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INTRODUCTION

In the fourteench century a controversy arose in the Eastern empire
berween the Eastern Orthodox theologian Gregory Palamas and a philoso-
pher and monk from Calabria in southern ftaly by the name of Barlaam.
Barlaam was working on the problem of union between the Roman and
Byzantine churches in the 1330’s and actually acted as the representative
of the Orthodox church. In his discussions, in which he repudiated the
use of filiogue (the addition to the Creed of the Holy Spirit proceeding
from the Father “and the Son”), he argued for the unknowable and unap-
proachable nature of God. Gregory did not take kindly to what he per-
ceived to be agnostic tendencies in Barlaam’s thought and he wrote a trea-
tise about the procession of the Holy Spirit. However, it was particularly
Barlaam’s lacer artack on the hesychasts, a certain group of Orthodox monks,
that led to a bitcer debate berween Gregory and Barlaam. Several basic
issues were involved, centering on man’s knowledge of God. The ideas that

were defined in the debate by Palamas became crucial for the furure of
Eastern Orthodox thought.

Introductory Remarks to Palamas!

Gregory was born in 1296 1o a large family of aristocraric origin in
Asia Minor which later moved to Constantinople. After the deach of his
father Constantine when Gregory was six, he was brought up in the palace
and educated by the Emperor Andronicus II1. His education included the
study of Aristotle which preceded Platonic metaphysics in the curriculum
of the Byzantine universities.? However, it is John Meyendorff’s conten-
tion that Palamas’ education did not extend beyond the elementary and
general course of study (viz., the trivium and quadrivium) of the basic edu-
cated man. Hence, it is likely thac he did not seriously study Plato.

When he was about twenty years old, Gregory entered a monastery.
As first-born child, however, he had inherited not only his father’s estate
buc also responsibilicy for the members of his family. Upon entering the

monastic life, Gregory solved the problem of how to carry out his respon-
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sibilities towards family members by convincing them to enter religious
life with him. In all, his mother, two sisters, several servants, and his tw
brothers entered monasteries in Constantinople and Mt. Athos.

It is important to remember that Gregory did not spend his life clois

tered from the world. It is true that he spent a good deal of time before his
confrontations with Barlaam in hermitages and seclusion. The secluded
life gave him intimate acquaintance with Eastern spirituality and prayer
But he was also ordained a priest in Thessalonica in the 1320’s; the 1330}
witnessed his involvement in the political and theological issues of the
Empire, especially his dealings with Barlaam; in the 1340’s he was elected
archbishop of Thessalonica. In the 1350’s he was captured by the Turks in
Asia Minor which provided contact with Christian groups in the area along
with Muslim theologians. After his release, he continued public debates
with his theological opponents before returning to pastoral work in
Thessalonica. There he died in 1359. His writings included treatises on
the Holy Spirit, Christian morality, a set of sixty-three sermons, theolog:
cal essays on God’s revelation, and a defense of his fellow monks on Mt
Athos against Barlaam. We are dealing with a man who could argue theo-
logically and write learned treatises but who was also engaged in issues of
spirituality and everyday parish life. As priest and later archbishop he was
particularly interested in pastoral problems and the involvement of the
individual in the life and community of the Church. It is important to
keep this dual role of his in mind when we turn to the specific problems he
discussed with Barlaam. For Palamas, theology was never divorced or art-
ficially separated from oné’s life in and commitment to the Church.

But what about Barlaam? Who was this philosopher-monk who jour-
neyed to Constantinople in Orthodox garb and unwittingly involved the
Eastern Church in one of the most bitter debates in its history?

Barlaam

Although Barlaam came from southern Italy his ancestors and lan-
guage were Greek and he claimed Orthodoxy as his religious tradition. As
Meyendorff points out he was “imbued with the spirit of the Italian Re-
naissance.” Around 1330 he arrived in Constantinople, working on some
commentaries on Pseudo-Dionysius, and was considered knowledgeable
in such disciplines as theology, philosophy, diplomacy and astronomy.
Unfortunately, he does not seem to have warmed the hearts of his col
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leagues in Constantinople as he had a reputation for haughtiness and pride.

Nonetheless, Barlaam’s original dispute concerning the Holy Spirit
should have placed him squarely within the Orthodox camp. Superficially,
such was the case. He wrote several treatises against the Latins, disagreeing
with the insertion into the Creed that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the
Father and the Son. This, of course, is a good solid Orthodox stance. What
drew initial animosity from Palamas, who resided at the time in a hermit-
age at St Sabbas on Mt. Athos, was Barlaam’s underlying argument. Barlaam
said that since God is not knowable, it is not possible for anyone to show
how the Holy Spirit proceeds. At best, the issue of the Procession should
be limited to “private theological opinions.” At any rate, said Barlaam, it
was not an issue that should jeopardize Church unity.

Barlaam’s ideas sounded dangerously agnostic to Palamas. While he
agreed that the Holy Spirit proceeded only from the Father (and not the
Son) he felt that this could be demonstrated. In fact, Barlaam’s insistence
on God’s unknowability stemmed from apophatic or negative theology
evident in many Eastern writers, notably Pseudo-Dionysius. Apophatic
theology attempts to describe God in negative terms: since God is so far
above our human understanding, the best manner we have to “describe”
him is by expressing what he is not. Pseudo-Dionysius, the enigmatic writer
of the 5th or 6th century, was a master of such theology. Speaking of God,

Dionysius says:

He is known through knowledge and through unknowing. Of him
there is conception, reason, understanding, touch, perception, opin-
ion, imagination, name, and many other things. On the other hand,
he cannot be understood, words cannot contain him, and no name
can lay hold of him. He is not one of the things that are and he
cannot be known in any of them. He is all things in all things and
he is no thing among things. He is known to all from all things and
he is known to no one from anything. This is the sort of language we
must use about God...¢

We will see later in our discussion that Pseudo-Dionysius was a cor-
nerstone for both Palamas and Barlaam in their respective arguments over

man’s knowledge of God.




Dialogue between an Orthodox and a Barlaamite

The Dispute over the Hesychasts

In spite of the disagreements between the two men regarding th
theological issue of the Holy Spirit, the situation did not deteriorate unl
Barlaam came into contact with a certain group of monks in Thessalonica
The monks practiced a form of spirituality and prayer in which they claimed
that the human body could experience the uncreated light of God and
have a specific role in prayer. The monks practiced the spirituality know
as hesychasm; those who practiced it were called hesychasts. Hesychia sig-
nified inner stillness and quiet and, as a term of Christian mysticism, wis
known from the fourth century.” The hesychasts took seriously the admo-
nition of Paul “to pray continually” (1 Thess. 5:17) and they developed
what came to be known as the Jesus Prayer which runs “Lord Jesus Chri,

Son of God, have mercy on me.”® The idea was that one should recite this
prayer over and over until it became an unconscious, uninterrupted prayer
In fact, the monks used a psychosomatic method to achieve this. By fixing
one’s gaze on one’s navel and resting one’s chin on one’s breast, one could
make one’s breathing coincide with the repetition of the prayer. The aim
was to unite the heart with the intellect.” It was felt that the heart was the
leader of the body and that the intelligence must descend into the hear,
By making one’s breathing coincide with the prayer until it became an
unconscious repetition, one advanced spiritually to the vision of God. What
is assumed here is solid biblical anthropology: God created body and soul
at the same time with the result that the human being is good. A mystical
vision of God includes the entire human, body and soul, and the hesychast
strives to circumscribe the intellect within the body, not disengage it.

Barlaam’s Platonic sensibilities were sorely offended by the hesychasts

claim to have a vision of God while fully embodied. A good Platonist should
strive to free the soul from the material world, not include the body in the
soul’s upward journey. In his anger he referred to the monks as
omphalopsychoi, “men-with-their-souls-in-their-navels” and he accused them
of the heresy of Messalianism. The Messalians, known as Bogomils o, in
the West, Cathars, rejected the sacraments as necessary for one’s salvation,
relied only on the leadership of charismatics, and claimed to have a vision

of God with their earthly eyes.
It was Gregory who came to the defense of the hesychasts. This is
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quite understandable. For one thing, the monks Barlaam attacked were
from Mt. Athos, a conglomerate of monasteries where Gregory had also
lived. Further, he himself was fully acquainted with the method of hesychast
spirituality and he felt indignant at the accusations levelled by the vitu-
perative Calabrian philosopher. Gregory’s defense, known as the 77iads in
Defense of the Holy Hesychasts, was written in three stages.'® The first T7iad,
written in the second half of the 1330, is based on his personal discus-
sions with Barlaam, though the philosopher is not named in the polemic.
While Barlaam was in Avignon in 1339, trying to effect a union of the
Church with Pope Benedict XII, Palamas wrote the second 77iad. This
second treatise quotes Barlaam directly from some of the philosopher’s
writings on the nature of knowledge, prayer and wisdom. Barlaam then
wrote “Against the Messalians” in which he called the hesychasts Messalians,
thus linking them to a group already declared heretical. Palamas’ final
Triad answers these charges.

Barlaam, however, took on far too significant an opponent. Not only
did the monasteries of Mt. Athos back Palamas but the Council of
Constantinople of 1341 supported him, officially repudiating Barlaam’s
positions. To make matters even more unpleasant for Barlaam, the Patri-
arch required that all copies of Barlaam’s writings in Constantinople be
handed over to him and that copies in any other towns be destroyed in
public by church authorities. It is regrettable, therefore, that we have no
complete set of Barlaam’s work “Against the Messalians” which comprises
his most significant theological treatise. We must rely instead on passages
cited in other works by those who adamantly opposed him. In 1341, after
the Council, Barlaam emigrated to Italy.

Before discussing the dialogue translated in this volume, it would be
helpful to examine the basic issues in the debate between the two men as
evidenced in the Triads. Acquaintance with the 7riads will aid our under-
standing of the lesser-known and probably more specialized “Dialogue
between an Orthodox and a Barlaamite.” These discussions will also shed
light on the relationship between Orthodoxy and Greek philosophy (spe-
cifically Platonism), a relationship greatly affected by the development of

Palamite theology.
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Triads in Defense of the Holy Hesychasts

The Triads are set up as a sort of dialogue between a disciple of Palan
and Palamas himself. The disciple opens the discussion by expressing b
dismay over several accusations brought against the monks “by ceri;
people.” He turns to Palamas, his spiritual father: “I beg you, Father, 1,
instruct me in what should be said in defense of the truth” (I.i.1). There
no ensuing discussion in the manner of an open dialogue; rather, Palam;
speaks in a kind of instructional monologue. At certain points in th
monologue, the disciple enters the discussion and describes particular a1
guments brought by the anti-hesychasts. By using the fictional and li:
ary figure of the disciple, Palamas introduces different topics without los
ing the flow of his arguments. The disciple asks Palamas “to clarify ou
opinion on their views” (Liii.1).

Right at the start of the 7riads a major opposition between Palams
and Barlaam is evident: Barlaam apparently feels (remember that he is no
called by name in the first 7riad) that the hesychasts are unsophisticaed
uneducated monks. The argument is described by the confused disciple

I have heard it stated by certain people that monks should also
pursue secular wisdom, and that if they do not possess this wisdom,
it is impossible for them to avoid ignorance and false opinions, even
if they have achieved the highest level of impassibility; and that one
cannot acquire perfection and sanctity without seeking knowledge
from all quarters, above all from Greek culture (paideia), which is

also a gift of God...(Li.1).

The point of Barlaam’s insistence on philosophy and secular educ
tion as prerequisites for enquiry into theological matters is that one is led
to a knowledge of God by meditating on God’s creatures. One proceed;
then, from effects to cause. Barlaam stresses the total transcendence of
God; man can only have knowledge of Him indirectly through His created
works. Seen in this light it makes sense that Barlaam should emphasize the
necessity of secular knowledge as the foundation for theological study.

Palamas categorically rejects this idea. “By examining the nature of
sensible things, these people have arrived at a certain concept of God, but
not at a conception truly worthy of Him and appropriate to His blessed



Introduction 7

nature,” he says (L.i.18). He does agree that “the intellect of the pagan
philosophers is likewise a divine gift insofar as it naturally possesses a wis-
dom endowed with reason.” Alas, such wisdom, he maintains, has been
“perverted by the wiles of the devil, who has transformed it into a foolish
wisdom, wicked and senseless” (I.i.19). Later Palamas likens secular wis-
dom to a serpent, declaring that you must first kill it, meaning that you
must overcome the pride that philosophy can produce (I.i.21). If one
then dissects the serpent, one can extract the poison from what is benefi-
cial; philosophy can then become “an instrument for good.”

In spite of Palamas™ angry assault on profane philosophy, let us not
suppose that he attacks out of sheer ignorance. I mentioned earlier that
Barlaam was well-known in Constantinople for his knowledge of such mat-
ters as astronomy and diplomacy. But Palamas must have been conversant
in the sciences on some level, if only on a popular one. This is evident from
his 150 Chapters, translated by Robert Sinkewicz.!" Sinkewicz dates this
treatise to the late 1340’s (1349-1350), about eight years after the Coun-
cil of Constantinople officially backed Palamite ideas. Gregory’s title for
this treatise is telling: “150 Chapters on Topics of Natural and Theological
Science, the Moral and the Ascetic Life, Intended as a Purge for the
Barlaamite Corruption.” The first chapters are devoted to refutations of
what the “Hellene sages” have to say concerning such matters as the eter-
nity of matter, the World Soul, celestial bodies, and the inhabited zones of
the earth. Palamas relies to a great extent on biblical evidence to support
his statements, e.g., we know about the beginnings of history because
Moses instructs us, the earth is at the center of the universe because that is
what Scripture and common sense tell us. Nonetheless, he had to be famil-
iar in some manner (if not quite at the same level as Barlaam), with natural
scientific ideas of the Greeks in order to refute them to his satisfaction.

The real problem in the debate seems to be the way in which the two
men view man’s knowledge of God. Barlaam, like Palamas, adhered to
apophatic or negative theology (e.g., I.i.1). And both men continually
refer back to Pseudo-Dionysius to bolster their arguments. Yet each uses
Dionysius’ negative theology in a different way. Meyendorff points out
that, for Barlaam, negative theology was a species of philosophy and re-
mained negative.'? Palamas uses negative theology as a beginning for mys-
tical knowledge. Hence, each man uses the same authority (Dionysius)
but interprets him differently. “For God is not only beyond knowledge,
but also beyond unknowing,” says Palamas (L.iii.4). This “unknowing™"?
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harks back to Pseudo-Dionysius’ Mystical Theology when he describes Moses
as plunging “into the truly mysterious darkness of unknowing.” Dionsius
further describes this unknowing:

Here, being neither oneself nor someone else, one is supremely united
by a completely unknowing inactivity of all knowledge, and knows
beyond the mind by knowing nothing.

Palamas uses the theme of unknowing in a paragraph in which he
discusses how a human mind can attain to a vision of God. It is not the
divine essence the mind can see; rather, it is “seeing God by a revelation
appropriate and analogous to Him. One sees, not in a negative way—for
one does see something—but in a manner superior to negation” (Liii.4).

For Barlaam, then, negative theology reenforces the idea that man is
unable to know God truly or to see him in a vision. Set in this context, it
is no wonder that he became indignant with “uneducated” monks who
claimed to have a vision of God with their own eyes! But if we consider that
Palamas viewed negative theology not as an end but as a beginning, specifi-
cally a beginning for mystical knowledge, we can also understand his fury
with the philosopher from Iraly.

If both men argue for different positions vis-a-vis man’s knowledge of
God, what can be said regarding the mystic vision? What exactly were
those monks up to on Mt. Athos, those hesychasts who practiced a psy-
chosomatic form of prayer?

The Hesychasts’ Vision and Man’s Knowledge of God

Palamas discusses quite explicitly the hesychasts’ manner of prayer.
He stresses that beginners especially need help in learning self-discipline
and he suggests that control of breathing is a good start. In this he is not
proclaiming something new; several earlier masters of hesychasm had also
seen breath control as a good way to begin. In fact, throughout the discus-
sion of the hesychasts’ method of prayer, Palamas refers either to earlier
Christian writers or biblical figures (e.g., Moses, David, Paul); this has the
effect of lending solid traditional evidence to the practice of the monks.
Palamas does not consider impassibility to “consist in mortifying the pas-
sionate part of the soul, but in removing it from evil to good, and directing
its energies towards divine things (ILii.19). This is a good Orthodox posi-
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tion in line with the biblical anthropology to which the Orthodox Church
adheres. “It is the misuse of the powers of the soul which engenders the
terrible passions” (I1.i1.19), says Palamas. While Barlaam, in good Platonic
fashion, sought to disengage the bodily passions from pure spiritual en-
quiry, Palamas insists that the body, being created by God, must be good
as well. Power is power, he maintains. If it is used well, it will be directed
toward God; if misused, it will lead to “terrible passions.”

There is still the nagging question of what the monks saw in their
vision of God and the manner in which they achieved the vision. The crux
of the disagreement between Palamas and Barlaam centered on the Gospel
story of the Transfiguration. Mt. Thabor was usually identified with the
mount of the Transfiguration, where Peter, James and John saw Christ with
Moses and Elijah. What exactly was the light that saturated the mount?
Barlaam claimed that the light was meteorological in nature; it was a cre-
ated light that disappeared once the phenomenon was over. Palamas ada-
mantly disagreed. Using Basil the Great and Dionysius as support, he
insisted that the light was not visible through the surrounding air. In fact,
he exclaims, this light shone more brightly than the sun and yet people
around the mount never saw anything (II1.i.22). How could it possibly
have been a meteorological phenomenon? He refers to theophanies in the
Old and New Testaments in which God’s glory appeared as overpowering
light. The light on Mt. Thabor was divine light and was part of Christ’s
divine nature. The eyes of the disciples were changed for a moment so that
they could see, in a way, what was always there in the divine sphere. That
light, he says, “has no beginning and no end; it remained uncircumscribed
(in time and space) and imperceptible to the senses, although it was
contemplated...but the disciples of the Lord passed here from the flesh
into the spirit by a transmutation of their senses.”"*

What, then, did the disciples see and what do those hesychasts expe-
rience? Barlaam, as a good Platonist, insisted upon the simplicity of the
Godhead. God’s essence and his actions are one because God is simple
essence. God’s operations, then, are either the same as the essence or are
distinct from it. If distinct, then they must be created. And, for Barlaam,
this meant that the light on Thabor had also to be created, if it was distinct
from the essence of God. If the monks claimed to have a vision of God, he
argued, then what they would have seen would have been the essence of
God. This is absurd, he claimed! God as utterly transcendent and uncreated
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cannot be seen in his essence by created beings. And if Palamas does not
adhere to the simplicity of God’s essence then he is breaking up God into
pieces and worshipping, not one God, but two or perhaps more.

It is here that Palamite theology, as it is called, was crystallized. Palamas
distinguished between God’s essence and his operations or energies. We
must note, however, that once again he is not originating doctrine but
drawing upon tradition. Palamas completely agreed with Barlaam that
God’s essence cannot be participated in by created beings. Dionysius em-
phasizes this throughout his writings and Palamas quotes him continually.
Concerning the distinction between essence (ousiz) and operations, Palamas
harks back to the Cappadocian fathers, who speak about God’s knowable
attributes, and Dionysius, who distinguishes between divine essence and
its participable manifestations. He is also greatly influenced by Maximus
Confessor (6-7th century) who writes explicitly:

Indeed, the Holy Fathers say plainly that it is impossible for any
nature at all to be or to be known apart from its essential activity,
And if there is no such thing as a nature to be or to be known with-
out its essential characteristic activity, how is it possible for Christ
to be or be known as truly God and man by nature without the
divine and human activities? For, according to the Fathers, the lion
who loses its roaring ability is no lion at all, and a dog without the
power to bark is not a dog.'®

God'’s energies are uncreated because they are a part of God. But
they are accessible to human beings; they are the link, so to speak, between
divine and human. Only Christ as the God-man, as the hypostatic union
of divine and human natures, has participated in the divine essence. When
man has a vision of God, he sees not God’s essence (which is impossible)
but his energies. And the light of Thabor is uncreated grace in which man
can share. Turning to Barlaam, Palamas exclaims: “Yet this quibbler...accuses
us falsely of regarding God as sensible reality” (IIL.iii.10). Barlaam had
insisted that if God could be seen with the sensible eyes, then what the
monks saw had also to be sensible and tangible. Nonsense! retorts Palamas.
You, Barlaam, he maintained, “imagine wrongly that the things around
God—the natural attributes appertaining to Him—are identical with the
inner being” (I1Lii1.10).

