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~ ATHOLICS AND LUTHERANS more or less agree on
what it is on which they disagree. It is more complicated to
d specify why the Orthodox disagree with them both. Speak-
ing in “phenomenological” terms, the difference of “religious
world” between Eastern-Byzantine and Latin-Western Churches
is primary evidence for the faithful on both sides. However, defin-
ing what it is that makes those religious worlds so different seems
a desperately tricky venture. The difference in ecclesiastical struc-
ture is not the cause, but the consequence of the splitting of the
Oikoumene into Western-Latin and Eastern-Byzantine parts. Dif-
ferences between specific religious rituals and practices can well
express a difference of religious world views, but a harmonious
religious world-view cannot be born out of specific rituals and
practices. One can always point to dogmatic divergences between
Western and Byzantine Churches, such as the famous Filiogue.
However, though the subjects of disagreement between Catholics
and Lutherans are much more numerous, they do not give rise to
a similar difference of religious worlds. Conversely, one cannot
conceive of an agreement on matters of dogma or ecclesial prac-
tice between the Catholic and the Orthodox Churches that would
suppress the difference in the “religious world” between the
Latin-Western and the Byzantine-Eastern forms of Christianity.'

! This conviction lies at the core of Uniatism as a specific historical phenomenon: non-
Western Churches claim to be respected in their “otherness” by the Roman Church even when
there is complete coincidence of views at the dogmatic level.
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It would seem that this difference is not really a divergence—it
is rather due to the set of positive properties that makes one
mental world different from another. Both John and Peter have
their own mental worlds, and this can lead them to disagree on a
number of things, like who is the most inept politician in England
or what color they should paint the kitchen wall. These dis-
agreements are consequences of their different mind sets, and not
the other way round. It is difficult to explain what makes the
mind-set of individual human beings so different. It is all the more
difficult to describe the difference of the religious world-view
between the Byzantine tradition and its Western equivalent. The
clues that can be gleaned from the extant literature on the
subject—cultural influences, conflicts of political ambitions,
etc.—are disappointingly vague. What then about the constitution,
throughout the ages, of two original, consistent world views
which, despite the existence of a relatively wide consensus on
dogmatic issues, seem to have remained utterly foreign to each
other by successfully resisting any form of higher synthesis?

Keeping these preliminary considerations in mind, one can
fully appreciate the monumental undertaking of David Bradshaw
in his Aristotle East and West: Metaphysics and the Division of
Christendom.” As the title and subtitle suggest, the author does
not appeal to difference of dogmatic stances or to the infinitely
contingent list of religious practices in order to explain the
estrangement of the two Church traditions. It is in the living
process initiated by the encounter between Christian revelation
and Greek philosophy that Bradshaw claims to identify the
reasons for the silent emergence of two distinct religious worlds
within Christendom. This approach contrasts with the rash
judgements and the confessional invectives to which, probably for
lack of convincing arguments, theologians from both sides have
had abundant recourse in the past. Relying on an impressively
wide range of literary sources, the study possesses the basic
feature of the scientific genre: it is open to further discussion.
This is precisely the purpose of the present argument. As [ launch

* Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004,
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into a critical response to the positions of the author, I recognize
that I owe this opportunity to Bradshaw’s innovative approach. I
am convinced that he will welcome the possibility to discuss his
conclusions further and to scrutinize new perspectives sketched
out on the very issues with which he wrestles. If the following
argument fails to convince, the responsibility rests on the critic,
not the original author. If, on the contrary, it opens the door to
further debate, there can be no more rewarding result for the two
researchers.

I will start by summarizing the content of Bradshaw’s view on
the evolution of the two traditions. I will then focus on a point
which I find to be pivotal, but unfortunately overlooked in his
study: the relativistic aspect of God’s operations ad extra. This
will lead me to sketch another way of accounting for the genesis
of the Byzantine and the Latin theological world-views.

I. BRADSHAW ON THE MAKING OF TwO THEOLOGICAL
UNIVERSES: A PROMISING DISAPPOINTMENT

It is not easy to synthesize the main line of Bradshaw’s argu-
ment. He starts by carefully laying out distinct meanings inter-
twined in the writings of Aristotle that are said to witness the
evolution in the philosopher’s thought: energeia as pertaining to
the very principle that makes things real in contrast with
potentiality, energeia as defining the capacity on which all forms
of activity rest, and finally energeia as the static condition of all
physical movements (chap. 1, “The Aristotelian Beginnings”). This
set of meanings circumscribes the conceptual field that will be
exploited in various ways by later commentators, glossators and
original thinkers alike.

At this point the reader comes across the first problematic
aspect of Bradshaw’s study. Nowhere is the reason for the
impressive speculative developments to which Aristotle’s complex
notion of energeia has given rise in later scientific, philosophical,
and theological literature clearly stated. Is it the difficult
harmonization ad intra of Aristotle’s considerations on energeia?
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If so, what is it that makes this harmonization so difficult? In what
sense does a new formulation of the notion constitute an adequate
solution? On the other hand, the developments could also be due
to the desire to harmonize Aristotle with other schools of thought,
such as the Platonic.

. Leaving aside this question for the time being, it seems that the
attention of Aristotle’s readers has been drawn toward the type of
causality exercised by the motionless being-in-actuality of God
(chap. 2, “The Prime Mover”) as the source of the understanding
of natural causality. Being logically prior to potency and implied
by any type of movement in the mode of a causal prerequisite,
energeia is no longer seen primarily as the perfection of the
natural ousia’s being (the opposite of its being-in-potency) but as
the power, the actual dynamis that the ousia possesses and exerts
without movement upon other substances. In Plutarch’s and
Quintillian’s comments on rhetorical art, in Polybius’s Histories
and Strabo’s Geography as well as in the medical treatises of
Galen, energeia, qualifying the efficiency connected with the
condition of actuality, is used to designate an active power related
to specific essences, ousiai, and therefore somehow emanating
from them (chap. 3, “Between Aristotle and Plotinus”). Alexan-
drian Judaism (Pseudo-Aristeas, Philo of Alexandria) does the
same in a theological setting: the deeds of God result from God’s
energeia or energeiai. Human beings cannot know God’s ousia, but
they can make reliable theological assumptions on the grounds of
his energeiai (Philo). In this manner, Middle Platonists such as
Numenius and Alcinous assume that the First God, being eternally
at rest, produces the whole universe in virtue of its intellectual,
self-directed energeia, whereas the strictly demiurgic energeia,
which is mixed with movement, pertains to the Second God. The
teaching of Plotinus goes one step further: the motionless,
unspeakable energeia of the One is conceived as the inner source
of an outward, overabundant energeia which crystallizes hypo-
statically and animates the whole hierarchy of beings teleogically.
While this creative emergeia gradually disperses down to the
unreality of pure matter, its source never comes to exhaustion
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(chap. 4, “Plotinus and the Theory of Two Acts”). In passing,
Bradshaw observes that Alexander of Aphrodisias might have been
the missing link between Aristotle’s theory of the Prime Mover
and Plotinus. In Alexander’s comments on the mechanisms of
sense-perception in De Anima, light, understood as a kinetic
energy, gives the aerial medium substance by granting it actuality.
According to Plotinus, the outward diffusion of the One’s “inner”
energeia likewise “substantifies” or “hypostasizes” the Intellect.

As regards the Latin-speaking West, Bradshaw assumes that it
came into contact with the Greek philosophical speculations on
the energeiai through Porphyry or Porphyrian-inspired treatises
such as the Comwmentary to the Parmenides (chap. 5, “The
Plotinian Heritage in the West”). This explains the fact that the
main Latin-speaking proponent of Greek Neoplatonism, the
Christian Marius Victorinus, tends to assimilate the One’s out-
wardly diffusive energy with the notion of being (einai/esse). In his
triadology, Being, as a category, relates to the Father as to the first
divine Hypostasis. According to Bradshaw, this “energetic”
concept of being, elaborated in the Porphyrian line, lies behind
Boethius’s understanding of participation, based on the celebrated
distinction between esse and quid quod est. With Boethius,
however, diffusive ontology yields to a logico-grammatical
approach. Bradshaw maintains that the Latin word operatio
cannot express the semantic riches of the Greek energeia,
designating a source of power, a motion, and the achievement of
motion altogether. Moreover, the Latin tradition remains foreign
to philosophical developments that take place in the Greek-
speaking Neoplatonic (Iamblichus, Proclus) and Hermetic ambient
(chap. 6, “Gods, Demons and Theurgy”). The physical universe
appears here as pervaded by the energeiai of the One,
continuously reverberating from one level of the hierarchy of
Being to the other. Participating in these divine energeiai, by
exercising the virtue of speculative intellect (Proclus) or using
semi-magical, “theurgical” practices (Iamblichus), emerges as the
main purpose of the human path towards perfection.
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Bradshaw further asserts that the Eastern Church tradition
integrated these later elaborations on Aristotle’s energeia into a
dogmatically orthodox framework (chap. 7, “The Formation of
Eastern Tradition”). As a matter of fact, “unorthodox” Christian
thinkers were probably the first to adapt this philosophical
apparatus to their doctrine. Ironically, in striving to refute such
erroneous positions, the Fathers also volens nolens relied on the
same apparatus. They modified it, though, to fit their own views
on dogmatic truth, In this manner, Eunomius, the fourth-century
theoretician of a renewed version of Arianism, distinguished
between Ousia as designating the knowable essence of the Father
and energeia as the Son whom the Father has once generated.
Against this theory, the Cappadocian Fathers argued that both
Ousia and energeia designate what Father and Son have in
common but, whereas God’s Ouwsia is unknowable and beyond
participation, his energeiai are knowable and participatory.
According to the Cappadocians, although creation provides a
reliable basis to understand something about God, it does so only
to the extent to which it discloses God’s enmergeiai to the
inquisitive mind. Conjectures based on created beings cannot tell
anything about what God is beyond the free and eternal decision
out of which creation itself stems. The divine Ousia as the
principle on which rests the divine decision to produce something
out of nothing remains out of reach. Still, while the names that
qualify God in human languages are derived from an
understanding of these various energeiai, knowing God according
to his energeiai can go much further than the conclusions of a
“scientific” or discursive reflection. There is a knowledge that
comes out of an instantaneous participation in the energetic
reality that produces and supports created beings. This is the work
of grace which, through the synergy or cooperation of human
freedom, grants access to the creative and life-giving energeiai of
the Holy Spirit (Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa).

The cosmic contemplation of the fifth- or sixth-century author
known as Dionysius the Areopagite forms, according to Bradshaw,
an almost perfect congruence with the Cappadocians’ doctrine.
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The energeai that, originating from the unknowable One in some
kind of discretive process of ek-stasis, produce and support
existent beings, are the same energeai that, through the purifying
and illuminating synergy of the angelic hierarchies, bring finite
intellects back into unity with the unknowable One.

Bradshaw goes on to cite the crucial influence of the divine
energeiai theory on the insights of later Greek Fathers such as St.
Maximus the Confessor, St. John Damascene, Symeon the New
Theologian and Gregory of Cyprus (chap. 8, “The Flowering of
Eastern Tradition”). In his ascetic writings, Maximus explains the
synergy of human spiritual capacities with God’s energeiai. His
understanding of nature, in the Ambigua, rests on the
intermediary role of the divine energeiai between created beings
and their logoi, their eternal reasons which dwell in God’s mind.
Angelic and divinized created minds perceive the attributes of
God (wisdom, goodness, etc.) as so many energeiai eternally
emanating from God’s unknowable ousia (“the things around God
which have no beginning”).’ Thus, divine energeiai are at the same
time conceived as eternal and diffused throughout the whole
creation. Referring to the teaching of John Damascene, Bradshaw
claims that the identification of Dionysius’s proodoi with a divine
light, divided into as many rays as there are finite beings capable
of partaking in it, plays a fundamental role in regard to the
theologian’s way of conceiving the “energetic” mode of the
presence of God within the world. The reader is cautioned that
the understanding of the divine energeia as a supernatural light
should not be taken as a mere metaphor. The mystic teaching of
Symeon the New Theologian stems from the experience of the
light which is manifested at the Transfiguration. Moreover,
Gregory of Cyprus’s triadology describes the Holy Spirit as
proceeding from the Father through the Son as radiance originates
in the sun and is conveyed through its beams.

The last chapter of the book (chap. 9, “Palamas and Aquinas™)
is also the most decisive. As epitomized by the conflict between
Thomism and Palamism, the difference of doctrinal fate associated

’ Maximus the Confessor, Chapters on Theology and Economy 1.48 (PG 90:1100d).
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with the notion of divine energeia is presented as accounting for
the estrangement between the Eastern and the Western traditions.
Bradshaw starts by pointing to the “non-energetic” aspect of the
“school-master” of Western theological thought, St. Augustine.
Construing God as Being in its fullness, Augustine defines this
divine Being in terms of essentia, not of operatio: no divine
operatio exists distinct from God’s essentia. Finite beings thus
participate in God’s essence (whereas from the Eastern
perspective they participate in God’s energeiai) and the vision
granted to the elect has God’s essence as its perceptive object
(whereas the East defines God’s Ousia as beyond the knowledge
of finite beings, even of angelic minds).

The fourteenth-century dispute over hesychast prayer, in the
East, has been instrumental in revealing the gap between the two
theological traditions. Criticizing the Athonite monks’ claim to
contemplate the uncreated light of the Transfiguration through
the exercise of uninterrupted prayer, Barlaam of Calabria is
described as being deeply influenced by the theological views of
Augustine. This happened either directly through Planudes’
translations, or indirectly, through Barlaam’s familiarity with
Western Scholasticism. Defending the spiritual practice of the
Athonite monks on doctrinal grounds, St. Gregory Palamas, on
the contrary, emerges as an heir to the genuine Eastern tradition:
God is the unknowable Ouwsig, but he is also the knowable
energeia, divisible in so many distinct energeiai as there are finite
participants. The divine energeia eternally emanates from the
Ousia, the former being “enhypostasized,” as it were, in the latter.
In this context, grace is nothing else than human beings’
participation in God’s uncreated and sanctifying energeiai
according to their own faith and free-will.

Quite naturally, as set in Bradshaw’s historical perspective, this
account of the dispute raises some questions: if the Byzantine East
appears to be unconsciously indebted to Aristotle, via the
Neoplatonic and Christian elaborations on the philosophico-
theological notion of energeia, what about the West? What can be
said about a type of theological thinking that, underlying the
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critical attitude of Barlaam, is so often associated with Aris-
totelianism? Bradshaw focuses here on Thomas Aquinas, as being
both the main theoretician of Western Scholasticism and the main
authority which the anti-Palamites usually put forward (with the
exception of Barlaam himself, notorious for his anti-Thomistic
treatises).

