THE PROCESSION OF THE HOLY SPIRIT*
ACCORDING TO CERTAIN GREEK FATHERS

BT
MARKOS A. ORPHANOS

16. GREGORY PALAMAS

Gregory Palamas' discusses the issue of the Procession of the
Holy Spirit mainly from two points of view: a) His x«0” §mapEw proces-
sion from the Father alone, and b) His procession xat’ évépyeiav from
the Father through or from the Son.
As far as the Spirit’s causal procession is concerned, Gregory
- follows the Greek patristic tradition and argues that the hypostasis of
the Father is the unique cause, origin and source of the Son’s and the
Holy Spirit’s divinity and existence?., The Father is the cause of the
divine unity not only because His nature is one, but also because the
Son and the Holy Spirit coming out from the Father, go back to this
one and unique Person?.

* Tuvéypewr & Tig ced. 299 Tol wponyoupévou TEdXOUG.

1. On Gregory Palamas’ doctrine on the Procession of the Holy Spirit, see:
J. MEYENDORFF, 4 Study of Gregory Palamas, pp. 228-232; A. RADOVIC,
To pvorijooy tijc dylag Toiddos xavd wov Gywov Ignydpiov Ilalaudy, pp. 143-201;
M. JUGIE, Theologia dogmatica christianorum orientalium ab Ecclesia Catholica
dissidentium, Paris 1933, pp. 383-386. A. PAPADOPOULOS, «H mwept &xmopeb-
oewg Tob ‘Aylov Ilvedparog Suduoxerie Tpnyoplov tob Ilahapdy, To “Ayww Ilvefua,
Thessaloniki 1971, pp. 70-84.

2. Aédyoc ’Anodewrinds 2.61. BOBRINSKY, XI'1l, 1, p. 133, 25-28: «ule mn-
yolo Bebmng 6 mathp xal wévog dpyd) xai wévog dyéwntog.... xal pévog mnyh Bedmnrog
xal wévog Bedrng Oeoybvog». Cf. also, Ibid. 1.30, BOBRINSKY, XI'TI, 1, p. £58,
20-25; *Emorody meds *Axlvdwoy 1.5, MEYENDORFF, XTII, 1, p. 207,24-26;
‘Ouoiopla, MATSOUKAS, XTI, 2, p. £494,20-22.

3. Gregory Palamas relying on Gregory of Nazianzus (Oratio 42, Supremum



The procession of the Holy Spirit 437

According to Gregory Palamas, the procession of the Holy Spir-
it from the Father alone is based on John 15,26 and the Tradition
of the Church!. Of course, the Creed of Nicea-Constantinople, Pa-
lamas admits, does not say plainly that the Holy Spirit proceeds from
the Father alone, as it does not state that the Son is begotten from the
Father alone. Nevertheless, it is self-evident? because the Father is
the only cause of being of the two other Persons of the Trinity who are
caused (aitiota ).

The «&umbpevoigy, explains Gregory, is a property of the hypos-
tasis of the Father and not of the divine essence?. If it is accepted as a
common property of the nature, the Holy Spirit should then also
proceed from Himself. In this case, however, the Holy Trinity becomes
four Persons®. On the other hand, if this «xmépevoign is a common
property of the Father and the Son, and the Holy Spirit is deprived of
it, then the Holy Spirit is alienated from the divine nature®.

Gregory goes on to say that because the procession of the Holy
Spirit is a hypostatic act of the Father, the double procession introdu-
ces two causes and origins into the Holy Trinity, since the Father and the

Vale 15, PG. 36, 476 AB) asks Akindynos: «IIpdg 8¢, el ol éx 1ol viol 10 mveluo
xol 81 adToBd Ty Gmapby Exer koo of, adrég doTiv Eveotg Tatpdg xal Tveduatog. Ilddg olv
6 adTdg péyas &v Beoroyia Tpnydotog enoty... ‘ploig 82 Tolg Tpiol pla’ évwotg 8¢ 6 wathp,
g€ ol xal mwpdg &v dvdyetar T &Efg, ody g cuvadelpeshur, GAN’ dg EyesOut’;m. Adyog
’Anodexrinds 1. 37, BOBRINSKY, XTI, 1, p. 52, 4-9; cf. also, Ibid. 1. 37,
BOBRINSKY, XI'Il, 1, p. 68, 23-26.

1. Aéyos ’Anodewrindc 1, BOBRINSKY, XI'll, 1, pp. 26-30.

2. Aéyoc ’Amodexrinds, 1.2, BOBRINSKY, ZI'II, 1, p. 31, 4-17. Cf. also,
Ibid. 1. 3, BOBRINSKY, I'll%, 1, p. 31, 20-26.

3. Abyos ’Amodeixrivds 1.837, BOBRINSKY, XI'Tl, 1, pp. 66, &. Cf. also,
Ibid. 1. 33, BOBRINSKY, XTII, 1, p. 62, 25-26; Adyoc ’Anodewxrindc 2. 15,
BOBRINSKY, XI'1l, 1, pp. 92, 28-93, 1; Ibid. 2. 36, BOBRINSKY, XI1I, 1,
p. 110, 18-25; Ibid. 2. 50, BOBRINSKY, ZXTII, 1, p. 124, 19-22; Ibid. 2. 54,
BOBRINSKY, XTI, 1, p. 128, 10.

&, Adyoc ’Amodeixtinds 1.6, BOBRINSKY, XTT1, 1, pp. 33-28-284,5: «’Encl
oby xal 10 wvedpa T dytov éx Tol Tatpbg, éx T Octag olotag wal adTd xord Thy TaTELXRY
bréoTacty éxmopeubuevdy dotiv: 7 yap odole mavty Te xal TAvTRg wle TEY TeLdv. Odxody
70 éxmopelely 1] TatpLx]) rostdoet dpapubleTat xal odx Eotv elvat 1o mvedua xol &k Tob
vloB, ob ydp &oTt & THe TaTplri drooTdoewg ety Tov vidvn. Cf. also, Ibid. p, 24,10-15,

5. Aéyoc ’Amodewttinoc 1. 15, BOBRINSKY, XTI, 1, p. 43,23-26: «Bl pdv
xotvéy ot Tatpl e ol vied TO Exmwopedery, xowdv Eotat Tobro xal T mwvedpart, kol Te-
Tpég Eorar 1) Tplag” wal 10 mwvedua yap éxmopedoet mvebpo Erepovn.

6. "Emovod) mpoc ’Axivdwwov 4. 7, MEYENDORFF, ZTII, 1, p. 209,
15-19; Adyog ’Amolewxrinds 1.14, BOBRINSKY, XTI, 1, p. 48,
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Son are two distinctive hypostases’. The threat of introducing into the
Holy Trinity two origins is in no way ruled out by the assertion that
the Father and the Son constitute a sole origin of the Holy Spirit2.
This is absolutely contrary to the «Beoyévovn which is an incommuni-
cable hypostatic property of the Fathers. «II&g», Gregory states, «émi
TG dveTdte Teiddog al dbo... Tol Evdg dytov mvedpatog wle elolv doyal, &v
) undauddc éot xara td Ocoybvov xowwvie; Mévog yap tebeordynrar Oebrme
Beoyovos 6 marne... Méypr yap &v éx tob viol %) 28 dupotépwy Aywov, AN
odx €x pévov 1ol matpbs, odx Eot plav elvar Tig Bebyrog ToU Evdg mvedpo-
To¢ deyn»t On the other hand, if the «Beoyévovn were to be attribut-
ed to the Son, it would lead to another misconception, namely, that
the Son is of the same hypostasis as the Father5.

Therefore, Gregory points out, the procession of the Holy Spirit
from the Father alone safeguards the Monarchia and rules out the danger
of introducing into the Holy Trinity two principles and causes®.

Gregory Palamas points out that it is necessary to distinguish
between the origin of the Holy Trinity, which is the Father alone, and
the origin of the creation, which is the Triune God. Palamas’ argument
runs thus: «AM’ elg Auiv Oedg xal povapyta 6 mpooxuvoduevov... “H d7-
povpyexhy &oxn wlx éotiy, & mathe xal 6 vidg xal T Tvebua 6 &ytov... ‘O
3¢ mathp Teds TG YY) T@AV mavtey elvon Sk 7o viol &v dyte mvebpatt
xal Topyy) ol dpy Eott Oedbmrog ‘Beoydvog’ ddv povdTatoon 7.

According to this distinction, the Father alone is the origin and
root of the Holy Trinitys. The Father sends out the Son by way of

1. Adyog ’Amodsirinds 1.7, BOBRINSKY, ZT'II, 1, p. 34,15-19: «odxobv &wt
TL TAV T TaTpiniig Ymooctacens Exew OV vibv el 8 Eyet, 3 dbo Foovrar T alti, dg év
Suolv droordoeot Tol Exmopedety dvtog, obrw ydp SYo xal T& alriatd, dg Tol alriatol, &v
duoly broctdoeot Bewpouptévou, 3 cuvdpapobvrat elg play Thy Sméotacty & marhp el § vibg»,

2. "Emoroln) mpds *Axtvduvov 1. 6-7, MEYENDORFPF, %I'll, 1, pp.208-210;
Aébyoc *Amodeintieoc 1. 37, BOBRINSKY, XTI, 1, p. 68, 20-23; Ibid. 2. 67,
BOBRINSKY, =I'll, 1, p. 136, 17-19.

3. Gregory Palamas remains adamant on this point. Cf. Adyoc *AmoSeinrindc
1. 15, BOBRINSKY, XI'll, 1, pp. 43, 16-44,2%; Adyoc ’AnmoSewrinds 2.67-68,
BOBRINSKY, ETII, 1, p. 139, 16-29; ’Emovol) modc *Axtvéwwoy 1. 7, MEYEN-
DORFF, =TI, 1, p. 210, 16-19.

&. Abyoc ’Amodewxtinés 1. 14, BOBRINSKY, %I, 1, p. 42,15-18, and Ibid.
pp. 42, 28-43, 2.

5. Aébyoc *Amodewerinds 1. 22, BOBRINSKY, ZI'll, 1, p. 81, 28-30.

6. Adyosc ’Amodewrrindc 1. 40, BOBRINSKY, XT'II, 1, p. 70, 16-19.

7. 'Emworodn) mode 'Axivéwwov, 1.5, MEYENDORFF, XT'11,1, p. 207, 14-26.

