Kant's Third Antinomy and Spinoza's Substance in the Sophiology of Florenskii and Bulgakov
What is the relationship of the antinomy of freedom-necessity to sophiology? What difference do the antinomies of reason in general make for the respective conceptions of Sophia by Solov’ev and his followers? More specifically, what effect did Florenskii have on the subsequent sophiological tradition, namely in the work of Bulgakov? While it would probably be uncontroversial to state that Florenskii’s theory of antinomy profoundly shaped Bulgakov’s conception of the relationship between God and the world,Cf. introduction in Sergii Bulgakov: Towards a Russian Political Theology, Rowan Williams (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1999), 116–20. and Sophia’s role in relating divine and created reality, the cause of this significant shift is not obvious and it would appear to many that the insertion of antinomy is wholly unnecessary and even unwelcome. Valliere, for example, charges Bulgakov’s with ‘reaching an impasse’ and ‘splitting Sophia in two’. See Paul Valliere, Modern Russian Theology: Bukharev, Soloviev, Bulgakov (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000), 270–71. Zenkovskii decribes Florenskii’s use of antinomy as ‘exaggerated’ [p.881], ‘strange’ with ‘much psychologism’ and ‘close to contemporary existentialism’ which weakens his thought. [883] Zenkovskii even charges that Florenskii does not achieve a system of all-unity, because in short, the system never allows for the duality of the two worlds to become resolved and the problem of the presence of evil that lies beyond personal sin remains unexplained. [888-889] He also regarded Florenskii as using theological or ecclesiological garments to clothe the philosophical problems he could not solve, hence simply banishing them [890]. See V. V. Zenkovskii, A History of Russian Philosophy, George L. Kline (New York: Columbia University Press, 1953).  Solov’ev’s concept of Sophia, as read in Russia and the Universal Church, See Vladimir S. Solov’ev, Russia and the Universal Church, Herbert Rees (London: Centenary Press, 1948), 156–57.  served as the main point of critique and departure for Florenskii who saw the identification of the Three Persons’ consubstantiality with Sophia as the universal substance as dangerously pantheistic.Although there seems to be little discussion in secondary literature about the problems of pantheism, Lingua notes that, “Operando questa distinzione, Florenskij evita le derive panteiste di Solov’ëv e allo stesso tempo riesce a mantenere una sostanziale unità tra Dio e cosmo.” Graziano Lingua, Kénosis di Dio e Santità Della Materia: La Sofiologia di Sergej N. Bulgakov (Rome: Edizioni Scientifiche Italiane, 2000), 30. However I cannot agree fully with Lingua’s characterization which follows this statement of the two worlds as ‘visible’ and ‘invisible’ since such a distinction would portray a sort Platonism, that is incompatible with Florenskii’s notion that divinity - the Light of Tabor - is made visible when manifest. Lingua correctly notes that the influence of Solov’ev and Florenskii at this stage is decisive for Bulgakov. Eventually new demands were added to the concept of divine substance, which is Sophia. It needed to receive divinity from God, but at the same time be submerged into creaturely existence. Sophia needed to be suspended in a state of antinomic dwelling in two different orders, that of divine nature and creaturely existence, thus keeping them separate. The effect this had for Bulgakov’s project at least, was that sophiology became a mode in which to examine and explain all theological doctrines afresh, and not simply a compliment to the incarnation or a poetic notion to add alongside others representations of divinity. Sophia, in her new antinomic mode, becomes the speculative means to understand and more adequately offer explanations of God’s relationship to creation.Throughout my discussion of the relationship of the concept of antinomy to the category of substance, which here becomes a central characteristic of sophiology, I am indebted to the analysis of Paul Franks who has provided a detailed explanation of how antinomy and substance were at the heart of the post-Kantian idealism of the late nineteenth century in Germany. Although space does not permit me to summarize the complexity of factors that he points to as motivations to use Spinoza’s monistic - or rather, ‘transcendental realist’ philosophy to respond to Kant’s antinomies of reason, the Third in particular, and as a compliment to his ‘transcendental idealism,’ is it necessary to point out that before Franks there was never an adequate reason given for the motivation to create a ‘system’ of philosophy such as the German idealists sought. Many similarities are found between the various attempts at ‘systematicity’ in the movements of German idealism and Russian sophiology. See Paul Franks, All or Nothing: Skepticism, Transcendental Arguments, and Systematicity in German Idealism (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2005); Paul Franks, “From Kant to Post-Kantian Idealism: German Idealism,” Aristotelian-Society Supp. 76 (2002): 229–46; Paul Franks, “Transcendental Arguments, Reason, and Skepticism: Contemporary Debates and  the Origins of Post-Kantianism,” in Transcendental Arguments: Problems and  Prospects, ed. Robert Stern (Oxford: Clarendon Oxford Press, 1999), 111–45.