Bradshaw argues that the Augustinian framework combined
with the deficient reception of Aristotelianism’s later develop-
ments by the Latin West prevented Thomas Aquinas from finding
an appropriate use of the notion of energeia within his theological
vision. Thomas’s understanding of God as Actus purus led him to
conceive of the communication of esse to creatures almost only in
terms of causal, “extrinsic” efficiency. According to Bradshaw,
God’s all-productive actuality, identified with his essence for the
sake of divine simplicity, never unites with the being nor with the
activity of creatures. This metaphysical escape from pantheism
comes therefore at the price of a genuine concept of synergy.
Moreover, it implies philosophical inconsistencies. If the act of
creation follows from God’s nature, since operation and will are
identified with the essence in God, it seems difficult to conceive
this act as being entirely free, according to the contingent nature
of its object. Conversely, if this act is conceived as free, that is, as
bearing on mutually exclusive possibilities, it is difficult to hold
any longer to the idea that God’s will and operations are identical
uno numero with his intrinsically necessary nature.

In his “Epilogue,” Bradshaw claims that the doctrine of
Palamas, by postulating a real distinction between Ousia and
energeia in God, is spared from inner contradictions of such kind.
Some energeiai are temporal, willed by God in a contingent mode,
in contrast to the necessity of the divine Ousia; others are eternal,
emanating from God’s unknowable Ousia in a “natural” way.
However, all the energeiai of God are self-manifestations of God;
all are “relational” as “indicative” of the eternal relations between
the divine Hypostases. Bradshaw’s general conclusion includes
considerations on the evolution of the Western and Eastern types
of civilizations. In Thomas’s failure to secure a proper under-
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standing of the synergy between God and creatures, Bradshaw
discerns the deepest source of the Western world’s process of
“laicization.” The order of nature, and even the order of grace,
now stand at a distance from the divine being. According to
Bradshaw, this shift lies at the root of the radical questioning of
faith bound up with the modern age, as a purely Western
development. One has to look therefore towards the Eastern
tradition to find an adaptation of Aristotle’s insights that really fits
a Christian vision of the world.

Against the background of classical East/West confessional
polemics, the whole of Bradshaw’s demonstration stands out as
quite idiosyncratic. The apologists for the Eastern tradition
usually claim that an excess of philosophy—that is, of
Aristotelianism—is responsible for the manner in which Western
theology was led astray from a correct interpretation of the
revealed truth. Bradshaw claims the exact opposite: in contrast
with the East, the West falls victim to a much too narrow,
shallow, almost pietistic treatment of the metaphysical insights
expressed in the writings of Aristotle. Of course, at the end of the
day, the consequences of this comparison are exactly the
same-—unfortunately for the West. In this regard, the gauntlet that
I threw down at the beginning of this review, that of defining the
positive properties that make the Western and the Eastern
religious universes so different from each other, is not really taken
up. One seems to be inevitably led back to conceiving the
difference between the two worlds in terms of superiority versus
inferiority, fullness versus deficiency.

As T have written above, I believe that there is much to criticize
in Bradshaw’s historical “demonstration.” Nonetheless, as [ have
also mentioned above, I believe that his study opens a path
towards a correct understanding of the estrangement between the
Western and the Eastern religious worlds. The conceptual history
of energeia does indeed, in my view, provide the thread that is
vital in unwinding the maze of defining the precise nature of the
divide between the two religious worlds. By localizing the exact
point on which the analysis of Bradshaw comes up short, a critical
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approach to the book could enable us to recover this vital thread,
so that we might follow it to the exit of Ariadne’s labyrinth. Let
us then start from the point where the historical itinerary sketched
out in the book ends. Retracing xatd maAtvodiav the steps that
the author has made in a false direction provides perhaps the only
opportunity to find the crossroad that he seems to have missed.

I1. THOMAS AQUINAS VS. GREGORY PALAMAS:
A QUESTIONABLE DIVERGENCE

The core of Bradshaw’s comparison between Gregory Palamas
and Thomas Aquinas is the opposition between Thomas’s
“extrinsic” approach of divine causality through efficiency and
Gregory’s “intrinsic” approach through the energeiai, which
Bradshaw calls “synergistic.” T would like to question the
coherence of this supposed opposition by arguing that it rests on
a double misunderstanding.

It is not easy to understand exactly what Bradshaw has in mind
when he so emphatically writes about the “synergism” of the
Eastern tradition as being the key philosophical principle that
distinguishes it from the Western tradition.” He describes it as “a
way of knowing another by sharing in his activity” (177), “a
sharing of life and activity” which is “an on-going and active
appropriation of these aspects of divine life which are open to
participation”(265). Similar expressions are distressingly vague
when it comes to defining the specific type of relationship
between God and creatures to which the term is supposed to
refer.

One might get a clearer idea about what Bradshaw believes
synergy to be by taking a closer look at what he thinks it is not.
Thomas Aquinas’s understanding of creation as a communication
of being is said to fall short of synergism, since the divine Being,
albeit conceived as a living source of activity, Actus purus, in the
Aristotelian model, remains beyond the reach of creatures (250-

* “If one were to summarize the differences between the eastern and western traditions in
a single word, that word would be synergy” (Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West, 177).
g ) ynergy
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53). One wonders however what a truly synergistic participation
could mean here. Should the activity of God mix ontologically or
essentially with the activity of the creature? Should the esse of the
creatures fuse with the esse of God? Bradshaw seems to blame
Thomas for making a distinction between esse commune and the
divine being, as if the medieval theologian did not take
Dionysius’s saying on God’s being “the being of the existents (fo
einai tois ousi)” seriously enough (244-45, 251). One may spare
Bradshaw accusations of pantheistic tendencies akin to those
which were so repeatedly rejected by the Eastern Fathers.
Contrasting synergy with the ontological stance of Agquinas,
Bradshaw describes it as a “fusion of efficient and formal causality
in that God would cause the being of creatures by enacting their
esse” (251). However, if this is “precisely” what Dionysius’s
formula intends, is it not also “precisely” what Thomas does when
he writes that “God is the esse of all things not essentially but
causally” (8Th 1, q. 4, a. 2; quoted on p. 245)? It is true that,
according to Thomas as well as almost all Western theologians,
the activity of God is one realiter with the divine essence. Yet the
fact that causal efficiency is not to be thought of as a combination
of mutually exclusive essences—uncreated and created—does not,
in this framework, prevent creatures from partaking of God’s
activity by virtue of the communicatio esse. Creation does not
only allow creatures to participate in God’s esse by reason of their
form, which implies a determinate analogy with God’s infinite
perfection (this holds for Bradshaw’s “formal causality”). It also
grants them participation in God’s esse through a transcendent
communication of existence which continuously actualizes their
specific forms. In this way, nothing lies deeper in the creature
than the relationship that binds it to God as to the Actus purus:
“Being itself is the most universal [communissimus] effect of
divine power which is more intimately [intimior] inscribed in the
creature than all its others effects.”

Yet at the same time, this communication is to be understood
in a causal sense, via efficientiae, and not as a transmission or

’ Aquinas, De Pot., q. 3, a. 7.
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mingling of substance. The Agent and the “patient” realities
remain ontologically distinct from each other. As Bradshaw
observes (251), the interaction between the sun and the air during
daylight provides Thomas with the most consistent representation
of this communicatio. Even when the air becomes radiant under
the causal impact of the sun’s own radiance, the illuminated air
remains substantially different from the radiating sun. As the sun
recedes (end of efficient causation), without its radiance being in
the slightest diminished, the air loses the quality that bore a
certain resemblance to the sun’s radiance (end of formal
causation).

Is there any reason to think that Gregory Palamas, as the
legitimate heir of the whole Eastern tradition, conceives some
other way in which God produces and maintains the universe? If
the doctrine on God’s energeiai is so crucial in Palamas’s plea for
the hesychast way of prayer, it is because union with the divine
light does not imply any substantial nor essential unity with God.
The divine energeia deals with the deifying effect of a determinate
power, so that Barlaam’s accusations of pantheism cannot hold.®
As Palamas holds, the same idea is present in the writings of the
Fathers, as when they conceive of the relationship between God
and the world. Drawing a comparison between the way God
regulates the universe and the interaction of soul and body,
Gregory of Nyssa writes:

there is no sort of communion [kotvwvia Tig], as has been just said, on the score
of substance [katd 1OV Tfig 00aiag Adyov), between the simplicity and invisibility
of the soul, and the grossness of those bodies; but, notwithstanding that, there
is not a doubt that there is in them the soul's vivifying energeia [GAX* Suwg 16 &v
ToUTotg €ivar TRV CwTiknv THC Yuxfig évépyetav], exerted by a law which is
beyond the human understanding to comprehend [Adyw Tivi kxpeltTovi Tfig
dvBpwmivne kaTavorioewe dvakpadeioav].”

¢ “There will be no participation in the substance of the Creator” (Gregory Palamas, Capita
94); “All things participate in the sustaining energeia but not in the substance of God”
(Palamas, Capita 104).

7 Gregory of Nyssa, Dialogue on the Soul and the Resurrection (PG 46:44c; Eng. trans.
NPNF 35, slightly amended).
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I cannot see why Gregory Palamas’s idea of created substances,
endowed with natural faculties of their own, is to be thought of
as more “synergetic” than its equivalent in Thomas’s theology.
For both theologians, created substances enjoy a legitimate
autonomy at the natural level, while simultaneously depending on
God as on an unceasing and utterly pure source of activity. Should
we then suppose that the alleged synergetic superiority of Gregory
Palamas is more obvious at the supernatural level, when dealing
with the participation of the faithful in the grace of the Holy
Spirit? Here also, Bradshaw blames Thomas for his extrinsicism,
due to the excessive role of efficient causality. The speculations of
Karl Rahner on uncreated grace are dismissed in the book as so
many vain attempts to salvage Thomas’s theory from this
extrinsicism. If the activity of God cannot be dissociated from his
essence, there is no way in which it could play the role of a “quasi
forma” that would raise the created mind from the inside to the
reality of communion with God (257-59). Even the divine light
that enables the elect to contemplate God’s essence as they
participate in his eternal life is something created as a result of
God’s causal efficiency according to Thomas (or, rather,
according to Bradshaw’s interpretation of Thomas [253]). But
here again, one wonders what kind of relationship between the
faithful/the elect and God is required in order for the former to
participate in the latter’s uncreated activity in a truly synergetic
mode. Should they fuse in a unique divino-human intellectual
activity? According to Thomas, the relationship between the
created mind and the uncreated reality, as contained inchoative in
the gift of faith and as fully developed in the vision of the elect,
rests on a supernatural transformation of the faculties of the soul
due to the inner influence of an utterly transcendent source of
activity. The source of activity is uncreated, the result is created,
namely, the supernatural transformation of the soul, becoming fit
to sense a Reality beyond any material sense.® This creative

¢ “the communication of grace [infusio gratiae] comes within the principle of created
realities {accedit ad rationem creationis] insofar as this grace does not have any cause in the
subject, either in the mode of an efficient cause or of some matter in which it would be
potentially contained” (Aquinas, De Pot., q. 3, a. 8, ad 3).
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communication from which grace, as a supernatural habitus,
originates, respects the ontological distinction between the
uncreated cause and the created receptacle.

As Bradshaw observes, the best analogy is once again provided
by the relationship between the air and the sun:

The creature must be “elevated to a higher operation. . . . by the imposition of
a new form” (Contra Gentes, 1li, 53.6) much as the diaphanous object becomes
luminous by being filled with light.”

Although the diaphanous object has to be filled with light in order
to become luminous, the luminosity that becomes a qualitative
determination of its being remains distinct from the light. In a
similar manner, the lumen gloriae, operating as the continuous
medium sub quo of the beatific vision, never becomes a created
reality (the species increata remain increata). At the same time,
this lumen produces the supernatural quality, habitus gloriae,
which enables the intellect, henceforth released from any medium
in quo, to perceive God directly.

Do Gregory Palamas and the Eastern tradition understand the
union of grace between created intellects and God differently? It
has been said that Gregory, striving to dismiss the accusations of
Barlaam, had built his line of defense on the traditional distinction
between substantial and “energetic” participation.'® In order to
stress that energetic participation involves some kind of real
blending between the created and the uncreated, Bradshaw puts
forward the Ambiguum 7 of Maximus the Confessor, one of
Gregory’s more respected authorities. In this text, the elect are
said to possess “one single energeia” with God, since the energeia
of God has totally taken hold of their own."' Seeing the divine
light, they are themselves transformed into light. Yet in the same
passage Maximus emphasizes that he does not conceive here of “a

? Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West, 254.

Y «God, while remaining entirely in himself, dwells in us by his superessential power, and
communicates to us not his nature, but his proper glory and splendor” (Triads 1.3.23 [Gregory
Palamas, The Triads, trans. Nicholas Gendle and John Meyendorff, The Classics of Western
Spirituality (Mahwah, N.].: Paulist Press, 1983), 39]).

"1 PG 91:1076bd; quoted in Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West, 194.
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destruction of self-determination.” This means that the elect are
not deprived of their own natural energeia. They freely use it to
welcome the divine one, so that this divine energeia might raise
their own created energeiai far above their natural limits, allowing
limited minds to contemplate an infinite Reality.” This indwelling
of God in human beings is therefore described as a circular or
perichoretic chain of energeia and pathos, perfective actio and
perfected passio, generated by the causal influx of God and
implying the free will of the creatures. The elect are able to see
God as long as their intellectual faculty is raised to a supernatural
level of activity under the influx of the divine energeia.”” This
circular synergy, manifesting the uninterrupted movement of
God’s energeia which pours forth from the divine essence towards
the elect and comes back to its source through their contem-
plation, does not involve a blending between the uncreated
energeia of God and the created energeiai of the creatures at any
stage. The energeia of the reality that moves does not mix with the
energeia of the reality that it sets in movement. If it happened
otherwise, the energeia of the creature would blend with the
essence of God, there being no ontological separation between
God’s ousia and his energeia. As stated in Ambiguum 41, the
union between God and the elect is complete according to the
“hexis [habitus] of charity.” It is total but in the “identity
according to the essence [Tfic xat’ oboiav TadTéTrTog].”™

In summary, the alleged divergence between the two
theological traditions regarding the causal process involved in
creation and divinization is far from convincing. [t seems to derive

2 In an another text explicitly intended to clarify this passage, Maximus does away with
any possible ambiguity pertaining to this Ambiguum. Writing about the unique energeia of
God and his saints, Maximus “did not intend to suppress the natural energein [of the saints]
... but I have only shown the superessential power which produces the divinization and
becomes these realities for the sake of those who are divinized” (Maximus the Confessor,
Opuscula Theologica et Politica [PG 90:33ad]).

3 See Maximus, Amb. 42 (PG 91:1341): in any supernatural event (the miracle of the Red
Sea, the birth of Christ, etc.), the created effect of the divine energeia is to raise the “mode of
activity” (vpémog TTig évepyelag) of the creature to a degree which is far above its natural
possibilities, as defined by the “word of nature”(Adyo¢ Tfjg dpboedic).