8. ‘Ouolopla, 1, MATSOUKAS, ITII, 2, p. 49, 20-22: «wévog alrte xal
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generation and the Holy Spirit by way of procession’. The Father as
the unique «gpyh» is the cause of the unity of the Holy Trinity and its
hypostatic differentiation?. The three divine Prosopa as a trihyposta-
tic principle®, Palamas argues, create together?, because they pos-
sess one sole energy and will®. Their activity from the Father through
the Son is realized in the Holy Spirits. On the basis of the distinction
between the «ravpued) dpym» and the «rpradindy &py7», the statement of
Gregory of Nazianzus that the Son is «¥ éx ¥c dpyie deyn»” does not

plla xal mnyd g &v vid wal dyley mvedpatt Bewpovpéyng Bedrogy. Cf. also, Adyog
*Amodetnrindg, 1. 44, BOBRINSKY, XTI, 1, p. 41, 8-5; Ibiud. 2. 26, BOBRIN-
SKY, ET'II, 1, 102, 12-15; ’Emorod) mpdc ’Axlvéwwor 1.5, MEYENDORFF,
T, 1, pp. 207-208.

1. Adyog ’Amobdeireriedc 2.41, BOBRINSKY, ETT, 1, p. 115, 26-30; Adyog
’Anodewerindc 1. 8, BOBRINSKY, £I'II, 1, p. 36, 15-20.

2. Adyog ’Amodewtinos 1.20, BOBRINSKY, EITIL, 1, p. 48,25-30: «0dd 9
povag elg povdda xvnbeioan xol elg étépay albig povdda ) Sudg, AN’ ) povag Oeompemdde
elg Suddo xwmbelown, péypr Touddog Zory’. Kol ‘ele fHulv Oebg: od pévov &ru plo Bebryg,
AN’ 8ru wal elg & dppbrepn To €€ adTod TV dvagopay Exet’n. Gregory of Palamas again
depends on Gregory of Nazianzus. (Oratio 29, Theologica 3, De Filio 2, PG. 36,
763D and Oratio 81, Theologica 5, De Spiritu Sancto, PG. 36, 148-149A ).

3. Abyog ’'Anodetwride 1.12, BOBRINSKY, ITII, 1. p. 39,15; ’Emoroly)
7o *Axlydvvor 1.3, MEYENDORFF, ZITI, 1, p. 205,9-10.

4. "Emovodn moog ’Axivdwwov 1.5, MEYENDORFF, XTI, 1, p. 207, 14-24:
«H Snprovpywnd) doyh plo dorly, 6 mathp xal 6 vidg xal & mvedpo T dytov. “Otav ol
&% oD Beol & éx Tol pl) Bvrog moonypéve Aéywpey, Ty e dyabbrnra, S Av To elvou
Eoyov... dpxnv xal mnyny xol altiov xol tév vidy &v dyle mvedpoart apéy, ody étépav,
dmoye, dAe TV adtiy, Og Tob TaTpds S adrol &v dyle mvedpatt xal mpodyovrog xal
grovdyovtog kol cuvéyovrog xahdds & whvtar. Cf. also, Adyoc *Amodeixtinoc 1.14, BO-
BRINSKY, ZI'Tl, 1, pp. 40, 24-41, 2.

5. ITepl Svddoewg nal dwastploswg 21, MANTZARIDES, XTI, 2, p. 84,13-15;
«pbo yap A tob Betov Beduatog xiwoig &x mpoxatapTixol alrliov Tol Tatpds Spupwyévy
xal 81 Tob viol mpotoloo xal &v dyley mvedport wposatvopévn».

6. *Emorols) modg *Axrlvéwoy 1.5, MEYENDORFF, ETII, 1, p. 207, 24-25;
Abyos *Amodewwrinos 1.26, BOBRINSKY, ETII, 1, p. 41,4-4; "Emovols) npdg Bag-
Aadp 1.21, MEYENDORFF, XI'I, 1, p. 287,2-3.

7. Oratio 45, In Sanctum Pascha 9, PG. 36, 633C.

Among others Barlaam, recalling this statement of Gregory of Nazianzus, argued
that the Son is a second cause and principle of the Holy Spirit. Nevertheless,
because this second principle comes out from the first i.e. the Father, the Father
remains the unique principle and for this reason the monarchia is safeguarded. For
Barlaam’s views see, BARLAAM CALABRO, Epistole Greche, Ep. 1, SHIRO,
Palermo 1954, p. 77 and for Gregory Palamas’ criticism, Adyog ’Amodeixzinos 1.
13, BOBRINSKY, XI'Ml, 1, pp. 391f; *Emorols) mpoc ’Axivdvvoy 1.2-3, MEYEN-
DORFF, ZTII, 1, pp. 204ff; "Emorodr) mpds Baglaou 1.14-16, MEYENDORF,
XTI, 1, pp. 232ff; Ibid. 1. 20, MEYENDORFF, ZT'IL4, p. 335.
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mean that the Son is the origin of the Holy Spirit but the origin of the
creation, which comes into being by the common act of the three di-
vine hypostasest.

Any confusion of these two principles results in the confusion be-
tween the divinity and the creation, for either the creatures have the
same mode of being as the Prosopa of the Holy Trinity, or the divine
hypostases — and particularly the Holy Spirit — come into being like
the created order?, namely, by the will and energy of Gods3.

~ The idea of the double procession of the Holy Spirit, Gregory
maintains, leads to the same misconception, because the statement
«tanquan ab uno principio» refers to the divine «economy», namely,
the participation of the Son in the creation of the world, and not to
«theology»?.

On the contrary, the clear distinction between the «marpuxh) &oyh»
and the «rpiadued &pym» presupposes the participation of the Son in
the act of the creation and excludes any notion of the Son’s participa-
tion in the causal mode of being of the Holy Spirit®. «’Exet, Palamas
goes on, pdv 7 Snuiovpyoloa Jdvauig xowd, évralbe 3% od xowdy td Beoyd-
vovns,

Over and over again Gregory refers to the hypostatic procession
of the Holy Spirit and His manifestation?. The mode of being and the

1. ’Emworor) mds 'Axivévvov 1.5, MEYENDORFF, XTI, 1, p. 207,28-21:
«"Orav obv dxodoyg 8tt 6 vidg N & Tig dpxiic dexh’... TAV SnutovpynudTey véew.

2. Adyoc ’Amodewxrinds 1.1, BOBRINSKY, XTI, 1, p. 41,15-18: «Tob 3¢
mvebpotog TdV vidy dpxAy érl Tig onpactag Taldg g &v @aln Tig, el i) ol Td TVelpe
Sobhov xal xtioTéy; ANN Emel Oedg T mvelpe, odx dpyd) adrol xatd Tobro 6 vibg, et uj
dpo &g Oebmrog dpyA». Cf. also, "Emovods mpdc ’Axlvéwwor 1.5, MEYENDORFF,
XITI, 1, p. 208, 36; Adyos *Amodewxtinoc 1.15, BOBRINSKY, XTI, 1, p. 44, 29-34.

3. *Emwrod mpdc *Awlydwwoy 1.2, MEYENDORFF, STTI, 1. pp. 24-5; Adyoc
’ Amodetrinds 1, *Emldoyog, BOBRINSKY, ZI'IL, 1, p. 74.

4, Aéyog ’Amodsuwrinds 1.15, BOBRINSKY, XTI, 1, p. 44, 1-2; Ibid. 16,
BOBRINSKY, XI'TI, 1, p. 45,18.

5. ’Emotol) meds Baghadu 1.21, MEYENDORFF, XI'11, 1, pp. 236, 25-237,3.
And Palamas goes on, «&ri ydp v xtlow HA6e Sk péong 6 Oedg Bebrnrog, dAN’ odx &nl
v Bedmyra Tod Tvedpatog... Tpbmog Yap Erepog dnplovpyindis EoTw pyiig xal Tig %ot
adthy povapylog xol tig dpxiic xal povapylag kel Erepog, ) Tig Beoyoviag Eotlv Emd-
vopov, 8¢ xal o@letol T oY vidy ol Té TVebpa Thy Ymapky Exew éx watpds, domep Exel-
vog T 3V viob v dyley Tvedpart Sntovpyoy elver Tdv Torépan.

6. 'Emoroly) mgdc Bagladpm 1.21, MEYENDORFF, XTIl 1, p. 236, 15-16.

7. Abyog ’Amodeiwtieds 2.79, BOBRINSKY, XI'Il, 1, p. 149,22-25: «Kaiég
¥p> Epnuey, Og T Exmopevdpevoy &rl Tob drylov Tvedpatog odx del Thy &x Tob TaTpdg TpokL-
dviov SapEry dnAot, AN’ EoTuwy Sve xal Thy Gorepov eavépwoty, xad’ v xal & vidg xowwvh-
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manifestation of the Holy Spirit, Gregory argues, are two aspects of
the mystery of the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit derives His exis-
tence from the Father, yet He exists eternally in the Son and rests
in Him!, The Son participates in the «#xgpavoic» and manifestation
of the Holy Spirit®. Therefore, Gregory continues, the Spirit pours
-Himself out from the Father through the Son and, if you like, from
the Sond. Gregory, comparing the hypostatic procession of the Holy
Spirit with His «at’ évépyeiav» procession, maintains that, the Holy
Spirit belongs to Christ by essence and by energy, because Christ is God.
Nevertheless, according to essence and hypostasis He belongs but not
proceeds, whereas, according to energy, He belongs and proceeds*. Be-
cause of the perichoresis and the consubstantiality of the hypostases,
the Son and the Holy Spirit are «rtol &Xhou» but not «2£ &iiouns,
The Holy Spirit is of the Son but not from the Son.

On account of the difference between the causal and the éxqav-
wopuxyy procession of the Holy Spirit, Palamas explains, when certain
Fathers assert that the Holy Spirit comes forth «from both» or «through
the Son» or «from the Son», they are referring to the common energy
of these hypostases and not to the mode of existence of the Holy
Spirits. Therefore, Palamas suggests, when you understand that the
Holy Spirit proceeds from the two, because it comes essentially from

oet & watpin. Cf. also, Jbid. 2.82-83, p. 152; Ibid. 2.78, p. 148,15-18; Ibid. 2. 29, p.
105,1-2. :

1. Aéyog ’Amodeixtinog 2.73, BOBRINSKY, XT'Il, 1, p.144,14-21: «T'6 mwvedpo
T dytov... tdbrotov iy Exet tiic t3totpdmou ndpEews Td éx Tod matpdg Exmopedesbut.....
xal T8 vig ody Hrrov Avwtar 0doLwdde Te wul ddluoTdTwg, wdTd TE Eravamavbpevoy ol
{8tov adTol Omdpyov xal &v adtd uoikés Sixterolv delw. Cf. also, Ibid. 2.74, p. 146,
3-&; Ibid. 2.26, p. 103,10-20; Ibid. 1.25, BOBRINSKY, XTI, 1, pp. 52,25-53, 2.