	In the earliest of Bulgakov’s writings on Solov’ev he shows a nearly uncritical enthusiasm to embrace the philosophical project of all-unity.It seems that at this early stage Bulgakov’s sole criticisms lay in the area of Solov’ev’s under-developed political ideas, which he views as too linked to Slavophilism and romanticism. See ‘Vladimir Solovyov: Scholar and Seer’ (1903), in Sergei N. Bulgakov, A Bulgakov Anthology, ed. Nicolas Zernov and James Pain (London: SPCK, 1976), 47. Concerning himself with the largely philosophical matters in Solov’ev’s thought, the erstwhile Marxist political economist characterised his predecessor’s idealism as describing a process in which human consciousness and divine truth form a real union, through divine-human interaction, whereby the ‘absolute first principle, the positive unity of all’ gradually reveals itself. The end result of this process is the achievement of the universal idea of absolute love or the good.Bulgakov, A Bulgakov Anthology, 45 Cf. Bernice Glatzer Rosenthal, “The Nature and Function of Sophia in Sergei Bulgakov’s Prerevolutionary Thought,” in Russian Religious Thought, ed. Judith Deutsch Kornblatt and Ralph Gustafson (Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 1996), 156. Thereby “the fullness of ideas or the fullness of being must be conceived not as a mechanical totality but as their inner union which is love,” which Bulgakov considered to be the ‘basic conception’ or the ‘unchangeable centre’  of Solov’ev’s philosophy. He also noted that one of the great appeals of Solov’ev’s system was its synthetic quality,Bulgakov seemed at this point to deeply appreciate the merit of Solov’ev’s conciliatory or synthesiszing philosophical project, reconciling “for the modern mind religion, metaphysics, and science, throwing their united light of practical life with itsmoral and historical proejcts anon the domain of what ‘ought to be’. Solov’ev’s philosophy is an essay in such synthesis, unique of its kind in modern times.” Bulgakov, A Bulgakov Anthology, 42. a point that would soon turn sour in the face of Florenskii’s critique.
	In 1910, after the disillusioned Marxist became acquainted with Florenskii, Bulgakov dealt with the Sophia motif in Solov’ev’s work in an article entitled ‘Nature in the Philosophy of V. Solov’ev.’Sergei N. Bulgakov, “Priroda v Filosofii Vl. Solov’eva,” in Sbornik Statei o V. Solov’eve (Brussels: Zhizn’ s Bogom, 1994), 6–44. Also published in Voprosy Filosofii i Psikhologii, 1910 (12): 188-195. Cf. discussion in Rosenthal, “Nature and Function,” 158–59.  Equating the motif with the Eternal Feminine and the World Soul, he cited a key passage from Solov’ev’s famous Lectures dealing with the question of God’s substance: “Sophia is God’s body, the matter of Divinity, permeated with the principle of divine unity. Actualising in Himself, or bearing, this unity, Christ, as the integral divine organism, both universal and individual, is both Logos and Sophia.”Vladimir S. Solov’ev, Lectures on Divine Humanity, Boris Jakim (Hudson, NY: Lindisfarne Press, 1995), 108. This Christological reading of Sophia, which is one of the various ways in which Solov’ev conceived of her, would soon be abandoned by both Florenskii and Bulgakov and replaced with Sophia as a Trinitarian product. In the years when Bulgakov and Florenskii were both working on their respective dissertations while engaging each other on the theme of Sophia, they critically engaged Solov’ev’s notion of substance due to their suspicions that Solov’ev’s concept of God led implicitly to pantheism.
	If Bulgakov’s deep appreciation of his predecessor was initially due to the synthetic quality of his philosophy, Florenskii’s view would highlight the opposite approach, for at the very heart of Florenskii’s thought at this point was an epistemology that arrived at an affirmation of the antinomic stasis of all of reality, of Truth itself. Florenskii posits that at the basis of existence there is a self-causing, self-proving Subject of knowledge.Pavel Florensky, The Pillar and the Ground of Truth, Boris Jakim (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997), 34. This affirmation would lend much to what Bulgakov would soon develop as the ‘transcendental subject of economic activity,’ as an exposition of Sophia in her cosmic, nature-philosophical aspect.
