27.htm
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V.5.2. Faith in Oneself as Kenosis

As we have already seen in the previous chapter, AB distinguished between faith
and love, and considered the faith of God in a human being, as well as the faith of a
human being in oneself (or in the other person) as a prerequisite to love.* Oftentimes,
we might see some similarities between faith in oneself and love for oneself, and indeed
very often they are interwoven. Nonetheless, there is still a difference, as evidenced by
AB’s more frequent reference to faith in oneself than to love of oneself. In this sub-
section we will explore how AB understood faith in oneself with a practical kenotic
application. First, however, we have to determine what constitutes a false understanding
of faith in oneself.

AB first distinguished between faith in oneself and self-confidence. Self-
confidence is based on the knowledge of one’s strength, training of will and mind, and
the confidence that one will reach the desired goal through arduous effort. According to
AB, this is how most people generally understand faith in oneself. He said: “Such faith
in oneself borders somewhere on self-confidence, easily moving into it, and finally it is
not a faith in oneself anymore but a confidence that the surroundings will give in to our
efforts; in some sense this is a confidence that I will have enough strength to break and

to change people or to counter circumstances that surround me.”’® AB then made a

59 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyder, 288.

70 “Takas Bepa B ce6sl TIe-TO TPAHIHYHT C CAMOYBEPEHHOCTBIO, JIETKO B HEE IEPEXOUT, H, B KOHCYHOM
UTOTE, ITO HE Bepa B ce0sl, @ YBEPEHHOCTh, YTO OKPYIKAOLIEE MTOAIACTCS HALIEMY YCHIIUIO; B KAKOM-TO
OTHOIICHHUH 3TO YBEPEHHOCTh B TOM, YTO BO MHE XBATHT CHIIbI [IEPEIIOMHUTD U M3MEHUTH OKPY KAFOITHX
MEHSI JIFOJIeH WK BCTpeUHbIe 00cTosTenbeTBa.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped boeom,
31.
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distinction between self-confidence and faith in oneself very clear: “Self-confidence is
based on self-knowledge and maybe on some exaggerated self-appraisal. Faith does not
need any self-appraisal, because its subject is the very mystery of a human being.””’
Here, AB’s use of the word “mystery” does not mean something mysterious but, rather,
refers to the hidden potentiality of the person, when “[...] whole human being is a solid
dynamic, solid life, solid movement and becoming.. > We can see a link to the
creation of the world, where AB interpreted the word “chaos” as the sum of potentiality
which makes the harmony. This potentiality is also given to a human being in order to
discover the imprinted image of God.

Secondly, AB noted that the obstacle to having faith in oneself is fear: “And this
faith in a human being, in oneself — this is the faith that within me, within every human
being there is an invincible dynamic of life and the only thing that can prevent this
dynamic from coming true and growing into reality is my cowardice, my indecision, but
not the circumstances that surround me.”” Circumstances, both positive and negative,
merely present an opportunity for this creative chaos to reveal itself.

AB’s third point is that faith in oneself is a process. AB called his readers to

examine themselves, encouraging each of them “to listen to oneself, [...] to the voice of

m “CaMOyBEpEHHOCTh OCHOBBIBACTCS HA 3HAHUK CaMOTO ce0sl, MOKET OBITh, Ha KaKOW-TO
MPEYBEITUYCHHOM CaMOOIICHKE; Bepa )Ke He HYXKJaeTcsl HA B KaKOW CaMOOIEHKe, TIOTOMY 4TO MPEIMET ee -
9TO UMEHHO TalHa Jenoseka.” Ibid., 31.

2
7 “[...] Becb uenoBeK ecTh CILUIONIHAS AUHAMHUKA, CILIONIHAS )KU3Hb, CILIOIIHOE JBUKEHHUE U

cra”osienue...” Ibid., 31, 49.

3 “U BoT Bepa B yeNOBEKa, B CAMOT0 Ce6st — 3TO BEpa B TO, UTO BO MHE, B KAX/IOM UEIOBEKE CCTh
HeroOeMMast IMHAMUKA KHU3HU M 4TO IUHCTBEHHOE, YTO MOXKET ITOMEIIATh ITOH AMHAMHUKE
OCYIIECTBUTHLCS U BBIPACTH B PEATBHOCTb, 3TO MOSI TPYCOCTh, MOSI HEPEUIMTEIbHOCTh, HO HUKAK HE
OKpy’Katommue MeHs o0cTosTenscTBa.” Ibid., 31.
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one’s own conscience, to the voice of life, to what he can learn from life: the life of the
individual human being next to him, the life of society, the life of the nation, the life of

4 . . . . .
»™* A confrontation with one’s own conscience, with life, and

mankind, biological life.
with other people might help to determine whether the person has faith in oneself or not.
These determinations are common among all people who believe in themselves and in
human beings in general.

As we have seen in previous chapters, faith in oneself or in another person has a
universal character and is not limited only to the Christian community. This is because
faith in oneself is based upon the universal character of Christ’s Salvation. Believers,
however, have one more reason to believe in themselves: “[...] if you are a believer you
can peacefully know that you are in Christ and Christ is in you [...].””” The presence of
God in the life of a believer becomes not only an additional argument to believe in
oneself or other people, but rather takes the leading role in his or her life. AB noted that
“[...] a believer should certainly listen to the voice of God Himself, expressed in the
Holy Scripture, which sounds louder, more truthful, more genuine than his own
conscience.”’® It bears repeating that, for AB, the primary verification for a believer is

the voice of God and the Holy Scripture. But this does not mean that a person does not

need the Tradition, rites and prayer and can just wait for the voice of God. AB was

74 i
“[IT]pucaymmBaThCs K caMoMy cebe, [...] K ToJIocy CBOEH COBECTH, K TOJIOCY KH3HHU, K TOMY, YEMY €ro

VUHUT JKU3HB: )KU3HB OTAEIBHOTO YEIOBEKA PAIOM C HUM, )KH3HD OOIIECTBA, )KU3Hb HAPO/a, JKU3Hb
YyeJ0BeUeCcTBa, Oroornueckas xu3np.” Ibid., 32.

73 <[,..] eciu Tl BEPYIOIIHIA, MOXKEIIb CIIOKOWHO 3HATH, 4TO TH BO XpucTe i Xpucroc B Tebe [...].”

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 39.

7 “[...] BepyroLIMi HECOMHEHHO JOJKEH MpUCITyuBaThes K rojocy Camoro bora, Belpa)keHHOMY B

CasimennoMm [ucannu, 3BydaiieMy rpoMye, IpaBarBee, HCTUHHEE, YEM €ro COOCTBEHHAst COBECTh.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bozcom, 32.
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grounded in the Orthodox Tradition and never said that Christians have to abandon
liturgical life. On the other hand, he wanted to emphasize the personal character of a
relationship with God. And this brings us to the conclusion that true faith in oneself is
the encounter with God in oneself. As AB himself concluded, “The genuine faith of the
human being in oneself [is] not self-confidence, but faith in the invincible dynamic of
life, whose name ultimately is God.””” Discovering the image of God within oneself
results in a person’s encounter with Him. This is similar to the love of oneself presented
in the previous section.

Faith in oneself is closely tied to God’s faith in the human being. As AB put it:
“We have to remember: we cannot always believe ourselves, in ourselves, but there is
Someone, Who firmly believes in us. [...] We do not always trust that God believes in
us; and this is why we are not always capable of believing in ourselves.”’® AB further
concluded that God’s faith in a person becomes an obligation for that person to believe
in himself. “If God can believe in us, then we have to believe in ourselves, but not in our
human strength, not in our own abilities. [...] If He believes in us, if He is ready to
believe in us at such cost, then we have to grow in the measure of His faith in us. We

have to be worthy of that faith. [...] We have to believe in ourselves, because God

77 “[[I]oMHHOM Bepoii YeoBeKa B ceOs — He CAMOYBEPEHHOCTBIO, HO BEPOil B HEMOOESIUMYIO JHHAMUKY

KU3HU, IMsI KOTOPOH, B KOHeYHOM utore, — bor.” Ibid., 32.

78 “MpBI JOJKHBI TOMHHTB: MBI HE BCETTIa MOJKEM cebe, B ce0s BepuTh, HO ecTh HekTo, KTo Hekonebumo
BEPHUT B HAC. [...] MBI He Bcerza 1oBepsieM TOMY, 4TO bor B Hac BepHT; 1 ITO3TOMY MBI HE BCeTa
criocoOHBI BepuTh B cebds.” Ibid., 262-263; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O scmpeue, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/sretenie/sret_segodn.htm
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believes in us.””’ God’s faith in a human being is the foundation for a person to believe
in himself.

Finally, AB came to the conclusion that the “opening of oneself is the opening of
God, and the opening of God is opening of oneself.”® Following this statement, which
in AB based on the Gospel, he continued: “[...] a lot of what we call human in fact
borders upon the divine. When you read the Gospel, you encounter not only the living
God, but also genuinely encounter the only true Human in the person of Christ — Human
in the full meaning of the word. That is why every human being, because he is a human

81 Trye faith in oneself will lead to an

being, is already joined to this mystery of Christ.
encounter both with oneself and with God. Most people, AB thought, avoid staying
alone because they are afraid to encounter their own darkness within their own depths.
Without encountering one’s own depths, however, it is not possible to encounter God or

another person. AB believed that God’s role in this process is to enlighten the depths and

darkness of the person: “God sheds inexorable light into our depths; the light, which

7 “Ecm Bor Tak B HAC MOT TIOBEPHTb, TO MBI OJDKHBI BEDUTH B CeOs, HO HE B CBOH UEIOBEUECKHE CHIIBI,
HE B CBOM crtocoOHocCTH. [...] Eciiu OH B Hac BepuT, eciau OH TakoH IIEHOH TOTOB BEPUTH B HAC, TO MBI
JIOJDKHBI BBIpAacTH B Mepy Ero Bepsl B Hac. MBI JIOJDKHBI CTATh JOCTOWHBIMH 3TOH BEpHL. [...] MBI 00s13aHbBI
BEpHTH B ce0s1, motoMy uTo bor B Hac Beput.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 281-282, 287,
1001-1002; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea émopas, 874; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Bockpecuvie nponoseou (Minks: Minskii kafedralnyi Sviato-Dukhov sobor, 1996), online,
available: http://mitras.ru/sermons/serm6.htm

80 “[O]rkpsITHE Ceds camoro ecTh OTKphITHE bora, n oTkpsiTHEe Bora ecTb oTKpBITHE Ccebs camoro.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “YBepeHHOCTS B HeBUIUMOM,” Moskovskii Psikhoterapevticheskii
Zhurnal 4 (2004).

8w [...] oueHb MHOTOE U3 TOTO, YTO MBI Ha3bIBAEM YEIIOBEUECKUM, HA CAMOM JIeJIe SBJISIETCS] TPAHbIO
6oxectBennoro. Korna el untaere EBanrenie, BB BcTpedaere He Tonbko JKuBoro bora, HO mcTuHHOTO,
eIMHCTBEHHO HCTHHHOTO YenoBeka B e Xpucra, YeroBeka B IIOJHOM CMBICIIE 3TOTO cioBa. 11 mostomy
BCSKHI YEIOBEK — TEM, YTO OH YEJIOBEK, — Y Ke NMPUOOIICH K 3Toi TaliHe Xpucta.” Metropolitan Anthony
of Sourozh, Tpyodwi, 402.
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reveals to us all that we conceal in darkness, all that we close off from ourselves.” This
darkness that one might encounter is the manifestation of God’s trust in a person. AB
stated: “[The] ability to see oneself worse and worse — genuinely, truly in the light of
God — says that God trusts us more and more, and that He sees in us more and more the
ability to fight evil and to conquer it, but of course only with His help.”® This is a link
between AB’s teachings about faith in oneself and the faith of God in human beings,
with the faith of God in humans being primary. The most difficult part is to believe in a
person in spite of obvious sins and even evil. In such a case, AB suggested recalling the
image of Christ who showed his faith in people during His Incarnation in the world. “[I]f
we respond with rejection based upon imperfections, sins or even the genuine evil that
can exist in ourselves or another human being, then we will be separated from God,
because God does not reject any of us. God became one of us at the cost of Incarnation,

at the cost of His love for us.”**

AB taught that this is a true self-sacrifice, being ready to
love the other person with a crucified love.

The theme of solidarity, which was presented in a previous chapter, also has

practical applications in AB’s kenotic theology. “For a Christian worship of God and

82 “Bor MIPOJIMBAET B HAIIW TITyOWHBI CBOI HEYMOIHUMBIN CBET; CBET, KOTOPHIA PacKpBIBAET Iepel HAMU
BCE TO, UTO MBI IIOKPBIBacM THMOH, BCE TO, YTO 3aKphIBaeM oT cebs.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Yenosex neped bozom, 95.

8 “[C]mocoOHOCT BUACTH ce0s BCE XyAITUM U XYM - UCKPEHHO, TI0-HACTOSAIEMY, B CBeTe boxkuem -
TOBOPHUT O ToM, 4T0 bor Ham Bce Gonbmie n Oosbiie goBepseT, uTo OH Bce OobIe M OOJBIIE BHIUT B HAC
CIOCOOHOCTH CPAa3UTHCS CO 3JI0M M MIOOEINUTH - KOHEYHO, TOIbKO ¢ Ero momomipro.” Ibid., 96.

4
8 “[E]cu Ha HEOCTATKHU, HA TPEXH, IaXKe Ha MOIITUHHOE 3710, KOTOPOE MOXKET OBITH B TOM WIIH JPYTOM

YEIIOBEKE, MBI OTBETHM OTBEP)KEHUEM, MBI OKa)KeMCsI pa3eIeHHBIMHU OT bora, motomy uto Bor He
OTBEpraeT HH OJJHOTO U3 Hac. bor cTan ogHUM U3 HAaC IIEHOW BOIUIONICHUS, IIEHOH, KoTopyto OH 3aruiaTui
o mo6BHU kK Ham.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo uma Omya u Ceina u Cesmoeo /yxa, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/inname/in_7.htm
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serving of a person are the same. These are two sides of one coin. We cannot worship
God, Who is love, without love. We cannot profess God, Who is love, without
incarnating this love in life. We cannot call ourselves disciples of Christ, Who took upon
Himself tragic solidarity both with God and with people, and refuse the responsibility,
refuse the solidarity both with God and people.”®> AB did not separate service to God
and neighbor, but rather understood this holistically. Here we see links between both the
solidarity of Christ with the Father and people, and the application of kenotic love in
practice.

It may seem as if AB was skeptical about human abilities and overemphasized
the role of God’s faith in the human being at the cost of human faith in oneself. Because
he was a trained doctor he understood the need for training, supervision and practice. A
similar approach is necessary in a relationship with God, because a person has to be
trained through prayers, fasting, and other spiritual exercises in order to make “room”

for the encounter and not just rely on God’s initiative.

8 “JIns xpucTUaHWHA MOKJIOHEHHE bory u ciyeHue 4es0BeKy — OJIHO U TO JK€. DTO JIB€ CTOPOHBI OJTHON

Menaiau. MBI He MoXeM MOKIIOHATECS bory, KoTopsrit ects m000Bb, 6e3 1100BH. MBI He MOXXEeM
ncnoBeoBath bora, KoTopslii €CTh 1000BB, HE BOIUIOINIAS ATy JIO00BH B )KU3HB. MBI HE MOYKEM
Ha3BIBAaThCS YUeHHKaMH Xpucrta, KoTopsrii B3sur Ha Cebst Tparndeckyro coMuaapHoOCTh 1 ¢ borom u ¢
JIIOJbMU OJHOBPEMEHHO, U OTKa3bIBaThCsl OT OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, OT COJIUAApHOCTU U ¢ borom u ¢
moaemMu.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O écmpeue, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/sretenie/sret_bogosluz.htm
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V.5.3. Faith in the Human Being
and

Kenosis in Encounter with the Other

AB believed that the fundamental prerequisite to a relationship with another
person is to have faith in him or her: “When we talk about faith, we always think about
faith in God. In fact, there is also faith in the human being, and this faith in human being
shapes our life at least as consistently and deeply as faith in God. Besides, not all believe
in God, but to live with other people without faith in the human being cannot be done.”*®
According to AB, the love of other people should be based upon faith in them.®” AB
used a broad definition for faith in another human person. For him it was not just limited
to religious issues, but was also essential to family, public and political everyday
relationships.