This idea however, goes back to Gregory of Nyssa (Oratio Catechetica 2,

PG. 45, 178) and John of Damascus (Expositio fidet I, 7, KOTTER, p. 16,15-21).

2. Adyog *Amodewtriog 2.75, BOBRINSKY, XTI, 1, p. 146,20-24: «¥ot. 3¢
wal g 3¢ vlol xat 2€ viol Tolg aylotg yopmyoduevov... et 32 Poldel éxmopevdpevoy, AN’
Tvixo Anedfivoe xal povep wbivet eddéxnoe xal dg eddbxnoe Sidbpevéy e wal pavepodpevovn.
Cf. also, Ibid. 2.77-78, p. 148; Ibid. 2.60, p. 132 22-24; Jbid. 1.31, BOBRINSKY
ST, 1, p. 59.

3. Aébyoc 'Amodeirrindc 1.29, BOBRINSKY, XT'11, 1, p. 54,28-24.

&, Adyos *Amodewxrinde 2.29, BOBRINSKY, XT'TI, 1, p. 105,17-21: «obte xat
6 mvebpo td dytov ol Xpiotol oty dg Oeob xal xor’ odolay xal xat’ vépyetay. *ANAE
xore Wev v odotay xal Ty dméotacty adtol EoTiy, AN’ odx &€ adTod’ xatd 3¢ THv dvép-
yetoy xol adtob oty xal &€ adroby.

5. Adyoc 'Amodewtrinds 2.29, BOBRINSKY, ET'II, 1, p. 105,2-3.

6. Adyog 'Amodetrrinos 2.62, BOBRINSKY, XT'II, 1, pp. 184-5.
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the Father through the Son, you should understand this teaching in the
following sense: it is the powers and essential energies of God which
pour out and not the divine hypostasis of the Spiritl.

The hypostasis of the Holy Spirit, Gregory continues, does not
come out from the Son, nor is it «pebextdn, i.e. it is not communica-
ted to any creature?.. Only the divine grace and energy are «pele-
xtat»d. On the other hand, when the Fathers speak about the proces-
sion of the Holy Spirit through or from the Son, they connect this pro-.
cession with the divine essence and not with the hypostasis of the Son?.
Everything, however, which comes out commonly from the divine
essence is energy and not hypostasis®.

~ Gregory Palamas goes on to say that because the divine essence
as well as the hypostases are «&péfexro» and only the divine energies
«pebexrain®, on Pentecost and in other cases where the Holy Spirit
was bestowed by Christ, it was not the hypostasis of the Holy Spirit but
His charismata that were transmitted’. The granting of the divine
energies is a common act of the Holy Trinity which starts from the
Father, comes through the Son and is realized in the Holy Spirit®.

On account of this distinction between the divine essence and the
divine uncreated energies, the Holy Scriptures referring to the Holy

1. Aébyoc ’Amodeirrinée 2. 20, BOBRINSKY, ZTTI, 1, p. 16,28-28. Cf. and
J. MEYENDORFF, A Study of Gregory Palamas, p. 230.

2. Aéyoc ’Amolewwvinds, 2.27, BOBRINSKY, XI'II, 1, p. 102,24-26; Cf.
also, Ibid. 2,64, p. 185,24-28: «ard xal mwdpeotv del odotwddg HUlv, wdvrwg 8 xal
%a®’ Oméoracty, xdv fuels g odolug A g droortdoews Hixtota petéyopevn.

8. Adbyos ’Amoderrinée 2.48, BOBRINSKY, ZITI, 1, p. 122,14-17: «ui ™y
Smboracty Tob maveylov mwvedparog elvor xal &% 1ol viod, wndt 3idocbut tadmy, wnd
rapBdvestor map’ 0d8evég, dArG v Belav xdotv xal v &vépysiawn. GI. also, Hagio-
riticus Tomos, PG. 150, 1299D.

&. Aébyos ’AmoberTinds 2.67-68, BOBRINSKY, ZI'I, 1, pp, 138-140.

5. Aéyos ’Amobextinds 2.69, BOBRINSKY, =I'll, 1, pp.140,19-141,3. Cf.
also, Ibid. pp. 141-142. Gregory Palamas develops this notion by recalling similar
views of ancient Fathers such as Athanasius (=PS. ATHANASIUS) Contra Mace-
donianos dialogus 1, PG. 28, 1308B; 1309A; 1312CD; 1316C, Dionysius the Areopa-
gite (=PS. DIONYSIUS) De divinis nominibus 11, PG. 3, 953CD-956AB and
CHRYSOSTOM, In Joannem hom., 30,2, PG. 58, 174.

6. @copdvns, 20, MANTZARIDES, ZTII, 2, p. 245,18-16: «Bl xatd todg
iy &vrixetpévoug 7 odola ToB Beod peréyetar xatd tobrte mwapd TEvTLY, wnxétl Telou-
méoToroy adthy, GANG WuplobTéoTaTOY BTTAEYELYY.

7. Aébyos ’Amobeurrindg 2.6, BOBRINSKY, ZT'II, 1, pp. 82-83.

8. ITegi évddocws xal Saxgloewe 21, MANTZARIDES, ZI'II, 1, p. 84,10-15;
ITepl Ostaw évegyeidv 23, MANTZARIDES, EI'11, 2, pp. 113-114.
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Spirit speak on the one hand of «the Spirity with the definite article
and on the other hand of «spirit» without the article. In the first case
the essential derivation is implied while in the second the gifts of the
Holy Spirit, i.e. His energies. Therefore, when our Lord infused the
disciples with the Holy Spirit He did not say «receive ye the Holy Spir-
it!; (as is commonly translated in English) but simply receive «Holy
Spiritn that is to say «Bpayd 7t wod Ilvedparogn?, His energy and by
no means His essence or hypostasis®.

Thus the participation of the Son can be accepted only in the
sense of the «xat’ évépyeiavn procession of the Holy Spirit and by no
means can it be transferred by induction to His mode of existence. The
energies of the Holy Spirit are a result of the common free will and
activity of the Holy Trinity%; the hyparxis, however, of the Holy
Spirit is an act of the hypostasis of the Father®. Therefore the Son
participates in the mission and the energies of the Holy Spirit, but the
Holy Spirit owes His existence to the Father alone®.

According to Gregory Palamas, the weat’ évépyeiavn procession
of the Holy Spirit from the Father through the Son is eternal and it
becomes temporal when the Father and the Son will. «Td pév yap méumewv
gyewv 70 mvebpo - Gregory states - o &ytov mpdg Todg &loug xowév Eotey
g &idlov T8 matpl xal TG VIG' mEpmeL O ypovinddg Exdrepoc, dppbrepol 3
uENov 6méTe déown 7.

The energy as uncreated pre-exists before its realization and
manifestation, therefore, «énl 7ob viol mpobewpeitar o elvar adtol mvel-
pa Tod 8§ adTob elvar, el xal W) xoatd ypdvovn 8.

1. John 20,3.

2. Adyog ’Amodewxtinos 2.6, BOBRINSKY, XI'Il, 1, p. 83,3,

3. Adyog 'Amodewttinog 2.6, BOBRINSKY, ZI'IL, 1, p. 83,3-6: «Zagpig oly g
pepteny Tod Tvedpatog Evépyetay Jid Tob dupuonuatog Edwxey, odx adtol Thy @ity A Ty
brboTacwy: dueplg Yop movtdmaow 7 Tob Oclov mvedpartog @bolg e xal YmdoTacign.

4, ITepl évdosws wal diaxglocwg 21, MANTZARIDES, ZT'11, 2, p. 84,25-28;
* Avrempoapal eic émygapas Béuwov, 3, PAPAEV AGELOU, ZI'I, 1, p. 105,5-15.

5. Adyog *Amodewrinos 1. Edyn, BOBRINSKY, XI'11, 1, p. 25.

6. Adyos ’Amodsirinos 2.26, BOBRINSKY, XI'll, 1, p. 102,10-15; Adyog
' Amodewtinds 1. EdyY, BOBRINSKY, ZI'Il, 1, p. 25,6-10: «mvebua o &ytoy, 76 x)-
plov, T8 &x Beol matpdg Exmopeutdc ThY Srapfly Exov, xal 3 viol Tolg dpldg wioTedousty
elg ot xal Sudbuevoy xal wepmdpevoy xal gawbuevovn. Cf. also, “Ouoldoyla 3, MATSOU-
KAS, I'T0, 2, p. 495, 30-31.

7. Aéyog ’Amodeixtindg 2.14, BOBRINSKY, ¥T'll, 1, p. 92,1-3.

8. Adyog *Anodeimtinds 2,74, BOBRINSKY, XT'l1, 1, p. 146,7-9.
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In order to illustrate the eternal existence of the common ener-
gies in the Holy Trinity and their temporal manifestation, Gregory Pa-
lamas uses for the first time in the Greek patristic tradition the ana-
logy of «love» (¥pw¢) which was introduced in the West by Augustine!
and used by others®. Thus, according to Palamas, the Spirit of the
Word from on high is like a mysterious love of the Father towards the
Word mysteriously begotten: it is the same love as that possessed by
the Word and the well-beloved Son of the Father towards Him Who
begat Him; this He does in so far as He comes from the Father con-
jointly with this love and this love rests, naturally, on Him3. '

Gregory, referring to the Incarnate Logos argues that the Holy
Spirit is indeed the Spirit of the Son as well, but He receives this, too,
from the Father, because of His attribute as the Spirit of Truth, Wis-
dom and the Word; since truth and Wisdom are words appropriate
to the Genitors.

Gregory Palamas is here obviously referring on the one hand, to
the eternal relations within the Holy Trinity and particularly to the mu-
tual «ypfoic» of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son, and on
the other hand to the Holy Spirit’s temporal mission. This «love», how-
ever, which «comes from the Father conjointly with this love», by no
means is the hypostasis of the Holy Spirit coming into existence from
the Father and the Son, because in His «ypfjow» the Son already pos-
sesses the Holy Spirit and this «loven abides in Him® But the Son

1. De trinitate 1X. 190. 15, PL. 142, 269: «Cum itaque se mens novit et amat,
jungitur ei amore verbum ejus. Et quoniam amat notitiam et novit amorem et
verbum in amore est, et amor in verbo, et utrumque in amante atque dicente».