	The similarity of this self-causing Subject to Spinoza’s substance at this point is even noted by Florenskii himself.Florensky, Pillar, 35. Although it may appear that this notion simply mimics or rephrases what Solov’ev proposed, Florenskii’s application of a general theory of antinomy to this view of substance, or the self-causing Subject, should be understood partly as a response to what he saw as overly rationalist-monistic or pantheistic tendencies in Solov’ev’s concept of God. In a revealing passage in his Pillar and Ground of Truth, written in twelve letters, he notes in Letter Two on doubt that his own “entire work, in its antinomian spirit, opposes Solov’ev’s conciliatory philosophy.”Florensky, Pillar, 433, fn. 5.  He explains that his use of Solov’ev’s project of understanding Truth as the ‘all-one existent’ is only a ‘formal’ one, and he does not accept the content of Solov’ev’s philosophy or his general interpretation of all-unity. In general Florenskii’s entire magnum opus seeks to expose the reality that there is both a pillar and a ground of Truth that cannot be rationally resolved. But in the passage just cited it is not entirely clear exactly what his ‘opposition’ to Solov’ev’s content was. However the simple fact that Solov’ev’s work needed to be subjected to an antinomian critique would influence Bulgakov to abandon his initial affirmation of Solov’ev’s ‘synthetic’ or ‘conciliatory’ method.In a letter to Florenskii (August 7, 1912), Bulgakov describes how he sees - in Kantian terms - the duality of the two worlds and Sophia’s role as mediator. But he notes a disagreement between them concerning the sinfulness of the World Soul and how that relates to Sophia. I have not had access to Florenskii’s response but this letter shows evidence of their mutual engagement and even disjucture at a time when they were formulating similar conceptions of Sophia, which they called their ‘theme’. Sergei N. Bulgakov and Pavel A. Florensky, Perepiska (Tomsk: Vodolei, 2001), 59–63.
	Later in Florenskii’s Letter Ten on Sophia where he discusses the various historical portrayals of Sophia, he provides some needed clarification to his earlier comment about Solov’ev’s idea of substance, referring to the early systematic conception of Sophia in Russia and the Universal Church where she is “not only the ideal person of Creation but also the ‘Substance of the Holy Trinity’.”Florensky, Pillar, 559, fn. 702; Stolp’ i Utverzhdenie Istiny, 775, fn. 701.  Before criticising this idea for its lack of theological orthodoxy, viz. its pantheistic implications, Florenskii offers a noteworthy correction, which bears strong influence from the theology of Gregory Palamas on the distinction between God’s essence and energies. He suggests replacing Solov’ev’s ‘substance’ with ‘general energy’ or ‘general grace.’ Here his rejection of Solov’ev’s view of substance becomes clearer. He argues that the rationalism of Solov’ev, recalling both the Spinozist origins of this idea and what Florenskii charges as his ‘philosophy of things,’ is the main culprit of this mistaken conception of Sophia or God’s substance. He writes of the problem of cosmogony where “Solov’ev’s rationalism betrays itself precisely in the fact that, for Solov’ev, neither is it the living Person, nor the Hypostasis nor the self-grounding Living Trinity - the start and foundation of all - rather, it is the substantia from which the Hypostases are then formed.”My translation, Cf. Pillar, 559-560, fn. 702; Stolp’, 775, fn. 701. Whether or not this is a correct reading of Solov’ev, or whether he avoids this charge elsewhere is not our concern at present. Most importantly Florenskii used it as a point of departure to reconceive Sophia. He regarded these systematic conceptions of Solov’ev as “unquestionably related to Sabellianism, Spinozism and Schellingism”Florensky, Pillar, 560, fn. 702. or in other words, monistic and dangerously pantheistic. It appears therefore that the relationship of Sophia to creation and man reveals a strong essentialist foundation in Solov’ev’s thought, despite his attempt to ground all-unity in the ‘existent.’ Florenskii saw Solov’ev’s connection between the Trinity and Sophia, and through her to the created world, as one of emanation, likened to currents in Neoplatonism.Cf. Leo M. Lopatin, “The Philosophy of Vladimir Soloviev,” Mind XXV (October 1916): 437; Robert Slesinski, “The Metaphysics of Pan-Unity in Pavel A. Florenskij: A World View,” in P. A. Florenskij e la Cultura Della Sua Epoca, Michael Hagemeister and Nina Kauchtschischwili (Marburg: Balue Hörner Verlag, 1995), 471. Pantheism remained the primary problematic for them to overcome and this could only be achieved by a bordering concept that would distinguish uncreated from created nature.