AB based his argument on the dignity of the human person. Sometimes this
dignity of the person might be hidden by bad words or deeds, at which time maintaining
faith in the person might become challenging. AB encouraged his readers not to be
blinded by their bad behavior, but instead continue to them: “If we only would be able to
believe in each other, without being blinded either by their transgressions or acts;

without being deafened by their words, but silently look into the human soul and to see

in it potential humanity, potential human greatness, and accordingly to propose to a

8 «“Korma mbr TOBOPUM O Bepe, MBI Bcerza qymaeM o Bepe B bora. Ha camom niese cymectByer Takke Bepa
B YeJIOBEKa, M 3Ta Bepa B UEIOBEKa OIpeelieT HAIly KU3HB 110 MEHBIIIEH Mepe CTOJb JKe IIOCTOSTHHO U
riryboxo, kak 1 Bepa B bora. Kpome Toro, B bora BepyioT He Bce, a U1t TOTO, YTOOBI )KHUTH C JTIOABMH, 03
BepHI B YelloBeKa He oboiThchk.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex nepeo Foeowm, 25.

87 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyder. Knuza emopast, 529.
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human being a new life, to propose to him our trust and to call him to live in the fullness
of one’s human dignity!”** AB used a metaphor of an old and damaged icon to describe
the way in which God sees a person who has acted badly:
When God is looking at us, damaged by sin, He sees us, as we can see an old
icon that has been profaned, from which remains maybe only a little [of the
original]. But if such an icon is given into our hands — how carefully we look at
it; what inner feeling of horror and pain we have that the holy icon has been
defiled; that such beauty could undergo this damage. How carefully we hold it, as
a wounded human being, like a soldier who was injured in battle, who might be
dying, but in whom remains something unforgettable of greatness and of beauty.
This is how God sees us..."
The way in which God sees us as a damaged icon helps one not only to believe in
oneself, but also to believe in other people. AB expressed this point as follows: “We
have to look at a human being and into the human being with faith, with confidence that

the beauty in him is immortal; nothing can disfigure completely; the beauty, that we call

the image of God. We can say the same about humanity in general, which also

88 “Ecim GBI MBI TONBKO yMEITH APYT BO APYTa MOBEPHUTH, HE OBITH OCICIUICHHBIMH HI OCTYIIKAMH JIIOEH,
HU HUX JICHCTBUSAMU; HE OBITH OTJIYIICHHBIMH UX CJIOBAMH, & MOJTYAJIMBO 3arJITHYTh B YEIIOBCUYCCKYO TYIITY
1 TIPO3PETH B HEH BO3MOKHYIO Y€JIOBEYHOCTD, BO3MOKHOE YEJIOBEUCCKOE BEIMYNE, K COOTBETCTBCHHO
MPEJIOKUTH YSIOBEKY HOBYIO JKU3Hb, ITPEUIOKUTH €My HAIIIe JOBEPUE — M MPHU3BATh )KHUTh B IIOJHYIO
Mepy CBOETO YeoBeueckoro goctonHcTBa!l” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex neped bozom,
26-27. Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowst. Knuea émopas, 171-173.

8 “BOI‘, T ad Ha HaC, U3YPOJJOBAaHHBIX I'PEXOM, BUJUT HAC, KAK MBI MOKEM BHUJIETH JPEBHIOIO NUKOHY,
KOTOpask OBeprajach OCKBEPHCHHIO, OT KOTOPOW OCTAIOCh, MOXET OBITh, 0YCHb HEMHOTOE; HO €CJIN
TaKasg MKOHA Ja€TCA B HAIK PYKH — C Kakoi 6€pe)KHOCTB}O MBI Ha HEC CMOTPHUM, KaK MBI IICPECKNUBACM C
BHYTPEHHHUM YYBCTBOM YyiXKaca U 6OHI/I, YTO CBsATAsA HKOHA MOTIJIa 6BITB OCKBCPHEHA, YTO TakKasd KpacoTa
MOTJIa IOJBEPTHYThCSA H3ypoioBaHMI0. Kak OepexHo MBI ee Iep)KUM B pyKax, CJIOBHO PAaHEHOTO
4eJIoBeKa, CIIOBHO 00¥IIa, KOTOPHIH MOCTpanall B 0010, KOTOPBIH, MOXKET OBITh, H IIPH CMEPTH, HO B
KOTOPOM OCTaeTCsI HEUTO He3a0bIBaeMOe 110 BEJIUYHMIO U 110 Kpacote. Tak Hac Buaut bor...”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bocom, 97. Cf. Ibid., 110-111, 260-261; Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi, 144, 473; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 220,
297, 348, 892; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Cuina u Céamoeo [Jyxa, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/inname/in_8.htm; Ibid., online, available: http://mitras.ru/inname/in_122.htm;
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bockpecuwie nponosedu, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/sermons/serm2.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, IIponosedu u 6eceouwt, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/prop/prop_28.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Fuims xpucmuanunom,
online, available: http://mitras.ru/be/be_4.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Sunday of the Publican
and the Pharisee 1993, February 7th, online, available: http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_54.htm
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collectively bears in itself the image of God despite the ugliness which is evident.””* AB
encouraged his listeners to see the beauty of the other person despite the ugliness that
might hide it.

The faith of other people, especially our relatives, should help us to rediscover
our faith in ourselves. AB taught that when people love us they also have faith in us. He
said: “Loved by God, loved by people and loved not only for what superficially they see
in us, what they can use, but also for something very deep that they feel in us.
Friendship, love are born, grow and live not by those surface features that are available
for all to see — beauty, intelligence, sensitivity, but by the depths from which they

. 1
shine.””

Genuine faith and love for God, as well as for other people, give the
motivation, strength and confidence to a person to realize that they are not loved for
what they do. Rather, they are loved simply because of who they are, and through this
can begin to love themselves. Believing in oneself and having faith in another person are
interdependent. AB asked his listeners: “How can he believe in me, when I cannot

believe in myself?”*> AB combined faith in oneself, God and other persons with love

and also with hope. He said: “And because God believes in us, and some people around

% “[H]amo cmoTpeTh Ha 4eJOBEKa U B YEJIOBEKA C BEPOil, C YBEPEHHOCTHIO, YTO B HEM KpacoTa

HEYMHUPAOIIast, KpacoTa, KOTOPYI HUYTO HE MOXKET H3ypPOJ0BaTh 10 KOHIIA, KPacoTa, KOTOPYIO MBI
Ha3bIBaeM 00pa3zom boxkuum. U TO ke caMoe MOJKHO CKa3aTh O YEJIOBEYECTBE B I[EIOM, KOTOPOE TOKE
COBOKYITHO HeceT B cebe 00pa3 boxwuii, HecMOTpst Ha YPOJCTBO, KOTOpoe OpocaeTcs B riasza.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bozcom, 97; Cf. Ibid., 188, 249-250, Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 654, Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvr. Knuea émopas, 32-33.

1 < JTro6uMBI BOroM, TIOGHMEI JIFOBMH 1 JIFOGHMBI He TOJIBKO 33 TO TIOBEPXHOCTHOE, YTO OHH BHJAT B HAC,
9eM OHU MOTYT IOJIb30BaThCs, HO U 32 YTO-TO OYEHB TITyOOKOE, YTO OIIyINatoT B HAc. Jpyx0a, 1r0060Bb
POXKIAIOTCS, PACTYT U JKUBYT HE TEMH [TOBEPXHOCTHBIMHU MPU3HAKAMHE, KOTOPBIC BCEM JTOCTYITHBI:
KpPacoTOM, YMOM, YyTKOCTBIO, — & TEMH IIIyOMHAMH, U3 KOTOPBIX OHHU CHSIOT.”

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex neped bocom, 263-264.

%2 “Kak OH MOKET B MEHI BEpUThH, TOT/IA KaK s B ce0s1 He MOTy BepuTh?” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowr, 505.
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us together with God believe in us, then we can trust. We can begin to live by their faith
in us, and we can trust that finally the faith of God and the faith of other people who
love us will come true.”” The faith of God in someone together with the faith of other
people, brings a responsibility to the person to start to believe in himself and to discover
God within. If we cannot see the image of God inscribed in the heart of the person, our
own blindness is revealed. AB said: “This kind of blindness speaks not about the
disfigured human being in front of us, but about the darkening of our own heart, about
the walls that surround it, and that is not crystal-clear any longer. And it is this heart that
we have to purify. Again, the first thing in this purification is to turn away from oneself
and to seek someone other than me. Self-preoccupation and self-love close the heart for

994

us....” " The remedy for selfishness, according to AB, is attention to the other person and

openness of heart. An ever-present element of faith in the other human being is openness
and a readiness to be vulnerable.

And when we are open in the act of faith, we have to acknowledge in advance
our vulnerability and to agree with it. [...] Vulnerability might be bitter, hard:
vulnerable egoism, resentment, humility also belong to the area of vulnerability.
But IOVSSiS not about this, it is about the capacity to be wounded in one’s
heart...

R | IIOTOMY YTO B Hac BepUT bor u kakue-To 1011 BOKPYT Hac BMecTe ¢ borom B Hac BEpsT, Mbl MOXEM
Hadesimbcsi. MBI MOYKEM HadaTh )KUTh UX BEPOH B HAC, U MBI MOKEM HACSTHCS, YTO B KOHCUHOM HTOTE
Bepa Boxus u Bepa mrozieit, koTopbie Hac 00T, onpaBaaercs.” Ibid., 284.

% “Takas ciernora TOBOPUT HE 00 N3YPOJOBAHHOCTH YEJIOBEKA, KOTOPBIN Mepe]l HaMH, a O IOTEMHCHHH
HaIIleTo ceplra, 00 OKPYKaloIIKX €ro CTeHaX, 0 TOM, YTO OHO OOJIbIIe He XPYCTaTBHO-TIPO3PAYHO; U BOT
3TO CepAlle HaM HaJI0 OYHIIaTh. Y OIsITh, IEPBOE /ICNI0 B 3TOM OYHIIEHHH — OTBEPHYTHCS OT Ce0s caMuXx U
MCKaTh WHOTO, 4eM ce0s1. CocpeZIoTOUeHHOCTh Ha cebe n ceOsuTio0ne HaM 3aKphIBaloOT cepare...”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yerogex neped bozom, 250.

%3 “I korza MBI OTKPBIBAEMCS B aKTE BEPbI, MBI JIOJKHBI 3apaHee IPU3HATH CBOIO YS3BHMOCTb H Ha HEe
MOUTH. [...] VSI3BUMOCTE OBIBAET TOPHKAs, TSKEIIAs: YA3BICHHOE CaMOJII00re, 4YyBCTBO OOHMIBI, 4YBCTBO
VHIDKEHHOCTH TOXE MPUHAIJICIKAT K 3TOU 00s1acTH ysi3BuMocTH. Ho He 0 HUX HieT pedsb B JII00BH, a 0
CIOCOOHOCTH OBITH paHEeHHBIM B ceparne...” Ibid., 49.



373

This does not mean that the person has to anticipate being hurt, but rather has to
remember that suffering is possible. AB stressed the importance of the free and
conscious choice to be vulnerable. Vulnerability for AB was this ever-present element of
faith in the other person. Here we can see the link with the Incarnation of Christ, where
AB used the same ideas in talking about Christ’s readiness to be hurt, and even to be
killed.

On the other hand, faith in another human being should be realistic and should
not limit the freedom of that person. This is so that the expectations placed upon the
person do not scare him/her: “We have to believe in a human being in such a way, give
him such trust, give him inspiration in such a way that he finds in himself the bravery,
courage, joy and creative joy to fulfill himself.””® AB warned that a projection of one’s
own plans and visions onto a person would be a false and incorrect faith in another
person. To illustrate this argument, AB compared the relationships between parents and
children, between parents, and between society and the person: “Very often people think
that such an approach is faith in a human being; that one can study a person, think about
and assess him, to see in him all his possibilities, to create a project and then to force the
person to correspond to it. This is a mistake and a crime that some people perpetrate in
their families and in human societies, and in ideological groups of both believers and

unbelievers.”’

96 “Mp1 TOIKHBI TaK BEPHTH B YEJIOBEKA, TAKOE €MY IOJapUTh JOBEPHE, TAK €r0 BIOXHOBHTE, YTOOBI OH
Haieln B cebe XxpadpocTh, My»KECTBO, PaloCTh, TBOPUYECKYIO PagoCTh ceOst ocymecTsiars.” Ibid., 28.
b

T “UYacro moxn JIYMaroT, YTO TaKOM MOJIX0J — 3TO BEpa B YEJIOBEKA; UTO MOKHO U3YUYUTH YEJIOBEKA,
MPOJyMATh €ro, IMPO3PETh B HEM BCE €TI0 BO3MOXKHOCTH, COCTaBHTh MTPOSKT U 3aTEM 3aCTaBUTH YEIOBEKa
COOTBETCTBOBATH 3TOMY IIPOEKTY. JTO OIIHOKA U MPECTYIUICHHIE, KOTOPOE JENAl0T U OTACIBHBIC JIIOH B
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This kind of approach is the negation of faith in the other person. To avoid this,
AB suggested remembering the mystery of the person, and seeing him/her with the eyes
of the heart rather than the eyes of the mind: “True faith in a human being takes into
account the fact that a person remains a mystery to the observer, especially to the
rational observer, because the true vision of the person comes not from the mind, but
from the heart. Only the heart is truly capable of seeing and can open to the mind such
depths that the mind cannot grasp on its own. True faith in a human being takes into
consideration the possibility of these depths, its hidden possibilities and anticipates that
something unexpected, incomprehensible can happen.”™® A true encounter with another

person can only take place at this deep level.

V.5.4. Vocation of Christians to the Kenotic Way of Life

By definition, the Christian life must follow the purpose of Christ’s life —
kenosis. In this section we will examine some practical elements of the kenotic life of
Christians, such as self-sacrifice, a Christian as a “place” of the encounter and

experience of God-forsakenness in life.

CEMBbsIX, M OOIIECTBA YSIIOBCUCCKHUE, U HCOJTOIHICCKHIE TPYNITUPOBKH KaK BEPYIOIINX, TaK U
HeBepyromux moaeit.” Ibid., 29.

% “Hacrostmas Bepa B YeJIOBeKa OepeT B pacdyeT UMEHHO TO, YTO YEJIOBEK OCTASTCS TAWHOM ISt
HaOromaTess, TeM OoJee UIst yMCTBEHHOTO HAaOII0JaTesIsl, TOTOMY YTO HOUIMHHOE BHJICHHE YeJI0BEKa
UJET He OT yMa, a OT cepAana. TobKo ceplle 1o HaCTOSAIIEMY 3psde U pacKphIBaeT yMy TaKHe TITyOHHBL,
KOTOpBIC TOT IMTOCTHYH HE MOXKET; HACTOSIIAS Bepa B YEJIOBEKAa YIUTHIBACT BO3MOKHOCTh dTUX IIIyOHH,
MMOTACHHBIX BO3MOYKHOCTEH B HUX, H OKHJIAET, YTO HEOKUJAHHOE, HETIOCTH)KHMOE MOXKET CITyYUThCS.”

Ibid., 30.
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Christians, following the ultimate example of Christ, have to die unto themselves
in order to live for others. AB based his interpretation of this vocation on Christ’s words
regarding renouncing oneself. “Renounce yourself” means exactly this: it means, instead
of living for yourself, looking at nothing else, concentrating on nothing else — turn away,
see how vast life is, how deep, how rich! Turn away from yourself and look: look into
human faces, look into human circumstances, into human needs, and indeed, into human
joys! Look and see! Detach yourself from your own self; then you will be able to see
others as they are, to see their needs, to see their hunger, their joys, their misery — and
you will be able to give.”” It is interesting to see that AB used the same reasoning in his
discussion regarding Original sin. In that case, the sin was in turning away from God.
Here, AB used the same idea, noting that, when one turns away from one’s neighbors,
the results are separation, loneliness and abandonment of the inter-personal relationship.
Thus, the commandment to “Renounce yourself!” —i.e., to live for others, will bring one
into a deeper relationship with God.'” As AB reinforced: “We must so live as Christ
lived for others, we must so die as Christ died, that others may live. We must so ascend

from life into this sacrificial generous life-giving death as Christ did...”"""

