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oder Könfrontation?
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ESUME et les operatıons dıivınes, quLı permettent
etayer ıdee de CONNALSSANCE humaıne

Get artıcle COMPAre et OPDOSE l’ecclesiologıe du dıvıin. ela contraste VecC le modele
et la soteriologıe orthodoxe Q la theologıe evangelıque (et pLus generalement
evangelıque. Dun point de Ul occıdental) de la Justıiıfication.D’un pnoint
methodologıque, la theologıe orthodoxe de UU socıologıque, les dıfferences

ımportantes quı exıstent entre la theologıeet la theologıe evangelıque fonctiıonnent
Aans des cadres Loult / faıt dıfferents. orthodoxe et la theologıe evangelıque sont
Dans le premıer CUS, CeUX dırections enracınees Aans des VISLONS du monde

dıfferentes. (ette sıtuatıon s’explıquecomplementaıres sont proposees: la
theologıe cataphatıque (posıtıve) el la partıe DAr ıncapacıte de Ia Reforme
theologıe apophatıque (negatıve). La s’introduire Aans ’Empıre Furc.
theologıe cataphatıque est orıentee de haut Fınalement, "auteur aborde les dıfferences

bas, la fOLS DAr methode eTt quı exıistent seın de la theologıe
SoOoNn contenu; elle des choses premeres, orthodoxe contemporaıne. un des

’unıte de Dieu, transıte DUr extremes LrOWUe l’affirmatıon
des affırmatıons concernant Ia Trıinıte et conservatrıce PXLIFra ececlesıam nulla salus,
l’ıncarnaltıon, Jusque DVvers Uune multıplıcıte quLı DeuL econduıLre JUSQU AU natıonalısme
de CoONcCepts COMmINNe Ia bonte, la sagesse (un bon roumaın est roumaın

orthodoxe). Maıs 1/ exıiste AUSSL deset la DULSSANCE. ol la possıbılıte
une Aascensıion humaıne vETS le dıvıin. posıtıons pLus moderees. Certaiınes
Cependanlt, la FCONNALSSANCE de Iheu crommMmuUNAUtes orthodoxes, DAr exemple,
reste toUJOUFrS ımparfaite. La theologıe essaıent de resoudre le conflıt entre
apophatıque ınsıste SUr l’iıncapacıte de apophase et cataphase etudıant
l’esprit humaın connaltre IDeu. Le davantage la Bıble est DOUFrquUOL ıl

est ımportant DOUF les evangelıques detheologıen orthodoxe Lossky s’appulıe
SUr ’hermeneutique scrıpturaıre comprendre les MOWLEMENLTS eTt dıstınctions
metaphorıique patrıstıque (celle de quLl exıstent seın de Ia pnpenNseEe orthodoxe,

afın de pOoWVOLF construıre des DOUFGregoiure de Nazıanze), DOUF s’approprıer
l’usage scrıpturaıre du langage el des le dıalogue theologıque. Maıs ıls doıvent
CONCEPDTS humaıns. La theologıe AUsSSL etre pret servır le Chrıst Aans
evangelıque, DUr contre, FeDOSE SIr l’ıdee enviıronnNeEmMeNt hostıle.
de revelatıon GUE Dıieu adresse
l’ıntelliıgence humaıne, non seulement USAMMENFASSUNG
Chrıst, MAalLs AUSSL DAr le de
la Bıble. Theologiquement, le Concepi Der Artıkel vergleıicht unı hontrastıiert
orthodoxe de theosıs ımplıque des orthodoxe EikRklesiologıe und Soteriologıe
dıstınctions entre l’essence, Ia mıt evangelıkaler Theologıe. Orthodoxe
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Un evangelıkale T’heologıen arbeıten Essenz, Person und Energıe enthällt,
methodologısch uUunter schr den (iIedanken der menschlıichen
unterschiedlıchen Rahmenbedingungen. Erkenntnis des (jöttlichen
Erstere betreiben Theologıe Uuntier den aufrechtzuerhalten. Im Gegensatz dazu
ergänzenden Uberschrıieften UonN steht das evangelıkale (und allgemeın
kataphatıscher (posıtıver) Un westlıche) Model der Eechtfertigung.
apophatıscher (negatıver) Theologıe. Soziologısch gesehen basıeren dıe
Kataphatısche T’heologıe postulıert eine großen Unetrschiede zwıschen orthodoxer
Abstufung”, sowochl methodısch als uch und evangelıkaler T’heologıe auf
ınhaltlıch, UDonNn ersten Dıingen, IW1Le der unterschiedlichen Weltanschauungen, eıiıne
Eınheit (rottes, ber dıe ınıtat und Sıtuatıon, dıe zZuU. eıl durch das
Inkarnatıon, bıs hın einer Vıelfalt UON Versagen der Reformatıon erklärt wırd,
Konzepten IVLE das (GJute, Weısheit und das türkısche Weltreich durchdringen.
Macht Als Konseqguenz ergıbt sıch dıe Abschlıehend untersucht derAutor
Möglıchkeit menschlıchen AufstiegsZ Unterschiede ınnerhalb zeıtgenössıscher
(jöttlıchen. Erkenntnis (iottes ıst jedoch orthodoxer Theologıe. Eın Extrem ıst der
ımmer unvollkommen. Apophatısche konservatıve Glaube PXLIra ecclesıam
Theologıe besteht aufder Unfähigkeıt nulla salus, der sıch schlımmstenfalls ın
des menschlichen Verstandes, ott eıne Natıonalısmus entwiıicklen ann
erkennen. Der orthodoxe I’heologe (ein Rumäne ıst eın orthodoxer
Lossky bezıcht sıch auf dıe patrıstısche Rumäne). Allerdıngs g1bt uch
metaphorısche Schrıiftauslegung (Gregor vermuıttelnde Posıtıonen. S50 versuchen
UonNn Nazıanz), mit der Verwendung beispielsweise eiınıge orthodoxe
menschlıcher Sprache und Konzepte ın Gemeıinschaften, den Konflıkt zwıschen
der Schrıft zurechtzukommen. In scharfem AÄpophasıs un Kataphasıs durch größeren
Gegensatz AazZzu ıst dıe Erkenntnis (iottes G(Gebrauch der Bıbel lösen. IS ıst daher
ıUn evangelıkaler Theologıe DO Gedanken wıchtıg für Evangelıkale, theologıischeder Offenbarung abhängıg, und ZWWar Bewegungen und Unterschiede LM
nıcht HLU ın Chrıstus, sondern uch durch gegenwärtıgen orthodoxen Denken
dıe Bıbel. verstehen Nn Brücken theologıscher

