
IV
THE MORAL IDEA OF THE
DOGMA OF REDEMPTION

ONE
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION

OF SCHOLASTIC ERRORS

For the last thirty years, this basic dogma of our faith, that is, its formulation, has been the
subject of constant reformulation. More exactly, it has been subjected to attempts at restoration.
These attempts have been undertaken with a gratifying difference to all other such efforts in our
creativity-impoverished theological science: this reformulation is directed not against Orthodoxy
(or in deviation from it) but, on the contrary, toward true Orthodoxy. It has been undertaken with
a desire to free the theological science which is taught in seminaries, and the school catechisms
from heterodox contaminations. Just as in other cases, the negative aspect of this reformulation,
that is, criticism of the interpretation of the dogma of redemption accepted in our schools, is
pursued much more thoroughly — in a more detailed and convincing manner — than the positive
aspect, that is, the matter of replacing the corrupt teaching with the correct one. No one has yet
given a clear, direct answer to the question of why Christ's incarnation, sufferings and
resurrection are saving for us.  The reader ought not to think that we are trying to impose our1

resolution of the matter upon anyone as if it were beyond refutation: let us allow for the
possibility that it is incorrect. Still, we maintain that this is the only direct and positive answer
yet made to the given dogmatic question. Other authors have either limited themselves to
criticism of scholastic teaching (and, in truth, such criticism is often highly valuable both in the
depth of its thought and by the wealth of erudition) or, they have offered, in answer to the given
question, a general, very poorly defined speculation, for example: "Jesus Christ redeemed us not
so much by His suffering as by His very incarnation — and only that." We will, incidentally,
return to this consideration but, meanwhile, let us remain within the general boundaries of
contemporary criticism of the catechistic and theological teaching on this dogma offered in our
schools.

At the present time, our theological research has sufficiently ascertained: (1) that this
[juridical] teaching is borrowed entirely from the non-Orthodox, Roman Catholic teaching as
formulated by Anselm of Canterbury, Thomas Aquinas and Peter of Lombardy;  (2) that it is not2

found in the Holy Scripture, nor in the holy fathers, for in neither do we encounter the terms
merit and satisfaction, the juridical concepts upon which contemporary scholastic teachings
about redemption wholly rest; (3) it has been demonstrated that this teaching cannot be brought
into accord with either the doctrine of Divine righteousness or with the doctrine about His mercy,
although it lays claims to introduce both these Divine properties.

For those interested in the first two points, we refer to a brief, but valuable article of
Archpriest Svetlov, An Analysis of Anselm's Teaching `Cur Deus Homo' (Why God Became
Man), and also to the master's dissertation of Archbishop Sergei: The Orthodox Doctrine of
Salvation, and the candidate's dissertation of Hieromonk Taras Kurgansky: Moscow and Kiev
Theologians of the 16  and 17  Centuries (Missionary Survey,1902).  In this work, heth th 3

demonstrates how little the works of the Kievan writers, who borrowed from Roman Catholic
sources, resemble the works of the Moscow theologians, who wrote in an atmosphere free of the



influence of Western theologians.4

The comprehensive dissertation of Archpriest Svetlov; The Significance of the Cross of
Christ's Work, as well as his other works, are also well-grounded refutations of the scholastic
theory from the various aforementioned points of view.

The third point of view enumerated above, the immoral aspect of the Western doctrine,
has been expressed most emphatically by a professor of the ecclesiastical academy,
Archimandrite Ilarion [Troitsky].  In one introductory lecture, he urged his listeners to take up a5

campaign against the expressions (and the very ideas): expiatory merits and satisfaction to God's
justice, as being completely alien to the Church, even though they litter our textbooks.6

The teaching about redemption proffered in our school courses and catechisms (I shall
never call this a Church teaching) gives occasion to the enemies of Christianity to raise coarse,
but difficult to refute, mockeries. Tolstoy, for example, says that, "Your faith teaches that Adam
committed all the sins for me, and I must, for some reason pay for him. But, on the other hand,
Christ has fulfilled all the virtues in my behalf, and all that remains for me to do is to fill in a
receipt for one or the other sum." Japanese pagans object to our missionaries that: "You preach
the most unreasonable faith, that God supposedly was angered at all people because of Eve's one
act of foolishness. But then he executed His totally innocent Son and only then became soothed."
I first spoke out against the excesses of this teaching of satisfaction in an article titled,
Reflections Upon the Saving Power of Christ's Passions.  A few days later, in the reception room7

of Metropolitan Isidor, the late Bolotov,  in his usual raspy whisper, complimented me for the8

"new perspective in dogmatic theology." When, in explaining my boldness to him, I observed
that the theory of satisfaction is taken by the Roman Catholics not at all from Divine revelation,
but from Roman law, he responded, in his raspy whisper, "That is correct, but to be more exact
— from the law of feudal knighthood."

And indeed, scholastic dogmatic theology asserts thus: God was offended by Adam and
had to be satisfied by someone's compensatory, punitive suffering, by someone's execution. This
principle is taken from Roman and feudal ethics and, moreover, it successively penetrated all the
laws of feudal society. An offended knight was considered to have lost his worthiness ("honour")
until such time as he revenged himself. Moreover, the revenge had to be obtained in a precisely
defined manner. First, it had to be obtained of a nobleman or knight of the same order and rank,
even though the offender was but one of the servants of the neighbouring lord; second, the
revenge had to be obtained by the shedding of blood, even if it did not prove fatal.

These irrational principles, unworthy even of that epoch when the worth of people (who
in this case, were semi-bandits) was measured not so much by their virtues as by their prowess in
battle — these undesirable remnants of paganism among the Roman Catholics of the middle ages
passed down as the basis of the principles of the duel.9

Medieval and later scholastic theology resolved the matter of salvation in such a barbaric
manner. It strove to explicate the very redemption of mankind by Christ's sufferings from the
point of view of a duel. God, the Supreme Being, was offended and insulted by Adam's
disobedience and the failure of the first people to trust in the Divine injunction concerning the
tree of knowledge. This is an exceeding offence, and it is punished by the damnation of not only
the offenders, but also of their descendants. Nevertheless, the suffering of Adam and the
agonizing death which befalls his descendants are insufficient to wash away that terrible offence.
In order to accomplish this, the shedding of blood is required, but not the blood of a servant. This
could only be accomplished by the blood of a Being equal in rank with the outraged Deity, i.e.,
the Son of God Who voluntarily took upon Himself the penalty in behalf of man. In that manner,



He obtained forgiveness of man from the angered Creator, Who had received satisfaction in the
shedding of blood and death of the Son of God. In this, the Lord showed both His mercy and His
justice! It is reasonable for skeptics to object that if this interpretation corresponded to revelation,
then this conclusion would be stated, on the contrary: in this, the Lord showed mercilessness and
injustice.

Scholastic theologians attempt, nevertheless, to object to this with a reference to the
voluntary nature of Christ's sufferings, and to convince their readers that not only did the Divine
Son manifest love in accepting the crucifixion, but so did the Father Who subjected Him to it.
"The Son's love is crucified, the Father's love crucifies." This is, however, a most unconvincing
sophism, a mere play on words.

What kind of love is it that crucifies? And who needs it? We do not doubt for a moment
that it would have been impossible for people to be saved if the Lord had not suffered and risen
from the dead, but the bond between His passion and our salvation is something altogether
different. It is evident that this juridical teaching about the redemption diverges greatly from that
of the Church, from the fact that the adherents of the juridical teaching are unable to find a place
in the work of our salvation for that event of the Redeemer's life which, in the liturgical
consciousness of the Orthodox Church, is considered to be the more salutary for mankind, and
which constitutes the object of the feast of feasts and universal spiritual ecstasy. More consistent
supporters of the juridical theory, i.e., the Roman Catholics, by whom it is embraced not only
academically, as with us, but also in their church life itself, have demoted the very feast of
Pascha and placed it lower than the feast of Christ's Nativity. Concerning the Russian Orthodox
academic theology, the salutary significance of Christ's Resurrection, so profoundly assimilated
in the Church consciousness and by the liturgical poetry, was first elucidated systematically by
Professor Nesmelov, for which may he have honour and glory. Honour from the time he first
read a lecture about the Resurrection (about 1898) and glory, it would seem, only in the future
period of our theological studies, which for the past half century have treated all creative thought
with amazing apathy, while playing about with treatments of learned material (which, is
occasionally useful) and on the compilation of feeble, inept German monographs (which is an
almost useless activity).

Let us suppose, now, that some reader will respond to me: "What right do you have to
assert that the juridical theory is alien to the Holy Scripture and to Sacred Tradition? Do we not
find there that the Lord and Saviour is called a sacrifice, a purification; His blood is called
redeeming; we are purchased by His blood; ransomed by His sacrifice? Moreover, certain of the
fathers asserted that the sacrifice was offered to the Father, while others — that it was offered to
the devil who had held control over us?  Does the apostle not say that our sins are nailed down10

(and consequently abolished) to Christ's Cross, that the Heavenly Father did not spare His
Only-Begotten Son for the sake of our salvation, etc., etc.?" We will be told by those readers who
are better informed in the Revelation: "While it is true that there are no expressions in the
Scripture such as `satisfaction of God's justice' and `redeeming merits of the Son of God,' did not
the scholastics who created them merely summarize those thoughts about the redemption which
are to be found in the Scripture and the fathers?"

Such questions were put to me at one of the gatherings of the Kharkov religious
instructors [catechists] when I expounded my ideas about the dogma of redemption, which were
received with great sympathy. Nevertheless, those ideas so startled some of the highly educated
instructors by their unexpected character that, being convinced by them, they said, "We will have
to give up all that was crammed into our heads during fourteen years of study in the parochial



schools, seminary and academy." Here, however, the conversation was about merit. But
concerning the expressions of the Holy Scripture and fathers just cited, God forbid that we
should dare to demote their significance: on the contrary, we will strive not only to bring our
further interpretation of the dogma into full accord with them, but also to remove seeming
contradictions between the fathers of the Church (e.g., sacrifice offered to the Father or sacrifice
offered to the devil), which are so maliciously emphasized by the Protestants and their Russian
admirers, but this is a subject for later pages of our work. Let us now pass on to a positive
explanation of the dogma of redemption.

TWO
A MORE DETAILED DISCUSSION

OF THE SOURCES OF THE JURIDICAL HERESY

It is not an easy task to offer a positive explanation of this dogma, especially when it is
offered for readers who are theologians. It is difficult, not because its exposition requires some
kind of extremely abstract dialectic, but because the consciousness of the readers or listeners who
have been theologically trained, is so saturated with the juridical theory, that even its opponents
such as Svetlov and Nesmelov, could not free themselves from its influence. This was
demonstrated in the fact that Professor Nesmelov, while refuting the principle that God the
Father received satisfaction through Christ's sacrifice, nevertheless maintains a similar
significance, that is, a satisfaction of the conscience of the redeemed humanity who, supposedly,
cannot accept the idea of reconciliation with God without some real means of vengeance.
Professor Svetlov practically evades altogether the question of why Christ's sufferings are saving
for us. He asserts that the primary significance for our salvation belongs not so much to Christ's
sufferings, as to His incarnation, a significance which Saint Athanasios the Great clearly set
forth.11

Archimandrite Ilarion [Troitsky] develops these same ideas, but does not come to a clear
answer to the given question. When Fr Svetlov was defending his dissertation, in 1892 or 1893,12

I served as a challenger, and pointed out that no conclusion was reached concerning the
relationship between Christ's sufferings and our salvation. He responded to the effect that this
relationship was not subject to theological definitions, but only to the apprehension of the heart.
Such respected professors as P.P. Ponomarev and Archpriest N.V. Petrov likewise do not follow
through to a definite reply to this question.

