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Abstract.
This dissertation aims to analyse the contributions of Markos Eugenikos, the Metropolitan

of Ephesus, and the Castilian Dominican friar, Juan de Torquemada, to the debates
concerning the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration at the Council of Florence
which took place in June 1439, after both individuals were appointed by the Byzantine
Imperial and Latin Churches respectively to articulate and defend their Church’s stances on
this matter.

The author will begin by putting this conciliar debate into its broader historical
context, particularly with regards to the Latin-Byzantine debates concerning Eucharistic
consecration in the late medieval period. The author will then move on to examine the
magisterial statements issued by the Latin and Byzantine Churches concerning the nature
and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration following Ferrara-Florence in the second chapter
in order to assess Mark of Ephesus’ and Torquemada’s doctrines in terms of their dogmatic
authority.

Chapters Three and Four will then examine how Torquemada and Mark of Ephesus
both advocated their Churches’ doctrines of the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic
consecration after both individuals were respectively commissioned by Pope Eugenius IV
and Emperor loannes VIl to fulfil this objective. Each chapter will first provide an overview
of the pertinent factors within both Torquemada’s and Mark’s backgrounds that informed
the tenor of their literary and oral contributions to this Florentine debate and the nature of
the source material they evoked to support their respective doctrines. The author will then
assess the arguments put forward by Mark and Torquemada in their own right, paying

particular attention to how accurately each individual exegeted the Patristic and liturgical



source material they evoked to defend their respective Church’s doctrines of Eucharistic
consecration.

Chapter Five will move on to examine how Torquemada responded to Mark of
Ephesus’ claims within the subsequent public conciliar debate which occurred on June 20t.
The author will again examine how accurately Torquemada exegeted the Patristic and
liturgical source material he evoked to defend the Latin Church’s doctrine of Eucharistic
consecration in the face of the criticisms previously put forward by Mark of Ephesus. The
author concludes this chapter by encapsulating the conciliar proceedings preceding the
promulgation of Laetentur Caeli on July 6™. This will allow the author to provide some
context relating to the subsequent divisions between the Roman Catholic and Eastern
Orthodox Churches concerning Eucharistic consecration, alongside the other matters of
doctrine and praxis, referred to in this dissertation’s introductory Chapter.

To conclude, Chapter Six will summate this dissertation’s findings: The author will
aim to conclude that, in contrast to Torquemada’s Eucharistic Cedula and two Sermones,
Mark’s doctrine of the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration offers a relatively
firmer basis from which modern-day Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox ecumenists

could attempt to establish some form of consensus on this question.
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Introduction

0.1. The Need for an Analysis of the Florentine Debate concerning Eucharistic
Consecration

Regarding the sources of ecclesial division within Roman Catholic-Eastern Orthodox
ecumenical dialogue, the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration, particularly the
Eucharistic epiclesis’ function, has historically been sidelined by issues including the filiogue,
Papal Primacy, and Purgatory, especially since the twentieth century. To clarify this
terminology, ‘epiclesis’ was broadly understood by both late medieval Hellenophone and
Latin theologians to denote a petition to God, especially the Hypostasis of the Father, to
commission the Holy Spirit to operate on items to be sanctified.! Within the Byzantine Rite,
the liturgical tradition which prevails within the Eastern Orthodox Churches, the Eucharistic
epiclesis is accompanied by the celebrant priest making a Sign of the Cross over the
Eucharistic host.2 Within his 1968 article, ‘L’Eucharistie et le Saint-Esprit,’ the Canadian

Dominican theologian and ecumenist, Jean-Marie Roger Tillard, recognized the importance

1 Whereas scholars such as the Anglican theologian, John Walton Tyrer, The Eucharistic Epiclesis (Liverpool:
Longmans, Green, 1917), esp. pp. 5-6, argued that émikAnatg, in a theological context, referred to a solemn
petition, Tyrer’s conclusion was countered by the Roman Catholic Benedictine theologian, Richard Hugh
Connolly, Richard Hugh Connolly, ‘On the Meaning of ‘Epiclesis,” Downside Review (January 1923): 28-43, esp.
29-30, who, based upon a philological analysis of the term, argued that the term was principally employed
within the Christian Patristic tradition to refer to a formula which concerned the employment of the divine
name. Cf. Odo Casel, ‘Zur Epiklese,” Jahrbuch fiir Liturgiewissenschaft 3 (1923): 100-1; Casel, ‘Neue Beitrage zur
Epiklese-Frage,’ Jahrbuch fiir Liturgiewissenschaft 4 (1924): 169-77; Johannes Betz, Die Eucharistie in der Zeit
der griechischen Viter (Freiburg: Herder, 1955), pp. 320-42.

2 See L'Eucologio Barberini gr. 336, ed. by Stefano Parenti and Elena Velkovska (Rome: C.L.V.-Edizioni
Liturgiche, 1995), p. 78, which shows how the earliest available manuscript of the Byzantine Rite’s Liturgy of St
John Chrysostom includes the rubric for the celebrant to bless the Eucharistic gifts when petitioning the
epiclesis. Cf. Hugh Wybrew, The Orthodox Liturgy: The Development of the Eucharistic Liturgy in the Byzantine
Rite, repr. (Crestwood: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2003), p. 157; Michael Zheltov, “The Moment of
Eucharistic Consecration in Byzantine Thought,” ed. by Maxwell E. Johnson in Issues in Eucharistic Praying in
East and West. Essays in Liturgical and Theological Analysis (Collegeville, MN: A. Pueblo Books, 2012), pp. 263-
306 (277).



of articulating the Spirit’s intra-Eucharistic role within such ecumenical dialogue.® However,
Tillard regarded the Eucharistic epiclesis’ consecratory status as of secondary importance to
these attempts at ecclesial reconciliation.*

Conversely, several theologians have acknowledged the nature and moment(s) of
Eucharistic consecration’s ecumenical dialogical significance. For example, as the Eastern
Orthodox theologian, Pavel Evdokimov, argued within his 1968 article, ‘Eucharistie -
Mystére de I'église,” the issue of the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration,
particularly concerning the epiclesis, was so pertinent in the context of ecumenical dialogue
that it even took primacy over the filioque.>

Given this scholarly attentiveness to the need to resolve this issue within modern-
day Roman Catholic-Eastern Orthodox relations, this dissertation will assess how these
ecclesial communions attempted to address this question at the Council of Florence
between June and July 1439. In particular, this dissertation will analyse the literary and
oracular contributions of the Castilian Dominican theologian, Juan de Torquemada, and
Mark, the Metropolitan of Ephesus, who were appointed by these two communions to
delineate their respective doctrines of the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic
consecration thereto.

This dissertation aims to exhibit that this conciliar debate’s broader significance for
modern-day ecumenical dialogue derives from the fact that this debate not only marked the

first general conciliar attempt to doctrinally define the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic

3 Jean-Marie Roger Tillard, ‘L'Eucharistie et le Saint-Esprit,” Nouvelle Revue Théologie 90(4) (1968): 363-87
(387): “la dimension pneumatique du mystere eucharistique... est donc non seulement essentielle a une
théologie intégrale du Mémorial du Seigneur mais primordiale...”

4 Tillard, ‘L'Eucharistie et le Saint-Esprit,” 387: “Au-dela de toute la question, a notre avis assez secondaire, de
I'épiclese,' elle implique une vision exacte des véritables relations du Seigneur Jésus et de I'Esprit.” Cf. Tillard,
‘L’Eucharistie et le Saint-Esprit,” 364, 379.

5 Pavel Evdokimov, ‘Eucharistie — Mystére de I'église,” La pensée orthodoxe 2 (1968): 53-69 (62).



consecration, but that the arguments offered by Mark of Ephesus within the AiBeAAo¢
(Book) he produced on the Byzantine Imperial Church’s behalf offers a broadly coherent
framework from which twenty-first theologians and prelates of the Roman Catholic and
Eastern Orthodox ecclesiastical communions could attempt to establish some form of
consensus on this question.® Nonetheless, this dissertation will detail how the Latin-Eastern
Orthodox consensus concerning the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration
which was established by the Council of Florence’s "Opog, Laetentur Caeli, proved to be
ephemeral. This was to a large extent the case given that the Council of Florence
insufficiently resolved several sources of doctrinal division to a significant extent because of
the priority given to the practical needs on the part of the Byzantine contingent to secure
military and financial aid for the Byzantine Empire from their Latin counterparts at the

expense of their intention to safeguard their Church’s doctrine.

0.1.1 Putting into Context the Eastern Orthodox Rejection of the Florentine Agreement
concerning Eucharistic Consecration

To put this failure to reunite the Latin and Eastern Orthodox Churches on this
guestion into context, one must consider the major Latin Christian attempts to restore

communion between the Latin and Eastern Orthodox Churches prior to Ferrara-Florence.

6 Within this dissertation, the author primarily relies upon the critical edition published by Louis Petit in the
Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17 (Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1923), pp. 426-34. This critical edition is principally based
upon the version of the work in MSS Ambrosianus 653, fols. 3-6, Paris 1218, fols. 121-5; Oxoniensis Laud. 22,
fols. 69-76"2, Paris. 1261, fols. 50-7. See Petit, ed., Marci Ephesii Libellus de consecration Eucharistia, p. 426,
apparatus. The full title of the work in Petit’s edition is “Ott oU povov armo tfi¢ pwvijc TV S£0IMOTIKWY PNUATWYV
aylalovrol ta Vsia Swpa, aAl' €k Ti¢ ueta talta evdoyiag Tol igpéwc Suvauet tod ayiouv Mvevuartog (That Not
Only By The Saying Of The Dominical Words Are The Sacred Gifts Sanctified, But Also By The Blessing Of The
Priest By Power Of The Holy Spirit). For brevity, the author will denote this work as the AiBeAAog, a Greek
abbreviation of the Latin title provided by Petit, Libellus de consecratione Eucharistia.
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Following the Conquest of Constantinople during the Fourth Crusade in 1204, a number of
Latin Christian successor states were instituted, commonly referred to as the Aatwvokparia
—the ‘Rule of the Latins’. Within several such states, the secular authorities installed their
own Latin Rite ecclesial hierarchies, who commonly attempted to impose their own praxis
upon their Hellenophone Orthodox populations.” After the capture of Constantinople in
1261 by the Empire of Nicaea, the general council, the Second Council of Lyons in 1274,
formally reunified the two communions as the Byzantine Imperial contingent under
Emperor Michael VIl Palaiologos’ auspices assented to this end.® Nonetheless, such
attempts were unsuccessful to a significant extent because of the prevailing ecclesiological
and cultural divergences between the Latin and Byzantine Rite Orthodox Churches.
Concerning the ecclesiological divergences, several Latin Christian magisterial
documents fleshed out the Roman See’s Primacy over the entire communion of Christian
Churches to the extent of asserting its universal jurisdiction on a doctrinal and a disciplinary

level.? Nonetheless, while the Byzantine Church beheld a tradition of affirming Roman

7 For example, the first Latin Patriarch of Constantinople, Tommaso Morosini, forbade the celebration of the
Byzantine Rite within Constantinople unless they commemorated him as Patriarch on August 15%, 1206. See
Michael Angold, “Thomas Morosini, First Latin Patriarch of Constantinople (1205-1211). A Reappraisal,” in
Crusading and Trading between West and East. Studies in Honour of David Jacoby, ed. by Sophia Menache,
Benjamin Z. Kedar and Michel Balard (London: Routledge, 2019), pp. 17-34 (28ff). Additionally, as Georgios
Akropolites, The Histories, 17, ed. and trans. by Ruth Macrides (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), pp.
154-5 recorded, Pope Innocent Il sent Cardinal Pelagio Galvani as his legate to Constantinople in 1213.
Pelagius imposed the closure of every Byzantine Rite church within the city and imprisoned many Byzantine
Rite clergy and monastics. Likewise, Raymond Janin, ‘Les sanctuaires de byzance sous la domination latine
(1204-1261),” Etudes byzantines 2 (1944): 134-84 (134) highlighted how thirty-two Byzantine Imperial
Orthodox Churches in Constantinople were subjected to Latin jurisdiction throughout the history of the Latin
Empire of Constantinople.

8 For the Second Council of Lyons’ constitutions, see Giuseppe Alberigo, P. P. Joannou, Claudio Leonardi, Paulo
Prodi, eds., Conciliorum oecumenicorum decreta (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1962), pp. 285-307. See Deno
John Geanokoplos, Emperor Michael Palaeologus and the West 1258-1282. A Study in Byzantine-Latin
Relations (Cambridge, M.A.: Harvard University Press, 1959), pp. 258-76 for an overview of the Byzantine
Imperial participation at the Second Council of Lyons and the Imperial motivations for establishing ecclesial
reunion.

9 See esp. Innocent Ill, Epistola 353 ad Constantinpolit. Imperitori [i.e., Alexios Ill Angelos, dated to 1198], in
Patrologia Latina, Vol. 214 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1855), cols. 235-7 (esp. 236¢-7a); Epistola 354 ad
Patriarchae Constantinopolitano [i.e., loannes X Kamateros, also dated to 1198], in Patrologia Latina, Vol. 214,
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Primacy,'® many Byzantine Orthodox remained to reluctant to affirm such universal
jurisdiction. Rather, there was a tendency amongst such Orthodox to prioritise the canonical
authority of general councils wherein the Pentarchic Patriarchs were represented, especially
the first seven Ecumenical Councils which were mutually acknowledged by both the Eastern
Orthodox and Latin Churches.! For example, during the pre-conciliar negotiations between
the Latin and Byzantine Orthodox Churches in November 1434, the Dominican theologian
and participant at the Council of Basel, John of Ragusa, recorded that, when the Byzantine
legates were asked how they defined an ecumenical council, they responded that such a
council required not only the Pope’s placet, but also the attendance of a legate from each of
the Pentarchic Patriarchates, and the universal consent of the Western and the Eastern

Churches.1?

cols. 327-9 (esp. 327d-8d); Constitutions of the Fourth Lateran Council, can. 5, ed. and trans. by Norman Tanner
in Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, Vol. 1, 235-6 (236); Aloysius L. Tautu, ed., Acta Urbani IV, Clementis IV,
Gregorii X (1261-1276) (Rome: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1953), p. 67 for the Professio Fidei given to Emperor
Michael VIl by Pope Clement IV in March 1267 which upheld this conception of the nature of the See of
Rome’s Primacy, and which was formally accepted by both the Latin and Byzantine Churches at the Second
Council of Lyons on July 6%, 1274. Cf. Joseph Gill, Byzantium and the Papacy 1198-1400 (New Brunswick, N.J.:
Rutgers University Press, 1979), esp. pp. 11-3, 116-7, 136-8; Brian Tierney, Origins of Papal Infallibility 1150-
1350 (Leiden: Brill, 1972), esp. pp. 45-7.

10 5ee e.g., Theophylact of Ohrid, Enarratio in Evangelium S. Matthaei, c. 16, v. 18, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol.
123 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1864), col. 320a-c; Enarratio in Evangelium S. Lucae, c. 2, vv. 22-3, in Patrologia
Graeca, Vol. 123, col. 1073d; Commentarius in loannis Evangelium, c. 21, v. 15, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 124
(Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1864), cols. 309a-13a; Neilos Kabasilas, De causis dissensionum in ecelesia, in
Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 149 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1865), esp. cols. 685b, 704d-5d, 708a; Symeon of
Thessalonica, Dialogus contra haereses, c. 29, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 155 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1866),
cols. 120-1, for examples of the Hellenophone Orthodox acknowledgement of this doctrine of the Primacy of
Rome following the emergence of the so-called ‘Schism of 1054.” Cf. Francis Dvornik, Byzantium and the
Roman Primacy, trans. by Edwin A. Quain (New York: Fordham University Press, 1966), esp. pp. 135-44, 154-
63.

11 For a lucid explication of this ecclesiology vis-a-vis the Papacy, the Pentarchy and the general councils, see
the arguments given by Niketas, Archbishop of Nicomedia, during his debate with Anselm, Bishop of
Havelberg, on April 3, 1136, in Constantinople for the purpose of resolving the differences between the Latin
and Byzantine Imperial Churches. Anselm of Havelberg, Dialogi, ll, c. 7, in Patrologia Latina, Vol. 188 (Paris:
Typis J.-P. Migne, 1858), cols. 1217d-9a. Cf. Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy, Quain, trans, pp. 124-
67 for the development of these Eastern Orthodox conceptions of Papal Primacy following the ‘Schism of
1054’. Cf. Martin Jugie, Le schisme byzantin: apercu historique et doctrinal (Paris: Lethielleux, 1941), esp. pp.
37-8, 222-3, 232 for the development of the Eastern Orthodox theology of Pentarchic authority.

12 John of Ragusa, De modo quo Greci fuerant reducendi ad ecclesiam per concilium Basiliense, ed. by Johannes
Haller in Concilium Basiliense. Studien und Quellen zur Geschichtedes Konzils von Basel, Vol. 1: Studien und
Dokumente (Basel: R. Reich, 1896), pp. 353-4.
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These attempts to restore Latin-Byzantine ecclesiastical communion were hindered
by the prevalent cultural antipathy of many Hellenophone Orthodox towards Latin Rite
Christians. To a significant extent, this antipathy derived from the fear amongst these
Hellenophone Orthodox that ecclesial reunion would lead to a restoration of what many
Orthodox perceived to be the oppressive Aativokparia established following the Fourth
Crusade, which saw the suppression of the Byzantine Rite in favour of the Latin Church’s
praxis.'? This perception was exacerbated by the Latin Church’s consistent insistence that
the Byzantines must first submit to the Roman See before any military or financial aid would
be provided.'* These tensions were thereby highly influenced by the perceived danger of
having a fundamentally incommensurate set of doctrines and customs imposed upon the

Hellenophone populace.r

13 See e.g., Barlaam the Calabrian, Barlaami Oratio pro unione. Avenione habita coram Benedicto XII Pontifice
Maximo, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 151 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1857), cols. 1331-42, esp. 1333a-b, wherein
Barlaam alluded to this fear amongst the Byzantine Imperial populace as a stumbling-block towards ecclesial
reunion.

14 For example, as Sylvestros Syropoulos, Les “Mémoires” du Grand Ecclésiarque de I'Eglise de Constantinople
Sylvestre Syropoulos sur le concile de Florence (1438-1439), 2.13, ed. by Vitalien Laurent (Rome: Centre
National de la Recherche Scientifique, 1971), p. 114, detailed, when the Franciscan Provincial of Tuscany,
Antonio de Massa had arrived within the Imperial capital on September 10t", 1422, on an embassy for Pope
Martin V, against the background of the Ottomans having imminently lifted their siege on the city, Antonio
related to his Imperial counterparts that Pope Martin was willing to provide support the city but maintained
that ecclesial reunion must first be established. Cf. Augustin Theiner, ed., Annales ecclesiastici Caesaris Baronii,
1422, 5-15, Vol. 27 (Barri-Ducis: Guerin, 1864), pp. 525-9. It is also important to note that this antipathy was
worsened by the fact that Constantinople relied to a significant degree on the Aegean and lonian Islands for
their supply of food during the fifteenth century, which at this point were governed by Western Christian
polities and corporations such as the Republic of Venice and the Catalan Company as well as Western
European nobility such as the Tocco family of Benevento, who governed the Despotate of Epirus from 1416.
See esp. Donald M. Nicol, Byzantium And Venice: A Study In Diplomatic And Cultural Relations (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1988), pp. 317-37; Nicol, The Despotate of Epiros 1267-1479: A Contribution to the
History of Greece in the Middle Ages (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), pp. 157-215; Kenneth W.
Setton, “The Catalans and Florentines in Greece 1380-1462,” in H. W. Hazard, ed., A History of the Crusades:
The Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1969), pp. 225-77; Nada
Zetlevi¢, The Tocco of the Greek Realm: Nobility, Power and Migration in Latin Greece (14%-15™ Centuries)
(Belgrade: Makart, 2014).

15 This antipathy is further exemplified by the coeval production of popular anti-Latin polemical literature
including the satirical dialogue between a Hellenophone Orthodox and Latin Christian, Panagiotae cum
azymita disputatio, set during Michael VIII Palaiologos’ reign, which refuted various perceived Latin errors,
including the Eucharistic use of azymes and the filioque clause. See Panagiotae cum azymita disputatio, in
Afanasii Vasil'ev, ed., Anecdota graeco-byzantina. Pars prior (Moscow: Imperial University, 1893), pp. 179-88.



13

Ecclesial reunion nevertheless offered a means through which military and financial
support for the Byzantine Empire could be secured amidst the threat posed by the
ascendant Ottoman Empire:!® This threat was especially exacerbated by the Byzantine
defeat to the Ottomans at the Second Battle of Maritsa on September 26, 1371,
whereupon the Byzantine Empire accelerated its appeals to Western Europe for military and
financial support. While such support was provided, for example, by a Western military
coalition led by King Sigismund of Hungary and Croatia in 1396, the Ottoman-led contingent
under Sultan Bayezid | defeated this campaign at the Battle of Nicopolis in September of this

year.18

Cf. Tia M. Kolbaba, The Byzantine Lists. Errors of the Latins (Urbana and Chicago: University of lllinois Press,
2000), p. 29ff; Martin Hinterberger, ‘How should we define vernacular literature?,” Delivered at the “Unlocking
the Potential of Texts: Interdisciplinary Perspectives on Medieval Greek” conference in the Centre for Research
in the Arts, Social Sciences, and Humanities, University of Cambridge, 18t™-19t" July 2006: 1-16 (10).
<http://www.mml.cam.ac.uk/greek/grammarofmedievalgreek/unlocking/Hinterberger.pdf> [accessed August
1%t, 2023]. Cf. Georgios Pachymeres, Relations historiques, V1.24, Vol. 2 of 5, ed. by Albert Failler, trans. by
Vitalien Laurent (Paris: Institut francgais d'études byzantines, 1984), pp. 618-21, who detailed how, following
the Second Council of Lyons, Michael VIII Palaiologos mandated the burning of all such anti-Latin literature and
issued the death penalty for those who were caught continuing to possess these works, indicating that they
were broadly diffused within Hellenophone confines.

16 See e.g., Demetrios Kydones, Oratio ad suos de admittendo contra Turcas Latinorum subsidio, in Patrologia
Graeca, Vol. 154 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1857), cols. 959-1008, esp. 969, wherein Demetrios emphasised the
close military connection between the Byzantine Empire and the Latins in the context of his broader aim to
secure Latin military support against the Ottomans. The treatise was written in 1366 against the background of
the capture of Gallipoli from the Ottomans by a Latin contingent led by Emperor loannes V Palaiologos’ cousin,
Amadeo VI, Count of Savoy, who was soon to arrive within the Byzantine Imperial Capital. Demetrios sought to
emphasise that the Byzantine populace should receive this Latin contingent as allies. Judith Ryder, “The Career
and Writings of Demetrios Kydones,” in Martin Hinterberger and Chris Schabel, eds., Greeks, Latins, and
Intellectual History 1204-1500 (Leuven: Peeters, 2011), pp. 243-62 (253-4). Cf. Dionysios A. Zakythinos, La
Grece et les Balkans (Athens: s.n., 1947), pp. 46-56 for a discussion of this intra-Byzantine belief in the need for
Latin Christian military aid. Cf. Halil inalcik, The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age, 1300-1600, trans. by
Norman Itzkowitz and Colin Imber (New York: Praeger, 1973), 3-16, for an overview of the Ottoman
advancements into south-eastern Europe during the fourteenth century.

17 see Ivan Burié, Le Crépuscule de Byzance (Paris: Maisonneuve et Larose, 1966), pp. 13-4, who highlighted
that, following this defeat, the Ottomans took control of most of the Byzantine Imperial possessions in the
Balkans.

18 For an analysis of this campaign’s defeat, see Aziz Suryal Atiya, The Crusade of Nicopolis (London: Methuen
and Co., 1934), esp. pp. 89-97. Cf. Charles L. Tipton, ‘The English at Nicopolis,” Speculum 37 (1962): 533-40;
Kelly DeVries, ‘The Lack of a Western European Military Response to the Ottoman Invasions of Eastern Europe
from Nicopolis (1396) to Mohacs (1526),” The Journal of Military History 63(3) (1999): 539-59 (540-4), for the
composition of the Western European contingents during this campaign.
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The Ottoman expansion into the West was temporarily impeded during the early
fifteenth century by the succession crisis which emerged following Bayezid I’s defeat against
the Timurid Empire at the Battle of Ankara in 1402.1° However, ecclesial reunion again
became a mutual priority for the Byzantine Empire and Latin Christendom following Murad
II’'s ascension to the Ottoman Sultanate in 1421: In June 1422, Murad launched a siege on
Constantinople which, despite being lifted in late August 1422,%° unravelled the Byzantine
Empire’s socio-political and military weaknesses. In particular, after visiting the Byzantine
capital on two occasions between 1437 and 1438, the Castilian voyager, Pero Tafur,
lamented within the Travels and Adventures that the city was thinly populated and many
Constantinopolitans suffered considerable want, highlighting also that the Byzantine Empire

had a severely reduced army.?! Additionally, the Ottoman conquest of Thessalonica — which

19 See Marie-Mathilde Alexandrescu-Dersca Bulgaru, La campagne de Timur en Anatolie, 1402, repr. (London:
Variorum, 1977), esp. pp. 68-111; Dimitris J. Kastritsis, The Sons of Bayezid. Empire Building and
Representation in the Ottoman Civil War of 1402-1413 (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2007), esp. pp. 41-78, for an
analysis of the Timurid campaign against the Ottomans in Anatolia in 1402 and for its consequences upon the
Ottoman Empire.

20 See Andrea Massimo Cuomo, ed. and trans., loannis Canani de Constantinopolitana Obsidione Relatio: A
Critical Edition, with English Translation, Introduction, and Notes of John Kananos' Account of the Siege of
Constantinople In 1422 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2016), p. 38, lines 338-44, who described how as the Byzantine
Imperial defenders witnessed their Ottoman counterparts fleeing from the siege, they attributed their victory
to the intercedence of the Virgin Mary. However, one should also situate this victory against the background of
the Byzantine Imperial interference in the coeval intra-Ottoman conflicts: In particular, loannes VIII
Palaiologos, who had been elevated as co-Emperor with his father, Manuel Il Palaiologos, in January 1421,
bolstered the claim of Murad’s younger brother, Kiiclik Mustafa, to the Ottoman Sultanate, which led Murad
to return with his troops to Anatolia to quell Mustafa’s rebellion. See e.g., Doukas, Decline and fall of
Byzantium to the Ottoman Turks, XXVIII.2-XXIX.1, Harry J. Magoulias, ed., (Detroit: Wayne State University
Press, 1975), pp. 161-9. Cf. John W. Barker, Manuel Il Palaeologus (1391-1425): A Study in Late Byzantine
Statesmanship (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1969), p. 366; Colin Imber, The Ottoman Empire
1300-1481 (Istanbul: Isis Press, 1990), p. 91. Cf. Doukas, Decline and fall of Byzantium, XXI11.6, Magoulias, ed.,
p. 133, for the circumstances of loannes VIII's elevation as co-Emperor.

21 See esp. Pero Tafur, Travels and Adventures, 1435-1439, trans. by Malcolm Letts (London: Routledge, 1926),
pp. 123, 139, 145-6. Cf. A. A. Vasiliev, ‘Pero Tafur, a Spanish Traveler of the Fifteenth Century and His Visit to
Constantinople, Trebizond, and Italy,” Byzantion 7 (1932): 75-122, esp. 91-7, 102-17; Michael Angold, “The
Decline of Byzantium Seen Through the Eyes of Western Travellers,” in Ruth Macrides, ed., Travel in the
Byzantine World (Aldershot: Routledge, 2002), pp. 213-32 (223-5), for more information relating to Tafur’s
journeys to the Imperial capital. See also the testimony of Mark of Ephesus himself when addressing Pope
Eugenius IV at the Council of Ferrara, which refers to the contemporaneous state of affairs within the environs
around Constantinople. Mark of Ephesus, Oratio ad Eugenium Papam Quartum, ed. by Louis Petit in Patrologia
Orientalis, Vol. 17 (Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1923), pp. 3361-41 (339): “AdBe pot katd voiv td Tiv xpLotiaviv



15

had historically been one of the most politically and culturally most important Byzantine
Imperial méAeic — on March 29, 1430, exemplified the acute threat which the Ottoman
expansion within the Balkans and the Near East posed to Western Christian political and
economic interests in these regions given that, from 1423, Thessalonica had in fact been
under Venetian occupation.?? Thus, the Byzantine and Latin Christian ecclesiastical and
secular hierarchies mutually acknowledged the pressing need to expediently establish a
politico-ecclesial reunion from which they could cooperate towards the diminishment of this
mutual threat.

Considering these factors, after the Byzantine contingent were formally reunified
with the Latin Church at the Council of Florence through the promulgation of Laetentur Caeli
on July 6%, 1439, on February 1%, 1440, Emperor loannes VIl and his entourage arrived back
in Constantinople. As the Hellenophone chronicler, Doukas, recounted in his Historia Turco-
Byzantina, composed c. 1462, many Byzantine Fathers who had signed Laetentur Caeli
asserted to the Constantinopolitan populace that they repudiated their earlier support for

the Florentine reunion, claiming they had ‘sold their faith’ at Florence because of ‘fear of

aipata, T KoB' EKAoTNV EKXEOUEVA TNV NUEPAY, Kal TV OO BapBdpouc mikpdv SouAeiay, kal TOV OVELSLOUOV
1ol otaupol To0 XpLotol, mpooett, 6€ Buolaotnplwv Avatpomny, eUKTNPLwV oikwyv Kabaipeotv Belwv Lpvwy
apylav, aylwv TOTWV KATACXESLY, Lep@V OKeU®V Kal émimAwyv Stavounv... (My English translation:) Take note
of the blood of Christians, which is poured out each day, and the bitter slavery of the barbarians [i.e., the
Ottomans], and the reproach of the Cross of Christ, in addition to the desecration of altars, the cleansing of
sacred houses, the purging of the holy celebrations, the confiscation of holy places, and the distribution of
sacred vessels and vestments...” Cf. the Florentine Franciscan, Cristoforo Buondelmonti, Description des iles de
I’Archipel, Version Grecque Par Un Anonyme, 65, Vol. 1, ed. and trans. by Emile Legrand (Paris: E. Leroux,
1897), pp. 84-90 (84), who, having journeyed to Constantinople in 1422, described the city as v
tAnnadeotatnv moAwv. Cf. Angold, “The Decline of Byzantium,” p. 228. Moreover, after visiting the Imperial
capital between 1432 and 1433, the Burgundian traveller, Bertrandon de la Broquiere, Le voyage

d'outremer de Bertrandon de La Broquieére, ed. by Charles Henri Auguste Schefer, repr. (Paris: E. Leroux, 1972)
pp. 153, 167-9, similarly described the lamentable condition of the city and its surrounding area.

22 That this conquest was a watershed moment in the Latin-Byzantine negotiations for an ecumenical council is
suggested by the fact that, by July 1430, a new Byzantine embassy had been sent to Venice to engage in such
diplomacy. See Freddy Thiriet, ed., Régestes des délibérations du Sénat de Venise concernant la Romanie
(1400-1430), Vol. 2 of 3 (Paris: Mouton, 1959), p. 277; lvan Mariano, “The Council and Negotiations with the
Greeks,” in Michiel Decaluwé, Thomas M. Izbicki, Gerald Christianson, eds., A Companion to the Council of
Basel (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2017), pp. 310-39 (330).
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the Franks’ and monetary privilege.?® Although Doukas’ account was likely tinged with
hyperbole, it nonetheless indicates the motivations behind the initial Byzantine acceptance
of the terms of the Florentine reunion and their posterior rejection thereof.?*

Against this background, the anti-unionist project gained prominence within the
Eastern Orthodox Churches: Alongside the post-conciliar activities of Mark of Ephesus and
his disciples including Georgios-Gennadios Scholarios, Theodoros Agallianos, and Mark’s
younger brother, loannes Eugenikos,?> which will be detailed in Chapter Two, several
Byzantine delegates who had signed Laetentur Caeli later promulgated a formal rejection of
the Florentine Reunion between May 1440 and 1441.%° Likewise, having been commissioned
by Pope Eugenius to instil the Florentine Union within the Eastern Orthodox Churches under

the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan of Kiev and all Rus’,?’ Cardinal Isidore?® was imprisoned

2 Doukas, Decline and Fall of Byzantium to the Ottoman Turks, XXX1.9, Magoulias, ed. and trans., pp. 181-2.

24 Concerning Doukas’ historiographical hermeneutic, Magoulias, ed., “Introduction,” in Doukas, Decline and
Fall of Byzantium to the Ottoman Turks, p. 38 encapsulated that Doukas was “[a]n agent of Genoese interests,
pro-Latin in his sentiments... [he] emerges... as a Unionist aristocrat who has no compassion for the anti-
Unionist commoners of Constantinople... [who h]e reviles... as being vulgar and baseborn. He is convinced that
Church Union was a necessary concession to the preservation of the [Byzantine] state.” See e.g., Syropoulos,
Les Mémoires 5.37, Laurent, ed., p. 290, wherein Syropoulos described how the Byzantine contingent’s
subsidies from the Latin Church were delayed until the former had submitted their draft delineating the issues
requiring resolution in Ferrara in early summer 1438. What this anecdotal example suggests is that financial
considerations did to some extent play a part in the Byzantine contingent’s actions vis-a-vis reunion at Ferrara-
Florence.

25 For example, loannes Eugenikos produced a polemical antirrhetic which systematically refuted Laetentur
Caeli. See Eleni Rossidou Koutsou, ed., An annotated critical edition of John Eugenikos' Antirrhetic of the
Decree of the Council of Ferrara-Florence (Nicosia: Kykkos Research Centre, 2006).

%6 Jean Darrouzeés, Les Régestes des actes du Patriarchat de Constantinople. 1. Les actes des patriarches, Vol. 7:
Les regestes de 1410 a 1453. Suivi des Tables générales des fascicules I-VII, no. 3384 (Paris: Socii
Assumptionistae Chalcedonenses, 1991), pp. 50-1. Cf. Scholarios, Liste des écrits antiunionistes, in Martin
Jugie, Xénophon Sidérides, Louis Petit, eds., Oeuvres Completes, Vol. 3 (Paris: Maison de la Bonne Presse,
1930), pp. 179, line 27-180, line 5, wherein Scholarios claimed that four such formal declarations were issued
against Laetentur Caeli.

27 Cf. Pope Eugenius IV, Ad Imperatorem loannem VilII [dated to November 28", 1439], in Georg Hofmann, ed.,
Epistolae Pontificiae ad Concilium Florentinum Spectantes, n. 233 (Rome: Pontificium Institutum Orientalium
Studiorum, 1940), pp. 143-4, wherein Pope Eugenius detailed to Emperor loannes VIII that Isidore would be
returning to the Grand Duchy of Moscow to instill the Florentine reunion within his metropolitanate. Marios
Philippides and Walter K. Hanak, Cardinal Isidore c. 1390-1462. A Late Byzantine Scholar, Warlord, and Prelate
(Abingdon: Oxford, 2018), pp. 98-9.

28 |sidore had been elevated to the Cardinalate on December 18", 1439, alongside both Juan de Torquemada
and Bessarion. See Salvador Miranda, The Cardinals of the Holy Roman Church,
<https://cardinals.fiu.edu/bios1439.htm> [accessed August 1%, 2023].
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within Chudov Monastery in Moscow in 1441 after being deposed by an episcopal synod
convoked by the Muscovite Grand Duke, Vasilii Il, on charges of heresy.?®

The intra-Byzantine support for the Florentine reunion was further weakened by the
Ottoman victories over the Latin and Byzantine military contingents during the Varna
Crusade on November 10™, 1444,30 and later over the army led by the Kingdom of Hungary
at the Battle of Kosovo in October 1448.3! Both defeats effectively hindered the potential
for Constantinople to be salvaged from an Ottoman offensive via the Balkans and unravelled
the restricted efficacy that Latin Christian military and financial support could provide for
the Byzantine Empire. Under loannes VIII’s successor, Konstantinos X| Palaiologos,
additional attempts were made to instil the Florentine Reunion within the Empire. For
example, on December 12, 1452, Konstantinos and Cardinal Isidore concelebrated the

Divine Liturgy in Hagia Sophia. Therein, Laetentur Caeli was recited in both Latin and Greek

2 |sidore was particularly charged with postulating the Spirit’s dual procession ad intra and permitting the
Eucharistic use of either unleavened or leavened bread. See MosHoe CobpaHie Pycckuxv /Tbmonuceli, Vol. 6 of
46: Cogpulickue nemonucu (St Petersburg: Tunorpadua dayapaa MNpaua, 1853), pp. 162-7, esp. 164-7, for the
epistle which the then-Bishop of Ryazan, lona, who succeeded Isidore as Metropolitan of Kiev and All Rus’,
wrote to loannes VIl on behalf of Grand Duke Vasilii and the Synod of Moscow detailing why Isidore was
deposed, while also imploring the Byzantine Empire to return to doctrinal orthodoxy and repudiate the
Florentine reunion. Isidore was ultimately liberated in 1442. Cf. Joseph Gill, Personalities of the Council of
Florence and Other Essays (Oxford: Blackwell, 1964), pp. 72-3; Innokenti Pavlov, “The Ferrara-Florentine Union:
A View from Moscow. Historical Retrospective and Contemporary Appraisal,” in Giuseppe Alberigo, ed,
Christian Unity. The Council of Ferrara-Florence. 1438/39-1989 (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1991), pp.
493-507; Philippides and Hanak, Cardinal Isidore, pp. 104-113.

30 pope Eugenius IV issued his encyclical, Ad perpetuam rei memoriam, on January 1%, 1443, formally calling for
a Crusade. See Annales ecclesiastici Caesaris Baronii, 1443, nn. 14-9, Vol. 28, ed. by Augustin Theiner (Barri-
Ducis: Guerin, 1864), pp. 400-4. See Colin Imber, ed. and trans., The Crusade of Varna, 1443-45 (Aldershot:
Ashgate, 2006), for a variety of the contemporaneous Hellenophone, Latin Christian, and Ottoman literary
sources concerning this crusade and its consequences. For more information relating to this Crusade and its
aftermath, see Martin Chasin, “The Crusade of Varna,” in H. W. Hazard and N. P. Zacour, ed., A History of the
Crusades, Vol. 6: The Impact of the Crusades in Europe, Kenneth M. Setton, general ed. (Madison: University of
Wisconsin Press, 1989), pp. 276-310; John V. A. Fine, Jr., The Late Medieval Balkans: A Critical Survey from the
Late Twelfth Century to the Ottoman Conquest (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1994), p. 548-54;
Oskar Halecki, The Crusade of Varna. A Discussion of Controversial Problems (New York: Polish Institute of Arts
and Sciences, 1943); Imber, “Introduction,” in The Crusade of Varna, pp. 1-39.

315ee John V. A. Fine, Jr., Late Medieval Balkans, pp. 554-8 for an overview of this campaign.
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and ecclesial union was formally proclaimed.32 Nonetheless, such attempts were only
temporarily successful: Following the successful Ottoman Siege of Constantinople on May
29, 1453, and the subsequent reorganisation of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, Latin-Eastern
Orthodox communion was once again effectively severed.3® While the Latin Church made
several attempts to convoke a crusade to expel the Ottoman Empire from Constantinople

during the mid-to-late fifteenth century, these attempts achieved little success.3*

32 See Isidore of Kiev, Ad Papam Nicolaum V [dated to July 15t 1453], in Agostino Pertusi, ed., La Caduta di
Costantinopoli, Vol. 1 of 2 (Rome: Fondazione L. Valla, 1976), pp. 92-101 (92), wherein Isidore claimed that the
whole Imperial capital participated in this Divine Liturgy: “Fuerunt enim omnes usque ad minorem una cum
imperatore uniti et, gratia Dei...” However, one should treat Isidore’s claims with caution as one cannot
definitively conclude that every anti-unionist participated. Cf. Doukas, Decline and Fall of Byzantium to the
Ottoman Turks, XXXVI.1-2, Magoulias, ed. and trans., p. 203; Laonikos Chalkokondyles, De origine ac rebus
gestis Turcarum, VI, in Immanuel Bekker, ed., Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae, Vol. 10 (Bonn: Weber,
1843), pp. 382-4; Steven Runciman, The Fall of Constantinople, 1453 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1965), esp. pp. 68-72.

3 |n particular, on January 6%, 1454, the Ecumenical Patriarchate was restored by Sultan Mehmed II, who
elevated Gennadios Scholarios thereto. See Georgios Sphrantzes, Xpovikov, llI, c. Xl, in Corpus Scriptorum
Historiae Byzantinae, Vol. 29, ed. by Immanuel Bekker (Bonn: Weber, 1838), pp. 304-8. As will be elucidated,
before the Fall of Constantinople, Scholarios led the anti-unionist lepa SUvaéic following his former teacher,
Mark of Ephesus’ death. See also Marie-Hélene Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios (vers 1400-vers 1472).
Un Intellectuel Orthodox Face a la Disparation de I'Empire Byzantin (Paris: Institute Francais d’Etudes
Byzantines, 2008), pp. 67-192 for Scholarios’ first elevation to the Ecumenical Patriarchate and his activity
therein. Cf. Blanchet, Scholarios, pp. 383-450 for his leadership over the Tepa SUvaéig.

34 For example, Bessarion sent an epistle dated to July 23", 1453, to the Venetian Doge, imploring the Republic
to undertake an anti-Ottoman campaign. See Nicolae lorga, ed., Notes et extraits pour servir a I'histoire des
croisades au XV¢ siécle, Vol. 2 (Paris: E. Leroux, 1899), pp. 518-9. Likewise, in late 1455, Pope Callixtus Il began
organising a campaign to restore Constantinople to Christianity which came to fruition in May 1456, when
Cardinal Ludovico Scamparo led a naval campaign financed and equipped by Alfonso, King of Aragon and of
Naples. Nonetheless, while this campaign had some success in expelling the Ottomans from both Lemnos and
Samothrace as well as defeating an Ottoman naval fleet off the coast of Lesbos in late summer 1457, the
contingent ultimately took some respite on Hospitaller Rhodes before venturing back to the Italian Peninsula.
See Ludwig Pastor, The History of the Popes from the Close of the Middle Ages, ed. by Frederick Ignatius
Antrobus Vol. 2 of 40 (London: John Hodges, 1891), pp. 371-6. Moreover, Callixtus’ successor, Pius Il,
promulgated his encyclical, Vocavit nos Pius, on October 13%, 1458, convoked a council calling upon the
European Christian polities to organise an anti-Ottoman crusade. See Leodrisio Crivelli, De expeditione Pii
Papae Il adversus Turcos, ed. by Giulio C. Zimolo (Bologna: N. Zanichelli, 1950), pp. 91-6 for this bull. This
council assembled at Mantua and whose sessions formally began on June 1%, 1459, and included
representatives from the Kingdoms of Bosnia Cyprus, Hungary, Naples, the Empire of Trebizond, Hospitaller
Rhodes, the Despotate of Epirus, and a number of Papal curial officials including Bessarion and Juan de
Torquemada, before delegates from the Duchy of Milan and the Republic of Venice as well as English, French
and Holy Roman Imperial representatives arrived later that year. While the Holy Roman Empire agreed to
provide infantry, cavalry, and the Italian states agreed to provide naval support, this campaign did not come to
fruition. See Charles A. Frazee, Catholics and Sultans. The Church and the Ottoman Empire 1453-1923
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), pp. 12-3; Else Hocks, Pius Il. und der Halbmond (Freiburg:
Herder, 1941), pp. 101-30 for an analysis of this council.
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This rupture was exacerbated by the fact that some Hellenophone Orthodox authors
writing following the Byzantine Empire’s dissolution such as Georgios Sphrantzes pinpointed
the Florentine Reunion as a key factor behind the Byzantine Empire’s demise. According to
Sphrantzes, given that the Byzantine Emperor and Imperial Church had entered into
apostasy through supporting this union, the Ottoman accession exemplified God’s
retribution for these putative errors.?> Ultimately, the Florentine Reunion was formally
repudiated through the “Opo¢ promulgated by the Pan-Orthoodox Council convoked by
Ecumenical Patriarch Maximos Il in 1482, and which met between 1483 and 1484 under his
successor, Symeon |, in the Church of Theotokos Pammakaristos.3® Accounting for the
political, social, economic, and military factors that informed the dissatisfactory terms of the
Florentine Reunion, and also impeded its effectuation within the Eastern Orthodox
Churches, this dissertation aims to exemplify that, if utilised within modern-day ecumenical
dialogue, Mark of Ephesus’ in fieri doctrine of Eucharistic consecration offers a firm
foundation from which some degree of Latin-Eastern Orthodox doctrinal consensus could be

established.

35 See Georgios Sphrantzes, Chronicon Minus, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 156 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1866),
cols. 1025-80 (1046c¢). lhor Sevéenko, ‘Intellectual Repercussions of the Council of Florence,” Church History
24(4) (1955): 291-323 (300). Indeed, some Latin Christian and Hellenophone pro-unionist authors also
perceived the Fall of Constantinople to have resulted from the Byzantines’ ambivalence and infidelity towards
the Florentine union. See, e.g., Leonardo of Chios, Historia Constantinopolitanae urbis a Mahumete Il captae,
in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 159 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1857), cols. 923-52 (925d-7b). loannes Plousiadenos,
Expositio pro sancta et cecumenica synodo Florentina, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 159, cols. 1109-1394 (1328c,
1337c-d, 1368c, 1372a), and Ubertini Pusculi Brixiensis Constantinopoleos Libri IV, Liber |, lines 381-4, 581-3,
ed. by Adolf Ellissen. Analekten der mittel- und neugriechischen Literatur, Vol. 4 of 5 (Leipzig: Otto Wigand,
1857), pp. 20, 24, for this perception recounted in verse form, composed c. 1455, by the Italian humanist,
Ubertino Posculo, who witnessed the Fall having ventured to Constantinople to study under loannes
Argyropoulos. Cf. M. J. McGann, ‘Haeresis castigata, Troia vindicata: The Fall of Constantinople in
Quattrocento Latin Poetry,” Res publica litterarum 7 (1984): 137-45.

36 For this Council’s Acts, see Mache Paizes-Apostolopoulou and D. G. Apostolopoulos, eds., Ertionua Keipeva
t00 natplapyeiov. Ta owlousva anod tnv nepiodo 1454-1498. (Athens: OEIMOI KAl IAEOAOTIA X TH
NEOEAAHNIKH KOINQNIA, 2016), pp. 184-9. For an overview of the Council, see Archimandrite Nektarios
Karsiotes, H 2Uvodo¢ @eppapag - DAwpevtiag ano ti¢ Umoypapfic Tod 0pou EVWoew Ew Kal TG
Kkatapynoews autod. MeAetn @ihodoyikn kai iotoptkri, Ph. D. Thesis (National and Kapodistrian University of
Athens, 2019), pp. 770-91.
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0.2. An Overview of this Dissertation’s Structure.

To achieve this dissertation’s aim, Chapter One will exposit the pre-conciliar
developments within the Latin-Eastern Orthodox discussions regarding the nature and
moments of Eucharistic consecration to frame the debate which emerged at Florence. To
enable an assessment of the dogmatic authority and coherence of both Juan de
Torquemada’s and Mark of Ephesus’ doctrines of Eucharistic consecration from the
perspective of the magisterium of the modern-day Roman Catholic and of the Eastern
Orthodox Churches, Chapter Two will move on to exposit the post-Florentine magisterial
statements issued by both sets of Churches concerning the nature and moment(s) of
Eucharistic consecration.

Chapters Three and Four will then examine how Torquemada and Mark of Ephesus
both exposited their Churches’ de facto doctrines of the nature and moment(s) of
Eucharistic consecration after both individuals were respectively commissioned by Pope
Eugenius IV and Emperor loannes VIII. Each chapter will first provide an overview of the
factors within both Torquemada’s and Mark’s backgrounds that informed the tenor of their
literary and oral contributions to this Florentine debate and the nature of the source
material they evoked to support their respective doctrines.

Chapter Three will elucidate that Torquemada’s attempt to assert that the
Eucharistic gifts are strictly transmuted upon the priest(s)’ recitation of the Words of
Institution, or the dominical words, in the Sermo Prior, delivered before both the Latin and
Byzantine conciliar contingents on June 16%™, 1439, failed to garner the Byzantine
contingent’s acceptance. This failure, it will be argued, was largely informed by the florilegial

and at times pseudepigraphal nature of the Patristic source material which Torquemada
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evoked to support his doctrine. Based upon such material, Torquemada overemphasised the
degree to which his doctrine was universally supported by both the antecedent Latin and
Hellenophone theological traditions. Moreover, the nature of such material hindered
Torquemada from taking into broader consideration that some of his own Latinophone
authorities including Ambrose of Milan and Augustine of Hippo could be interpreted to have
upheld the invocation’s consecratory function within their bodies of work.

Chapter Four will exemplify that, compared to Torquemada’s Sermo Prior, Mark’s
NiBgAAoc, which was composed between June 16™ and 19, 1439 after Torquemada
delivered his Sermo Prior at the public Latin-Byzantine conciliar debate, provided a broadly
more contextualised and accurate analysis of its own liturgical and Patristic source material.
Mark was similarly hindered by restrictions in time and access to literary source material
insofar as he was ostensibly unable to engage with several of the Latin Patristic texts which
had been cited by Torquemada, such as those by Ambrose and Paschasius Radbertus.
Nonetheless, Mark effectively exhibited how several ecumenically venerated Hellenophone
authorities including Basil the Great, John Chrysostom, Pseudo-Dionysius, and John of
Damascus affirmed the epiclesis’ consecratory function. In particular, Mark acknowledged
that these authorities conceived Eucharistic transmutation to function as an in fieri process,
which could best be analogised by God’s operation upon the Virgin Mary at the
Annunciation: Just as God first transmuted the substance of the Virgin’s flesh into the
Incarnate Christ, so too do the dominical words substantially transmute the Eucharistic gifts.
However, just as this transmutation of the Virgin’s flesh was ‘perfected’ by the Holy Spirit’s
‘overshadowing’ operation, likewise is the Eucharistic gifts’ transmutation ‘perfected’ by a

similar Pneumatic operation, incited by the epiclesis.
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Chapter Five will detail how, after loannes VIl related several of the arguments
within the AiBeAAog during a private meeting with a body of Latin Fathers led by Cardinal
Giuliano Cesarini, who functioned as Pope Eugenius’ principal negotiator with the Byzantine
Fathers at Ferrara-Florence,?” Torquemada was commissioned by Eugenius to orally refute
these arguments within another public conciliar debate which occurred on June 20™. When
analysing the contents of Torquemada’s Sermo Alter, it will be shown that Torquemada
ultimately secured the Byzantine contingent’s acceptance of his single-moment doctrine of
Eucharistic consecration and his application of the four Aristotelian causes to explicate this
mystery. However, this Chapter will detail how the Sermo Alter bore similar limitations to
the Sermo Prior concerning the use of pseudepigrapha and florilegia which would hinder the
applicability of its contents within the context of modern-day ecumenical dialogue.
Additionally, while Torquemada evoked Byzantine Rite liturgical material such as Leo the
Tuscan’s Latin translation of the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom to support his claim regarding
the epiclesis’ non-consecratory nature therein, not only did Torquemada misattribute this
Latin translation to Basil the Great but offered an interpretation of its epiclesis which
significantly discorded with the Hellenophone liturgiological tradition concerning its
consecratory function. The author concludes this chapter by encapsulating the conciliar
proceedings preceding the promulgation of Laetentur Caeli on July 6%, This will allow the

author to provide some context relating to the subsequent divisions between the Roman

37 See Juan de Segovia, Historia Gestorum Generalis Synodi Basiliensis, |, c. 26, in Franti$ek Palacky, Ernst Ritter
von Birk, Karl Stehlin, Konrad Wilhelm Hieronimus, eds., Monumenta conciliorum generalium seculi decimi
quinti. Concilium Basiliense. Scriptores, Vol. 2 of 4 (Vienna: Typis C.R. Officinae Typographicae Aulae et Status,
1873), pp. 53-4 (54), wherein Segovia detailed how, on February 1%, 1431, Cesarini was appointed by Pope
Martin V as President of the Council of Basel, one of whose roles was the “reductio orientalis ecclesiae.” See
also Ilvan Mariano, “The Council and Negotiations with the Greeks,” in Michiel Decaluwé, Thomas M. Izbicki,
Gerald Christianson, eds., A Companion to the Council of Basel (Leiden: Brill, 2017), pp. 310-39, esp. pp. 312-3,
317, 324-6, 332-6, for analyses of Cesarini’s role in the pre-conciliar negotiations with the Byzantine
contingent.
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Catholic and Eastern Orthodox Churches concerning Eucharistic consecration, alongside the
other matters of doctrine and praxis, referred to in this dissertation’s introductory Chapter.
To conclude, Chapter Six will summate this dissertation’s findings: The author will
reemphasise that, in contrast to Torquemada’s Eucharistic Cedula and two Sermones,
Mark’s doctrine of the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration offers a firmer
basis from which modern-day Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox ecumenists could

attempt to establish some form of consensus on this question.
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Chapter One: The Origins of the Conciliar Debate

1.1.  An Analysis of the Pre-Conciliar Developments of the Nature and Moment(s) of
Eucharistic Consecration within Eastern Orthodoxy: Nicholas Kabasilas, Symeon
of Thessalonika, and Makarios Makres.

Before analysing and evaluating Torquemada’s and Mark of Ephesus’ doctrines of
the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration, one must situate these doctrines
within the context of the pre-conciliar Latin-Byzantine debates over this question in the
lead-up to the Council of Florence. The author will aim to show that these debates
significantly framed the discussions which occurred at Florence. In particular, during the late
fourteenth century, Nicholas Kabasilas Chamaetos,3? acted as one of the first Byzantine Rite
theologians to polemically engage with Latin Christians over whether the Byzantine Rite’s
Eucharistic epicleses possessed a consecratory function during the Divine Liturgy. To put
Kabasilas’ polemics into context, one should consider that, following the doctrinal definition
of Eucharistic transubstantiation at the Fourth Lateran Council in 1215,3 the Latin Church
began to canonically formalise and mandate the elevation and adoration of the host and
chalice immediately following the dominical words, cultivating an intra-Latin understanding

that these formulae fully realised Christ’s Body and Blood.*°

38 Kabasilas was his mother’s surname, and the Kabasilas family were prominent members of the
Thessalonikan aristocracy, including his uncle, Neilos Kabasilas. This fact helps to explain why Nicholas scarcely
used his paternal surname, Chamaetos. Cf. Athanasios Angelopoulos, ‘To yeveahoyikov §€vdpov Tiig
oikoyeveiag v KaBao\®v,” Makebovika 17 (1977): 367-96.

39 Conc. Lateranense IV 1215 IV (Oecum. Xil), cap. 1, in Heinrich Denzinger, ed., Enchiridion symbolorum
definitionum et declarationum de rebus fidei et morum (Fribourg: Herder, 1911), pp. 189-90.

40 One pertinent canonical example is Pope Honorius llI’s 1219 decretal, Sane, which mandated that celebrants
immediate elevate and revere the Eucharistic bread following the dominical words’ recitation helped to
proliferate this conception of the dominical words’ fully consecratory nature, particularly following this
decretal’s incorporation into the Decretales Gregorii IX as compiled following 1230 the Dominican canonist,
Raymond of Pefiafort, at Pope Gregory IX’s behest. See Quinque compilationes antiquae nec non Collectio
canonum Lipsiensis, ed. by Emil Friedberg (Leipzig: Tauchnitz, 1882), p. 178; Cf. Thomas M. Izbicki, The
Eucharist in Medieval Canon Law (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015) pp. 107-8. For example,
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For example, Pope John XXIl ordered two Eastern Orthodox bishops in the Latin
Christian Kingdom of Cyprus, Leo, Bishop of Solea, and Olbianos, Bishop of Leukara, to
instruct their Greek and Syriac Eastern Orthodox congregations that the precise moment of
the Eucharistic gifts’ transmutation was the dominical words’ recitation.*! This Papal
instruction was instigated by a dispute which emerged between 1313 and 1314 between the
Papal Legate, Pierre de Pleine-Chassaigne, and the Greek Orthodox ecclesial hierarchy in
Cyprus, when Pierre was notified that the Greek and Syriac Eastern Orthodox congregations
prostrated during the priest’s transference of the Eucharistic gifts to the altar during the
Great Entrance.*? As this prostration preceded the dominical words, Peter regarded this act
to be an idolatrous and heretical abuse based upon his belief that the Eucharistic gifts had
yet to be transubstantiated.*® The legate subsequently incarcerated the two

aforementioned bishops alongside Hilarion, Bishop of Karpasia, for allegedly engendering a

within his epistle, Sub Catholicae, addressed to his legate in the Kingdom of Cyprus, Odo, the Bishop of
Tusculum, dated to March 6%, 1254, Pope Innocent IV instructed Odo to allow his Eastern Orthodox
congregations to continue celebrating their own liturgical rites so long as they recite the dominical words at
the consecration. See S. J. E. Domo, ed., Acta et Decreta Sacrorum Conciliorum Recentiorum: Collectio Lacensis,
Vol. 2 of 7 (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1876), cols. 446-8 (447). While some Roman Catholic theologians
prior to the mid-to-late twentieth century including Réginald Garrigou-Lagrange have cited Sub Catholicae as
evidence for a Roman Catholic Magisterial precedent of affirming the dominical words’ sole consecratory
function, this epistle made no reference to the exclusion of the epiclesis or to its putatively non-consecratory
nature. Cf. Réginald Garrigou-Lagrange, Commentarium in Summa theologicam S. Thomae. De Eucharistia
(Paris: Desclée de Brouwer & Co., 1943), p. 178.

41 “pope John XXII to Bishop Leo of Solea and Bishop Olivarios of Lefkara, Avignon, 30 January 1321,” ed. and
trans. by Chris Schabel in The Synodicum Nicosiense and other documents of the Latin Church of Cyprus, 1196-
1373 (Nicosia: Cyprus Research Center, Nicosia, 2001), pp. 341-5 (344-5); Maria Paschali, “Negotiating
identities in fourteenth-century Famagusta: Saint George of the Greeks, the liturgy and the Latins,” ed. by
Tassos Papacostas and Guillaume Saint-Guillain in Identity/Identities in Late Medieval Cyprus. Papers given at
the ICS Byzantine Colloquium, London, 13-14 June 2011, King’s College London: Centre for Hellenic Studies-CRC
(Nicosia: Cyprus Research Center, 2014), pp. 281-301 (287).

42 Cf. Chris Schabel, ‘The Greek bishops of Cyprus, 1260-1340, and the Synodikon Kyprion,” Kurtptakai Sroubai
64-65 (2000-1): 217-234 (219-30), who argued that this dispute occurred in May 1313. Conversely, Nicholas
Coureas, The Latin Church in Cyprus, 1313-1378 (Nicosia: Cyprus Research Centre, 2010), p. 426 dated this
incident to May 1314.

43 “John XXII to Bishop Leo of Solea and Bishop Olivarios of Lefkara,” Schabel, ed. and trans., p. 342.
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mass revolt for denouncing this practice.** In 1340, Elias of Nabinaux, the Latin Archbishop
of Nicosia, reiterated Pope John’s earlier instruction by ordering non-Latin clergy to
continue informing their congregations that the dominical words functioned as the precise
moment of the Eucharist gifts’ transubstantiation to ensure that Christ’s Body and Blood
were reverenced at the correct time.*

Against this background, Kabasilas possibly witnessed similar Latin criticisms of the
putatively consecratory nature of the Byzantine Rite’s Eucharistic epicleses within
Thessalonica, wherein Kabasilas was born during the early 1320s,*¢ and continued to
correspond with the city and several of its residents throughout his lifetime.*” It is also

possible that Kabasilas encountered such criticisms within Constantinople, wherein

4 “John XXII to Bishop Leo of Solea and Bishop Olivarios of Lefkara,” Schabel, ed. and trans., pp. 343-4;
Schabel, “The Status of the Greek Clergy in Early Frankish Cyprus,” in Julian Chrysostomides and Charalambos
Dendrinos, eds., “Sweet Land...”. Lectures on the History and Culture of Cyprus (Camberley: Porphyrygenitus,
2006), pp. 165-207 (187-8); Nicholas Coureas, Gilles Grivaud, Chris Schabel, “Frankish & Venetian Nicosia,
1191-1570,” ed. by Demetres Michaelides in Historic Nicosia (Nicosia: Rimal Publications, 2012), pp. 111-229
(133-4).

4 See “Synodicum Nicosiense, stat. IV,” Schabel, ed., in Synodicum Nicosiense, p. 262. Coureas, Latin Church in
Cyprus, p. 445; Paschali, “Negotiating Identities in Fourteenth-Century Famagusta,” p. 287.

46 See the 1351 epistle Kabasilas wrote to Empress Anna of Savoy, who governed as regent for loannes V
Palaiologos, wherein Kabasilas details that he was not yet thirty years old: Nicholas Kabasilas, Tfj ebosBeotatn
auvyouvoty nepi tokou, ed. by Rodolphe Guilland in “La traite inédit “Sur I'usure” de Nicolas Cabasilas,” in
Meélanges Sp. Lampros (Athens: ENITPOMNH EKAOZEQZ KATAAOIMQN, 1935), pp. 269-77 (274): “Kai unv oudé
ékelvw vouilw T vouw xwpav ivat ap’ VIV 8v €Becav 'ABnvaliol TOV e[0w TPLAKOVTO ETMOV Ur) SIKNYOPETY
£€etval.”

47 For example, during the Byzantine Civil War of 1341 and 1347, Nicholas produced works such as his Adyoc
EP( TWV Tapavouw e Tolc dpxouaty i Toi¢ (epoic ToAuwuevwy, wherein Nicholas polemically engaged with
the Zealots of Thessalonica, and particularly denounced their seizure of ecclesiastical property. Cf. Ihor
Sevéenko, ed., ‘Nicolas Cabasilas’ “Anti-Zealot” Discourse: A Reinterpretation,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 11
(1957): 81-171 (91-125) for this work. See Sevéenko, “’Anti-Zealot” Discourse,” 90-1, for dating. Another
example of this contact is exemplified by Kabasilas’ literary engagement with Neilos. In particular, Neilos, had
explicitly rejected Thomas Aquinas’ theology of God ad intra, particularly with regards to the Spirit’s
procession, within a polemical treatise, which Nicholas subsequently completed following his uncle’s death.
For this work, see Nilus Cabasilas et theologia S. Thomae. De Processione Spiritus sancti, ed. by Emmanuel
Candal (Rome: Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana, 1945). Kabasilas returned to Thessalonica around 1362 upon
his father’s death, which was followed shortly thereafter by Neilos’ death around 1362. Over the following
couple of years, Kabasilas principally addressed matters relating to familial property, in addition to engaging
with his literary work, as likely exemplified by his metrical work dedicated to his uncle, Ei¢ tov o0 éautol
Ociou tagov kupol Neidou tol Osooaldovikng, in Codex Parisinus Graecus 1213, fol. 287".
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Kabasilas studied rhetoric, philosophy, theology, and law during the late 1330s.%® Therein,
Kabasilas later formed a part of Emperor loannes VI Kantakouzenos’ intellectual circle. In
addition, Kabasilas resided in the city after vacating the See of Thessalonica between the
mid-1360s through to his death during the 1390s.#° Within chapter twenty-nine of his
Epunveia tii¢ Ociac Aettoupyiac (Commentary on the Divine Liturgy), Kabasilas described
how ‘certain Latins’ challenged the Byzantine Orthodox by maintaining that, following the
dominical words, it was not necessary to further petition for the Eucharistic gifts’ hallowing
given that the dominical words had perfected their transmutation.>® Additionally, Kabasilas
claimed that these Latins utilised John Chrysostom’s homily, Eic tr)v npodoaciav tod lovda

(On the Betrayal of Judas), the contents and provenance of which will be elaborated in

8 An epistle which Gregorios Akindynos composed to Nicholas between 1341 and 1342 lauding Kabasilas’
erudition, indicates that Kabasilas must have completed his intra-Constantinopolitan studies by this point. See
Angela Constantinides Hero, ed. and trans., Letters of Gregory Akindynos. Dumbarton Oaks Texts 7 (Harvard:
Harvard University Press, 1983), pp. 60-3.

4 Nicholas returned to Constantinople around 1364, where he likely retired from public office and undertook a
monastic vocation. This likelihood is detailed within Emperor Manuel II's epistle to Kabasilas, who described
the life of virtue Nicholas was undertaking. See Manuel Il Palaiologos, T@ KaBdotdq, ed. by Emile Legrand in
Lettres de 'empereur Manuel Paléologue (Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1962), p. 8. Cf. Athanasios Angelopoulos,
NikoAaoc KaBaotdag Xauaetoc H wn kai o Epyov autol (Thessaloniki: To Matplapxikd 16pupa Natepikwv
Meletwy, 1970), pp. 18-74 (72); Deno Geanakoplos, Byzantium: Church, Society, and Civilization Seen through
Contemporary Eyes (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984), p. 186, for scholars who support this
likelihood. See Boris Bobrinskoy, The Mystery of the Trinity. Trinitarian Experience and Vision in the Biblical and
Patristic Tradition, Anthony P. Gythiel, trans., (Crestwood, N.Y.: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1968), pp. 483-8;
Marie-Hélene Congourdeau, “Introduction,” in Congourdeau, ed. and trans., Nicolas Cabasilas. La vie en Christ,
Vol. 1: Livres I-IV. Sources Chrétiennes 355 (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1989), pp. 11-67 (11-6); George T. Dennis,
“Prosopography. The Correspondents of Manuel Il Palaelogus and Persons Mentioned in His Letters,” in
Dennis, ed. and trans., The Letters of Manuel Il Palaelogus. Dumbarton Oaks texts 4 (Harvard: Harvard
University Press, 1977), xxvii-Ix (xxx-xxiv); J. M. Hussey, The Orthodox Church in the Byzantine Empire (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1986), p. 360; Raymond-Joseph Loenertz, ‘Chronologie de Nicolas Cabasilas 1345-
1354, Orientalia Christiana Periodica 21 (1955): 205-31 (205-16); Myrrha Lot-Borodine, Nicolas Cabasilas. Un
maitre de la spiritualité byzantine au XIVe Siécle (Paris: Editions de I'Orante, 1958), pp. 1-4; Constantine N.
Tsirpanlis, ‘The Career and Writings of Nicolas Cabasilas,” Byzantion 49 (1979): 414-27 (415-21); Walther
Volker, Die Sakramentsmystik des Nikolaus Kabasilas (Wiesbaden: Steiner, 1977), pp. 1-5, for scholars who
have claimed that Kabasilas remained a layman. Cf. Konstantinos Paidas, ed. and trans. (modern Greek),
Wevbompopnteg, uayot kot alpetikol oto Bulavtio katd tov 14° awwva. Emta avékSoTeC oUtAleC ToU
natplapyou Kwvotavtivourtodewcs KaAdiotou A’, (Athens: KANAKH, 2011), pp. 158-273 for three anti-Latin
homilies produced c. 1357-8, wherein the Ecumenical Patriarch Kallistos | referred to Latin Christian missionary
activity within Constantinople as well as the growth of an Hellenophone Latinophile body in the Imperial
Capital. Cf. Paidas, Weubdompoprteg, pp. 50-7 for commentary on these homilies.

50 paraphrased from Kabasilas, Sacrae Liturgiae Interpretatio, c. 29.1, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 150, cols. 367-
492 (428): “EvtauBa 6¢€ tveg Aativol TRV NUeTEpwV Erhappavovtat. Qact yap petd tov tod Kuplou Adyov...
TPOG To aylacOnval ta SMpa, UNdeuLdc euxfic €Tt SeioBal, wg uTd tod Kuplakol Adyou tehoUpeva...”
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Chapters Three and four, to support this conclusion: Chrysostom was interpreted by these
‘certain Latins’ to have interlinked the dominical words with God’s single eternally-effective
creative imperative to ‘Be fruitful and multiply...” in Genesis 1:28.%!

To counter these Latin claims, Kabasilas evoked the example of marriage to argue
that, while this aforementioned divine command functions as the principal cause of human
procreation, marriage functions as the mode through which humans synergistically accord
with this divine command towards the telos of reproduction.>? Likewise, just as the
dominical words ‘energise’ Eucharistic transmutation, Kabasilas maintained that the
celebrant(s)’ prayer and invocation to the Spirit are not wholly ‘energising’ per se. Rather,
they function as the necessary context for ensuring this divine action by allowing the faithful
to participate thereat.>® Furthermore, within the subsequent chapter of his Epunveia,
Kabasilas explicitly maintained that this Pneumatic invocation is explicitly directed towards
the Eucharistic gifts’ transmutation.>* This interpretation, it will be shown, functioned as the
principal source for the Eastern Orthodox orators within the debates concerning Eucharistic
consecration at Florence, who implicitly utilised Kabasilas’ reasoning to affirm the

consecratory nature of the Eucharistic epiclesis.

51 paraphrased from Kabasilas, Sacrae Liturgiae Interpretatio, c. 29.1, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 150, col. 428:
“OtL &€ 0UTOC 0TV O AOYOC, Kai Ta 8GpaL TEAELDV, 6 HOKAPLOC, GAGl, XpUCOOTOMOC HAPTUPET Aéywv &TL
kaBarmep 6 dnpLoupyLlkdg Adyog, To «AlEaveoOe kal mAnBUveaBe.» [Gen. 1:28], kal elpntal pev amag Umnod tol
Oe00, évepyeital 8¢ del oltw Kot Adyoc oUtog dmas 5ndeic Und ToU SWTAPOC, SLA TAVTOC Evepyel...”

52 paraphrased from Kabasilas, Sacrae Liturgiae Interpretatio, c. 29.4, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 150, col. 429:
“O0kouv kaBdmnep £kel mpodg maldonotiav dvaykaiov nyolpeda tov yapov Kal LeTd yapov Uép altol toltou
TAALY eUXOUEBQ, Kal ol SokoTpEeV ATLUATELY TOV SnULoUpyLKOV Adyov, eid0TeC altiov alToV Tfi¢ YEVECEWC,
AAAG Tov TpoTmov Tolitov SLd yauou, Sia tpodiic...”

53 paraphrased from Kabasilas, Sacrae Liturgiae Interpretatio, c. 29.4, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 150, col. 429:
“_.kal évtalfa motevopey aUTOV ElvaL THY évepyodvta To HuoThplov, Tov Tod Kupiou Adyov- dAN' oltw, SLi
lepéwg, 6L évtel€ewc autol kal eXAC.”

54 paraphrased from Kabasilas, Sacrae Liturgiae Interpretatio, c. 30.8, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 150, col. 435:
“_..a0Tn N 0X 0USEV ETepov £0TL Suvapévn TOTC SwpoLS, A THV ei¢ To Kuplakov odpo kal oipa HeToBoAny.”
Christiaan Kappes, The Epiclesis Debate at the Council of Florence (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame
Press, 2019), pp. 28-9.
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As will be elaborated, Mark of Ephesus appropriated Kabasilas’ analogisation of
childbearing and marriage with Eucharistic transmutation, an analogy which had
precedence within both the Hellenophone and Latin theological traditions, whereby Christ’s
supernatural conception typologised the Eucharistic gifts’ supernatural transmutation:
According to this analogy, the Virgin‘s body was substantially transmuted through the
Spirit’s supernatural intervention into Christ’s foetus just as the Eucharistic matter is
supernaturally transmuted through a similar Pneumatic operation into Christ’s Body and
Blood.

One should also highlight that Kabasilas’ Epunveia likely evoked a non-extant Greek
edition of the twelfth century Latin theologian, Peter Lombard’s Libri IV Sententiarum,>> for
his sole reference to the Canon Missae. Within the passage likely cited by Kabasilas,
Lombard characterised the Canon Missae’s post-dominical petition, the Supplices te
rogamus, as consecratory and epicletic.>® To put this citation into context, it is probable that
an edition of Lombard’s Libri Sententiarum was accessible within Hellenophone Orthodox

environs from the early-to-mid fourteenth century. For example, when negotiating the

55 Cf. Philipp W. Rosemann, The Story of a Great Medieval Book: Peter Lombard's “Sentences” (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 2007) for an overview of the Sententiarum’s background.

56 Kabasilas, Sacrae Liturgiae Interpretatio, c. 30.1-2, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 150, col. 433: “...kai f TOV
Aativwv EkkAnoia... petd tov tol Kupiou Aoyov elxeabal UTEp TV dwpwv ol mapattodvral... Ti¢ 6€ 1) ebxng
«Kéheuoov avevexbijval ta §®pa tadita €v xelpl dyyEAou eig 10 Umepoupavidv oou Buolaotiplov.» ...(My
English translation:)...and the Latin Church... after the Lord’s word[s], do not refrain from praying for the
[Eucharistic] gifts... And this [their] prayer, ‘Command that these gifts be elevated in the hand of the angel to
your supercelestial alter.”” Compare Kabasilas’ citation to Lombard, Sententiarum, IV, dist. 13, c. 1, ed. by the
Fathers of the Collegium S. Bonaventurae, Vol. 2, p. 816: Missa enim dicitur eo quod caelestis nuntius ad
consecrandum vivifi cum corpus adveniat, juxta dictum sacerdotis: Omnipotens Deus, jube haec perferri per
manus sancti Angeli tui in sublime altare tuum... (My English translation:) The Mass is so called because the
celestial messenger arrives to consecrate the living body, just as the priest states, ‘Almighty God, command
that these offerings be brought to your sublime altar by the hands of your holy angel.” The Byzantine conciliar
contingent invoked this passage almost word-for-word before Pope Eugenius at Florence. See Acta Graeca,
Gill, ed., p. 441: “Kéhevcov mpooevexBijval T SWpa talta &v XeLpl dylou dyyEAou €ig TO UTIEPOUPAVLOV GOU
Buolaotrplov.” Cf. Demetrios Kydones, “Erste Abteilung: Texte und Uebersetzungen: ’Liturgia S. Gregorii
Magni,” eine grieschische Uebersetzung der romischen Messe,” ed. by Anton Baumstark in Baumstark, ed.,
Oriens Christianus (1901-1941): Essays on Eastern Christianity (Piscataway: Gorgias Press, 1904), pp. 1-27 (20-
1): “npdotafov anevexdijval talta §Ld xelpodg dyyéAlou aylou oou &ig TO émoupavidv oou Buclaotrplov.”
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terms for Latin-Byzantine ecclesial reunion with a Papal delegation comprised of Richard of
England and Francesco da Camerino between 1333 and 1334, Barlaam the Calabrian likely
evoked Liber | for his citation Augustine’s De Trinitate within his apologetical treatise, the
2uvtayua, for the purpose of countering the doctrine of the Spirit’s dual procession ad intra.
Within his citation, Barlaam’s terminology notably diverged from that of Maximos
Planoudes’ Greek translation of De Trinitate produced c. 1280, indicating that Barlaam likely
did not made recourse to Planoudes’ translation in this context.>’

As Konstantinos Palaiologos exemplified, within his EAeyyoc wée tic mAdvnc t@v

Aativwy (Treatise on the Error of the Latins), the Thessalonian author and subsequent

57 Barlaam the Calabrian, J0vrayua, 45, ed. by Antonis Fyrigos in Barlaam Calabro opere contro i latini. Studi et
Testi 348 (Vatican City: Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana, 1998), p. 664: “Kai 0 &ytog 8¢ Alyouotivoc, v BiPAw
nievtekaldekatn Mepi tij¢ Ayiag Tpiadog ouy amag, AANA TOAAAKLG TO Mvelua tO Aylov Kupilwg Kal iblwg dnotv
€Kk Tol Matpog ékmopeveabat... (My English translation:) And also the holy Augustine, in Book Fifteen of [his]
Concerning the Holy Trinity does not simply say once, but many times, that the Holy Spirit principally and
uniquely proceeds from the Father.” Taking into consideration Barlaam’s use of the terms kupiw¢ kai {iwg or
‘principally and uniquely’ to render the Latin principaliter derived from the reformulation of Lombard’s excerpt
from this same passage as rendered into Greek. Thus, compare Barlaam’s excerpt to Peter Lombard,
Sententiarum, |, dist. 12, c. 2, Fathers of the Collegium S. Bonaventurae, eds., Vol. 1, pp. 81-2: “Augustinus
tamen in XV libro De Trinitate dicit quod Spiritus Sanctus principaliter procedit de Patre... «...et de quo
procedit principaliter Spiritus Sanctus, nisi Deus Pater». Ecce audisti quia Spiritus Sanctus principaliter
procedit a Patre... (My English translation:) However, in Book Fifteen of De Trinitate, Augustine stated that the
Holy Spirit proceeds principally from the father... «...and from whom would the Holy Spirit principally proceed,
if not God the Father.» Behold, you have heard that the Spirit proceeds principally from the Father.”
Moreover, contrast Barlaam’s excerpt from De Trinitate with Maximos Planoudes’ translation, which was
plausibly accessible to Barlaam, and which conversely stated: “&€ o0 éyevvriBetL & Adyog kal €€ oL ékmopeleTal
APXOELSQC TO Mvelpa T dylov el PA O Oedc Mathp... O Mathp yap HOvog oUK EoTLy &€ Tépou Kat SLd ToiTo
HOVOoG dyévvntog poonyopeutal... (My English translation: From whom is the Word begotten and from whom
does the Spirit principally proceed if not God the Father... For the Father alone is not from another and
because of this, [He] alone is proclaimed to be unbegotten...” Quoted from Manuel Papathomopoulos, Isabella
Tsavari & Gianpaolo Rigotti, eds., Auyouaotivou, lMepi Tpiabdoc BiBAia nevrekaideka, dnep €k Ti¢ Aativwy
SlaAgktou gi¢ v EAAada uetrveyke Maéipog o NMAavoudng, 17.29, Vol. 2 of 2 (Athens: Akadnuia ABnvwy,
1995), pp. 933, lines 59-64; 981, lines 113-9. Cf. Antonis Fyrigos, ‘Quando Barlaam Calabro conobbe il Concilio
di Lione Il (1274)?,” Rivista di studi bizantini e neoellenici 17-19 (1980-82): 247-65 (253-4, n. 23). See also
Gianpaolo Rigotti, “Massimo Planude traduttore del De Trinitate di S. Agostino," in Claudio Moreschini &
Giovanni Menestrina, eds., La traduzione dei testi religiosi (Brescia: Morcelliana, 1994), pp. 185-96; Wolfgang
0. Schmitt, ’Lateinische Literatur in Byzanz: Die Ubersetzugen des Maximos Planudes und die moderne
Forschung,’ Jahrbuch der ésterreichischen byzantinischen Gesellschaft 17 (1968): 127-47. For treatments of
Barlaam’s debates with these papal delegates, see Tia M. Kolbaba, ‘Three Treatises on Papal Primacy:
Introduction, Edition, and Translation,” Revue des études byzantines 53 (1995): 41-115 (50-2); Robert E.
Sinkewicz, ‘A New Interpretation for the First Episode in the Controversy between Barlaam the Calabrian and
Gregory Palamas,’ Journal of Theological Studies 31(2) (1980): 489-500 (490, 492-4). Cf. Raymond Joseph
Loenertz, La Société des Fréres Peregrinants. Etude sur I'Orient Dominicain, Vol. 1 (Rome: Institutum historicum
FF. praedicatorum, 1937), pp. 125-30, for these two Dominicans’ missions within the Near East more broadly.
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Athonite monastic,”® Matthaios Blastares, also upheld that the Spirit proceeds solely from
the Father ad intra and likely did so by making recourse to similar citations from Augustine’s
De Trinitate within Lombard’s Sententiarum.>®

Another Hellenophone theologian who likely evoked this non-extant edition of
Lombard’s Sententiarum within a Sacramentological context was the late fourteenth and
early-fifteenth century Constantinopolitan monastic, Symeon who, from c. 1416 to 1417

through to his death in 1429, governed as the Archbishop of Thessalonica.®° Pertinently,

%8 pantelis Paschos, O Matdaioc BAdotapnc kai t0 Uuvoypagikov Epyov tou (Thessaloniki: 16pupa Meletwv
Xepoovrioou tou Aipou, 1978), pp. 61-76.

%9 Konstantinos Palaiologos, ‘The Use of Latin Theological Sources in Matthaios Blastares’ Treatise on the Error
of the Latins,’ Nicolaus 40 (2013): 49-70 (60-2). Cf. Franz Tinnefeld, ’'Intellectuals in Late Byzantine
Thessalonike,” Dumbarton Oak Papers 57 (2003): 153-72 (156, 162, 171); for an analysis of the intellectual and
literary milieu within which Kabasilas and Blastares operated in Thessalonica.

80 Symeon’s comments concerning Baptism and extreme unction indicate his encounter with the
Sententiarum. For example, many contemporaneous Byzantine lists of Latin errors obfuscated the unique Latin
praxis of a non-Sacramental post-Baptismal anointment with the aggpayi¢ (seal) of Confirmation on the infant.
See esp. Kolbaba, Byzantine Lists, p. 204. Nonetheless, Symeon’s assertion that chrismation must accompany
Baptism suggests that he was aware of and sought to add correctives to this reference to how Latin Rite priests
could in rare instances administer chrism within the Libri Sententiarum. See Symeon of Thessalonica, De
Sacramentis, 43, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 155 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1866), cols. 173-238 (188a-c): “H yap
EMiBe0oLg TV XELPDV TO LUPOV TTAPETKEV, WG KAl €V TOIG AMOOTOAOLG £yEVeTO, Kal 8L alT@V moANoig AAANOLG...
Kal ovaykn toUtw odpayilecOat mavrta motov o Bamtiopatt, va kal to Beldtatov Bantiopa mag Bantiodelg
TéNeLoV €xn év €auTt®. EL yap 6 Zwthp 1o Nvelua é6¢€ato Bamti{opevog, katl ol BamtioBévreg mapd OAinmou
10 Nvedpa ENdpBavov ti nBéoel TGV XeLp®v MéTpou Kal lwdvvou, tva ) dTehels WOl Kal AodpdyloToL TG
Mvebparty, kat ol Barmrtilopevol, Kal pr) (we Td twv Aativwy, i Tivv GAAwv Bpédn) dtelelc pévwot katl
aodpayeotol... (My English translation:) the laying on of the hands required myron, as was also done in the
[age of the] apostles and unto many others through them... And the faithful must always be sealed [with] this
[myron] in baptism, in order that each baptizand might have [this] most holy baptism perfect in and of itself.
For by baptism the Saviour received the Spirit, and those whom Philip baptized received the Spirit through
Peter’s and John’s [laying on of] hands [with myron] in order that they might not be imperfect and unsealed by
the Spirit, and that the [others who are] baptised might also not be imperfect and unsealed (as are the Latins
or some other infants)...” Compare Symeon’s passage to Lombard, Sententiarum IV, dist. 7, cc. 2-3, in Fathers
of the Collegium S. Bonaventurae, eds., Libri IV Sententiarum, Vol. 2, pp. 785-6: “...Sacramentum ab aliis perfici
non potest nisi a summis sacerdotibus, nec tempore Apostolorum ab aliis quam ab ipsis Apostolis legitur
peractum fuisse [Acts 8:17], nec ab aliis quam qui locum eorum tenant, perfici potest aut debet... Licet autem
presbyteris baptizatos tangere in pectore, sed non chrismate signare in fronte... Gregorius tamen lanuario
episcopo ita scribit: «Pervenit ad nos quosdam scandalizatos fuisse, quod presbyteros chrismate tangere eos
qui baptizati sunt... Sed si de hac re omnino aliqui contristantur, ubi episcopi desunt, ut presbyteri etiam in
frontibus baptizatos chrismate tangere debeant...» (My English translation:)...the Sacrament cannot be
performed by others except by the highest priests, nor in the time of the Apostles [cf. Acts 8:17] is it read that
it was performed by anyone other than the Apostles themselves, nor can it nor should it be [performed by]
any other than those who take their place... It is licit for priests to touch the baptized on the breast, but not to
sign [them] with chrism on the forehead... However, [Pope] Gregory | wrote to Januarius, Bishop [of Cagliari]
thus: “It has come to our attention that some have been scandalised because priests should touch those who
have been baptized with chrism... But if some people are at all saddened by this matter, where there are no
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within his Epunveia nepi te 100 Octo0 Naol (Exposition on the Divine Temple), Symeon
accorded with Kabasilas by arguing that particular formulae such as the dominical words are
not inherently sufficient for the Eucharist’s perfection. For Symeon, because Sacramental
consecration is effectuated through the Spirit’s grace, as Christ imparted to His Apostles and
their ordained successors, the celebrant must petition the epiclesis and perform a manual
blessing over the Eucharistic gifts to guarantee this Pneumatic operation.®! Scholars such as
Michael Zheltov have argued that Symeon’s doctrine concerning the epiclesis’ consecratory
necessity was limited insofar as Symeon did not elucidate why the Spirit necessarily
operates when the priest petitioned the epiclesis rather than through reciting the dominical
words. Likewise, Zheltov pinpointed that Symeon did not sufficiently explicate the particular
consecratory significance of the priest’s manual blessing of the Eucharistic gifts.5? However,
it is likely that Symeon conceived the priest, the various prayers of the Eucharistic anaphora,
and the concomitant physical actions of the celebrant, to function as non-causal sine quibus
non which, in virtue of their dominical and Apostolic institution, can guarantee God’s intra-
Sacramental activity.

Neither Kabasilas’ nor Symeon’s work evidently engendered any negative responses
on the Latin contingent’s part within the pre-conciliar Latin-Byzantine dialogue held in Rome

during the winter of 1429 and 1430.%3 Indeed, therein, one of the principal Byzantine

bishops, the priests should also touch the baptized with chrism on their foreheads...” Cf. Gregory |, Epistola
XXVI, ad Januariam Episcopum, in Patrologia Latina, Vol. 77 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1862), cols. 694-6 (695).
Cf. ‘A New Narrative for the Reception of Seven Sacraments into Orthodoxy: Peter Lombard’s Sentences in
Nicholas Cabasilas and Symeon of Thessalonica and the Holy Synaxis’s Utilization of John Duns Scotus,” Nova et
Vetera 15(2) (2017): 465-501 (485-7).

61 Symeon of Thessalonica, Expositio de divino templo et de sacerdotibus ac diaconis épiscopisque, ac de

sacris stolis quibus horum quilibet induitur; necnon de divina missa, ubi singulorum quae in illa divino ritu
peraguntur, ratio redditur. Transmissa viris piis Cretensibus, 88, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 155 (Paris: Typis J.-P.
Migne, 1866), cols. 697-750 (736-7).

62 See Zheltov, “The Moment of Eucharistic Consecration in Byzantine Thought,” p. 279.

63 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 2.15, Laurent, ed., p. 12; Gill, Council of Florence, p. 42.
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representatives, Makarios Makres, upheld that Eucharistic transmutation is perfected by the
Spirit’s operation at the epiclesis:®* According to Makres’ Biog, composed by an anonymous
author closely affiliated with Makres shortly following Makres’ passing on January 7%,
1431,%° Makres’ Latin interlocutors inquired into the significance of the Byzantine Rite’s
elevation of the Eucharistic gifts at the post-epicletic ta dyta toic ayiowc.%® The Latin
representatives’ preoccupation with the Byzantine Church’s liturgical praxis between the
epiclesis at this elevation likely derived from the fact that the rubrics of many fifteenth-
century Latin liturgical rites presumed that Eucharistic transubstantiation immediately
preceded the first moment of their elevation and adoration, demarcated by the recitation of
the dominical words. Thus, after participating in the Byzantine Divine Liturgy, these Latin
representatives likely did not understand why, following the dominical words, the Byzantine

Rite did not prescribe these elements’ elevation.®’ In response, Makarios postulated that

54 pertinently, Makres received both coeval and posthumous detraction from some of his compatriots given his
receptive stance towards ecclesial reunion as well as his alleged willingness for the council to take place within
the Italian Peninsula rather than Constantinople. The fifteenth century Byzantine chronicler, George
Sphrantzes detailed that, on this basis, the Ecumenical Patriarch Joseph Il perceived Makres to be a heretic, an
accusation which Sphrantzes unambiguously rejected. See Sphrantzes, Chronicon Minus, in Vasile Grecu, ed.,
Georgios Sphrantzes Memorii 1401-77 in anexa Pseudo-Phrantzes: Macarie Melissenos Cronica 1258-1481
(Bucharest: Ed. Academiei Republicii Socialiste Romania, 1966), p. 50. As Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 5.12,
Laurent, ed., p. 266 claimed, Makres made a significant impression upon his Roman counterparts for his
capacity to defend and elucidate Byzantine Orthodox doctrine during the pre-conciliar negotiations.