T’heologısch ıst ‘9 daß das Dıiskussıon bauen. Alternatıv müßten
orthodoxe Konzept der Theosıs dıe SLe bereıt seın, Chrıstus ın feındlıchem
Unterscheidung zwıschen der göttlıchen Umfeld dıenen.

The 1SSue cConcern1ing the relatıon between dox-Evangelical relatıons In each COUNTrFY.
Orthodox an Evangelıcals 1s vVe COM- Aware of the rısk of such approach,
plex due LO the fact that neıther the rtho- 1ın thıs wıll explore the Orthodox-
dox 110r the Kvangelıcals Al’e monolıithıc kKvangelıcal relatıons from threefold DeT-
churches that speak ıth OT  D unıversally spective: a) methodological, theologıcal,
recogn1ızed vo1ce. Addıtionally, the nature an C) socıologıcal.
of the relationshıp between them 1S S1gnN11-
cantly dıfferent 1ın the Orthodox Dıaspora Methodological erspective
than In the Orthodox countries. Wıthın
the lımıts of thıs PaPperT, ıt 1S ımpossıble From the patrıstic per10d, the ast and
LO explore all possıble relatıons between the West ave adopted distinet theologıcal
all Eastern Churches an all Kvangelıical paradıgzms. Generally speakıng, whıle the
Churches wıth theır distinective theologıes, West ollows the creatiıon-fall-redemption
mi1ss1ologıes practices. The alterna- approach, the ast ollows the ecreatjion-
tıve, then, 15 over-generalızed approac de1iıficatıon model In other words, ıf the
which o0eSs Justice LO neıther Orthodox 1107 West consıders that the Christ-event deals
Evangelical due LO the fact that overlooks prımarıly ıth the problem of S1IN ın order
exactly the specıiıfic aspects of the rtho- LO SECUTE redemption for sınners, the ast
144 EuroJTh 10:2
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Sees the Christ-event AS, all knowledge.’® 'The PUrpDOsSe of thıs WaVYV
ineffable descent of God LO the ultımate 15 nNnOLt LO develop posıtıve theologıcal SVYS-

lımıt of OUT fallen human condıtıion, EVEeN
tem but LO attaın unıon wıth God (theo-
S18). hıs leads ın turn LO the distinetion

nto death-a descent of (G0d 1C
LO INne  — path of ascent, the unlimıted V1S- b_etween apophatıc an cataphatıc theolo-
tas of the unıon of the reated beings ıth 91e5S
the Divinity.* Apophatiıc and Cataphatic
Lossky bellieves that the patrıstıic SE11- Theologıies

tence: “(G0od made Hımself IN that INa  -

might become (+0d SUMNS the eSSENCE of Cataphasıs:Christianıity for the Orthodox Church.* Corresponding LO the LWO movements of
Al Cataphatıc man Apophatıc Approaches God owards INa (kRatabasıs) an of INa

In order LO explaın the difference owards (G0d (anabasıs), Lossky affırms
between the Eastern an Western that there AT LWO approaches LO theology.?
approaches TLO theology, Lossky introduces Cataphatic theology, posıtıve theology,
LWO palrs of Concepts: hatabasıs and (AaAnNna- ea LO SOINeE knowledge of God, albeıt
basıs: an oLkonomı1a an theologıa.° 1n imperfect WAaNY. 'hus ‚.JJohn of Damas-

CUS qasserts that,AL# Orkonomıia an Katabasıs
Oikonomıia deser1bes od’s mMmovement that Ca  - SaVYy cataphatıcally COMNCEeT])-

man-wards, whıich 15 movement of descent ıng God oes not sShow or Hıs nature
Ratabasıs). Oikonomıia 1S, accordıng LO but the thıngs that relate LO Hıs nature
Lossky, the work of the wıll lof God|], whıile God oes nNnOoLt belong LO the class ofexısting
Irımtarıan beıing belongs LO the transcend- thıngs; not that He has exıstence, but

that He 15 above all exıstıng thıngs, NaYVent nature of (30d.”* Consequently, hataba-
SLS 1S nNnOot WAaYV of knowledge, but only the EVEel oı exıstence ıtself For ıf all forms

whereby ‘essentıal goodness, natu- of nowledge ave LO do ıth hat ex1sts,
ral sanctıty, an royal dıgnıty flows irom assuredly that which 15 abhbove owledge

must certaınly be Iso above CSSCILICC, and,the FWYather, through the Only-Begotten,
LO the Spirit.” Moreover, Lossky conversely, that10 15 above esseqce 111
that ın the ve immanence of Hıs ECON- Iso be above knowledge.*“
OINLV, which ea to the incarnatıon, G0d
remaıns unknowable.® Affırmatiıve theology begıns ıth the

loftıer, INOTe CONSTFUQUS Comparısons an
Ar D Theologıa an Anabasıs then proceeds ‘down LO the less approprI1-