2. Gf. ANSELM OF CANTERBURY, Monologion 49-54; ALBERT THE
GREAT, Summa Theologiae, 1. tr. 7. q. 831. 2; THOMAS AQUINAS, Summa Theo-
logica, 1a. 27, 2-4. :

3. Capita physica theologica 36, PG. 150, 1145A: «’Exeivo 3¢ 7o ITvebpa
700 dvwrdte Abdyov, olby Tig Zpwg EoTiv dmé¢dnTog Tob I'evwiropog wpdg adTdV TdY dmop-
phrag yevwnlévra Adyov: @ xal adrdg 6 tob IMatpde Emépactog Abyog xal Yidg ypfrat
mpdg TV Tewfitopa 4N’ dig Ex 1ol Tatpog Exwy adtdv cuprpoeABbvra, xal cupupudg év
adTH AVaTUVOEVOVY.

&, Ibud.

5. For a discussion on this topic see: A. RADOVIC, T¢ uvorroror tijc dylag
Touddog ®ava vov dyov Ionydpwy vov Ilakaudy, pp. 168-174; IDEM, «O tpiadodoyt-
xd¢ yopaxtip Tie 6pBod6Eouv mvevpatoroylagn, Ilegi 7ol dylov Ilveduazos. Elonyh-
ostg, Athens, 1971, pp. 28-30.
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possesses the Holy Spirit because He comes out from the Father in His
existence.

If we take into account that, according to Palamas, every name
applied to God refers to His energy and not to His essence or hypostasis?,
this characterization of the Holy Spirit as «love» which is used by the
Father and the Son, applies not to the hypostasis of the Holy Spirit
but to the common energy. This common energy is the love of the Tri-
une God3. It exists eternally in God and is manifested in time coming
out from the Father through the Son and in the Holy Spirit.

That Gregory Palamas by this image of love, strange to the
Eastern tradition, is referring to the procession «xat’ &vépyeiwv» of the
Holy Spirit and not to His causal existence is clear from his explana-
tion that the Holy Spirit is the preeternal joy of both, i.e. Father and
Son, as common to both as concerns its use «yp¥oic», hence it is sent
by both only to those who are worthy, but being only of the Father, as
far as its existence is concerned. Therefore, the Holy Spirit proceeds
alone from the Father as concerns its existence?.

By this clear distinction between the «xaf’ Omap&iv» procession
of the Holy Spirit from the Father alone and His wat’ évépyeiav» from
the Father through the Son or from the Father and the Son, Palamas
excludes the idea of Filioque. The double procession of the Holy Spirit
to Palamas’ judgment introduces confusion or relativism of the Hypos-
tases and their hypostatic properties. In the case in which the Father
and the Son, as one principle, proceed the Holy Spirit, then they are
confused into a ueur}] &dwuxpisley and the Holy Spirit Himself—as the
unity of the two hypostases—is not clearly distinguished as a hypostasis.

1. Aéyog *Amodeirrinog 2.26, BOBRINSKY, X111, 1, p. 102,12-15.

2. Ynég vaw legdg fovyaldvraw 3. 2.10, CHRISTOU, ZI'1l, 1, p. 664, 25- 27
Ibid. 8.2.9, p. 662, 25-28; ’Emozol) mpos ’Axlvéwwov 3. &, ME YENDORFF,
XTIl 1, p. 296, 5-6.

3. This notion of ‘love’ was also interpreted in this sense by the Council
held at Constantinople in 1722. Thus in its Encyclical letter to the Orthodox peo-
ple of Antioch, it remarks; «é ¥pwg xal 9 dydmy xal énl Tév Tpudy wpocdmwy Aéye-
Tot... Bl 8 6 Ocdg *Aydry, 88nrov bre xal ta tpla mpbowman. (I. KARMIRIS, Ta
doppazig xal Zvpfolnd pvnusia tijc *Ogboddfov Kabohuefle *Exxlmolag, Vol. 2,
Athens 1953, p. 847). '

&. Capita physica theologica 36, PG. 150, 1145A: «Abm) yap 7 Ilatpég Te
xal Tlob mwpoatdviog xoupa t6 Ilvela té dytov dotiy, dg xowdv pév adrols xatd v Ypficwy
(3 6 map’ dpupotéprv xal Tpdg Tolg dEloug wépmeTwL) wévov 3¢ ol Ilatpdg xad’ BropELy
Omdpyov. Al & xal wap’ adtod wévov Exmopedetat xud’ Smapbivn.
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On the other hand the distinction between the «xad Smap&ivn
and «xar’ évépyziavn procession of the Holy Spirit safeguards man’s
participation in the uncreated grace i.e. the common energies of the
Triune God and at the same time excludes the danger of polytheism?.

17. MARK OF EPHESUS

Mark Eugenicus?, Metropolitan of Ephesus, arguing against the
Latins and the pro-unionists at the Council of Florence® and after
it against those who had subscribed to its Decree or accepted its pro-
nouncment that the Holy Spirit has His essence and His subsistent
being from the Father and the Son simultaneously, and proceeds from
both eternally as from one principle and one spiration?, insists that the
Holy Spirit derives His hypostasic hyparxis from the Father alone®.

In Mark’s opinion the procession of the Holy Spirit from the
Father alone is suggested by the words of our Lord Himself who is the
Divine Word and the first theologian and the Head of all theologians®.
Thus Mark, commenting upon John 15,24, remarks that by the words
«when the Paraclete cometh» is suggested the coming of the Holy Spir-

1. @co@dvng, 20-21, MANTZARIDES, 2ITI, 2, pp. 245-248,

2. On Mark of Ephesus’ doctrine of the procession of the Holy Spirit, cf.
V. GRUMEL, Marc d’ Ephése, Vie-écrits-doctrine», Estudios Franciscans 19
(1925) pp. 438-442; J. GILL, The Council of Florence, pp. 227-269; C. TSIRPAN-
LIS, Mark Eugenicus and the Council of Florence. A historical re-evaluation of his
personality, Thessaloniki 1974, pp. 85-94; M. JUGIE, Theologia dogmatica chrie
stianorum orientalium ab Ecclesia Catholica dissidenium, vol. 2, pp. 403-6.

8. The long discussions on the issue of the procession of the Holy Spirit
are preserved in the minutes of the Council of Florence. See a critical edition of the
version given by the Greek Acts, in J. GILL, Quae supersunt actorum Graecorum
concilit Florentini necnon Descriptionis cuiusdam ejusdem, Rome, 1953. J. GILL,
in his book, The Council of Florence, pp. 180-269 provides a comprehensive but
not always objective account of this discussion and the relevant events.

4. The decree of the Council of Florence runs thus: «‘Optfopev, tve by 9 Tiig
mloreng dAffeia Hd ThvTev TGV YploTiavidv Tiateudetn Te xal drodeiyfeln, xol olirw wdvreg
Sporoydov’ &t T Ilvebua to dytov éx 7ol Tarpdg ol Tob Yot didlwg &ovl, xal Ty éov-
70D odotoy kol 1o SroprTixndy adTob elvet Exstv € Tob TTarpdg due kol ol Yiod, xal e du-
potépwy Gidlwg Og dmd wibis dpyije xol povadikiic mpoPoAijs éxmopederawn. (AG., 2, po
462, 12-20).

5. Capita Syllogistica 31, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 401; Ibid. 32, PETIT, PO., 15,
p. 401; Confessio fidei 1, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 435.
6. MANSI 31A, 845E; 848ABCD; 849A.
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it to the world, in freedom and dignity. By the words «Whom I will
send you from the Father, is stated the mission and manifestation of
the Holy Spirit. In this sending of the Holy Spirit both Father and Son
participate. While by the words «Who proceedeth from the Father» is
indicated the causal procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father
alonet.

To Mark’s judgment, it is not accidental that Christ, when re-
ferring to Holy Spirit’s mission and manifestation, considers Himself
as taking part in it, while when referring to His hypostatic existence
Christ confines it to the Father alone, precisely because the Son has no
part in it whatsoever?. Otherwise Christ would reveal its.

Continuing, Mark points out that in the Creed it is stated that
the Holy Spirit «proceeds from the Father» and not from the Father
alone, and also the fact that the Fathers repeat this statement of the
Creed, by no means contradicts the idea of Holy Spirit’s procession from
the Father alone, as the Latins argued?, because it is self-evident. Not
only because none of the Greek Fathers say that the Holy Spirit pro-
~ ceeds also from the Son?®, but also because in the Creed, with reference
to the begetting of the Son, it is stated that He is «<born from the Father»
and not from the Father alone, precisely because it is self-evident®.
Thus, Mark, considering the silence of the Creed as a positive argument
insists that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father alone.

The procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father alone, Mark
goes on to say, is the only sound doctrine because, according to the tra-
dition of the Eastern Church and the teaching of the Fathers?, the Fa-

1. MANSI 31A, 848A.

2. MANSI 31A, 848CD.

3. BESSARIONIS, Refutatio Marci Ephesini &, PG. 161, 181BC.

4. Epistola Encyclica contra Graeco—Latinos ac Decretum Synodi Florentinae,
8, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 451: «Obdérore, @notv, % 1év Tpaixdyv ’Exxincie 16 éx
ubvou Tob ITatpde Exmopeleslal Exeyev, GAN dmhidg &x wob Ilatpds xmopelesbur: TobTo
3¢ Tov Yidv odx &xBdrker tiig Exmopeioens” dote watd Tobro xal mpdrepov fuev xal viv
dopdy fvopévon.

5. Ibid., .

6. Ibid. GREGORY PALAMAS, Adyos ’AnoSeixvixds 1.2, BOBRINSKY,
I, 1, p. 31,18-30, puts forward the same argument.

7. Mark, in a collection bearing the title, Testimonia a Marco Ephesio colle-
cta quibus probatur ut ait Spiritum Sanctum e solo Paire procedere, PETIT, PO.,
15, pp. 342-367, collects the relevant passages from the Scriptures and the Greek
Fathers and insists on this point.
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ther in His hypostatic faculty as Father is the unique principle, source
and cause of the Son and the Holy Spirit:. Indeed, the Father be-
gets the Son and proceeds the Holy Spirit from His essence but by His
hypostasis®. Thus begetting and procession are hypostatic acts of the
Father and not of the common divine nature®. Since the hypostatic
properties are not communicable4, the Father remains the unique
cause of being of the Son and vhe Holy Spirit®.