55 Sphrantzes, Chronicon Minus, Grecu, ed., p. 70.

56 Bio¢ kai moAtteia o0 Ooiou matpdc fu@v Makapiou tol T6 émikAnv Makpf riyouuévou xpnuatioavrog v th
ogBaoutotatn povij tod Mavtokpdtopog, in Asterios Argyriou, ed., Macaire Makres et la polémique contre
I'lslam: édition princeps de I'Eloge de Macaire Makrés et de ses deux oeuvres anti-islamiques, précédée d'une
étude critique (Vatican City: Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana, 1986), pp. 185-236 (220): “[Latin objection]: «Tt
6Nmnote pACKOVTEG TWV MPOOLXOUEVWYV lKeVa TAC LePLSAC ol kaB’ A tepelc alpovteg;» (My English
translation:) In light of your predecessors, what do you priests altogether believe when you elevate the
[Eucharistic] particles?”

57 See F. E. Brightman, ed., Liturgies Eastern and Western, Vol. 1: The Eastern Liturgies (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1896), pp. 341 for the rubrics for elevation within the ninth century editions of the Liturgies of St Basil
and St John Chrysostom. See Miguel Arranz, ‘Le ‘sancta sanctis’ dans la tradition liturgique des églises,” Archiv
fiir Liturgiewissenschaft 15 (1973): 31-67; Robert F. Taft, A History of the Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom, Vol. 5:
The Pre-Communion Rites (Rome: Pontificio Istituto Orientale Studiorum, 2000), pp. 231-40, for the history of
the elevation within the Byzantine Rite. See also Zheltov, “The Moment of Eucharistic Consecration in
Byzantine Thought,” pp. 293-301 for an analysis of the interpretative history of the elevation’s consecratory
role within the Byzantine Rite.
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the elevation occurs at this moment given that the epiclesis functions as the stage in the
Eucharistic Prayer whereby the Eucharistic gifts are hallowed through prompting the Spirit’s
descent and perfective operation thereupon.®®

As will be shown within the following chapters, the principles and arguments put
forward by both Kabasilas and Makres concerning the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic
consecration foreshadowed the nature of the arguments put forward by the Byzantine
Fathers at the Florentine discussions. Nonetheless, the strict time constraints allotted for
the research and formal discussion of this topic prevented both the Byzantine and Latin
Fathers from exacerbating this controversy, and instead saw the need to arrive at an
expedient solution to this problem to effectuate ecclesial reunion.%?

On this score, given that many scholars who have analysed the Latin-Byzantine
debates at the Council of Ferrara-Florence, as well as those scholars who have examined the
historical doctrinal divergences between the Latin and Eastern Orthodox Churches, have
overlooked the significance of Mark’s engagement within the dispute over the nature and
moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration, this dissertation aims to fill this scholarly gap by
exemplifying how Mark offered a highly lucid and coherent explication of the de facto
Byzantine Imperial doctrine of Eucharistic consecration which could be employed by both
Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox ecumenists today to establish some form of doctrinal

consensus on this doctrine.

68 paraphrased from Bioc, Argyriou, ed., in Macaire Makrés et la polémique contre I'lslam, p. 220: “...&yldZeTan
TadTa UTIO Te To0 (epEwC &V Tf EmkAAoEL... O pév olV lepec ToLeltaL TV €mikAnotv Tol Ayiou Mvelpotog £mt T
nipokeipeva 6Mpa, 1 6€ xapLc katelov AvwBev tedecloupyoilioa tadta... (My English translation:) [the
Eucharistic gifts] are consecrated by the priest in the epiclesis... The priest petitions the epiclesis of the Holy
Spirit over the gifts in question, and the grace of the Holy Spirit perfects their consecration...” See Kappes,
Epiclesis Debate, p. 30.

% Given that the conciliar discussions of this topic began on June 10™" and formally concluded on June 27,
merely eighteen days were allotted for this topic overall. Cf. Ephrem Boularand, ’L’Epiclése au Concile de
Florence,’ Bulletin de littérature ecclésiastique 60 (1959): 244-53.
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1.2.  An Analysis of the Pre-Conciliar Developments of the Nature and Moment(s) of
Eucharistic Consecration within Roman Catholicism.

This section will focus upon the pre-Florentine developments within the Latin Church
vis-a-vis the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration for the purpose of framing
the Florentine debate. One must begin by emphasising that the nature and moment(s) of
Eucharistic consecration remained a disputed question within high and late Medieval Latin
Christian theology and must be located in the broader intra-Latin debates concerning
Sacramental causality.

While twelfth-century Latin theologians such as Lombard could plausibly be
interpreted to have conceived the Supplices te rogamus to be a consecratory epiclesis, two
key factors forestalled the proliferation of this intra-Latin tradition, particularly from the
early thirteenth century: Against the background of the publication of Latin translations of
the Corpus Aristotelicum and early and high medieval Arabic and Jewish philosophical and
theological literature during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, a number of medieval
Latin theologians increasingly began to assess Sacramental causality according to the causal
principles elucidated within these translations.”® Thus, many Latin Christian theologians
from the thirteenth century onwards interpreted the Fourth Lateran Council’s definition of
Eucharistic transubstantiation according to the Aristotelian axiom whereby the Eucharistic
elements underwent a change in substantial form.”* Such theologians sought to identify the

particular single form, instituted by Christ at the Last Supper, which transubstantiated the

70 Cf. Robert Pasnau, “The Latin Aristotle,” in Christopher Shields, ed., The Oxford Handbook of Aristotle
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), pp. 665-89, esp. 666-9 for an overview of these translations.

71 See esp. Aristotle, Physics, Vol. 1: Books 1-4. Book 2, c. 3, ed. and trans. by P. H. Wicksteed and F. M.
Cornford (Cambridge, M.A.: Harvard University Press, 1957), pp. 128-9; Metaphysics, Vol. 1: Books 1-9. Book 8,
c. 6, ed. and trans. by Hugh Tredennick (Cambridge, M.A.: Harvard University Press, 1933), pp. 422-4.
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Eucharistic matter, in line with the Aristotelian principle that the substantial form which
gives each physical item its specific character.’?

One example of this development can be found in the Summa fratris Alexandri. This
work compiled and edited several texts attributed to the Franciscan Alexander of Hales
following the latter’s death under the direction of the Franciscan theologians affiliated with
the University of Paris, Odo Rigaldus and Jean de la Rochelle.”® The Summa explicitly
maintained that only the dominical words were transmutative, rejecting any preceding
hypotheses that Christ could have transmuted the Eucharistic gifts with an unknown
blessing during the Last Supper given that Christ would not have deceived His Church over
the nature of this profound mystery.”*

Pertinent to Torquemada’s subsequent engagement in the Florentine debate
concerning Eucharistic consecration on behalf of the Latin Church were the contributions of
the thirteenth century Dominican scholar, Thomas Aquinas, to the late medieval Latin
discussions concerning Sacramental causality. Throughout his literary oeuvres, Aquinas
upheld a notion of instrumental Sacramental causality whereby each item within a causal

chain, qua agent, possesses powers oriented to certain intentions, such as to consecrate a

72 See esp. Aristotle, Categories V, in Categories. On Interpretation. Prior Analytics, ed. and trans. by H. P.
Cooke and Hugh Tredennick (Cambridge, M.A.: Harvard University Press, 1938), pp. 19-20.

Cf. e.g., William of Auxerre, De Sacramento Eucharistiae, c. 4, in Gulielmus de Alvernia. Opera Omnia (Venice:
Ex Officina Damiani Zenari, 1591), fols. 410-30 (421-7), for one of the first Latin Christian authors to employ
hylomorphic terminology within the context of Sacramental theology during the thirteenth century. Cf. M.
Gierens, De Causalitate sacramentorum, seu De Modo explicandi efficientiam sacramentorum novae legis
(Rome: Pontifical Gregorian University, 1935), pp. 27-9.

73 See Sophie Delmas, “Alexandre de Halés et le studium franciscain de Paris: Aux origins de la question des
chaires franciscaines et de I’exercice quodlibétique,” in Andreas Sohn and Jacques Verger, eds., Die reulierten
Kollegien im Europa des Mittelalters und der Renaissance: Les colleges réguliers en Europe au Moyen Age et a
la Renaissance (Bochum: D. Winkler, 2012), pp. 17-47; Delmas, “Odo Rigaldi, Alexander of Hales and the
Summa Halensis,” in Lydia Schumacher, ed., The Summa Halensis (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2020), pp. 267-83.

74 See Alexander of Hales, Alexandri Alensis Angli Summae Theologiae: Pars Quarta, q. 10, m. 4, a. 2; q. 10, m.
5,a. 1, in Vol. 4 of 4 (Cologne: Sumptibus loannis Gymnici, sub Monoerote, 1622), pp. 247-52; 261-66.
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Sacrament, through which such intentions are effectuated.’> Aquinas also drew a twofold
distinction of efficient causes into principal and instrumental agents, with the former acting
as the first mover and the latter acting as the mover which is moved by the former:
Sacramentologically, instrumental causes are thereby given causal powers by God Who, as
the principal agent, moves these causes and allows them to participate in producing the

Sacrament’s effect.’® For Aquinas, a finite corporeal creature such as the celebrant of a

7> See, e.g., Aquinas, Summa Theologiae Ill, q. 64, a. 8, co., in Sancti Thomae de Aquino Opera omnia iussu
Leonis Xl P. M. edita (abbr. to Editio Leonina), Vol. 12, pp. 51-2: “Respondeo dicendum quod, quando aliquid
se habet ad multa, oportet quod per aliquid determinetur ad unum, si illud effici debeat. Ea vero quae in
sacramentis aguntur, possunt diversimode agi, sicut ablutio aquae, quae fit in Baptismo, potest ordinari et ad
munditiam corporalem, et ad sanitatem corporalem, et ad ludum et ad multa alia huiusmodi. Et ideo oportet
quod determinetur ad unum, idest ad sacramentalem effectum, per intentionem abluentis. Et haec intentio
exprimitur per verba quae in sacramentis dicuntur, puta cum dicit, ego te baptizo in nomine patris, et cetera/|
answer that, when a thing is indifferent to many uses, it must needs be determined to one, if that one has to
be effected. Now those things which are done in the sacraments, can be done with various intent; for instance,
washing with water, which is done in baptism, may be ordained to bodily cleanliness, to the health of the
body, to amusement, and many other similar things. Consequently, it needs to be determined to one purpose,
i.e., the sacramental effect, by the intention of him who washes. And this intention is expressed by the words
which are pronounced in the sacraments; for instance, the words, "I baptize thee in the name of the Father,"
etc.” All English translations of the Summa Theologiae from The Summa Theologiae, trans. by the English
Dominican Fathers (New York: Benzinger Bros., 1947), <https://isidore.co/aquinas/summa/> [accessed August
15t, 2023] unless stated otherwise.

76 Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, lll, g. 62, a. 1, co., in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, pp. 19-20: “Et ideo
aliter dicendum, quod duplex est causa agens, principalis et instrumentalis. Principalis quidem operatur per
virtutem suae formae, cui assimilatur effectus, sicut ignis suo calore calefacit. Et hoc modo non potest causare
gratiam nisi Deus, quia gratia nihil est aliud quam quaedam participata similitudo divinae naturae, secundum
illud Il Pet. |, magna nobis et pretiosa promissa donavit, ut divinae simus consortes naturae. Causa vero
instrumentalis non agit per virtutem suae formae, sed solum per motum quo movetur a principali agente.
Unde effectus non assimilatur instrumento, sed principali agenti, sicut lectus non assimilatur securi, sed arti
guae est in mente artificis. Et hoc modo sacramenta novae legis gratiam causant, adhibentur enim ex divina
ordinatione ad gratiam in eis causandam. Unde Augustinus dicit, XIX contra Faust., haec omnia, scilicet
sacramentalia, fiunt et transeunt, virtus tamen, scilicet Dei, quae per ista operatur, iugiter manet. Hoc autem
proprie dicitur instrumentum, per quod aliquis operatur. Unde et Tit. lll dicitur, salvos nos fecit per lavacrum
regenerationis/We must therefore say otherwise, that an efficient cause is twofold, principal and instrumental.
The principal cause works by the power of its form, to which form the effect is likened; just as fire by its own
heat makes something hot. In this way none but God can cause grace: since grace is nothing else than a
participated likeness of the Divine Nature, according to 2 Pet. 1:4: "He hath given us most great and precious
promises; that we may be partakers of the Divine Nature." But the instrumental cause works not by the power
of its form, but only by the motion whereby it is moved by the principal agent: so that the effect is not likened
to the instrument but to the principal agent: for instance, the couch is not like the axe, but like the art which is
in the craftsman's mind. And it is thus that the sacraments of the New Law cause grace: for they are instituted
by God to be employed for the purpose of conferring grace. Hence Augustine says (Contra Faust. XIX): "All
these things," viz. pertaining to the sacraments, "are done and pass away, but the power," viz. of God, "which
works by them, remains ever." Now that is, properly speaking, an instrument by which someone works:
wherefore it is written (Tit. 3:5): "He saved us by the laver of regeneration”; Summa Theologiae, Ill, q. 62, a. 4,
ad. 4, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, p. 25: “...sicut eadem vis principalis agentis instrumentaliter
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Sacrament could be given the causal power to produce a supernatural effect, such as
Sacramental consecration: While such a power perfectly inheres in God, as the principal
agent, the celebrant, as an instrumental cause, could imperfectly possess this power
proportionate to this instrument’s nature, namely, insofar as God operates within a
particular celebrant through the infusion of the active and indelible character of the
priesthood into his soul, to confect the Sacrament through pronouncing Christ’s words, the

Sacramental forms.”” To summarise, the celebrant functions in persona Christi, being

invenitur in omnibus instrumentis ordinatis ad effectum, prout sunt quodam ordine unum; ita etiam eadem vis
sacramentalis invenitur in verbis et rebus, prout ex verbis et rebus perficitur unum sacramentum/Just as the
one same power of the principal agent is instrumentally in all the instruments that are ordained unto the
production of an effect, forasmuch as they are one as being so ordained: so also the one same sacramental
power is in both words and things, forasmuch as words and things combine to form one sacrament.”; Scriptum
Super Sententiis, IV, d. 1, q. 1, a. 4, qa. 1, resp., rev., ed. and trans. by the Aquinas Institute,
<https://aquinas.cc/la/en/~Sent.IV.D1.Q1.A4.qal> [accessed August 1%, 2023]: “...causa efficiens dupliciter
potest dividi. Uno modo ex parte effectus; scilicet in disponentem, quae causat dispositionem ad formam
ultimam; et perficientem, quae inducit ultimam perfectionem... actio instrumenti quandoque pertingit ad
ultimam perfectionem, quam principale agens inducit aliquando autem non; semper tamen pertingit ad aliquid
ultra id quod competit sibi secundum suam naturam, sive illud sit ultima forma, sive dispositio, alias non ageret
ut instrumentum/...an efficient cause can be divided in two ways. In one way, on the part of the effect, that is,
in the disposing cause, which causes a disposition to the final form; and in a perfecting cause, which introduces
the final perfection... the action of an instrument sometimes attains to the final perfection that the principal
agent intends, and sometimes it does not. Nevertheless, it always attains to something beyond what it is
capable of according to its own nature, whether that be the final form, or a disposition; otherwise it would not
work as an instrument.”; Summa Contra Gentiles, IV, c. 56, 7, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 15. Editio Leonina, p. 189:
“Nec est inconveniens quod per res visibiles et corporales spiritualis salus ministretur: quia huiusmodi visibilia
sunt quasi quaedam instrumenta Dei incarnati et passi; instrumentum autem non operatur ex virtute suae
naturae, sed ex virtute principalis agentis, a quo applicatur ad operandum. Sic igitur et huiusmodi res visibiles
salutem spiritualem operantur, non ex proprietate suae naturae, sed ex institutione ipsius Christi, ex qua
virtutem instrumentalem consequuntur/Nor is it unreasonable that spiritual well-being be dispensed by means
of visible and corporeal things; since these visible elements are, as it were, instruments of God's Incarnation
and Passion. Now an instrument is effective not by virtue of its nature, but by virtue of the principal agent, by
whom it is applied to act. So too these visible elements effect spiritual well-being, not by any property of their
nature, but by Christ's institution, from which they derive their instrumental efficacy.” English trans. by the
English Dominican Fathers in The Summa contra gentiles of Saint Thomas Aquinas, The Fourth Book (New York:
Benzinger, 1929), p. 219.

77 See Aquinas, Summa Theologiae lll, g. 62, a. 4, ad. 1, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, p. 25: “Ad
primum ergo dicendum quod virtus spiritualis non potest esse in re corporea per modum virtutis permanentis
et completae, sicut ratio probat. Nihil tamen prohibet in corpore esse virtutem spiritualem instrumentalem,
inquantum scilicet corpus potest moveri ab aliqua substantia spirituali ad aliquem effectum spiritualem
inducendum; sicut etiam in ipsa voce sensibili est quaedam vis spiritualis ad excitandum intellectum hominis,
inquantum procedit a conceptione mentis. Et hoc modo vis spiritualis est in sacramentis, inquantum
ordinantur a Deo ad effectum spiritualem/A spiritual power cannot be in a corporeal subject, after the manner
of a permanent and complete power, as the argument proves. But there is nothing to hinder an instrumental
spiritual power from being in a body; in so far as a body can be moved by a particular spiritual substance so as
to produce a particular spiritual effect; thus in the very voice which is perceived by the senses there is a certain
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delegated as Christ’s representative for the purpose of celebrating the divinely-instituted
order of Sacraments through his sacerdotal ordination.

Given the increasing recourse to Aristotelian hylomorphism to explicate Sacramental
causality within thirteenth century Latin Christian theology discussed above, Aquinas also
put forward a doctrine of Sacramental causality whereby the Sacramental matter is
informed by one substantial form into the Sacramental ‘substance’:’® Vis-a-vis the Eucharist,

the dominical words’ recitation inform the Eucharistic gifts into the substance of Christ’s

spiritual power, inasmuch as it proceeds from a mental concept, of arousing the mind of the hearer. It is in this
way that a spiritual power is in the sacraments, inasmuch as they are ordained by God unto the production of
a spiritual effect.”; Summa Theologiae lll, gq. 78, a. 1, co.: “Secundo, quia formae aliorum sacramentorum
proferuntur ex persona ministri, sive per modum exercentis actum, sicut cum dicitur, ego te baptizo, vel, ego
te confirmo; sive per modum imperantis, sicut in sacramento ordinis dicitur, accipe potestatem, etc.; sive per
modum deprecantis, sicut cum in sacramento extremae unctionis dicitur, per istam unctionem et nostram
intercessionem, et cetera. Sed forma huius sacramenti profertur ex persona ipsius Christi loquentis, ut detur
intelligi quod minister in perfectione huius sacramenti nihil agit nisi quod profert verba Christi/Secondly,
because the forms of the other sacraments are pronounced in the person of the minister, whether by way of
exercising an act, as when it is said, "l baptize thee," or "l confirm thee," etc.; or by way of command, as when
it is said in the sacrament of order, "Take the power," etc.; or by way of entreaty, as when in the sacrament of
Extreme Unction it is said, "By this anointing and our intercession," etc. But the form of this sacrament is
pronounced as if Christ were speaking in person, so that it is given to be understood that the minister does
nothing in perfecting this sacrament, except to pronounce the words of Christ.”

78 See, e.g., Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1. q. 76, aa. 3-4, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, pp. 182-5,
within which Aquinas posited that one must uphold that an item can only possess one substantial form at a
time to explicate its unity; otherwise, one would be unable to distinguish a unity which is substantial and one
which is simply accidental. As will be detailed, Aquinas’ doctrine of hylomorphism was conceived to result in
heterodoxy. For example, based upon this doctrine, within his quodlibetal questions of Easter 1270, Aquinas
upheld the doctrine that, during the Triduum, Christ’s corpse could only be equivocally denoted as a human
body. See Quodlibet, 1, g. 2, a. 2, co. Thus, if the deceased body, being uninformed by the rational soul, does
not retain its identity, then Christ’s Body during the Triduum could not be the body He possessed prior to His
Crucifixion. Nonetheless, Aquinas rejected this position within his quodlibetal questions of Easter 1271 by
positing that Christ’ corpse during the Triduum was numerically identical with His living body. See Aquinas,
Quodlibet IV, q. 5, co. Cf. Jean-Pierre Torrell, Saint Thomas Aquinas, Vol. 1 of 2: The Person and His Work,
trans. by Robert Royal (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1996), p. 211ff, for the dating
of these two works. See Robertus Kilwardby Ord. Praed., Archiepiscopus Cantuariensis quodam errorem in
grammaticalibus, logicalibus, et naturalibus de consensus magistrorum Oxoniensam condemnat, In
Naturalibus, prop. 13, Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, ed. by Heinrich Denifle and Emile Chatelain, Vol. 1
of 4 (Paris: Delalain, 1889), p. 559, my English translation: “Likewise, that the a living and a dead body are
equivocally [called] a body, and the dead body is a body only in a certain respect (/tem quod corpus vivum et
mortuum est equivoce corpus, et corpus mortuum secundum quod corpus mortuum sit corpus secundum
quid).” By condemning this proposition on March 18, 1277, the council of periti from the University of Oxford
presided over by the Dominican theologian and philosopher, Robert Kilwardby, Archbishop of Canterbury,
implicitly denounced the doctrine which Aquinas upheld within his quodlibetal questions of Easter 1270. Cf.
Roberto Zavalloni, Richard de Mediavilla and the Controversy on the Plurality of Forms (Louvain: L'Institut
Supérieur de Philosophie, 1951), for an overview of the background to this controversy.
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Body and Blood as the celebrant articulates Christ’s own words, instituted with the intention
to consecrate, as God’s instrumental cause, Who, as stated above, is the principal agent of
Sacramental consecration.”

Contrary to Aquinas, within the redacted edition of his lectures on Lombard’s Liber
IV Sententiarum in the Ordinatio, likely delivered during his tenure as a baccalaureus
sententiarius at the University of Paris in early 1303,%° the Franciscan scholar, John Duns
Scotus, strongly objected to the former’s doctrine of Sacramental causality. While accepting
Aquinas’ claim that instrumental causes do not possess inherent causal powers, but play a
role within the caused effect’s production via the principal agent’s motion,8! Scotus argued
that a material item could not possess a supernatural causal power as this power would
either exist as an indivisible form, which was not possible as only the intellective soul could
inform matter thus, or this power would function as an accidental extension, from which
Scotus claimed that a supernatural form could not be extended in this manner.2? Scotus also
posited that because a Sacrament is a conglomeration of items including verbal formulae
and physical actions, which always have their being temporally rather than eternally, a

Sacrament nor its concomitant items could not be the kinds of entities which function as

7% See Aquinas, Summa Theologiae lll, g. 78, a. 4, co., in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, p. 211.

80 See Antoine Vos, The Theology of John Duns Scotus (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2018), p. 18.

81 Scotus, Ordinatio IV, dist. 1, pars 1, g. unica, nn. 26-7, 31, 34, in B. loannis Duns Scoti Ordinis Fratrum
Minorum. Opera Omnia, Vol. 11 (Vatican City: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 2008), pp. 13-4, 14-5.

82 See Scotus, Ordinatio IV, dist. 1, pars. 3, g. 1-2, in B. loannis Duns Scoti Ordinis Fratrum Minorum. Opera
Omnia, Vol. 11, p. 105: “Illa virtus supernaturalis, si sit in sacramento, aut est ibi indivisibiliter aut divisibiliter,
id est aut tota in toto et in qualibet parte, aut tota in tota et pars in parte. Non primo modo, quia inter omnes
perficientes materiam, sola intellectiva ponitur talis; non secundo modo, quia extenderetur per accidens in
subiecto. - quod est contra rationem virtutis spiritualis... (My English translation): If in the Sacrament there is a
supernatural power, it is either indivisible or divisible, that is, either as the whole in the whole and in every
part, or as the whole in the whole and as a part in a part. [But it could] not [be in the first way because among
all those [viz. forms] which perfect matter, only the intellect is ordered thus. [And it could] not [be] in the
second way because the supernatural power would be extended by accident in the subject, which contravenes
the notion of a spiritual power.”
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agents with the casual power to consecrate the Sacraments whose activity is
instantaneous.®3

Consequently, Scotus maintained that a given Sacrament and its items are instead
non-causal sine qua non: God has ordained to bestow the supernatural effect of a given
Sacrament when celebrated, as established by His pactio, or covenant, with His Church .8
Thus, the celebrant’s recitation of the Sacrament’s formulae and the performance of its
actions do not cause Eucharistic transmutation per se. Rather, they are the essential context
for God’s operation in the Eucharistic gifts in virtue of His covenant with His Church.

For Scotus, the celebrant thereby functions as a ‘dispositive’ cause of Eucharistic
consecration: the celebrant could freely opt, given their automotive will, to cooperate in the
Eucharist’s consecration, and acts as the essential context for God, the sole efficient cause

of the Sacrament, to operate upon and transubstantiate the Eucharistic gifts.®> As will be

83 Scotus, Ordinatio IV, dist. 1, pars. 3, q. 1-2, in B. loannis Duns Scoti Ordinis Fratrum Minorum. Opera Omnia,
Vol. 11, p. 100: “Sacramenta autem communiter non possunt habere actionem suam in instant... quia in
sacramentis communiter, requiruntur verba et alia multa (ut patebit inferius), illa autem non possunt habere
'esse’ in instanti, ergo in tempore: quare nec agere actione sua naturali — ergo, nec supernaturali... (My English
translation:) But commonly the Sacraments cannot have their action instantaneously... because the
Sacraments commonly require words and various other things [for their perfection]... but these things cannot
have their being instantaneously, therefore [they have their being] in time: thus, as they can neither act
[instantaneously] through their natural activity, therefore, neither can they act [in this manner]
supernaturally...” Cf. Scotus, Ordinatio IV, dist. 1, pars. 3, g. 1-2, in B. loannis Duns Scoti Ordinis Fratrum
Minorum. Opera Omnia, Vol. 11, p. 105. See also Richard Cross, Duns Scotus (New York/Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1999), pp. 156-7.

84 Scotus, Ordinatio IV, dist. 1, pars. 3, q. 1-2, in B. loannis Duns Scoti Ordinis Fratrum Minorum. Opera Omnia,
Vol. 11, pp. 109-10: “...ergo ibi tantum est hoc modo - aliter quam in alio copore - ex determinatione voluntatis
propriae, qua disponit sic cooperari tali corpori. Haec autem dispositio, manifestata Ecclesiae, dicitur
'promissio’ vel 'pactio.' (My English translation:) ...[God] he is there [in the Sacrament] in this mode —
differently to how He is in another body — from the determination of His own will, through which He is
disposed to cooperate as such with this body. But this disposition, when manifested to the Church, is called a
‘promise’ or ‘pact’...” Cf. Cross, Duns Scotus, p. 157.

85 Scotus, Ordinatio IV, d. 13, q. 1, opinion propria, in B. loannis Duns Scoti Ordinis Fratrum Minorum. Opera
Omnia, Vol. 12 (Vatican City: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis 2010), p. 481: “..."instrumentum' potest intelligi
multipliciter, sed - ad propositum - agens dispositivum dicitur 'instrumentum.' Et sic minister, habens actionem
propriam humanam praeviam actioni divinae tamquam dispositionem necessariam, non simpliciter sed ex
ordinatione Dei paciscentis cum Ecclesia, quod ad talem actum ministri facet talem actum sibi proprium... actio
autem sua est actio instrumentalis respectu actionis principalis, eo modo aliqualiter quo sectio est ad formam
scamni, quia ad illam sequitur regulariter illa forma est ordinatione principalis agentis... prolatio verborum
posset dici actio instrumentalis respectu conversionis seu confectionis corporis Christi, quia ad illam
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elucidated, this doctrine harmonized with Mark of Ephesus’ analogization between
Eucharistic transmutation and the Virgin acting as a quasi-dispositive cause in Christ’s
Incarnation by providing her moral fiat at the Annunciation. This doctrinal commensurability
helps to support this dissertation’s conclusion that those Florentine Fathers aligned with the
Franciscan tradition possessed the conceptual tools to arrive at a more effective consensus
with their Byzantine counterparts concerning Eucharistic consecration.

Indeed, given that some late fourteenth- and fifteenth century Franciscan
theologians including Peter of Candia continued to adhere to Scotus’ doctrine of
‘dispositive’ Eucharistic causality within their own oeuvres,?® the Franciscan Florentine periti
could have evoked these principles of Sacramental causality within the conciliar debates to
pose an aporia to the Latin Church’s insistence that the Byzantine Fathers adhere to
Torquemada’s single moment hylomorphic doctrine of Eucharistic consecration which
alternative Roman Catholic theological schools such as their own did not, nor were obliged
by the Roman Catholic Magisterium, to uphold. In particular, they could have hypothetically
arrived at a consensus with their Byzantine counterparts whereby the epiclesis and the Signs

of the Cross functioned as necessary conditions for valid Eucharistic consecration given that,

prolationem sequitur regulariter ista conversio vel confectio. Et sic, actione alicuius creaturae ut
instrumentaliter agentis, conficitur corpus Christi... eo modo quo agens praevium dicitur instrumentaliter
agere ad formam principalem, quam tamen non attingit, et actio eius dicitur esse 'instrumentalis,' quia
dispositiva et praevia.” (My English translation:) ...one can understand ‘instrument’ in multiple ways... one can
call a dispositive agent an instrument. And the minister [viz., concerning Eucharistic consecration] is thus,
having a proper human act preceding God’s act as the necessary disposition, not absolutely, but through God'’s
ordinance, who formed a pact with the Church that, when the minister undertakes such an act, He would
undertake [such] an act [which is] proper to Himself... but [the minister’s] own act is an instrumental act
concerning the principal agent in the manner akin to what cutting is to a bench’s form of a bench, because it
[viz., the cutting] regularly follows the form through the principal agent’s ordinance... [Likewise] one can call
reciting the [dominical] words an instrumental act concerning the conversion or confection of Christ’s Body
because this conversion or confection regularly succeeds the recitation. And therefore, through the creature’s
act as an instrumental agent, Christ’s Body is confected... in the mode in which one says a preceding agent
instrumentally acts by the principal form, [the terminus of] which it nonetheless does not reach, and one says
that its act is instrumental because it is dispositive and prevenient.”

86 See Peter of Candia, In Libros IV Sententiarum, q. un., a. 1, pars. 1, nn. 32-4, ed. by Chris Schabel and Paul J. J.
M. Bakker, <http://candia.ucy.ac.cy/SentlV-1-1a.htm> [accessed August 1%, 2023].
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in contrast to the orthodox Thomistic hylomorphic doctrine of Sacramental causality, the
Franciscan school upheld an enduring tradition of positing that a plurality of forms could
inhere in a single subject.

For example, a number of pre-eminent high and late medieval Franciscan
theologians including Bonaventure and Scotus invoked texts such as John of Damascus’
Ekboonc¢ akptBrc tnc opBodoéou miotewc (Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith),
translated into Latin as De fide Orthodoxa. Therein,®” when treating the soul-body
relationship in humans, John maintained that, while these two items are formed
simultaneously, the body and soul are both ovoisc¢ with their own respective matter-form
combinations.® Thus, the non-ensouled human body and its various non-subsistent
elements are disposed to higher functions through being unified with and organised by the
intellective soul.8? Pertinently, when examining his Eucharistic AiBgAAo¢ in Chapter Four,

Mark of Ephesus will be shown to have invoked this principle to explicate that the posit that

87 The first complete Latin translation of De fide orthodoxa was produced by Burgundio of Pisa most likely
between 1153 and 1154 at Pope Eugenius llI's behest. Cf. Eligius M. Buytaert, ed., “Introduction,” in De fide
orthodoxa: Versions of Burgundio and Cerbanus (St Bonaventure, N.Y.: The Franciscan Institute, 1955), ix-xv. As
highlighted by Jacques-Guy Bougerol, “The Church Fathers and the Sentences of Peter Lombard,” in Irena
Backus, ed., The Reception of the Church Fathers in the West. From the Carolingians to the Maurists Vol. 1 of 2
(Leiden: Brill, 1997), pp. 113-64 (133); Philipp W. Rosemann, Peter Lombard (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2004), p. 38, through Peter Lombard’s probable use of Burgundio’s translation, he was able to introduce this
translation into the medieval Latin theological and philosophical sphere of discourse by reproducing excerpts
of De fide orthodoxa within his Libri Sententiarum. Cf. Buytaert, ‘St. John of Damascus, Peter Lombard, and
Gerhoh of Reichersberg,” Franciscan Studies 10 (1950): 323-43, who nonetheless disputes that Lombard read
Burgundio’s translation when producing his Libri Sententiarum. Against this background, given that
Bonaventure’s Magister of Theology at the University of Paris, Alexander of Hales, was known to have
subdivided the various chapters of Lombard’s Libri Sententiarum into its distinctions, Bonaventure likely was
initially mediated access to De fide orthodoxa through his instruction in Lombard’s Libri Sententiarum under
Alexander. See Ignatius Brady, ‘The Distinctions of Lombard’s Book of Sentences and Alexander of Hales,’
Franciscan Studies 25 (1965): 90-116. See also Matthew Beckmann, “Bonaventure and Alexander: Friend or
Foe?” in Michael F. Cusato, Steven J. McMichael, eds., “Non enim fuerat Evangelii surdus auditor...” (1 Celano
22): Essays in Honor of Michael W. Blastic, O.F.M. on the Occasion of his 70% Birthday (Leiden: Brill, 2020), pp.
382-95 for a lucid analysis of Bonaventure’s relationship to Alexander of Hales.

88 See esp. John of Damascus, EkSoon¢ akptBric tn¢ dpdododéou miotewc, 2.12, 3.16, in Kotter, ed., Die
Schriften, Vol. 2, pp. 75-80, 153-5; Capita Philosophica, 4, in Bonifatius Kotter, ed., Die Schriften, Vol. 1, pp. 58-
9.

8 Cf. John of Damascus, Capita Philosophica, c. 4 in Kotter, ed., Die Schriften, Vol. 1, p. 58: “Ectv o0V O UEV
o®ua ovola, T6 € xplhua ouupepnkog.”
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the oUoia of Christ’s Eucharistic Body was fully present following the dominical words. This
Eucharistic ovoia will be shown to have been analogously identified with the oUoia of flesh
derived from the Virgin at the Incarnation, which, through the Spirit’s intervention at the
epiclesis, is ‘perfected’, just as Christ’s foetal flesh was subsequently ensouled through
similar Pneumatic activity.

To exemplify this mutual Latin and Hellenophone recourse to the doctrine of a
multiplicity of forms, within his Super Il Sententiarum, Bonaventure elucidated that each
form in a given item disposes its parcel of matter to receive further forms up to the point
whereby this matter’s appetite to be informed is fulfilled. Thus, in contradistinction to
Thomistic hylomorphism, Bonaventure maintained that one substantial form does not
necessarily bestow unity upon a subject. Hence, Bonaventure claimed that while the soul is
a matter-form composite, this composite can still unify with a body to instantiate an
individual human.*®

Building upon Bonaventure’s insights, within his Ordinatio, Scotus also postulated
that some subjects possess multiple substantial forms. For example, when addressing what
form precisely designated the transubstantiated Eucharistic gifts, working under the
presupposition that Christ’s intellective soul did not inform these gifts, Scotus maintained
that composite beings possess a forma corporeitatis: With a segment of matter, this form
functions as the proximate matter of a given composite being, rendering it as an individual
item. This proximate matter is thus actualised and animated by the ultimate form, which,

for human beings, is the intellective soul. Invoking the example of Christ’s Body during the

%0 See Bonaventure, In Il Sententiarum, d. 17, a. 1, q. 2, ad. 6, in Doctoris seraphici S. Bonaventurae opera
omnia, Vol. 2 (Quaracchi: Collegium S. Bonaventurae, 1885), pp. 415b-16b. Cf. Bonaventure, In Il Sent., d. 3, p.
1,a.1,q.1,in Opera omnia, Vol. 2, p. 89; In Il Sent., d. 7, p. 2, a. 2, q. 1, resp., in Opera omnia, Vol. 2, pp. 197-
9; In Il Sent., d. 18, a. 2, q. 3, in Opera omnia, Vol. 2, pp. 452-3; Collationes in Hexaemeron, col. 4, 10, in Opera
omnia, Vol. 5 (Quaracchi: Collegium S. Bonaventurae, 1891), pp. 350b-1a.
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Triduum, while the intellective soul no longer animates the human body following death,
the human body remains numerically one for a limited period through the forma
corporeitatis which continues to organise its segment of matter. However, because this
form cannot sufficiently sustain this corporeal unity per se, the body progressively
decomposes.®?

To further support this dissertation’s conclusion that these developments put
forward within the late medieval Franciscan tradition could have helped to resolve the
Florentine Eucharistic disputes, one should highlight that some Byzantine Florentine Fathers
including Mark of Ephesus utilised the same Patristic literary material when engaging within
similar theological and philosophical questions. For example, when postulating that that
human resurrection is logically necessary, Mark began his argumentation by maintaining
the angels’ composite nature. Building upon the axiom that simplicity solely pertains to
God, Mark posited that all creatures, corporeal and incorporeal, must thereby be
composite.?> Mark thereby concluded that humans must be resurrected given that the
human soul must be in union with its body lest it be rendered simple. Likewise, the angels
must also be composite lest they themselves also be simple.®® Mark thus agreed with some

late medieval Franciscan theologians including Bonaventure who upheld the angels’

91 Scotus, Ordinatio IV, dist. 11, pars. 1, a. 2, q. 1, opinio propria, in B. loannis Duns Scoti Ordinis Fratrum
Minorum. Opera Omnia, Vol. 12, pp. 267-8. Cf. Richard Cross, “The Plurality of Forms,” in The Physics of Duns
Scotus: The Scientific Context of a Theological Vision (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), pp. 47-76, esp.
55-71.

92 See Mark of Ephesus, Mepi Avaotdoswc, ed. by Schmemann, p. 54, lines 34-40. Nonetheless, see Mark of
Ephesus, Mpo¢ Oeoddatov povayov ékméoovta, in Marios Pilavakis and Christian Chivu, eds., O Ayto¢ Mdpkog o
Evyevikog. Ta euplokoueva anavta, Vol. 1 of 2 (Bucharest: Editura Gandul Aprins, 2009), pp. 304-24 (304-5),
wherein Mark claimed that the angels’ knowledge of God is not intervened by matter.

9 Mark of Ephesus, lepi Avactdoswc, Schmemann, ed., 54-5. See also Mark of Ephesus, Oratio prima de igne
purgatorio 14.8, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 15, pp. 58-9, within which Mark claimed that Matt.
25:41’s description of the burning of the demons in Hell pertains to the demons’ material substrate, in
contradistinction to the disembodied human soul which cannot be subject to any ‘burning’ in Purgatory given
that this form is without its designated matter.
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hylomorphic composition.®* In fact, to affirm this same conclusion, Mark evoked John of
Damascus’ "Ekboat¢ wherein John claimed that, while angels appear incorporeal and
immaterial compared to humans, they are nonetheless composite relative to God, solely to
whom incorporeality and immaterial truly pertain.®

While the Franciscan Florentine Fathers would plausibly have been cautious in
designating items such as the epiclesis as necessary forms for Eucharistic consecration in
light of the late medieval Latin canonical and scholarly departure from addressing the
guestion of whether the Supplices te rogamus could be identified as a consecratory
invocation, they did possess the Sacramentological framework to arrive at an effective
resolution concerning the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration with their
Byzantine counterparts. One should consider that many late medieval Latin Scholastic
theologians acknowledged that certain items could be distinguished to pertain simpliciter or
secundum quid, namely, that these items pertained absolutely or in a certain respect. Thus,
by acknowledging that the Sacraments could comprise multiple forms, the Franciscan
Florentine Fathers could have utilised such a distinction to address whether any cause
existed within the Eucharist’s consecration which could withhold this consecration’s
perfection even though the celebrant, the intention to consecrate, and the formulae for the

Eucharistic gifts’ consecration are all in act.%®

9 See esp. Bonaventure, In Il Sententiarum, d. 3, a. 1, g. 1, conc., in Doctoris Seraphici Opera Omnia, Vol. 2
(Quaracchi: Collegii S. Bonaventurae, 1885), pp. 90-1.

9 Mark of Ephesus, lepi Avaotdoswc, Schmemann, ed., p. 54, lines 43-6. Cf. John of Damascus, Expositio Fidei,
1.3, Kotter, ed., Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos, Vol. 2 (Berlin/New York: De Gruyter, 1973), p. 45.
For a discussion of Mark’s claims here, see Nicholas Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” in Carmelo Giuseppe
Conticello and Vassa Conticello, eds., La théologie byzantine et sa tradition, Vol. 2 of 2 (Turnhout: Brepols,
2002), pp. 411-75 (esp. 453-6); Tikhon Alexander Pino, “Thomas Aquinas and Mark of Ephesos on the Body-
Soul Relationship,” in Denis Searby, ed., Latins and Greeks Learning from Each Other in Byzantium (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 2018), pp. 291-307 (297-9).

% Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 238-40.



47

Based upon the previously discussed Scotistic adherence to God being the direct and
sole efficient cause of all Sacramental consecration, such Franciscan theologians would likely
have concluded that God could still hinder Eucharistic consecration: As God bestowed
spiritual authority upon His Church concerning the Sacraments,®” the Church establishes
certain conditions upon their celebration to ensure their validity. For example, the Church
would normally domically require the penitent be contrite, orally confess their sins, and
undertake satisfaction for the penitent to most efficaciously receive the Sacrament’s
supernatural effect. While Aquinas upheld that contrition, verbal confession, and
satisfaction were all integral parts for perfect penance,®® several Franciscan theologians
including Scotus as well as Byzantine conciliar periti such as Gennadios Scholarios, writing
following Ferrara-Florence, maintained that, in extraordinary circumstances, only contrition
of heart was requisite:*® In extraordinary instances whereby the penitent could not explicitly
confess their sins or undertake satisfaction, Scotus, for example, argued that the priest

could still absolve the penitent through his domically-instituted Apostolic authority to

% Cf. Matt. 16:19, 18:18.

%8 See e.g., Aquinas, Summa Theologiae lll, g. 90, a. 1, conc., in n Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, p. 354:
“...plures actus humani requirantur ad perfectionem poenitentiae, scilicet contritio, confessio et satisfactio...”;
For Aquinas’ understanding of the Sacrament of Penance, cf. esp. Gilles Emery, ‘Reconciliation with the Church
and Interior Penance: The Contribution of Thomas Aquinas on the Question of the Res et Sacramentum of
Penance,” Nova et Vetera 1(2) (2003): 283-302 (esp. 292-302).

9 Gennadios Scholarios, Sur la différence entre les péchés véniels et les péchés mortels, 7, in Martin Jugie,
Xenophon Sidéridés, Louis Petit, eds., Oeuvres Completes de Gennade Scholarios, Vol. 4 (Paris: Maison de la
Bonne Presse, 1935), pp. 274-84 (281, lines 3-8), written during his stay(s) at the Prodromos Monastery near
Serres following his departure from the Ecumenical Patriarchate (c. 1457-60, 14647?): “Apactntnpiwtatov &€
Kal KATA TGV Bavooiwy AHapTNHATWY | HeTdvola ddppakov, Gv dAnBnc [ kal BePaia év cuuTiBh kapdiog
Kal é€ayopeloel Kal ikavormolioel cuvioTtapévn. ‘Omou &€ 6 Bdavatog £mwy, ff GAAN TG Avaykn v
¢€ayopeuoty kal TV ikavomoinow elpyel, f T kapdioag ouvtipn €apkel dAndnC olaa... (My English
translation:) And repentance is also a remedy for mortal sins if it is true and sure in the contrition of the heart,
and if it is orally confessed and satisfied. But where death is at hand, or other extraordinary circumstances
hinder oral confession and satisfaction, the contrition of the heart can comprise true [penance]...” For dating,
see Jugie, “Introduction,” in Jugie, Sidéridés, Petit, eds., Oeuvres Complétes, Vol. 4, xvi-xvii, who highlighted
that the autographic version of Scholarios’ work in MS Par. 1289 was composed at Prodomos. Cf. Blanchet,
Scholarios, pp. 482-7, for the dating of Scholarios’ stay(s) at Prodromos. See also Kappes, ‘A New Narrative for
the Reception of Seven Sacraments into Orthodoxy,” 494-8.
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beseech God to forgive.'® Thus, the additional conditions which would normally be

required in Penance function as accidental forms are nonetheless given Sacramental efficacy
through a particular Church’s Sacramental canons.'®* Where such Franciscan and Byzantine
theologians diverged from late medieval theologians including Aquinas principally
concerned whether accidental forms could function as sine quibus non for the divine
provision of Sacramental Grace given their belief that God, as the Sacraments’ sole efficient
cause, could still willfully hinder a Sacrament’s consecration.

Consequently, when analysing the Florentine conciliar debates, one must keep in
mind that the Franciscan Florentine periti possessed the Sacramentological framework to
accurately interpret their Byzantine counterparts’ assertion that other items in addition to
the dominical words such as the epiclesis and three Signs of the Cross functioned as

essential criteria for the Eucharist’s valid celebration. In particular, it is possible, the author

100 seg, e.g., Scotus, Ordinatio IV, dist. 20, g. unica, in loannis Duns Scoti Opera Omnia, Vol. 13 (Vatican City:
Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 2011), p. 231: “poenitentia vera, sive interior sola sive exterior cum susceptione
sacramenti poenitentiae, sufficit ad salute, cuius in extremis... (My English trans.:) true penance, whether
interior or exterior, alongside the reception of the Sacrament of Penance, suffices for any person’s salvation in
extreme cases.” For a succinct overview of Scotus’ doctrine of the Sacrament of Penance, see Vos, Theology of
John Duns Scotus, pp. 378-81. See esp. Vos, Theology of John Duns Scotus, p. 379: “[For Scotus,] Repentance is
primarily the elementary fact of life that takes life seriously. Then, one is convinced that it is just that one’s
own sin is not left as it was. Our lives need assessment, even if there is the view that we are to blame and do
not go off. This implies that one ought to will that guilt is to be reckoned with, that punishment is fair, and
reconciliation needed, even if we do not have adequate emotions. The crucial connections are contingent.
Repentance belongs to the area of will, just as the disposition of love. However, contrition... confession... and
satisfaction... are matters of becoming. They mark our existence from sadness, sense of truth and labor, but
they are no essential components of being penitent. However, though they are not entailed by being penitent,
they are required by the sacrament of penance. Poenitentia comes as a sacrament from the other side: it is the
sacramental absolution which is expressed by words. Remorse, confession and satisfaction are needed for
receiving adequately the sacrament. The confession of sin must precede, and the satisfaction serves the
efficiency of the sacrament.” Cf. Mark of Ephesus, Oratio Altera de Igne Purgatorio, 19, in Petit, ed., Patrologia
Orientalis, Vol. 15, pp. 130-1, wherein Mark posited that satisfaction is not an essential requisite in the
Sacrament of Penance during the Ferraran debates concerning Purgatory. For a succinct discussion of Mark’s
doctrine of Purgatory, see Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” pp. 457-9.

101 As will be elucidated when examining Torquemada’s Sermo Alter, in the Summa Theologiae lll, q. 78, a. 2,
ad. 5, Aquinas referred to the Apostle Peter supposedly incorporating the term ‘enim’ to ‘Hoc est corpus
meum’ within the Canon Missae so as to state ‘Hoc enim est corpus meum.’ Given that Peter was able to
divide the dominical words thus, this supposed fact entailed that the Apostles were given the authority by
Christ to include accidental items to the Eucharist form, but not an essential item for Sacramental validity,
according to Aquinas. Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 239-40.
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contends, that these two parties could have cooperated at Florence to conclude that each
of these additional items function as signs pointing to the intended telos of God’s
Sacramental operation. Even if Christ Himself did not institute such items when celebrating
the Last Supper, His Church, in virtue of the Apostolic authority given to it by Christ, now
necessitates such items, being accidental forms, as conditions for valid Sacramental

consecration.

1.3.  An Analysis of the Florentine Debate concerning Eucharistic Consecration
within the Wider Context of the Council.

Having delineated the Latin and Hellenophone liturgical and theological
developments relating to the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration prior to
Ferrara-Florence, this section will analyse where the Florentine debates concerning this
guestion stood in the broader context of the Council: These debates followed the extensive
and onerous discussions concerning the Pneumatic procession which had begun on March
8th, 1439, and which were only resolved on June 8™ when Pope Eugenius formally approved
the confession which the Byzantine contingent had composed professing the Spirit’s dual
procession ad intra.1%?

Thereupon, on June 8%, 1439, Eugenius summoned four Byzantine Fathers, Isidore of

Kiev, Bessarion, the Metropolitan of Nicaea, Dorotheos, the Bishop of Trebizond, and

102 See Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., p. 438 for this confession. For an overview of the public conciliar sessions
concerning the Spirit’s Procession, see Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., pp. 399-445; Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 8.3-9.16,
Laurent, ed., pp. 219-76; Jan Louis van Dieten, ‘Zur Diskussion des Filioque auf dem Konzil von Florenz,’
Byzantina Symmeikta 16 (2003-4): 217-82; Joseph Gill, The Council of Florence (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1959), pp. 227-69. Cf. Gill, Council of Florence, pp. 131-79 for the discussions concerning the
canonical validity of adding the filioque clause to the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed in Ferrara; A. Edward
Siecienski, The Filioque. History of a Doctrinal Controversy (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010), pp. 151-
72, esp. 155-69.
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Dorotheos, the Bishop of Mytilene, to attend a private audience with himself and a number
of other Latin Fathers. Therein, these Byzantine Fathers were asked to delineate the
remaining inter-ecclesial dogmatic loci of divergence. After the Byzantine Fathers expressed
that there was sufficient ecclesial agreement concerning the valid Eucharistic matter and
Purgatory,'% some of the Latin Fathers in attendance inquired why the Byzantine Rite’s
Eucharistic Prayers incorporated a putatively consecratory epiclesis following the dominical
words, given that such Latin Fathers believed that the latter formulae had already fully
consecrated the Eucharistic gifts.1%* The Byzantine Fathers responded that while the
dominical words transmuted the Eucharistic gifts, the epiclesis ‘perfected’ this
transformation, highlighting that the Byzantine Rite’s epicleses were commensurate to the
Latin Rite’s Supplices te rogamus.'% As the Acta Graeca described, the Byzantine Fathers
invoked the precise passage from Lombard’s Sententiarum which Kabasilas has been shown

to have invoked almost verbatim to demonstrate this point.t%®

103 syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.1, Laurent, ed., p. 474; Acta Graeca concilii Florentini: quae supersunt
actorum Graecorum Concilii Florentini: necnon descriptionis cuiusdam eiusdem, ed. by Joseph Gill (Rome:
Pontificium Institutum orientalium studiorum, 1953), p. 454.

104 paraphrased from Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.2, Laurent, ed., pp. 474, 476: “Eita é€ftnoav StopB&oat
NUAG kal apyfioal tv émnt T TeAelwosl THG Avaludktou Buoiag tpittrv e0Aoyiav kat émkAnotv tol ayiou
MveLpatog TV ywvopévny napd tol lepéwg Edackov yap OTL ai Seomotikal pwval aylaloucot taltnv youv 10
NaBete dpayete’ Tolto £€0TL TO o@pa pou, Kai To. Miete €€ altol mavieg. Ao kal éuépodvro oi Aativo Toug
NUETEPUG, WG EoPalUéVw TtololvTag PeTd TO ékdwvijoal T deomotikd tadta pripata énelxecbatl Kal
gUAOYEV HETA TO einelv Ta Seomotikd talta pruata...” Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., pp. 441-2; Boularand,
'L’Epiclése,’ 243.

105 paraphrased from Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., pp. 441-2: “niepi 8¢ tfig Belag iepoupylag £lnTBN MO TV TOb
Xplotol pnuatwv AaAnBéviwy, Tol AdBete, payete kal MNiete €€ altol mavreg kal TGV ayiwv Swpwv SLd
TOUTWVY TWV PNUATWV TEAElwBEVTWY, DUETS petd talta molelte ey, kat Aéyete’ Kal moinoov tov pév dptov
Tolitov, Tiptlov o@ua To0 XpLotol cou” TO 8¢ &v T motnpiw ToUTw, Tiov aijo Tod XpLotol cou, HeTaBaAwV
™® NveLpati oou @ ayiw EAVON kal tolto oUTwe. NUETS elmopev OTL 6oAoyolpey SLA TV PNUATWY TOUTWV
teleloloBal tov Belov aptov Kal yiveaBal cpa Xplotold. A\’ Uotepov, kabwg kal avtol Aéyete” Kéleuoov
npooevexBijval ta §@p talta £v xelpl dylov ayyélou ig 10 UTepoupdvwy oou Buaclaotrplov, oUTtw Kal NUETG
guxoueba. Aéyovreg, kKateABelv 10 Mvelpa TO aylov £¢' NUETS kal otfjoal év AV Tov dptov Ttoltov, TiuLlov
o®pa 1ol Xptotod, kai o &v T rotnpiw ToUTw, Tiuov aipa Tod XpLotod, kal petafaielv altd ¢ Mvelpatt
avtol T aylw, Wote yevéoBal tolg petahappavouoty ig vidwv Yuxig, eic adeov apoaptidv: ur yévwvral €ig
Kptlua A elg katakpepa AUOV.”

106 See Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., p. 441: “Kéleuoov npoaevexBijval T SMpa Tadta év XeLpt dyiou dyyélou &ig o
Umepoupavidv oou Bucolaotrplov. (My English translation:) Command that these [Eucharistic] gifts be brought
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These Latin Fathers were likely incognizant of the intra-Latin theological tradition of
identifying the Supplices te rogamus as a consecratory epiclesis. Rather, they likely believed
that the Byzantine Rite’s consecratory Eucharistic epicleses had been progressively
interpolated following the emergence of the Latin-Byzantine Schism during the eleventh
century.

Nonetheless, according to the Arrouvnuovevuata (Memoirs) of Sylvestros
Syropoulos, the uéyac ékkAnotapxnc (grand ecclesiarch) and deacon of the Ecumenical
Patriarchate who was also a member of the Byzantine Imperial contingent at Ferrara-
Florence,'” loannes VIl protested that over twenty thousand texts of the Byzantine Rite’s
Liturgies of St Basil and St John Chrysostom received by the Byzantine Church testified to a
consecratory post-Institution epiclesis. Syropoulos claimed that Cardinal Cesarini
consequently asked loannes VIl to publicly profess that the Byzantine Fathers did not edit

their liturgical texts during their pre-conciliar preparations.t%®

by Your angel’s hand before Your supercelestial altar.” The only difference to Kabasilas’ citation is
emboldened. Cf. Kabasilas, Sacrae Liturgiae Interpretatio, c. 30.1-2, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 150, col. 433.

107 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 3.14, Laurent, ed., p. 176 for his appointment as the uéyac éxkAnotdpync.
See Cod. Par. Univ. 190, fol. 255": “EteAlwBn t@® napov BLAlov 51a xelpog €pol 1ol Stéackdol tod
gvayyéolol Slakovol tol ZIABETpoU ToT Z1pomoudou €v Etel C¥YPPAEY, UivL LouA(lw) v(SikTidv)og B.”
Quoted in Laurent, “Introduction,” in Les Mémoires, pp. 6-7, n. 10. My English translation: “This book was
completed by my own hand, [that] of the teacher and holy deacon Sylvestros Syropoulos, in the 6932 year of
our Lord [i.e., 1424].” The Memoirs were likely completed in their first recension by c. 1444, approximately five
years following the conclusion of the Byzantine contingent’s participation at the Ferrara-Florence. This dating
can be gleaned from the fact that Syropoulos made no reference to the elevation of Gregorios, who had
previously functioned as the confessor to the Emperor loannes VI, to the Ecumenical Patriarchate in 1445.
See Laurent, “Introduction,” in Laurent, ed., Les Mémoires, p. 24. Cf. Gill, “The ‘Acta’ and the Memoirs of
Syropoulus as History,” in Personalities, pp. 144-77 for an analysis of the provenance, structure and contents
of the Memoirs.

108 paraphrased from Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.2, Laurent, ed., p. 476: “...kai éyéveto &votaolg Kai amod
100 BaoAéwg Kal amnd TV Aativwv peydin £v moAAaic cuveheloeaty, 6te O BacI el peTd Kal BAAWY TTOAAGV
Aoywv £dn kal tolio, OtL El BéAete mioTwORval ¢ kal 6 péyag Baoilelog kail 6 Belo¢ XpuoooTopog oUTw
napédwkayv aylalely Ta Bsla SWpa kal teAelolv eV proeTe év macalg Talc v Tfj AvatoAf EkkAnolalg tag
YEYPOAUUEVOC Aettoupyiag macag oUtwg Stadappavoucag Umép Tag Slaxhiag oboac."Edn &€ mpog tolto 6
louAlavog Avvartal ) ayia Baotlela oou ped' 6pkou StapeBat®oat, otLtd BLPAia dmep 0pilelg petemotbOnoav
£v ToooUToLG Xpovolg; el 6€ Tolito ol yevioetal, mi¢ NUETS Tolg BLBAioLg moteboopey;”
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Notably, on this same day, the Ecumenical Patriarch, Joseph Il, passed away. This
passing significantly affected the Byzantine conciliar contingent given the considerable
spiritual influence the deceased Patriarch had upon the Byzantine Fathers.% loannes VIl
subsequently undertook many of the Patriarch’s responsibilities, through which he
cooperated with a small body of conciliar periti including Bessarion, Isidore, and Dorotheos
of Mytilene, in addition to the Emperor’s confessor and future Ecumenical Patriarch,
Gregorios Melissenos.!'? Given their positive disposition towards ecclesial reunion, Pope
Eugenius subsequently reinvited Bessarion, Isidore, and Dorotheos to meet with him on
June 12%: After offering his condolences for Joseph I, Eugenius implored these Fathers to
find means of resolving the remaining sources of ecclesial division.!'* When called to
explicate the Byzantine Church’s doctrine regarding the epiclesis’ consecratory power,
Isidore and Bessarion invoked an analogy of God commanding the transformation of seeds
to plants, which was likely derived from Basil the Great’s Outdia E’ mepi BAaotrioswc yii¢
(Fifth Homily on the Germination of the Earth):

Just as God’s command [Gen. 1:11-2] was spoken precisely once by God, [namely,]
‘Let the earth bring forth the herb of sprout grass bearing seed in accord with its

109 Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., pp. 444-5; Syropoulos, Memoirs, 9.38, Laurent, ed., p. 472. According to the former
source, Joseph II's final confession accepted the Latin Church’s doctrines of Purgatory as well as the pope
being Christ’s vicar on earth. However, Joseph’s confession ostensibly had little influence on the subsequent
conciliar negotiations regarding ecclesial reunion, and was pertinently not referred to by Syropoulos, Mark of
Ephesus, loannes Eugenikos, Gennadios Scholarios, or Georgios Amiroutzes refer to within their post-conciliar
writings on the council and its doctrines. Thus, some scholars including Theodor Frommann in Kritische
Beitrage Zur Geschichte Der Florentiner Kircheneinigung (Halle: Verlag der Buchhandlung des Waisenhauses,
1872), p. 82, and Elias Tantalidis also rejected it. See lMamntotikwy eAéyywy, Vol. 2 of 3 (Istanbul: I. Lazaridou,
1850), p. 252, have rejected this confession’s authenticity. According to its hierarchy of episcopal seniority, the
most senior Eastern Orthodox bishop present at the Council of Florence following the Ecumenical Patriarch
was the Metropolitan of Ephesus given that the second episcopate in this hierarchy, the Metropolis of
Caesarea, was likely to have been vacant at this point in time. Nonetheless, as will be elucidated in Chapter
Four, Mark’s increased opposition towards the Ferraran-Florentine project of reunion and his declining health
hindered Mark from undertaking this senior role. See Demetrius Kiminas, The Ecumenical Patriarchate. A
History of its Metropolitanates with Annotated Hierarch Catalogs (Rockville: Borgo Press, 2009), pp. 100-1,
who highlighted that, by the fourteenth century, the Metropolitanate of Caesarea had no dioceses under its
jurisdiction as a result of the Seljuk occupation of central Asia Minor.

110 syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.3, Laurent, ed, p. 476.

111 Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., p. 446.
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kind,” and operates from the beginning to this moment and will operate through to
the end, and we are convinced that God’s command is to give the earth the power to
produce and sprout fruit, but it also requires a cultivating operation (for we know
that it is this operation that has worked in the earth to bring forth fruit), and it is in
this sense that we regard the holy sacrifice, that those divine words [i.e., the
dominical words] are the things which hallow it, and the [Eucharist’s] perfection is
also combined with the priest’s prayer’s and epicleses, just as the farmer’s concerns
himself with the earth’s fruit.112

As Syropoulos highlighted, Eugenius was unsatisfied at Isidore’s and Bessarion’s
attempts to explicate Eucharistic consecration through this ambiguous analogy.!'® While the
two Byzantine orators highlighted that the epiclesis perfected the Eucharistic gifts’
transmutation, which had incipiently yet substantially transmuted upon the dominical
words’ recitation, this dissatisfaction likely resulted from the fact that this analogy
insufficiently explicated the Byzantine doctrine of Eucharistic consecration in fieri, whereby
the dominical words and the epiclesis functioned as this consecration’s respective starting

and ending points.'** Thus, some Latin Fathers in attendance at the meeting responded by

112 My English translation of Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 10.3, Laurent, ed., p. 476, lines 17-24: “KaBdmnep to
Belov €kelvo mpootaypa anaé noapa 1ol Beol eipnuévov to BAaotnodtw n yij Botavnv xoptou omneipov
OTIEPUA KATA YEVOC, £€ ApXfic Kal £¢ Selipo évepyel Kal Ewg Tfig ouvteleiag € €vepynoel, kal memiopueba pev
w¢ 1O Belov MpooTayud €otL To éunololv i vij Suvauly avaduely Kal kaprodopely, xpeia 6€ Opwg Kal
€vepyeiag Yewpylkic (opduev yap avtnv mAglota cuvepyoliocay tij yi mpog kaprodopiav) oltw kat &ML THG
lepdc tavtng Buoiag dapév, OTL Ta PEv Bela ékelva prpatad elol Td aylalovra tautnv, cuvlaAlovtal §€ mpodg
auTo Kal at ekal kat at émkAnoelg Tol lepéwg mMPog TRV teeiwaty, Worep N EMuélela o0 yewpyol mpog Thv
dopav TG yiic.” One should compare Bessarion’s arguments here with Basil the Great’s Outdia E’ nepi
BAaotnoswg yiig, who exegeted Gen. 1:11 thus: “Let the earth bring forth... Even now, this command [acts] on
the earth, and throughout every season of the year, it necessarily exhibits the full extent of its power to
generate herbs and seeds and trees... and so nature, following this first command from the beginning,
continues throughout the ages until all things are consummated...” My English translation of Basil the Great,
Homilia V in Hexaemeron. De germinatione terrae, sec. 10, Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 29, cols. 116c-7a:
“BAactnodatw n yn. [Gen. 1:11]... Ekeivo €tL kal viv évumtapyov Tij yfi To mpootayua, £neiyel avtAv Koo'
€KAotV £Toug Tepiodov g€dyeLv TV SUVOULY £QUTRG OonV £XEL TPOC T BoTtav@V Kal otepUATwV Kal SEvopwv
YEVEOLY... oUTw Kal 1 th¢ puoswg dkoloubia, £k ToU MPWTOU MTPOCTAYUATOC TNV ApXNV de€apévn MpOg mavta
TOV £0elfic SleEepyeTal Xpovov, HEXPLS AV TTPOG TRV KONV cuvtéAelay ol mavtog katavinon....” This will be
explored further in 4.4.4.

113 syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.3, Laurent, ed., p. 476.

114 cf. Andreas Chrysoberges, Dialogue against Mark Eugenikos, ed. by Martin Hinterberger and Chris Schabel,
in Essays in Renaissance Thought and Letters in Honor of John Monfasani, Alison Frazier and Patrick Fold, eds.,
(Leiden: Brill, 2015), pp. 492-545 (519), who critically yet accurately apprehended this Byzantine doctrine.
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denouncing the inclusion of putatively consecratory epicleses within the Byzantine Rite’s
Eucharistic Prayers and called for their excision.!>

Eugenius thereby appointed Juan de Torquemada to compose a cedula delineating
the Latin Church’s doctrine of Eucharistic consecration and to be the principal Latin orator
within the subsequent public disquisitions on this doctrine.''® As Chapter Three will
elucidate, Torquemada functioned as the Magister Sacri Palatii Apostolici which, amongst
other things, entailed that he was the de facto Papal theologian. Pertinently, neither the
conciliar Acta nor Syropoulos recorded Torquemada explicitly intervening in these initial
Latin-Byzantine discussions between June 8™ and June 11", which, as will be pointed out in
Chapter Three, likely resulted from Torquemada’s late entry into the proceedings of the
Council. This absence would also explicate why Torquemada’s awareness of the Byzantine
Fathers’ dual-moment doctrine was relatively limited within his Sermo Prior. As will be
elucidated, Torquemada likely inaccurately perceived the Byzantine doctrine to postulate
that the epiclesis’ recitation functioned as the sole transmutative moment, identifying the

latter’s doctrine with that which Pope Benedict Xl had condemned the Armenian Christians

for allegedly advocating in August 1341.1%7

115 Andreas of Santacroce, Acta Latina Concilii Florentini, ed. by Georg Hofmann (Rome: Pontificium Institutum
Orientalium Studiorum, 1955), pp. 238-9.

116 See Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 236, wherein Torquemada referred to this commission: “De iussu et
ordinatione sanctitatis vestre, pater beatissime [i.e., Eugenius IV], dicam aliqua cum benedictione sanctitatis
vestre de duabus particularis loquurutus, que respiciunt sacratissime eucaristiae, paucissimis agam, quia
omnia, que dicturus sum, ita puto clarissima omnibus catholicis christianis, ut non expediat abundare
sermone...”

117 Martin Jugie, De forma eucharistiae de epiclesibus eucharisticis (Rome: Officium Libri Catholici, 1943), pp.
59-60. Torquemada’s conciliar secretary, John Lei describes how Torquemada studied Pope Benedict XlI's
decrees in Tractatus loannis Lei O.P.: “De visione beata” Nunc primum in lucem editus: Introductione-notis-
indicibus auctus, Candal, ed., Studi e testi 228 (Vatican City: Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana, 1963), pp. 83-4,
193. Cf. Juan de Torquemada, Apparatus super decretum Florentinum unionis Graecorum, ed. by Manuel
Candal (Rome: Pontificium Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1942), p. 86, for Torquemada’s evocation of
Benedict’s doctrine regarding the Beatific Vision within his 1336 bull, Benedictus Deus.
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Torquemada’s conclusion here was also potentially informed by his recognition that
Isidore’s and Bessarion’s principal theological authority was Kabasilas, who could be
interpreted to have claimed that it was only after the epiclesis were the Eucharistic gifts
were substantially transformed into Christ’s Body and Blood. This awareness elucidates why
many of the Sermo Prior's arguments evoked those passages and authorities cited within
Lombard’s Libri Sententiarum which Kabasilas himself had utilized, given that, unlike Isidore
and Bessarion, Torquemada likely distinguished the Latin provenance underpinning some of
Kabasilas’ conclusions.

Torquemada possibly acknowledged that the Byzantine Fathers implicitly evoked
Kabasilas given the antecedent sharing of literary material between the Latin and Byzantine
contingents. The Acta Graeca recorded how, during the semi-private discussions within
Ferrara, the Latin and Byzantine Fathers daily met in the sacristy of the city’s Franciscan
church to consult the texts each contingent would employ.''® While Torquemada had only
actively begun to participate within the Latin-Byzantine conciliar debates in May 1439, in
light of this sharing of texts, some of Torquemada’s Latin colleagues who were more familiar
with the Greek language possibly alerted Torquemada to Bessarion’s and Isidore’s implicit
recourse to Kabasilas’ Epunveia. However, as Torquemada did not at any point explicitly
evoke Kabasilas’ text within his two Sermones, this hypothesis remains purely speculative.

However, Torquemada undertook Pope Eugenius’ commission between June 12t
and 16™, 1439 by composing a Cedula which began by treating the fittingness of unleavened
bread as the Eucharistic matter, before moving on to examine the nature and moment(s) of

Eucharistic consecration in the Latin and Byzantine Churches’ respective Eucharistic Prayers.

118 Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., p. 90.
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The Cedula was likely composed after Torquemada provided Pope Eugenius with a proposed
outline of the work on June 12t™.11% |oannes VIII became discontent after being informed of
the additional material to debate as many of the Byzantine Fathers were relatively
unprepared to engage with this topic as well as being fatigued by the already onerous
conciliar sessions, leading loannes to object to their inclusion and threatening to depart for
Constantinople.'?® The extremity of such threats indicates that the Latin and Byzantine
Fathers acknowledged this topic’s pertinence to the extent that it could impede the
imminent ecclesial reunion. Following a heated exchange, on June 13, loannes VIl
accepted the incorporation of some written definition concerning Eucharistic consecration
before the formal signing of the Papal bull which would effectuate ecclesial reunion.
However, loannes VIl accepted this only on the condition that the Byzantine Fathers could
publicly debate the Latin Church’s de facto doctrine.*?!

Against this background, Torquemada publicly addressed the Byzantine conciliar
Fathers on June 16™. Therein, Torquemada encapsulated the contents of his Cedula he had
shared with his conciliar colleagues and counterparts regarding unleavened bread alongside
the epiclesis. The arguments and conclusions of Torquemada’s public address were
recorded by the Papal Stenographer, Andreas of Santacroce, in the Acta Latina, under the
title, the Sermo Prior de Materia et Forma Ss. Eucharistiae.*??

As will be elucidated in Chapter Three, for Torquemada, the principal source of

dispute concerned whether regarded whether the dominical words, ‘Hoc est corpus

meum/Hic est sanguis meus’ perfectly transmuted the Eucharistic gifts. Subsequently,

119 candal, “Introductione,” in Candal, ed., Apparatus, xxvii.

120 Boylarand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 247-8.

121 Boylarand, ‘LEpiclése,’ 247-8.

122 See Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., pp. 237, line 18-239, line 16.
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contrary to Pope Eugenius’ intention behind the inclusion of the doctrine of Eucharistic
consecration as a topic requiring resolution at the Council, Syropoulos recorded how
loannes VIl requested that the Byzantine Fathers be given additional time to formulate
their response to Torquemada’s assertions. During this time, loannes covertly commissioned
Mark of Ephesus to compose an apologetical treatise explicating the Byzantine Church’s
doctrine.’?3 Mark’s AiBeAAdo¢ must thereby be interpreted to a significant extent as a literary
response to Torquemada’s Cedula, wherein the latter challenged the Byzantine Church’s de
facto dual moment doctrine of Eucharistic consecration, to a significant extent through
recourse to the principles underlying Aquinas’ Sacramentology. Nonetheless, it is again
important to reemphasise that the Latin Church had not dogmatically defined its stance vis-
a-vis the precise moment of Eucharistic transubstantiation prior to the Council of Florence.
Resultingly, when analysing Torquemada’s Sermones Prior and Alter in Chapters Three and
Five, it will be shown that Torquemada overemphasized the doctrinally binding nature of his
argumentation by evoking several axioms such as a single-form doctrine of Sacramental
causality and sacerdotal instrumental causality which were disputed questions within the

late medieval Latin theological tradition.

123 paraphrased from Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.3, Laurent, ed., p. 478: “O 6 BactAeUC LETAKANEGAUEVOC
oV EdEoou nElwoev tva ypayn tL nepl tolde tol {nTApatog o 6£ éneiodn kal Eypale kal anédelgev 6tL oUTW
napedwkav ot Gytot Tfi¢ EkkAnciog Si6dokalot tehelolobal ta Bl Gpa, kabwe aylalovot tadta NUETEPOL
lepelc.”
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Chapter Two: The Post-Florentine Status Quaestionis of the Doctrine
of Eucharistic Consecration.

Having examined the proximate background to the Florentine Eucharistic debates in
Chapter One, this Chapter will provide an overview of the dogmatic statements concerning
the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration issued by the Eastern Orthodox and
Latin Churches following Ferrara-Florence. Doing so will allow the author to assess the
dogmatic weight of both Torquemada’s and Mark of Ephesus’ doctrines of Eucharistic
consecration articulated at Florence. This overview will also enable an assessment of to
what extent their respective doctrines could be fittingly employed within any modern-day

attempt to establish some form of consensus regarding this question.

2.1. The Doctrine of Eucharistic Consecration within Eastern Orthodoxy following
Ferrara-Florence.

To begin by addressing the post-Florentine dogmatic statements concerning this
guestion within the Eastern Orthodox Churches, this section will exemplify that Mark of
Ephesus’ in fieri doctrine has received consistent support within a series of Eastern
Orthodox synods and canonical documentation issued through to the twenty-first century.
Moreover, it will be shown that there was in fact the potential for some form of consensus
concerning Eucharistic consecration with the Roman Catholic Church prevailed within these
documents as a number of these utilised certain Latin Christian theological-philosophical
axioms and methods of argumentation to articulate their doctrines of Eucharistic

consecration.
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Following the formal repudiation of the Florentine Reunion within the Pan-Orthodox
council in Constantinople in 1484, the various Eastern Orthodox Churches continued to
acknowledge that the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration was a Church-
dividing issue. Thus understood, the in fieri doctrine of Eucharistic transmutation upheld by
Kabasilas and later by Mark of Ephesus continued to be substantially upheld by several
Eastern Orthodox synods and theologians. While these authors were not necessarily
explicitly evoked, their affirmation of the epiclesis’ consecratory nature was postulated by,
for example, the Ecumenical Patriarch Jeremias Il Tranos.*?* Tranos upheld the in fieri
doctrine of Eucharistic transmutation within his first epistolary response to the two
Lutheran Professors at the University of Tlibingen, Jacob Andrea and Martin Crusius. This
response aimed to counteract the Eucharistic theology articulated in the 1530 Augsburg
Confession given Andrea’s and Crusius’ mission to cultivate the Eastern Orthodox Church’s
endorsement of this Confession.'?>

This in fieri doctrine of Eucharistic consecration was subsequently defended within
Meletios Syrigos’ Greek edition and translation of the Latin text of the Eastern Orthodox
Metropolitan of Kiev, Galicia and all Ruthenia from 1633 to 1647, Peter Moghila’s Orthodoxa
Confessio Fidei et Apostolicae Ecclesiae Orientalis. This confession of faith was initially

composed with the support of Isaia Kozlovsky-Trofymovych and Sylwester Kosséw in

124 Eor an overview of Patriarch Jeremias’ life and work, see Christian Hannick and Klaus-Peter Todt, “Jérémie Il
Tranos,” in Carmelo Giuseppe Conticello and Vassa Conticello, eds., La théologie byzantine et sa tradition, Vol.
2 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2002), pp. 551-612.

125 Jeremias Il Tranos, Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople, Primum Patriarcha Constantinopolitani, D.
Hieremia ad Augustanum Confessionem Responsum: a Martino Curiso Tybing. Academia Professore. c. 10, in
Acta Et Scripta Theologorvm VVirtembergensivm, Et Patriarchae Constantinopolitani D. Hieremiae
(Wirttemberg: John Tranos, 1584), p. 86. Cf. Georges Florovsky, “An Early Ecumenical Correspondence.
Patriarch Jeremiah Il and the Lutheran Divines,” in Collected Works of Georges Florovsky, Vol. 2: Christianity
and Culture (Belmont: Nordland, 1974) pp. 143-55; George Mastrantonis, Augsburg and Constantinople: The
Correspondence Between the Tubingen Theologians and Patriarch Jeremiah Il of Constantinople on the
Augsburg Confession (Brookline: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 1982).
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advance of the local Eastern Orthodox Council of Kiev in 1640.126 Nonetheless, in the lead up
to the Synod of lasi, convoked in 1642 by the Ecumenical Patriarch Parthenios | and
comprised both Greek and Slavic Orthodox clerics, Syrigos was commissioned on the synod’s
behalf to produce a Greek translation of Moghila’s Latin text and amend it where
necessary.'?’ Pertinently, Syrigos’ edition and translation upheld the epiclesis’ consecratory
function.'?® This revised confession was subsequently ratified at lasi, and on March 11,

1643, and approved within a meeting of the Evénuoldoa >uvobdoc convoked by the

126 Antoine Malvy and Marcel Viller, eds., La Confession Orthodoxe de Pierre Moghila (Rome: Pontificium
Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1927), xliii-xlv. For an overview and analysis of Moghila’s life and work, see
Gerhard Podskalsky, Griechische Theologie in der Zeit der Tiirkenherrschaft (1453-1821): die Orthodoxie im
Spannungsfeld der nachreformatorischen Konfessionen des Westens (Munich: C. H. Beck, 1982), pp. 229-36.
lhor Sevéenko, ‘The Many Worlds of Peter Mohyla,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 8(1/2): The Kiev Mohyla
Academy: Commemorating the 350th Anniversary of its Founding (1632) (1984): 9-44. Cf. with caution Martin
Jugie, Theologia dogmatica christianorum orientalium ab Ecclesia catholica dissidentium, Vol. 3: Theologiae
dogmaticae Graeco-Russorum expositio de sacramentis seu mysteriis (Paris: Letouzey et Ané, 1930), pp. 288-
301; Panteleimon Rodopoulos, O Kadayiaouog t@wv dwpwv tij¢ Belag euyaptotiag, Aetoupyika BAatadwv 3
(Thessalonica: To Matplapyko 16pupa Matepkwv MeAetwy, 2000), pp. 34-9, for an overview of Eastern
Orthodox theology vis-a-vis the epiclesis during the early modern period. Moghila’s confession intended to
systematically define Eastern Orthodox doctrine amidst the controversies associated with Cyril Loukaris, who
was suspected of erroneously attempting to incorporate Reformed tenets within his Eucharistic theology. For
example, within his own Confessio Fidei, initially published in Latin in Geneva in 1629 before being issued in
Greek in 1633, Loukaris had exposited a doctrine of Eucharistic transmutation which could be interpreted to
have upheld a merely spiritual rather than physical transformation. My English translation of Cyrilli Confessio,
c. 16, in Ernst Julius Kimmel, ed., Monumenta Fidei Ecclesize Orientalis, Vol. 1, (Jena: F. Mauke, 1850), pp. 36:
“Motebopey yap toUg motoug petahapBavovtag ev @ deinvw to o®pa tod kupiou AUGVIncol Xplotod
£€00iew... aA\a Th T Yuxi¢ aloBrnoel kowvwvoivtag. To yap ocpa tol kupiou oUK oty OTep €V TR LUOTEPLW
To1¢ 0pOaApoic opatal te kal Aappavetal, AN’ Omep MVEUUATIK®G 1 TtioTic Aafolica NUlv moploTavel Te Kal
xapiletat... (My English translation:) For we believe that the faithful partake and receive Our Lord Jesus Christ’s
Body in the [Lord’s] Supper... but by perceiving communion in the soul. For the Lord’s Body is not present
because the Sacrament is seen and beheld by the eyes, but is presented and gifted to us spiritually or by
faith...” For an analysis of the extent to which this suspicion was true, see Stephanie Falkowski, Not Quite
Calvinist: Cyril Lucaris a Reconsideration of His Life and Beliefs, M. Th. Dissertation (Saint John’s University,
Collegeville, Minnesota 2018), esp. pp. 75-81.

127 Malvy and Viller, eds., La Confession Orthodoxe de Pierre Moghila, |.

128 My English translation of Peter Moghila, Op3d60éo¢ Ouodoyia thic KadoAikfic kil AootoAikfic AVaToAkA¢
EkkAnoiac, q. 107, ed. by Georgios Constantinou (Venice, Demetrios Theodosiou, 1764), p. 125: “T€taptov
TPETEL, VA €N O (gpelg Tolal TNV yVWUNV €i¢ TOV Kapov, omod aylalel ta S®pa, d¢ avtn i ovoia tol dptou
kal fj oVoio To oivou petafdiletal €ic THV oUotav o0 GANBWol cwuaToc Kal alpotog Tod XpLotou Sid Tig
¢vepyeiog Tod dylou Mvedpatoc, ob TV EMiKANGLY KAUEL TAV Mpav KELVNY, SlavateAn®C To LUCTHpLOV ToUTO,
£€mevyopevog Kal Aéywv: Katapeppoov to Mvelud oou to aylov £¢’ NUAC Kal Ml Ta pokeipeva SGOpa tadta:
kal roinoov tov pev dptov todtov Tipov ohpa tol Xplotold cou, To 8¢ év T¢) motnpiw Toutw Tipov alpa tod
Xplotol oouv, petaBaA®@v td Mvebpati cou T® ayilw... (My English translation:) ...the priest must intend [to
consecrate] in the moments when he consecrates the holy gifts, that the bread’s substance and the wine’s
substance are transmuted into the true substance of Christ’s Body and Blood through the Holy Spirit’s
operation, whom the priest invokes for this Sacrament’s perfection, boastfully proclaiming... [the Liturgy of St
John Chrysostom’s epiclesis].”
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Ecumenical Patriarch Parthenios I, while also being signed by the Eastern Orthodox
Patriarchs of Jerusalem, Antioch, and Alexandria.'?®

Moving on to the late nineteenth century, in response to Pope Leo XlII's 1894
apostolic letter, Praeclara gratulationis publicae,*3° the Ecumenical Patriarchate under
Anthimos VIl issued an encyclical proclaiming that the Eastern Orthodox Churches upheld
that Eucharistic consecration occurs following the epiclesis. This doctrine, according to this
encyclical, was that of the universal Church of the first seven ecumenical councils and was
attested to within the early Latin Church. Indeed, the encyclical claimed that the Latin

Church had progressively departed from this doctrine by formulating the doctrine that the

dominical words solely consecrated these gifts.3?

129 Kallinikos Delikanis, ed., Ta ev toic kWbiéL Tou Matplapyikov Apyxsto@ulaksiou owloueva emionua
ekkAnotaotika Eyypapa, Vol. 3 (Istanbul: Ek tou Matplapyxikol Tunoypadeiou, 1904), pp. 31-2; Antoine Malvy
and Marcel Viller, eds., “Introduction,” in La confessione orthodoxe de Pierre Moghila (Rome: Pontificium
Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1927), li-liii, Ixii; This doctrine was reiterated in the doctrinal statement
issued by the Synod of Constantinople, which assembled in January 1672 and was presided over by Ecumenical
Patriarch Dionysios IV. See Dionysii Patriarchae Constantinopolitani Super Calvinistarum Erroribus ac Reali
Imprimis Praesentia Responsio, in Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio, Vol. 34 (Paris:
Hubert Welter, 1902), cols. 1780-1.

130 cf, Leo XIIl, Epistola Apostolica, SSmi. D. N. Leonis XlII ad Principes populosque universos, occasione sui
iubilaei episcopalis, in Victor Piazzesi, ed., Acta Sanctae Sedis in Compendium Opportune Redacta et lllustrata,
Vol. 26 (Rome: Ex Typographia Polyglotta a S. Congr. De Propaganda Fide, 1893-4), pp. 705-17.

131 FykUkALOC maTplopyikh Kat cuVoSIKN EMLOTOAN TPOC TOUC lEpWTATOUC Kait OE0PIAECTATOUC EV XPLOTW
adeAPOUC UNTPOTTOALITAC KoL ETTILOKOTTOUG KAl TOV TTIEPL QUTOUG LEPOV KoL EUayn KANPoV Kal amav to eVaEBEC Kat
opUoboéov mAnpwua Tou aylwTdToU ArnootoAkoU Kal matpLapyLtkol Bpovou KwvotavtivouroAewg (Istanbul:
Ex tou Natplapy. Tumoypadeiov, 1895), p. 9: “H pia dyla kaBoAkn kal dmootoAikn EKKAncia Tv Emta
Oikoupevelk®v Zuvodwv mapebEXeTo, OTL TA Tipla SWpa kabaylalovtal PeTA THV VXNV TFG EMKANCEWG TOU
Ayiou MNvevpatog 81a tfig eUAoyLag Tol lepEwc, W paptupoliol TA apyalo TUTILKA TG PWUNG Kal TGV FaAAL&v,
00oTEPOV OUWCE EKALVOTOMNOE Kal €v ToUTw A Ttarmikn EkkAnotia, anodeapévn avBalpétwg TNV kabayiaowv tov
TWiwv SWpwV WG yyouévny oLV Tf ékdpwvnoetl TV Kuplak@v Aoyiwv: «\dBete dpaete Tolto £€0TL TO COUA
pou» Kol «[Miete €€ avTol Mavtec: TodTo yap £0TL TO aipa pou... (My English translation:) The one holy,
Catholic and Apostolic Church of the Seven Ecumenical Councils held that the sacred gifts are consecrated
following the prayer of the epiclesis to the Holy Spirit through the priest’s blessing, as witnessed in the
primitive rites of Rome and Gaul, later however the Papal Church also innovated by accepting arbitrarily that
the sacred gifts’ consecration is done with the recitation of the Lord's words...” Additionally, in 1839, the Most
Holy Governing Synod formally adopted a revised version of the Longer Catechism of the Orthodox Church of
the East, first formulated by the Metropolitan of Moscow, Philaret Drozdov, in 1823, which also exposited an
in fieri doctrine of Eucharistic consecration which affirmed the epiclesis’ consecratory function. Cf. The Longer
Catechism of the Orthodox Catholic Church of the East, ed. and trans. by Richard White Blackmore, The
Doctrine of the Russian Church (Aberdeen: A. Brown, 1845), pp. 91-2.
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Given this analysis, any attempt to reconcile the Eastern Orthodox Churches with the
Latin Church must evidently consider the former communion’s magisterial emphasis on the
epiclesis’ consecratory function. However, there is also a precedent for a positive receptivity
to some of the intra-Latin theological and philosophical developments vis-a-vis Eucharistic
consecration. Consequently, one can reiterate the above claim that, had the Latin Church
alternatively attempted to reconcile the Eastern Orthodox Churches through recourse to
some of the Franciscan Sacramentological principles explicated in Chapter One, a more

enduring consensus on this source of dispute could have been established.

2.2 The Doctrine of Eucharistic Consecration within the Roman Catholic Church
following Ferrara-Florence.

Having detailed the post-Florentine magisterial developments within the Eastern
Orthodox Churches concerning Eucharistic consecration, this section will similarly analyse
how the Roman Catholic Church has officially responded to this question from Ferrara-
Florence through to the twenty-first century. While Roman Catholic dogmatic theologians
began to formulate a precise doctrine concerning the nature of Eucharistic consecration
following Ferrara-Florence, unlike other controverted doctrines such as the Immaculate
Conception or Papal Infallibility, the Roman Catholic Magisterium has to this day proclaimed
any infallible dogmatic definition with regards to this doctrine.3?

Following the Byzantine Fathers’ departure from Ferrara-Florence, the Roman
Catholic Church affirmed that the dominical words function as the Eucharistic form when

effectuating ecclesial reunion with representatives of the Armenian Apostolic Church in the

132 f. patrick Reagan, ’Quenching the Spirit: The Epiclesis in Recent Roman Documents,” Worship 79 (2005):
386-404 for an overview of the most recent Roman Catholic Magisterial treatments of the epiclesis.
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Decretum pro Armenis, issued in November 1439.%33 This doctrine was again affirmed in its
bull of reunion with the Coptic and Ethiopian Oriental Orthodox Churches in Cantate
Domino, issued in February 1442.13% Neither of the teachings of these bulls were, however,
universally binding upon the Churches in communion with Rome. Nonetheless, the
thirteenth session of the Council of Trent published its dogmatic Decretum de ss. Eucharistia
in October 1551, which some scholars such as Sévérien Salaville have assessed to have
declared that the dominical words strictly consecrate the Eucharistic gifts.'3> However, this
decree merely posited that the Eucharistic gifts had been fully transmuted into Christ’s Body
and Blood following the unspecified ‘consecration’.3®

In conjunction with this Tridentine decree, given that three of the four periti
appointed by Pope Pius IV to compose the Catechismus ex decreto Concilii Tridentini ad
Parochos, which was published in 1566, were Dominican brethren, this catechism naturally

interpreted this Tridentine decree according to the orthodox Thomistic theology which

133 Eugenius IV, Exaltate Deo, in Denzinger, ed., Enchiridion, p. 240.

134 Eugenius IV, Cantate Domino, in Denzinger, ed., Enchiridion, p. 249.

135 salaville, “Epiclése eucharistique,” in Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique, Vol. 5, col. 231.