Following the
example of Christ on His way to Golgotha, Christians are called, according to AB, to

take the sufferings and the cross of others as their own, and be prepared to be crucified:

9 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Sermon on Commandments Sunday, 1st October 1989, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_85.htm

190 Cf. Ibid., online, available: http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_85.htm

o1 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, On Communion and Life, August 1971, online, available:

http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_134.htm
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All sufferings that He encountered in the world, Christ accepted in Himself with
full, pure and soul-tearing compassion. [...] He accepted this suffering as we can
see during the days of passion, crucifixion on Golgotha, death and descent into
Hades. If we want to belong to Christ, we have to learn, in the relation to the
suffering of each person around us, every creature around us, all the world
around us, like Christ, to let the suffering into our consciousness so that it would
penetrate to the depths of our heart.'"?

AB encouraged his listeners not to run away from the sufferings or problems of
other people but, rather, to rid themselves of the fear that might stop them from this
endeavor: “[We] are afraid to see a person in his suffering and hear the cry of his soul.
And that is why we close ourselves off. And in closing ourselves off [...] we become
prisoners of this closed off state.”'”> AB explained the meaning of St. Paul’s words
“accept [welcome] one another” (Rom 15:7) in kenotic terms:

[...] to accept others means, using the image of Christ, to take another person, as

if to take upon ones own shoulders someone else’s suffering and bringing that

person to the Father’s house. But sometimes it means to take a person upon one’s
own shoulders and to suddenly find out that this is not a person, but a cross, and
that this cross I have to carry to Golgotha, and only if I am crucified upon it, only
if I am crucified without anger, without becoming closed off, giving myself

completely, then I can say: Forgive him, Father, because he does not know what
he does...'"*

102 «“Bee crpamanms, kotopsie OH BeTpedan B Mupe, Xpuctoc npuHst B Cest OTHBIM, GHCTBIM, AYITy
pa3phIBarOIINM cocTpanaHueM. [...] OH 3To cTpagaHue MPUHSIT TaK, KaK MBI BUJMM B TEUEHHE CTPACTHBIX
JHEeH, pacrsiTust Ha [onrode, cMepTH U colecTBUs BO aj. Eciu Mbl XOTUM ObITh XPUCTOBBIMH, MBI
JOJDKHBI HAYIHUTHCS 110 OTHOIICHHIO K CTPalaHUI0 KaXKIOT0 YeIOBEKa BOKPYT HAC, KAXKIOH TBAPH BOKPYT
Hac, BCEro MUpa BOKPYT HAC, NOZ0OHO XPHCTY, IOMYCTHTh 3TO CTPaJaHUE BO BCE HAIle CO3HAHUE, YTOOBI
OHO TIPOHUKJIO JI0 TITyOnH Hamrero cepamna.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex nepeo bozom,
157.

1
03 “[M]s1 GomMcs BUAETH YeIOBEKa B €T0 CTPAJaHUM U CIBIIIATE KPHUK €ro AyMHd. [ mosToMy MBI
3aKpeIBaeMcs. 1, 3aKpbeIBasch, [...] memaeMcs TIIEHHUKaMHU 3TOH Hamei 3akpeitToctr.” Ibid., 156.

104
0 “[...] IpUHATH APYTUX 3HAYUT, YyIIOTPeOIsis 0Opa3 XpucTa, B3ATh IPYroTo YeioBeKa, TyKoe Kak Oynro

CTpajiaHue Ha CBOU IUICYH M ITOTrO YejoBeKa JoHecTd 10 Ortuero goma. Ho mopoii 370 3HAYHT B3SAThH
YeJI0OBeKa Ha CBOM ILICYH M BAPYT OOHAPYKUTh, UTO 3TO HE YEIOBEK, & KPECT, U UYTO ITOT KPECT 5 JOJDKCH
JoHECTH 710 I'0arodsl, ¥ YTO TOJIBKO €CiIH 51 Oyay paclsT Ha HeM, TOJBKO eclii s Oyay pacisT Oe3 THeBa,
03 3aKpBITOCTH, OTAaBas ce0s 10 KOHIIA, 51 CMOTY ckaszarh: IIpoctu emy, OTde, OH HE 3HACT, 4TO
tBOopwr...” Ibid., 157, 99.
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The commandment “to love your neighbor” is closely connected with a readiness
to sacrifice one’s life. AB explained: “And ‘to give life’ does not mean at all to die, but
from day to day, from hour to hour, to neglect oneself, to put aside a concern about
oneself in order to think about the other. In this is the whole Gospel.”'> AB kenotically
interpreted the commandments of love, because he understood the love of God and
neighbor as an act of total self-sacrifice: “It means that all our thoughts, all our strengths,
our whole heart should be given not to ourselves, but to the other: God and neighbor.”'%
Another kenotic element that assists with this self-sacrifice is the risk of being
abandoned by another person. AB compared this risk of abandonment with the creation
of the world and the first people, where God risked His love being abandoned. “He so
loves us that He calls us into being, and He takes the risk upon Himself, because He
gives His love knowing that it can be rejected. And we all know what it means to open
up ones heart to a human being and to be rejected.”'”” Another example of a practical

application of AB’s kenotic approach is the goal for Christians is to become one with

Christ, so that other people may be able to encounter Him through us. AB said: “[O]ur

105 «A “OTaTh KI3HE® BOBCE HE 3HAUMT yMepeTh, 3TO 3HAYUT W30 THS B IeHb, 3 Yaca B 4ac mpeHeOperaTh
co0OM, OTCTPAHATH CBOIO 03a00YEHHOCTH O cede, I TOTO YTOOHI TyMaTh O ApyroM. B aTom — Bce
Emanremne.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yerosex neped bocom, 223; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowr, 908.

1

06 “I10 3HAYMT, 4TO BCS HAIIA MBIC/Tb, BCE HAIIH CHIIbI, BCE CEP/Ie JOJDKHBI OBITh OTIAHbI HE HAC CAMHM,
a npyromy: bory u 6mmkaemy.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bockpecuvie nponosedu, online,
available: http://mitras.ru/sermons/serm4.htm

1
97 “Om Tax Hac mOGHUT, UTO MpU3BIBaeT Hac K ObITHIO, M OepeT Ha Ceds puck, moromy uto OH OTHAaeT HaM

CBo10 111000BB, 3HasI, YTO OHA MOKET OBITH OTBEPTHYTa. A MBI BCE 3HAEM, UTO 3HAYHT OTKPHITH CBOE

cepJIe 4enoBeKy — ¥ ObITh 0TBeprHyTHIM.” Ibid., online, available: http://mitras.ru/sermons/serm6.htm
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vocation is not only to be Christ’s own, but to be united with Him, to become so united
with Him so that every person who meets us encounters Christ.”'*®

This readiness to follow the kenotic life of Christ should translate into a mind-set
in the daily life of Christians of being sensitive to the needs of others. This is a
fulfillment in one’s life of the commandment of love: “In this is the wonderful mystery
of love: that we are called to love as God loved us first, which is until self-abandonment,
until the cross, until death; we are called to love each other to the point of emptying our
own lives until the end, to give ourselves up until the end.”'” As we can see, AB
merged together the way of Christ to Golgotha with the daily life of Christians in their
vocation to follow His example and also identified the other person with the cross of
Christ.

Another practical task of Christians is to pray for all people, regardless of
whether they believe or not, are sinners or righteous. Answering the question of who can
be commemorated during the Proskomidia (Prothesis),'' he said: “We can pray for all,

for righteous and sinners, for believers and unbelievers, we can pray for all, because this

is Golgotha, and in this moment on Golgotha the crucified Christ was dying for all

1

08 “[H]ame mpu3BaHie — HE TONBKO OBITH XPHUCTOBBIMH, HO TaK CPOAHUTHCS ¢ Hum, Tak ¢ Hum OBITH
€JIMHBIMH, YTOOBI BCSIKUN YEIIOBEK, BCTPEUAsICh C HaMH, BCTpeTwi Okl XpucTa.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowr, 674.

199 «B s1om YAWBHTENbHAS TaifHa JTIOOBH: YTO MBI ITPU3BAHKI TaK JIIOONTH, Kak Hac Bo3ro0mt bor, To ecTh
JI0 caM03a0BEHUSI, 10 KPecTa, JI0 CMEPTH; MBI IPU3BAHBI TaK JPYT Apyra JOOUTH, YTOOBI CBOIO KHU3Hb
WCTOIIATH JI0 KOHIIA, OTJATh JI0 KOHIIA ApyT it apyra.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex
neped bozom, 268; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, O écmpeue, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/sretenie/sret_vstrech.htm; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, On Death, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_06.htm

"0 proskomidia (Prothesis) is the first part of the Liturgy, during which the priest prepares the Holy gifts
of bread and wine for consecration.
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. . 111
without exception.”

Again we can see that AB referred to the kenotic life of Christ to
answer a practical question on prayer.

In some cases, in order to serve other people, AB suggested leaving God in the
name of God. He said: “[I]t seems to me that there is a moment when God expects from
us — not that we would abandon Him, but in His name leave Him. [...] John Climacus
says that if you are in a prayerful ecstasy and hear that your neighbor in his cell is asking
for cup of cold water, leave your prayerful ecstasy and give him some water, because
your prayerful ecstasy is your private deed, but to give him a cup of cold water is a
Divine deed.”!"? Borrowing the expression to “leave God for the sake of finding
Him,”'"® AB interpreted the words of John Climacus to conclude that a person must be
attentive to the needs of others first, and only then be attentive to him- or herself and
God. In the act of serving other people first we can see the link AB made with the
kenotic service of Christ, who came “not to be served but to serve” (Mark 10:45). Very
often, AB taught that God comes to the person through other people.

But very often God is knocking at our door through the other person. He wants

us to respond with all of our inner compassion, care, love, joy, with something

that this person needs, because in this moment this person is a messenger of God.
This is a person, whom God sent, so that we in His, in God’s name, would take

1 “MOJIUTBCS MOKHO O BCEX, O MPABCAHBIX U O TPEITHUKAX, O BEPYIOMINX U HEBCPYIOMINX, O 6C€x MOXHO
MOJIUTBCS, TIOTOMY 4TO 3T0 ["osiroda, 1 B 3TOT MOMEHT Ha ["onroe XpucToc pacnsThiil yMHUpai 3a BCeX
6e3 uckimouenus.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowvt. Knuea emopas, 88. Not all Orthodox
theologians share the same view as AB. Some believed that only Christians who belong to the Orthodox
Church could be commemorated during the Proskomidia.

12 “[M]ue xaxkeTrcs, 4TO €CTh MOMEHT, Korja bor oxxugaer oT Hac, 4TO MBI — HE TO YTO ocTaBuM Ero, HO B
Ero ums oroiinem ot Hero. [...] Moann JlecTBUUHUK TOBOPUT, YTO, €CJIM Thl HAXOAUIIHCS B MOJTUTBEHHOM
9KCTa3e U yCIBIIINIIb, YTO COCE]l IO KeJIbe MIPOCUT Yally CTYJEHOU BOJIbI, OCTaBb CBOM MOJIMTBEHHBIHN
9KCTa3 U Jail eMy BOJly, IOTOMY YTO TBOM MOJIMTBEHHBIHN 3KCTa3 — J€JI0 YaCTHOE, a JaTh EMY Yallry
CTYyJICHOU BOJIBI — Jiesio O0oxkecTBeHHOE.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyos, 331-332, 400.

'3 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosr. Knuea émopas, 710.



380

care of him. But when we think about the other, we only think that we are busy;

we are not even afraid of this person, he is just unnecessary for us. And then an

encounter becomes impossible.'*

From the above quotation we can learn that, in order to encounter God, the
person is called to self-sacrifice and has to be open to other people. In his talks, AB
often stressed the need to be humane in how one relates with others because this is what
Christ revealed through His humanity. Followers of Christ must learn and grow into a
deeper relationship with Him to be able to genuinely love others.''> AB believed that a
Christian is one who has personally encountered and experienced God — “We can
believe a human being and we can believe Christ, but only when we can say: what you
say sounds true... This can take place through reading of the Gospel, it can take place
through an encounter with another human being who reveals to us the radiance of eternal
life, but has to become our own personal experience.”''® As we can see, although AB
broadly saw the “places” for encounters with God, he nonetheless understood that in all
cases such an encounter must be transformed into personal experience. How then, can

Christians become such a “place” of encounter for other people? AB saw the answer in

the words of Christ: “No one takes it [life] from me, but I lay it down of my own

"4 «“Ho wacro Bor CTYYHT B HaIlly IBEPh Yepe3 APYyroro yenoBeka. OH X0UeT, YTOOBI MBI BCEM CBOMM
HYTpPOM OTO3BaJINCh COCTPalaHUEM, 3a00TINBOCTHIO, TIOOOBBIO, PAZIOCTHIO, YEM-TO, YTO HYKHO 3TOMY
YEJI0BEKY, IOTOMY 4TO B 3TOT MOMEHT 3TOT Y€JI0BEK — IIOcIaHHUK boxxuii. OTo uenosek, kotoporo bor
TIOCTal Ut TOTO, 9TOOBI Mmbl 0T Ero, Boxkuero, mMenn mo3adoTmimcsk o HeM. Ho MBI tymaem o 1pyrowm,
MBI IyMaeM TOJBKO O TOM, UTO 3aHATHI, MBI Jake He OOMMCS 3TOTO YeJIOBeKa, OH IMMPOCTO HaM JIMITHUA. 1

99

TOTJIa BCTpeya JiejaeTcs HeBO3MOXKHOH.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodwr, 765.

5, Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Bo ums Omya u Ceina u Cesimoeo /{yxa, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/inname/in_82.htm

M6 “Mp1 MOYXEM MOBEPHTH YETOBEKY H MOKEM ITOBEPUTH XPHCTY TONBKO TOI/A, KOTIA MBI MOXKEM
CKa3aTh: TO, YTO Thl TOBOPHIIIb, 3ByYHT UCTHHOM... DTO MOXKET CIY4UThCS uepe3 ureHne EBanremnus, 3o
MOXET CIY4UThCS Yepe3 BCTPEUY C YeIOBEKOM, KOTOPBIH HAM SIBIISIET CHSIHUE BEYHON JKU3HH, HO 3TO
JIOJDKHO CTaTh JIMYHBIM onbITOM.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsi, 180-181; Cf. Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowsi. Knuea emopas, 174, 196.
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accord” (John 10:18). In AB’s understanding, self-sacrifice is in one’s daily actions —
“To give one’s own life does not mean necessarily to die — to give one’s own life —
means to sacrifice all our own thoughts, all the richness of our own heart, all our
strength, to give to the other what we consider to be the most precious in your
experience, heart, mind and life.”""” Through this kind of self-sacrifice by a Christian,
another person might be able to encounter God.

AB went even further in his analysis of how a Christian can be a “place” of
encounter with God. He said: “A Christian should be able to measure the awareness of
the loss of God more deeply than these people [who are seeking God] and to give them
an answer. Then they will not need to seek a new God [because] it will be enough for
them to stand before the face of the Living God, Whom there is no need to describe;
Whom in some sense there is no need to open, to reveal to sight and mind. It is enough
just to commune with Him.”''® How then are we to understand what AB said: “A
Christian should be able to measure the awareness of the loss of God”? Who is supposed
to be “responsible” for the loss of God — the human being or God? As we have seen in
previous chapters, in answering these questions, AB distinguished between two types of

God-forsakenness — (1) that which results from sin, i.e., when the person separates

"7 “OrxaBaTh CBOKO KHU3Hb BOBCE HE 3HAYUT 00S3aTEIBHO yMepeTh, OT/1aBaTh CBOIO KU3Hb — 3TO 3HAYUT
MIOCBSATUTH BCE CBOU MBICIIH, BCE OOraTCTBO CBOETO CEP/Ila, BCIO CBOKO KPEIOCTh TOMY, YTOOBI 1aTh
JIPYTOMY TO, YTO ThI CaM CUHTACIIH CAMBIM JPAroOlEHHBIM B TBOSM OIIBITE, CEPALE, YME H KU3HH.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodws, 199; Cf. Ibid., 506, Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyos:.
Knuea emopas, 594; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, hecedwt o sepe u []lepxsu, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy8.htm

18 “XpucCTHAaHUH OIDKEH OBITH B COCTOSHUH N3MEPHUTH TIOTEPI0 co3HaHMs bora rimy6ke, uem ee cMOTTTH
W3MEPUTH 3TH JIIOAM [KoTophle UIyT bora], u naTe nM otBeT. Torna uM He HyXHO OyIeT UCKaTh HOBOTO
Bora, M nocrarouno Oyxaer BcraTh nepen smioM bora JKusoro, KoToporo HeT HyXIbI OITUCHIBATH,
Koroporo, B kakoM-TO CMBICJIE, HET HYAbl OTKPBIBaTh, ABJIATH 3pEHUIO U pa3yMy, JOCTaTOUHO
npuobwams Emy.” Ibid., 189.
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himself from God; and (2) that which results from God’s decision to abandon a person
(eg., to the God-forsakenness of Christ on the cross or the experience of Job). Does this
mean that a Christian must first experience the loss of God in order to be able to
understand the other person’s experience of the lack of God, or the state without God,
which is Godlessness? Should a Christian then seek out such an experience of
Godlessness? What if a Christian never experiences a state of Godlessness?