In order LO NOW G0d, ONe has LO follow ate on  9 OT, Lossky explains, descent
the WaY of theologıa, which 1S NOSIS of God from the super10r degrees of being LO the
consıdered ın Hımself, outsıde of Hıs CTE A- inferi10r.'*} In the SaIne veın, Pseudo-Diıiony-
tıve an redemptıve econ0my.’ The EO= SIUS contends that the ımperfection of DOS-
prlate methods for SNOSIS AT e contempla- ıtıve theology res1des both 1n ıts method
tıon an sılence; contemplatıon because ıt. an ontent Methodologically, when
1S5 an exıt LO the STATLEe of future agC, made qassertions began ıch the first
v1isıon of hat 1S beyond hıstory, proJec- thıngs, INOVE OoOWN through intermedıate
tıon of eschatology iınto the instant’, an erms untiıl reached the last (hingS;
sılence because ıt ‘“constitutes the language Lıkewıise the cognıtıve ontent has
of the world which 1S coming.’‘ descending charaecter due LO the lınk

ollowıng Pseudo-Dionysıus, Lossky between Concepts and the ‘level’ of theo-
affırms that NOSIS 15 WAaY of spırıtual logıcal reflection. In hıs book The Mystıcal
ascent (anabasıs) beyond all perceptive Theology, Pseudo-Dionysıus claıms that he
an ratıonal faculties 1n order LO be able had analyzed thıs WaY of theolog1ızıng 1ın
LO attaın 1n perfect 1gnorance LO unıon other wrıtings (some of which WEeTe eiıther

lost AT fict1it10us).wıth Hım who transcends al] eing and
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In the earlhıer 00 argument Lrav- goodness 1S5 such that, out. of COIMNCEeTN for
downward from the most xalted LO u salvatıon, ıt. eals out the 1immeasur-

the humblest categorı1es, akıng 1ın thıs able an infınıte In ımıted measure.*‘
downward path ever-ıncreasıng number
of ıdeasAmultiplıed wıth STA However, the CONCePTS the words of
of descent.*® Scripture do NOTt deser1be God he 1S 1n

Hımgself SINCEe He 1S always beyond T’'V-
Thus, ın T’he Theologıcal Representa- thıng that ex1ısts. FKor Pseudo-Dionysius, 1ın

{10NS, Pseudo-Dionysius that DOS- the words ofScripture ‘the TIranscendent 1S
ıtıve theology begıins ıth od’s ONeNesSs lothed 1ın the terms of beings, the shape
and proceeds oOWnNn ınto the multiplıcıty and form of things whiıich ave neıther, and
of affırmıng the Trinıty an the Incarna- symbols ATe employed LO CONVEV
tion.** Further, The Dıvıne Names affırms the varıecd attrıbutes of hat 18 ıimage-
the INOTEe desıgnatıons for God less an supra-natural sımplıcıty.”$
whıich COINE from menta|l Concepts such Sımilarly, Lossky that whıiılst G0d

g00d, exıstent, lıfe, wısdom,9 and reveals Hımself (intellıgıble attrıbutes)
whatever other thıings pertaın LO the COIl- wısdom, love and goodness, Hıs nature
ceptual for God.* remaıns unknowable In ıts depth an

Finally, The Symbolıc Theology ‘descends’ therefore OUr CONCEDPTS mMust be always PTe-
iınto the st1l1 INOTeEe pluralızed realm of vented from being enclosed wıthın theıir
perception an! iıts plethora of symbols for ımıted meanıng.*? In fact, Lossky, follow-
the deıty such ıng Gregory of Nyssa, that ‘the

ladder of cataphatıc theology’ which dis-the ımages ave of hım, of the forms, closes the dıvıne drawn prımarılyfigures, and instruments PFroODeTr LO hım, irom Scripture AT not intended to becomeof the places In which he lıves an of the
ornaments he ave spoken of hıs ratıiıonal CONCepPTtS whereby OUur mınds CONM-

STTrUC posıtıve SclencCe of the divıneorı1el, and rTase, of how he 15 sa1ıd LO nature’, but AT rather ımages ldeasbe Tun an hangover, of hıs 02 an intended LO gulde for contemplation ofCUurSes, of hıs sleeping an wakıng, an
ıindeed of al OSe ıimages ave of hım that which transcends all understandin-.
ilmages shaped by the workıng of the SYIN-
Ol11C representatıions of feel ADApophasıs:
SUTe that Vou ave noticed how ese lat- Lossky aflırms that man’s PFropDer
ter COME much INOTeEe abundantly that hat LO the CCONOIMYV ın which (G0d
went before, SINCEe The T’heologıcal epre- reveals Hımself 1ın creatıng the world
sentatıons and discussion of the an becoming incarnate, 1S TLO confess the
approprılate LO ATe iınevıtably brJefer transcendent nature of the TTINIGY In
than hat CH.  a be sald 1n T’he ymbDolıc ascent of thought accordıng to the WaYV of
eology. 16 apophatıc theology.
Further, Pseudo-Dionysius qsserts that T’he negatıve WAaYV of the owledge of God

posıtıve theology orıginates 1ın the ScCr1p- 1S ascendant undertakıng of the mM1r
tures which contaın the dıvıne truth that progressıvely elimıinates al] posıtır
revealed Dy G0d 1ın hıs manwards INOVEe- attrıbutes of the object it, wıshes LO aın,
ment of eECOoNOMIC descent. 1ın order LO culmiıinate finally In kınd

Let us therefore look as far upward the of apprehension Dy SUPTEINE 1gnorance of
1g of the sacred scrıptures wıll allow, Hım who cannotL be object of know/l-