136 Conc. Trid. (Oec. XIX) 1545-1563, Sess. Xlll (11 Oct. 1551). Canones de Ss. Eucharistia, can. 4, in Denzinger,
ed., Enchiridion, p. 290: “Si quis dixerit, peracta consecratione in admirabili Eucharistiae sacramento non esse
corpus et sanguinem Domini nostri lesu Christi, sed tantum in usu, dum sumitur, non autem ante vel post, et in
hostiis seu particulis consecratis, quae post communionem reservantur vel supersunt, non remanere verum
corpus Domini: anathema sit.” Theodore Alois Buckley, trans., Canons and Decrees of the Council of

Trent (London: George Routledge and Co., 1851), p. 78: “If any one shall say, that, after the consecration is
completed, the body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ are not in the admirable sacrament of the Eucharist,
but [are there] only during the use, whilst it is being taken, and not either before or after; and that, in the
hosts, or consecrated particles, which after communion are reserved or remain, the true body of the Lord
remaineth not; let him be anathema.” The fact that Trent did not explicitly denounce the doctrine that the
epiclesis could function as a consecratory Eucharistic component is pertinent given that, in 1552, the
Dominican theologian and Tridentine peritus, Lancelot Periti, writing under the pseudonym Ambrosius
Catharinus, produced two treatises entitled Quaesto quibusnam verbis Christus divinum Eucharistiae
sacramentum confecerit and Tractatus secunda illius quaestionis quibus verbis Christus sacramentum
confecerit, wherein he postulated that the epiclesis, conditioned by the dominical words, was the
‘consecration rite’ within the Eastern Christian Churches, whereas within the Latin Church, the rite of
transubstantiation was the dominical words determined by the Quam oblationem. In 1596, Politi’s works were
subsequently listed on the Index Librorum Prohibitorum. Salaville, “Epiclése eucharistique,” in Dictionnaire de
Théologie Catholique, Vol. 5, col. 231; Edward Schillebeeckx, De sacramentele Heilseconomie (Antwerp: T.
Groeit, 1952), pp. 332-4.
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prevailed within the early modern Dominican Order. Thus, the ‘form’ for Eucharistic
consecration was delineated as Hoc est corpus meum/Hic est sanguis meus, in addition to
the mysterium fidei.*3’

Moving on to the twentieth century,3® within an epistle sent to several of his Near
Eastern apostolic delegates in December 1910, Pope Pius X repudiated the doctrine of the
epiclesis’ perfective consecratory function, maintaining that to add a putatively
consecratory accidental item to the Eucharistic form, i.e., the dominical words, would
change the Sacrament’s ‘substance.’!3°

Within his apostolic constitution, Sacramentum Ordinis, issued on November 30",
1947, Pius Xll addressed the issue which the Florentine Decretum pro Armenis aimed to

resolve in affirming that the matter and form for the validity of Sacerdotal Ordination was

the traditio instrumentorum and its accompanying verbal formula. This doctrine had in fact

137 catechismus ex decreto Concilii Tridentini ad Parochos (Rome: In aedibus Populi Romani, 1574), pp. 224-9.
These three Dominican theologians were Leonardo Marino, Archbishop of Lanciano, Egidio Foscherari, Bishop
of Modena, and Francisco Fureiro. Eugéne Mangenot, “Catechisme,” in Dictionnaire de théologie catholique
Vol. 2 (Paris: Letouzey et Ané, 1908), cols. 1895-1968 (1918). Subsequently, several post-Tridentine Roman
Catholic scholars between the sixteenth and nineteenth centuries asserted that the dominical words were a
ubiquitous element of the oldest Eucharistic Prayers. See, e.g., Eusebius Renaudot, Liturgiarum orientalium
collectio, Vol. 2 of 2, repr. (Frankfurt/London: J. Baer, 1847), p. 573, who stated that a Eucharistic Prayer which
did not include the dominical words was “inauditum prorsus antiquitus, et contra omnium Ecclesiarum...
disciplinam.”

138 Cf. Benedict XIll, Decreta Sacrae Congregationis de Propaganda Fide super ritibus Melchitarum Syriae et
Palaestinae, a Sanctissimo D. N. Benedicto Xlll approbata, et ex praescripto Sanctitatis Suue omnimodae
ersecutioni demandanda. in Acta et Decreta sacrorum conciliorum recentiorum, Collectio lacensis, Vol. 2
(Freiburg: Herder, 1886), cols. 438-42 (439-40); Pius VII, Adorabile Eucharistiae, in Bullarium pontificium sacrae
congregationis de propaganda fide, Vol. 4 (Rome: Typis Collegii Urbani, 1841), pp. 388-93 (389), for two
pertinent examples of the Papal affirmation of the dominical words’ sole consecratory power prior to the
twentieth century. Due to word limitations, | am unable to exposit their contents.

139 Pjus X, Ex Quo, Nono, in La Civilta Cattolica 62, Vol. 1 (Rome: Direzione e Amministrazione, 1911), pp. 131-4
(132-3). Pius X particularly sought to counteract the Roman Catholic theologian, Maximilian of Saxony, who
published an article within the journal Roma e I’Oriente earlier that year. Maximilian’s article conjured several
topoi which he lamentably believed divided the Latin and Eastern Christian Churches, including the nature and
moment of Eucharistic consecration. Maximilian of Saxony, ‘Pensées sur la question de I'union des Eglises,’
Roma e I’Oriente 1 (1910): 13-29. According to Maximilian, as the Latin Rite’s rubrics implied the dominical
words’ immediate consecratory operation, many Latin Christian theologians overlooked the prevalent Eastern
Christian doctrine that the epiclesis completes the transmutative process. See Maximilian of Saxony, ‘Pensées
sur la question de |'union des Eglises,’ 25. Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 247-50.
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been later incorporated into the Pontificale Romanum’s rubrics under Pope Clement VIl in
1595.149 pjus Xl countered this doctrine by arguing that, because Christ Himself bestowed
His Church with a sevenfold order of Sacraments, whose Sacramental signs He ordained His
Churches to preserve, given that each of the Universal Church’s liturgical Rites have
historically maintained that the imposition of hands and its verbal formula have signified
this Sacrament, these items must function as Ordination’s ‘substance.”**! Through this
method, Pius XIl exemplified that the traditio instrumentorum was not necessary for the
validity of Sacramental ordination as the Byzantine Church, which had re-established full
communion with the Latin Church, was authorised at Florence to continue administering
Holy Orders simply through the imposition of hands.#2

According to Pius XlI, the Latin Church at Florence did not aim to teach that
the traditio instrumentorum pertained to Ordination’s ‘substance.” Rather, this council
added a further condition for the Sacrament’s valid celebration within the Latin Rite, which
the Church could equally remove, and which Pius Xl used to alter the conditions for valid
Ordination.'*? This conclusion thereby undermined Pius X’s qualms concerning the addition
of accidental items added to the Sacramental ‘substance.” Pertinently, given that Pius XII's
pronouncement was addressed to the universal Church, compared to Pius X’s epistle which
was simply addressed to a number of Papal delegates, one can conclude that the former

holds relatively greater magisterial weight. Indeed, following the First Vatican Council’s

140 See Eugenius IV, Exaltate Deo, in Denzinger, ed., Enchiridion, p. 242; Pontificale Romanum (Rome: Leonardi
Parasoli [e] Sociorum, 1595), pp. 53-75.

141 pjus XII, Constitutio Apostolica de Sacris Ordinibus Diaconatus, Presbyteratus et Episcopatus, in Acta
Apostolicae Sedis. Commentarium Officiale, Vol. 40 (Vatican City: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1948), pp. 5-7 (5-
6).

142 pjys XII, Constitutio Apostolica de Sacris Ordinibus, in Acta Apostolicae Sedis, Vol. 40, p. 6. Cf. Kappes,
Epiclesis Debate, pp. 250-1. Pertinently, in Chapter Five, Torquemada will be shown utilised a similar inductive
method which Pius XIl employed here to establish what the Latin and Eastern Orthodox Churches mutually
shared and thereby determine the Eucharist’s Dominical and Apostolic substance.

143 Pjus XII, Constitutio Apostolica de Sacris Ordinibus, in Acta Apostolicae Sedis, Vol. 40, p. 6.
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definition of Papal Infallibility in 1870, for a given doctrine to possess infallibility as such, the
Pope needed to decree this doctrine universally by exercising his office as the pastor and
doctor over all Christians on a matter de fide vel moribus.*** Through this definition, Roman
Catholic theologians were in effect facilitated to bypass the doctrines elucidated in both
Exaltate Deo and the Catechismus ex decreto Concilii Tridentini, which came to be regarded
as teachings with varying degrees of magisterial weight as these documents’ doctrines were
not universally instructed, with Exaltate Deo being strictly addressed to the Armenian
Church and the Catechismus ex decreto Concilii Tridentini being addressed to Roman

Catholic clergy.'#

144 conc. Vaticanum, Sessio IV (18 lulii 1870) Constitutio dogmatica | de Ecclesia Christi, Cap. 4. De Romani
Pontificis infallibili magisterio, in Denzinger, ed., Enchiridion, p. 490.

145 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 252-7. See e.g., G. M. van Rossum, De essentia sacramenti ordinis: Disquisitio
historico-theologica, 1% ed. (Freiburg im Breisgau: B. Herder, 1914), pp. 162-175 (169), where van Rossum
argued that, because Exultate Deo was strictly addressed to one particular Church, and not to the entire
Roman Catholic episcopate or faithful, in addition to the lack of reception of this document’s doctrine of
Ordination’s form and matter by subsequent generations of Christians in communion with Rome, this doctrine
was thus merely instructed “ab ordinaria ac fallibili Ecclesiae auctoritate,” and a Catholic could thereby, if they
had sufficient reasons, withhold assent thereto. See also loannes Baptista Franzelin, Tractatus de divina
traditione et scriptura, sec. 1, c. 2, th. 12, sch. 1, princ. 1, cor. 5, 2" ed. (Rome: S. Congr. de Propaganda Fide,
1875), p. 119, who remarked of Exaltate Deo: “... utrum quae ibi docentur nominatim de materia et forma
sacramentorum, sint definitiones dogmaticae, an solum instructiones in praxi observandae... (My English
translation:) what is taught there [in this decree] specifically about the Sacraments’ matter and form are either
dogmatic definitions or instructions to be practically observed.” Roman Catholic theologians from the fifteenth
through to the early twentieth centuries diverged over Exaltate Deo’s dogmatic weight. For example, some
sixteenth and seventeenth century theologians argued that Exaltate Deo, including its Sacramental teachings,
is a true, infallible ecumenical conciliar definition which was instructed by the Church’s extraordinary
Magisterium. See, e.g., Ruard Tapper, De sacramento ordinis, a. 17, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 2 of 2 (Cologne: In
Officina Birckmannica, 1582), p. 268; Gabriel Vasquez, Commentariorum ac disputationum in Tertiam partem
S. Thomae, Vol. 3 of 3, disp. 139, c. 6 (Alcald de Henares: Andreas Sanchez de Ezpeleta, 1613), p. 869ff. During
the early twentieth century, this interpretation of Exaltate Deo was upheld by Louis Billot, De Ecclesiae
Sacramentis: Commentarius in Tertiam Partem S. Thomae, q. 72, thes. 31, a. 1 (Rome: Typographia Pontificia in
Instituto Pii IX, 1914), p. 294. Nonetheless, a number of Roman Catholic theologians during this period,
acknowledging the variance in the praxis of Holy Orders, particularly with regards to the Byzantine and
Armenian Rites, subsequently asserted that Exaltate Deo sought to provide disciplinary instruction to the
Armenians regarding the Latin Rite’s praxis, rather than dogmatically define the Sacrament form and matter of
Holy Orders. See Pietro Gasparri, Tractatus canonicus de sacra ordinatione, Vol. 2, n. 1007 (Paris/Lyon:
Delhomme et Briguet, 1894), pp. 213-4. See also Denzinger, Enchiridion, p. 242, n. 1, who stated with regards
to Exaltate Deo’s statements on Holy Orders: “Notandum est agi hic de instructione Armenorum circa ea,
guae, erant diversa ab eorum ritibus, non vero de definienda materia et forma sensu stricto accepta tanquam
partibus sacramento essentialibus... (My English translation:) One must note that we are dealing here [i.e.,
Exaltate Deo, c. 6] with the instruction of the Armenians concerning those things which were different in their
Rites [from the Latin Rite], but are not [dealing] with the definition of the acceptable matter and form in the
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Thus, during the late twentieth century, the Roman Catholic Magisterium has
explicitly acknowledged that, through its divinely instituted authority, a given Church could
add extra forms for the Eucharist’s validity. Thus, the Roman Catholic Magisterial receptivity
towards an in fieri doctrine of Eucharistic consecration which acknowledged the epiclesis’
consecratory function was elucidated within the Catechism of the Catholic Church, first
issued in 1983:

[1333] ...the bread and wine... by the words of Christ and the invocation of the Holy

Spirit, become Christ’s Body and Blood...

[1353] In the epiclesis, the Church asks the Father to send his Holy Spirit (or the

power of his blessing) on the bread and wine, so that by His power they may become

the Body and Blood of Jesus Christ... In the institution narrative, the power of the
words and the action of Christ, and the power of the Holy Spirit, make sacramentally
present under the species of bread and wine Christ’s Body and Blood...14¢
These developments exemplify that the Latin Church’s insistence on the dominical words’
sole consecratory function at Florence lacked the proper authority to bind their Byzantine
counterparts. Moreover, these developments indicate that there was a methodological
basis from which the Latin and Byzantine Florentine Fathers could have arrived at consensus
which recognised that additional forms including the epiclesis were necessary criteria for

the Eucharist’s validity within the Byzantine Rite, in virtue of Byzantine Church’s Apostolic

authority to ‘bind and loose’ the forms of their Sacramental orders.

strict sense as essential parts of the Sacrament [of Ordination]...” Cf. Manuel Quera, ‘El decreto de Eugenio IV
para los Armenios, y el sacramento del Orden,’ Estudios eclesidsticos: Revista de investigacion e informacion
teoldgica y candnica 4(15) (1925): 237-50, who arrived at the same conclusion, but also provided an overview
of the differing opinions on this question.

146 The Catechism of the Catholic Church, nn. 1333, 1353 (New York: Doubleday, 1995), pp. 371, 377; Cf.
Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 261-3; Gerhard Ludwig Miiller, LafSt uns mit ihm gehen: Eucharistiefeier als
Weggemeinschaft (Freiburg/Basel/Vienna: Herder, 1990), p. 189.
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Chapter Three: An Analysis of Juan de Torquemada’s Sermo Prior

3.1. Torquemada’s Background.

Having detailed the status quaestionis concerning the nature and moment of
Eucharistic consecration within the Roman Catholic and Eastern Churches from a dogmatic
perspective, one must evaluate how the Latin Church, through Torquemada’s Eucharistic
Cedula and Sermones, attempted to defend its doctrine of the dominical words’ unique
consecratory function at Florence.

To begin by addressing Torquemada’s background and how this informed his
treatment of the nature and moment(s) Eucharistic consecration at Florence, having been
born as Alvaro in 1388 in Torquemada, Palencia in the Crown of Castille to the regidor of
Valladolid, Alvar Fernandez de Torquemada,*” in 1403, Torquemada made his profession
within the Order of Preachers in Valladolid, joining the order’s priory of San Pablo.14®
Therein, he began his formation before being sent to the University of Salamanca to
undertake studies in Philosophy.*° In virtue of Torquemada’s intellectual capacities,
Torquemada came to the attention of the order’s Castilian provincial, Luis de Valladolid.**°

Subsequently, Torquemada was appointed to accompany Luis as part of the Castilian

147 Hernando de Castillo, Primera parte de la Historia General de Santo Domingo y de su Orden de
Predicadores, |11, c. 12 (Valladolid, Francisco Fernandez de Cérdoba, 1612), p. 571. Cf. Thomas M. Izbicki,
Protector of the Faith: Cardinal Johannes de Turrecremata and the Defense of the Institutional Church
(Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1981); Stephan Lederer, Der spanische Cardinal
Johann von Torquemada: Sein Leben und seine Scriften (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1879), for more
extensive treatments of Torquemada’s life and work.

148 castillo, Historia General de Santo Domingo, ll, c. 12, p. 572.

19 Thomas lzbicki, Protector of the Faith: Cardinal Johannes de Turrecremata amd the Defense of the
Institutional Church (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America, 1981), p. 1

150 | uis also served as the confessor to the King of Castille, Juan Il. Izbicki, Protector of the Faith, p. 1; Lederer,
Der spanische Cardinal, pp. 14-5. Cf. Jacques Quetif and Jacques Echard, Scriptores ordinis praedicatorum
recensiti notis historicis et criticis illustrati auctoribus, Vol. 1 of 2 (Paris: J. B. C. Ballard and Nicholas Simart,
1719), pp. 789-90 for an overview of Luis’ life and work.
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contingent to the Council of Constance in October 1416.1>! Upon his arrival at Constance, in
June 1417, Torquemada was formally appointed as a junior representative of Castille.!>?
Following these conciliar engagements, Torquemada was sent to study Theology at the
University of Paris, gaining his licentiate on March 3, 1424,%3 before being awarded with a
Doctorate on February 16%, 1425.1>

Pertinently, throughout his academic formation, Torquemada’s capacity to engage in
the forensic style of debates that later took place at Ferrara-Florence would have been
enhanced through participating in quaestiones disputatae within both the Dominican
Order’s own studia as well as the medieval Latin Christian university network.'®> This factor
helps to explicate why Torquemada was able to secure his Byzantine counterparts’ assent to
his single moment doctrine of Eucharistic consecration, as detailed in Chapters Five and Six.
Additionally, given that, from the thirteenth century, the medieval Latin Christian university
network made it a requirement to comment upon Lombard’s Libri Sententiarum to be
elevated as a Theologiae Magister,*>® Torquemada’s engagement with this florilegium of
Patristic excerpts at Paris, as well as with earlier Sentences commentaries including

Aguinas’, accounts for the restricted nature and exegesis of his Sacramentological source

material within his Sermones Prior and Alter, as this Chapter and Chapter Five will detail.

151 Quetif and Echard, Scriptores ordinis praedicatorum, Vol. 1, p. 837.

152 Quetif and Echard, Scriptores ordinis praedicatorum, Vol. 1, p. 837.

153 Heinrich Denifle, ed., Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, 2234, Vol. 4 (Paris: Delalain, 1897), p. 428.

154 Denifle, ed., Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, Vol. 4, p. 428, n. 5; Izbicki, Protector of the Faith, pp. 1-2;
Kappes, The Epiclesis Debate, pp. 70-1.

155 See Anthony Kenny and Jan Pinborg, “Medieval Philosophical Literature,” in Norman Kretzmann, Kenny,
Pinborg, eds., Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982),
pp. 12-42 (esp. 20-5); Alex J. Novikoff, ‘Toward a Cultural History of Scholastic Disputation,” American Historical
Review 117(2) (2012): 331-64; Novikoff, The Medieval Culture of Disputation: Pedagogy, Practice, and
Disputation (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2013) for more extensive treatments of the origin
and role of the disputatio within the Latin Scholastic educational network.

156 Giulio Silano, ed. and trans., “Introduction,” in Peter Lombard. The Sentences: Book I: The Mystery of the
Trinity (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 2007), vi—| (xxx).



70

In 1431, Torquemada was appointed as a delegate for the Dominican Province of
Castille at the Order’s General Chapter at Lyon. As a result of his support for the Master of
the Order, Bartholomaeus Texier, and the latter’s agenda for instilling a stricter observance
within the Order,'” Texier subsequently appointed Torquemada as one of the six Dominican
representatives to participate within the Council of Basel, which formally convened on July
23 1431.%%8 Juan Il likewise appointed Torquemada as one of his conciliar observers.
Torquemada subsequently arrived at Basel on August 22"9, 1432, before being formally
received on August 30™.1%° Given the support Torquemada provided to the Papacy at the
Council,*° on March 4t, 1435, Pope Eugenius appointed Torquemada as Magister Sacri
Palatii Apostolici, entailing that Torquemada functioned as the Pope’s de facto

theologian.6?

157 Cf. Karl Binder, ‘El cardenal Juan de Torquemada y el movimiento de reforma eclesiastica en el siglo XV,
Revista de teologia 3 (1953): 42-66, Petra Weigel, “Reform als Paradigma — Konzilien und Betteorderen,” in
Heribert Mller and Johannes Helmrath, eds., Die Konzilien von Pisa (1409), Konstanz (1414-1418) und Basel
(1431-1449). Institution und Personen. Ostfildern: Jan Thorbecke, 2007), pp. 289-335, esp. 316, 320-2.

%8 |zbicki, Protector of the Faith, pp. 2-3. Cf. Alfonso Maieru, ”Dominican Studia in Spain,” in Kent Emery, Jr.,
William J. Courtenay, and Stephen M. Metzger, eds., Philosophy and Theology in the 'Studia’ of the Religious
Orders and at Papal and Royal Courts: Acts of the XVth Annual Colloquium of the Société Internationale pour
I’Etude de la Philosophie Médiévale, University of Notre Dame, 8-10 October 2008 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2012),
pp. 3-32 for an historical analysis of the state of the Iberian studia Torquemada was formed under.

159 Ccandal, “Introductione,” in Candal, ed., Apparatus, viii; Stephan Lederer, Der Spanische Cardinal Johann Von
Torquemada. Sein Leben Und Seine Schriften (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1879), p. 16.

160 For example, Torquemada upheld the papal prerogative to appoint the president of the council while also
advocating the reform of ecclesiastical corruption, including the papal curia. See Giovanni Domenico Mansi,
ed., Solemnis Tractatus Fr Jn. De Turrecremata Ord. Praedicatorum in favorem Eugenii IV contra Conc.
Constant. & contra gesta in conc. Basil adversus Eugenium, in Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima
collectio, Vol. 30 (Venice: Antonio Zatta, 1792), cols. 550-89, esp. 581-2; Izbicki, “The Revival of Papalism at the
Council of Basel,” in Michiel Decaluwé, Thomas M. Izbicki, Gerald Christianson, eds., A Companion to the
Council of Basel (Leiden: Brill, 2017), pp. 137-63 (143-52). Likewise, Torquemada was commissioned by
Cesarini to formulate a dissertation upholding papal supremacy, which was subsequently published as the
treatise, Oratio synodalis de primatu. Torquemada, Oratio synodalis de primatu, Candal, ed. (Rome:
Pontificium Institutum Orientalium Studiorum: 1954).

161 candal, “Introduction,” in Candal, ed., Apparatus, ix. In particular, Torquemada would have had oversight
over the formation of students and prelates within the Roman Curia and represented the Papacy at theological
conferences. Cf. Raymond Creytens, ‘Le Studium Romanae Curiae et le maitre du Sacré Palais,” Archivum
Fratrum Praedicatorum 12 (1942): 5-83 for an overview of the functions of the Magister Sacri Palatii Apostolici
and how these developed over time.
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Notably, one can glean that Torquemada’s Eucharistic theology was likely
significantly informed by the Corpus Thomisticum and florilegia including the Decretum
Gratiani when examining the Eucharistic opera Torquemada produced to counter the
doctrine of utraquism upheld by the Hussites at the Council of Basel. This dependence can
be especially exhibited by Torquemada’s Tractatus De Sacramento Eucharistiae, which was
composed between August and September 1437 at Texier’s behest for the purpose of
supporting the Roman Catholic orator, Johannes Palomar, within his disputation with
Prokop of Pilsen and Jan of Pfibram.'®2 Therein, Torquemada utilised Aquinas’ arguments
within the Summa Theologiae to uphold the priest(s)’ consecration of both the host and
chalice as, while Christ is fully present in both of the consecrated gifts, the priest(s) must
consecrate and receive communion under both kinds to accurately commemorate the
separation of Christ’s Blood from his Body at His Passion.'®® Nonetheless, Torquemada also
made recourse to Aquinas’ mode of reasoning within the Summa Theologiae, lll, q. 80, a. 12,
to assert that the Church validly withheld the consecrated chalice for the pragmatic reason
that its mass reception risked Christ’s Blood being spilt.®*

In addition, to establish that the historical Church councils did not firmly establish
the practice of utraquism to the laity, Torquemada evoked the canons of the Twelfth
Council of Toledo of 681 and Pope Gelasius I's epistle to Bishops Majoricus, Serenus, and

John, the relevant extracts of which were compiled adjacently within the Tertia Pars of the

162 This treatise has been preserved within manuscripts under two titles: De sacramento Eucharistie, in Vat. lat.
976, fols. 136¥-161"; De corpore Christi, in Vat. lat. 2973, fols. 1707-222". See Candal, “Introductione,” in Candal,
ed., Apparatus, x. Cf. Jules Félix Stockmann, Joannis de Turreccremata O.P. vitam ejusque doctrinam De
corpore Christi mystico scholasticorum Medicaevalium traditione illustratam et explicatam, Ph. D. Dissertation
(University of Freiburg: 1952) for a more extensive analysis of this treatise.

163 See Torquemada, Tractatus de Sacramento Eucharistiae, in Vat. lat. 976, fols. 136'-161" (146"); Cf. Aquinas,
Summa Theologiae, lll, g. 80, a. 12, ad. 3, in n Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, p. 244.

164 See Torquemada, De Sacramento Eucharistiae, in, Vat. lat. 976, fols. 144'-5Y; Cf. Aquinas, Summa
Theologiae, 111, g. 80, a. 12, resp., in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, p. 244.
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Decretum Gratiani.’®® Based upon these canonical documents, Torquemada went on to
counter the Hussite claim that utraquism was an essential dominically-instituted practice by
positing that their references to utraquism pertained strictly to the celebrant priests.
Moreover, any reference to utraquism with regards to the laity, according to Torquemada,
was to be understood symbolically, whereby the laity make a spiritual communion with
Christ’s Mystical Body and Blood, i.e., to be unified in His Church.16®

Pertinent to this dissertation’s purposes, throughout his participation at Basel,
Torquemada also betrayed the strong partisanship to the theological and philosophical
frameworks of certain Latin school of thoughts which he would later manifest within the
Florentine Eucharistic debates. For example, in 1436, the Immaculate Conception became a
source of contention at the Council of Basel.1®” To put this contention into context, the
Dominican Order began to instill a more uniform adherence to an orthodox Thomistic
intellectual paradigm during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries by formalizing the
instruction and defence of Aquinas’ teachings and person within a number of general

chapters between the late thirteenth and fifteenth centuries.'®® Thus, Dominicans

165 Cf. Decretum Gratiani, Pars Tertia, d. 2, cc. 11 and 12, Friedberg, ed., cols. 1317-8 for these two decrees.
166 Torquemada, De Sacramento Eucharistiae, in Vat. lat. 936, fols. fol. 146™; 149™". Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis
Debate, pp. 71-2; Ondrej Matys, ‘Juan de Torquemada v polemice s husitskym pojetim eucharistie,” Theatrum
Historiae 20 (2017): 9-29 (esp. 20-6).

187 Thomas M. Imbicki, ‘The Immaculate Conception and Ecclesiastical Politics from the Council of Basel to the
Council of Trent: The Dominicans and Their Foes,” Archiv fiir Reformationsgeschichte 96(1) (2005): 145-70
(152-4).

168 See e.g., B. M. Reichert, ed., Acta Capitulorum Generalium Ordinis Praedicatorum, Vol. 1 (Rome: S. C. de
Propaganda Fide, 1898), p. 204; Vol. 2 (Rome: S. C. de Propaganda Fide, 1899), pp. 38, 64, 81, 191, 194, 262,
280, 297, 308, 313, 341, 347, 357-8, 367, for various instances of the Dominican Order’s endorsement of
Aquinas’ teaching and person at its general chapters during the late thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.
Initially, the Dominican Order initially regarded eclectic, self-proclaimed followers of Aquinas including
Hervaeus Natalis with high esteem, such that Dominican authors were given a degree of license to
reverentially eschew from adhering to Aquinas’ stances on theologoumena such that they were merely
instructed to respectfully acknowledge Aquinas’ position on a given question. See Fabrizio Amerini, “The
Reception of Thomas Aquinas’ Philosophy in the Dominican Studia of the Roman Province in the Fourteenth
Century,” in Kent Emery, William J. Courtenay, and Stephen M. Metzger, eds., Philosophy and Theology in the
“Studia” of the Religious Orders and at Papal and Royal Courts (Turnhout: Brepols, 2012), pp. 139-64 (139,
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heightened their apologetical attempts on behalf of Aquinas’ intellectual framework,
particularly given the criticisms posed by theologians and philosophers associated with the
Franciscan Order during the late thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. These thinkers
specifically invoked Etienne Tempier, the Bishop of Paris’, list of condemned propositions
published on March 7t, 1277.1%° Interpreting this list to have targeted Aquinas as one of its
principal objects, a number of these thinkers thence produced their own lists exposing the
perceived doctrinal errors within Aquinas’ oeuvres.?’® Thus, by making recourse to Aquinas’
canonization in 1323, Etienne Bourret, Bishop of Paris’ revocation of the 1277

condemned propositions in 1325,72 alongside subsequent Papal affirmations of Aquinas’

142-3, 161-3); Isabel Iribarren, Durandus of St. Pourgain: A Dominican Theologian in the Shadow of Aquinas
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), p. 4 highlighted that the term opinio communis, which had been
adopted by the Dominical Order in 1313 during its General Chapter in Metz, simply required Dominican
brethren to maintain an ‘expositio reverenter’ of Aquinas’ Super Sententiarum, which does not entail that the
Dominican Order instilled the more monolithic adherence to a particular interpretative tradition of Thomism
which was more evident following the late fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. To exemplify Hervaeus’ positive
intra-Dominican, the fifteenth- and sixteenth-century Dominican theologian and philosopher, Silvestro
Mazzolini da Prierio, conceived Hervaeus to be one of the foremost interpreters of Aquinas’ thought, alongside
John Capreolus. See Michael M. Tavuzzi, Prierias: The Life and Works of Silvestro Mazzolini Da Prierio (1456-
1527) (Durham: Duke University Press, 1997), pp. 38ff; Cf. Tavuzzi, '"Hervaeus Natalis and the Philosophical
Logic of the Thomism of the Renaissance,” Doctor Communis 45 (1992): 132-52.

169 See David Piché, ed., La condemnation parisienne de 1277. Texte latin, traduction, introduction et
commentaire (Paris: J. Vrin, 1999). Cf. Luca Bianchi, ‘New Perspectives on the Condemnation of 1277 and its
Aftermath,” Recherches de théologie et philosophie médiévales 70 (2003): 206-29.

170 perhaps the archetype for these anti-Thomistic lists was the English Franciscan of the University of Paris,
William de la Mare’s Declarationes de Variis Sententiis S. Thomae Aquinatis, composed in two redactions
between 1277 and 1282. Therein, William highlighted sixty putatively heterodox conclusions derived from
Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae as well as Aquinas’ Quaestiones de Quodlibet I-XII, Quaestiones disputatae de
Spiritualis Creaturis, Quaestiones disputatae de Veritate, and Quaestiones disputatae de Virtutibus. See
Declarationes magisti Guilelmi de la Mare O.F.M. de variis sententiis S. Thomae Aquinatis, ed. by Franciscus
Pelster (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1956); Adriano Oliva, ‘La deuxiéme rédaction du Correctorium de Guillaume de
la Mare: les questions concernant la la Pars.,” Archivum Historicum Franciscanum 98 (2005): 423-64; Frederick
J. Roensch, Early Thomistic School (Dubuque: Priory Press, 1964), esp. pp. 14-5.

171 Cf. Leonardas V. Gerulaitis, ‘The Canonization of Saint Thomas Aquinas,’ Vivarium 5(1) (1967): 25-46 for an
analysis of the background and proceedings of Aquinas’ canonization.

172 ¢f, Heinrich Denifle and Emile Chatelain, eds., Chartularium Universitatis Pariensis, n. 838, in Vol. 2(1) (Paris:
Delalain, 1891), pp. 280-2 for this revocation, dated to February 14, 1325.
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intellectual framework,'”3 several fourteenth and fifteenth century Dominican authors, most
notably including Jean Capréolus, made literary endeavours to defend Aquinas’ thought.’4
Concerning the Immaculate Conception, the intra-Dominican adherence to Aquinas’
Maculism was bolstered by the University of Paris removing several of its Dominican
academics in a series of charters issued between 1389 and 1403.17> Such anti-Dominican
measures emerged following the excommunication of the Dominican Parisian Master of
Theology, Juan de Monzdén, who had been excommunicated by Bishop Pierre Orgement in
1387 for maintaining that the Immaculate Conception was heterodox.'’® As the Parisian
rector, Pierre d’Ailly recorded in his Tractatus ex parte universitatis, composed in 1388 to
vindicate Juan’s denunciation on the university’s behalf, the Dominican Order attempted to

defend Juan on the basis that Aquinas, whom the Church had canonised, maintained the

173 See e.g., Pope Urban V’s epistle, Laudabilis Deus, to the University of Toulouse and Geoffroy de Veyrols, the
Archbishop of Toulouse, dated to 1368. Therein, Urban asserted that Aquinas’ doctrines concorded with
ecclesial tradition and were to be unreservedly accepted. Jean Bolland, Godefridus Henschenius, Daniel
Papebrochius, eds., Acta sanctorum 7 (March, T. 1) (Paris/Rome: V. Palmé, 1865), pp. 731c-2b. Cf. J. J. Berthier,
Sanctus Thomas Aquinas Doctor Communis Ecclesiae (Rome: Editrice Nazionale, 1914), pp. 44-68, for an
overview of the fourteenth century Papal approval of Aquinas’ thought and person.

174 See esp. Capréolus’ four volume Defensiones Theologiae Divi Thomae Aquinatis, composed between 1411
and 1433. Jean Capréolus, Defensiones Theologiae Divi Thomae Aquinatis, I-VIl, ed. by Ceslaus Paban and
Thomas Pegues, repr. (Frankfurt am Main: Minerva, 1967). Cf. Martin Grabmann, “Johannes Capreolus O.P.,
der Princeps Thomistarum (t1444), und seine Stellung in der Geschichte der Thomistenschule,” in
Mittelalterliches Geistesleben: Abhandlungen zur Geschichte der Scholastik und Mystik, Vol. 3 of 3 (Minich, M.
Hueber, 1956), pp. 370-410 for an overview of Capréolus’ career. However, be attentive to Grabmann’s own
predilection towards Thomistic theology and philosophy. For examples of the intra-Dominican lists produced
to counter such anti-Thomistic literature, see the four correctorium corruptorii, ed. by Jean-Pierre Mller in Le
Correctorium Corruptorii «Circa» de Jean Quidort de Paris (Rome: Herder, 1941), and Richard Knapwell’s
Correctorium Corruptorii «Quare», ed. by Palémon Glorieux in Les premieres polémiques thomistes. I: Le
Correctorium Corruptorii “Quare” (Kain: Le Saulchoir, 1927), all of which were composed during the late
thirteenth century to counter William de la Mare’s Declarationes. Cf. Glorieux, ‘La Littérature des Correctoires:
Simples notes,” Revue thomiste 33 (1928): 69-96; Glorieux, ‘Les Correctoires: Essai de mise au

point,” Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 14 (1947): 287-304; Andrew Vella, ‘Early Thomistic
Controversies,” Melita Theologica 3(2) (1950): 57-74.

175 See Denifle and Chatelain, eds., Chartularium Universitatis Pariensis, nn. 1557-70, in Vol. 3 (Paris: Delalain,
1894), pp. 486-515 for the series of acts issued by the university during this period against the Dominican
academics, especially Juan de Monzdn, therein. See Chartularium Universitatis Pariensis, n. 1781, in Vol. 4
(Paris: Delalain, 1897), pp. 56-8 for the charter formally reintegrating the Dominicans to the university, dated
to August 215, 1403. Cf. Pawel Krupa, Une grave querelle. L’Université de Paris, les mendicants et la Immaculée
de la Vierge (1387-1390) (Warsaw: Instytut Tomistyczny, 2013) for an extensive analysis of this intra-Parisian
controversy and its consequences for the Dominican brethren therein.

76 Quetif and Echard, Scriptores ordinis praedicatorum, Vol. 1, p. 691.
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same doctrine. Against this claim, Pierre argued that one could not deduce from Aquinas’
canonisation that he was completely non-erroneous in his doctrines, which Pierre justified
by maintaining that Aquinas too crudely applied Aristotelian principles within the domain of
Theology. Invoking Augustine’s De Civitate Dei,*”” Pierre concluded that this method was
improper for theologians.1’®

Given this background, alongside a number of other Dominican Baselean periti
including Giovanni Montenero,'”? in 1437, Torquemada produced a treatise repudiating the
Immaculate Conception that was published following its formal affirmation at Basel on

September 17, 1439.180 Therein, Torquemada advocated formal condemnation of the

177 cf. Augustine, De Civitate Dei Libri I-X. X, c. 23, ed. by Bernard Dombart and Alphonsus Kalb (Turnhout:
Brepols, 1955), p. 297, lines 21-6: “Liberis enim uerbis loquuntur philosophi, nec in rebus ad intellegendum
difficillimis offensionem religiosarum aurium pertimescunt. Nobis autem ad certam regulam loqui fas est, ne
uerborum licentia etiam de rebus, quae his significantur, impiam gignat opinionem.” Augustine, The City of
God Against the Pagans, Vol. 3 of 7: Books 8-11, trans. by David S. Wiesen. Book X, XXIII (Cambridge, M.A.:
Harvard University Press, 1968), p. 353: “For philosophers use words loosely, and in matters that are most
difficult to understand they are not over careful to avoid giving offence to pious ears. But religion requires me
to follow a fixed rule in my use of language, for fear that some verbal licence may give rise to a mistaken view,
contrary to religious truth, of the matters to which the words refer.”

178 see Pierre d’Ailly, Tractatus ex parte Universitatis Parisiensis, ed. by Charles du Plessis d’Argentré, in
Collectio judiciorum de novis erroribus Vol. 1(2) of 3, repr. (Paris: Andraem Cailleau, 1728; Brussels: Culture et
civilisation, 1963, fol. 128a. See also fol. 117b: See esp. Louis B. Pascoe, “Bishops: Status, Office, Authority,” in
Church and Reform. Bishops, Theologians, and Canon Lawyers in the Thought of Pierre d’Ailly (1351-1420)
(Leiden: Brill 2005), pp. 53-91 (84-91) for an overview of the controversy concerning Juan de Monzon.

179 Gilles Meersseman, Giovanni di Montenero O.P. difensore dei mendicanti (Rome: Angelicum University
Press, 1938), pp. 64, 161-2. However, some Dominican Baselean periti such as Juan de Segovia, supported the
doctrine of the Immaculate Conception. For Segovia’s conciliar treatise on this doctrine, see Septem
allegationes et totidem Avisamenta pro informatione Patrum Concilii Basiléensis circa Sacratissimae V. Mariae
Immaculatam Conceptionem, repr. (Brussels: Culture et Civilisation, 1965). John evoked the fact that the Feast
of the Immaculate Conception had been historically celebrated within the Latin Church to support this
doctrine. Wenceslaus Sebastian, “The Controversy Over the Immaculate Conception from after Scotus to the
End of the Eighteenth Century,” ed. by Edward D. O’Connor in The Dogma of the Immaculate Conception:
History and Significance (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1958), pp. 213-70 (228-32). See Luca
Basilio Ricossa, Jean de Ségovie: Son Office de la Conception, 1439: Etude historique, théologique, littéraire et
musicale (Bern: Verlag Peter Lang, 1994) for Segovia’s own impact upon the development of this feast.

180 See Hyacinth Ameri, Doctrina theologorum de immaculatae B.V.M. Mariae tempore Concilii Basileensis
(Rome: Academia Mariana Internationalis, 1954) for an overview of the debates of this doctrine at Basel. Cf.
Johannes Helmrath, Das Basler Konzil 1431-1449: Forschungsstand und Probleme (Cologne: Bohlau, 1987), p.
127ff for an overview of the Franciscan Order’s engagement within this Baselean debate. See Mansi, ed.,
Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio, Vol. 29. Basileense. Sess. XXXVI (Venice: Antonio Zatta,
1788), cols. 182-3, for the council’s endorsement of this doctrine. Cf. Joachim Stieber, Pope Eugenius IV, the
Council of Basel and the Secular and Ecclesiastical Authorities in the Empire (Leiden: Brill, 1978), p. 111. See
Remigius Baiimer, “Die Entscheidung des Basler Konzils Gber die Unbefleckte Empfangnis Mariens und ihre
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Franciscan advocates of the Immaculate Conception as heretics.'8! As will be elucidated,
such partisan divisions significantly informed the methodology underlying Torquemada’s
Eucharistic Cedula and two Sermones. Indeed, Torquemada’s postulations regarding the
Latin Church’s Eucharistic theology was at times highly partisan given his attempt to align
with the Eucharistic theology of Aquinas, rather than attempt to formulate a framework
which resonated with the Byzantine Fathers’ doctrinal concerns or which the Latin Church,
broadly speaking, officially posited.

Torquemada was also commissioned by Pope Eugenius to be his delegate at the Holy

Roman Imperial Diets in Nuremberg in October 1438 and in Mainz in March 1439,182

Nachwirkungen in der Theologie des 15. und 16. Jahrhunderts” in Heribert Miller and Johannes Helmrath,
eds., Studien zum 15. Jahrhundert Festschrift fiir Erich Meuthen, Vol. 1 of 2 (Munich: Oldenbourg
Wissenschaftsverlag, 1994), pp. 193-206; Helmrath, Das Basler Konzil 1431-14489, pp. 383-94 for the
controversies surrounding this doctrine’s proclamation.

181 See esp. Torquemada, Tractatus de veritate Conceptionis B.V. Mariae pro faciendis coram Patribus Concilii
Basileae anno Domini 1437 mense julio, Edward B. Pusey, ed. (London: Jacob Parker, 1869), pp. 5-9; 780-1 for
Torquemada’s accusations of heresy. Moreover, see Torquemada, Tractatus, Pusey, ed., pp. 91-4, 113-41, 356-
7 for Torquemada’s rejection of the Virgin’s co-redemptive role with Christ’s, whereby Torquemada
maintained that the Virgin, like all mankind, was subject to original sin which she contracted original sin within
her mother’s womb. Likewise, the Papacy intervened within such Dominican-Franciscan debates in support of
the Franciscan preacher and future conciliar Father, Bernardino of Siena, who had been denounced and
summoned to be canonically three times in 1426, 1431, and at Basel in 1438, for putatively postulating
superstition and idolatry through his promotion of the devotion to the trigram of the ‘Holy Name of Jesus.’” See
Morimichi Watanabe, “Pope Eugene 1V, the Conciliar Movement and the Primacy of Rome,” in Gerald
Christianson, Thomas Izbicki, Christopher M. Bellitto, eds., The Church, the Councils, and Reform - The Legacy
of the Fifteenth Century (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2008), pp. 177-93 (180-1); See
Surius, Vita Sancti Bernardini Senensis Ordinis Seraphici Minorum, in Sancti Bernardini Senensis Ordinis
Seraphici Minorum opera omnia, Vol. 1 (Venice: Jean de La Hayre, 1745), pp. xvii-xxxiii (xxvi). See also Baptist
Spagnoli of Mantua, “Opus auream in thomistas,” in Paul Oskar Kristeller, ed., Le thomisme et la pensée
italienne de la Renaissance (Montreal: J. Vrin, 1967), pp. 137-84 (139, lines 4-18), wherein the late fifteenth
and early sixteenth century Carmelite humanist author, Baptist Spagnoli of Mantua, referred to the myopic
methodologies, particularly amongst a number of self-proclaimed Thomists throughout the Italian Peninsula.
See also Cf. Izbicki, “Tarring Conciliarism with the Brush of Heresy: Juan de Torquemada’s Summa de Ecclesia,”
in Karen Bollermann, Izbicki, Cary J. Nederman, eds., Religion, Power, and Resistance from the Eleventh to the
Sixteenth Centuries: Playing the Heresy Card (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014), pp. 139-51, who
elucidated that such accusations of heresy often functioned as rhetorical attempts to undermine an
interlocutor instead of a formal advocation for their ecclesiastical condemnation.

182 Torquemada was especially charged with persuading the Imperial Estates to endorse the Council’s
transference from Basel to Ferrara. Towards this end, Torquemada again refuted the conciliarist ecclesiology
upheld by many Baselean Fathers and advocated Papal supremacy over and above ecumenical councils.
Torquemada posited that the Papal relocation of the Council to Ferrara was not intended to avoid ecclesial
reform. Rather, Torquemada argued, Eugenius sought to amend the schism with the Byzantine Imperial
Church, the representatives of whom desired that the Council be held within the Italian Peninsula. See Thomas
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following which Torquemada returned to the Italian Peninsula, by which point Eugenius had
again transferred the Council to Florence to evade the plague which ravaged Ferrara during
the summer of 1438.183

Given the lack of testimony in the conciliar Acta to any intervention on
Torquemada’s part within the initial discussions concerning the dogmatic topics requiring
resolution between June 8™ and 11, Torquemada was evidently indisposed to fully address
this doctrine in light of his earlier preoccupation with his diplomatic engagements.'®*
Nonetheless, it is evident that, by June 12", Torquemada had likely provided Pope Eugenius
with a proposed outline of his Cedula concerning the Latin doctrine of Eucharistic
consecration given that Pope Eugenius subsequently announced that additional material

regarding this topic would be debated that day.®

Kaeppeli and Emilio Panella, Scriptores Ordinis Praedicatorum medii aevi, Vol. 3, nn. 2717-8 (Rome: Ist. Storico
Domenicano, 1980), pp. 332-3. For a more extensive treatment of Torquemada’s ecclesiology, cf. Izbicki,
“Infallibility and the Erring Pope: Guido Terreni and Johannes de Turrecremata,” in Kenneth Pennington and
Robert Somerville, eds., Law, Church, and Society: Essays in Honor of Stephan Kuttner (Philadelphia: University
of Pennsylvania Press, 1977), pp. 97-111; William E. Maguire, John of Torquemada O.P.: The Antiquity of the
Church (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1957); Pacifico Massi, Magistero infallibile del
papa nella teologia di Giovanni da Torquemada (Turin: Marietti, 1957). See also Juan de Segovia, Historia
Gestorum Generalis Synodi Basiliensis, X, c. 1, in FrantiSek Palacky, Ernst Ritter von Birk, Karl Stehlin, Konrad
Wilhelm Hieronimus, eds., Monumenta conciliorum generalium seculi decimi quinti: Concilium Basileense, Vol.
2 of 4 (Vienna: Typis C.R. Officinae Typographicae Aulae et Status, 1873), p. 859, wherein Segovia referred to
how, after being raised as a point of contention in April 1431, the disputes between the Latin and Byzantine
negotiatory contingents over the venue for an ecumenical council engendered further disputes between them.
See lvan Mariano, “The Council and Negotiations with the Greeks,” in Michiel Decaluwé, Thomas M. Izbicki,
Gerald Christianson, eds., A Companion to the Council of Basel (Leiden: Brill, 2017), pp. 321-6, for an overview
of the debates concerning the choice of venue.

183 Joseph Gill, The History of the Council of Florence, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1959), p. 119.
184 candal, “Introductione,” in Candal, ed., Apparatus, xxvii; Georg Hoffman, De praeparatione definitionis
Concilii Florentini de Ss. Eucharistia. Acta Academiae Valehradensis 14 (Rome: Aedes Pont. Universitatis
Gregorianae, 1936), p. 48, claimed that June 10" must have been the earliest date Torquemada was appointed
by Eugenius to compose his Eucharistic Cedula.

185 Enhrem Boularand, ‘L’épiclése au concile de Florence,” Bulletin de littérature ecclésiastique 60 (1959): 241-
73 (247-8).
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3.2. Torquemada’s Method of Research and His Use of Literary Sources.

Moving on to examine how Torquemada prepared his Cedula delineating the Latin
Church’s de facto doctrine of Eucharistic consecration at Florence, one should first highlight
that this Cedula, which was completed by June 16%", 1439, is non-extant. However, it is
possible to make recourse to Torquemada’s Sermones Prior and Alter, which were
respectively delivered on June 16™ and June 20, 1439, to glean the Cedula’s doctrinal
content and source material given that these Sermones were delivered as oral
recapitulations of this Cedula. Their commensurability to the Cedula’s content is supported
by the fact that they were contemporaneously transcribed and edited by the Papal
stenographer, Andreas of Santacroce within the Acta Latina Concilii Florentini.*8 The nature
of this office entailed that Andreas likely intended to recount the essence, if not the
ipsissima verba, of Torquemada’s argumentation. Indeed, as Torquemada’s Sermones were
formulated to articulate the Latin Church’s official stance concerning Eucharistic
consecration at the Council, Santacroce was behooved to accurately delineate
Torquemada’s arguments within these Sermones partly in order to allow subsequent Latin
canonists and theologians to make recourse to these arguments within their own research

and apologetics.

18 Hofmann, “Introduction,” in Hofmann, ed., Acta Latina, xi; See Gattista Battista Picotti, ‘L’Effimerium curiale
di Andrea da Santa Croce,’ Rivista delle Biblioteche e degli Archivi 24 (1913): 149-57 for an overview of
Andreas’ life and work.
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3.2.1. The Status Quaestionis Concerning Torquemada’s Contribution to the Florentine
Eucharistic Debates.

Moving on to examine the nature and conclusions of the scholarship relating to
Torquemada’s contribution to the Florentine Eucharistic debates, this sub-section will aim to
exhibit that a number of scholarly analyses of these debates and their resolution have paid
insufficient attention to the degree to which Torquemada made fitting use of his theological
and liturgical authorities within his two Sermones. Given this lacuna within the preceding
scholarship concerning Torquemada’s doctrine of Eucharistic consecration, as will be
detailed below, a number of Roman Catholic scholars during the twentieth century in
particular were prone to exaggerating the degree to which Torquemada’s single moment
doctrine of Eucharistic consecration and his application, and his rejection towards the
consecratory nature of the Eucharistic epiclesis, was representative of the wider medieval
and early modern Latin Christian liturgiological tradition.

One should begin by highlighting that some late nineteenth and early twentieth
century liturgists such as Girolamo Zattoni alongside Edward Godfrey Cuthbert Frederick
Atchley questioned that the Canon Missae lacked a proper epiclesis through textually
comparing several early Latin Christian Eucharistic Prayers with those which prevailed within

other coetaneous liturgical traditions.'®” Given the increased scholarly recognition of the

187 See Girolamo Zattoni, ‘L’epiclesi nell’antica liturgia romana e il suo valore consecratorio,” Rivista Storico-
Critica delle Scienze Teologiche 1 (1905): 241-54; Edward Godfrey Cuthbert Frederick Atchley, On the Epiclesis
of the Eucharistic Liturgy and in the Consecration of the Font (London: Oxford University Press, 1935), pp. 174-
91. For a more recent liturgiological analysis and comparison of such early Latin Eucharistic Prayers with their
contemporaneous linguistic counterparts, see Joseph Crehen, ‘Eucharistic Epiklesis: New Evidence and a New
Theory,” Theological Studies 41 (1980): 698-712. Evidence for an epiclesis following the dominical words within
the Western Christian liturgies is explicitly attested to in the late fifth century by Pope Gelasius | within an
epistle to Elpidius, Bishop of Volterra. See Gelasius |, “Epistolarum Fragmenta, 7,” in Andreas Thiel, ed.,
Epistolae Romanorum pontificum genuinae et quae ad eos scriptae sunt A.S. Hilaro usque ad Pelagium Il, Vol. 1
(Brunsberg: E. Peter, 1868), p. 486. However, Camille Callewaert, ‘Histoire positive du Canon romain. Une
épiclése a Rome?’ Sacris erudiri 2 (1949): 95-110 (95-8) exemplified that it is not conclusive that Pope Gelasius
was describing the Canon Missae.
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plurality of historical Christian liturgical source material and commentarial traditions
thereupon through to the mid-twentieth century, particularly within the context of the
burgeoning liturgical movement,88 liturgiologists including Josef Andreas Jungmann became
increasingly aware of the historical Latin liturgical scholiastic tradition of interpreting its
Eucharistic Prayers to have incorporated a proper epiclesis which held a consecratory
function.8

However, following the publication of Pope Leo XllII's encyclical, Aeterni Patris, on
August 4™, 1879, many Roman Catholic higher educational institutions began to instill a
Neo-Thomistic theological and philosophical scholarly hermeneutic which prevailed through
to the mid-twentieth century.'®® Given this background, several Roman Catholic
liturgiologists who were instructed according to such curricula remained skeptical towards
those historical-critical liturgical analyses which threatened to contravene the prevailing
Neo-Thomistic Sacramentology. This objective to defend the prevailing Neo-Thomistic
framework commonly restricted the accuracy of this liturgiological scholarship insofar as
these authors often presupposed that Aquinas’ doctrine of Eucharistic consecration
authentically represented the position of the Latin Church as a whole and should function as
the basis from which other historical liturgical source material is exegeted.

For example, in 1911, the Assumptionist scholar, Sévérien Salaville, produced an

extensive article for the fifth volume of the Dictionnaire de théologique catholique, within

188 Cf, Alcuin Reid, The Organic Development of the Liturgy (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2005), pp. 73-144 for
an analysis of the liturgical movement within the Roman Catholic Church during this period.

189 See esp. Jungmann, The Mass of the Roman Rite. Missarum sollemnia, Vol. 2 of 2, trans. by Francis A.
Brunner (New York: Benziger Brothers, 1955), pp. 232-5.

130 For Aeterni Patris, See Acta Sanctae Sedis, Vol. 12 (Rome: Typis Polyglotta e Officinae S. C. de Propaganda
Fide, 1879), pp. 97-115. Cf. Jorg Ernesti, Leo XllI, Papst und Staatsmann (Freiburg: Herder, 2019), pp. 267-81,
for an overview of the background of Aeterni Patris’ publication and the institutional reforms which emerged
therefrom. Cf. also Thomas Marschler, “Nineteenth Century Catholic Reception of Aquinas,” in Matthew
Levering and Marcus Plested, eds., The Oxford Handbook of the Reception of Aquinas (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2021), pp. 359-74 (esp. 366-7).
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which Salaville adroitly exposited several Latin Christian liturgical and theological documents
which accentuated the epiclesis’ consecratory function and essential inclusion within the
Eucharistic Prayer.%! However, when examining the Florentine Eucharistic debates,%?

Salaville asserted that:

It was evidently thanks to the illuminative theological precision of Torquemada that
the Greeks had to realize that Catholic doctrine was in conformity with tradition...1%3

In this sense, Salaville overlooked the fact that Torquemada’s single-form
Sacramentology alongside his sacerdotal instrumental causality were both intra-Latin
theologoumena. Likewise, Salaville failed to address how Torquemada’s removal of the
mysterium fidei from the Eucharistic form diverged from Aquinas’ affirmation that this
clause was included within the formula for the host’s transmutation. Moreover, Salaville’s
article did not go into any extensive detail into the coherence of Torquemada’s use of his
theological source material. It is partly given such lacunae that this dissertation aims to
tackle this precise question and counteract the conclusion that Torquemada’s doctrine of
the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration provides an ‘illuminative’ exposition

of the broader Roman Catholic theological tradition on this question.

191 5ee Sévérien Salaville, “Epiclése Eucharistique,” in Dictionnaire de théologie catholigue (Paris: Letouzey et
Ané, 1911), cols. 194-300.

192 Cf, esp. Salaville, “Epiclése Eucharistique,” in Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, Vol. 5, cols. 258-60.

193 My English translation from Salaville, “Epiclése Eucharistique,” in Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, Vol.
5, cols. 259: “ll semble bien que c’est a la luminuese précision théologique de Torquemada que les grecs
durent de se rendre compte que la doctrine catholique était conforme a la tradition...”
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3.2.2. An Analysis of Torquemada’s Use of His Literary Sources within the Sermo Prior.

Moving on to analyse the contents of the first of Torquemada’s two Sermones
concerning Eucharistic consecration, after beginning to compose his Eucharistic Cedula on
June 12t 1439, it will be evinced in this sub-section that, within his Sermo Prior,
Torquemada likely believed that his argumentation and conclusions within this sermon had
such a strong grounding in the Tradition of the universal Church that his Byzantine
counterparts would have quickly accepted them. This conclusion is exhibited by the fact
that, within its introduction, Torquemada proclaimed that any wise person, acting with
sincere faith, could not overlook that his theological authorities ubiquitously upheld the
dominical words’ sole consecratory function.'%

Nonetheless, as alluded to above, after having received Torquemada’s Cedula,
loannes VIl continued to uphold the Byzantine Fathers’ right to publicly respond to the
Cedulda’s argumentation and source material in the context of a conciliar debate.’®® The
Emperor’s insistence was likely intended to acquiesce the Byzantine Fathers in light of their
increased skepticism towards the authenticity of their Latin counterparts’ source
material.1®® As Chapter Four will elucidate, this scepticism was cultivated by Cardinal
Cesarini and the Hellenophone Dominican Father, Andreas Chrysoberges’ assertion that the
Second Council of Nicaea's authentic Acta incorporated the filioque clause within its Symbol
of Faith. When the Byzantine Fathers examined their evidence and discovered that these

Fathers evoked a Latin rather than a Greek manuscript, they responded to his claims with

194 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 237, lines 37-9.

195 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.4, Laurent, ed., p. 478.

1% Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., pp. 85-8; Alexis Alexakis, ‘The Greek Patristic Testimonia Presented at the Council of
Florence (1439) in Support of the Filioque Reconsidered,” Revue des études byzantines 58 (2000): 149-65 (164-
5).
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mockery, leading Chrysoberges’ authority to have diminished within the subsequent
conciliar sessions. Examples such as this will be shown in Chapter Four to have exacerbated
Mark of Ephesus’ scepticism towards the veracity of Latin theological literature which had
not been translated into Greek and entrenched his opposition towards the filioque.*®’

Torquemada’s optimism regarding the Byzantine reception of his Cedula did not
preclude a subsequent conciliar debate, which possibly derived from the nature of his
literary source material. While the Acta Latina’s apparatus for the Sermones Prior and Alter
suggest that Torquemada evoked a plethora of Latin and Hellenophone Patristic authorities
to support his doctrine of Eucharistic consecration, the following chapter will elucidate that
Torquemada’s argumentation and Patristic citations principally derived from florilegia
included within the Corpus Thomisticum, Lombard’s Sententiarum, and the Decretum
Gratiani. As Chapter Four will explore in further detail, the resultant cursory and at times
decontextualized exegesis of the theological source material which Torquemada likely
extracted from the works described above was responded to and countered quite potently
by Mark of Ephesus within the latter’s Eucharistic AiBeAAoc.

However, the five-day timetable under which Torquemada worked entailed that he

lacked the capacity to make any extensive consultations beyond the Patristic florilegia

within these texts. Indeed, while Torquemada ostensibly evoked a highly ecumenical range

197 Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., pp. 85-8; Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 226; Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 6.31, Laurent,
ed., 330, 332. Alexakis, ‘Greek Patristic Testimonia,” 164-5; Tsirpanlis, Mark Eugenicus and the Council of
Florence: A Historical Re-Evaluation of His Personality, 2™ ed. (New York: Kévtpo BuZavtiviv Epsuvwv, 1979),
p. 49. Likewise, as Bessarion recounted within a post-conciliar epistle he addressed to the governor of the
Despotate of Morea, Alexios Laskaris Philanthropenos, concerning the filioque, that his fellow Byzantine
Fathers’ confidence in the Latin conciliar Fathers’ scholarship was diminished by Cesarini’s arguments
supporting the filioque clause’s valid inclusion based upon the putative authority of Pope Liberius |, whereby a
pseudepigraphal Letter to Athanasius posited that because the First Council of Nicaea had forbade any credal
additions, the First Council of Constantinople thereby violated this principle analogously to the filioque clause’s
addition into the Latin Creed. See Bessarion, Epistula ad Alexius Lascaris de Processione Spiritus Sancti, in
Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 161 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1866), cols. 321-406 (340).
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of theological authorities to support his doctrine, as the second subsection of this section
will detail, Torquemada incorrectly attribute the provenance of some of these sources and
also failed to address how several of his cited theological authorities, including those within
the Latin tradition such as Ambrose, Augustine and Paschasius Radbertus, could plausibly be
interpreted to have upheld a consecratory function for the Eucharistic epiclesis within their

broader opera.

3.2.2.1 Torquemada’s Perception of His Opponents Contextualised: Pope Benedict Xl and the
Armenians.

Nonetheless, before expositing the limitations in Torquemada’s use of his theological
authorities within the Sermo Prior, one should examine precisely how Torquemada
conceived his Byzantine counterparts’ doctrine of Eucharistic consecration. Doing so is
important for this dissertation’s purposes as Torquemada will be shown to have
optimistically believed that his own doctrine could not but secure his Byzantine
counterparts’ acceptance, despite the medieval Latin precedent of affirming the Supplices te
rogamus’ consecratory power discussed above. The author will aim to demonstrate that
Torquemada’s doctrine of the dominical words’ unique consecratory power was reflective of
the intra-Dominican theological consensus which emerged following the mid-fourteenth
century in the context of the Order being called to respond to the doctrinal diversity
concerning Eucharistic transubstantiation within its Near Eastern missionary activity,
particularly amongst the Armenian Christian population in this case.

In particular, Torquemada likely collocated his Byzantine counterparts’ doctrine of
Eucharistic consecration with that which Pope Benedict XIl had condemned the ‘Armenian

Christians’ for putatively upholding within his bull, Libellus Cum Dudum ad Armenios,
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promulgated on August 1%, 1341. To support this hypothesis, one should consider that
Torquemada is known to have employed Benedict XII's decretals through the mediation of
the Dominican theologian, John Lei, who acted as Torquemada’s secretary and privately
cooperated with Torquemada when the latter was appointed by Pope Eugenius as one of six
Latin orators for the Ferraran Purgatory debates in summer 1438 and at Florence in
November 1438.1°8 In this context, Lei utilised Pope Benedict XII’s 1336 bull, Benedictus
Deus, which had denounced a doctrine concerning the beatific vision which closely
resonated with that doctrine which the Byzantine Imperial Church formally upheld following
the Palamite Councils of Constantinople between 1341 and 1351, namely, that the saints do
not behold the divine essence per se.’®® Given his prior reading of these Papal decretals,
Torquemada likely interlinked his reading of the Eucharistic theology condemned by Pope
Benedict XIl in Cum Dudum with the doctrine which was later articulated by Bessarion and
Isidore in their aforementioned audience with Pope Eugenius.

Such inaccurate interconnections on the part of the Latin Church were not
uncommon within the wider context of the council: For example, during the Latin-Byzantine
negotiations concerning the venue for an ecumenical council in summer 1434, the Baselean
embassy headed by Cristoforo Garatoni arrived in Constantinople with the decree, Sicut pia
mater, establishing that the council would take place in the Italian Peninsula. According to
Syropoulos, the decree’s prologue caused significant consternation for both loannes VIl and

the Ecumenical Patriarch, Joseph Il, by equivocating the Eastern Orthodox Church with the

198 Cf. Candal, “Introductione,” in Candal, ed., Apparatus, xvii.

199 See Benedict Xll, Benedictus Deus, in Denzinger, ed., Enchiridion, pp. 216-7, esp. 217. Cf. Concilium
Constantinopolitanum 1341, Concilium Constantinopolitanum 1347, and Concilium Constantinopolitanum
1351, ed. by Frederick Lauritzen in Alberto Melloni, general ed., The Great Councils of the Orthodox Churches:
From Constantinople 861 to Moscow 2000. Corpus Christianorum, Conciliorum Oecumenicorum
Generaliumque Decreta 4.1 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2016), pp. 139-52, 159-70, 179-218 respectively for the
declarations of the Palamite Councils overall, esp. pp. 139-47, 160, 166-7, 206-12, for these Councils’
statements concerning whether the divine essence per se could be apprehended.
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Hussites insofar as both were in ‘heresy’ for rupturing communion with the Latin Church.2%
While accounting for Syropoulos’ potential hyperbole, given that the Latin text transcribed
by Juan de Segovia employed the term dissidium, which signifies separation or schism,
rather than haeresis, this example nonetheless suggests that a number of Latin
representatives at the Councils of Basel and later at Ferrara-Florence insufficiently
understood the nuances of their Byzantine counterparts’ doctrinal framework and
ecclesiological status.?%*

Regarding the context and content of Benedict XII’s condemnation, as well as the
degree to which Torquemada was correct in collocating his Byzantine counterparts’ doctrine
of Eucharistic consecration with that condemned in Cum Dudum, during the ninth and tenth
centuries, the Byzantine Empire expanded eastward and Armenia fell under Byzantine
political and ecclesial influence:?°? Pertinently, with regards to the Armenian Rite’s
Eucharistic epicleses, as Feulner highlighted, it is clear that the Byzantine Rite influenced the
Armenian Anaphora of St Athanasios, which had become the Armenian Rite’s standard

Eucharistic Prayer by the late tenth century.?%? This is exemplified by the fact that this

200 syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 2.37, Laurent, ed., p. 142: “Ev T® npootpiw Aéyete mept AUQIV, OTL Exopev
aipeoiv: Aéyete yap TNV véav alpeotv TV Mogpiwy Kat ThHv malatav TV MNpatk@v. Kal mavu Bavpdlopey nig
Aéyete ToUTO - TiG yap €Ué oTe ToUTO MEpL UGV, i olow aipectv Exopev AUETS ol HNSEV GAWC MapekBAVTES R
MOPACAAEUCAVTES TL ATIO TWV AMOOTOAKGV Kol GUVOSLKMV KoL TTOTPLKGV opaddoewv; SKAVSahov oDV péya
nipoevel TO Tololtov AUV, Kal {ntolpev po mavtog AAAou Bepamneiav eig¢ avto... (My English translation:) You
say of us in the beginning [of this decree] that we have heresy; for you say the new heresy of the Bohemians
and the old heresy of the Greeks. And we all marvel that you say this; for what you say of us, what heresy we
have, [we] who have not completely transgressed or violated any of the apostolic or conciliar or Patristic
traditions? This is a great scandal, and we seek a solution for it above all other matterss.”

201 See Segovia, Historia Gestorum Generalis Synodi Basiliensis, X, c. 6, in Palacky, von Birk, Stehlin,
Hieronimus, eds., Monumenta conciliorum generalium seculi decimi quinti. Concilium Basiliense. Scriptores,
Vol. 2, p. 752: “Quamobrem huius sancte synodi ab inicio sue congregacionis precipua cura fuit recens illud
Bohemorum antiquumque Grecorum dissidium prorsus extinguere...”

202 cf, Simon Payaslian, “The Bagratuni Kingdom and Disintegration,” in The History of Armenia. From the
Origins to the Present (New York/Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), pp. 53-75, for an overview of
Armenia’s gradual subjugation to Byzantine Imperial influence during this period.

203 See Robert F. Taft, “The Armenian “Holy Sacrifice (Surb Patarg)” as a Mirror of Armenian Liturgical History,”
in Taft, ed., The Armenian Christian Tradition: Scholarly Symposium in Honor of the Visit to the Pontifical
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Eucharistic Prayer’s epiclesis petitions for the sending of the Spirit upon the congregation
for the Spirit's operation in the Eucharistic gifts to ‘make’ these gifts Christ's Body and Blood
through ‘changing’ them. Such terminology parallels with the vocabulary employed within
the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom's epiclesis.?®* Evidence of the Hellenophone liturgiological
tradition’s influence upon Armenian liturgical commentators can be found in the mid-tenth
century Commentary on the Divine Liturgy by Xosrov Anjewac’i, who invoked the same
analogy of the Spirit operating during Christ's incarnation in the Virgin's womb and the
Eucharistic epiclesis as authors including John of Damascus.?%

From the late eleventh and twelfth centuries, the foundation of Latin and Armenian
Christian states within the Near East naturally engendered dialogue between these two
theological traditions, particularly vis-a-vis liturgical praxis.2%® Against this background, the

Armenian Dominican, Nersés Palienc’, who, having been in regular contact with the Papal

Oriental Institute, Rome, of His Holiness Karekin I, Supreme Patriarch and Catholicos of All Armenians,
December 12, 1996 (Rome: Pontificium Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1997), pp. 175-97, for an overview
of this development.

204 See F. E. Brightmann, ed. and trans., “The Liturgy of the Armenians,” in Liturgies Eastern and Western, Vol.
1: Eastern Liturgies (London: Henry Frowde, 1896), p. 439: “We adore and we beseech and ask thee, O good
God, send upon us and upon these gifts here set forth thy coeternal and consubstantial Holy Spirit by whom
blessing this bread thou wilt make it truly the body of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ thrice repeated, and
blessing this cup thou wilt make it really the blood of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ thrice repeated: by
whom blessing this bread and this wine thou wilt make them truly the body and blood of our Lord and Saviour
Jesus Christ, changing them by thine Holy Spirit.”

2055 peter Cowe, ed. and trans., Commentary on the Divine Liturgy by Xosrov Anjewac’i, pp. 177-9: “The Holy
Spirit sent by the Father took flesh from Mary’s womb and mingled and united it to God the Word who was
revealed as one Son and God, born from her. The Holy Spirit acts in the same way in church at the holy altar.
Taking the bread He unites it to the Son of God and likewise the cup to become truly Christ’s body and blood...
He also effects such prodigious miracles, transforming the mere bread and wine into the incorruption of the
body and blood of the Son of God.” See also Isaac Kéchichian, ed. and trans., Nerses de Lambron (1153-1192),
Explication de la Divine Liturgie (Beirut: Dar EI-Machreq, 2000), p. 222, wherein Nerses applied the principle of
the Spirit’s life-giving operation in Christ’s Body to the process of Eucharistic consecration.

206 See Peter Halfter, Das Papsttum und die Armenier im frithen und hohen Mittelalter. Von der ersten
Kontakten bis zur Fixierung der Kirchenunion im Jahre 1198 (K6In-Weimar-Wien: Bohlau, 1996) for an overview
of the initial communications between the Latin Church and the Armenian Kingdom of Cilicia. Cf. Peter S.
Cowe, ‘The Role of Correspondence in Elucidating the Intensification of Latin-Armenian Ecclesiastical
Interchange in the First Quarter of the Fourteenth Century,” Journal of the Society for Armenian Studies 13
(2003): 47-68 (49); Jean Richard, ‘Les Arméniens a Avignon au XIV® siecle,” Revue des études arméniennes 23
(1992): 253-64, who detailed how the continuous presence of Armenian Christians were frequently present
within the Papal Court in Avignon during the fourteenth century.
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Court at Avignon, provided Pope Benedict XIl with a list of one hundred and seventeen
putative errors ascribed to the Armenian Apostolic Church in 1341 after extensively
investigating this Church’s doctrine and praxis.?%” Nersés had previously governed as the
Bishop of Urmia before his deposition by Catholicos Yakob Il. Nonetheless, during his
presence within Avignon, Nersés claimed to have been the Archbishop of Manazkert before
being deposed from his see. While this episcopal ordination was likely fabricated by Nersés,
in 1338, Pope John XXIl nonetheless formally appointed Nersés to this same archiepiscopal
see.?®® Thus, Nersés’ list must be interpreted to some extent as hyperbolic in light of his
discontent with the Armenian Apostolic ecclesial hierarchy. Nonetheless, based upon
reading this list, within Cum dudum, Benedict Xll condemned the Armenian Christians for
putatively postulating the following Eucharistic doctrines:
[LXVI]: ...all the Armenians state and hold in common... when the priest recites [the
institution narrative]... [these words] do not confect nor are intended to confected
Christ’s Body and Blood, but these words are merely stated as a recitation, of course
reciting what the Lord did when instituting the Sacrament. And following these
words, the priest states various other prayers which are included in their canon,

following which he comes to [the epiclesis]... and by these words they believe that
Christ’s Body and Blood are confected.?®®

207 Frangois Tournebize, ‘Les cent dix-sept accusations présentées a Benoit XIl contre les Arméniens,” Revue de
I’Orient Chrétien 11 (1906): 163-81.

208 Richard, La papauté et les missions d'Orient, pp. 210-4; Richard, ‘Les Arméniens a Avignon au XIV¢siécle,’
Revues des études arméniennes 23 (1992): 253-64 (257-9).

209 My English translation of Benedict Xll, Cum dudum, in Aloysius L. Tdutu, ed., Acta Benedicti XIl (1334-1342)
(Rome: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1958), pp. 119-55. Transcribed in
<https://www.vatican.va/content/benedictus-xii/la/documents/epistula-cum-dudum-1-aug-1341.html>
[Accessed August 13, 2022]: “LXVI. ltem, omnes Armeni communiter dicunt et tenent, quod per haec verba
posita in eorum Canone Missae, quando dicuntur per sacerdotem; 'Accepit panem el gratias agens, fregit,
dedit suis sanctis electis et recumbentibus discipulis, dicens: Accipite et manducate ex hoc omnes: Hoc est
Corpus meum, quod pro vobis et multis distribuitur, in remissionem peccatorum. Similiter et calicem accipiens,
benedixit et fregit, gratias egit, bibit, dedit suis electis sanctis et recumbentibus discipulis dicens: Accipte, bibite
ex hoc omnes: Hic est Sanguis meus novi testamenti, qui pro vobis et multis effunditur, in remissionem
peccatorum, non conficiatur nec ipsi conficere intendunt Corpus et Sanguinem Christi, sed solum dicunt dicta
verba recitativa, recitando scilicet quod Dominus fecit, quando Sacramentum instituit. Et post dicta verba dicit
sacerdos multas orationes positas in eorum Canone et post dictas orationes venit ad locum, ubi sic in eorum
Canone dicitur: ' Adoramus, supplicamus et petimus a te, benigne Deus, mitte in nobis et in hoc propositum
donum coéssentialem tibi Spiritum Sanctum, per quem panem benedictum Corpus veraciter efficies domini
nostri et salvatoris Jesu Christi'. Et dicta verba dicit sacerdos ter. Deinde dicit sacerdos super calicem et vinum
benedictum: ' Sanguinem veracite efficies domini nostri salvatoris Jesu Christi'; et per haec verba credunt, quod
conficiantur Corpus Christi et Sanguis.”
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[LXVII]: Moreover, the Armenians do not say that, following the previously stated
words of the bread and wine’s consecration are stated, the bread and wine’s
transubstantiation into Christ’s true Body and Blood, which was born of the Virgin
Mary, [and which] suffered and rose again [occurs], but they hold that this
Sacrament is an exemplar, similitude, or type of the Lord’s true Body and Blood; for
which reason they do not denote the Sacrament of the Altar [as] the Lord’s Body and
Blood, but a victim, sacrifice, or communion...?1°
Based upon Nersés’ list, Benedict XII’s bull propagated the notion within Latin
Christendom that the Armenian Christians broadly refused to worship the corporeal Christ
as though, following the dominical words’ recitation, Christ was not really present within the
Eucharistic elements. Nonetheless, the doctrine of Eucharistic change ascribed to the
Armenians herein did not parallel that postulated by the Byzantine Florentine Fathers.
According to Cum Dudum, the Armenians supposedly claimed that the dominical words do
not nor are intended to ‘confect’ the Eucharistic gifts. However, Bessarion, Isidore of Kiev,
and, as Chapter Four will show, Mark of Ephesus, all affirmed the dominical words’
consecratory function, albeit in a non-perfective manner whereby Christ’s Body and Blood
are in some sense present substantially and are due worship, despite the lack of some final
reality to Christ’s substantial presence before the epiclesis.?!!

Notably, the sixty-seventh error in Cum Dudum evoked a terminological issue which

significantly informed the historical Hellenophone debates concerning Sacramentology,

210 My English translation of Benedict Xll, Cum dudum, in Tautu, ed., Acta Benedicti XII, pp. 119-55. Transcribed
in <https://www.vatican.va/content/benedictus-xii/la/documents/epistula-cum-dudum-1-aug-1341.html>
[Accessed August 13, 2022]: “LXVII. Item, quod Armeni non dicunt, quod post dicta verba consecrationis
panis et vini sit facta transubstantiatio panis et vini in verum Corpus Christi et Sanguinem, quod natum fuit de
Virgine Maria et passum et resurrexit, sed tenent, quod illud sacramentum sit exemplar vel similitudo aut
figura veri Corporis et Sanguinis Domini; et hoc specialiter aliqui magistri Armenorum dixerunt, videlicet quod
non erat ibi Corpus Christi verum et Sanguis, sed exemplar et similitudo eius. Dicunt etiam, quod quando
Christus Sacramentum instituit, non transubstantiavit panem et vinum in corpus suum et sanguinem, sed
solummodo instituit exemplar et similitudinem corporis et sanguinis sui; propter quod ipsi Sacramentum
altaris non vocant corpus et sanguinem Domini, sed hostiam vel sacrificium vel communionem...”

211 Mark of Ephesus, Marci Ephesii Epistola ad Georgium Presbyterum Methonensem contra Ritus Ecclesiae
Romanae, 2, ed. by Louis Petit in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17 (Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1907), pp. 470-4.
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namely, the tradition of denoting the consecrated Eucharistic elements as ‘types’ or
‘antitypes’ of Christ’s Body and Blood.??

Given the hermeneutical precedence given to a literal rather than typological
liturgical exegesis which emerged within the early medieval Latin and Eastern Christian
theological traditions, many liturgical commentators within the Hellenophone tradition
began to reformulate the terms ‘type’ and ‘antitype.’ In particular, these commentators
gradually began to refrain from employing these terms in a Eucharistic context as a reaction
to the use of such terminology by Iconoclastic theologians during the eighth and ninth
centuries. For example, when treating the consecrated host’s relationship to Christ’s Real
Body, the Ecumenical Patriarch, Nikephoros I'’s Avtippnotic lNMpwtn and Asutépa (First and
Second Antirrhetics), composed c. 815-20,22 quoted and countered Emperor Konstantinos V
Kopronymos’ levoeic (Inquiries), a pro-lconoclastic treatise composed prior to the 754
Council of Hieria. This Council had been convoked by Konstantinos V and assembled for the
purpose of formally denouncing Icon veneration within the Byzantine Imperial Church.?!4
Therein, Konstantinos supposedly upheld that the Eucharistic gifts are legitimate images

given their consubstantiality with Christ’s Body and Blood; however, upon being

212 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 81-3. See Enrico Mazza, “Due differenti concezioni del racconto institutivo:
‘consecrazione’ o ‘transmissione’ del typos dell’eucharistia,” in Cesare Giraudo, ed., The Anaphoral Genesis of
the Institution Narrative in Light of the Anaphora of Addai and Mari: Acts of the International Liturgy Congress,
Rome, 25-26 October 2011 (Rome: Edizioni Orientalia Christiana, 2013), pp. 335-62 (348-52), for an overview
of the multi-ritual use of the term ‘type.’

213 patrick O’Connell, The Ecclesiology of St. Nicephorus | (758-828), Patriarch of Constantinople: Pentarchy and
Primacy (Rome: Pontificium Institutum Studiorum Orientalium, 1972), p. 58. According to O’Connell, this range
is presupposed by Nikephoros’ reference to the Iconoclastic Council of Constantinople which assembled in 815
within the Avtippnotc Mpwtn (See Nikephoros |, Antirrhetici tres adversus Constantinum Copronymum.
Antirrheticus Primus, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 100 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1863), cols. 204-328 (206)), and
Nikephoros’ failure to reference Leo V’s deposition in 820. For an analysis of Nikephoros I’s life and work, see
O’Connell, Ecclesiology of St. Nicephorus I, pp. 37-67.

214 For analyses of this council and its declarations, see Milton V. Anastos, ‘The Argument for Iconoclasm as
Presented by the Iconoclasts,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 7 (1953): 35-54; Stephen Gero, ‘The Eucharistic
Doctrine of the Byzantine Iconoclasts and its Sources,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 68(1) (1975): 4-22; Gero,
Byzantine Iconoclasm during the Reign of Constantine V, with Particular Attention to the Oriental Sources
(Louvain: Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, 1977).
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consecrated, the Eucharistic gifts are transmuted into dayeptomointa, or ‘not-made-by-
[human]-hands’.?!> Nonetheless, as Konstantinos V was quoted as denoting the consecrated
Eucharistic gifts as tumot rather than His Body and Blood per se, this distinction was
perceived by Iconophiles to indicate that the consecrated Eucharistic gifts were different to
Christ’s Body and Blood in some manner. As Vladimir Baranov highlighted, the term tumot
was likely employed to refer to how the Eucharistic gifts are circumscribable and ‘coarse’ in
composition, both prior to and following their consecration. This was in contradistinction to
Christ’s Post-Resurrection Body, which, being a hypostatic unity of a human and a divine
nature, is, according to the Council of Hieria’s "'Opog, Osietbeotépoy, or ‘Godlike,” and &éw
ntayutnmog, or ‘without coarseness,’ in virtue of the fact that the divine essence is per se
non-circumscribable.?%®

To uphold the identity of the consecrated gifts with Christ’s Body and Blood, several
Hellenophone Iconodule theologians began to restrict the term ‘antitype’ to these gifts’ pre-
consecratory state.?!” Moreover, the term ‘type’ was employed to anagogically signify the
consecrated Eucharistic gifts’ celestial referents, namely, the full communion of believers

with Christ following the Second Coming.?!8 For example, within his Avtippnotc Acutépa,

Nikephoros | interpreted the term 'antitype’ thus:

215 See Nikephoros |, Antirrheticus Primus, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 100, col. 225a; Antirrheticus Secundus,
Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 100, col. 337c.

216 See Mansi, ed., Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio, Vol. 13 (Venice: Antonio Zatta, 1767),
col. 336d. See also Nikephoros |, Antirrheticus Tertius, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 100, col. 437b, who cited a
passage from Konstantinos V’s Mevoeig, wherein Konstantinos similarly employed the term &éw mayutnmog to
describe Christ’s Post-Resurrection Body in this fashion by evoking John 20:19-23. Vladimir Baranov, ‘The
Doctrine of the Icon-Eucharist for the Byzantine Iconoclasts,” Studia Patristica 44 (2010): 41-8 (45-6).

217 Cf. Euthymios Zigabenos, Expositio in Matthaeum, 26.5, c. 64, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 129 (Paris: Typis J.-
P. Migne, 1864), cols. 107-764 (665b); Theodore Meliteniotes, Ethica sermonum in Evangelia, in Patrologia
Graeca, Vol. 149 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1865), cols. 883-988 (952c) for similar Hellenophone interpretations
of the term ‘antitype’ in the Liturgy of St Basil following the Triumph of Orthodoxy.

218 While this dissertation will more lucidly address John of Damascus’ use of the term ‘antitype’ when treating
Mark of Ephesus’ AiBeAAog, one should highlight that his interpretation of the term within the "Ek6oot¢ was
invoked by the Second Council of Nicaea in 787 when expositing the Iconodule definition of the term. See



92

...and these [Eucharistic gifts] are supernaturally transmuted by the invocation of the
priest, through the Holy Spirit’s descending upon them, into Christ’s Body and
Blood... And we do not mean that they [the Eucharistic gifts and Christ’s Body and
Blood] are two [distinct] things, but we believe that they [have] become one and the
same [viz., Christ’s true Body and Blood]. And if [the Eucharistic gifts] are spoken of
as ‘antitypes,’ these [gifts] are not [called as such] after the hallowing, but they are
called this before their hallowing.?*®
While scholars such as Christiaan Kappes have claimed that the debates concerning
Eucharistic consecration at Florence was not significantly interlinked with the
contemporaneous Latin-Byzantine disputes concerning Palamite theology,??° which will be
addressed more explicitly in Chapter Four, the controversy concerning Eucharistic typology
did notably function as a locus of divergence between the supporters and opponents of the
Byzantine Church’s canonised theology of the Palamite divine essence-energies distinction:

According to its opponents, this distinction, amongst other consequences, implied that the

faithful did not partake of the substance of Christ’s Body and Blood in the Eucharist.???

Mansi, ed., Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio, Vol. 13, col. 265. Likewise, within his post-
conciliar treatise, De Sacramento Eucharistiae, Bessarion defined John of Damascus’ Eucharistic application of
the term ‘type,” or in Latin, figura, within the latter’s "Ex&oot¢ akptBn¢ tij¢c 6pFobddéou nmiotewg, IV, 13, to refer
its temporal form, given that, before the Second Coming, believers are not able to fully and perfectly
participate within the reality of the Godhead and thereby behold Christ as He truly is. See Bessarion, De
Sacramento Eucharistiae, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 161 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1866), cols. 493-526 (497d-
8a): “Post haec iliud quoque tertio loco addendum est, quod verbum Domini corpus et veritas est et figura.
Siguidem ostensum est, quemadmodum panis et vini visibilis species; figura seu signum est veri et in eis
contenti Dominici corporis et etiam mystici corporis, ita corpus verum figuram mystici et ecclesiastici corporis
esse. Ad haec verum Domini corpus quod in altari con secratur, futurorum figuram dici, Damascenus eo quo
supra memoravimus loco, testatur. Significa tiva, inquit, futurorum dicuntur, non quia verum sint corpus
sanguisque Christi verus sed quia nunc quidem per illa divinitatis participes efficimur tunc vero per intellectum
sola visione fruemur divinitatis.”

219 My English translation of Nikephoros |, Antirrheticus Secundus, in Patrologiae Graeca, Vol. 100, cols. 329-74
(336): “...o0tw 61 kal tadta Uepduic EMKANOEL TOD lepelovtog, Emidoltroel Te Tol ayiov Mvedparog, €ig
o®pa Kol atpo Tod Xplotol petaBdAAerar. Todto yap Kal fi Tod lepéwg aitnole éxel. Kat ov 8Uo tadta
vooluev, GAN" £v kal TO aUTo miotelopey yivesBal: Avtituna &£ el mou AexBein, o0 petd TOV Aylacuov tolto,
AAAQ Ttpo ol aylacdivar EKAROncav.”

220 See Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 25-6.

221 Fyrther evidence of this Palamite struggle concerning Eucharistic typology is exemplified by loannes
Kantakouzenos’ epistle to John, Bishop of Karpasia, composed during his monastic vocation c. 1369-71, in
‘Lettre inédite de Jean Cantacuzene relative a la controverse palamite,’ Jean Darrouzes, ed., in Revue des
études Byzantines 17 (1959): 7-27 (19-20, 25-6), wherein he undermined the claim that Palamites denied the
Real Eucharistic Presence. For dating, see ‘Letter inédite,” Darrouzes, ed., 10-1. Cf. Andrew Louth, “The
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Nonetheless, Palamas himself unambiguously identified the consecrated gifts with the
historical Body and Blood within his undated OutAia NC (Homily 56), stating:

For it is taught to us that this is the same crucified Body of Christ present before us

as food... And in this way is the very Body and Blood of Christ present in truth.???

However, when relating a dispute between himself and Neilos Kabasilas in 1351
within his Pwuatikii¢ lotopiac (History of the Romans [i.e., the Byzantines]), the anti-
Palamite Nikephoros Gregoras claimed to quote Palamas and Philotheos Kokkinos, then the
Metropolitan of Heraclea, both of whom posited that the consecrated Eucharistic gifts are
only turtot of Christ’s Body and Blood.??3

Thus, through likely employing the Eucharistic errors imputed to the Armenians
within Cum dudum, Torquemada not only inaccurately collocated his Byzantine
counterparts’ Eucharistic theology with such errors, but invoked the highly contentious
theme of Eucharistic typology which Mark of Ephesus will be shown to have laboriously
attempted to resolve within his AiBeAAoc¢ given the use of ‘typological’ terminology in the
Byzantine Rite’s Liturgy of St Basil.

Nonetheless, given that Latin Fathers such as Torquemada and Cesarini had invoked

the Liturgy of St Basil to uphold the Latin Church’s doctrine of Purgatory when debating this

Eucharist and Hesychasm, with Special Reference to Theophanes lll, Metropolitan of Nicaea,” in Réka Forrai,
Gyorgy Gyorgy, Istvan Perczel, eds., The Eucharist in Theology and Philosophy. Issues of Doctrinal History in
East and West from the Patristic Age to the Reformation (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2005), 2005, pp.
199-206 for an analysis of how late fourteenth century Palamite theologians such as Theophanes of Nicaea
attempted to juxtapose the Palamite divine essence-energies octrine with Eucharistic theology.

222 My English translation of Gregory Palamas, Outdia NC’, A, in Sophocles Oikonomos, ed., Tod év ayiolc
mTatpog nuU@v Fpnyopiou dpxleniokomou Oscoalovikng told MaAaud outdial k8’ (Athens: Lien, 1861), p. 211:
“Talta yap NUag auto §dackel 1O otaupwBEV Xplotol owpa eic tpodnv mpokeipevov AUIV... Kal wg aAnBdg
a0TO TO oMpa Kol TO aipa Tol Xplotod mpokeipevov...”