If the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, as from
two distinet hypostases, Mark argues, then two principles and two
causes and two producers are introduced into the Holy Trinitye. If He
proceeds from the common essence then the Holy Spirit sharing the
same essence must cause His own procession’. Again if He proceeds
from a certain common productive power (mpoBAntixy Sdvapg), then
this power must be identical with the divine essence, otherwise another
Bcoyévov element must be accepted in the Holy Trinity apart from the
essence and the hypostases®.

I am not going to discuss the impications of the twofold proces-

1. Capita Syllogistica 32, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 401: «Mévog &pa 6 ITathp dpxh
who 7o% Yol xel Tob IIvedparog... Tobro 8¢ xal & Gelog Aovistog Suxpp?dny ol “Mévy
YY) g Smepoustov Hebmyrog 6 Tathp’». Cf. also, Ibid. 5, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 376;
Ibid. 48, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 413; Confessio fidei Florentiae 1, PETIT, PO., 15, pp.
436-7.

2. Capita Syllogistica 10, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 381,

3. Capita Syllogistica 5, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 376: «Tlvelpa’, pnolv 6 Nucoaeds
Beonbyog, ‘1O Tiig Harpixdic éxmopevbpevov dmocrdoewg’. Tive 8oy odx oty Evrelbey, btu
75 mpofdarewy 7o IIvebuo tob Ilatpbg éotty dmoatarindy elr’ olv mpocwmixdy i8twpwe;n.
Mark quotes here and elsewhere (Ibid. 1, PETIT, PO, 15, p. 371) from a lost work
of Gregory of Nyssa entitled, De Theognosia. Parts of this treatise are preserved by
E. ZYGABENUS, Panoplia dogmatica VIiI, PG. 130, 257-6, but not the above
quoted passage. The same quotation is to be found in Gregory Palamas (Adyog
’ Arodeuetinds 1. 9, BOBRINSKY, XI'II, 1, p. 47,2-3).

4. Capita Syllogistica 15-16, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 386.

5. Capita Syllogistica 1, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 876 Ibid. 15, PETIT, PO.,
15, p. 386; Ibid. 24, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 393.

6. Capita Syllogistica 1, PETIT, PO., 15, pp. 368-70: AN\’ €l pév g &x Sdo
dmogtdocwy, dbo dpxel mpodnAweg xal %o ta alrix &ml vig Oefog Tpiddog ol Sbo oi wpo-
Bohelg, xal ) povepyic GvipnToew.

7. Ibid. p. 369: «j yap &v xal ©d ITveSua mpoéBadhev érepov ) Savrd, Tiig wdTis
xowvwvody gdcewe». I read mwpoéBariev instead of Petit’s reading wpoéBeartv which
makes no sence.

8. Ibid.
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sion of the Holy Spirit to which Mark comes over and over again.
I should like to underline briefly Mark’s criticism of the presupposi-
tion and theological foundations of Filioque as they were presented by
his contemporaries in order to justify it.

The first point which draws Mark’s criticism is the Latin theory
that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, but
as from one principle and cause and by one Spiration’. Mark argues
that this is unacceptable, because the twofold procession of the Holy
Spirit yet as from one principle makes the Father and the Son two
principles or confuses their Persons

Since the Father is the unique «cause» and the Son «causedy,
the Son can never be afriov. Not only because it contradicts the unique-
ness of Father’s causality®, but also because it makes the Son cause
and at the same time caused (aitio-aitixtdv) which is absurd?. On
the other hand the «ause» and the «caused» cannot be put together
and make one principle and cause, just as the Father cannot be Father

1. This notion goes back to Augustine who argued that the Father and
the Son are the principle of the Holy Spirit but not as two principles, because the
Son’s capacity to participate in the Holy Spirit’s procession was given to Him
by the Father, who ‘principally’ proceeds the Holy Spirit. (De Trinitate 15. 29;
15.47; 5.15). This idea became traditional in the West. Latin Fathers and Do-
tors such as ANSELM OF CANTERBURY (De processione Spiritus Sancti contra
Graecos, 18), ALBERT THE GREAT (Summa Theologiae tr. 7, q. 31. m 3, ad
q. 1). THOMAS AQUINAS (Summa Theologica 1o, q. 36, «, 2-4), DUNS
SCOTUS (Ozon. 1. d. 12. q. 1, n. 2) share it. This was officially sanctioned by
the IVth Lateran Council (1215) and the Second Council of Lyons (1274). Thus
in the first Constitution on the procession of the Holy Spirit of the II Council of
Lyons it was promulgated: «Spiritus Sanctus aeternaliter ex Patre et Filio non
‘tanquam ex duobus principiis, sed tanquam ex uno principio, non duabus spirati-
onibus, sed unica spiratione proceditr. (Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Decreta
(JEDIN), Freiburg i. Br. 1962, p. 290, 9-11). This doctrine was endorsed by the
Council of Florence (1988-1445) in which it was solemnly declared: «Spiritus
sanctus.... ex utroque aeternaliter tanquam ab uno principio et unica spiratione
proceditr (AG., 2, p. 462).

2. Capita Syllogistica 11, PETIT, PO, 15, p. 383; Ibid. 12, PETIT, PO.,
15, p. 384; Ibid. 24, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 393.

3. Capita Syllogistica 18, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 388: «obrw 3% xal wévov aitiag,
(i.e. Father): &\’ odx altiatds kol Td Aourd T&Y wpocwmwy &pa wévoy abriatd kol 003y
TodTev altiov. Bl ydp Tt toldtwv xal altiov eln, T6 pévov dvopelioeTar, kol obte wévoy xol
woplog altiov Eotour obite wévov xal wvplwg olviorév: o  Todvavtlov dvdyxyy elvae
TPOXTOSESELTALY,

4. Capita Syllogistica 34, PETIT, PO., 15, pp. 402-3.

OEOAOTI'IA, Tépog, NA’, Tebyog 3. 29
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and Son or the Son Son and Father. The notions of «ause» and
«caused» imply logical opposition, but according to the Latin tradition
the opposition of relations produce distinction and differentiation of
the Persons and not unity of themz

Mark also objects to the Latins’ argument, that just as Father,
Son and Holy Spirit in creating the world are not three principles but
one without loosing their hypostatic individualities, in the same way
Father and Son proceeding in common the Holy Spirit are not two
principles but one without confusion or mixture?. Mark, following
Gregory the Cypriot* and Gregory Palamas®, explains that there is a
difference between the tpiadueth) dpyh which is the principle and cause of
the creation and the mavpixy dpyn which is the principle of the Divin-
itys. As far as the creation of the world is concerned, the three Di-
vine Persons on the ground of their common energy, power and will
create jointly as one principle?. But it is not so with the existential

1. Capita Syllogistica 16, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 368.

2. Capita Syllogistica 19, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 389.

8. Capita Syllogistica 41, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 408: «Kal wég, ¢noly, §
xtiotg éx IMatpde 8¢’ Yiob &v dyley IIvedpart 1o elvar AaPolox, od tple Exer e alnie,
AN &y aftiov xal éva dnutovpydvyn. Cf. also, Ibid. 46, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 411; Ibid.
1, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 870; This notion is common to the Latin tradition. AU-
GUSTINE, (De Trinitate 5, 13) argued that: «Fatendum est Patrem et Filium
principium esse Spiritus Sancti, non duo principia; sed sicut Pater et Filius unus
Deus, et ad creaturam relative unus Creator et Dominus, sic relative ad Spiritum
Sanctum unum Principium». ANSELM OF CANTERBURY, (Op. cit. 18) on the
same ground maintained that just as Father, Son and Holy Spirit are not three
principles or three creators in creating the world but one principle, in the same
way Father and Son in proceeding the Holy Spirit are not two but one principle.
THOMAS AQUINAS, (Summa contra Genties, 4. 25.15) shares the same view,
and the Council of Florence has declared: «Spiritus sanctus quicquid est aut habet,
habet a Patre simul et Filio. Sed Pater et Filius non duo principia Spiritus sancti,
sed unum principium, sicut Pater et Filius et Spiritus sanctus non tria principia,
creature, sed unum principium» (Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Decreta, p. 547).

4. GREGORY OF CYPRIOT, De processione Spiritus sancti, PGQ. 142,
294CD-295A. '

5. GREGORY PALAMAS, Aéyos ’Amodewxvinds 1.18-14, BOBRINSKY,
ZI'II, 1, pp. 39-42.

6. Capita Syllogistica 32, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 401: «Mdvog &pe 6 TTathp &px7)
wloe Tob Ylob %ot ol Tlvedparog, bomep xal wévn 4 Totdg Gpxd wlo wdomg i xrisewgy.

7. Capita Syllogistica 41, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 408: «'H x7low... obre & ijg
odotag elpnrat Tob Iarpds 7 Tod Yiol, obre ulyv &x Tijg dmoatdosng, GAN’ &x 1¥ig xotvijg
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procession of the Holy Spirit, which is a hypostatic faculty of the Fa-
ther alone®. The induction of the mode of being of the Holy Spirit from
the mode of being of the created order would cast the Holy Spirit down
to the rank of the creation®

On the ground of the distinction between these two principles
the statement of Gregory of Nazianzus that the Son is « &x ti¢ apxiic
goxp® does not mean that the Son is principle of the Holy Spirit but
principle of the creation because conjointly with the Father and che
Holy Spirit, He created it¢. It is noteworthy, Mark says, that Greg-
ory referring to the existential relation of the Divine Prosopa calls
them «vapyov xal dpyM xal T peta tie &pyijer®. Thus, he makes
clear that the Holy Spirit comes forth not from the &py?) i.e. the Son,
but with the &py3 from the Unoriginated &pyx? i.e. the Fathers.

The procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son,
as from one joint principle and cause, Mark maintains, is impossible
because the faculty of being principle and cause is an hypostatic or
Personal property?. As such, however, it distinguishes the Persons and
does not unite thems®. Therefore, as long as the Son is considered as a
principle of the Holy Spirit’s procession, in no way can diarchy be
excluded from the Holy Trinity, since everything which naturally owes
its being to the two cannot be considered as coming from one®

Oerfioeng xal duvdpens, fitig dotl wlor xal A adrl) TéY TpLdv: 80ev xal Tov &vo. Ocdv altiov
Eyer xal Snurovpydvn. Cf. also, Ibid. 1, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 370.