The highly competent and diligent Professor Skaballanovich of the Kiev Ecclesiastical
Academy, was so deeply convinced that this relationship between Christ's sufferings and our
salvation could not be apprehended by reason, that, in his 1908 lectures in dogmatic theology,
which I audited in the capacity of inspector of the academy, he supported his position by a
negative reference to the fathers of the Church. To be precise, he pointed out that the fathers,
who had not neglected to present logical demonstrations in the elucidation of the loftiest dogmas
— about the Trinity and about the theanthropic nature of Christ — nevertheless, did not attempt
to explain why Christ's sufferings are saving for us. He was quite taken aback when, in the
corridor after the lecture, I expressed the converse opinion that the contemporaries of the fathers
understood the redeeming grace so clearly that there was no need for an exposition of it. As an
example, there is no present need to explain to village parishioners what humility, compunction
and repentance are, though the intelligentsia are very needful of an explication of these virtues
from which they have long been alienated. Educated Christians who, since the Middle Ages,



have been bogged down in juridical religious concepts, have likewise been deprived of that direct
consciousness or spiritual awareness of their unity with Christ Who co-suffers with us in our
struggle for salvation. Early Christians preserved the awareness of this unity so vividly and
fervently in their hearts, that the commentators on the dogmas and words of the New Testament
never encountered a necessity to explain what everyone apprehended so clearly.

I became convinced, about four years ago, of how necessary and difficult it is now to
provide this explanation. In a lengthy conversation with a certain affable candidate of theology,
of the seminary orientation, I expressed in some detail the essence of what the reader will
encounter on the following pages. I realized that my collocutor was unable to comprehend the
matter, although when I discussed this topic with senior-secondary school students, who were
less saturated with the juridical theory, they easily comprehended it.

One might understand this if the juridical theory had at least a vague appearance of being
logical, but exposing its internal contradictions has already become a commonplace. Even
Levitov,  a recent advocate of this theory,  refutes it himself, in his own process of "eliminating13 14

its extremes," after which elimination, nothing remained of the theory.
We have expressed our dissatisfaction with the view according to which the crucial power

of our redemption is transferred from the event of Christ's passions to His incarnation. It is
laudable, nevertheless, that the authors whose ideas follow this direction have extended the
concept of Christ's redeeming struggle to include the whole of his earthly life, as St Basil the
Great expressed it in the Anaphora Prayer; but they do not express the essence of their thought.
The Lord accepted our nature and became like us, but why is His holiness imputed to us?
Because His incarnation makes it possible for us to imitate the Perfect Man, Who became like
unto us? This is true in part of course, but the cited Orthodox scholars were not satisfied by such
a sosinian [unitarian; Arian] explanation.

In precisely what aspect of Christ's incarnation and sufferings do we find the very cause,
the very acting strength (causa efficiens) of the fact that we are made more perfect in personal
suffering? Ought we to consider Christ's incarnation saving for us only because He manifested in
the person a demonstration of perfection? This is salutary and glorious only for Him, but why for
us? "In Him was human nature sanctified!" Undoubtedly so, but, as a matter of fact, it was
sanctified only insomuch as it was expressed in His person; why then do we derive a
sanctification and improvement from this? You see, if any compassionate king were to conceal
his rank and go to live in person with the prisoners, and endure all their toils and deprivations, it
would be only his own personal moral struggle  and not that of all the prisoners. Of course, they15

are influenced by his example and words of admonition, but we have already determined not to
reduce the mystery of redemption to the example of the holy life of the Saviour and the
regenerating power of His teaching. They say, "He received us into His nature," but by precisely
what means? What thought, action or sentiment of Christ's can we indicate as an answer to this
question posed in the instrumental case? We did not find an answer to this question in the cited
authors, nor did we find it in Archbishop Sergei's  excellent dissertation, The Orthodox16

Doctrine of Salvation (now in its fourth edition), although it must be noted that his theme does
not raise the question.

We mention this book in view of the immense indirect service which it has rendered to
the correct interpretation of the relationship between Christ's struggle and our salvation. Resting
wholly upon the fathers of the Church, whose words are copiously cited by the author, this work
affirms the simple truth, lost by the scholastic theologians of the West, that our salvation consists
in nothing else but our spiritual perfectionment, the subduing of lust, the gradual liberation from



the passions, and communion with the Godhead. In other words, Archbishop Sergei's dissertation
completely frees the concept of our salvation from those immoral juridical conventions by which
the Latins and the Protestants (although in different ways) deeply debase the very aim of
Christianity, expressed in the words of the apostle: "This is the will of God, even your holiness"
(1Ths.4:3).17

How deeply this deviation, which we could call "moral monism," from the lofty
principles of the Gospel has taken root in our academic consciousness, is evident from the
following incident. During Archbishop Sergei's defence of his dissertation, the late Professor
Muretov amicably, but forcefully, objected to the author that salvation is far more complex than
the concept of personal (subjective) holiness and communion with God, for we must add to this
the concept of justification, that is, the condition of discharge from the punitive sentence laid
upon Adam since, without this, even personal holiness will not attain to the heavenly kingdom.
As I recall, at this point, I too entered into the discussion and asserted that in the New Testament,
and particularly with St Paul, the concept of justification does not at all have such a specific
significance, but it really signifies righteousness, i.e., blamelessness, passionlessness and virtue,
which concept is expressed by the Greek word äéêáéïóÛíç which is synonymous with áãéùóÛíç;
á̀ñåô², etc. This was corroborated by the talented and highly erudite Professor Kliuchevsky (a
historian rather than a theologian) who stated that he studied many ancient Greek juridical
transcripts and documents and he could state that the concept äéêáéïóÛíç has, in every case, a
moral significance and never a juridical sense, which is expressed in Greek by the word äßêç.18

The conversation among the four of us about the terms "righteousness" and
"justification," that is, about the ethical (moral) and juridical understandings of redemption, took
our opponent (M. D. Muretov) by surprise. Subsequently I observed that there were, on our side,
incomparably stronger arguments than the simple interpretation of texts within the context of this
conversation. The fact is that even in the Russian version of the Bible, which bears the marks of
Protestant influence ( which can be observed in almost all the words set in italics in the New
Testament, i.e., the conjectures of the translators, and in the preference of the late Hebrew canon
of the Old Testament, to the correct, Septuagint), the word, "justification" is forced into Apostle
Paul's mouth only seven times, while he uses "righteousness" sixty-one times. Moreover, of these
seven instances, "justification" [Opravdanße] is introduced erroneously three times instead of
"righteousness" [Pravednost] , as both the Greek and the Slavonic texts read. Not once does19

the Slavonic text render the word *46"4@FÛ<0 as "justification," but always as
"righteousness."  The Slavonic translators rendered as "justification" only the Greek words20

*46"\TF4H and *46"\@:" terms whose concepts are the opposite of condemnation or accusa-
tion, and which were used by the apostle in precisely this context, in contrast to these (i.e.,
condemnation or accusation) (for example in Rm.4:25; 5:16, 18; 8:4). To top it off, even the
Slavonic translators erroneously render the Greek terms *46"\TF4H and *46"\@:" as
"[juridical] justification" where these terms actually signify "law," "regulation" (for example,
Rm.1:32; 2:26; Hb.9:1,10; also Lk.1:6; Rev.15:4).  From all this, it is quite evident that the21

Pauline term *46"4@FÛ<0 ("righteousness")  received its juridical character among our22

scholastic theologians,  not from Divine Scripture, but from Lutheran theology. This23

theology, during the entire four hundred years of its existence, has directed all its energy
toward undermining the moral spirit and the spirit of moral struggle in Christianity, seeking to
replace it with a doctrine of a carefree tranquility of the heart in the Redeemer, and the
complete superfluousness of moral struggle, and the struggle with evil in one's soul and one's
life.



We have dwelt on the theses which were discussed at the conversation described above,
in order to facilitate our further explanation of the dogma of redemption, for, we are led to the
following conclusions from it: in order to answer the question, "Why are Christ's sufferings
and resurrection saving for us?" we must bring out the relationship of these sacred events with
our longing for perfection, with our inner struggle between good and evil; we must answer the
question, "How does Christ's passion help us in this, and why are we unable to attain holiness
and communion with God without it, since as is well known, this communion with God is
given to us in the measure that a person has attained to passionlessness and holiness?"

Inasmuch as these subjects have been sufficiently covered in the works of Archpriest
Svetlov, Archbishop Sergei and other authors, we are freed from the duty of proving (1) that
the juridical teaching about redemption came to us from the Latins, and not from the holy
fathers, and (2) that redemption is nothing else but the gift of grace which bestows the capacity
to work out our own salvation, and that salvation is spiritual perfection through moral struggle
and attainment of communion with God.

Concerning other expressions and dictums of the Holy Scripture which give an
imaginary basis for juridical theory, we shall speak later, but now it is time to pass on to the
main thesis of this work.

THREE
JURIDICAL VENGEANCE OR CO-SUFFERING LOVE

A More Positive Exposition for the Moral Content
of the Dogma Of Redemption24

In order to provide a completely Orthodox interpretation of the dogma of redemption
for people interested in theological questions, it is necessary to produce a feasible work in
which the interpretation of this dogma is the central thesis. Therefore, we will present our
treatise in the same order as we have presented it in public lectures and class discussions, that
is, by observing what constantly occurs before our eyes in life.

The assimilation of redemption by faith is regeneration, despite the notions of scholastic
theology, which separates one from the other. The attentive observer of life will have seen
cases of spiritual regeneration more than once, or may even have consciously experienced it in
himself, if his piety was not innate, but was acquired after a temporary rejection of God and
His commandments. Lutheran and even Russian theologians like to demonstrate regeneration
by the parable about the prodigal son; but in this parable we are shown only the first step in
regeneration — (with Lutheran theologians, the matter ends with this). The matter was
accomplished more fully before the eyes of Christ's apostles in the person of Zacchaeus, who
not only came to repentance, but also undertook the struggle of a decisive change of his life,
for which reason the Lord said: "Today is salvation come into this house." This example is of
special value because the regeneration of Zacchaeus took place under the direct influence of
our Redeemer.

Some readers, especially priests, will have certainly witnessed similar actions of grace
in the life of some person, but these events probably did not take place so suddenly, rather the
person went through a lengthy struggle with repeated falls. What are the conscious influences
under which such a struggle as this is accomplished? (By "conscious" I mean someone's
deliberate effort to bring reason to one who has fallen, or to bring an apostate to the path of



truth). There are three types of such influences: admonition, example and something greater,
about which we will speak later.

A person who is not deeply corrupted, who believes and still prays, but who has gone
astray, is sometimes brought to reason simply by exhortation and good example, but these
means can help only such sinners as have not yet lost God's grace and can still stand up for
themselves. Where, however, these means have shaken someone's soul very deeply (as for
example the prayer of the traveller which the harlot Eudoxia heard through the wall, and
because of which she later became a holy martyr) this is not accomplished by their own power,
but by a power which is placed into them. This power is the force of regeneration, and by this
power Christ has redeemed us.

"What?" the reader will exclaim, "You are ascribing redeeming power to mortals? Is
there not only one Redeemer?" Of course, there is only one Redeemer, but by grace He grants
a certain portion of this power to His servants and especially to His priests. You would not
dare to reproach Apostle Paul when he says, "We are co-workers with God, and you are God's
husbandry and God's building" (1Cor.3:9). And who does not remember these words of his:
"Though you have ten thousand instructors in Christ, yet you do not have many fathers: for in
Christ Jesus, I have given you birth through the Gospel" (1 Cor.4:15). So the apostle calls
himself a worker of — more exactly, a participant — of the regeneration of the believer, and
not only of their regeneration, but also of their salvation: "I have become all things to all men,
that I might in any case save some" (1Cor. 9:22).