'* Maximus, Amb. 41 (PG 91:1307b).
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both from a prejudiced reading of Thomas and from a superficial
treatment of the Greek Fathers’ notion of synergy. Dealing with
the principles of cosmic order and deifying grace, the Greek
Fathers and Thomas equally believe that participation without
confusion rests on efficient causality. However, this does not
suppress the basic problem which Bradshaw tackles in the line of
a great number of theologians from the time of Demetrios and
Prokhoros Kydones. Whereas Gregory Palamas formulates a
distinction between God’s essence and his energy(ies), Thomas
Aquinas postulates an identity between essentia and operatio in
God. Whereas Gregory, although not denying the existence of a
created grace, emphasizes the uncreated aspect of divinization,
Thomas seems to do exactly the opposite when he advocates the
created nature of grace despite its divine cause. Finally, Thomas
is interested in defining how the elected will attain to the
contemplation of God’s essence, whereas, according to Gregory,
God’s essence cannot be known by any creature. If there is no
significant divergence between the manners in which the two
theologians conceive the natural and the supernatural orders,
where does such heterogeneity of views stem from?

In order to shed a new light on this old problem, I suggest
pondering the metaphysical conditions of God’s transcendent
interaction with the world. In my view, one of the major
shortcomings of Bradshaw’s argument lies here.

Bradshaw blames the Western tradition, as permeated with the
theology of Thomas Aquinas, for being inconsistent when it comes
to the articulation of necessity and freedom in God (see above).
In thisregard, Gregory Palamas’s distinction between God’s Ousia
and his energeia, resulting from a long and innovative maturation
of Aristotle’s insights, is presented as much more satisfactory than
the Augustine-based assimilation between essentia and operatio in
God. Of course, one can hardly expect Bradshaw to take a
sympathetic look at the most essential claims of Aquinas’s meta-
physics (although when reading contemporary theologians, one
cannot help but yearn after the generous manner in which
Agquinas treats adverse doctrines). Still, one is at least entitled to
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require a similar level of philosophical precision when it comes to
the metaphysics that Bradshaw advocates as supremely consistent.
It is not the case here, and this vagueness might conceal a major
problem of understanding concerning the very issue the book
claims to settle.

It is tempting—since it seems to make things simpler—to think
of the distinction between God’s inner being and his free act of
creation in terms of a one-to-one correspondence with Gregory’s
distinction between Ousia and energeia in God. However,
following Bradshaw’s line of argument, this would lead back to
the flaws he attributes to Thomas Aquinas’s theory. If the energeia
of God, identified with the divine act of creation, proceeds from
God’s Ousia in a natural or necessary way, how would this act be
really free? And if dealing with possible worlds is the condition of
a free act of creation, why would it imply the imperfection
associated with passive potency in the case of Thomas’s God but
not in the case of Gregory’s? The interesting point is that Gregory
does not make such a simplistic assumption. If all the divine
energeiai which rule the world and divinize the saints reflect
God’s providential design, the converse is not true. Not all the
energeiai of God appear as having an external, temporal end, like
creation and divinization. Bradshaw eagerly acknowledges this
aspect:

No essence can be without its powers or ‘natural energies’ so in the case of God
these two are without beginning (Triads I11.2.6). The same is true of the ‘things
around God’, or what Maximus has referred to as His uncreated works: His
foreknowledge, will, providence, and self-contemplation, as well as reality
(3v1éTng), infinity, immortality, life, holiness, virtue and everything that is
‘contemplated as a real being around God’ (I11.2.7, f.I11.3.8). All are uncreated,
yet none is the essence of God, for God transcends them as cause."

However, what is the difference between those divine energeiai
which have a beginning and an end and those which are deprived
of beginning and end? Discussing E. Perl’s interpretation of
Palamas’s energeiai as referring to God’s eternal act of creation,

'S Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West, 238.
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Bradshaw writes: “Just as some energeiai are fully temporal, some
could be different than they are.”® According to Bradshaw, some
energeiai are eternal, as pertaining to “the things around God,”
others are temporal and purely contingent, as produced in
relationship to creation (272-73). The unique feature that these
“extremely heterogeneous” energeiai have in common is that they
all are “God’s self-manifestation.” One cannot help contemplating
with some sense of perplexity the idea that God’s act of creation
is to be wholly subsumed under the categories of space and time:

Palamas says specifically that God’s creative act has a beginning and an end. In
this, he is typical of the Greek Fathers, who generally think of creation as a
specific act taking place at the beginning of time, not as the relation between an
eternal Creator and a (possibly beginningless) temporal world."”

Is the existence of such created entities as space and time required
in order for creation to take place? This assumption sounds like
the best possible example of a self-contradictory statement, and
gives way to many similar interrogations. Are the eternal logoi or
reasons of the things that are created in time and space also
created in time and space? If time is in the mind of God, is God
eternal? Ultimately, is God God? That God’s creative decision
does not imply time, although time depends on this decision, is a
fact unambiguously stated by Gregory himself:

My discourse (guided by the absolute and eternally preexisting nature) now leads
me briefly to show the unbelieving that not only the divine powers (which the
Fathers often call “natural energies”), but also some works of God are without
beginning, as the Fathers also rightly affirm. For was it not needful for the work
of providence to exist before Creation, so as to cause each of the created things
to come to be in time, out of non-being? Was it not necessary for a divine
knowledge to know before choosing, even outside time? But how does it follow
that the divine prescience had a beginning? How could one conceive of a
beginning of God’s self-contemplation, and was there ever a moment when God
began to be moved toward contemplation of Himself? Never!"®

1 Ibid., 273.
7 1bid., 272.
" Gregory Palamas, Triads 3.2.6 (Gendle and Meyendorff, trans., 94).
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The “natural energies” from which creation stems preexist
creation and are eternal. Writing somewhat earlier about God’s
power of prescience, creation, deification (Triads 3.2.5), Gregory
points out that if these energeiai had begun in time, God would
have acquired them, and therefore God would be imperfect.
However, as Bradshaw rightly points out (238, 272-73) creation,
providence, deification are also said by Gregory to have sometime
abeginning (deification), sometime an end (prescience), sometime
both (creation). Could it not mean, contrary to Bradshaw’s
interpretation, that one and the same energeia is to be conceived
as simultaneously without beginning and with a beginning, depen-
ding on the point of view chosen? Bradshaw dismisses the notion
of relativity put forward by Perl in the case of the energeiai “with
a beginning and an end” on the grounds that there are energeiai
without end, and that all these “finite” energeiai are not related to
the act of creation, as for instance deification (240). Notwith-
standing, this relativistic aspect is implied in the very passage that
falls under these controversial comments: “there is a beginning
and an end, if not of the creative power itself, at least of its action
and clearly of the energeia relating to created things (xoTa
Sednuiovpynuéva).”"’ Deification pertains to creation in the sense
that it is an event occurring within space and time, which is
therefore related to created things. Oddly enough, Bradshaw
refuses here to translate energeia by energy, as he does everywhere
else: “Palamas does not mean that there is an end of the divine
energy in relation to created things, but that there is an end of the
divine activity of creating.”*

But again: how can this divine activity be conceived in the
categories of time and space? The interpretation of Gregory’s
sentence that Bradshaw dismisses here is an exact repetition of the
words of Gregory himself: in relation to created things, the divine
energeia has a beginning and an end. It is worth paying some
attention to the singular form of energeia in the previous passage.
As Perl has rightly emphasized, it is in relationship to the

¥ Gregory Palamas, Triads 3.2.8, quoted in Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West, 238

(emphasis added).
20 Ibid., 239.
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multiplicity of those who are to participate in it that the one and
unique energeia of God finds itself proportionally multiplied. If
the partakers undergo the perfective influence of this unique
energeia according to their own finite dimensions, why should not
the unique, infinite, and absolute energeia of God be described
here as simultaneously finite and transient? It is indeed such,
insofar as its praxis, that is, its creative and deifying action, is
limited.

Bradshaw seems at pains to explain how Gregory can bluntly
ascribe God’s energeia to the sphere of the relative:

Not everything which is said about God refers to the essence. For the ‘toward
something’ (16 mpdg T1) is also said; which is relative (Gvogopikév) and is
indicative not of the essence but of a relation to another. Such is the divine
energeia in God.”

Although this idea is never mentioned in the writings of
Gregory, Bradshaw argues that “relationship” here refers to the
relationship between the divine Persons. All the energeiai have the
capacity to be God’s self-manifestation, which implies a
Trinitarian dimension (273). In this case, however, the energeiai
would not be more related to the divine persons than they are
related to the divine essence—so why should they indicate the
persons and not the essence? It seems more reasonable to assume
that “indication of a relation to another” is meant of the mode in
which creatures relate to God. In actual fact, the manner in which
creatures relate to God prevents them from understanding God
“according to His essence,” or “according to what He is absol-
utely” (if the expression has any meaning, “absolute relationship
to God” is the privilege of God himself). Creatures merely
understand God according to the conditions induced by his free
decision to create and sanctify them: “Therefore, as Creator and
Cause of these things, God is known and is named from them and

2 Triads 3.2.13: “[The divine] essence is one, even though the rays are many, and are sent
out in a manner appropriate to those participating in them, being multiplied according to the
varying capacity of those receiving them” (Gendle and Meyendorff, trans., 99).

2 Capita 127 (PG 150:1209); see Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West, 271.
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according to them, and is seen in a certain relation (oxéoet)
according to them.””

God’s absolute enmergeia, proceeding necessarily and
motionlessly from God’s essence, as radiance stems from the very
being of the sun, is also and at the same time the efficient cause of
what happens to the creatures in time. Consequently, it can be
considered simultancously from two distinct points of view:
relatively to the creatures it affects, and as subsisting (“enhypo-
stasized”) in God**. Deification has a beginning (albeit no end) in
the sense that no ordinary human being is holy from birth: he
eventually becomes so under the influence of the Holy Spirit’s
sanctifying energeia working within the bonds of space and time
(and ultra for the elect). Yet, and at the same time, deification has
no beginning, since it means nothing but the participation of the
creature in a holiness that is utterly foreign to the bonds of time
and space. It is the holiness of God himself, perceived as an
eternal irradiation of God’s essence. Probably alluding to the
famous saying of Maximus on the “unrelated or absolute
(doyéTog) grace” of Melchisedek as the paradigm of deification,
Gregory writes:

This grace is in fact a velationship (oy£o1g) albeit not a natural one; yer it is at
the same time beyond relationship (doxétoc) not only by virtue of being
supernatural, but also gua relationship.”

2 “On Union and Distinction,” in Syngrammata, ed. P. Chrestou (Thessalonike, 1988),
vol. 2, p. 83.

2 The weakness of Perl’s interpretation lies in the identification of Gregory’s divine
energeiai with God’s eternal decision regarding creation, as if these energeiai had no other
existence but “in-relationship-to-creation,” the divine essence assuming alone the dimension
of God’s absolute being. However, the consequences of Perl’s complete relativization of the
divine energeiai appear as inconsistent as Bradshaw’s “absolutization” of the same. What about
energeiai such as wisdom, kindness, etc-? Is God kind only in relationship to creation? Is it
not, on the contrary, the good of creation which is relative to the absolute goodness of God?
In actual fact, the divine energeia is both relative, as a creative/perfective cause and absolute,
as enhypostasized in the divine essence.

¥ Gregory Palamas, Triads 3. 1.29; see Maximus, Amb. 10 (PG 91.1141ab): “it is not by
virtue of created nature, created and coming from nothingness, nature according to which he
has started and ceased to exist, but by virtue of the divine grace, uncreated, immortal, above
all nature and all times—and only by such virtue—that [Melkisedek] has been considered as
being totally and in everything generated from God according to the practical intellect.”
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The same can be said about prescience. On one hand, this energeia
has an end, since it strives to move creation towards the goal that
God has assigned to it. On the other hand, it has no end, since it
does not differ numero from God’s eternal act of self-
contemplation.”®

The first conclusion that can be drawn from this rectification
of Bradshaw’s interpretation is that a correct understanding of
Gregory’s idea of creation is liable to the very same criticism that
Bradshaw formulates against Thomas’s thought. If the energeia of
creation stems from God’s essence naturally, as being among “the
things around God” (Triads 3.2.5), how can it at the same time
pertain to God’s freedom? How can it relate to the eternal choice
between the opposites (Triads 3.1.29)? Is it not because the
“necessity” of God’s nature should not be conceived, following
Thomas’s teaching, as the hold of a foreign law on God that
would restrict God’s possibilities of choice, but precisely as an
unlimited possibility of choice entailed by the absence of such a
law? The necessity of God’s being, properly understood, cannot
be conceived separately from the exercise of an absolute,
unrestrained freedom, as the positive power (and not the
imperfect potency) of choosing between opposites.”’

The second conclusion that can be drawn from the same
considerations raises concerns about the global framework of
Bradshaw’s foray into conceptual history. Leaving aside the
succinct treatment of the Latin tradition, Bradshaw’s study seems
to have overlooked a pivotal aspect of the notion of divine
energeia, as elaborated within the Greek-speaking philosophical
and theological tradition: the dialectics between the absolute and
the relative. After all, if it is true that Gregory’s doctrine merely
displays the thought of the Fathers without adding anything to it,
this dialectics is likely to have appeared at a much earlier stage of
the tradition. How could Bradshaw effectively measure the
estrangement between East and West without taking this crucial
element into account? Conversely, exploring this neglected aspect

*¢ See above, Gregory Palamas, Triads 3.2.6.
*7 See for instance Aquinas, STh I, q. 19, a. 3.



196 ANTOINE LEVY, O.P.

of emergeia as a theological notion might lead us to a more
balanced understanding of the estrangement between the Latin
and the Byzantine religious worlds.

III. THE PORPHYRIAN PRINCIPLE
A) The Byzantine Tradition

The paradigm of the solar radiance, as expressing the way in
which the divine energeiai interact with the created sphere, comes
up several times in the course of Bradshaw’s historical survey. It
plays the role of a leitmotiv that appears at every important step
of this exploration. The productive function of light in Alexander
of Aphrodisias’s gnoseology is said to have inspired Plotinus to
form a new concept of energeia from the principles sketched out
by Aristotle.”® Basil of Cesarea draws a parallel between the sun’s
illumination and the participation of the saints in the energeiai of
the Holy Spirit.”” The very same paradigm is used by John
Damascene to account for the providential activity of God within
the created sphere. It is also a vital element of Symeon the New
Theologian’s mysticism as well as of George of Cyprus’s
triadology. Finally, the whole dispute between Barlaam and
Gregory Palamas hinges on the perception of God’s uncreated
light, identified by Gregory as the Holy Spirit’s divine energeia.
Regarding the Latin tradition, Bradshaw shows that the paradigm
of the sun’s light is pivotal in Thomas Aquinas’s accounts on
God’s creative and deifying activities (251), but he neglects to
comment on the convergence with the Eastern tradition, If this is
a coincidence, it is a peculiar one: are not the two traditions
supposed to be mutually exclusive precisely on this very point,
that is, in the understanding of divine activity?

* “That which is supremely visible, such as light, is the cause of other things being visible;
likewise that which is supremely and primarily good is the cause of other good things being
good” (De Anima 88.24-89.9; quoted in Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West, 70).