Unfortunately, AB did not provide more explanation to these ideas in this
context. Nonetheless, we can try to give an answer based upon these two types of God-
forsakenness. First, we must exclude the first type of God-forsakenness wherein God
supposedly wants a Christian to commit a sin (which is Godlessness) in order to get a
better understanding of the people who are searching for God or who experience
abandonment by Him. However, we might accept the understanding that, by committing
a sin, a Christian might experience the state of the loss of God, and that this experience
might help a Christian to understand someone who is without God.

If we try to understand AB’s statement that “a Christian should be able to
measure the awareness of the loss of God,” through the prism of the second type of God-
forsakenness, where God takes the initiative and decides to abandon a person, then a
Christian must recall those moments when he experienced the absence of God. This, in
turn, might help a Christian understand others who are experiencing the same state. In
both cases the person is experiencing loneliness and the absence of God.

What would be the difference in a Christian’s experience of God-forsakenness
and the experience of a person who is seeking God? The difference between God-

forsakenness experienced by a Christian and the person who is seeking God lies in the
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awareness of a loss. A Christian is aware of Whom he has lost, while the person who
never experienced God does not have such an awareness. This might bring us to another
conclusion — that the experience of Godlessness by a Christian is more tragic than for a
person that never experienced God.

There is also another category of people who might never have experienced God
and who are not seeking Him. For this category, AB believed, Christ experienced God-
forsakenness, which is beyond the experience of all people, including atheists and those
who do not seek God, and on the cross He demonstrated His faith in them. From God’s
perspective AB posited that: “He believes in every human being, He has hope for
everyone, He loves everyone to the point of death on the cross, and that is why there is
no human being, no matter how far away he might be from God in his own eyes, who is
not to be infinitely close to God.”'"” Such a statement is justified by AB’s teaching
regarding Christ’s God-forsakenness on the cross. This is because, for AB, Christ’s
experience was the most dramatic event in that Christ as God and as a human found
99121

Himself in a “metaphysical swoon,”'** experienced “a positive loss of the Father,

and entered the place where God is not.'*> As already presented in the previous chapters,

1 .

? “Om B KakIOT0 YenoBeKa BepHT, 40 OH HAEETCS HA KAXK/IOTO, UTO MOOHT 10 KPECTHOM CMEpTH
Ka)XXJJOT0 U TI03TOMY HET TaKOTro 4eI0BeKa, Kak Obl OH HU ObLI anek oT bora B cBOMX COOCTBEHHBIX
Ti1a3ax, — KOTOPEIi He Ob1T OB OeckoHedHo Osm3ok bory.” Ibid., 399.

'20 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ, True and Perfect Man: The Address Printed below Was
Delivered at the Diocesan Conference at Effingham, Surrey, in May, 1983, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm

121 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, I Believe in God, online, available: http://www.metropolit-

anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_04.htm

122 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, ITacmeipcmeo (Minsk: Izdatelstvo Belorusskogo Ekzarkhata,

2005), 20; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpydsi. Knuea emopas, 735.
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Christ abolished the separation between God and humans, and gave to His followers the

example of faithfulness and solidarity.

V.5.5. Kenosis in Death as the Final Encounter with God

In this section we will look at the final element in AB’s kenotic theology, which
is death. Earlier we saw that death, as the consequence of sin (which is Godlessness), in
AB’s understanding is one of the ultimate experiences in a person’s life. By the death
and Resurrection of Christ only spiritual death was eliminated, not physical death. AB
applied his kenotic theology of death to the encounter with God. He taught that the
example of Christ’s Descent into Hades and His faith in human beings might help
believers to experience the moment of their death as an encounter with God: “We forget
that the very essence of death lies in the fact that the fetters of earth are broken, the
doors of eternity are opened wide, and the living soul encounters face to face the Living
God. This completion of life, this completion of the human being’s destiny is not the
end.”'® After Christ’s God-forsakenness, His entering into Hades and His Resurrection,
death kept its character of loneliness, but ceased to be forsakenness: “[...] God sends to

the human being a lonely death, but this is not abandonment, this is loneliness in God’s

123 “Mp1 3a6BIBacM, 9TO CaMasi CYLIHOCTh CMEPTH 3aKJIF0YACTCS B TOM, 4TO Pa3PhIBAIOTCS OKOBBI 3EMIIH,
PaCKPBIBAIOTCS IMHPOKO JBEPU BEUHOCTH, U JKUBAs JyIa BCTPEUACTCs JTUIOM K juiy ¢ JKusbim Borowm;
3TO 3aBEPIICHUE JKU3HH, 3TO 3aBEPIICHUE YEIOBEUYECKOM Cy1-0bI — HE KOHEI.”

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenogex nepeo bozom, 92; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Tpyowr, 44, 202; Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt. Knuea emopas, 893; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Bo uma Omya u Ceina u Cessmoeo Jyxa, online, available: http://mitras.ru/inname/in_6.htm
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presence.. 124 Death has two sides, on one side there is the horror and grief of loss, but

on the other side it is the future encounter with God and an entrance into eternal life.'*
The loneliness accompanying death affects not only the dying person, but also
those who are closest to him or her, and they have to prepare to face this feeling: “We
have to be ready to face grief, sadness, to look in the face of everything that happens
within ourselves. [...] We have to be ready to acknowledge that love can be expressed
through sufferings and if we state that we love indeed the one who departed from this
life, we have to be ready to love this person from the depths of grief and sufferings as we
loved him in a joy supporting him by this joy of the common life.”'*® At the very
moment of death a human person might experience both Christ’s presence and His
absence. He used Fr. Sophrony’s interpretation of Christ’s God-forsakenness and said:
If a person says: ‘I want to die only with Christ,” we can answer him: ‘Okay, I
will leave you, but I will leave with you also a handbell, in case you get terrified
of being alone.” Or (if there is no handbell): ‘I will give you a plate, so you can
drop it on the floor so I would hear a call.” Because a person in a certain moment
can feel how good it is to be with Christ, but in half an hour suddenly will fear
the loneliness, and will need either friendship or a prayer, or just a physical
presence. And we have to give the person a chance to be alone, and also
somehow to watch: is he still happy in his loneliness and unity with Christ, or

suddenly is he afraid? Because the awareness of God’s presence does not
necessarily grow. It can be, what Fr. Sophrony once called ‘metaphysical

124
“[...] bor noceLIaeT 4enoBeKy OAMHOKYIO CMEPTh, HO 3TO — HE OCTaBJIEHHOCTh, 3TO OJMHOYECTBO B

Boxxnem npucyrcrBum...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodsr, 65; Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas, 889-890.

125 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer, 67.

126 “Mp1 10IKHBI GBITH TOTOBEI BCTPETHTE TOPE, TOCKY, CMOTPETh B JIHI[0 BCEMY, UTO IIPOMCXOIUT BHYTPH
HAC CaMuX, [...] MbI JOJKHBI OBITh TOTOBBI IPU3HATH, YTO JIOOOBb MOXKET BBIPAXKATHCS U Yepe3
CTpaJlaHue M YTO, €CIIH MBI YTBEPXKIACM, YTO JCHCTBUTEILHO JIOOUM TOTO, KTO YIIET U3 3TOW KU3HH, MBI
JIOJDKHBI OBITH TOTOBBI JIIOOUTD YeIOBEKa U3 NITyOUHBI FOPsl M CTPAJAHuUs, KaK MbI JIIOOWIIK €ro B PaJoCTH,
yTBep:KIas ero 3Toil paxocTeio obmeit xu3Hn.” Ibid., 72, 162.
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swoon’: when you suddenly lose God. God is here, but it is as if you have lost
Him.'”’

It is very interesting to observe how AB also used the ultimate experience of
Christ to describe a personal preparation for death. He did not provide a further
explanation to this statement, but we might consider from the last sentence “seemed to
have lost him” — that AB meant a subjective feeling of the person rather then an actual
loss of God.

AB encouraged his listeners not to avoid questions concerning death, but rather
to prepare for it. Death, according to AB, has a pedagogical meaning — to encourage a
believer “to become the genuine person God planned us to be [...] the undistorted image
of God.”"*® Another pedagogical meaning of death is in leading one to pay more careful
attention to life, to other people, to the present moment.

Think what every moment of our life would be like if we would know that this

could be the last one: that this moment is given to us to reach some kind of

perfection, that the words we pronounce are our last ones. [...] How would we

act in our mutual relationships if the present moment would be the only one

available to us, and if this moment would need to express and incarnate all our

love and care? We would live with a concentration and depth otherwise
unattainable for us. And we are rarely aware what the present moment is.'*’

127 “Ecim wenoBek ckaxer: S X0qy yMepeTh TONBKO O XPHCTOM’, eMy MOXKHO OTBETHTB: ‘XOpOIIIO, 5
TeOsl OCTaBIIIO, HO S OCTABIIO TeOE TOXKE KOJIOKOJIBYNK, HA CIydall eclid BAPYT TeOe CTaHET CTPAIIHO OBITh
ormHOMY . Vnmu (ecym KoJIOKONIBbYHMKa HET): ‘5 TeGe mam Tapesky, THl MOXKEIIb e¢ YPOHHUTD Ha IT0JI, 9TOOBI 5
ycnsimian 308°. I[IoToMy 9TO 4eloBeK MOXKET B 3Ty MHHYTY 4yBCTBOBAaTh, YTO €My TaK XOPOIIO OBITH CO
XpucromM, a uepes mosrgaca BAPYT My CTaHET CTPAIIHO OJMHOYECTBA, EMY ITOHAJ00UTCS MK APYX0a,
WJIM MOJIMTBA, WIIH MTPOCTO (pU3UIecKoe mprucyTcTBUe. M Hajmo 1aTh BO3MOXKHOCTB Y€JIOBEKY OBITH OTHOMY,
U KaK-mo CIEIUTh 3a TEM: OH BCE €II€ CYACTIINB B CBOEM OJHHOUYECTBE U €AMHCTBE CO XPHCTOM, WU
BAPYT eMy ctaio crpamHo? [ToTomy 4to co3Hanue npucyTcTBHS boxxns He 00s3aTeNbHO HapacTaeT.
BrBaer T0, gTo oTernr CodpoHMii Kak-To Ha3Bal ‘MeTadpU3NIecKnit 0OMOPOK’: BAPYT THI Tepsiems bora.
Bor TyT, HO TBI Ero OynTo motepsin.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr. Knuea emopas, 890.

12 o . o
8 “[C]raTh TO¥ MOIMHHON INYHOCTHIO, KAaKOW MBI OBUTH 3aayMaHbl borowm, [...] HeMCKaKEHHBIM

obpazom boxunm.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowt, 58.

12 . . o
? “IToymaiiTe, KaKOB GBI GBI Ka/IbIii MOMEHT HAIICH JKH3HH, €CIIH ObI MBI 3HAJIM, UTO OH MOYET CTaTh
y 9 b b
MOCTIETHIM, YTO 3TOT MOMEHT HaM JaH, 9YTOOBI JOCTHYH KAKOT'0-TO COBEPIICHCTBA, YTO CIIOBA, KOTOPHIE
MBI IPOM3HOCHM, — MTOCTICTHIE HAIIHN CIIOBA. [...] Kak OBl MBI mOCTyIIANM B HANTIX B3aUMHBIX
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The memory of death, as AB understood it, is not the measure of life, but can
help to bring meaning to life and make us more humane: “The awareness of death
carries with it the keen sense of life, a special sensitivity to the dynamic of life. Only
‘remembrance of death’ makes us fully humane, we grow ‘to the measure of death,’
therefore, to the measure of life.”'*° For Christians, death after the death of Christ is a
dormition: “This is neither a perdition nor the end of the path after which ‘is nothing” —
only the decay of a body and disintegration of our entire being. ‘To die’ means to enter
into eternal life, where — face to face — as a living soul we will stand before the face of
the Living God.”"*" AB compared death with the experience of falling asleep'*” and used
the example of the Mother of God and Her Dormition. He said: “In Dormition, as in
every death, there is a tragedy: the human being is not born to die, but there is also a
marvelous encounter, the encounter of the living soul with its God. Everyone among us,

dying, will encounter God in this way.”'** Christians are called to believe that the human

OTHOIICHHSIX, €CJIH Obl HACTOSUIMN MUT OBLI €IMHCTBEHHBIM B HAIIIEM PACIIOPSDKEHUH U €CIX Obl 3TOT MHUT
JIOJDKEH ObLI BBIPa3UTh, BOIIOTHTH BCIO HAIIy JFO00Bb U 3a00Ty? MbI KK ObI C HAIIPS)KEHHOCTHIO U C
rTyOWHON, MHA4Ye HaM HEJOCTYIHBIMH. 1 MBI peniko co3HaeM, 94To Takoe Hactosmuit mur.” Ibid., 59.

130 «[Closnanne cMepTH HeceT ¢ oGO OCTPOE TYBCTBO KI3HH, OCOOEHHYIO YyTKOCTh K JHHAMUKE KI3HH.

Tonbko ‘mamsATh cMepTHas® AENIaeT HAC BIIOJIHE YEJIOBEUHBIMU, MbI BHIPACTaEM ‘B MEPY CMEPTH , a
3HauuT, B Mepy xku3uu.” Ibid., 86, Cf. Ibid., 94-95.

Bl “310 He rubGenp, He KOHEI] ITYTH, TIOCIIE KOTOPOTO ‘HIHYEro HeT’ — TOJIBKO TICHHE Tella, PACTIa BCETO
HalIero CyIllecTBa. ‘YMepeTh’ 03Ha4yaeT BOMTH B BEUHYIO )KU3Hb, € JIMLOM K JIMIY XKUBOM TyIIOM MbI
BcTaHeM nepen nuiom JKusoro bora.” Ibid., 95; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Fecedws 0 gepe u
Ilepksu, online, available: http://mitras.ru/besedy/besedy11.htm

132 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, On Death, online, available: http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_06.htm

133 «“B Ycmennu, kak BO BCSAKOI CMEpTH, €CTh TPareIus: YeIOBeK HEe POXKIEH I TOTO, YTOOB yMEpeTh, —
HO €CTh W JIMBHAs BCTpEYa, BCTpeya KUBOU qymu co cBouM borom. Kax st u3 Hac, ymupas, Tak
BcTpetut bora.” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoder, 991; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Jlo606b 6cenodescoarowasn. Ilponosedu, npousnecennvie 6 Poccuu (Saint-Petersburg: Satis, 1994),
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being’s death after Christ’s death is no longer a separation from God, nor is it a descent
into a Godless place, but rather it is an opportunity to meet God."**

An important act in preparation for death is the reconciliation with oneself and
other people, and even with death. AB said: “[I]t is necessary to prepare for death
through the harsh, but liberating process of reconciliation with all, with oneself, with our
own conscience, with all circumstances, with present and past, with events and with
people, and even with the future and with approaching death itself.”'*> Such an approach
is built on a kenotic basis, because only through humility, which is the foundation of
kenosis, is it possible to reconcile with others and oneself and humbly accept death. The
right preparation for death as the crowning of life should be based on the experience of
eternity in a human being’s life.