We must first ascertain what is the inner power of a spiritual shepherd by means of
which he works, or rather, mediates, the regeneration of a believer — for it is wrought by
Christ and the Holy Spirit — so that we can answer the main question of our research: by
precisely what means does the Lord redeem and regenerate us? Let us turn again to life around
us, since it is easier to find among men like us a similarity to the apostle than similarity to
Christ. St Paul's words, "Be imitators of me, as I also am of Christ" (1Cor.11:1), apply
equally to the servants of God today. Zealots of piety have not vanished and there are still
found men and women whose deeds are in harmony with the apostle's words which have
special reference to the moral influence which godly men exert (cp. 1Cor.10:33).

A word of instruction is good, and still better is an edifying example, but what is
incomparably higher than these? What would we call that third force which we delayed to
define for a time? This power is co-suffering love, this power is the suffering for the sake of
another person, which sets in motion his regeneration.  This mystery is not so far from us: it25

is often fulfilled before our very eyes, and sometimes even through us ourselves (although we
do not always comprehend it yet). As a power of regeneration, it is constantly spoken of not
only in the lives of the saints and biographies of righteous shepherds, but also in stories of
secular literature, sometimes with extraordinary depth and accuracy. Both speak clearly of the
active, revolutionary and sometimes insuperable power of co-suffering love, although the first
do not explain its relationship to Christ as our Redeemer, and the latter do not even understand
it. As an old proverb says, "words instruct, and examples persuade," but co-suffering love
pours out a new life-giving power into a sinner's heart if he does not purposely push it away.
In submitting one's will to the co-suffering love of one's mother, one's friend, a virtuous wife
or a good spiritual shepherd, or of the Chief Shepherd Himself (1Pt.5:4, as did Zacchaeus),
the sinner suddenly finds in his soul, not the former hopeless debility and the indestructibly
deep-rooted vices against which he has perhaps struggled so frequently, but in vain, but an



influx of new strength, a new, enthusiastic vitality or a holy indignation. That which had
formerly seemed attractive to him becomes vile, and what had seemed burdensome and tedious
now becomes beautiful and sweet. The former curmudgeon and robber exclaims: "Behold
Lord, the half of my goods I give to the poor, and if I have taken anything from any man by
false accusation, I will restore him fourfold" (Lk. 19:9).

We are, for now, pointing out the fact and we will offer the explanation of it later; but
the fact — more exactly the law — of psychologic interaction [reciprocity] is present before us.
Without a doubt, the co-suffering love of one who perceives the fallings of a neighbour with as
much grief as if he himself were the sinner becomes a powerful force of regeneration.
Sometimes it is expressed in admonitions, sometimes in tears or fervent prayers, sometimes in
supplications to the one who has fallen. In all its forms, however, the effective cause is
measured by the power of co-suffering love. This is always verified by experience. When, for
example, you reprimand an unruly young person, your pupil or child, he stands there with a
blank look, having only one thought: "I have to listen to this lecture!" You threaten him, but
either he does not take the threat seriously, or he becomes angry. Realizing that reasonable
arguments or threats are futile for moving his will, you either become angry (in which case,
your cause is lost) or you are moved to compassion for the youth who is walking the path of
corruption. You imagine yourself to be in his place and you are horrified at the fate that awaits
him: expulsion from school, venereal disease, perhaps prison, social contempt and even
suicide. Your heart has become filled with compassion and sorrow, and having fallen silent for
a moment, you begin to speak in a different tone. You tell him of your own personal wavering,
of the heavy toll of internal struggle you had to pay to correct your own errors, how
embarrassed you are at recalling the coarse words with which you insulted your parents in
your own youth. And then, the countenance of your listener changes. His obduracy is shaken,
he is moved to compunction and tears, and makes promises of self-correction in response to
your benevolent words. If you will always maintain the ability to treat the young person with
such angerless, compassionate love, putting away self-love from your soul, then the Lord will
say to you, "You have gained your brother" (Mt. 18:15). He will gradually be completely
regenerated and his acquaintances will marvel, thinking that he seems to be a completely
different person from the one whom they knew to be a disorderly, lazy, dishonest debaucher.

Some reader will object, "Permit me to ask what this has to do with grace, regeneration
and redemption? You are telling us what takes place in secular life." We reply that this
phenomenon may occur even in the lives of secular people, but in secular life, only the first
glimmer of such a manifestation of God's regenerating grace is encountered. The more or less
lasting and profound effect of such grace is brought to pass only by those who constantly pray
to God and call on His all-powerful grace in all their dealings with their children, pupils or
neighbours, banishing from their own hearts all vanity and worldly objectives.

It is difficult to reconcile this with the usual conditions of life in this world. That great
Russian writer [Dostoevsky] who creates pictures of the spiritual regeneration of sinners in all
his works, introduces in his novels such loving and compassionate people, not only from
secular society (though some occupied secular positions, such as Prince Myshkin and the father
of The Adolescent) but also he presented the schema-monk elder and the self-denying novice in
the fulness of the grace-bearing nature. Dostoevsky went to lengths to prepare his readers to
turn away from their prejudices against monastics, and in his earlier works, he focused
attention not upon those who serve in the mystery of regeneration, but upon those upon whom



it was bestowed, usually under the direct influence of Providence, that is, by means of
disappointments, suffering, illness, impending death, and the like.

On the other hand, in his last novel [The Brothers Karamazov], he portrayed the
characters of two such examples of brotherly love — a youth and an old man in whom
everyone who drew near to them experienced if not a transformation in soul, then at least deep
moral stirring. And this was so for no other reason than that each one felt that he was dear to
Elder Zosima, that the elder was, so to speak, entering into his soul and endeavouring to drive
all evil out of it, and call forth every good thing to life. Here is how this is expressed in the
Prologue for 29 May:

The elders have said that every man must do for his neighbours whatever
he can. He must, as it were, put on his neighbour's flesh and carry his entire
weight; he must suffer and rejoice and weep with him in every circumstance, or,
in a word, he must be with him as if he shared the same body and soul. If some
affliction befall his neighbour, he must grieve for him as for himself. For, it is
written, `We are one body in Christ,' and again, `the heart and soul of the
multitude of those who believed was one.'

If this is so, a reader may ask, then where is man's free will? Alas, it is present in all
its potency. To be precise, the inner stirring just aroused can only beckon the soul toward a
better life, giving it the hope of possible regeneration. The acceptance or angry rejection of
this call depends on an action of free will. The inevitable and unavoidable influence of
grace-bearing co-suffering love lies only in its leading the soul out of a condition of moral
indifference, distraction and incomprehension toward a definite decision, to be with God or
against God. Thus the righteous Symeon foretold of the Redeemer on the fortieth day of His
earthly life: "Behold, this child is set for the fall and rise of many in Israel...so that the mind
of many hearts may be revealed" (Lk.2:34-35). Christ's words to Nikodemos have this same
sense: "This is the judgment, that light is come into the world and men loved darkness rather
than light" (Jn.3:19). The words which follow are especially significant: "If I had not come
and spoken to them, they would not have had sin; but now they have no cloak for their
sin...now they have both seen and hated both Me and My Father" (Jn. 15:22, 24).

Thus, contact with regenerating grace does not destroy one's freedom, but brings one to
a decisive self determination to follow the path of good or evil, one's own justification or
condemnation (see 1Pt.2:7, 8 and 2 Cor.2:15). John the Baptist, burning with zeal for the
salvation of mankind, impelled many to a sudden decision to change their lives, and they
asked, "What may we do [to be saved]?" (Lk.3:12). The same was true of Apostle Peter's
sermon on the day of Pentecost (Acts 2:37). Others, on the contrary, who heard the desert
dweller preach, were filled with hatred toward him and roused up Herodias to cause his
execution, to which the Saviour Himself bore witness (Mt.17:12).

About thirty years ago on Mt Athos, the great elder Jerome gathered about 2000 monks
in the previously desolate St Panteleimon Monastery. He was distinguished by boundless
meekness and compassion toward human weakness, yet all those who sinned or were heading
toward sin felt that the elder's spirit was in some manner blocking their path and, at the very
thought of him, they were brought to repentance and went to him for confession. But this was
not always the case. Once, the elder was peacefully sitting near the monastery gates when



suddenly an enraged monk ran up to him, seized his beard and began beating him. "What is
wrong with you?" the elder inquired peacefully. "You do not let me live!" exclaimed the
monk, who was wrestling with some secret temptations. "But I do not even remember your
face," the elder said. The monk, however, was already at the blessed man's feet, in tears of
repentance.

The great Russian writer Dostoevsky masterfully portrays for us this action of
co-suffering love which divides people into those being regenerated and those being
condemned. Unbelieving visitors of Elder Zosima were so moved by his meek appearance and
words that some of them were filled with repentance whereas others were so filled with malice
that for no evident reason they would violate all rules of decorum.

One ought not to be disturbed by the fact that, in explaining the sacred dogma, we
make use not only of Sacred Scripture but also of examples from secular literature, the very
mention of which creates an aversion in many spiritual readers. But what else can one do when
there are so many readers who, only under great constraint, will read or listen to extracts from
the sacred writings. Christ the Saviour Himself explained His teaching with parables drawn
from everyday life and St Tikhon of Zadonsk wrote a whole book titled Spiritual Treasure
Gathered From the Secular World.

And so we confirm the truth divinely revealed to us and confirmed by observation and
the experience of life, that the principle and strength of moral regeneration is the power of
co-suffering love. To a certain degree, it is found even in the nature of unregenerate persons,
as in maternal love. But a deep and decisive regeneration of a beloved one can be produced
only by one who lives by Christ and depends on His power to bring about this regeneration.

Such a disposition of co-suffering love is a grace-bearing fruit of a godly life and of
nature (the love of a Christian mother, for example). It is accessible to lay people who live in
God, but usually only in relationship to certain close relatives, to a pious, trusted teacher or to
comrades in activity or fate (Nekrasov  takes an example from life in penal servitude); but in26

relationship to all people, the earnest of this gift is imparted in the mystery of ordination,
something which our scholastic theologians have overlooked. St John Chrysostom, however,
clearly expressed this in his precious words which completely convinced me that my
"innovations" which I introduced as a professor of pastoral theology (1893-1900) coincide with
the teaching of the Church and that I was not proceeding "as one beating the air" (1Cor.9:26).
He says:

Spiritual love is not born of anything earthly; it comes from above, from
Heaven, and is imparted in the mystery of holy Orders; but the assimilation and
retention of the gift depends on the aspirations of the spirit of man.

The later Church father St Symeon the New Theologian agrees with Chrysostom in
considering one worthy of priesthood:

... who so loves God, that on merely hearing the name of Christ, he is consumed
with love and sheds tears, and who, moreover, weeps over his neighbour,
reckoning as his own the sins of others, sincerely regarding himself as the chief
of sinners, and who, knowing the frailty of human nature, puts his trust in the
grace of God and the fortitude which comes from it, and who, inspired by its



fervour, undertakes this task [the work of priesthood] because of his zeal —
disregarding human considerations — and is ready to lay down his very soul for
the commandment of God and love of his neighbour (Twelve Homilies,
ed.1869).

FOUR
BEARERS OF CO-SUFFERING LOVE

MINISTERS OF REDEMPTION

So far we have spoken about the action of co-suffering love, but now let us direct our
attention to its bearers: in what feeling, in what experience is it expressed? It is evident that it
is found in inner suffering for others, in co-suffering. And so we have come to the concept of
redemptive co-suffering. The door is now open before us to a feasible understanding of the
redemptive power of Christ's sufferings.