edge.“)and, 0158 reveren' AW ! ofhat 1S divine,
let. be TAawn ogether toward the divine On the lower steps there AT’e images
splendor. For, ıf MaYy trust the CT- drawn from the materı.al objects least cal-
latıve wısdom and truth of scrıpture, the culated tO lead spırıts inexper1enced 1n CON-
thıngs of (+0d aAaTe revealed LO each mınd 1n templation ınto EITOTFT. It 1S indeed INOTeEe dıf-
proportion LO ıts capacıtlıes; an the divine fıcult, Lossky, LO ıdentify G0d ıth
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STLONE ıth 1re than ıth intelligence, WOUuU be dangerous hım: but ıf he be
unıty, being goodness. What obvı- al eas temporarıly, let hım remaın eIi0wWw
OUS al the beginnıng of the ascent, that an lısten LO the volce alone, an the tirum-
‘“God 1S nOot fıre, He 15 not stone’, becomes pet, the are words of PI1EeLY, an let hım
less and less obvious ONe attaıns LO the SEeEe the MOun smokıng and hıghtening.
height of contemplation, when ON  D has LO But if alnıy be evıl an sSsavage east,
affırm that “God 1S not. being, He 1S not an altogether incapable of takıng 1n the
g00d. ’# At ach step of ascent ONe has LO matter of contemplatıon an theology, let,
guard oneself agaınst the danger of mak- hım not. armfully an malıgnantly urk
ıng these oftjıer ıimages i1deas an iıdol of 1n thıs den amongst the woods, LO Caitc.
(+0d’ Once the heights ave een attaıned, hold of SOINE dogma sayıng by sudden
then speculatıon gradually g1ves place LO sprıing. but let hım STAn vet far off an
contemplatıon, knowledge LO experı1ence, W1  TAW from the moment, he be

stoned.“®‘tor 1ın castıng ofthe CONCEPTS which cshackle
the spırıt, the apophatıc disposition reveals
boundless horızons of contemplatıon qat In thıs multi-level theologıcal construct
each step of posıtıve theology’.“* the words of Scrıpture an of dogma SECETVE

prımarıly startıng and guldıng polıntsConsequently, apophatıc theology refuses In ever-ascending PTFOCESS of contem-
an V attempt LO form CONCEPTS about (+0d
and LO organıze them ın systematıc CONN- platıon whiıich has iıts final goal deıifica-
STrUC accordıng LO human WAaYS ofthought. tıon. Thus, concludes Lossky, theology 111

be abstract, workıing through COIMN-On the CONTFrAaTY, Dy poıntıng TO mystical Cepts but contemplatıve: raısıng the mındunıon ıth God, apophatıc theology 1S an
ex1ıstentıial attıtude, whıich involves the TO those realıties, whiıich PasSs al under-

whole, InNnallı erıteri0n: the SUTeE S1ZN standıng.“‘
of attıtude of mınd conformed LO the From Evangelıical perspectıve, the

apophatıc approach LO theology raılses Ser1-truth.’<**
However, 1T negatıve theology eg1ns OUS questi1ons regardıng the nature of

DYy denyıng the appropriıateness of the knowledge that 1S beyond words and log-
1cal categorı1es. The encounter ıth (+0dhuman mınd and language tO knowing deser1bed by Pseudo-Dionysıus c  plung-G0od, then 0)81 INay inquıre concern1ıng the ing into the truly myster10us darkness ofrole of Secr1ıiptures and 0gmas, SINCE these

ATEe themselves expressed In ConNcepts. 4O unknowıng”, or ’one 1s supremely unıted by
completely unknowiıing inactıvıty of al

answer thıs questıion, Lossky borrows from knowledge, an knows beyond the mınd byGregory of Nazıanzus’ metaphorıcal inter- knowıng nothing”® 0eSs hardly makepretatıon of Moses ascent Mount S1ınal
an affırms that there AT dıfferent levels LO Evangelıical. HKor Kvangelıcals al the-

ologıcal knowledge 1S based revelatıon.1n theology, each approprılate tO dıffering ‚.JJohn Evangelıcal Chrıistianscapacıtıes of human understandıng which begın theır thınkıng ıth recognıtıon ofreach tO the myster1es of God.®> Gregory
of Nazıanzus wrıtes: the obv1ous, logical reasonableness of the

revelatıon. Since (10d 1S OUrLr Creator, infı-
commands LO enter wıthın the ıte 1ın hıs being, whıle ATeEe finıte CTrea-

cloud an hold ıth Hım: ıf alıy tures of tıme and’ıt. stands LO 1eASOoN
be Aaron let. hım wıth In  9 an let that cannot diıscover hım by OUT OW.
hım SLAN! NCAaATCT, eing ready, ıf ıE must researches 1ESOUTCES He 15 altogether
be S!  ‚ LO remaın utsıde the CIOU! But ıf beyond SINCE 1ın addıtion he 1S the
an Y be ıhu, of the order all-holy God, whıiıle ATre fallen, sınful
of the elders, let hım O indeed, but an under hıs Judgement, there 1S5 chasm
let hım STLAN! far off. But ıf anı y be of between hım an which from OUr
the multitude, who aAaTe unworthy of thıs sıde could rıdge We could
height of contemplatıon, ıf he be altogether NOW hım unless he should take the iınıt]la-

tıve tO make hıimself known.ımpure let hım not approac. al all, for ıt.
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KEvangelicals believe that God made hım- pretatıon an obedience recCelve pProm1-self known through general and specıal ent place
revelatıon. Whiıle general revelatıon WAas In conclusion., the answer tO the questionmade through nature, specıal revelatıon of co-operatıon confruntation between
WAas made through insplıratıon an 1ncar-
natıon. The clımax of od’s revelatıon Was

Orthodox and KEvangelicals must ear 1ın
mınd the fact that speak about LWO dıs-

the Word made flesh, the incarnate Son 1NC worlds. Dıstinective theological meth-
However, Kvangelıical believes that the ods lead LO distinet theologıes. hıs becomes
only authentic hrıst 1S the bıblical Chnst clearer when look at the Orthodox andStott contends: Evangelicals theological perspectives.

What crıpture has one 1S LO apture hım Theological Perspective|Christ] INn order LO present hım LO all) DEeCO-
ple al all tımes In all places. The climax
of God’s revelatıon should be escrı1be From Orthodox viewpoint the Western
the hıstoric, incarnate Christ and the O12a Churches, both Catholie an Protestant,
bıbhical wıtness him.° ave sımılar theological frame of refer-

ENCE Khomi1akov asserts:In 0d’s specılal revelatıon event and
All Protestants ATe Crypto-Papists. "Towords went together: In other words

od’s revelatıon 1S both personal anı DPIüD- usSe the CONCISEe language of algebra, all the
osıtıonal. West knows but OLl atum A, whether ıt.