223 See Gregoras, Byzantinae Historiae, 24.1.10, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 148 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1865),
col. 1425b, who quoted Palamas and Philotheos as stating: “...alpo Kot o®dpo TV T olvov yivesBat Kot Tov
dpTov Mot Tol Xplotod- TUTov yap TadT elval ékeivou, Kol oUK ékelvov altdxpnpa... (My English translation:)
the wine and bread do not become the Blood and Body of Christ, for these are types of Him, and not truly
Him.”
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doctrine in Ferrara,??* Torquemada’s misidentification exemplifies the limited extent to
which Torquemada accurately exegeted his available liturgical source material within his
Cedula given that he either did not recognise, or intentionally chose to overlook, that his
Latin edition of the Liturgy of Saint Basil incorporated a consecratory epiclesis as well as an
application of the term “antitype’ to the post-Institutional Eucharistic gifts. Pertinently,
these earlier debates concerning purgatory framed the milieu within which Torquemada
evidently became cognizant of Benedict XlI’s condemnation, contextualising why
Torquemada likely believed the Byzantine Church maintained the putatively ‘Armenian
doctrine’ regarding the dominical words’ non-consecratory nature. As the conciliar Acta do
not explicitly recount Torquemada’s presence within the papal audience during which
Bessarion and Isidore postulated a much more nuanced doctrine of Eucharistic
transmutation,??> Eugenius or Cesarini likely detailed the prior discussions for Torquemada,
relating the Byzantine Church’s putatively erroneous ’Armenian’ doctrine of Eucharistic
consecration, from which Torquemada postulated that it is impossible for any other words
apart from those of ‘the Saviour’ to transubstantiate.??®

Conversely, the Byzantine Fathers acknowledged that the Eucharistic gifts had been
transmuted upon the dominical words’ recitation, while elaborating that additional items
including the epiclesis, a manual blessing of the Eucharistic gifts and three signs of the Cross,

must be performed to perfect this transformation. Given this misperception, Torquemada

224 See Deputatorum Latinorum Cedula de Purgatorio, VI, in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 15, ed. by Louis Petit
(Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1927), pp. 25-38 (33-4). See Petit, “Introduction,” in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 15, pp. 5-24
(9ff) for an overview of Traversari’s Greek translation of this Latin treatise concerning Purgatory. Cf. André de
Halleux, “Problémes de méthode dans les discussions sur I'eschatologies de Ferrare et Florence," in Giuseppe
Alberigo, ed., Christian Unity: The Council of Ferrara-Florence: 1438/39-1989 (Leuven: Leuven University Press,
1991), pp. 251-99 (251).

225 Boylarand, ’L’Epiclése,’ 344-5.

226 paraphrased from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 238, lines 23-4: “...[l]gitur impossibile est, quod ex aliis
verbis quam salvatoris fiat transubtantio.”
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was limited in his capacity to effectively counteract their claims regarding the nature and

function of their Eucharistic epicleses. As the following section will exemplify, Torquemada’s

misperception resulted in a significantly inaccurate exegesis of his liturgical source material.

This, it will be argued, helps to explain why Torquemada’s Sermo Prior failed to secure his

Byzantine interlocutors’ acceptance of his Sacramentology.

3.2.2.2. Patristic References

3.2.2.2.1 John Chrysostom

The first text Torquemada evoked to evince that the dominical words wholly

transmuted the Eucharistic gifts within his Sermo Prior was John Chrysostom’s Ei¢ tr)v

npodoaiav tod lovda:

Torquemada, Sermo Prior.

John Chrysostom, Ei¢ v npodociav tod

lovéa, 1.6.

Chrysostom... stated, ‘No man [can] make
[their] body a gift??” provided [for us] but
Christ [who] was Crucified for us. A priest
[might] represent [Him], standing and
uttering [His] words, but the power and the
grace is [from] Christ. [Concerning Matt.
26:26:] ‘This is My Body...” He says, This
formula transmutes the [Eucharistic]
offerings, like that [divine] expression
which stated [Gen. 1:28], ‘Grow and
multiply and replenish the earth,” which
was stated once and for all and operates
throughout all time to strengthen our
nature for the procreation of children... and

For it is not man who makes the items [viz.,
the Eucharistic gifts] becomes Christ’s Body
ad Blood, but Christ Himself who was
Crucified for us. The priest is [His]
representative when he proclaims those
words; but the power and grace is from
God. ‘This is My Body...” He says. This
discourse transmutes the items and just as
that expression, ‘Increase, and multiply,
and fill the earth,” was spoken once, [and]
operates throughout all time [and]
empowers [human] nature to this day for
child-production. So also the expression
[viz., the dominical words] once stated
[functions in this manner] on each altar in
the Churches from that time [the Last

227 | rendered ‘munera’ in the singular to provide a more accurate sense of Torquemada’s citation.
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the expression [i.e., the dominical words, Supper] to today and to the Second
functions] in this manner...2%8 Coming, effectuate the Sacrifice.??®

To put Torquemada’s citation into context, while Chrysostom’s homily had been
translated into Latin during the first millennium, none of Torquemada’s principal Latin
Christian authorities within the Sermo Prior, such as Lombard’s Sententiarum, the Decretum
Gratiani, and Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae, evoked this homily when addressing Eucharistic
consecration.?3% However, this homily was invoked by several Latin Christian liturgical
commentators following its translation. For example, the late eleventh and early twelfth
century theologian, Alger of Liége’s De Sacramentis corporis et sanguinis Domini invoked
this homily when postulating the Supplices te rogamus’ epicletic and consecratory

function.?*! Given that Alger pertinently functioned as an authority in Lombard’s Libri

228 Mly English translation of Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., pp. 237, line 39-238, line 5: “Prima auctoritas est
beatissimi Grisostomi... dicit: ‘Non est homo, qui proposita munera facit corpus, sed qui pro nobis crucifixus est
Christus; figurans adstans sacerdos verba proferens, sed virtus et gratia Christus est. Hoc est corpus meum,
inquit; hoc verbum proposita transmutat, et sicut vox illa, que dicit: Crescite et multiplicamini et replete
terram etc. semel quidem dicta per omne tempus sit opera nostram naturam corroborans ad procreationem
filiorum etc., ita et vox...”

229 My English translation of Chrysostom, De proditione Judae 1.6, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 49 (Paris: Typis J.-
P. Migne, 1862), col. 380: “O08¢ yip EvBpwog £0Tv O TOLGV Ta TPOKELpeVa yevETBaL oG KAl atpa
XpLotol, AN alTog 6 otaupwOeic UTEP UMV XPLOTOG. IXfa TTANPWVY ECTNKEV O LlepelG, Ta pripata
dBeyyouevog éketva- 1) g SuvaLg kal ) xaplg ol Oeol éotl. Tolto pou éoti to olua, ¢noi. Tolto To phua
MeTappuBuIleL Ta tpokeipeva Kal kabamep f dwvn €keivn 1) Aéyouvoa: AUEdveaBe, kal TAnBUveaBe, kal
TAnpwoate TV ViV, £ppedn pev anag, Sta mavtog 6 tol xpovou yivetal Epyw EvSuvapouvoa v puoLV TNV
NUETEPaV MPOG matdomotiav: oUtw Kal f pwvr) aldtn anag AexBeloa kab' ékaotnv tpanelav év tailc EkkAnolalg
£€ £kelvou pEXpL onpepoV Kal PEXPL TAG tapouaoiag, Thv Buciav amtnptiopévny épyaletal.” Cf. Boularand,
‘LEpiclése,’ 254-5; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 90-1.

230 For example, Rosalind Love, 'Bede and John Chrysostom,” Journal of Medieval Latin 17 (2007): 72-86 (84)
exemplified how the Venerable Bede drew upon a Latin translation of Chrysostom’s Ei¢ tr)v mpodoaiav tod
Touda when exegeting Luke 22:9 within his In Lucae Evangelium expositio, 6.22.489-95, ed. by David Hurst in
Corpus Christianorum Series Latina, Vol. 120 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2001), p. 375. See Sever J. Voicu, “Le prime
traduzioni latine di Crisostomo,” in Cristianesimo Latino ecultura Greca sino al sec. IV. XXI Incontro di studiosi
dell’antichitacristiana, Roma, 7-9 maggio 1992 (Rome: Augustinianum 1993), pp. 397-415 for a discussion of
this translation’s background and its subsequent influence.

231 Alger of Liége, De sacramentis corporis et sanguinis Domini, in Patrologia Latina, Vol. 180 (Paris: Typis J.-P.
Migne, 1855), cols. 727-852 (777d, 781c). Cf. Nicholas M. Haring, ‘A Study in the Sacramentology of Alger of
Liege,” Medieval Studies 20 (1958): 41-78 for an overview of Alger’s Sacramentology.
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Sententiarum,?3? Torquemada potentially utilized Alger’s De Sacramentis to derive his
citation of Ei¢ v mpodoaoiav tol louda in virtue of Torquemada’s plausible recognition of
the influence of De Sacramentis upon Lombard. If this hypothesis is true, the extent to
which Torquemada was sincere in relating his literary authorities’ doctrines of Eucharistic
consecration must be questioned given that Torquemada would have failed to articulate to
his Byzantine interlocutors that there was a Latin heritage of affirming the Supplices te
rogamus’ consecratory function. While Christiaan Kappes hypothesized that Torquemada
utilized a Latin translation of Kalekas’ lMepi lMiotewc¢ kai nepi twv Apywv tij¢c KaBoAikijc
Miotewc (On Faith and on the Principles of the Catholic Faith),?3 the original Greek text of
which did cite a corrupted version of Chrysostom’s homily,?3* Kaapes mistook the fact that
Traversari was commissioned by Pope Martin V to translate Kalekas’ Adversus errores
Graecorum de Processione Spiritus Sancti, not lepi lNioTew¢ kol mepl TWV ApYwV Th¢

KaGoAwkfic Miotewc.?®> Overall, despite the possibility that Torquemada did make recourse

232 For an example of Lombard’s dependence on Alger, see Lombard’s misattributed citation of a passage from
Paschasius Radbertus’ De Corpore et Sanguine Domini concerning whether excommunicated clergy could
validly consecrate the Sacraments, to Augustine, in Sententiarum 1V, dist. 13, c. 1, in Libri IV Sententiarum, Vol.
2 (Quaracchi: Collegii S. Bonaventurae, 1916), p. 815, likely derived in part from Alger’s misattribution of this
same text in De Sacramento, |ll, c. 8, in Patrologia Latina, Vol. 180 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1855), cols. 840-1.
233 See Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 91.

234 For example, Kalekas, De principiis fidei Catholicae, c. 6, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 152 (Paris: Typis J.-P.
Migne, 1865), cols. 429-662 (600d-1a) states “...okfjua pdvov mAnp®v...” with this emboldened term not being
included within the afore-cited critical Greek edition of Chrysostom’s homily. Despite his mistake regarding
Traversari’s translation, Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 91, accurately highlighted that Kalekas’ citation was
limited its omission of the opening line of the aforementioned passage which stated “O06¢ yap GvBpwmnog
£0TLV O TTOLMV TOL TIPOKELHLEVDL YeVESOOL oMM Kol alpa XpLotod, GAN' alTtdc 6 otaupwBeic UTép UGV XpLotdc.”
This sentence provided the pertinent theological context for Chrysostom’s overall argumentation, and which
would have posed a significant hindrance to Torquemada’s doctrine of sacramental causality. In particular,
because the above passage explicated that it is Christ, not man, who is the cause of Christ’s Body and Blood
being made present before Chrysostom asserted that the priest fulfills the sacramental form, Chrysostom’s
passage would have undermined the Aristotelian-Thomistic four causal sacramental paradigm Torquemada
sought to uphold whereby the celebrant functions as the Eucharist’s ‘efficient/instrumental cause.’

235 For Traversari’s translation of Kalekas’ treatise, see Manuelis Calecae. Viri doctissimi, Contra Graecorum
errores, libri quatuor. Olim Latine versi, ab Ambrosio Camaldulensi (Ingolstadt: Ex typographia Ederiana, apud
Andream Angermarium, 1608), pp. 11-400. Traversari’s translation was based upon a Greek manuscript
provided by the Franciscan pre-conciliar negotiator, Antonio da Massa. See Stinger, Humanism and the Church
Fathers: Ambrogio Traversari (1386-1439), p. 112.
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to Alger’s De Sacramentis, one cannot draw any definitive conclusions concerning the
provenance of Torquemada’s citation of Ei¢ tr)v mpodoaoiav tod lovda.

Nonetheless, to evaluate the cogency of Torquemada’s citation of Chrysostom, the
latter’s homily should be exegeted in light of his broader theology of Eucharistic change.
Some scholars including Jugie have cited Chrysostom as a Patristic advocate of the
Eucharistic form being the Institution narrative. To support this conclusion, Jugie interpreted
the passages within Chrysostom’s oeuvres which describe the Spirit’s intra-Eucharistic
operation to denote the faithful being sanctified rather than the gifts’ transmutation.23¢
Moreover, scholars like Salaville interpreted Chrysostom as affirming the dominical words’
consecratory power, while also claiming that Chrysostom upheld the Spirit's transmutative
agency.?¥” Alternately, authors such as Gregory Dix have claimed that one need not impute
contradiction onto Chrysostom when interpreting his references to the essentiality of the
dominical words and of the epiclesis at different points within his opera omnia given that,
according to Dix, Chrysostom viewed each element as a fundamental facet of the Eucharistic
Prayer which is consecratory when considered holistically.?*8 Thus, scholars such as Taft
exhibited that John believed that both a Pneumatic invocation and the dominical words
were required for Eucharistic transmutation, such that Chrysostom perceived the Eucharistic
Prayer to be the context whereby, through His demiurgic intervention, God makes the
dominical words operative.?3® Conversely, to establish their interpretation of Chrysostom,

authors such as Torquemada would be required to chronologically arrange Chrysostom’s

236 Jugie, De forma, pp. 98-100; Theologia dogmatica, Vol. 3, p. 261.

237 sévérien Salaville, ‘L'épiclése d'aprés saint Jean Chrysostome et |a tradition occidentale,” Echos d'Orient
11(69) (1908): 101-12; Francisque Varaine, L'épiclése eucharistique. Etude de théologie positive et d'histoire
liturgique (Brignais: Imprimerie de Sacuny, 1910), pp. 45-8.

238 Gregory Dix, The Shape of the Liturgy, repr. (London: Dacre Press, 1970), pp. 281-2.

239 See e.g., Taft, 'Problems in Anaphoral Theology,” 61; Taft, “The Epiclesis Question in Light of the Orthodox
and Catholic Lex Orandi Traditions,” in Bradley Nassif, ed., New Perspectives in Historical Theology: Essays in
Memory of John Meyendorff (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), pp. 210-37 (223-4).
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opera with the aim of exemplifying that Chrysostom’s Sacramentology progressively
departed from affirming a consecratory Spirit-epiclesis and instead upheld the dominical
words’ unique consecratory function. While one cannot draw any definitive conclusions
concerning how to reconcile the ostensibly varied arguments and judgements concerning
Eucharistic consecration within Chrysostom’s body of work, Torquemada’s citation of
Chrysostom’s homily in this context did not accurately challenge the Byzantine dual-
moment doctrine articulated by Bessarion and Isidore of Kiev given that the latter have
been shown to have acknowledged the Eucharistic gifts’ immediate transmutation upon the
dominical words’ recitation, while also positing the necessary inclusion of the epiclesis and a
manual blessing to ‘perfect’ this transmutation.

Notably, although many modern-day scholarly analyses of Chrysostom’s
Sacramentology commonly exegete his opera omnia as though his writings were
systematically and thematically unified, such analyses often overlook the Liturgy of St John
Chrysostom. Despite the fact that the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom underwent quite a
substantive textual development,?*® which limits the overall value of their analyses given
that, as Taft highlighted, Chrysostom himself plausibly influenced this liturgy and its
redaction history.?*! If this Eucharistic Prayer was juxtaposed with Chrysostom’s other
theological oeuvres, this harmonisation which would help to counteract Torquemada's
reduction of Chrysostom’s Sacramentology into the fourfold Aristotelian causal paradigm.?*?
Unlike Torquemada, in Chapter Four, Mark of Ephesus will be shown to have more neatly

interwoven the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom with Chrysostom’s other opera to conclude

240 On which, cf. Taft, A History of the Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom, 6 Vols. (Rome: Pontificium Institutum
Studiorum Orientalium, 1975-2008).

241 Taft, “The Authenticity of the Chrysostom Anaphora Revisited: Determining the Authorship of Liturgical
Texts by Computer,” in Liturgy in Byzantium and Beyond (Brookfield: Ashgate, 1995), pp. 5-51, esp. 21-51.
242 Cf, Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 92-4.
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that Chrysostom consistently asserted the necessity to invoke the Spirit for Eucharistic
consecration. When considering the phrasing of the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom’s
anaphora, it will be shown in Chapter Four that Mark of Ephesus’ hermeneutic of this
Eucharistic Prayer held greater coherence in light of modern-day Patristic scholarship in that
a Pneumatic invocation described in Chrysostom’s oeuvres would naturally be identified

with the anaphoral epiclesis which Chrysostom himself helped to compose.

3.2.2.2.2. John of Damascus and Pseudo-Dionysius

Having examined Torquemada’s recourse to Chrysostom, this subsection will
similarly analyse the cogency of his use of both John of Damascus’ and Pseudo-Dionysius’
literary oeuvres within the Sermo Prior. While the Acta Latina’s apparatus suggests that
Torquemada evoked Burgundio of Pisa’s Latin translation of De fide Orthodoxa, Torquemada
instead utilized Aquinas’ reformulated employment of this work within the Tertia Pars.
Torquemada claimed that, because Christ’s Body is made present through the Spirit’s
‘operation,’ if the Sacraments’ forms are also strictly ‘operative’ through this ‘operation,’
one could conclude that God’s ‘word’ alone could effectively fulfil this transmutation. As the
following comparison indicates, Torquemada’s argumentation and citation was highly
commensurate with Aquinas' doctrine of Sacramental causality in the Summa Theologiae Ill,
g. 78, a. 4. For this dissertation’s purposes, it would also be fitting to locate Torquemada’s
and Aquinas’ arguments in the context of the Latin translation of John of Damascus’ De fide

orthodoxa:
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Torquemada, Sermo Aquinas, Summa Theologiae Burgundio of Pisa’s Latin
Prior:?%3 I, q. 78, a. 4, arg. 1; s.c.; ad. Translation of John of
1: Damascus, De fide
orthodoxa 4:13:%44
Damascene... stated thus, | [Arg. 1:] ...in the aforesaid Dixit in principio: “Educat
it is solely through the words of the [Sacramental] terra herbam feni,” et
Holy Spirit’s operation forms there is no created usque nunc pluvial fiente
that the Christ’s Blood is power which causes the educit propria germina,
made from the bread. consecration. Because divino coacta et fortificata
Thus, if the Holy Spirit’s Damascene says... ‘The change | praecepto. Dixit Deus: “Hoc
operation alone [is what of the bread into Christ's body | meum est corpus” et “Hic
makes] operative the is caused solely by the power meus est sanguis” et “hoc
Sacramental forms, then of the Holy Ghost." But the facite”; et omnipotenti eius
strictly God’s word can do | power of the Holy Ghost is praecepto donec veniat
this (quod sola operatione | uncreated. Therefore this fit... Et fit pluvial novae huic
spiritus sancti ex pane fit sacrament is not caused by agriculturae per
caro Christi. Si ergo sola any created power of those invocationem Sancti
operatione spiritus sancti | words (sola virtute spiritus Spiritus superobumbrans
et forme sunt sancti fit conversio panis in virtus. Quemadmodum
sacramentales operative, corpus Christi. Sed virtus enim omnia quaecumaque
ergo solius verbum Dei spiritus sancti est virtus fecit Deus, Sancti Spiritus
potest hoc facere). increata. Ergo nulla virtute actione fecit, ita et nunc
creata horum verborum Spiritus action quae super
conficitur sacramentum naturam operatur...
hoc).”?%
[Ad. 1:] ...When the bread is
said to be changed into Christ's

243 My English translation of Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 238, lines 5-8: “...est auctoritas Damasceni Greci
sapientis viri, qui in Illl Sententiarum ita dicit, quod sola operatione spiritus sancti ex pane fit caro Christi. Si
ergo sola operatione spiritus sancti et forme sunt sacramentales operative, ergo solius verbum Dei potest hoc
facere.”

244 John of Damascus, De fide orthodoxa: Versions of Burgundio and Cerbanus 4:13, ed. by Eligius M. Buytaert
(St Bonaventure, N.Y.: Franciscan Institute, 1955), pp. 310-1. My English translation: “In the beginning, [God]
said, [Gen. 1:11] ‘Let the earth bring forth grass,” and when it rains, even now the earth brings forth its own
seeds, in obedience to and strengthened by the divine precept. God stated, "This is my body,” ‘This is my
blood,” and ‘Do this [in memory of Me]..." and it [i.e., Eucharistic transmutation] is done through His
omnipotent precept until He comes [again]... And through the invocation of the Holy Spirit, this new cultivation
is brought about [by this Pneumatic] overshadowing power. For God has done all things through the Holy
Spirit’s action, so also the Spirit is now operating in nature...”

245 Aquinas Summa Theologiae lll, q. 78, a. 4, arg. 1, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, p. 211: “Ad
quartum sic proceditur. Videtur quod praedictis verbis formarum non insit aliqua vis creata effectiva
consecrationis. Dicit enim Damascenus, in IV libro, sola virtute spiritus sancti fit conversio panis in corpus
Christi. Sed virtus spiritus sancti est virtus increata. Ergo nulla virtute creata horum verborum conficitur
sacramentum hoc...”
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body solely by the power of
the Holy Ghost, the
instrumental power which lies
in the form of this sacrament is
not excluded (cum dicitur sola
virtute spiritus sancti panem in
corpus Christi converti, non
excluditur virtus instrumentalis
guae est in forma huius
sacramenti)...?%®

[Resp:] Some have maintained
that neither in the...
[dominical] words is there any
created power for causing the
transubstantiation, nor in the
other forms of the sacraments,
or even in the sacraments
themselves, for producing the
sacramental effects (quidam
dixerunt nullam virtutem
creatam esse nec in praedictis
verbis ad
transubstantiationem
faciendam, nec etiam in aliis
sacramentorum formis, vel
etiam in ipsis sacramentis ad
inducendos sacramentorum
effectus)... [However,] in the
words of the form of this
sacrament a created power
(virtus creata) which causes
the change to be wrought in it:
instrumental, however, as in
the other sacraments... For
since these words are uttered
in the person of Christ, it is
from His command that they
receive their instrumental
power from Him...2*’

246 Aquinas, Summa Theologiae Ill, . 78, a. 4, ad. 1, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, p. 211: “...cum
dicitur sola virtute spiritus sancti panem in corpus Christi converti, non excluditur virtus instrumentalis quae
est in forma huius sacramenti, sicut, cum dicitur quod solus faber facit cultellum, non excluditur virtus
martelli.”

247 pquinas, Summa Theologiae 1l q. 78, a. 4, conc.: “Respondeo dicendum quod quidam dixerunt nullam
virtutem creatam esse nec in praedictis verbis ad transubstantiationem faciendam, nec etiam in aliis



103

Having exemplified through this comparison how Torquemada’s exegesis of John of
Damascus was likely principally informed by Aquinas’ own exegesis given its high
terminological concordance with the latter, Torquemada nonetheless diverged from
Aquinas insofar as he utilized the term operatio Spiritus Sancti, or ‘operation of the Holy
Spirit,” instead of Aquinas’ own vocabulary of the virtus Spiritus Sancti, or ‘power of the Holy
Spirit” in this context. By comparing Torquemada’s terminology here with Burgundio’s
translation, Torquemada did not likely compare Aquinas’ citation with the same passage
recorded in Burgundio’s translation given that Torquemada’s rendering of operatio as a
substantive adjective within the Sermo Prior discorded with how Burgundio merely
employed the term operatur as an active indicative verb.?4®

To understand the significance of Torquemada’s terminological divergence from
Aquinas here, within Aquinas’ philosophical framework, virtus denoted a capacity which
involved either the subject or the object moving from a state of potency to actuality
depending on whether this power was passive or active;?*° however, operatio was
understood to designate something actualised.?>® When one thereby applied these terms in

a Sacramental context, considering the implied actuality undergirding the term operatio, the

sacramentorum formis, vel etiam in ipsis sacramentis ad inducendos sacramentorum effectus. Quod, sicut
supra dictum est, et dictis sanctorum repugnat, et derogat dignitati sacramentorum novae legis. Unde, cum
hoc sacramentum sit prae ceteris dignius, sicut supra dictum est, consequens est quod in verbis formalibus
huius sacramenti sit quaedam virtus creata ad conversionem huius sacramenti faciendam, instrumentalis
tamen, sicut et in aliis sacramentis, sicut supra dictum est. Cum enim haec verba ex persona Christi
proferantur, ex eius mandato consequuntur virtutem instrumentalem a Christo, sicut et cetera eius facta vel
dicta habent instrumentaliter salutiferam virtutem, ut supra habitum est.”

248 Cf, Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 255; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 96-7.

249 See e.g., Aquinas, Summa Theologiae |, q. 25, a. 1, conc.: “...Nam potentia activa est principium agendi in
aliud, potentia vero passiva est principium patiendi ab alio...”

250 see e.g., Aquinas, Sententia Metaphysicae, 1X, |. 8, n. 6: “...Propter quod, nomen actus dicitur ab
operatione, ut supra dictum est. Et inde derivatum est ad formam, quae dicitur endelechia sive perfectio...”
where Aquinas notes the lexical link between ‘actuality’ and ‘operation’. Cf. Bernard Lonergan, “St Thomas’s
Theory of Operation,” in Frederick Crowe and Robert Doran, eds., Grace and Freedom: Operative Grace in the
Thought of St. Thomas Aquinas (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2000), pp. 66-93 for an extensive
analysis of Aquinas’ various applications of the term ‘operatio.’
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Spirit’s operation would transubstantiate the Eucharistic gifts immediately when the
formulae of the dominical words are stated by the celebrant.?>! This axiom thus sidelined
any possibility for the Eucharistic gifts to be subject to any post-dominical transmutative
activity as their transubstantiation, according to this paradigm, would be fully in act.

In this sense, Torquemada’s exegesis of John of Damascus, as mediated by Aquinas’
Summa Theologiae, led Torquemada to anachronistically misapply an Aristotelian-Thomistic
philosophical framework to De fide orthodoxa. As a result, one should highlight that
Torquemada also misconceived the authentic sense of what Burgundio had rendered into
Latin as invocatio within his translation of De fide orthodoxa. Within his Sermo Alter,
Torquemada, acknowledging that his Byzantine conciliar interlocutors understood that
invocatio functioned as a technical term given the status of its Greek equivalent émikAnoig
within the Byzantine Rite’s Eucharistic Prayers, postulated:

The Damascene’s statement also does not proceed thus [viz., to posit the epiclesis’

consecratory nature] as it [the Eucharist] is confected through the invocation of the

Holy Spirit’s power (per invocationem virtutis Spiritus Sancti), but ‘through the

invocation’ is not comprehended by the Damascene to [refer to] another prayer,

that succeeds Christ’s [viz., dominical] words in [the process of] confection, but

‘invocation’ (invocationem) is comprehended in accord with [Pseudo-]Dionysius’

conclusion that the Sacrament’s form comprises Christ’s words.?>?

Torquemada’s recourse to Pseudo-Dionysius here was not completely unfitting

insofar as John of Damascus explicitly recognized the latter’s theological authority and often

invoked Pseudo-Dionysius’ opera in other contexts within his own oeuvres.?>3 Nonetheless,

251 Cf, Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 95-8.

252 My English translation of Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, lines 10-3: “Nec dictum Damasceni procedit,
qguod per invocationem virtutis Spiritus Sancti conficiatur, quoniam per invocationem non intelligit
Damascenus aliam orationem, que sequatur verba Christi in confectione, sed invocationem intelligit secundum
sententiam Dyonisii formam sacramenti, que consistit in verbis Christi.” Cf. Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 255.

253 For example, within his Contra imaginum calumniatores orationes tres, 1.30 and 32, Kotter, ed., Die
Schriften, Vol. 3, pp. 144-5, John of Damascus invoked Pseudo-Dionysius’ De divinis nominibus 1.4 and De
ecclesiastica hierarchia 1.2 respectively, to support the orthodoxy of Icon veneration on the basis that, just as
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neither the original Greek nor the Latin translations of Pseudo-Dionysius’ opera employed
the terms €nikAnatg or invocatio within the specific context of asserting that the
Sacramental consecration occurs per invocationem... Spiritus Sancti when reciting the
dominical words. Rather, when Pseudo-Dionysius employed the vocabulary of émikAnoic in a
Sacramental context within De ecclesiastica hierarchia, he conceived the term to refer to a
broader prayerful petition to God. For example, Pseudo-Dionysius employed the term to
describe how, with regards to chrismation, the priests purify the water to be mixed in the
holy oil of anointment ‘through the holy epicleses,” which is then ‘perfected’ by being three
effusions of Myron in the form of the Cross.?** Likewise, Pseudo-Dionysius utilised the same
term within the context of monastic profession by describing how the priest pronounces the
‘monastic epiclesis’ upon the monastic ordinand before the altar.?>>

As will be exemplified in Chapter Four, given his awareness of Torquemada’s failure
to fully elucidate Pseudo-Dionysius’ and John of Damascus’ senses of invocatio/énikAnotg
when exegeting De fide orthodoxa, within his AilBeAAog, Mark attempted to amend
Torquemada’s interpretation by recognising that John of Damascus’ use of the term
‘invocation’ in a Eucharistic context was grounded in an extensive Hellenophone

liturgiological tradition which analogized Eucharistic transmutation with the Annunciation

the Incarnation functioned as the perfect expression of God’s self-revelation to His Creation, as an eikwv of the
Creator, so too can icons participate in this same eternal image of the divine Word. See Andrew Louth, St. John
Damascene: Tradition and Originality in Byzantine Theology (New York: Oxford University Press, 2002), esp. pp.
213-7. Cf. Eric Perl, Theophany: The Neoplatonic Philosophy of Dionysius the Areopagite (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 2007) for a lucid analysis of Pseudo-Dionysius’ conception of Creation as a
perceivable ‘vestige’ of God’s own ineffable ad intra reality.

254 paraphrased from Pseudo-Dionysius, De Ecclesiastica Hierarchia 2.7, in Giinter Heil and Adolf Martin Ritter,
eds., Corpus Dionysiacum. 1|, Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita de Coelesti Hierarchia de Ecclesiastica Hierarchia de
Mystica Theologia Epistulae (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2012), p. 72: “...00wp lepaic émkArogot kaBayldoag kal Tplot
tol mavayeotdtou pUpPou oTaupoeLlSEaL XUOEDL TEAELWOOG AUTO...”

255 paraphrased from Pseudo-Dionysius, De Ecclesiastica Hierarchia 6.3, in Heil and Ritter, eds., Corpus
Dionysiacum. ll, p. 117: “O pév iepelc €atnkev £ninpocBev to0 Belou Buclaotnpiou TAV povaykAVy ENikAnow
lepohoywv. "0 6¢ teholpevog omiow tol lepéwg Eotnkev... (epoloyolvtL TV £’ alT® pUOoTIKAY €rikAnow.” Cf.
Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 98-100.
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narrative in Luke 1:35, and which was embodied in the epiclesis of the Byzantine Rite’s
Liturgy of St James. Torquemada’s misinterpretation will be shown to have led Mark to
counterclaim that Pseudo-Dionysius described the consecratory nature of the dominical
words’ recitation, which, according to Pseudo-Dionysius, were perfected by the Spirit in the
form of a verbal utterance.?>®

For this dissertation’s purposes, Torquemada’s hastiness in completing his conciliar
Cedula was also exemplified by his inability to utilise the Latin translations of the Pseudo-
Dionysian Corpus produced by Ambrogio Traversari, published in Florence in early 1437.2%7
Traversari’s translation of the Corpus Dionysiacum was praised by a number of fifteenth
century Latinophone humanists including Pope Nicholas V and utilised by Nicholas of Cusa
given its more accurate and comprehensible rendering of the sense of Pseudo-Dionysius’
argumentation and vocabulary.?>® Traversari’s translation stood in contradistinction to the
more literalistic Latin translation-commentaries produced by John Scotus Eriugena and John
the Saracen in the ninth and twelfth centuries respectively, which were principally utilised

by Aquinas to derive his excerpts from De ecclesiastica hierarchia throughout his literary

256 pseudo-Dionysius, De Ecclesia Hierarchia, 3.12, in Heil and Ritter, eds., Corpus Dionysiacum. ll, p. 92: “T&g
eipnuévag iepag Beovupylag... A¢... £V mveLpaTL ayiw Katd To Adylov Etedeiwoav.” Kappes, Epiclesis Debate,
pp. 98-9.

257 Marzia Pontone, Ambrogio Traversari monaco e umanista: Fra scrittura latina e scrittura greca (Turin: Nino
Aragno, 2010), p. 31.

258 See Vespasiano da Bisticci, La vita di Nicolao P.P. V, in Le Vite, ed. by Aulo Greco, Vol. 1 of 2 (Florence:
Istituto Palazzo Strozzi, 1970), pp. 35-81 (68), wherein Vespasiano recounted Pope Nicholas’ laudatory
comments on the translation. Cf. Stinger, Humanism and the Church Fathers, pp. 158-62. As Stinger,
Humanism and the Church Fathers, p. 44 highlighted, Cusa received a copy of Traversari’s translation of De
Theologica Mystica in 1443 he obtained from the Florentine scholar, Paolo Toscanelli, before obtaining
Traversari’s edition of the entire Corpus Dionysiacum. For Cusa’s copy of the Traversari’s translation of the
entire Corpus, transcribed by Peter Erkelenz, who was Cusa’s secretary, see MS Bernkastel-Kues, St. Nikolaus-
Hospital, Cod. 43. Cf. Edmund Vansteenberghe, Le Cardinal Nicolas de Cues (1401-64), repr. (Frankfurt am
Main: Minerva, 1963), pp. 410-6 for an overview of Cusa’s recourse to Pseudo-Dionysius within his body of
work.
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oeuvres.?>® Despite having hypothetical access to Traversari’s translations, Torquemada
evidently lacked a sufficient amount of time to utilise it and potentially verify Aquinas’
employment of Pseudo-Dionysius. Thus, given that Torquemada’s exegesis of Pseudo-
Dionysius was restrictively grounded in these latter Latin translations of the Corpus
Dionysiacum and Aquinas’ commentaries thereupon, Torquemada’s exegesis bore limited
doctrinal weight as he was unable to exposit the authentic Pseudo-Dionysian sense of the
terms invocatio/émikAnoic vis-a-vis Eucharistic consecration. As Chapter Four will detail,
Mark of Ephesus pinpointed this limitation within Torquemada’s analysis and more
coherently posited that the Corpus Dionysiacum should be interpreted to have affirmed the

epiclesis’ consecratory nature.

3.2.2.2.3. Ambrose

Moving on to examine Torquemada’s recourse to Ambrose within his Sermo Prior,
Torquemada claimed to evoke Ambrose’s De Sacramentis to justify his doctrine that the
dominical words wholly transmuted the Eucharistic gifts. In accord with the nature of

Torquemada’s methodology highlighted hitherto, Torquemada’s citation was likely

259 See Brendan Thomas Sammon, The God Who Is Beauty: Beauty as a Divine Name in Thomas Aquinas and
Dionysius the Areopagite (Cambridge: Lutterworth Press, 2013), pp. 259-88, for an analysis of Aquinas’ use of
the various available translations and commentaries on the Corpus Dionysiacum available at the thirteenth-
century University of Paris. For an overview of these translations and their limitations, see Jean LeClercq,
“Influence and Noninfluence of Dionysius in the Western Middle Ages," in Colm Luibheid, ed. and trans.,
Pseudo-Dionysius: The Complete Works (New York: Paulist Press, 1987), pp. 25-32, esp. 26-7, 29; Gabriel Théry,
“Jean Sarrazin, Traducteur de Scot Erigene,” Studia Mediavalia in Honor of R.J. Martin (Bruges: Tempel, 1948),
pp. 359-81, esp. 372-7, wherein the author delineated various instances of John the Saracen’s Latin renditions
of Pseudo-Dionysius’ Greek vocabulary, which Théry posited obscured the original sense of the texts. Cf. Théry
‘Documents concernant Jean Sarrazin, reviseur de la traduction érigénienne du Corpus Dionysiacum,’ Archives
d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du moyen dge 18 (1951): 45-87. See also Craig Tichelkamp, ‘Mystical Theology
and Translation: Re-veiling the Latin Corpus Dionysiacum,” Medieval Mystical Theology 29 (2020): 41-53, for a
similar focus on John the Saracen’s translation.
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extracted from Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae, as indicated by the terminological concordance

and thematic context of the reference to Ambrose in the latter:

Torquemada, Sermo prior:2%°

Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, lll, q. 78, a. 1,

s.c.:261

[Ambrose stated]: ‘The Bread is usually
[placed] upon the altar before the
sacramental words. Whereever [the bread]
is made into a Sacrament, it becomes
Christ’s flesh, and below he inquired,
‘Through whose words and discourses does
consecration take place[?] (cujus verbis et
sermonibus fit consecratio)’ He responded
that [this consecration takes place by
those] of our Lord Jesus Christ... [Moreover,
Ambrose stated] concerning the Mass:
“God is offered praise, [He is] petitioned for
the people, for rulers, and for the rest; but
when the sacrament is confected, the priest
does not use his own words, but [uses] the
words of Jesus Christ. Thus, Christ’s
discourse [i.e., the dominical words]
perfects the sacrament (laus deo offertur,
oratione petitur pro populo, pro regibus,
pro ceteris; ubi autem sacramentum
conficitur, non suis sermonibus utitur

...Ambrosius dicit, in libro de

sacramentis, consecratio fit verbis et
sermonibus domini lesu. Nam per reliqua
omnia quae dicuntur, laus Deo defertur,
oratione petitur pro populo, pro regibus,
pro ceteris. Ubi autem sacramentum
conficitur, iam non suis sermonibus
sacerdos utitur, sed utitur sermonibus
Christi. Ergo sermo Christi hoc conficit
sacramentum.

260 My English translation of Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 238, lines 11-4: “..”Panis in altari usitatus est ante
verba sacramentorum. Ubi accedit cum sacramento, ex pane fit caro Christi’, et infra querit, cuius verbis et
sermonibus fit consecratio. Respondit, quod domini nostri Yhesu Christi; ‘per reliqua autem, que hic
dicuntur’... scilicet in missa, ‘laus deo offertur, oratione petitur pro populo, pro regibus, pro ceteris; ubi
autem sacramentum conficitur, non suis sermonibus utitur sacerdos, sed sermonibus Yhesu Christi. Ergo

»m

sermo Christi perficit sacramentum.

261 English trans. by the English Dominican Fathers: “Ambrose says... ‘The consecration is accomplished by the
words and expressions of the Lord Jesus. Because, by all the other words spoken, praise is rendered to God,
prayer is put up for the people, for kings, and others; but when the time comes for perfecting the sacrament,
the priest uses no longer his own words, but the words of Christ. Therefore, it is Christ's words that perfect this

"m

sacrament.

Cf. Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, 1, gq. 78, a. 4, s.c.: “...Ambrosius dicit, in libro de sacramentis, si

tanta est vis in sermone domini lesu ut inciperet esse quod non erat, quanto magis operativus est ut sint quae
erant, et in aliud commutentur? Et sic quod erat panis ante consecrationem, iam corpus Christi est post
consecrationem, quia sermo Christi creaturam mutat/Ambrose says... ‘If there be such might in the word of
the Lord Jesus that things non-existent came into being, how much more efficacious is it to make things
existing to continue, and to be changed into something else? And so, what was bread before consecration is
now the body of Christ after consecration, because Christ's word changes a creature into something
different.”” From this excerpt, Torquemada possibly gleaned the sense from which he believed De Sacramentiis
should be interpreted. However, given that Aquinas’ reading differs from that of Torquemada, one cannot
make a strong case that this passage directly influenced Aquinas’ argumentation above.
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sacerdos, sed sermonibus Yhesu Christi.
Ergo sermo Christi perficit sacramentum).’

Based upon this comparison, Aquinas’ citation of De Sacramentis evidently provided
Torquemada with a somewhat accurate representation of Ambrose’s doctrine of Eucharistic
consecration within his Sermo Prior insofar as Torquemada was able to correctly apprehend
that, for Ambrose, Eucharistic consecration occurs upon the recitation of Christ’s words,
namely, the dominical words.?%> However, Torquemada did not definitively establish that
Ambrose believed that other elements of the Eucharistic Prayer could validly be excluded so
as to still guarantee the Father’s Sacramental activity. Aquinas for his part likely derived his
extracts of De Sacramentis from Lombard’s Sententiarum?®3 and/or the Decretum
Gratiani,?®* both of which failed to exposit pertinent passages from the broader Ambrosian
Corpus, including from De Spiritu Sancto. Indeed, within De Spiritu Sancto, Ambrose could
be plausibly interpreted to have upheld a consecratory function for the Pneumatic
Eucharistic invocation, or epiclesis.?®> Based upon this lacuna within his principal source
material, it is evident that Torquemada overlooked Ambrose’s more nuanced
Sacramentology. In particular, within De Spiritu Sancto, lll, c. 16, Ambrose stated:

Thus, how does He [i.e., the Holy Spirit] not have all that is of God, who is named

with the Father and the Son in Baptism by the priests and invoked in the oblations

[i.e., the Eucharist] with the Father and the Son (qui cum Patre et Filio a sacerdotibus
in baptismate nominatur et in oblationibus invocatur cum Patre et Filio), [and is]

262 cf, Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 255; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 111-3.

263 L ombard, Sententiarum, IV, dist. 10, c. 2, in Libri IV Sententiarum (Quaracchi: Collegii S. Bonaventurae,
1916), p. 801. Lombard likely derived his citation from Pseudo-Ilvo of Chartres, Panormia, c. 125, in Patrologia
Latina, Vol. 161 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1855), col. 1071, which partly contextualises why the Libri
Sententiarum made few citations to Ambrose’s De Sacramentis in its entirety.

264 Decretum Gratiani, Pars Tertia, dist. 2, c. 55, in Friedburg, ed., Corpus iuris canonici, Vol. 1, cols. 1334-5.
265 See Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 102. Nonetheless, Lombard was evidently aware of De Spiritu Sancto more
broadly, as exemplified by the fact that he quoted De Spiritu Sancto, |, c. 3, 54, in Otto Faller, ed., Sancti
Ambrosii Opera, Vol. 8 (Vienna: Hoelder-Pichler-Tempsky, 1964), pp. 37-8, in Sententiarum Il, dist. 43, c. 1, in
Libri IV Sententiarum, Vol. 1 (Quaracchi: Collegii: S. Bonaventurae, 1916), pp. 536-7 within the context of
treating sins against the Holy Spirit.
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proclaimed by the Seraphim in heaven with the Father and the Son, [and] dwells in

the saints, is infused into the just, and inspired the prophets...2%®

In light of Ambrose’s use and distinction of the term nominatur from invocatur, one
should clearly not conflate the dominical words with Ambrose’s notion of the Spirit’s
invocation given Ambrose’s insistence that, both within Baptism and the Eucharist, the Spirit
is ‘named.’ In contradistinction, the Canon Missae’s formulae for the dominical words do
not properly ‘name’ the Spirit thus. Taking into consideration Ambrose’s claim that his
Sacramental praxis broadly accorded with the Church of Rome’s, one must thereby locate
where the Spirit’s ‘invocation” would have occurred within his own Eucharistic Prayer in
order to glean where this ‘invocation” might have occurred in the version of the Roman
Canon Missae contemporaneous to Ambrose’s time of writing.2%” Based upon Ambrose’s
assertion that one could discern the Spirit’s compresence with the Father and the Son
through being named and invoked in Baptism and the Eucharist, one should take into

consideration Ambrose’s De Sacramentis given that, within this work, Ambrose provided

266 My English translation of Ambrose, De Spiritu Sancto, Ill, c. 16, 112, in Faller, ed., Sancti Ambrosii Opera,
Vol. 8, pp. 197-8: “Quomodo igitur non omnia habet quae Dei sunt, qui cum Patre et Filio a sacerdotibus in
baptismate nominatur et in oblationibus [i.e., the Eucharist] invocatur cum Patre et Filio a Seraphim in
coelestibus praedicatur cum Patre et Filio, habitat in sanctis, infunditur justis, inspiratur prophetis?”

267 See, e.g., Ambrose, De Sacramentis Ill, c. 1, 5, in Faller, ed., Sancti Ambrosii Opera, Vol. 7 (Vienna: Hoelder-
Pichler-Tempsky, 1955), p. 40: “Non ignoramus quod ecclesia romana hanc consuetudinem non habeat cuis
typum in omnibus sequimur et formam. Hanc tanem consuetudinem non habet ut pedes lavet.” Claudio
Moreschini, “Introduzione,” in Moreschini, ed. and trans., Sancti Ambrosii episcopi mediolanensis opera, Vol.
16. Opere dogmatiche, 2. De Spiritu Sancto libri tres (Milan: Bibliotheca Ambrosiana Roma, 1979), pp. 25-7. Cf.
Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 102-3. By making this inquiry, | am not necessarily suggesting that, from the late
antique Church of Rome’s perspective, their Eucharistic Prayer incorporated a consecratory Pneumatic
epiclesis. As scholars such as Enrico Mazza, The Celebration of the Eucharist: The Origin of the Rite and the
Development of Its Interpretation, trans. by Matthew J. O’Connell (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1999), p. 271,
n. 34, while one may be lead to conclude that Pope Gelasius | affirmed the Church of Rome’s Eucharistic use of
a consecratory Pneumatic invocation in his epistle to Elpidius, the Bishop of Volterra, Mazza highlighted that
Gelasius was referring to the Eucharistic Prayer more broadly, which concludes with the divine blessing being
sent down from Heaven, which could have been interpreted by this Pope to refer to a Pneumatic descent. For
this passage of this epistle in question, cf. Patrologia Latina, Vol. 59, col. 143.
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some of his most lucid expositions of his doctrines of Baptism and the Eucharist. Ambrose
stated:
[John 5:4] says an angel descended into the pool at a certain season, and the water
was moved whenever the angel descended; and he who first descended was healed
of all those sicknesses he had. That [angel] signifies the type (figura) of Our Lord
Jesus Christ. Why an angel? For He is the angel of great counsel [Ipse est enim magni
consilii Angelus...]*%®
Given the broader influence of Hellenophone Patristic authors such as Origen of
Alexandria and Didymus the Blind upon Ambrose’s theological framework,%° Ambrose likely
evoked Origen’s angelomorphic Christology and Pneumatology within this passage. For
example, within his In Evangelium loannis, Origen stated:
...and clearly [Christ] became a man to men, and an angel to the angels. And none of
the faithful hesitate about Him becoming a man; but about Him [becoming] an angel,
we are convinced [of this fact] by observing the angels’ words and manifestations,
when some of the angelic powers are seen to be His in certain places of Scripture
[wherein] the angels speak thus... Isaiah [9:6]... states, ‘He is called by the name the
angel of great counsel (KaAettat to bvoua avtol ueyaAng BouAfc éyyeAog)’...2"°

Moreover, Raniero Cantalamessa notably highlighted how Origen likely utilized a

variant rendition of Luke 1:35 which stated nveiua kupiouv éneAevoetar rather than nveiua

268 My English translation of Ambrose, De Sacramentis, 2.2.3, in in Faller, ed., Sancti Ambrosii Opera, Vol. 7, p.
26: “...Angelus, inquit, secundum tempus descendebat in piscinam, et quotiescunque descendisset angelus,
movebatur aqua; et qui prior descendisset, sanabatur ab omni languore quocunque tenebatur [John 5:4].
Quod significat figuram venturam Domini nostri Jesu Christi. Angelus quare? Ipse est enim magni consilii
Angelus...”

269 See Jerome, Epistula LXXXIV Ad Pammachium et Oceanum, in Patrologia Latina, Vol. 22 (Paris: Typis J.-P.
Migne, 1845), cols. 743-52 (749): “Nuper Sanctus Ambrosius sic [Origen’s] Hexaemeron illius compilavit, ut
magis Hippolyti sententias Basiliique sequeretur...” who testified to Ambrose’s influence in this regard within
this epistle written c. 400. Given that one cannot fully exemplify such influences due to word constraints, cf.
Hervé Savon, “Ambroise lecteur d’Origene,” in Luigi F. Pizzolato and Marco Rizzi, eds., Nec Timeo Mori: Atti del
Congresso internazionale di studi ambrosiani nel XVI centenario della morte di sant' Ambrogio (Milan:
Pubblicazioni dell'Universita Cattolica del Sacro Cuore, 1998), pp. 221-34.

270 My English translation of Origen, In Evangelium loannis, 1, 31, in A. E. Brooke, ed., The Commentary of
Origen on S. John's Gospel: The Text Revised with a Critical Introduction and Indices (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1896), pp. 40-1: “...kal cad@¢ yéyovev dvBpwrolg GvBpwrmog kat ayyélolg ayyehog. Katl meptl
pEv Tol GvBpwrov alTov yeyovéval oUSELG TV TTEMOTEUKOTWY SLotdéel’ tepl 6€ Tol dyyelov melBwueba
NPOoUVTEG TAC TV AyyEAWV émidaveiag kat Adyoug, 6Te ThG TV dyyeAwy é€ouciag dpalvetal v TLOL TOTOLG TF¢
vpadfic dyyéAwv Aeyoviwv... AANA kat 6 Hoalag ¢pnol- Kahettal o évopa avtol peydAng BouAfig éyyelog.”
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aylov énsAsvoetal...’’* Given this variant, within his Mepi apy@v (On First Prnciples), Origen
collocated the term ‘spirit of the Lord’ with the Septuagint version of Lamentations 4:20,

which stated nvedipa npoownou U@V xpLotdc kupiouv,?’?

alongside 1 Corinthians 1:24
which stated that Xptotov deod Suvauty kai 9o copiav...2’? This variant reading of Luke
enabled Origen to conceive God’s activity at the Annunciation in a manner whereby Christ,
the angelomorphic ‘power of God,” descended upon and ‘overshadowed’ the Virgin with His
Spirit being concomitantly present.?’*

This doctrine of the Divine Persons’ activity manifested itself liturgically. For
example, the early third century Eucharistic Prayer ascribed to Hippolytus of Rome, whose
preaching Jerome described as being significantly influential upon Origen during his youthful
visit to Rome within his De Viris Illustribus,?’> stated:

We thank you, God, through your beloved son Jesus Christ who, in the last times,

you sent to us as a saviour and a redeemer and an angel of your will (et angelum

voluntatis tuae), who is your inseparable Word... [and who] you sent from Heaven

into the Virgin’s womb, who, having inhabited her womb, was made incarnate, and...
[was] born of the Holy Spirit and the virgin...2’®

271 Raniero Cantalamessa, ‘La primitiva esegesi cristologica di ‘Romani’ |, 3-4 e ‘Luca’ |, 35, Rivista di storia e
letteratura religiosa 2 (1966): 69-80 (73).

272 See esp. Origen, De principiis, Il, c. 6, 7, Rufinus, Latin trans., in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 11, cols. 214-5.
273 See esp. Origen, De principiis, |, c. 2, 1, Rufinus, Latin trans., in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 11, col. 130.

274 See, e.g., Origen, In Canticum Canticorum |ll, 2, v. 3, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 13, cols. 152-3; Emmanuel
Hirschauer, ‘Origen’s Interpretation of Luke 1:35: “The Power of the Most High will Overshadow You”,
Scrinium. Revue de patrologie 4 (2008): 32-44 (33-4, 36). Cf. An ante-Nicene example of this angelomorphic
Christology was detailed within Justin Martyr’s Apologia Prima Pro Christianis, 33.6, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol.
6 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1857), cols. 327-440 (381), for an ante-Nicene example of this angelomorphic
Christology within the context of Justin exegeting Luke 1:25. Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 103-4.

275 See Jerome, De Viris lllustribus c. 61, in Patrologia Latina, Vol. 23 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1883), col. 707.
276 My English translation of Hippolytus of Rome, Prex Eucharistica in ‘Traditione Apostolica,’ in Hanggi and
Pahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, pp. 80-1 (81): “Gratias tibi referimus, Deus, per dilectum puerum tuum lesum
Christum, quem in ultimis temporibus misisti nobis salvatorem et redemptorem et angelum voluntatis tuae,
qui est Verbum tuum inseparabile, per quem omnia fecisti, et (cum) beneplacitum tibi fuit, misisti de caelo in
matricem virginis; quique, in utero habitus, incarnatus est... ex Spiritu Sancto et virgine natus.”
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Given this background, Ambrose likely evoked such liturgical texts as loci for
developing his doctrine that Christ, the magni consilii angelus, is first sent upon an item
before He sends His spirit to be co-present with Him.

Additionally, it is possible that Ambrose invoked Origen’s De Oratione, wherein
Origen exegeted the Genesis Creation Narrative in a manner whereby God employed His
eternal imperative, or pijuca, which Origen had identified as the divine Aodyog, i.e., Christ,
within his In Evangelium loannis,*’” to create ex nihilo and efficiently cause the coming into
being of creatures.?’® As will be exemplified, this eternal divine imperative functioned as a
locus for both John Chrysostom’s Ei¢ trjv mpodoaoiav tol louda and John of Damascus’
"Exboaotc, both of whom Mark of Ephesus invoked to uphold his in fieri doctrine of
Eucharistic consecration.?’® In particular, Chrysostom and the Damascene will be shown to
have postulated that, in accord with His imperative at Creation, God also first ‘sent’ His
eternally-effective imperative, identified with the Son, upon the Virgin, before the Son sends
His concomitant Spirit. For these theologians, God operates analogously upon the
Eucharistic gifts. Liturgically, this angelomorphic Christology and its implied concomitance of
the Spirit is exemplified within the Eucharistic epiclesis of the Sacramentary ascribed to the

fourth-century Bishop of Thmuis, Serapion, which stated:

277 See, e.g., Origen, In Evangelium loannis, |, 37, Brooke, ed., The Commentary of Origen on S. John's Gospel, p.
51. My English translation: “But believe that all men partake of Him, according to [the fact that He is] the Word
(Ertiotnoov 6¢ el uetéyouai nw¢ avtod mavreg dvipwrot, kad' 6 Adyog £0ti)... [as] the Apostle [Paul] states,
‘Do not say in your heart, what ascends into heaven? That is, to bring down Christ, or, who descends into the
abyss? That is to raise Christ from the dead. But what does Scripture say? The word is very close to you in your
mouth and in your heart (Eyyuc¢ oou 10 pAua £oTt 6OSpa Ev T oTouati oou kal v Tfj kapdig cou)’ [Rom.
10:6-8. Cf. Deut. 30:14 for Paul’s quotation] as if this Christ is the word of the thing which is sought (w¢ To0
avtol ovrog Xprotod kal pARparog tol {ntoupuévou).”

278 See Origen, On Prayer 24.1-25.3, in Tertullian, Cyprian of Carthage, Origen, On the Lord’s Prayer, ed. by John
Behr, trans. by Alistair Stewart-Sykes (Crestwood: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2004), pp. 111-214 (169-71).
279 Cf, Chrysostom, De proditione Judae 1.6, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 49, col. 380. John of Damascus, "Ex600t¢
4.13, in Kotter, ed., Die Schriften, Vol. 2, pp. 191-8.
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God of Truth, let Your Holy Adyoc come down (érmtdnunoatw) on this bread, so that

the bread may become the Word’s Body (c@ua tod Adyou), and on this chalice, so

that this chalice may become the Blood of Truth.?®

Assuming that the Sacramentary was principally influenced by the direction of
Serapion, based upon Athanasios of Alexandria’s Epistles to Serapion, it is evident that the
relationship between the Adyoc and the Spirit was a pertinent theological question within
the fourth century Coptic theological tradition, which was reflected within the Sacramentary
ascribed to Serapion’s name. Within his first Epistle, Athanasios admonished his theological
opponents who separate the Adyoc and the Spirit as the Spirit is “of God... the Almighty and
is ministered to by an angel, and is indivisible from the Godhead, and of the Word Himself
(kai (5tov Tod Adyou).” 8! Thus, Athanasios emphasized that these two divine Hypostases
are concomitantly present upon being invoked, arguing that when the Father is called, the
Noyoc is included thereto, as well as the Spirit in the Son. Likewise, if one names the Son,
according to Athanasios, so also is the Father in the Son, alongside the Spirit who cannot be
separated from the Adyoc as the Father does all things through the Adyoc in the Spirit.?8?
Consequently, Athanasios emphasized the mutual activity of the Adyoc¢ and the Spirit in

Christ’s Incarnation:

280 English trans. from John Wordsworth, trans., Bishop Sarapion’s prayerbook: An Egyptian Sacramentary
Dated Probably about A.D. 350-356 (London: SPCK, 1923), p. 63 with slight emendations. For the Greek, see
Prex Eucharistica. Textus e Variis Liturgiis Antiquioribus Selecti, ed. by Anton Hanggi and Irmgard Pahl
(Fribourg: University of Fribourg Press, 1968), p. 130: “'Emidnunodtw Ogé tfig GAnbeiag 6 ayLog oou Adyog Eml
TOV Gptov todtov, iva yévntal 6 dptog owpa tod Adyou, Kal &l 1o motrplov Tolito, (va yévntal T moTrpLlov
atpo ¢ dAnBeiac.”

281 My English translation of Athanasios of Alexandria, Epistola | ad Serapionem, 11, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol.
26 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1857), cols. 529-608 (537): “to0 Og00... To0 mavtokpATopoc Kai SLOKOVETTAL HEV
nap’ dyyélou, adlaipetov 8¢ tiic Be0TNTOC €01, Kal iSlov Told Adyou.”

282 paraphrased from Athanasios, Epistola | ad Serapionem, 14, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 26, col. 565:
“Aeyopévou tol Matpdg, mpooeotL kal 6 TouTou AdYog Kal To &v T® Y& Mvedua. Eav &g kal 6 Y10¢ 6vopadletal,
£V T® Yww €otwv 6 Natnp, Kal to Nvelpa oUK €0TL €KTOG ToD Adyou.”
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...the holy Virgin Mary was come upon by the Word, accompanied by the Spirit, and

the Word in the Spirit formed and took upon himself the Body...?%

By locating Ambrose’s attribution of Baptismal and Eucharistic consecratory
operations to this angelomorphic Christ within the context of this Coptic Trinitarian
theology, one can thereby more lucidly interpret Ambrose’s Sacramentology as a whole. As
the above passage from De Sacramentis exemplified, Christ was explicitly identified by
Ambrose as the angel who descended upon the waters of Bethesda, whose descent
thereupon is an analogate to His descent upon the Baptismal font. Thus, Ambrose upheld a
doctrine with a strong ante-Nicene Patristic foundation of the Triune Persons’ ad extra
activity which presumed the Spirit’s compresence in Sacramental consecration with the
angelomorphic Christ.

For example, within De Sacramentis, Ambrose declared his belief in this ad extra
Pneumatic compresence with the angelomorphic Christ, stating:

Christ descended into the water, and the Holy Spirit descended like a dove.?®* God

the Father also spoke from heaven. You have the Trinity’s presence.?®

Pertinently, within De Spiritu Sancto, Ambrose also upheld this concomitance of the
Son and the Spirit in the context of the Annunciation and Incarnation:

But of which creature can one state that the whole universe is replete[?]... One

cannot state this of an angel. Lastly Gabriel himself was sent to Marian, ‘Hail,” he

said, ‘full of grace,’ certainly declaring that the Spirit’s grace was in her, as the Holy

Spirit had come upon her, and that her womb would be full of grace with the

dwelling of the heavenly Word... [Luke 1:28]... You see that the Holy Spirit gives
fullness and faith; whose operation the archangel announced to Mary, stating ‘the

283 My English translation of Athanasios, Epistola | ad Serapionem, 32, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 26, col. 605:
“OUTw Kal ént thv aylav MNapBévov Mapiav émbnuodvrog tol Adyou, cuvelorpyxeto to MNvelpa, kat Adyog év
™ Mvebpatt EmAatte Kal nppolev eaut® to owpua...” Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 102-4.

284 Cf, Matt. 3:16

285 My English translation of Ambrose, De Sacramentis 1.5.19, in Faller, ed., Sancti Ambrosii Opera, Vol. 7, p.
23: “Ergo descendit in aquam Christus, et Spiritus sanctus sicut columba descendit (Matt. 3:16). Pater quoque
Deus e coelo locutus est. Habes presentiam Trinitatis.”
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Holy Spirit shall come upon you.’ [Luke 1:35] You also read in the Gospel [John 5:4]
that, at the accordant time, the angel descended on the pool, and moved the water,
and he who first descended on the pool, was made clean. Therefore, the Spirit has
those same ministers as God the Father and Christ... He fills all things, thus He
possesses all things, works all things and in all things, in the same mode as God the
Father and the Son operate.?®

This doctrine of the Triune Persons’ ad extra activity, the author argues, acts as the
hermeneutic for understanding the role of the angel who carries the Eucharistic gifts up to
the celestial altar within the Supplices te rogamus of the Canon Missae’s textus receptus. In
particular, it is likely that, within Ambrose’s Eucharistic Prayer, the prayer analogous to the
Supplices te rogamus, the petimus te procamur, would have functioned as the occasion
when the angelic Christ sends His Spirit to concomitantly operate upon the Eucharistic gifts
by ‘taking them up’ to the Father.

To assess this hypothesis, one should first highlight that, within De Sacramentis,
Ambrose employed this dual-Person imagery concerning the Baptismal invocation:

The priest comes before the [Baptismal] font and states a prayer, invokes the

Father’s name, [with] the presence of the Son and the Holy Spirit: [The priest] utilizes

celestial words... [which] are Christ’s, [namely], that we baptize in the name of the

Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit (baptizemus in nomine Patris, et Filii, et

Spiritus sancti). Therefore, if the Trinity was present at the human word, [and] at the

holy invocation, how much more is [the Trinity] present there, where the eternal
word operates?28’

286 My English translation of Ambrose, De Spiritu Sancto, |, c. 7, 85, 87, 88, in Faller, ed., Sancti Ambrosii Opera,
Vol. 8, pp. 51, 52: “De qua autem creatura dici potest quia reple verit universa... Non hoc de angelo dici potest.
Denique Gabriel ipse missus ad Mariam: Ave, inquit, gratia plena; spiritalem utique in ea declarans gratiam,
quod in eam Spiritus sanctus supervenisset, et plenum gratiae uterum Verbo esset habitura coelesti... [Luke
1:28]... Vides quia et plenitudinem et fiduciam dat Spiritus sanctus; cujus operationem archangelus nuntiat
Marize, dicens: Spiritus sanctus superveniet in te [Luke 1:35]. Habes etiam in Evangelio quia angelus secundum
tempus descendebat in natatoriam, et movebatur aqua et qui prior descendisset in natatoriam, sanus fiebat
[John 5:4]... Eosdem ergo et Spiritus habet, quos Deus Pater et Christus ministros. Sic omnia replete, sic omnia
possidet, sic omnia operatur et in omnibus, quemadmodum et Deus Pater operatur et Filius.”

287 My English translation of Ambrose, De Sacramentis 2.5.14, in Faller, ed., Sancti Ambrosii Opera, Vol. 7, p.
31: “Venit sacerdos precem dicit ad fontem, invocat Patris nomen, praesentiam Filii et Spiritus sancti: utitur
verbis coelestibus. Coelestia verba quae? Christi sunt, quod baptizemus in nomine Patris, et Filii, et Spiritus
sancti. Si ergo ad hominum sermonem, ad invocationem sancti aderat preesentia Trinitatis, quanto magis ibi
adest, ubi sermo operatur aeternus?”
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Here, Ambrose acknowledged two forms of Baptismal invocation: that composed by

man, namely, the priest’s prayer; and the celestial ‘discourse,’ i.e., baptizemus in nomine

Patris, et Filii, et Spiritus sancti. Given that Ambrose had paralleled his Sacramentologies of

Baptism and the Eucharist, when addressing the Canon Missae, it would appear that

Ambrose’s edition of the Roman liturgy would seem to be unable to function as the basis for

upholding the Spirit’s co-present consecratory Eucharistic activity with the Son upon

invoking the Father, as he had postulated with regards to Baptism above.?®® This would

ostensibly be the case given that one might believe they could not directly collocate the

multiple ‘angels’ described within Ambrose’s Eucharistic Prayer with the Canon Missae’s

single angelus magni consilii:

Ambrose, De Sacramentis, 4.6.27:%%°

Canon Missae’s Textus Receptus:?°°

Petimus et precamur ut hanc oblationem
suscipias in sublime altare tuum per manus
angelorum tuorum, sicut suscipere dignatus
es munera pueri tui justi Abel et sacrificium
patriarchae nostri Abrahae et quod tibi
obtulit summus sacerdos Melchisedech.

...Supplices te rogamus, omnipotens Deus,
iube haec perferri per manus angeli tui in
sublime altare tuum in conspectu divinae
maiestatis tuae, ut quotquot ex hac altaris
participatione sacrosanctum Filii tui corpus
et sanguinem sumpserimus, omni
benedictione caelesti et gratia
repleamur...?**

...Supra quae propitio ac sereno vultu
respicere digneris et accepta haberi, sicuti
accepta habere dignatus es munera pueri

288 Cf, Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 105-6.

289 Ambrose, De Sacramentis, 4.6.27, in Faller, ed., Sancti Ambrosii Opera, Vol. 7, p. 57. My English translation:
“We ask and pray that you will receive this oblation on your altar on high by your angels’ hands, just as you
were deigned to receive your just son Abel’s gifts and our patriarch Abraham’s sacrifice and the high priest
Melchisedech’s offering to you.” Cf. Charles Kannengiesser, Handbook of Patristic Exegesis: The Bible in
Ancient Christianity, Vol. 1 of 2 (Boston: Brill, 2006), pp. 230-1 for an overview of Ambrose's interpretation of

Melchisedech throughout his Opera Omnia.

2%0 Hanggi and Pahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 435. The Canon Missae’s textus receptus’ order has been
inverted here to elucidate the comparison between these two texts.

231 Nikolaus Gaur, ed. and trans., The Holy Sacrifice of the Mass: Dogmatically, Liturgically And Ascetically
Explained (St Louis: Herder, 1902), p. 647: “We humbly beseech Thee, Almighty God, command these to be
carried by the hands of Thy holy Angel to Thine Altar on high, in the presence of Thy divine Majesty, that as

many of us as shall, by partaking at this Altar, receive the most sacred Body and Blood of Thy Son, may be filled

with all heavenly blessing and grace. Through the same Christ our Lord. Amen.”
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tui iusti Abel et sacrificium patriarchae
nostri Abrahae et quod tibi obtulit summus
sacerdos Melchisedech, sanctum
sacrificium, immaculatum hostiam...

292

However, Ambrose could collocate his dual ‘angels’ with the single ‘angel’ based
upon his conclusion in De Spiritu Sancto that the Spirit is ‘named’ and ‘invoked’ with the
Father and the Son during the Eucharistic sacrifice, and proclaimed by the Seraphim in
Heaven.?®3 Ambrose thus likely regarded the petimus te procamur as the entrance into the
‘heavenly celebrations,” wherein one could assume the Son’s and Spirit’s compresence even
though, like Baptism, only the Father is explicitly petitioned.?**

One might be led to conclude that Ambrose was making reference to the Sanctus
here given that liturgical scholars have historically ascribed the recitation of the Sanctus in
the Eucharistic Prayer to the ante- and post-Nicene Coptic liturgy. In particular, some
scholars such as Dix have argued that the thematic closeness between Origen’s exegesis of
the Sanctus in the Prophecy of Isaiah and Serapion’s Sacramentary, especially concerning
how the two Seraphim are characterised are interlinked with the concomitant activity of the

Son and Spirit ad extra,?®® indicating that Origen must have been witness to the Sanctus

292 Gaur, ed. and trans., Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, p. 647: “Upon which do Thou vouchsafe to look with
favorable and gracious countenance, and accept them, as Thou didst vouchsafe to accept the gifts of Thy just
servant Abel, and the sacrifice of our Patriarch Abraham, and that which Thy High Priest Melchisedech offered
unto Thee, a holy Sacrifice, an unspotted Victim.”

293 Ambrose, De Spiritu Sancto, I, c. 16, 112, in Faller, ed., Sancti Ambrosii Opera, Vol. 8, pp. 197-8.

2%4 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 106-7.

2% For example, within his Mepi dpyx@v, Origen pertinently identified the Son and the Spirit with the two
Seraphim referred to in the Septuagint version of Isaiah 6:3, stating: “And the Hebrews referred to the two
seraphim in Isaiah, who said, "Holy, Holy, Holy Lord of Sabaoth...” as the only-begotten [Son] of God, and the
Holy Spirit, and we know that in the song of Habakkuk [where it says], “In the midst of the two living things it is
known,” (Habakkuk 3:2 in the Septuagint) [this statement] concerns Christ and the Holy Spirit. For it is through
the Holy Spirit that we are made known of all the knowledge of the Father as revealed by the Son, so that both
of these [Persons], according to the Prophet, are called life-giving or life, [and] are the source of our
knowledge of God the Father. For as it is said of the Son, “no one knows the Father but [through] the Son, or
to whom the Son wills to reveal Him” (Matt. 11:27), so also does the Apostle [Paul] describe the Holy Spirit,
“God has revealed these things to us by His Spirit, for the Spirit searches all things, even the depths of God.” (1
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being recited in the third-century Eucharistic liturgy of the Coptic Church before being
disseminated throughout the other Churches and their liturgical rites.?°® Other scholars such
as Georg Kretschmar argued that Origen’s exegesis of Isaiah in this context was what led to
the introduction of the Sanctus within the Coptic Eucharistic praxis in the mid-to-late third

century.?®” However, according to these two paradigms, the Sanctus would have been a

Cor. 2:10). My English trans. of Origen, De principiis 1.3.4, Rufinus, trans., in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 11 (Paris:
Typis J.-P. Migne, 1857), cols. 148-9: “Eheye 6& 6 EBpaiog T v T® Hoala SUo oepadiy €amtépuya KekpayoTa
gtepov, Kal Aéyovtar «Aytoc, dylog, Gytoc, Kiptog SaBamB,» tov Movoyevij elvat ol Ogod kol T Mvedpa to
aylov' NUETG olopeBa 6t kal €v Tf) wbf AuBakol «Ev péow uo {wwv yvwaobnon,» mept Xplotol Kal ayiou
Mvevpatng... Omnis enim scientia de Patre revelante Filio in Spiritu sancto cognoscitur, ut ambo haec quae
secundum prophetam vel animantia, vel vitae dicuntur, causa scientiae Dei Patris exsistant. Sicut enim de Filio
dicitur, quia «nemo novit Patrem nisi Filius, et cui voluerit Filius revelare;» haec eadem etiam de Spiritu sancto
dicit Apostolus cum ait: «Nobis autem revelvit Deus per Spiritum suam; Spiritus enim omnia scrutatur etiam
aita Dei»” Later within the same work, Origen wrote: “For my Hebrew teacher also maintained that because
[neither] the beginning or the end of all things cannot be comprehended by anyone, except strictly by the Lord
Jesus Christ and by the Holy Spirit, he said that Isaiah had said that in the vision [he received] that there
appeared only two seraphim who indeed covered God’s face with two wings, with two cover His feet and with
two they fly, crying out to each other and saying: ‘Holy, holy, holy, Lord God of Sabaoth, the whole earth is full
of your glory.”” My English trans. of Origen, De principiis IV.26, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 11, col. 400. Latin
trans. by Rufinus: “Nam et Hebraeus doctor ita tradebat: pro eo quod initium omnium vel finis non possit ab
ullo comprehendi, nisi tantummodo a Domino Jesu Christo, et a Spiritu sancto, aiebat per figuram visionis
Isaiam dixisse, duos seraphim solos esse qui duabus quidem alis operiunt faciem Dei, duabus vero pedes, et
duabus volant clamantes ad invicem sibi et dicentes: «Sanctus, sanctus, sanctus, Dominus Deus Sabaoth, plena
est universa terra gloria tua.»” One should compare these two statements to the Preface and Sanctus of
Serapion’s Sacramentary, which states: “We beseech thee to make us living men. Give us a spirit of light, that
“we may know thee the true [God] and him whom thou didst send, (even) Jesus Christ.” Give us thy Holy Spirit,
that we may be able to tell forth and to enunciate thy unspeakable mysteries. May the Lord Jesus speak in us
and holy Spirit and hymn thee through us. For thou art “far above all rule and authority and power and
dominion, and every name that is named, not only in this world but also in that which is to come.” Beside thee
stand thousands and myriad angels, archangels, thrones, dominions, principalities, powers: by thee stand the
two most honourable six-winged seraphim, with two wings covering the face, and with two the feet, and with
two flying and crying holy, with whom receive also our cry of “holy” as we say: Holy, holy, holy, Lord of
Sabaoth, full is the heaven and the earth of thy glory.” English trans. from John Wordsworth, trans., Bishop
Sarapion’s prayerbook: An Egyptian Sacramentary Dated Probably about A.D. 350-356 (London: SPCK, 1923),
pp. 60-1 with slight emendations. For the Greek, see Hanggi and Pahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, pp. 129-30:
Aeopeba, motoov AUAC {dvtag avBpwroug 60¢ ATV mvelpa ¢pwTtdc, tva yvdEV o€ TOV AAnBLVOV Kal Ov
anéotelhog Inocolv XpLlotov. 60¢ Nulv mvelpa dylov, tva SuvnBipev kal é€sunelv kal dinynoacbal ta Gppntd
oou puothpla AaAnodtw &v APV 6 KUPLogInoolc kat dytov vedpa kai VUVNodtw o€ U AUQV. oL yap 6
UTEPAVW TtAoNG apxfic Kal €é€ouatag kal du[va]uewd kal KUPLOTNTOG KAl MAVTOG OVOUATOS OVOUAlopEVOU oV
MOVOU £V T@ al®vL ToUTw, GAAA Kal &v TG PEAOVTL. ool apaoTiKouat XiALlaL XIALASEG Kal LUpLaL LUPLASEG
ayyéAwv, apxayyelwyv Bpovwy, kuplotntwy, apx®v, €€ouoliv. ool mapaotikouaoty Ta SU0 TiLwTaTa Zepadeip
£€antépuya, Suoiv pev répuély kahUmtovta T6 mpdowrov, Suct € toug mddac, Suot & metdpueva Kat
ayLdZovta. Hed' Mv 8E€an Kal TOV ARETEPOV AyLaoUOV AeyOvTwy: AyLoc &yloc dyloc KUplog oaawd, mAfpnc 6
oUpavodg kal A yi thg 86&ng ool mMARPNG £oTiv 6 oUpavag...”

2% Dix, Shape of the Liturgy, p. 165. Cf. Dix, ‘Primitive Consecration Prayers,” Theology 37(221) (1938): 261-83
(271-6).

297 Georg Kretschmar, Studien zum friichristlichen Trinitdtstheologie (Tubingen: Mohr, 1956), p. 164.
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component of the Coptic Liturgy by Ambrose’s time of writing during the latter fourth
century.?®® Thus, one could plausibly infer that Ambrose appropriated Origen’s mode of
exegeting Isaiah, recognising its Eucharistic connotations, and equated the two angels in his
own Eucharistic Prayer with the two Seraphim whom Origen identified as Christ and the
Spirit.

However, as scholars such as Pierre-Marie Gy and Enrico Mazza have exemplified
that the Sanctus had likely only become an established component within the Canon Missae
during the early-to-mid fifth century.?*® According to Mazza:

..we have two prefaces with a Sanctus that are attributed to St. Leo the Great (440-

61) and since there is still no evidence of the Sanctus as late as 430, we may

conclude that it was introduced [in the Roman Rite] not long before the pontificate

of St Leo.30°

Thus, it is likely that Ambrose was not referring to the Sanctus within the passage
guoted above from De Sacramentis, and more plausibly referred instead to what became
the Supplices te rogamus in the Canon Missae. This conclusion is bolstered by the fact that,

assuming Ambrose did uphold a consistent Sacramentology with regards to Baptism and the

Eucharist, by conceiving Christ as the angel Who descends upon and hallows the Baptismal

2%8 See Maxwell Johnson, “Eucharistic Liturgy and Anaphora,” in Liturgy in Early Christian Egypt (Piscataway:
Gorgias Press, 2010), pp. 24-5; Taft, ‘The Interpolation of the Sanctus into the Anaphora: When and Where? A
Review of the Dossier, Part Il,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica 58 (1992): 83-121 (94-5) who maintain that the
presence of the Sanctus within the early Coptic Liturgy can in some way be interlinked to Origen regardless of
the precise dting. Cf. Bryan D. Spinks, The Sanctus in the Eucharistic Prayer (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1991), pp. 87-93; Thomas J. Talley, “Eucharistic Prayers, Past, Present, and Future,” ed. by David Holeton
in Revising the Eucharist: Groundwork for the Anglican Communion (Nottingham: Grove, 1994), pp. 6-19;
Talley, 'The Literary Structure of the Eucharistic Prayer' Worship 58 (1984): 404-19 (414).

1994), pp.6-19. who conversely claimed that the Sanctus derived from the early Syriac liturgical tradition

299 Cf, Pierre-Marie Gy, “Le Sanctus romain et les anaphores orientales” in Mélanges liturgiques offerts au R. P.
dom Bernard Botte a I'occasion du cinquantieme anniversaire de son ordination sacerdotale (4 juin 1972)
(Louvain: Abbaye du Mont César, 1972), pp. 167-74; Mazza, The Eucharistic Prayers of the Roman Rite, trans.
by Matthew J. O’Connell (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 2004), pp. 47-8; The Origins of the Eucharistic Prayers,
trans. by Ronald Lane (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1995), pp. 253-4.

300 Mazza, Eucharistic Prayers of the Roman Rite, O’Connell, trans., p. 47.



121

waters with His concomitant Spirit at the prex, Ambrose’s application of the term precamur
concerning the Eucharist indicates a parallel mode of divine Sacrament activity.30!

Furthermore, when considering that Ambrose’s phrase, per manus angelorum
tuorum, did not directly derive from Scripture, alongside the fact that early Christian authors
such as Irenaeus set a Patristic precedent in characterising Christ and the Spirit as the manus
Patris,?% the ‘hands of the Father’s angels’ were likely identified by Ambrose with the Son
and Spirit, Who celebrate the celestial Eucharistic sacrifice before the Father. This likelihood
further suggests Ambrose’s use of an ante-Nicene liturgiological conception of Christ and
the Spirit. 303

Concerning why the Canon Missae’s textus receptus described a single angel, i.e.,
Christ, who elevates the Eucharistic gifts for the Father to accept rather than to two angels,
this anaphora’s redactor(s) likely continued to uphold the aforementioned Christological
Sacramentology developed by Hippolytus and Origen. Conversely, while Ambrose likely
acknowledged the tradition of identifying the one angelus magni consilii with Christ based
upon his reading of Origen, Ambrose likely synthesized such angelological conceptions of
Christ and the Spirit to the dual-Person Sacramentology which prevailed within the Coptic
liturgical tradition, as exemplified by Serapion’s Sacramentary.

Torquemada’s conclusion that Ambrose upheld the unique consecratory function of
the dominical words could thereby be undermined having exemplified how Ambrose had

directly interlinked the Sacraments of Baptism and the Eucharist, such that each Sacrament

included a manmade invocation to the Father which entails the Son’s and the Spirit’s

301 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 107.

302 5ee e.g., Irenaeus, Adversus haereses V, c. 6, 1, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 7 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1857),
cols. 433-1226 (1136-7). Crehen, “Eucharistic Epiklesis,” 698.

303 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 107.
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compresence. While Ambrose clearly defined the consecratory Baptismal ‘celestial words’
as ...baptizemus in nomine Patris, et Filii, et Spiritus sancti within De Sacramentis 4.5.21,
Ambrose more ambiguously began his definition of the Eucharistic ‘celestial words’ with the
Fac nobis, commensurate to the pre-consecratory Quam oblationem within the Canon
Missae’s textus receptus.3%*

Concerning the consecratory role of the Eucharistic invocation, while Ambrose did
not fully explicate the manmade invocation’s causal function, this petition seems to function
as a sine qua non for guaranteeing the Father’s Sacramental operation with the Son’s and
Spirit’s implied compresence. Thus, the limitation of Torquemada’s recourse to Ambrose
within his two Sermones derived from the fact that he denied that the epiclesis could
function as a necessary context for guaranteeing that the Son and Spirit will be sent by the
Father to operate within the Eucharistic sacrifice. Conversely, with regards to Baptism,
Ambrose affirmed the necessary function of ‘invoking the Father’ to incite God’s
Sacramental activity, and this affirmation must also be interlinked with Ambrose’s
assumption that his Baptismal theology harmonized with his Eucharistic theology.

This dissertation’s exposition of Ambrose’s Sacramentology and Torquemada’s
limited exegesis thereupon must be kept in mind when examining how Torquemada sought
to bolster his exegesis of Ambrose’s doctrine of the dominical words’ consecratory function
through recourse to Paschasius’ De corpore et sanguine Domini, which Torquemada
misattributed to Augustine, in the next sub-section. Indeed, when the author examines
Paschasius’ work more broadly, it will be shown that Paschasius actually exposited an in fieri

doctrine of Eucharistic consecration which begins at the dominical words and culminates at

302 See Ambrose, De Sacramentis, 4.5.21, in Faller, ed., Sancti Ambrosii Opera, Vol. 7, p. 55; Jungmann, Mass of
the Roman Rite, Brunner, trans., p. 414; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 107-8.
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the epicletic Supplices te rogamus. This doctrine thereby provided Mark of Ephesus with a
Latin basis from which he could counter the de facto Latin doctrine of Eucharistic
consecration articulated by Torquemada. Nonetheless, for a number of reasons including his
lack of fluency in Latin, Mark will be shown to have been unable to exploit Torquemada’s

contentious exegesis of Ambrose here.

3.2.2.2.4 Augustine

This section will now examine Torquemada’s putative references to Augustine’s
oeuvres within both his Sermones Prior and Alter. This analysis will be shown to juxtapose
with the previous section’s demonstration of Torquemada’s restricted use of Ambrose to

support his doctrine of the dominical words’ sole consecratory function.

3.2.2.2.4.1. Paschasius Radbertus, De Corpore et Sanguine Domini

Firstly, within his Sermo Alter, Torquemada limited the overall cogency of his
arguments on behalf of the dominical words’ sole consecratory power by misattributing the
Carolingian theologian, Paschasius’ De Corpore et Sanguine Domini to Augustine of Hippo.
De corpore was initially produced c. 831-3 for Warinus, the Abbot of Corbie Abbey, as a
didactic text for Warinus’ monastic community.3%°

Returning to Torquemada’s citation, his misattribution of this work likely derived

from his reading of the Tertia Pars of Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae, which itself likely derived

305 A second redaction was produced for the King of West Francia, Charles the Bald, by either Christmas 843 or
Easter 844. Bede Paulus, “Einleitung,” in Paschasius Radbertus, De corpore et sanguine Domini, Paulus, ed.
(Turnhout: Brepols, 1969), i-xI (ix-x); Rosamond McKitterick, ‘Charles the Bald (823-877) and His Library: The
Patronage of Learning,’ The English Historical Review 95(374) (1980): 28-47 (33).
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its attribution from the Decretum Gratiani, given their highly concordant phraseology.

This is reflected by the following comparison:

306

Torquemada, Sermo Alter:

Aquinas, Summa Theologiae lll, q. 82, a. 5,

S.C..

“[Pseudo-Augustine states in] De corpore et
sanguine Christi: “Nothing is [confected]
more greatly within the Catholic Church by
a good priest, [and] nothing is confected
less [greatly] by an evil priest, as this
[confection] is not [based upon] the
consecrator’s merit, but is confected by the
Saviour’s word (intra Catholicam ecclesiam
nil majus a bono sacerdote, nil minus a
malo sacerdote conficitur, quia non in
merito consecrantis, sed in verbo conficitur
salvatoris.)3%’

“Within the Catholic Church, in the mystery
of the Lord's body and blood, nothing
greater is done by a good priest, nothing
less by an evil priest, because it is not by
the merits of the consecrator that the
sacrament is accomplished, but by the
Creator's word, and by the power of the
Holy Spirit (Intra catholicam ecclesiam in
mysterio corporis et sanguinis Domini nihil
a bono majus, nihil a malo minus perficitur
sacerdote, quia non in merito consecrantis,
sed in verbo perficitur creatoris et virtute
Spiritus sancti.)308

Based upon such florilegia, Torquemada was only evidently able to evoke a few

myopic excerpts from Paschasius’ work. As alluded to above, this is significant for this

dissertation’s purposes given that, when examining De corpore et sanguine Domini more

holistically, Paschasius will be shown to have strongly accorded with Ambrose’s doctrine of

Eucharistic transmutation:3%° For example, Paschasius affirmed the dominical words’

transmutative function by identifying this formula with the eternally effective divine

306 Cf, Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 118.

307 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 248, lines 20-1. My English translation. The emboldened words are mine and
are intended to highlight the differences with Aquinas’ excerpt.

308 Aquinas, Summa Theologiae Ill, q. 82, a. 5, s.c., in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, pp. 264-5: “...est
quod Augustinus dicit, in libro de corpore Domini... Intra catholicam ecclesiam in mysterio corporis et sanguinis
Domini nihil a bono majus, nihil a malo minus perficitur sacerdote, quia non in merito consecrantis, sed in
verbo perficitur creatoris et virtute Spiritus sancti.” Cf. Decretum Gratiani, Secunda Pars, Causa 1, q. 1, c. Ixxvii,
in Friedberg, ed., Corpus luris Canonici, Vol. 1, cols. 385-6.

309 Cf, Mazza, ’La doctrine médiévale de I’eucharistie et les péres de I'église: Continuité ou rupture?,” Revue du
Droit Canonique 62 (2012): 53-76 (53-64) for a more extensive analysis of Paschasius’ concordance with the

Patristic Eucharistic theological traditions.
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creative imperative.3'9 Additionally, Paschasius maintained that Eucharistic consecration
nonetheless necessitated the Spirit’s intervention, and employed the Marian Annunciation
motif to explicate Eucharistic transmutation analogously to how the Spirit wrought Christ’s
Incarnation from the Virgin’s flesh.3'! Indeed, Paschasius also posited that, when the
celebrant references the Eucharistic gifts being offered in sublime altare at the Supplices te
rogamus, the celestial Christ effectively transposes the gifts from the temporal altar and

consecrates them upon the heavenly altar.3'? In this sense, Paschasius’ doctrine of

310 see Paschasius, De corpore, c. 15, Paulus, ed., pp. 92-3: “Sic itaque et hoc sacramentum non meritis, non
uerbis humanis, sed procul dubio diuinis efficitur et consecratur mandatis. Creatur enim ibidem ex aliquo, non
qualiscuneque, sed noua salutis creatura, caro et sanguis Christi, ueluti in baptismo homines noua efficiuntur
creatura, et corpus Christi. Idcirco non aestimandum est quod alterius uerbis, quod ullius alterius meritis, quod
potestate alicuius ista fiant, sed Uerbo Creatoria, quo cuncta creata sunt uisibilia et inuisibilia... Reliqua uero
omnia quae sacerdos dicit, aut clerus canit, nihil aliud quam laudes et gratiarum actiones sunt, aut certe
obsecratones fidelium, postulationes, petitiones. Uerba augem Christi sicut diuina sunt, ita efficacia, ut nihil
aliud proveniat quam quod iubent, quia aeterna sunt... (My English translation:) In the same way, indeed, this
Sacrament [i.e., the Eucharist] is effected and consecrated not by merits, not by human words, but
undoubtedly by divine command. For there He is created from something, not from any kind, but a new
creature of salvation, the flesh and blood of Christ, just as in baptism men are made a new creature, namely,
the Body of Christ. For this reason, it is not to be estimated that that these things are done by someone's
power, the words of another, or the words of another person's merit, but by the Creator’s Word, by which all
things, visible and invisible, were created... The rest of all that the priest says [in the Eucharistic Prayer], or the
clergy sing, are nothing but praises and thanksgiving, or at least the intercessions, demands, petitions of the
faithful. [But] Christ’s words, as they are divine, are so efficacious, that nothing else comes out of them than
what they command, because they are eternal.” Cf. Ambrose, De Mysteriis, c. 9, 52-3, in Faller, ed., Sancti
Ambrosii Opera, Vol. 7, pp. 111-2.