The Church clearly teaches those who would partake of the Holy Mysteries that the
grace of regeneration is given from the co-suffering love of Christ the Saviour. This is
expressed in the words of St Symeon the New Theologian, in the seventh prayer before
Communion:

Neither the greatness of my offenses nor the multitude of my
transgressions surpasses the great longsuffering of my God and His exceeding
love for man, but with the oil of co-suffering [compassion] dost Thou purify and
illumine those who fervently repent, and Thou makest them to partake
abundantly of the light and to be communicants of Thy Divinity.

These are precious words which explain the mystery of redemption and expand the
significance of Paul's words: "For we do not have a high priest who is unable to co-suffer with
our weaknesses" (Hb.4:15). The fourth antiphon of Great Friday Matins clearly says that
Christ's sufferings were His co-suffering for mankind: "O Thou who dost suffer for and with
mankind, glory be to Thee."

Speaking of himself as a servant of regeneration, Apostle Paul clearly expresses the
truth that co-suffering (compassion) which is filled with love and zeal for the flock is a
regenerating power, which gradually instills spiritual life into those hearts where it had not
previously existed, just as a child receives life in the birth sufferings of the mother: "My
children, of whom I travail in birth again until Christ is formed in you" (Gal.4:19;
Jn.16:21,22). In another place, the apostle writes that the spiritual life of the flock increases
according to the measure that their teacher dies physically in his pastoral suffering: "Thus
death is actively at work in us, but life in you" (2Cor.4:12; cp.1Cor.4:10-16).

In the prayer for accomplishing the mystery of the consecration of bishops, the
successors of the apostles, the regenerating power of their service is also described as suffering
(that is, co-suffering with the sinful flock), in which the hierarch represents, to the people,
Christ the true Teacher and Redeemer:

As it is not possible for the human nature to bear the Divine essence, by
Thine ekonomy Thou hast appointed teachers for us having a nature like our



own, subject to passions, who stand before Thy throne...make this appointed
steward of the episcopal grace an imitator of Thee, the true Shepherd, Who has
laid down Thy life for Thy flock....May he stand unashamed before Thy throne
and receive the great reward which Thou hast prepared for those who have
suffered for the preaching of the Gospel.

The co-suffering love of a mother, friend, a spiritual shepherd or an apostle is operative
only when it attracts Christ, the true Shepherd. If, however, it functions only in the sphere of
human relations, it can, it is true, evoke tender attitudes and repentant sentiment, but not a
radical regeneration. The latter is so difficult for our corrupt nature that not in vain did
Nikodemos, speaking with Christ, liken this difficulty to an adult person entering again into his
mother's womb and being born for a second time. The Lord replied that what is impossible in
the limits of human life is possible in the life of grace, in which the Holy Spirit descends from
heaven and operates. And to grant us this gift, Christ had to be crucified and raised, as Moses
raised the serpent in the wilderness, that all who believe in Him should not perish, but have
life eternal (see Jn.3:13-15).

So that which grace-bearing people can do only in part and only for some people, our
Heavenly Redeemer can do, and does do, completely and for all. Filled with the deepest
compassion for sinful humanity during His earthly life, He often exclaimed: "O faithless and
perverted generation, how long shall I be with you? How long shall I endure you?"
(Mt.17:17). He was oppressed with the greatest sorrow on the night when the greatest crime in
human history occurred, when God's ministers — with the complicity of Christ's own disciple,
the former through envy, the latter through greed — decided to put the Son of God to death.

This oppressive grief possessed His most pure soul for a second time on the cross when
the cruel masses not only were not moved to pity by His terrible physical sufferings (they
could not come close to grasping His moral sufferings) but also maliciously mocked the
Sufferer. One must suppose that during that night in Gethsemane, the thought and feeling of
the God-man embraced all of fallen humanity — numbering many millions — and wept with
loving grief over each one individually, as only the all-knowing divine heart could. Our
redemption consisted in this. This is why only God, the God-man could be our Redeemer, and
not an angel or a man. It was not at all because a more valuable sacrifice was necessary for the
satisfaction of Divine wrath. Ever since this night in Gethsemane and that day on Golgotha,
every believer, even one who is just beginning to believe, recognizes his inner bond with
Christ and turns to Him in prayer, as to an inexhaustible spring of moral regenerating strength.
Few are able to explain exactly why they so easily assimilated faith in the possibility of
receiving new moral energy and sanctification from turning to Christ, but no believer doubts
this, nor do even the heretics.

Having suffered in His loving soul over our imperfection and our corrupt will, the Lord
poured into our nature a wellspring of new, vital strength, available to everyone who has ever
or will ever desire it, beginning with the wise thief.

One may ask: "How does this happen? Upon what does the causal bond between
suffering and regeneration depend if the latter is not an external gift of God as a reward for the
merits of the One? How can one explain this transmission of moral energy from a loving heart
into the hearts of the beloved ones, from the Sufferer to those for whom He had co-suffered?
You have presented to us factual proof that it is thus; you have confirmed it with the words of



the prayers of the Church and the words of the holy fathers and the Bible. Finally you wish,
from this point of view, to explain the death agony of the Saviour, evidently ascribing only a
secondary significance to His physical sufferings, the shedding of His blood and death. But we
still desire to know what law of existence causes this communion of the Redeemer with those
being redeemed, and the influence, which we ourselves have observed, of the co-suffering will
of one man upon others. Is this merely a result of a conscious submission of the will of a loved
one to the will of the one who is loving, or is there something taking place here that is deeper
— something objective, something that takes place in the very nature of our souls?"

"Of course," we would reply to the latter. I have always been very dissatisfied when a
collocutor to whom I had explained redeeming grace, responded from the point of view of
scholastic theology, to this effect: you are expounding the subjective, moral aspect of the
dogma, but you do not touch upon the objective, metaphysical (that is, the juridical) aspect.
"No," I would reply. "In the transmission of the compassionate, loving energies of the
Redeemer into the spiritual nature of a believing person who calls upon His help, we find
manifested a purely objective law of our spiritual nature revealed in our dogmas, but which our
dogmatic science has not noticed."

Nevertheless, before turning to the explanation of this law, one must first refute the
current opinion that Christ's prayer in Gethsemane was inspired by fear of His approaching
sufferings and death. This would have been extremely unworthy of the Lord, Whose servants
both after this and even before (the Maccabees, for instance) faced torments rejoicing and
exulting amidst the tortures of their bodies, longing to die for Christ as if it were the greatest
blessing. The Saviour knew very well that His Spirit would be separated from His body for
less than two full days; and for this reason alone, he would not have looked upon bodily death
as something terrible.27

We are convinced that the heavy torments of the Saviour in Gethsemane came from a
contemplation of the sinful life and evil disposition of all human generations, beginning with
His enemies and betrayers,  and that the Lord's words: "Father, if Thou be willing, remove28

this cup from Me," refer not to His impending crucifixion and death, but precisely to this
crushing state of profound grief for sinful humanity which He so dearly loved.

Apostle Paul confirms the correctness of our interpretation, when he expresses himself
relative to the Gethsemane prayer in connection with the morally regenerating action of Christ
upon people as their common High Priest:

Christ did not glorify Himself to become a high priest; but He Who said
unto Him, `Thou art My Son...' Who in the days of His flesh, when He had
offered up prayers and supplications with strong crying and tears unto Him that
was able to save Him from death, and was heard because of His reverence.29

You see, therefore, that the Lord did not pray for deliverance from crucifixion and
death, for then it would be impossible to say that He was heard, since He was not delivered
from crucifixion and death. He prayed for relief from His overwhelming grief for sinful
mankind. This grief was the "cup" that He asked the Heavenly Father to remove from Him.
"He prayed saying, `O My Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from Me'" (Mt.26:39;
cp. Mk.14:37; Lk.22:42). From these words it is clear that the Lord prayed, not concerning
His impending sufferings, but about that which He suffered "in this hour," the very hour in



which He prayed. How, then, was He heard?
An angel appeared to Him and supported Him. The Heavenly Father heard His

suffering Son, crushed by the picture of the sinful world of man, and sent to Him a witness
from another world — the world of holy angels, who had not apostatized from His will nor
forsaken His love. The appearance of the angel comforted Jesus and He bravely went forth to
meet the enemies and the betrayer. This is the sense in which He was heard, and the further
words of the apostle confirm our understanding of the Gethsemane prayer as the prayer of a
high priest:

Though He was a Son, yet He learned obedience by the things which He
suffered; and being made perfect, He became the cause of eternal salvation unto
all them that obey Him; designated by God a high priest according to the order
of Melchizedek (Hb.5:8-10).

These words literally confirm what we wrote above: precisely that Christ's co-suffering
love appears in our hearts as a sanctifying power; and in this sense, He is our High Priest.

We can now return to the question: by what law of existence is this possible? We have
seen that it is actual, which means that it is logically possible. But by what means? It is here
that we see the value of Christ's incarnation. It has been explained that only the
all-encompassing God could love each person individually and grieve for him. Now we shall
see that only a man could transmit his own holiness into the hearts of other men. In a word,
our Redeemer can only be a God-man, which, in fact, He is.30

FIVE
THE "LAW OF BEING" WHICH GIVES HEALING POWER

TO CO-SUFFERING LOVE

"The Son of God took on our nature," said the apostles and the fathers of the Church.
And the contemporary theologians who protest against the juridical theory of redemption say
the same thing. They wish, however, to express something more profound with these words,
but have not yet managed to elucidate their thoughts. But before this profound idea can be
expressed, it is necessary to elucidate what nature is.

In the explanation of the dogma of the Trinity and the Theanthropos (God-man), in our
courses on dogmatics, we find it quite correctly explained that the person or hypostasis is an
individual principle of which there are three in the Holy Trinity, but one in the God-man, and
the nature or NÛF4H is the sum of the properties of a given nature, be it divine, angelic or
human. There is one such nature in the Trinity, but in the God-man (Theanthropos) there are
two. By nature, especially human nature, we have become accustomed to understand only the
abstraction and summation of properties present in each person individually and, consequently,
comprising a single general abstract idea, and only that.31

Divine revelation and our Church dogmatics teach otherwise. The nature of the Three
Persons of the Most Holy Trinity is one, and we do not say that we have three gods, but one
God; He has one will, one thought, one blessedness. From this, it is evident that essence or
nature is not an abstraction made by our minds of common qualities of different objects or
persons, but a certain real essence (being), a real will, a real force, acting in separate



persons.  An objector will reply: "Very well, but all this is so only in the most sublime Divine32

essence (nature); we know of triunity only in Him, but relative to finite beings, from people to
animals, plants and stone, is not the commonly held opinion correct, which views nature as an
abstract understanding which contains in itself all the properties of being common to each
species? Would you seek to assert that humans have one common will, and that John, Peter
and Paul, though they are three distinct persons, are yet only one man?"

St Gregory of Nyssa answers this question in the affirmative. I have more than once
quoted from his epistle to Avavilos, "That There Are Not Three Gods." In this epistle St
Gregory replies to Avavilos that the expression, "three men" is incorrect because man is one,
though there exist separate human persons. But the reader may ask, "What is there in common
among them if they hate and cannot even tolerate one another?"