Kvangelıcals Iso believe 1n the double be precede DYy the posıtıve Sıgn . Aas ıth
the Romanıists, wıth the negatıve S1zNauthorship ofthe Bıble divine and human.

The Bıble 1S equally the Word of God and Aas wıth the Protestants, the remaıns the
the word of INan Because the kınd of book same.**
the Bıble 1S, must approac ıt In two Ernst Benz consıders that the Westdistinet vet complementary WaYsS developed ıts theology along the lines of

Because ıt 15 the word of God, must legal relatıonship between (G(10d and INan-
read ıt. Aas would read er book-on kınd Out. of whıich Came the doetrine of Jus-
u knees, In um  © reverent, pPrayver- tıficatıion. hıs legal approac. Was urther
ful and submiı1issıve frame of mınd. But extended LO eccles10logy, and 1n the Cath-
because the 15 Iso the word of INnen olıc tradıtıon, Iso LO the doectrine of the

must read ıt. as WOUuU read CVETYVY MI1NIStry, to the role of dogmatıc definıtions
er book, thoughtfully an ın ‘erıtical’ and of law.
frame of mind.®! B Orthodox Approach: Theosıs.
In their approach LO theology, Kvangeli- For the Orthodox, theology 1S onlycals submıt LO the authority of Scripture owards end, that 1S unıon ıth

which stands above tradıtion, experlıence
and human 1TEeASON.

God, theosıs. Consequently, the empha-
S1S lies not developing posıtıve theolog1-From the u of the apophatıc anı cal SYStems, but the mystical aspect of

cataphatıc approaches to theology iıt Ca  5 thıs unıon. The whole PUrpoOSe of theo-
be observed that theyv operate ıth dıf- logıcal epıstemology and eccles1a] practiceferent methods and categorı1es. Thus, the 8 tO help the faıthful LO attaın LO de1ıfica-
apophatıc approac focuses dırect tıon, mystical unıon ıth G0d In order
encounter ıth G0d beyond historical real- LO explaıin the nature of thıs unıon wıth
ıt1ıes an! consequently SsSes categorıes G0d, the Orthodox follow Palamas’s iınef-
such CSSCNCE, energıes, mystica. unıon fable distinetion between three aspects of
and theosıs. Alternatively, the KEvangelicals 0d’s being: a) the permanentlyspeak about knowing God 1ın hıs self-reve- able an ımparticıpable dıyıne ESSENCE
latıon In Christ TO whom Secrıptures bears (0uUsS1LA); the three dıivıne DPerSoONS (hypos-wıtness. Consequently, categorıes such tases) Father, Son an Holy Spirıt: an C)revelatıon, iınspiration, ıllumination, inter- the uncreated energ1es (energe1lal) divine
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operatıons, forces PrODer LO and insepara- g1eS interpose between od’s eSSENCE an
hble from 0d’s CSSCNCE, 1ın which He goes the creatiıon leads LO the conclusıon that
forth from Hımself, manıfests, COoMMUNN- there 15 dualıty 1n God; ‘lower‘ part
cates and g1ves Hımself ° that in which ONe Ca partıcıpate, and

Mrystical unıon wıth (+0d accordıng LO upper part that 15 totally. inaccess1ble.
eESSENCE 1S ımpossı1ıble: ıf the creature could Or, from another perspective, the ıdea that
partıcıpate In the diıvıne CSSCNCE, the Crea- wıthın God there AT LWO distinet realıtiıes
ture would be G0d, homoousios ıth G0d C:  ; lead f pressed toward ıts logical COI-
Lossky clus10n), LO the implicatıon that there ATr e

If WerTe able al gıven moment LO be LWO gods elated LO each other ın SOTINE
myster10us WAY. Mevyvendorffdismı1isses bothunıted ıth the very esSsseNCce of God an charges, arguıng that for Palamas 1n VIT-LO partıcıpate ın ıt. EeVen al the Vervy ast

egree, should not be hat Aare, tue of the siımplicıty of Hıs being, (30d 1S
should be (G0d by nature ((+0d would then wholly an entirely present both ın Hıs

longer be Irıinıity, but ‘of myrılads of ESSEINICE an In Hıs energ]ıes’ an the
other sıde, NO multiplicıty of dıyıne INanl-ypostases)’; for He WOUu ave INanYy

hypostases as ere WOu be DETSONS DAaT- ıfestatiıons could affect the unıty of God,
tıcıpatıng In Hıs essence.** for God 1S beyond the categorıes of whole

an parts, an while 1ın Hıs ESSENCE alwaysOnly the three Persons of the Irınıty AT’e remaınıng unknowable, reveals Hımselfunıted LO each other 1n the diviıne eSSeEeNCcCEe wholly 1n eachN the Living (}0d°®$
Kven though share the SsSamne human Addıtionally, ıt ralses the question of the
nature as T1S and receljve 1ın Hım ontologıcal Status ell that of the

intra-Trinitarman role f each Categorvthe amine of ONSs of God, do not OUT-
selves become the dıvıne hypostasıs of the (aspect) of 0d’s being On the ecCconNOMI1C
Son Dy the fact of incarnation. We ATe una- level, the maın problem 1S LO maıntaın
ble, therefore, LO partıcıpate 1n either the trınıtarıan soter1010gy, that 1S, personal

relatıon ıth God, whilst affırmıng thatESSEIICE the hypostases of the Holy TIrın-
1ty.  30 God communıcates hımself through FLOTNL-

hypostatıc beings such the uncreatedUnıi1on ıth (10d accordıng LO 1S energles.real partıcıpatıon of creature 1ın the divıne
life.96 Lossky Evangelıcal Approach: Justification Dy

Faıth
In the Church an trough the sacraments From Evangelıcal perspective the
Our nature enters ınto unıon wıth the
divine nature 1ın the hypostasıs of the Son,

relatıon between (G0d and INa  . has tO
AaANSWeTr the question °HOow ca  w lost andthe ead of Hıs mystıca. body. Our human- gu1lty sınner STAN before Just and holy1ty becomes consubstantıial ıth the de1- ‚JJTohn Stott that,fıed umanıty, unıted wıth the DerSsSOoN of