311 See, e.g., Paschasius, De corpore, c. 3, Paulus, ed., pp. 26-7: “Caeterum in Christo idem cooperatur Spiritus,
quia conceptus creditur de ipso et Maria Uirgine. Simili quoque modo et in baptismo per aquam ex illo omnes
regeneramur, deinde uirtute ipsius Christi corpore quotidie pascimur et potamur sanguine. Vnde nec mirum
Spiritus qui hominem Christum in utero uirginis sine semine creativi, etiamsi ipse panis ac uini substantia
carnem Christi et sanguinem inuisibili potentia quotidie per sacramenti sui sanctificationem operatur ... (My
English translation:) Moreover, the Spirit cooperates in the same way in Christ, because His Conception is
believed to be of Him and of Mary Ever-Virgin. Similarlu, in Baptism by water, we are all regenerated by him,
then by the power of Christ's own Body of which we feed and nourished by His Blood each day. Thus, it is no
wonder that the Spirit who created the Man Christ in the Virgin’s womb without seed, even though He Himself
is the substance of the bread and wine, Christ’s Flesh and Blood operates through an invisible power through
sanctifying His Sacrament each day...” Cf. Ambrose, De Mysteriis, c. 9, 53, in Faller, ed., Sancti Ambrosii Opera,
Vol. 7, p. 112.

312 paschasius, De corpore, c. 8, Paulus, ed., p. 41: “Vnde sacerdos cum haec incipit immolare, inter caetera:
lube, inquit, haec perferri per manus sancti angeli tui in sublime altare tuum, in conspectu divinae maiestatis
tuae. Et cogitas, o homo, aliunde illud accipere quam de altari, ubi sublimus transpositum consecratur?... (My
English translation:) Wherefore when the priest begins to sacrifice these things [i.e., the host and chalice],
among other things: He says, ‘Command these things to be carried by the hands of Your holy angel to Your
high altar, in the presence of Your divine majesty.” And, from where, O man, do you think that you can receive
[the consecrated Eucharistic gifts] than from the high altar, where the transposed [gifts] are consecrated?”
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Eucharistic transmutation also strongly accorded with Kabasilas’ analysis of the Canon
Missae, as alluded to when analysing Torquemada’s exegesis of Ambrose, such that
Paschasius effectively postulated an in fieri doctrine of Eucharistic transmutation which
begins with the dominical words before culminating in the Supplices te rogamus, which
perfects this transmutation, as illustrated by its description of the Eucharistic gifts’
transmutation upon the heavenly altar following their ratification by the Father.3!3

At this point, one should keep in mind that, following the thirteenth century, the
precise moment of Eucharistic consecration had been practically determined as Latin Rite
celebrants were mandated to elevate the Eucharistic gifts immediately following the
dominical words for adoration. Conversely, during the ninth century, the elevation had not
been formally established and there was thus no opportunity for the congregation to adore
the consecrated gifts adoration given that the celebrant’s body blocked the host and chalice
from their view,3* and, during this period, the priest recited the Canon Missae in a

whisper .3

313 See esp. Paschasius, De corpore, c. 12, Paulus, ed., p. 77: “Sic itaque in hoc mysterio credendum est, quod
eadem uirtute Spiritus sancti per Uerbum care ipsius et sanguis efficiatur invisibili operatione. Vnde et
sacerdos: lube haec perferri per manus angeli tui in sublime altare tuum in conspectu divinae majestatis tuae;
ut quid perferri illuc ea desposcit, nisi ut intelligatur quod in eius sacerdotio ista fiant. Ipse enim factus est
pontifex in aeternum ordinem Melchisedech, teste Apostolo, ad interpellandum pro nobis, offerens
semetipsum Deo Patri... (My English translation:) Thus, in this way, we must believe in this Mystery, that by the
same power of the Holy Spirit, through the Word, His [Christ’s] Flesh and Blood are effected by an invisible
operation. Thus, the priest says: ‘Command these things to be carried by the hands of Your holy angel to Your
high altar, in the presence of Your divine majesty,” so that they do not order anything to be carried there,
unless it is understood that these things are to be done through His priesthood. For He Himself became a High
Priest in the eternal order of Melchizedek, as the Apostle [Paul] testifies to [Cf. Heb. 4:14-6], to intercede for
us, offering Himself to God the Father.” Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 118-9; Mazza, Celebration of the
Eucharist, O’Connell, trans., pp. 183-5.

314 John Baldovin, “Accepit panem: The Gesture of the Priest at the Institution Narrative of the Eucharist,” in
Nathan Mitchell and John Baldovin, eds., Rule of Prayer, Rule of Faith. Essays in Honor of Aidan Kavanaugh,
0.S.B. (Collegeville: Liturgical Press 1996), pp. 123-8.

315 See Jungmann, Mass of the Roman Rite, Vol. 2, Brunner, trans., pp. 104-9, 138-40; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate,
p. 119.
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Paschasius’ transmutative interpretation of the angel referred to within the
Supplices te rogamus was bolstered the Verba Seniorum, the Latin translation of the
Apophthegmata Patrum produced by Pelagius the Deacon during the sixth century.31 In
particular, this collection related how the late fourth and fifth century anchorite of Sketis,
Arsenios, witnessed a child appear on the altar as the priest placed the host thereupon, who
was subsequently sacrificed by the angel of the Lord who descended from Heaven.3'7 As
Paschasius typologised the Virgin’s supernatural conception of Christ via the Pneumatic
overshadowing with Eucharistic consecration, Paschasius’ doctrine was bolstered by this
hagiography’s description of the Eucharistic bread being transformed into an infant, who
could be identified with Christ Incarnate in the Virgin’s womb.

To uphold this doctrine, within the second redaction of his work, Paschasius evoked

a Latin translation of the legendary Greek Vita Basilii,*'® which detailed an infant appearing

316 Heribert Rosweyde, Prolegomenon, in Patrologia Latina, Vol. 73, cols. 49d-50b; 851b; 853c. Pelagius the
Deacon was likely Pope Pelagius I, who, prior to being elected as Pope in 555, possibly undertook this
translation. This possibility is supported by the fact that Pope Pelagius gained fluency in Greek and could
plausibly have accessed the Apophthegmata Patrum through having functioned as an ambassador for the
Roman See to Constantinople while serving as a deacon.

317 See Paschasius, De Corpore, c. 14, Paulus, ed., pp. 88-9: “...et quando positi sunt panes in altare, uidebatur
illis tantummodo tribus tanquam puerulus iacens super altare, et cum extendisset presbyter manum, ut
frangeret panem, descendit angelus Domini de coelo habens cultrum in manu, et sacrificauit puerulum illum,
sanguinem uero eius excipiebat in calice... (My English translation:) ...and when the [Eucharistic] bread was
placed on the altar, it appeared to them [Arsenios and the other monks accompanying him] as a small boy
lying thereupon. When the priest stretched out his hand to break the bread, the angel of the Lord descended
from Heaven with a knife in his hand, and sacrificed that little boy, and poured his blood into a cup.” Cf. Verba
Seniorem, c. 18, Latin trans. by Pelagius the Deacon in Patrologia Latina, Vol. 73, cols. 978a-80a.

318 Cf, Robert Joseph Barringer, ‘The Pseudo-Ampbhilochian Life of St. Basil: Ecclesiastical Penance and
Byzantine Hagiography,” Theologia 51 (1980), 49-61 (56), who argued that this vita was originally produced in
Greek within “‘the region bounded by Caesarea, Iconium, Antioch,” between the sixth and seventh centuries.
Conversely, John Wortley, ‘The Pseudo-Amphilochian Vita Basilii: An Apocryphal Life of Saint Basil the Great,’
Florilegium 2 (1980): 217-39, esp. 219-22, who argued that the original Greek edition of this vita was produced
during the late eighth century by Hellenophone monks who had fled to Rome amidst the onset of the first
stage of Byzantine Imperial Iconoclasm. It is possible that Paschasius utilised the Latin translation of the Vita
undertaken by an unidentified Euphemius, referred to by Aeneas of Paris, writing during the mid-ninth
century, in Liber adversos Graecos, 146-7, in Patrologia Latina, Vol. 121 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1852), cols.
683-762 (738-9): “In vita beati Basilii caesariensis archiepiscopi, quae de Graeco in Latinum a quodam Graeco
vocabulo Euphemio est veraciter de verbo ad verbum translata.”
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on the altar concurrently with the priest first taking the Eucharistic gifts into his hands.3!° As
the Vita Basilii did not describe any angel descending and sacrificing the infant thereto,
Paschasius plausibly conceived this omission to derive from the fact that the Eucharistic
sacrifice was perfected by the Supplices te rogamus. Paschasius was able to cogently uphold
this conception given that he also detailed a miracle whereby an Anglo-Saxon priest named
Pecgils saw the host transform into an infant just as the priest beheld the host,32° which,
within the context of the ninth-century Carolingian liturgical praxis, would have been
collocated with the benedixit preceding the dominical words.3?? In this regard, Paschasius
likely believed that the Eucharistic sacrifice, collocated with Arsenios’ description of the
infant’s sacrifice, must occur upon the celestial altar referred to in the Supplices te
rogamus.3??

To conclude, Paschasius evidently acknowledged the Supplices te rogamus’
consecratory function in perfecting the transmutation which had begun at the dominical
words through the Spirit’s operation, despite the fact that Paschasius did not explicitly
evoke Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto to justify his analysis of this prayer. Moreover, it has
been shown that Paschasius accorded with Ambrose in postulating a Mariological doctrine
of Eucharistic consecration, according to which the Virgin was physically and psychologically

elevated by the Spirit, and a parcel of her flesh was transmuted into the Incarnate Christ.

319 paschasius, De corpore, c. 14, Paulus, ed., pp. 86-7; Baldovin, “Accepit panem,” p. 126.

320 paschasius, De corpore, c. 14, Paulus, ed., p. 90 “...Uenerat ergo die ut idem celebrans pie solemnia
missarum more solito pro cubuit genibus: Te deprecor, inquit, Omnipotens, pande mihi exiguo in hoc mysterio
naturam corporis Christi, ut mihi liceat eum prospicere praesentem corporeo uisu, et formam pueri, quem olim
sinus e matris tulit uagientem, nunc manibus contrectare... (My English translation:) Then a day came when,
celebrating the same pious solemnity of the Mass as was custom, he [Basil] knelt down on his knees, saying, ‘|
beseech You, Almighty, reveal to me the nature of Christ’s Body in this mystery, so that | may be able to
behold Him present with bodily sight,” and the form of the child, just as one who was wailing when he was
taken from His mother’s bosom, now embraced him with his hands...”

321 Baldovin, “Accepit panem,” p. 126.

322 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 119-20.
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3.2.2.2.4.2. De Trinitate

Torquemada also invoked an excerpt from Augustine’s De Trinitate, which stated:
“Not all bread, but that which receives Christ’s blessing, becomes the Body of Christ.”3?3 The
fact that Torquemada invoked this passage is notable given that Augustine’s reference to
the form of Christ’s Last Supper blessing could, from the perspective of the Byzantine Rite,
also describe other actions undertaken by Christ at the Last Supper such as His prayer. Given
that there is no explicit citation of this passage within the quaestiones concerning the
Eucharist in Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae, Torquemada possibly garnered this excerpt from
the Decretum Gratiani.>** However, the Decretum cites this passage in a manner whereby
this citation is preceded by another excerpt from De Trinitate, which Torquemada must
have referred to in order to ascribe his citation to Augustine as only the first explicitly
attributed authorship to Augustine, while the second simply stated ‘item.’3?> Taking this
factor into consideration, within the first of these two passages from De Trinitate, Augustine
commented on his version of the Eucharistic prayer thus:

When we speak of the Body and Blood of Christ, we are speaking only of that we

receive from the fruits of the earth and consecrate through mystical prayer, and

[which we] duly receive for our spiritual health in memory of Our Lord’s Passion.

Although [the Eucharist] is brought to that visible form by human hands, yet it is not

sanctified to be made into such a great sacrament but by the invisible operating of

the spirit of God. For God works everything that is done in that work through
corporeal movements...3%¢

323 My English translation of Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 238, lines 18-9: “Augustinus in Libro de Trinitate:
‘non omnis panis, sed accipiens benedictionem Christi, fit corpus Christi.”” Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 255.

324 Cf. Decretum Gratiani, Pars Tertia, dist. 2, c. 61, in Friedberg, ed., Corpus iuris canonici, Vol. 1, col. 1337:
“non omnis panis, sed accipiens benedictionem Christi, fit corpus Christi.” Torquemada did not derive this
extract from Lombard, Sententiarum IV, dist. 11, c. 2, in Libri IV Sententiarum, Vol. 2 (Quaracchi: Collegii S.
Bonaventurae, 1916), p. 803, given that, while Lombard made reference to De Trinitate, he did not quote this
particular quotation.

325 Cf, Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 121.

326 My English translation of Augustine, De Trinitate, 11.1V.10, in W. J. Mountain, ed., Sancti Aurelii Augustini.
De Trinitate Libri XV (Libri I-XIl) (Turnhout: Brepols, 1968), p. 136: “Corpus et sanguinem Christi dicimus illud,
quod ex fructibus terrae acceptum, et prece mistica consecratum, recte sumimus ad salutem spiritualem in
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Presuming Torquemada did derive his citation from the Decretum Gratiani,
Torquemada thus refrained from explicitly analysing Augustine’s broader understanding of
Eucharistic consecration, whereby Augustine could be interpreted to have upheld a
consecratory epiclesis.3?” If this was the case, this would indicate that Torquemada did not
honestly elucidate the nature of his investigation into the supposed Patristic consensus
regarding the dominical words’ unique consecratory function and the epiclesis’ non-
consecratory nature. This indication thereby undermines the dogmatic weight the broader
doctrine of Eucharistic consecration, as articulated within Torquemada’s two Sermones,
could be said to possess.

As Chapter Four will detail, within his AiBeAAoc, Mark of Ephesus did not respond to
Torquemada’s recourse to either Ambrose or Augustine. Concerning Ambrose, this lack of
response naturally derived from the fact that no Greek translation of De sacramentis
evidently prevailed within the late medieval Hellenophone world. Regarding Augustine,
given that a Greek translation of De Trinitate had been available via Maximos Planoudes,
Mark thereby overlooked a propitious point of departure to counteract Torquemada’s
exegesis of Augustine. Mark will be shown to have evoked several Augustinian oeuvres,
including De Trinitate, during the Ferraran Conciliar debates concerning Purgatory in

Chapter Four. Given this background, it is possible that Mark had not sufficiently familiarized

memoriam dominicae passionis. Quod cum per manus hominis ad illam visibilem speciem perducatur, non
sanctificatur, ut sit tam magnum sacramentum, nisi operante invisibiliter spiritu Dei, cum hec omnia, que per
corporales motus in illo opere fiunt, Deus operetur...”

327 For example, Salaville, in “Epiclése eucharistique,” in Dictionnaire de théologie Catholique, Vol. 5, col. 241,
argued that this passage could be interpreted in a manner whereby Augustine conceived the anaphora
holistically to be consecrated, while in his later article, ‘L’épiclése africaine,” Echos d'Orient 39 (1941): 268-82
(272-4), Salaville argued that this passage facilitated the interpretation that Augustine conceived the epiclesis
to possess a consecratory function. Cf. McKenna, The Eucharistic Epiclesis, pp. 61-5, for an overview of the
diverging scholarship on Augustine’s doctrine of Eucharistic consecration.
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himself with De Trinitate’s contents as a whole. Additionally, the restricted capacities under
which Mark worked entailed that he was likely led to sideline providing a more extensive
counterpoise towards Torquemada’s various assertions, even if Mark did hypothetically
recall those passages which could support his in fieri doctrine of Eucharistic consecration
within De Trinitate. Nonetheless, one cannot draw any definitive conclusions concerning

Mark’s failure to evoke De Trinitate within his Eucharistic AiBeAAo¢.328

3.2.2.3. Torquemada’s Concluding Arguments.

Torquemada then transitioned from evoking Patristic authorities to support his
Eucharistic doctrine by instead directly appealing to Aristotelian-Thomistic principles of
causality. Within the context of the Florentine Eucharistic disputes, the Byzantine Fathers
involved in these debates, including Mark of Ephesus, Isidore of Kiev and Bessarion likely
would have been able to discern the nature of Torquemada’s argumentation based upon
the fact that these Fathers are known to have read Demetrios and Prochoros Kydones’
fourteenth-century Greek translations of excerpts from the Corpus Thomisticum and these
works’ recourse to Aristotelian philosophical axioms.3?° While the Acta Latina ascribed the

citation within Torquemada’s first argument in the concluding section of the Sermo Prior to

328 Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 122-3.

329 with regards to Mark’s knowledge of this framework, see the next chapter. For an overview of Bessarion’s
knowledge and use of Aristotle within his body of work, see Eva Del Soldato, “Bessarion as an Aristotelian,
Bessarion among the Aristotelians,” in Sergei Mariev, ed., Bessarion’s Treasure: Editing, Translating and
Interpreting Bessarion’s Literary Heritage (Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter, 2021), pp. 169-84; Kappes, Epiclesis
Debate, p. 123. See also Gill, Personalities, p. 66 who highlighted that, through likely receiving some form of
instruction under Pletho, Isidore came to develop a “Platonic tendency and an antagonism to Aristotle” within
his literary work. For Isidore’s instruction under Pletho, cf. James Hankins, ‘Cosimo de’ Medici and the ‘Platonic
Academy’,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 53 (1990): 144-62 (156-7); Philippides and Hanak,
Cardinal Isidore, c. 1390-1462, p. 11ff.
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Pseudo-Dionysius’ De Ecclesiastica Hierarchica,3° in line with the nature of Torquemada’s
broader method of research detailed at various points throughout this chapter,
Torquemada likely derived his citation from Aquinas’ Super IV Sententiarum. This hypothesis
can be supported both by the fact that this original Greek Pseudo-Dionysian text could not
be accurately translated to have posited in verbis sacramentorum sunt virtutes operative, as
quoted by Torquemada in the Sermo Prior,3! alongside the fact that, within his Sentences
commentary, Aquinas had argued:

At the end of De ecclesiastica hierarchia, [Pseudo-]Dionysius states, in the once-

completed invocations, that is, the Sacraments’ forms, there are powers operative

from God. But the aforesaid words [i.e., the dominical words] are the form of this
most dignified of the Sacraments. Therefore, in them, there is the power to
transubstantiate.33?

Based upon Aquinas conceiving the term invocationes in this context to strictly
denote the dominical words, Torquemada was led to reject the notion that, through the
Spirit, the epiclesis subsequently perfected what was effectuated by Christ’s words.333
However, Mark will be exemplified in Chapter Four to have evoked this point to counter
Torquemada’s exegesis by rejecting the claim that Pseudo-Dionysius strictly identified the
Eucharist’s ‘form’ with the dominical words.

Hypothetically, if Mark sought to directly address Torquemada’s exegesis in the

context of the public conciliar debates, Mark likely would have evoked the difference

330 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 238, lines 19-22: “Nunc venio ad aliquas rationes, que videntur dare
convenientiam cedule nostre. Illius verbis sacramentum conficitur, cuis virtute panis (tran)substantiatur in
corpus Christi. Ista propositio est manifesta verbis beatissimi Dyonisii, qui, ut supra iam tetigi, dicit, quod in
verbis sacramentorum sunt virtutes operative.”

331 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 238, lines 21-2.

332 My English translation of Aquinas, In IV Sententiarum, dist. 8, q. 2, a. 3, s.c. 1: “Dionysius dicit in fine Eccl.
Hier., in ipsis, scilicet consummativis invocationibus, idest formis sacramentorum,33? esse virtutes operativas ex
Deo. Sed verba praedicta sunt forma dignissimi sacramenti. Ergo est in ipsis aliqua virtus ad
transubstantiandum.”

333 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 123-4.
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between supernatural and natural causality. In this regard, within the Prima Pars, Aquinas
had asserted that there is a divinely ordained causal order such that, while God is the
principal agent of all motion and causation within His creation, He has nonetheless
established natural agents which immediately cause their given objects. This principle
entails that it would be superfluous, for example, to state that heat is directly caused by God
rather than fire.33* Nonetheless, as discussed, Aquinas’ doctrine of causality was disputed by
Byzantine Fathers such as Mark as well as by adherents to alternative late medieval Latin
theological schools including the Franciscan tradition, because the Eucharist’s effects of
Christ’s Body and Blood exceed all natural causes in perfection in virtue of their hypostatic
divine-human nature, then only the highest supernatural cause, God, could effectuate this
end.

However, Torquemada also employed Aquinas’ axiom that creatures such as the
celebrant and verbal formulae could function as divinely-ordained instrumental and formal
causes which could effectuate the Sacraments’ supernatural effects, even though these
effects exceed each natural agent’s intrinsic causal power.33> While Mark of Ephesus will be

shown to have not explicitly evoked this premise as a source of Latin-Byzantine divergence

334 paraphrased from Aquinas, Summa Theologiae |, q. 105, a. 5, conc., in Opera Omnia, Vol. 5. Editio Leonina,
pp. 475-6: “Respondeo dicendum quod Deum operari in quolibet operante aliqui sic intellexerunt, quod nulla
virtus creata aliquid operaretur in rebus, sed solus Deus immediate omnia operaretur; puta quod ignis non
calefaceret, sed Deus in igne, et similiter de omnibus aliis. Hoc autem est impossibile. Primo quidem, quia sic
subtraheretur ordo causae et causati a rebus creatis. Quod pertinet ad impotentiam creantis, ex virtute enim
agentis est, quod suo effectui det virtutem agendi. Secundo, quia virtutes operativae quae in rebus
inveniuntur, frustra essent rebus attributae, si per eas nihil operarentur. Quinimmo omnes res creatae
viderentur quodammodo esse frustra, si propria operatione destituerentur, cum omnis res sit propter suam
operationem. Semper enim imperfectum est propter perfectius, sicut igitur materia est propter formam, ita
forma, quae est actus primus, est propter suam operationem, quae est actus secundus; et sic operatio est finis
rei creatae. Sic igitur intelligendum est Deum operari in rebus, quod tamen ipsae res propriam habeant
operationem. Ad cuius evidentiam, considerandum est quod, cum sint causarum quatuor genera, materia
quidem non est principium actionis, sed se habet ut subiectum recipiens actionis effectum. Finis vero et agens
et forma se habent ut actionis principium, sed ordine quodam. Nam primo quidem, principium actionis est
finis, qui movet agentem; secundo vero, agens; tertio autem, forma eius quod ab agente applicatur ad
agendum (quamvis et ipsum agens per formam suam agat)...”

335 Aquinas, Summa Theologiae Ill, q. 78, a. 4, ad. 1, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, p. 211.
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in the area of Sacramentology within his AiBeAAog, there was nonetheless the potential for
Mark to have done so given that one of his principal literary authorities, Nicholas Kabasilas,
as discussed above, had essentially postulated the aforementioned Sacramentological
occasionalism upheld by late medieval Latin theologians such as Scotus by arguing that
prayer is the sine qua non to guarantee God’s Sacramental operation.33®

Returning to Torquemada’s concluding arguments, by evoking Deuteronomy,
Torquemada posited that Christ perfectly instituted the Eucharist vis-a-vis its form and
matter. Pertinently, this Scriptural citation evinces the inaccuracies resulting from the
constraints under which Torquemada worked as well as Torquemada’s principal
dependence upon Aquinas for his conciliar argumentation. In particular, while Torquemada
cited Deuteronomy 17 so as to claim that God’s, i.e., Christ’s ‘perfecta sunt opera,’3¥ this
citation instead derived from Deuteronomy 32:4. This misattribution likely resulted from a
lapsus oculi on Torquemada’s part given that, when Aquinas cited this same verse in his
Super IV Sententiarum when addressing the Sacrament of the Eucharist, he accurately
attributed this verse to Deuteronomy 32:4.338 However, even if Torquemada had accurately

cited this passage from Deuteronomy, his edition of the Biblica Vulgata did not facilitate any

336 See esp. Kabasilas, Liturgiae Expositio, 29, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 150, cols. 429d-32a; Kappes, Epiclesis
Debate, pp. 123-4.

337 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 238, line 26.

338 Aquinas, In IV Sententiarum, dist. 10, q. 1, a. 1, s.c. 3: “Praeterea, Deuter. 32, 4 dicitur: Dei perfecta sunt
opera. Sed non perfecte conjungeremur Deo per sacramenta quae nobis tradit, nisi sub aliquo eorum ipse vere
contineretur. Ergo in hoc sacramento verum corpus Christi continetur: quia non est aliud assignare
sacramentum in quo Christus realiter contineatur.” My English translation: “Moreover, Deuteronomy 32:4
states, the works of God are perfect. But we would not be perfectly conjoined with God through the
sacraments He passes on to us, unless He were truly contained within one of them. Therefore, in this
sacrament [of the Eucharist], Christ’s Body is truly contained as there is no other Sacrament to designate
wherein Christ is really contained.”



135

impetus for Latin-Byzantine theological discussion given that the Greek Septuagint edition of
Deuteronomy 32:4 simply stated that God’s works are ‘true.’33°

Based upon this reference to Deuteronomy, Torquemada claimed that one could
analogise Eucharistic transformation with a substance being created from form and matter
whereby Christ either instituted the Sacrament’s ‘substance’ perfectly or imperfectly. This
principle entailed that the Sacrament’s form was either fully actualized or was in potency.

By analogizing the Eucharistic gifts to prime matter, both gifts would thereby possess the
disposition to be actualized into their Eucharistic forms as Christ’s Body and Blood, both of
which receive their form through the dominical words’ recitation.3*® However, it is again
important to emphasise that Torquemada overlooked that these principles of causality were
contemporaneously disputed in Latin Christendom in light of Chapter One, wherein the
author detailed the late medieval Franciscan tradition of positing multiple forms to
comprise a subject. As a result, one can conclude that Torquemada’s arguments here lacked
the doctrinal authority to secure either his Byzantine interlocutors’ or his own Latin conciliar
confreres’ submission.

However, Torquemada concluded that, whatever items were necessary for valid
Eucharistic consecration must be ubiquitous amongst the Apostolic Churches to function as
the Eucharistic matter and form as neither the Latin nor Byzantine Fathers disputed that the
Apostles instituted liturgical practices which the Church must preserve. However, as the Last

Supper comprised various items including a thanksgiving, a table, and Christ’s divine

339 See e.g., the Septuagint version of Deuteronomy 32:4, in The Septuagint with Apocrypha: Greek and English,
Lancelot C. L. Brenton, ed. (Peabody: Hendrickson, 1986), p. 275: “©g6¢, aAnBwva ta épya adtod...” All
Septuagint quotations herein derive from this edition. Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 124-5.

During the Ferraran conciliar sessions concerning Purgatory in 1438, Mark of Ephesus had cautioned the Latin
Fathers regarding the incommensurability between the Latin and Greek renditions of the Old Testament. See
Responsio Graecorum ad Positionem Latinorum, in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 15, Petit, ed., p. 67.

340 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 238, lines 24-7. Cf. Aquinas, Summa Theologiae |, g. 105, a. 5, resp., in Opera
Omnia, Vol. 5. Editio Leonina, pp. 475-6.
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imperative to repeat His actions therein, such items comprised alternative contenders for
realizing the Eucharist’s ‘substance.” Indeed, before Torquemada composed his Cedula,
Bessarion and Isidore of Kiev had highlighted that the priest’s manual blessing over the
Eucharistic gifts alongside the Pneumatic epiclesis were examples of these necessary items.
Subsequently, Torquemada’s claim that, regarding the necessary items for the realisation of
the Eucharistic substance, the Church only required the dominical words’ recitation on the
basis of Christ’s perfect institution of this Sacrament, was considerably restricted when
considering how the New Testament described additional actions and items undertaken and
utilised by Christ at the Last Supper which both the Latin and Byzantine Churches upheld
that could plausibly be denoted as the Eucharist’s ‘accidental form(s).34!

Nonetheless, Torquemada continued by evoking Aristotle’s Physics to justify a
relationship between matter and form within the Eucharist,34? invoking the principle that
forma verborum accredit ad elementum et perficitur sacramentum, which Torquemada
derived from Augustine’s Tractatus 80 in loannem.3** Given that Augustine was referring to
the relationship between a Sacrament — in this case, Baptism —and Christ’s words, and
rhetorically suggested that if Christ’s words were removed from Baptism, the Sacrament
would lack efficacy, Torquemada accurately reproduced Aquinas’ argument in favour of
retaining those Sacramental formulae instituted by Christ Himself for the consecration of a

given Sacrament to be realised.3*

341 Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 126-7.

342 Cf, Aristotle, Physics, I, c. 3, Wicksteed and Cornford, eds. and trans., pp. 126-7.

343 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 238, lines 30-1. Cf. Augustine, In loannis Evangelium Tractatus CXXIV, 80, c. 3,
in Patrologia Latina, Vol. 35 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1844), cols. 1379-1978 (1840). Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’
256.

344 See Aquinas, Summa Theologiae Ill, q. 64, a. 3, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, pp. 147-9. See also
Aquinas, Summa Theologiae Ill, q. 66, a. 6, conc., in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, pp. 186-7, for
Aquinas’ application of this axiom vis-a-vis Baptism. Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 127-8.
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However, this dissertation has already addressed the problems in employing this
principle within the context of affirming the dominical words’ unique consecratory function
given that the Byzantine Fathers could also have plausibly invoked other passages within
Augustine’s opera to advocate the Spirit’s consecratory activity via the epiclesis. Moreover,
one cannot definitively exegete the terminological sense of this verse from the Tractatus 80
in Joannem3* as the phrase perficitur sacramentum could be understood to refer to an
essential criterion rather than a formal cause. Subsequently, Torquemada’s citation of
Augustine here did not provide a definitive means through which he could uphold his
Thomistic analogization between Eucharistic transformation and the relationship of matter
and form.

Torquemada’s subsequent argument within his Sermo Prior, which evoked the
primitive Eucharistic Prayer that Christ Himself would have celebrated at the Last Supper,
functioned as one of the most potent rebuttals against his Byzantine interlocutors.34® As
Christ’s mode of consecrating the Eucharistic gifts is the archetype for how the Church
should subsequently celebrate this Sacrament, then it is only necessary to reflect His activity
during the Last Supper to accord with His salvific imperative to celebrate the Eucharist in His
memory, a fundamental part of which were the dominical words. However, in accord with
Kabasilas, the Byzantine Florentine Fathers, including Mark of Ephesus, will be shown to
have consistently asserted the importance of contextualizing Christ’s activity of prayer when

instituting the Eucharist: Thus understood, if Christ’s statements, ‘This is My Body/Blood,’

345 See Aquinas, Summa Theologiae Ill, q. 60, a. 7, ad. 1, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, p. 10. for
Aquinas’ citation of this verse from Augustine, from which Torquemada likely derived his reference in light of
the nature of Torquemada’s method of research exemplified throughout this Chapter.

346 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 238, lines 32-5: “Quarto ita arguo. Christus et apostoli, qua forma usi sunt in
hoc sacramento? Clarum est, quod non verbis Basilii, sed verbis suis; et hanc limitationem et exemplum
reliquit, ergo sollus salvatoris verbis nos debemus uti.”
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are not components of His petition to the Father to fulfil the supernatural transmutation
that no man could accomplish in virtue of their natural capacities, then these formulae do
not effectuate the Eucharistic transmutation. Alongside the fact that Torquemada’s
arguments did not fully address the qualms of some of his own Latin contemporaries, such
as those aligned to the Franciscan tradition, concerning the formal efficacy of the two
Eucharistic gifts’ respective consecrations and the mechanics of sacerdotal instrumentality,
Torquemada’s conclusions also did not effectively respond to the Byzantine Fathers’
insistence that the combination of petitionary and canonical prayer with an act of blessing
the Eucharistic gifts was essential to ensure God’s Sacramental operation.34’

Within the Sermo Prior’s concluding argument, Torquemada postulated that inter-
ecclesial unity in belief would be evinced by their mutual accordance with Apostolic
liturgical practices.3*® When juxtaposed with Torquemada’s interpretation that Pseudo-
Dionysius conceived the dominical words as Sacramentally necessary and perfective, on the
basis of his Sacramental hylomorphism, Torquemada did not facilitate the addition of
further items to the two Churches’ mutual Sacramental forms, believing that a plurality of
forms could not coexist within a single subject. Thus, by putatively adding an epiclesis which
was intended to act as the Eucharistic form alongside the dominical words, according to
Torquemada, the Byzantine Church had in fact established a completely new Eucharistic
form, discordant with the form instituted by Christ and His Apostles.3*° However, given that

Torquemada’s hylomorphic Sacramentology has been shown to have been a disputed

347 Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 128.

348 paraphrased from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 238, line 35, 239, line 1: “Unitas ecclesie necessario
fundatur in unitate fidei et unitate sacramentorum in his, que sunt de substantia sacramenti; hanc mutare non
posset ecclesia nec totus mundus, nisi dominus mandaret, ergo necesse est, ut omnes fideles conveniant in
hoc sacramento, quod est consummativum omnium sacramentorum...”

349 Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 129ff.
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theological opinion within late medieval Latin Christendom, alongside the fact that the
Byzantine conciliar Fathers likewise upheld significantly divergent metaphysical frameworks
to his own, Torquemada’s conclusion again lacked the doctrinal authority to secure the
obedience of either his Byzantine interlocutors or his own Latin colleagues.

Nonetheless, before examining Mark’s AiBeAAog, one must emphasise that, within
his Sermo Prior, Torquemada could have predicted that the Byzantine Fathers would have
also evoked the Byzantine Rite’s Liturgies of St James and St Basil given that Gratian testified
to his awareness of these two liturgies’ authenticity and authority through invoking the
Decretum Gratiani within the Tertia Pars. Gratian putatively evoked the sixth ecumenical
council, the Third Council of Constantinople, held between 680 and 681, to validate their
authorship, although he actually referenced the intra-Byzantine Synod of Trullo as held in
692.3%0

However, as many fifteenth-century Latin theologians would have presumed that
Eucharistic transmutation was completed following the dominical words, it has been
described above how some of the Latin Florentine Fathers had denounced these Eucharistic
Prayers’ supposedly consecratory epicleses as interpolations on the part of the Byzantine
Church. Given this background, Chapter Five will demonstrate that Torquemada naturally
attempted to undermine the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom’s authenticity, having likely
become aware that its Eucharistic Prayer had been cited by Bessarion and Isidore of Kiev in
their initial audience with Pope Eugenius either through Pope Eugenius himself or through
Cardinal Cesarini.3>* While restricted in his capacity to extensively examine this Eucharistic

Prayer and its provenance, Torquemada nonetheless worked with certain Latin translations

350 Decretum Gratiani, Tertia Pars, dist. 1, c. XLVII, in Friedburg, ed., Corpus luris Canonici, Vol. 1, col. 1306. Cf.
Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 130-1.
351 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.3, Laurent, ed., p. 476.
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of the Byzantine Rite’s Eucharistic Prayers which testified to a consecratory epiclesis before
the emergence of the Latin-Byzantine debate during the late fourteenth century.3>2 This fact
indicates that Torquemada lacked the nuanced awareness of the Latin or Byzantine liturgical
traditions which Mark of Ephesus will be shown to have exhibited within his AiBeAAoc in
Chapter Four. Indeed, it will be exemplified that after the arguments of Mark’s AiBgAAoc
were put forward by loannes VIl in an audience with Cardinal Cesarini, Torquemada was
behoved to employ an alternative hermeneutic within his Sermo Alter: As Chapter Five will
exhibit, Torquemada utilised Latin editions of the Byzantine Rite’s Eucharistic Prayers and
employed a more irenic tone when expositing his argumentation to his Byzantine

counterparts.

352 cf. Andre Jacob, ed., ’La traduction de la Liturgie de saint Basile par Nicolas d’Otrante,” Bulletin de I’Institut
historique belge de Rome 38 (1967): 49-107; Jacob, ed., 'La traduction de la Liturgie de saint Jean Chrysostome
par Léon Toscan,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica 32 (1996): 111-67; Anselm Strittmatter, 'Missa Grecorum,
Missa Sancti lohannis Crisostomi: The Oldest Latin Version Known of the Byzantine Liturgies of St. Basil and St.
John Chrysostom,’ Traditio 1 (1943): 79-137; Strittmatter, "Notes on Leo Tuscus’s Translation of the Liturgy of
St John Chrysostom,” in Sesto Prete, ed., Didascaliae: Studies in Honor of Anselm M. Albareda, Prefect of the
Vatican Library (New York: Bernard M. Rosenthal, 1961), pp. 409-24, for analyses of these extant Latin
translation.
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Chapter Four: An Analysis of Mark of Ephesus’ AiBgAAoc.

4.1. The Status Quaestionis of Mark’s Life, Writings, and Theological Framework.

Having analysed the first of Torquemada’s two Eucharistic Sermones, the author will
move on to analyse Mark of Ephesus’ contribution to this Florentine debate through his
Eucharistic AiBgAAo¢. To do so, this section will begin by providing an overview of the status
quaestionis of Mark’s literary oeuvres and contribution to the Ferraran-Florentine debates
more broadly during the twentieth and twenty-first centuries. This overview will help to
elucidate how this dissertation’s narrative offers an interpretative counterpoise particularly
to Mark’s broadly negative reputation within Roman Catholic scholarship during this period.

Through the early-to-mid twentieth century, several Western ecclesiastical historians
and theologians concerned with late medieval Byzantium negatively assessed Mark’s
personal capacities and his intellectual framework. For example, the French Assumptionist
theologian, Louis Petit, who, in 1923, published a critical edition of Mark’s anti-unionist
oeuvres, posited that Mark was simply inspired by an anti-Latin antipathy when producing
these same writings.3>3 Likewise, within his 1926 article addressing Mark’s life, work and
thought, Petit’s fellow French Assumptionist, Venance Grumel, adjudicated Mark as being
overly myopic vis-a-vis the Pneumatology he upheld within the debates concerning the
addition of the filiogue clause and the Spirit’s ad intra procession at Ferrara-Florence.3%*
Another French Assumptionist theologian contemporaneous to Grumel and Petit, Martin

Jugie, broadly accorded with Grumel’s interpretation of Mark within the second of his five-

volume Theologia dogmatica christianorum orientalium ab Ecclesia catholica dissidentium,

353 Louis Petit, “Introduction,” in Petit, ed., Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 309-35 (309).
354 \ienance Grumel, ‘Marc d’Epheése - Vie — Escrits — Doctrine,” Estudis Franciscans 36 (1926): 425-48, esp. 448.
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published in 1933. While Jugie acknowledged that Mark’s oeuvres could potentially act as a
textual interlocutor to the Latin Church concerning the divisive question of the divine

essence-energies distinction,3>®

according to Jugie, throughout Ferrara-Florence, Mark, as
well as his Byzantine conciliar colleagues, were either incognizant of the Latin Patristic
tradition, or they pusillanimously denounced such Latin literature as having been
corrupted.3>®

Building upon these earlier Roman Catholic studies, in 1959, the Jesuit Byzantinist,
Joseph Gill, published what could be argued to be his magnum opus, The History of the
Council of Florence. One of Gill’s principal intentions was to provide a new narrative of the
history of Ferrara-Florence based upon the recent publication of critical editions of key
source material for the Council, including the Acta Graeca, the Acta Latina, and Sylvestros
Syropoulos’ Memoirs.3>” While primarily an historical rather than theological endeavour, Gill
paid considerable attention to expositing the doctrines articulated by the various
contingents and to the contributions of the individual participants. Nonetheless, throughout
the work, Gill, negatively evaluated the cogency of Mark’s overall theological framework.3>8
For example, concerning Mark’s contribution to the Florentine debates concerning the
filioque held in winter 1438, Gill concluded, "Mark... was unpersuaded [by the Latins]... [he

was] more than ever confirmed in his belief of the unassailability of the Greek position

[regarding the filiogue], convinced by his own eloquence.”3*° Gill also broadly undermined

355 Jugie, Theologia dogmatica, Vol. 2 (Paris: Letouzey et Ané, 1933), p. 141.

356 Jugie, Theologia dogmatica, Vol. 2, p. 402.

357 See Gill, Council of Florence, viii-xv.

358 Nonetheless, see Gill, Council of Florence, pp. 223-4, 410, where Gill acknowledged Mark’s metaphysical
capacities during the conciliar debates concerning the filioque.

359 Quoted from Gill, Council of Florence, p. 166. See also Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence, p. 64,
wherein Gill remarked of Mark’s post-conciliar activity thus: “In all these various circumstances, he [Mark] was
active with voice and pen persuading the hesitant, confirming the persuaded and exciting the convinced to
open and undying opposition to union. It was not a very difficult task, because the Greeks at large had long
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doctrinal significance of Mark’s contributions to the council: Within his treatment of the
Florentine Eucharistic debates, Gill evoked the fact that loannes VIII commissioned Mark to
produce his Eucharistic AiBeAAo¢ amidst Bessarion and Isidore of Kiev’s initial audience
before Pope Eugenius. However, Gill failed to provide any detail of its interior contents and
the degree to which the arguments and conclusions of this AiBeAAoc influenced the
argumentation and methodology of Torquemada’s Sermo Alter following loannes VIII’s use
of this work within the conciliar sessions.3¢°

Following Gill, some Roman Catholic scholars who have treated the question of
Eucharistic consecration at Florence have failed to extensively address the contents of
Mark’s AiBeAAog, its influence upon Torquemada’s methodology within his Sermo Alter, and
the extent to which it could be harmonized with Roman Catholic Sacramentology. These
lacunae are exemplified within John H. McKenna’s 2009 monograph, The Eucharistic
Epiclesis: A Detailed History from the Patristic to the Modern Era. While McKenna accurately
apprehended that Mark “concerned himself mainly with demonstrating that the
[Eucharistic] gifts are sanctified not only by the words of institution but also, and especially,
by the invocation of the priest and the power of the Holy Spirit,”3%! his laconic treatment of
Mark’s doctrine overlooked the coherent recourse to liturgical and Patristic source material

within Mark’s AiBeAAoc¢ and its commensurability with Latin Sacramentological frameworks

believed that the Latins were heretics. But Mark performed his task well. He wrote an encyclical letter 'to all
orthodox Christians everywhere and in the islands'; he composed an account of his action in the Council; he
corresponded with various people. In the compositions he mingled deep reverence for tradition with scorn for
the 'innovators', ardent love of his Church and vulgar invective against the Latins and their Greek supporters
(he never, however, wrote a disrespectful word about the Emperor), serious theological reasoning with the
most blatant argumenta ad hominem. He was writing primarily, not for theologians, but for the mass of the
Greeks, and he was clever enough to adapt his style and method to the educational level of the ignorant
monks and the amorphous populace—very successfully.” Italics not mine.

360 See Gill, Council of Florence, p. 272. Cf. Kappes, The Epiclesis Debate, pp. 51-6.

361 Quoted from John H. McKenna, The Eucharistic Epiclesis: A Detailed History from the Patristic to the Modern
Era, 2™ ed. (Chicago: Liturgy Training Publications, 2009), p. 81.
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such as those associated with the medieval Franciscan tradition. Further, while McKenna
acknowledged the Latin Fathers’ imposition of Sacramental hylomorphism concerning Holy
Orders within Exaltate Deo,3®? McKenna overlooked Torquemada’s own use of a similar
causal framework within his two Eucharistic Sermones. McKenna also failed to assess what
this author will argue was a comparatively inaccurate exegesis of liturgical and Patristic
source material on Torquemada’s part within these two Sermones relative to Mark’s
interpretation of his own material within the AiBgAAog.

Within the last decade, scholars such as the American Byzantine Catholic scholar,
Christiaan Kappes, have helped to rehabilitate Mark’s reputation as a scholar and
participant at Ferrara-Florence, particularly through his 2019 work, The Epiclesis Debate at
the Council of Florence.3®3 Therein, Kaapes propitiously helped to analyse and evaluate some
of the liturgical and theological source material which those Latin and Byzantine Fathers
directly involved in the debates concerning Eucharistic including Mark, Torquemada,
Bessarion and Isidore of Kiev made recourse to.34 In addition, Kaapes also helped to
address to what extent the doctrines articulated by the divergent parties in the debate were
commensurate with the magisterial offices of both the Eastern Orthodox and Roman
Catholic Churches historically and presently.3®> Nonetheless, the author will highlight a
number of aspects where Kaapes’ analysis fell short, particularly the fact that he overlooked

certain limitations within Mark’s AiBgAAo¢ vis-a-vis the provenance of Mark’s liturgical

362 McKenna, Eucharistic Epiclesis, p. 81.

363363 Kappes, The Epiclesis Debate at the Council of Florence (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press,
2019). Cf. esp. Kappes, ‘A Latin Defense of Mark of Ephesus at the Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438-9),” The
Greek Orthodox Theological Review 59 (2014): 161-230; “Mark of Ephesus, the Council of Florence, and the
Roman Papacy,” in John Chryssavgis, ed., Primacy in the Church: The Office of Primate and the Authority of
Councils (New York: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2016), pp. 109-50.

364 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, esp. 70-219.

365 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, esp. 220-65.
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source material, while also failing to directly interlink Mark’s concern with Eucharistic

‘typology’ with the broader intra-Byzantine debates regarding Palamite theology.

4.1.1. An Overview of Mark of Ephesus’ Influence within Eastern Orthodox Theology and His
Status in Eastern Orthodox Scholarship

Moving on to examine Mark’s influence within Eastern Orthodox theology following
the Council of Florence, this section will demonstrate how the consistent liturgical
veneration of Mark and his status as one of the foremost Eastern Orthodox literary
authorities for Eastern Orthodox authors entail that any modern-day attempt between the
Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox Churches to arrive at some form of reconciliation vis-
a-vis the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration must take Mark’s doctrine into
consideration as a locus theologicus.

To put Mark’s intra-Orthodox authority into context, one must begin by taking into
consideration the nature of Mark’s post-conciliar activity and how this informed his
subsequent incorporation into the Eastern Orthodox liturgy in the immediate aftermath of
his passing: Having secured loannes VIII’s assurance that he could return safely to the
Imperial capital despite his refusal to sign Laetentur Caeli while in Florence,¢® Mark arrived
thereto with loannes VIIl in February 1440.367 Within his Mepi tfic Stapopdc thic obonc
uéoov Mpatk@v kai Aativwv (On the Differences of Worship between the Greeks and the

Latins), likely composed during the 1460s,3%® the pro-Florentine Hellenophone priest and

366 Cf, Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.18, Laurent, ed., p. 504.

367 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 12.10, Laurent, ed., p. 556.

368 See Zacharias N. Tsirpanlis, To kAnpobdtnua tod kapdivadiov Bnooapiwvoc yLa ToU¢ QIAEVWTIKOUC

Tfi¢c Bevetokpatouuevnc Kpritng (1439-17°¢ aii.). Ph. D. Thesis (Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, 1967), pp.
89-102; Eleutherios Despotakis, “Some Observations on the AtaAgéic of John Plousiadenos (1426?-1500),”
Byzantion 86 (2016): 129-37 (133-4) for the provenance of the work.
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scribe of the Latin Kingdom of Candia, loannes Plousiadenos,3® detailed how a crowd of
Constantinopolitans glorified Mark upon his return to the city because of his refusal to sign
Laetentur Caeli and prostrated before him as though he were a new Moses and Aaron,
proclaiming him to be blessed and holy.37°

One should recall how coeval Hellenophone chroniclers including Doukas described
how many other Byzantine Imperial bishops quickly renounced the Florentine reunion upon
their return.3”! Thus, partly through his desire to eschew cultivating an intra-Byzantine
ecclesial schism, Syropoulos detailed how loannes VIII commissioned several officials to
persuade Mark to accept being elevated to the Ecumenical Patriarchate. Mark nonetheless
declined as he naturally would have been obliged to effectuate Laetentur Caeli in accord
with the Emperor’s program.3’2 When loannes VIl appointed the pro-unionist,
Metrophanes, Bishop of Cyzicus, to the Patriarchate, who was formally installed on May 4™,

1440,373 according to Syropoulos, Mark departed the Imperial Capital that same day under

pressure from Metrophanes, ultimately arriving in his Ottoman-occupied3’4 Metropolitanate

369 Cf. Manoussos Manoussacas, ‘Recherches sur la vie de Jean Plousiadénos (Joseph de Méthone) (14297?-
1500),” Revue des études byzantines 17 (1959): 28-51 for a more extensive analysis of loannes’ life.

370 paraphrased from loannes Plousiadenos, De Differentiis Inter Grecos et Latinos, et de Sacrosancta Synodo
Florentina, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 159, col. 992: “O Ebécou [i.e., Mark] €8¢ t© MAB0¢ 50£dlov auTov, (G
U umoypadavta, Kai tpooekvouv aUT® ol dxAot kabamep Mwioel kal ' Aapwv, kal eddAUpUV alTOV Kal
aylov amnekaAouv.”

371 See Doukas, Decline and Fall of Byzantium to the Ottoman Turks, c. 31, Magoulias, ed. and trans., pp. 180-1.
Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 12.4, Laurent, ed., p. 548.

373 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 12.6, Laurent, ed., pp. 552-5. For an overview of those who governed the
Ecumenical Patriarchate following the Council of Ferrara-Florence through to the Fall of 1453, cf. Jonathan
Harris, “The Patriarch of Constantinople and the Last Days of Byzantium,” in Christian Gastgeber, Katerini
Mitsiou, Johnnes Preiser-Kapeller, Vratislav Zervan, eds., The Patriarchate of Constantinople in Context and
Comparison (Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2017), pp. 9-16.

374 Having become a vassal to the Ottoman Empire in 1390, Tamerlane captured Ephesus in December 1402
and gave the Aydin Dynasty control over the city. See Alexandrescu-Dersca, La campagne, repr., p. 88ff.
However, after a prolonged conflict between the Aydin Dynasty and the Ottomans, when the Ottoman Sultan
Murad Il had the final Aydinid Bey, izmiroglu Ciineyd, executed in 1435, the Ottomans ultimately subjugated
Ephesus. See Doukas, Decline and Fall of Byzantium to the Ottoman Turks, Magoulias, ed., and trans., esp. pp.
167-9 for a description of izmiroglu Ciineyd’s demise.

372
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of Ephesus.3’®> According to loannes Eugenikos, Mark endeavoured to fulfil his episcopal
vocation to the best of his ability.3’® Likewise, Mark continued to lead the Hellenophone
opposition towards the Florentine Reunion: Within a contemporaneous epistle, Mark
criticised his former student, Scholarios, for his pro-unionism, putatively for the purpose of
Imperial honours. Mark reminded his former student that there was no room for vacillation
regarding ecclesial matters, and also undermined the claim that the Florentine Reunion was
established for the Empire’s politico-military benefit: Mark likely maintained this belief
through recalling the Ottoman capture of Thessalonica in 1430, which had previously been
occupied by the Republic of Venice since 1422.377 Ultimately, Mark implored his
correspondent to resign from his prestigious Imperial offices as a member of the Byzantine
Senate and kadoAwkoc kpttric,?’® and support him in the authentic Christian cause against
the Florentine reunion.3”°

Given his declining health, the increasing suspicion of the Ottoman authorities
towards his activities in Ephesus, and the lack of a commission from Metrophanes 11,38 Mark
departed for Mount Athos. However, Mark was apprehended by Byzantine Imperial

authorities on Lemnos during the journey thereto and placed under house arrest, probably

375 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 12.10, Laurent, ed., p. 556, detailed how Mark first journeyed to Prousa before
arriving in Ephesus. Cf. Mark of Ephesus, Marci Ephesii Epistola ad Theophanem Sacerdotem in Euboaea Insula,
Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 480, wherein Mark elucidated the reasoning behind his departure
from Constantinople.

376 For example, according to loannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., p. 106, Mark visited many of the
churches, ordained a number of priests, and provided aid to those in need within his diocese.

377 Cf. Paul Lemerle, ‘La domination vénitienne a Thessalonique,” Miscellanea Giovanni Galbiati 3 (1951): 219-
25 for an overview of the Republic of Venice’s governance of Thessalonica during this period.

378 See Doukas, Decline and Fall of Byzantium to the Ottoman Turks, c. 31, Magoulias, ed. and trans., p. 180;
Patriarchica Constantinopoleos Historia, ed. by Immanuel Bekker (Bonn: Weber, 1849), p. 80; Konstantinos
Sathas, NeogAAnvikn @lodoyia: Bloypapio Twv ev T01 ypauuaot Stadauavriwy EAARvwy, amd e
KkataAUoswc tn¢ Bulavtivrg Autokpatopiag uéxpt tng EAAnvikng eBveyepaoiac (1453-1821) (Athens:
Tumnoypadeio Twv tékvwv Avopéou KopounAa, 1868), pp. 12-3. Cf. Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios,
pp. 316-8 for the dating and circumstances of Scholarios’ appointment to this position.

379 See Mark of Ephesus, Marci Ephesii ad Georgium Scholarium Epistola, qua in eum invenitur quod aliquam
cum Latinis Concordiam Fieri Posse Existimasset, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 460-4.

380 Mark of Ephesus, Epistola ad Theophanem, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 480.
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in virtue of his anti-unionist activities in Ephesus.3®! Pertinently, during this period on
Lemnos, Mark composed his Epistola Encyclica, which he universally addressed to the
Orthodox Christian populace.

Therein, Mark confronted the unionist movement by describing the pro-unionists as
“monstrous men just as the mythical horse-centaurs (OJtot toivuv oi uéédnpec Gvdpwrnot
kata ToU¢ év pudoic inmokevravpoug)...” who expressly follow the Latin Church by
professing the dual Procession of the Spirit ad intra as well as the validity of the use of
azymes in the Eucharist.3®2 Undergirding Mark’s criticisms here was a broader concern that,
like the Florentine Reunion itself, the unionist movement could not facilitate an authentic
Latin-Orthodox ecclesial reconciliation, which two Churches, in Mark’s view, continued to be
estranged with one another. In particular, although they proclaim these (supposedly
erroneous) doctrines, when in the company of Byzantine Rite Christians, the pro-unionists
act as though matters have remained the same within the post-Florentine Eastern Orthodox
Churches, despite the fact that both the Latin and Eastern Orthodox Churches have retained
their unique liturgical rites, including with regards to Baptism and the Eucharist. Through
highlighting the differences in liturgical practice as a threat to authentic ecclesiastical
reunion, one can glean that, for Mark, ecclesiastical reunion could only genuinely be put

into effect if there was unity in liturgical rite.383

381 Joannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., p. 106.

382 paraphrased from Marci Ephesii Epistula Encyclica, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 499-59
(450): “...kaL 51 ToUT v Sikaiwg kKAnBévteg MpatkoAativol, kaAoUpevol & o0V UTO TGV TOANGV
Aatwodpovec. O0ToL Toivuv ol EGBNPeS EvOPWIOL KOTA TOUC &V LUBOLS LTMOKEVTAUPOUE HETA TV AaTivwy
UEV opoAoyoiliol 1O €k Tol Yiol to MNvelpa to dylov ékmopelecBal... ped’ AUV &€ 10 €k Tol Matpog
£€kmopeVecBaL AéyouotL... Kal LET EKelvwV HEV TO Glupov o@ua Tol XpLotol Aéyouot, ped’ nuv 6€ avtod
petalapBavelv oUk Gv toAunoatey.”

383 paraphrased from Marci Ephesii Epistula Encyclica, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 453-5. Cf.
Charles Yost, ‘Neither Greek nor Latin, but Catholic: Aspects of the Theology of Union of John Plousiadenos,’
Journal of Orthodox Christian Studies 1(1) (2018): 43-59 (46-7).
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This epistle’s broader significance for the trajectory of the post-Florentine Eastern
Orthodox Churches was highlighted by loannes Plousiadenos within his Canon in Octavum
Synodum Florentiae Habitam. Therein, Plousiadenos described how Mark’s post-conciliar
activities were highly influential in engendering the rejection of the Florentine Reunion
within the Kingdom of Candia.38

Mark remained on Lemnos through to August 4%, 1443,3%> whereupon he returned
to the Imperial Capital. According to loannes Eugenikos, Mark was warmly received by the
populace as a véoc duooyntric, or ‘new confessor.”38 While there is a lack of definitive
evidence concerning Mark’s prosopography following his return to Constantinople, Mark
apparently continued to bolster the anti-Florentine cause as the movement’s de facto
leader. loannes Plousiadenos detailed how Mark engaged in several discussions with Pope
Eugenius’ Byzantine Imperial delegate, Cristoforo Garatoni, the Bishop of Corone.3®’
However, given his increasingly deteriorating health, Mark summoned several of his
disciples, including Scholarios and Theodoros Agallianos, to his bedside, and provided his
final will and testament, which Agallianos recorded. Therein, Mark delineated his stance
towards ecclesial reunion:3®® Mark claimed that he did not receive the doctrinal definitions

of Laetentur Caeli given his intention to remain in harmony with those Church Fathers who

384 Joannes Plousiadenos, Canon in Octavum Synodum Florentiae Habitam, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 159, col.
1105b. Additionally, the Epistola Encyclica’s broader pertinence for Eastern Orthodox theology was noted by
Kallistos Ware within his The Orthodox Church, wherein Ware regarded the epistle as an archetypal delineation
of Eastern Orthodox doctrine following the canons of the first seven ecumenical councils. See Ware, The
Orthodox Church (London: Penguin, 1983), p. 211.

385 Cf. Louis Petit, ‘Note sur I'exil de Marc d’Ephése & Lemnos,” Revue de I’Orient Chrétien 23 (1922-3): 414-5.
3% |oannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., p. 106.

387 See loannes Plousiadenos, Canon in Octavum Synodum Florentiae Habitam, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 159,
col. 1105bh.

388 Mark of Ephesus, Marci Ephesii Oratio ad Amicorum Coetum ac Nominatum ad Georgium Scholarium, Petit,
ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 484-9.
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had historically upheld orthodox Christian doctrine.3®? Resultingly, Mark refused to allow
any pro-unionists to concelebrate at his funeral given that they were, in Mark’s view, no
longer unified to the truth. For Mark, the pro-unionists were outside of communion with
himself and his supporters until God could establish §té6pdwoic or ‘reformation’ and eipnvn,
or ‘peace,” within His Church.?*° Based upon Mark’s admonitions, his disciples, under
Scholarios’ leadership,3°! subsequently formed the lepd SUvaéic to continue opposing the
terms of the Florentine Reunion.3%?

The venerated status which Mark garnered within Eastern Orthodoxy shortly
following his death, which most likely took place on June 23, 1445,3%3 is reflected in the
oration which Scholarios delivered at Mark’s funeral at the Monastery of Saint George in
Mangana. As Marie-Hélene Blanchet highlighted, Scholarios’ oration bore a number of
hagiographical elements including characterising Mark as having apprehended and upheld
the doyudtwv aAndetay, the true doctrines, given the perceived affront to Eastern Orthodox

Tradition following the Florentine Reunion.3%

38 paraphrased from Mark of Ephesus, Marci Ephesii Oratio ad Amicorum Coetum ac Nominatum ad Georgium
Scholarium, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 485, lines 22-31.

3% paraphrased from Mark of Ephesus, Marci Ephesii Oratio ad Amicorum Coetum ac Nominatum ad Georgium
Scholarium, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 486, lines 1-5, 9-11.

391 See Mark of Ephesus, Marci Ephesii Oratio ad Amicorum Coetum ac Nomiantum ad Georgium Scholarium,
Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 486, line 14-489, line 10, for Mark’s appointment of Scholarios
as his successor.

392 patrinellis, O @s66wpoc AyaAAiavdc, p. 97.

393 Whether Mark passed away in 1444 or 1445 has been a point of dispute amongst scholars given that as
loannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., p. 106 simply stated that Mark passed away in his fifty-second
year. For the details of this controversy, see Joseph Gill, “The Year of the Death of Mark Eugenicus,” in
Personalities, pp. 222-32; Blanchet, Scholarios, pp. 384-90. The author is broadly inclined to agree with the
reasoning put forward by both Gill and Blanchet that Mark likely passed away in 1445,

3% See Scholarios, Eloge de Marc Eugénikos, archevéque d’Ephése, in Jugie, Sidérides, Petit, eds., Oeuvres
compleétes, Vol. 1, pp. 247-54 (251); Alexander Sideras, Die byzantinischen Grabreden: Prosopographie,
Datierung, Uberlieferung, 142 Epitaphien und Monodien aus dem byzantinischen Jahrtausend (Vienna: Verlag
der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1994), pp. 367-70. Cf. Marie-Héléne Blanchet, Georges-
Gennadios Scholarios (Vers 1400-Vers 1472): Un Intellectuel Orthodoxe Face a la Disparition de I'Empire
Byzantin (Paris: Institut Francais d'Etudes Byzantines, 2008), pp. 396ff.
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Shortly following Mark’s funeral, loannes Eugenikos composed his Zuvaéaptov to
commemorate Mark's personal piety and adherence to Byzantine Orthodox doctrine.3°
Moreover, the Ecumenical Patriarch Maximos lll, who governed between 1476 and 1482,
commissioned Manuel of Corinth, the uéyac pritwp of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, to
produce a new AkoAoudia in Mark’s honour to be sung on the Fifth Sunday of Lent.3%®

Furthermore, in 1499, Mark was added to the list of saints to be commemorated in the

Synodikon of Orthodoxy.3?”

3% Within his Expositio pro sancta et cecumenica synodo Florentina, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 159 (Paris: Typis
J.-P. Migne, 1866), cols. 1199-1394 (1357b), loannes Plousiadenos described how his contemporaneous
Eastern Orthodox venerated Mark as well as Palamas, having written icons of them both. The significance of
liturgical reception within Eastern Orthodox theology was highlighted by Alexander Schmemann, Celebration
of Faith, Vol. 3 of 3 (Crestwood, N.Y.: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2001), p. 53, who stated: “One speaks, for
example, of liturgical theology, or a liturgical “ressourcement” of theology. For some, this implies an almost
radical rethinking of the very concept of theology, a complete change in its structure. The leitourgia - being the
unique expression of the Church, of its faith and of its life - must become the basic source of theological
thinking, a kind of locus theologicus par excellence.” While Athanasios Papadopoulos-Kerameus, ‘Madpko¢g 6
EUyevikOg w¢ atnp aylog th¢ OpBodofou KaboAwkiic EkkAnalag,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 11 (1902): 50-69
(56), putatively exemplified how, as Ecumenical Patriarch, Scholarios upheld his former instructor’s intra-
Orthodox legacy by declaring Mark to be an Orthodox saint within a synodical decree of 1456 which
demarcated Mark’s day of commemoration as January 19%, and ratified an AkoAoudia in Mark’s honour, K. G.
Mamoni exemplified that such documents were forgeries produced by the Kefalonian hieromonk, Sylvestros
the Byzantine, in 1731, who endeavoured to introduce the celebration of Mark’s feast day onto the island
against the background of the island, which was governed by the Republic of Venice, being subject to an influx
of Latin Christian missionary activity. See Mamoni, ‘Nepi tva dvékdotov dkoAouBiav i Mdpkov EUyevikov,’
Enetnpic Etaipeiac Bulavtiviv Zrouddv, 27 (1957): 369-86. Cf. Marie-Héléne Blanchet, 'Un plaidoyet inédit
pour la canonisation de Marc d’Ephése au 18e siécle: L’Apologie de Sylvestre le Byzantine (1731),” Revue des
Etudes Byzantines 70 (2012): 95-131.

3% See Manuel of Corinth, Manuelis Magni Rhetoris Liber de Marco Ephesio Deque Rebus in Synodo Florentina
Gestis, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 491-522. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, ‘MavounA o
KopivBiog katl &v Upvoypadikov avtol movnudtiov,” Enetnpic @irodoyikod ZuAAdyou Mapvaooog 6 (1902): 71-
102 (90-102); Christos G. Patrinelis, ‘Ot MeydhotL Pritopec MavounA KopivBiog, Aviwviog, Mavounhi
FaAnouwTnG KAl 6 XpOvoc THi¢ Akufg Twv,” AgATiov Tii¢ lotopikii¢ kai ESvoloyikijc Etaipeiac 16 (1962): 17-38
(17-25). The critical edition of the AkoAoudia specifies when it was to be sung when it stated: “pal\opeva TH
neuntn Kuplakij Tov aylwv vnotel@v...” Quoted from Papadopoulos-Kerameus, ed., ‘MavounA 6 KopivBiog kat
£v Upvoypadikov autol mog vaudtiov,” 90. See Thomas Marderas, ‘MavounA o KopivBlog: Méyag PAtwp ka
NoyoB£tng tng MeyaAng tou Xplotol EkkAnoiag,” Archive 17(2) (2021): 34-44, for an overview of Manuel’s life
and work. Cf. Steven Runciman, The Great Church in Captivity: A Study of the Patriarchate of Constantinople
from the Eve of the Turkish Conquest to the Greek War of Independence (London: Cambridge University Press,
1968), p. 176, who highlighted that the office of uéyac pntwp, or official rhetor, had been established
following the reconstitution of the Ecumenical Patriarchate under the Ottoman Empire and was usually
reserved for laymen.

397 papadopoulos-Kerameus, ‘Méapkoc 6 Ebyevikog,” 60; Blanchet, ‘Un plaidoyer inédit,” 106.
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These attempts to bolster Mark’s cultus within Eastern Orthodox confines continued
through to the seventeenth, eighteenth and nineteenth centuries: Within his 1698 work,3%®
the Touocg ayannc (Tome of Love), Dositheos Il Notaras, the Greek Orthodox Patriarch of
Jerusalem, defended Mark’s intra-Orthodox venerated status.3%° Dositheos sought to
counteract the Jesuit Francois Richard who, in 1658, published his Demotic Greek opus,
Tapya tii¢ miotewc tij¢ Pwuaikic EkkAnoiacg gic tnv dtapévdeuatv tic opBodoéiac (Shield of
the Faith of the Roman Church for the Instruction of the Orthodox), to support Roman
Catholic missionaries working within Hellenophone regions.*% Therein, Richard evoked
loannes Plousiadenos’ ArtoAoyia €i¢ 0 ypauuatiov kip Mapkou tol EUyevikod
untpomolitou Epeaou (Apologia against the [Encyclical] Epistle of Mark Eugenikos,
Metropolitan of Ephesus) to claim that Mark’s painful death resulted from his opposition to

the Florentine reunion.?0!

3% Dositheos Il Notaras, Patriarch of Jerusalem, Téuoc dydmnnc (lasi: Boeboda, 1698); See Aurelio Palmieri,
Dositeo, patriarca greco di Gerusalemme (1641-1707): contributo alla storia della teologia greco-ortodossa nel
secolo XVII (Florence: Libreria Editrice Fiorentina, 1909), pp. 56-7 for an overview of the provenance of the
work.

399 See esp. Dositheos I, Tépoc aydmne, MpoAeyoueva, p. 28, lines 36-40: “...€XoVTeC 00V TOGOUTOV VEDOG
paptUpwy SLa v LwnVv Kal thv doiduov koipunow Tol pakapiov Mdapkou, epidpovolbeyv tfig Tapyag Thg
BAaodnpouong tov aylov Kal mpoodepoliong Twv BAacdnuLidv paptupalwondg tov MeBwvng dyvwotov
GvBpwrov Tfi EkkAnoiq kai dvateBpappévoy €ig To oxiopa, £i¢ Tolg vewteplopoUG kal ei¢ Tag aipéoelg Thv
Aativwv... (My English translation:) ...having seen a multitude of witnesses to the life and glorious repose of
the blessed Mark, we despise the Targa of he who blasphemes the saint and puts forward the blasphemous
witness, Joseph of Methone, an ignorant man in the Church and who ruptured into schism, to the Latins’
novelties and heresies...”

400 Cf, Francois Richard, Epistola, in Tapya tfi¢ miotewc th¢ Pwuaikfic EkkAnaoiac i thv Stapévseuoty Tii¢
opdodboéiag, ouvieioa napa 1ol aibeoiuov natpoc Opaykiokou Pixapdou 10l €k TG Incol etaipiac
JeoAdyou, Vol. 1 of 2 (Paris: Claudius Cramosius, 1658), i-viii, esp. vii-viii.

401 See Richard, Tapya tfi¢ miotewc th¢ Pwuaikfic EkkAnoiac gic thv Stapévdevoty thic dpdobdoéiac, Vol. 2, p.
313, which invoked loannes Plousiadenos, Responsio ad libellum Marci Eugenici, Ephesi metropolitae, in
Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 159, cols. 1023-1106 (1088b): “ci¢ tAv £&v PAwpevtiq dvtiotddn Tfj cuvodw Evag Kal
povog Mapkocg 6 TG EbEoou” aur) 8&v Emépace MOAUC Kapog, Kal £mflye Tol kakoU, kai éxabnkev 6
TtaAainwpog.’Akoue TOV BeodiAéotatov Eniokormov tfi¢ MeBwvng lword, omol kat’ évoua, kol katd
MPOOoWTOV, Kal Katd Talc alpeoeg éyvwploe kald TOv Mdapkov €kelvov tov Edéoiov S1d tolTto &ig thv
amnoAoyiav Tou PA@VTAG LT’ alTov Aéyel’ «Maptupel todto mdoa f mMoOALS...» (My English translation:) During
the Council of Florence, [it was] the one and only Mark of Ephesus [who] opposed [it]; but not much time
passed, and bad things came upon him, and the poor man was lost. Listen to the most holy Bishop of
Methone, Joseph, who was well familiar with Mark of Ephesus’ name, person, and heresies; for this reason, in
his apologia, [Joseph] addressed him saying, “The whole city [i.e., Constantinople] bears witness to this
[story]...”
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Ultimately, in February 1734, the Ecumenical Patriarch, Seraphim I, presided over a
meeting of the Evénuodoa Suvodog and promulgated a decree which ratified Mark’s
canonisation.*9? This canonisation inspired Nikodemos the Hagiorite, to produce his own
AkodouUia for Mark’s veneration, %% likely completed by the late 1780s.4%* This AkoAdouGia
was formally published in 1834, exemplifying the high degree of spiritual and theological
authority which Mark continued to wield within the Eastern Orthodox Churches by the
nineteenth century.

One notable example of an attempt to systematically analyse Mark’s biography and
his theological and philosophical framework during the twentieth century was K. G.
Mamoni’s Mapkoc o Euyevikog: Bioc kat Epyov (Markos Eugenikos: Life and Work),
published in 1954.4%> While Mamoni’s work propitiously helped to formulate a cogent
biographical narrative of her subject and reconstruct the chronological order of Mark’s
literary oeuvres, her work was limited insofar as she only briefly addressed Mark’s
participation at Ferrara-Florence and thereby overlooked the importance of this Council for
informing Mark’s doctrines of Eucharistic consecration, in addition to the filioque and
Purgatory. Moreover, her work failed to make recourse to several pertinent near-
contemporary sources such as loannes Eugenikos’ Zuvaéaptov and the Acta Graeca, limiting

herself primarily to Syropoulos and Louis Petit’s critical editions of Mark’s own body of

402 papadopoulos-Kerameus, ‘Mdpkog 6 EUyevikog,” 56.

403 See Nikodemos the Hagiorite, Akodoudia tol ayiou Matpoc U@y Mdpkol EOyevikod ApYLETTLOKOTTOU
E@éoou (Thessalonica: Orthodoxos Kipseli, 2010), pp. 5-35.

404 For this edition, see Nikodemos the Hagiorite, AkoAoudia tol év ayiot¢ natpoc AUV Mdapkou
apxLemiokomnou E@eoou tol EUyevikol (Constantinople: Matplapyikov Turoypadeiov, 1834). Cf. K. A.
Manaphis and Christos Arampatzis, ‘Mepl tr)v dkoAouBiav tol ayiou Mdapkou tol EOyevikol. AUo dvékbotol
£notolal ABavaciouv tol Napiou kal Nikodnpou to0 Aylopeitou,” Enetnpic Etalpeiog Bulavtiviyv Smoudiv
NB’ (2006): 529-44 for an overview of the background to Nikodemos’ production of this axoAoudia and its
redaction history.

405 K, G. Mamoni, Mdpkoc o Euyevikdc: Bioc kat épyov (Athens: ABrvatr ®ihocodikr oxoAr] Tou Mavemniotnuiou,
1954).
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work. These lacunae entailed that Mamoni insufficiently drew out much of the context
undergirding Mark’s intellectual framework and his activities before, during and after
Ferrara-Florence.

Building upon Mamoni’s work, scholars such as the Serbian Orthodox author,
Hieromonk Irinej Bulovi¢, in his 1983 work To puuotriptov tijc év tij ayia Tpiadt Stakpiosws
Th¢ Ueiag ovoiac kai Evepyeiac kata tov ayiov Mapkov Epéaou tov Evyevikov (The Mystery
of the Distinction of the Divine Essence and Energies in the Holy Trinity According to Mark
Eugenikos of Ephesus), as well as the American Greek Orthodox scholar, Nicholas (now
Archimandrite Maximos) Constas, in his 2002 biographical article “Mark Eugenikos” have
catalogued, albeit incompletely, Mark’s published and unpublished literary oeuvres.4%®
These efforts have greatly facilitated this author’s own attempt to make recourse to a
number of Mark’s non-conciliar works in order to analyse his doctrine of the nature and
moments of Eucharistic consecration.

Within his O KaGayiaouoc¢ t@v Swpwv tiic Jelag euxaptotiac (The Consecration of
the Holy Eucharistic Gifts), first published in 1968, the Greek Orthodox theologian,
Panteleimon Rodopoulos, attempted to provide a holistic historical exposition of the
Eucharistic epiclesis’ role within the Eastern and Western Christian liturgical and Patristic
traditions. Rodopoulos worked under the assumption that Mark’s doctrine of the epiclesis
acted as the hermeneutical basis for interpreting the preceding liturgiological advocates of

the epiclesis’ consecratory nature.*” Alongside being methodologically anachronistic in the

406 See Irinej Bulovié, To puotrptov thc év Ti ayiq Tptadt Stakpioswc tiic Feiac ovoiac kai évepyeiac katd TOvV
aytov Mapkov E@péoou tov EUyevikov, (Thessalonica: Noatplapykov 1dpupa Natepik@v MeAet®v, 1983), pp.
499-508; Nicholas Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” in Carmelo Giuseppe Conticello and Vassa Conticello, eds., La
théologie byzantine et sa tradition, Vol. 2 of 2 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2002), pp. 411-75 (423-40). Cf. also Daniel
Stiernon, “Marc Eugénikos,” in Marcel Viller Ferdinand Cavallera, Joseph de Guibert, André Rayez, André
Derville and Aimé Solignac, eds., Dictionnaire de spiritualité ascétique et mystique, doctrine et histoire, Vol. 10
(Paris: Beauchesne, 1980), cols. 267-72 (268-72) for another attempt to catalogue Mark’s literary oeuvres.

407 Rodopoulos, O Kadaytaouoc t@v Swpwv th¢ deiac eUxaptotiac, esp. pp. 18-24, 40-5.
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sense that Rodopoulos failed to accurately situate his earlier Hellenophone liturgiogical
source material within its proper context, Rodopoulos also overlooked some of Mark’s own
writings, including Mark’s post-conciliar ErttatoAn mpoc twva MpeoBUtepov MewpyLov T
Medwvn (Epistle to George the Priest in Methoni). These lacunae limited Rodopoulos’
capacity to provide a more nuanced and historically informed exposition of Mark’s doctrine
of Eucharistic consecration.

Moreover, within his 1972 work, O Aytoc Mdpko¢ 0 EUyeVIKOG Kai N EVWOLS TWV
EkkAnolwv (Saint Markos Eugenikos and the Union of Churches), Nikolaos P. Vasiliadis
characterised Mark as one of the foremost post-Florentine defenders of Eastern Orthodox
doctrine, especially through his polemical activity against the Imperial program of ecclesial
reunion. Nonetheless, Vasiliadis’ work was hindered by his apologetic attempt to truncate
Mark’s opposition to the Florentine Reunion by comparing coeval pro-unionists such as
Bessarion and Isidore of Kiev to twentieth-century Eastern Orthodox ecumenists, whom
Vasiliadis admonished as being preoccupied with non-doctrinal concerns.4%®

Subsequently, Constantine N. Tsirpanlis, a scholar of Hellenophone theology,
attempted to revise the negative scholarly assessments of Mark’s intellectual framework
and his stance towards ecclesial reunion in Western European scholarship within his opus,
Mark Eugenicus and the Council of Florence: A Historical Re-evaluation of His Personality,
1391-1445, originally published in 1974. Through analysing the various conciliar Acta, the
extant testimonies provided by authors such as Syropoulos, loannes Eugenikos, and
Scholarios, and Mark’s own oeuvres. Tsirplanis pertinently highlighted Mark’s irenic stance

towards his Latin interlocutors, particularly Pope Eugenius, throughout Ferrara-Florence.*%®

408 Nikolaos P. Vasiliadis, O Aytoc Mdpkoc 6 EOyevikdc kai fi Evwotc T@v EkkAnoi@v (Athens:"EkS001g «ZwThp»,
1972).
409 See esp. Tsirplanis, Eugenicus and the Council of Florence, pp. 48-50.
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Nonetheless, Tsirplanis emphasised that Mark’s desire for ecclesial reunion was tempered
by his intention to ensure that Eastern Orthodox doctrine, especially vis-a-vis the opposition
towards the filioque, was not compromised for the sake of political expediency, given the
Byzantine objective to secure Latin Christian military and financial aid against the imminent
Ottoman threat.*'% However, Tsirplanis crucially overlooked Mark’s role within the
Florentine disputes concerning Eucharistic consecration. Moreover, Tsirplanis failed to
elucidate Mark’s intellectual receptivity towards Latin Christian theological and
philosophical authorities both within and beyond the Council. For example, Tsirplanis
overlooked how Mark evoked Augustine of Hippo’s De Trinitate, Soliloquiorum, and
Epistulae 82 and 148 when analysing the nature of Mark’s contribution to the Ferraran
Purgatory debates.*!!

In addition, the Greek Orthodox scholar, Kyriakos G. Tselekidis, attempted to address
the question of Mark’s doctrine of the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration at
Florence within his 2012 Doctoral Dissertation at the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, O
Aylo¢c Mapkoc o Euyevikoc kal To AeLtoupyLko tou €pyo (Saint Markos Eugenikos and His
Liturgical Work).#*> However, his analysis was limited by the fact that he failed to sufficiently
address the question of to what extent Mark effectively analysed his Patristic and liturgical
source material. Moreover, Tselekidis” work was hindered by his use of Jacques-Paul
Migne’s dated edition of Mark’s AiBgAAog in the Patrologia Graeca, alongside the fact that,

like Rodopoulos, Tselekidis did not make recourse to Mark’s EntotoAr mpoc tiva

410 See esp. Tsirplanis, Eugenicus and the Council of Florence, pp. 85-94.

411 see Mark of Ephesus, Marci Ephesii Responsio ad Quaestiones Latinorum, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis,
Vol. 15, pp. 152-68 (161); Responsio ad Quaestiones Latinorum, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 15, p.
157; Oratio Altera, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 15, pp. 124-5, or Mark’s evocation of these
Augustinian works respectively. In Responsio ad Quaestiones Latinorum, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol.
15, p. 161, Mark exemplified his reverence for Augustine by denoting the latter as 0 udkapto¢ Atyouvativog.

412 See Kyriakos G. Tselekidis O Ayto¢c Mapkocg o Euyevikdc¢ kot To Aettoupyikd tou pyo. Ph. D. Dissertation
(Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, 2012), esp. pp. 138-48.
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MpeaButepov Mewpytov to provide the broader context of Mark’s doctrine of Eucharistic
consecration.

It is against this scholarly background that this dissertation aims to fill these scholarly
lacunae within its analysis of the argumentation and proficiency in use of liturgical and
Patristic source material within Mark of Ephesus’ Eucharistic AiBeAAo¢ and Torquemada’s
two Sermones and to put into broader historical context the principal doctrinal concerns of

each author, especially with regards to Eucharistic typology.

4.2. Mark’s Background.

Before analysing Mark’s AiBeAAocg, one must elucidate how Mark’s background
informed his treatment of Eucharistic consecration within the work. Concerning Mark’s pre-
conciliar background, the principal source from which such information can be gleaned is
the aforementioned Juvaédptov which his younger brother, the deacon and vouopuAaé,#3
loannes Eugenikos, composed shortly following Mark’s death.*!* As loannes recounted,
Mark was born as Manuel Eugenikos in Constantinople, most likely between 1392 and

1394,%1> to the Trapuzentine*'® deacon and oakeAAdptoc to the Byzantine Imperial treasury,

413 For loannes’ background, see Eleni Rossidou-Koutsou, “Introduction,” in An Annotated Critical Edition of
John Eugenikos' Antirrhetic of the Decree of the Council of Ferrara-Florence (Nicosia: Research Centre of
Kykkos Monastery, 2006), xxiii-Ixxxvii (xxiii-xxxi). Cf. Louis Bréhier, Les Institutions de I’'Empire byzantine (Paris:
Albin Michel, 1970), pp. 119-20, 122, 188, for an overview of the function of the vouopUAaé.

414 There are two principal published editions of loannes Eugenikos’ hagiography: Sophronios Petrides, ed., ‘Le
synaxaire de Marc d'Ephese,” Revue d'Orient chretien, 2™ series, 5(15) (1910): 97-107; Louis Petit, ed.,
Acolouthie de Marc Eugenicos archeveque d'Ephese, in Rivista di studi bizantini e neoellenici Vol. 2 (Rome:
Istituto per I'Europa orientale, 1927), pp. 195-235. Herein, | primarily rely on the former due to ease of access.
Cf. Petrides, ed., ‘Le synaxaire de Marc d'Ephese,” 97 for dating.

415 This dating is based on loannes Eugenikos’ aforementioned claim (see 4.1.1.) that Mark passed away in his
fifty-second year. Cf. loannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., p. 106.

416 Cf, loannes Eugenikos, Tod aUtod vouopUAakoc tol EVyeviko tfi TpamelouvtiwV MOAEL EYKwULAOTIKNA
Ekppaoig, 18, in T. L. F. Tafel, ed., Eustathii metropolitae Thessalonicensis opuscula: accederunt Trapezuntinae
historiae scriptores Panaretus et Eugenicus (Frankfurt: Sigismund Schmerber, 1832), pp. 370-3 (373). For an
analysis of this ékppaoctic’ contents, see Aslihan Akisik, ‘Praising A City: Nicaea, Trebizond, and Thessalonike,’
Journal of Turkish Studies 36 (2011): 1-25 (9-10).
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Georgios Eugenikos, and his wife, Maria Loukas.*” Georgios also operated his own school
within the Imperial capital, wherein Mark received his initial instruction.*'®# As Mark himself
recalled within his Confesso Fidei, dated to between May and June 1439,*!° his family’s piety
instilled in him his preoccupation with studying the Byzantine Church’s doctrine as well as
fulfilling a religious vocation.4?°

Following Georgios’ death in 1405, Mark undertook studies with two renowned
Constantinopolitan instructors, loannes Chortasmenos and Georgios-Gemistos Pletho.*??
One should keep in mind that the Palaiologan Byzantine curriculum, broadly understood,
comprised studies grammar, logic, and rhetoric, as well as mathematics, natural philosophy,
and metaphysics. There was a particular emphasis on the instruction of rhetoric given the
Imperial Court’s need to employ highly equipped individuals for their bureaucracy,

especially in the context of engaging in foreign diplomacy.*?? The versatile nature of the

417 loannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., pp. 99-100; Marios Pilavakis, “Introduction,” in Pilavakis, ed.,
Markos Eugenikos's First Antirrhetic against Manuel Calecas's On Essence and Energy. Ph. D. Diss. (King's
College, University of London, 1987), pp. 22-156 (24). See Tsirpanlis, Mark Eugenicus and the Council of
Florence, pp. 38-9 for an overview of George’s ecclesial offices.

418 |oannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., p. 100.

419 See Petit, ed., Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 316.

420 See, esp., Marci Ephesii Confesso Fidei Florentiae Scripta, sed Post Absolutam Synodum in Lucem Edita, ed.
by Louis Petit in Patrologia Orientalis, E. W. Brooks, Louis Petit, René Basset, Sylvain Grébaut, eds., Vol. 17
(Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1907), pp. 435-42 (435). Georgios’ piety is exemplified within his hymnography. Cf.
George Eugenikos, AkoAoudia Yardouévn eic tov év ayioig Zrupidova: Moinua tol TIULWTATOU oakeAAloU Tij¢
Meyalnc EkkAnoiag Stakovou kup Mewpyiou tod Evyevikod, ed. by Marios Pilavakis (London: EAAnvLKN
‘OpBodofoc Xplotiavikn Adepdotnta Méyag ABavaaolog, 1984).

421 |pannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., p. 100. Venance Grumel, ‘Marc d’Ephése — Vie — Escrits —
Doctrine,’ Estudis Franciscans 36 (1926): 425-48 (425) also included the future uéyac¢ oakeAAaptoc of Patriarch
Joseph II, Manuel Chrysokokkes, as one of Mark’s tutors. Mark’s studies under Pletho likely undergirded
Mark’s humanistic capabilities, as can be gleaned in his Movwéia émi t/j aAwoel tfi¢ Osooaovikng (Monody on
the Fall of Thessalonica), which Mark composed in the aftermath of the Ottoman capture of Thessalonica in
1430, and wherein Mark employed the epithetic style characteristic of Homer when characterising the
Ottomans. See Mark of Ephesus, EdAw @sgoaldovikn: Opfjvoc yia tv dAwan tod 1430, ed. by Marios Pilavakis
(Athens: Papadimitriou, 1997), p. 66: “oi annveig kat aipofopol kat S6Atot Trig¢ SouAidog Ayap ol andyovol...
(My English translation: the harsh and bloodthirsty and deceitful descendants of the slave Hagar...” Mark’s
humanism in this sense would prove instrumental in enabling Mark to accurately exposit and exegete liturgical
texts such as the Apostolic Constitutions and the Liturgy of St James, which were not predominantly celebrated
within the fifteenth-century Byzantine Rite.

422 peno J. Geanokoplos, Constantinople and the West: Essays on the Late Byzantine (Palaeologan) and Italian
Renaissances and the Byzantine and Roman Churches (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1989), pp. 6-7.
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Palaiologan curriculum was oriented towards the ultimate study of Theology, designed so as
to begin by using natural knowledge to understand God ad extra through His Creation,
before transitioning towards God ad intra, which was known strictly through divine
revelation in Scripture and Apostolic tradition.*?3 While the extant sources are broadly silent
on which of Mark’s tutors (if any) instructed him in philosophy, it is likely that it would have
been in this context that Mark first came into contact with John of Damascus’ "Exéoatc,
given that, as scholars such as Vassilis Adrahtas have highlighted, “from the tenth century
onwards this work... became the dogmatic handbook of Byzantine theologians,” and would
thereby have likely been at the forefront of Mark’s formative theological instruction.*?*
Chortasmenos, in addition to serving as a votdptoc in the Ecumenical Patriarchate’s
chancery between c. 1391 and 1415, functioned as a §t6aokaAog in the Byzantine Imperial
Capital prior to undertaking a vocation within the Monastery of the Prodromos in Petra in
Constantinople.*?* Given that Chortasmenos possessed several manuscripts of scholia upon

the Corpus Aristotelicum, and also produced his own commentaries thereupon,*?® under

423 Cf, Friedrich Fuchs, Die Héheren Schulen von Konstantinopel im Mittelalter, repr. (Amsterdam: A.M.
Hakkert, 1964), pp. 41-5; Geanokoplos, Constantinople and the West, p. 7, Theodore G. Zervas and Isaias
Rivera, “’Turning the Soul”: An Investigation of Georgios Gemistos Plethon’s Teaching Methods and
Educational Philosophy,” Athens Journal of Humanities & Arts 5(1): 119-30 (120).

424 See Vassilis Adrahtas, “John of Damascus,” in Ken Parry, ed., The Wiley Blackwell Companion to Patristics,
pp. 264-77 (267).

425 See Herbert Hunger, “Einleitung,” in Hunger, ed., Johannes Chortasmenos (ca. 1370-ca. 1436/37): Briefe,
Gedichte und kleine Schriften, Einleitung, Regesten, Prosopographie, Text, Weiner Byzantinistischen Studien 7
(Vienna: Institut fur Byzantinistik der Universitat Wien, 1969), pp. 14, 17.