The answer is found in the very question itself. God did not create man for hatred and
self-love, and the consciousness of the sharp separateness from each other, which exists in each
of us, is an abnormal consciousness, born of sin. People free themselves from it according to
the measure that they free themselves from self-love, and then the self-loving, self-assertive "I"
pales in their consciousness, and is replaced by another, being filled with love and compassion
— the consciousness of "we." Thus it is with a mother in relation to children, in the union of a
husband and wife who are of one mind and spirit, in Apostle Paul who was in the pains of
spiritual birthgiving; and it was always manifest in the heart of Christ the Saviour, wherein lies
the power of His co-suffering experience of our infirmities, about which Paul wrote to the
Hebrews (4:15).

Nevertheless, for all our human separateness, we cannot but notice in ourselves the
manifestations of the collective common human will; a will which is not of me, but in me,
which I renounce only partially, and even then only with difficulty and struggle. This will is
given to me from without and yet, at the same time, it is mine. This is, above all, what the
common human nature is. In this we must place, first of all, our conscience, which was given
to us, and which almost no one can resist completely; then, our direct involvement and
compassion with our neighbours, our parental and filial affections, and much else. Among
these attributes are also found evil ones, desires seemingly imposed upon us from without:
self-love, vindictiveness, lusts, and so on. This is a manifestation of our fallen nature, against
which it is possible and necessary to struggle. And so the nature of all people is one: it is an
impersonal but powerful will which every human person is compelled to take into account, no
matter in what direction the personal free will is turned: toward good or toward evil. It is to
this, also, that we must ascribe that law of being, that people can be born on earth in no other
way than by a union of a father and a mother.

But again, someone will respond to me, "I see that my natural will resembles that of
others, but I do not see any real oneness; I am not conscious of a real oneness of my will with
others and, sometimes, compassion for others is replaced in me by malevolence, whereas I
often feel compassion toward animals and birds, which are of a different nature."

Yes, unfortunately, this is so now, but from the beginning it was not so, it will not be
so in the future life, and even now it is not so in the case of people who live according to
God's will. You cannot conceive that you have one soul in common with others, but read in
the book of Acts: "The multitude of them that believed had one heart and soul" (4:32). And
here is another view of life drawn from nature by St Basil the Great. Describing the complete
unanimity and victory over self-love of monks contemporary with him, St Basil continues:



These men restore the primal goodness in eclipsing the sin of our
forefather Adam; for there would be no divisions, no strife, no war among men,
if sin had not made cleavages in their nature; they are perfect imitators of Christ
and His manner of life in the flesh. For just as the Saviour in forming the
company of the Apostles made common all things and Himself as well, so do
they...they emulate the life of the angels, like them observing the principle of
community through their exactness....These men have seized in advance the
good things of the promised Kingdom, evidencing by their virtuous life and
community and exact imitation of that Kingdom's mode of life and state....They
have clearly demonstrated to mankind how many blessings were bestowed on it
by the Saviour's incarnation, because in the measure of their strength they
gather the (one) human nature, which had been torn and cleaved into thousands
of pieces, once more to itself and to God. And this is foremost in the Saviour's
incarnate ekonomy: to gather human nature to itself and to Himself and, having
abolished this evil cleavage, to restore the original unity, as the best of
physicians binds up a body that has been broken in many places, using healing
potions (Ascetical Statutes, c.18)

It seems, therefore, that I have said nothing other than what St Basil has written in these
lines. The reader can see that we have drawn his attention, not to any fancies or artificial
conclusions of our own, but to the Tradition of the Church, to a doctrine forgotten (in this
aspect at least) by our theological school which, from its inception in the 17  century, hasth

drawn not so much on Church sources as upon Latin and Lutheran ones. If the reader wishes
to see the authority of St Basil's words in the words of Christ and the apostles, this is not
difficult to fulfil. Concerning that union in the future life of all the saved, not in the same sense
of mere unanimity, but in the sense of a real and essential oneness, similar to the unity of the
Persons of the Most Holy Trinity, one may read the words of One of the Persons of the Holy
Trinity:

Holy Father, keep in Thine own name those whom Thou hast given me,
that they may be one as we are....Neither do I pray for these alone, but also for
those who shall believe on me through their words: that they all may be one, as
Thou Father, art in Me, and I in Thee, that they also may be one in Us...I in
them, and Thou in Me, that they may be made perfect in one (Jn.17:11-23).

Apostle Paul directly confirms the words of St Gregory that man must be one, though
there are many human persons. He says that Christ "abolished in His flesh the enmity...that
He, from the two [Jews and Gentiles] might create in Himself one new person, so making
peace; and that He might reconcile both unto God in one body by means of His cross, having
thereby slain the enmity" (Eph.2:15-16).

The body of Christ referred to here, is the Church, whose head is Christ. Sometimes
the Church of the regenerate is simply called "Christ" (for He is its Head and its Life) and the
children of the Church are called His members (1Cor.12:12-13; Eph.4:13-16). The Lord
Himself also teaches of a new Being, in which He will be, and already is, united with the
faithful, like a tree which is one and the same plant in all of its branches (Jn.15:1-9). And so



the unity of human nature, broken by the sin of Adam and his descendants, is to be gradually
reestablished through Christ and His redeeming love with such strength that in the future life
this oneness will be expressed more strongly than the present multiplicity of human persons,
and Christ, united with us into one Being, shall be called the new Man, the One Church, He
being (in particular) its Head.

It would appear that we have cleared the way for a feasible understanding of the
essential, objective side of the mystery of redemption. The salvation which Christ brought to
mankind consists not only of the conscious assimilation of Christ's principal truths and His
love, but also in the fact that by means of His co-suffering love, Christ obliterates the partition
which sin has set up between people, reestablishes the original oneness of nature and obtains
direct access into the spiritual bosom of human nature, so that the man who has submitted
himself to this action of Christ, not only in his thoughts but in his very character, finds new
dispositions, new feelings and longings, not created by himself, but received from Christ Who
has united Himself to him. It now depends upon the free will whether these are called to life or
rejected. The influence of the compassionate love of a mother, a friend, a spiritual shepherd,
consists (even though in the weakest degree) in the same penetration into the very nature
(NÛF4H), the very soul of man. One who is wavering between good and evil, and hears the
admonitions of a wise but disinterested speaker, correlates these true thoughts which he has
assimilated with his corrupted nature, but the wavering son of a mother who co-suffers with
him, or of a grieving and loving spiritual father, discovers in his own soul, new, good
inclinations which call him to himself and endeavour to dislodge the contrary dispositions
which he has acquired through a life of sinfulness. The struggle within him begins without his
own volition, and his own will determines the direction the struggle will take, and which side it
will go toward. The direct entry of Christ's nature and His good volition into our nature is
called grace, which is invisibly poured into us in the various inner states and events of our life,
and with special power in the Holy Mystery, when this is worthily received, that is, when our
personal, conscious will freely submits itself to that mysterious flow of grace-filled inclinations
which Christ plants in our souls by the special means of Communion which He has established.
Let us recall the words of the apostle: "Nevertheless I live, yet I live no more, but Christ lives
in me," and many other similar sayings of his.  Such is the explanation of the fact of the moral33

regeneration of people through the co-suffering love of Christ, imparted directly to those who
seek it, or sometimes indirectly through Christ's "co-workers" who share in His co-suffering
love. The subjective feeling of co-suffering love becomes an objective power which
re-establishes the oneness of human nature that had been broken by sin, and which is
transmitted from one human soul to another.

SIX
RESOLVING THE PERPLEXITIES

We must now resolve the perplexities which remain after our exegesis which, we are
convinced, is strictly in accord with the Church, even though it has been forgotten by our
schools.

The perplexities are:

 1. For what purpose, then, were the crucifixion of the Lord on the Cross and His death?



 2. Why is He called a sacrifice for our sins and a propitiation of the Heavenly Father for us?
And what is the meaning of the Apostolic words that His Blood cleanses us from sins?
 3. Why is it said that we have become sinful and condemned through Adam's disobedience, if
we must explain the whole ekonomy of salvation only in terms of moral values and make even
metaphysical concepts, such as "nature," dependent upon them?

Russian readers will receive very sympathetically this transition of all theology into
moral monism, and will add, perhaps, that it is the best refutation of the criticism of Tolstoy,
who found such monism in the teaching of Jesus Christ, but completely denied its presence in
the epistles of the apostles and the Symbol of Faith, asserting that both were complete
distortions of Christ's teaching.

"This is all quite true," Russian readers will say. "But how will you circumvent or
surmount the three obstacles which you yourself have just set forth? It is by no means only the
influence of feudal justice which is professed in them, but the statements of the apostles,
especially in the Epistle to the Hebrews."

We said that the action of redemption consists only in the rebirth of a person, while
rebirth consists in his transformation [or, corrective transformation]. Does this imply that if a
fallen person could correct himself through only repentance and a struggle with himself under
the guidance of God's commandments, and the good examples of righteous envoys of God,
then redemption would not have been necessary? I read this same question, with a direct,
positive answer in St John Chrysostom's works. He stated the matter approximately thus: if the
repentance of men could raise them to victory over vice, then the incarnation would not have
been necessary.

Let us now ask: upon Whom did it depend to fashion man's nature in such a way that a
good desire and repentance are, nevertheless, powerless to regenerate a person in actuality,
and in such a manner that he impotently falls under the burden of his passions, if he does not
have the succour of grace? God the Creator, of course. Further, why could not the Creator
forcibly make people good? Because of His perfect justice, according to which only the free
decision of free creatures is considered good. Why, then, did the Creator not arrange man's
nature in such a way that repentance would immediately make him sinless again, as was Adam
before the fall? The answer: because of that same Divine Justice, for which evil is so antithetic
that freely returning from it to good is punctuated by a long path of spiritual struggle and
suffering. Moreover, once human nature had fallen, it was deprived of the patience and
strength necessary to struggle victoriously with sin, and only in isolated cases does it triumph
over it. In order to obtain a decisive victory, human nature needs help from without, help
which is from someone Who is both holy, and Who co-suffers with it, that is, from a sufferer
Who is, moreover, a Divine sufferer, as we explained above.

And so, who is responsible for the fact that it is impossible to find any other means for
the rebirth and salvation of man except the incarnation of the Son of God and the grievous
agony of His co-suffering love toward us? The Creator, Who gave such laws to our nature
that, when it apostatized its obedience to the Creator, it became so enfeebled.

It is in this sense that one can and should affirm that Jesus Christ was a sacrifice for our
sinful life, for the sin of Adam, as the first man and ancestor of sinners. If you wish, in this
sense, one could even allow the expression "satisfaction of God's justice," for if the Lord had
been merciful without righteousness, piteous, but not just, He might have reformed human



nature without the co-suffering, tormenting love of His incarnate Son, so that every repentant
sinner who strove toward perfection would be able of himself to attain spiritual perfection, and
with it, also eternal salvation. The Lord told John: "It is fitting to us to fulfil all righteousness"
(Mt.3:15). Thus, the act of redemption — a struggle of co-suffering love, which pours the holy
will of Christ into the souls of the faithful — being an act of love, would not violate the other
laws of life, such as justice. And so it was often considered from this secondary, non-essential
and peripheral point of view, but for the sons of Roman legal culture and for the Jews, it is
considered as something extremely important. Such a consideration of the peripheral aspect of
the event in no way obscures its actual meaning as an act of co-suffering love. For example,
even the struggles of the righteous ones and of martyrs, though they were unmercenary deeds,
when examined from the point of judicial or even commercial law, appear as quite expedient
acts. "How excellent is your tradesmanship, O saints," exclaims the Church. "For having
traded corruptible things, you have purchased for yourselves things eternal. You gave your
blood and acquired paradise!" (cp. the parable of the merchant who bought a field with a
treasure hidden in it). If we were to examine Christ's sacrifice from the point of view of
criminal, military or commercial law, it would also receive a definite sense of meaning from
each, even though it was not at all accomplished in the sphere of these relationships. Criminal
law demands an execution for a crime: our Saviour took this punishment on Himself, by which
we understand not only His physical death, about which we shall speak later, but the torments
of co-suffering love. Consequently, He was a sacrifice of justice, which certain theologians
understand as an abstract concept (fiat justitia) whereas others have in mind a bearer of justice,
that is, God the Father. From the standpoint of laws of war or, if you prefer, international law,
sinners became the property of God's enemy, that is, the devil to whom Eve and her
descendants subjected themselves. The devil did not want to surrender to God those who were
being saved, without a sacrifice [compensation], and therefore, a sacrifice had to be offered to
the devil. Further, from the standpoint of commercial law, a slave who has been sold is
returned to his former master only for a payment, and in this sense Apostle Paul writes to the
Corinthians, "You were bought at an expensive price..." (1Cor.6:20). None of these
explanations contradicts one another in any way, nor do they contradict the explanation of the
actuality of the matter, which comprises the content of this present work. They have, however,
very little in common with the interpretations of Anselm, Aquinas and the later scholastic
dogmatics which introduce the idea of a duel here.