If death is an encounter with God, so too is the Parousia: “Finally, we are waiting
for another encounter: the end of the world, when the Lord will come in His glory. The
end of the world is fulfillment; the end of the world is not a moment in history; it is an
encounter with the Living God, with the victorious Christ, with Christ the Savior; it is a
joy... If we were really believers, we would be eager for this, we would be longing, we

would be waiting both for our encounter with God in death and for the day when

online, available: http://mitras.ru/lubov/lub_vse 71.htm. More on Dormition of the Mother of God, see
second chapter.

134 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony Sourozh, Easter Sermon, April the 11, 1999, after Reading St. John

Chrysostom’s Easter Message, online, available: http:/mitras.ru/eng/eng_112.htm

135 “[H]eo6X0oanMO TOTOBUTECS K CMEPTH Yepe3 CYpPOBEIi, HO 0CBOOOXKIAIOIINIT HAC IPOLIECC TPUMHUPEHHUS
CO BCEMH, C CaMUM c000ii, C COOCTBEHHOIT COBECTBIO, CO BCEMH OOCTOSTEILCTBAMH, C HACTOSIIINM H C
MPOIIBIM, ¢ COOBITHSIMHE U C JIFOJIBMH, U TaXxe ¢ Oy IyImuM, ¢ caMoi rpsityiiei cMepThio.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowr, 74.
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everything will be completed...”'*® AB clearly stated that death is not a desperate
experience in human life, but rather the ultimate moment of encounter with God. And
yet a human being must grow into such an understanding of death.

AB also commented on the differences and common elements in how unbelievers
and believers approach death. How do unbelievers prepare for death? According to AB,
both unbelievers and believers can accept death peacefully by seeing its meaning:

Experience has shown me [...] that there are two kinds of people who encounter

death peacefully. These cases are relatively rare. These are true believers and

sincere unbelievers. Half-believers or quarter-believers, immature people; who
do not believe in life, in eternity, in God and at the same time are not sure that
dying means a complete destruction are incapable of looking at death in the face.

[...] Unbelievers who are truly confident in their complete annihilation, could

face death, I have seen this; but also people who encounter death in a moment, in

a situation that gives them a sense of meaning about their death."*’

From the above example we can conclude that AB understood that death can be a
place of encounter between unbelievers and believers, and that the common element for
both believers and unbelievers is the human person. In his comments on the Parousia, he

used to emphasize the questions posed in the parable of the Last Judgment (Cf. Mt

25:31-46). All the questions asked by God relate to the one question: “Have you been

136 “JI HakomeIr, MBI JK1eM PYTyI0 BCTpedy: KOHeIl Mipa, Koraa I'ocroxs mpuzer Bo ciase Coeii. Koner
MHpa — 3TO 3aBepIIeHUE; KOHEI] MUPa — 3TO He MTHOBEHHE B HCTOPHH, 3TO BcTpeda ¢ JKussiM borom, ¢
XpuctoM nobenuBmnM, ¢ XpuctoM-CracuTenem; 3To pagocTs... M eciu 661 MBI OBIITH JeHCTBUTEITEHO
BEPYIOIINMH JIFOJBMH, KaK MBI JKaXIax Obl, KaK MBI TSHYJIHCBH OBbI, KaK MBI XA OBl M CBOCH BCTPEUH C
Borom wepes cmepTh, 1 TOTO AHSI, KOT/Ia Bce OyeT 3aBepiieHo...”” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh,
Yenosek neped bozom, 92; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyodst, 84-85.

57 “Omnprr mokasan Mue [...] uTo nBa poxa JroAeH CIOKOWHO BCTpeuaroT cMepTh. OHM CPAaBHUTEIIBHO
penkn. OTo NCTHHHO BEpYyIOIINE W UCKPEHHIE HeBepyromue. He MOryT cMOTpeTh B JIUII0 CMEPTH
MIOJIYBEPKH WJIH T€, KTO BEPHUT Ha YSTBEPTYIIKY, JIFOJHM HE3peIbIe, IO, KOTOPHIE HE BEPST B XKHU3Hb, B
BEYHOCTH, B bora, HO B TO ke BpeMs He yBEpPEeHHI, YTO YMHUpPAHHUE 03HAYaeT MOJHOE YHHYTOXKCHHE. [...].
Jlronm HeBepyroIHe, TO-HACTOSIIEMY YBEPEHHBIE B IIOJJHOM CBOEM YHHYTOKEHUH, MOTYT YMHPATh — I 3TO
BUJIET, a TAKXKE JIFOJH, KOTOPBIE BCTPEYAIOTCS CO CMEPTHIO B MOMEHT, B CUTYaIlUH, KOTOpasi IPHIACT
cmbicn ux cmepta.” Ibid., 32-33.
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humane towards other people?”” AB stated: “The central idea of the parable is not in
saying that some will go into everlasting fire, while others into eternal joy, but to
indicate on what foundation this judgment is taking place. [...] If you have not been
humane, simply a human being, do not imagine that you become divine.”"*® AB’s focus
on the humane part of the relationship between people brings us back to his
understanding of salvation and the Person of Christ. Christ through His life and through
His death on the cross revealed God’s faith in the human being and the value of the
person in God’s eyes. God’s faith consists also in an expectation that the human being
responds to this act of God, and the ultimate way to respond is through humane relations
with other people. The common goal for both believers and unbelievers will be tested in

a question — did you believe in human beings?'*’

V.6. Kenotic Theology of Anthony Bloom and Fr. Sophrony Sakharov

The purpose of this section is not to thoroughly compare the theology of these
two theologians, which could be done in further research on AB’s theology, but rather I
would like to show the main differences between AB and Sakharov’s understandings of

the God-forsakenness of Christ. Sakharov wrote his main ideas in the book We shall see

1 o o
38 “HeHTp TAXKCCTH IPUTYU HE B TOM, YTOOBI CKasaTh, YTO OJJHU MMOUAYT B OTOHb BEYHBINU, a4 IPYTUEC — B

panocTh BEUHYIO, a YTOOBI yKa3aTh, HA KAKOM OCHOBAHHUH 3TOT CyJ IPOUCXOIHNT. |[...] €CIIU THI
YeJIOBEYHBIM HE OBLI, IIPOCTO — YEIOBEKOM HeE OBLI, He BOOOpakai, 9To TH 00KECTBEHHBIM OyenIs.”
Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Yenosex neped bocom, 59-60, Cf. Ibid., 119, 296-297.

139 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyosi, 39. Probably because his main audience was Christian,
AB did not develop reasons why unbelievers should be “humane,”but he rather focused on the meaning of
the parable, which teaches all to be humane.
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Him as He is, in which, in an autobiographical way, he presented his spiritual way of
life, confession, a return to God and his understanding of God-forsakenness in the
spiritual life of people.

We have already had a chance to observe the similarities between AB’s and
Sakharov’s kenotic theology. Sakharov’s main ideas, such as Christ’s: “metaphysical
swoon” (AB referred to this, although we will not find this notion in Sakharov works);
the understanding of the Church as an “inverted pyramid;” the idea of the unity of

humankind, the total Adam;”o

the atheistic context of the God-forsakenness of Christ;
and the subjective character of abandonment by God in the experience of people are all
ideas that are also present in AB’s kenotic theology. We have already seen some
examples where AB explicitly referred to Sakharov and somewhere he did not.
Sakharov’s kenotic theology is more consistent and organized than AB’s was. In
Sakharov’s works we can see elements of kenotic theology, which are missing in AB’s
approach. These include the themes of: the presence of the Holy Spirit and Christ’s
words on the cross: “Father, into your hands I commend my spirit” (Lk 23:46).

Sakharov considered repentance to be the main message of the Gospel: “Through
repentance is our divinization accomplished. [...] The Gospel (‘glad tidings’) both

begins and ends with a call to repentance.”""!

For AB the main message of the Gospel is
the encounter between God and the human being. God is the initiator and this encounter

is based on God’s faith in the human being. Sakharov also used the term “encounter,”

'O Nicholas V. Sakharov, I Love, Therefore I Am: The Theological Legacy of Archimandrite Sophrony
(Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2002), 121, 123, 135, 148.

41 Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), We Shall See Him as He Is, trans., Rosemary Edmonds, (Essex,

2004), 30; 41.
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but not in terms of the Divine-human relationship. Instead he applied it to relationships
between human beings. As we may remember, AB encountered God while he was
reading the Gospel according to St. Mark and this became for him a life changing
experience. AB did not know God until he encountered Him, but this was not the case
for Sakharov. He also came to an encounter with God, but from a different perspective
and this became the reason for his belief that repentance is the leitmotif of the Gospel.
As Sakharov said in his own words, he left and abandoned God in his life, but God came
to him through elder Silouan: “I remember that I felt my apostasy from Christ to have
been a vile crime against His love. I had known this love in my early childhood: He had

»142 Before his return to Christ he became interested in Indian

vouchsafed me to live it.
mysticism for almost eight years: “I was given to this delusion in my youth, swayed by
books on far-eastern mysticism and encounters with people from lands that have
cultivated such esoteric doctrines for thousands of years.”'* After he returned to a
Christian understanding of God as a Person, Sakharov realized that all these years he
lived in sin. “As soon as I became adult [sic] I committed a great sin — on a mad impulse
of ignorant pride I abandoned Him in favor of another, imaginary Supra-personal
Absolute. [...]'** My straightforward ‘eastern’ experiment was on the whole an

intellectual one — the asceticism of the mental divestment of all that is relative.

Gradually I became convinced that I was on the wrong road — that I was abandoning

142 1bid., 26.
3 Ibid., 27.

44 Ibid., 57.
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true, real Being for non-being.”'* When he rediscovered God, it became a turning point
— a journey of repentance for having earlier abandoned God in his life. Sakharov even
came to the conclusion that Christ revealed the grace of repentance for “[t]he grace of
repentance reveals in us the image of the Son of the Father.”'*® He considered
repentance to be the way towards human theosis. Kenosis for the human being would be
to grow into deeper repentance and “The more profound our repentance, the more
clearly do we see into our own previously hidden depths.”'*’

Sakharov, like AB, understood that the vocation of a human being is to outgrow
egoistic individualism in order to become “as persona, to overcome the limitation of the
individual...”'** T assume that the foundation for their understanding of a human being
for both theologians was V. Lossky’s distinction between individualism and personhood.

Another difference between AB and Sakharov lay in the understanding of the
words: “To love oneself.” We saw earlier that AB used as synonyms the words: “to love
oneself,” “to know oneself,” “to be free,” while if we read Sakharov’s work, we will not
find these categories, but rather that a human being has to hate oneself, to hate sin in
oneself and that this is the beginning of repentance. He even believed that “to hate

oneself” is the vocation of a human being in order to be one with Christ. He said: “When

we hate ourselves for the evil that lives in us, then it is that the boundless horizons of the

145 Ibid., 27-28.
146 Ibid., 46.
7 Ibid., 123.

8 Ibid., 196-197.
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love commanded of us are revealed.”'* Or “[...] through repentance granted to me, even
to the point of hate for myself, I unexpectedly experienced a wondrous peace.”"*® For
Sakharov these categories of hating oneself applied also to his understanding of kenotic
theology. He said: “God’s love is kenotic. He revealed the secret of His Being when He
commanded us to love God to the point of hating oneself (Cf. Lk 14: 26-27, 33).”">! This
kind of approach we will not find in AB’s works.

Even the categories of kenosis for a practical application in life are different for
both theologians. For Sakharov it is only through repentance that people can reach
theosis and life with God: “[...] the same kind of self-emptying love that was made
manifest to us in the Holy Trinity is commanded of mankind: through the utmost self-
emptying that we can manage in our act of repentance, we become capable of
apprehending the fullness both of Divine love and love for our neighbor (Cf. Mt 22: 37-
40).”"*% In his theology AB emphasized instead, as we have already seen, the categories
of faith in the human being based on self-sacrifice and the role of all Sacraments in the
Christian life, not just repentance as Sakharov did.

The understanding of God-forsakenness for Sakharov was based on his own

experience of the absence of God in his own life. AB lacked this personal level of

149 Ibid., 145.

5% 1bid., 148; Cf. Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), On Prayer, trans., Rosemary Edmonds, (Essex:
1996), 31; Nicholas V. Sakharov, I Love, Therefore I Am, 82.

!5 Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), We Shall See Him as He Is, 209.

152 1bid., 231.
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sharing, (in spite of Osipov’s criticism)'>” rather he based his approach on the
experience of Christ and of other people. AB’s understanding of God-forsakenness has a
more Christological focus, and connection to the meaning of salvation, while for
Sakharov the God-forsakenness of Christ has a more practical application as a part of the
spiritual life of a Christian. I would say the focus for Sakharov is on a personal
experience of abandonment by God, and Christ’s God-forsakenness is the example of
the kenotic, self-emptying love of God. In the explanation of Christ’s God-forsakenness
Sakharov referred to the experience of God-forsakenness in the life of Silouan and other
ascetics, but later he stated that even their example couldn’t explain what happened to
Christ. If we look closer at Sakharov’s interpretation of the God-forsakenness of Christ,
we will find that he only stated that it did not happen on the ontological level, “that is,
that the Father could have withdrawn from His co-eternal Son, of one substance with
Himself...”">* Sakharov did not apply directly the “subjective” character of God-
forsakenness to the experience of Christ as he did in the presentation of the life of
Silouan when he distinguished three stages of the Christian spiritual life.'>

AB, instead, gave more explanation to Christ’s God-forsakenness, because he
stated that it took place on the human level and had a subjective dimension to it. In AB’s

case, he did not refer to the experience of other people, but used Christ’s experience as

the ultimate example, so the emphasis is on Christ’s God-forsakenness. He rather

133 According to one of the official Web-sites of the Orthodox Church, Osipov is one of the best known
theologians and apologists of the Eastern Christian Theology in Russia.

154 Ibid., 135.

155 Cf. Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), St Silouan the Anthonite, trans., Rosemary Edmonds, (New
York, 1998), 188.
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presupposed that a Christian would learn a practical application for life from Christ’s
experience. In the end they both came to the same conclusion, but from slightly different
perspectives. Also in Sakharov’s case, Christ revealed God’s kenosis and ultimate love,
while for AB, God-forsakenness is a negative experience and a consequence of the sin
that Christ freely accepted. Sakharov did not consider the experience of God-
forsakenness in the life of a Christian to be a negative one. For him this experience is not
only a part of spiritual growth, but also a great opportunity to demonstrate one’s
faithfulness to God and the only way towards theosis.'*°

Sakharov understood Christ’s Descent into Hades as the ultimate kenosis of love.
AB extended his understanding of Christ’s Descent into Hades. He considered it to be
not only a revelation of love, but first of all of faith in the human being by entering into
the Godlessness of sin, and as Christ’s identification with atheism.

Their different approaches to a variety of questions are perhaps as a result of
their different audiences. AB was a pastor of a large parish and later of a diocese.
Sakharov spent half of his life on Mount Athos and later was the abbot of a monastery in
England. Sakharov’s theology is more systematic than AB’s was. AB’s approach is
more universal than Sakharov’s and, as a pastor of a flock, he was able to find a unique
way to preach and to be heard by a very broad audience in England and worldwide
(BBC and Russia), for the Orthodox and non-Orthodox. Sakharov’s monastic example

of life with God and his advice would be more difficult to apply in the practical life of

136 Cf. Archimandrite Sophrony, O moaumee, online, available: http://rus-
sky.com/history/library/sophrony.htm# Toc513363479; Cf. Archimandrite Zacharias, Christ Our Way
and Our Life: A Presentation of the Theology of Archimandrite Sophrony (South Canaan, PA: St.
Tikhon’s Seminary Press, 2003), 108-113.
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everyday Christians. On the practical side, I think, AB was overall closer to the needs of
his listeners and readers. At the same time, Sakharov’s advice for the moments of God’s
absence and the experience of God-forsakenness is more practical than AB’s. Both
theologians brought a new perspective to kenotic themes in theology and enriched it
with their own experience. They both believed that “to know God” meant “to experience
Him,” where even God’s silence and absence belongs in the category of experience. In
other expressions of kenotic theology very often the focus is on theoretical discourse
about the kenosis of God, while the practical application is lacking. I believe Sakharov’s
and AB’s approach brought a practical dimension into kenotic theology by making a link
between the kenosis of Christ and the kenosis people experience in life. They moved
from purely Christological statements to the anthropological one — AB in the life of

Christians — lay especially — and Sakharov in the ascetical, monastic life.