	Florenskii‘s application of Kant’s concept of antinomy Critique of Pure Reason, A444-5/B472-3. For a detailed treatment of the importance of Maimon’s critique of Kant for the motivation of post-Kantian idealism in general see Paul Franks, All or Nothing: Skepticism, Transcendental Arguments, and Systematicity in German Idealism (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2005). - specifically the third cosmic antinomy on causality and freedom - ensures that the existence of creation, or created nature, cannot be deduced from God’s own nature. Human reason must allow for a break or chasm between its conception of God’s activity toward creation and creation’s action toward God. In Letter Six on contradiction he writes, “Contrary to Spinoza’s acosmismAcosmism generally means the postulation of God’s identity with the cosmos, or a refusal to distinguish between God and creation. and the pantheism of the majority of thinkers, nothing can be concluded about the existence of the world from the nature of God, for the act of world creation [...] must certainly be conceived as free, i.e. as proceeding from God without necessity.”Florensky, Pillar, 107. He comments that it is well known that Jacobi viewed Spinoza’s system as the only consistent one for rational philosophy, since theistic systems inevitably introduce irrationality. He notes the agreement he sees in this regard found in Aleksandr Vvedenskii who wrote, “Pantheism is just as essential a characteristic of every consistent rational philosophy as agnosticism is an essential characteristic of every consistent philosophy of empiricism. A strictly rational philosophy and pantheism are identical notions.” Cf. Vera v Boga, ee proiskhozhenie i osnovanie. Moscow: 1891, p. 209, cited in Pillar, 487-488, fn. 205. This key point is the primary motivation for the departure from Solov’ev’s initial conception and the application of antinomy to sophiology.
	Leo Lopatin had earlier remarked that when Solov’ev became an ‘enthusiastic admirer’ of Spinoza at age sixteen during his atheistic philosophical phase, he interpreted the Spinoza in a materialist manner. However later in his life Solov’ev adamantly defended the religious character of Spinoza’s philosophy. Lopatin noted that during Solov’ev’s early materialist phase, it was “thanks to Spinoza, [that] God, though as yet in an extremely abstract and naturalistic image, for the first time returned to Solov’ev’s conception of the world.”Lopatin, “The Philosophy of Vladimir Soloviev,” 430. This was originally delivered on February 2, 1901 at the Moscow Psychological Society, however it cannot be said whether Florenskii or Bulgakov attended this meeting. In the latter’s case he only arrived in Moscow that year. Although Solov’ev continued to owe a significant debt to Spinoza’s philosophy he did not repay this debt until the last years of his life when he entered what may be considered a minor Spinozist controversy in 1897. In an articleThe article was published originally in the issue of Vopsrosy filosofi i psikhologi, which followed the issue in which Vvedenskii’s article appeared. (Bk. 38, 1897:157-84) It was reprinted in Solov’ev’s Sob. Soch. XI: 3-29. he wrote to refute Aleksandr Vvedenskii’s charge that Spinoza was an atheist, Solov’ev produced a critical defence of Spinoza’s system and concept of God. Although it did not create a controversy of such proportions as Friedrich Jacobi’s similar charge over a century earlier, it is noteworthy that the circumstances were nearly identical to that of Lessing, Jacobi’s target, in that Solov’ev, like Lessing, died shortly after writing his Spinozist confession, leaving others to sort out how these affirmations  implicated their religious orthodoxy. 