The fact that man can participate in God’s energies leads to the oft-
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misunderstood Eastern Orthodox idea of deification, theosis. Man, made in
the image and likeness of God, is tarnished because of sin. But he can
attain to his original likeness to God and become a “son of God” by grace.
In his 150 Chapters, Palamas gives us a clear expression of the concept of
deification by quoting the Cappadocian father Basil:

As souls that bear the Spirit are illumined by the Spirit they become
spiritual themselves and send forth grace to others. Thence comes
foreknowledge of the future, understanding of mysteries, apprehen-
sion of things hidden, distribution of spiritual gifts, citizenship in
heaven, the dance with the angels, joy without end, divine distribu-
tion, likeness to God, and the summirt of our longings, namely, to
become God."

When man “becomes” God, however, it is not implied that he has the
ability to be God by nature, for man cannot share in God’s essence. We
should also note that, in good Orthodox fashion (and something that might
have horrified Calvin and Luther) man must meet God halfway. This is the
Eastern meaning of synergy: man attains salvation, not by waiting pas-
sively for God to dig him out of the mire, but by actively working toward
God. In Chapter 78 of the 150 Chapters, Palamas specifies that the partici-
pation in God’s energies are “for those who approach by free choice to be
near or to be far from God...(rational) beings alone are capable of wretch-
edness or blessedness. But let us hasten to attain blessedness.”

Lest we accuse Palamas of becoming theoretical it is well to remind
ourselves of his life as priest and archbishop. His life and, in turn, the lives
of Orthodox Christians, are deeply rooted in the Church. Several times in
speaking about the Transfiguration, he quotes Church liturgy from 6 Au-
gust, the feast of the Transfiguration, and he specifically says that these
“annual hymns” affirm the events on Thabor. He also stresses that it is
God as a trinity who deifies us.'® We can become sons of God because
Christ assumed human and divine natures and the Spirit of grace flows
from the Godhead. Mystical knowledge for Palamas is not Platonic intel-
lection. What is Platonic about him regarding mystical union is the con-

viction that man can transcend himself and attain to the vision.!” But then
he parts ways with Barlaam. This mystical knowledge and union are achieved
through a life of prayer, a life of action in Church liturgy and sacraments.
The notion of deification is not new with Palamas; as an Orthodox Chris-
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tian he accepts his tradition as authority and interprets it within the cop.
text of his historical and theological experience. But he insists, conr,
Barlaam, that man’s mystical union is no disembodied affair. It involves
body and soul. Naturally, he accepts with Barlaam that man’s passions can
wreck havoc with man’s higher goals and good intentions. But as an Or.
thodox he was firmly convinced that passion need not be evil unless 5
used; if turned in the right direction, toward the good, it will only
strengthen us in our attainment of virtue.

This, then, is what those monks, whom Barlaam viewed with such
suspicion and, at times, downright disdain, busied themselves with. Ps-
chosomatic prayer, navel-gazing as it were, and controlled breathing were
not ends in themelves. They were meant to be starting points in the self-
discipline of monks: an aid on the road to virtue. Through a life of prayer
and activity in Church tradition and Church life, man could attain t0
vision of God and reach the highest goal, to become a son of God. In his
arguments with Barlaam, Palamas accused him and his cohorts of
Messalianism (II1.i.26; the same charge Barlaam brought against the
hesychasts) and Eunomianism (III.ii.4; II1.ii.18). Eunomius, an Arian,
had said not only that the Spirit and the Son were creatures, but that man
could have a knowledge of God that God had of himself. At the end of his
150 Chapters, Palamas declares that the Barlaamites, agreeing with
Eunomius, “say that the substance of God is visible through creatures’
(Ch. 150). He closes these chapters with a final dramatic note of damna-
tion:

So the harvest of their impiety is abundant. We should therefore flee
them and their company as one would a soul-destroying, many-
headed serpent, or the manifold corruption of Orthodoxy.

Dialogue between an Orthodox and a Barlaamite

The text in this volume was written by Palamas in the form of 2
general dialogue that he envisioned could take place between an Orthodox
and a Barlaamite, in general. However, let us not be fooled by the absence
of names. Nor let us erroneously assume that because this is a dialogue in
the old and familiar Platonic setting we are about to witness an objec-
tively-portrayed discussion between two points of view. Palamas’ full tite
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betrays his own prejudices from the outset: “Dialogue between an Ortho-
dox and a Barlaamite which invalidates in detail the Barlaamite error.” The
text is certainly detailed: it consists of 57 chapters of varying lengths; the
Orthodox begins the discussion and ends it with a fervent “Amen!” Whereas
in the Triads Palamas ultimately wished to defend the knowledge of God
claimed by the hesychast-monks, here the topic concerns the unity of God
and how our knowledge about God reflects (or does not reflect) that unity.

The Dialogue is most easily understandable if read in conjunction
with the 7#iads. Many of the essential ideas of the 77iads resurface here but
are directed toward slightly different paths. Two passages betray when the
treatise was written (or, at least, when Palamas imagined the conversation
would have taken place). The dialogue opens with the Orthodox enquiring
into what charges the Barlaamites are bringing against them which occa-
sions the present dispute. He launches into an immediate attack on Barlaam
himself: “the heretic Barlaam (whose doctrine has been officially refuted
by the synod” (I).?° Palamas is referring here to the synod of 1341 which
approved his ideas and condemned Barlaam. Later in chapter XII, Palamas
inserts the parenthetical remark: “and the synod has found you out this
year!” again referring to the synod of 1341. Hence, the dialogue must be
read as having been written consequent to the official recognition of Palamas’
ideas of the essence and energies of God which formed the essential topics
of his Triads.

When Palamas makes the initial reference to the synod in his opening
remarks, he is treading on sturdy ground: he has written this text knowing
that he will be backed without question by the Orthodox Church. The
Barlaamite replies by asking his colleague how he can defend “such obvi-
ous and admitted stupidities...” In spite of this rather rough start the Or-
thodox appears devoted to a peaceful dialogue. Thus, he begins the second
chapter: “The Orthodox truth is really something difficult to ensnare and
if you don't search for it like gold and silver (as the wise Solomon says) you
will never get hold of it.” Shortly thereafter, however, his tone again turns
belligerent: “...you brag endlessly about your piety and, consequently, try
to drag the masses along. In fact, you lead them astray from the orthodox
truth in an unheard of manner!” In these first chapters, Palamas repeats the
word “truth” by making it clear from the words of both interlocutors that
they desire nothing but the truth. One cannot help but notice, however,
that the tone of the Orthodox is decisively defensive and it is the Barlaamite
who assumes an irenic pose: “Who doesn’t desire peace and truth?” he
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enquires halfway through the dialogue (XXIX).

The main topic is the unity of God. In its past, the Eastern Church
had occasionally been accused of sundering the unity of God and, in fa,
worshipping more than one deity. This is particularly the Barlaamit
worry. As a Platonist, the notion that God might not be one and simple
was especially disturbing. His position was that God’s essence was uncreated:
“For we say that there is one uncreated being, the essence of God with
three hypostases, and that all other beings other than that essence are
created” (I). Naturally, such a statement about the unity and uncreatednes;
of God’s essence would be acceptable to any right-thinking Christian, The
snag concerned Palamas’ distinction between God’s essence and his activi-
ties, a distinction already formulated in the 777ads. The Orthodox quotes
the revered Maximus the Confessor: “Just as it is impossible to be withou:
being, so it is not possible to be active without activity” (XXXI). Hence, if
God is described as pure act then he must necessarily be active. How els
can we get an idea of what God is unless we witness his activities in
creation’?

The Barlaamite disagreed that God’s activities, particularly his deify-
ing grace, are different from his essence. His argument was that whatever
was not of God’s essence must be created. Hence, the Orthodox’s distinc-
tion between God’s essence and his energies or activities was, for the
Barlaamite, a distinction between what was uncreated and what was cre-

ated. The Orthodox, so he claims, does not only destroy God’s unity but
he worships creatures as well as the Creator. Furthermore, if the Orthodox
insists that essence and activity are separate then he will fall into the error
of making God a composite creature.

Both men argue, then, for God’s simplicity. Both argue that man
cannot have a vision of God’s nature: man cannot know God in his essence.
And when man regains his original image and likeness of God, spoken of in
Genesis, and further, becomes a “son of God” (based on 2 Peter 1:4), it will
not be God’s nature that he acquires. The Orthodox insists that we know
God through his activities; on the surface, this argument sounds like the
traditional philosophical line of proceeding from the effects to the cause.
The Orthodox, however, rejects this and carefully quotes Basil. The cre-
ations of God do not proclaim his essence but only his activities. Both men
are adamant that God cannot be circumscribed in human language: the
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influence of negative theology upon Palamas has already been noted in
connection with the Triads. There, Pseudo-Dionysius was quoted as an
authority (see above, p.8). Here Dionysius’ On Divine Names is used as the
model for both discussants and both quote it at length to bolster their
respective arguments. Discussing divinity, for instance, the Orthodox cites
Dionysius when he calls divinity an “inimitable imitation” (XXI). In an-
other place he quotes Gregory of Nyssa, described as “the most brilliant
star dealing with those who oppose themselves to the divinity, the Spirit”
(XVII): “(But) we know that the divine nature has no name which signifies
it...the divine nature itself remains unspoken and unuttered; it exceeds all
possibility of being revealed by name” (XVII).

If both men agree on so many of the basic points, how is it that the
controversy, as it is reflected in this dialogue, takes on such a virulent tone?

It is clear that the Orthodox is on the defensive; he assumes a most
passionate stance. His language, vocabulary, and reactions artest to his
inability to make any compromise with his opponent. For example, when
he charges the Barlaamite of worshipping two Gods, one created and the

other uncreated, his tone witnesses to his severe agitation:

You, then, who clearly suffer from the most despicable disease of
believing in two Gods—and the synod has found you out this year!—
spread that lie about us and all the saints who, through thick and
thin, confess that God is one. For that sometimes the same God is
seen and thought and participated in and other times He is invisible
and unintelligible and imparticipable and that we call Him in all
simplicity both wholly intelligible and unintelligible, the great
Dionysius the Areopagite has taught us, too. But until today we had
not yet heard that the same God is created and uncreated because

He has admirttedly a created and uncreated divinity (XII).

In the face of such accusations we would expect the Barlaamite,
schooled as we would assume he was in the art of argumentation, to offer
substantial retorts to these words. In the pen of Palamas, however, his
response is limited to a single, humble sentence:

We conclude from all these facts that there is one divinity (XIII).

This major hurdle overcome, the Orthodox resumes speaking, con-
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tinuing with the same topic of whether God is composed of two parts,
asks his adversary:

...do you conclude in that way that there is one, or do you asser
that that one divinity is composed of a created and an uncreated

divinity? (XIIT)
The Barlaamite replies:

Come on, don't think were #hat stupid! No, we raise the thinking
part of our soul from the visible divinity up to the completely invis-
ible and solitary uncreated divinity, and so, we revere the one

uncreated divinity, the essence of God itself. (XIII)

Such an answer, one would imagine, would have greatly pleased th
Orthodox. On the contrary. He uses this response as the occasion for group-
ing the Barlaamites with the “misleading doctrine of Eunomius,” a ferven
adherent of the Arian heresy.”!

This is just one short illustration of how the dialogue proceeds. Bur
it shows clearly how biting the Orthodox can be toward the argumentsof
his opponent. Indeed, though this is a dialogue, the Barlaamite is given
very little space to air his own views. The greater part of the dialogueis
devoted to the speeches of the Orthodox interspersed with questionsad-
dressed to the Barlaamite. In general, the Barlaamite’s reactions tend to b
submissive; for example: “It seems to me that in this point as well you
reach the truth precisely” (XXXIV), and again: “Solve yet one more prob-
lem for me in a clearer fashion and I will believe you in every respect” (L.

The most basic position upon which neither theologian can compro-
mise, and which accounts, I believe, for the vehemence with which the
Orthodox argues, is the Palamite distinction between essence and activi |
ties. We saw earlier in discussing the T7iads that Palamas does not offernev
theological ideas here. As a member of Orthodoxy, tradition and the words |
of the fathers are of paramount significance. This is especially clear fron
the almost endless parade of citations, direct quotes and allusions to Or
thodox writers made by both men. The list includes Basil, Gregory o |
Nyssa, Gregory the Theologian (Gregory Nazianzen in Western traditon) -
Pseudo-Dionysius, John Damascene, Maximus the Confessor, Athanasits
Cyril of Alexandria, and John Chrysostum. And Palamas bases his 0w
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insights regarding essence and activities on the Cappadocian fathers, who
speak about God’s knowable attributes, and Dionysius, who distinguishes
between the divine essence and its participable manifestations.?? Many of
the ideas, then, of the Triads resurface in the dialogue: only Christ as the
God-man, the union of divine and human natures, has participated in the
divine essence. The real problem with Barlaam, as Palamas formulated it in
the Triads, was that he “imagined wrongly that the things around God—
the natural attributes appertaining to Him—are identical with the inner
being” (I1Liii.10). In trying to describe the vision given to man, the Or-
thodox in our dialogue again turns to an earlier father, this time Basil: God
leads us “from our humble state here on earth in order that the Incompre-
hensible (literally, the “uncontainable”) is contained by a created nature in
at least a moderate and most safe way” (XLIV). And what exactly does that
mean? The Orthodox first cites Paul and then Basil before he gives us his
own answer: “According to them we participate in God in a moderate way
and, according to them, we see and think of Him dimly, one person more,
the other less, one by his intelligence, the other by godlike power; each of
us participates in them in agreement with his own purity...” (XLV). Only
by accepting that we can participate in God’s activities, insists the Ortho-
dox, are we able to make any sense of the visions of the saints, the great
event of the Transfiguration of Christ, or the experiences of his brothers,
the hesychast monks of Mt. Athos.

How does the Barlaamite react to all this? If he was anything like his
mentor Barlaam (and I think it is quite fair to assume he was) he would
have been trained in philosophical argumentation. It would mean that no
previous arguments or conclusions are acceptable without an initial critical
enquiry into their validity. The Orthodox, however, did not use the philo-
sophical method but a strictly theological one, based not so much on pure
reason but first and foremost, on faith and the traditional sayings and
earlier Church writings. Already from the outset, then, there is an enor-
mous difference between this dialogue and a classical Platonic/Socratic dis-
cussion. In the latter, the philosophical method was assumed by the speak-
ers; further, Socrates’ basic contention was that we must admit our own
ignorance in the matter under discussion and start with a clean slate. But
this is hardly the stance taken by the Orthodox. There was no need for him
to search for truth as one who had not yet found it; indeed, the truth was
known already to any straight-minded Orthodox Christian, enshrined in
the writings and teachings of old. If the Barlaamite had wanted to argue
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along philosophical lines, he was given no chance to do so; the Orthog,,
had assumed that the only acceptable method here was a theological o7,

This is certainly different from the problems which earlier Chrig,,
writers faced who also chose the dialogue form for apologetic purpose;
Justin Martyr, an apologist of the second century, composed a dialog,
between himself and a Jew, Trypho, in which it is clear that he wishes ¢,
show his friend the errors Judaism has made with regard to Christ. At
beginning of the dialogue Trypho enquires: “Do not the philosophers
every discourse on God? And do not questions arise to them abour Hj;
unity and providence? Is not this truly the duty of philosophy, to inves.
gate the Deity?"®

Justin wholeheartedly agrees. And in describing his own conversiop
to Christianity, after making the rounds of all the major philosophic|
schools of his time, he says: “(But) straightway a flame was kindled in my
soul; and a love of the prophets, and of those men who are friends of
Christ, possessed me;...I found this philosophy alone to be safe and profir
able. Thus, and for this reason, I am a philosopher.”* For Justin, Chris
tianity was the “true philosophy.”

But the world in which Palamas found himself was far different from
Justin’s. As a priest and archbishop, he was a leader of Orthodox doctrine
and had to safeguard Orthodoxy from devious thinking. His theologicd
and dialogical weapons consisted of formulating traditional views and &=
sociating his opponent with heresy and condemned doctrines, including
Arianism, Messalianism, and the heresy of Eutyches. Early in the dialogu
we hear the Orthodox exclaim: “You do not (even) notice that you are
rolling headlong down the slope of polytheism!” (III). For Palamas, the
great problem is not so much the Platonic search for the Good; rather, the
theological life must distinguish between right thinking and wrong, and
the manner in which dialogue was used shifted accordingly. This accords
well with Henry Duméry’s observations in his Phenomenology and Reli-
gion, that once the Christian world separated itself from the Hellenistic,
“culture embraces the relationship between philosophy and religion..s
the relationship between reason and faith, between philosophy and theo |
ogy.”” This is clearly evident in Palamas’ writings: there is no question
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about the primacy of faith and the superiority of theology.

And what happens when the Barlaamite uses the very same authori-
tative figures in his own arguments? Though the Orthodox approves of
their citation, he often dismisses their use, unceremoniously declaring to
the Barlaamite that he has misread the fathers or simply misinterpreted
them. For example, after the Barlaamite cites Dionysius and offers his in-
terpretation of the passage, the Orthodox exclaims: “Not in the least! For
you missed his trustworthy and divine insight to the utmost degree!” (XXII).
The Barlaamite, however, is presented as one who easily accepts the inter-
pretation of his opponent: “It seems to me that in this point as well you
reach the truth precisely” (XXXIV). Other weapons used by the Orthodox
are to accuse the Barlaamite of taking words of the fathers out of context,
wrenching terms out of context, or not grasping the full import of what
the Orthodox is trying to tell him, e.g., “One must carefully listen to the
words that are spoken if one wants to arrive at their truth. Now you don't
seem to understand the power of what I just said” (XX). As a theologian, a
pastoral leader, a monk, and an archbishop, Palamas did not condone what
appeared to him as misinterpretation or wrong-headed thinking. His job
was to safeguard Orthodoxy not to engage in philosophical subtleties or
argumentation in search for “the truth.” For, after all, he already had the
truth. In this respect, he stands in a long line of Christian writers of dia-
logue. Justin Martyr stood at the beginning of that tradition. Other ex-
amples include “Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila” (3rd century), “Dia-
logue of Athanasius and Zacchaeus” (4th century), “Dialogue between an
Enquiring Jew and a Christian” of Peter Damian (11th century), and Peter
Abelard’s “Dialogue of a Philosopher with a Jew, and a Christian.””® Most
of the dialogues that deal with religious opponents are not imbued with
the open Platonic spirit of enquiry. Often the tone is dogmatic and, in
later dialogues, the opponent is converted in the end. The abiding charac-
teristic of these Christian dialogues, including that of Palamas, is that the
orthodox Christian (meaning, the “right-thinking” Christian) holds the
keys to the truth and is given the forum in which to air his views and offer
the keys to less enlightened folk.

Before addressing the question of whether such an approach merits
our approval or censure, I would like to point out briefly a few literary
characteristics of Palamas’ dialogue that shed some light on education and
scholarship during his time. Palamas wrote in the century directly preced-
ing the development of printing. Hence, he is not able to pick up books at
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random and thumb through them to find exact references and citatiop
Much work had to be done through memorization and it is impressive iy
this text how well Palamas knew his sourcs. A good bulk of the dialog
consists of quotations of earlier writers though there are times when Palamy
is not quite certain where a citation comes from. For example, several tim
he quotes a writer and then says, “the same man says somewhere (else)" (X,
XI). He knows the quote but is vague about where exactly it is located,
Occasionally, his memory fails him and he wrongly cites a writer; 5o, «
one point, he attributes a quote to Athanasius when, in fact, the writerws
Maximus the Confessor (V). Toward the beginning of the dialogue he make;
reference to Basil writing an apology against those who accused him of
believing in three gods when he probably meant Gregory of Nyssa who
wrote About Not Saying that There Are Three Gods (111).