426 Cf, Ernst Gamillscheg, ‘Die Handschriftenliste des Johannes Chortasmenos im Oxon. Aed. Chr. 56,” Codices
manuscripti & impressi 2 (1981): 52-7, who highlighted that, in 1981, thirty-two extant manuscripts were
known to have contained Chortasmenos’ autograph. In particular, as Sofia Kotsabassi, ‘Aristotle's Organon and
Its Byzantine Commentators,” The Princeton University Library Chronicle, 64(1) (2002): 51-62 (58), highlighted,
Chortasmenos produced a substantial portion of the scholia on the Aristotelian Corpus within Princeton MS.
173, in addition to providing the attributions of the scholiasts which had already been copied therein. His
association with this manuscript is exemplified by the following note below the title of Aristotle’s Posterior
Analytics on fol. 78" which Chortasmenos himself likely wrote contemporaneously to his instruction over Mark:
“...6U €uol lwavvou tol xoptacuévou natplpxkod votapiou... i Th¢ Baoleiag tol eboefeotdtou BaoAéwg
KupolU pavounA tou maAtoAdyou Kal... matplapxeiag Tol aylwTATou maTtplaxou kupol peebeieu £Toug
£WEOTWTOG TG UETA TAV TOUTIKWV Haxne...” Transcribed and trans. into English in Kotsabassi, ‘Aristotle's
Organon and Its Byzantine Commentators,” 58: “...by myself John Chostamenos, patriarchal notary... during the
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Chortasmenos, Mark likely developed his capacity to interweave syllogistic reasoning within
his theological oeuvres, particularly in the context of the forensic debates which
characterised Ferrara-Florence. For example, during the discussions concerning Purgatory at
Ferrara in June 1438, Mark concluded his response to Cesarini’s assertion that the truly
penitent who died before undertaking satisfaction for their sins underwent post-mortem
purification, the Avtippnoic v Aativik@v keadaiwv, omep autol MPoETeLvov nepi tod
niepkatopiov tupoc (Antirrhetic of the Latin Chapters, which [Mark] Presented Concerning
Purgatorial Fire) by providing eleven syllogisms countering the logical foundation of this
doctrine.*?’

Around 1410, Mark assumed leadership over his deceased father’s school, which
produced several prominent Byzantine scholars and clerics, including Theodoros
Agallianos,*?® who was subsequently appointed as an ispouviuwv within the Imperial

Church during the 1430s,%?° Scholarios, and loannes Eugenikos. Notably, each of these

reign of the most pious emperor Manuel Palaiologos and the patriarchate of the most holy patriarch Matthew
in the year after the battle with the Turks...” Given that Chortasmenos dated his writing to Manuel II’s reign
and to Mattheos I's Ecumenical Patriarchate, Chortasmenos must have produced this note between 1397 and
1410. Moreover, as Kostabassi, ‘Aristotle’s Organon and its Byzantine Commentators,’ 58, highlighted, the
reference to the ‘battle with the Turks’ could either refer to the Battle of Ankara or to the end of Bayezid I's
siege of Constantinople, both of which occurred in 1402, entailing that the work was plausibly produced c.
1402-3.

427 cf. Mark of Ephesus, Marci Archiepiscopi Ephesii Oratio Prima De Igne Purgatorio, Petit, ed., in Patrologia
Orientalis, Vol. 15, pp. 39-60 (56-60) for Mark’s eleven syllogisms. See Demetrios Bathrellos, “Ferrara-Florence
on Purgatory and the Forgiveness of Sins,” in Theresia Hainthaler, Franz Mali, Gregor Emmenegger, and Mante
Lenkaityte Ostermann, eds., Pro Oriente Band XXXVII (Innsbruck/Vienna: Tyrolia Verlag, 2014), pp. 355-75
(368-9) for an analysis of such syllogisms. See Oratio Latina a Cardinali Cesarini Habita cum Versione Graeca
Traversariana, in De Purgatorio disputationes in Concilio Florentino habitae, ed. by Georg Hofmann and Louis
Petit (Rome: Pontificium Institutorum Orientalium Studiorum, 1969), pp. 1-12, for the Latin edition and Greek
translation undertaken by Traversari of Cesarini’s speech. Cf. André de Halleux, “Problemes de méthode dans
les discussions sur I'eschatologie au Concile de Ferrare et de Florence,” in Giuseppe Alberigo, ed., Christian
Unity. The Council of Ferrara-Florence 1438/39-1989 (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1991), pp. 251-301.

428 See Patrinelis, O Oedbwpoc AyaAdiavoc TauT{UeVoC PO Tov Osopdvnv Mnbeiac kai oi avékSotot Adyot
ToU, pp. 14-42 for an overview of Theodoros’ life and work.

429 This office entailed that Theodoros was responsible for admitting candidates to Holy Orders and the
consecration of churches within the Imperial capital. Cf. Jean Darrouzes, Recherches sur les 6p@ikia de I’Eglise
byzantine (Paris: Peeters, 1970), pp. 368-73.
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students would later participate at Ferrara-Florence.**° Mark’s spiritual development during
this stage within his career was noted by loannes Eugenikos, who recorded how Mark’s life
and practices closely resembled that of a monk, despite still being a layman.*3! Taking this
development into consideration, it was this early sense of piety that predisposed Mark
towards studying the writings of Gregorios Palamas at this stage in his career.**? Pertinent
to this dissertation’s purposes, Mark’s doctrine of the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic
consecration was likely to a notable extent informed by Mark’s attentiveness to the
fourteenth and fifteenth century controversies relating to Palamite theology. In particular,
section four of this Chapter will show that Mark was plausibly inspired to defend the use of
the term ‘antitype’ within the Byzantine Rite’s Liturgy of St Basil against the background of
the previously discussed assertions of anti-Palamites such as Nikephoros Gregoras that the
Palamites failed to acknowledge the Real Presence of Christ’s Body and Blood following the
consecration of the Eucharistic gifts, merely regarding them instead as ‘types.’

This research into Palamas’ oeuvres would notably inspire Mark to later defend the
Byzantine Church’s canonised Palamite theology in the face of both Latin and Hellenophone
opposition, particularly from the two Hellenophone Dominicans, Manuel Kalekas and his

close correspondent, Andreas Chrysoberges.*33

430 Joannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., pp. 100-1, Gregorios Melissenos, Apologia contra Ephesii
Confessionem, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 160 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1866), cols. 13-204 (16a); Scholarios,
Lettre d’envoi de I'ouvrage précédent a Marc d’Ephése, in Jugie, Petit, Sidéridés, eds., Oeuvres Complétes, Vol.
4, pp. 116-8 (117); Pilavakis, “Introduction,” First Antirrhetic, p. 24.

41 |oannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., p. 100.

432 pilavakis, “Introduction,” First Antirrhetic, p. 24.

433 See esp. Schmemann, “OAylo¢ Mdpkog 6 EOyevikoe,” Mponyoptoc Madaudc 34 (1951): 230-41 (230-3, 237);
Demetracopoulos, “Palamas Transformed. Palamite Interpretations of the Distinction

between God’s ‘Essence’ and ‘Energies’ in Late Byzantium,” in Martin Hinterberger and Chris Schabel, eds.,
Greeks, Latins, and Intellectual History 1204-1500 (Leuven/Paris/Walpole, M.A.: Peeters, 2011), pp. 342-68, for
overviews of Mark’s adherence to Palamism
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To provide some context to this opposition, Kalekas*** helped to prolong the intra-
Byzantine anti-Palamite movement, for example, within his De fide deque principiis
catholicz fidei. Therein, Kalekas provided a systematic exposition of Christian doctrine
based upon Patristic literary material alongside the Greek translations of Aquinas’ opera
undertaken by the two prominent anti-Palamite brothers, Demetrios and Prochoros
Kydones, during the 1350s and 1360s, especially the Summa contra Gentiles and De
rationibus fidei.**® Pertinent to this dissertation’s purposes, using such translations, Kalekas
subsequently upheld that Eucharistic transmutation was effectuated solely through the
dominical words’ recitation as this formula is made operative in virtue of the divinity of He
who initially spoke these words, i.e., Christ.**® For Kalekas, this formula paralleled God’s
imperative at Creation, which produces its effect once and for all.**” Notably, Kalekas

evoked an excerpt from Chrysostom’s Eic tnv mpodociav tod Touda to affirm his conclusion,

434 See Loenertz, Correspondance de Manuel Calecas, pp. 16-46, for an overview of Kalekas’ life and work.

435 See Manuel Kalekas, De principiis fidei catholicae, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 152 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne,
1865), cols. 429-661 for the overall treatise. See esp. Kalekas, De principiis fidei, 3, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol.
152, cols. 477a, 508a-c, wherein Kalekas evoked the Summa Contra Gentiles IV to postulate that the Father is
both the Son’s and the Spirit’s cause but that the Spirit also proceeds through the Son. Cf. Jean Gouillard, ‘Les
influences latines dans I'ceuvre théologique de Manuel Calécas,” Revue des études byzantines 189-190 (1938):
36-52 (44). See Demetracopoulos, “Aquinas in Byzantium: ‘Modus Sciendi’ and ‘Dignitas Hominis,”” in Andreas
Speer and Philipp Steinkriger, eds., Knotenpunkt Byzanz: Wissensformen und kulturelle Welchselbeziehungen.
Miscellanea Mediaevalia 36 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2012), pp. 333-410 (355-9), who highlighted how, with regards
to the question of the reasonableness of divinely revealed truths, Kalekas interpreted Hellenophone Church
Fathers such as Gregory of Nyssa according to a Thomistic hermeneutic. The Kydones brothers translated a
significant portion of Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae, De rationibus fidei contra Saracenos, Graecos et Armenos
ad cantorem Antiochenum and De articulis fidei et ecclesiae sacramentis ad archiepiscopum
Panormitanum.See Anuntpiov Kudwvn, OQwua Akutvatou, Souuua Ocoloyikn ééeAAnviceioa. Corpus
Philosophorum Graecorum Recentiorum I, Vols. 15-19, ed. by George Leontsinis and Athanasia Glycophrydi-
Leontsini (Vol. 15), Photios Demetracopoulos (Vol. 16), Demetracopoulos and Margarita Brentanou (Vol. 17a),
Stauroulas I. Sideri and Panagiotas Photopoulou (Vol. 17b) Eleni Kalokairinou (Vol. 18), Glykofrydi-Leontsini
and I. D. Spyralatos (Vol. 19) (Athens: Akadnuia ABnvwv-Kévtpo Epelivng tng EAAnvikng ®ocodia, 1976-
2019), for critical editions of Demetrios’ translation of the Summa Theologiae 11-11, qg. 1-122. Cf. Tinnefeld,
Demetrios Kydones: Briefe, Vol. 1(1), pp. 68-72, who provided a catalogue of Demetrios’ translations of Latin
texts.

436 paraphrased from Kalekas, De principiis fidei catholicae, 6, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 152, col. 601a: * Ka‘t
T00T0 UNNPETOUVTOG TOD iepEwC TLoTEVONEY yiveaBatl (MoTe TOV &pTov €i¢ oG aUTOU Kal TOV OVoV €ig aipa
oUtol petaBariecBal St v tol eindvrog Suvapw.”

437 paraphrased from Kalekas, De principiis fidei catholicae, 6, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 152, cols. 600d-1a:
“'ANN' €mteldn 6 SeomdTnG TG KTioewg Tolito £lmev oUTwG EXELY, MOTEP TLOTEVOUEY OTL T pripatt altod o
KOOMOG €K ToU un 6vtog cuvéotn Kal anag pev év apxi elpnkev, «’E€ayayetw f yi Botavnv xoptoux...”
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according to which Chrysostom putatively stated that the Eucharist is solely informed
through the priest reciting those words which possess transmutative power through their
divine proclamation.*3® Granting the aforementioned availability of the Latin translation of
Eic v mpobdoaiav tol Tovda to the late medieval Dominican Order, Kalekas likely became
aware of this source through corresponding with his Latin Dominican brethren operating in
the Province of Greece.**® Thus understood, Kalekas’ citation provides an illuminative
instantiation of Kabasilas’ previously described claim that ‘certain Latins’ evoked this text
within their missionary activities.*°

Pertinently, Kalekas evoked these Greek translations of Aquinas’ oeuvres to
articulate his doctrine of Eucharistic transmutation, as exemplified by his analogization of
Eucharistic transmutation with air possessing the potency to be transformed into fire in
accord with Aquinas’ In Sententiarum.**! Given that Torquemada also utilized Aquinas’
opera to support his own doctrine of Eucharistic consecration at Florence, alongside the fact
that Mark of Ephesus was familiar with Kalekas’ oeuvres and the Kydones brothers’
translations of the Corpus Thomisticum, had the Byzantine contingent been infrmed that
this topic required treatment at an earlier stage within the preparatory proceedings,
through these literary sources, Mark plausibly could have provided a more elaborate

defence of the Byzantine Church’s position and facilitated a firmer consensus between the

438 paraphrased from Kalekas, De principiis fidei catholicae, 6, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 152, col. 601a: “...Kai
w¢ pnoliv 6 Belog Xpuodotopog, Ixfjua povov mAnpdv Eotnkev O lepelc: 1 6€ SUvapLg maoca TV Adywv [i.e.,
the dominical words] €otiv.”

439 Cf. J. T. Muckle, 'Greek Works Translated Directly Into Latin Before 1350. Part | - Before 1000,” Mediaeval
Studies 4(1) (1942), 33-42 (37-8).

440 See Kabasilas, Liturgiae Expositio, 29.1-4, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 150, col. 428; Cf. Chrysostom, De
Proditione Judae, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 49, col. 380.

41 paraphrased from Kalekas, De principiis fidei catholicae, 6, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 152, col. 601c: “Ei yap
KaTd SUVApLY GUOLKAV Kot UTTOKELEVN TOT dépog BAN SUvaTal Katd T €160¢ UETABAMELY gi¢ TP, TTOAARD
paAAov Tod Oeol SUVauLS, WS BANV TAV oVGLOV THV TTPAYUATWY ApAYayev, o KaT' £160¢ HOVOV LeTaBOAET
GG TO UTtoKeipevov dAov Tol dptou Kol Tol oivou i UTIOKElEVOY GApK KOl L peTamotoeL.” Cf.
Aquinas, In Sent., IV, dist. 11, q. 1, a. 2, arg. 1.
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two Churches within the conciliar definition by counteracting Torquemada’s use of a
number of Aquinas’ arguments and modes of reasoning in the Sermo Prior.

Returning to the broader context, Kalekas nonetheless encountered resistance from
the coeval pro-Palamite Byzantine secular and ecclesial authorities principally given his
affiliation with Byzantine anti-Palamites and Latinophiles such as Demetrios Kydones.
Kalekas was compelled to accept the Palamite theology canonised within the Tome of the
1351 Council of Constantinople.**? Refusing to do so, Kalekas subsequently departed for
Pera, which provided Kalekas with the room and the facilities to bolster his opposition
towards this Tome within his treatise, De essentia et operatione. This transfer also facilitated
Kalekas’ conversion to the Latin Church and his improved fluency in the Latin language.** In
1404, Kalekas subsequently undertook his vocation in the Dominican Order through the
convent of St George in Mytilene, Lesbos.*** Resultingly, Kalekas’ polemical works,
particularly those concerning the Palamite theology of God ad intra, were broadly diffused
within both Hellenophone and Latin theological circles. This is exemplified by the fact that
Kalekas’ treatise, the Adversus errores Graecorum de Processione Spiritus Sancti, composed
in 1410, was translated into Latin by the future Latin Florentine Father, Ambrogio Traversari,
at Pope Martin V’s request, in mid-to-late 1424 for the purpose of defending the Latin
Church’s position vis-a-vis the filiogue in its negotiations within the Byzantine Church for

convoking an ecumenical council 4%

442 Cf. Concilium Constantinopolitanum 1351, in Alberto Melloni, ed., The Great Councils of the Orthodox
Churches: From Constantinople 861 to Moscow 2000. Corpus Christianorum, Conciliorum Oecumenicorum
Generaliumque Decreta 4.1 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2016), pp. 179-218.

443 Kalekas also translated other Latin texts such as Boethius’ De Trinitate. Cf. John A. Demetracopoulos, ed.,
‘Manuel Calecas’ Translation of Boethius’ De Trinitate — Introduction, new critical edition, Index
Latinograecitatis,” Synthesis Philosophica 20(1) (2005): 85-118.

44 L oenertz, ‘Manuel Calécas, sa vie et ses oeuvres d'apres ses letters et ses apologies inedites,” Archivum
Fratrum Praedicatorum 17 (1947): 194-207 (206-7).

445 Stinger, Humanism and the Church Fathers, p. 112.
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Kalekas’ life and work testifies to how the late medieval Dominican Order was
subject to a synthesis of more monolithic adherence to the orthodox Thomistic
interpretative framework with a burgeoning anti-Palamism. As a result, one can conclude
that a key factor underlying the conversions of Hellenophone Orthodox to Latin Christianity
was the emergence of a Hellenophone Thomistic tradition, which naturally engendered a
doctrinal animosity between several Dominicans and Hellenophone adherents to Palamite
theology.**® Within the context of Ferrara-Florence, such partisanship entailed that Palamite
theology simply marked another putatively erroneous ‘school’ for many fifteenth-century
orthodox Thomists, whose fundamental error derived largely from its discordance with their
own framework regarding God ad intra.**’

As will be further explored below, Pope Eugenius invited Andreas Chrysoberges to
Ferrara-Florence on April 20t", 1437, who had experienced a highly illustrious ecclesiastical
and academic career: Having converted to Roman Catholicism, likely through Demetrios
Kydones’ influence, around 1370, Andreas followed his brothers Maximus and Theodore in
taking refuge and consequently undertaking a religious vocation within the Dominican
priory at Pera amidst the coeval Byzantine Imperial suppression of anti-Palamism.448
Subsequently, between 1410 and 1418, Chrysoberges lectured in philosophy at the

University of Padua, before being appointed as one of the Dominican Order’s Masters of

446 Cf, Demetracopoulos, “Palamas Transformed,” esp. pp. 292-341 for an overview of the Hellenophone
exceptions, such as loannes VI Kantakouzenos, Theophanes of Nicaea, and Manuel Il, to this rule.

447 Cf. Demetrios Kydones, Apologia I, Mercati, ed., Notizie, p. 364, line 3, who exemplified how the Dominican
Order came to be regarded by many late medieval Hellenophone Christians as ‘the company of Thomas.’

448 Delacroix-Besnier, Les Dominicains et la Chrétienté grecque aux XIVe et XVe siécles (Rome: Ecole francaise de
Rome, 1997), pp. 287-8, 431, 444-5; Thierry Ganchou, “Démetrios Kyddnes, les freres Chrysoberges et la Créte
(1397-1401) de nouveaux documents,” in Chryssa A. Maltezou and Peter Schreiner, eds., Bisanzio, Venezia e il
mondo franco-greco (XIII-XV secolo): atti del colloquio internazionale organizzato nel centenario della nascita di
Raymond-Joseph Loenertz O. P., Venezia, 1-2 dicembre 2000 (Venice: Istituto Ellenico di Studi Bizantini e
Postbizantini, Centro Tedesco di studi Veneziani, 2002), pp. 435-93, esp. 457-9; Loenertz, ‘Les Dominicains
Byzantins Theodore et Andre Chrysoberges et les negociations pour |'union des eglises grecque et latine de
1415 a 1430,” Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum 9 (1939): 5-61 (5-8).
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Theology therein in 1418.44° Subsequently, Pope Martin V appointed Chrysoberges as the
Magister Sacri Palatii Apostolici in 1426, and also undertook several significant missions on
the Papacy’s and the Dominican Order’s behalf. For example, Martin V appointed
Chrysoberges to act as his representative before loannes VIl and Patriarch Joseph Il within
the pre-conciliar negotiations in 1426, and again by Pope Eugenius IV on May 21%, 1432,
alongside being appointed as the Dominican Vicar-General over the Province of Greece in
1431.%°° Moreover, Chrysoberges had been incardinated as the Latin Archbishop of Rhodes
on May 2", 1432, where Chrysoberges presided before being translated to the Archdiocese
of Nicosia on April 19%, 1447 by Pope Nicholas V, within which diocese Chrysoberges
presided before his passing in 1451.#>! Having directly engaged with Demetrios Kydones and
Kalekas and their oeuvres in the Dominican convent at Pera,*>? Andreas participated in the
broader Thomistic-Palamite controversy, particularly within his Epistula ad Bessarionem de
divina essentia et operatione, dated to 1436. Therein, Andreas explicitly maintained that the
Palamite divine essence-energies doctrine was irreconcilable with orthodox Thomistic
theology, and also upheld Aquinas as a quasi-dogmatic theological authority.*>3

Returning to the trajectory of Mark’s life and career, Mark nonetheless recognised

the potential for Latin-Byzantine ecclesial reunion despite this doctrinal divergence. For

49 Loenertz, ‘Les Dominicains Byzantins Theodore et Andre Chrysoberges,’ 8-11.

450 See Eugenius IV, Epistula 33, in Hofmann, ed., Epistolae Pontificiae ad Concilium Florentinum spectantes,
(Rome: Pontificium Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1940), pp. 26-7 for Chrysoberges’ appointment as
Eugenius’ representative within the pre-conciliar negotiations; See André De Halleux, ed., 'L’activité d’André
Chrysoberges, O.P. sous le pontificat de Martin V (1418-1431),’ Echos d’Orient 34 (1935): 414-38 (429-30, 436-
8), for Chrysoberges’ appointment as Martin V’s representative within the pre-conciliar negotiations and as
Dominican Vicar General respectively.

41 Jean Darrouzés, ‘La date de la mort d’André Chrysobergés O.P., archevéque de Nicosie et légat apostolique
en Chypre,” Archivum fratrum praedicatorum 21 (1951): 301-5 (302-4).

452 See Delacroix-Besnier, “Manuel Calécas et les Fréres Chrysobergés, grecs et précheurs,” 155-63, for an
analysis of Demetrios’ and Kalekas’ literary activity at Pera and Andreas Chrysoberges’ access thereto.

453 Candal, ed., ‘Andreae Rhodiensis, OP, inedita ad Bessarionem epistula’, esp. 348, 360. Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis
Debate, pp. 34-41.
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example, in 1416, Mark, who had also been appointed as a votaptog t@v pntopwv,
composed a laudatory hymn mourning the death of the Ecumenical Patriarch, Euthymios II,
who had also ordained Mark as an avayvwotnc¢.*** In spring 1385, Euthymios was
commissioned by the future Emperor Manuel Il Palaiologos, who between 1382 and 1387
reigned as an independent governor in Thessalonica, to function as his ambassador to Pope
Urban VI and effectuate ecclesial reunion with the Latin Church for the purpose of securing
Western European military aid for Thessalonica given the imminent Ottoman threat to the
city.*>> Concurrently, Mark praised Euthymios for countering those whom Mark described as
following one of Palamas’ principal opponents, Gregorios Akindynos.*>®

During an unspecified period within his intellectual formation, it is also likely that
Mark corresponded with Makarios Makres in addressing theological questions.*>”
Alongside serving as a pre-conciliar Byzantine negotiator with the Latin Church, the
intellectual and literary methodology which Makres employed within his written work
provides a plausible framework for interpreting Mark’s own theological paradigm: On
this point, one should consider that, as highlighted by Argyriou, within his anti-Islamic
polemical work, the Juvnyopia tii¢ lepac Mapdeviac (Advocacy of Holy Virginity)
composed between 1426 and 1429, Makres synthesised various literary sources

including Scripture, Hellenophone Patristic texts, and the Kydones brothers’ Greek

454 See Adamantios A. Diamantopoulos, ed., "Mdpkou tou guyevikoU e EuBUpov Natpidpxnv Kwg Kavwv,’
ExkAnotaotikos @apog 9(50) (1912): 124-47 (127, 132); Jean Darrouzes, ed., Les regestes des actes du
patriarcat de Constantinople. |. Les actes des patriarches, Vol. 6 of 7: Les regestes de 1377 a 1410, (Paris:
Peeters, 1979), p. 134; Patrinelis, O Oe0dwpog AyarAiavig tauti{opuevos tpog tov Osopavnv Mndbeiac kat ot
avékdotot Adyol Tou, p. 93.

455 Demetrios Kydones alluded to Euthymios’ mission in his Lettre 314, in Raymond-Joseph Loenertz, ed.,
Démétrius Cydonés: Correspondance, Vol. 2 of 2 (Rome: Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana, 1960), pp. 241-2. Cf.
Giovanni Mercati, Notizie Di Procoro E Demetrio Cidone Manuele Caleca e Teodoro Meliteniota (Vatican City:
Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana, 1931), pp. 516-7; George T. Dennis, The Reign of Manuel Il Palaeologus in
Thessalonica, 1382-1387 (Rome: Pontificium Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1960), pp. 136-40.

456 Diamantopoulos, 'Kavwv,” 129.

457 pilavakis, “Introduction,” First Antirrhetic p. 30.
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translations of the Corpus Thomisticum, to bolster his own argumentation in favour of
the naturality of celibacy.?>® Thus, Mark’s own knowledge and interpretation of these
literary sources was plausibly to a significant extent informed by his engagements within
Makres.

Notably, Mark's relationship with Patriarch Euthymios and his high reputation as an
instructor was positively noticed by Manuel Il, who closely associated with Mark and
provided the latter with manuscripts of his own writings to amend.*>® The significance of
this relationship is exemplified by the fact that Manuel Il likely informed Mark about the
broader late medieval Dominican-Franciscan doctrinal disputes, which, as will be discussed,
informed Mark’s positive reception of Franciscan authors such as Scotus when preparing for
Ferrara-Florence.*®® Manuel Il articulated his awareness of these schools’ doctrinal
divergences concerning the Immaculate Conception within his treatise, ZUyypauua nepi tijc
to0 ayiou lMvevuatoc ékmopevoewc (Syngramma Concerning the Procession of the Holy
Spirit), a substantial portion of which Manuel composed during his visit to Paris between
1400 and 1402:

...and what lit up the adversity even more which prevailed between those called the

Minor brethren towards those called the Preachers... is the most holy Virgin’s
conception...%6!

458 See e.g., Makres, Défense de la Virginitate, in Argyriou, ed., Macaire Makrés et la polémique contre I'lslam.
Studi e Testi 314 (Vatican City: Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana, 1986), p. 313. Herein, the "Evotaoi¢ B' and its
Auvotc methodologically and thematically accorded with Aquinas’ Summa contra Gentiles 111, c. 136 as Makres
followed Aquinas in posing the objection that virginity is opposed to divine providence on the basis that the
divine order has established that humans bear organs and concomitant concupiscible powers designed for the
purpose of procreation. To this objection, like Aquinas, Makres responded that while divine providence has
established that humans possess items for the whole species, every human person does not necessarily have
to employ each and every such item. See Argyriou, “Les écrits anti-islamiques,” in Argyriou ed., Macaire
Makreés et la polémique contre I'lslam, pp. 86-94 for a more holistic examination of Makres’ use of the Summa
contra Gentiles Ill, cc. 136-7 within his Défense de la Virginitate. Cf. Argyriou, “Les écrits anti-islamiques,” pp.
79-86 for the dating of this apologia.

459 loannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., p. 100.

480 Tsirpanlis, Mark Eugenicus and the Council of Florence, p. 48.

461 My English translation of Manuel Il Palaiologos, An annotated critical edition (editio princeps) of Emperor
Manuel Il Palaeologus’ treatise ‘On the Procession of the Holy Spirit’, 16, ed. by Charalamabos Dendrinos, Ph. D
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Mark's relationships with the Imperial Court, the Ecumenical Patriarchate, and highly

462 3dumbrated an illustrious

reputed intellectuals including Chortasmenos and Makres,
career within the Imperial capital. However, aged twenty-six, Mark ultimately undertook the
eremitic form of monasticism he long aspired to: Mark settled in the Monastery of the Holy
Transfiguration on the Isle of Antigone in the Sea of Marmara under the spiritual instruction
of a renowned hesychastic monk named Symeon.*®3 Mark’s monastic vocation was
interrupted approximately two years following this point because of the Ottoman incursions
into the island,*®* leading Mark to transfer to the Monastery of St George in Mangana,

Constantinople, in 1422.4%> Therein, Mark most likely utilised the monastery’s extensive

library and more attentively engaged with theology per se.*®® Mark pertinently produced

Dissertation (Royal Holloway, University of London, 1996), p. 21: “...kal to Vv £€xBav avayav Emni A€ov, f
nipouTtfipxe toi¢ EAayiotolg adeAdoic kaloupévolg mpog Toug MpedikATopag MPoonyopEUUEVOUC... ANV
toooltov Gv lmout otutep S1a tv cUAANYLY TG Utepdyou NapBEvou TouTolg éotiv iy Stadopa.” Italics
mine. See Tsirpanlis, Mark Eugenicus and the Council of Florence, p. 48; Charalambos Dendrinos, “Manuel Il
Paleologus in Paris (1400-1402): Theology, Diplomacy, and Politics,” in Martin Hinterberger and Chris Schabel,
eds., Greeks, Latins, and Intellectual History 1204-1500 (Leuven-Paris-Walpole: Peeters, 2011), pp. 397-422
(404). Cf. Ignatius Brady, 'The development of the doctrine on the Immaculate Conception in the fourteenth
century after Aureoli,” Franciscan Studies 15 (1955): 175-202 for an overview of the fourteenth and fifteenth
century intra-Latin debates on this doctrine.

462 | have deliberately excluded referring to Pletho here given that his transfer to Mistra in the Peloponnese in
c. 1407-10 at Manuel II's suggestion was likely informed by the increasing suspicion of the Constantinopolitan
ecclesial hierarchy towards his philosophical framework. See C. M. Woodhouse, George Gemistos Plethon —
The Last of the Hellenes (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986), pp. 25, 40.

463 |oannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., p. 101.

464 |oannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., p. 101-2. Raymond Janin, Les églises et les monasteéres des
grands centres byzantins (Paris: Institut francais d'études byzantines, 1975), pp. 63-4.

465 See Janin, Les églises, pp. 70-6 for an overview of the Monastery of Mangana.

486 Joannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., 101-2; George P. Majeska, Russian Travellers to
Constantinople in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. Dumbarton Oaks Studies 19 (Washington: Dumbarton
Oaks Publications, 1984), pp. 366-71. Mark’s writings during this time naturally bore a distinct monastic
preoccupation, as exemplified by the fact that Mark composed poetry and akolouthia venerating historical
ascetics such as Mark of Athens, Elijah, John of Damascus, and Palamas. Cf. Athanasios Papadopoulos-
Kerameus, ed., Maupoyop&dateiog BiBAtoVrkn. Avekbota éAAnvika 15 (Constantinople: 2.1. Boutupa, 1884), p.
102; part. ed. by Pilavakis, ‘Ztixpnpa €ig tov péyav MNpondntnv’HAlav,” Opdobdoéoc Tumocg, 567 (1983): 1;
Georgios Eugenikos, AkoAouvTia YaAlougvn gig tov év ayiotg Znupidova, Pilavakis, ed., pp. 37-47; Pilavakis,
ed., ‘2tpnpa ic tov Gylov pnyoplov apxlemiokomnov Oeooalovikng tov MNalaudv,” OpBodoéoc Tumog, 580
(1984): 3 respectively.
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copies of excerpts from Kabasilas’ Epunveia, which functioned as a principal locus for his
doctrine of Eucharistic consecration within his Florentine AiBeAAo¢.*¢”

Considering that loannes Eugenikos recounted how Mark’s maternal grandfather,
Loukas, was a physician,*®® and that Mark’s initial instruction within his father’s school
possibly situated Mark within a context whereby he had close contact with medical
practitioners, Mark naturally developed an interest in some of the authoritative medical
literature within the late medieval Byzantine Empire. It was likely from this background that
Mark enhanced his knowledge of Byzantine medicine through accessing the collection of
medical treatises contained within Mangana’s library.*®® Evidence of this medical familiarity
is exemplified within Mark’s Kavwv mapakAntikoc eic tv ayiav Osobdoaoiav (Supplicatory
Canon for St Theodosia). Therein, Mark betrayed his familiarity with the Galenic medical
tradition of humorism by employing the term yuuoc.#’° This fact is pertinent for this

dissertation’s purposes as Mark’s recourse to the doctrine of the pre-purified Virgin at the

Annunciation to analogise Eucharistic consecration was developed against the background

467 B, L. Fonki¢ and F. B. Poljakov, "Markos Eugenikos als Kopist. Zur Tatigkeit Eines Gelehrtenkreises an den
Konstantinopolitaner Skriptorien im ersten Drittel des 15. Jahrhunderts,’ Byzantinische Zeitschrift, Vol. 84-
85(1-2) (1992): 17-23 (19-21).

468 |oannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., p. 99.

469 See esp. Miller, Birth of the Hospital, p. 183ff, who highlighted that the monastery produced an extensive
treatment list for ailments of various internal organs which incorporated entries from physicians operating at
the monastery’s hospital such as Stephanos the dpyiatpoc and Abram the dktoudptog, while also evoking early
medieval Byzantine physicians such as Alexandros Trallianos’ mepi fjuatoc @Aeyuovijc. Cf. Vat. gr. 299, fols.
368-93Y (368", 374, 369") for this list’s respective citations of these individuals.

470 Mark of Ephesus, Kavwv mapakAntikoc gic tiv ayiav Osoboaiav, vv. 122-4, ed. by Evelina Mineva in To
Yuvoypapiko épyo tol Mdapkou Euyevikou, Doctoral Dissertation (Mavemniotruto lwavvivwy, 2000), p. 53:
“...To0 TOAQLMWPOU CWHATOG TOU XUMOTG CUUTTETAEYEVOU PUTIOPOLG Kal TAlG évavtialg poxouévou pomnals...”
Trans. by Mineva in ‘Byzantine Medical Theory and Practice in the Hymnographic Works of Mark Eugenikos
(First Half of the 15 Century),” Etudes Balkaniques 2 (2004): 144-9 (148): “the tortured body, locked in combat
with evil fluids and struggling against unfavourable conditions...”
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of an Hellenophone Patristic concern for maintaining the Virgin’s purity through a lack of
excess fluid.4"?

Significantly, Mark also theologically corresponded with Joseph Bryennios.*’? After
engaging within missionary activity in the Latin Kingdom of Candia,*’3 Bryennios had
returned to Constantinople and served as a 6t6aokaAoc, before undertaking his vocation in
the Monastery of Stoudios between c. 1401 and 1403 through to 1406.#’% While the precise
dating of their correspondence remains inconclusive, it was likely during Mark’s period
within the Monastery in St George that the two engaged with one another:*’> In contrast to
the claims of Venance Grumel,*’® this correspondence did not likely occur during Mark’s
early formation or during his initial tenure as schoolmaster given that Bryennios undertook

a mission on behalf of the Ecumenical Patriarch, Mattheos I, to re-establish full communion

471 See esp. Galen, In Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum Ill commentaria I, I11.111.77, ed. by Ernst Wenkebach in
Corpus Medicorum Graecorum, V 10.2.1 (Leipzig/Berlin: Teubner, 1936), p. 167, lines 6-12: “...voowdn¢ pév
Yap Kal N TV Katapnviwv éntoxeotg aAN’ ol) Opoilwg BAaBepd Ti HETA TOV TOKOV, OTL U Hovov altn mAfjBog
GAAAL Kol KaKoXupia (Kavny épydalTat. TO HEV Yap XpnoTOTEPOV O TO EUBpuov EAKoV £QUTO TPOdFC Eveka
katdAounov 6& T pauAdtepov altiov yiyvetal THg KaKoxupiag talc kuoloalg, v LETA TOKOV | dUOLG
€kkevol...” Trans. by Rebecca Fleming, ‘The Pathology of Pregnancy in Galen’s Commentaries on the
Epidemics,’ Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies. Supp., 77 (2002): 101-12 (105-6): “For it seems that the
disease was engendered in the woman by the retention of the post-partum purge. For the retention of the
menses tends to produce disease, but is not as damaging to the woman as [retention] after birth, since not
only is [this retention] itself an excess, but it also produces considerable cacochymy (i.e., evil humours). For the
embryo attracts the most useful blood to itself, as nourishment, and the poorer remainder becomes the cause
of cacochymy in the pregnant, which nature evacuates after birth.”

472 s5chmemann, ‘St. Mark of Ephesus and the Theological Conflicts in Byzantium,” St. Vladimir’s Theological
Quarterly 1 (1957) :11-24 (16). The influence of Bryennios can be gleaned from the epitaph which Mark wrote
for the former’s tomb. Therein, Mark wrote: “Natep péylote matépwv KAE0G PEUVNoOo Kal viv TV moBelviv
00U TEKVWY, Oe® mapeotwg, Th peyain Tplabt... (My English translation: O father, most glorious of fathers,
remember your beloved children in the presence of God, the Holy Trinity.” Quoted from Mark of Ephesus,
2Tixol gic tov tagov tol dtbackalou kupol lware told Bpuevviou, ed. by Sophronios Eustratiades, ed.,
EkkAnotaotikog @apog 1 (1908): 101.

473 See Nikolaos H. loannidis, O lwarig Bpuévwvioc Bioc - Epyo — Atbaokalia (Athens: EKSO0ELG SUMUETPLQ,
1985), pp. 74-7 for an overview of Bryennios’ activity within Candia.

474 See loannidis, Bpuévviog Bioc - Epyo — Ailbaokalia, pp. 78-9; Loenertz, ‘Pour la chronologie des oeuvres,’
13, who argue that Bryennios arrived in 1401. See Loenertz, ed., Correspondance de Manuel Calecas (Vatican
City: Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana, 1950), pp. 98-9, who reversed his earlier opinion by arguing that
Bryennios arrived between 1402 and 1403.

475 Basili Katsarou, “lwomtfid Bpuevviou” té mpaktikd tfi¢ cuvddou tii¢ Kinpou (1406),” in Byzantina:
A@lépwua otr uviun told kadnyntij lwavvn E. KapaayiavvorovAou (Thessalonica: Kévtpo Bulavtivwv
Epeuvwv., 2000), pp. 21-56 (29).

476 Grumel, ‘Marc d'Ephése: Vie - Ecrits — Doctrine,” 425-39.
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of the Byzantine Rite Church in the Latin Kingdom of Cyprus with the Ecumenical
Patriarchate between 1406 and 1412.477

Bryennios was evidently already familiar with the Kydones brothers’ translations of
Aquinas when he began engaging with Mark. For example, within his AtaAeéigc A’ nepi tijc
Ekmopevoewc tol aylou Mvevuatoc (First Dialexis Concerning the Procession of the Holy
Spirit), which Loenertz dated to c. 1399-1401, Bryennios evoked both the Summa contra
Gentiles and the Summa Theologiae to admonish Aquinas’ refusal to posit a real divine
essence-operation distinction ad intra.*’® Pertinently, both Makres and Bryennios likely
informed Mark’s subsequent pro-Palamite apologetics during the 1430s in addition to
instilling within Mark a receptivity towards Latin Christian theological and philosophical
insights, insofar as these could be juxtaposed with Eastern Orthodox doctrine. This
receptivity undergirded Mark’s consequent synthesis of Latin Christian authors including
Augustine and Scotus within his own literary oeuvres, particularly in the context of engaging
within the Ferraran-Florentine debates. It was also probably through his engagement with

Bryennios that Mark became more cognizant of the late medieval anti-Palamiste movement

477 pilavakis, “Introduction,” in First Antirrhetic, p. 24. For a lucid analysis of Bryennios’ activity in Cyprus, see
Chrysovalantis Kyriacou, The Orthodox Church in Frankish- and Venetian-ruled Cyprus (1191-1571): Society,
Spirituality and Identity, Vol. 1 of 2. Ph. D. Diss. (Royal Holloway and New Bedford College, University of
London, 2016), pp. 229-68.

478 See Joseph Bryennios, AtdAeic A’ niepl tfic ékmopeloswc tol ayiou Mvevuarog, ed. by Eugenios Boulgaris in
lwone Mavayoi tol Bpuevviou ta evpedévra, Vol. 1 of 3 (Leipzig: Tn Tumoypadia tou Bpeitkond, 1768-84), p.
355: “Ey® tov Owpdv [Aquinas] kal €v EAAOLS eV TIOAOLS OpG Tol §€ovtog StaminTovta... Kal TauTtov elval
£mi ©e00 oVolav, SUvauy kal évépyelav... dnodaivetal [cf. Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles Il, cc. 8-9]... Ev 6¢
™ kot TV avtol [cf. Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, |, q. 77, a. 2, co., trans. by Demetrios Kydones in Vat. Gr.
609, fol. 101" “€v T@® Oe® oUK £0TL TIG SUVALS ) EVEpyela Ttapa TV oUotayv avtol... (My English translation:) |
have seen Thomas making a mistake of [what is] right on various issues... and he concluded that essence,
power and energy are of the same divine being... And in [q.] 26 of his [work]: “in God there is no power nor
energy apart from Hie essence...” Both quoted in Demetracopoulos, “Palamas Transformed,” p. 289, n. 60.

See Raymond Joseph Loenertz, ‘Pour la chronologie des ceuvres de Joseph Bryennios,” Revue des Etudes
Byzantines 7 (1949): 12-32 (30), for the dating of this work. See Demetracopoulos, “Palamas Transformed,” pp.
287-92, esp. 288-90, for an analysis of Bryennios’ use of Aquinas’ opera when defending the Palamite theology
of God ad intra.
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given Bryennios’ own acute awareness of the works of anti-Palamites such as Demetrios
Kydones.4”®

Concerning the nature of Mark’s literary production during the 1420s, one can
conclude that these oeuvres were primarily irenic in tenor insofar as his only direct
engagement in the disputed topics between the two Churches is exemplified within an
epistle written in 1422 to the Ecumenical Patriarch Joseph II. Similar to how Makres’ anti-
filioquism did not hinder his willingness to engage within his pre-conciliar negotiations with
the Latin Church, Mark likewise did not in any way oppose the prospect of ecclesial reunion
even when he congratulated Joseph for defending the invalidity of the addition of the
filioque clause.*® To put this defence into context, on October 19%™, 1422, amidst the
Imperial proposals for a new ecumenical council, Pope Martin V sent a delegation led by
Antonio da Massa to Constantinople begin negotiations with Byzantine ecclesial
representatives presided over by Joseph Il in Hagia Sophia.*®!

The second broad phase within Mark’s career is demarcated by loannes Vlil’s
accession as sole Emperor on July 21%t, 1425. loannes’ encouragement for ecclesial reunion
amplified the need for Byzantine scholars such as Mark to study the Imperial Church’s

doctrine given the more frequent pre-conciliar negotiations which occurred under his

regime.*8? This second period was also informed by Mark’s ordination to the priesthood,

479 See Bryennios, “T& copwtdt® Avdpdv Anpuntpi®d t® Kudwvn év Bevetiq,” in lwahe Mavayod tod
Bpuevviou ta eUpedévta, Vol. 3 of 3, ed. by Eugenios Bulgaris (Leipzig: tn Tumoypadia tou Bpeitkond, 1784),
pp. 140-1 for an example of Bryennios’ epistolary correspondence with Demetrios Kydones. Cf. Constas, “Mark
Eugenikos,” p. 414.

480 See Mark of Ephesus, Marci Ephesii Epistula ad Patriarcham Constantinopolitanum, Petit, ed., in Patrologia
Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 337-8.

481 See Vitalien Laurent, ’Les préliminaires du concile de Florence: Les neuf articles du pape Martin V et la
réponse du patriarche Joseph Il (octobre 1422),” Revue des études byzantines 20 (1962): 1-60, esp. 36-47.

482 The significance of this event is exemplified by the fact that Mark a thanksgiving hymn that was likely read
aloud within the ceremony of loannes VIII's enthronement, wherein Mark petitioned God to provide loannes
VIII with David’s mildness, Solomon’s wisdom, and the virtue of justice shared by both of these Biblical kings.
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which occurred at some point following 1426, which would have naturally entailed that
Mark undertook a more active ministry.*®3 However, having extensively engaged with
Palamas’ writings, Mark probably became more attentive to certain coeval anti-Palamite
literature, especially those of Kalekas, which likely inspired Mark to produce his own
Palamite apologetical opera during the 1420s and 1430s.%8* For example, Mark defended
the Byzantine Church’s canonised Palamite doctrine of God ad intra in a treatise composed
for the purpose of being presented in a gathering before loannes VI, after the latter
inquired into the justice of the post-mortem punishments which sinners are subjected to.
Within this work, Mark denoted those who oppose the divine essence-energies distinction
as ’sycophants’ and ’accusers.’*® To encapsulate, Mark’s pre-conciliar activities suggest that
Mark principally sought to undertake his monastic vocation before encountering Kalekas’
anti-Palamite apologetics, to which Mark naturally felt inclined to respond.

While Mark’s formidable educational background and his reputation for sanctity
entailed that he was well suited to function as a Byzantine conciliar peritus, given his
intention to continuing fulfilling his monastic vocation, Mark did not desire to be appointed

as one of the principal Byzantine representatives, nor to be later elevated to the

See Lampros, ed., lMaAatoAoyeia kai Medomovvnotaka, Vol. 1, pp. 31-2. As the two were likely acquainted prior
to loannes VIII's accession given Mark’s closeness to Manuel 1l, Mark sought to bolster this acquaintance
through composing an encomium to the emperor, wherein Mark implored the new emperor to ensure that his
interior disposition was fitting both to govern as temporal monarch but also in advance of the Heavenly
Kingdom to come. See Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Maupoyopdatetog BitBAiodrkn, p. 100.

483 According to loannes Eugenikos, Synaxarion, Petrides, ed., p. 102, Mark’s ordination to the priesthood was
undertaken following significant was pressure, which possibly derived from the Abbot of Mangana, Makarios
Koronas, who potentially regarded Mark as a natural successor to him as abbot, as well as the Ecumenical
Patriarch, Joseph I, in light of his aforementioned correspondence with Mark alongside Mark’s close ties to
the Byzantine Imperial and clerical hierarchy.

484 See Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” p. 414, who highlights that Mark likely began to engage more extensively
with Palamite theology following his ordination to the priesthood.

485 Mark of Ephesus, "Adyog ipd¢ tov Baothéa Twdvvny tov H',” A. N. Oeconomidis, ed., in Mikpaotaotikd
Xpovika 8 (1958): 1-32 (13-4).
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episcopate.*®® However, in 1437, Mark was appointed as the procurator for Philotheos, the
Greek Orthodox Patriarch of Alexandria, before being appointed by loannes VIl to lead a
pre-conciliar preparatory commission later that year.*®” Regarding the specific focusses of
this commission, loannes VIl instructed its participants to pay particularly attention to the
works of Neilos Kabasilas, especially as they concerned the filioque*®® and the distinction
between God’s essence and His energies,*®° alongside the question of Papal Primacy.**°
Although Gill claimed that loannes VIII’s appointment of Mark to this commission
was indicative of the Emperor’s concern to ensure that a spectrum of stances towards
ecclesial reunion were represented,*?! Gill overlooked the fact that Mark was cautiously

receptive towards the project for reunion and was willing to utilise Latin Scholastic axioms

486 See Mark’s "Ex9<0ic Tivi Tponw €8é€ato 10 Th¢ Apxiepwaoiivne Géiwua, kai Srdwoic tfic cuvodou Thc év
QAwpevtia yevouevng (Ekthesis on How He Accepted the Archiepiscopal Office and on the Synod of Florence),
ed. by Petit in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 443-9, which was written between June and July 1440,
wherein Mark explains how he was reluctant to accept his installment to the See of Ephesus. Cf. Petit, ed.,
Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 316 for dating. See also Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 10.9, Laurent, ed., p. 482;
Manuel of Corinth, Liber de Marco Ephesio, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 492.

487 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 3.3, 3.8, Laurent, ed., pp. 164, 168. Scholarios, Fausses doctrines sur la
Prédestination, in Jugie, Petit, Sidérides, eds., Oeuvres Complétes, Vol. 1, pp. 427-39 (428). Cf. Syropoulos, Les
Mémoires, 3.32, 4.43, 4.44, Laurent, ed., pp. 194, 244, 248, who highlighted that Mark was subsequently
appointed as the procurator for the Eastern Orthodox Patriarch of Jerusalem later this year, before being
ordained as the Eastern Orthodox Patriarch of Antioch’s procurator following the Byzantine contingent’s
arrival within the Italian Peninsula.

488 Monfasani, “The Pro-Latin Apologetics,” pp. 167-8, posited that, by 1438, Mark had produced his Capita
Syllogistica adversus Latinos de Spiritus Sancti ex Solo Patre Processione and Scholarios had produced his
Réponse aux Syllogismes de Marc d’Ephése sur la procession de la Saint-Esprit, in Jugie, Petit, Sidéridés, eds.,
QOuevres Complétes, Vol. 3, pp. 476-538, as a result of their cooperation within this imperial study group, thus
indicating the nature of their research material. Assuming the veracity of Monfasani’s conclusion, Scholarios’
references to Neilos Kabasilas’ De processione de Spiritu Sancto within his Réponse suggests their use of this
work within their pre-conciliar preparatory studies. See Scholarios Réponse aux Syllogismes, Jugie, Petit,
Sidéridés, eds., Ouevres Complétes, Vol. 3, pp. 496, 497, 499, 500, 507, for Scholarios’ references to this work.
As Gill, ‘“The Sincerity of Bessarion the Unionist,” The Journal of Theological Studies 26(2) (1975): 377-92 (387-8)
elucidated, Bessarion explicitly referred to Neilos’ doctrinal authority during the council. Cf. Jugie, “Avant-
Propos,” in Jugie, Petit, Sidéridés, eds., Oeuvres Completes, Vol. 3, xlviii, who dated Scholarios’ Réponse to c.
1440, claiming that the work’s tone suggests that it was produced in the context of Mark’s refusal to sign
Laetentur Caeli.

489 Manuel of Corinth, Manuelis Magni Rhetoris Liber de Marco, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p.
520; Schmemann, ‘St. Mark of Ephesus,” 17. Cf. Mark of Ephesus, Marci Ephesii Capita Syllogistica Adversus
Latinos de Spiritus Sancti ex solo Patre processione, 13, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 368-415
(384), for explicit evidence indicating Mark’s familiarity with the Summa Theologiae.

4%0 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 3.10, Laurent, ed., p. 170 referred to this pre-conciliar research into Neilos
Kabasilas’ De primatu Papae. Pilavakis, “Introduction,” First Antirrhetic, p. 33.

1 See esp. Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence, pp. 119-20.
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and literary methodologies within his body of work. For example, Scholarios described how
Mark impressed loannes VIII when his treatise concerning predestination, lMpoc¢ loidwpov
(epouovayov nepi 6pwv {wijc (To Hieromonk Isidore Concerning the Limits of Life), was
publicly recited before the Emperor prior to this conciliar commission.*®? Therein, Mark
exhibited this influence by formatting his treatise according to the dialectical method,
reflecting the Latin Scholastic quaestio,*®? by delineating the arguments and theological
authorities supporting that time when a person dies is predetermined by God,*** before
elaborating the opposing arguments and authorities.*®> Subsequently, Mark expounded his
own doctrine in accord with these counterarguments,*®® before analysing the rejected
doctrine’s argumentation he rejected to ‘resolve them,’#®” making the necessary distinctions
where his own doctrine’s advocates did not, and demonstrated that there is concord

between his opponents’ authorities and his own.*%®

492 Scholarios, Fausses doctrines sur la Prédestination, in Jugie, Petit, Sidéridés, eds., Oeuvres Complétes, Vol. 1,

pp. 427-39 (428). See Mark of Ephesus, Mpoc loibwpov iepoudvayov nepi 6pwv {wijc, ed. by Jean-Francois
Boissonade in Anecdota nova (Paris: Dumont, 1944), pp. 349-62.

493 See Mark of Ephesus, epi Spwv {whc, Boissonade, ed., p. 351, lines 4-5, who described his format thus: “t0
pév o0V INToUPEVOV €oTLy, £l... ...”. See p. 351, line 23, where Mark characterised his work as “...TAv
{ntnow...” For an overview of this format within the medieval Latin theological tradition, see Brian Lawn, The
Rise and Decline of the Scholastic Quaestio Disputata With Special Emphasis on its Use in the Teaching of
Medicine and Science (Leiden: Brill, 1993), esp. pp. 6-17.

494 Mark of Ephesus, mepi Spwv {wfic, Boissonade, ed., pp. 352, line 7-354, line 14.

495 Mark of Ephesus, mepi Spwv {wfic, Boissonade, ed., pp. 354, line 15-356, line 20.

4% Mark of Ephesus, nepi 8pwv {wfic, Boissonade, ed., pp. 356, line 20-357, line 6.

497 Mark of Ephesus, nepi 8pwv {wfic, Boissonade, ed., pp. 357, line 6-362, line 23.

%8 See esp. Mark of Ephesus, nepi Spwv {wfic, Boissonade, ed., pp. 351, line 27-352, line 2; 357, line 7.
Likewise, the MpoYswpia to his First Antirrhetic concorded with the common Latin Scholastic custom of
explicating the very production of their writings or the production of the ancient writings they commented
upon according to the fourfold Aristotelian causal paradigm. See Mark of Ephesus, First Antirrhetic, Pilavakis,
ed., p. 157, lines 2-4: “TO pév KnTkov aitiov Tol cuvtayuatog, Tt 6€ Kal TO TEAKOV, Omep £0TWV O OKOTIOG. ..
TO 6¢€ €ldikdv te Kal mapadelypatikov viv Aéyopev: (My English translation:) The efficient cause of the
syntagma, and also the final cause, which is the end... and we may now state the specific and exemplary
cause...” Mark was possibly made attentive to this custom through reading Scholarios’ translation-
commentary of Radulphus Brito’s Ars Vetus. See Scholarios, Prolégoménes a la logique et a “I'lsagoge” de
Porphyre, lecon 5, in Jugie, Sidérides, Petit, eds., Oeuvres Completes, Vol. 7 (Paris: Maison de la Bonne, 1936),
p. 31, lines 1-29: “NMotnTkr toivuyv aitia toutou tol BLBAlou... YAk &€ altia év TolTw T® BLBAlW... H b€ lbikn
aitia év TouTw ™ PBBAIW... H teAikn altia... TouTwv TOV TE00ApWV aitiwv... (My English translation:) Now
these are the designated causes of this book... And the material cause of this book [is]... And the specific cause
of this book is... The final cause [is]... These are the four causes...” Cf. Demetracopoulos, “Palamas
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Pertinently, loannes VIl not only commissioned some of the most highly educated
contemporaneous Byzantine clerics and secular officials to this commission but also those
who were more receptive towards ecclesial reunion.**® This inference can be evinced when
considering that Mark’s former student and colleague within this commission, Scholarios,
provided Mark with Greek translations of excerpts from Latin literature which Scholarios
believed could facilitate reconciliation on those issues which divided the Byzantine and Latin
Churches, and likely included certain works of Duns Scotus.>® For example, within his
Juldoytotika Kepaldata mpog Aartivouc repi ti¢ tol ayiou MMveUUATOC EKTTOPEVCEWS
(Syllogistic Chapters Against the Latins on the Holy Spirit’s Procession), Mark refuted the
putatively Thomistic notion that individuating principles are universally applicable.>®* Mark
likely invoked Scotus’ Ordinatio to exemplify that distinctions amongst composite creatures

are not caused by matter given that matter as such cannot be divided nor distinguished as it

Transformed,” p. 368 n. 327; Demetracopoulos, “Thomas Aquinas’ Impact on Late Byzantine Theology and
Philosophy: The Issues of Method or ‘Modus Sciendi’ and ‘Dignitas Hominis’,” in Andreas Speer and Philipp
Steinkriiger, eds., Knotenpunkt Byzanz: Wissensformen und kulturelle Wechselbeziehungen (Berlin: De Gruyter,
2012), pp. 333-410 (343).

499 For example, Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 3.8, Laurent, ed., p. 168, highlighted that this commission also
included loannes VIII's confessor, Gregorios Melissenos, who was subsequently appointed as Ecumenical
Patriarch between 1443 and 1445 principally given his sustained adherence to the Ferraran-Florentine
reunion. Syropoulos also listed Metropolitan Joasaph of Ephesus, Anthony, Bishop of Heraclea, the usoalwv
Kritopoulos, as well as a number of otaupo@dpoL.

500 Monfasani, “The Pro-Latin Apologetics of the Greek Emigrés to Quattrocento Italy,” in Antonio Rigo, ed.,
Byzantine Theology and Its Philosophical Background (Turnhout: Brepols, 2011), pp. 160-86 (165-8), claimed
that Mark’s Capita Syllogistica adversus Latinos de Spiritus Sancti ex Solo Patre Processione alongside
Scholarios’ response to this work were produced prior to their departure for the Italian Peninsula.

501 e., the distinction per oppositionem between the Triune Persons within the Godhead, the distinction per
quantitatem in separate substances, and the distinction per materiam within matter-form composites. For the
first distinction, see e.g., Aquinas, In | Sententiarum, d. 34, q. 1, a. 1, ad. 5; Summa Theologiae, |, g. 28, a. 3, in
Opera Omnia, Vol. 4. Editio Leonina, pp. 227-9. For the second, see e.g., Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles, 1, c.
93, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 13, pp. 363-6. Editio Leonina, pp; Summa Theologiae, |, q. 50, a. 4, in Opera Omnia,
Vol. 5. Editio Leonina, pp. 10-1. For the third distinction, see e.g., Aquinas, Sententia libri Metaphysicae, VII,
lect. 10, nn. 15-9; Summa Theologiae |, q. 75, a. 4, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, pp. 200-1. While |
cannot provide a more lucid explication of these distinctions due to word constraints, | refer you to Thomas J.
DePauw, ‘The Principles of Distinction in Material Substances in the Philosophy of St. Thomas and St. Albert,’
American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 92(4) (2018): 1-43; Christopher Hughes, ‘Matter and Individuation in
Aquinas,” History of Philosophy Quarterly 13(1) (1996): 1-16; Russell L. Friedman, Intellectual Traditions at the
Medieval University. The Use of Philosophical Psychology in Trinitarian Theology among the Franciscans and
Dominicans, 1250-1350, Vol. 1 (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2013), pp. 51-63.
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does not possess quantity and quality per se.”°? Rather, such a distinction is a
napakoAoudnua, or ‘accident,” which emerges in already actualised and distinguishable
beings, and is thereby only a remote cause of individuation.>%3

Scholarios notably betrayed his awareness of some of the broader late medieval
Latin Christian intellectual developments within his own oeuvres, including his Prolegomena
in Logicam et in Porphyrii Isagogen, produced between 1433 and 1435.°% Therein,
Scholarios rejected the Thomistic doctrine that materia signata is the individuating principle
in hylomorphic composites for the late thirteenth and early fourteenth century

metaphysical logician, Radulphus Brito’s doctrine that this individuating principle is

‘indivisible and signate quantity.”>°> Given this background, one can plausibly hypothesise

502 Mark of Ephesus, Capita Syllogistica, c. 25, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 394, lines 1-6: “H
OAn kB’ avutrv éotiv adlaipetog Womep yap Gmolog, oUTw Kal Anocog To anocov §& adlaipetov TO
adlaipetov 6¢ adlakpitov: 0 6€ kad’ alTo i dlatpettal kal Slakpivetal, WG Av ETEPW TNV altiav mapexol Tfi¢g
Slakploewg;... (My English translation:) Matter in se is indivisible: for that which is without quality, this is also
without quantity; and quantity is indivisible; and the indivisible is indistinguishable: and that which is
indivisible and indistinguishable in se, how if this be the cause of the distinction?” Compare this passage to
Scotus, Ordinatio ll, dist. 3, pars. 1, . 5, n. 131, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 7 (Vatican City: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis,
1973), p. 458: “Sed quod non est in se distinctum nec diversum, non potest esse prima ratio diversitatis vel
distinctionis alterius; sed materia est fundamentum naturae omnino indistinctum et indeterminatum igitur
non potest esse prima ratio distinctionis vel diversitatis alterius... (My English translation:) But what is not
distinct or diverse in itself cannot be the principal reason for the diversity or distinction of another; but matter
is the foundation of nature, completely undifferentiated and indeterminate, therefore it cannot be the
principal reason for the distinction or diversity of other [things].”

503 Mark of Ephesus, Capita Syllogistica, c. 25, Petit, ed., Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 393, lines 26-36.
Compare to Scotus, Ordinatio ll, dist. 3, pars. 1, g. 4, n. 118, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 7, p. 451. See Panagiotis C.
Athanasopoulos, “Bessarion of Nicaea vs. Mark Eugenicus On the Thomistic principium individuationis in
Material Composites,” in Searby, ed., Never the Twain Shall Meet, pp. 77-91 (80-2) Cf. Timothy B. Noone,
“Universals and Individuation,” The Cambridge Companion to Duns Scotus, ed. by Thomas Williams
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), pp. 100-28; Allan B. Wolter, “John Duns Scotus,” Individuation
in Scholasticism. The Later Middle Ages and the Counter-Reformation, 1150-1650, ed. by Jorge J. E. Gracia
(New York: State University of New York Press, 1994), pp. 271-98, for analyses of Scotus’ rejection of Aquinas’
doctrine of the principle of individuation and the development of his own doctrine of this principle as
haecceitas.

504 Tinnefeld “Georgios Gennadios Scholarios,” 519.

505 Scholarios, Prolégoménes a la logique et & “I'lsagoge” de Porphyre, legcon 12, in Jugie, Sidéridés, Petit, eds.,
Oeuvres Complétes, Vol. 7 (Paris: Maison de la Bonne Presse, 1933), pp. 7-113 (78, lines 8-11): “t0 Gtopov Tig
ololag £0Tlv ATOMOV Ti ASLALPETW KAl OEONUELWHEVN TTOOOTNTL: GO¢ev | aitia U Av Tl £éoTv Ev AplOUD
UTApxeL TO TolaUTNV £XELV MoooTNTA, HTLG o0 Suvartal év ETépw elpiokeaBal... (My English translation:) The
individual [item] of a [given] nature is individual through an indivisible and signate quantity. Wherefore, the
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that Scholarios rendered certain Scotistic source material into Greek for Mark during their
pre-conciliar study sessions and likely detailed to Mark that one could reconcile medieval
Latin Christian theology with the Byzantine Church’s canonised Palamite divine essence-
energies theology through the distinctio formalis a parte rei which Scotus applied within his
intra-Trinitarian framework.>% Scholarios also likely made Mark aware of the fact that
Scotus’ Trinitarian theology could be juxtaposed to the prevalent Byzantine Orthodox
position concerning the filioque, whereby Scotus rejected Aquinas’ assertion of the
philosophical necessity of postulating the Spirit’s dual procession ad intra.>®” This pre-

conciliar recourse to Scotism on the part of Mark and Scholarios helps to explicate how

cause of which this [item] is one in number has such a quantity, which cannot be found in another [individual
item]” See Radulphus Brito, Quaestiones super Metaphysica V.12, rendered in Sten Ebbesen, “Radulphus Brito
on the Metaphysics,” in Jan A. Aertsen, Kenneth Emery, and Andreas Speer, eds., Nach der Verurteilung von
1277 (Berlin and New York: De Gruyter, 2001), pp. 456-92 (460, n. 16): “duo individua solum different
secundum accidens...” Cf. Kappes, The Theology of the Divine Essence and Energies in George-Gennadios
Scholarios. Ph. D. Dissertation (Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, 2018), pp. 201-2; Gerhard Podskalsky, ‘Die
Rezeption der thomistischen Theologie bei Gennadios Il. Scholarios (ca. 1403-1472),” Theologie und Philosophie
49 (1974): 305-23 (317); Monfasani “Pro-Latin Apologetics,” p. 165. Pertinently, within his translation-
commentary of Aquinas’ Commentariam in octo libros Physicorum Aristotelis, which, according to Franz
Tinnefeld “Georgios Gennadios Scholarios,” in Carmelo Giuseppe Conticello and Vassa Conticello, eds., La
théologie byzantine et sa tradition, Vol. 2: XIlI*-XIX¢ s (Turnhout: Brepols, 2002), pp. 477-549 (518), was
produced at some point before 1438, Scholarios evoked the distinction per materiam. See Scholarios,
Traduction du commentaire de S. Thomas d’Aquin du ‘De Physico audito’ d’Aristote, Livre Premier, lecon 10, in
Jugie, Sidérides, Petit, eds., Oeuvres Complétes, Vol. 8 (Paris: Maison de la Bonne Presse, 1936), p. 194, lines
22-5. Cf. Aquinas, Commentaria in octo libros Physicorum, |, lect. 11, n. 13.

506 A number of scholars have claimed that the Scotist distinctio formalis a parte rei could work to reconcile the
Latin Christian and Palamite metaphysics of God ad intra. See e.g., David Coffey, ‘'The Palamite Doctrine of
God: A New Perspective,’” St. Vladimir’s Theological Quarterly 32 (1988): 329-58 (335); Steven Runciman, The
Last Byzantine Renaissance (London: Cambridge University Press, 1970), p. 82.

507 See Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., p. 33, wherein Mark advocated that the conciliar Fathers evoke Patristic sources
shared by both Churches during the initial Ferraran sessions. Cf. Scotus, Ordinatio, |, dist. 12, g. 1, nn. 9-10, in
Opera Omnia, Vol. 5 (Vatican City: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis 1959), pp. 28-30, where Scotus upholds the Latin
doctrine that the Spirit proceeds from both the Father and the Son, while also acknowledging that the Latin
and Byzantine Churches principally differed on the whether the Spirit proceed ‘from’ or ‘through’ the Son
respectively. See also Scotus, Ordinatio, 1, dist. 11, q. 2, nn. 40, 49, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 5, pp. 16, 21, for
Scotus’ counterresponse to Aquinas, where Scotus claims that the Son and the Spirit are distinct based upon
their Personal properties, and not necessarily based upon their originate relations. Cf. Aquinas, Summa
Theologiae |, q. 36, a. 2, corpus, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 4. Editio Leonina, p. 302. See Richard Cross, Duns Scotus
on God (Burlington: Ashgate, 2007), pp. 203-22 for an overview of Scotus’ doctrine of the Spirit’s procession ad
intra.
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loannes VIII successfully discouraged Mark from explicitly invoking the disputed topic of the
Palamite theology of God ad intra when engaging with the Latin Fathers at Ferrara-Florence.
Perhaps the principal significance of Mark and Scholarios cooperating prior to
Ferrara-Florence for this dissertation’s purposes is that Scholarios had also familiarized
himself with some of the medieval Latin Christian developments in Eucharistic theology. For
example, within his pre-conciliar sermon, lMepi To0 pvotnplwdou¢ cwuatog tol kupiou
nuwv lnood Xpiotod (Conerning the Sacramental Body of Our Lord Jesus Christ), Scholarios
explicated the nature of Eucharistic transmutation in a manner which upheld the
permanence of accidents of bread and wine despite their instantaneous substantial
transformation:
...this Sacrament contains some substance’s transmutation into [another] substance,
becoming [as such] instantaneously, [but] the accidents remain not transmuted...”%8
Although Scholarios did not treat the moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration within
this sermon per se, given his use of the term uetaBoAr to describe Eucharistic
transmutation, Scholarios plausibly invoked Demetrios Kydones’ translation and edition of
Aquinas’ Summa contra Gentiles 1V, as well as Hellenophone commentators on Aristotle’s

Physics such as Simplikios, both of which Scholarios had read during the early 1430s,°% and

508 My English translation of Scholarios, Mepi To0 puotnplwsdouc owuatoc tod kupiou NUWV Incod Xptotod, in
Jugie, Sidéridés, Petit, eds., Oeuvres Completes, Vol. 1, pp. 126-7: “...touTl yap TO HUOTPLOV HETABOAV TVa
TieplEXov ovoiag €ig oUotav €v Akapel yevopévny, TV cuUBePNKOTWY AMETABAATWY HeVOVTWY...”

509 See Paolo Frassinetti, “Il codice Torinese C-2-16 contenente la versione greca della Summa contra

Gentes, ad opera di Demetrio Cidone,” in Atti dello VIl Congresso internazionale di studi bizantini (Palermo, 3-
10 aprile 1951), Vol. 1 (Rome: Associazione nazionale per gli studi bizantini, 1953) pp. 78-85 (80-1), who
argued that Scholarios had a version of Kydones’ translation-edition of the Summa contra Gentiles, as
contained in Taur. gr. XXIII, produced in November 1432. Cf. Demetracopoulos, “Scholarios’ On Almsgiving,”
pp. 298-9 who follows Frassinetti’s dating. See Irini Balcoyiannopoulou, To 6t6aktiko eyxelpidio Aoyikrc Tou
lewpyiou ZyoAapiou: Aoun, nnyeg kat kawvotouieg, Ph. D. Diss. (University of Patras, 2018), p. 18ff, for the
dating of Scholarios’ reading of Simplicios’ and Theodoros Metochites” Commentaries on Aristotle’s Physics.
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both of whom employed similar terminology to describe ‘transmutation.>!? Thus, if the
Byzantine conciliar contingent were informed that this question required resolution at an
earlier stage in the proceedings, Scholarios potentially could have supported the Byzantine
Church’s defence of its in fieri doctrine by providing his colleagues with Greek editions of
medieval Latin Sacramentological literature, including those passages within Scotus’
Ordinatio pertaining to Eucharistic consecration. This research could potentially have helped
to establish a more cogent resolution to Eucharistic consecration at the Council of Florence
than that upheld within Laetentur Caeli.

Despite his anti-Latin polemics, Mark notably exhibited considerable receptivity to
his Latin counterparts. This disposition is reflected by the fact that Mark provided the
Dominican Papal envoy to Constantinople, Nicholas of Cusa, with Greek manuscripts which
were being studied by the Byzantine preparatory commission. Mark also highly respected

Cusa’s moderate conciliarist ecclesiology, whereby Mark and Nicholas both maintained that

510 See esp. Demetrios Kydones, trans., Summa contra Gentiles, IV, c. 64, “...8&... 4 A0oLG fj TpoOG TV dvtiBeowy,
TNV nepl tfi¢ dvicotntog To0 cwpatog t[od] X[ploto]u nmpdg tov tonov t[ol] aptlou]. Auev yap oloi[a] Tol
aptlou] Gvtikpug €ig TV olaoi[av] ToU cwpatog petaBarAetatl... (My English translation:) ...But a solution [can
be found]... for the antithesis concerning the disparity between Christ’s Body and the location of the
[Eucharistic] bread. For it is the substance of the bread which is transmuted in contrast to the substance of the
Body.” Transcribed and edited by myself from Vat. gr. 613, fol. 460", lines 8-11,
<https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.613> [accessed August 1%, 2023]; Simplikios, Simplicii in Aristotelis
Physicorum libros quattuor posteriores commentaria, V, 2, ed. by Hermann Diels in Commentaria in
Aristotelem Graeca, Vol. 10 (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1895), p. 833: “...6eikvuaol 61& To0 TV PEV Kivnoly €€ évavtiou
el évavtiov elvat petaBoAiv, pndév 8¢ elval tij ovoia évavtiov... olciav 6p&v € oloiag Aéyel yivesBal THv
ei¢ ovolov petaBoriv Kol 5L TodTo Kal Kivnow sivat €v Tfj oUoia vopilet, oUk évvoel &TL €K oméppatoc O
av9pwmog ol kadd oloiq T6 oméppa, AAAA Kado Suvapel Gvdpwrtog, TalTov 6£ elnelv €k TG Tol avBpwrmou
otepnoswg kot Tod pn 6vrog.” Trans. by J. O. Urmson in On Aristotle’s Physics 5 (London: Bloomsbury, 2014),
pp. 39-40 “He proves that there is not change in substance, from the fact that change is transformation from a
contrary to a contrary...Transformation into a substance comes about from a substance and he thinks that
therefore there is change in substance, he does not realize that man does not come from seed in so far as seed
is a substance but in that it is potentially a man, i.e., from the privation of man and from not being.” Cf.
Kappes, ‘The Biblical Origin and Late-Antique Invention of the Eucharistic Term and Definition
'Transubstantiation',” boeocsioeckue mpydei (2020): 1-29 (17-23).



182

Papal Primacy entailed that the Pope still had the responsibility to obey the canons of
historical ecumenical councils.>?

However, other historical factors indicated that internecine Latin-Byzantine conflicts
would naturally have emerged within Ferrara-Florence:>*? One must recall that Kalekas’
anti-Palamite treatise, the Adversus errores Graecorum, became a significant locus within
the sphere of the fifteenth century Latin and Byzantine apologetical disputes, reflected by
its translation into Latin in mid-to-late 1424 by Ambrogio Traversari at the request of Pope
Martin V.>3 Moreover, Kalekas' work subsequently informed Andreas Chrysoberges’ own
anti-Palamite treatise addressed to Bessarion, composed in 1436,°* to which Mark
responded by composing two treatises which expressly targeted Kalekas’ Adversus errorum

Graecorum.>*® Therein, Mark admonished the Thomistic application of Aristotelian

philosophical axioms to the theology of God ad intra.>'® Mark also denounced Aquinas’

511 Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” p. 416; Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., p. 91. Cf. Nicholas of Cusa, De concordantia
catholica: libri tres, Il, c. 20, ed. by Gerhard Kallen (Bonn: L. Rohrscheid, 1928), fols. 33-4.

512 The conciliar Acta do not describe any reaction from the Franciscan Ferraran-Florentine Fathers with
regards to the evocation of Palamite theology, some of whom were appointed by Pope Eugenius to prepare a
formal study into the question of the divine essence-energies distinction. See Luke Wadding, Annales Minorum
seu trium ordinum a S. Francisco Institutorum, Vol. 11 of 32, 2" ed., ed. by Joseph Mary Fonseca (Rome: Rochi
Bernabd, 1734), p. 2; Celestino Piana, La facolta teologica dell’'universita di Firenze nel quattro e cinquecento
(Rome: Collegii S. Bonaventurae, 1977), p. 224.

513 See Charles Stinger, Humanism and the Church Fathers (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1977),
p. 112, who highlighted how Pope Martin V tasked Traversari with translating these two works in advance of
an ecumenical council.

514 See Candal, ed., ’Andreae Rhodiensis, O.P., inédita ad Bessarionem epistula (De divina essentia et
operatione).,’ Orientalia Christiana Periodica 4 (1938): 329-71 (329-43) for evidence of Chrysoberges’ reliance
of Kalekas’ divine essence-energies doctrine; Claudine Delacroix-Besnier, “Manuel Calécas et les Freres
Chrysoberges, grecs et précheurs,” in Actes des congreés de la Société des historiens médiévistes de
I'enseignement supérieur publique, 32e Congres, ed. by Patrick Boucheron (Dunkirk: Société des Historiens
Médiévistes de I'Enseignement Supérieur, 2001), pp. 151-64 (158).

515 For these two works, see Pilavakis, ed., First Antirrhetic, pp. 157-234; Tod aUtod, mpo¢ td SeUTEPA TV
elpnuévwv MavounA t@ KaAékg katd tol Suvodikol téuou, Ndyog avtippntikog 8°, in Pilavakis, and Christian
Chivu, eds., Sfantul Marcu Evghenicul: Opere, Vol. 2 of 2 (Bucharest: Pateres, Gandul Aprins, 2014), pp. 278-
455,

516 See e.g., Mark of Ephesus, First Antirrhetic, Pilavakis, ed., p. 178: “005¢ tdv o6V AplototéAnv aidolpevog.”
See Stylianos G. Papadopoulos, EAAnvikai Meappaosic Owutotik@v Epywv - Qilodwutotai kai Avtidwutotal
&v Bulavtiw. ZuuBoAn eic tv lotopiav tiji¢c Bulavrtivii¢c Ocoloyiag (Athens: BIBAL0ONKN TG v ABNnvalg
dekTtaLdeUTIKNG eTaLpELag, 1967), p. 148ff for an overview of Mark’s opposition towards the application of
Aquinas’ theological and philosophical tenets vis-a-vis the Spirit’s procession ad intra.
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analogisation of the Spirit’s gifts to created ‘habits’ infused within believers’ souls.”'’ It was
likely through Chrysoberges informing his former Papal Curial colleagues of these earlier
conflicts, that the Benedictine Latin Father and curial penitentarius, Andrés de Escobar, was
inspired to implore Eugenius IV to formally condemn Palamite theology on December 15,
1437 before the formal discussions with the Byzantine contingent went underway.>8

In 1437, as the Byzantine contingent were readying to depart for the Italian
Peninsula, the Metropolitan of Ephesus, Joasaph, passed away. Subsequently, loannes VIl
implored Mark to accept his incardination to the Metropolitanate of Ephesus, which Mark
reluctantly accepted.>®® Thus, both Mark and Bessarion, the two primary Byzantine orators
at Ferrara-Florence, were ordained to the episcopate through loannes’ aspiration that the
most talented clerical and lay Byzantine intellectuals would effectively articulate the
Byzantine Church’s various doctrines, by which time Mark had likely completed his anti-

Kalekan Adyoc avrippntikoc A'.>?° Given that Bessarion had already began making epistolary

517 See esp. Mark of Ephesus, First Antirrhetic, Pilavakis, ed., pp. 177-8: “...o0tw¢ T® auTt® Mvelpatt T& adtod
xaplopata cuvouciwtal, ol §g 006’ aUTO TOoUTO CUVIAGCLY, ATL KAl £AUTOLG TEPLTIMTOUGL KAl TOTG TPOG 00G
nuTopoAncav Aativolg évavtioUvtal. Kal yap 6 to UeTd thv avactaclv §U épuduonuatog mapa tod Kupiou
800¢v oUk £tL Ry Umootaolc £otatl Tod Mvevpatog. AANG T KTiopa... kol Baupdaiw ndg ol pevyouoLy EaUToUg
£mi Tolautag doePelag umodepopevol... (My English translation:) Indeed, by the same Spirit are the
[Pneumatic] charisms substantially unified, but these men [i.e., Kalekas and his followers such as
Chrysoberges] do not even agree on this [doctrine], because they counteract themselves and they also oppose
the Latins, who they have defected from. For if [one upheld their doctrine of the Spirit’s charisms], what was
given through inspiration following the Resurrection by the Lord would not be the Spirit’s hypostasis. Instead,
it will be some creature... and | wonder how they do not depart from their own persisting with such impiety.”
518 See Andrés de Escobar, Tractatus polemico-theologicus de Graecis errantibus, Candal, ed., (Rome:
Pontificium Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1952), p. 83 (par. 94). Cf. the 1438 denunciation of John Lei,
Tractatus loannis Lei O.P. “De visione beata” Nunc primum in lucem editus, Candal, ed., Studi e Testi 228
(Vatican City: Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana, 1963), pp. 83-4, 193. See Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., pp. 346-50 for a
description of Mark’s and Montenero’s debates in 1439. Cf. Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 177, for Santacroce’s
positive account of Montenero’s opposition towards Palamite theology during this debate as well as
Torquemada’s posthumous denunciation of Palamite theology within Candal, ed., Apparatus, p. 86

519 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 3.11, Laurent, ed., p. 172. Cf. Alexandros Koriakidis, lwdoaq E@éoou, 11437
(lwavvng BAabuvtepog), Biog, £pya, Stbaokalio (Athens: MANATOMOYAOZ NEKTAPIOZ, 1992).

520 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 3.23, Laurent, ed., p. 184. Given that Bessarion noted how he was ordained as
Metropolitan of Nicaea on November 11, 1437, Mark was plausibly incardinated this same day. See Peter
Schreiner, ed., Chronik 103, in Die byzantinischen Kleinchroniken, Vol. 1 (Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichen
Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1975). p. 659.
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inquiries into Latin doctrine, reflected by his epistle to Andreas Chrysoberges, the responses
he received from Andreas likely helped to verify for the Byzantine conciliar contingent that
orthodox Thomistic theology and philosophy functioned to divide Eastern Orthodoxy and its
canonisation of the Palamite theology of God ad intra with the Latin Church.>?! Given Mark’s
aforementioned adherence to Palamism, it is evident that Mark acknowledged the
ecumenical potential of Scotistic theology on this score, as exemplified by his explicit
evocation of Scotistic metaphysical axioms concerning the divine Personal distinctions ad
intra when addressing Giovanni Montenero within the Florentine debates concerning the
filioque.>*?

Pertinently, throughout Ferrara-Florence, Mark declined to formally address the
issue of Palamite theology, which likely resulted from Mark’s intention to establish ecclesial

reunion through recourse to Scotism.>>> However, Mark could reasonably have anticipated

521 However, Bessarion and Mark were acquainted only indirectly on the basis of their mutual instruction
under Pletho, whom Bessarion likely studied under between 1431 and 1433, as well as through their friendship
with Scholarios. Cf. Raymond-Janin Loenertz, 'Pour la biographie du Cardinal Bessarion,” Orientalia Christiana
Periodica 10 (1944): 129-39 (133).

522 See the Acta Graeca’s account of the Trinitarian debate which took place at Florence on March 2™, 1439,
wherein utilised Scotistic principles with regards to God ad intra against Giovanni Montenero. Acta Graeca,
Gill, ed., p. 267: “...tAv UOoTACLY Kal TNV olclav €l kal anA®g dtadépewv yodvral, wg ijAov, Ov Tpomov
Sladépel tol kowvol 10 1610V, KaBwe kal 6 Méyag Baaoilelog mpodg tov adehdov Mpnyodplov ypadel: ‘kal ov
Tpomov ololav StadpEpely AvBpwmou T Kow® Aoyw’ elmnely, Kal mpdowmov kKal UooTaclc... (My English
translation:) ...the [divine] essence and hypostasis differ absolutely, as is clear, in the way that a universal and
a property differ, just as Basil the Great wrote to Gregory [of Nyssa] his brother, ‘And in the way that the
substance of man differs from person and hypostasis in the universal concept.”” Compare this passage’s
conclusions to Scotus, Reportata Parisiensa 1, d. 33, q. 2, in Joannis Duns Scoti Doctoris Subtilis, Ordinis
Minorum. Opera Omnia, Vol. 22 (Paris: L. Vives, 1894), p. 402: “Secunda etiam opinion dicit quod relation dicit
alium modum super essentiam, modus tamen non est simpliciter, sed modus talis rei. Sed non sic pono ego
essentiam et relationem distingui realiter secundum quid, quia tunc esset sensus, quod distinction essentia et
relationis esset distinction realitatum secundum quid, quod est inconveniens, quia essentia est res simpliciter,
cum sit formaliter infinita... (My English translation:) the second opinion also states that the relation [between
the divine essence and hypostases] posits a further mode over the essence, yet the mode is not absolute, but
is a mode of a given res. But | do not think that essence and relation are really distinct secundum quid, because
there would then be a sense in which the [divine] essence-relation distinction is a distinction of non-absolute
realities, which is inappropriate, because the [divine] essence is a res absolutely, since it is formally infinite...”
Cf. Christiaan Kappes, ‘A Latin Defense of Mark of Ephesus at the Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438-9)," The
Greek Orthodox Theological Review 59 (2014): 159-230 (174-7, 213-4, n. 132).

523 According to Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 3.8, Laurent, ed., p. 168, loannes VIl regarded the filioque as the
principal cause of the Latin-Eastern Orthodox schism and attempted to undermine any public conciliar
discussion of Palamite theology.
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that Palamism would emerge as a locus of debate within the council based upon the
inference that the anti-Palamism of Andreas Chrysoberges, who, in virtue of his former
office as the Magister Sacri Palatii, as well as the fact that he had been formally invited by
Pope Eugenius to function as a conciliar Father in April 1437, could logically be interpreted
to have represented the Papal Curia‘s own doctrinal inclinations.”?* Given that Chrysoberges
has been shown to have been close correspondent of Kalekas, Mark likely perceived
Chrysoberges’ writings to be a substantial revivification of Kalekas’ anti-Palamism. This claim
can be supported by the fact that Mark likely composed his Adyoc avtippntikoc 8 (Second
Antirrhetic) overly countering Kalekas around 1437, having likely been made aware of Pope
Eugenius inviting Chrysoberges to the council based upon Bessarion’s epistolary
correspondence with Chrysoberges.

To summarise this section, one can glean that Mark’s pre-conciliar reading of
liturgiological sources such as Nicholas Kabasilas’ Epunveia help to account for the nature of
Mark’s argumentation and theological source material which section four of this Chapter
will be shown to have evoked within his Eucharistic AiBeAAoc.”?> Nonetheless, by
considering how Mark’s investigations into other Church-dividing theological questions such
as the filioque, Papal Primacy, and the divine essence-energies distinction, preoccupied so
much of his research within the pre-conciliar study commission, one can partly contextualise
why, alongside the factors of time and material constraints, Mark was limited in his capacity
to fully substantiate his arguments supporting the Byzantine Church’s de facto doctrine of
Eucharistic consecration by addressing some of the literary source material, such as the

excerpts from Augustine’s oeuvres, which Torquemada had utilised in the Sermo Prior.

524 De Halleux, “L’activité d’André Chrysobergés,” 423-48; Gill, Council of Florence, p. 76.
525 Fonki¢ and Poljakov, ‘Markos Eugenikos als Kopist,” 19-21.
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4.3. The Provenance of Mark’s Eucharistic AiBeAAoc.

4.3.1. Putting Into Context Mark’s Pessimism towards the Council’s Prospect for Reunion.

Having detailed the importance of Mark’s background to analysing Mark’s
argumentation and methodology within his Eucharistic AiBeAAog, this section will now put
Mark’s pessimism towards ecclesial reunion into context and address how this pessimism
informed the production and the contents of this AiBeAAoc. One must emphasise that
Mark’s pre-conciliar openness towards ecclesial reunion, insofar as this reunion did not
compromise Eastern Orthodox doctrine and practice, was also made manifest in the early
stages of Ferrara-Florence, particularly in the epistle Mark composed to Pope Eugenius at
Cesarini’s suggestion during the opening conciliar sessions at Ferrara in April 1438.526
Therein, Mark lauded Eugenius’ intention to establish ecclesial unity, while maintaining that
true unity could not be effectuated unless the Latin Church charitably removed the filioque
clause and refrained from using azymes in the Eucharist.>?’

By spring 1439, Mark had withdrawn from the public conciliar process, preferring to
remain in isolation given his poor health.>?® Mark was also likely overwhelmed by what he

perceived to be unauthentic methods employed by some of his Latin counterparts within

526 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 5.3, Laurent, ed., p. 258.

527 See Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., pp. 28-34.

528 Mark of Ephesus, Marci Ephesii Relatio de Rebus a Se in Synodo Florentina Gestis, 2, Petit, ed., in Patrologia
Orientalis, Vol. 17, 308, line 16: “...un mapovtog €pol 6L v acBéviav...”
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329 especially by Andreas Chrysoberges, who, as stated,

the preceding conciliar discussions,
was also a prominent participant in the pre-conciliar Latin Christian anti-Palamite polemics.
For instance, writing following the conclusion of the Council, loannes Eugenikos recorded
that, at the Florentine debates concerning Purgatory, Chrysoberges instigated an intense
rhetorical assail against Mark, which exposed the Byzantine Fathers to the forensic
sharpness which, as detailed in Chapter Three, the Dominican Order would have formed
brethren such as Chrysoberges to engage in.>3° Taking these factors into consideration,
Mark had eschewed from participating within the final conciliar sessions concerning the
Spirit’s Procession on March 215 and 24t and thenceforth entered into seclusion.>3!

As alluded to above, the inauthentic scholarship on the part of the Latin Fathers also
diminished Mark’s belief that the council could effectuate a mode of ecclesial reunion
grounded in the ecumenically venerated Patristic and canonical authorities. For example,
during the third session of the debates in Ferrara concerning the filioque clause’s canonical

validity on October 16", 1438, likely through Chrysoberges’ instigation,>3? Cesarini officially

recited from a putatively primitive codex including the Second Council of Nicaea’s Acta

529 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.1-2, Laurent, ed., pp. 474, 476, who noted how Mark was absent for the
initial discussions in June 1439 between the Byzantine Fathers and Pope Eugenius regarding the issues of
divergence still to be resolved. As detailed in the Acta Slavica Concilii Florentini, Narrationes et documenta, ed.
by Joannes Krajcar. Concilium Florentinum Documenta et Scriptores, Series B, Vol. 11 (Rome: Pontificium
Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1976), pp. 63-5, despite recovering from his illness which had began around
March 1439, following the conclusion of the debates concerning papal primacy during late spring 1439, Mark
continued to remain in seclusion through to the formal signing of Laetentur Caeli in July 1439.

530 For example, loannes Eugenikos elucidated the nature and intensity of Chrysoberges’ method at the outset
of the conciliar debates on Purgatory in Antirrhetic of the Decree of the Council of Ferrara-Florence, 8,
Rossidou-Koutsou, ed., p. 28, stating how Chrysoberges employed “...to0 ¢piktod Stahektikod Bwpud... €€
EMEVIKDOV ELTOUV APLOTOTEAKDV ApXGV WPUNHEVNVY...”

531 See esp. Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 8.5, Laurent, ed., p. 394; Cf. Joseph Gill, The Council of Florence
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1959), p. 118.