	In his article on Spinoza’s concept of God Solov’ev admits clearly, as he stated elsewhere, that Spinoza was his first love in philosophy and despite certain criticisms he remained heavily indebted to Spinoza. At the same time that we learn about Solov’ev’s concept of God and substance in relation to that of Spinoza, we see how some of the basic problems that Florenskii later points out can be found in his tacit or even outright acceptance of certain tenets of Spinozism, in particular his de-personalised view of GodVvedenskii, the foremost Kantian philosopher in Russia at that time, argued that if Spinoza’s view of God does not grant personality, then God would be lower than man. A. I. Vvedneskii, “The Concept of God (in Defense of Spinoza’s Philosophy),” in The Concept of God: Essays on Spinoza by Aleksandr Vvedensky and Vladimir Solovyov, foreword by Robert Bird, trans. Boris Jakim (Carlisle, PA: The Variable press, 1999), 5. Solov’ev responds with a curious statement, that one need not choose between God as being personal and impersonal, but tertium datur quid: God is suprapersonal. Solov’ev reasons that when a man gives up his life, he forsakes his personality - or soul - for something eternal, and “thus transforms his personal life into eternal life.” Vladimir Solovyov, “The Concept of God (in Defense of Spinoza’s Philosophy),” in The Concept of God: Essays on Spinoza by Aleksandr Vvedensky and Vladimir Solovyov, foreword by Robert Bird, trans. Boris Jakim (Carlisle, PA: The Variable press, 1999), 48; Sob. Soch. XI, 20. He goes on to explain, perhaps not to the satisfaction of every reader, that if we are to speak correctly about attributions of personhood to Deity we can only these as double negatives, such as ‘God is not impersonal’ which leads, for Solov’ev, to posit God as a suprapersonal being. He calls the Trinity of three Persons a ‘suprapersonal entity’ [sushchestvo sverkhlichnoe] Solovyov, “The Concept of God (in Defense of Spinoza’s Philosophy),” 50; Sob. Soch. XI, 22. and accordingly the idea of absolute substance.
	Solov’ev  argues that the general concept of the Absolute should be uncontroversial since it is found among so many different religions of the world and the great mystical thinkers. However he emphasised that clarity is needed when describing how God’s absoluteness comes into relation with man or created existence in general. Here Solov’ev lauds Spinoza’s construction of an entire system on what he calls the credal affirmation that “everything that exists has in Deity the ultimate or definitive foundation of its being, its substance. This concept of God as the one substance of all things, [...] logically follows from the very concept of His absoluteness or genuine divinity.”Solovyov, “The Concept of God (in Defense of Spinoza’s Philosophy),” 51; Cf. Sob. Soch. XI, 23. As the unconditioned, causa sui, this absolute substance conditions everything as causa omnium. Solov’ev faults Spinoza only with the fact that he did not go beyond this initial affirmation of an all-thinking and all-being substance as the unmoved mover. In Spinoza’s system God is represented as bi-modal nature, both the natura naturans - nature that is doing the bearing out of the world of phenomena, which is knowable in the world of phenomena as natura naturata, or that nature which is borne out or has been borne out, and presented in reality.The roots of this distinction are not entirely clear and may originate in the work of Eriugena, who uses the concepts of divided nature from Maximus the Confessor and John Damascene. Cf. H. Siebeck, “Ueber die Enstehung der Termini Natura Naturans und Natura Naturata,” Archiv Für Geschichte der Philosophie 3: 370–78. Solov’ev stops here for a critical moment to note that Kant’s philosophy showed that “between the absolute entity [...] and the world of phenomena, there is certainly a subject of knowledge, who, if only by the exclusively formal character of its functions, cannot be recognised as absolute.”Solovyov, “The Concept of God (in Defense of Spinoza’s Philosophy),” 52. However, as Florenskii charges, Solov’ev then fails to adequately distinguish how the Absolute is related to the concept of God on one hand and substance on the other without ending in pantheism. How is this absolute substance related to the subject of knowledge? Instead Solov’ev’s critique of Spinoza concerns the static nature of his substance, which allows little regard for historical process and temporal becoming. These few points summarise Solov’ev’s main contentions with Spinoza’s concept of God as presented in his late writing.It seems that Solov’ev’s departure and ‘critical’ or Kantian use of the notion of absolute substance would largely follows Hegel’s usage, and later on he admits the importance and value of Hegel’s doctrine in respect to Spinozism. Cf. Solovyov, “The Concept of God (in Defense of Spinoza’s Philosophy),” 54. 
	Overall Spinoza’s view remained for Solov’ev a necessary building block for his own project of Godmanhood in providing a logical connection between “Deity and all the aspects of existence and therefore historical becomings as well.”Solovyov, “The Concept of God (in Defense of Spinoza’s Philosophy),” 54. Without this logical bridge one would assume with the Deists that God and the world exist in isolation of each other. Due to the circumstances surrounding Solov’ev’s affirmation of Spinoza we still lack some of the details but to a large degree it did provide some critical material for his successors.