*® Basil of Caesarea, On the Holy Spirit 22 (PG 32:108¢-109a; quoted in Bradshaw,
Aristotle East and West, 173).
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Leaving for later an examination of whether this unexpected
convergence is meaningful or not, I will be satisfied for the
moment with showing that the solar paradigm contains a clue
regarding the origin of the dialectics between the absolute and the
relative energeia.

In his Life of Plotinus, Porphyry claims to have “worn out”
(mapéreivev dmodeikvig) his master Plotinus asking him questions
about the mode of the union between the soul and the body three
days and nights in a row.”® It is probably an oblique way to draw
the attention of his readers to the originality of his own approach.
The truth is that Plotinus developed more than compelling
considerations about the mode of this interaction. He laid down
the precise nature of the problem as well as the elements of the
solution, as reported in book 4 of the Enneads (Enneads 4.3.18-
23). What is the kind of state-of-thing involved when we say that
the soul is 7z the body? According to Plotinus, the idea that the
soul is contained in the body as things are said to be contained in
space or in a vessel involves a series of logical contradictions.
Plato’s image of the steersman emphasizes that an intellective
substance such as the soul remains distinct from the body while
interacting with it. Still, the simile does not indicate the mode of
this active presence of the soul to the body.

In actual fact, the only way in which real causal interaction can
be achieved without any substantial mixing is provided by the
relationship between the light of the sun and the air:

This certainly is presence with distinction: the light penetrates through and
through, but nowhere coalesces [81” xou mapov 008evi piyvutanl; the light is
the stable thing, the air flows in and out; when the air passes beyond the lit area
it is dark; under the light it is lit. We have a true parallel to what we have been
saying of body and soul, for the air is in the light quite as much as the light is in
the air.”!

The “illumination” of the body by the soul sets the body in
movement. More precisely, specific parts of the existing body
*° Porphyry, Life of Plotinus 13.

3L Plotinus, Enneads 4.3.23 (trans. S. MacKenna [Boston: Charles T. Branford Company,
19161, 35-36).
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become instruments or organs of the soul when they come into
contact with its powerful presence. As the rays of the sun fill the
air with light, the soul diffuses its power throughout the body by
means of the nervous system, which connects the specific bodily
organs to the brain. However, one should not think that the soul
is located in the brain simply because the brain is the physical
starting-point of rational action is not accurate. The brain is rather
the initial place where the soul exercises the energeia which
corresponds to its power:

[it is considered] that, obviously, the one who uses the instruments is present
where the instruments have their source {00 dnAovdéTt ai dpyai T@V dpydvavl,
but it is wiser to say that “there” indicates the energeia of the faculty, as the point
from which stems the movement of the instrument [BéAtiov 8¢ Aéyerv Trv
dpynyv Thg évepyslag TG Suvduewg éxer 8Bev yop Epedde kiveloBat T
Bpyovov].”

One of the main treatises in which Porphyry discussed the issue
of the mind-body interaction, Symmikia Zetemata, is lost. As H.
Dorrie has shown, the third chapter of De natura hominis, a
famous treatise written by a Christian theologian, Nemesius of
Emesa, between 390 and 400, contains a summary of Porphyry’s
position.” The problem of the interaction between the soul and
the body is set here in similar terms to that of book 4 of the
Enneads, including the reference to Plato’s steersman.
Furthermore, the paradigm that helps to formulate a solution is
also borrowed from Plotinus. The clue to a correct understanding
of the union between the soul and the body lies in the relationship
between the sun and the air. It deals both with a causal interaction
and with a union without confusion, dodyyuTog évwoig:

as the sun through its sheer presence [7{] mapovoig] transforms the air into
daylight by endowing the latter with a luminous form [¢pwToe16f]], and as
daylight is united to the air in a manner which is both foreign to mixing and self-

32 Tbid.
* M. Dérrie, Porphyrios’ Symmikta Zetemata, Monographen zur Klassischen
Altertumwissenschaft 20 (Munich: C.H. Beck, 1959). Dérrie methodicaily compares the
content of the chapter with a text of Priscian, the Byzantine grammarian, which clearly refers

to the Symmikza (see ibid., 15).
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diffusive [GovyydTwg dpa adTd kexupévov], likewise the soul is united to the
body while remaining totally deprived of mixing.*

Porphyry has discovered a general principle of metaphysics that
accounts for any form of interaction between the intelligible and
the material levels of reality in Plotinus’s insight concerning the
main-body interaction. Energetic causality s the mode in which
union without confusion can be achieved:

whenever an intelligible entity comes to be implicated in a relationship [¢v
oxéoet] with a place or with a thing located in space, we take liberties by saying:
“it is here.” Since it is the former’s energy which is there, we use the term
“place” instead of relationship and energy [Tov Témov dvTi Tfic oyéoewe Kol THg
évepyelag AapPdvovrec]. One should say: “it operates here [8ia Trjv &vépyerav
adtol THy éxel]” rather than: “it is here.”®

Porphyry’s concept of the interaction is fairly precise. Although
there is a relationship, skbesis, between the place and the in-
telligible entity, the latter is not spatially, but merely energetically,
related to the former. In virtue of this “relative-state-of-thing”
between the two entities, the material entity “suffers” (mdoxet) the
energeia belonging to an intelligible entity which itself remains
“unmixed,” independent of the material dimension. This
“relative-state-of-thing” is therefore fundamentally asymmetrical.
The fact that the intelligible substance A affects the material

** Nemesius of Emesa, De natura hominis (PG 40:597b). The fact that the “union without
confusion” is originally 2 Porphyrian formula, belonging to the lost Zetemata, has been
contested by J. Rist, who believes it to come from an independent source, the scholia of
Ammonius attributed to Theodotus, which would have been common to Nemesius and
Priscian; see J. Rist, “Pseudo-Ammonius and the Soul/Body Problem in Some Platonic Texts
of Late Antiquity,” American Journal of Philology 109 (1988): 402-15. Theodotus would have
attributed a Christian formula to Ammonius in order to refute Porphyry. This intricate
reconstitution often relies on slight indications. Among other points, Rist points to the
mention of skhesis, position-in-regard-to or relationship (habitudo), in the Sententia to
minimize the Porphyrian paternity of the passage (ibid., 404). However, as said here, there
is no other way to understand this “union without blending” than to refer to the notion of
skhesis, en skhesei,, one of the key concepts of Porphyry, De homine chap. 3. On the whole,
it is unlikely that, if the formula ever had a Christian origin, it had evolved into a system of
metaphysics before~or independently from—Porphyry.

¥ Nemesius of Emesa, De natura hominis § 136-37 (ed. M. Morani [Leipzig: Teubner,
19871, 42).
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substance B through its own energeia, induces a relationship from
B to A, but no relationship from A to B. A remains absolute,
askbetos, at the very moment when it affects relatively, en skbesei,
B. We will designate this asymmetrical system of causation which
Porphyry derives from Plotinus as the “Porphyrian Principle” (or
PP).

As it is plain to see in the interaction between body and soul,
the intelligible substance is not unaware of its own causal effect
upon the heterogencous substance. Since it is deliberate action
that comes into focus, one has to conceive of an “intellective
relationship” to the body that would subsist in the soul. This is an
“idea-will,” an intention, existing in the soul. In one of the few
original treatises of Porphyry that have managed to find their way
down to us, the Sententia ad intelligibila ducentes, he states:

Since the incorporeal realities are not present in bodies in a spatial sense, they
are present in the latter at their willing [§Tav BodinTtat], because they have a
natural inclination [} mé¢uke pénciv] towards them. Not being present spatially,
they are present by virtue of the relationship [ oxéogt].”*

This idea-will of the soul mixes energetically, not substantially,
with the material element, as it is diffused throughout the parts of
the body. This movement of the soul outward which never
becomes a movement in a spatial sense, is described (Sens. 28) in
terms of tension, Tda1C:

the incorporeal has to give an existence [UmooTfjoat] to the powers which tend
outwards [pemodoag . . . gl 70 £Ew] according to the union, powers through
which, making a descent, [the incorporeal] mingles with the body [oupumiéxeTon
70 oGuati]. The confinement of the soul in the body takes place in an
unspeakable tension-outward of its own being [81° £xTdoswg odv dppr{Tou
g fauTol].”

One understands that this ex-tension is said to be “unspeakable.”
Although the soul cannot ontologically come into contact or blend

% Porphyry, Sententiae ad intelligibilia ducentes, Sent. 3 (ed., E. Lamberz [Leipzig:
Teubner, 19757 2).
7 Tbid.
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with physical entities, it nevertheless manages to reach out to
external realities, to “mingle” with them, without ever departing
from its own intellectual sphere.*®

For a Christian like Nemesius, the Porphyrian Principle could
of course easily be applied to the interaction between God and the
world: the “blending without mixing” or the “traveling without
moving” of the higher entity to the lower, safeguards its
transcendence.* In fact, Nemesius explicitly refers to Porphyry
when he applies the principle to the union between human and
divine natures in Christ.* But Nemesius is not the only Christian
author, at least in the East, who secemed to have gleaned some
theological inspiration from Porphyry. Basil of Caesarea’s use of
the solar paradigm, in the famous chapter 9 of the Treatise on the
Holy Spirit, composed as early as 375, becomes clear against the
background of the Porphyrian Principle. “After the likeness of the
sunbeam,” writes Basil, the Holy Spirit can “fill all things with his
power” while at the same time “communicating Himself only to
the worthy.” He can be “simple according to his essence” while
being at the same time “multiple according to his powers.” He is
said to be “impassively divided” and “shared without loss of being
entire.” Paraphrasing Roman 12:6, Basil replaces “grace” with
“energeia,” so that the Holy Spirit is said to “distribute its energeia
according to the proportion of faith” (kar’ dvodoyiav Tfg
n{oTewg).”*! As the one and only radiance of the sun multiplies in

8 1bid., Sent.28 (Lamberz, ed., 17). In the same treatise, Porphyry describes at length how
the intellect, shifting away from a potendally endless contemplation of the incorporeal realm,
becomes the lowest of all the intellectual faculties, the ¢avracia, as it starts to deal with
bodily realities; see also senz. 16. In Senz.43, we read that it is through a tension in itself that
does not ontologically mingle with outer realities that the ¢avracia is able to “stand close to

5o <6

its own picture” or “mold pictures from outer realities.” Porphyry’s “unspeakable tension” of

. ]

the soul toward the body sounds very much like Gregory of Nyssa’s “incomprehensible law”
according to which the soul’s “vivifying energeia” extends to the body (see Dialogue on the
Soul and Resurrection, quoted above). It is probably less than a coincidence.

* See Nemesius of Emesa, De natura hominis (PG 40:589b).

*0 Ibid. (PG 40:604a).

1 Basil of Caesarea, Treatise on the Holy Spirit c. 9 (SC 17:147; PG 32:109a) Here we
come across the theological concept of dvadoyia, “right proportion,” a notion abundantly
developed by the Cappadocian Fathers. The classical philosophical register of the notion,
however, seems quite far from its use by the Cappadocians (see Plato, Timaeus 31¢-32c,
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proportion to the aerial volume that it fills, the one and only
energeia of God fills the universe in proportion to the realities,
material or intellectual, that are “able to suffer” its effect. A pas-
sage from Gregory of Nyssa’s Discourse on the Infants perfectly
describes this proportional (i.e., creature-related) multiplication
of God’s unique and absolute energeia:

[David the prophet] turned his mind to heaven’s greatness and was led to the
boundless, immeasurable power which embraces the universe. Seeing the sun’s
rays shining down upon us from such heights, he believed that God’s
providential energeiai never cease to come down from the height of the Divinity,
making their way down to us through visible realities [51d TGV dawvopévov]. If
one shining star encompasses all things by its luminous power, if it becomes
entirely and indivisibly present, as though distributing itself, to all things that
participate in this power [ndiotl T0Tg peTéyovoly £auTov Zmvépwy SAog ExdoTy
kol ddraipeTog mdpeoTt], then how much more will the Maker of this light make
himself “all in all” as the Apostle says [1Cor 15:28], giving himself to every
subject according to its capacity [ExdoTy TdpeoTt TooolTov EauToV S1808¢, Soov
16 Gmoxeipevov 8éxetan].”

The laws of nature and the order of visible realities, fa fainomena,
rest on this invisible process of energetic multiplication which
prophets like David have been able to contemplate intellectually.
At the same time, these prophets have understood that this
process does not entail any multiplication in God himself, since it
is merely related to the creatures that undergo the effects of his
creative will.

While inspired by later Neoplatonism (Proclus), the treatise on
the Divine Names, patronymically ascribed to Dionysius
Areopagita, also appears to rely on the Porphyrian Principle as it
displays the picture of a Christian universe. The love that God
lavishes on existing beings is said to be diffused through an
innumerable variety of “providential emanations or energies”
Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea 1131aff.). Nor does “analogia” have a wide scriptural basis (Wis
13:5; Rom 12:6). I would suggest that Basil received some inspiration from the treatises of
Hero of Alexandria on optics, where analogia or mathematical proportion appears as an
essential notion to describe the diffusion of light. This conjecture, however, remains to be
grounded on some evidence.

* Gregory of Nyssa, Discourse on Infants Who Have Died Prematurely (Gregorii Nysseni
Opera, ed. W. Jaeger, vol. 3/2 [Leiden: Brill, 1987], 86-87 (PG 46:181).
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(mpovonTikdic mpoddolg kal évepyeiaig), that existent beings
“suffer,” as it were.*’ Stemming from the diakrisis, the division-
multiplication of the unspeakable One, they move down to
existent beings, with the effect of triggering their existential,
operative, and contemplative faculties. This process of propor-
tional multiplication happens however without affecting the
unspeakable One. Since God is the “cause without relationship”
(&oxeTog aitia) which is “beyond all love” (mavTdg EpwTog), this
cosmic diakrisis is merely relative to existent beings, said to be
intrinsically skbetikoi, in a state-of-relationship to the unspeakable
Cause.* Here again, the paradigm of solar radiance is put forward
to depict the interaction between God and the world:

For as our sun, through no choice or deliberation, but by the very fact of its
existence, gives light to all those things which have any inherent power of
sharing its illumination, even so the Good (which is above the sun, as the
transcendent archetype by the very mode of its existence is above its faded
image) sends forth upon all things according to their receptive powers, the rays
of its undivided goodness [ndct T0ig 0doiv dvoAdywg Edinot Téc THg EAng
GyaBdTnTog drtivogl.?

In order to present the relativity of created beings and the
illusions associated with it, Dionysius uses the picture of a
luminous, motionless chain hanging from the heavens down to
existing beings. While the chain affects them merely from a causal
point of view, by lifting them upwards, the human mind cannot
help perceiving this influence as an illusory movement of the
chain itself. Similarly, thinking that the providential energeiai

* Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Divine Names 9.9 (Corpus Dionysiacum, vol. 1, ed.
B. R. Suchla [Berlin and New York: De Gruyter, 19901, 213; PG 3:916c¢).