In particular, the comparison of Christ's sufferings with the Old Testament sacrifices,
and the interpretation of those sacrifices (and even of pagan ones) generally accepted among
Protestants and Latins, are completely without foundation. Specifically, these theologians
assert that, supposedly, the Jews (as also the pagans) viewed the killing of a sacrificial animal
as the execution of an innocent being in place of [vicariously for] a sinful person or nation. I
dare say that it is impossible to support this view of the sacrifice with a single verse or with
reference to a single event in the Old Testament, even though the ordinances concerning
sacrifices fill, as is well known, almost half the books of Moses, especially the books of
Leviticus and Numbers. The animal being killed was not at all thought of as being executed,
but as the offering of a meal, which is why flour, oil and salt were added to it. There were
sacrifices for sin, but the conditions for the killing of the animal in this case were identical to
those accompanying all priestly acts, as also in a peace offering, and there were also some
completely bloodless sacrifices of various baked goods, etc. In the eyes of the Old Testament



people, therefore, a sacrifice signified a contribution [or, offering], just as Christians
contribute [or, offer] candles, kolyva and eggs in church; the first are for the adornment of the
church, whereas the others are to be eaten by the faithful. And just as Christians know that
God does not need the light of candles and the sweet kolyva, but that the worshipper's
contribution to the church is a pious sacrifice on his part, contributing to the spiritual comfort
of his fellow worshippers and to the sustenance of the church and its clergy, so also the
children of the Old Testament knew that God does not eat the flesh of oxen or drink the blood
of goats (Ps.49), and does not even need temples made by man's hand when, as Solomon said
in his prayer, Heaven itself cannot contain Him (3Ki.8:27). But the Jews brought the sacrifice
with the idea that, in their pastoral way of life, there was no other way they could honour their
Exalted Visitor with their whole heart than by killing the very best of their cattle in His honour
and offering Him the best feast they were able to. Thus did Abraham offer unto the Lord Who
had appeared to him in three persons (i.e., Christ and two angels); Gideon to the angel, who
burned up the meal he was offered by touching it with his staff (Judges 6:21), and Manoah, the
father of Samson, who also tried to feed an angel (Judges 13:15-20).

But nowhere will one encounter the idea that the animal being sacrificed was thought of
as taking upon itself a punishment in behalf of people. Even in the ordinance about the
three-year-old red heifer, it is impossible to find this thought (despite Protestant
interpretations); and the Church does not connect this ordinance with punishment for sin, but
with the Presentation of the Theotokos in the Temple, that is, a reverent gift to God.

I doubt that sacrifices even in pagan cults had the meaning of a punishment. If there is
any place in the Old Testament where one can find an idea (and doubtfully at that) of an animal
as an expression of people's sins, it would have to be the scapegoat. The scapegoat however,
was not killed but only driven from the camp into the wilderness (azazel — a Hebrew
expression which has never been fully explained).

The analogy between Christ's sufferings and death and the Old Testament sacrifice is,
of course, repeated many times in the New Testament, but those sacrifices are not given any
other interpretation here either. This analogy is expounded in the most detail in the Epistle to
the Hebrews. What is the aim of these analogies? In order to understand this, we must first of
all put away from ourselves the Lutheran reinterpretation of the events of the Gospel, which
was connected with Luther's reforms. Lutherans desperately desire to represent the
relationship between Christ and Christianity and the Mosaic law and Old Testament, and the
relationship between Luther and Latinism as identical. "The Jewish people were suffocating
under the despotic yoke of the ritual law, but Christ, and later the apostles, freed them from
this yoke."

In fact, just the opposite occurred. Only with great difficulty were Christians reconciled
to the loss of the Old Testament religious order which was so dear to them, and many of them
did not want to be reconciled to this loss (even Apostle Paul continued to fulfil it — Acts
21:24) of something they loved as dearly as, for example, the Russian peasants love the
customs of Holy Pascha, the birches on Trinity Day, the apples on the Transfiguration Feast,
etc. It was difficult for them to endure being deprived of the beautiful temple, the Sabbaths, the
majestic high priest, solemn sacrifices and, in general, all the objects of enthusiastic public
worship: the ark, the veil, etc.

The main aim of Paul's epistle to the Hebrews was to comfort them in the loss of these
externals and to explain that the spiritual comfort given by that service is doubly preserved for



Christians, but is not attached to a material temple and a sinful high priest, but to the eternal
High Priest (4:15; 5:10; 7:22; 8:16), to an everlasting joyous Sabbath (3:11; 4:11), to a better
law than that of Moses (7:12; 8:7-8), to a better Divine sacrifice, to an access into the heavenly
sanctuary not made by hands, through a washing not of the body only, but through a mystical
washing away of the stains of the soul in baptism (9:11-12; 10:22), and in place of the curtain,
His most pure Flesh (10:22). The apostle expounds these same thoughts more briefly in the
second chapter of the Epistle to the Colossians, written for the same purpose (the sorrow of the
Christians over the loss of the Mosaic religious observances). Here, too, he speaks of a
spiritual circumcision, of the handwriting of our sins, of Sabbaths and other festivals and of
various prohibitions of the law, which preserved the Jews from defilement.

What is notable in these epistles is that, in speaking about Christ's sacrifice, even about
His sacrificial Blood, the apostle does not view it as a punishment [or, punitive execution]
(even a voluntary one), but as a gift to God the Father, that is, in accord with the Old
Testament (Hb.8:3-9, 9-10), so that Christ's blood shed on the Cross is an offering to God the
Father, as was the blood of the Old Testament sacrifices. This concept of Christ's sacrifice as a
gift to God is expressed with special clarity in the following words of the apostle (Hb.8:3):
"Every high priest is appointed to offer gifts and sacrifices; wherefore, it was necessary that
this One have something to offer also." Of course, Apostle Paul does not exhaust the
significance of Christ's sacrifice by an explanation of the idea that it replaces, for the faithful,
the Old Testament order of services, the loss of which had so grieved them. He says that the
Lord brought Himself undefiled to God and that His Blood cleanses our conscience from dead
works (9:14); and Apostle John says the same thing in his first epistle (1:7). All these
expressions, however, as well as the words of these same apostles about the saving power of
the Lord's Cross, designate in these images (Blood, Cross) the same idea of redemption which
is expressed by us above (the concept of moral regeneration), for immediately after, they
indicate purely moral consequences of these concepts (to cleanse the conscience from dead
works; I am crucified to the world by Christ's cross, etc.).

SEVEN
CONCERNING THE HERESY OF "ORIGINAL SIN"34

Some reader may respond, "If you please, I am ready to agree that even if the shedding
of blood had not been among Christ's physical sufferings, but only blows and physical death, if
He had been put to death not by crucifixion, but by some other means just as painful and
shameful, our redemption would still have been effected. But could it really have been effected
without the physical sufferings and death of the Redeemer? Could it have been effected, let us
say, only by means of those spiritual griefs and torments which He began to endure from the
beginning of His earthly life, and especially in Gethsemane on the night of His betrayal?
Moreover, you give too little significance to Adam's sin, but more to the sins—or rather, to the
sinfulness — of each person; but was it not about Adam that the Apostle said, `in him all have
sinned'?"

The questions are reasonable, and so one must give them an appropriate answer. First
of all, let us examine the words of the Apostle Paul to the Romans (5:12): "Wherefore, as
through one man sin entered the world, and by sin, death; and so death came upon all men in
that [because] all men have sinned." If one were to understand the words "in that" as meaning



"in which," then one cannot tell what this " which" refers to. To the "one man"? But this is far
too remote. To the world? Possible. To death? This is also possible, since in Greek "death"
(2V<"J@H) is of the masculine gender.  Let us ponder the Russian translation and we at once35

see the treacherous "italics" which, as we said before, is the primary basis for the Latin and
Lutheran conjectures: "because in him all sinned." If this translation were correct, then it
would be the main, indeed the only, basis for the juridical theory and for attributing innate
vengeance to God. "As from a polluted spring," we read in our textbook, "corrupted water
flows," etc. But, if you please, a spring and water are one thing, whereas living, morally
responsible human beings are something else. It is not by our own will that we are descendants
of Adam, so why should we bear the guilt for his disobedience? Indeed, we must struggle
greatly in order to appropriate Christ's redemption: can it be that the condemnation of each
man because of Adam befell men despite each one's own guilt? After all, the apostle says
clearly that "the gift was poured out more abundantly than the condemnation" (cp Rm.5:15),
but the juridical interpretation renders the result exactly the opposite. Finally, let us consider
the original Greek text. The words "in that" are used to translate the Greek which means
"because," or "since" (Latin: tamen, quod). This same expression is encountered in Philippians
with the same meaning: "because you did take thought" (4:10), and the Russian translation is
inaccurate here also. The synonymous Greek expression has the identical meaning of
"because" (see Mt.25:40, 45; Rm.11:13). Therefore, the correct translation of these words of
the Apostle Paul is: "and so death passed upon all men, because all have sinned" (and not just
Adam himself). This is the interpretation given to these words by Blessed Theodoret. And so
Adam was not so much the cause of our sinfulness as he was the first to sin, and even if we
were not his children, we would still sin all the same. One should consider, therefore, that we
are all sinners, even though we direct our will correctly, not because we are descendants of
Adam, but because the All-knowing God gives us life in the human condition (rather than 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. 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 full course, that is, live a long life, though some of God's elect
attain this wisdom at an early age — that is, those whom Providence leads to the Heavenly
Father or to His "co-workers".

In general it must be said that the translation of these verses from the Epistle to the
Romans (as well as many other passages in the New Testament) into Russian is completely
wrong. The Apostle Paul distinguishes the event of Adam's fall as the means — the way
through which sin appeared in the world — from those consequences of it, even though
Adam's sin was the cause. Thus quite logically the preposition *4V ("through") is used in the
first case; but where Adam's sin is the cause of the corruption of human nature and of
mortality, the idea of the instrumental case is used as an ablativus causae. There is no
instrumental case in the Greek language, but it is replaced by the dative, e.g., "I was struck by
a stone," in which the dative case would be used in Greek.