There is also an abundant use of epithets attached to particular wri
ers which is characteristic of an oral culture or cultures which depend
heavily upon hearing and memory (one thinks immediately, for exampl,
of Homer’s use of epithets and stock descriptions). Hence, Basil is con-
tinually “the great Basil” (III, XI) or “the most accurate theologian of o
(X) or “the great and colorful Basil” (XLII); Maximus is “the greatest ex-
pert in divine things” (X) or “great in divine matters” (XIV) or “the divine
Maximus” (XXI); Gregory of Nyssa is “the most brilliant star dealing with
those who oppose themselves to the Spirit” (XVII); Athanasius is ‘the grex
Athanasius” (XX); John Damascene is “wise at divine matters” (XXI);
Dionysius is “the revealer of God” (XXII) or “the God-revealer from the
Areopagus” (LI); Kosmas is “the divine poet of the Church” (VIII)
Metrophanes is “the divine singer” (XI). Rarely does a writer appear wit:
out some revealing epithet attached to his name that may be a leftover of
the use of literary epithets to aid in memorization.

We also find in Palamas that, as a good Orthodox, he uses liturgicd
hymns from the Divine Liturgy to back up his statements. Thus, he sup-
ports his arguments first with church fathers (of the Orthodox tradition),
then with illustrations from the liturgy, and occasionally citations from
the New Testament. Palamas’ Greek is rather convoluted and a bit thick,
although he is much easier to read than Dionysius the Areopagite who
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revelled in inventing new words. Palamas uses the Greek of the Church
Fathers and, generally speaking, he is not particularly poetic. His style is
rather dry and his sentences quite long. Nonetheless, he is mostly clear in
expressing what he thinks. A few times he uses descriptions and metaphors
taken from the world of nature which are distinctive in their danity. For
example, at one point, he tries to prove to the Barlaamite thar the deifying
grace of God (an example of God’s energy or activity) exists independendy
of God but is not a creature. The fathers, he says, “believe that the grace of
deification is enhypostatic, not in the sense that it is completely indepen-
dent (authypostatic), but that it remains together with the persons in
which it comes.” He then uses an illustration drawn from meteorology: “It
is not, like lightning and thunder, born at the moment of passing zway,
and abolished together with its manifestation in the objects” (XXVT). Later
toward the conclusion of the dialogue he uses an extended metaphor from
agriculture to show how what is most powerful is acrually the most simple

But from agriculture, too, one can learn that bodies which have many
powers are rather the more simple. For one does not put dung which
is not perfectly mature upon the meadows; but when it is marture
and after some time returns to the state of being absolutely simple,
then the knowledgeable farmer puts it under vegetables and all kinds
of plants, because it has good qualities for everything and can feed
everything. Do you also see in the case of bodies that the most
simple things are the most powerful? (LII)

Hence, in spite of God’s immeasurable power, his essence remains
simple.

Summary Remarks

As a result of Palamas’ disputes with Barlaam, Palamite theology be-
came normative for the Eastern Orthodox Church. It was not so much a
matter of Palamas introducing original ideas into Orthodoxy. Thar would
surely have been a most unorthodox way of dealing with Church truth. As
a good Orthodox, Palamas relied on tradition, citing material particularly
from the Cappadocian fathers, Pseudo-Dionysius and Maximus the Con-
fessor. He was also a devoted man of the cloth as is evident from his insis-
tence that prayer and contemplation be united with an active sacramental
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and liturgical life. Intellection was fine, he might say, in agreement y;y
Barlaam. But experience is better. The mystic vision involves the acj,
experience of body and soul, allied with prayer; the passions are par f
man’s existence and must simply be directed toward virtue. This requiry
discipline. Prayer requires discipline. But for Gregory such discipline j
never an individualistic affair: it only bears fruit within the active life of th,
community. What Palamas achieved was an articulation into doctrine of
ideas already embedded within the rich theological, spiritual and mopy;.
tic traditions of the East. By endorsing Palamas’ ideas the Council f
Constantinople in 1341 also spoke plainly in favor of monastic tradition
and habits. In the Eastern Church monasticism is not opposed to eccles;.
astical decisions. When Barlaam tangled with the so-called uneducate
and illiterate monks he probably did not realize that he would be taking
on the entire structure of the Orthodox Church. He also occupied a rathe
difficult position. Although claiming to be Orthodox and following his
ancestors he did come from southern Italy and so, could not have beey
living in the thick of the Byzantine world. He was a man born with his fee
in two different traditions, a philosopher-monk who had passionately in:-
bibed the ideas of Platonism but who must have had much inner turmoj
in satisfactorily assimilating Christianity with Greek philosophy. And it is
surely unfortunate that his bedside manner, rather arrogant and impa-
tient, did not help him when he tried to convince the Byzantines of hi
own Orthodoxy.

It seems that a good deal of the problem between these two men lies
in the realm of hermeneutics. Each ardently read and quoted Pseudo-
Dionysius, claiming that the other was wrong in his interpretation. But
each also felt that the other sundered the unity of the Godhead. Each
accused the other of succumbing to heresy via Messalianism or Arianism
Who was right? Whose interpretation was correct?

I think that the answer to this is that both men were right by adher-
ing to their respective traditions and arguing consistently on the basis of
that tradition. While both were Orthodox, Palamas was especially a church-
man, an archbishop even, and he stood squarely within the mainstream of
Byzantine Orthodoxy. Barlaam felt that the road to a knowledge of God
lay in a strict adherence to secular education which provided the necessary
prerequisite to theological and spiritual understanding. For Palamas, secu-
lar wisdom was acceptable as long as one dealt with it as one would with:
snake: realize that it is full of poison, dissect it carefully, and take whatever
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might be useful for more important work, i.e., one’s attainment of virtue.?’
Barlaam’s greatest problem was perhaps trying to convince mainstream
Byzantine Orthodoxy that 4is interpretation of Orthodoxy was more accu-
rate. The result was that his Byzantine colleagues, for the most part, con-
sidered him an outsider. Our own difficulties in assessing Barlaam are ex-
acerbated by the fact that both the 7riads and the Dialogue are the work of
Palamas. Hence, his portrayal of his adversary, especially in the Dialogue, is
his own. While it might have been a fairly accurate character presentation
in some respects, his Barlaamite functions within the limits Palamas him-
self sets, limits that Barlaam or one of his followers might well have re-
jected or, at the very least, superceded. The fact that this is a literary cre-
ation, then, renders our own work more tricky.

Palamas’ ideas, as crystallized in his 7riads and developed further in
his Dialogue, proved decisive for Orthodoxy. But what about the inner
man? One does not detect in the writings of Palamas the sense of inner
struggle between a classical heritage and Christian conviction that one
feels in other Christian writers. For example, the 4th and 5th century
philosopher-bishop Synesius of Cyrene wrote a letter explaining his diffi-
culties regarding his imminent appointment as bishop of Ptolemais. In the
letter he mentions a few reasons why he should not become bishop. His
strongest argument stems from his inability to combine philosophical and
Christian truths. He agrees to be bishop but makes clear his position:
where possible, he will assimilate his philosophical heritage with the ideas
he has learned from his conversion to Christianity. But if the two strands
conflict, he says, he will opt for philosophy.?® When one reads Synesius
one feels an intense struggle between what one holds most dear from the
classical world and what is accepted by Christianity. So, too, many centu-
ries later in Peter Abelard, can one sense the conflict. Of course, Abelard’s
thoroughly Catholic medieval world was much different from Synesius’
amalgam of Hellenism and Christianity in the fifth century; but Abelard
had too much exposure to classical thought not to be deeply disturbed by
it. His unfinished dialogic text “Dialogue of a Philosopher with a Jew, and
a Christian” is a vivid witness to this.?” The dialogue purports to take place
in a dream in which a philosopher, a Christian and a Jew appeal to Abelard
for help in deciding whose religious/philosophical tradition is to be rated
most highly. First, the philosopher and the Jew converse and thereafter,
the philosopher and the Christian. Since the work is incomplete (as dreams
themselves are so often interrupted at crucial moments) we have no record
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of Abelard’s official “decision.” It is quite clear from the dialogue, howey, |
that the Christian was victorious. The Jew is given short shrift while
bulk of the text is centered on the Christian. And ardent Christian
Abelard was, we can hear how passionately he becomes the philosoph;,
when arguing with the Jew. The dialogic struggle seems to mirror Abelag;
own inner conflict between philosophical “truths” and the Christian “ryy
of revelation. This sort of intense struggle is absent in Gregory Palama |
is far more likely that Barlaam suffered from it though he is allowed ;,
little opportunity to flex his own philosophical muscles either in the ‘dj,
logic” Triads or in the Dialogue under the guise of the Barlaamite, I},
important, though, to keep in mind that the struggle between classig
“truths” and Christian “truths” lurks beneath the surface of these dialogye;,
recognizing this will help, I think, in placing various arguments in a prop
context.

In his work against Barlaam Palamas effected a shift away frop
Orthodoxy’s classical tradition toward more dogmatically Christian chan.
nels. There is a great irony here. Palamas avails himself of Orthodox Chris
tian writers who form such a significant part of tradition in the church. Ve
most of those writers, especially the Cappadocian fathers and Pseudo-
Dionysius, were greatly influenced themselves by classical concepts and
categories. Their writings and vocabularies attest to the struggle for a har-
monious blend of traditions. This mixture is the heritage of Palamas. Y
his own dissatisfaction with the philosophers and what he deemed to be
shortcomings of the sages of old caused him to turn away from that classi
cal tradition, although he uses the images and vocabulary of those very
traditions in his arguments against philosophy. Indeed,, his use of the
dialogue form itself witnesses to the influence of a literary/philosophicd
tradition handed down from Plato, that an entire stream of Christian writ
ers eagerly used in their polemics against non-Christians, particularly Jews"
Palamas came out of a world steeped in the thought and language of 2
tradition he rejected to a great extent. In addition, he felt that the dis
pline of theology and intellectual commitment were not divorced from
one’s active involvement in church life.

Although Palamas’ Dialogue primarily discusses God’s unity, it was
the mystical vision of the monks that precipitated the original debate in
his Triads and is reflected again in his Dialogue. The Orthodox in our Dir
logue realizes how dreadfully serious the topic under examination is. ‘For
our discussion deals with the superessentiality which lies beyond in hid
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den places” (XXXVII). His term, “superessentiality” is vintage Dionysius.
How does one speak about things in hidden places where one has little
business being, if any? The mystical experience does not rend God’s nature
asunder: it reveals how simple and uncomposite that nature is. We might
indeed smile when we come to the Barlaamite’s final words in the Dia-
logue, for the text identifies him as “The former Barlaamite.” So, he has
been converted. “What an evil (thing) jealousy is!” he exclaims (57). Yet,
Palamas realized how important it was that peace be restored. Whether or
not the problems have been satisfactorily or philosophically resolved, unity
and peace are achieved. The formerly harsh tone of the Orthodox softens as
he addresses the Barlaamite as adelphe, “brother” and welcomes him into
the Orthodox community. The Orthodox closes the dialogue: “God gives
the word according to His promise, my brother, to those who speak for
Him. To Him alone be eternal glory. Amen!”

While Palamas emphasizes that the mystical vision reveals God’s ulti-
mate simplicity, it is clear that the mystical experience itself remains a
complex and transcendental matter: the mystic can never separate himself
from his tradition with the result that the experience is forever culturally
and historically colored. But the historian can also sense the unity inher-
ent in all mystical visions. One cannot fail but be struck by the underlying
similarity of Palamas’ insistence on faith to Plato’s description of the ulti-
mate stroke of intuition. In his 77iads, Palamas pillories the merely theo-
retical man who does not seek knowledge through experience. “Such a
man,” he says, “impiously lays hands on the sacred and wickedly rends
apart the holy, for he does not approach these things with that faith which
alone can artain to the truth that lies above reason” (I.ii.12). For Palamas,
reason can only do so much; truth lies above reason and requires an act of
faith. Mutatis mutandss 1 think that Plato would have wholeheartedly agreed:
discursive reasoning can lead us only to a certain point; to reach the full
vision of the intelligible world something more is needed, a sort of leap of
intuitive faith. And Plotinus, like Palamas, stresses in his On the Three
Primary Hypostases the high birth and value of the soul and maintains that
it is divine: “Since the soul is so honorable and divine a thing, be sure
already that you can attain God by reason of its being of this kind, and
with this as your motive ascend to him: in all certainty you will not look
far” (V.1.3.1ff). He also speaks about the necessity of the soul to be “estab-
lished in quietude” before its upward trek (V.1.2.14). One begins one’s
journey to the fatherland, the trip back to the One, by going into one’s
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ties for support. The tradition Palamas looked back to was one that r: En.
through Dionysius and the Cappadocians, who, in their turn, hag sicﬁed
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antiquity. It was also a tradition that the great Western fifteenth cenmo
churchman Nicholas of Cusa absorbed as is evident from his use of ncgz
tive theology and his “learned ignorance,” a good Dionysian concept. I
spite of historical, traditional and theological differences, however, thes
men sought, as surely as did Barlaam, how to express man'’s longing for the
vision of God, how to return to our divine fatherland, and, by so doing

become again, sons of God.
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Notes

Fuller treatments of the life of Gregory Palamas may be found in
Meyendorft’s A Study of Gregory Palamas (New York: St Vladimir’s Semi-
nary Press, 1974) and V. Lossky, The Vision of God (New York: St
Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1983). I present only the barest of outlines
here.

Meyendorff, op. cit., 31-32.
Ibid.

Ibid., 42.

Ibid., 43.

Divine Names, ch. V11.3.872A. See Pseudo-Dionysius. The Complete Works,
Coim Luibheid, trans. Classics of Western Spirituality (New York: Paulist

Press, 1987), 108f.
Meyendorff, op. cit., 134.

For an extended discussion of the Jesus Prayer, see Irénée Hausherr, The

Name of Jesus (Michigan: Cistercian Publications, Inc., 1978).

Vladimir Lossky; op. cit., 142.

10. Gregory Palamas, The Triads, Nicholas Gendle, trans. Classics of West-

11

ern Spirituality (New York: Paulist Press, 1983); introductory infor-
mation here is taken from John Meyendorff’s introduction to the vol-
ume, p. 9. I will be basing my own discussion of the Triads on this

translation.

. (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 1988).

12. See Triads, 118, n. 5
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13. Mystical Theology 1001A. This is where the phrase “cloud of unknoy.

ing” comes from that is so famous from the anonymous 14th century
English writer whose text A Book on Contemplation Called The Cloud of
Unknowing in which Cloud a Soul is United with God may be found i
The Cloud of Unknowing, Clifton Walker, trans. (Penguin, 1961). Se
also the sixteenth century Spanish mystic St. ohn of the Cross, Dus
Night of the Soul, B. Allison Peers, trans., 3rd ed. (New York: Image
Books, 1959).

14. Quoted from Palamas’ Homilies 35, PG. 151 (col. 433B), in Lossky,
op. cit.,, 162. This interpretation is uncannily similar to rabbinic in-
terpretations of the various lights that the Genesis account of creation
describes. One legend tells how the light created on the first day wis
not the same as that created on the fourth day, in connection with the
sun, moon and stars. Rather, “the light of the first day was of a sort thar
would have enabled man to see the world at a glance from one end 1o
the other.” In the coming world this light will be visible to the pious
“in all its pristine glory.” See Louis Ginzberg, Legends of the Bible (Phils
delphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1956), 3.

15. Lossky, op. cit., 158.

16. Maximus Confessor. Selected Writings, George C. Berthold, trans. Clas-
sics of Western Spirituality (New York: Paulist Press, 1985), 23 (taken
from “The Trial of Maximus”).

17. See Sinkewicz, op. cit., Chapter 76, 170-173.

18. See Georgios I. Mantzaridis, The Deification of Man. St. Gregory Palamu
and the Orthodox Tradition, Liadain Sherrard, trans. (New York: &
Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1984), 107f.

19. Ibid., 102.

20. As in the translation of the text, Roman numerals indicate the chaptr
number of the text, in Christou’s edition.




Introduction 29

21. Palamas also uses this charge in the Triads. See above, p. 13.

22. See Lossky, op. cit., p. 158.

23. For a translation of this text, see The Ante-Nicene Fathers, vol. 1 (Michi-
gan: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1981), 194-270.

24. This image of the flame is remarkably similar to the image used by
Plato in his Letter VII. See Sara Denning-Bolle, “Christian Dialogue as
Apologetic: The Case of Justin Martyr Seen in Historical Context,”
Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 69 (1987), 500f.

25. (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1975), 100.

26. For a discussion of the use of dialogue in Christian tradition, see Den-
ning-Bolle, op. cit. and the bibliography cited there.

27. See Triads 1.1.21.

28. Episte 105. See Jay Bregman, Synesius of Cyrene. Philosopher-Bishop
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1982), 155f.

29. For a translation of this text see the volume by the same title, Pierre J.
Payer, trans. (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 1979).

30. See Denning-Bolle, op. cit.; A. Lukyn Williams, Adversus Judaeos: A

Birds-Eye View of Christian Apologiae Until the Renaissance (Cambridge,
1935). Of course, the dialogue form in Christian philosophical and
theological works was not limited to non-Christian polemics. One
thinks, for example, of Augustines Confessions, Boethius’ Consolation of
Philosophy, or even the 12th century Aelredof Rievaulxs Dialogue on the
Soul (C.H. Talbot, trans.; Kalamazoo: Cistercian Publications, 1981).
The dialogue form was also used by Jewish writers for their own pur-
poses; see, for example, Judah Halevi’s dream dialogue, remarkably simi-
lar to Abelard’s, written in the 12th century. Judah Halevi, The Kuzari
(Kitab al Khazari), translated from the Arabic by Hartwig Hirschfeld,
1905, introduction by Henry S. Slonimsky (New York, 1964), and
Juda Hallévi, Le Kuzari. Apologie de la religion méprisée, translated by
Charles Touati (Collection “Les Dix Paroles”; Verdier; no date given for
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SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL CHAPTERS

1o aid the reader in following the rather complicated arguments of Palamas, 1
have provided short summaries of each chapter.

I. The text starts with the Orthodox asking: what are the charges? The
Barlaamite: they are the same charges brought against the opposing party.
The Orthodox: essence and activity are separate; therefore, they are open
to charges of worshipping more than one deity. The Barlaamite: essence
and activity are one; therefore, they argue for God’s simplicity.

II. The Orthodox stresses that Barlaam has been refuted. He asks for true
argumentation, not eristic discussion. The Barlaamite agrees.

I1I. The Barlaamite says that he learns his material from the saints. The
Orthodox again brings in charges of heresies; he mentions Sabellius and
Eunomius. He says that the Barlaamites might claim that they worship
God as one bur that they do not derive their arguments from Scripture.

IV. Physical things: the Orthodox says that things which are must possess
physical things; otherwise, they have no being. To be = to possess physi-
cal things.

V. The Orthodox says that the attributes in God are there by nature. Every-
thing in divine nature is uncreated. Things in God cannot be created
because then one makes God a creature. There are also physical things in
the divine nature. He argues that the Barlaamites say that the uncreated
is nothing, not one, because they remove what is essential to the divine
nature.




36 Dialogue between an Orthodox and a Barlaamite

VI. The Barlaamite: the Barlaamites worship one uncreated divinity while
the Orthodox worship two uncreated divinities. The Orthodox: he brings
Mt. Thabor and the light of Mt. Thabor into the discussion: The Barlamites
say that it is created. The Synod (that condemned them) said it was
uncreated.