	In addition to Florenskii’s critique of Solov’ev’s emanating substance he provides a further remark of criticism for which antinomy becomes a controlling concept that seeks to render Solov’ev’s concept of Sophia in orthodox theological terms. Florenskii’s critique of the synthetic rationalist tendency in Solov’ev motivates him to make a stronger emphasis on the personal aspect of the Trinity, i.e. the tri-personal unity as creating or producing the presence of all-unity in the world. Rather than being derived from this substantia or all-unity, as with Solov’ev, the Trinity produces the substance of love as the content of the all-unified entity [sushchestvo], allowing the substance to acquire life, unity and being.Florensky, Pillar, 237. Stolp’, 325. Jakim translates ‘sushchestvo’ as ‘entity’ which could also be essence or substance. In this act of pre-creation God posits Godself, or better, God condescends to created being, by emptying Himself of absolute qualities and is positioned toward created existence. Similar to how a parent chooses to speak in simpler language in order to communicate with a child, God uses this way of relationship to convince or coax creation toward divinity, without determining or even standing in direct correlativity to it, which would force created nature to conform to divine nature and deprive created essence of freedom. This is Florenskii’s attempt to account for God’s relationship to created being, while preserving his transcendence and role as Creator.
	Bulgakov accepted this new mode in which to conceive of Sophia and then applied  Florenskii’s antinomy as the basis of the project of all-unity in his early, programmatic works, Philosophy of Economy (1912) and The Unfading Light (1916). In the former work Bulgakov developed a sophiological system in concert with Schelling’s Naturphilosophie in which he contrasted Sophia in her divine and creaturely aspects. In his subsequent major work that traced his own intellectual journey through religious philosophy, Bulgakov cited Florenskii’s 1908 lecture entitled The Cosmological Antinomies of Immanuel KantPavel Florenskii, Kosmologicheskie Antinomii Immanuila Kanta: S Prilozheniem Ekskursa Ob Antinomicheskoi Razuma, vol. 2 of Sochinenii (Moscow: Mysl’, 1995), 3–33. that included a section on the antinomic structure of reason.Sergei N. Bulgakov, Svet Nevechernii: Sozertsaniia i Umozreniia (Moscow: Respublika, 1994), 133. [hereafter ‘SN’] This lecture formed a conviction in Bulgakov that would fundamentally inform his approach to religious philosophy and later, theological dogma, especially the critique of modern rationalism he shared with Florenskii, or at least the crisis they both saw in western European forms of rationalism.
	In Bulgakov’s sophiological system freedom is based in the self-positing of God by the Absolute, and laid as the foundation of the universe.Sergei N. Bulgakov, Philosophy of Economy: The World as Household, Catherine Evtuhov (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2000), 202.  The polarisation of freedom and causal necessity, as contrasted in Kant’s Third Antinomy, is absent from inanimate nature, and cannot exist in the Absolute. “The freedom of the Absolute has no boundaries and therefore coincides with absolute necessity: God wishes only what he can, and he is capable of everything he wishes or might wish.”Bulgakov, Philosophy of Economy, 208. God’s nature is posited into creation as freedom allowing for a living synthesis of freedom and necessity giving rise to the process of life. Neither freedom nor necessity alone can exclusively express this process.Bulgakov, Philosophy of Economy, 214.  As such Bulgakov describes what he believes to be the antinomic structures of economy and the relationship between God and the world.In contrast to the other foci as found in Rosenthal’s article on the same topic, I am focussing primarily on Bulgakov’s early thought concerning the problem of ‘ immanentism’ or God and the world, as he often put it. Rosenthal’s informative article looked mostly at the themes of 1) Orthodox economy-eschatology, 2) cosmic and material sanctification and 3) Sophia as a feminine motif. Rosenthal, “Nature and Function,” 155. In general the Philosophy of Economy shows how he was convinced that economic theory was mindlessly caught in the antithesis argument of Kant’s Third Antinomy and was hopelessly deterministic, supported by a materialist ideology - and implicit cosmology and theology - that assumed the laws of nature were mechanistic, which could leave little if any role for human agency or freedom.