1. Capita Syllogistica 41, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 408.

2. Capita Syllogistica 1, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 370: «Bl y&p wov adrdv vpé-
mov § we ntlowg éx Tlatpdg xel YO xal dylov IIvedparog xal v Ilveduo &x Ilavpdg
xal YloB, 7t ye daro ) xriopa T Ilvebua té dytov; ». CGf. also, Ibid. 46, PETIT, PO.,
15, p. &11.

3. Oratio 45, In Sanctum Pascha 9, PG. 36, 633C.

4, Capita Syllogistica 1, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 371; Ibid 41, PETIT, PO.,
15, p. 408; Ibid. 1, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 370. For a similar argument of Barlaam and
a refutation by Gregory Palamas, see GREGORY PALAMAS, Adyo¢ *Amodeunzirnds
1. 12-15, BOBRINSKY, ZITI, 1, pp. 39-43; ’Emarol) moog “Axlydvvor 1. &-8,
MEYENDORFF, T, 1. pp. 206-211.

5. Oratio 42, Supremum Vale 15, PG. 36, 476A.

6. Capita Syllogistica 1, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 372.

7. Capita Syllogistica, 11, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 383; Confessio fidei Floren-
tiae 2, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 439.

8. Confessio fidei Florentiae 2, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 439: «) 8 dox} mpocwmxdy
Ordpyer xal Sraxplvov T wpbowmar.

9. Capita Syllogistica 1, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 370: «Td 8¢ guoxdg &x 3bo thv
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On the other hand, the diarchy and the danger of introducing
two causes cannot be avoided by considering the Son as the &peoov
or moppw Or mpooeyds cause and the Father as &upecov or moppwréow
or dux 100 mpooeyolg!. These notions indicate opposed relations which
result in the distinction of these principles and not in their identity=.
Therefore, Mark concludes, «wdx &pa & aftiov 6 Iat)p #otar xal &
Tidg avrelpeva altia SyTamd.

Also the twofold procession of the Holy Spirit as from one prin-
ciple is not possible even if He proceeds «from» the Father «through»
the Son. Everything which derives its existence from someone through
some other owes its existence to two causes’. Every human being
coming into existence from a «man» through a «woman» has two causes
and two principles®. Just as Jacob born fiom Abrabam through Isaac
has two causes of his being in spite of the fact that the one is Zyyiov
and the other é&yydrepove. Thus, Mark, concludes as long as the Son
is a principle of the Holy Spirit’s procession in no way can diarchy in
the Holy Trinity be avoided?.

The second point of Mark’s criticism concerns the meaning of
the prepositions «rom» (éx) and «through» (3i&) in respect to the pro-
cession of the Holy Spirit. At the Council of Florence® they were ac-
cepted as synonymous® and on this ground the notion that the Holy
Spirit proceeds «from the Father through the Son» was considered as
identical to the notion that proceeds «from the Father and from the

UrapEuy Exov odx v Tig 8hwg & Evdg elmol moté: xal Yoo d8Overtov TdV adrdy Tpbmov Exd-
vepov elg 70 elvatl supBdiretvr.

1. Capita Syllogistica 1, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 870; Ibid. 10, PO., 15, p. 382;
Ibid. 42, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 408.

2. Capita Syllogistica 19, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 389.

8. Capita Syllogistica 42, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 408,

4. Capita Syllogistica 40, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 407.

5. Capita Syllogistica 40, PETIT, PO., 15, pp. 407-8.

6. Ibid.

7. Confessio fidei Florentiae 2, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 439.

8. For the discussion held at the Council on this point, see: J. GILL, The
Council of Florence, pp. 227-269. V. LAURENT, Les MEMOIRES du grand
ecclésiarque de I’ Eglise de Constantinople Sylvestre Syropoulos, 8, 81, p- 418; 9, 10,
p. 444.

9. Mark says that: «#8n 8¢ 7ig xal wepl tig did prrocogeiv HpEuro wapd Toig fue-
Tépolg Sdaondolg ebpioxopévig, Og Tadtdy T 8% Suvapéwng kel Thy altlay o Mveduo-
7og T Ti§ S1dodoney. (Relatio de rebus a se gestis 5, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 447).
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Son». Thus the Latins have argued and the Latinizers have accepted
that the procession of the Holy Spirit «through» the Son implies that
the Son as well as the Father is the cause or principle of the Holy
Spiritt. Therefore, the Filioque clause was not an innovation, but the
common faith of East and West, expressed only by two slightly different
formulas, lawfully added to the Creed for good and sufficient rea-
sons?,

Mark in refuting this idea argues with the previous Greek
Fathers?, that the prepositions «rom» and «through» bear the same
meaning and imply causality only when they refer to the creation*
or to the energetic manifestation of the Holy Spirit and never to His
mode of being®. Indeed, Mark admits, certain Greek Fathers in refer-
ring to the procession of the Holy Spirit have said that He «proceeds
from the Father through the Son». They, however, have meant not the
mode of being of the Holy Spirit but His consubstantiality with the
Father and the Son®. Maximus the Confessor underlines this by stat-
ing that the Holy Spirit proceeds substantially from the Father
through the ineffably generated Son”.

1. In the Decree of Florence signed on Sunday, July 5th of the year 1439
by the Latins and the Greeks, but not by Mark of Ephesus, it is promulgated: «rpoc-
xoutoletody 8% popTupldy dmwd Tig Oelog ypugiis kol miclorwy Ypfoewv T&HY dylwv Si-
Sooxdhwy dvoTohin@dy e kol Sutikdy, T@Y wey &k ITatpdg kol Yo, wév 3¢ &x IMarpdg
3¢ Yiol Aeybvrov 7o Ilvedua to &ytov éxmopebeslot xal elg Thy adthy Ewotay droPremby-
Ty andvtey gv Stagbpog Tals Aéecivmn (AG., 2, p. 481).

2. Ibid.

3. Cf. GREGORY THE CYPRIOT, Scripta apologetica, PG. 142, 256-8;
GREGORY PALAMAS, Adyos *Amodeinviznos 1. 25-26, BOBRINSKY, XT'll, 1, pp.
52-53.

4. Capita Syllogistica 10, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 380: «"Evba pév odv looduva-
uet mepl Snutovpylog 6 Abyog, dte ol xwplg Tod Ilarpdg Eri tob Yiob tiberawn. Cf. Ibid.
10, PETIT, PO., 15, pp. 380-381.

5. Confessio fidei Florentiae 1, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 436. Mark recalls the
similar statements of JOHN OF DAMASCUS, Ezpositio fidei I, 7, KOTTER, p.
16,15-16 and GREGORY OF NYSSA, Contra Eunomium, 1,378, JAEGER, GNO,
1, p. 138,5-20. :

6. Capita Syllogistica 38, PETIT, PO., 15, p. £406: «Aw& 1obto ol Ocoréyot,
Srav pév Ty alriay amhdg 80ev Exer Tob elval, mapactiout Bodrwvror, IIvetua éx Ila-
70c 8xmogevdpevor Aéyouoty... drov 8¢ Suol xal v dpoovstdtyta Snody E0érwot, Tére
xal ©d 8 Yio¥ mwpoombéact xal dx ITarpds O YioD dxmogevduevor réyovswn. Cf. also,
Capita Syllogistica 10, PETIT, PO., 15, pp. 382-3; Confessio fidei Florentiae 1,
PETIT, PO., 15, p. 436.

7. Capita Syllogistica 38, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 406. For Maximus’ statement
Cf. Quaestiones ad Thalassium, PG. 90, 672C,
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On the other hand by the formula «hrough the Son» certain
Fathers have suggested not Holy Spirit’s origin but His procession
which is simultaneous with the begetting of the Son from the Fathert.
Therefore, «through» here means not drom» but «with» or «together?
as Gregory of Nyssa makes clear?.

That these prepositions bear a quite different meaning, Mark
argues, is proved by the fact that the Greek Fathers referring to the
procession of the Holy Spirit, never say that He proceeds «from» the
Son or «through» the Father but drom» the Father «through» the Sont.
This procession of the Holy Spirit «through» the Son is applied by the
Fathers to the Holy Spirit’s energetic manifestation®. Therefore, they
do not use it alone but always in connection with Father’s participation
in it and in the formula drom the Father through the Son»®. Thus,
Mark concludes, the phrase «through the Son», bearing a different mean-
ing from the phrase «from the Son»—with referrence to the procession
of the Holy Spirit” — implies not principle or cause but channel through
or with which something is manifested, conveyed, known or givens.

1. Capita Syllogistica 10, PETIT, PO., 15, 381; Ibid. 34, PETIT, PO., 15,
p. 402; Ibid. 38, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 406.

2. Confessio fidei Florentiae 1, PETIT, PO., 15, pp. 486-7: «3ws. tolro yép
xol 78 Ilvebpo 8 dytov &xmopedesbur 0 YioD Aéyerot, Toutéott uera Tof Yiod... 1o petd
700 Ylo¥ %ol obv adrd yveptlecbuwn. Cf. also, Capita Syllogistica 10, PETIT, PO.,
15, p. 381; Ibid. 38, PETIT, PO., 15, pp. 406-7.

3. GREGORY OF NYSSA, Contra Eunomium, 1, 378, JAEGER, GNO, 1,
p. 138,5-20.

4. Capita Syllogistica 20, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 389: «'Hpelg 8¢ dmarrhowyey
adToVg Gvaryratog Auty Emdettat, el xal Suk ITotpdg wpotévar ¥ Exmopedecbat t& Tlvebpa
T8 &ytov ebpntal mou pepbuevoy. El yap tadrdv el ddidpopov v, Edel xal Tolito AyesOoun.
Ibid. 20, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 390: «3 Yiol mpotévow Aéyetar, 8’ YioT yopnyeichut i
wtloet, &v YIG pévew, &v Y& dvarmadesbul, ofite 8¢ o ITatpds mpotévar, otite Sud Iatpdg
yopnyeicBat, olite v IMatpl pévew, obte év IMatpl dvamadesor, dAA’ éx ol Ilatpdg éx-
nopedecbuwn. Cf. also, Ibid. 20, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 891; Confessio fidei Florentiae
1, PETIT, PO., 15, pp. 436-438.