VII. What is created divinity? The Barlaamite: it is divinized people. The
Orthodox gives citations showing the greatness of divinity that gives the
deifying gift. He wants to show that the Barlaamite makes God a crex
ture by calling the divinity (the deification) created.

VIII. The Orthodox: he discusses the difference between the glory possessed
by God and those who receive it from him. He hints that the light of
Thabor was an activity distinct from the essence, although he does notuse
these terms.

IX. The Orthodox: he accuses the Barlaamite of ditheism since he makes
God’s divinity created. This demonstrates the difference between e
Orthodox and the Barlaamite: divine grace is uncreated (Orthodox); dr
vine grace is created (Barlaamite). The Barlaamites deny the saints partce
pation in God by claiming this.

X. The invisibility of uncreated divinity. The Barlaamite: the dwviniys
invisible, unintelligible and imparticipable; he quotes Maximusand B |
sil.

XI. The Orthodox argues that it is not only invisible but visible, notor
unintelligible but also intelligible. Light is uncreated because thedve? |
is uncreated. It must be intelligible for the saints to participate m¥

cally.
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XII. If the Barlaamite also says that God’s divinity is uncreated then he is
caught in a contradiction: God is of more than one nature and he is cre-
ated-uncreated. There is then the risk of worshipping two Gods, one with
acreated divinity and the other with an uncreated one. Yet, the Barlaamites
say this (i.e., worshipping more than one God) about the Orthodox.
The Orthodox cites Dionysius for the example of contradictions: God
can be both unintelligible and intelligible.

XIII. The Barlaamite: he admits, then, to one divinity (but nothing more).
He says that the soul is lifted up from the visible to the invisible, solitary,
uncreated divinity. The Orthodox: he argues against going from effects to
cause (i.e., creations to God’s essence). God is visible through activities,
not essence. Created things only show God’s attributes, not his essence.

XIV. The Orthodox: he shows by example how God is revealed by his ener-
gies.

XV. The Barlaamite: he agrees that light is being, if uncreated.

XVI. The Barlaamite: he then enquires how the divinity of God is one and
simple if it is unity because it is uncreated; how is it divided because it is
visible; and all the other qualifications that the Orthodox gives that di-
vinity? The Orthodox: he says that energy and uncreated being are in-
separable. The distinction in the divinity is not contrary to its unity. The
Barlaamite’s mistake is that he misunderstood Maximus and he broke the
divinity into created and uncreated (i.e., activity and essence).
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XVII. Distinction in the divinity. The Orthodox: the essence exceeds 4|
name, according to the Barlaamites. Divinity is not divine essence; it is
God’s power to see, to oversee everything. If divinity is called essence,
that comes from its activity.

XVIII. This applies also to the divine names. The Orthodox: The Barlaamites
say that divinity is created. The Orthodox calls for Dionysius’ stress on
God being above all names.

XIX. The Orthodox: a cause stands above caused thing. He says that the

Barlaamite talks of two causes and two divinities.

XX. The Orthodox seems to argue that the being of God is above his
divinity. Divinity = deification. Hence, divinity is God'’s power to see
and is something that surrounds him. It is also the gift of deification.

XXI. The Barlaamite: since divinity is a participation and imitation, then it
is created. The Orthodox: Dionysius called it an “inimitable imitation.”
This does not mean that it is created. Many things of God signify partici-
pation but participation does not mean a physical relationship. Because
of participation, the saints become likenesses of God. He says that these
activities of God cannot be created.

XXII. The Barlaamite again cites Dionysius. The Orthodox says that the
Barlaamite has completely missed the point.

XXIII. The Orthodox: “Getting existence” signifies the coming into exist-
ence but not the way it does so. He points out the difference of termsand
phrases in reference to God.
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XXIV. The Orthodox: God cannot be a creature because he is participated in
but he does not himself participate in anything. The powers of God are
uncreated. He stresses reading the Fathers for authority.

XXV. The Orthodox: he discusses the oneness of trinity. He quotes Basil and
says that creatures demonstrate God’s powers but not the being itself.

XXVI. The Orthodox: the powers can exist enhypostatically but not as an
independent being. This is also true for the light of deifying grace. He
says that both God’s essence and activity are called divinity, yet we wor-
ship one divinity. Divinity is one as a superessential nature.

XXVII. The Orthodox: one cannot separate God’s essence from activities,
making the latter creatures.

XXVIIL. The Orthodox: he accuses the Barlaamites of using the political
upheaval of the time to their advantage as others did in the past. He
provides a history of such events.

XXIX. The Orthodox: the two natures of Christ do not indicate two divini-

ties.

XXX. The Barlaamite: there is an opposition between: the deifying grace
and activity are created and the uncreated deifying grace and activity are
God’s essence. The Orthodox: if activity in God is not different from the
essence, then God has only act or essence but not both at the same time.
The Barlaamite: God is active essence but no other activity other than

essence; otherwise, he is composite.
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XXXI. The Orthodox: he warns against separating activity from essence,
Essence must have an activity. Is God active? If so, he must have activiry
We only know that God s by his activities. If you deny his essentiy]
activity or vice versa, you take away from God, and are therefore an athe.
ist. He cites Basil that no activity can exist independently.

XXXII. The Barlaamite: the saints also say that God’s essence and activity are
one. The Orthodox: he corrects this by saying that while saints call them
one, they are the same and not the same in different manners. There s the
problem of terms and word usage. We must distinguish between cause
and effects.

XXXIII.  The Orthodox: he explains what Gregory of Nyssa means by

saying that there is no difference between uncreated and uncreated thing;

XXXIV. The Barlaamite: there is still a problem with the citations tha
indicate that uncreated activity = divine essence. The Orthodox: those
people deny divine activity to divine nature in any event. The Barlaamite
he cites John Damascene that the divine is simple and uncomposed
The Barlaamites say that whatever differs from the divine essence is
created. The Orthodox introduces the difference between activity and
essence in God.

XXXV. The Orthodox: The “heretics” have used Scriptural passages out of
context. He cites several heresies. There is a long discussion on how God
is simple though his essence and activity are not identical. Characteristic
belong to God by nature but he is not composed. There is nothing about
conditions in God or essential differences. The Fathers teach that simpl
essence has many uncreated activities. He tells the Barlaamite to place char-
acteristics as qualities or “essences” but around the essence. Basil says tha
they are non-essential activities.
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XXXVI. The Orthodox: if something has no beginning and is uncreated,
it is not created nor is it essence. If something is not essence, how can it
make distinctions in the essence? We do not know if the simple itself is
the nature of God. Simplicity belongs to him as an activity since he can
cause it in other things. The Son is a beginning but beginning is not
his nature; in God beginning is an inborn activity.

XXXVII. The Orthodox: he stresses the need to determine word meanings.
He points to the core of the discussion: superessentiality. Through his
activity God makes himself known. He is one in essence and activity.

XXXVIIL. The Barlaamite: according to Basil, everything said and thought

about God has one meaning.

XXXIX. The Orthodox: he refers to the wiles of the evil one and the inabil-
ity of some people to arrive at the right meaning. In the case of Basil,
divine names do not signify the essence. Basil also says that if the divine
names were referred to the essence, then God would be composed.

XL. The Orthodox: all divine names might signify different things but be-
cause they are referred to God, they have equal honor. They lead to one
God, not many.

XLI. The Orthodox: he discusses Eunomius. The latter called the Son the
activity of the Father, not identified with the essence. For Eunomius,
activity was created and essence uncreated. Everything uncreated he called
essence. Eunomius did not make a distinction between activity and es-
sence but, instead, confused matters. The Orthodox insists that we know
whatever we know God is by the common activity of the trinity.



42

Dialogue between an Orthodox and a Barlaamite

XLII. The Barlaamite: he maintains that God can only be known from b,

creations and things like air, earth and sky are creations and actvitie
Uncreated activity is similar to essence and is unknowable. The so-cilled
activity that is not similar to essence is created. The Orthodox wants 1,
refute this. He cites Basil for ridiculing those who say that God's acuy,.
ties are created or that they are one with essence. They make God ,
creature by making the activity created. The essence of God is unknow.
able. Things like earth and air are known to us but not the essence of
God, which is uncreated and unintelligible. The activities are manifold
while essence is simple (Basil). The Orthodox cites yet another difference
between the essence and activities. He concludes that those who equate
essence with activity imply that essence is intelligible and participable,

XLIIL. The Barlaamite: he confirms this. Participation would be both i

the activity and essence. Otherwise, God would be divisible according
to his activity but not participated in, according to the essence. The
Orthodox: he brings in the Messalians (who say that one can parici
pate in God’s essence).

XLIV. The Orthodox: we participate in his activity and thereby do no ou:

rage to his simplicity. If you participate in the activity but not the e
sence—does this divide the indivisible? Basil speaks of leading us up from

our finite nature in a moderate and safe way.

XLV. The Orthodox: if God is contained in a moderate way he cannot be

wholly contained. He goes on to show how what we experience can only
be a part of the whole. The divine is divided in an undivided way and not
the way bodies are. Those activities are not parts of God. God is wholy
goodness, wholly wisdom, etc. While he is known through his activity he
is also known as one and simple.
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XLVI. Hence, we participate in God as a whole but that does not mean
that we participate in his essence. If one participates in one activity, one
participates in God as a whole.

XLVII. A discussion ensues on the difference between those things which
participate only as sensible beings and those with perception.

XLVIIL. The Orthodox continues. The person who participates in only one
thing participates in the whole; it is not necessary to participate in all
things. Why? Because the whole is undivided. If a person does not par-
ticipate in the essence this does not mean that the divine has to undergo
division. If a person received everything he might think that grace is
nature. We participate moderately in the undivided grace. The activity is
derived from the incorporeal essence.

XLIX. Activity can be divided.

L. The Barlaamite: if God has eternal essence and activity, how is he not
composed? The Orthodox: the divine is one and simple in its essence.

Activity is what it is for eternity.

LI. The powers referred to as activities. The Barlaamite gives an example of

this.

LII. The Orthodox: the powers in a being do not necessarily make it a
composite being. Otherwise, God would be the most composed of all.
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BILINGUAL TEXT

Dialogue between An Orthodox and a Barlaamite
By Saint Gregory Palamas




GREGORY PALAMAS

DIALOGUE BETWEEN AN ORTHODOX AND A BARLAAMITE WHICH INVALI-
DATES IN DETAIL THE BARLAAMITE ERROR.'

I. The Orthodox (hereafter abbreviated "O"). 1 would like to learn from
you who investigate and give full credit to (the ideas) remaining from
the heretic Barlaam (whose doctrine has been officially refuted by the
synod) what the charges are which you recently brought against us again,
basing yourself upon his teachings.

The Barlaamite (hereafter abbreviated "B"). I shall be very glad to speak
about it. I also wish to hear how you can defend such obvious and admit-
ted stupidities and how you yourselves also bring the same charges against
us, who do not say anything of the kind. For we say that there is one
uncreated being, the essence of God with three hypostases, and that all
other beings other than that essence are created. But because you say
that the uncreated beings are manifold, you clearly fall into the error of
accepting a multiplicity of gods. And by saying that there are two di-
vinities, one above and one below, one participable, the other
imparticipable, one giving, the other given, and by saying that the es-
sence and the activity of God differ from each other, you are earmarked
as advocating two divinities. No such thing will befall us! We say that
the activity of God is one and the same as His essence and does not differ
from it; (hence) we honor His uncreated divinity and declare it one,
simple, invisible, imparticipable and incomprehensible.

II. O. The Orthodox (pious) truth is really something difficult to en-
snare and if you don't search for it like gold and silver (as the wise Solomon
says) you will never get hold of it.? But if only for a little while [ have
listened to those fathers who, with the assistance of God and through the
proper words, have removed the error of that Barlaam from the midst
of the church of Christ, then, with confidence in God, the giver of
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truth Himself, I shall brace myself for the defense of those people and
for the refutation of your opposition, since you brag endlessly about
(your) piety and, consequently, try to drag the masses along. But, in
fact, you lead them astray from the orthodox (pious) truth in an un-
heard of manner! I have only one condition: that you wish to listen
and speak for truth, not for the sake of argumentation.

B. We shall converse in that fashion as it is fitting when we speak about
the truth in God, convinced that truth itself is looking down upon us,

III. O. Very well, then. Those doctrines in which you proudly think tha
you alone, apart from us, unfailingly believe--did you learn them from
yourselves or did the saints teach them to you?

B. The saints. For, if you wish, also from the things they said, I'll pro-
vide you with a lot of evidence which agrees with my words in all re-
spects.

O. Idon't think in 4// respects. In fact, wouldn't every heretic claim
that the saints before him agree with him? And how many testimo-
nies, to the extent that the Father and the Son are one, would Sabellius’
in your opinion, be able to produce from the Holy Scriptures? Hence,
he said that people who did not share his opinion believed in the mul
tiplicity of gods. And how many testimonies could Eunomius’ provide
that the uncreated and incomparable is one? Therefore, he called those
who do not hold the same opinion “believers in three gods,” which
induced the great Basil® to write an apology against those who charged
him with tritheism. But they were convicted of lying about the saints
and denying the unity of God Himself. For even they said that God,
who is above all things, is one, but not in the manner He revealed
Himself in many ways through the prophets, nor in the way the Father
made Himself known by the Son at a later stage and in a clearer fash-
ion, nor in the way He made Himself manifest by the witnesses of
orthodox faith to all the ends of the world. In that way, then, [ my-
self also hope in a moment, when God gives me "the word in oper
ing my mouth,"® to establish clearly that you, even if you stub-
bornly maintain that you alone --apart from us-- accept the onenes
of the uncreated and of the divinity, don't say so because you ut
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initiated in and are instructed by the Holy Writ--as is the case with ys/
That is why you do not proclaim the oneness of the uncreated and of
divinity in the true sense. You do not (even) notice that you are rolling
headlong down the slope of polytheism. But, thanks to His great gifs, v
are the ones who truly and unfailingly honor one divinity and the one

uncreated God.

IV. For tell me, in all of nature,® are there not physical things, in some
more, in some less?

B. So it would seem.
O. Are there also, then, in the divine nature some physical things or nor

B. Perhaps there cannot be. First, because it transcends all natures; sec
ond, since one nature partakes of more, the other of less, it would not be
improbable that there would be absolutely nothing in the divine nawre,
Only when you can demonstrate that one of the saints clearly says that the
divine nature has physical things, then I'll accept it.

O. He who says that the divine nature does not possess physical things
does not make it transcend all nature, but demonstrates that it has no
being whatsoever. For that which has absolutely no physical things is not
in a transcendental way, but is absolutely not. And how could it be charac-
terized as being at all,if it has none of the things which characterize it i,
show it? But because you want to hear that from the fathers--though it i
already quite clear since they acknowledge it all explicitly—- I will make it
obvious to you by way of a common doctrine, lest we spoil our time in
things which everybody acknowledges. We are taught, then, that our Lot
Jesus Christ has two natures and two physical wills, one belonging to the
human nature, the other to the divine.

B. I agree now; but are the physical things with God different from na-

ture?
0. Of course.

B. What's the difference?
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O. That the physical will belongs to nature, we conclude from natue
and in the context of nature, since the will has nature as its beginning
and, as it were, as a root and cause from which it proceeds. But nature
does not belong to the physical will or otherwise we could speculae
about it as if the will were its cause and as if it came forth from it. One
could talk about many other things in which physical things differ from
nature. But, for now, this will be enough.

V. B. Then, is only the will present in the divine nature in a physical way
or other things as well?

O. A great many. For God has (His) foreknowledge in a physical wy
and that is different from His will. For He knows everything beforehand,
but He doesn't "will" all things that happen. He also has compassion and
judgment which differ from each other and from those things; and sim-
ply put, to speak with the great Athanasius, "all the things which God
has by nature and not as acquired." Of all these things we know that
they are uncreated. For according to the expert in divine things, Maxi-
mus, "there is nothing uncreated in the human nature nor anything cte-
ated in the divine nature."'” And when you bring charges against us on
account of these things, either you think that they are created or tha
they do not exist at all. If they are created, you make God a creature. For
according to the divine John Damascene, "the physical things must cor-
respond to the natures."'" And if you say that there are no physical things,
you take away the divine nature. For the same expert Maximus asks
"how there can be 2 God or a man when the physical will and the essen-
tial activity is taken away?"'? Hence, you don't say that the uncreated i
one, but nothing. But we say, appropriately, that the divine nature itself
is one, which, by showing those physical things, reveals its real character

through them.

VI. B. Don't you explicitly say that there are two uncreated divinities!
We, on the other hand, assert that there is only one uncreated diviniy.

O. At first, we didn't want to speak or write about these things, but
we were forced by you to write an apology because you were so eager
to criticize us. With God's wise help we will therefore also spek
about divinity. But first, we must clarify this. Since you call the un-
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created in that sense one, you do not give credit to some of the things
that Barlaam expressed so badly about God, and to some others not, bu
to all things. For that light with which the Lord shone upon the moun-
tain and with which He illuminated the disciples you deem created and
therefore the synod excommunicated you." For the synod proclaimed
that, according to the Scriptures, that light was uncreated and, besides
that, showed that since the divine nature is completely invisible and
imparticipable, it transcends that vision. It excommunicated and pub-
licly renounced those who do not share that opinion and cut them off
completely from the perfect congregation of the Christians, if they would
not repent. Although, in that respect, you still share the same opinion
Barlaam, and are subjected to the same accusations, you have just now
deceptively pretended to obey the Church and the overseers of the Church
and, openly, you have slyly discarded Barlaam; in fact, you house his
heresy (alas!) in your soul and try to win over the people to that beliefin

a scandalous manner.

VII. But since you also accuse us of saying that there are two uncreated
divinities (whereas you say that there is one uncreated divinity), may |
ask: the one whom you call the created divinity: whose divinity is it

B. We call it the divinity of people who have partaken of divinizaion.

O. And if it is the divinity of people who have partaken, how much
more is it the divinity of Him who gives part? For God has created us for
that purpose, he'* says, to make us partake in His own divinity and for
that purpose He came on earth. And, as the divine Gregory of Nysa
says to Harmonius, Christ put on our nature for the reason that 'He
received the rejected into sonship and the enemies of God into partner-
ship with His divinity.""” And again, "the purity which we see in Christ
and in the person who has part in Him is by nature one. But Christ is the
source and he who takes part draws the water."** And again, "Christ wil
bring each one to union with the divinity, if he carries nothing unworthy
of the kinship with the divine.""” For the divinity of him who has truly
been divinized belongs to God to whom he has been united and by whom
he has been divinized in grace; he has not thrown away his own nature
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but by that grace he has transcended nature. By calling that divinity
created, you make God a creature.

VIII. Concerning the glory which appeared on Thabor, the divine Dama-
scene says: "From the divinity the glory came forth physically and was
also joined to the body by the sameness of the substance."® That human
part of the Lord possessed that glory completely and did not dimly par-
take in it. But the participation of the others is different; it is as if they
draw (water from Him) as from a cistern: "from His fullness we have al]
received,” he says.” And "the righteous will shine like the sun"” (which
is the same as saying that Christ shone on the mountain) when He wil
appear in His future unspeakable revelation,?' of which He showed 2
preview by a dim light on Thabor? where, in fact, in a mystical way He
unfolded the future. That that light does not simply belong to the vener-
able body, but is the brightness of the divinity, is demonstrated not only
by the other theologians but also by Kosmas, the divine poet of the
Church. He sang about it in his verses for Christ: "You made the nature
which was obscured in Adam shine forth again by transforming it into
Your glory and brightness of the divinity."? And that we must believe
that that divinity also belongs to the Father and the Spirit is taught to us
not only by the other theologians but by Damascene as well, a poet of
the Church no less divine than Kosmas. He sings of it: "Come hither,
believe me, my people, let us climb the holy mountain and contemplate
with our mind the immaterial divinity of the Father and the Spirit which
shines forth in the only-begotten Son."?*

IX. Since, then, that divinity also belongs to God, which you call
created, yox are truly the ones who claim that there are two divinities
of God; you assert that they differ so much from each other that it will
never be possible that they come together as one, as Arius and Eunomius
say, who contend that the Son is also God, but created. You utter slan-
der and lies about us by proclaiming about us exactly what you your-
selves wrongly believe. The real difference with us is clearly this: we
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say that the divine grace is uncreated while you call it created. Since
then, the Lord has come on earth and has made those who, according
the Scriptures, were worthy of it, partakers in His own divinity, you why
say that that grace of the divinity which was added to the saints i cre.
ated, either deny the participation and union of the saints with God,
you think that God's divinity (in which they partake out of grace),
created; in this manner you again make God a creature.”