The Russian text, however, quite incorrectly translates every one of the *4V phrases in
the instrumental case. In this instance (Rm.5:12) the Russian version reads, "Thus, by one man
sin entered into the world...," while in the Greek original it says, "as through one (*4' ¥<ÎH)
man sin entered into the world." Adam is not actively responsible for the indwelling of sin in



the whole world, but rather was a sort of door which opened the way for sin.36

Similarly, further on (5:16) in Russian it says, "And it is a gift, not a judgment, for the
one who has sinned, for the judgment for one transgression is to condemnation; whereas the
gift of grace is for justification from many transgressions. For, if by one man's offence death
reigned...." etc. Here in the Synodal text italics are used, a sign that these words were thought
up by the commentators; but the translation is wrong here. It should more accurately read: "but
the gift followed many transgressions and brought righteousness. For if through the
transgression of the one man, death reigned...."  Further on the [Russian] translation is37

correct, for, although sin did not enter into the world by means of Adam's deed alone, but only
through it, still this deed was the cause of each man's death; sin reigns not only through the
one who sinned, but it actually was caused by his sin: J@L ,<@H B"D"BJT:"J4 not *4"
B"D"BJT:"J@H. Here we do not have merely the modus or means by which death was spread,
but rather its cause (ablativus causae) is directly indicated. Therefore, the dative case,
performing the function of the instrumental, is used. Further on, in verse 18, he speaks of
condemnation, and again we find an expression with *4V, not an ablativus causae: *4 ,<@H
B"D"BJ@:"J@H ,4H B"<J"H "<hBT@LH ,4H 6"J"6D4:". The same distinction is continued in
verses 19 and 20. Thus men are not condemned for Adam's sin (cp Jer.31:29 and Ezek.18:2),
but for their own sinfulness, the consequence of which (death) began with Adam *4 ,<@H; but
all have sinned, not in Adam, not ¥< T ("in whom"), but ,N T ("because").

EIGHT
CONCLUSION

Now let us turn to the Lord's crucifixion and His death until the third day. Let us leave
for a moment even our own interpretation of the dogma — that is, the Orthodox interpretation,
even though it was forgotten by our schools — and, for a moment, take the juridical point of
view. From this position it is asserted that the extreme, torturous suffering of the Son of God
was necessary for Adam and his descendants to be pardoned by God. So be it; but why was it
necessary for it to be crucifixion on the Cross and death, even if only for three hours? In what
was the value of this great deed: in physical suffering or in spiritual torment? Suppose that the
first had occurred without the second, as was the case in the deaths of many martyrs, who
rejoiced during physical suffering and death; would the exploit of the God-man have been so
great, so saving, even from the standpoint of punishment? Where, therefore, is the principal
value of His suffering? In His spiritual torment, of course! We understand it as a co-suffering
love for sinful mankind, whereas the juridical theologians understand it as His taking upon
Himself God's wrath; but it seems to me that there could be no other answer to the question I
have put. In this case, what significance remains in the crucifixion, the Cross, the humiliation
by the Jews and the Lord's death itself? A very profound one, of course, and we will
endeavour to explain it by first posing a different question.

Let us suppose for a moment that our Lord endured His most extreme torments in His
soul only, for example, during His supernatural prayer (pay attention to this expression from
the Triodion), and when He had taken leave of His Body, He descended into Hades to preach
to the dead and again returned to earth when He rose from the dead. Would anyone (even
theologians) then be able to imagine the depth of those sorrows and to understand the inner
union of His soul with the whole of human nature, with all men for whom He mourned in His



prayer as a mother who mourns her son who is perishing morally (let us recall Gogol's related
image)?

And if there were one Christian who knew only of the Saviour's spiritual suffering and
another who had heard the Passion Gospels and meditated on the redemptive suffering of the
God-man as only a host of physical tortures and humiliations which were suffered (that is, just
as hundreds of thousands of martyrs had suffered, and no more than that), still the latter would
probably glorify His passion with greater gratitude and would mourn His death with greater
compunction each year than would the former.

Why is this so? Because our nature is so coarse, so enslaved by bodily sensations and
the fear of death that it is very difficult for it to enter into the concept of the purely spiritual
torments of Christ when He wept for the sins of others, unless those torments are combined
with bodily suffering and humiliation by His fellow men. Is there anything extraordinary in a
man becoming sorrowful and beginning to languish and grieve? Indeed, the eyewitnesses of the
suffering of that night in Gethsemane — Peter, James and John — did not understand it, and
they fell asleep three times while Christ was praying. The disciples of Apostle Paul showed
just as little appreciation of his pastoral torments of birth pangs, and more readily submitted to
the authority of mystification and pretentiousness. Remember Paul's lament, "Though the more
abundantly I love you, the less I am loved" (2Cor.12:15). "You put up with it if a man
enslaves you, if a man devours you, if a man takes from you, if a man exalts himself, if a man
smites you on the face. I speak in reproach as though we had been weak" (11:20).

And so Christ's bodily suffering and death were primarily necessary so that believers
would value His spiritual suffering as incomparably greater than His bodily torture, which in
itself terrifies anyone who reads or hears the Gospel.

Both the Lord Himself and the apostles in His name indicate that the significance of the
crucifixion is primarily in this very thing: "And I, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all
men to Me" (Jn.12: 32). "When you have lifted up the Son of Man, then shall you know that I
am He" (8:28). "As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of
Man be lifted up...that whosoever believes in Him should not perish, but have eternal life"
(3:14,16). "Jesus should die for that nation, and not for that nation only, but that also He
should gather together into one the children of God that were scattered abroad" (11:51-52)
through the preaching of His death on the Cross and His resurrection. Finally, Paul says of
Christ, from the prophecy of Isaiah, "I have stretched forth My hands unto a disobedient and
contradicting people" (Rm.10:21).

Christ's cleansing Blood, saving Cross, life-giving Tomb and healing wounds are all
expressions and images which are substituted (in the epistles of the apostles and Church
fathers, and in the Church's prayers) for the general concept of Christ's redeeming Passion;
those aspects of His struggle, of His saving grief and Passion, which make the greatest
impression on us, are taken up here — especially the Cross, but also the nails, the sponge and
the reed (as in the Oktoekhos). We are, of course, far from insisting that the only meaning of
our Lord's bodily suffering and, in particular, of His crucifixion and death was to provide the
faithful with a way of conceiving His spiritual grief. It is probable that because of the
connection between the soul and body, there is a deeper mystical sense here; but in any case,
from the standpoint of moral monism, the Lord's crucifixion and death are not without
meaning for our salvation, for by bringing men to compunction, they reveal to them at least
some portion of the redemptive sacrifice, and by leading them to love for Christ, they prove to



1.  [Originally in the text:] Except for a small leading article published in the

ECCLESIASTICAL HERALD of 1890 and a short article in the THEOLOGICAL

HERALD of 1894 composed by the author of this present work.

2.  [Ed. Note:] Although, in fact, the roots of the Western juridical heresy of

atonement must be ascribed to Augustine of Hippo.

3.  [Ed. Note:] This work of Hieromonk Taras was republished in Warsaw in

1927, under the title Perelom'V Drevnerusskom Bogoslovii. it was reprinted by

be saving for them and for all of us.
"Perhaps everything you said is not far from the truth, but we have never heard or read

anything like it before, and we have not come upon any similar explanation of the meaning of
these passages of the Gospel and epistles, though, to tell the truth, we have never read the
passages you cited from the holy fathers. But is it not too bold to dare even to touch upon such
mysteries? `The things of God are known to no man, but only to the Spirit of God'
(1Cor.2:11). `Think no more highly than one ought to think' (Rm.12:3)."

Before replying to the essence of such perplexities, I consider it an obligation to note
that it is completely in vain that they support themselves with these words of Apostle Paul
which have been cited above and which are always being quoted. The latter part of the passage
should be translated, "Do not think more of yourself [and not of God] than you should
(Rm.12:3)." Instead of explaining the first passage, let us continue the Apostle's text: "No one
has known the things of God except the Spirit of God. Now we have received not the spirit of
the world, but the Spirit which is of God, so that we might know the things that are freely
given to us of God, which things also we speak"(1Cor. 2:11-13), and so on to the end of the
chapter. In a word, the sense here is exactly the opposite of that which this passage is given in
courses in the schools; the Russian translation of the New Testament has also introduced its
italics here and distorted the meaning of the text (2:14) to read, "one must judge this
spiritually," instead of [the actual reading] "it is spiritually discerned," or, "investigated"
("<"6D\<,J"4). In speaking of the inscrutability of the Divinity, St John Damascene
concludes: God revealed to us everything necessary for our salvation, and everything else He
concealed from us.

Salvation is our conscious process of perfection and communion with God; therefore,
the truths of revelation united with it should be bound to our inner experience and not be
allowed to remain as if completely incomprehensible mysteries which we do not understand.

I am convinced that the explanation of the truth of the doctrine of redemption which I
have expounded is in accord with the teaching of the Church, but I am even more firmly
convinced of the Church's infallibility so that, if it were proved to me that my explanation does
not coincide with her teaching, I would consciously renounce my views on our dogma. But
inasmuch as no one has proved this to me (and I hope that no one will), I remain persuaded
that the explanation I have proposed is in complete agreement with the Holy Scripture and the
Tradition of the Church, and that its seeming novelty results only from the fact that it unfolds
the Church's teaching in the language of exact concepts and harmonizes the meaning of this
dogma under consideration with the rest of the most important truths of the Faith.

ENDNOTES:



Monastery Press, Montreal, P.Q. Canada in 1980. An abridged translation of

it into English has appeared as a series in the journal THE CANADIAN ORTHODOX
MISSIONARY, between 1978-1982.

4.  [Originally in the text:]  Here, by the Moscow theologians, he means

Joseph of Volokolamsk, Zinovy Otensky and Maxim the Greek, and by Kiev

writers, he refers to Lavrenty Zizany and Peter Mohila. Incidentally, no

mention was made in this work of the almost independent Ukrainian theologian

Kirill Trankvillion, who, in 1618, published his Mirror of Theology at the

Pochaev Monastery (but toward the end of his life, alas, he completely

apostatized from the Church and became a Uniat).

5.  [Ed. Note:] Later, Holy Martyr Archbishop Ilarion Troitsky, martyred by

the Communists at Solovky.

6.  [Originally in the text:] This lecture appeared in the THEOLOGICAL

REVIEW, issue for autumn, 1914 or 1915. Incidentally, I do not guarantee the

exactness of the title and references, because I am writing these lines on Valaam

Island of Lake Ladoga and have with me only the Scripture in various

languages, three other books, and my memory.

7.  [Originally in the text:] Ecclesiatiscal Herald, Pascha, 1890.

8.  [Editor's Note:] Bolotov, Vasili Vasilievich (1854-1900). Church historian

who wrote many research papers on  the ancient Christian Church, and on the

Coptic, Syrian and Ethiopian Churches.

9.  [Originally in the Text:]  To the shame of Europe, America and, alas, post-

Petrine Russia, they have so profoundly penetrated into social morals that they

maintain their despotic sway over our contemporaries, even those of the most

opposing convictions, such as the duellists of Turgenev's Fathers and Sons —

the nihilist Bazarov and the elderly landed gentleman, Uncle Arkady. Similar

duels took place several times between members of the Russian State Duma,

who were just as radically divergent between themselves in practically

everything else as were those two heroes of Turgenev. The despotic power of

this prejudice is so great that its practical obligation persists even in a recently

promulgated law (in the reign of Alexander III), while none dare protest against

it, even those types who in everything else have "renounced the old world,"

beginning with faith in God. It is, however, much more incomprehensible how

believers can be enslaved to this prejudice, and say: "I do not consider one to

be a decent person who does not repay a slap in the face with blood."

"This means that you will deny yourselves entry into paradise," I once said

in response to such a statement. "You see, there you would have to have been

in `bad company.' Look at the ikonostas in church: there are very few there

who were not beaten on the cheek and on the whole body, beginning with Christ

our Saviour and His apostles, and not a single one of them took that action,

without which, in your opinion, it is impossible to be considered a decent

person."