Christ.*‘ 'Thıs of u sınfulness, of the iınd-
Er 1s true that Dy postulatıng thıs distine- Ing holiness of God, an of the aDsolute

Incompatıbıilıty of the OIl wıth the O  er,tıon between CSSCHNCE, PEeISON an energl1es, 15 essential evangelıcal characterıstic,Palamas Was attempting tO hold together wıthout. which Our understandıing of theLWO claıms: fırstly, that theosıs 15 real, an
secondly, that God remaıns totally other necessıty an the nature of the 1sS

However, such distıinetion ralses SOMe
bound LO be skewed .

maJor theologıcal questlons. Ontologically, By stressing the realıty an horror of
ın spıte of the Palamıiıte claıms LO the CON- SIN, Evangelıcals poın LO the of
LrarYy, thıs distinetion wıthın the beıing of Christ the only WAaYV of acceptance ıth
(G(0d TunNns the rısk of COoMPpPromM1S1Ng the God The words of the Apostle aul °‘Christ
princıple of unıty an siımplicıty’ of the redeemed from the of the law by
dıvıne EeESSEeEIlCE 'To affırm that 0d’s Ner- becomiıing CUrSe for us Gal 13) affırms
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that the only WaV Ca  > be redeemed from Sociologıcal Perspective
the of the law 1S that Christ ore The hıstorıical cırcumstances durıng the
it. OUuUTr place hıs 15 called ‘penal sub- per10 which followed the Councıl of hal-
stitution.’ 44 Packer consıders ıt dıistin- cedon 451 placed Byzantıum 1ın
gulishing mark of the world-wıde evangelı- preemiınent an tO SOMe degree self-suffi-
cal fraternity. ”“ In the Same eın Stott c1ent posıtıon, firom whiıich iıt WAas to develop
contends: ıts theologıical tradıtion. Byzantıum ma1ın-

taıned ıts Chrıistological commıtment LOThe Was multifaceted achıevement, the Councıl of Chalcedon, and for severaland has Man VYy ıl1ieren meanıngs. It 1S
the ultımate revelatıon of love an centurıes kept brıdges toward the West
Justice. 1r 1S the dec1ısıve Conques of evıl intact, ın spıte of all tens10ns, polıtical an

doectrinal. Durıng thıs per10d, however, nel-It 15 the groun: of OU salvatıon. T 15 ther the councıls NOr the theolog1ans wouldthe SUPTEINE example of self-sacnfice. It 15
the mMmOsSstT. powerful inspıratıon LO Christian ShOow partıcular interest In posıtıve theo-
devotion. Moreover, the salvatıon WONN by logıcal ystems According LO Meyendorff,
the 15 illustrated ın the New esta- ıth few eXxcept1ons, the concıhar

statements AaSsSsSume negatıve form; theyment. by varıety of metaphors 1ıke PFO- condemned dıstortions of the Chrıstianpıtıatıon, redemption an reconcıliation.
But evangelıca hrıstlans ave always truth rather than elaborate ıts posıtıve
insısted that the riıchest MO 1S jJustifica- ontent The eater part of the theological
tion.  +{ lıterature Was eiıther exegetical polem1-

cal, and 1ın both the Christian faıth
ome contemporary evangelıcals argue: Was assumed g1ven realıty upDoN which
Justification by Faıth aD PCATS LO u ıt. ONe comments hıch OIl  0> defends.®*

From another perspective, Hopkooes to al] evangelıcals, LO be the ear
an hub, the paradızm an CSSCNCE, of the that although the formal break between
ole CCONOMYV of Savıng grace.“*“ the Christian ast and West occurred ıIn

1054, from early the fourth CENtUrYyJustification 1S legal word, borrowed the Christlians of the ast had vVefrom the law courts. contıinues: hlıttle ontact ıth the Christian from the
When Justifies sınners, he declares West The Turkısh rule, which extended
verdict, antıcıpatıon of the last day, that almost OVerTr the entire Orthodox world

SINCE the fifteenth century ofConstan-he has not only forgıven al their S1INS but
has Iso granted them riıghteous SLANd- tınople and lasted until the en of
ing acceptance ın hıs sight.“ the nıneteenth CENTUFY, urther estranged

the LWwoO churches. Consequently, polıtıcalFurther, Stott that whıle insıstıng an cultural exchanges between ast andthat O Justify’ °to declare’ anı not
°to make’ rıghteous, evangelıcals empha-

West had een dramatically reduced, and
due tO thıs fact the ıdeas of the Ren-S1ZE that Justificatıon 1S always ACCOMPDA- alssance, Protestant Reformation and1ed DV regeneratıon. Moreover, thıs L1LEW Enlıghtenment, which ATe consıderedbiırth leads ınevıtably tO Ne  < lıfe, thıs

Justification LO sanctihication. Sanctilfica- represent the genes1s of modern Western
culture, stopped short when they reachedtıon begins the moment ATe Justified, the borders of the Turkısh Empire.“*°but then 1ıt SrTrOWS the Holy Spirıt trans- Durıng these centuries of polıticalform iınto the ıimage of Christ (2 Cor.