X. Come on, then; that one divinity which you call uncreated: do yoy
also call it invisible or not?

B. Not only invisible, but also unintelligible and imparticipable. Fy;
Maximus, the greatest expert in divine things, says: "God is One, be.
cause divinity is one. Unity, without beginning, simple, transcendin
being, without parts and undivided,"* neither intelligible nor visible nor
participable.

O. Well said; for it will soon be demonstrated that you quote the sanrs
word deprived of the most important (arguments). Let it be for the mo-
ment. Do you think, however, that all the saints hold that opinion and
teach it?

B. Without a doubt.

O. At least Basil, the most accurate theologian of all, says so in man
places and always holds to this idea; again, the same man says somewhere
"The Beauty of the truly almighty, namely God, is His intelligible and
visible divinity; for that is really beautiful which surpasses all human z-
perception and power and which is only fathomable by thinking." Doy
not think that he says that to the same God belongs not only the con-
pletely unintelligible divinity but also the intelligible? And not only the
intelligible but also the visible? For further on he writes: "Peter and the
sons of thunder saw His beauty on the mountain which surpassed the
brilliance of the sun and they were deemed worthy of perceiving wih
their eyes the previews of His glorious appearance."?
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XI. B. And where does the great Basil say this?

O. In his ethical writings where he explains the 44th Psalm of David.
And let the great theologian Gregory, who agrees with him, also be 2
witness. For he, too, honors the one invisible and unintelligible divinity
of the sacred trinity and he says somewhere, "the divinity shown on the
mountain to the disciples, almost more concrete than even a vision, was
light."® Do you see that he also knows that the divinity of God is not
only invisible but visible as well? That that divinity is also uncreated,
since the light in agreement with that divinity is also uncreated? That is
also the opinion of father Chrysostom who called it a beam of the divin-
ity: "For the Lord appeared, brighter than Himself, when His divinity
showed its beams."* And the divine interpreter Symeon says that the
best theologian of all, John, "saw the divinity of the Word itself naked on
the mountain."! But when he also relates the principles of the divine
(Nicean) fathers in a nutshell, he says: "Since every argument goes into
the heart by way of the presentation of some perceptible things, the
blessed light of the divinity illuminates it then when it is completely
empty of everything and loses all those forms," because that brightness
shines into the pure mind deprived of all concepts. And that that light s
not only visible, but is also partaken of by all those who are truly initi-
ated, is proven by the man who says that "God is the reward of virtue
and He is ablaze with the purest light on that day when He becomes
Son, a day which is not interrupted by darkness. For another sun makes
that day, the one which pours forth the true light. That sun puts the light
in those who are worthy of it forever and without interruption and it
makes those who partake of that light other suns."® For the righteous
will shine like the sun, he says.** Hence, the divine singer Metrophanes saysin
his songs: "Deem us worthy, good Lord, to enjoy the brightness of the three-



54 Dialogue between an Orthodox and a Barlaamite

fold light and the unitary lightning of the divinity." And again: "You,
the essentially invisible word, have been seen as a man, calling people 1o
participation in your divinity.”*® Do you see clearly that not only the
completely invisible and unintelligible and imparticipable divinity, by
also the divinity which is visible and intelligible and participable for only
the saints in a mystical way, belongs to God? You, then, who say th
that divinity and brightness of God which surpasses our intellect (forif
is participated in and seen and thought, then it reveals itself only in
mystical way, deprived of all concepts, as you have heard, by its utmos
purity, to the heart of the saints which has neither form nor figure) s
created--do you not clearly make God a creature?

XII. But since you also say that the divinity of the same God is uncreared
your God has more than one nature and is, so to speak, created-uncreated
composed of two most contrary things, a created and an uncreated divin-
ity. Or, if you don't dare to say that, because it is really impossible tha
the same God has a created and an uncreated divinity, then you risk
worshipping two Gods who are evidently opposite to each other, one
with a created divinity, the other with an uncreated one. You then, who
clearly suffer from the most despicable disease of believing in two Gods-
-and the synod has found you out this year!-- spread that lie about us and
all the saints who, through thick and thin, confess that God is one. For
that sometimes the same God is seen and thought and participated in
and other times He is invisible and unintelligible and imparticipable and
that we can call Him in all simplicity both wholly intelligible and unin-
telligible, the great Dionysius the Areopagite has taught us, too. Bu
until today we have not yet heard that the same God is both created and
uncreated because He has admittedly a created and an uncreated divin-

ity.

XIII. B. We conclude from all these facts that there is one divinity.
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O. Well, see to it (then), that that does not become your foundation
for wrongly concluding that God has one divinity or for lawlessly mak-
ing two of them, one of which is treated irreverently by everybody, be-
cause they understand the unity of the divinity in the wrong way. There
are also people who fall into these two opposite impieties because of the
assumption that there is one. If, on account of that, you say that there is
one, do you (then) believe that it is the same as and not different from
the visible and intelligible divinity of the great Basil, that completely
invisible and unimaginable divinity, and do you conclude in that way
that there is one, or do you assert that that one divinity is composed of a
created and an uncreated divinity?

B. Come on, don't think that we're that stupid! No, we raise the think-
ing part of our soul from the visible divinity up to the completely invis-
ible and solitary uncreated divinity, and so we revere the one uncreated
divinity, the essence of God itself.

XIV. O. Now the argument has already denounced you beautifully in
just a few words! For look, you clearly say that the glory and divinity of
Christ, which were seen on the mountain, are created. You are both truly
proven to fall into the traps which opened themselves a short while ago
and you continually prove to be guilty of the written accusations di-
rected against Barlaam. To proceed from the creations to the essence of
God, and to perceive the uncreated essence from the visible creatures, is
part of the misleading doctrine of Eunomius.*” Hence, both things neces-
sarily have as a result that there is a diversity (of divinities) both by
concluding impiously (in your fashion) (that there is one divinity) and by
atheistically cutting up the one divinity of God. Therefore, the divine
bishop of Nyssa says: "The essentially invisible God becomes visible by
His energies. He is not visible in His essence, but in some of His charac-
teristics."*® "None of the divine characteristics is acquired, even if they
are not His essence."* In his books against Eunomius, the great Basil runs
completely counter to you who hold to the doctrine of Barlaam; setting
forth Eunomius' written doctrines, who says: "By seeing the created things,
a person can be brought from them to the essences, discovering the Son as
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a creature of the unborn and the Spirit as a creature of the only begotten
Son," he says: "I do not see how it is possible to arrive by reasoning to the
essences from the created things; for the created things show His power
and wisdom and craft, but not the essence itself. Nor do they necessarily
demonstrate all the power itself of the Creator, because it is possible that
the craftsman does not put all his strength into his energies, but often
uses the weaker energies in the works of his craft. And even if he would
put all his power into his work, even so it would be possible to measure
his strength in his works but not to understand what his essence is."’
That is exactly what the divine Paul says: "Ever since the creation of the
world His eternal power and divine nature, invisible though they are,
have been understood and seen through the things He has made."! And
Maximus, great in divine matters, says this in his exegesis: "The seeds of
the beings, which have been preliminarily performed in God before all
ages, are invisible, as He knows Himself; (the) divine men are accus-
tomed to call them good wills and they are perceived by the mind from

the created things. For all the creatures of God which are contemplated

and known by us according to nature with due insight, reveal to us, ina

hidden way, the seeds according to which they have come into being, and

they show forth along with themselves the divine purpose in each cre-

ated thing. Hence, "the heavens declare the glory of God; and the firma-

ment proclaims the work of His hands."? "The providence which holds

the beings together and the energy which deifies the foreseen things in

accordance with it are an eternal power and divinity."*® Have you now

also learned from Paul that the deification is the divinity of God and is

eternal?

XV. B. To tell you the truth and to conceal nothing, we heard that you
cite something the great Dionysius said, on account of which we could
even speak against you. But a short time ago you showed that all the
saints were in agreement with you. Know, then, that we say that tha
light is essence, if indeed it is uncreated.
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O. But even from that point of view you still fall into the trap of the
most impious atheism and ditheism.

B. How? In what manner?

O. Since you showed before that there is one uncreated divinity, the
altogether invisible essence of God (wrongly interpreting the words of
the fathers by taking away all physical aspects of it); and since you also
demonstrated that, on account of that, the light of the Lord's transfor-
mation, because it was visible to those who were deemed worthy of it, is
created, whereas you now say that that is essence: either you continue to
say that creature and essence of God are the same--for you assert that
what was first a creature is now essence, which is altogether impious--or
you say that there are two essences of God and two divinities: that which
you formerly maintained in earnest to be invisible and that light which
was seen by the eyes of the apostles, which you now strongly assert to be
essence, if indeed it is uncreated.**

XVI. B. It now occurs to me very clearly how puzzling it is that, while
the saints (as we said before) maintain that the divinity of God is visible
and invisible, together we can all revere one divinity, as something we
agree upon and which the same saints handed down. For even if it is a
unity according to its uncreated character, then it appears to be divided
according to its visibility (whatever that may be), and to its invisibility,
and to all the other qualifications you too give it. How, then, is it one
and simple?

O. Obviously, my friend, the uncreated essence and the uncreated energy
are inseparable from each other. For neither of them is ever seen separate
from the other. And so there is in essence and energy one uncreated
divinity of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. That was also the
opinion of Maximus, wise in divine matters, when he wrote, "One di-
vinity without beginning, simple, super-essential, without parts and in-
divisible."” He added: "For the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit
are the divinity. And there is one God, the Father and the Son and the
Holy Spirit. For one and the same are the essence and the energy and the
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power of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit."* That one divinity
and the one God, "who is invisible by His essence becomes visible by
His energies, when He is seen in some of the characteristic features
around Him,"’ according to Gregory of Nyssa, the speaker from God,
and, according to the blessed Cyril, none of the divine characteristics is
acquired.*® Hence, what you yourself initially cited as evidence from the
divine Maximus, even if he did not literally write it down in that way,
could be a pious thought. For the distinction in the divinity is not con-
trary to its unity.* But you did not understand that and you broke apart
the one divinity into a created and an uncreated one, in a most impious
manner, just as Arius had done. For that man had also broken up the One
God into a created and an uncreated one, because he had not understood
the pious distinction according to the divine hypostases.

XVII. Well, then, now we must talk more to you about the distinction
in the divinity. Later on, with God's help, we will also show that tha
divinity is one and simple and undivided and does not abandon the super-
natural simplicity on account of the pious distinction according to the
activities. Tell me now: does God's essence have a name?

B. All the theologians agreed that the essence of God is without a name
and exceeds all names.

O. True. For the great Dionysius the Areopagite called the name of
essence itself the surname of the power of God which makes essence,
because that supra-essentiality does not possess a name of its own.” But
since divinity is not the name of the divine essence, then what does i
belong to and what does that name mean? However, let's stop asking
each other questions about them, and let us both rather be instructed by
the saints. Gregory of Nyssa, the most brilliant star dealing with those
who oppose themselves to the Spirit, says: "They say that divinity re-
veals (divine) nature. But we know that the divine nature has no name
which signifies it. But if something is said about it either by human
convention or by the divine Scriptures, it signifies something about that
which surrounds divinity. But the divine nature itself remains unspo-
ken and unuttered; it exceeds all possibility of being revealed by name.
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So the name divinity shows not the nature of the Spirit, but the power of
seeing.””! Divinity, therefore, is really God's power of seeing: it knows
everything, it oversees everything, and foresees everything.’” The es-
sence of God is also called divinity, but it gets that name with reason
from its appropriate activity, as the same man says elsewhere. Therefore,
the most theological of the two Gregories says: "Let yourself be illumi-

nated by one light according to the aspect of the essence, i.e., of the
divinity."»

XVIII. You would be able to find the same thing with the other divine
names as well. Hence, Dionysius, who described these names most ex-
cellently, says at the beginning of his praise of the divine appellation of
being: "Our discourse does not promise to express the absolutely super-
essential goodness and essence and life and wisdom of the absolutely
super-essential divinity, which has its foundation beyond all goodness
and divinity and essence and life and wisdom, in a secret place as the
Scriptures say. But it sings of the providence which is revealed to us and
which produces good things, the all-transcending goodness and cause of
all good things, both being and life and wisdom, and that which causes
essence and life and which gives wisdom, to all those who partake of
being and life and spirit and reason and sense perception.”* You, then,
who say that one divinity is created, since you could not call created that
being which transcends all possibility of being called by a human name
because it is established in a secret place, you call the divinity of God
itself--which gets that name genuinely from the fathers, namely Hi
power of seeing and of deification and His providence which is revealed
to us and which produces good things--(you) very impiously (call that)
created! And you evilly attack us who piously proclaim that that divin-
ity is uncreated! For we don't say that some divinities produce these and
others those and that there are higher and lower beings, but that of the
one God are all the good manifestations and processions and the appella-
tions of God which are piously celebrated. He is above all name and all
manifestation and all hymn which is sung by holy angels and men.
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XIX. B. Show me this: how, with you too, can the different divinities be

one?

O. Let me refute one absurd thesis which exceeds all others in its absur-
dity even before I prove that there is one God; I leave out the other crazy
traps you risk falling into by not theologizing according to the Scriptures
and even by speaking counter to those who do theologize according to

them.
B. Which one?

O. Doesn't all cause as such stand above the caused thing? And isn't it
true that that which as such does not stand above a thing cannot be the

cause of it?

B. That's true. For "the Father is greater than the Son because He is the
cause" whereas in all other respects He deserves the same honor; 5o says

Gregory, the father of theology.”

O. Not only Gregory, my friend, but the great Basil also says: "The Son i
second in rank to the Father because He is begotten by Him. And in honor,
because He (the Father) is the beginning and the cause by being His Father
and because the way and the access to the Father is through Him. But in
nature He is not second, because the divinity in both of them is one."” Since,
then, that which does not stand above is not a cause, and since the divinity of
God is not only called by the fathers invisible and without a name and
imparticipable but also having a name and participated in and visible, you,
accusing us because we say that one (divinity) (namely, the essence of God)
just because it is a cause and a giver, stands above the unspeakable grace
which proceeds out of it and above the so-called power of seeing--we share
this opinion with the fathers--you do not refer the gift of deification to tha
cause. Therefore, you speak about two causes and two divinities which com-
pletely differ from each other and you make two beginnings and you fall int
the trap of truly the most impious ditheism!

XX. B. And which father has said that the uncreated essence stands
above the uncreated grace? For you have introduced them as saying th



61 Dialogue between an Orthodox and a Barlaamite

they are two, but not yet that one stands above and the other below.

O. One must carefully listen to the words that were spoken if one wants
to arrive at their truth. Now you don't seem to understand the power of
what I just said. A litctle while ago we introduced the great Dionysius
and the divine Gregory of Nyssa, saying that the essence of God is with-
out a name because it is above all names and transcends all manner of
signification by words. They also say that everything that is said about
God denotes something that surrounds that essence and that the word
"divinity" does not signify genuinely its nature but the power of God to
see. That also the essence of God which is above all names is called
divinity but not with the genuine name. That which is above all names
stands in fact above all that which is named, and the essence is higher
than all the things around it. Therefore the great Athanasius says: "Being
God is second to His nature.”” And again Gregory: "If the judgments of
God cannot be discerned and the ways are not searched out and the
promise of good things transcends all conjecture founded upon queries,
how much more is the divine above and higher than all the things that
are thought around it, on account of its unnamable and unapproachable
character.”® And the great Basil says: "Which are the activities of the
Spirit? Unnamable due to their greatness and innumerable because of
(their) multitude. For how can we think what is above the ages, and
which were His activities before the intelligible creation, how many are
the graces which flow from Him to the creation, and what is the power
in relation to the coming ages? Hence, even if you think something
above the ages, even that is lower than the Spirit."” Would, then, the
essence of God--which is above all names, unutterable, around which are
the powers and activities which are before all ages, which has its name
"divinity" from its proper activity--(would that) not be above the divin-
ity, namely the power of seeing which is before all ages and the activity
of God who knows everything before its birth of which the great Basil
has said that it is below the Spirit while the great Athanasius (called
it) second to the nature, the divinity which rightly has that name,
being around the divine nature, as Gregory of Nyssa has revealed’
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We must also call upon the great Dionysius. For he says more clearly
than the others that both the deification is the divinity of God and the
essence which is above it, firmly and, at the same time, clearly and
wisely and piously. For in the Divine Names he says: "We call divinity ip
the sense of really origin, God and cause, the one and only origin and
cause of everything, above all origin and essence, but in a derivative
sense, the power flowing from the imparticipable God, the divinization
itself through which those things which partake of it are divine and are
said to be divine."® And writing 7o Gaius how God is above the Godhead
and the principle of goodness he says: "This is possible if we think of the
divinity as the gift which makes us God and good according to which we
become God and good. For if that is the beginning of becoming God for
those who become God, then God who is above all beginning is also
above the divinity which gets its name in that sense.”®

XXI. B. But he says there that that divinity is a participation and an
imitation; hence, we call it created.

O. He called it an inimitable imitation. Hence, it is no more an imit-
tion than a non-imitation. Therefore, it is not created on account of that.
Many things of God signify participation. For the kingdom of God itself,
which has also been promised to us, is a participation, while being
uncreated. For the divine Maximus says: "The kingdom of God is above
the ages; for it is improper that the kingdom of God has had a beginning
or would have been preceded by ages. And we trust that that is the
inheritance of the saved."®> But Damascene, wise at divine matters, also
taught us that many things which are said about God signify particips-
tion. But no sensible person would call any of them created. And when
you hear the word "participation” in those cases, don't think that that
is a physical relationship of those who are in possession (of the divine).
No, it is a supernatural partaking through the spirit. Hence, he
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himself added that that belongs to people who take part in it, but not
to those who are by nature disposed to do that. For through that kind of
participation in the spirit the saints become an imitation and a likeness
of God in a supernatural way. According to the divine Maximus, "they
become living images of Christ and, in agreement with the grace, the
same as Him rather than a likeness."®® That participation is therefore
also supernatural. Hence, you will find that in the fathers the grace of
deification is called imparticipable because it has no power whatsoever
in nature.®® And how could the Godhead, the source of goodness, the
deification, the deification itself, the divinity of God, the divinity itself,
be numbered among created things?

XXII. B. I know, too, that Dionysius the Areopagite, the revealer of
God, praised the divinity in those terms and called it divine power and
providence. But I also know that he said that God gives existence to it
and not only to that but also to life itself and similar things. Hence,
when the divine Timothy made enquiries about it, he writes to him:
"And what," you say, "is meant when we say that being itself or life itself
and so many other things are in an absolute and primary sense and posit
that they have gotten their existence from God in the first place."” By
saying that those things were created by God of which he says that they
got their existence from God and of which he makes God the giver of
existence--do we not have the same opinion as that great man in that
respect?

O. Not in the least! For you missed his trustworthy and divine insight to
the utmost degree!

XXIII. B. How? In what manner?

O. Because "getting existence” (from God) signifies only the coming into
existence (of those things) but not the way they came into existence.
Hence, those things could both be said concerning what exists created by
God and what exists uncreated by God. So, Basil the Great, writing his
Refutations, used about both things the expression, "For he who has be-
gotten the drops of dew® did not cause the drops and the Son to come
into existence in the same way."” He used the expression also in connec-
tion with the uncreated things alone: "For he speaks about the breath of
the mouth of God,*® in order that you do not think that it is something
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external and belonging to created things, but that you believe that it
got its existence from God."®”” And elsewhere again, theologizing in a
divine way about the same breath, he says: "It has this sign of the
specific character concerning its existence, that it is known through
the Son and has come into existence by God."”® And in many places
in his own works, the theologian Gregory also calls the being of the
Son before all ages a '(coming into) existence.””! Those persons, then,
who reveal that those divine powers are created for no other reason
than because the cause of everything has also given existence to those
things-—-would they perhaps prove to us that on account of that kind
of language both the Son and the Spirit are created? And they could
not even be aware of the point that nothing of what had been brought
forward by God out of not-being could be in an absolute and primary
sense, a characteristic which that great man ascribed to the divine powers.