532 Cf, Scholarios, Examen de quelques passages des Péres Latins sur la procession du Saint-Esprit, 2, in Jugie,
Sidérides, Petit, eds., Oeuvres Complétes, Vol. 3, pp. 52-3. Mark of Ephesus, Confessio Fidei, 2, Petit, ed.,
Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 438.
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whose ‘Opoc stated that the Spirit proceeds from the Father et ex filio.>>3 As Syropoulos
recounted, when the Byzantine delegation subsequently examined this text within their
private session, they mocked Chrysoberges given that Cesarini made this claim merely on
the basis of a single Latin codex with no known textual precedent in either the Latin or
Hellenophone manuscripts, leading Pletho to subsequently highlight the interpolated nature
of this phrase to his Latin counterparts.>3* Likewise, during the second public session at
Florence concerning the Spirit’s procession on March 10", 1439, Giovanni Montenero
evoked a codex of Adversus Eunomium attributed to Basil the Great, which had significant
textual variations to this work’s Greek manuscript tradition.>3>

While Mark conceded that Constantinople contained a few codices which exposited
Montenero’s edition, he highlighted that many other codices, especially the most primitive,

offered a different reading. Thus, Mark claimed that Montenero’s edition had been

533 See Juliani Cesarini Cardinalis S. Angeli Epistola V, in Laurentius Mehus, ed., Ambrosii Traversarii generalis
Camaldulensium aliorumque ad ipsum, et ad alios de eodem Ambrosio Latinae epistolae a domno Petro
Canneto abbate Camaldulensi in libros 25. tributae variorum opera distinctae, et observationibus illustratae.
Adcedit eiusdem Ambrosii vita in qua historia litteraria Florentina ab Anno MCXCII usque ad Annum MCCCCXL
(Florence: Ex typographio Caesareo, 1759), cols. 975-7 (976). Herein, within an epistle addressed to Traversari
dated to October 17t", 1438, Cesarini described ow he genuinely believed that Nicholas of Cusa imported and
provided him with a codex delineating the Acta of the Second and Third Councils of Constantinople and the
Second Council of Nicaea, wherein the phrase et ex Filio was included in the Creed, but which could barely be
discerned given a poor attempt to erase this phrase from his edition. See Gill, Council of Florence, p. 150.

534 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 6.31, Laurent, ed., pp. 330-2.

535 Of the most controverted passages, Mark’s edition stated: “Afipatt pév yap deutepevewv tod uviol
napadibwotv lowg 6 Ti¢ eboePeiag AoyoE... o0Tw dnNAovoTL Kal To mvelpa To aylov, &l

Kol UTtoPBERnKe TOV LLOV TH] TE TaLel Kal T aflwpartt... (My English translation:) For [the Spirit] is second to the
Son in dignity is possibly handed down in blessed writ... and therefore in this way is the Holy Spirit below the
Son in both order and in dignity...” Conversely, Montenero’s edition stated: “Afiwpatt pév yap devtepov tod
vioD map’ alTol TO givan £Xov Kai rtap’ adtod AapBdvov Kai avayyEAAov RV, kai SAwG ThC aitiag éKeivng
€Enupévov mopadidbwolv o tfig eboePelag Adyog... o0Tw AnAovoTt Kal 16 mvelpa T dylov, €l kal UTTOBERNKE
TOV ulov T takeL kal @ afiwpartt... (My English translation:) For [the Spirit] is second to the Son in dignity,
having and receiving from Him His being and declaring to us and was wholly attached to Him as cause, [as]
has been handed down in blessed writ... and therefore in this way is the Holy Spirit below the Son in order and
in dignity...” Both quoted from Georges Matthieu de Durand, ‘Un passage du lll livre Contre Eunome de S
Basile dans la tradition manuscrite,” Irénikon Chevetogne 54(1) (1981): 36-52 (37). See Bernard Sesbolié,
“Introduction,” in Sesbolié, Georges Matthieu de Durand, Louis Doutreleau, eds., Basile de Césarée: Contre
Eunome: suivi de Eunome Apologie, Vol. 2 (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1983), p. 146, for an analysis of the of the
various ‘Greek’ and ‘Latin’ editions of this text, and wherein the editors argue that the former, as upheld by
Mark, was that authentically composed by Basil.



189

subsequently interpolated by later Latin Christian adherents of the filioque.>3® Mark’s
suspicions towards Montenero’s source material was somewhat justified as scholars
including Bernard Sesbo(ié have highlighted that Mark accurately posited that his edition
was authentically Basil’s, while inaccurately attributing the source of the interpolations in
Montenero’s edition, whose version also circulated before the emergence of the East-West
Schism during the eleventh century. According to Sesbolié, the interpolations in
Montenero’s edition were likely a subsequent conglomeration of literary excerpts from
Eunomios and his circle added on to Basil’s work.>3’

On June 16%™, 1439, Mark was nonetheless commissioned to produce a written
response to Torquemada’s Cedula and Sermo Prior which Mark produced under a strict
timeframe between June 16™ and 19, 1439, the contents of which the next section of this

Chapter will analyse.>3®

4.4. An Analysis of Mark’s Use of His Literary Sources within His AiBeAAoc.

Having examined the broader background to Mark’s composition of his Eucharistic
NiBeAAog, this section will analyse how Mark utilized his liturgical and theological authorities
within this conciliar treatise and to what extent his use of these authorities held greater or
lesser coherence than that of Torquemada’s two Sermones. Overall, the author aims to

exemplify that the foundational motif within Mark’s AiBgAAo¢ was his typologisation of the

536 Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., p. 296.

537 Sesboiié, “Introduction,” in Basile de Césarée: Contre Eunome, Vol. 2, pp. 146-7, n. 1. Cf. Michel Van Parys,
‘Quelques remarques a propos d'un texte controverse de Saint Basile au Concile de Florence,” Irénikon 40
(1967): 6-14.

538 See Petit, ed., Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 314 for the dating of this work.
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epiclesis to the Hellenophone Mariological doctrine of the ‘pre-purified’ Virgin, particularly
as mediated through his reading of John of Damascus’ "Ekéo01c.

Regarding the structure of the AiBeAAog, Mark began by delineating a threefold
classification of authorities which would inform his Eucharistic theology throughout the
work, namely, the Divine Liturgy itself, the Holy Apostles who authoritatively legislated and
commented on the Divine Liturgy, and the Holy Fathers and Doctors of the Church, who
succeeded the Holy Apostles.>?® Significantly, Mark asserted that the Orthodox Ch8urches
continued to uphold these sets of authorities, a claim which Mark reiterated at two further
points within the AiBeAAoc in order to structurally subdivide his treatise.>*® Thus, Mark
aimed to exemplify that the Orthodox Church had authentically preserved those sacred
customs bestowed by Christ and His Apostles themselves. Moreover, Mark’s evocation of
the Sacred Liturgy and its relationship to the Church’s received Apostolic Tradition served to
counterpose Torquemada’s skepticism towards the Liturgy of St James’ purported Apostolic
provenance, alongside the putative authorship of both the Liturgies of St Basil and St John
Chrysostom.>*

Mark continued by elucidating that the AiBeAAoc intended to exemplify that none of
these authorities affirmed that Eucharistic transformation is strictly effectuated through the
dominical words’ recitation; rather, the Eucharistic gifts are initially hallowed by a divine

operation upon the recitation of the dominical words before this operation is perfected

539 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de consecratione, 1, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 426.

540 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de consecratione, 6 and 7, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 432:
“HueTc puév olV TadiTo apd TRV Ayiwv AMooTOAWY Kol TV Ekeivug EkSeEapévwy IapoloBOVTES KAl KATEXOHEY
QUETATOLNTWG KAl TOV ylyvopevov émn' altolc anodidopev Adyov...(My English translation:) We [the Orthodox
Churches] have received these things from the holy Apostles and from those who were instructed by them,
and we have received these things without delay, and the teaching which was given by them.”; p. 433: “Huelg
UEV yap dkoAouBolvteg Tolc lepoic dmootololg kal StéaokAaAolg Kotd Tag Ut alT®yv napadsSouévag
£€kB£oelc...(My English translation:) For we [the Orthodox Churches, following the holy Apostles and teachers
according to the traditions which we have received from them...”

541 See Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., pp. 238-9.
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through the petitioning of the epiclesis and its concomitant manual blessing of the
Eucharistic gifts’>*?

Mark pertinently arranged the four Eucharistic Prayers which he exposited and
analysed in their putatively chronological order of composition. This fact reflects the degree
to which Mark’s theological methodology was informed by an emphasis on the historical
provenance of his liturgical and theological source material, in contradistinction to the
methodology which Torquemada has been shown to have employed in the Sermo Prior.>*
Subsequently, by delineating and analysing the arguments put forward by a selection of
Patristic literary sources, Mark sought to provide a succinct hermeneutical guide regarding
these four Eucharistic Prayers for his readership. Taking these factors into consideration, the
liturgical and Patristic source material which Mark evoked within this second section
included four Eucharistic Prayers of the Byzantine Rite, namely, the Liturgies of St Basil, St
James, and St John Chrysostom, as well as the Apostolic Constitutions which were
conventionally ascribed to Pope St Clement |, the four of which Mark exposited to establish
the precedence of a consecratory epiclesis within the earliest Eucharistic Prayers celebrated
by the universal Church. In addition, Mark also evoked a number of works ascribed to four
Hellenophone theologians who bore considerable doctrinal authority within both the
Eastern Orthodox and Roman Catholic Communions of Churches, including Basil the Great,
John Chrysostom, Pseudo-Dionysius and John of Damascus.”**

Mark was evidently highly concerned with fulfilling his request from loannes VIII to

defend the Byzantine Rite’s heritage against the accusation from certain Latin Fathers that,

542 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de consecratione, 1, ed. by Petit in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 426; Kappes,
Epiclesis Debate, p. 134.

543 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 135.

544 Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 135.
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prior to the council, the Byzantine Fathers had altered their Church’s Eucharistic Prayers
through interpolating consecratory epicleses. Mark also sought to defend this Byzantine
liturgical tradition in response to Torquemada’s dismissal of the Byzantine Rite’s liturgical
testimony to the consecratory epiclesis given Torquemada’s belief that neither Basil nor
Chrysostom, the putative authors of the Eucharistic Prayers ascribed to their name, were
sufficiently weighty authorities to alter the Eucharistic form and matter. In addition, Mark
sought to counteract Torquemada’s skepticism concerning whether the Byzantine Rite’s
Anaphora of St James was authentically composed by the Apostle James the Less.>* As will
be exemplified, Torquemada eschewed from questioning the authenticity behind the
provenance of the Byzantine Rite’s Eucharistic epicleses within his Sermo Alter, after
loannes VIII likely postulated the arguments put forward in Mark’s AiBeAAo¢ during a
meeting with Cesarini before the public conciliar debate on June 20™. Likely in response to
the weight of Mark’s extensive compilation of liturgical textual authorities, within his Sermo
Alter, Torquemada will be shown to have altered his apologetical strategy by undermining a
literal interpretation of these authorities which understood their epicleses to possess
consecratory power. Nonetheless, there was a notable lacuna concerning Mark’s authorial
strategy within the AiBeAAoc, namely, that he ceased to address a number of the putative
Latin Patristic authorities which Torquemada had invoked within his Cedula and Sermo Prior.
This lacuna likely resulted from Mark’s aforementioned skepticism of the Latin Fathers’
earlier recourse to literary source material which was not authentically witnessed within the

Byzantine literary sphere. Moreover, the time constraints under which Mark composed the

545 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 239; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 135-7.
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NiBeAdog entailed that he was forced to prioritise and exclude source material based upon
what Mark believed would optimally fulfil loannes VIII's request.

Returning to Mark’s authorial strategy, from Mark’s perspective, the Byzantine Rite’s
Eucharistic Prayers were most accurately interpreted according to the liturgiologies of John
of Damascus, and of Basil and Chrysostom, given Mark’s belief that the Liturgies of St Basil
and St John Chrysostom were authentically produced by their ascribed Fathers.
Subsequently, Mark’s liturgical hermeneutic evinces the Mariological undertone of the
broader late medieval Byzantine interpretative tradition regarding Eucharistic
transmutation, alongside the fact that such a Mariological exegesis had a basis within both
the Hellenophone and the Latin Christian liturgical scholiastic inheritance and was thereby
not an innovation on Mark’s part.

Thereupon, Mark transitioned towards directly countering Torquemada’s exegesis of
Chrysostom’s Ei¢ tnv npodooiav tol Tovda and Pseudo-Dionysius’ De Ecclesiastica
Hierarchia, in contradistinction to the more apologetic methodology hitherto. This transition
was particularly informed by Mark’s intention to undermine Torquemada’s recourse to
Chrysostom for the purpose of demonstrating the epiclesis’ non-consecratory nature and
that the Eucharistic form must strictly be the dominical words. Mark also sought to refute
Torquemada’s exegesis of Pseudo-Dionysius, whom Torquemada had invoked to undermine
the claim that the epiclesis perfected Eucharistic consecration, a claim which had been
advocated by Bessarion and Isidore, by locating Pseudo-Dionysius’ liturgical expositions in
light of the Hellenophone liturgical and Patristic traditions. Mark thereby aimed to exhibit
that Pseudo-Dionysius’ conception of the Eucharistic form starkly diverged from

Torquemada’s belief in the dominical words’ unique consecratory power.
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Subsequently, Mark moved towards providing a more concrete admonition of the
Latin Rite’s Eucharistic praxis. Through invoking Pseudo-Dionysius, Mark particularly
criticized the Latin discipline of leaving the pre-consecrated host unveiled, in
contradistinction to the liturgical praxes detailed within De Ecclesiastica Hierarchia. From
this criticism, Mark sought to exemplify that the Byzantine Church inherited a liturgical
patrimony more concordant with this Patristic witness.

Mark also attacked the prevalent Latin praxis of administering communion under
one kind, signifying the Byzantine Fathers’ awareness of the Latin Church’s internecine
engagement in the Hussite Controversy at Basel. As discussed in Chapter Three, the Latin
Church sought to defend this practice against the mutual emphasis of the various Hussite
parties on utraquism, which these parties evoked to cultivate resistance against the Latin
Church within Bohemia.>*® This awareness partly resulted from the fact that, at Basel,
loannes VIII formally objected to the Latin Fathers collocating the Byzantine conciliar
contingent with the Hussites.”*” Thus understood, Mark’s characterization of this practice as

an innovation was likely intended to undermine his Latin counterparts’ perceived

546 See John of Ragusa, Tractatus de reductione Bohemorum, ed. by the Delegates of the Imperial Academy of
Sciences, in Monumenta conciliorum generalium seculi decimi quinti. Concilium Basiliense. Scriptores, Vol. 1 of
4 (Vienna: Officinae typographicae Aulae et Status, 1857), p. 258, records how a number of Bohemian Hussites
entered Basel on November 10, 1432, waving a banner which included the phrase “veritas omnia vicit” with a
depiction of a chalice. In response to the staunch adherence of Hussite theologian such as Jan Rokycana to the
principle that, through utraquism, the believer could participate in Christ most fully, within a public session
held on January 1%, 1434, the Baselean Father, Juan de Palomar maintained that those practising utraquism
seriously violated divine law. See Aegidius Carlerius, Liber de legationibus, in Monumenta conciliorum
generalium seculi decimi quinti, Vol. 1, pp. 468-9. Cf. Postilla Jana Rokycany, ed. by Frantisek Simek, Vol. 2 of 2
(Prague: Ceské Akademie Véd a Uméni Bursik, 1929), pp. 703, 733-5.

547 Indeed, the extent of the intra-Byzantine awareness of the Hussite Controversy partly influenced a number
of Bohemian Hussites to convert to Eastern Orthodoxy following the Byzantine Imperial contingent’s return to
Constantinople after the Council. See Marie-Héléne Blanchet, “La réaction byzantine a I'Union de Florence
(1439): le discours antiromain de la Synaxe des orthodoxes,” in Blanchet and Frédeéric Gabriel, eds., Réduire le
schisme? Ecclésiologies et politiques de I’'Union entre Orient et Occident (XIII1*-XVIII¢ siecles) (Paris: ACHCByz,
2013), pp. 181-96 (187-8); Cf. Mildad Paulova, ‘L’'empire byzantine et les Tchéques aant le chute de
Constantinople,” Byzantinoslavica 14 (1953): 158-225 for an extensive treatment of the interactions between
the Byzantine Empire and Church with Bohemian Hussite partisans.
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overconfidence regarding their own liturgical theology and praxis. As will be elucidated,
Mark’s denunciation of communion under one kind was informed by the fact that he had

previously attended the Roman Curial liturgy before of the public conciliar sessions.>*

4.4.1. An Analysis of Mark’s Use of Liturgical Source Material.

It has been detailed that Mark attempted to invoke liturgical literary support from
texts which were acknowledged as authoritative by both the Byzantine and Latin Fathers,
including the Liturgies of St Basil and of St John Chrysostom,>® the first of which was
invoked by Latin Fathers including Torquemada within the Ferraran debates concerning
Purgatory.>>® Nonetheless, Mark also evoked the Liturgy of St James as a liturgical
authority,”>! whose putative Apostolic heritage Mark upheld through recourse to the late
seventh-century Synod of Trullo, particularly its thirty-second canon.>>? Mark’s evocation of
the Liturgy of St James is notable as some earlier Byzantine Rite authors including the
twelfth century canonist, Theodore Balsamon, had called into question this liturgy’s
authenticity.>>® Moreover, Mark evoked the Apostolic Constitutions, which Mark believed
was also ecumenically authoritative in light of its putative composition by Pope Clement I. It
is also likely that Mark believed this text possessed this level of authority after encountering

how earlier Byzantine theologians such as Neilos Kabasilas, whose works Mark has been

548 Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 135-8 for a similar overview of the structure of Mark’s AiBgAAoc.

549 See Marci Ephesii Oratio Prima de Igne Purgatorio, in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 15, Petit, ed., p. 43.

550 Cf. Deputatorum Latinorum Cedula de Purgatorio, in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 15, Petit, ed., p. 33.

551 See e.g., Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 3, ed. by Petit in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 427-
8.

552 Heinz Ohme, ed., Concilium Constantinopolitum a. 691/2 in Trullo habitum (Concilium Quinisextum), 32, in
Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, Vol. 4, Series 2 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2013), p. 37.

553 See Theodore Balsamon, Interrogationes Canonicae Sanctissimi Patriarchae Alexandriaze Domini Marci, et
Responsa ad eas Sanctissimi Patriarchee Antiochae, Domini Theodori Balsamonis, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 138
(Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1857), cols. 951-1012 (953d).
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shown to have studied in the lead-up to Ferrara-Florence, had exposited how Pope Hadrian |

affirmed Trullo’s authentication of the Apostolic Constitutions’ Apostolic heritage.>>*

4.4.2. The Flaws within Mark’s AiBeAdoc.

Having exemplified the various literary limitations within Torquemada’s Cedula and
Sermo Prior in the previous chapter, such as his use of several pseudepigrapha, which partly
resulted from the highly delimiting conditions Torquemada worked under, as Mark operated
under similar confines, this section will address whether similar limitations were manifest
within Mark’s AiBgAAog. Thus, it will be exemplified that, relative to Torquemada’s Cedula,
Mark’s AiBeAAoc made comparatively less errata.

As Boularand highlighted when delineating the historical development of the Latin-
Byzantine epiclesis debate, Mark’s ascription of the Apostolic and Patristic heritage of the
Byzantine Rite’s liturgical texts was overly uncritical according to modern-day scholarly
criteria given that the Apostolic Constitutions and the Liturgy of St James are both broadly
acknowledged by modern-day liturgical scholars to be pseudepigraphal.>>> Nonetheless,
Boularand evidently failed to consider that both the Apostolic Constitutions and the Liturgy

of St James had a historical tradition of being acknowledged as authoritative liturgical

554 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 2, ed. by Petit in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 427. See
Neilos Kabasilas, De causis dissensionum in Ecclesia et de primatu papae, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 149 (Paris:
Typis J.-P. Migne, 1865), cols. 683-730 (718). Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 138-9. Despite the common Latin
canonical conception that Trullo was not an ecumenical council, some medieval Latin canonists such as Gratian
included some of Trullo’s canons within their collections. Pertinently, Gratian included a canon recognizing the
authority of the Liturgy of St James. See Decretum Gratiani, Pars Tertia, dist. 1, c. 47, Friedberg, ed., in Corpus
luris Canonici, Vol. 1, col. 1306. See Ester Brunet, La ricezione del concilio quinisecto (691-92) nelle fonti
occidentalis (70-90 sec): Diritto, arte, teologia (Paris: Boccard, 2011), pp. 17-42 for an overview of Trullo’s
reception history within Latin Christendom through to the fifteenth century.

555 Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 260-1.
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sources by both Latin and Eastern Orthodox theologians and canonists. Nonetheless, one of
the major limitations within Mark’s AiBeAAo¢ which has been overlooked by more recent
scholars who have treated the Florentine Eucharistic debate such as Christiaan Kappes is the
fact that Mark claimed that the Liturgies of St Basil and St John Chrysostom were more
succinct editions of the Liturgy of St James.>>® While Mark’s claim does bear some degree of
accuracy given that the Byzantine Rite’s Liturgies of St James, St Basil and St John
Chrysostom are all within what the Anglican liturgical scholar, Bryan D. Spinks, classified as
the ‘Syro-Byzantine’ family and were mutually influential on one another’s structure and
lexicon,>>’ this claim overlooked how the latter two Eucharistic Prayers in particular
underwent quite substantive processes of redaction and interpolation in the late antique
and medieval periods, independently of the Liturgy of St James.>>®

Regarding the claim that the Byzantine contingent’s liturgical manuscripts had been
corrupted prior to the Council, when examining the passages from the Apostolic
Constitutions as well as the Liturgies of St James, St Basil, and St John Chrysostom which
Mark transcribed within his AiBeAAo¢ and comparing these passages to their presentation
within the modern-day critical editions of these liturgies produced by Anton Hanggi and

Irmgard Rahl, as exposited within this dissertation’s first appendix, Mark’s transcriptions

556 See Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de consecratione, 4, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 428, lines
36-8: “Toutolg akoAouBolvteg kat ot peta tadta v altnv Aettoupylav EMITEUOVTEC, O Te HEyag Baoilelog kat
UET' alToV 6 Xpuoodotopog lwavvng...”

557 Spinks, Do This in Remembrance of Me, p. 129. Cf. Gabriel Khouri-Sarkis, ‘L’Origine syrienne de I’anaphore
byzantine de saint Jean Chrysostome,’ L’Orient Syrien 7 (1962), pp. 3-68; Mazza, The Celebration of the
Eucharist. The Origin of the Rite and the Development of Its Interpretation, trans. by Matthew J. O’Connell
(Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1999), pp. 49-50.

558 For these developments, cf. esp. Anne Vorhes McGowan, “The Basilian Anaphoras: Rethinking the
Question,” in Maxwell E. Johnson, ed., Issues in Eucharistic Praying in East and West: Essays in Liturgical and
Theological Analysis (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 2010), pp. 219-61; Stylianos Muksuris, The Anaphorae of the
Liturgy of Sts. Addai and Mari and the Byzantine Liturgy of St. Basil the Great: A Comparative Study. Masters
Thesis (Durham University, 1999), pp. 35-85; Spinks, Do This in Remembrance of Me, pp. 129-36; D. R.
Stuckwisch, “The Basilian Anaphoras,” in Paul F. Bradshaw, ed., Essays on Early Eucharistic Prayers
(Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1997), pp. 109-30; Taft, ‘The Authenticity of the Chrysostom Anaphora Revisited,’
5-51.
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evidently betrayed no pertinent errata, excluding minute details which could be accounted
for as slights of error on Mark’s part as well as for the textual variants within their

manuscript traditions.>>?

4.4.3. Mark’s Use of the Analogy of the Annunciation and Incarnation with Eucharistic
Transmutation

Returning to the AiBeAAog, Mark outlined his belief that the Annunciation and
Christ’s Incarnation in the Virgin’s womb functioned as an analogical topos for Eucharistic
transmutation. Mark argued that the four Eucharistic Prayers which he had previously
exposited began by reciting the dominical words, which function both as an avauvnotig, or
‘commemoration,’ of the Last Supper, acting as the first moment of God’s intra-Eucharistic
operation, while also signifying how the Spirit operated to ‘hallow’ and ‘perfect’ the bread
and wine at the Last Supper.>® Hence, the priest subsequently petitions for the Spirit’s
gratuitous and transmutative activity through the epiclesis so that the divine activity
operant upon the Eucharistic gifts through the dominical words’ recitation might be
‘perfected.’>®! According to Mark, this Pneumatic grace analogously operated upon and
consummated the transmutation of the Virgin Mary’s uterine flesh into Christ in accord with

the Archangel Gabriel’s annunciation revealed in Luke 1:35 that, ‘The Holy Spirit will come

559 Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 140-2.

560 paraphrased from Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de consecratione, 5, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17,
p. 430, lines 18-21: “OUtw ptv &mavtec [i.e., liturgical texts] oUTL CUNPWVWC TPOAEYOUGL eV T AECTIOTIKA
pnuata, kat 6t abT®v ei¢ dvauvnolv nUag dyouot Tol Tote mpaxBEVTOG, Kal TNV AyLOOTIKNV SUVOULY VAol
tedoupévolg...”

561 paraphrased from Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de consecratione, 5, Petit, ed., Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p.
430, lines 21-6: “€mevyovtal 6& Uotepov kal thv tol ayiou Nvebpatog émkalolvral xapLv, WoTe AUTAV
£€\Boloay, T eipnuéva toTe 101G VOV Edapudoat kal T pokeipeva TeEAel®aoal, Kal mpog TO SECTIOTIKOV oA
kal aipa petamotfoat...”
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upon you, and the Power of the Most High will overshadow you (kai dUuvauig ‘Yiiotou
éniokidoet oot).”>%?

In upholding this analogy, Mark evoked John of Damascus, especially the latter’s
"Ekboatg. Mark thus utilised a highly venerated Byzantine and Latin theological authority,
which helps to support this dissertation’s conclusion that Mark’s Eucharistic theology has a
high degree of ecumenicity.>®® Therein, John argued that God could ‘make’ the Eucharistic
gifts into Christ’s Body and Blood through His eternally-efficacious will, just as His Second
Person became incarnate in the Virgin Mary without impregnating her through seed.>®* For
John, such supernatural phenomena are to be attributed to the Spirit as everything God
‘made’ was done through the Spirit’s operation: God is revealed to have commanded plants
to grow from the earth in Genesis 1:11, which, as John maintained, are cultivated through
rainfall in conjunction with God’s imperative.>® Likewise, when Christ commanded His
Disciples to recite the dominical words ‘in commemoration of’ Him, when the priest
petitions the Eucharistic epiclesis, this invocation functions as the context through which

this Pneumatic overshadowing power dwells upon the Eucharistic gifts and cultivates their

562 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de consecratione, 5, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 430, lines 26-30:
“altn yap kal év tfj pntea tfic NapBévou tnv Beodopov EKelvnV CUVECTAOATO CAPKA, KATA TO ELPNUEVOV TIPOG
aUTAV UTO To0 Ayyéhou- Mveliua dylov EmeAevoetal €mi o€, kai Suvauig ‘Yiotou émiokiaocetl ool.” Cf. Kappes,
Epiclesis Debate, pp. 143-4.

563 See e.g., loannes XI Bekkos, Avtippntikd to0 Adyou v 6 QuTio¢ katd AaTivwy Tpo¢ Tiva ptAécopov
EvocgBiov éypale, ou n Emtypap) Mepi ti¢ Tol Ayiou Mveuuato¢ Muotaywyiac, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 141
(Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1865), cols. 733, 757, wherein Bekkos regarded John of Damascus’ "Ek§001¢ to possess
an authority commensurate in weight to the Second Council of Nicaea. Cf. Christos Arampatzis, “H gpunveia
NG MATEPLKAG ypaUpaTelag Tov 14° kat Tov 15° awwva. H auBevtia kat to KUpog Tou ayiou lwavvn
Aapaoknvou,” in loannes Asemakes ed., Donorum commutatio: studi in onore dell'arcivescoso lannis Spiteris
(Thessaloniki: Vicariatus Apostolicus Thessalonicensis, 2010), pp. 457-68 (esp. 461). See the examples cited in
1.2 for the nature of John of Damascus’ intra-Latin reception.

564 paraphrased from John of Damascus, Expositio fidei, 4:13, ed.by Bonifatius Kotter in Johannes von
Damaskos. Die Schriften, Vol. 2 (Berlin/New York: De Gruyter, 1973), p. 193, lines 66-9: “ei BeAficac alTog 6
Bg0¢ AOyoG £€yEveto AvBpwroc Kal Ta TA¢ Gylag mapBévou kabapd Kol ApUWUNTA AlpATd £aUTE AoTIOPWC
odpka UMECTAOOTO, 0U SUVATOL TOV APTOV £QUTOD GG TTOLAoAL KOt TOV 0lvov Kal T USwp aipa;”

565 John of Damascus, Expositio fidei, 4.13, Kotter, ed., Die Schriften, Vol. 2, pp. 193, line 69-194, line 1: “Einev
£v apxn- «'E€ayayétw n yi Botavnv xoptou,» kal péxpt tod viv tod Uetol ywvopévou £€ayel ta (Sla
BAaotuata tw Belw cuvehauvouévn kal Suvapoupévn pootayuatt.”
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transmutation like rain to plants.>®® John further supported this dual-moment doctrine of
divine operation in the Eucharist by invoking the aforementioned Lukan Annunciation
narrative.”®” Thus, within his AiBeAAo¢, Mark will be shown to have also methodologically
accorded with Kabasilas by utilizing this paradigm to ground his argumentation after first
invoking Luke 1:35. Indeed, this element of Mark’s Sacramentological framework was not
only highly faithful towards the preceding Hellenophone liturgiological tradition, but was
significantly ecumenical given Mark’s use of an interpretative schema with a basis in the
Hellenophone and Latin Christian theological traditions.

One should at this point situate Mark’s employment of this tradition of invoking the
eternally effective divine pfjua for understanding the dominical words’ consecratory
function within the context of the Patristic Mariological interpretative tradition of
Eucharistic consecration. Through John of Damascus, Mark apprehended a terminological
resonance between the Spirit’s hallowing power within the consecration of the Eucharist
with the overshadowing Pneumatic power described in the Annunciation. In particular,
Mark’s awareness of this lexical link juxtaposed with John’s employment of the term
aylaotikn duvautg, or ‘hallowing power,” when exegeting the Annunciation within his In
Dormitionem Sanctae Dei Genitricis Mariae, Oratio Prima. Therein, John argued that, just as
the Spirit operated within the Old Testament Prophets, so too was the Virgin purified and

cleansed through this Pneumatic operation.>®®

566 paraphrased from John of Damascus, Expositio fidei, 4:13, Kotter, ed., Die Schriften, Vol. 2, p. 194, lines 74-
6, 83-4: “Kal ylvetat UeTOC T Kawvij TavTn yewpyla d1d T EmkKARoewg f Tol dylou MVeUpATOG EMLoKLAlouoa
Suvapig... Nvebua dylov énudortd kal tadita molel Td Unép Adyov kal évvolav.”

567 paraphrased from John of Damascus, Expositio fidei, 4:13, Kotter, ed., Die Schriften, Vol. 2, p. 194, lines 79-
81: “dnoiv N dyila mapbévog, «Emel Gvdpa ol ywvwokw;» 'Artokpivetat FaBpiA 6 dpxdyyelog: «Mvelpa Gylov
€nelevoetal €Ml o€, kal Suvaplg Uiotou émoklaoet ool.»” Cf. Luke 1:34-5. See also Kappes, Epiclesis Debate,
pp. 144-5.

568 John of Damascus, In Dormitionem Sanctae Dei Genitricis Mariae, Oratio Prima, 3, in Kotter, ed., Die
Schriften, Vol. 5 (Berlin/New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1988), pp. 471-500 (485-6): “mpodntat 6¢ 6t' dyiou
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Pertinently, such terminology, which was also employed within the Liturgy of St
James’ Eucharistic epiclesis, likely derived from the influence of the Alexandrian
Pneumatological tradition within late antique Palestine, especially through Origen of
Alexandria: Given the previously discussed emphasis upon the ‘Adyoc epiclesis’ within the
Coptic liturgical tradition, reflected by Serapion's Sacramentary,®° within a fragment of his
In evangelium Joannis (In Catenis) exegeting John 1.4, Origen characterised Christ as the
Father’s theophanic Adyog, which Origen interlinked with the Adyog kupiov spoken to Old
Testament prophets like Jeremiah, elaborating that the ‘lifegiving’ Word ‘dwells within,’
these Prophets.>”® Moreover, when exegeting John 3:8,°7! a verse located in the broader
context of Christ’s dialogue with Nicodemus, Origen argued that, with regards to the Spirit’s
Baptismal operation, the Spirit only ‘dwells within’ the great, mAnpot, or ‘filling them’ with

faith and virtue.>”2

nivelpatog mponyodpeucay, f 6£ tod mvelpatog aytaotik Suvapuig énedoitnoe £kabnpe te kai Ayiaoe...”
Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 145-6

569 See Hanggi and Pahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 129 for the anaphora in Serapion’s Sacramentary. In
addition to this ‘Logos epiclesis,” a number of other historical anaphora contain epicleses which employ this
motif of the Father’s theophanic Auvaptg, i.e., Christ, in accord with Luke 1:35. For example, the second
epiclesis of the anaphora recounted on the seventh to eighth century British Museum Tablet, which contains
Coptic texts from the Liturgy of St Mark, which petitions the Father to ‘send Your Holy Spirit and Your Power.”
See Hans Quecke,’Ein saidischer Zeuge der Markusliturgie,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica 37 (1971): 40-54
(44). Cf. Mary K. Farag, ‘A0vapuig Epicleses: An Athanasian Perspective,” Studia Liturgica 39(1) (2009): 63-79
(73-4, 76). Scholars continue to debate whether Origen definitely acknowledged a ‘Logos’ Eucharistic epiclesis.
Cf. Bryan D. Spinks, Do This in Remembrance of Me: The Eucharist from the Early Church to the Present Day
(London: SCM Press, 2013), pp. 50-1. See Maxwell E. Johnson, “The Archaic Nature of the Sanctus, Institution
Narrative, and Epiclesis of the Logos in the Anaphora Ascribed to Serapion of Thmuis,” in Essays on Early
Eucharistic Prayers, ed. by Paul Bradshaw (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1997), pp. 95-106 for an overview of
the Patristic basis of this development of the epiclesis and the interpretations thereupon.

570 Origen, Fragmenta in Evangelium Joannis (in catenis), fr. Il, in Origenes Werke.Der Johanneskommentar, ed.
by Erwin Preuschen, Die grieschen christlichen Schriftsteller Band 4 (10) (Leipzig: J. C. Heinrichs, 1903), p. 486.
571 See The Greek New Testament, 4" rev. ed., Kurt Aland, Matthew Black, Johannes Karavidopoulos, Carlo M.
Martini, Bruce M. Metzger, (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft. United Bible Societies, 1993), p. 321: “10
nvedpa dmou BEAeL TIvel Kol THV Gwviv alTol akoVelS, A’ oUK oidac tdBev Epxetal Kol ol Undyel olTwe
£0TLV A O yeyevvnuévog €k tol nmvevpartoc.” All Greek New Testament quotations herein derive from this
edition. New Revised Standard Version: “The wind blows where it chooses, and you hear the sound of it, but
you do not know where it comes from or where it goes. So it is with everyone who is born of the Spirit.”

572 paraphrased from Origen, in Evangelium Joannis (in catenis), fr. XXXVII, Preuschen, ed., Der
Johanneskommentar, p. 513: “t6 Gylov nvelpa povolg orouvdaiolg émidottd... to mvelpa mAnpot tolg mioTy
kal apetrv €xovrag...”
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Taking into consideration the root term, nmAjdw, within this fragment, Origen
invoked other New Testament examples of etymologically similar vocabulary applied to the
Spirit including Acts 2:4’s description of how the Apostles were ‘filled’” with the Spirit when

>73 such that Origen also interlinked the term mAnpot

being imparted with the gift of tongues,
with the Septuagint’s use of similar terminology to describe the Spirit of God’s ‘dwelling’
within Moses and Joshua.>’4 Taking into consideration that Origen taught in Caesarea in
Palestine during the early-to-mid third century,””> garnering a number of disciples including
Pamphilios of Caesarea who subsequently taught Eusebius of Caesarea,>’® Origen and his
disciples in Palestine plausibly helped to disseminate such vocabulary and its application to
the Sacraments throughout the region,>”” which would subsequently be expressed within
the Liturgy of St James’ epiclesis.>”® For example, the Mystagogical Catecheses, ascribed to
the fourth century Bishop of Jerusalem, Cyril, explicitly utilized the substantive of
gmwpoitnotg within its Eucharistic Prayer’s epiclesis. This is pertinent as several scholars have
recognised that this Eucharistic Prayer likely marks a primitive form of the Liturgy of St

James’ anaphora. According to the Mystagogical Catecheses:

After this [i.e., the Lord’s Prayer] the priest says... ‘Holy are the offerings, which have
received the ‘indwelling’ (értipoitnow) of the Holy Spirit...>”°

573 Acts 2:4: “kal EmARoOnoov AvTeg vepatog dyiou...”

578 LXX Deut. 34:9: “kai 'Inocolg uidg Naur évenAijodn nveUpotog cuvéoewc, EméBnke yap Mwuofg Tag XElpag
autol &m’ abtov-” Quoted from The Septuagint with Apocrypha: Greek and English, Lancelot C. L. Brenton, ed.
(Peabody: Hendrickson, 1986), p. 279.

575 See Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica, V1, cc. XXX-XXXII, H. J. Lawlor, ed., Kirsopp Lake, trans., Vol. 2 of 2
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1932), pp. 82-7 for Eusebius’ encapsulation of Origen’s activity in
Caesarea.

576 See Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica, VI, c. XXXII, Lawlor, ed., Lake, trans., Vol. 2 of 2, pp. 84-7, wherein
Eusebius notes that Pamphilius obtained a substantial portion of Origen’s library which he bequeathed to the
Caesarean Christian populace.

577 See esp. Eusebius, Commentaria in Psalmos: 103.30, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 23, (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne,
1857), col. 1288, wherein Eusebius employed the term £mudoitdv to describe the Spirit ‘dwelling” in Baptism.
578 See Hanggi and Pahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, pp. 246, 250, for the Eucharistic application of these
angelomorphic theophanies within the Greek Liturgy of St James’ post-Sanctus and epiclesis.

579 My translation of Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses Mystagogiae Quinque, 5.19, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 33
(Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1857), cols. 1059-1133 (1124): “Metd talta AéyeL O lepelc Tolg ayiolg. Ayla Td
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Significantly, when John of Damascus interlinked his reference to the root term
Empottaw, as employed within the Liturgy of St James’ epiclesis, with Luke 1:35, John
thereby offered Mark a lexical connection between the epiclesis and the Spirit’s operation
within the Prophets alongside the transformation of the ‘seed and waters’ of the Virgin’s
womb into Christ, with John analogising this same transformation with Eucharistic
consecration. Thus, unlike Torquemada’s interpretation of the Damascene’s Eucharistic
theology, Mark accurately exegeted John’s appropriation of the Hellenophone Patristic
identification of the Pneumatic transmutative activity within both the Virgin and within the

Eucharistic elements.”® Resultingly, Mark’s AiBeAAo¢ can be assessed to bear greater

nipoxeipeva, émdoitnov defapeva ayiou Mvevpartog...” John R. K. Fenwick, Anaphoras of St Basil and St
James: An Investigation Into Their Common Origin (Rome: Pontificium Institutum Orientale, 1992), p. 303
posited that the Liturgy of St James amalgamated elements from the Mystagogical Catecheses with the Coptic
edition of the Liturgy of St Basil. See also Kent J. Burreson, “The Anaphora of the Mystagogical Catecheses of
Cyril of Jerusalem,” in Bradshaw, ed., Essays on Early Eastern Eucharistic Prayers, pp. 131-51 (150-1).
Nonetheless, as highlighted by John D. Witvliet, “The Anaphora of St James,” in Bradshaw, ed., Essays on
Eastern Eucharistic Prayers, pp. 153-72 (156), and Paul F. Bradshaw and Maxwell E. Johnson, The Eucharistic
Liturgies: Their Evolution and Interpretation (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 2012), p. 76, given that scholars
continue to remain divided over how the various linguistic traditions and extant manuscripts of the Liturgy of
St James are interrelated with one another, this fact entails that one cannot definitively make any conclusions
concerning this liturgy’s origins. Moreover, Hesychios of Jerusalem'’s festal sermon on Mary, the Mother of
God, renders Luke 1:35’s term £mokLAoEeL as €mipoltioswc with regards to the Spirit’s activity at the
Annunciation, indicating the influence of this liturgical and anaphoral terminology within late antique
Palestine. See Hesychios of Jerusalem, Homélie V: de Sainte Marie, la Mere de Dieu, 4.24, ed. by Michel
Aubineau in Les homélies festales d’Hésychius de Jérusalem, Vol. 1 of 2 (Brussels: Société des Bollandistes,
1978), p. 166: “O0Saudg, AAN’ €€ évepyeiag Beol, £¢ émupottnoswg UioTou, £k mapouaiag Nvevuatoc.” Cf.
Leena Peltoma, The Image of the Virgin Mary in the Akathistos Hymn (Leiden, Brill, 2001), p. 51, who dated
Hesychius’ homily to c. 434.

580 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 146-8. While this section has delineated how the liturgical application of the
non-Scriptural term mpotraw likely derived from Origen and his catechetical school, within the Hellenophone
theological tradition, this semantic interconnection also flourished against the background of the Council of
Ephesus and its emphasis on the doctrine of the Virgin as the @gotokog. In particular, Cyril of Alexandria, being
a highly regarded Patristic authority, had asserted that the Eucharist re-effectuated the Word's Incarnation, a
notion that juxtaposed with the Coptic liturgical tradition which had utilised both terms to refer to the
consecration of the Eucharistic within the Liturgy of St Mark. For example, Cyril interlinked the Virgin’s flesh as
used at the Incarnation with the dominical words at the Last Supper in The Second Letter of Cyril to Nestorius
in Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, Vol. 1 of 2, ed. by Norman P. Tanner, Giuseppe Alberigo, et al.
(Washington D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 1990), p. 48. Cf. Cyril of Alexandria, The Third Letter of Cyril to
Nestorius, in Tanner, ed., Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, Vol. 1, pp. 54-5. Compare Cyril’s descriptions of
the Eucharistic anaphora within these works with that of the Liturgy of St Mark’s first epiclesis in Hanggi and
Pahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 112.
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doctrinal weight given this firm Patristic foundation, unlike the more myopic and
decontextualized nature of Torquemada’s use of his Patristic and liturgical authorities

addressed above.

4.4.3.1. Mark’s Application of this Analogy to the Dual-Moment Doctrine of Eucharistic Consecration

Like John of Damascus, Mark exemplified an acute interest within the Hellenophone
theological tradition of conceiving the Virgin as mpokadapdcioa, or ‘pre-purified,’ preceding
his conciliar participation, exhibited in his aforementioned Adyoc Avtippntikog A’ against
Kalekas. This tradition had an extensive intra-Byzantine history of interpretation beginning
with Gregory of Nazianzus, who developed a doctrine of Christ and the Virgin being
concomitantly ‘purified’, not as the bodies and souls of sinners are purified at Baptism, but
equivocally through divine grace and glory by elevating their already sinless human
natures.”®! For example, within his Adyoc AH’ €i¢ ta Osopavia (Eighty-Third Oration on the
Theophany), likely delivered between 380 and 381, Gregory postulated:

[Christ] has become man in all ways excluding sin; and so He was conceived from the
Virgin, whose soul and body were pre-purified by the Spirit...>#2

581 See Candal, ‘La Virgen Santisima "prepurificada" en su Anunciacién,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica 31
(1965): 241-76 for an overview of the development of this doctrine of ‘prepurification.” Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis
Debate, pp. 148-9; Kappes, “Gregory Nazianzen’s Prepurified Virgin in Ecumenical and Patristic Tradition: A
Reappraisal of Original Sin, Guilt, and Immaculate Conception,” in Jared Isaac Goff, Kappes, and Edward J.
Ondrako, eds., The Spirit and the Church Peter Damian Fehlner’s Franciscan Development of Vatican Il on the
Temes of the Holy Spirit, Mary, and the Church - Festschrift (Eugene: Pickwick, 2018), pp. 147-98 (148-53);
Kappes, Immaculate Conception: Why Thomas Aquinas Denied, While Duns Scotus, Gregory Palamas, and Mark
Eugenicus Professed Absolute Immaculate Existence of Mary (New Bedford: Academy of the Immaculate,
2014), pp. 18-28.

82 My English translation of Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio XXXVIlI: In Theophania, 13, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol.
36, col. 325: “Kal mavra ylyvetal mAnv tfig apaptiog dvBpwrog: kunbeig peév £k tfig NapBévou, Wuynv kal
ocapka npokaBapBeiong o Nvevpat” Cf. Gregory of Nazianzus, Sectio I: Poetica Dogmatica: lMepi Stadnkiv
kol Emipaveiog Xptotod, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 37 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1862), cols. 456-64 (462).
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Pertinently, within the interpretative history of this Marian tradition, the
‘purification’ of the Virgin’s ‘soul’ and ‘body’ were regarded as two respective moments of
the Incarnate Word'’s production within the Virgin’s utero. Within his Adyo¢ Avtippntikoc A’
against Kalekas, Mark exhibited his awareness of this motif by invoking a hymn dedicated to

Basil the Great ascribed to John of Damascus which described this twofold divine operation

within the Virgin’s womb:

John of Damascus, Kavwv &i¢ tovAytov

BaoiAciov, Qb1 E*:583

Mark of Ephesus, Adyo¢ Avtippntikog

A 4,584

[Your] soul was hallowed, and [your] body
pre-purified, when the Holy Spirit came
upon you, modest [and] immaculate one,
[and] the infinite power of the Most High
overshadowed and subsided in you.

For in her [the Virgin]... God has willed to
show Himself omnipotent, such that,
through the Holy Spirit’s preordained
abundant grace and divine power, He pre-
purified her.

By interweaving this motif with the doctrine of God’s eternally effective imperative

within his AiBeAAoc, for Mark, the dominical words prompt the Spirit to descend upon the

Eucharistic gifts to ‘hallow’ them, which interlinks with the initial moment of God’s

operation within the Virgin’s soul, such that God sent His Spirit was to ‘hallow’ the Virgin in

order to physically and spiritually prepare her for Christ’s Incarnation. Likewise, following

this initial hallowing, the epiclesis perfects the Eucharistic transubstantiation just as,

583 My English translation of John of Damascus, Joannis Monachi Hymnus in Sanctus Basilium,

Ode V. Vinculo charitatis, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 96 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1864), cols. 1371-8 (1373c):
“TrAv Yuxnv aylaobeioa, kal to cWua pokabapbeioca, oeuvr), EmeAbovrog tol aylou émi og, MavapwiE,
Mvebpatog, TAv To0 Y iotou amelpov SuvauLy ool £moklacacav kabBumnedefw.” Cf. Joseph Nasrallah, Saint
Jean de Damas, son époque, sa vie, son oeuvre (Paris: Harissa, 1930), p. 152ff for a discussion of this hymn’s

authenticity.

58 My English translation of Mark of Ephesus, Markos Eugenikos’s First Antirrhetic Against Manuel Calecas’s
On Essence and Energy, Pilavakis, ed., p. 211, lines 18-21: “év a0Tij yap... 6 ©£6¢ 10 €autol mavrtoduvauou
£rubet€at NBEANGCE, ANV OTL kal aUTH SLd Mvedpatog ayiou SaPINecTéPQ XAPLTL IPOGPUEVTOC Kal SUVAUEWS

Belog mpokaBapbeion™”
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through a rational soul being infused within the ovoia of the Virgin’s flesh, her flesh was
transmuted into the fully divine and fully human hypostasis of Christ.>#

John’s employment of the term kaGaipw to the Virgin’s body was informed by some
of the developments within medieval Byzantine medicine, whereby menstruation was
commonly understood to be the body’s mechanism for restoring internal balance by
deposing ‘excesses.’ Thus, it would be worrisome if a woman missed her period as
menstrual blood was regarded as akadapov, entailing that a woman subject to menses
underwent a kafapiouata. Pertinently, pregnancy was also regarded to alleviate an excess
of blood given that the foetus absorbed all ‘excess’ fluid.>®® The issue of whether the Virgin
was subject to menses was thus naturally of pertinent concern for medieval Hellenophone
theologians, especially given the Byzantine Church’s canonical precedent of sanctioning
menstruating women with ritual impurity.>%’

By invoking this analogy, Mark drew upon a doctrine which, while disputed within
medieval Latin and Byzantine Christendom, was nonetheless endorsed within the historical
canons of the first seven ecumenical councils. For example, the Professio Fidei issued by the
Third Council of Constantinople of 680-1, presided over by Emperor Konstantinos IV, and
approved by Pope Agatho’s legates, stated:

And we confess... the only begotten son... who descended from Heaven and
voluntarily and with humility emptied himself in Mary the immaculate Virgin and

58 John of Damascus, "EkSoatc, 3.2, in Kotter, ed., Die Schriften, Vol. 2, p. 109; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp.
149-50.

586 See Eugenia Georges, Bodies of Knowledge: The Medicalization of Reproduction in Greece (Nashville:
Vanderbilt University Press, 2008), pp. 90-2.

587 This canonical state of affairs is reflected in two canonical collections which were upheld as authoritative at
the Council of Trullo. See the second canon of the Canons of Pope Dionysios | of Alexandria in Périclés-Pierre
Joannou, ed., Discipline Generale Antique, Vol. 2: Les Canons des Peéres Grecs (Grottaferrata: Tipografia Italo-
Orientale ‘S. Nilo,” 1963), p. 12. See also the seventh canon of Pope Timotheos | of Alexandria in Joannou, ed.,
Discipline Generale Antique, Vol. 2, p. 244. Cf. “Canones Oecumenici Concilii Trullani, can. 2,” in Joannou, ed.,
Discipline Generale Antique, Vol. 1(1): Les Canons Des Conciles Oecumeniques (Grottaferrata: Tipografia Italo-
Orientale ‘S. Nilo,” 1962), pp. 121, 123, 124 for Trullo’s recognition of these collections’ authority.
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Theotokos” womb, and indwelt within her holy and immaculate flesh [following her]
soul and body [being] pre-purified by the Spirit... >88

As several Roman Catholic scholars since the twentieth century have increasingly

acknowledged the liturgy as a locus theologicus,>%°

one must also highlight that the version
of the Synodikon of Orthodoxy issued in 843 upheld this doctrine of the Virgin’s pre-
purification:

[Christ] became a perfect and sinless man [who was] made into flesh from the holy

Virgin [whose] soul and body [had been] pre-purified by the Spirit...>*°

Likewise, while medieval Latin theologians including Aquinas,”®! and posteriorly,
Torquemada,®®? interpreted John of Damascus’ doctrine of the twofold moment
‘purification’ of the Virgin to entail a cleansing from the fomes peccati, several Latin

theologians associated with the Franciscan School such as Bonaventure acknowledged the

Virgin’s purification in a manner which upheld her Immaculate Conception:

588 My English translation of Concilium universal Constantinpolitanum tertium (680-681). Concilii actiones I-XI,
ed. by Eduard Schwartz, Johannes Straub, Rudolf Riedinger. Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum, Ser. 2, Vol. 2,
Pars 1 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1990), p. 838: “Opoloyoljev 6€... TOV HOVOYEVH] ULOV... KateABOvVTa £k TV oUpavdV
fyouv €i¢ €koUoLoV KEVWBEVTA TaMElVWOLY €V TH LATPQ TAG axpavtou napbévou kait Osotokou Maplog
Koataoknvwoavta npokadapBeiong Yuxnv kal c@pa t@ mvelpatt kal €K TG aylag Kal AUWUoU GapKOG
autiic...” Cf. Candal, ‘La Virgen Santisima,’ 261-2; Kappes, Immaculate Conception, pp. 37-8.

58 See esp. Cipriano Vagaggini, Theological Dimensions of the Liturgy: A General Treatise on the Theology of
the Liturgy, ed. and trans. by Leonard J. Doyle and W. A. Jurgens (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1976), pp. 512-
41; 547-56.

590 My English translation of Synodikon of Orthodoxy, 1, Il, 4-6, ed. by Jean Gouillard, “Le Synodikon de
I’Orthodoxie: édition et commentaire,” in Travaux et Mémoires, Vol. 2 (Paris: Editions E. de Boccard, 1967), pp.
1-316 (293): “...avBpwrtog £yEveTto TEAELOG XwPLG Apaptiog capkwBelg €k mapBevou ayiag Puxnv kal cOpa
npokaBapBeiong t® Mvevpartt...” Cf. Kappes, Immaculate Conception, pp. 64-6.

591 See Aquinas, Summa Theologiae Ill, q. 27, a. 3, arg. 3 and ad. 3, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 11. Editio Leonina, pp.
292, 293: “Praeterea, Damascenus dicit quod in beata virgine supervenit spiritus sanctus purgans eam, ante
conceptionem filii Dei. Quod non potest intelligi nisi de purgatione a fomite, nam peccatum non fecit, ut
Augustinus dicit, in libro de natura et gratia. Ergo per sanctificationem in utero non fuit libere mundata a
fomite... Ad tertium dicendum quod spiritus sanctus in beata virgine duplicem purgationem fecit. Unam
quidem quasi praeparatoriam ad Christi conceptionem, quae non fuit ab aliqua impuritate culpae vel fomitis,
sed mentem eius magis in unum colligens et a multitudine sustollens. Nam et Angeli purgari dicuntur, in quibus
nulla impuritas invenitur, ut Dionysius dicit, VI cap. Eccles. Hier. Aliam vero purgationem operatus est in ea
spiritus sanctus mediante conceptione Christi, quae fuit opus spiritus sancti. Et secundum hoc potest dici quod
purgavit eam totaliter a fomite.”

592 See Torquemada, Tractatus de veritate Conceptionis, Pusey, ed., pp. 273-5.
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[Pseudo-]Dionysius stated that, ‘sanctity is pure and sincere goodness [which is]
without any defilement’>%3... Thus the glorious Virgin willed to be purified, not
because she was impure, or because of the strictures of the [Old] Law, but that she
might be the form of sanctity and purification. That [the Virgin] was not impure is
evident because she did not conceive through male seed nor was she restricted by
the [Old] Law... [which] stated, ‘If a woman conceives a male child through receiving
seed, she shall be impure for forty days.” [Moses] did not add [the clause] ‘through
receiving seed’ for nothing as Scripture includes nothing superfluous... It was thus
necessary for [Moses] to include this [clause] to exclude the Lord’s Mother from this
law...>%*
As alluded to when discussing Torquemada’s activity at Basel in Chapter Three, some
Latin Baselean periti including the Dominican Juan de Segovia interpreted the Virgin’s
purification in a manner which maintained her Immaculate Conception.>®> Thus, while
Mark’s recourse to this doctrine was not universally binding upon either his Latin
counterparts or his own Byzantine Orthodox contemporaries, these examples illustrate that
his doctrine possessed the conceptual groundwork from which a more enduring Latin-
Eastern Orthodox consensus concerning Eucharistic consecration could have been
established at Ferrara-Florence.
Returning to Mark’s AiBeAAog, given their mutual twofold-moment doctrines of
Eucharistic consecration, John of Damascus and Mark both conceived the Eucharistic gifts

following the dominical words to be ‘antitypes’ of Christ’s Body and Blood in the sense that

their transmutation has yet to be perfected by the epiclesis in accord with the

593 Cf, Pseudo-Dionysius, De Divinis Nominibus, c. 12, 2, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 3 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne,
1857), col. 969.

598 My English translation of Bonaventure, De Purificatione B. Virginis Mariae: Sermo 2, in Doctoris seraphici S.
Bonaventurae opera omnia, Vol. 9 (Quaracchi: Collegii S. Bonaventurae, 1901), pp. 640-8 (641): “Dionysius dicit
quod «sanctitas est ab omni contamine munda et sincera bonitas»;>** igitur non est aliud loqui de
sanctificatione quam de purification... Voluit igitur Virgo gloriosa purificari, non quia esset immunda, non quia
esset per Legem astricta, sed ut esset sanctificationis et purificationis forma. Quod non esset immunda, patet,
quia non conceperat de virili semine, nec per hoc erat Legia stricta... dicens: Mulier, si suscepto semine,
pepererit masculum, immunda erit quadraginta diebus. Non pro nihilo addidit suscepto semine, cum nihil
superfluum sit in Scriptura... Oportet ergo, illud adderet, ut a lege illa Matrem Domini exciperet...”

59 Segovia, loannes de Segovia Allegationes et totidem Avisamenta pro Immaculata Conceptione Beatissimae
Virginis, ed. by Petrus de Alva et Astorga (Brussels: Typis et Sumptibus Balthosaris Vivie, 1664), pp. 167-8.
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aforementioned early medieval Hellenophone reformulations of the terms, ‘type’ and
‘antitype.”’ To counteract this increased antipathy towards the term ‘antitype,” based upon
his awareness of the Liturgy of St Basil’s use of the term following the dominical words, John
reformulated the term by positing that the dominical words, which exemplify God’s
eternally-effective imperative, are analogous to the initial moment of God’s operation
within the Virgin at the Annunciation, whereupon her already-Immaculate soul and flesh
were hallowed in advance of the Incarnation, while the second moment paralleling the
second moment of the Virgin’s conception, whereupon the Word-mediating-soul was
infused into her flesh.

John analogised the twofold-moment nature of the Virgin’s conception with the
process of seeds being transformed into the ovoia of a plant: This analogy implied Christ’s
substantial existence at the initial moment of God’s operation within the Virgin, despite a
certain lack of fullness of activity. Just as the growth of seed into a plant is perfected
through watering, the growth of Christ’s foetus was perfected through a metaphorical
‘watering’ of the Virgin’s womb. Based upon both analogies, prayer functions as the human
element which synergistically cooperates with God’s effectuation of the Eucharist, akin to
the farmer’s cultivation of the plant or the Virgin’s fiat at the Annunciation.

Nonetheless, the analogies of the Annunciation and of seeds being transformed to
plants did not fully concord with one another. For example, whereas the Incarnational
analogy for Eucharistic consecration indicates that Christ’s foetus is initially created from the

Virgin's flesh before being subsequently enlivened through ensoulment, the latter analogy
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upheld the plant’s substantial existence in the seed at the initial moment of its growth
process and exists through to the process’ telos of bearing fruit. >

Mark’s use of this Marian analogy raises the question of whether he believed that
only the oUoia of Christ’s flesh inhered in the Eucharist gifts following the dominical words.
This question is pertinent as, if he simply maintained that Christ’s non-ensouled Body was
present, despite being disposed to the subsequent infusion of His soul, Mark thereby
needed to eschew the conclusion that these pre-epicletic gifts were in some way not fully
Christ. According to Mark:

...after the dominical words’ recitation, the [Eucharistic] offerings are called

antitypes of the holy Body and Blood... that is, as if they were not perfected by

through those words, but bear a particular ‘type’ and ‘icon’ [of this Body and Blood];
and thus the Holy Spirit is petitioned to come and reveal the bread to be this holy

Body and the chalice to be this holy Blood.>?”

To put Mark’s concern with Eucharistic ‘typology’ into the broader context of his
literary work, one should consider Mark’s epistle, composed shortly following the
conclusion of the Byzantine engagement at Ferrara-Florence between 1440 and 1441, to
Georgios, a Byzantine Rite priest working within the Venetian-occupied port town, Methoni,
in the Peloponnese for the purpose of counteracting the Eucharistic praxis of the
contemporary Latin Rite.>®® Therein, Mark overcame the problem of maintaining that

Christ’s Body and Blood were not truly present prior to the epiclesis by invoking John of

Damascus, in accord with the doctrine Mark upheld within his Florentine AiBeAAoc. Mark

5% Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 151-2.

597 My English translation of Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 5, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis,
Vol. 17, p. 430: “Ald to0to Kal 0 péyag BaoiAelog, HeTd TO elnelv TA AOTOTIKA prpTa SINYNUOTKEC... £TL TOD
Qylou CWHOTOC Kot ALHATOC dvTituma KOAET T TIPOKELeEVa, SAAOV WC UATIW TETEAEGHEVA SLA TRV PRUATWY
€kelvwy, GAN ETL TOTOV TV Kal eikdva Ppépovta: Kal oUTw eVO0OG Edekiig TO Mvelpa to dylov EABelY
énelyeTal Kal Avadelfal TOV puév 8ptov aUTo TO Tipov oM, TO 8¢ MoTApLov avTd To Tipov aipa.”Cf. Kappes,
Epiclesis Debate, pp. 152-3.

5% See Petit, ed., Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 319 for dating.
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began by exegeting Matt. 26:29, which stated “I will not drink from this fruit of the vine until
that day, when | drink it new with you in the Heavenly Kingdom.”>%? Based upon this verse,
Mark emphasized that Eucharistic transmutation functions analogously to the Kingship of
Christ. Just as Christ is called, honoured and worshipped as ‘King of Heaven’ prior to the
perfection of His Kingship with His ‘coronation,’ so also are the pre-perfected Eucharistic
gifts revered as ‘types’ and ‘icons’ of Christ’s Body and Blood.®% It is according to this
paradigm that Mark implored Georgios to understand the term ‘antitype’ vis-a-vis the
Eucharistic gifts in the Liturgy of St Basil.?°* Thus, Mark rhetorically asked if it was really
unfitting to venerate the pre-epicletic Eucharistic ‘antitypes’ as Christ’s Body and Blood
before they are subsequently offered to God for the purpose of the having their
transmutation perfected by the Pneumatic indwelling, given that they had already offered
to God as a sacrifice.®%? Given Mark’s aforementioned engagement within Palamite theology
prior to his participation at Ferrara-Florence, one can infer that Mark also likely sought to
implicitly defend his dual-moment doctrine of Eucharistic consecration against the claims of

fourteenth-century authors such as Nikephoros Gregoras detailed in Chapter Three that

599 Mark of Ephesus, Epistola ad Georgium Presbyterum Methonensem contra Ritus Ecclesiae Romanae, 2,
Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 472, lines 13-8: “«...00 yap uf miwpol, ¢not mpog toug éautod
paBnTag 6 Oed¢ Kal AOYOC, duUdPTL €k TOU YEWNUATOC TFG AUTEAOU EWG TFG NUEPAG EKElVNG, OTAV aUTO MiVwW
UeY U@V kawvov év Tfj BaotAeiq TV oUpavwy.» ...”

600 paraphrased from Mark of Ephesus, Epistola ad Georgium Presbyterum Methonensem contra Ritus
Ecclesiae Romanae, 2, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 472, lines 18-27: “...AkoUE&lG OMw¢ GyLa
Kol OEMTA puotrpla kai mpo tol tedelwbijval Ta Bela SGOpa KaAel 6 Si6dokalog [i.e., the epiclesis]; Kal
elkOTWC Bao\euc yap Aéystal kal tpo tol otedOfival 6 Bactelg, kai paiiota 6te pog T6 otedOijval
anépyetat 5opudpopoluevog Kot TLHWHENOC BactAelg Aéyetal Kal A Tod BacAéwe sikwv kol Tipdtat Kat
TPOOKUVETTAL TUTIOV &€ Kal eikdva Aéyouev kal AUETG dnoowlew Ta Bela SWpa po Tol TeAewwOijval tod
Seomnotikol cwpatog kat alparog.”

601 paraphrased from Mark of Ephesus, Epistola ad Georgium Presbyterum Methonensem contra Ritus
Ecclesiae Romanae, 2, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 472, lines 27-31: “OBev kal 0 péyag
Baoihelog év tj lepd Aettoupyia avrtituna tadta kalel. «MpoBévteg» yap ¢pnol «td avrtituma tod Tiiov
owpatog Kal aipartog tod Xplotod cou.»...”

602 paraphrased from Mark of Ephesus, Epistula ad Georgium Presbyterum Methonensem contra Ritus
Ecclesiae Romanae, 2, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 472, lines 31-6: “Ti oUv MotoUpev Gromov,
el peTd TG Mpomépumopey kal UTodexoueba tadta, Ta RN T Oe® dvateBévta kal adblepwOévta kal Bucia
Kal &pa yevopeva Kal mpog T tedelwBbijval 81 tfig tod aylou Mvelpatog émudoitnoswg npoodpepdueva;”



212

Palamites such as Palamas himself and Kokkinos posited that the consecrated Eucharistic
gifts are only ‘types’ of Christ’s Body and Blood.

One should also keep in mind the examples cited in Chapter One, whereby a number
of Byzantine Rite Eastern Orthodox were subject to the accusations of improperly
venerating the Eucharistic gifts prior to their elevation, Mark cautioned his reader that, for
upholding this doctrine of the Eucharistic antitypes, they would be accused by “those who
have transgressed all ecclesiastical tradition,” namely, Latin Christians and Hellenophone
adherents of the Florentine Reunion,®®3 of worshipping the Eucharistic gifts in se, rather
than as true archetypes of Christ’s Body and Blood. Mark thereby compared their struggle
to those supporters of Icon veneration who were historically denounced by Iconoclasts for
worshipping icons in se as these icons were, according to the Iconoclasts, not archetypes of
their divine referents.®04

To put Mark’s claims into the context of this epistle, Mark evoked John of Damascus’
"Exboolc to elucidate the structure of the Divine Liturgy for Georgios, having begun his
epistle by recommending that his addressee read Maximus the Confessor’s liturgical
commentary, the Muotaywyia (Mystagogy),?° within which Maximus nonetheless failing to

explicitly comment upon the anaphora.®® Thus, Mark’s liturgical exegesis began by invoking

603 Quotation translated from Mark of Ephesus, Epistula ad Georgium Presbyterum Methonensen contra Ritus
Ecclesiae Romanae, 2, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 473, lines 2-3: “Kat tadta Tiveg; Ol maoav
£€KKAnoLaotiknv nopadoowv abetodvreg...”

604 paraphrased from Mark of Ephesus, Epistola ad Georgium Presbyterum Methonensem contra Ritus
Ecclesiae Romanae, 2, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 472, line 36-473, line 2: “AA\’ ol
SwAiovteg Tov kwvwna TV € kaunAov katamivovteg [Matt. 23:24], taya kol mepl TV aylwv eikovwy ALV
€ykaA£ooualy [i.e., the Iconoclasts], 6tL mpooknvolpev altag, émeldn un iolv adtd Td Mpwtotuma, AAN
gikoveg ékelvwv’ €ln yap av kal todto tfi¢ auTt®v dmovoiag alov.” Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 155.

605 See Maximus the Confessor, Mystagogia, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 91 (Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne, 1865), cols.
657-717 for this work.

606 See Andreas Andreopoulos, “All in all’ in the Byzantine Anaphora and the Eschatological

Mystagogy of Maximos the Confessor,” Studia Patristica 54 (2012): 1-10 (7-8) for an analysis of the possible
factors behind Maximus’ omission of the anaphora.



213

Matthew 26:29, in methodological concordance with the following passage from the
"Ekdootg, to fill this lacuna within Maximus’ Muotaywyia. John of Damascus wrote:

We worship God the Son with the Father and the Holy Spirit, who was incorporeal

prior to the Incarnation, and now the same [Person] has become incarnate and has

been made man though continuing to be God. Thus, if one drew rational distinctions
between what is seen and what is thought, according to its own nature, His flesh
cannot be worshipped as it is created, but as [His flesh] has been united with the

Word of God, it is worshipped because of Him and in Him. For in the same way is the

king worshipped whether he is naked or robed, and the purple robe is trampled on

and rejected when regarded merely as a purple robe... so then [Christ’s] flesh is not
worshipped according to its own nature, but is worshipped [as] the Word of God

Incarnate... through its hypostatic union with the Word of God...5%”

Based upon his reading of this passage, for Mark, the Liturgy of St Basil employed the
term ‘antitype’ following the dominical words to signify the Kingship of Christ, indicating the
lack of an accidental item of Christ’s substantial intra-Eucharistic existence preceding the
epiclesis, which metaphorically functions as Christ’s monarchical ‘enrobing.” Nonetheless,
Mark’s adjusted John’s motif by applying the notion of Christ being metaphorically
coronated at the epiclesis, which would have juxtaposed with the coeval Byzantine practice

of the Imperial coronation including the practice of the Ecumenical Patriarch chrismating

the ascendant emperor to signify his divinely ordained autocracy.®%®

807 My English translation of John of Damascus, "Ex6ootc, 4.3, Kotter, ed., Die Schriften, Vol. 2, pp. 173-4: “Tov
Ulov Tol B0l ouV T® Tatpl Kal TG dylw TVEUATL TPOOKUVOUUEY, ACWHATO HEV TIPO TG EvavOpwniosws Kal
VOV TOV aUTOV GECAPKWHEVOV Kol YeVOpeVoy BvBpwrov petd Tod ivat Bedv. H toivuv odp€ alitod Katd pév
Vv €autiic dpUoLy, av SLEANC Loxvalcg Emvolalg TO0 OpWHEVOV €K TOU VOOUUEVOU, APOOKUVNTOG £CTLV WE KTLOTH,
£VWOETG 6€ T® Be® Aoyw 86U alToV Kal €v aUT® TpookuveTtal. “Ovitep yap Tpomov 6 BactAels Kal YUUVOC
T(POOKUVETTAL Kal EvEeSUpEVOC, Kal i AAOUPYLE WG HEV PIAR aloupylc MaTETTAL KAl epLpPIMTETAL, BACIALKOV
&€ yevopuévn évdupa tipdtal kal Sofaletal kai, €l TG AUTAV MAPOLIKTPWOELE, OAVATW WG TA TIOAAL
Katakpivetal.. oUTwG | oapé Katd Pév THV £auThc dUCLY oUY E0TL TPOOKUVNTH, TPOOKUVETTAL §€ TH
0E0OPKWHUEVW Be® AOYW... SLA TOV VwUévov aUTh kab' Umootaacty Bedv Adyov...”

608 See Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 153-5. Cf. Aristides Papadakis, The Orthodox East and the Rise of the
Papacy (Crestwood: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1994), p. 212ff, who highlighted that, under the Laskarid
Dynasty of the Empire of Nicaea, this patriarchal chrismation increasingly became regarded as a sign of the
Nicaean emperor’s legitimacy to rule within the context of several states such as the Empire of Trebizond and
the Latin Empire claiming to be the authentic successors to the Byzantine Empire after the Sack of
Constantinople in 1204. Cf. also Jugie, Theologia dogmatica, Vol. 3, pp. 151-62 for an historical and doctrinal
analysis of this Imperial practice.
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Additionally, Mark’s recourse to John’s imagery within the "Ekdoot¢ harmonized with
the Liturgy of St James’ epiclesis, within which the Spirit’s ‘dwelling’ on the Eucharistic gifts
thematically invokes the Spirit descending on Christ in the form of a dove during His Baptism
in the Jordan to inaugurate His earthly ministry through a supernatural coronation or
chrismation.?% John also conceived this Pneumatic ‘dwelling’ to be an antitype of the Spirit’s
operation upon being petitioned through the Baptismal epiclesis, such that, like King David,
Christ was ‘anointed’ by the Father,%1° and similarly applied this motif to the Spirit’s descent
upon the Apostles at Pentecost to exemplify the same point.6!

These factors elucidate why Mark reticently conceded that his Latin counterparts
were valid to assert the Eucharistic gifts’ transubstantiation upon the dominical words’
recitation, while maintaining that their assertion that these formulae are the sole
consecratory principle risked departing from the Patristic liturgiological heritage. To
summarise, even though the epiclesis’ recitation does not inherent add to or modify Christ’s
substantial presence in the Eucharistic gifts, Mark maintained that the Orthodox Churches’
Eucharistic Prayers and the Church Fathers both historically required the epiclesis for the act
of perfect Eucharistic worship, as the metaphorical ‘coronation’ of the Christ’s substantial

intra-Eucharistic presence through the Pneumatic indwelling.

609 See Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 250, quoted in Appendix One: “...Iva érudottiioav tfi dyia
Kol ayaBij kai éveofw avtold mapouaiq, ayLdon, Kal oL Tov pev dptov tolitov owpa aylov Xplotod... Cf. John
1:32.

610 John of Damascus, "EkSoatc, 4.9, in Kotter, ed., Die Schriften, Vol. 2, pp. 182, 183: “XpLotdc yap éotv 6 U1
ToU BgoU tol {MVvTog, OV EXTPLOEV O TlaTHP TM Ayiw TMveupartt, we dnotv 6 Belog Aauid - »Ald TolTto €XpLoE ot
0 Bebg 6 BbG oou ENaLov AyaAALACEWG TAPE TOUG LETOXOUG OOUK... EVTOAAC Te AUiv 6€8wke 8L’ LEaTOG
avayesvvacBal kai mvelpatog &u' évteuEewg Kal EmkAnoews T® Udatt Eémpottwvrog tol mvevpuatog...”

611 John of Damascus, "Ekdootc, 4.9, in Kotter, ed., Die Schriften, Vol. 2, p. 185: “IMupi & Aéyetal Bamtilewv
XpLotog: év eibel yap rmupivwv YAwoo®v £mi Toug dyioucg drmootoloug thAv tod nvelpuatog xapLv £EExeev...
Swpatk® eibel woel meplotepd katedoitnoe T6 nvelpa TO dylov EMi TOV KUpLOV THV amapxniv Tod NUETEPOU
UmodelkvUov Bamtiopatog Kol T®V T6 o®pa, £nel kal todto fyouv T0 cdua Tff Oswoel BedC Kal Gua ou
GvwBev eiblotal meplotepd AUatv katakAuouol evayyelileoBal. 'Emi 8¢ ToUg dyloug dmootdAoug mupPoeld®G
KAtelol BedG yap £otiy, »6 &€ Beo¢ mip kKatavaAiokov éoti«.”
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Regarding Mark’s interconnection of his own coeval disputes concerning the
application of the term ‘antitype’ to the Eucharistic gifts with the historical controversies
concerning Icon veneration, Mark likely implicitly invoked John of Damascus’ lpo¢ toug
AwaBaAdovrac tac Ayiag Eikovag, Adyog I'' (Third Oration Against the Calumniators of Sacred
Icons) to define the term ‘antitype.” Within this work, John stated:

For we do not worship the icons and the types and the images of the saints as gods...

And just as the person who receives the king’s sealed orders and kisses the seal does

not give honour to the wax, papyrus, or lead, but reveres and pays homage to the

king... when [Christians] worship the type of the Cross, [they] do not worship the
wood’s nature, but [they] see the seal and the ring and the image of Christ Himself,

[and] embrace and worship the one who was crucified on it through Him.5%?

Given that Mark possibly apprehended that Torquemada had regarded the Byzantine
Church to have upheld a similar doctrine to that which Benedict XII’'s Cum dudum had
condemned the Armenians for positing, Mark later countered this interpretation, which he
attributed to a generic Latin interlocutor, by utilising this passage from John of Damascus in
order to characterise his interlocutor as an iconoclast who erroneously denounced orthodox
believers for alleged idolatry.

While Mark conceived the dominical words to effectuate a substantial, yet non-
perfective, transformation within both his AiBeAAo¢ and his EntotoAn mpoc twva
MpeaButepov Mewpytov, one must address why Mark continued to adhere to John of

Damascus’ typology of Eucharistic consecration with the dual-moment doctrine of Christ’s

Incarnation in the pre-purified Virgin, whereby the second moment entailed the Word-Soul

612 My English translation of John of Damascus, Contra imaginum calumniatores orationes tres, 111.86, in Kotter,
ed., Die Schriften, Vol. 3 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1975), p. 179: “O0&¢ yap nap’ nuwv wg Beol mpookuvoivtal ot
TV aylwv XapaKTnpeg Kal eikOVeC Kal TuToL... Kal wormep 6 kéAeuaolv Bac\éwg Se€dpevog Eadpaylopévny Kal
aonaodpevog v appayida ol TOV NAGV €Tiinoey, ou TOV XAaptnv 1 Tov LOAUBSov, GAAL T@ PactAel
amévelpe 16 oéBag kal TV mpookUvnaoly, oUTw Kal xplotaviv naideg @ tunw tol otaupold mpookuvolvieg
oL v duaov tod E0Aou pookuvoluev, GANA odpayida Kal SaktUALov Kal xapakTtipa Xpiotou autod
BAgémovteg 61 altol oV £v alT® otavpwbévta domalousda kat mpookuvolpey.”
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being infused into the Virgin’s flesh.®3 Indeed, given that John asserted that one cannot
properly venerate an imperfect type per se, one must explicate how Mark resolved positing
his doctrine’s natural corollary that the Eucharistic antitypes initially produced a non-
ensouled body, and thus an imperfect image of Christ’s vivified Body. Before explicating
how Mark resolved this problem by invoking Basil the Great and John Chrysostom to
explicate that God infused the substance of Christ’s Body and Blood into the Eucharistic gifts
following the dominical words, while such substantial existence is perfected through
invoking the Spirit’s Sacramental activity at the epiclesis, one must highlight that within his
EmiotoAn npog tva MpeoButepov Mewpylov, Mark acknowledged the existence of a second
doctrine of Eucharistic consecration, incommensurate to that postulated by John of
Damascus, which he could have plausibly evoked within his Eucharistic AiBeAAoc at
Florence.®'* In this epistle, Mark referred to an anonymous author who expounded an
incommensurate commentary on Matthew 26:26 to John of Damascus’ exegesis discussed
above:

...although the bread brought [to the altar] by the priest is not perfected, namely, it

is dead, after a short time, it shall be vivified and be changed into [Christ’s] very

vivifying body by the vivifying Spirit’s operation.t®

This variant doctrine of Eucharistic consecration was underpinned by a

Hellenophone conception of the Great Entrance which the Ecumenical Patriarch Germanos |

613 See esp. John of Damascus, "EkSooic 3.7, Kotter, ed., Die Schriften, Vol. 2, p. 123.

614 Cf, Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 156-7.

615 My English translation of Marci Ephesii Epistola ad Georgium Presbyterum Methonensem, 3, Petit, ed., in
Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 474: “...oUTw K&vtol0o bepopevoc O iepdc dptoc ATeARC £TL KAl Olov VEKPOG
META UkpOV T Tol {wormolol Mveldpatog évepyeia {wodtal kal mpodg alto 16 {womoldv o®pa
peTaokevaletal.”
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notably upheld with regards to Christ’s burial, denoting the host to be a type of Christ’s
deceased body during the Triduum.5®

Given the anonymous nature of this reference, Mark possibly evoked a non-extant
Greek version of the late fourth and early fifth century Antiochene theologian, Theodore of
Mopsuestia’s Liber ad Baptizandos, as Mark potentially could have discovered a manuscript
of this work during the pre-conciliar preparatory investigations within the libraries of
Constantinople.®!’” Theodore had emphasised the mortality of Christ’s Body within his
historical-typologisation of the Eucharistic gifts’ entrance before their transformation into

Christ’s immortal and incorruptible post-Resurrection Body through a Pneumatic

operation.®!® Given that the Second Council of Constantinople had posthumously

616 See, esp., Germanos |, Historia Ecclesia, et Mystica Contemplatio, 87 (sec. 37), in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 98
(Paris: Typis J.-P. Migne: 1863), cols. 385-484 (448-9) where Germanos posited that the womb of the Virgin
typologised both Christ’s tomb and the Eucharistic altar, entailing that the flesh of the Resurrected Christ can
be identified with the flesh of the Virgin’s womb and the flesh of Christ’s Eucharistic Body.

617 See, Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, App. I11.10, Laurent, ed., pp. 602-4, wherein Syropoulos described how
loannes VIl ordered the libraries of Constantinople to be scoured for literary material to be utilized at Ferrara-
Florence.

618 See esp. Theodore of Mopsuestia, Commentary of Theodore on the Lord's Prayer and on the Sacraments of
Baptism and the Eucharist, ed. and trans. by Alphonse Mingana (Cambridge: W. Heffer & Sons, 1933), pp. 86-7,
104: "We must think, therefore, that the deacons who now carry the Eucharistic bread and bring it out for the
sacrifice represent the image of the invisible hosts of ministry, with this difference, that, through their ministry
and in these remembrances, they do not send Christ our Lord to His salvation-giving Passion. When they bring
out (the Eucharistic bread) they place it on the holy altar, for the complete representation of the Passion, so
that we may think of Him on the altar, as if He were placed in the sepulchre, after having received His Passion.
This is the reason why those deacons who spread linens on the altar represent the figure of the linen clothes of
the burial (of our Lord). Sometime after these have been spread, they stand up on both sides, and agitate all
the air above the holy body with fans, thus keeping it from any defiling object. They make manifest by this
ritual the greatness of the body which is lying there, as it is the habit, when the dead body of the high
personages of this world is carried on a bier, that some men should fan the air above it. It is, therefore, with
justice that the same thing is done here with the body which lies on the altar, and which is holy, awe-inspiring
and remote from all corruption; a body which will very shortly rise to an immortal nature. It is on all sides of
this body that persons, who are especially appointed to serve, stand up and fan. They offer to it an honour that
is suitable, and by this ritual they make manifest to those present the greatness of the sacred body that is lying
there. It is indeed clear to us from the Divine Book that angels sat upon the stone near the sepulchre and
announced His resurrection to the women, and remained there all the time of His death, in honour of the One
who was laid there, till they witnessed the resurrection, which was proclaimed by them to be good to all
mankind, and to imply a renewal of all the creation... It is with great justice, therefore, that the priest offers,
according to the rules of priesthood, prayer and supplication to God that the Holy Spirit may descend, and that
grace may come therefrom upon the bread and the wine that are laid (on the altar) so that they may be seen
to be truly the body and the blood of our Lord, which are the remembrance of immortality. Indeed, the body
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anathematised Theodore for his Christology, Mark would thus have opted to eschew from
explicitly evoking Theodore to being imputed charges of heresy.??® Nonetheless, one cannot

draw any definitive conclusions regarding Mark’s authorial silence here.

4.4.4. Basil the Great and John Chrysostom

4.4.4.1. Basil

Having utilized John of Damascus’ analogisation of God’s eternally effective
imperative and its corollary seed-to-plant analogy with Eucharistic consecration, Mark
subsequently implicitly utilised Basil the Great’s analogization within his OutAia E’ nepi
BAaotrioswc yii¢ to exemplify how God’s imperative infallibly produces its immediate effect,
and which typologises Eucharistic transmutation:

For from its initial creation, the earth received the power to sprout items from itself
through the divine command, and this command [is also able to ‘sprout’ Christ’s
Body and Blood], [for] according to the same teacher [i.e., Basil], that which remains
in the earth shows its own power to continuously sprout, however, it is necessary for
the plants which have sprouted... to come to fruition through cultivating hands.®2°

of our Lord, which is from our own nature, was previously mortal by nature, but through the resurrection it
moved to an immortal and immutable nature. When the priest, therefore, declares them to be the body and
the blood of Christ, he clearly reveals that they have so become by the descent of the Holy Spirit through
whom they have also become immortal, inasmuch as the body of our Lord, after it was anointed and had
received the Spirit, was clearly seen so to become. In this same way, after the Holy Spirit has come here also»
we believe that the elements of bread and wine have received a kind of an anointing from the grace that
comes upon them, and we hold them to be henceforth immortal, incorruptible, impassible, and immutable by
nature, as the body of our Lord was after the resurrection.” Cf. Jugie, ’'Le «Liber ad baptizandos» de Théodore
de Mopsueste,’ Echos d'Orient 34(179) (1935): 257-71 (266-70); Johannes Quaesten, Mysterium tremendum:
Vom christlichen Mysterium (Disseldorf: Patmos-Verlag, 1951), pp. 66-75; Francis J. Reine, The Eucharistic
Doctrine and Liturgy of the Mystagogical Catecheses of Theodore of Mopsuestia (Washington, D.C.: Catholic
University of America Press, 1942), pp. 141-5.

619 See Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 157. Cf. Milton V. Anastos, ‘The Immutability of Christ and Justinian's
Condemnation of Theodore of Mopsuestia,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 6 (1951): 123-60; Raphael Pavouris, The
Condemnation of the Christology of the Three Chapters in its Historical and Doctrinal Context: The Assessment
and Judgement of Emperor Justinian and the Fifth Ecumenical Council (553). Ph. D. Thesis (University of
Glasgow, 2001), esp. pp. 87-100; 214-42.

620 My English translation of Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 5, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis,
Vol. 17, pp. 426-34 (430-1): “KaBdrmep yap Emi thi¢ mpwtng éxelvng dnuoupylag EAabe pév i yA v tol
BAaotavely T €€ aU TG SUvauly §1d Tol Belou pooTayuaTog, kal To mpooTaypa Ekelvo, kabd drov 6 auTtodg
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According to Mark, Basil upheld the immediate efficacy of a divine imperative’s
discourse within the context of Christ’s statements, ‘This is My Body/This is My Blood, %!
such that Christ produces the Eucharist’s supernatural effect of transubstantiation ‘once and
for all’ through this formula’s recitation.®?> The dominical words thus function analogously
to the divine command, ‘Let the earth bring forth...” in Genesis 1:11, which Basil exegeted
within this same homily thus:

Even now, this command [acts] on the earth, and throughout every season of the

year, it necessarily exhibits the full extent of its power to generate herbs and seeds

and trees... and so nature, following this first command from the beginning,
continues throughout the ages until all things are consummated...”%%3

In this sense, Mark fittingly apprehended that, following Basil’s paradigm of God’s ad
extra activity, the priest beseeches God in the epiclesis to incite His in fieri perfective
operation upon the Eucharistic gifts in accord with His work at Creation: Exegeting this same
divine command from Gen. 1:11 at a slightly earlier point in this same homily, Basil
explained that God:

...did not command seed and fruit to be borne immediately from the earth but for

the earth to sprout and green and to be perfected in the seed such that this initial

[divine] command instructs nature how it is to come into being through to the end...
And the earth, in a moment of time, [viz. the dominical words] followed the

S16aoyalog, Evamopeivay tij yij, thv 1ol BAaotavelv alThi Sinvex®c mapexetal SuvauLy, xpela 6€ OpWC... Kal
YEWPYLXDV XELPQV €lG TO TEAECLOUPYETY TA PpuoduEva...”

621 As Charles Gieschen, Angelomorphic Christology: Antecedents and Early Evidence (Leiden: Brill, 1998), pp.
74-6 highlighted, the anaphoras of the Apostolic Constitutions and the Liturgies of St James and St Basil all
exemplify this ante-Nicene theophanic conception of Eucharistic transmutation through their mutual use of
the terms avadeifag/avadei€ar. Cf. Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex. Eucharistica, pp. 88, 236, 246 for these
anaphoras’ respective use of such terminology.

622 See Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 5, ed. by Petit in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, pp. 430-1.
623 My English translation of Basil the Great, Homilia V in Hexaemeron. De germinatione terrae, sec. 10, in
Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 29, cols. 116c-7a: “BAaotnodtw 1 yn. [Gen. 1:11]... Ekelvo €Tt kal vOv évumapyov tij yi
To mpoaotayua, éneiyel adtRv Kab' ékaotnv £toug tepiodov €ayeLv T SUvapLy EaUTi¢ 6onv £XEL TTPOG T
Botav®v Kal omepudtwy Kai SEvpwv yéveaty... oUtw Kal N tfi¢ dUoewg dkolouBia, ék Tol mMpwTtou
TPOOTAYUATOG TAV ApXNV Se€apévn Tipog mavta Tov Ebegfic Sle€épyetal xpovov, LEXPLS GV TTPOC TAV KOV
ouvtélelav Tol mavtog katavron....”
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Creator’s law and proceeded through each stage of sprouting in its germinative
increase to the point of perfection [viz. the epiclesis].®%*

4.4.4.2. John Chrysostom

Having invoked Basil the Great’s seed-to-plant analogy to support his in fieri doctrine
of Eucharistic consecration, Mark subsequently evoked Chrysostom to exemplify how, while
Christ instituted the dominical words ‘once and for all’ at the Last Supper, which
immediately produce their supernatural effect of Christ’s Body and Blood, analogously to
God'’s eternally-effective imperative at Creation.®?> However, according to Mark, within his
Eic tnv nmpobdoaiav tol Tovda, Chrysostom also maintained that the perfection of Eucharistic
transmutation is always brought about by God actualising the priest’s duvautg, who
synergistically cooperates with God’s Sacramental agency within the necessary context of
his prayer.52¢ Mark emphasized that, upon being petitioned through the epiclesis, the Spirit
‘energizes’ this divinely-instituted power in the priesthood and perfects the Eucharistic gifts’
transmutation into Christ’s Body and Blood initially wrought at the dominical words.®?” To
support this claim, Mark evoked Chrysostom’s lepi lepwauvnc (On the Priesthood):

The priest stands [before the altar], not to bring down fire, but the Holy Spirit, and

[the priest] makes a lengthy supplication, not so that some illumined flame from
above may consume the offerings, but so that grace may descend on the sacrifice

624 My English translation of Basil the Great, Homilia V in Hexaemeron. De germinatione terrae, sec. 5, in
Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 29, cols. 104a, 104d-5a: BAaotnodatw 1 yij Botdvnv yoptou... Ok e0BUG ékéNevoe
omépua Kal kaprmov avadobijval, GAAG PAacthioal kal xYAodoal TV yijv, kol TOTe ei¢ oméppa teAelwdivL, tva
np®ToV €kelvo mpootayua dtdaokallov Th GUoeL yevnTal mpog TNV ££R ¢ dkoAouBiav... Kal év akaplaig xpovou
portfj anod tfi¢ BAaotrioswg ap€auévn 1 vii, iva puAdn Toug vopoug tod kticavtog, maoav idiav adénoswg
Sie€ehBolioa UBUG POC TO TéAELov fyaye ta BAaotriuata.” Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 157-8.