5. Confessio fidei Florentiae 1, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 437: «Aelmerar &pa 1o éx
TTatpdg 8 Yiol Exmopedechor t& Ilvelpo td dytov obte AéyesHur xata v Tijg cuverntu-
yiévne Oeoroyiog Tpdmov, og gx IMatpdg éxmopevbpevoy 3" Ylob gavepobobut 3 yvepl-
Leobar ¥ &xrdumewy # mepnvéva voeicBown. Cf. also, Capita Syllogistica 10, PETIT,
PO., 15, p. 384; Ibid. 20, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 390.

6. Capita Syllogistica 10, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 380-1; Confessio fidei Floren-
tiae 1, PETIT, PO., 15, pp. 436-438.

7. Capita Syllogistica 39, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 407.

8. V. LAURENT, Les MEMOIRES du grand ecclésiarque de I’ Eglise de
Constaniinople Sylvestre Syropoulos, 8, 31, p. 418; 9,10, p. 444.
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The third point to which Mark comes to over and over again is
the Latin view that the existing «order» in the enumeration of the Di-
vine Prosopa of the Holy Trinity corresponds to their order of origin
and nature. Thus the Holy Spirit being third in order after the
Father and the Son derives His being from both.

To Mark’s opinion such an ontological order does not exist in
the Holy Trinity: Not because the Holy Trinity is &raxtogq but because
it is above any kind of order®. Therefore, the Divine Prosopa, as
Gregory of Nazianzus has already said, are pronumerated and connumer-
ated and subnumerated®. When the Latins recall Basil’s statement,
«even if the Holy Spirit is third in dignity and order, why need He be
third also in nature»?* to prove their case, they misintepret it. Basil

1. According to Mark the Latins argued that: «rplrov elvar pere 7dv Tarépo
nal Toy Yoy o TIvelua vo &ytov... & tiig 1dEewg Tadrng olovrat delxvuolor xal éx vol
YioD & IMveluo 16 dytov &xmopedechor. El yop uy vdéwv elye, oact, xal mpdg tdv YTidv
xore Ty mwpdg adTdv ayéoty, odx dv éréyero tplvov, 008E EEFg wer’ adrédwn. (Capita Syl-
logistica 6, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 376. Cf. also, Ibid. pp. 377-8).

2. Capita Syllogistica 6, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 877: «Odx ¥ye. ydp, qact, tdEv
) dyte Toudg, ody g draxtog, AR’ dg Omep tafwwn. Mark quotes here PS. CHRY-
SOSTOM’S, Homilia: in illud Abraham dictum: Pone manum tuam sub femar meum,
PG. 56, 555 and changes the Oefa @isig to the ayle Tpewdg. Cf. PETIT, Op. cit.
p. 377 note o'. .

3. Oratio 34, In Aegyptiorum adventum 15, PG. 36, 253D-256A.

4. Adversus Eunomium 3, 1, GARNIER, 1, 172BC. At the Council of
Florence this passage provoked a long discussion and disagreement between Mark
of Ephesus and John of Montenero, the chief spokesman of Latins. The reason
was that the text used by Mark differed substantially from that used by John.
The text upheld by the Latins plainly supported the double procession of the Holy
Spirit, while that upheld by the Greeks did not. Mark at once questioned its authen-
ticity and accused the Latins of its falsification. John of Montenero vindicated its
verosity by arguing that his version was supported by many manuscripts held at
Constantinople. The differing versions of this particular text read thus:

Text upheld by the Latins:
Tl yop dvaywn, el 16 dEudpatt xal vff wdfet rplvov Omdpyer 0 Tlvedpa,
Tpirov elveer adtd xal v @loet; "A&iduare uéy ydo Sedregov tot Yiod mag’ adrod v elvas
Exov xal mag’ adrod Aaufdvoy xai dvayyélior Huiv xal SAwe Thc altlag éxelvng éénuuévor,
nopadidwoty & g edoePelag Adyog, @ioer 8¢ tplry YoficOwr, ofite maps TV dylwy
Toupdy 3ediddyuebe, olire &x Té@v mpoetpnpévay xatd & dxdrovlov duvardy culdoyi-
cacfut... Obrew dnhovért kol o TIvedpa T6 dytov el xal SmoPéfnxe vod Yiod i} ve TdEet
vol v6 dELdpaT, odxért Qv elxbrog, ©3 dAloTplug dmdpyet @loewg dxohovlelv, dxcifev
dfirowm.
Text upheld by the Greeks:
Tig yop dvdyxn, el v drdpart xal vf téEet tplrov dmdoyel to Ilvebua, Tplvov
elvat adtd xol v @doet; "Abiduatt udv yop Sevrepedewy tol Yiol mapadidwoty lows 6
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does not say that there is an order of nature in the Holy Trinity, but
arguing in a suppostion he allows for the sake of argument that if the
Holy Spirit is third in order and dignity, even so He is not third in na-
turet.

If in the formula of baptism?, Mark goes on, the Father comes
first, the Son second and the Holy Spirit third, it is because things
which are to be enumarated have to be mentioned one after another.
The Father, possesing as cause a logical priority over the Son, comes
first; the Son as caused comes second, and the Holy Spirit perforce comes
third?. He comes third not only because He is ocvpminpwriedv of the
Holy Trinity, but because if He were to come second it would imply
that He was also a Son of the Fathers.

To Mark’s judgment, even if we accept that there is a certain
corder» in the Trinity on account of the triune Deity, it by no means
leads to Filioque because «uij wav 16 &xdpevéy Twog xatd T, xal &€
adrod 70 elvar ¥yxew dvdywp®. This is made clear by Basil® who

g edoePelag Abyog” @doet 3 Tplry yeficfat, obre wopd &V dytev Tpaedy deduddyuede,
ofite éx 1@V TpostpNpévey xotd T dxbrovbov Suvatdy cuAroyloushat...... o7 dmAovéTt
xol 10 Ivelpa ©o &ytov, el kol SmoBéfnxe 7ol Ylob 7§ ve vdfer xol 1§ dEudpart (Ba
xal Shwc ovyyworjowuey), odxétt Av elxbdrug, dg darotplag dmdpxov Pdcews, dxoroudely,
éxeifev frown. (Adversus Eunomium 3,1, GARNIER, 1, 272BC).

Nevertheless, the debate on the authenticity of the above text still continues
A. KRANICH, Op. cit. pp. 61-81; F. NAGER, Op. cit. pp. 85-89; L. LOHN, Op.
cit. pp. 461-500; P. MARAN, Op. cit. pp. XVI—XX, accept the text upheld by the
Latins as genuine. On the other hand K. HOLL, Op. cit. p. 142; O. BARDENHE-
WER, Geschichte der altkirchlichen Literatur, Bd, 38, Freiburg i. Br., 1928, p. 161; C.
JOHNSTON, The Book of Saint Basil the Great, Bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia,
On the Holy Spirit, Written to Amphilochius, Bishop of Iconium against the Pneuma-
tomachi, Oxford 1892, p. 90, consider it as falsificated. For a recent discussion on
this topic see: J. GILL, The Council of Florence, pp. 194-226; J. DECARREUX, «L?’
Union des Eglises au Concile de Ferrare — Florence», Irenikon, 39 (1966) pp. 47-72,
177-220; M. van PARYS, «Quelques remarks & propos d’ un texte controversé de
Saint Basile au concile de Florence», Irenikon, 40 (1967) pp. 6-16; M.A. ORPHANOS,
‘O Yioc »al 76 Gywv IIvetua &g tiw Towdoloploy ot M. Baoidelov, Athens 1976,
pp 147-8, footnote 2.
. MANSI 31A, 869CD-872AB.
. Matth. 28,19,
. Capita Syllogistica 6, PETIT, PO., 15, pp. 876-7.
Capita Syllogistica 6, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 377.
. Ibid.
BASIL, (=GREGORY OF NYSSA), Ep. 38,4 COURTONNE, 1, pp.

D P oW

84-5,
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states that the Spirit proceeds from the Father alone and depends on
the Son, that is to say, He is placed in order after Him, not because
He proceeds from Him, but because He is apprehended with Him!.
«Dependent on» and «be caused of» are two quite different things. The
first implies not more than «ordered with» while the second points to the
cause, and principle of being? Thus, Mark concludes, while the «order»
of confessing or pronouncing the names of the divine Prosopa and their
enumeration does not point to the double procession of the Holy Spirit,
the Latin notion of ontological and natural order introduces to the
Trinity dnopibpfoeis and dmoBabpiceic which could easily lead to the
subordination of the Hypostases®.

The fourth point of Mark’s criticism refers to the theory of
Thomas Aquinas accordinig to which only opposed relations of origin
distinguish the Divine prosopa’. These opposite relations exist be-

1. See the original text on p. 31, footnote 2 of this study.

2. AG., 2, p. 303-304; 310; 349.

3. Capita Syllogistica 43, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 409.

&, Capita Syllogistica 13, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 384: «Qwuis 6 tév Aativey St
Sdoxorog, dEidy wiE Ty dvtiBécewy dvdyxny elvor & Beapyind mwpdowma Staxptvesor,
greldl) (@yow) %) Shwed) Srdxpiotg &v tolg Beloig ydpay odx Eyxet, ™Y xatd oxéowy dvrifeoiv
Boderar by elvor thv Staxplvovoay, g Evépag TéY dvribéoewy odx xodomng xdpuvn..
Of course Thomas Aquinas is not the author of this theory. Anselm of Canterbury
had already argued that «unity does not lose its consequence unless some opposition
of relation stands in the way» (De processione Spiritus Sancticontra Graecos 2).
On this ground Anselm suggested that the Holy Spirit, in order to be really distinct
from the Father and the Son, must proceed from both. (Idid. &). Albert the Great
followed suit and maintained that in God «there is distinction only according to
the opposition of relation». (Summa Theologiae, tr. 9. q. 41, m. 2, a. 3) and therefore
the Persons of the Holy Trinity without such opposed relations are not distinct.
(Ibid). Thomas Aquinas by accepting that «Personae divinae distingunatur rela-
tionibus originis» and «Solus ordo processionum qui attenditur secundum origi-
nem processiones multiplicat in divinis» (De Potentia, q. 10, «. 2) has developed
this theory in its fulness.