In the last chapter of the present research I looked at the practical application of
the kenotic theology of AB in the life of Christians. The relationship between God and a
human being AB described as an encounter that takes place on a personal level. One of
the “places” of this encounter is the prayer when God and a human being meet as
friends. Using anthropomorphic language AB wanted to stress the intimacy of their
relationship, and as in every relationship there are ups and downs, so the same takes
place between God and a human being. One the most painful experiences for a human
being is the feeling of the absence of God, which AB also called God-forsakenness.
Although AB reserved the ultimate character of forsakenness to the experience of Christ

on the cross, he did acknowledge that people sometimes might subjectively experience
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abandonment by God. I carefully examined and presented AB’s understanding of some
of the reasons why someone might experience the absence of God along with the
practical advice on how a person should act in this situation.

I also explored other kenotic “places” in AB’s theology that relate to the
practical experience of people, such as the correlation between experience and faith,
which is compared with the experience of the Great Friday and Resurrection. Here we
saw the link with the second chapter and an example of a practical application of AB’s
kenotic theology. Christ’s followers in the moment of dying endure the same experience
as their Master: loneliness, fear, uncertainty, sometimes abadonment by God and other
people, but also His presence and peace. In death the most terrifying moment is not
death itself, but the process of dying. AB encouraged his listeners to prepare for death
and to be aware of death.

From the kenotic elements in the encounter with God I proceeded to some
kenotic elements in the relationship with oneself and other people. In the love of oneself
AB distinguished between egoism which he identified with Godlessness and true self-
love which he interpreted as vocation of freedom. Further, we looked at AB’s
anthropological concept — “God’s faith in a human being,” divided into sections: faith in
oneself; faith in another person and God’s faith in oneself. The above-mentioned
elements constitute the foundation for a Christian kenotic way of life based on the
kenotic life of Christ.

As we have seen throughout the entire research, AB often referred to some of
Sakharov’s ideas. In the last section of this chapter and this thesis I contrasted some of

the kenotic elements of kenotic in AB and Fr. Sophrony Sakharov’s theology.
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CONCLUSION

Anthony Bloom and Kenotic Theology

In AB’s kenotic theology one finds no reference to any of the main Protestant
kenoticists of the 19-20th centuries. Neither does AB’s kenotic theology address the
main questions raised by these kenoticists. Questions such as: the interpretation of Phil
2:5-11; the starting point for the analysis of kenosis (whether it should be the Incarnation
or the intra-Trinitarian relationship): the emphasizing of one event in Christ’s life over
another; the restraint of Divine attributes by Christ in the Incarnation: glory,
omnipotence, omniscience, omnipresence; and the emphasis on the human nature of
Christ. Given these apparent omissions, one might question whether or not AB should
even be classified as a kenoticist. His explanation of kenosis is different not only from
the classical Protestant kenoticists, but also from Russian theologians, such as Bulgakov,
Lossky and Sakharov who believed that Christ’s abandoning of His glory was a
necessity, as we have already seen in the first chapter. AB’s approach to this particular
issue presented a different explanation.

As we saw in the second chapter, AB very rarely referred to St. Paul’s “kenotic
hymn” and apparently never exhaustively commented on it. In addition, he stated that
Christ’s “birth is not the beginning of a continually evolving life, but the limitation of
the fullness that He had from the beginning of the world. He possesses the eternal glory

of His Father before all ages and enters into our world, into the created world where
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human being brought sin, suffering, death.”'*’ Elsewhere, in commenting on the
Incarnation, AB stated
As a result of love for us, God wanted to become helpless, vulnerable,
contemptible, defeated; His glory was exhausted, He appeared in the form of a
slave (Phil 2:7), lived among people in the most shameful way, and died as a
common criminal. No human being who has entered into the depth of this human
hell of defeat, woundedness, humiliation, contempt, has been lower than his God,
because before him the Savior Christ descended more deeply than he has into this
hell."*®
Still elsewhere, AB stated: “We discovered a God who, in an act of love, had
chosen to be what we were, defeated, helpless, vulnerable, contemptible, hopeless,
rejected, superfluous, a God who was not ashamed of being like us and indeed of whom
we had no need to be ashamed. And we discovered that the glory of God, the
resplendence of God, is made manifest in that.”'>’ If we add AB’s commentary on the
event on Mount Tabor, when the Apostles were granted to see Christ’s Divine glory

160

rather than Christ changing before them, ~ then readers might be confused about this

understanding of Christ’s glory. The question of whether or not His Divine glory was

1 o o
37 “pO)K}IeHI/IG - HE Ha4aJIo BCC BO3PACTAIOIICH )KU3HU,; OHO €CTh OrPaHNUYCHUE TOU ITOJTHOTBI, KOTOPYIO

OH nMmeeT mpexae Hadana mupa. OH obnaaeT BeuHo# cinaBoit OTyei mpex/ie BceX BEKOB U BCTYIAeT B
HaIll MHp, B TBAPHBIA MHUp, KyJIa YeJIOBEK BHEC TPeX, CTpagaHne, cMepTh.” Metropolitan Anthony of
Sourozh, /[yxosnoe nymewecmesue: Pazmviunenus neped Beauxum Iocmom (Moscow: Palomnik, 1997),
online, available: http://www.mitras.ru/soul_put/put 7.htm

158 “Bor no mo6BH K HaM 3aX0TeN CTATh OECIIOMOIIIHBIM, YSA3BUMBIM, IIPE3PEHHBIM, TTOOEK ICHHBIM;
ucromeHa Ero ciaBa, OH sBuICS 6 00pasze paba (Pan 2:7), NOKWI Cpein JTIOACH B CaMOM ITO30PHOM
BHJIE, YMEP, KaK MPOCTOHN MPECTYIMHUK, — ¥ HA OJIUH YEJIOBEK, KOTOPBIH YXOIUT B IITyOHUHY 3TOTO
YeJIOBEYECKOTO aJ1a TOPaKCHHOCTH, PAHCHHOCTH, YHIDKCHHUS, TPE3PEHHOCTH, HE OKa3bIBACTCS HUKE
cBoero bora: eme rirydxe, 4eM oH, B 3TOT aj commren Criacutens Xpucroc 10 Hero.” Metropolitan
Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyos: (Moscow: Praktika, 2002), 541.

'3 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Who is God?: A Sermon Preached at Great St. Mary’s, the
University Church, Cambridge, 18th November, 1979, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_153.htm

10 See second chapter for more details.
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diminished in the Incarnation might be asked. How can we resolve this contradiction?
How can we answer this question? If we answer no, then how can we consider AB a
kenoticist, because all kenoticists of the 19-20" centuries acknowledged that Christ gave
up some Divine attributes?

As already discussed in the second chapter, it seems that, according to AB,
Christ did not endure any changes to His Divine nature (including His glory) and
remained God. AB did not explain his understanding of the glory of God. However, if

161
2161 then we see

we look to the passage where AB spoke of the “emptiness from glory,
the link between Christ’s kenosis and His descent into Hades. AB made an analogy of
the people who lost everything as a result of emigration and lived a harsh life in the

diaspora with Christ’s descent into Hades.'®

For AB, it was not important whether or
not Christ was emptied of His glory. What was important, rather, was that He entered
into Hades as a place of Godlessness. AB only paraphrased the words from Phil 2:5-11,
but did not consider it necessary to stress the “emptying of glory” to support the humility
of Christ. Rather, AB used the descent into Hades as the ultimate example of Christ’s
kenosis. Christ shared a commonality with all people in their Godlessness. This example
should provide AB’s readers with a practical example of the confidence required to

believe in oneself, as Christ believed in Himself, even when dying on the cross.'® In

other words, AB’s kenosis emphasized Christ’s acceptance of human Godlessness,

161 Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyoer, 541, 821.

12 The context and influence of the difficult life of émigrés was presented in the third chapter.

163 Cf. 1bid., 537-547.
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which is fulfilled by the descent into Hades, rather than explaining what is meant by the
emptiness of glory.

AB’s understanding of matter might be another reason why he did not consider
Christ’s abandonment of His glory in the Incarnation necessary for His kenosis. In the
third chapter we saw how AB understood matter and, in the fourth chapter, its practical
application.'®*

The reason why most kenoticists focused on the kenosis of Christ was to affirm
the reality of Jesus’ human nature. It seems that for most kenoticists this approach was
necessary in order to demonstrate the limitations that had to take place in the Divine
mode of existence in order to assume human nature. Some kenoticists, such as Wolfgang
Friedrich Gess or J. H. August Ebrard, even went too far in their analysis, stating that in
order for Christ to be fully human, he had to cease to be Divine or to be limited in His
Divinity. We saw that there were some, such as Gottfried Thomasius, who asserted that
Christ gave up the use of some Divine attributes. All these statements, however, are
based on the same assumption, i.e., the difference between human abilities and Divine
abilities. Whereas God is omnipresent and omniscient, a human is limited by time, space
and knowledge. Thus, in order for God to become a human being, it is necessary for God
to become limited by the human condition.

These kenoticists focused upon the changes which had to take place in the Divine
mode of existence in order for God to become human. However, they did not explain

what changes had to occur within human nature or in matter, if any, in order for God to

141 will return to this question later.
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become human. What is kenosis in human nature? What makeup of matter did Christ
assume: “Pre- or postlapsarian”? What changes took place in that matter and in human
nature after the primordial sin? What role did matter and human nature play in the entire
process of God’s kenosis? What is the practical application of kenotic theology? The
answers to these questions may be found in other disciplines of theology, but rarely in
kenotic theology.'®® The Russian kenoticists tried to take a more holistic approach to the
question of understanding the kenotic life of Christ and linked Christology with
Anthropology. However, even in their theology, the question of how to practically apply
kenotic theology to people’s lives remained only partially answered.'®® AB instead
approached these questions in a different way, as we have seen in the present research.
One of these examples is his understanding of matter.

In AB’s thought, matter plays a very important role. In many places he
emphasized the teaching that matter suffered and became polluted and wounded as a
result of human sin, but did not lose the ability to be God-bearing. He insisted upon use
of the term “God-bearing” (borompunmuas) thereby stressing matter’s ability to be
united with God. Therefore, matter which comprised the human person did not require
any special purification. Rather, it was ready to accept God. As a result of its coming
into union with the Divine in the Incarnation, matter was sanctified and thus, became a

foundation for the Sacraments, through which a Christian can take part in the life of the

195 There are some exceptions. Cf. D. T. Williams, “Praying Through Kendsis,” Acta Theologica (2007:2):
221-233; D. T. Williams, Kenosis of God: The Self-limitation of God - Father, Son, and Holy Spirit (New
York, Bloomington: iUniverse, 2009).

166 See: Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), On Prayer, trans. Rosemary Edmonds, (Essex: 1996);
Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), We Shall See Him as He Is, trans. Rosemary Edmonds, (Essex,
2004).
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Trinity. Unlike these kenoticists who dealt mostly with the Incarnation, AB made the
event on the cross central to his theology, although he confidently pointed out the
importance of the bodily Resurrection of Christ and the bringing of matter into the life of
the Trinity through His Ascension.

In the Incarnation, Christ remained in His Divine glory while also accepting
human nature as His own. So then what is kenosis in AB’s understanding? Christ’s
kenosis did not occur through a limitation of His Divine attributes and glory, nor did it
occur through His acceptance of matter. Rather Christ’s kenosis occurred through the
acceptance of the consequence of sin, including death, which AB understood as
Godlessness. So many of these differences between kenoticists and AB relate to the fact
that AB simply was not engaged in the philosophical interpretation of theology, as many

others writers were.

Anthony Bloom and God-forsakenness

AB’s understanding of kenosis is not primarily based upon an exploration of the
limitations that God took upon himself. Instead, AB’s starting point was the center of
the human tragedy, which is death. The notion of death was present throughout AB’s
theology and was based upon his encounter with the death of other people, whether
during the war, or in the hospital (where as a surgeon he saw people dying), or in the
death of his family members, or later when he was a priest and he often assisted others
who were on their final path. In Christology, he distinguished between spiritual and

physical death, and believed that Christ accepted spiritual death and descended into the
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state of Godlessness that is Hades. In AB’s understanding of God-forsakenness, we can
identify three elements:

1. God-forsakenness as abandonment of Christ by the Father

2. God-forsakenness as atheism (Godlessness)

3. God-forsakenness and God’s faith in a human person

These themes warrant closer examination because they are the key statements in

AB’s kenotic theology.

1. As mentioned before, AB considered the cross to be embedded in the life of the
Trinity just as the crosswise gesture of the priest with the censer before a liturgical
service signifies the crucified love of the Trinity. If this is so, and truly the whole Trinity
were involved in the Crucifixion, what then would be the role of each Person?
Concerning the role of the Father, AB generally spoke in two contexts:

a) Christ’s experience of God-forsakenness was “not only as an absence of the
sense of God, but a positive loss of the Father.”'?’

b) AB echoed Fr. Sophrony Sakharov, who stated that Christ experienced “‘a
metaphysical swoon’, a moment when, in his humanity, in his dying, he lost that sense

of being one with the Father.”'®®

167 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, I Believe in God, online, available: http://www.metropolit-
anthony.orc.ru/eng/eng_04.htm

'8 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Christ, True and Perfect Man: The Address Printed below Was
Delivered at the Diocesan Conference at Effingham, Surrey, in May, 1983, online, available:
http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_13.htm
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Who, however, is the subject of the abandonment? Is it the Father who abandons
His Son or Christ who felt abandoned by the Father? If we concede that the Father is the
subject of the abandonment then we might see a distortion within the Trinity, because in
such a scenario the Father “left” His Son, resulting in a breach within the Divine nature.
Another negative consequence of such an understanding is that it would have an adverse
effect on people’s spiritual lives. Specifically, there could be a belief that the Father
abandons people who have sinned against Him, and He in His anger turns away from
them and their prayers.

If the subject is the Son, who experienced abandonment by the Father, then the
question arises as to the role of the Father in this event. Unfortunately, AB did not
answer this difficult question, except to say: “The Father who so loved the world [...]
gave his only Son to die for its salvation.”'® So the Father’s role in the event of the
cross is hidden. Instead, AB focused his reflections on the experience of the Son. Even
the term “God-forsakenness” indicates not abandonment by the Father, but rather
Christ’s experience of being abandoned by the Father.

AB pushed the exploration of Christ’s God-forsakenness to its boundaries, but
never crossed them. But still the question remains: how is one to understand the
“positive loss of the Father” and “metaphysical swoon”? AB boldly stated that Christ’s
experience of being abandoned by the Father took place within Christ’s human nature
or, more specifically, in His psychological state. As I mentioned in the second chapter,

the Son did not abandon the Divine glory in His Incarnation, so emphasizing the

' Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “The Prayer of Intercession,” Sourozh 1 (1980): 22-33, online,
available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_10.htm
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separation within the human nature and not in the Divine underlines the previous
statement. Using the expressions noted above: the “positive loss of the Father” and the
“metaphysical swoon,” AB exposed the reality of Christ’s death with its horrible and
tragic consequences — separation from God. Unfortunately, AB did not explore further
what he meant exactly in his use of these expressions. However, the context of AB’s
thought shows that it is appropriate to repeat that this separation took place within
Christ’s human nature and by no means within His Divine nature. This does not detract
from the tragedy of the death of Christ, because Christ’s human nature was perfect and
immortal and He did not have to die, but He freely accepted all consequences of sin,
including death. That is why the death of Christ is the most dramatic experience for all
times, because it took place within the perfect human nature.