* In fact, the Porphyrian dialectics between the akshetos (absolute) and the skhetikos
(relative) is widely present in Proclus: “Thus [the gods] in exercising providence assume no
relation to those for whom they provide (007e olv mpovoolvTeg oyéaty dvadéyovial mpog
TG mpovoolpevay, since it is in virtue of being whart they are, that they make all things good,
and what acts in virtue of its being acts without relation (v 62 16 1§ £ilvat wolody doyérug
not€l) (for relation is qualification of its being [ ydp oxéoig mpdobeoic ot 100 eivon] and
therefore contrary to its nature)” {Proclus, Elementatio Theologica, prop. 122 [The Elements
of Theology, trans. E. R. Dodds (Oxford:Clarendon Press, 1933), 109]).

* Dionysius, On the Divine Names 4.1 (trans. C. E. Rolt [repr. Whitefish, Mont.:
Kessinger Publishing, 1997]; Suchla, ed., Corpus Dionysiacum, 1:144; PG 3:693b.
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move from God to the created being in a spatial sense is an
illusion due to the fact that created beings are themselves
“moved,” not in a spatial, but in a causal sense by the unique
energeia of the unspeakable One.*

More or less contemporaneously with the composition of the
Dionysian corpus in the Syrian region, the revival of
Aristotelianism in the school of Alexandria gave rise to an inter-
esting phenomenon. Originally the product of a reflection on the
mechanisms of causality in Aristotle, and perhaps more speci-
fically, as Bradshaw holds, on the process of sense-perception in
De Anima (Alexander of Aphrodisias), the Neoplatonic under-
standing of energeia, as linking the realm of the intelligible to the
material, was reintroduced in the commentaries on Aristotle’s
treatises, and especially in the commentaries on De Anima.

It is not difficult to show that Philoponus makes good use of
the Porphyrian Principle when offering a new interpretation of
the trajectory of light and colors in De Anima. The type of
movement associated with light in the aerial medium is conceived
in terms foreign to the common notion of spatial transfer; the
kind of potency it involves does not relate to the mobile, as
according to the Aristotelian definition of movement (“the
actuality of the potential qua potential” [Metaphys. 201a10]), but
to the medium. Being continuously affected by the sun’s remote
and absolute being-in-energy, what is a simple disposition or
capacity (£€mnde1dTng) in the medium (first potentiality) changes
into transparency (second potentiality or first actuality) and

* Dionysius, O the Divine Names 3.1 (Suchla, ed., Corpus Dionysiacum, 1:138-39; PG
3:680cd). We find an exactly similar insight in a passage from a Commentary on the
Parmenides attributed to Porphyry. To explain our perception of divine providence, the
author of the commentary refers to what men call a “setting” or “rising” of the sun. In reality,
there are no such things, because the sun shines without interruption. It is men who now fall
away from the energy of the sun, now come again in its presence: “[rising and setting] pertains
to the way those who are on earth are affected. [Men] transfer [to the Sun} something which
has to do with them [70 mepl EauTtodg eig gxeivov peTagépovoiv], thus ignoring what
happens in reality [dyvoolvtes 76 ouvpBoivov]” (In Parmenidem 3.13-35 [P. Hadot, ed.,
Porphryre et Victorinus (Paris: Etudes augustiniennes, 1968), 2:72-73]).
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transparency in its turn changes into light (second actuality).*’
Light can therefore be said to be the actuality of the transparent,
10 Swapavig kar’ évépysiav. However, the medium has no
determinate potency in itself to become light, insofar as a simple
disposition is not an ability to carry out an action, that is, not a
hexis (Latin habitus). Taken in itself, the air is not capable of
becoming Stapavég nor of receiving light as a certain quality. It
is the continuous energeia of the sun that provides the aerial
disposition with the hexis of transparency and enables the latter
to carry out its luminous action. The air loses the bexis as soon as
the sun recedes. The air, in order to become daylight, is entirely
dependent on the sun, as on a source of actuality that is itself
utterly independent of the air. When daylight comes, no time
separates the illumination of one point of the sky from the next,
since all these points are at the same time undergoing the
perfecting influence of the one absolute energeia of the sun.
Consequently, speaking of the change from night to day, one has
to conceive of an instantaneous movement:

perfect actuality [évépyeia TeAeia] is the state which does not proceed along
with the movement of time but holds similarly in every part of it, the sort of
things which the production of light is. For, at the same time that the light
source appears, everything that can be illuminated is illuminated, not by the
actuality of light proceeding along with the movement of time [06 cupmpoiodorng
Thg ToG dwTdg Evepyeiag T ToD xpdvou kivrjoet] but by its holding similarly in
every part of time [&v mavTl pépet adTolb duoiwg &xodong].*

This is a precise account, in Aristotelian terms, of the “union
without confusion” implied by the Porphyrian Principle. It is not
the energeia of the medium that is in the medium as a quality, but
the energeia of the sun, which does not mix substantially with the
medium. It is i the medium, multiplied according to space and
identical in every place, as a consequence of the medium’s
dependence on the sun. This results in transparency, as a relative

+ Philoponus, In Aristotelis De anima libros commentaria, Commentaria in Aristotelem
Graeca 15, ed. M. Hayduck (Berlin: Reimer, 1897); e.g., p. 324, 11. 28-33.

# Ibid., 297 (translation in J. C. de Groot, “ Philoponus on De Anima I1.5, Physics TIL.3
and the Propagation of Light,” Phronesis 28 [1983]: 178).
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hexis of the medium. Meanwhile, the energeia of the sun itself
remains one and indivisible taken in itself. Colors, which provide
sight with a perceptual content, do not move in such a highly
“energized” medium.*” Their trajectory is as simultaneous iz the
transparent medium as the trajectory of light is when it grants
actuality to the transparent medium. Color itself is conceived as
a specific and directional energeia radiated into the medium by the
object under the influence of the sun’s energeia.’® Therefore, if
one can reconstruct the trajectory of this specific energeia in the
air, in a stained glass or in any other transparent medium, it does
not mean that there has ever been an interval of time between the
different points of what appears as a geometric line of motion.
Similarly, the perception of colored objects by an animated subject
is instantaneous. When the energeia coming from the sensible
object triggers the visual faculty of the subject, promoting it to a
state of actuality, the perceptive action and the perceived object
become immediately one, exactly as the transparent medium
becomes instantaneously daylight in the presence of the sun:

Such a kind of thing is also the energeia implied by sensation for at the same time
that we look, without the passage of time, we perceive perceptible objects. For
which reason, he [Aristotle] does not say that the senses are moved but that they
operate [006¢ ¢not kiveloBat T6g aiobiioeig, GAN vepyeiv].”!

* After S. Sambursky (The Physical World of Late Antiquity (London: Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1962), 112-14), R. Sorabji has emphasized the innovative aspect of Philoponus’s
interpretation of Aristotle’s medium: “Aristotle had been prepared to say that the meedium is
affected (paschei) by the sense-object. According to Philoponus, on the contrary, the air is not
affected (apathes); it merely lets through what Aristotle had called the process (kinesis) and
what Philoponus calls the activity (energeia) of the color seen” (R. Sorabji, “From Aristotle to
Brentano: The Development of the Concept of Intentionality,” in H. Blumenthal and H.
Robinson, Festschrift for A. C. Lloyd: On the Aristotelian Tradition, Oxford Studies in
Philosophy, supplementary volume [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991], 227-59).

’® The Srapavég works as a mere transmitter which does not retain anything from what
it actually conveys. This explains that, although colors are not perceptible in the air itself, they
are still somehow contained in the latter. Summing up one of Philoponus’s major examples,
Sorabji writes: “the activities should be compared with what happens when a sunbeam shines
though stained glass. The beam throws a pool of color on the wall opposite, without coloring
the intervening air” (ibid, 232-33).Philoponus applied this scheme to other nonmaterial or

partly immaterial “travels” of sensible properties, like sound and smell.
1 Ibid.
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The considerations of Philoponus on energeia also provide the
best example of the continuous connection between Aristotelian
science and Christian theology. Simplicius had argued that one
cannot conceive of a God producing a temporal universe without
thinking of God’s act of creation as a kind of movement
happening in time. Refuting such a conclusion, Philoponus writes:

That it is not justified to conceive the productive action of God and, in general,
his energeia as a sort of movement, since it brings everything to existence
through mere willing, substantifying realities without need of time or of any
interval, this is plain to see. Indeed, energeia does not indicate per se a
movement. Energeia is a broader notion than movement, as Aristotle teaches. As
a matter of fact, he writes that energeia has two meanings: there is a perfect
energeia and an imperfect one. He calls movement the imperfect one. . . . When
he defines perfect energeia, he says that it is an immediate projection [atroa
probolh] which has a habitual-quality [hexis] as its starting point and which does
not alter the latter. This projection does not coincide with a temporal
movement; it happens instantaneously, as living light proceeds from light. From
the very first moment of its appearance, the luminous reality, fire or sun,
illuminates everything that can be so. Things are similar in the case of the
energeia related to vision. From the very first moment of perception, we
instantaneously perceive the sensible objects. . . . If the energeia of these realities
is deprived of time and therefore perfect, without movement, is there not
something astonishing in the recklessness of those who assign movement to the
energeia of God?*

From this theological point of view, the influence of
Philoponus’s Neoaristotelian research seems to have reached out
to Maximus the Confessor in his attempt to synthesize the
teachings of the Cappadocian Fathers and Dionysius Areopagita
on the divine energeiai. Indeed, commenting in Ambiguum 23 on
various passages from Gregory Nazianzen and Dionysius,
Maximus “purifies” the idea of the creative and providential
energeia of God from the idea of movement in time and space.
This happens in much the same way as when Philoponus
“purified” the notion of creatio ex nihilo from the idea of motion:

2 Philoponus, De aeternitate mundi contra Proclum (ed. H. Rabe [Leibzig: Teubner,
1899], 64-65).
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Nay, there is an efficient power [SpaoTtriplog Ondpyouoa 80vapig} which, by way
of principle, produces everything that comes to be according to God’s will,
propels and attracts moving entities by way of the goal, and finally gives them
determinate boundaries How then, as it is likely to be objected, can this
wonderful master [Dionysius] somehow credit the Deity with motion?*®

Maximus’s justification of Dionysius relies on the analysis of
two concrete examples. The first refers to Maximus’s theory of
the divine Jogoi of creation. A vase or a piece of furniture is said
to bring into existence the models (mapadeiypara) that are in the
mind of the craftsman, The models, though, do not themselves
move as they are granted existence. They rather move without
moving the mind and the body of the craftsman who in turn
frames the objects of dead matter. Motion is related to matter, not
to the models. However, what about the art of the craftsman,
which is the necessary link between the two? The second example
is derived from the science of optics, and it refers more speci-
fically to the divine energeiai as to the concrete power that molds
the universe according to the eternal logoi. These energeiai are to
be conceived on the model of the sunbeams: “People also say that
light, while it enables us to see by moving our sense of sight, is
moving, whereas, properly speaking, it sets in movement rather
than moves.”* It is relatively easy to identify these “people.” We
have just read in Philoponus: “For which reason, he [Aristotle]
says not that the senses are moved but that they operate.””’

3 For the whole passage in Amb. 23, see PG 91:1258d-1260b.

** Tbid.

5 It is through the distant effect of the real things® natural energeia that our senses are
promoted to their own being-in-energeia, thus producing the representation of these real
things. This conception is clearly expounded in a passage from the Acza of Maximus: “Indeed,
no intellectual reality, as long as it exists, stands deprived of power and energeia, nor of
sensible energeia,and power if it is of a sensible kind, nor of energeia of growth and mutation
if it is of a vegetative kind, nor, be it totally inanimate and bereft of capacity to partake of life,
of what s called the energeia and the predisposition [Zmndeiding] according to the habitual-
quality [katd EE1v]. Even beings of this type are able to become manifest as so many objects
of perception [dvTiAnmTd], when they are experienced by sentient beings through sensations.
Precisely, the energeia of this type of being consists in falling completely under the sense of
sight through becoming apparent in their own way; under the sense of hearing through
sounds, under the sense of smell through what they naturally inhale, under the sense of taste
through their flavors, under the sense of touch through resistance. As we speak about one
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God’s energeiai do not move when, stemming from God’s
unique power, they induce a series of specific effects in the
created realm on its behalf—such as bestowing existence,
conserving it, and guiding it by promoting the movement of
creatures towards God. If the motionless energeia of God triggers
the different ontological and operative hexeis of the creatures, as
a pianist pressing with great precision his fingers on his
instrument’s various keys, it is because these created hexeis cannot
be related to God’s motionless energeia without becoming them-
selves active. They naturally pass from a state of qualified potency
to a state of energeia. Similarly, the aerial medium cannot be
placed in the presence of the sun without becoming daylight.
Indeed, there is no movement from the source towards the recep-
tacle nor a movement in the receptacle. The receptacle passes
instantaneously from a determinate potency to act (bexis) to the
state of actuality, of being-in-energeia under the influence of a
source that is itself always and unalterably in the state of actuality.
Once again, it is the Porphyrian principle that underlies Maxi-
mus’s speculations: created beings are in-a-state-of-relationship,
en skhesei, whereas God is foreign-to-any-relationship, askbetos.*®

One could continue this survey of the solar paradigm by
exploring the thought of John Damascene and his successors
(Symeon the New Theologian especially; see the summary of
Bradshaw’s book above). Nevertheless, by now it must be
sufficiently clear that Gregory Palamas’s theory regarding the
simultaneously finite and infinite uncreated energeiai of God rests
on a concept of created relativity which, originating in the
Neoplatonic ambient, has been the object of a continuous and
innovative effort of re-elaboration among the founding Fathers of
the Byzantine tradition. It is this dialectic between God’s

energeia when we designate the act of seeing for the sense of sight, we speak about one
energeia when we designate, in the realities that are seen, the fact that they are seen. And we
consider alike all the other realities” (Maximus, Acta [Relatio motionis] [PG 90:142c]).
Perception is thus genuinely syn-energetic: it is generated by the combination of the natural
energeia coming from the object and the perceptive energeia of the subject.

*¢ “It is indeed plain to see that no being that has become, no created being is foreign-to-
relationship [doyétog]” (Maximus, Amb. 7 [PG 91:1073bc]).
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absoluteness and creaturely relativity that one finds missing in
Bradshaw’s account on energeia in the Eastern tradition. What
then of the Western tradition? Can it still be thought of as having
ignored the adequate manner in which the riches of the
philosophical reflection on energeia should be echoed in the realm
of theology? There might be more than one adequate way to
reassume those riches; and this legitimate difference of
interpretation might supply a clue as to the deepest reasons for
the theological estrangement between the Christian East and the
Christian West.