XXIV. But none of the things that re and /ive in a created way could
possibly be called being itself or life itself. For each one of them is and
lives by participation. And how can that which partakes of life be life
itself? And how can that which is participated in but does not participate
in something else be a creature, since all creatures possess their being by
participation? And the following point is even greater proof that those
powers of God are uncreated, namely, that the same man calls them "in
a transcendental way not being." For after having referred to the "forces
to foresee (things) which are springing forth from God the imparticipable”
he added: "If the beings are participating in them in a manner which
befits them, they are being and living and divine and are called so.”
Since those powers are in every respect above the beings, the things
which are participated in have never started with being, according to the
divine Maximus. For he says: "All the participating beings had a begin-
ning of being because they were not participations. And saying "things
which are participated in" is the same as saying "those participations and
powers."”® According to the same man, however, "God is infinite times
above even all the things that are participated in."”* And when you make
enquiries you will see the great difference in the things which partake
in them; one will know that difference in a trustworthy manner by

reading the works which are newly published by our fathers.



65 Dialogue between an Orthodox and a Barlaamite

XXV. B. I would like you to make that clearer to me. When, as has been
revealed, our holy fathers speak in that way about two different divini-
ties, how do we say that they worship one divinity in the holy trinity’?

O. We should now try to make it clear to you that there are also some
fools who contend that the deifying gift of the spirit is created. But since
you set out to demand a reason for the Oneness of the divinity, my
friend, one divinity belongs to the three persons and no one who has
chosen to live piously has ever spoken differently. And you can leam
clearly, wisely, and briefly from the great Basil how the threefold charac-
ter of it is not in conflict with its unity. For writing to the doctor Eustathius,
he first gives the definition that the name "divinity" provides genuine
proof of an overseeing or active power, and that with good reason the
essence of God is also called divinity. After having shown so clearly the
difference between essence and activity, he then says: "But either you
call the nature of God divinity, and then the nature of the three is one; or
you call the activity divinity, and then the activity of the three persons is
one."” So we venerate one divinity with three hypostases but not as if it
would be devoid of grace and power and activity, so that that which does
not proceed from God is the same as and similar to that which proceeds
from God and that which manifests itself is the same as that which
remains hidden. For such is the talk of idiots. And just as we say tha
power and wisdom are common to the Father, the Son and the Spirit,
and contend also that the Son is the power and the wisdom of the Fa-
ther’®, but existing independently, and nevertheless venerate wisdom and
power as one in the highest and venerate trinity--for the enhypostatic”
power and wisdom of God is one; and when you speak about the com-
mon power and wisdom of the three hypostases, that one is also one--in
the same way we honor the divinity of the three (hypostases) as one. For
which one you speak about, the three have only one. The essence is
existing independently and is, in all respects, unthinkable; but the power
which is around it in a physical way and which is understood by us ac-
cording to our faculties on the basis of the creatures and which is named
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and praised appropriately on the basis of those things which are created
from non-beings and which are composed and improved in agreement
with that (essence), as foreseeing, creative and theurgic, is contemplat-
ing and directing everything. "For," the great Basil says, "the creatures
demonstrate the power and wisdom and skill, but not the essence it
self."”

XXVI. B. But you say that also that common theurgic power and grace
are enhypostatic.

O. But not in the sense of independent. Come on! In that respect too we
once again follow the fathers. For they say that the light of the deifying
grace is enhypostatic, but not in the sense you wrongly understand it
But since "enhypostatic" has many meanings, just as "anhypostatic’, they
believe that the grace of deification is enhypostatic, not in the sense that
it is completely independent (authypostatic), but that it remains together
with the persons in which it comes; it is not, like lightning and thunder,
born at the moment of passing away, and abolished together with its
manifestation in the objects.” "For," he (Basil) says, "the light works in
those for whom it shines, continuously and uninterruptedly.” But let us
add a few words more to the unicity of the divinity. What do you think’
Is the Spirit, one part of the trinity, not to be venerated by us? But we
also call the grace of the Spirit which is a common characteristic of the
Father, the Son and the Spirit, “spirit”. And God Himself too, who s
worshipped in the trinity, is spirit. Will we, on that account, be hindered
from worshipping one spirit? And will someone because of that accuse us
of saying that there are many spirits to be venerated?

XXVII. B. Not at all.

O. So then we know that both God's essence and His activity are called
divinity and nevertheless we are worshippers of one divinity. For Isaizh
also said there are seven spirits which another prophet (Zechariah) called
the seven eyes of God.* And the divine Maximus says that these existin
a physical way in God the Son and Word of God.* Just as the seven
spirits do not take away the oneness of the spirit-- for they are the
emanations and manifestations and powers and activities of the one holy



67 Dialogue between an Orthodox and a Barlaamite

spirit--so the oneness of the divinity is not annihilated by it
manifoldness. For the divinity of the three hypostases is one, namely 3
superessential nature and essence, simple, invisible, imparticipable, in
all respects unthinkable. And if another activity is called divinity by
the saints, either one, or two, or more--for being everywhere gets irs
name divinity (theotes) from running (¢hein) and, so to speak, going
everywhere.®? And being nowhere gets its name divinity (theotes) from
running (thein), or, as it were, fleeing from everywhere; and God's
brilliance (which the apostles also saw on the mountain and in which
not only do the saints partake now by way of a foretaste but also in
future times in a more perfect manner) is called divinity (theoses), be-
cause of its aithein, i.e., to shine. Likewise the power of purification is
derived from aithein, i.e., to burn and destroy all evil. So, too, knowing
everything is in agreement with the fact that God (theos) beholds
(theasthai) everything before it is born®; and providence is derived
from overseeing® and, in addition, deification is derived from oversec-
ing. All these things, then, are emanations and manifestations and
powers and activities of that one divinity; they are with that divinity in
a physical and inseparable fashion. The person who separates them
from it and drags them down to make them creatures also drags the
divinity down along with them; or rather he himself has lost the rever-
ence for it just as that Barlaam who has (alas!) done that and suffered
from it and just like you who followed him and used him as your

teacher in divine marters.

XXVIIL. B. And why do some of those who are allotted to the church of
Christ and who have devoted themselves to speaking scientifically nei
ther spoke against him earlier nor now (speak) against us?

O. Stupidity and madness, wicked parents of even more wicked her
esies! For when a person who is not familiar with some divine things
not only does not in the least believe those who know, but also opposts
himself to them, he leads first himself astray and then all those who
follow him. And there are more of them lately, since "all of them are
seeking their own interests, not those of Jesus Christ"®. And what they
have in their power, either words or axioms, even if these happen o be
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sacred, they make it a means to earn money (with) and a basis to acquire
glory among people. Who of them cares for those sorts of things? The
more so since the party which you, because you do not derive your
power from the truth, have given such a predominate place in your own
company, is clothed with the name of power and the garbage of richness
and according to Sirach (8:2), is able to "make you feel its weight," espe-
cially at a time of political upheaval which you have accepted as a gift of
Hermes, just as the people who suffered once from the disease of the
impious (dyssebes) Severus (Greek: Seberos) and the unhappy (dystyche)
Eutyches.® For when Basiliscus,”” the brother of Zeno's mother-in-law
Verina, had rebelled against Zeno and when the situation was extremely
confused because the emperor at that time had almost without any effort
conceded his power to his general (Basiliscus), they seized the opportu-
nity to discredit the divine council of Chalcedon (451) and to persuade
the church to make an official notice to the effect that with the utmost
authority the Document of the holy Pope Leo of the old Rome® which
the synod of Chalcedon and, before that, the synod of Ephesus (431) had
accepted as the canon for piousness, should be condemned. These synods
both belong to the seven (councils); one accomplished the place of the
triad, the other the place of the tetras in them.¥ Another effect of the
notice was that the writings of the divine Cyril®® and all the things which
had been confirmed by them concerning the dogmas which had been
accepted according to those synods, should be burned wherever they
were found. And the pretext was the same as you used a little while ago:
for the words of the saints are enough, it says, and people should not
make or add new doctrines examining what is not comprehensible to the
crowd. Have you not also taken the same pains as they have at the
upheaval of these days? However, the truth will soon reappear with peace
and speak freely and, with God's help, so will reason as well. For it is
God himself who ordains victories for Jacob.”

B. Who doesn't desire peace and truth? So don't falsely accuse us of
rejoicing in turmoil. But tell me this: is it not unseemly even to hear
that some people revere two divinities?
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XXIX. O. Who is it who says so? For not even they who speak about
spirit and the hypostasis itself and the grace of the spirit, but also they
who call the activities of the spirit the seven spirits, revere two or more
spirits. In the same way the theologians who have even called the deify-
ing grace of God and some of the other activities of God, divinity--and
we the people who agree with those saints: we do not revere two or more
divinities but one, to which belong the grace and the activities. And if
the accusers of people who think and speak piously take that message 10
the crowd, must we then, on account of that, abstain from our reliable
agreement with the honorable fathers? Come on! The Monophysites also
falsely accused those who said that there were two natures in Christ of
revering two sons of God. Sabellius, Arius, Aétius,” Eunomius and
their followers brought the charge of tritheism against those who pro-
claimed not only that the Son was truly God but also in the same way
the Spirit of God. People who were wrong in both respects (i.c., con-
cerning the Son and the Spirit) mockingly called those who were right
with respect to the Son alone, ditheists. And then? Have some of those
who clung to the pious dogma at various times refrained from saying
that God incarnate had two natures and others, that both the Son and
the Spirit of God were an uncreated God lest they were accused of
ditheism or tritheism by those who have evil thoughts? Not at all! In
the same way we would never shrink from the consensus with the
fathers because of the quibblings of some people these days, so that we
would not call both the deifying grace and the activity of God an
uncreated divinity, as the fathers did. The more so since so many and
such wicked heresies became strong because that doctrine was rejected.

XXX. B. But those who do not believe that that divinity is uncreated-
for it seems to me, to tell the truth, when I listen to your words, that you
speak the truth--namely they who say that the deifying grace and actv-
ity is created, contend that the uncreated grace and activity is the same
as God's essence and does not differ from it. Hence, when asked by some
people whether they say that God's grace is created, they subject those
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who deem it created to the ban (anathema) having in mind that grace
which is the same as the essence of God and which does not differ from
it; but the grace, whatever, or activity which differs in whatever way
from the essence of God, they call a creature and then say that the person
who does not agree with this makes God composed of divine essence and
activity.

O. Those who say that in God the activity is not different from His
essence contend that He does not have essence and activity but only
activity or only essence. For if there is no difference whatsoever between
those things, why do they say that God not only has this but that as well
unless they say that those things belong to God as empty names which
have nothing to do with real things? In this way, they lead their followers
astray by this tautology, pretending that they accept both ideas, whereas
in fact they themselves believe that God is essence without activity or
activity without essence.

B. They claim that God is active essence but that he has no other activ-
ity besides His essence lest He be a composite being.

XXXI. O. Take caution that they do not bestow upon God "active” as
an empty sound of a word, while they contrive precisely by that fact to
lead astray those who are in dialogue with them. For the divine Maxi-
mus says: "Just as it is impossible to be without being, so is it not
possible to be active without activity."”*Hence, by taking away the
divine activity and by fusing it with essence by saying that the activity
does not differ from that essence, they have made God an essence without
activity. And not only that, but they have also completely annihilated
God's being itself and they have become atheists in the universe [a
world without god]; for the same Maximus says:"When the divine
and human activity is taken away, there is no God, nor man."*For it is
absolutely necessary that the person who says that the activity in God
is not different from his essence falls into the trap of atheism. For we
know that God is only from His proper activities. Hence, for him who
destroys God's activities and does not admit that they differ from His
essence, the necessary consequence is that he does not know that God
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is. Furthermore, because the great Basil has revealed everywhere in his
writings that "no activity can exist independently,”**those who con-
tend that the essence of God does not differ from His activity, have
surpassed even Sabellius in impiety. For he made only the Son and the
Spirit without existence (hypostasis), but those people make the essence
of God, which has three hypostases, without existence (hypostasis).

XXXII. B. But they also cite some words of the saints as evidence which
declare that the essence and the activity of God are one. Do the saints
then, on that account, fall into the same absurdities?

O. Not at all.
B. How is that?

O. Because they call them one, but not indifferent, i.e., the same and
not the same in different manners. Hence, you will find them saying in
one place "the same” and in another “different”, because, in their view,
they are both. And because we know that, we are fully aware of the
difference too, when we hear them say that those things are the same.
And when, at other times, we hear them make differences, we also
know about the unity, from other texts. The person who does not un-
derstand and accept it in that way, will come into opposition to him-
self and fall into opposite evils, just like Sabellius in his fight against
Arius. For Arius, hearing that the highest position was for the Father,
did not see at the same time in other texts both that He was one and
that He had the same honor (as the Son and the Spirit). But Sabellius,
hearing that He was one, did not clearly understand the difference
between the cause and its effects which is proclaimed in many other
places in the divinely inspired texts.

XXXIII.B. Then why has the most brilliant patriarch Gregory of Nyssa
revealed that there is no difference between uncreated (Father) and
uncreated (Son)?%

O. Because uncreated things as such do not differ from each other. But
that they do not differ from each other in the sense of being cause and
its effect that is the opinion of Sabellius or the polytheists among the
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Greeks. For either there are many principles, when there are many
uncreated things without a cause; or there is absolutely one principle,
when even the uncreated Son does absolutely not differ from the
uncreated Father in essence or in the sense of being cause and effect
respectively. Moreover, we must also consider what the discussion is
about and what that uncreated is which does not differ from the
uncreated according to someone. For if the discussion is about divine
activities or divine hypostases then he cannot be counted among the
pious believers who says that they do not differ from each other and
from the essence, except in the way we have stated. But if the discus-
sion is about the divine superessentiality, as is the case with Gregory,
the luminary patriarch of Nyssa, then "there is no difference” must
not only be accepted for the fact that it is uncreated but for all other
aspects. For one divine essence does not tolerate one difference in itself.
For one, as such, is altogether indivisible.

XXXIV. B. It seems to me that in this point as well you have reached
the truth precisely. And I think that no one who wants to be pious disbe-
lieves you although the supporting words (of the fathers) have provided
them with enough useful things to attack you. For they still have those
words which support their belief that the uncreated activity does not
differ from the divine essence.

O. They say, therefore, that the divine nature does not have divine activ-
ity. For besides that (divine nature), there is nothing, if nothing in any
way is different from it. But nevertheless, bring forward for examination
whatever statement of theirs you think has any strength.

B. How about Damascene's saying, "The divine is simple and
uncomposed. And what is built up from many and different things is
composed. If, then, we say that the uncreated, that which has no begin-
ning or body, that which is good and is creative and so forth, are essen-
tial differences in God, that which is built up from that kind of thing
is not simple but composed."?® Because father Damascene said that,
they claim that he probably believed that the divine essence did not
differ from the divine activity lest they make God composed from many
and different things.
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That, then, is their contention and they think that everything which
differs from the divine essence is created in whatever way and therefore
they speak against you because you introduce the difference between
essence and activity in God.

XXXV. O. It seems to be a good idea now to repeat about them what
the Lord said to the Sadducees: "You are wrong because you know
neither the scriptures nor the power of God."” For by completely
rejecting that, they have done and suffered approximately the same
things as Sabellius and Arius and those who before and after them
advocated such wicked heresies. For each one of them did not believe
the God-inspired Scripture in every respect. They clung to some part
of it and had their ears stuffed as it were against other texts; they
madly advanced against the one and only pious religion which is ac-
knowledged by everyone, opposing to each other the voices of the saints
and the spirit; they misused those pieces which they had cut off, and
misinterpreted them and held them against the true believers. For
Sabellius, after having heard from the saints that the Son is not an-
other God beside the Father, should have tried to hear and learn whether
He can be different in another way. He would have learned: "by es-
sence.” But, as if he were deafened against the words of the saints
which proclaimed that, he was the first who wrongly conceived a con-
traction of the divinity by showing that Father and Son are in all re-
spects the same. In the same way those who recently heard from the
father of Damascus [John Damascene] "that we do not call the uncreated
and good and eternal and that kind of thing essential differences in
God,"® should have taken the trouble to search out how they do have
to speak and think about those things. But they should not have per-
verted his other statements about these things and those of the other
saints, nor should they coin in their turn new terms: fusion and cutting
off and contraction which do not fall short of the divinity of Sabellius;”
(but they do) by saying those things and that all divine activity does not
differ from God's essence. In the same way even Arius would not be

despicable if, along with the difference in Father and Son he had the
reputation of also accepting the unity.
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For he would not have counted Him who was with the Father from the
beginning with the beings which have received a beginning, just as now
those people drag down into the sphere of creatures the activities which
are around God from the beginning when they learned that they are
sometimes different from the divine nature. Nevertheless, one would
perhaps see that the composition which they speak about--and be-
cause of that they fall into those sorts of impieties--is accomplished
rather from saying that the things which are seen around the divine
essence in a physical way do not differ from it. For the divine Cyril said
to the Eunomians who also declare that God is composed because of
that, "If you suppose that God becomes composed because He has
nature and judgment or will, consider also this: the Father possesses
the ability of generating in a physical way and of creating through the
Son by way of making and in spite of that He is not composed; for
those things are the fruit of His one nature. The same argument will
prevail concerning good and indestructible and invisible and all other
characteristics which belong to God's nature."'®! And again, "If what
belongs only to God is absolutely also His essence He will be com-
posed for us out of many essences; for there are many things which
belong only to Him by nature and to no other being. For He is king
and lord and indestructible and invisible and, in addition, innumer-
able other things which the divine Scriptures say about Him. If, there-
fore, all the things which are with Him lie in the order of essence, why,
then, will the simple not be composed? This is a most absurd thing to
think."!2 Neither have we ever talked about conditions or aptitudes
in relation to God nor did we learn them from the fathers, and neither
about essential differences, because neither had we heard about many
divine essences. But we were taught by the fathers that there were a
great many activities, and every one of them uncreated, of the one and
simple essence, the holy and venerable trinity. And so you, if you want
to be pious, do not call, "the uncreated, that which is without begin-
ning, the good, the eternal and those kinds of characteristics” essential
differences in God. Nor refer to them as qualities nor even essences,
but place them around the essence; so too did Damascene'® himself
and before him the great Athanasius;'™ when they had enumerated all
those things, they say that they are not nature, but around nature.
And the great Basil'® called them not-enhypostatic activities even of
the spirit although they are with the spirit from eternity. And else-
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where again he says: “When we learned about benefactor and judge,
good and just and those sorts of words we were instructed that they
indicate differences of the activities; but we cannot learn anything more
through the concept of the activities concerning the nature of the ac-
tive one”'%

XXXVIL It is clear, however, also precisely from what you have now
brought forward that those things are both uncreated and are not in-
different from the essence, as those people contend; for that which has
no beginning and is uncreated is not created, but neither is it essence.
How can that which is not essence, then, be not different from the
essence? And will they perhaps not be reluctant to call the uncreated
itself and what has no beginning, either divine essence, just as Eunomius
did with ungenerated, or created, because it is no essence? But we say
that the eternal and the good which have the same position as the
uncreated, and that which is without beginning are both uncreated
and not essence. And why do I speak about the eternal and the good?
For concerning the simple itself--on account of which they say that all
those characteristics which are with God by nature do not differ from
the divine nature--we know that it is uncreated and we know that it is
not the nature of God; for the theologian Gregory says: "The simplic-
ity is not His nature.” Because, however, God is the creator of the
natural simplicities in minds and bodies, He has the simplicity which
belongs to Him by nature as an activity. The same theologian con-
tends that the Son, too, is a beginning, but says: "That, the begin-
ning, is not His nature, just as that which has no beginning is not the
nature of the not beginning."'” Nevertheless, because God is the cre-
ator of the natural beginnings in every being, He has the beginning as
an inborn activity.