Just as the role of the Father with respect to the cross is unclear, so too the role of
the Holy Spirit is unclear in AB’s God-forsakenness of Christ. He neither mentioned the
abandonment by the Holy Spirit, nor did he refer to Christ as being abandoned by the
Holy Spirit. AB never considered himself a theologian, so we cannot expect him to
attain the same level of consistency as systematicians in his theology. This does not,
however, justify the lack of presence of the Holy Spirit in the event of God-
forsakenness. I do not think AB’s intention was to bring a distortion to the Trinity,
because as we saw in the fourth chapter, he abundantly referred to the role of the Holy
Spirit in the Church and the Sacraments, as well as in the lives of people. AB went so far
as to state that the Holy Spirit never abandons the Church and sinners. So we can try to

privilege this statement, applying it to the event of the cross. Thus, if the Church is the
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Sacramental Body of Christ'’ and is filled with the presence of the Holy Spirit, then we
can presuppose that Christ was also filled with the Holy Spirit and that the Holy Spirit
never abandoned Christ. We remember that after the Baptism of Christ in the Jordan, the
Holy Spirit filled Christ with the power of both the Divine and human natures. AB never
suggested that the Holy Spirit left Christ, and so we can presume that all miracles and
acts of Christ were performed in the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit was present in all
events of Christ’s life, including the God-forsakenness, but in a hidden way.

Having established a link between the Son and the Holy Spirit through the
presence of the Holy Spirit in the Church,'”" AB nonetheless failed to give a satisfactory
answer to the question of the role of the Holy Spirit with respect to the cross. In this case
we cannot consider that the God-forsakenness of Christ had an intra-Trinitarian
character, as some kenoticists have stated, but in AB’s case it might have a different
meaning.

We have seen how boldly AB stressed the human nature of Christ and its link
with matter as well as his presentation of Christ as the perfect Human. This might bring
us to another conclusion: that God-forsakenness in AB’s thought has a Christocentric
and almost Christomonistic quality.

In AB’s works, he did define the role of each Person of the Trinity in the context
of the cross. What was important for AB was to focus on Christ’s experience of

Godlessness and Descent into Hades. Here we can state that for AB God-forsakenness

170 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, “On the Church: A Catechetical Exercise,” Sourozh 48 (1992), 6-
16, online, available: http://web.me.com/masarchive/texts/1967-00-00-0-E-F-T-EM00-018Church.html

7! See the fourth chapter of the research.



409

was a Divine-human event. On the one hand, this event combined God’s humility and
self-sacrifice together with His faith and love in a human person. On the other hand, the
cross revealed the horrible reality of sin with its Godless state. AB understood

Godlessness as death and atheism.'”?

He identified the Old Testament understanding of
Hades with death and believed that all people were going to this Godless place, where
God is not. Death, according to AB, was not a result of Adam’s disobedience, but rather
of his decision to turn away from God. As a result, Adam became “Godless.” This does
not mean, however, that God sought revenge and turned away as well. This is a crucial
point because it means that God in His love remains faithful to people and that He is not
the one who abandons. Rather, it is humans who become Godless as a result of their
decision to turn away from God. This is why Christ in His death had to experience

Godlessness because He shared the consequences of sin. Nonetheless, even in this

condition the Father did not abandon His Son.

2. AB considered Christ’s experience on the cross as Godlessness. He used the Greek
word “a-theism” and applied its literal meaning “without God, Godless” in his
understanding of sin, death, and the God-forsakenness of Christ. The circumstances of
AB’s listeners provided another reason why he referred to the cross in “atheistic” terms.
In Soviet Russia, the Communist Party’s ideological propaganda espoused atheism,
while Western Europe was propelled by secularism. This begs the question of whether

AB’s notion of an “atheistic Christ” is relevant today. As discussed in the third chapter,

172 The latter I will analyze below.
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atheism for AB constitutes a misunderstanding, in that his argument was based upon his
own experiences, the experiences of other people who encountered God and, finally, on
the ultimate experience of Godlessness, i.¢., the etymological “atheism of Christ” on the
cross. It is interesting to note that in his public discussion with Lasski, AB did not refer
to the Godlessness of Christ, but instead talked about his own faith as a fact. I presume
that AB’s arguments, which were based upon Christ’s abandonment and an emphasis on
its ultimate character,'”® were used in his discussions with Christians (or at least people
of some faith), but not with atheists, for whom such arguments would mean nothing.
Simply put, the “atheistic Christ” cannot be used as an argument against militant
atheists.

There is also a difference between Christ’s experience of “atheism” and atheists’
experience of atheism. Even Christ’s words on the cross: “My God, My God...”
presuppose the existence of the Personal Being with whom contact was lost. Christ did
not make a choice to be against the Father, as atheists do against God, but instead, even
in His experience of abandonment, remained faithful to the Father and to the people who
abandoned Him. For an atheist to be “an atheist” does not mean directly to experience
Godlessness, God-forsakenness etc. Although all people, believers and atheists alike,
experience God-forsakenness in their lives, there is, nonetheless, a distinction between

their experiences, as we have seen in this chapter. For believers, the absence of God

'3 “Her nu oiHOTO 6e360KHIKA B MEpE: KOTOPBIi MO3HAT ObI 0TCyTCTBHE Bora Tak, kak XprcToc mo3Hai
notepro bora. [There is no atheist in the world who could experience the loss of God in the way Christ
experienced the loss of God]...” Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, Tpyowi. Knuea emopas (Moscow:
Praktika, 2007), 735, 241; Cf. Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, The True Worth of Man: A University
Sermon Preached in the University Church of St. Mary the Virgin, Oxford, on October 22nd, 1967, online,
available: http://www.mitras.ru/eng/eng_03.htm
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(which they would call subjectively “God-forsakenness™) is a painful but temporary
experience, which is ultimately replaced with the intense presence of God.'” In the case
of atheists, the experience of the absence of God is an ordinary and permanent state in
which they place themselves. Still, this does not mean that God has abandoned them.'”

Contemporary scholars distinguish between “negative atheism,” which believes
that we cannot prove the existence of God, and “positive atheism,” which believes that
the non-existence of God can be proved.'’® This approach was summarized in Charles
Bradlaugh’s Plea for Atheism, where he said: “The atheist does not say ‘there is no
God,’ but he says ‘I know not what you mean by God; I am without idea of God; the
word ‘God’ is to me a sound conveying no clear or distinct affirmation.... The Bible’s
God I deny; the Christian God I disbelieve in; but I am not rash enough to say there is no
God as long as you tell me you are unprepared to define God to me’.”'”” Here we see
that the author not only experiences atheism as being Godlessness in an etymological
sense, but rather denies and refutes any notion of the existence of God. This approach
has nothing in common with AB’s “atheistic Christ.”

AB was sympathetic to atheists and their experiences, but did not argue with

them. AB did not try to work out a systematic argument against atheism in general, and

7% Although it can also be life-long, as in the case of Mother Teresa. Cf. Brian Kolodiejchuk, ed., Mother

Teresa: Come Be My Light - The Private Writings of the Saint of Calcutta (New York: Doubleday
Religion, 2007).

'75 Mitropolit Ilarion Alfeev, {yxoensiii mup npenodobrozo Heaaxa Cupuna, online, available:
http://hilarion.ru/works/bookpage/russian/sirin

176 Cf. S.T. Joshi, ed., Icons of Unbelief- Atheists, Agnostics, and Secularists (Westport, Connecticut:
Greenwood Press, 2008), 9.

177 Charles Bradlaugh, 4 Plea for Atheism, online, available:
http://www.infidels.org/library/historical/charles_bradlaugh/plea for atheism.html



412

had no intention of doing so. Instead, in my opinion, his main message was directed
toward the experience of people, particularly Christians, who might experience
abandonment by God in their lives. AB also tried to show Christians the roots of atheism
and how they must care for atheists, remembering their responsibility to be a model for
atheists as well as acting humanely towards them. This is why AB reinforced Christ’s
Godlessness as an experience that goes even beyond the experience of atheists. On the
other hand, in some cases even Christians can learn from atheists how to be humane in
how they relate with other people.

I think the contribution of AB’s approach in this matter serves as a reminder to
Christians of the need to be humane in how they relate with other people, with the
ultimate example being Christ. We have already seen how often and boldly AB
emphasized the humanity of Christ. AB did not, however, focus on the humanity of
Christ at the expense of the Divine nature. I think AB’s contribution lies in his
preservation of the balance between Divine and human in his theology, as seen in the
various examples discussed above. AB also provided a strong reminder for listeners and

readers to not overemphasize one aspect at the expense of the other.

3. God-forsakenness and God’s faith in the human person. One of the most original
concepts in AB’s theology outside of the “atheistic Christ” is the link between the God-
forsakenness of Christ and God’s faith in the human person. In the third chapter, we saw
examples of AB’s terminology, including “solidarity of God” and “God’s faith in the
human person.” AB used this terminology not only to get the attention of his listeners,

but also as part of his kenotic theology, making it an expression of one of the main
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principles of the Christian faith. God shared with people their Godless condition, which
is death. Christ did not turn away from God, as Adam did but, being pure, took upon
Himself human Godlessness, which is sin, and experienced God-forsakenness and its
consequence — death. In all this He neither rejected His Father nor turned away from the
people who killed Him, but instead remained faithful to both of them. Beyond this, His
experience of God-forsakenness became not only the ultimate act of God’s love for the
human race, but also of His faith in humanity. “‘My God, my God, why hast Thou
forsaken me’ is the cry of Him who has willed to share with us everything, even our loss
of God, because He wants to share all that is our life, because of love, and because of
faith. Not only does He love us, but He has faith in us, that all won’t be in vain.”'® We
saw in the previous chapters that AB did not consider the God-forsakenness of Christ to
be a demonstration of His genuine humanity. In order to become a human, Christ did not
have to experience Godlessness, because Godlessness was not a part of human nature at
creation. Rather, Godlessness became a part of the human experience as a result of sin.
Christ freely and out of love accepted this experience.

As we saw earlier, AB considered the event on the cross to be a Divine-human
event. Christ is the “royal road” of unity between the human being and God. In His
kenotic descent, He undertook the Godless state in order to share with humans their
consequence of sin, which is death. God did not wait for humans to return to Him, but
became human and within Himself brought unity and salvation to all people. This act of

God did not only reveal His love to humans, but also revealed His faith in humans. We

178 Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh, On Forgiveness: July 19, 1970, online, available:
http://mitras.ru/eng/eng_130.htm
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saw examples of the tension between love and faith in AB’s theology, but concerning
the event on the cross we can see that God’s faith in the human being is based upon
God’s love, which is the foundation for faith. AB’s emphasis on faith can be explained
by referring to the context of the lives of his listeners, especially, but not exclusively,
those who lived in the USSR. Communist militant atheism not only tried to destroy faith
in God, but also faith in the human being, replacing faith with the ideology of the Party
and the individual with collectivism. That is why AB on various occasions focused on
the God-forsakenness of Christ in order to show that Christ:

- Shared the same atheistic condition (in an etymological sense), so that all
people who lived in the atheistic state could find in Christ a brother who, in solidarity
with them, did not abandon His people in despair. Rather, He entered Hades — the place
where God is not and experienced human “atheism,” and His experience became even
deeper than one atheists can experience. Focusing on the example of Christ, AB showed
that people who were living in the external atheistic state had to remain faithful and not
allow this Godlessness to enter into their spiritual life. Here we might see a parallel
between AB’s distinction between physical and spiritual death. Spiritual death is the
most dangerous and it was destroyed on the cross by Christ’s descent into Hades;

- Did not abandon the people who killed Him. This is the ultimate example of
God’s love for people: He did not turn away from His creation, as Adam did in his sin,
when he turned away from the Creator. God came first to the people who abandoned
Him, took sin upon Himself and reunited God and human nature in One Person;

- Did not abandon His Father with Whom He lost contact, but remained faithful

to Him. In this act Christ showed that humans could be faithful to God. This is a
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foundation for the ascetical life, especially in moments of despair and darkness, when a
person might subjectively experience abandonment by God;

- Expressed faith in the human being. This act of God is not only an example or
illustration of the boundless love of God or moral example for Christians to follow, but
first and foremost a way of life. Christ in His humanity showed humans their own value,
what human beings are in the eyes of God, and what they are called to be. Christ’s
humanity is a revelation of human theosis — the process of becoming one with God. The
starting point for a person on the journey of theosis is to rediscover faith in oneself. The
foundation of God’s faith in a human being is God’s kenotic love revealed on the cross
of Christ. God’s faith gives a person a foundation upon which to believe in oneself and

for people to believe in themselves and in others.

Contribution of Anthony Bloom

In AB’s theology we rarely find references to liturgical texts, interpretation of
icons or citations of the Fathers. Yet, if we look at the liturgical texts of Great Lent or
the Anaphora of St. Basil the Great, we can find many references to the kenosis of Christ
and other kenotic elements.

Of course there are exceptions in AB’s theology, but overall in his main
statements he referred most often to the Scriptures, especially the New Testament. And
above all he referred to experience, his own or those of other people’s. In this, AB’s

approach is unusual for a theologian and hierarch of the Orthodox Church. Professor
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Alexei Ilych Osipov' *~ of the Moscow Theological Academy criticized AB for his

emphasis on experience in theology:

In his [theology], everything turns around himself: ‘I said,” ‘I was told,’
‘someone came to me,” ‘my advice is so-and-so,” ‘I replied.” This is quite
peculiar. I am certainly not a psychologist. However, I believe that there is
something suspicious when ‘everything is turning around myself.” Metropolitan
Anthony spoke a lot about love, but how is it to be gained? And what is Christian
love? He points to sacrifice. My cat, I think, is not less sacrificial. In protecting
its own kittens it jumps even at dogs. Sacrifice is good, especially for people
when they know: I am as strong as [ am sacrificial. Nevertheless, how to gain
Christian love? What is this? [ was not able to find answers to these questions in
the writings of Vladyka [Master] Anthony.'™

Despite the emotional, shallow and primitive critique of AB’s thought, there is a
strikingly negative and suspicious approach to personal experience as such. It is indeed
rare in Eastern Christian theology to refer to experience, which is why AB repeated

1. If we

many times in his talks that he does not preach Orthodoxy, but the Gospe
compare this statement to the words of Prof. Osipov we can see their different

approaches. The popularity of AB’s books is based on his simple, personal and lively

way of presenting different topics about Christ, salvation, and Church life. He used a

17 See Osipov’s Web-site, online, available: http://www.aosipov.ru/

180 <y Hero Bce KpyTHTCS BOKPYT ceOsi: s cKasan’, ‘MHe CKasain’, ‘KO MHE IIPHIIUTH’, ‘MOH COBET TaKOii-
TO’, ‘s OTBEYAN’ W BCE HEMPEPHIBHO BOKPYT ceds1. CTpaHHOE 1eo. Sl KOHeYHO He TICUXOJIOT, HO MHE
Ka)K€TCsl, UTO €CTh YTO-TO IIOJO3PUTEIBHOE, KOTJa ‘BCE BpallaeTcs BOKPYr MeHs’. MuUTponoaut AHTOHUI
MHOT'0 TOBOPHT O JIOOBH, a Kak OHa mprobperaeTca? A 94To Takoe XpHCTHaHCKas 1000Bb? OH yKa3bIBacT
Ha JKepTBEHHOCTh. Ho komka Mosi, st ;ymaro, He MeHee skepTBeHHa. OHa HabpachIBaeTcs Jaxke Ha CO0aK,
3amumas CBOMX KOTAT. JKepTBeHHOCTH X0poIia, 0cOOEHHO Ha JIOIAX, KOTa JIFOAN y3HAIOT, KaKoH 5
KEPTBEHHBIH, TYT g cwuieH. Kak Bce ke mpruobperaercs xpucTuanckas 1o00Bs? Uto 3To Takoe? OTBeTa
Ha 3TH BOIIPOCHI 51 y Baasiku AHTOHMS He Hamren.” Aleksei I1’ich Osipov, O mpyodax apxumandpuma
Cogpponus Caxaposa, mumponoauma Aumonus Cyposwccrkoeo u npomouepess Anexcanopa IlImemana,
online, available: http://afOn.ru/Afon-palomnichestvo.Russkaya-Nedelya.Aleksej-Ilich-Osipov-o-trudah-
arhimandrita-Sofroniya-Saharova-mitropolita-Antoniya-Surozhsk

'8! This does not mean, of course, that AB did not hold some strong opinions about the superiority of

certain Orthodox positions. In most of his talks, however, he tried to focus on the message of the Gospel
rather than on confessional emphases.
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contemporary idiom, so that he was well accepted and understood by his listeners. His
theology is good for both seekers of God and Christians who live in the faith. Unlike
Osipov, I find that the emphasis on the personal in AB’s kenotic approach is the
strongest aspect and the one that draws so many people to an encounter with Christ.