B) The Latin Tradition
1. Saint Augustine

From a logical point of view, the reconstruction in Bradshaw’s
book is sometimes perplexing. As mentioned before, Marius
Victorinus and Boethius are described as having followed the
Porphyrian inspiration of the Commentary on the Parmenides in
transforming the transcendent causality of the divine energeia into
a system of metaphysics based on the concept of Being and
participated Being. Later in his historical trek, Bradshaw claims
that Augustine assumed positions utterly foreign to the eastern
Fathers due to the influence of Neoplatonic authors: “Clearly, the
gulf separating Augustine from the eastern tradition is immense.
It encompasses such basic issues as the nature of being, the
simplicity of God, the intelligibility of God, and the final goal of
human existence.”’ However, did Augustine do something other
than what Marius Victorinus and Boethius did? Did he not
transform the transcendent “energetism” of his Neoplatonic
sources into a metaphysics of Being and participated Being? This
is at least what Bradshaw bases his argument upon: “in light of
this simplicity, God does not simply have being. He is being. As
Augustine puts it elsewhere, God is being itself, ipsum esse. Hence

¥ Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West, 229.
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all other things must derive their being from Him in some way.”**

Consequently, if some marginal Neoplatonic theme connects
Marius Victorinus and Boethius to the Greek speculations on the
operative mode of the Godhead, the same at least ought to be said
of Augustine.

How then can Bradshaw hold that the ignorance of Eastern
“energetism” by Augustine is the peccatum originale of Western
theological tradition, if the consequences of this ignorance cannot
be distinguished from the achievements of those who have known
Eastern “energetism” and brought it to the West under this
metaphysical version? The reflection that, according to Bradshaw,
has molded Western theology draws on exactly the same
Neoplatonic sources as the Eastern Fathers. Certainly, this
reflection might open a new theological path—a path indeed as
different from the Eastern Fathers as it is consubstantial to the
West. Still, the modifications or the novelties that it introduces do
not come from a source of influence different from that which
inspired Marius Victorinus and Boethius. On the contrary, the
speculations of Augustine, based as they are on the readings of
Neoplatonic authors, have decisively contributed to implanting
Western theology in the very philosophical ground in which the
Eastern tradition has flourished. It is hasty to conclude from the
fact that Augustinian theology obviously departs from the
positions of the Eastern Fathers that it has cavalierly ignored the
theoretical refinements of Neoplatonic “energetism.” Augustine
might have understood those refinements differently, but in such
a brilliant manner as to pave the way for the whole destiny of
Western theology.

It is true, as Bradshaw states, that the “books of the Platonists”
led Augustine to identify God with Being in the fullest sense,
namely, in a sense that goes beyond any human concept (see 222~
25).”” Bradshaw asserts that this understanding relieved Augustine

% Ibid., 225. Cf., e.g., Augustine, De Trinitate 5.2.3.

* However, the identification between God and Being, in the Plotino-Porphyrian line is
in no way specific of the West, contrary to what is claimed by Bradshaw. It suffices to read
Gregory of Nyssa’s Homilies on the Book of Ecclesiastes: “everything that is, is governed by
the power of the true Being [+ T00 dvrwg dvTog Suvdpst mepikpaTolpeval. And this true
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from the necessity of identifying God, after the Manichean
fashion, as a subtle body spread throughout the world’s material
elements, “as a sponge floats in the sea” (see Confessions 7.5). It
is certainly a good thing, from a Christian point of view, onto-
logically to distinguish the Creator from the creation. But how
precisely did the “books of the Platonists” succeed in winning
Augustine back to the Christian doctrine? Is it not due to the fact
that they provide a rational explanation for the presence of a
transcendent entity within the world that preserves its ontological
“otherness”? The unchangeable “light” that Augustine discovers
inside himself when he withdraws from sense-perception is not
merely different from the material world. It created and
continuously sustains the material world, and the very intellect
that contemplates it: “Nor was it above my mind as oil is above
water, nor as heaven above earth; but above it was, because it
made me, and I below it, because I was made by it.”*® The
relationship between the intellect and the light that it
contemplates is an experience of utter proximity that is,
notwithstanding, totally foreign to spatial determinations. This
relationship has only one analogé in the world: it is the
relationship between the soul and the body. As the soul is in the
body, not spatially, but as the source of its existence and
movements, God is in the soul, as the source of its existence and
movements:

This, their nature declareth unto him that beholdeth them. “They are a mass; a
mass is less in part than in the whole.” Now, O my soul, thou art my better part,
unto thee I speak; for thou animatest the mass of thy body, giving it life, which
nobody furnishes to a body but thy God is even unto thee the Life of life.”!

The whole metaphysics of participation that Augustine is led
to formulate suggests that changing beings, although having

Being is the Good in-itself. . . . Everything which is contemplated outside It is non-existence.
Indeed, everything that stands outside what Is is not” (in Jaeger, ed., 5:406-7; PG 44:725).
From Bradshaw’s book, one can legitimately infer that the “books of the Platonists” have been
as carefully read in the East as in the West.

¢ Augustine, Confessions 7.10 (NPNF 1:195).

? Ibid. 10.6 (NPNF 1:255).
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substantially nothing in common with the changeless Being,
somehow partake of it in some degree or another. God is present
in the world but not in a spatial sense. He is the inner source for
the existence and movement of creatures, but at the same time
this source is totally transcendent to their being. In short, God is
present to the world as its unceasingly creative cause. This is
nowhere more vigorously expressed than in Letier 187 to
Volusianus:

God so fills all things as to be not a quality of the world, but the very creative
being of the world, governing the world without work, sustaining it without
effort. Yet He is not extended through space by size so that half of Him should
be in half of the world and half in the other half of it. He is wholly present in the
whole of it, as to be wholly in heaven alone and wholly in the earth alone, and
wholly in heaven and earth together; unconfined to any place, He is in Himself
everywhere.*

This “blending without mixing” of the transcendent in the
immanent sphere is, of course, reminiscent of the Porphyrian
Principle.®® As a matter of fact, Augustine, exactly like Plotinus
and Porphyry, draws on the mind-body relationship to conceive
the paradoxical mode of God’s presence in the world:

The nature of the soul is very far different from that of the body; and how much
more different must be the nature of God, who is the Creator of both soul and
body! God is not said to fill the world in the same way as water, air, and even
light occupy space, so that with a greater or smaller part of Himself He occupies
a greater or smaller part of the world.*!

Here again, as in Plotinus and Porphyry, this mind-body
interaction rests on the model of the relationship between sun and
daylight. Emphasizing as usual the immaterial nature of the soul
in De Genesi ad litteram, Augustine writes:

2 Augustine, Presentia Dei Liber (lettre 187), §14-15 (in E. Naab, Augustinus: Uber Schau
und Gegemwart des unsichtbaren Gottes [Stuttgart: Frommann-Holzboog, 1998], 226-28).

¢ As Nemesius in chap. 3 of De natura hominis, Augustine has recourse to the same
principle to explain the union between human and divine in Christ.

¢ Augustine, Letter 137 to Volusianus 2.4 (in Mary T. Clark, trans., Augustinus of Hippo,
selected writings [Mahwah, N. J.: Paulist Press, 1984]).
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As God is much more excellent than any creature, the soul likewise overcomes
all bodies according to the dignity of its nature. It is true that light and air, the
more excellent material elements of creation, that are meant to act on behalf of
their superior status [faciendi praestaniia] more than to be acted upon on behalf
of their bodily mass [patiendi corpulentiamy, as is the case for water or earth,
administer the body by means of certain elements which bear more resemblance
to the spirit. Indeed, corporal light heralds something—however, the reality to
which it is a herald is different from it [cui autem nuntiat, non hoc est, quod
ilia).®

For Augustine as for the Neoplatonic authors, the soul is an
immaterial light, analogical to the sun, which illuminates the
whole body, whether in terms of will or in terms of knowledge.
This illumination happens through the “material light” of the
body, which plays the role of an intermediary—a
“herald”—between an activity that is purely intellectual and a
passivity that is the specific feature of matter. In chapter 20 of the
same work, Augustine describes the action of the thin particles of
light and air. Dwelling along bodily circuits, they are the first to
receive the commandment {(excipere nutus) of the soul. As the
aerial medium becomes daylight by virtue of the sun’s presence,
the “corporal light of the corporal sky” as Augustine calls it here
(i.e., the “atomic arrangements” that take place in the brain)
receives its diffusive existence and power from the radiating
presence of the soul.®® The intentio of the soul, while remaining
in the soul, is transcribed in the brain according to the multiple
arrangements of this “atomic” language and hence conveyed to
the material organs, so as to exercise rational will. Conversely,
sense impressions are transcribed into other atomic arrangements
of the same kind and conveyed through the same circuits to the
brain, where they are in some way “read” by the soul. This is how
the mind comes to be informed about the external world. The
“travel” of the intentio through the bodily circuits is conceived as
being as instantaneous as the travel of light in the aerial medium,
enabling the soul to be present locally in the organs of the body
while having never stepped out of the intelligible realm.

¢ Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 7.19.
% Thid, 7.20.26.
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Although Augustine probably borrowed the framework of his
explanation from Plotinus in the Enneads (4.3.22-23), there are
indications that he reads Plotinus in a Porphyrian key. The very
notion of intentio, which plays here, as in other treatises, an
important role in Augustine’s thought, is not Plotinian. It could be
Porphyrian. As we have seen, the idea of tension, Tdoig, is a
central element of Porphyry’s description of the mind-body
interaction in the Sententia: “The confinement of the soul in the
body takes place in an unspeakable tension-outward of its own
being [81" &xTdoswg odv dpprTou Thg £awTol).”®” The notion of
intentio implies a paradox. It means stretching out (tendere)
without coming out (by staying i7n). Yet it is precisely the role
assigned by Porphyry to his fantasia, a taculty which is closely
similar to Augustine’s memoria. We read that it is through a
tension of itself that does not ontologically mingle with outer
realities that the fantasia is able to “stand close to its own picture”
or “mold pictures from outer realities” (Sent. 43). Various
scholars maintain that Augustine’s understanding of the mind-
body interaction betrays the thorough influence of Porphyry’s
conception of “blending without mixing.”** Indeed, Augustine’s

¢ Porphyry, Sent. 28.

¢ The close similarities between Augustine’s Lezzer 137 and Nemesius’s De natura hominis
has led E. Fortin to assume their common dependence on Porphyry’s Symmikta Zetemata; see
E. Fortin, “Saint Augustin et la doctrine néoplatonicienne de I’ame,” in Augustinus Magister
111 (Paris: Etudes augustiniennes, 1954). J. Pepin has drawn similar conclusions from a broader
study on soul-body interaction in Augustine’s treatises (De quantitate animae; De
immortalitate animae); ]. Pepin, “Une nouvelle source de Saint Augustin: Le Zetema de
Porphyre ‘Sur P'union de I'dme et du corps,”” Revue des etudes anciennes 66 (1964), 53-107;
repr. in J. Pepin, “Ex platonicorum persona”: Etudes sur les lectures philosophiques de saint
Augustin (Amsterdam: A. M. Hakkert, 1977). One of the arguments used by Rist (“Pseudo-
Ammonius and the Soul/Body Problem™) to deny the Porphyrian origin of the dadyxurog
Evwotig points to the fact that Augustine, although he knew Porphyry’s views on the mind-
body interaction, had never used it. The least one can say, however, is that the terminology
of Augustine stands close to the formula when, comparing the union between the soul and the
body and the union between divine and human natures in Christ, he writes in Letter 137, c.
11: “si tamen recedat auditor a consuetudine corporum . . . quamquam et in ipsis corporibus
aeri lux incorrupta misceatur, ergo persona hominis mixtura est animae et corporis, persona
autem Christi mixtura est dei et hominis” (emphasis added). If, against all expectations,
Augustine had no acquaintance whatsoever with De natura hominis 3-—since Rist claims that
the text of Nemesius is slightly posterior to Augustine’s letter—there is hardly any other
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scheme is strikingly reminiscent of chapter 3 of Nemesius’s De
natura hominis: that the soul is able to display its activity
throughout bodily parts comes from the fact that the body
suspends from the soul and its intrinsic power, vis, in the same
way as the aerial medium suspends from the sun’s intensity in
order to become daylight. The “ontological relativity” of the body
induces a “dynamic relativity” of the soul. According to
Augustine, the intentio of the soul is “relatively” in the body while
remaining in itself from an absolute point of view.*’

This coincides with Porphyry’s notion of energeia, but with a
specific difference. Porphyry’s energeia is said to be in the body as
an efficient cause, there being no ontological divide between the
source and its activity. Augustine’s physical intentio is the effect
in the body of the intellectual intentio remaining in the soul, the
two intentiones being therefore essentially (but precisely not
intentionally) distinct.

Be that as it may, Augustine applies the formula of this
interaction to the relationship between God and the world,
exactly as the Eastern Fathers do. Arguing in De immortalitate
animae against the Manicheans, who thought that creation
implied a temporal change in God’s will, Augustine writes:

possibility than to assume that Augustine had found the formula in Porphyry, exactly as
Nemesius did, and applied it to Christology, almost at the same time as Nemesius did.

% As a spiritual power, the intentio relies on the material components that channel it, while
remaining in itself independent from them (rather like our modern “hardware”/ software”
dichotomy). Material damage produced by illnesses, or momentary closure of sensory organs,
as happens during sleep, undermines the normal functioning of the intentio: “the intentio of
the soul is disturbed: it is as if someone endeavors to restore what is crumbling, but without
success” (Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 7.20.26). However, in the case of mystical rapture,
the intellect contemplates the highest realities through an intentio that is entirely devoid of
connection to matter and material forms: “ when the intentio of the soul is totally diverted
and dragged away from bodily senses, we are accustomed to call it ecstasy—one is no longer
able to sec bodies which are present and manifest to sight, nor to hear any voice” (ibid.,
12.26). Usually the intentio is split between purely mental thoughts and the task of delivering
inputs ad extra, towards the material universe. But it is easy to show that the real “home” of
the intentio is the intellectual part. Augustine takes the example of someone who is absorbed
in some intellectual reflection while taking a stroll. When the reflection becomes demanding,
the individual has to stop walking: “If the intentio is intensely involved [si major intentio est]
.. . the will ceases to regulate the function which is setting the feet in motion™ (ibid.).
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there can exist something that is not changed when it moves changeable things.
For there is no change in the mover’s intention [non mutetur moventis intentio)
of bringing the body he moves to the end he wants, while that body in which the
change takes place is changed from moment to moment by the same motion, and
itis clear that the intention of accomplishing this remains utterly unchanged [illa
intentio perficiendi quam immutatam manere manfestum est].”

The instantaneousness of God’s will, which makes it come true
under the conditions of time and space, is itself an event devoid
of time and space. These conditions are relative to the creatures
which undergo the effect of this will. Therefore, when the
intellect of creatures enclosed in space and time strives to
conjecture the cause from its effect, it has to overcome its own
relativity in terms of space and time. This is one of the great
themes in Augustine’s Confessions: “Thou, O Lord, ever workest,
and art ever at rest. Nor seest Thou in time, nor movest Thou in
time, nor restest Thou in time; and yet Thou makest the scenes of
time, and the times themselves, and the rest which results from
time.””"