XXXVIL. It is clear, then, from many points, that the uncreated activ-
ity is not the essence of God. One could call it God's essence because it
makes essence and God's nature because it is with Him by nature, in
complete accordance with the theologians. For he says: "It is the nature
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of God to create and to save."!”® But it is necessary for the person who
wants to reach the truth to distinguish the meanings of each of those
words. For our discussion deals with the superessentiality which lies
beyond in hidden places. For we ascertain that the divine illumina-
tions and activities differ from it. For while that remains altogether
imparticipable and unseen and without a name, God makes Himself
known by them in many ways and He is participated in through them,
because they are not at all separated from it. For He is one God in
essence and activity: the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit.

XXXVIIL. B. Enough also about these things. Now you must also
remove every other obstacle by solving all the contrarities; for in that
way you would gain the highest glory in defense of the pious truth.

O. What do you mean? Shall we jeopardize our soul in defense of the
truth with the help of God and should we not be willing to toil on
behalf of the argument?

B. What, then, does the great Basil mean when he says that all the
things which are said and thought about God signify one thing, writ-
ing in his Letter to Eustathius, "all conceptions and terms proper to God
are of equal honor one with another, through the fact that there is no
discrepancy in them in the indication of the subject. For the designa-
tion "good" does not lead the mind to one object and that of "wise"
and "powerful” and "just" to another (one), but whatever terms you
use, the thing that is signified by them all is one. And even if you call
Him God, you have indicated the same one whom you also had in
mind, when you used the other terms."'® And in his Refuzations Against
Eunomius, he says: "And so, examining each of those terms, one would
find various concepts for only one substrate underlying all things ac-
cording to the essence."!!

XXXIX. O. These are not even obstacles, unless also the light of day
produces invisibility because it has that characteristic for owls on ac-
count of the feeble perception of their eyes! But alas, the wiles of the
Evil one! For the fact that one does not reach the meaning of the writer
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in those kinds of words can (only) be the result of a lack of natural
faculty or of a mind which doesn't pay the right attention. But the fact
that one even strays into the contrary opinion is clearly connected with
the activity of the evil spirit; it is a clear opposition to the endeavor of
the saints and a trick to try and direct upon the saints themselves the
arrows which they shoot at the opponent. Perhaps also now they are
standing around them as some public executioners breaking and twist-
ing the tongue and hand in their writings and even the mind itself; but
they remain stronger than that sort of cavillings, not only as to the
meaning which the people who were caught in that quibbling have
been able to save unaltered even then, but in all other things as well; for
they are steadfast. It is therefore possible for him who so desires to
direct the mind's eye towards them and to discern the infallible con-
cepts in them. For according to Solomon, "Those things are all obvious
to those who understand and right to those who find knowledge."""
For the great Basil says: "Some of the divine names bear upon relation
(or participation), some on value, some on activity, but none of them
signifies essence."!'? Still they falsely affirm that he says the complete
opposite, namely, that all of the names which are predicated of God,
signify the same and bear upon the divine essence. And Basil shows that
that is the voice of the false doctrine of Eunomius. Sometimes he brings
forward in his Refutations to him that man's expression which makes
that clear. Sometimes he concludes that, based on the opinions of that
man, the expression is most absurd. For he says: "If, then, Eunomius
considers absolutely nothing conceptually, to the extent that he does
not seem to honor God by human names, he will acknowledge that
everything which is said about God is, equally, essence. And if all these
expressions tend to have one signification, it is absolutely necessary that
the meaning of the words is interchangeable just as is the case with
things which have many names. And what would be more absurd than
this confusion, to take away the proper signification of each word and
make new laws which run counter to the common usage and the teach-

ings of the Spiri?"""* And again: "If we would employ all the divine
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names by referring them to the essence, we would not only show that
God is composed, but also that He is a composition of unequal things,
because every one of these words always signifies another thing."""¥ These
and comparable words are spoken by the great Basil. And those who
ascribe the opposite to him and oppose themselves to us in these re-
spects, do approximately the same thing as if someone would attribute
the characteristics of darkness to light, being himself in the dark con-
cerning light.

XL. That great Basil, however, has often said that "it is clear lunacy to
claim that there is not a specific signification underlying each divine
name.""> And because he has been accused of introducing polytheism,
on account of these words, by Eunomius with his false doctrines—just as
we have been accused, and for the same reason, by those Eunomians
who have only newly appeared on the scene-—-he says, for his defense as
well as for ours: "Even if all the proper names of God on account of their
own signification are many and various, and sometimes also admit of
different reasonings, nevertheless for Him to whom they refer and to
whom they belong, i.e., God, they are of equal honor one with another.
For each of them does not lead the mind to different gods but the person
who uses those terms indicates one God by all of them."*® And in the
text after this, teaching how God is one around Whom are all the things
which are signified by those terms, he says: "He is one according to the
essence, because He who underlies all those terms is one according to the
essence.”'?” For, he says, "just as grain is one thing according to its sub-
stance, it changes its names in relation to the various properties which
are seen in it and it becomes seed and fruit and food and it gets as many
names as the forms it takes, so it is approximately with the Lord; for He
is in Himself whatever He is according to His nature, but when He is
called after His various activities, He has not one name in all those cases,
but He receives His name in accordance with each concept which arises
in us from the activity."'"® That, then, is what he said and with the
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following words the divine theologian Gregory of Nyssa took Eunomius
to task who tried to attack the great man, by writing: "Why, then, by
those words, is our argument refuted which says that it is possible
that, according to the different activities and the relation to the results
many names are applicable to the Son of God Who is one according to
the underlying subject, just as the grain, which is one, is, on account
of the various concepts about it, distributed over different names.""”
And the great Dionysius says that there are many different manifesta-
tions of God and that the many different divine names which are cel-
ebrated by us belong to them; he then adds: "And each of them does
not signify different things, but they all belong to one God."'** For
mind is also each of the sciences'”! and the human mind is judge and
takes care of the weaker people. But according to its essence it under-
lies all those activities since it is one according to that essence. Our
mind, however, possesses thinking as an acquired characteristic by learn-
ing from experience or by instruction; that is the same as suffering,
when the mind becomes thinking.'”? But God does not get His char-
acteristics from suffering for He does not acquire anything. However,
since He is always so, He manifests Himself as such to us through His
activities. Not only the Father, but the Son and the Holy Spirit as well.
For all the things which the father has also belong to the Son because
He has the same things and He exists apart from the characteristics
which belong to Him according to His substance; the same (is true)
for the Spirit. And just as our mind, invisible for our perception and
incorporeal because it does not undergo any addition or dimunition
by those things, is not therefore composed, so God, being good and
wise and foreseeing everything from eternity and not undergoing any
change by those things, cannot be called composed on account of them.
That is the way to understand the words of the great Basil and so he
makes his defense for himself and for us, even if those who cannot
discern the right meaning in the words think they bring it forth against
us, although in fact they bring it forward against themselves.
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XLI. B. But those who do not accept the difference in these things cite
not only Eunomius as the one who proclaims not to believe those who
unite the activity with the essence, but they also condemn you for agree-
ing with him.

O. Eunomius called the Son the activity of the Father, and he heaped
calumny on those who made Him one with the Father by essence while
he himself truly acted in a most reprehensible manner. Hence, the argu-
ment had no effect upon us; for our argument dealt with the common
divine powers and activities of the Father, Son and Spirit. But Eunomius
called whatever activity he talked about created and only the essence
uncreated; and all the uncreated (he called) essence. How then would he
not be the opponent of the truth and of us who make a great effort to
show that the divine illumination is an uncreated activity, but not an
essence? And how would he not be truly in agreement with those who
tear away from there above and drag down to the creation the illumina-
tion and activity which differs from the divine essence in whatever way,
and who teach that all the uncreated is essence, just as he does? What do
you think? Shall we say that Sabellius too makes them one in a beautiful
manner, since Eunomius condemns those who make them one? Not at
all. For it is possible to make the activity one with the essence in an evil
way just like the followers of Barlaam, and to make a distinction be-
tween them in a pious fashion-- but not the way Eunomius does! Nev-
ertheless, even if one says in another manner that the Son is the activ-
ity of the Father, He is one and not one with the Father: in the first
case by essence, in the second, by the hypostases. But we talk about
the common activity of the Father, Son and Spirit on account of which
we come to know whatever God is.

XLIL. B. Those activities from which we learn about God they call
manifestly created. And they confirm simply that air and earth and sea
and that sort of thing are the activities. For they say that God is only to
be known from his creatures; and that the uncreated activity is similar
to the essence and unknowable, being in every respect the same as that
one.
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O. Since they reveal that all activity which is not the same as, and not
completely similar to, the essence of God, is created--well, let us now
(in order not to prolong the discussion) with the help of one of the
saints put them to shame and refute them because their manner of
thinking is evil. Let the great and colorful Basil then put them to
shame by the words in his Refutations: “Is it not patently ridiculous to
say that the creative power is the essence; and again that the foreseeing
and foretelling powers, and simply to confirm that all activity is the
essence?”'?> And would he not be much more ridiculous who would
suggest that those creative and foreseeing and foretelling powers are
created since they are divine activity, but different from his essence?
Horror! With how much impiety have they filled countless souls since
they draw (water) from their own cistern, (they) who drag the uncreated
activities of God down to creatures and who disparage those who know
the difference between uncreated essence and activity as being impi-
ous polytheists. For they make God a creature through each activity
and they act downright outrageously against the saints of God them-
selves. And let us again listen to the revealer of God: “We say that we
know the greatness of God and the power and the wisdom and the
goodness and foresight with which He takes care of us, and the justice
of His judgement, not His essence itself.”’? Let the new theologians
speak! What do they mean by air, earth and sea? For these things are
known to us but they differ from the essence of God, which is not only
uncreated but completely unintelligible as well. But let us attend to
what he says thereafter. Continuing his argument, he says: “For his
activities are manifold but his essence is simple.”'?> Have you heard
yet another difference between the uncreated essence and the uncreated
activities of God? And further on: “We say that we know our God from
His activities but we do not pretend to get close to His essence.”?¢ He
means, of course, the things which he mentioned before: wisdom, jus-
tice, greatness, goodness, the activity and power to foretell, to foresee,
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to create, and similar things. Is one of them created? What, then, does
the word mean which they cite: “For His activities descend to us but
his essence remains there, inaccessible”?'%

Which of the elements or which of those things which are composed
out of them or is bound together in a physical manner comes down
from above? But listen again to the same man how we know again
about the uncreated activities but not the uncreated essence of God:
“For the created things show His power and wisdom and craft, but not
the essence itself; and neither do they manifest necessarily all the power
itself of the Creator.””” The people, then, who say that the uncreated
essence of God is, in all respects, the same as the uncreated activities,
also believe, it seems, that that essence is intelligible and participable

by them.

XLIIL.B. They say that God, who is undivided and simple, is com-
pletely participated in by those who participate in Him. The things
which partake in Him partake, therefore, in both His essence and His
activity. Otherwise God would be divisble if He is participated in ac-
cording to His activity but not according to His essence.

O. How could a person then avoid aligning with the Messalians'® if
he does not turn from them who now cherish the same doctrine? For
they thoroughly hold to this nonsense that those who have reached
the summit of what they call virtue partake of the essence of God. But
now there have appeared those men who strive to surpass even that evil
notion; they despise the fathers who explicitly state that according to
His essence God is imparticipable for everyone, but that He becomes
participable in another way: these people state that He is participable
for everyone according to His essence. And their pretext is so decent!
He says: “Lest God suffer divsion, when He is participated in accord-
ing to one aspect and not according to another.” Has he shown that
God is divisible who a little while ago said that he knows His power

and goodnes and wisdom but not His essence?

B. Come on! For the man who firmly proclaimed that God is simple, is
(precisely) the great Basil.
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XLIV. O. Hence, when we know His activity but not His essence, we
do not commit an outrage to the supernatural character of His sim-
plicity. And when we participate in His activity but not in His es-
sence, do we make the undivided divisible? You heard him also say:
“The activities of God are manifold, but His essence is simple.”’*® Just
as He who is manifold according to His activities is not manifold and
divided according to His essence, so in the same way, He will not be
participable according to His essence although He is participated ac-
cording to His activities. And since we participate in God in various
ways--for each of the beings participate in Him differently--we will
therefore participate in Him according to His activities, according to
which He is also mainfold. But we shall not participate in Him ac-
cording to His essence; for according to His essence He is the least
manifold in whatever way you look at it. No, but we know His good-
ness and power and wisdom. How much can we know of each of them?
For how can a limited knowledge grasp that infinity, or rather the
infinities of that wisdom, that power, that goodness? But he says: “God
also reveals Himself to people on the mountain itself, on the one hand
by coming down from His proper watchtower, (and) on the other
hand, by leading us up from our humble state here on earth in order
that the Incomprehensible (“uncontainable”) is contained by a created
nature in at least a moderate and most safe way.”**!

XLV. How then is He participated in and contained wholly when He
is contained in a moderate way? And how is He not divided, when He
is contained in a moderate way and remains altogether Incomprehen-
sible (“uncontainable”)? And how is it possible that Paul is recorded to
have met with a short beam of the great light?’* How can the short be
the whole? And how can it appear on the one hand and not on the
other, when it is not divided? And what are the divisions of the Spirit
in the same Paul?’® And why do we get not the fullness, but “from the
fullness of Christ”***according to the most theological apostle, although
He is altogher undivided? And how is the Spirit not poured out “upon
the flesh,” but does it “flow out from the spirit of God”?'** And how

did those who went up the mount of Thabor with Jesus see a dim light
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but not the full splendor of His divinity? The great Basil stated well
that "the activities of God are manifold but His essence is simple."%
And again: "The holy Spirit is simple according to His essence but
manifold according to His activities."'”” For all those things belong to
the activities of God. And according to them we participate in God in
a moderate way and, according to them, we see and think of Him
dimly, one person more, the other less, one by his intelligence, the
other by a godlike power; each of us participates in them in agreement
with his own purity and reflects on them and on the basis of them
draws his conclusions about Him who is altogether imparticipable
and unthinkable according to His essence. Nevertheless, one could
well state that God as a whole is participated in and thought of on the
basis of those activities according to a pious insight; for the divine is
divided in an undivided way and not as bodies. But His goodness and
His wisdom are not a part of Him and the greatness or the foresight are
not other parts. But He is wholly goodness and wholly wisdom and
wholly foresight and wholly greatness. For because He is one, He is
not cut up in agreement with each of those activities, but in relation to
each of them He is properly whole; through each of them He is known
as one and simple and undivided, as being everywhere present and
active as a whole. '

XLVL. In that way those who participate in the activity of God partici-
pate in God as a whole, but not because we also participate in His
essence in itself which is imparticipable and simple and undivided,
and (we do) that all at the same time, but everyone differently. Fur-
ther, those who in that way believe that God as a whole is participated
in, (since with each of the participants nothing of what is with God
remains imparticipable) mix and dissolve all things to one. Or rather,
by referring each being to nothing, they simply do away with all things,
because they have annihilated the one in each thing and caused an
indiscernible confusion in the beings; or (rather) they sowed that con-
fusion in them through erroneous thinking. For since everything par-
ticipates in God--for God who created the all is absent in nothing--
and since everything which participates participates in God as a whole
(for the undivided is not in the least divided); and since that which
participates in God as a whole is, according to them, not bereft of any
part of God, it will not be that some of the beings are not living, others
without reason, others immaterial spirits or something else of all things,
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but all things will be beings, living and rational, both intelligent and
spiritual, and their contraries at the same time; for if something does
not partake in one of these things, it does not participate in God as a
whole. Thus, according to them, all things would be ruined because
they are annihilated by each other.

XLVIL. Lest that happen, the things which are only sensible do par-
ticipate and they participate in God as a whole because He is undi-
vided, but only according to their being. But they do not partake of
the vivifying power of God in whatever way, lest, when their own proper
being is taken away, heaven itself is done away with together with the
foundation of everything under the sky, i.e., the four elements and the
beings without soul and perception which come forth from them. And
things which have the property to live only according to perception
participate through that perception in God as a whole, God who is
participated in in every respect in an undivided way, but not also on
the level of reason or intellect lest the irrational beings become ratio-
nal. But because they do not participate also on the level of reason, it is
not true, therefore, that they do not participate in God as a whole.
And the beings which participate in God on the level of reason or
intellect do not all participate on the level of spirit as well, lest the
wicked continue to be divine and spiritual people although they still
abide in their wickedness. In that way, too, divine and spiritual people,
participating in the grace of God but not in His essence, also partici-
pate in God as a whole. As a whole, because God, being present and
active in them as a whole through the proper grace in a unified and
simple and undivided way, is also known by them as a whole. But they
do not in the least participate in His essence because they do not
continue to be gods by their nature.

XLVIIL.  Furthermore, according to those who think that each of the
participants participates in all things of God since He is undivided, no
one who participates in the Holy Spirit will acquire one or two graces
of the Spirit, but he will abstain from nothing because he has all since
he participates in the Spirit as a whole. What does Paul mean when he
says: "To one is given the utterance of wisdom, and to another the
utterance of knowledge according to the same Spirit, to another the
gifts of healing, to another the working of miracles"?'*® And again:
"Are we all apostles? Are we all prophets? Do we all speak in tongues?

Do we all interpret?”'?
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Hence, not the person who has all, but the one who participates in
only one thing participates in the spirit as a whole, because it is
undivided. A person who participates in the power of making
miracles or in the gift of healing participates therefore in the spirit
as a whole, even if he has no part in the wisdom of the spirit and
the other graces; and the holy Spirit is not divided for that reason.
And if he does not participate in the essence of the spirit, too, will
the divine then undergo a division? And why the person who par-
ticipates in the grace of the spirit does not possess all things of the
spirit, will be explained by father Chrystostom, for he says: "A
person does not receive everything lest he think that grace is na-
ture."*® People who think that they participate in all things of
God and in His very essence seem to adhere to that false doctrine
(that grace is nature), or, rather, they say so openly, opposing them-
selves to those who theologize in the spirit. But we know that the
participant does not even participate in the prophetic power itself,
or in the healing power or in any other activity of the spirit what-
soever. And nevertheless, he participates in the essentially
imparticipable and altogether undivided God as a whole through
the moderate participation in the grace which is divided in an
undivided way when it is participated in. For the same man says
again: "If we, when we partake of the fire which is by all means a
body, divide it and do not divide it, how would not the same
happen in the case of activity, especially of activity derived from
the incorporeal essence?"!!

XLIX. But do you understand that we participate in the divine
activity but not in His essence and that the activity in which we
participate is divided in an undivided way? Hence, the same theo-
logian says: "Holy Writ calls the grace of the Spirit sometimes fire
and then again water, showing that these are not names of the
essence, but of the activity.""*? Distinguishing clearly what is said
about Jesus by the Baptist, his forerunner, namely that (God) "gives
the Spirit without measure,"'*> he says: “He calls the activity
there spirit, for it is the activity that is divided. And if the activity
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is without measure, the more so the essence.”’* And the divine Maxi-
mus says: “The saints get the same activity as God;"'* this is proved
by the fact that they accomplish miracles by themselves or by others.
But it is impious even to think that something attains the same es-
sence as God, even if those who, in accordance with the Messalians!
believe that the essence of God is participated in, seem to hold to that

opinion.