18) theological separatıon, Hopko that
the faıth and the practıce of the OrthodoxIn conclusıon, deification and Justifica- Church ave een preserved unalteredtıon by faıth AT®e LWO distinet WaYsS LO SINCE apostolıc tiımes.salvatıon. One focuses mystical unıon

through the uncreated energıles, hıle the Whatever OU earthly condıtions and tem-
other deals ıth the legal aspect of the pora Cırcumstances, Orthodox Chrıs-
relationshıp between God and INnan tı1ans lıve 1ın the SaIne eccles1al an spiırıt-
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ual WOrTr. We identify ıth the Sarinle tra-
dıition of al an lıfe We worshiıp the In the Church and through the 1a-
Samille (GG0d through the Samne T1S We AT ments UTr nature enters ınto unı]ıon wıthinspıred by the SaIinle pır 1ın the SaIine the divine nature 1n the hypostasıs of thechurch We celebrate the SaIinle lıturgy, Par-
ıcıpate 1ın the Sarine sacraments and SaVYy SoN, the ead of Hıs mystica. body. Our

humanıty becomes consubstantıal wıth thethe Same Pravers. We meditate uponNn the deified umanıty, unıted ıth the DeTSONM
SsSame scrıptures, which believe LO be of Christ.53(30d’s Word inspıred by (0d’s pırıt, inter-
preting them wıthın the Same hermeneuti1- Consequently, ıf ON  D o0es not belong LO

the Orthodox Church, ON 1S nOot. sSaved duecal ontext. We accept the SaTmnlle councıls
and ATe gulded by the Samnle CAaNnnons LO the fact that the lıfe Q1VINS Spirıt o0es
We recognıze the SaIinle teachers an Ve@ell- not operate outsıde the canonıcal bound-
erate the Same saılınts. We eal the Samle arıes of the Orthodox Churceh. Bulgakov

that,doctrines, defend the Saine ogmas, an
employ the Saine symbo of faıth In OUTr T’he Church, In her quality of the Body of
theology ell a4as 1ın OU worshıp, rıs1C lıves ıth the lıfe of Christ,
uUusSse the Samlle words an ıimages, which 1S by that fact the domaın where the Holy1rm LO be ‘adequate LO (G0d’ an ProODer pırı lıves an works. More: the Church
LO the experı1ence, which chare 1n 1S hlıfe Dy the Holy pırı because 1t. 1S5 the
(G0d’s Covenan cCommunıty,C ıden- Body of Christ.
tıfy 1ın hıstory from the time ofAbraham.“*‘

hıs exclusıve institutionalızed eccles]1-
According LO the Orthodox belıef, the

unınterrupted continulty wıth the ApoS- ology lıves lıttle for co-operatıon wıth
er churches. Moreover, 1n the Orthodox

tolıc Church 1S the mark of the true countrıes, the Orthodox Church 1s5 Iso partChurch. of the natıonal myth: that 1S, the Church 1S
ere Ca  . be only ON church ounded by assoclated ıth natıonal survıval, the DXU-
OUTrT Lord, an ın that Church CH:  - be but ection of the culture and ıdentity. Subse-
OIlle sıngle al Thıs ONe Church 15 the quently, rel1ıg10us an! natıonal identity Al

overlappıng realhıties. HOr example, LO beTtNOdOX Church; the OIle al 15 the
X0X00| Romanıan ONe has LO be Romanıanole TLUNOdOX doetrine.  48 Orthodox. ome Orthodox theolog1ans DO

Further, the Orthodox affırm that the far LO argue that natıonhood ethnic-
Apostolıc Tradıtion Ca  a be found today only 1ty) 15 dıyıne princıple for the canonıcal
In theır Church, whıch 15 the only true organızatıon of the Church.° The outcome
church of TY1S earth Consequentl1y, of such VIEeWS AT clearly SEEN ın 0oOSe

appeal TO tradıtıon er than the tradı- reg10ns affected DYy ethnıc confhets. Ethnıiec
tıon of the Orthodox Church 1S acceptable. cleansıng and relıg10us cleansıng 9O hand

ın hand ome ultra-nationalıst Orthodox'The Eastern Tradıtion 15 not ONn of the re$S- advocate ONeEe natıonhood and ON rel1-lar forms of Tradıtion, but 1t. 1S the Holy
Tradıtion of the Church of Chrıst itself.* 9102 natıonal STATLE

Bratsıiotis consıders that the church Conclusions
would ave ceased LO be the Church if ıt
had departed from the Holy Tradıtion. It Oome Orthodox theolog1ans AT of
1S the Ve. hıstorıical continulty ıth the the theologıcal problems pose by purely
Apostolıc Church that marks the rtho- apophatıc approach LO theology an CON-

doxy the true faıth.° Hence the CON- sequently attempt tO realıze synthesıs
celusıon that Eixtra Ecelesıa nulla salus.°* between apophasıs and cataphasıs. hıs
George Florovsky qsSsSerts that ‘“outsıde the NEW approach create for wıder uUuse
Church there 1S salvatıon because sal of the Bıble 1ın the lıfe of the Orthodox

behevers. hus Timı1adısvatıon LS the Church. .* Sımi1larly, Lossky
EuroJTh 10:2 ES 1
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'To certaın extent the dissatisfaction thıs approach. Already, there ATe Orthodox
expressed al the uUusSe by the early Fathers of theolog1ans, who behlleve that,
Arıstotelian terms, an notably the desıire Kxaggerated mystıcısm COU. ead LO theLO make less uUuse of terms such A4as “essence’
an "energles’, 15 ve understandable conclusıon that God 1S5 far removed

from humanıty that dısparate fforts ATEeWhatever arguments IMaVYV be advanced INn requıred LO obtaın hıs interventiıon. Weeır favour, they ST1L rısk eıng m1ısun-
ATE then far firom the promiıse LOersio0 account of theır ımpersonal

character. It m1g be better LO use INOTE
make (J0d’s people, the New Israel, the
redeemed heıirs of Hıs Kıngdom, ndowedintımate an personal eXpress10ns, such Aas wıth Pauline paresı1a, TOLNers of ONeoMmMmunıoN wıth the Holy pırıt, INOTeEe ın another by STACE an bearers of thelıne wıth OSe of the Old Testament and

INOTe connected ıth the hıstorıical ‚Jesus. pırı (pneumatophorot) incorporate into
Christ’s Body an enjJoyıng all the spırıt-All modern anxıety ou the absence of ual gıfts that membershi1p of the Churchpersonal communıonN In human ıfe wıth provides.God, COU. thus be reassurıng