Don Scotus Erigena protested in vain that not only opposite relations but
disparate relations as well distinguish the Divine Persons. And also that in the case-
in which the Holy Spirit did not proceed from the Son, both are nevertheless really
distinet because of their constitution. (Ozon. 1. d. 11, ¢. 2, n. 9). Anselm’s and
Thomas’ authority influenced the decision of Council of Florence, which in
the Decree of the Jacobites has solemnly promulgated that: «everything is one
where opposition of relation does not intervene». (Conciliorum Oecumenicorum
Decreta, p. 547, 1-2).

This of course implies that only opposed relations distinguish Father, Son
and Holy Spirit as distinct Persons of the Holy Trinity.
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tween Father and Son as well as between Father and Holy Spirit because
paternity and filiation and paternity and procession produce opposite
relations and consequently distinctions’. But as the Holy Spirit, Thomas
goes on, cannot be really distinct from the Father unless He proceeds
from the Father, in the same way He cannot be really distinct from the
Son unless He proceeds from the Son2 On this ground the idea of the
Son as an origin for the procession of the Holy Spirit—indeed connect-
ed to the first origin, the Father — is necessary and the Filioque clause
well foundeds.

Mark opposing this theory remarks, with the Fathers previous
to him, that the distinction of hypostases is grounded not in their oppo-
site relations and even more not in their different origins, but only in
their different mode of being from the one principle and origin i.e. the
Fathert. The mode of being of the Son by way of generation and that
of the Holy Spirit by way of procession, as perfect acts of the Father’s
hypostatic faculty, clearly distinguish them from their own origin and .
cause i.e. the Father, as well as from among themselvess. For this rea-
son, Mark continues, although the Holy Spirit does not proceed from
the Son, the two are really distinct both by their constitution and by
their mode of being®.

In opposition to the Thomistic theory of different origin and op-
posite relations Mark underlines the distinction of hypostases «are vy
évripaoty, which is the result of their different mode of being and their
individual properties’. Thus between «Unbegotten», Begotten» and

1. Summa Theologica 1a, 28.3 ad 1.

2. De Potentia, q. 10, a. 2-5. And for a brief discussion see: F. DONDAINE,
«Theologie latine de la procession du Saint Esprit», Russie et Chretienié 2, pp. 211-216.

3. GREGORY PALAMAS, ’Emorolr) oo *Axtyévvoy, 1. 7, MEYENDORFF,
¥T', 1, p. 209, 29-30.

4. Capita Syllogistica 13, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 384: «IIpdrov pév odv éxelvo
3oy &ml Tév Betor, &g 6 éxdoTov Tig dmdplews Tpdmog adTrpxéoTatog Tedg THY 4@’ Evé-
pov Stdxpioty” Tpbmoug 8¢ SmdpEeeg Enl Tév Belwy TpochTwY ol Bzorbyol T dyévwnTtoy xarl
0 YevwnToy xal 1O dxmopeutdy Adyouswy, Hrot xuBorixdrepov @dvet, T6 dveltiov xel To al-
Tty dmep Aol SThov dg dvripuTindds dvtixewvrown. Cf. also, Ibid. 3, PETIT, PO.
15, pp. 372-3.

5. Capita Syllogistica 25, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 896: «O Yidg xal 10 ITvebua
7ol adrob IMatpds mpoeBbvrar xatd Sidgopov Tpbmov, wdtd TovTe xui 100 IMatpds Su-
xéuprrar xol ANV éxelvov pév, 8timep € éxelvou... MWy 8¢, &t xatd Stdpopov
Tpbmov, el xal &yvewotog Huiv odtdg Eote nal dméppnTogy.

6. Ibid. 26, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 397.

7. -Capita Syllogistica 8, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 373: «3%hov 87t mpdg wev Tév Ia-
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«Proceeding» or the «cause» and those «caused» there is a distinction ac-
cording to the «vripasigy, but not according fo their opposite rela-
tions and their different origin. This distinction et Ty &vrigacive
on the one hand safeguards the hypostatic differentiation of the divine
Prosopa and on the other is in accordance with the teaching of the
Eastern Fathers, who consider the Father as the unique principle of
the Holy Spirit and reject any participation of the Son in the Spirit’s
mode of being?

Mark does not leave unnoticed the existing difference between
the hypostatic procession of the Holy Spirit and His mission or ener-
getic manifestation, and criticizes the partisans of Filioque that their
failure to pay the required attention to it leads them to the confusion
of the wad’ Swapfw and the wear’ évépyeiavn procession of the Holy
Spirit?.

Mark following the other Greek Fathers, says that the mission
of the Holy Spirit is a common act of the three Divine Prosopa and
takes place in time and for a particular purpose?. This mission does not
belong to the eternal hypostatic properties, but to the ad exira activ-
ities of the Holy Trinity®. Thus John 14,7 is applied not to the hypo-
static procession of the Holy Spirit but to His grace, power and mani-
festation i.e. His energetic processions.

Christ, Mark goes on to say, by His infusion of the Holy Spirit
to His disciples after the resurrection gave to them neither the essence
nor the hypostasis of the Holy Spirit, but His energy’. Also on the day

wépa 1§ g oybocwg Suxpivovrar Adye xal dg altiotd Tpdg aitiov Eouot, Tedg EANNAX
3¢, 7] xava v dvripaoty dvriBéoet T yop Yidv elvar v@ ph Ty elvar §frov Og dvriga-
Tids dvrixevrat., Odx &pa xal érnl vovtwy, Tiob ryw xal Ivebpatog, dvayrabo 9 otk
v oxéow dvtifeoig wpdg Sudxptoty, eimep xal & tiig dvripaTingg dvtifécewg Sdvovror
Sraxplveshouen.
1. Capita Syllogistica 18, PETIT, PO., 15, pp. 384-5.

. Capita Syllogistica 18, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 385.

. Caputa Syllogistica 4, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 378.

. Caputa Syllogistica &, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 3874.

. Ibid.

. Ibid., p. 375: «Awa volito wapa Hoc'rpbg xal YioD vév %8 mpoeyvwopévev dme-
otdAbat )\éys‘rfu, ToutéoTt TeQuvepdolal Tlg yop &rvépe mwéudig xal dmootorl Beod Tob
mavtoyol Tapdvrog xol pndapmol wetafBoivovrog; A Tobté gnotv' 'Edv mogevd, méuyw
adrdy mods Juds. Tolvo 3¢ od v &idiov wpbdodov Snhol wdvrwe* od Yo Tolto Aéyet, 87t édv
&yd 1) drérbew, od wpoPard Tov Ilapdxrqrov, édv 8¢ mopeubd, Téte TpoPoAd, dAN bTu
‘Eav odtdg 25 dpbuApdy dudv Yévapatl, Ty éxelvov ydotv xal Sdvapw Suiv pavepdow’».

7. Capita Syllogistica 8, PETIT, PO., 15, pp. 378-9.

GSU\IL\C.ON)



460 Markos A. Orphanos

of Pentecost neither the essence nor the hypostasis of the Hoiy Spirit
were manifested and bestowed but His energy?, which coming from the
Father through the Son in the Holy Spirit is common or rather identi-
cal to the three Divine Prosopa2 Therefore, to Marx’s judgment, the
distiction between ousia and energies in God is of cerdinal importance
for the proper answer to the question of the procession of the Holy
Spirit.

Mark Eugenicus summarises successfully the Greek Patristic tra-
dition on the issue of the procession of the Holy Spirit, not by simply
repeating the arguments of the previous Fathers, but by advancing their
reasoning and putting the problem in the perspectives of his own time.
Indeed, his explanation bears a polemical nuance. It is because he has
advanced his arguments in a difficult situation fighting against the La-
tins and the Greek pro-unionists, acting as the main defender and re-
presentative of the Greek patristic traditional line. For this reason he
sometimes goes to extremes and discredits his opponents’ arguments.
He reacts to the Definition of Florence by his insistence upon the pro-
cession of the Holy Spirit from the Father alone, basing his arguments
upon the teaching of ancient Fatbers. Tracing the implications of Fi-
lioque he follows to a great degree the line of Photius? and in refutiag
the foundations of Filioque and the arguments of his opponents in fa-
vour of it, he mainly follows the line of reasoning used by Gregory
Palamas*.

Mark’s discussion on the distinction between ousia and ener-
gies and its implications for the question of the Procession of the Holy
Spirit is rather limited, because he was prevented by the Emperor
from discussing this topic at the Council of Florences. Nevertheless,

1. Capita Syllogistica &, PETIT, PO., 15, pp. 875-6.

2. Capita Syllogisiica 21, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 376: «Ilvebpoa Evralfo v év-
épyeray Ayer abmy ydp ot ) peptlopéyn’ albty toryepoly xel §) mepumopévn® méunera 83
nopd ITatpdg & Yol &v ayley Ilvedpatt, xowd tig Tpuddog oboe, pudadov 8 wio xal
abthn. Mark quotes here Chrysostom’s 32nd, homilia In Joannem, PG. 59, 183.

8. Cf. De S. Spiritus Mystagogia, PG., 102, 280-391.

4. Cf. A. SCHMEMANN, «'O &ywg Mdpxog 6 Edyewixden in I'enydgiog Ila-
Aapdc 84 (1951), pp. 84-43; 230-241. '

5. AG., 2, p. 346. According to S.-Syropoulos: «"Hv & &£ épxiic mpoavare-
pwvnuévov xal mpoatetaywévoy mapd Tob Buouhéws, tva el {ymdf o vorobvov, pndé-
Awg droroyfoetal Tig mepl adtodn. (V. LAURENT, Les MEMOIRES du grand
ecclésiarque de U Eglise de Constaniinople Sylvestre Syropoulos, sur le concile de
Florencee, 2, p. 292.
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it is quite clear that he does treats the subject of the procession of the
Holy Spirit from this angle and the existing difference between the di-
vine essence and the divine uncreated energies determines his whole
discussion on the subject of the Holy Spirit’s procession.

Mark himself was considered by theologians belonging to the
traditional patristic theology as the «criterion» of the sound doctrine!
and the «bright and great and godly wise herald of truth»?; therefore
it is not surprising that his teaching on the procession of the Holy Spirit
has had a tremendous influence among his contemporaries as well as
upon later Orthodox Theologians even to the very presevt.

(To be continued)

1. MARK OF EPHESUS, Morientis oratio ad amicos, Responsio domini
Scholarii, PETIT, PO., 15, p. 487.

2. J. EUGENICUS, Antirrketikos, quoted by C. TSIRPANLIS, Op. cit., p. 107.