The numerical identity of will and essence in God cannot be
understood separately from this mental process of “de-
relativizing,” which guides the famous discussion on the nature of
time in book 11 of the Confessions:

Lo, are they not full of their ancient way, who say to us, “What was God doing
before He made heaven and earth? For if,” say they, “He were unoccupied, and
did nothing, why does He not forever also, and from henceforth, cease from
working, as in times past He did? For if any new motion has arisen in God, and
a new will, to form a creature which He had never before formed, however can
that be a true eternity where there ariseth a will which was not before? For the
will of God is not a creature, but before the creature; because nothing could be
created unless the will of the Creator were before it. The will of God, therefore,
pertaineth to His very Substance.””

From this point of view, there is something strange in accusing
Augustine’s notion of divine essentia of having a “static

7 Augustine, De immortalitate animae 3.4.
7! Augsutine, Confessions 13.37 (NPNF 1:383).
72 Ibid. 11.10 (NPNF 1:300-301).
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character,” as Bradshaw does (224). Augustine’s notion of divine
essentia points merely to the fact that all the actions of God are
not separated from being, esse, so that one must conceive of God’s
uncomposed essentia as intensively active.”

As we see, Augustine draws as much as the Eastern Fathers do
on the Porphyrian Principle to construct his “theory of divine
relativity.” A determinate action of God here and now, although
stemming from God’s eternal being-in-activity as from its source,
does not imply any movement or separation from this source.
However, whereas Eastern theology strives to display relativity,
seeing it as a means to understand the condition of creatures from
a theocentric point of view, Augustine endeavours to overcome
this relativity, as the only possibility for a creature, enclosed in the
space-time continuum, to attain to the contemplation of God’s
absolute being. The Eastern tradition, following a descending line
from God to the creatures, focuses on the diakrisis of the One, the
atemporal process of multiplication/division of the divine energeia
towards the world. Augustine, following a line that goes in the
opposite direction, takes its starting-point in the created effect of
God’s will, and hence ascends gradually to the eternal
preconditions of his experience in the space-time continuum.
Accordingly, Augustine forges a perspective that is in some way
the mirror-image of the Dionysian diakrisis: the multiplicity of
God’s creative operations in the world is shown to be relative to
the condition of the creature, so that these actions are
systematically reduced to the simplicity of an eternal intentio
enclosing all measures of time and space within itself.

The existence of symmetrically inverse interpretations of the
same “divine relativity” leads of course to different ways of
expressing the mystery of God in the West and in the East. In the

7* The Palamite notion of divine Ousia would be more likely to fall under the accusation
of statism, since it is distinguished kat’epinoian, “notionally,” from energeia. It does not
however, since the Principle and the energeia that proceeds from it are but one uncomposed
or simple reality: “The distinction [Stdxpioig] [between divine ousia and divine energeia] is
according to the notion [émtvoiq], whereas the union [Evwoig] [between the two] is real
[mpaypamikr] and not liable to separation [GxdpioTog]” (Gregory Palamas, Refutations 5 [PG
151:880c]).
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perspective that Augustinian theology frames, the intellects of the
blessed, once removed from the physical dimensions of space and
time, as are the angelic intellects, can contemplate God according
to his essence. Here, the radiance of God, as the radiance of sun,
is shown to be identical uno numero with its source. Sym-
metrically, from the perspective of the Eastern Fathers, this divine
radiance, being perceived according to the finite capacity of
created intellects, is distinct from what God is in himself,
kat’ousian, as a Reality free from the limitations of created minds.
The elect are said to contemplate God according to the
unconfined variety of his energeiai (kindness, virtues, sanctifi-
cation, creative power, etc.) which are the same Being-in-energeia
considered under its different notional aspects. Once again, the
finite nature of created intellects induces a multiplicity where
there is only unity on an absolute level. However, the multiplicity
contemplated by the elect does not point towards the finite
realities belonging to the time and space continuum, but to the
being of God himself.

It is apparent that the West and the East do not designate the
same states-of-things when it comes to the “vision of God
according to essence.” Moreover, they manifestly designate the
same state-of-thing under wordings that merely sound mutually
exclusive. “The vision of God according to essence,” as Augustine
conceives it, does not designate a vision of God that would
comprehend uno intuitu the wholeness of the divine Being. Yet
this type of vision is precisely what the Eastern Fathers reject
when they say that no created mind will ever be able to
contemplate the essence of God. Correlatively, the “vision of God
according to the energeiai,” as conceived by the Greek Fathers,
does not designate the vision of an entity numerically different
from the divine essence (God is uncomposed). Yet this type of
vision is precisely what Augustine rejects when he states that
operations and essence are one in God. Once again, it is
worthwhile emphasizing, in opposition to Bradshaw, that this
difference in the wordings is not due to Augustine’s ignorance of
the philosophical patterns that inspired the Greek Fathers, but to
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his original way of reassuming these patterns. The fact that the
interpretations of Augustine and of the Eastern Fathers, despite
their difference of approach, coincide from a doctrinal point of
view, is probably the best tribute possible to the idea that
dogmatic unity within Christianity does not imply theoretical
uniformity.

What then of the rest of the Latin theological tradition? On
one hand, it is true that Augustine has influenced it to an extent
that can hardly be overstated. On the other hand, it is not true
that his influence could have led its victims astray from the
dogmatic stances of the Eastern tradition. Taking into account
these two facts, can we not imagine that the distance between the
two traditions, as epitomized by the conflict between Thomism
and Palamism, has more to do with a question of approach, of a
difference of perspectives, than with genuine opposition? The
goal of the present reflection is to shed some light on the
construction of two different religious universes within
Christendom. [ shall therefore be satisfied if the theological
difference that surfaces can contribute to the success of this
investigation.

2. Saint Thomas Aquinas

All the apparent shortcomings specified to this point pale in
comparison to the paradox that, for want of being openly
addressed, affects the whole line of Bradshaw’s argument. As |
stated in the beginning, the idea that the flaws of Western
theology stem from a neglect of an Aristotle-inspired school of
thought sounds highly original. It turns upside down not only the
usual criticism against the West formulated by Neopalamites, but
also the traditional claim of the Eastern Fathers that they were
willing to philosophize “according to Christ and not to Aristotle.”
Originality is welcome insofar as it is consistent. If it were such in
the Bradshaw’s study, one would have at least expected the
following question to be raised: what happened to the prodigious
renewal of Aristotelian thought in the West, from the beginning
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of the thirteenth century, if, as Bradshaw claims, it produced
theological results that were so deeply at odds with the thought of
the Eastern Fathers? Hypothetically, it could all be “la faute a St.
Augustin.” After all, the weight of his theological authority might
have prevented the West from rediscovering the essential
connection between Aristotelianism and the Christian faith. But
then what about the essential connection that Western theology
has succeeded in establishing between that very Aristotelianism
and the Christian faith? Is this essential connection inessential? If
so, why? And ultimately, what about the whole foundation for the
argument, if Augustine is shown to owe as much to this
“Aristotelian vein,” via Plotinus and Porphyry, as the Eastern
Fathers? When it comes to the notion of divine operation,
understanding the manner in which the Augustinian theological
habitus of the West influenced the Aristotelian renewal of the
thirteenth century deserves better. Let us take up the issue by
showing how Bradshaw’s interpretation of Thomas Aquinas’s
metaphysics falls short of grasping this definitely essential
connection between Augustine and Aristotle.

As we have said before, the solar paradigm comes up
everywhere Thomas considers the communicatio esse between the
Creator and the creature: “Being results naturally from the form
of a creature, given the influence of the divine action [supposito
tamen influxum Deil; just as light results from the diaphanous
nature of the air, given the action of the sun.””* Bradshaw is aware
of the importance of the paradigm, but believes that its
interpretation in terms of efficient causality closes Thomas’s
metaphysics to the synergetic universe of the Greek Fathers:

[Thomas Aquinas] describes creatures as participating in esse ‘vigorously or
feebly” and as possessing a power or ‘intensity’ of being that is determined by
their form. He also sees the esse of the creatures as an ongoing and continual
dependence upon that of God. Since creation is not a change from some prior
state, he argues, it is not a motion but a relation of continual dependence, like
that of the air upon the sun. It is also complete at each moment that it occurs ‘as
a thing that at the same time is being illuminated and is illuminated’ (Contra
Gentiles 11 19,6). Finally, Aquinas describes God as acting continually to

STh1,q.104,a. 1,ad 1.
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maintain the esse of things just as a corporeal mover acts continually to maintain
the motion of the thing moved (IIL, 65,5). All of this could be taken to mean that
the esse of creatures is an ongoing activity of God. At no point, however, does
Aquinas actually say it is.”

As T noted above, it is fortunate that Thomas never said that
the being of creatures was identical to the activity of God, since
no Orthodox Father ever said such a thing. Let us recall that the
whole point of Gregory Palamas’s argument against Barlaam is
that participation in God’s energeia involves no essential blending,
no ontological confusion, between the participant and the
Participated. Being distinct from its effect (energema), the divine
energeia of the Greek Fathers is an efficient cause that, considered
in relationship to the entity it affects, is neither natural nor
violent, but transcendent and perfective. Is this not the case of
Thomas’s communicatio esse?

Looking into the matter more precisely, however, one can see
that the similarity between the creative energeia of the Fathers and
Thomas’s communicatio esse has nothing to do with a strict
equivalence. The communicatio Thomas has in mind stands for
the result of God’s will, not for the creative will itself. Thomas
emphasizes, in a direct line with the Augustinian tradition, that
the will and operation of God cannot be really distinct from
God’s essence. In this manner, whereas the energeiai of the Greek
Fathers seem to “fill the distance” between the unspeakable unity
of God’s Ousia and creatures, there seems to remain in the
conception of Thomas, as Bradshaw claims, a kind of “gap”
between the result of God’s will and the divine will itself. But how
can that be the case, if Thomas deals here with a transmission, a
communicatio esse?

We need to take a deeper look at Thomas’s metaphysical use
of the solar paradigm. For this purpose, a brief analysis of a
passage where the actions of animated creatures are referred to as
the “ordinary communication” of a divine impulse will suffice.
Interestingly enough, Thomas takes up here the Augustinian
notion of intentio:

s Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West, 251-52.
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the natural virtue which is attributed to natural things when they are constituted
in being has its place in them as a kind of form endowed with a determinate and
steady being as to its nature. But that which derives from God in a natural thing
lid quod a Deo fit in re naturali], by whose virtue it actually operates [quo
actualiter agat] is a kind of sheer intentio [est ut intentio sola] endowed with a
sort of incomplete being, similar to the mode in which colors are said to be in
the air and to the way the virtue of craftsmanship is to be found in the
instrument of the craftsman [virtus artis in instrumento artifices].”®

Thomas highlights here the difference between a capacity of
action that relies on the nature of the creature and a capacity
induced by an additional energetic influx from God. Whereas the
former pertains to the existence of a habitus, of a steady potency
in the creature, the latter is independent of the nature of the
creature. Consequently, the creature does not own its actions in
the way it owns its natural abilities. Indeed, the natural habitus,
taken in itself, is unable to transform a capacity for action into an
actual action without the addition of this transcendent and
instantaneous influx. The analogy with the propagation of light
and colors in the air squarely reminds us of Philoponus’s
interpretation of Aristotle’s De Anima, sketched above. The aerial
medium endowed with the bexis of transparency would not
produce light, if it did not receive an additional energetic influx
from the sun. This influx is received in the mode of an energeia
and propagates instantaneously, travelling as it were through the
medium, but without movement. Although the result (the action
of an animal/the illumination of the aerial medium) is the
actualization of a given habitus, affecting the medium in the mode
of a quality, this quality is immediately related to its source
(God/the sun) as to the intimate and exclusive principle of its
existence. In other words, although daylight is a quality of the
aerial medium, it is much more intimately related to the light of
the sun than to the aerial matter, since there is nothing else in this
matter than the mere possibility of being illuminated.”

’ De Pot., q. 3 a. 7,ad 7.

77 Light, as colors, is substantially foreign to the medium that receives it: “since it is not
rooted [non habet radicem] in the air, light ceases as soon as the action of the sun does. So as
light is in respect to the sun, likewise is every creature in respect to God” (STh I, q. 104, a. 1).
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Accordingly, as daylight is the moment in which matter receives
a determinate sharing in the light of the sun, the action of an
animal implies a determinate sharing in the activity of God
himself.

The “intentional” aspect of the interaction between the
medium and the independent source of activity is not limited to
the natural level. Evoking the vision of the divine essence
momentarily granted to Moses, Thomas states that it happened
“by way of a transitory passion [per modum cuiusdam passionis
transeuntis|, as stated above . . . and in this way that light was in
Paul when he was in rapture.” The momentary perception of the
divine essence is the result of the essence’s intensity of being
reflecting itself in the intellect of Moses and Paul as in a medium.
This gracious contemplation does not last because the intellect of
the prophets and saints is not endowed with a habitus gloriae. Tt
is not until they are in Patria that the elect will enjoy this vision
“by way of an abiding form [per modum formae immanentis].””®
The sole exception is the human mind of Christ. He was granted,
from his conception, such a supernatural babitus/hexis. Christ
intellectually contemplated the Father continuously in the days of
his human life, and this contemplation was so intense that it
sometimes reflected in the mode of a visible light, as at the
moment of the Transfiguration. This is another example of
supernatural “passio transeuns,” this time of a material order,
illuminating the aerial medium in a literal sense. Like the vision
of the divine essence in the minds of the prophets, this
extraordinary light lasts no longer than an instant, since it does
not encounter in the medium a habitus that it could raise to a
state-of-activity.

In such a context, the reappearance of the Augustinian infentio
might be more than a coincidence. Historically, as pointed out by
R. Sorabji, the ontological status of the Philoponian energeia was
used by Avicenna and Averroés in order to account for the type of
reality associated with the content of sense-perception in the
medium, that is, between the object existing in the material space

7 STh I, q. 175, a. 3, ad 2.
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and the percipient subject. Averroés refers to entities propagated
in the medium as intentiones (ma’na or ma’qul for the Greek
vénua and Adyog) insofar as they contain in potentia the sense-
data that will be actualized by the agent intellect:

The existence of forms in the medium has a manner intermediate between
spiritual and corporeal. For forms outside the soul have a purely corporeal
existence, within the soul a purely spiritual one, and in the medium a form which
is intermediate between spiritual and corporeal.”

Albert the Great clearly acknowledges his indebtedness to the
Arabic tradition when he writes about this “travel” of colors in the
medium:

this is more of an alteration than a local motion. Nevertheless, it is not truly
alteration, by the fact that not a thing, but the intentio of a thing is generated in
the medium, which intentio is not a thing firmly established in being but rather
the spiritual likeness of a firmly established thing [guae intentio non est res rata
in esse, sed potius ratae rei similitudo spivitualis].®

One recognizes here the most proximate source of Thomas’s
“mere intentio, endowed with a sort of incomplete being” as
opposed to the “form endowed with a determinate and steady
being as to its nature.””’