	In the part two of The Unfading Light, entitled ‘Divine Nothingness’ Bulgakov discusses in detail what he calls the fundamental antinomy of religious consciousness, the transcendent-immanent nature of God.SN, 88. As in Florenskii’s conception of Sophia the primary concern is to safeguard the Trinity’s nature – all three persons – from involvement in created nature. In this new conception Sophia is that reality of the divine presence who is reflected in creation while being wholly immanent to created being. Sophia is posited before creation, at the beginning of createdness.Bulgakov even cites the Zohar in support of his identification of Sophia with the beginning that is named in the opening words of the book of Genesis. He cites Zepher he Zohar 1, 3b, stating “‘In the beginning God created’ [the Zohar] notes that bereshit signifies khokma (wisdom, being the second of the three highest Sefirot), this means that the world exists through the higher and impenetrable mystery of khokma.” SN, 192. As the first principle of creation, the start of the series of created being, she contains all within her while posing as the reflection of the transcendent divinity who both posited her in creation and gave her divine essence. For Bulgakov it is Sophia, not God, who is the basis for the world process, the divine ground of created reality which he believes avoids the charge of pantheism. Posited outside of God, Sophia is “that which God figures substantially and, thus, super-eternally, beyond time […] She must be conceived in the most real sense, as the ens realissimum.”SN, 186. Rather than conceiving of God as identical to the first principle of the world process, God places Sophia as the border between Himself and the world.Creator God posits Divine Sophia, “a non-divine world beside himself, [and thus] Divinity establishes by this act a certain border with itself.” SN, 186. The creaturely and divine realities are kept separate from each other by her. God posits ‘the loving of love’ as Sophia, God’s own substance as the first principle of creation. Similar to Spinoza’s infinite substance, Sophia is the real mode of creation but as God’s substance, or as the border between divinity and creation, she can only be conceived antinomically by human reason. No temporal or spatial synthesis or resolution of the divine and creaturely is rationally conceivable.
	In his repeated attempts to ‘expose the antinomy’ Bulgakov grounds Sophia in what he calls the antinomy of the transcendent-immanent. With God we can only speak of knowledge of God by antinomy because although we know about God, “transcendental God is the forever unknowable, inaccessible, incomprehensible and ineffable Mystery to whom there exists no comparison.”SN, 91. He clarifies this point as follows: “There is no sort of logical bridge between the transcendent or Absolute and the immanent or God, but here there is an absolute hiatus, a bottomless abyss.”SN, 93. Note here that the Absolute is not a substance of any sort, as in Solov’ev.SN, 93. The Absolute is, to mimic Solov’ev’s own terminology, suprasubstantial in Bulgakov’s conception, which in this way is closer to the via negativa than to Solov’ev’s more positive philosophical expression.
	Upon accepting Florenskii’s concept of antinomy as a critique of the system of Solov’ev, Bulgakov’s conception of Sophia attempts to re-shape the role of substantia vis-à-vis the God-world relationship. Thereafter Bulgakov’s sophiology retains the absolute transcendentality of Divinity as a permanent mode of explaining the relation of God to the cosmos and thus informs all ecclesiastical dogma.Throughout his programmatic works Bulgakov often criticises the immanentism of Fichte, Hegel and Schelling along with Solov’ev while developing his own alternative.  Like Florenskii he views the ‘excessive rationalism’ of Solov’ev as fatally in concert with the idealists. For example Bulgakov charges that when Solov’ev characterised the Absolute as the Ein’Soph of cabbalist doctrine, he proceeded to identify the Ein’Soph with the Father of the Trinity, which for Bulgakov, leads to a purely immanentist Godhead. Bulgakov clarifies his own understanding of how to correctly re-map cabbalism more adequately in theological terms. He explains, “Ein’Soph is the transcendent Divinity before revelation, God the Father is the first hypostasis of the triune God.” This difference gives yet another clarification of the way in which Florenskii and Bulgakov viewed Solov’ev’s insufficient distinction between the transcendent Divinity and the immanent presence of the divine in Sophia. Bulgakov’s strongest critique is that Solov’ev, like the German idealists and Hegel especially, makes a rational deduction of the relationship of the Absolute to the world and fails to distinguish God as NOT-something from God who is revealed to this world. SN, 130.  Since Sophia is God-as-substance, Sophia functions for Bulgakov in a similar manner as Spinoza’s absolute substance without God being the causa sui or causa omnium. In his conception of Sophia as God’s body or essence in the world, Bulgakov essentially replaces the Deus of Spinoza’s system with Sophia, such that he allows Sophia sive natura sive substantia where previously Spinoza had posited a naturalist, pantheistic God or absolute substance.
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