Another contemporary author, Archimandrite Rafail (Karelin)'** criticized AB
for his broad understanding of salvation as being possible even beyond Christian faith.
He was criticized also for his understanding of prayer not as “talking” to God, but as
listening to God."®® Karelin also turned to an emotional critique of AB’s theology,
calling him a “theosophysing liberal.”'®*

In contemporary postmodern society with its relativism in human relationships;
with its hedonism that locks humans into their own egoism and individualism; with its
agnostic conceptions of God, many feel lost and lonely as if they are abandoned by God.
I believe AB’s kenotic theology has something to offer these people. First of all, a
human being has to rediscover love for oneself. AB made a clear distinction between
egoism and a true understanding of love for oneself as a foundation for love of God and
others. This love for oneself is based on faith in oneself and again, AB made a

distinction between faith in oneself and self-esteem. We saw that AB moved from the

merely psychological level to the spiritual level and understood faith in a human being

182 Archimandrite Rafail Karelin is a Georgian contemporary theologian. See his web-site: http://karelin-

r.ru/

'83 Archimandrite Rafail Karelin, Taiina cnacenus: Becedwr o dyxosnoti scuznu (Moscow: Moskovskoe
Podvor’e Sviato-Troitskoi Sergievoi lavry, 1999), online, available: http://lib.eparhia-
saratov.ru/books/16r/rafail/secret/6.html

'8% Archimandrite Rafail Karelin, Bonpocsi u omeemwr, online, available: http://karelin-

r.ru/fag/answer/1000/1766/index.html
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as the deepest place of encounter. Parents or other people are the first “places” of
revealing such faith in a human being. With a lack of faith, a human being can turn to
God, who demonstrated in Jesus Christ the unconditional love and faith. With
rediscovered love and faith in oneself, a human being finds the dignity and image of
God in oneself.

Second, with a rediscovered image, a human being is called “to become oneself,
to be free.” In order to “become oneself,” a human being is called to become, as God
wants him to be. This is a vocation to theosis, but to reach this is only possible through a
kenotic way of life which, following the path of Christ, goes through moments of God’s
presence and joy, but also through moments of darkness and the absence of God. The
main difference between these moments of God’s absence and the moments “before”
conversion, lies in the awareness of Someone. Before his conversion a human being
does not know Who is lacking in his life, but now he knows that God is absent. Here we
see some similarity with God-forsakenness. Christ, despite the absence of God,
remained faithful to the Father. The human being in such a state has to look at one’s life
and if there is a sin or something else that is not allowing God to be present, then he or
she has to change and turn back to God. If the human being is not in sin, then he has to
be patient and wait for God, because in this case His absence can be an opportunity to
grow into a deeper relationship.

Third, in the kenotic way of life towards theosis, there are Sacraments as
“places” of the encounter with God and help in the moments of tribulation. Through
Christ’s Humanity, God consecrated matter and now Christians can take part in the life

of the Trinity through the Sacraments.
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Fourth, I believe AB’s kenotic theology offers for Christians a practical tool for
life with God and other people. In both cases, it is based on faith in the other person.
God believes in me, so I can believe in the other person. If I believe in the other person,
then the other person can believe in himself and in God. Faith in the other is based on
humility and readiness to sacrifice oneself. Of course, such faith in the other person
cannot be naive and it does not mean being fully trustful. It has to be based on the
conviction that despite the sins of a human being there remains the image of God.

There are some elements common to a relationship with God and one with other
people, such as moments of dryness, absence, and abandonment and, as a result,
loneliness. What does a human being need to do in these moments when he personally
experiences or sees these experiences of other people? In both cases one needs to follow
the example of Christ. In the first case, one needs to remain faithful to previously made
promises and to follow other advice presented in the fourth chapter. In the second case, a
human being has to be ready to descend together with Christ into the Hades of this
person. Here we might see a similarity with Confession, but AB did not limit this
kenotic approach only to the role of a priest during Confession, but applied it to all
Christians. Christ gave an ultimate example of solidarity with God and with people, so
Christians are called to be present in solidarity with other people in their difficult

moments.

The purpose of this dissertation was to explain the kenotic theology of AB. My
research neither pretended to exhaust this theme nor to evaluate his approach, but rather

to give a first view into the rich inheritance of AB. I chose kenotic theology as the
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foundation and tool for my presentation of his theology, because I believe this to be the
key to his entire legacy. I used kenoticism as a hermeneutic lens to examine the
theoretical and practical elements of kenotic theology.

In Chapter I, I presented a short history of kenotic theology and the main
Western and Russian kenoticists of the nineteenth-twentieth centuries. I devoted more
space to the Russian kenoticists and their understanding of kenosis, because I believe
there are links with and influences upon AB’s kenotic approach.

The next two Chapters provided the theoretical background to AB’s kenotic
theology. In Chapter II, using AB’s kenotic “key,” namely, God-forsakenness, |
presented in detail the kenotic life of Christ, Mary, John the Baptist and the Apostles.
Chapter III explored the main anthropological ideas in AB’s kenotic theology: the
solidarity of Christ and God’s faith in the human person. Then, I proceeded to the
creation of the first couple, the Original sin, and salvation in Christ. In that chapter, I
demonstrated the originality of AB’s kenotic theology — especially his understanding of
Original sin and its consequence — death as Godlessness. And I finished with AB’s
understanding of the dialogue between Christianity and atheism.

The next two chapters aimed to consider the practical applications of the kenotic
theology. Chapter IV explored the possible roots for AB’s kenotic approach in theology
and ecclesiology. AB extended his understanding of kenosis onto the Church and the
Sacraments as the “places” to practically apply kenotic theology. In the last section of
that chapter, I chose AB’s understanding of the life of a priest’s wife as an example of
the kenotic life put into practice.

In Chapter V, I looked at the application of kenotic theology in the relationship
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between God and a human person; kenosis in human relationship; God’s faith in the
other person; human beings’ faith in each other; and, faith in oneself. I also explored the
way AB saw difficulties in prayer and the experience of the absence of God with regard
to his dual understanding of God-forsakenness. I also reflected upon the practical advice
he offers concerning what to do in moments of Divine absence. In the final section of the
last chapter I contrasted AB’s kenotic theology with that of Fr. Sophrony Sakharov. I
wanted the reader to see the general differences between their approaches in order to
demonstrate the originality of AB.

As was mentioned in the Introduction, the intention of this research was to
present the kenotic theology of AB using a thematic method. It was not my intention to
do a discursive analysis and evaluation of his theology, although this will eventually
have to be done. Indeed, I hope my research may contribute to this future endeavor. It is
necessary to give answers not only to the questions “What?”” and “Why?” but also, “Is it
true?” In my research, I only touched upon certain elements that might facilitate a
response to this ultimate question. A future dissertation could more systematically
undertake the question of analyzing AB’s “occasional utterances” discursively.

As we have seen in this dissertation, the themes of God-forsakenness and God’s
faith in the human person are intertwined and together constitute the foundation for his
theology. AB was a great preacher and his intention was not to create a new theological
system or invent new ideas, but rather to deliver to the listeners the Good News of God’s
love. His style reminds one of the style of great preachers (for example John
Chrysostom) in the history of the Church who were able to transfer theoretical

knowledge into practical advice with homily, sermon and discourse as the main methods
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of communication. AB’s message has the same immediacy as that which we often find
in the works of the Fathers.

AB did not neglect systematic theology, and those who knew him personally
often saw him reading all kinds of theological books. He knew personally many
theologians and philosophers with whom he debated and discussed various topics, but
first and foremost he believed that theology has to be grounded in reality and reflect the
experience of real people. This is exactly what we see in his teaching of the kenotic
Incarnation of Christ: God became a human reality, humbled Himself taking the state of
sinfulness upon Himself — which AB called Godlessness — died and rose from the dead.
Thus, his followers, seeing such an example of Divine humility, would follow Him in
their own kenotic way of life.

I hope that the numerous quotations translated here for the first time from
Russian to English will spark future translators to bring to the English-speaking world
the “self-emptying” fullness of AB's “knowledge of God.” And finally, I hope as well
that my work will motivate future readers toward a deeper exploration of the theology of

Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh.
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APPENDIX

Brief Biographical Sketch of Metropolitan Anthony Bloom

by Andrew Walker'

Metropolitan Anthony of Sorouzh, the senior bishop in the Russian Orthodox
Patriarchal Church and the head of the Russian Church in Great Britain and Ireland, was
the single most influential voice of the Orthodox tradition in the British Isles.

André Borisovich Bloom, priest: born Lausanne, Switzerland 19 June 1914;
clothed a monk 1943, taking the name Anthony; ordained priest 1948; Priest, Russian
Orthodox Church in Paris 1948; Chaplain to Fellowship of St Alban and St Sergius,
London 1948-50; Vicar, Russian Orthodox Parish in London 1950-2003; appointed
hegumen 1953, archimandrite 1956; Bishop of Sergievo 1957-62; Archbishop of
Sourozh and Head of the Russian Orthodox Patriarchal Church in Great Britain and
Ireland 1962-2003; Metropolitan of Sourozh 1966-2003; Exarch of the Patriarch of
Moscow and All Russia in Western Europe 1963-74; died London 4 August 2003.
Metropolitan Anthony of Sorouzh, the senior bishop in the Russian Orthodox Patriarchal
Church and the head of the Russian Church in Great Britain and Ireland, was the single

most influential voice of the Orthodox tradition in the British Isles.

! Obituary of Metropolitan Anthony by Andrew Walker, “Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh: Charismatic
Head of the Russian Orthodox Church in Great Britain and Ireland,” The Independent, 9 Aug. 2003,
online, available: http://www.independent.co.uk/news/obituaries/metropolitan-anthony-of-sourozh-
548558.html?service=Print
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A charismatic figure, with a palpable spiritual presence, he was cast more in the
mould of a Staretz (a holy man of great spiritual insight and wisdom) than a career
bishop responsible for the administration and pastoral oversight of a diocese. With his
striking dark looks, and beautifully spoken English - reprised through a French rather
than a Russian accent - he would hold an audience in the palm of his hand. His gifts of
communication were legendary: he never used notes or prompts, and whether he was
preaching in the Russian Cathedral at Ennismore Gardens in London, giving a lecture on
the Orthodox tradition at a conference, discussing Christianity with a group of students,
or giving spiritual direction to an individual, he always radiated a sense of personal
depth and boundless faith.

He could also be disarming. His conversation on BBC television in 1970 with the
atheist Marghanita Laski would have been memorable enough for his respect of her
intellectual integrity, and his undeniable charm. But it was the more remarkable for his
wit, intellectual toughness, and his unconventional arguments. Instead of trying to justify
his faith, for example, he told Laski that he knew that God existed, and was puzzled how
she managed not to know. This unexpected turn in the conversation was typical of him
and it threw her off guard.

The hallmarks of his ministry throughout his 50 years in Great Britain were
pastoral sensitivity, penetrating insight as a spiritual director, and an eirenic missionary
outlook. He took the view that everyone was welcome in the Church - Russian, African
or indigenous Briton. And, while he was congenitally opposed to proselytising, he
attracted hundreds of English converts over the years. More significantly he indelibly

stamped the spirituality and theology of the Orthodox tradition upon the British religious
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consciousness, influencing many thousands of British lives through personal contacts
and his writings, chiefly on prayer. At the height of his fame, Gerald Priestland, the
renowned BBC religious correspondent, called him “the single most powerful Christian
voice in the land.”

Metropolitan Anthony had strong aversions and predilections. Despite making a
significant contribution to the World Council of Churches at Delhi in 1961 he was
allergic to institutional ecumenism. And while he deeply respected individual Catholics
he was less than enthusiastic about Roman Catholicism. Conversely he warmed to
Evangelical religion. In the early 1980s he requested a meeting with the Evangelical
Alliance, and on arrival stunned them right from the start by, in the argot of
Evangelicalism, “giving his personal testimony.” He told them that when he was a
young teenager living in France, and a convinced atheist, he was reading St Mark’s
Gospel in his room when he was aware of a personal presence which he was convinced
was Christ.

This dramatic story of conversion highlights Metropolitan Anthony's existential
approach to faith. He said in a published interview in 1988, “I don't know anything of
metaphysical language. What we [the Orthodox] say about Christ is experiential.” While
many labelled him as a mystic, he eschewed this designation, and preferred to talk of
Christianity in the language of ascesis and disclosure. He genuinely believed that
Eastern Orthodoxy was the simplest way to faith. The combination of simplicity in his
personal life (he was completely indifferent to money and ecclesiastical haute couture)
and his passionate commitment to the Gospel were the inner springs of his spirituality.

He once said that he had never preached Russian Orthodoxy in his life, but only Christ.
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This Christian for all Christians was nevertheless strongly attached to Russia. During the
Soviet era, his BBC Radio talks, and his books and sermons, penetrated deep into
Russian culture and were proudly accepted as the authentic voice of “Holy Russia.”
When he visited the Soviet Union in person, he was overwhelmed by excited crowds
eager to hear his words and just to see him. Metropolitan Anthony’s stature among the
people of Soviet Russia was enhanced by the fact that he remained loyal to the
Patriarchate but maintained total political independence. This unique position of a see in
the Russian Diaspora was the lynchpin of the Metropolitan's realpolitik throughout the
Soviet years.

The end of the Soviet empire in the early 1990s opened a new chapter in his
relationship to Russia: with the easing of travel restrictions by President Boris Yeltsin, a
fresh influx of émigrés found their way to his door. He welcomed them with open arms
and devoted the last few years of his life trying to facilitate these post-Soviet Russians
into the diocese as best he could.

One of Metropolitan Anthony’s favourite quotations was Nietzsche's aphorism
that chaos gives birth to a star. It could stand as a summary of his own life. He was born
André Bloom, at Lausanne in Switzerland in 1914. His father was a Russian imperial
diplomat of Dutch extraction and his mother was the half-sister of the modernist
composer Alexander Scriabin (and also related to Vyacheslav Molotov). While the
young André admired his father, they were not really close. His mother, on the other
hand, was the dominant influence in his life until her death when he was 40 years of age

and already well established in Britain.
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The young André missed the cataclysmic events of 1917 for at that time he was
living with his parents in Persia. After sundry adventures and hardships they ended up
living in Paris. His experiences as a refugee were mainly negative: his parents were
living separate lives and he was the victim of bullying at school. After his dramatic
conversion it was not to the priesthood he first turned but to medicine. He trained
initially at the Sorbonne and then in the French Medical Corps with the outbreak of war.
During the German occupation he worked as a doctor, but joined the Resistance. He
took secret monastic vows and was first professed as a monk in 1943, when he adopted
the name of Anthony after the founder of monasticism. And then, quite unexpectedly, he
was ordained priest in 1948 and came to Britain to pastor the predominantly White
Russian émigrés in London. His rise through the ecclesiastical ranks was meteoric. He
became a bishop in 1957, archbishop in 1962 and the Patriarch of Moscow’s exarch of
Western Europe in 1963; and in 1966 was elevated to Metropolitan - the highest-ranking
bishop in the Russian tradition outside the office of Patriarch.

But, like most people of genuine charisma, Metropolitan Anthony was a
powerful and perplexing figure. Conservative in theology and politics, he was
nevertheless totally free of sexism even to the point of daring to question the theological
warrant for an exclusively male priesthood. A personalist through and through, he was
an inspired visionary but had a poor grasp of administrative detail and diocesan strategy.
He liked to be in control but ideologically was deeply committed to lay participation in
the Church and always talked of hierarchy in terms of service rather than power. He put

his money where his mouth was too, and set-up a democratically elected Assembly and
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Council to run the affairs of the diocese of Sourozh in Britain which, in concert with
him, it has done so until the present time.

Charismatic leaders, however, whether saints or savants, grow old and inevitably
judgement falters as health and vigour fade. Towards the end of his life Metropolitan
Anthony simply had more on his plate than he could manage and people expected too
much of him. But one thing remains clear: he once said that no one could turn towards
eternity if he has not seen in the eyes or in the face of at least one person the shining of
eternal life. Metropolitan Anthony was not infallible, despite what the hagiographers

will say, but he shone.
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