190828  - hıs loneliness an angu1s that he Regardıng the Orthodox exclusıve
eccles10logy, which 1ıdentihes the canonıcalCa  e} be visıted and sustaıned, not by vague,

ımmaterı1al, eavenly forces, but above al boundarıes of the Church ıth the sphere
by personal intervention. wh: where the Holy Spirıt operates, there AT
15 reliuctant LO be ıth u who sends us disagreements N Orthodox theolo-

g1ans concernıng those who do NOTt belongalternatıve DPOWEeTS an energıes, contra-
tO the Orthodox Church.1ICTS the VerYy of Chrıst’s NCcCarna-

tion.°‘ Firstly, there 1S 'T1Z0r0US Sroup’ who
hold that “SINCe Orthodoxy 15 the Church,Consequently, there 1S ohıft from CXAaS- an vone who 1Ss nNnOt Orthodox cCannot begerated mystıicısm tO INOTe Bıble-study member of the Church‘. 'hıs V1EeW LOorıented Orthodox communıtiıes. Thus, Kes- be consıstent wıth the Orthodox teachıngich affırms that, that KExtra Eicelesıa nulla salus, because

'The nterest 1ın Biblical research 15 defi- the Church mediıiates the SaVvıng STACE of
nıtely lınked LO hat 1Ss go1INg 0_ Chrıist through the Holy Spirıit. hıs V1eW
dox parıshes In Man y Orthodox Commun1- leads LO strong instıtutionalısm and o0es
tıes tudies ATe organızed an held NOt provıde for Co-operatıon ıth

other churches. © Second, the moderateregularly church actıvıtıes. 'hıs 15
challenge LO Orthodox scholars an eacn- Sroup’ holds that ıt 1S true LO SaVvy that
CIS, LO translate theıir research an LO COIN- Orthodoxy 1S the Church, but false LO iınfer
VeYVY 1ın clear terms Orthodox PeTSPp  —- from thıs that those who AT not Orthodox

cannot poss1ıbly belong LO the Church. 'hıstıve wıthın 1C. the people WOU. be able
LO use, LO Judge an evaluate Ne ıdeas 1eW allows for lıttle INOTeEe for the
which ATe appearıng Irequently ın OUuUr freedom of the Spiırıt LO operate outsıde
pluralistic socl1etlies. Revıval of interest ın the canonıca|l boundarıes of the Church,

but iıt. o0es nNnOot clarıfy the relatıon betweenthe accompanıes theological awak- the Spirıt and the instıitution, between theenıng. theologıcal revıval 111 not
wıthout. genuılıne interest an actıve partıc- bellever and the instıtution an between
patıon 1n Biblical research .° the belıever and the Spirıt hus far, the

preparatory cComm1ss1on of the great and
hıs 1s5 ımportant poıint of CONVEeT- holy Councıl of the Orthodox Church has

Nbetween Orthodox and Kvangelıcals produced document the oLkonomı1a 1n
1ın the TeAa of theological methodology. the Orthodox Church, In which ıt affırms

Kegardıng theos1is, the Orthodox WaYy that the Holy Spirit cts uDOoN other Chris-
of salvation, Kvangelicals MUusSst DAaYV the t1ans 1n Ver V INany WAaVS, dependingprıce LO study Orthodoxy and unveıl from degree of faıth and hope.® Thırd, STOUDPwıthın the theologıcal problems pose DYy that could be deser1bed OPCN ended
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institutionaliısm'’ renders INOTEe favourable See Pseudo-Dıionysıius, The ystıca
eology, LE ın Pseudo-Dionysıus,attıtude for co-operatıon ıth those whom

do not belong LO the Orthodox Church. T’he Complete Or. (CW), uı  e1
Zizioulas contends: SPCK. ndon, 1987, 135-141; ‚John of

Damascus, De.fıide orthodoxa, 1:
ıf 15 certaınly noLt Cas Y LO xclude from 2.Ed, vol.1X, 34.)

the realm of the operatıon of the Holy 10 ‚JJohn of Damascus, orthodoxa, L,
11 ssky, The ystıica Theology,pır Man y Chrıstijans who do not
1 Pseudo-Dıionysıius, The Mystical eology,belong LO the Orthodox Church ere AT

saınts utsıde the Orthodox Church How IL, 1ın C© 138
Ca understan that theologically” How 13 FTöLd.,, ILL, 1ın C p.139

TO1@.; ILL, 1032D-1033A, &i
Ca  - account for 1ıt, wıthout Sayıng that 138- 139
the canonıcal limıiıts of the Church AT not. 15 Ibıd., U, 1ın 139
important?®“ 16 Ibıd., ILL, HAS In ©

138-139Evangelıcals should identify these trends
wıthın Kastern Orthodoxy an buılld I Pseudo-Dıonysıus, T’he Dıvıne Names, EL,

B-5  ‘9 1n p.49brıdges that allow for theologıcal d1ıs- 18 Ibıd., 1” 592B, In CCUSSIONS. Alternatıvely, those Evangelıcals 19 Lossky, TiNOCQOX eology,wh lıve In Orthodox countrıes domınated ssky, T’he ystıca Theology, See
by exclusıve ecclesiolog1es an rel1g10us Gregory of yssa Con Eunom PE MN
natıonalısm should be ready LO DaYy the 939-941)
prıce for theır faıthfulness LO the Gospel Z Lossky, In the mage, p.13
and the Great Commiss1on. Whıle affırm- Ibıd.,

Ibıdıng theır identity, Evangelıicals should
[bıd.,explore all the doors that lead I9 ODET-

atıon wıth the Orthodox Church. Alter- Ibıd., 40-41

natıvely, when the sıtuatıon demands 16. Gregory of Nazıanzus, Oratıo X X VE fora-
10 theologıca I1} 1ın NPNF, 2nd ed., volEvangelıcal c<hould be ready serving TY1S VIIL, 289

1n hostile world We AT E not only LO stand DA ssky, The Mystical eology, 41-49
1rMmM In the Gospel ourselves, but LO fight Pseudo-Dionysıus, The ystica T’heology,
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