My collocutor was at a loss for a reply, and it is doubtful if he will ever

consider it possible to reconcile the prejudice of duelling with faith in the

Christian God and the Divine Redeemer.

10.  Saint Basil the Great is speaking with the Tradition of the Church and

concensus of the Fathers when he says, in the Great Eucharistic Prayer of the

Liturgy of St Basil, that Christ gave the ransom to death, to the grave. This in

fully in accord with Apostle Paul: Hebrews 2:14 “ Forasmuch then as the



children are partakers of flesh and blood, He also himself likewise took part of

the same; that through death He might destroy him that had the power of death,

that is, the devil; Hebrews 2:15   And deliver them [ransom them] who through

fear of death were all their lifetime subject to bondage. 

11.  [Ed. Note:] See, e.g., St Athanasios the Great, Against Arius.

12.  [Author's Note:]  The Significance of the Cross in Christ's Work, by

Archpriest Svetlov is a very valuable critique of the erroneous Western teaching

on the subject, and of the content of the juridical theory.

13.  [Editor's Note:] Levitov, Alxander Ivanovich (1835-1877) Russian writer

who focused on the  consequences for society of poverty, ignorance, alcoholism

and family discord.

14.  [Originally in the text:] in Faith and Reason, in 1916.

15.  [Ed. Note:] “Askesis” in Greek, or “Podvig” in Russian. The word

“podvig” is facile and not well defined, but in its religious sense, it is very easy

to translate, and is well comprehended in the more certain and precise English

term “moral struggle,” which, indeed, is even clearer than the Greek.

16.  [Ed. Note:] Starogorodsky, later Patriarch Sergei of Moscow

17.  [Author's Note:]  In the Russian text, “sanctification.” Here, the

translators submitted to a Protestant tendency; the inaccuracy of the translation

is obvious from the very content: “that you might restrain yourself from

fornication,” and also from the seventh verse of the same chapter where the

same Greek word, “agiasmos” is translated as “holiness” (“God will call you

forth not to impurity, but to holiness”). The word is thus translated in Rm.6:19,

22; lThs.4:4; lTm.2 :15; Hb.12:14). 

[Ed. Note:] This is also mistranslated in the KJV, Amplified and RSV, but

correct in the NIV and Marshall's interlinear].

18.  [Ed. Note:] Dr Alexandre Kalomiros points out that in Scripture,

dikaioseni, is used to render the Hebrew word tsedaka, which means precisely,

“the divine energy which accomplishes man's salvation,” and indicates

"restoration" rather than "atonement." Moreover it is closely synonymous with

the Hebrew words hesed (mercy; compassion; love) and emeth (fidelity; truth).

See St Nectarios Orthodox Conference, p.106 (St Nectarios American

Orthodox Church, 10300 Ashworth Ave. N., Seattle, Wa. 98133). In the West,

such words are usually translated according to a juridical or legalistic

predisposition, borrowed from Roman law and developed in the dialectic of the

law courts. Even so, the word cannot honestly be rendered as “justification” in

any juridical sense.

19.  [Author's Note:]  i.e., instead of pravda or pravednost' as In the Slavonic,

corresponding to the Greek dikaioseni (In Rm.3:24; 2Cor.3:9; Gal.2:21) where

the context requires a moral (ethical) concept, and not a juridical one. This is

true also of the other words of Apostle Paul which, even in the Russian text are

rendered as pravda.

[Ed. Note:] The KJV and NIV translate correctly in Cor. and Gal., but

erroneously in Rm.3:24. The Amplified gives the fulness of the meaning of

Rm.3:24, though employing the term “justify”].



20.  For a further discussion of this see Justification: The Path to Theosis, by

Rev. Dr. Michael Azkoul (Synaxis Press, 1997).

21.  [Ed. Note:] But these are correctly translated in the majority of the English

versions.

22.  [Ed. Note:] Justification: There is no logical reason for assigning any

juridical connotation to "justification" in Paul's epistles. Justification means to

balance or set aright. The legalistic idea of "justice" as "punishment" is at the

root of the problem. Justice, in fact, would demand that we be liberated from

bondage to Satan and returned to the "Father's house," not that we be punished

for being in bondage. The difficulty for the West is that both Latins and

Protestants, being first of all tainted with  Augustinianism, worked out their

theological theories by means of the dialectic of the law courts.

23.  [Ed. Note:]   St Antony was precisely correct. Rev. Dr. Michael Azkoul

observes:  "The Church shares the Life of Christ. He is the Sun of

Righteousness — helios dikaiosynes (Mal. 2:4) — the One from Whom all

righteousness radiates. Righteousness is also sanctification: the transforming

Grace of the Holy Spirit....Sometimes the phrase [Mal.2:4] is translated Sun of

Justice; and likewise other Scriptural expressions and verses, such as: For

therein is the justice of God revealed from faith to faith: as it is written the just

shall live by faith (Rm.1:17). "Justice" is derived from the Latin justitia ("to be

made righteous"). During the course of the Latin Middle Ages, "justice"

gradually appropriated a legal connotation (See K. Foelich, "Justification

Language in the Middle Ages," in Justification by Faith: Lutherans and

Catholics in Dialogue VII. ed by H. Anderson, etc. Minneapolis, 1985, 143-

161. (See Justification: the Path to Theosis, Rev. Dr. Michael Azkoul (Synaxis

Press, 1998) Fn.9.

24.  [Ed. Note:] In the introductory paragraphs, Metropolitan Antony refers to

various of his other writings in which he had previously touched upon this

subject. These other articles, however, comprise Volume 2 of his complete

series relative to the main dogmas of the faith, and not in this volume.

25.  [Author's Note:]  Since Apostle Paul undertakes to save people, how

foolish is the indignation of the Protestants (and our own Fr Neplyuev) about the

exclamation, “Most Holy Theotokos, save us.” How foolish are they to forbid

the calling of spiritual shepherds “father" as if obeying Christ's words, “call no

man on earth father” (Mt.23:9). In that case, Paul would have often

transgressed the Lord's commandment, and John even mere so. Likewise,

Stephen who even called the Jewish priests “father” (Acts 7:2), not to mention

the fathers of old (cp.2—l5, etc; Rm.4:16).

26.  [Editor's Note:] Nekrasov, Nikolai Alexeevich (1821-1877). Poet who

strove to advance the healing of society. He expressed the grief and sorrow of

the common people.

27.  [Ed. Note:] St Hilary of Poitlers devotes several paragraphs to refuting the

idea that Christ felt fear in Gethsemane. He says that Christ's words, “My soul

is sorrowful unto death” cannot mean that He was sorrowful because of His own

impending death.  He was sorrowful unto death in that He sorrowed so greatly

over fallen humanity that He came unto death over it. “So far from His sadness

being caused by death, it was removed by it.” (see also the following endnote).



28.  [Ed. Note:] Concerning the words, “Let this cup pass from Me,” St Hilary

says, “For this prayer is immediately followed by the words, ‘and He came to

His disciples and found them sleeping, and said to Peter; could you not watch

one hour with Me?...the spirit indeed is willing, but the flesh Is weak....' Is the

cause of this sadness and this prayer any longer in doubt?...it is not, therefore,

for Himself that He is sorrowful and prays, but for those whom He exhorts....”

The saint points out that Christ had no need to fear His passion and death, but

that even those who were committed to Him would so fear it that at first, on

account of it, they would flee and fear to confess Him, and that Christ was

sorrowful over this. The whole passage is well worth reading. See On the

Trinity, Book 10:30—40. See also St John Chrysostom, Against the

Marcionites and Maniceans; St Cyril of Alexandria, On Luke, Sermon 146,

147 and St Ambrose of Milan, On Luke, Book 10:56—62. Both St Cyril and St

Ambrose directly confirm Metropolitan Antony's interpretation of the cause and

significance of Christ's agony in Gethsemane, and the “cup” which He asked

to have removed from Him. A number of other fathers also confirm this.

29.  [Ed. Note:] Hb.5:7. The KJV mistranslates the verse as “in that He

feared.” The translators may have been using the word to signify “great

reverence,” as the word “fear” is often used in that manner in older English,

but it is very misleading, and quite incorrect. Marshall's interlinear Version, the

NEV and the 20 Century Version translate the verse more or less correctly. The

Amplified translates correctly, but then adds a Calvinist interpretive note which

renders itself absurd. One must also cite the correct translations in the Wycliff

Version of 1380, Cranmer's 1536 rendition, and Tyndall's translation of 1534.

30.  [Ed. Note:] See, for example, St Irenae of Lyons, Against Heresies, Book

5, 1:1.

31.  [Ed. Note:] Compare St Athanasios the Great, esp. Contra the Gentiles,

35; 41; 43 in several paragraphs. Metropolitan Antony's whole paper on

redemption is deeply permeated with the spirit of St Athanasios.

32.  [Ed. Note:] For a more detailed discussion of essence and hypostasis see

Freedom to Believe (Synaxis Press, 2001).

33.  [Ed. Note:] This is almost a summary of St Athanasios' second treatise

Contra Arius. St Athanasios says, for example, “Man would not have been

deified if the Word, Who became flesh, was not of the Father by nature, the

Father's own true kind, in order that it may conjoin the created man, whose

salvation and deification may be thus secured, to the uncreated God” (Contra.

Arius. 2, 70:4). This union of the Divine nature with the human is the basis of

the salvation of the human nature, so that to the degree man, by struggle and

Grace, restores himself to the original human nature (like the human nature of

Christ), he may also participate in the Divine. in a sense, man becomes deified

by struggling to become a true human, to restore in himself the original human

nature, in which the “image and likeness” of God is dominant. According to St

Maximos the Confessor, this theology is more or less summarized in the “Our

Father,” which is certainly a soteriological exposition.

34.  One of Augustine of Hippo's more serious heresies. For a compete

discussion of this, see John Romanides, Original Sin (Zephyr Press, Glen Rock,

NJ, 2002). 



35.  [Ed. Note:] This is, in fact, the case. The "in him" does refer to "death"

and not at all to Adam. The KJV translates more correctly than many versions,

and more correctly than the Russian: "Wherefore, as by one man sin entered

into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that all

have sinned." Here, the "treacherous italics" indicating that "in Adam all

sinned," do not appear.

36.  [Ed. Note:] A more direct discussion of this question will be found in

Romanides, On Original Sin, (Zypheros Press, Glen Rock, NJ). Essentially,

though, the problem began, as usual, with Augustine of Hippo. He interpreted

Romans 5:12 as saying: "Therefore sin came into the world through one man

and death as a result of sin, so death spread to all men because in [Adam] him

all have sinned." In fact, the "him" refers to death, which is in the masculine,

and not at all to Adam. The KJV renders the verse at least more correctly,

"Therefore, and sin came into the world through one man, and death as a result

of sin, so death spread to all men because all men sin." In fact, the verse

appears to say that all men sin because of death. See also, Azkoul, M., The

Teachings of the Holy Orthodox Church (Dormition Skete, Buena Vista, Co.)

pp.107, 185 and 200.

37.  [Ed. Note:]  See also, for example, Ezekiel, Chapter 18: "... The fathers

have eaten sour grapes and the children's teeth are set on edge ...," but,

"Behold all souls are Mine: as the soul of the father, so also the soul of the son,

they are Mine. The soul that sins shall die. But if a man be just ... he shall

surely live ... Now, lo, if he beget a son who sees all his father's sins, and

considers them and does not do likewise ... he shall not die for the iniquity of

his father, but shall surely live ... The soul that sins shall die. The son shall not

bear the iniquity of the father ..." Compare with Rm. 5:12, "... death spread

to all men because all men sin."
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