L. B. Solve yet one more problem for me in a clearer fashion and I will
believe you in every respect.

O. Which one?

B. Why is God not composed when He has both an eternal essence
and an eternal activity?'¥’

O. I have almost solved even that problem by what I just said. For the
divine is one and simple in its essence; and that "one" is, in an appro-
priate way, a whole in relation to all the things which we properly
think about it, and not divided in relation to each individual part of
them. For it is, as a whole, goodness, and, as a whole, wisdom and, as
a whole, justice and, as a whole, power in our thoughts. Not because it
becomes such, not even when it is thought, but because it is such from
eternity and because it manifests itself through His works to us who
are born later. For we have come to understand that He has been
moved to produce the universe by His goodness, and also that He
accomplished it completely since He has the power, and that He com-
posed it in wisdom, and holds it together and rules it with foresight.
But what that "one" is according to His essence and what genuine
name can get, in accordance with that essence, that which produces
and arranges the universe in an unspeakable wisdom and power and
goodness--no one has understood that yet to this very day.

LI. It is possible to give you the solution to this problem also on the
basis of these words. Nevertheless, on your behalf, we will add a few
more words, showing that simplicity is more akin than duplicity to
the supernatural powers of all sorts; for by the power of God we evi-
dently happen to mean here His activity.!
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B. I understood that myself, enclosed as it was by what has been said
before. For the great Basil said somewhere that "the being of God is
simple but His activities are manifold"'* and somewhere else: "The
holy Spirit is simple by its essence but manifold by its powers;"!® in
that way he showed that by the powers he means the activities. And
against the doctor Eustathius you cited him as writing and showing
earlier that the term divinity is not an indication of His essence but "of
an overseeing or active power;"'’! further, as alleging that the three
hypostases have one divinity whether one calls the nature or the activ-
ity divinity, for also here he called power and activity the same.’? But
also the God-revealer from the Areopagus called the deifying grace
"power,"'® which father Chrysostom called activity.

LII. O. Listen again to the great Basil when he very clearly states:
"That power is activity which signifies all essence, of which only the
non-being is deprived.”’* Since, then, that is power which we call the
eternal activity of God, the divine would, more than anything else, be
composed if that which has power would be composed because of that
power. For each thing takes part in some of the other powers but does
not take part in most of them. But God, being almighty (power), is
not deprived of any power. If, then, composition is in a thing through
the powers, then nothing can be more composed than God. But even
each of the beings is so far from being composed through the powers
in it that in the case of bodies too the more simple ones have more
powers than the more composite ones. For nothing is more simple
than the four elements in bodies. Who is called "mother of all"? Is it
not the earth, which, apart from the things of the same rank, is able to
create from itself almost all the other things according to the divine
order? How, then, can what has more powers be more simple if being
composed is the consequence of having the powers? But from agricul-
ture, too, one can learn that bodies which have many powers are rather
the more simple. For one does not put dung which is not perfectly
mature upon the meadows; but when it is mature and after some time
returns to the state of being absolutely simple, then the knowledge-
able farmer puts it under vegetables and all kinds of plants, because it
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has good qualities for everything and can feed everything. Do you also
see in the case of the bodies that the most simple things are the most

powerful?

LIII. After (some) investigation you could discover the same thing in
incorporeal beings as well. Truly, all the intelligible things take part in
more and greater powers than the bodies. By their capacity to act also
through bodies, they make their powers even twice their own. But they
are so much more simple than bodies that they do not even tolerate a
comparison made between them on that account. If, then, the more
powerful are also the more simple, the most powerful is also the most
simple. And that would be the genuinely simple which is far from any
composition. For the composition is derived from impotence, so to speak.
For, because none of the created things can be and exist by themselves in
a completely simple and unmixed fashion, it necessarily needs the com-
bination with something else; therefore, it is immediately made as a
composite being right at the moment of birth.

LIV. B. It seems to be a good argument; for even being before the
created things annihilates matter. But even if one says that bodies are
not composed through the powers in them they nevertheless possess
corporeal qualities and are almost evidently composed of different es-
sences; for the fact that all things are mixed through all things seems to
me to be true only in sensible beings and in that way it is reasonable that
these beings are composed and called so. But what other composition
could one imagine for the angels and the rational souls, except through
the powers which are in them by nature?

O. Angels and souls do have powers, whatever they may have, but they
are not composed on account of them by nature, except that they
suffer more than act according to them. In view of the powers accord-
ing to which they suffer, it is clear that they do not lack composition;
for they put away ignorance--and because that was in them previously
they belonged to composite things on that account; and they acquire
knowledge--and through that addition they can be counted among
composite things.
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In the case of the wicked angels or souls the composition is visible
contrariwise. And because God only acts according to His divine pow-
ers and does not suffer too, He alone is really simple in a supernatural
way. He absolutely does not undergo dimunition or increase, He does
not put away things and He does not acquire things. Because He is
almighty in that fashion, He is the most simple of everything. More-
over, none of those incorporeal beings changes according to their es-
sence unless one would say that beginning itself and being born are a
change according to their essence. But according to their choice, for
better or for worse they seem to be changing and that which changes-
-but not according to the essence!-- shows that it was composed be-
fore, since the virtue or vice, smaller or greater, from which it with-
drew, was present in the essence before that; and it (also) shows that it
is composed now because it has acquired from outside (the virture or
vice) with which it has obviously come together. But that which only
acts without changing or acquiring anything from the things outside
itself--how can that be composed through the activities? Hence, the
divine is simple and almighty.

LV. Moreover, every angel is simple and so is all rational soul in the
same or approximate manner. But none of these things is simplicity;
for they are simple by participation and in comparison with the bodies
or the beings which are composed of the incorporeal and body. In
some sense they are simple, in another not, through the attitudes in
them and through what they suffer and the changes which result from
them. But God is not simple by comparison or participation; for He is
Himself the One who appropriately gives by Himself part of His sim-
plicity to every being. Hence, He alone is not only genuinely simple,
but also simplicity itself. You can also see that when you enquire into
all the divine names. For He is not only living and wise and good, but
goodness and wisdom and life as well; He is the cause for all beings of
all things, He possesses everything from eternity and is able to give
everything from Himself.'>> By His saving justice He offers His gift in
due proportion to everyone and at the right moment, as the ruler of all
beings. Hence, the divine and almighty alone is, in our view, genu-
inely simple.
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LVI. And since the divine is almighty not (only) after the creation but
before the creation as well, not only is His essence uncreated but like-
wise all His powers. Be sure that those who rage against us for that
opinion are numbered among the wicked creatures! And since the dei-
fying grace, which also has the name of divinity from the saints, is one
such power, it is also necessarily uncreated itself; those who call it
created "have gone astray from the womb: they have swerved from
their own belly: they have spoken lies.""*® And since grace is also a gift,
the person who gives it transcends it by being its cause; non-believers
are unaware that whoever transcends participation is the cause of ev-
erything. Do you see that all (second) sowings of the wicked tares'”
both of that Barlaam with his false doctrines and of his companions are
wholly demolished by this one argument?

LVII. The former Barlaamite: What an evil (thing) jealousy is! For,
now I have discovered that those who speak against you out of envy
place lies before the truth--and that, dealing with such important is-
sues!-- and they try to disparage and destroy in every way what they
would not be able to admire and to praise in a worthy fashion. And
since the things which are worthy of admiration can neither be easily
known nor easily grasped and procured they deprive themselves as
well as all others (as far as they are concerned) of that kind of help by
making that the starting point for their attack upon you. For if you say
these things, being a follower of those fathers, with how much grace
and insight would their writings be filled?

O. God gives the word according to His promise, my brother, to those
who speak for Him. To Him alone be eternal glory. Amen!
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9. The reference is to About Divine Activities 9, attributed to Maximus
the Confessor.

10. Maximus Confessor, 7o Marinus, J.P. Migne, Patrologia Graeca (Paris,
1857-66); (hereafter: PG.) 91, 96a.

11. John Damascene, The Orthodox Faith 3, 15; PG. 94, 1056C.

12. Maximus Confessor, 7o Marinus, P.G. 91, 96B and 201AB.

13. A reference to the illumination on Mount Thabor (Matt. 17:1-8)
where Moses and Elijah appeared to Jesus and his three disciples
who had accompanied him. The synod of June 1341 had rejected
Barlaam's idea that the light on the mount was created. See Znzro-
duction, pp.9-10.

14. 2 Peter 1:4.

15. Gregory of Nyssa, On Perfection, PG. 46, 280B, which was ad-
dressed to Olympius and not to Harmonius.

16. Op. cit, PG., 46, 284D.

17. Op. cit., PG. 46, 277CD.

18. John Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith 3, 15; RG. 94, 1057B.
19. John 1:16.

20. Mate. 13:43.

21. Cf. Colossians 3:4.

22. Veépers of the 7th of August.

23. Vespers of the Transfiguration of August 6.
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4. Matutinae of the Transfiguration.

5. The denial of the existence of uncreated activity in God has its
consequences for the experience of living in the Church of a  fac-
tual communion (unity) of man with God. When the opponents
of Palamas affirm that the divine grace is a creature, either they

exclude the possibility of such a communion with God or they
degrade God who has communion with the saints to the order of

creatures.

26. Maximus Confessor, Capita Theologica 2, 1; P.G. 90, 1124D-
1125A; Capita alia 1, 5; PG. 90, 1180A.

27 Basil, Sermon on the 44th Psalm 5; PG. 29, 400C. Cf. also, Sermon
on the 29th Psalm 5; P.G. 29, 317B.

28. Basil, Sermon on the 44th Psalm 5; PG. 29, 400C. Cf. also Sermon
on the 29th Psalm 5, P.G. 29, 317B.

29. Gregory of Nyssa, Sermon 40, 6; PG. 36, 365A. This quote is
taken from a context in which Gregory discusses the many mean-
ings of light, one of which is the divinity.

30. Reference not found.
31. Symeon Metaphrastes, On the Gospel of John 1, PG. 116, 685D.
32. Reference not found.

33. See Basil, Sermon on Psalm 33 9; PG. 29, 373A.
J4. Matt. 13:43.
5. Trinitarian Canon, 3rd song, song 1, troparion 1.

6. Trinitarian Canon, 4th song, song 6, on Mary who gives birth to
God.
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37. See note 4.
38. De Beatitudinibus 4; P.G. 44, 1269A.

39. See Cyril of Alexandria, De adoratione in spiritu et veritate 9; P.G.
68, GO8A.

40. Basil, Against Eunomius 2; PG. 29, G48AB.

41. Romans 1:20.

42. Psalm 18:2.

43. Maximus Confessor, Against Thalassius 13; P.G. 90, 293D-296A.
44. Palamas reveals here the contradiction of the Barlaamites in trying

to reconcile the philosophical theory of the oneness of God with
the revelation of Christ.

45. Maximus Confessor, Capita theologica 2,1; P.G. 90, 1124D-1125A;
and I, 5; PG. 90, 1180A.

46. Capita theologica 2,1; P.G. 90, 1125AC.
47. De Beatitudinibus 4; P.G. 44, 1269A.

48. See Cyril of Alexandria, De adoratione in spiritu et veritate 9; P.G.
68, GO8A.

49. See Maximus Confessor, Capita on love 3, 28; P.G. 90, 1025B.
50. Dionysius the Areopagite, On Divine Names 2,7; P.G. 3, 645A.
51. On the Divinity of the Son and the Spirit; P.G. 46, 573D-576A.

52. In Greek, God's "power to see” is theatike dynamis while "divinity"
is theotes. Gregory of Nyssa and Palamas may be playing with words
here.
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63. On Problems; PG. 91, 1253D.

44. See Dionysius the Areopagite, On Divine Names 2, 5; PG. 3,644A.

45. On Divine Names 11, 6; PG. 3, 953C.

66. Job 38:28.

67. Against Eunomius 2, 23; PG. 29, 624A.

68. Psalm 33:6

69. Sermon on Psalm 32, 4; PG. 29, 333B. The "breath” is the same
as the Spirit.

/0. Letter 38, 4; PG. 32, 329C.
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Gregory of Nazianzus, Orationes 20, 6; 21, 35; 39, 11; PG. 35,
1072C, 1124CD; 36, 345CD. It has to be noted that hypostasis

("coming into existence") can also be translated as "person.” Palamas
is playing with words again.

On Divine Names 11, 6; PG. 3, 956A.

See Capita theologica 1, 48; PG. 90, 1100CD.
Capita theologica 1, 49; PG. 90, 1101A.
Lerter 189, 8; P.G. 32, 696AB.

1 Corinthians 1:24.

Enhypostatic means "existing in an hypostasis,” in this case, the
Son. It is not the same as authypostatic which means "indepen-

dent” (see chapter XXVI)
Against Eunomius 2, 32; PG. 29, 648A.

Palamas explains this in Triads 111. i. 18 as follows: "Clearly, this
term [enhypostatic] is not used to affirm that is possesses its own
hypostasis...By contrast, one calls "anhypostatic" not only non-
being or hallucination, but also everything which quickly disinte-
grates and runs away, which disappears and straightaway ceases to
be, such as, for example, thunder and lightning, and our own words
and thoughts. The Fathers have done well, then, to call this light
enhypostatic, in order to show its permanence and stability, be-
cause it remains in being, and does not elude the gaze, as does
lightning, or words, or thoughts..." (translation Gendle).

Isaiah 11:2; Zechariah 3:9; 4:10.

81. Against Thalassius 63; P.G. 90, 672C.

82. John Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith 1, 9; P.G. 94, 836B. See

also Gregory of Nazianzus, Orationes 30; PG. 36, 128A. Palamas
uses the etymology of words here in the same way as Plato does in
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his Cratylus.

83. Basil, Lezzers 8, 11; PG. 32, 265A; Cyril of Alexandria, On Trinity
11; PG. 77, 1145B.

84. Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius 2; PG. 45, 960C.

85. Philippians 2:21.

86. Eutyches was convicted of the Arian heresy in 448. Severus may be
the late emperor (461-465), but it is also possible that the copyist
made a mistake and that Palamas had the famous Eusebius in mind
(4th century) who also had Arian sympathies. In that case the pun

on dyssebes would be much more significant. Eusebius wrote the
Historia Ecclesiastica and Praeparatio Evangelica.

87. Basiliscus was emperor from 475-476. He tried to discredit dog-
mas of the Council of Chalcedon but his endeavor was thwarted
by the Patriarch Akalcio of Constantinople. Zeno was emperor from
474-491 except for the years of Basiliscus' emperorship. He battled
the Monophysites. He was married to Ariadne, Verina's daughter.
Verina, the wife of emperor Leo I (457-474), led the opposition

against Zeno. When Zeno became emperor again she was forced to
become a nun.

88. Leo the Great was pope from 440-461. In 451 he succeeded in

persuading the fathers of the Council of Chalcedon to accepr his
letter or document in which he explained the two natures of Christ,
against the Monophysite view. "Old Rome" is used to distinguish
it from new Rome (Constantinople). The reference to the synod of
Ephesus seems to be misplaced because Leo was not pope in 431.

89. The place or topic or tenet of the trinity: God the Father and Son
and the Holy Spirit as One and Three. Tetras: the divinity was
added as a fourth person to these three.

90. Cyril of Alexandria (d. 444) battled against all kinds of heresy,

especially against the Monophysites.
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91. Psalm 43:5.

92. Aétius (middle of the fourth century) was the teacher of Eunomius
(see note 4). He believed that the nature of the Son was totally
different from the nature of the Father.

93. To Marinus, PG. 91, 200C.

94. To Marinus, PG. 91, 96B; see also 201AB.

95. Against Funomius 4; PG. 29, 689C. The Greek word for indepen-
dently is authypostatos. Without existence (hypostasis) (see below) is
anhypostatos and God's essence is called trishypostatos (with three

hypostases). It seems evident that Palamas is again playing with
words. See also note 77.

96. Against Eunomius 1; PG. 45, 369A.
97. John Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith 1, 9; PG. 94, 833B-836A.
98. Martt. 22:29.

99. See note 97.

100. Sabellius also "fused” and "contracted” the divinity to one, "cut
ting off” the other two.

101. Cyril of Alexandria, Thesauri 7; PG. 75, 100AB.
102. Cyril of Alexandria, Thesauri 31; P.G. 75, 444BC.

103. John Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith 1, 9; P.G. 94, 833B-
836A.

104 . Ps. Athanasius, Dialogue on Trinity, PG. 28, 1144D-1145A.

105. Basil, Against Eunomius 4; P.G. 29, 689C.
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Letters 189, 8; P.G. 32, 696A.

06 gasib

7 Orationes 42, 15; PG. 36, 476A.

110 3 peference not found

09, Letters 189, 5; PG. 32, 689BC.

110, Against Eunomius 1, 75 PG. 29, 525B.

11, Proverbs 8:9

112. Lezters 189, 8; PG. 32, 696B.

113. Against Eunomius 1, 8; PG. 29, 528BC.

114. Against Eunomius 11, 29; PG. 29, 640C.

115. Against Eunomius 1, 8; PG. 29, 529A.

116. Letters 189, 5; PG. 32, 689BC.

117. Against Eunomius 1, 75 PG. 29, 525B.

118. Against Eunomius 1, 6-7; PG. 29, 524B-525A. In Greek “grain”
is sitos, which also means "seed,” "fruit” and "food.” In English

the comparison does not possess the force it has in Greek because
grain” does not have more meanings.

119. Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius I, 353 PG. 45, 10294

120. Dionysius the Areopagite, On Divine Names 5, 2; PG. 3, 816D-
817A.

12 . _ ) )
I. Mind is one and many: it is mind but it possesses many SCIENCES.

122 Since Aeschylus, Agamemnon 177, it has been a tradition to say
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that one learns by suffering. There is a play on the similarity of
sounds here: in Greek, "learning” is mathein and "suffering” is
pathein.

123. Against Eunomius 1, 8; PG. 29, 528B.

124. Basil, Letters 234, 1; PG. 32, 868C.

125. Letters 234, 1; PG. 32, 869A.

126. Ibid.

127. Ibid.

128. Basil, Against Eunomius 11, 32; PG. 29, 648A.

129. Messalians is the Syriac name of people "who pray” (Greek:
Euchitai), especially against devils who take possession of men.
They appear for the first time in the fourth century. They be-
lieved in one God and revered him as the Pantocrator. They also
believed that they could see the very essence of God with their
material eyes. The first Messalian was probably Adelphius; his
successor was Eustathius.

130. Basil, Lerters 234, 1; PG. 32, 869A.

131. Gregory of Nazianzus, Orationes 45, 11; PG. 36, 637B.

132. Acts 9:3 and 22:6.

133. 1 Corinthians 12:4-6.

134. John 1:16.

135. Joel 3:1 (in the Hebrew); 2:28 (Septuagint).

136. See note 130.
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137. On the Holy Spirit 9, 22; P.G. 32, 108C.

138. 1 Corinthians 12:8-10.

139. 1 Corinthians 12:29-30.

140. John Chrystostom, On the Holy Spirit 3; PG. 52, 817.
141. John Chrystostom, Sermon 4 on John, PG. 59, 91-92.

142. Sermon 2 on John 1; P.G. 59, 183.
143. John 3:34.143. Sermon 30, 2; PG. 59, 174.

144. To Marinus, P.G. 91, 33AB; see also On Problems, PG. 91, 1076C.
145. See note 129.

146. For this problem see S. Guichardan, Le probléme de la simplicité
divine en Orient et en Occident aux XIVe et XVe siécles (Lyon, 1933).

147. The activity (energeia) of God is not different from his power
(dynamis), though in general these two Greek terms have a widely
different meaning.

148. See note 130.

149. See note 137.

150. Lerters 189, 8; PG. 32, G96A.

I51. Ibid.

152. On Divine Names 8, 1; PG. 3, 889B.

153. This text is not found in Basil, although Leszers 189, 8 (P.G. 32,
696A) comes very close. See also E Diekamp, Doctrina Patrum de

Incarnatione Verbi 14, 9 (Monster, 1907), pages 88-89; and by
the same scholar, Analecta Patristica (Rome, 1938), pages 14-15.
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154. Dionysius Areopagite, On Divine Names 1, 3; PG. 3,589C.
155. Psalms 58:3.

156. See Matt. 13:25.
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