In this philosophical context, one wonders why late-twelfth-
century translators of Arabic philosophy chose intentio to
translate the Arabic notions.®? The only philosophical use of

7 Averroés, Epitome of Parva Naturalia, trans. H. Blumberg (Cambridge, Mass., 1961);
see Sorabji, “From Aristotle to Brentano,” 255.

80 Albertus Magnus, De Anima (Opera omnia 7/1, ed. C. Stroick [Cologne 1968], 152).

81 On the links between Arabic philosophers and the Dominican school as regards the
“gnoscological” aspect of intentio, see ]. Spruit, Species intelligibilis: From Perception to
Knowledge (Leiden: Brill, 1994], 1:81ff.

#2 1 do not find any technical use of intentio among the pristine Aristotelian translations
of Burgundio “Pisensiis,” Jacobo “Venetiis” or in any of the anonymous translations produced
before the middle of the twelfth century. This terminology seems to be entirely due to an
initiative of the Toledo school of translation—Michael Scot, Domenicus Gundissalinus and
his multicultural “pool” of Spanish translators working on philosophical texts written in
Arabic. The philosophical use of intentio is well attested in Gundissalinus’s own treatise De
Anima, composed around 1140, in line with his work on Arabic treatises. Years ago, E. Gilson
showed that the driving-force of Gundissalinus’s treatise lay in the quest for agreement
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intentio witnessed in the Latin tradition leads us back to the works
of Augustine.* But why should translators have picked up this
term from there? As we have seen, Augustine’s intentio, as the
ma’na and ma’qul of the Arabic philosophers, also includes a
duality of aspects, being intelligible and static in the mind, while
it is dynamic and material in the body. Moreover, it specifies a
continuity between the two aspects: according to Augustine, the
instantaneous “travel” of the material infentio in the body hinges
on the intensity of the mental intentio in the mind, whereas the
opposite is not true. Although the gnoseology of Augustine has
little in common with that of Aristotle, the parallel between the
“travel without travel” of Augustine’s intentio in the body and the
“movement without movement” of Averroés’ ma’na in the
medium is indeed striking.* Insofar as the views stated above in

between St. Augustine and Avicenna’s views on the soul and the process of knowledge (E.
Gilson, “Les sources greco-arabes de I’ Augustinisme avicennisant,” Archiv d’histoire doctrinale
et litteraire du moyen age [1929]: see 791f.). In fact, it seems that the rediscovery of Aristotle
was paralleled by a rediscovery of Augustine, as the main philosophical authority of the Latin
tradition. The pseudo-Augustinian treatise De spiritu et anima, written sometime between
1161 and 1191 by an author whose identity is still a matter of contention, draws heavily on
Augustine’s De Genesi ad litieram, especially when it deals with the “travel” of the
physiological intentio (see De spiritu et anima 10 [PL 40:785]).

8 The notion of “intentio cordis” is not rare in the texts; it is one of the favorite
expressions of Bernard of Clairvaux. Moreover, several authors (e.g., Hildegard of Bingen,
Henric d’Auxerres, Hermanus de Runa) refer to the intentio as a faculty of the soul: “The four
main winds correspond to the four faculties in human beings, namely the ability to conceive
[cogitatio] and formulate [locutio], the will to mean [intentio] the outward expression
[gemitus]” (Hildegard of Bingen, Liber divinorum Operum, pars 1, visio 4, c. 49, [. 205
[Corpus Christianorum Cont. Med., Turnhout: Brepols, 19961). There is, however, no sign
of further philosophical or theological elaboration.

$Augustine had in mind the “travel” of the intentio in the body, as pertaining to the
interaction between the soul and the body, not the “travel” of the intentio in the external
medium, as pertaining to the interaction between the percipient subject and the material
world. Moreover, when Augustine deals with the latter, he takes up the
“extramissive”conception of Plato and the Stoics: sense perception is not caused by the formal
activity of the object in the intellect of the percipient, as in the Philoponian theory, but by the
causal activity of the subject itself, as the light of the soul extends in conic rays towards the
surrounding space in order to grasp the forms of material things (see De quantitate animae,
66; De Genesi ad litteram, 3.5.7). The progress of “physiological optics” in the Arabic world,
at the cusp of the tenth and eleventh centuries., has led to the reversal of the old extramissive
theory of vision, which had found its final exponent in Galen. The ideas of Philoponus, well
known as Yahya al-Nahwi, the commentator on Aristotle’s Physics, are probably not foreign
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the present article are consistent, it is not difficult to account for
this phenomenon: Augustine’s intentio and Averroés’ ma’qul have
a common root in the Porphyrian Principle, directly for Augustine
and through Philoponus’s interpretation of De Anima for
Averroés.® It is by virtue of the relativity of the lower entity to
the higher that the energeia of the latter communicates itself to the
former. One therefore understands that Thomas Aquinas was able
to use the solar paradigm, construed in this Aristotelo-Philoponian
key, as a most accurate and “scientific” expression of Augustine’s
insight concerning the interaction between God and the world.
The “travel without travel” of the energeia-intentio in the medium
witnesses the unilateral dependence of the creatures on their
motionless and supremely actual Creator.

Historical conjecture aside, the Porphyrian logic underlying
Thomas’s solar paradigm proves that there is no “gap” between

to this crucial step. Avicenna relies on Al-Razi (d. 924) when he refutes the intramissive theory
still defended by Al-Kindi and Hunayn ben Ishaq (d. 877). The conceptions of Al-Hazen (Ibn-
al-Haytham, d. 1038), the greatest Arabic theoretician of physiological optics and a
contemporary of Avicenna, stand even closer to Philoponus. Some of the results to which the
experiments of Al-Hazen, making use of darkrooms, have led coincide tightly with the
argument of Philoponus on the example of stained glass. Exactly like stained glass, air needs
to be transparent in order to convey colors, while colors need to fall on an opaque surface in
order to become visible. Al-Hazen’s general theory of perceptual processes sounds very similar
to that of Philoponus: sensible objects emit rays or powers (called “forms” and “intentiones”
in the Latin translations of Al-Hazen’s treatises) in a natural way, which fall into percipient
eyes in perpendicular lines. While traveling in the medium, those powers, weated
geometrically as points and lines, are devoid of matter (otherwise they would interfere with
one another while propagating in the medium). These forms or intentiones are the source of
the intentiones grasped by the mind when the sense organ is properly affected by those
activities. Albert the Great was familiar with Al Hazen’s “physiological epistemology”: “Light
does not remove anything from the colored body according to matter [per esse materiale]. It
produces a similar form in the medium, like the similitude of a seal is imprinted on wax or in
some other matter. Regarding the existence of such a form in the eye, Haceuben Huchaym
has produced evidence of it, relying on many visible signs” (Albertus Magnus, Liber de sensu
et sensato, tract, 1 [Opera omnia, ed. A. Borgnet (Paris: Vives, 1890-95), 25]). Regarding the
progress of physiological optics in Arabic medieval science see Gill A. Russel, “La naissance
de Poptique physiologique,” in Histoire des Sciences Arabes, vol. 2, ed. R. Rashed and R.
Morelon (Paris: Seuil, 1997).

¥ In his strenuous attempt to sketch out a deeper, metaphysical connection between the
different meanings of intentio in Thomas, in one tight line with Marechal’s transcendental
Thomism, A. Hayen points also to a nonstrictly Aristotelian (i.e.,, Neoplatonic), origin of the
notion (see A. Hayen, L’intentionnel selon Saint Thomas [Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1954]).
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the communicatio esse and its transcendent Source. Saying that
the existence of the effect is entirely dependent on the actualitas,
the intensitas essendi of the Source postulates a causal continuity
between the two. If there is a distance between them, it is to be
understood exclusively in terms of substance or nature. The
essence of the effect is utterly different from the essence of the
Cause, the former being created and the latter uncreated. In this
manner, the Philopono-Aristotelian structure which Thomas gives
to the paradigm of the solar radiance points to the inanity of
postulating an essential continuity on the basis of the causal
continuity that binds the creature to the Creator. While being
causally the closest reality to the creature, as creating, conserving,
guiding, and sanctifying it, God remains essentially the farthest
from the creature. All that he does is done in virtue of his pure
actualitas essendi, without his having to move or to step out from
eternity into the sphere of time and space.®® This is nothing but
the Augustinian approach reasserted in Aristotelian terms. The
Porphyro-Philoponian scheme enables us to overcome the
anthropomorphic illusions induced by the relativity to the divine
inherent in our condition. Thus, while formulating Augustine’s
view on the interaction between God and the world in
Aristotelian terms, Thomas remains faithful to the founding
metaphysical intuition of the Confessions.

In the example of Thomas Aquinas, it becomes once again
plain that the Western theological tradition has neither neglected
nor minimized the importance of the synergism that lies at the
core of its Eastern equivalent. The post-Aristotelian, strongly
Platonized scheme which, in Augustine’s works, regulated the
interaction between God and the world is taken up by Thomas in
an apparently Neoaristotelian, yet intimately Neoplatonic form.
From a doctrinal point of view, there is no difference between the
ways the West and the East envisage the causal continuity and the
essential discontinuity between God and the world. However, an
identical philosophical scheme has given way to two distinct

# See M.-]. Dodds, “Ultimacy and Intimacy: Aquinas on the Relation between God and

the World,” in C. J. Pinto de Oliveira, O.P., Ordo sapientiae et amoris: Hommage au
Professeur J.-P. Torrell (Fribourg: Editions universitaires, 1993).
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theological perspectives. The perspective of the Greek Fathers is
clearly theocentric: the Absolute—God-being-in-energeia—is set
forth in the first place, while the energetic relativity that
produces, conserves, and sanctifies creatures is understood as a
consequence of it being in relationship, en skhesei, to the world.
The perspective of the West can be called anthropocentric: the
created subject, taken in the continuum of space and time where
it is created, conserved, and sanctified is led to overcome the
energetic relativity inherent in its condition in order to
contemplate God as a source of actuality essentially secluded from
time and space.

In order to understand how two different religious worlds have
emerged from these two theological perspectives, notwithstanding
their doctrinal identity, one should keep in mind the mutually
exclusive nature of these perspectives. One and the same event
can be described simultaneously from the two perspectives. This
means that there is no third point of view that could allow us to
embrace simultaneously both perspectives: one must choose one
system of reference or the other. There is no place, in Thomas’s
perspective, for the Palamitic distinction between God’s Ousia
and God’s enmergeia, since it relies on the theocentric view
according to which the divine emergeia “in-relationship,” en
skhesei, reaches out to existents. Conversely, there is no place in
Gregory Palamas’s perspective for a universe envisaged indepen-
dently from the energeiai of God, since the identification between
God’s essentia and God’s operatio relies on Thomas’s anthro-
pological view, whereby the creature’s relativity has to be
intellectually reduced. The impossibility of fusing the two
perspectives into one does indeed produce two very distinct
pictures of the universe. From the Eastern perspective, the
phenomena, the visible and material realities, appear as
continuously “energized” by the Uncreated, in virtue of the
emphasis on the causal continuity between the divine energeia and
the created beings. The will of God reaches out to the world of
the subject, so that perceiving and experiencing this uncreated
energeia tend to define the content of the Christian “science of
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God,” theologia. From the Western perspective, the phenomena
appear as having a created density owing to their radical
separation from the uncreated sphere. The will of God has
“withdrawn” into the abyss of God’s eternity, so that paying due
tribute to the “natural autonomy” of the universe becomes a
primary task of theology as sacra doctrina. Depending on the
perspective embraced, the religious meaning of the universe seems
to change. This might be the closest one can get to grasping the
fundamental content of the estrangement between the Latin West
and the Byzantine East.

CONCLUSION

Bradshaw’s study ends up with a very negative assessment of
the path followed by Western theology, which hardly comes as a
surprise. All the problematic consequences of the Enlightenment
are presented as having their roots in the various limitations and
flaws of medieval theology (275-77). However, can Thomas
Aquinas really be blamed for “the long movement of the West
towards unbelief”?

On the other hand, our survey of Bradshaw’s book, though
very critical on several substantial points, does not entirely dismiss
the observations that it contains. It is true that the manner in
which Western theologians, especially Thomas Aquinas, have
handled the notion of divine operation, on the basis of the
Neoplatonic conjunction between Augustine and Aristotle, has
ultimately led to an emphasis on the autonomy of the created
world, either in the natural or the supernatural sphere (grace as a
“created accident”). If the condition for the emergence of free-
thinking in the Western world is the growing importance of a
scientific attitude towards the world, then there are indeed some
reasons to claim that free-thinking owes something to the
theological developments that characterize the works of Albert the
Great and Thomas Aquinas.

Nevertheless, on this point, as on so many others, Bradshaw’s
insights are undermined by an unbalanced philosophical
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judgment. If a blossoming scientific attitude is the prerequisite of
modern scepticism, it also means that the scientific achievements
of the modern era owe something to the medieval revival of
Aristotelianism. The least one can say is that the role of Palamism
in the development of modern science and in the construction of
new social paradigms is not nearly so evident. Should one give
one’s preference to a theology that has shaped in depth what we
call the modern world, with all its achievements and failures? Or
should one give it to a theology that, notwithstanding its
wonderful fruits of holiness, has always kept a distance from a
purely immanent type of human knowledge? The question is
probably unfair. Giving personal preferences is not what is
expected from theologians, or rather from historians of theology.
Their role is merely to explore the religious roots of present
culture, with all its inner tensions and conflicts, in the most
objective way possible. To this extent, such a commitment might
prove crucial.
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MORAL DEVELOPMENT AND
MAKING ALL THINGS NEW IN CHRIST’

CRAIG STEVEN TITUS

Institute for the Psychological Sciences University of Fribourg
Arlington, Virginia Fribourg, Switzerland

HE TITLE OF THIS ESSAY points to two questions for a

study of Aquinas’s virtue ethics and the renewal of Catholic

moral theology. Does Aquinas’s virtue approach to ethics
necessarily involve moral development? And can we rationally
speak of moral development in terms of theological virtue ethics
and “making all things new in Christ”?*

Concerning the first question, William Spohn recently claimed
that “moral development has not yet become a major concern for
virtue ethics.” Even though moral growth was central to the
thought of Aristotle, the grandfather of virtue ethics, Spohn
professed to be unaware of any “major concern” for moral
development in contemporary virtue theory, with two minor
exceptions.” Of course, Spohn was, in part, referring to the
Kohlbergian brand of “moral development,” which, because of its

! An earlier version of this essay was delivered at a colloquium honoring Fr. Servais-
Théodore Pinckaers, O.P., “Making all Things New in Christ: Toward a Thomistic Renewal
of Moral Theology” in Fribourg, Switzerland (October 2005).

* Eph 1:10. This translation of the Vulgate is rendered “uniting all things in Christ” in the
Revised Standard Version of the Bible.

* William C. Spohn, “Conscience and Moral Development,” Theological Studies 64
(2000): 122-38.

* As exceptions, Spohn points to N. J. H. Dent, The Moral Psychology of the Virtues (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1984); and David Carr, Educating the Virtues: An Essay
on the Philosophical Psychology of Moral Development and Education (New York: Routledge
1991).
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