625 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 5, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 431: “...tov
aUTOV TPOMOV Kal 6 Adyog oUTog, anag pndeig umod ol Twthpog...”

626 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 5, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 431: “...0¢ kai 6
Beloc pnoL Xpuodotopog, SLa mavtog Evepyel- cuvepyel 6& OUwC Kal ) Th¢ Belag tepwaouvng SUvapulg SLa THG
gUXfi¢ kal tiic e0Aoylag eic TV TOV MPOXELUEVWY TEAELWOLY...”

627 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 5, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 431: “...kai thv
¢ Belac iepwolivng Emubdeikvupey SUvouLY, TEAEWTIKAY 0Uoav Iavtdg puotnpiou T énkifoet Tod 8L auTiig
gvepyoivtog dyilou Nvevpatoc...” See Boularand, ‘LEpiclése,’ 260; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 159.
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through this supplication and illumine all souls and make them brighter than silver

purified by fire.628

Thereupon, Mark also emphasized that because Christ had ordered Christians to
invoke the Spirit in prayer and ordered His Apostles to continue celebrating the Eucharist to
commemorate Him, in contrast to the ascribing efficient causality to the priest as an
‘instrumental cause,’ for Mark, one can only guarantee Eucharistic transmutation through
trusting that God will always send His Spirit to consecrate upon being petitioned.

Concerning the accuracy of Mark’s exegesis of Chrysostom, given that Mark’s
transcription of Ei¢ t)v npodoaoiav tod louda discorded with the critical edition of this
homily within the Patrologia Graeca,®?® as the following comparison elucidates, it is possible
that Mark invoked Nicholas Kabasilas’ citation of the homily within the Epunveia based

upon their terminological similarity:

Kabasilas, Epunveia, c. 29: Mark, NiBeAAog, 5:
[The Latins state]... that the blessed ...also in this way, the words once spoken
Chrysostom testifies that these by the Saviour (kai 6 Adyog oUtog, anaé
[dominical] words perfect the pnYeic Umo tol Zwtipog), as the divine
[Eucharistic] gifts] just as the Creator’s Chrysostom states, are always operative
words, ‘Be fruitful and multiply,” spoken | (6t mavrog évepyet); but the power of
once and for all by God, are always the divine priesthood likewise synergises
operative, so that the words once [with this divine command] through
spoken by the Saviour are also always prayer and the blessing for the intended
operative (kai Adyo¢ oUto¢ anaé pndeic

628 My English translation of Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 5, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis,
Vol. 17, p. 431: “Eotnkev 6 iepelc, ob nip kotadEpwy, AAAA tO Mvelpa To dylov, kal TAV iketnpiav £t moAl
moleltal, ovy va TG Aaumag dvwbev adpebeloa katavalwaon Ta mpokeipeva aAN (va ) xaplg Emutecoloa TH
Buola 8L ékelvng Tag dnavtwy avayn Puxag kat dpyupiov Aaunpotépag anodeifn menupwuévou.” Cf.
Chrysostom, De Sacerdotio Libri VI, Ill, c. 4, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 48, cols. 623-94 (642): “Eotnke yap O
lepelc, oU mdp koatadepwv, AAA O Mvelpoa T dylov- Kal TAv iketnpiov émt moAU moteltal, oy va TG AapTag
GvwBev ddebeloa katavaAwaorn Ta pokeipeva, AN ' tva ) xaplg érunecoloa tfj Buoia &U' ékeivng Tag
anavtwyv avayn Yuxac, kat dpyupiou Aapmnpotépag anodeién nenmupwpévou.” Thus, Mark evidently
accurately rendered Chrysostom’s passage, the only evident difference being Mark’s “Eotnkev” in contrast to
Chrysostom’s “Eotnke.” Cf. Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 260.

629 See infra section 3.3.2.1 for my translation and the Greek transcription of Chrysostom’s homily which did
not include, amongst other things, the phrases highlighted above.
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Umno tol Swtipog, SLa mavrog perfection [of Eucharistic
évepyei)...530 transmutation]...53!

However, one can conclude that Mark had accurately apprehended that Chrysostom
had interconnected associated God’s eternally effective imperative with the dominical
words.?3? Moreover, Kabasilas’ citation of this homily also accurately paralleled Eucharistic
transmutation with childbearing, which thematically juxtaposed with the above passage
from Chrysostom’s homily,%32 and consequently provided a firm basis from which Mark
could uphold his in fieri Marian analogization of Eucharistic consecration. Mark thereby
acknowledged that Torquemada’s Sermo Prior was accurate insofar as Chrysostom
conceived the dominical words to be consecratory. However, through providing a more
holistic analysis of Chrysostom’s Sacramentological oeuvres, Mark effectively counterpoised
Torquemada’s assertion that the priest functioned as an instrumental cause of Eucharistic
transmutation and eschew anachronistically applying Aristotelian principles of causality
onto Chrysostom’s theological framework by exemplifying that Chrysostom clearly

demarcated the Spirit, whose agency could only be guaranteed through prayer, to be the

630 My English translation of Kabasilas, Liturgiae Expositio, 29, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 150, cols. 428-9: “Ott
&€ oUTOC €0TLv O AOyo¢ [i.e., the dominical words], katl ta S®pa TeAel®v, 6 pakaplog, daci, XpucdoToUog
paptupel Aéywv OTL KaBarmep 6 SnpLoupylkog Adyog, To ALEGveaBe kal mAnBUvecBe, kal elpntatl pev anaé uno
to0 Oeol, évepyeltal b dei- oUTw Kai Adyog oltog dmnag pnbeic Mo tol Zwtipog, SLd mavtog évepyetl...”

631 My English translation of Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 5, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis,
Vol. 17, p. 431: “...T0v aUTOV TpOTOV Kai 6 Adyog oUtog, anaf pnbeic Mo tod Zwtiipog, we Kal 6 Beiog dnaot
XpUGCOGOTOLOG, 8L TTAVTOG EVEPYET CUVEPYET 6 OUWG Kal N TAG Belag lepwolvng Suvaplg dLd Tfig eUXAG Kal TAG
gUAoylag €ig TNV TOV MpoXELUEVWY TeEAelwaLy...”

832 Cf. Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 260; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 159-60.

633 Kabasilas, Liturgiae Expositio, 29, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 150, col. 429: “Meté toOv Adyov Ekelvov,
006evoc mpog tolito Seoueba, Kal xpeia AUV eSevOg Ao TPoC TV alénolv oUdeuia; A Kal yapou kal
ouvadeiag Set, kal TG AAANG Empeleiag kal ToUTwY XwPLG, ol SuvaTOV CUTECTAVOL TO YEVOG KOl TIPOXWPELY;
OUkolv kaBamnep ékel mpoOg maldomnotiav avaykaiov nyoupeda TOV yapov Kal PETA TOV yAapov UTtEp auTtod
ToUTOU TIAALY eUXOUEDQ, Kal o0 §okoUUEV ATIUATELY TOV SNULOUPYLKOV AOYov, €i¢ 6OTEG altlov auTOV Tig
YEVECEWG, AAAQ TOV TpOTIoV ToUTOV SLA yapou, Sta tpodiic, Std TV GAAwV: oUtw Kal évtalba motevopev
QUTOV €lval TOV vepyolvia TO HUOTHPLOV, TOV Tol Kupiou Adyov- AN oltw, Sid lepéwc, St évievfew; alTol
kal gUXfic. OU yap SLd mavtwy évepyelv AMAGC, 0USE EMwaodhmoTe: GAAY TTOAA T& {NTOVHEVA, WV XWPLS OV
molnoeL T £éautod.”
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sole ‘efficient cause’ of Eucharistic transmutation. Thus, Mark’s reduction of efficient
Sacramental causality to God alone, while upholding the various components of the
Eucharistic Prayer as the necessary context for securing this divine agency, juxtaposed with
the aforementioned Franciscan framework of Sacramental causality and thereby supports
this dissertation’s conclusion that Mark’s doctrine provides a means to overcome the
historical Roman Catholic-Eastern Orthodox divergence concerning Eucharistic

consecration.t34

4.4.5. Pseudo-Dionysius

Moving on to examine Mark’s use of Pseudo-Dionysius within his AiBeAAocg, one
should recall that Chapter Three detailed how, likely via Aquinas, Torquemada indirectly
invoked Pseudo-Dionysius as a theological authority within his Sermo prior. However, given
that Aquinas did not evidently intend to address the Latin-Hellenophone debates over the
epiclesis’ consecratory power, for Torquemada, Aquinas’ utility primarily derived from the
fact that Aquinas had identified the term invocatio as employed by Pseudo-Dionysius to
denote the dominical words.®3°

Against this background, Mark invoked Pseudo-Dionysius’ De ecclesiastica hierarchia
and located the precise passage within this work which Torquemada had evoked, and
exhibited how Pseudo-Dionysius did not identify the term émikAnotg, or invocatio, with the

dominical words, by instead characterizing Christ’s statements at the Last Supper as ‘sacred

discourse.’®3® Assuming that Pseudo-Dionysius very clearly differentiated the dominical

634 Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 160-2.

835 Cf. Boularand, ‘LEpiclése,” 261; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 162.

636 See Pseudo-Dionysius, De Ecclesiastica Hierarchia, 3.12, in Heil and Ritter, eds., Corpus Dionysiacum. |, p.
92. Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 163.
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words from the term émikAnotg, Mark did not offer any additional commentary thereupon
and instead began to focus upon the ritual inconsistencies between those ceremonies
described by Pseudo-Dionysius and those of the Latin Church:

For since we [the Byzantine Orthodox] are following the holy apostles and teachers
in accord with the expositions they handed down, we celebrate the rites of the holy
sacraments [in line with Pseudo-Dionysius’ De ecclesiastica hierarchial... [which]
states: “...we repeat the Lord’s own words which He once stated [and which] we also
recite also because He commanded ‘Do this to commemorate me’...%3” We [the
Byzantine Orthodox] celebrate [i.e., consecrate] the most holy things by prayer and
the blessing and the Spirit of God’s manifestation... after we have unveiled the veiled
and undivided bread and divided it into many parts, and we [subsequently]
distribute the undivided chalice...53®

However, the Latin priest also recites the Lord’s words in his narrative
because He [i.e., Christ] commanded [as such]... but [the Latin priest] does not
subsequently consecrate any more, but makes his narrative of the [Lord’s] words
[which] sufficiently for the hallowing and consecration... [The Latin priest then] takes
the previously unveiled unleavened bread, breaks a piece from it and drops [this
piece] into the chalice... after consuming the whole chalice... [while] the [Latin] priest
turns to give the kiss of peace to his concelebrating deacons, but does not
communicate [the chalice] to them at all, despite exhorting them to ‘Take, eat, all of
you,” and ‘drink from this, all of you’... Do these things not manifestly oppose both
the admitted expositions and exegeses [viz., Pseudo-Dionysius’ De ecclesiastica
hierarchia], and to the Lord’s words, and to these term’s very [sense]?63°

637 See Pseudo-Dionysius, De Ecclesiastica Hierarchia, 3.12, in Heil and Ritter, eds., Corpus Dionysiacum. |, p.
92.

638 My English translation of Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de consecatione, 7, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis,
Vol. 17, p. 433: “Talta ouvopdv £€e0TtL TG BouAopévw MavVTL Tiowy £0Tl oUWV, TOTG Tap’ AUGOV TEAOUUEVOLG
fj Tolg mapd Aativwyv. HUETG pév yap dkolouBolvteg Tolg tepoic dmootolols katl dtdaokalolg katd Tag urt'
auTQV mapadedopévag €kBEaelg kal TouTw 61 T® lepodadvtopl, TAg lepag Beovpyiag Luvolpev... pnaot... kal
AvaBodpev aUTd T SECTIOTIKA PAHATa, & TOTE €irte, Kat EmAéyopev dTL alTOC tpocétale” ToUTo MOLETTE €ig
TV EUNV Avauvnoly... iepoupyolipev ta Belotata S th¢ eUXAG Kal Thg e0Aoyiag kal thi¢ ToU Beiou Mvelpatog
£MmLpOoLTNOEWG KOl TOV EYKEKOAULUEVOV TEWG Kal adLyipetov Gptov dvayoAuavteg, ei¢ moAAd Statpolpey, kat
TO éviaiov Tol motnpilou ndot Katopepilopey.”

639 My English translation of Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de consecratione, 7, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis,
Vol. 17, pp. 433-4: “O 8¢ napd Aativolg iepeug Péuvntal pev Kal altog Siynuaty®g TV Se0moTIKYOV
pnUATwWY, OTL AUTOC MPooETate, PAYETE, Kal TIETE MAVTEC, Kal ToUTo TOLETTE €i¢ THV €UV AvAvnoLY’ tepoupyel
6& 006&v pdAAov, GAN oletal Tt Stynolv adTnV TV PNUATWY TIPOG TOV AyLlacoV Kol TRV tepoupylav ApKeLv
elta TOV GTUOV BpTOV EKETVOV OUK £YKEKOAUHHEVOV TEWC, GAN' Bev Etuxev oltw AaBrv Kal VPWoaC, HEPOC
UEV AmoppnyvuaoL Kal T@ motnpiw éUPBAAAEL, TO & Aoumov kabinowy €ig 1O oTOUA, Kal TO MOTHPLOV EKMLWV OAoV
opoiwg, aomalecBat alTov mpotpenetal toU¢ cUMELToupyolviag alT® Slakdovouc. undevi pndév petadolg, 6
1O NaPete dpayete mavteg kai Niete €€ altol mavreg peyalavx®v. Tadta ol mpodnAov dépel TV évaviiwaoy
Kal pog tag mapadebopévag EkBEeLg Kal £€nyreoelg kal mpog td Seomotika pripata Kal mpodg alTig Tag
£keivwv pwvag;”
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Mark’s remarks concerning the Latin Rite within the AiBeAAo¢ were likely informed
by the fact that he attended the celebration of the Eucharist according to the praxis of the
Roman Curia on March 3", 1439.%40 Before analysing Mark’s comparison of the Pseudo-
Dionysian liturgy with the Roman Church’s Eucharistic praxis, one must highlight that Mark
significantly overlooked a pertinent locus within Kabasilas’ Epunveia which claimed that the
Supplices te rogamus functioned as a consecratory epiclesis, unlike Bessarion and Isidore of
Kiev, who had made recourse to Kabasilas’ excerpt of the Canon Missae from the
Sententiarum shortly before the AiBeAAo¢ was composed. To explicate Mark’s failure to
invoke Kabasilas here, while there are evincible references to Greek translations of passages
from the Sententiarum amongst Hellenophone authors including Kabasilas and Symeon of
Thessalonica, given the destruction which ensued upon the 1430 Ottoman capture of
Thessalonica, it is likely that the manuscript which incorporated this Greek translation of the
Sententiarum was likely destroyed or lost.

Given that Byzantine Orthodox interpreters of Kabasilas’ Epunveia could only have
accurately exegeted his claims regarding the Supplices te rogamus’ epicletic nature by
comparing Kabasilas’ argumentation to those made by Peter Lombard. When considering
that Mark’s extant oeuvres made no detectable citation to the Sententiarum at any point,
Mark likely eschewed from following Isidore of Kiev and Bessarion in making recourse to
Kabasilas’ treatment of the Canon Missae here given that he was unable to precisely locate
the Latin provenance of Kabasilas’ claims and was thereby cautious in employing arguments

which could not be authentically sourced on his part. This was likely particularly the case

640 Miguel Arranz, “Circonstance et conséquences liturgiques du Concile de Ferrare-Florence,” in Giuseppe
Alberigo, ed., Christian Unity. The Council of Ferrara-Florence 1438/39-1989 (Leuven: Leuven University Press,
1991), pp. 407-27 (415); Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 163.
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given that Mark acknowledged that Isidore’s and Bessarion’s argumentation had dissatisfied
Pope Eugenius and the Latin Fathers present within such discussions.®4!

In likely contrast to Kabasilas, through personally witnessing the celebration of the
Eucharist according to the fifteenth century Church of Rome’s praxis, Mark highlighted what
he perceived to be the Latin celebrant’s professed intention not to consecrate any of the
Eucharistic elements following the dominical words. This, for Mark, reflected these Priests’
insufficient understanding of proper intention, and resulted in their denial of the necessity
to explicitly petition the Spirit, whose divine operation Mark understood to function as the
efficient cause of Eucharistic transformation.542

Mark also countered Torquemada’s evocation of Pseudo-Dionysius to criticize the
Byzantine Fathers’ doctrine of Eucharistic consecration by highlighting how the Latin
Eucharistic praxis discorded with that Pseudo-Dionysius’ exposition of the liturgy in several
respects: Mark highlighted that Pseudo-Dionysius had described how the Eucharistic gifts
were veiled prior to their consecration, unlike the Latin Offertory Rite which kept the pre-
consecrated gits unveiled.®*® Thus, Mark emphasized that this Pseudo-Dionysian practice
harmonized with the Eucharistic gifts’ veiling at the Great Entrance in the Liturgies of St Basil
and St John Chrysostom. Mark was to a significant extent accurate in interlinking the
Pseudo-Dionysian liturgy to the fifteenth-century Byzantine Rite: One would naturally

suspect Pseudo-Dionysius’ liturgical rituals to reflect the late antique West Syriac Rite rather

than the Byzantine Rite given that a number of scholars since the nineteenth century have

841 Cf, Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 245-7; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 163-4.

642 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecatione, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 434. Cf. Kappes,
Epiclesis Debate, pp. 164-5.

643 See Jungmann, Mass of the Roman Rite, Vol. 2, Brunner, trans., 59-61 for a description of Mark’s reference
to the Latin Offertory ritual whereby the subdeacon transfers an unveiled host to the altar from the Credence
table. Cf. Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 261; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 165-6.
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identified Pseudo-Dionysius as a non-Chalcedonian operating within northern Syria, whose
body of work was produced between the late fifth century and early sixth century.%4
Nonetheless, as Paul L. Gavrilyuk highlighted, some of Pseudo-Dionysius’ Baptismal
practices, such as his formula for renunciation and the character of his pre-Baptismal
anointment, concorded with the distinct Baptismal rubrics described within the Euchologion
Barberini gr. 336.%%° This euchologion’s provenance has been situated by scholars such as
Thomas Finn and Antoine Wenger to Constantinople during the time between John
Chrysostom’s death in 407 and the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Proklos between 434 and
446, and is illustrative of the fifth-century Byzantine Rite’s liturgical praxis.®*® When
juxtaposed with the fact that subsequent liturgical scholiasts such as Patriarch Germanos |,
who could be more directly interlinked to the Liturgies of St Basil and St John Chrysostom in

their Eucharistic praxis,®’ had also invoked Pseudo-Dionysius’ De ecclesiastica hierarchia to

explicate the Byzantine Rite, Mark’s recourse to Pseudo-Dionysius to support the greater

644 See Thomas L. Campbell, Dionysius the Pseudo-Areopagite: The Ecclesiastical Hierarchy (Lanham: University
Press of America, 1981), p. 139; Spinks, Do This in Memory of Me, pp. 123-4. Cf. Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex
Eucharistica, pp. 210-3 for Pseudo-Dionysius’ anaphora. Cf. Josef Stigimayr, ‘Der Neuplatoniker Proclus als
Vorlage des sogenannten Dionysius Areopagita in der Lehre vom Ubel,” Historisches Jahrbuch 16 (1895): 253-
73, 721-48; Hugo Koch, Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita in seinen Beziehungen zum Neuplatonismus und
Mysterienweisen. Eine litteraturhistorische Untersuchung (Mainz: Franz Kirchheim, 1900), for two of the initial
scholars who highlighted that Pseudo-Dionysius relied upon Proclus, and who postulated that the Pseudo-
Dionysian Corpus was produced by followers of the Severus, the Miaphysite Patriarch of Antioch. For more
recent advocates of this position, see Paul Rorem and John C. Lamoreaux, John of Scythopolis and the
Dionysian Corpus: Annotating the Areopagite (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998), pp. 11-5. Nonetheless, see
Istvan Perczel, “Dionysius the Areopagite,” in Parry, ed., The Wiley Blackwell Companion to Patristics, pp. 211-
25 (221-3), for a criticism of the view that Pseudo-Dionysius could definitively be identified as non-
Chalcedonian.

645 See Paul L. Gavrilyuk, ‘Did Pseudo-Dionysius Live in Constantinople?,” Vigiliae Christianae 62(5) (2008): 505-
14 (506-11).

646 Thomas M. Finn, Early Christian Baptism and the Catechumenate: West and East Syria (Collegeville:
Liturgical Press, 1992), p. 98; Antoine Wenger, Jean Chrysostome: Huit Catéchéses baptismales (Paris: Editions
du Cerf, 1970), pp. 84-5.

647 Cf. Robert F. Taft, ‘The Liturgy of the Great Church: An Initial Synthesis of Structure and Interpretation on
the Eve of Iconoclasm,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 34-35 (1980-1): 45-75 (47-59) for an analysis of Germanos’
exegesis of the liturgy and its interconnection to the Byzantine Rite’s praxis during the seventh and eighth
centuries.
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harmony between the Byzantine Rite and the Pseudo-Dionysian liturgy in contrast to the
Latin Rite could in this respect be vindicated.

Mark also rhetorically challenged his Latin counterparts by evoking the Latin practice
of the consecrated chalice being strictly consumed by the celebrant priests, even being
withheld from the concelebrating deacons, which Mark perceived to counteract Christ’s
ordinance, ‘Drink from it, all of you.’®*8 Resultingly, Mark inquired how Torquemada’s
Pseudo-Dionysian liturgical exegesis could thereby be applicable to the Latin Rite given that
such practices were, as Mark claimed in the above passage, contrary to the liturgical
exposition given by Pseudo-Dionysius.®4°

The potency of Mark’s criticisms of is suggested by the fact that, within his Sermo
Alter, Torquemada made no attempt to counteract Mark’s arguments after being related by
loannes VIII to Cesarini. Finally, one must highlight the forceful nature of Mark’s invocation
of the contemporaneous debates regarding utraquism. In particular, the Latin ecclesiastical
hierarchy had recently engaged within an extensive campaign to undermine the Hussite
movement, having attempted to canonically denounce the Hussite doctrine of utraquism at
the Council of Constance.®*® Moreover, the Latin Church had financed a series of rather
unsuccessful anti-Hussite military campaigns within Central Europe to combat this

movement.®>! Thus, one of the Latin Church’s principal agendas at Basel was to make a

648 Cf. Matt. 26:27.

649 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 7, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 434. Cf.
Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 261; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 166.

850 On June 15%, 1415, the Council of Constance formally ratified communion under one kind to the laity. While
the Constantian Fathers acknowledged that Christ administered the Eucharist under both kinds to His Apostles,
and that the early Church offered communion under both kinds to the faithful. However, the Church had
developed a valid custom whereby the celebrant who confected the Eucharistic gifts was to receive under both
kinds, whereas the congregation would strictly receive the consecrated Body. See Denzinger, ed., “Sessio XV (6
Julii 1415),” in Enchiridion, pp. 228-31.

651 See Thomas A. Fudge, ed. and trans., The Crusade against Heretics in Bohemia, 1418-1437: Sources and
Documents for the Hussite Crusades (Aldershot: Routledge, 2002), pp. 314-7, 319-22, for various documents
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number of compromises with the Hussites regarding communion under both kinds to
reestablish ecclesial and political harmony. Based upon what he witnessed at the Papal
Curial liturgy, Mark intended to culminate the AiBeAAoc¢ with a highly potent counterpoise to
Torquemada’s doctrine of Eucharistic change given his knowledge that the Latin Church
struggled to establish an internal consensus regarding the legitimacy of its liturgical praxis,

let alone that such praxis was Apostolic in origin.

4.4.6. The Conclusion of the AlBeAAoc

To conclude his AiBgAAog, Mark evoked the passage from Chrysostom’s Ei¢ trjv
nipoSooiav tol TovSa affirming the perpetual efficacy of God’s discourse,®? from which
Torquemada asserted that, once the priest recites the dominical words, the Eucharistic gifts
are perfectly transmuted. Against Torquemada’s interpretation, while accepting that a
divine creative command always effectuates its end, for Mark, the celebrant does not
function as an efficient Eucharistic cause. Instead, Mark, like Bonaventure and Scotus,
affirmed that creatures could not possess an inherent capacity to produce new substances
through, for example, reciting formulae. Eucharistic change could only emerge through the
priest’s prayer, which functions as a sine qua non for the necessary supernatural operation
of the Spirit in producing the Eucharist’s supernatural effect by obeying Christ’s divine
command to recite this prayer to faithfully commemorate Him.%>3 In this regard, Mark’s

doctrine provided a coherent basis from which the Latin and Byzantine Churches could have

relating to the lack of success of the Fifth Hussite Crusade which took place in August 1431 with Cesarini acting
as the Papal legate. Cf. Fudge, ed. and trans., Crusade against Heretics, pp. 341-4 for the formal invitation of
Hussite representatives to Basel on October 15, 1431. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 167-8.

852 Cf, Chrysostom, De Proditione Judae, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 49, col. 380c.

653 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de consecratione, 7, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 434.
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established a more enduring consensus concerning Eucharistic consecration at Florence. By
emphasizing this analogization of Eucharistic transmutation with the Annunciation Narrative
in conjunction with his reading of John of Damascus’ framework of the temporal operations
of the Triune Persons, Mark posited that the Son must first, descend before sending His
Spirit to consummate His transmutative action:

[When] Chrysostom states ‘The Lord’s once spoken command actualises the perfect

sacrifice,” he was not stating ‘once spoken’ as iterated by the priest, but ‘once

spoken’ by the Saviour, who infuses [His] eternally-effective power into the

[Eucharistic] offerings, despite the lack of [another] operation to perfect these

[offerings], the Holy Spirit’s indwelling which operates through the priest’s prayer, as

seen by [what was stated] by this golden tongue [i.e., Chrysostom], as quoted above,

who stated following the dominical words... [Mark then delineated the Liturgy of St

John Chrysostom’s epiclesis]...5>*

Thus, in Mark’s view, given that Torquemada’s Sacramentology did not accurately
uphold the proper order of the Son and Spirit with regards to their ad extra activity, his
doctrine of Eucharistic change was of limited effect in binding the consciences of his
Byzantine interlocutors or his own Latin colleagues. Comparatively, Mark’s doctrine of
Eucharistic transformation significantly concorded with an enduring Hellenophone and Latin

Christian hermeneutic of this doctrine firmly rooted within the Patristic traditions of

Scriptural exegesis.®>®

654 My English translation of Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de consecratione, 7, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis,
Vol. 17, p. 434: “AN\' 6 XpuoGoTopdg pnaot «tov SeomoTikov Adyov anag pnbévta trv Buciav annptiopévny
£€pyalecBal» anag pnbevra pnolv ol viv UTO Tol lepéwc Aeyopevoy, GAN' ammag unod Tol Iwtipog pnbévra,
TNV TEASLWTIKA Ael SUvapLy £Viéval TOTG TPOKELUEVOLS, oUK 6N Kal évepyeia teAelolv alta yap f Tol aylou
Mvebpatog empoitnolg Epyaletal Sia tfi¢ To0 lepgwg UXAC, Kal drAov €€ Wv alTog 6 XpuooUg THV YADTTAY,
W¢ poTepov £Ee0£€pueba, petd To einelv ta Seomotika pripata, «Kataneppov ¢pnot, to MNvelpa cou To Gylov,
kal roinoov Tév pev dptov Toditov Tiplov okpa tod XpLotol cou, To 8¢ év T¢) motnpiw Todtw Tiuov alpa Tod
XpLotol oou petaBaA®v to Mvedpati cou TG ayiw.»”

855 Cf. Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 261; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 166-70.
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Chapter Five: An Analysis of Torquemada’s Sermo Alter
5.1. An Analysis of the Sermo Alter’s Structure and Source Material

After Mark of Ephesus completed his AiBeAAog, loannes VIl put forward a number of
Mark’s therein during a private meeting with Cardinal Cesarini and a number of other Latin
Fathers which was held on June 19t of which no extant minutes have survived.®>® loannes
VIIl apparently refrained from explicitly attributing Mark as the author of the work to avoid
conjuring any intra-Latin scepticism given Mark’s increased antipathy towards the papal-
imperial terms of ecclesial reunion, particularly following the earlier Latin claims regarding
the interpolation of supposedly consecratory epicleses within the Byzantine Rite’s
Eucharistic Prayers.®>?

Following this meeting, Cesarini commissioned Torquemada to produce a response
on the Latin Church’s behalf. Torquemada was given approximately a day to consider Mark’s
and the Emperor’s argumentation.®>® Nonetheless, as will be exemplified, Torquemada’s
self-assured articulation of his doctrine of Eucharistic consecration succeeded in convincing
the Byzantine Fathers present at the subsequent public conciliar debate to accept his
conclusions. As will be detailed, this acceptance on the part of these Byzantine Fathers
indicates that they were to a significant extent incognizant of Mark’s literary source material
in light of the impromptu invocation of Eucharistic consecration as a formal topic of debate.

Within the public conciliar debates concerning the Eucharist which were held on

June 20", Torquemada took the floor in the morning, and began by alluding to the previous

856 Gill, Council of Florence, pp. 276-7.
857 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.2, Hofmann, ed., p. 474, 476; Gill, Council of Florence, p. 272.
858 Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 251, 265; Gill, Council of Florence, pp. 274-5; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 171.
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day’s discussion between loannes VIl and Cardinal Cesarini.®>® As will be elucidated in this
chapter, it is evident that, in light of Torquemada’s apparent failure to convince his
Byzantine counterparts to accept his single moment doctrine of Eucharistic consecration
within the Sermo Prior and building upon the information related to him by Cesarini
concerning the arguments and material of Mark of Ephesus’ Eucharistic AiBeAAog,
Torquemada made recourse to several additional theological and liturgical documents in
addition to a number of those authors whom he had previously invoked in the Sermo Prior.

As will be elucidated in the fourth subsection of this first section, while Torquemada
claimed to evoke a Latin edition of the Liturgy of St Basil, he instead utilized Leo the
Tuscan’s Latin translation of the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom. This example will be shown
to exhibit not only the significant limitations in Torquemada’s use of liturgical source
material within his two Sermones, but that Mark’s aforementioned transcription of four
anaphoras testifying to the authenticity of a consecratory epiclesis within his AiBeAAo¢
significantly impacted Torquemada’s methodology within his Sermo Alter. This will be
shown to be the case given that Torquemada ceased to reiterate the initial Latin claims that
the Byzantine Fathers had edited their liturgical texts preceding Ferrara-Florence, and also
refrained from questioning the Liturgy of St James’ putatively Apostolic provenance. As will
be detailed, within the Sermo Alter, Torquemada instead opted to exemplify that the

(Pseudo-)Liturgy of St Basil’s epiclesis was not intended to function as a consecratory

659 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 248, lines 2-5: “De mandato sanctissimi domini nostri sermonem brevem
facturus paucissimis utar, et rescindendo multa breviter tngam, que ad propositum faciunt. Imperator
respondens ad preposita per reverendum dominum cardinalem dixit inter alia, quod illa particula, quod
sacramentum conficiebatur e[x] solis verbis salvatoris, non poterat ibi poni.”
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element following the dominical words’ recitation. Rather, it was intended to purify the
celebrant.®®®

5.1.1. Aquinas

In terms of the theological source material which Torquemada evoked within the
Sermo Alter, after making recourse to a number of texts attributed (correctly and
incorrectly) to Augustine discussed in Chapter Three, Torquemada invoked an axiom derived
from Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae lll, q. 78, a. 2. Therein, Aquinas accepted that there are
historical additions to the Church’s Eucharistic Prayers which were incorporated by several
Popes and venerated authors. Nonetheless, Aquinas contentiously claimed that the Canon
Missae’s primitive form was composed by St Peter himself,®! based upon which
Torquemada posited that only the Eucharistic Prayer’s core, within which the Eucharistic
gifts’ consecration reaches its ‘perfection,’ is Apostolic in origin. Thus, Torquemada asserted
that Eucharistic transubstantiation could not occur through the priest’s recitation of the
epiclesis on the basis of this formula’s subsequent interpolation into the liturgy. Rather, only

through the dominical words could effectuate Eucharistic transubstantiation given that

560 Torquemada took advantage of Mark’s Libellus de Consecratione, 6, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol.
17, pp. 432-3, within which Mark quoted a passage from Pseudo-Dionysius’ De ecclesiastica hierarchia,
wherein the celebrant petitions for purification following the recitation of the dominical words. See De
ecclesiastica hierarchia, 111, 12, Heil and Ritter, eds., Corpus Dionysiacum, I, pp. 92-3. Of the liturgies cited in
Mark’s Libellus, loannes VIII was only familiar with the Liturgies of St Basil and St John Chrysostom. Following
the eleventh century, given that the latter enjoyed predominance in celebration, Torquemada was likely aware
that he should focus upon these two liturgies, especially the latter, based upon loannes VIII's argumentation
from the previous day’s debates. Cf. Stefano Parenti, “La ‘vittoria’ nella Chiesa di Constantinopoli della Liturgia
di Crisostomo sulla Liturgia di Basilio,” in Robert F. Taft and Gabriele Winkler, eds., Comparative Liturgy Fifty
Years after Anton Bumstark: Acts of the International Congress. Orientalia Christiana Analecta 265 (Roma:
Pontificio Istituto Orientale, 2001), pp. 907-28, for an overview of this intra-Orthodox transition towards the
Liturgy of St John Chrysostom.

661 Aquinas, Summa Theologiae Ill, q. 78, a. 2, ad. 5, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, p. 208: “Ad
quintum dicendum quod haec coniunctio enim apponitur in hac forma secundum consuetudinem Romanae
Ecclesiae a beato Petro apostolo derivatam. Et hoc propter continuationem ad verba praecedentia. Et ideo non
est de forma, sicut nec praecedentia formam.” Cf. Aquinas, Summa Theologiae lll, g. 78, a. 2, arg. 5, in Opera
Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, pp. 207-8: “Praeterea, in verbis formae non debet poni aliquid quod non sit de
substantia eius. Inconvenienter ergo additur in quibusdam libris haec coniunctio enim, quae non est de
substantia formae.” Cf. Jungmann, Mass of the Roman Rite, Vol. 2, Brunner, trans., pp. 421-2.



234

Torquemada believed that only these could claim to have been incorporated within the
various Apostolic rites” Eucharistic Prayers throughout the textual history of these
prayers.62

Torquemada’s methodology was potent in this context given that none of the
Byzantine Fathers at the forefront of the debate concerning Eucharistic consecration such as
Isidore of Kiev, Bessarion, nor Mark of Ephesus had an extensive mastery of Latin during this
time, nor did they apparently have access to Greek editions of either Lombard’s
Sententiarum or to the Canon Missae. These lacunae entailed that these Byzantine Fathers
were primarily restricted to evoking Kabasilas’ claim concerning the Supplices te rogamus’
epicletic nature. On this point, as Christiaan Kappes highlighted, Torquemada was fortunate
that none of the Byzantine Fathers were evidently prepared to respond to his claim by
highlighting that, alongside the dominical words, the Latin and Byzantine Rites actually
shared a post-dominical epiclesis, a concomitant Sign of the Cross, and a concluding
doxology.®®® Nonetheless, Torquemada maintained that the only mutual elements between
the two Churches’ Eucharistic Prayers were ‘This is My Body/Blood,” which must thereby
function as the sole liturgical formulae to possess consecratory power.

While many liturgiologists from the nineteenth century have methodologically

paralleled Torquemada’s recourse to an Apostolic liturgical core,?%* a number of such

662 paraphrased from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., pp. 248, line 24-249, line 1: “Ecce, quod isti clarissimi et
sanctissimi doctores de isto sacramento tractantes in solis verbis salvatoris dicunt confici sacramentum. Et una
ratio vulgaris ponitur a sancto Thoma, per quam et vulgaribus debeat esse nota apud omnes: Quia idem canon
<non> fuit in perpetuum apud omnes, sed per diversa tempora per pontifices additu[s]. Unde missa nostra
dicitur habuisse principium a beato Petro, qui solum in canone dicitur posuisse brevissimam orationem. Postea
per sanctos doctores facte sunt additiones orationum, ex quibus manifeste arguitur, quod consecratio huius
dignissimi sacramenti non fit perfecta verbis sanctorum que varietatem receperunt ex tempore, sed verbis dei,
que semper uniformiter manserunt.”

663 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 175-6.

664 Cf. Spinks, “In Search of the Meals behind the Last Supper: Cultural Background and Eucharistic Origins,” in
Do This in Remembrance of Me, pp. 1-29, for a succinct overview of the textual basis for this assertion as well
as the scholarly debate regarding the Apostolic provenance of the various liturgical rites.
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scholars have ironically exhibited that the dominical words themselves were not necessarily
incorporated within the earliest anaphoras given their non-inclusion within chapters nine
and ten of the Aibayrj (Didache),%®° following its rediscovery by Philotheos Bryennios, the
Greek Orthodox Metropolitan of Nicomedia, in 1873,6¢ and was likely composed during the
late first century.®®” Such discoveries helped to instigate the Roman Catholic Church to
officially promulgate the Common Christological Declaration Between the Catholic Church
and the Assyrian Church of the East in 1994 acknowledging the Liturgy of Addai and Mari‘s
validity, despite its Eucharistic Prayer lacking the dominical words as the putative Eucharistic
form and also including a consecratory epiclesis.®®® Torquemada’s claims, while evidently
being potent within their fifteenth-century conciliar context, would thereby lack any

doctrinal authority if posited by a modern-day liturgist.

665 See Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 66. For general examples of such scholarship, cf. G. H.
Cuming, ‘The Shape of the Anaphora,’ Studia Patristica 20 (1989): 333-45; Edward J. Kilmartin, ‘Sacrificium
laudis: Content and Function of Early Eucharistic Prayers,” Theological Studies (1974): 268-87, esp. 277-80;
Louis Ligier, ‘The Origins of the Eucharistic Prayer: From the Last Supper to the Eucharist,” Studia Liturgica 9
(1973): 161-85 (179ff). Conversely, scholars such as the Syro-Malabar Catholic theologian, Thomas Elavanal,
The Memorial Celebration: A Theological Study of the Anaphora of the Apostles Mar Addai and Mari (Kerala:
M. C. B. S. Publications, 1988), pp. 123-4, offered a more nuanced response to this claim, arguing that: “A very
probable opinion is that the liturgical texts in the book of Revelation and the Didache contain a schema of
eucharistic celebration in which the Institution Narrative does not form part of the eucharistic prayers but is
inserted just before communion... Accordingly, the words, 'This is my body' and 'This is my blood' are words of
communion and not words of consecration.”

666 philotheos Bryennios, ed., Abayrj t@v A@deka ArtootéAwv (Istanbul: S. I. Boutura, 1883). See Jonathan A.
Draper, “The Didache in Modern Research: An Overview,” in Draper, ed., The Didache in Modern Research
(Leiden/New York/Cologne: Brill, 1996), pp. 1-42 (1ff).

667 See Aaron Milavec, The Didache: Text, Translation, Analysis, and Commentary (Collegeville: Liturgical Press,
2003), esp. ix-xi.

568 For this Eucharistic Prayer, see Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, pp. 375-80. Some liturgical scholars
such as Bernard Botte have posited that the Anaphora of Addai and Mari historically included the dominical
words. See, e.g., Botte, ‘L’Anaphore Chaldéenne des Apoétres,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica 15 (1949): 259-
76; ‘Problemes de I’'anaphore syrienne des Apobtres Addai et Mari,” L’Orient syrien 10 (1965): 89-106. However,
many modern-day liturgical scholars maintain that this anaphora did not historically include the dominical
words. See, e.g., E. J. Cutrone, ‘The Anaphora of the Apostles: Implications of the Mar ESa’ya Text,” Theological
Studies 43 (1973): 624-42; Elavanal, The Memorial Celebration, p. 124; William Marston, ‘A Solution to the
Enigma of ‘Addai and Mari’,’ Ephemerides Liturgicae 103 (1989): 79-91. This conclusion had previously been
argued by E. C. Ratcliff, “The Original Form of the Anaphora of Addai and Mari: A Suggestion,’ Journal of
Theological Studies 30 (1928-9): 23-32. S. B. Wilson, “The Anaphora of the Apostles Addai and Mari,” in
Bradshaw, ed., Essays on Early Eastern Eucharistic Prayers, pp. 19-37, did not offer any definitive judgement on
this issue.
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An additional problem concerning Torquemada’s a posteriori argumentation was
that he was forced to depart from the orthodox Thomistic tradition regarding the precise
Eucharistic ‘form.” For Aquinas, valid Eucharistic consecration required that the celebrant
state, hic est calix sanguinis mei, novi et aeterni testamenti, mysterium fidei, qui pro vobis et
pro multis effundetur in remissionem peccatorum.®®® While Aquinas’ conclusion was a
disputed theological opinion amongst high medieval Latin Scholastic theologians, it is
evident that Aquinas made recourse to a venerable body of Latin theological authorities to
justify his doctrine. For example, within an epistle addressed to John, the Archbishop of
Lyons, dated to November 29, 1202, Pope Innocent Ill significantly augmented Aquinas’
argument by positing that this phrase was incorporated into the Words of Institution to
combat errors commensurate to those which would later be ascribed to both the Armenian
Christians by Pope Benedict Xl and later the Byzantine Church by Torquemada within his
earlier Sermo Prior:

In the Canon Missae, this formula, the mysterium fidei, is found interposed in His

words... Of course, we find many such things from the Lord’s words and deeds

omitted by the Evangelists, which were supplied through word in expressed in action

as described by the Apostles... And from the formula... some have thought to draw a

bulwark to counter error, [with some] teaching that in the Sacrament of the altar

Christ’s Body and Blood does not truly come to be, but merely the image, species, or

type (figuram) for Scripture sometimes mentions that what is taken up on the altar is

sacrament and mystery and example. But these fall into the trap of error because

they do not properly understand Scripture’s authority, nor do they receive God’s
sacraments reverently...5”0

669 Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, I, . 78, a. 3, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, pp. 209-11.

670 My English translation of Pope Innocent lll, Epistola 'Cum Marthae circa' ad lohannem quondam
archiepiscopum Lugdunensem, 29. Nov. 1202, in Denzinger, ed., Enchiridion, pp. 182-3 (182): “In canone
Missae sermo iste videlicet 'mysterium fidei' verbis ipsi(u)s interpositus invenitur... Sane multa tam de verbis
guam de factis dominicis invenimus ab Evangelistis omissa, quae Apostoli vel supplevisse verbo vel facto
expressisse leguntur... Ex eo autem verbo... munimentum erroris quidam trahere putaverunt, dicentes in
sacramento altaris non esse corporis Christi et sanguinis veritatem, sed imaginem tantum, et speciem et
figuram, pro eo, quod Scriptura interdum commemorat, id, quod in altari suscipitur, esse sacramentum et
mysterium et exemplum. Sed tales ex eo laqueum erroris incurrunt, quod nec auctoritates Scripturae
convenienter intelligunt, nec sacramenta Dei suscipiunt reverenter...” Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 177-9.
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While accepting Pope Innocent’s conclusion concerning the mysterium fidei’s
Apostolic provenance, within Aquinas’ and Torquemada's thirteenth and fifteenth century
contexts, both theologians nonetheless would have been behooved to address why
Ambrose, who claimed to accord with his coeval Roman Church’s liturgical praxis, exposited
a version of the Eucharistic Prayer without the mysterium fidei in its institution narrative.t”!

Thus understood, elaborating upon Aquinas as his principal foundation, slightly later
in the Sermo Alter, Torquemada asserted that Hoc est corpus meum strictly comprised the
Eucharistic form for the host.®”? This conclusion entailed that Torquemada departed from
his principal literary authority, Aquinas’ affirmation of the mysterium fidei’s Apostolicity.
Indeed, Aquinas utilised this doctrine more forcefully to exegete Pseudo-Dionysius’ De
Ecclesiastica Hierchia. For example, within one of the objections to the mysterium fidei
being a ubiquitous constituent of the primitive Eucharistic Prayers delineated in the Tertia
Pars, Aquinas’ interlocutor asserted that Scripture lacked any reference to this phrase within
its Last Supper narratives.®’3 Conversely, Aquinas replied that the Evangelists did not intend
to disseminate the details concerning the Sacramental forms as the early Church sought to
keep these details secret, a conclusion which Aquinas invoked the putatively Apostolic De

ecclesiastica hierarchia of Pseudo-Dionysius to support.t’4

671 See Ambrose, De Sacramentis, 3.1.4, 4.5.21-5, in Patrologia Latina, Vol. 16, cols. 432, 443-5. Cf. Kappes,
Epiclesis Debate, pp. 178-9.

72 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, line 24: “...ita cum dixit, hoc est corpus meum, factum est sacramentum.”
573 paraphrased from Aquinas, Summa Theologiae lll, q. 78, a. 3, arg. 9, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina,
p. 209: “Praeterea, verba quibus hoc sacramentum conficitur, efficaciam habent ex institutione Christi. Sed
nullus Evangelista recitat Christum haec omnia verba dixisse [viz., the mysterium fidei]. Ergo non est
conveniens forma consecrationis vini.”

674 paraphrased from Aquinas, Summa Theologiae lll, q. 78, a. 3, ad. 9, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina,
pp. 210-1 “...Evangelistae non intendebant tradere formas sacramentorum, quas in primitiva Ecclesia
oportebat esse occultas, ut dicit Dionysius, in fine ecclesiasticae hierarchiae.” Cf. Pseudo-Dionysius, De
Ecclesiastica Hierarchia 7.10, in Heil and Ritter, eds., Corpus Dionysiacum. Il, p. 130, as quoted below.
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Aquinas continued by positing that, while he refrained from employing this phrase
when describing the Last Supper within 1 Corinthians 11:25, St Paul employed the phrase
when describing altar worship within other epistles ascribed to him, such as within 1
Timothy 2:9, entailing that the mysterium fidei was of Apostolic provenance, albeit
implicitly. Torquemada strikingly refrained from invoking Aquinas’ arguments within his
conciliar Sermones. Furthermore, Torquemada likely lacked sufficient time to study Pope
Innocent’s oeuvres, which Aquinas referenced, given that Torquemada would have also
propitiously encountered Pope Innocent’s conclusion that the mysterium fidei was
incorporated to counter the heresy of denoting the Eucharistic gifts as ‘types’ following the
dominical words’ recitation. By not obliging the Byzantine Church to incorporate the
mysterium fidei within its anaphoras, Torquemada subsequently undermined the putative
Apostolicity of the mysterium fidei and failed to uphold what Aquinas regarded as a
resolution to those typological errors Torquemada intended to undermine. To summarise,
the Sermo Alter’s doctrine of the Eucharist’s form ceased to harmonise with Aquinas or with
his Latin decretal source material, in addition to the Eucharistic theologies sustained by
many of Torquemada’s contemporaneous Latin Fathers such as those of the Franciscan

School 67>

5.1.2. Pseudo-Dionysius and John of Damascus

When reevoking both Pseudo-Dionysius and John of Damascus within his Sermo
Alter, Torquemada principally addressed the objections which loannes VIl had posed based

upon Mark’s AiBeAAog. Pertinently, when exegeting Pseudo-Dionysius’ De ecclesiastica

675 Cf. Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,” 265-6; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 179-81.
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hierarchia, Torquemada eschewed from responding to Mark’s claims that the Latin Church’s
liturgical praxis discorded with Pseudo-Dionysius’. This omission possibly resulted from the
fact that loannes VIII did not relate Mark’s argument on this point given his apparent lack of
extensive familiarity with the Pseudo-Dionysian liturgy. Instead, the Emperor likely simply
put forward Mark’s argument that Pseudo-Dionysius’ employment of the term
énikAnaig/invocatio in a Eucharistic context was not identifiable with the dominical words.
Subsequently, Torquemada addressed this latter claim by maintaining that because Pseudo-
Dionysius strictly described the celebrant’s self-purification following the dominical words
when employing this term and made no reference to an epiclesis, one could conclude that
Pseudo-Dionysius did not believe that this petition was necessary for valid Eucharistic
consecration.®”®

Given that Mark believed that the Pseudo-Dionysian liturgy more closely harmonized
with the Byzantine Rite in terms of its content, had he participated within these public
conciliar debates, he likely would have responded to Torquemada’s argumentum ex silentio
by referring to how subsequent Hellenophone liturgical scholiasts including Maximos the
Confessor, who had indeed evoked Pseudo-Dionysius within their own commentaries,®’’

also failed to comment on the anaphora. Thus, Mark would likely have concluded that such

576 paraphrased from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, lines 3-10: “...Dyonisius dicit, quod sacerdos
sacrificatarus sacramentum excusat se a dignitate ministerii, quod non est dignus, dicens: ‘Domine tu iussisti:
hoc facite in mean commemorationem’; hoc non arguit quicquam, ut aliis verbis conficicatur, quia qui sic
arguit, quod ex illis verbis hoc facite sequitur, quod alii sacerdotes hoc facere possint; cum se excusat dicitur,
quod hec consequentia non valet. Alium ordinem tenent hec verba quociescumque in evangeliis [cf. Matt.
28:20] quam verba sacerdotis in excusando se, et sic patet, quod ex verbis Dyonisii nulla sequatur
consequentia, quod aliis verbis quam Christi confici possit.” Cf. Boularand, ‘LEpiclése,’ 266; Kappes, Epiclesis
Debate, p. 182.

677 See, e.g., Maximos the Confessor, Mystagogia, cc. 1, 23, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 91, cols. 660d-1a; 701c,
for Maximos’ explicit recourse to Pseudo-Dionysius’ De Ecclesiastica Hierarchia, whereby Maximos first
highlights Pseudo-Dionysius’s work for highlighting the symbolic significance of the parts of the Divine Liturgy
holistically, before again evoking Pseudo-Dionysius to explicate the ritual significance of the first entrance of
the Holy Synaxis.



240

silence does not deduce that these Fathers did not conceive the epiclesis to possess a
consecratory function. Rather, it is plausible that Mark would have explicated Pseudo-
Dionysius’ silence with regards to the epiclesis in light of Pseudo-Dionysius’ conclusion of De
ecclesiastica hierarchia:
But it would not be legitimate to interpret the [meaning of] the consecratory
epicleses (teAeotikac EmikAnoeig), nor to bring forth [either] their mystery or God’s
powers operating within them to publicity from secrecy, but as our sacred traditions
maintain, through thoroughly learning these [matters] by silent initiation, and
through the most holy habits, and through reduction to the love of God and to holy
activities, you will be perfected by the illumination of these ceremonies and elevated
to their highest knowledge.®”®
As Torquemada sought to accord with Aquinas’ Pseudo-Dionysian Sacramentological
exegesis, whereby invocationes denoted the perfective Sacramental forms, Torquemada
was unable to provide a consistent exegesis of Pseudo-Dionysius’ Sacramentology more
holistically.6”® For example, whereas Aquinas posited that the Holy Order of the Priesthood
was validly conferred by the imposition of hands and porrection,®8 Pseudo-Dionysius
described this same Holy Order as being conferred through the ‘epiclesis’ and its

concomitant imposition of hands.®® Thus, given that Torquemada interpreted the Pseudo-

Dionysian sense of invocationes to strictly denote the Sacramental forms which Christ

78 My English translation of Pseudo-Dionysius, De Ecclesiastica Hierarchia, 7.10, in Heil and Ritter, eds., Corpus
Dionysiacum. I, p. 130: “TAc &€ TeEAEOTIKAG EMIKANOELG OU BepLtov v ypadaic apeppunvelely oUSE TO LUCTIKOV
aUTOV N TAG €' auTalg Evepyoupévag €k Osol duvapelg £k Tol Kpudiou POC TO KooV £EayeLy, GAN' g N
KoB' NUAc tepa mapadoaotg £xeL, TOIG AVEKTIOUTIEUTOLG LUNCECLY QUTAG EKUaB®V kal mpog Belotépav £ELv Katl
avaywynv £pwrtt Belw kal évepyeialg epalic anoteAecBeic UMO THi¢ TEAETAPXIKN G EAAUPEWS AvayBron Pog
™V Umeptdtnv alt®v erotiuny.” Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 182-3.

679 See e.g., Pseudo-Dionysius, De ecclesiastica hierarchia, 2.6-7, 5.7, 6.3, in Heil and Ritter, eds., Corpus
Dionysiacum. I, pp. 71-2, 111, 117: Cf. Aquinas, In IV Sententiarum, dist. 8, g. 2, a. 3, s.c. 1.

680 See Aquinas, Summa Theologiae. Supplementum, q. 37, a. 5, conc., in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina.
(Rome; Tyographia Polyglottia, 1906), p. 71, esp: “...Sed potestatis collatio fit per hoc quod datur eis aliquid
quod ad proprium actum pertinet. Et quia principalis actus sacerdotis est consecrare corpus et sanguinem
Christi, ideo in ipsa datione calicis, sub forma verborum determinata, character sacerdotalis imprimitur.”

681 See esp. Pseudo-Dionysius, De Ecclesiastica Hierarchia, 5.7, in Heil and Ritter, eds., Corpus Dionysiacum. I,
p. 110: “O 6¢ Aettoupyog £va Totv modotv kAivag éninmpocBev tol Belouv Buolactnplou €mi kepaAfig Exel ThHv
100 teholvtog alTov lepdapyou deflav teAelolpuevog UTT aUToD Tl TGV AELTOUPYQV TEAEOTIKATG ETUKA OE0WY.”
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instituted, if he were to accept the authority of such passages within Pseudo-Dionysius’
opera, Torquemada would have been logically forced to concede that the Latin Rite‘s form
and matter for Holy Orders were also invalid.®®2 Hence, Torquemada claimed that while
John of Damascus ostensibly argued that a Pneumatic invocatio confects the Eucharist, the
Damascene did not understand this term to refer to a post-consecratory epicletic prayer.%83
Rather, John supposedly accorded with Pseudo-Dionysius’ De ecclesiastica hierarchia in
identifying this invocatio with the sole Eucharistic form: the dominical words.58

At this point, one should recall that Mark of Ephesus had utilized John of Damascus’
analogization of the Annunciation-Incarnation with Eucharistic transmutation within his
NiBeAdoc. Indeed, it has been exemplified that the Liturgy of St James’ epiclesis could be
harmonized with the Annunciation Narrative such that, for both John and Mark, the
Eucharistic epiclesis or invocatio functioned as an occasion whereby the Spirit
‘overshadows’ the Eucharistic gifts and perfects their consecration, just as the Virgin was
overshadowed by the Spirit when conceiving the infant Christ.®8

Taking these factors into consideration, based upon the fact that Torquemada
evidently composed his conciliar Cedula and Sermones through recourse to Latin editions of

his theological and liturgical authorities, he pertinently overlooked the Greek Anaphora of St

682 Cf, Angelo Lameri, La “Traditio Instrumentorum” e delle insegne nei riti di ordinazione: Studio storico-

liturgico (Rome: Edizioni Liturgiche, 1998), pp. 179-95 for an overview of the history of the Latin Church’s
praxis for this ritual.

583 paraphrased from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, lines 10-2: “Nec dictum Damasceni procedit, quod per
invocationem virtutis Spiritus Sancti conficiatur, quoniam per invocationem non intelligit Damascenus aliam
orationem, que sequatur verba Christi in confectione...”

584 paraphrased from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, lines 12-5: “...sed invocationem intelligit
[Damascenus] secundum sententiam Dyonisii formam sacramenti, que consistit in verbis Christi. Unde ultimo
sic De ecclesiastica hierarchia formam Sacramentorum vocat verba Christi, que conficiant sacramentum, et
hanc putant formam invocationis.”

585 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 7, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 434: “f to0
Belou mvelpatog émudoitnols.” See esp. John of Damascus, "Exkdoai¢ 4:13, in Kotter ed., Die Schriften, Vol. 2, p.
195; Contra Nestorianos 1, in Kotter, ed., Die Schriften. Vol. 4: Liber de haeresibus. Opera polemica (Berlin; De
Gruyter, 1981), p. 264. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 184.
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James, which Mark of Ephesus had exposited and interwove with John of Damascus’
Sacramentology, and failed to make any reference to the Marian mode of Eucharistic
consecration which John of Damascus and Mark both upheld. Consequently, Torquemada’s
exegesis of both Pseudo-Dionysius’ and the Damascene’s senses of the term invocatio was
highly decontextualized relative to Mark’s AiBeAAog, particularly given that Torquemada
ceased to interpret the Marian liturgical motifs which undergirded these two authorities’

Sacramentologies.®8®

5.1.3. Basil

Torquemada’s concluding arguments within the Sermo Alter moved on to directly
treat the difficulties concerning the putatively consecratory Pneumatic invocations following
the dominical words within the Byzantine Rite’s Eucharistic Prayers. With regards to the
Liturgy of St Basil, Torquemada argued:

While this prayer was composed by Basil, he did not assert that, through those

words [therein], consecration would come to be, and one should not believe that

this saintly man thought that such a wonderful, incredible sacrament would come to
be by his own words...5%”

Having explicated how Torquemada solely employed textual evidence in Latin, this
fact explicates Torquemada’s incapacity to explicitly address the Liturgy of St James or the
Apostolic Constitutions like Mark. While there was the potential for such Greek liturgical

texts to have been translated into Latin by Florentine periti including Traversari, given the

time constraints Torquemada composed both his Cedula and his two Sermones under,

686 Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 183-4.

587 My English translation of Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, lines 17-9: “[L]icet Basilium fecerit illam
orationem, nunquam asseruit, quod illis verbis esset consecration, nec est credendum tam sanctum virum
putavisse, quod in verbis suis fierit tam mirandum et incredibile sacramentum...”
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Torquemada was restricted to utilising translations of the Byzantine Fathers’ public
speeches recorded by conciliar stenographers and had minimal opportunity to directly
analyse the arguments put forward in Mark’s AiBeAAog and its exposition of these particular
Eucharistic Prayers.6®

Given this lack of availability of such Hellenophone liturgical documentation, one
must address why Torquemada evidently remained so confident in asserting that Basil the
Great, the putative author of the Eucharistic Prayer ascribed to him, did not at any point
postulate that its epiclesis was consecratory. Torquemada’s confidence likely derived from
Torquemada interweaving his (erroneously ascribed) Latin edition of the Liturgy of St Basil
with the aforementioned Latin translation of the Greek Vita Basilii. This latter work would
have been particularly auspicious to Torquemada given that it described how:

...one night, the Lord was standing in a vision before him [i.e., Basil], making an

offering of bread on the holy altar, [and] he woke Basil up [and] said to him, ‘In

accord with your prayer, “Let your mouth be filled with praise,”®8 through your own

words, may you offer a bloodless sacrifice.’®%°

Such passages would thus have provided Torquemada with a means to conceive the
context under which the Liturgy of St Basil was formulated and also to visualize the manner
through which this liturgy was celebrated in practice, particularly given that, within Basil’s

vision, Christ expressed the opening lines of the Divine Liturgy’s post-Communion hymn.®°!

Having countered the Byzantine contingent’s arguments in favour of the epiclesis’

588 Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 185.

689 Cf. the Septuagint Version of Psalm 70:8, in Alfred Rahlfs, ed., Septuaginta. Id est, Vetus Testamentum
graece iuxta LXX interpretes, Vol. 2 of 2 (Stuttgart, Privilegierte Wirttembergische Bibelanstalt), p. 73.

6% My English translation of Pseudo-Amphilochios of Iconium, In Vitam S. Basilii, 6.67-8, in Ss. Patrum
Amphilochii Iconiensis Methodii Patarensis et Andreae Cretensis opera graeco-latina, ed. by Frangois Combefis
(Paris: Simeon Piget, 1644), p. 175: “Et quadam nocte astans ei Dominus in visu cum apostolis propositionem
panis faciens in sancto altari, erexit Basilium, dicens ei: ‘Secundum petitionem tuam repleatur os tuum laude,
ut per propria verba tua incruentum offeras sacrificium.”

91 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 185-6.
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consecratory function which Basil, rather than Christ, had putatively composed,
Torquemada asserted:

Basil’s words follow Christ’s words. Are not Christ’s words completive...? One should

not say that [these words] are not perfect as Christ’s word has the highest

perfection, and does not need the inclusion of a human word.%?

Based upon Torquemada’s argument here, it is evident that his comprehension of his
Byzantine counterparts’ Eucharistic theology had not significantly advanced when delivering
his Sermo Alter given that, as the previous chapters have shown, neither Mark of Ephesus
nor Kabasilas, as Mark’s principal Sacramentological authority, regarded the dominical
words to be ‘imperfect’ as such. Rather, Mark’s doctrine encapsulated the antecedent
Byzantine liturgiological tradition which had developed the notion that a creature cannot
undertake what the Creator, qua efficient cause, could do by immediately
transubstantiating beings through His eternally effective imperatives.®3

Torquemada continued to counteract the arguments put forward in Mark’s AiBeAAoc
by claiming to cite a Latin edition of the Liturgy of St Basil’'s epiclesis which Torquemada
guoted as stating, “We pray and ask and beseech You to send the Holy Spirit upon us and

these Gifts.”%%* However, as alluded to at the beginning of this chapter, Torquemada likely

misattributed this Eucharistic prayer and its epiclesis to St Basil and instead utilised an

92 My English translation of Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, lines 19-22: “Secundo arguitur ex ordine
verborum. Verba Basilii sequuntur verba Christi. An verba sunt Christ verba completive vel non? Non est
dicendum, quod non sint perfecta, cum verbum Christi sit perfectissimum, nec eget additione verbi humani...”
593 Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 186-7. Given this lack of advancement in his understanding of his
counterparts’ Eucharistic theology, it is not necessary to address what essentially comprised Torquemada’s
earlier analysis of John of Damascus within his Sermo Prior. See Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, lines 22-4.
694 My English translation of Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, lines 39-40: “Rogamus et precamur te et
supplicamus: mitte spiritum sanctum super nos et hec apposita munera.”



245

edition of Leo the Tuscan’s late twelfth century Latin translation of the Liturgy of St John
Chrysostom.%%> Torquemada exegeted this epiclesis by asserting that its formula includes:

...supplicant words for God to do something supernatural... [include] no form of
making [viz. consecration]. That [this conclusion] may be better understood, take
Scripture’s example: By supplicating for her daughter to be freed [from her illness],
the Canaanite woman stated, ‘Have mercy on me, Son of David (miserere mei, filii
David).’ Christ replied, ‘Let it be done as you wish.” | ask by what words was the
healing effected. It is clear that by these words, ‘Let it be done,” ‘I ask for absolution,
Father,” he should respond,’ | absolve you...’ | am not freed by supplicant words [in
the Sacrament of Penance]. [Pseudo-]Basil’s prayer is deprecative, [namely,] that
God may send the Holy Spirit upon us and these gifts, and make the [Euchristic]
bread His venerable body (ut deus mittat spiritum sanctum super nos et hec apposita
munera, et faciat panem venerabile corpus suum). [Thus] who would say the
[Eucharist’s] confection occurs through these words, particularly when the blessed
[Pseudo-]Dionysius stated, ‘the words of consecration have active powers’?
Deprecative words cannot have active powers; [thereby,] no one can state that the
confection occurs through [Pseudo-]Basil’s words, but [instead through] Christ’s
words [viz. the dominical words].6%®

As Christiaan Kappes highlighted, for the Byzantine Fathers, Torquemada’s
grammatical analysis of their Eucharistic Prayers was likely regarded as superfluous as their
Greek Liturgy of St Basil, which Torquemada claimed to cite in Latin, employed the
indicative verb, mapakadouuev, when petitioning for God to send His spirit to hallow the

Eucharistic gifts.®®” Thus, the Byzantine Fathers could have easily counteracted Torquemada

895 Compare the quote from the Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, lines 39-40 above to ‘La traduction de |a
Liturgie de saint Jean Chrysostome par Léon Toscan,” ed. by André Jacob, Orientalia Christiana Periodica 32(1)
(1966): 111-62 (154): “Precamur et supplicamus et deposcimus ut mittas spiritum sanctum tuum super nos et
super hec apposita munera.” Cf. Boularand, ‘LEpiclése,’ 267; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 187-8.

% My English translation of Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, lines 24-36: “...ostendo ex forma verborum. Hec
sunt verba Basilii: ‘Rogamus et precamur te et supplicamus: mitte spiritum sanctum super nos et hec apposite
munera,’ etc. Hec verba sunt supplicatoria, quod deus quid faciat supernatural; clarum est quod in illis verbis
supplicationis non sit forma factionis; ut melius intelligatur, suscipite exemplum ex scriptura. Mulier Cananea
supplicando, ut filia liberaratur, dixit: ‘miserere mei, filii David.” Christus respondit, ‘fiat sicut tu vis.’ Peto,
quibus verbis facta est sanitas. Clarum est, quod verbis illis: fiat etc. Peto absolutionem, pater. Respondetur:
absolvo te. Non liberor verbis supplicatoriis. Oratio Basilii est deprecatoria, ut deus mittat spiritum sanctum
super nos et hec apposita munera, et faciat panem venerabile corpus suum. Quis diceret, quod his verbis fiat
confectio, maxime cum beatus Dyonisius dicat: verba consecrationis habeant virtutes activas? Verba
deprecationis non possunt habere operationes activas; nemo potest dicere, quod verbis Basilii conficiatur, sed
verbis Christi.” Cf. Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 267; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 187.

697 See Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 236 quoted in Appendix One: “kai o€ TopakahoU eV, AyLE
ayiwv evdokia Th¢g ofic dyabotntog €AOely To Mvelua cou to mavaylov €' NUAC Kal €mi Ta tpokeipeva S®pa
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by arguing that the formulae of their Eucharistic epicleses do in fact work to confect the
Eucharist in virtue of their inclusion of indicative verbs.

Torquemada postulated that indicative Sacramental formulae, which operate as
active transitive verbs whose objects are consecration, function analogously to how forms
operate upon matter whereby forms must be completely in act to be an active power, and
because subjunctive formulae possess a degree of potentiality and/or passivity in the sense
that they signify wishes, they could not function as Sacramental agents. In this sense,
Torquemada distinguished God’s creative command, fiat lux..., as well as Christ’s fiat, sicut
tu vis... to the Canaanite woman who sought His mercy, with the (Pseudo-)Liturgy of St
Basil's deprecatory epiclesis.®%® Given that this epiclesis first besought the Lord before
specifying this petition with the verb ‘send,’ according to Torquemada, this formula
functioned analogously to the Canaanite woman beseeching Christ, miserere mei... This
miracle, in Torquemada’s view, thereby illustrated how a petition's fulfiiment is only
established when it is followed by an active divine fiat, as reflected by indicative
formulae.®®®

Torquemada’s conclusion concerning the sole consecratory efficacy of indicative

formulae in the Sacrament of Penance does possess a certain decree of doctrinal weight

tadta kol ebAoynoat alTa Kal ayldoal kol avadet€al tov pev Gptov Todtov auTo To Tiplov o@ua tod Kuplou
Kol ZwtApog ALKV ‘Incol Xplotol...” Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 267; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 188.

698 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, lines 23-4, 30.

599 paraphrased from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, lines 26-36: “Hec verba sunt supplicatoris, quod deus
quid faciat supernaturale; clarum est, quod <in> illis verbis supplicationis <non> sit forma factionis; ut melius
intelligatur, suscipite exemplum ex scriptura. Mulier Cananea supplicando, ut filia liberaretur, dixit: 'miserere
mei, fili David.' Christus respondit: 'fiat, sicut tu vis'. Peto, quibus verbis facta est sanitas. Clarum est, quod
verbis illis: fiat etc. Peto absolutionem, pater. Respondetur, absolvo te. Non liberor verbis supplicatoriis. Oratio
Basilii est deprecatoria, ut deus mittat spiritum sanctum super nos et hec pposi munera, et faciat panem
venerabile corpus suum. Quis diceret, quod his verbis fiat confectio, maxime cum beatus Dyonisius dicat: verba
consecrationis habeant virtutes activas? Verba deprcationis non possunt habere operationes activas; nemo
potest dicere, quod verbis Basilii conficiatur, sed verbis Christi. Restat, ut sciamus, quia fuit sensus Basilii.”
Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 191-2.
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given that the Decretum pro Armenis issued at the Council of Florence as well as the Council
of Trent would later declare that the form of absolution was to be the indicative, Ego te
absolvo.”% However, it is important to note that, in both of these cases, the Councils sought
to specify what constituted valid Absolution in the Latin Rite and not necessary to
dogmatically define the form of absolution in all cases, in line with what has been discussed
in Chapter Two vis-a-vis valid Holy Orders. Indeed, as exemplified by the Pontificale
Romano-Germanorum, produced c. 880-960 in the Abbey of Saint-Alban in Mainz, there was
an historical intra-Latin tradition of using the subjunctive within the Sacrament of Penance,
as indicated by this pontifical’s use of the phrase Misereatur tui Deus...”°* Torquemada’s
claim with regards to the sole consecratory efficacy of indicative formulae here was thus
significantly undermined in terms of its capacity to bind his Byzantine interlocutors given
that these historical precedents would have called into question whether the historical
Sacramental formulae of the Latin Church itself were invalid.

Unlike Mark’s interpretation of the Byzantine Rite’s Eucharistic epicleses discussed in
Chapter Four, for Torquemada, the (Pseudo-)Liturgy of St Basil’s epiclesis:

...is not for the confection as [the Eucharist] is [already] confected, but [this prayer]

is for us to follow the Sacrament’s effect, [namely,] to be united and incorporated [in

Christ], and let us say with the Apostle [Gal. 2:20], ‘Il do not live, Christ lives in me.’

[Thus, Pseudo-]Basil[‘s epiclesis] states, ‘We beseech and supplicate you to send the

Holy Spirit upon us and these gifts before us,’ that they become this salvific bread for
us, that is, the body of the faithful.”®?

700 See Exaltate Deo, in Denzinger, Enchiridion, p. 241: “Forma huius sacramenti sunt verba absolutionis, quae
sacerdos profert, cum dicit: Ego te absolvo etc, et minister huius sacramenti est sacerdos habens auctoritatem
absolvendi vel ordinariam vel ex commissione superioris. Effectus huius sacramenti est absolutio a peccatis.”
Conc. Trid. (Oec. XIX) 1545-1563, (25. Nov. 1551), cap. 3, p. 291: “Docet praeterea s. Synodus, sacramenti
poenitentiae formam, in qua praecipue ipsius vis sita est, in illis ministri verbis positam esse: Ego te absolvo,”
701 See Cyrille Vogel and Reinhard Elze, eds., Le Pontifical romano-germanique du dixiéme siécle, Vol. 2 (Vatican
City: Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana, 1963), pp. 16-7.

702 My English translation of Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 249, lines 36-40: “Oratio illa non est, ut conficiatur,
quia confectum est, sed ut sequamur effectum sacramentum, uniri et incorporari, et dicamus cum apostolo:
‘non vivo ego, vivit in me Christus.” [Gal. 2:20]7%2 Dicit [Pseudo-]Basilius: ‘rogamus et supplicamus mitte
spiritum sanctum super nos et hec apposita munera, ut nobis sint salutaria et faciatis panem hunc,’ id est
cetum fidelium.” Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,” 267-8.
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In this sense, Torquemada again inaccurately interpreted his Byzantine counterparts’
doctrine of Eucharistic transmutation by interpreting the term confectio to denote an item’s
non-existence immediately preceding the emergence of a new matter-form relationship,
from which a new substance is effectuated.’®3

Moreover, to support his above-mentioned claim concerning the meaning of the
epicletic petition to “send the Holy Spirit upon us and these gifts,” Torquemada likely
utilized the Tertia Pars of Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae. In article four of the eighty-third
guestion, the ninth objector posited that it was unfitting for the celebrant to invoke the lube
haec perferri as its reference to the translocation of the Eucharistic gifts to the celestial altar
violated the notion that Christ’s Body is not effectuated in the Eucharist through change of
place.’% Against this objection, Aquinas argued that this petition does not intend to
physically translocate the Eucharistic gifts to the celestial altar or to effectuate Christ’s real

Body thereat. Rather, the priest makes this petition on behalf of Christ’s Mystical Body, i.e.,

703 pDegpite Torquemada’s inaccurate interpretation, one must highlight that Latin Fathers such as Andreas
Chrysoberges accurately interpreted Mark’s doctrine of Eucharistic transmutation within his post-conciliar
polemical dialogue countering Mark’s doctrine which Chrysoberges composed between 1443 and 1444: In
particular, Chrysoberges cited Mark as postulating the dominical words as the starting point initiating the in
fieri nature of the consecratory prayer which is completed with the epiclesis as its telos. See Andreas
Chrysoberges, Dialogue Against Mark Eugenikos, ed. by Chris Schabel in Alison Frazier and Patrick Nold, eds.,
Essays in Renaissance Thought and Letters in Honor of John Monfasani (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2015), pp. 520-1.
Against this doctrine, Chrysoberges maintained that Eucharistic consecration immediately occurs when the
final syllable of ‘Hoc est corpus meum’ is recited, in accord with the orthodox Thomistic tradition. See
Chrysoberges, Dialogue Against Mark Eugenikos, Schabel, ed., p. 526.

704 paraphrased from Aquinas, Summa Theologiae lll, q. 83, a. 4, arg. 9, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina,
p. 277: “Praeterea, corpus Christi, sicut non incoepit esse in hoc sacramento per loci mutationem, ut supra
dictum est, ita etiam nec esse desinit. Inconvenienter ergo sacerdos petit, iube haec perferri per manus sancti
Angeli tui in sublime altare tuum.” Cf. Summa Theologiae, \ll, q. 75, a. 2, Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina,
pp. 172-3, for Aquinas’ doctrine that the effectuation of Christ’s Body in the Eucharistic does not entail change
of place.
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the Church, so that the angel referred to therein would present the celebrant(s)’ and
congregation’s prayers before God.”%>

Aquinas’ exegesis of the lube haec perferri likely provided a foundation for
Torquemada to interpret the Liturgy of St Basil’s and St John Chrysostom’s epicleses in a
manner whereby this epiclesis does not petition for the Eucharistic gifts to be transferred to
the celestial altar and their transmutation perfected.’® Thus, when exegeting the (Pseudo-
)Liturgy of St Basil’s epiclesis, Torquemada accorded with Aquinas’ conclusion that,
following the dominical words, no other prayer effectuates Eucharistic transmutation, and
argued that the petition to ‘pray and ask and beseech’ God ‘to send the Holy Spirit upon us
and these Gifts’ rather besought God for the Sacramental effect of the whole of the faithful
being united with Christ through the Spirit.”%” While Torquemada’s interpretation
significantly discorded with the antecedent Hellenophone theological exegeses of this
epiclesis, as addressed above, it is nonetheless striking that, given the restrictions under

which the Sermo Alter was composed, Torquemada effectively interwove Aquinas’ exegesis

705 paraphrased from Aquinas, Summa Theologiae Ill, q. 83, a. 4, ad. 9, in Opera Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina,
p. 279: “Ad nonum dicendum quod sacerdos non petit quod species sacramentales deferantur in caelum;
neque corpus Christi verum, quod ibi esse non desinit. Sed petit hoc pro corpore mystico, quod scilicet in hoc
sacramento significatur, ut scilicet orationes et populi et sacerdotis Angelus assistens divinis mysteriis Deo
repraesentet; secundum illud Apoc. VIII, ascendit fumus incensorum de oblationibus sanctorum de manu
Angeli. Sublime autem altare Dei dicitur vel ipsa Ecclesia triumphans, in quam transferri petimus, vel ipse Deus,
cuius participationem petimus; de hoc enim altari dicitur Exod. XX, non ascendes ad altare meum per gradus,
idest, in Trinitate gradus non facies. Vel per Angelum intelligitur ipse Christus, qui est magni consilii Angelus,
qui corpus suum mysticum Deo patri coniungit et Ecclesiae triumphanti. Et propter hoc etiam Missa
nominatur. Quia per Angelum sacerdos preces ad Deum mittit, sicut populus per sacerdotem. Vel quia Christus
est hostia nobis missa. Unde et in fine Missae diaconus in festis diebus populum licentiat, dicens, ite, Missa est,
scilicet hostia ad Deum per Angelum, ut scilicet sit Deo accepta.”

706 Cf. Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,” 267-8; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 192-3.

707 Cf, Aquinas, De articulis Fidei et Ecclesiae sacramentis ad archiepiscopum Panormitanum, Pars 2 (Turin:
Marietti, 1954), <https://www.corpusthomisticum.org/oss.html> [accessed August 1, 2023]: “Alius vero
effectus huius sacramenti, quem in anima digne sumentis facit, est adunatio hominis ad Christum, sicut ipse
dicit loan. VI, 57: qui manducat meam carnem et bibit meum sanguinem, in me manet, et ego in eo... (My
English translation:) But another effect of this Sacrament [i.e.., the Eucharist], which, when worthily received,
is done in the soul, is the union of man to Christ, as [Christ] Himself stated in John 6:57: ‘he that eats My flesh
and drinks My blood abides in Me, and | in him” Cf. Aquinas, Summa Theologiae Ill, q. 79, a. 3, corpus, in Opera
Omnia, Vol. 12. Editio Leonina, p. 222. Cf. Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 268; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 194-5;
Zheltov, “The Moment of Eucharistic Consecration in Byzantine Thought,” p. 268.
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of the Supplice te rogamus to establish a consensus, albeit temporary, with his Byzantine

counterparts and facilitate ecclesial reunion.

5.2. The Subsequent Debates Between Torquemada and the Byzantine Contingent

Having exemplified how Torquemada’s Cedula, Sermo Prior, and Sermo Alter were
demarcated by a number of textual misattributions and misinterpretation of his Byzantine
counterparts’ Sacramentology, according to the standards and subsequent discoveries
which have shaped modern-day liturgical studies, these conciliar oeuvres would bear limited
doctrinal weight if modern-day Roman Catholic theologians and/or clerics attempted to
employ its arguments and conclusions within ecumenical dialogue with the Eastern
Orthodox Churches concerning Eucharistic consecration. This limited efficacy was
exacerbated by the fact that a number of Torquemada’s Sacramentological principles and
conclusions were disputed theological and philosophical opinions within the late medieval
Latin Church and thereby did not possess the dogmatic authority to engender the
submission of either the Byzantine conciliar contingent or his Latin conciliar confréres who
were aligned to alternative theological frameworks such as the Franciscan tradition.

Based upon these conclusions, one must consider how the Byzantine contingent
received the arguments put forward in Torquemada’s Sermo Alter. The Acta Latina
recounted that when Torquemada presented this speech before the Byzantine Fathers on
June 20", 1439, the Bishop of Arathia,’® Bessarion, and Isidore of Kiev, were evidently

discontent with a number of its claims.”® Indeed, Bessarion and the Bishop of Arathia

708 This conciliar father’s precise identity remains unknown.
709 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., pp. 250, line 1-251, line 42.
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sought to get Torquemada to explain how his innovative hermeneutic was compatible with
the phrasing of the Greek Liturgy of St John Chrysostom’s epiclesis.”10

In particular, within his misattributed Latin edition of this Eucharistic Prayer,
Torquemada was not presented with the passage within the Greek liturgical rubrics which
stated that the object of the epiclesis’ petition is to bless the Eucharistic gifts, entailing that
Torquemada’s exegesis of this text was significantly decontextualized from how God’s
consecratory operation was widely perceived to take place throughout this Eucharistic
Prayer by the fifteenth century Byzantine Church.”*! Indeed, if Torquemada had attended
the initial conciliar debates concerning Eucharistic consecration, he would have been
exposed to the Byzantine arguments in favour of the consecratory role of other actions such
as the Signs of the Cross throughout the Eucharistic Prayer,’*2 which Mark of Ephesus
pertinently maintained were necessary elements for the Sacrament’s validity within his
Eucharistic AiBeAAog. However, in response to the Bishop of Arathia and Bessarion,
Torquemada elaborated that the Liturgies of St Basil’s and St John Chrysostom’s epicleses
were formulated so:

...that by Your mystical body partaking of Your true body, we might obtain the

remission of our sins, the Holy Spirit’s grace, and eternal beatitude; this is the

viewpoint of Basil’s and Chrysostom’s words, and in this sense there is no difficulty
between you and us.”*3

710 See esp. Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 250, lines 1-2, 17-18, 21-22, 24-5; Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,” 269;
Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 196-7.

711 Cf. L'Eucologio Barberini gr. 336, ed. by Parenti and Velkovska, p. 78, cited in 0.1. Cf. also Kappes, Epiclesis
Debate, p. 197; Zheltov, “Moment of Eucharistic Consecration in Byzantine Thought,” p. 277.

712 Cf, Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.2, Laurent, ed., pp. 474, 476.

713 My English translation of Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 250, lines 26-9: “...ut corpus tuum misticum
participatione corporis veri tui consequamur remissionem peccatorum, gratiam Spiritus sancti et eternam
beatitudinem; hec est sententia verborum Basilii et Grisostomi, et hoc sensu nulla est difficultas inter vos et

”

nos.
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Having offered what has been shown to be a novel interpretation of the role of these
Eucharistic epicleses in this passage, Torquemada postulated that the four Aristotelian
causes must be invoked to distinguish the necessary items for the Eucharist’s valid
celebration. In particular, the Eucharistic matter could be either unleavened or leavened
bread; the Eucharistic form was strictly the Words of Institution; the efficient cause was (in
addition to God’s consecratory operation) the celebrant priest; and the final cause was the
objective on the part of the celebrant priest to consecrate the Eucharistic gifts.”**

Following Torquemada’s claims, Pope Eugenius interjected and assured the
Byzantine Fathers that Torquemada was addressing the epiclesis simply to respond to
Emperor loannes VIII's arguments put forward concerning this issue within his discussion
with Cardinal Cesarini the previous day.”*> The nature of this interjection likely indicates that
the Pope implicitly did not wish to undermine the impending ecclesial reunion given his
awareness of the Byzantine Fathers’ dissatisfaction with Torquemada’s liturgical exegesis.
To alleviate any potential intra-Byzantine qualms relating to the Latin Church imposing a
definition of the Byzantine liturgical epicleses, the Pope claimed that Torquemada’s exegesis
of the (Pseudo-)Liturgy of St Basil's epiclesis was not essential given that a formal
delineation of the liturgical role of the Eucharistic epiclesis would be proclaimed publicly at
a later date.”*® Nonetheless, Eugenius emphasized that the Byzantine contingent could not

but acknowledge that the dominical words function as the sole Eucharistic form for

714 This is summarised from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 250, lines 33-5: “que occurrunt ad perfectionem
sacramenti, et hec sunt quattor: Primo, materia, quia panis azimus vel fermentatus; Secundo, forma, scilicet
verba; Tertius, minister, scilicet sacerdos; Quatus, recta intentio, ut intendat conficere.” Cf. Boularand,
‘LEpiclése,’ 270; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 197.

715 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., pp. 250, line 41-251, line 10.

718 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 251, lines 1-2: “...doctor [Torquemada] dixit, licet non fuisset necesse tractare
de Verbis Basilii quia alias declarabuntur...”
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consecration.”!” The Pope made explicit that he was not grounding his conclusion based
solely upon the Latin Patristic tradition. Rather, he asked the Byzantine contingent to
recognize that, if the epiclesis was in fact consecratory, then in the time before the putative
composition of Basil the Great and John Chrysostom composed the Eucharistic Prayers
attributed to their name with their supposedly consecratory epicleses, one would absurdly
have to conclude that there was no Eucharistic consecration.’*® Thus, Eugenius likely sought
to interweave Mark’s assertion, reiterated by loannes VIII to Cesarini, that the dominical
words are a sine qua non for Eucharistic consecration, with Torquemada’s ostensible
demonstration that the lube haec perferri was non-consecratory, entailing that the
dominical words must function as the sole consecratory item mutually acknowledged by the
Latin and Byzantine Fathers. Eugenius subsequently concluded his interjection by exhorting
the Byzantine contingent to discuss his claims with loannes VIl and hasten ecclesial
reunion.’®®

To assess Pope Eugenius’ conclusion regarding the consecratory nature of the
dominical words and the epiclesis, one should begin by considering that neither the Latin
nor Byzantine Fathers sufficiently possessed the textual critical methodologies to have
arrived at an accurate understanding of what the Greek Eucharistic Prayers would have
presented before the Liturgies of St Basil and St John Chrysostom were composed.

Nonetheless, given that the Liturgy of St James, the authenticity of which had been

717 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 251, lines 2-4: “...tamen non puto, quod aliquis sit ita parum intelligens, quod
credat, quod confici corpus Christi aliter quam ex verbis salvatoris nostri...”

718 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 251, lines 4-5: “...non dico rationibus Ambrosii et leronimii; videant
consequentiam, quod ante istos doctores non fuisset confectum corpus Christi, et nullus hoc diceret.”

719 Acta Latina, Hofmman, ed., p. 251, lines 6-10: “Hortor caritate nostras, ut cogitetis et videatis has rationes,
et conferre cum imperatore et dare conclusionem huius sancta unionis, et Gaudium commune plenum fiat, ut
possimus vacare ad expeditionem imperatoris et rerum, que sequuntur, et quanto cicius fiet, patebit bonus
exitus toti Christianitati.” See also Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 197-8; Salaville, “Epiclése Eucharistique,” cols.
258-9.
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acknowledged by medieval Latin theologians such as Aquinas, incorporated an epiclesis, this
fact should plausibly have forced the Latin Fathers to recognize the epiclesis’ ostensibly
Apostolic heritage within the Hellenophone liturgical tradition, even though there was an
intra-Byzantine tradition of questioning this liturgy’s canonicity as discussed above.’?°
Nonetheless, it is likely that Torquemada’s Byzantine interlocutors were not broadly
attentive to these liturgiological factors which could have strengthened their initial position.
This is exhibited by the fact that, following Pope Eugenius’ interjection, Isidore of Kiev
attempted to establish a mutual basis upon which Torquemada’s and the Byzantine
Church’s doctrines of Eucharistic change could be established. Isidore addressed
Torquemada by elaborating upon the liturgical hermeneutic he posited within the initial
Eucharistic discussions. Isidore argued that the Byzantine Church celebrated the Liturgies of
St Basil and St John Chrysostom, whose origins were pre-Schismatic and whose texts were
unaltered by the Byzantine contingent. Indeed, Isidore highlighted that the Latin Church
communed with Hellenophone Christians who celebrated these Eucharistic Prayers before
the Schism.”?! Isidore then transitioned towards delineating his conception of the
Eucharistic form by arguing that the Byzantine Church acknowledged the necessity for the
four Aristotelian causes to confect the Eucharist, such that the dominical words function as

God’s eternally effective imperative which is always operative within the Eucharist when

recited by the celebrant. However, Isidore also asserted that the celebrant invokes the

720 See the twelfth-century Byzantine canonist, Theodore Balsamon’s conclusions in this regard in
Interrogationes et Responsa, in Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 138, col. 953d. Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 199.

721 paraphrased from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 251, lines 16-23: “Et primo dico ex tempore; nam hoc
missale, quo utimur, est traditum a Basilio et beato Grisostomo, utebamur ante tempus scimatis, nec aliqua
facta est mutatio; tamen Occidentalis ecclesia numquam de hoc verbum fecit, ut cum fuerimus concordes et
ad eundum finem tendentes, quemadmodum nostri considerantes, quod nostri videntes, quod ecclesia
Romana semper permisit, ideo videtur, quod tempore sumus concordes, secundum rem dicimus idem et dico,
quod credimus, quod is quod conficit ministerium, esse sermonem domini et taliter per orationem sacerdotis
dicimus sacrum effici hoc modo.”
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Spirit, Whose grace can be incited so as to ‘complete’ and ‘consummate’ the eternally-
effective dominical words in conjunction with other ‘instruments’ such as the presence of
the priest and the altar.”??

Isidore argued that he did not intend to directly counterpose Torquemada’s
doctrine, but to maintain that, if the council was to establish a definition regarding
Eucharistic consecration, then Torquemada'’s list of the essential criteria for Eucharistic
consecration should also incorporate items such as the epiclesis to exemplify the Byzantine
Fathers’ contribution to this mutually accepted definition. However, Isidore insisted that
because the two Churches also had many other Sacramental points of departure which
were unresolved, it was not necessary for the conciliar Definition to formally define the
nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic consecration.”?3

Torquemada positively received Isidore’s oblique reference to the dominical words’
‘principal’ necessity as evidence that the Byzantine Church accepted his own doctrine that

the dominical words function as the sole Eucharistic form,”?* from which Torquemada

claimed that the Liturgy of St Basil’s epiclesis functioned not as an active power in the

722 paraphrased from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 251, lines 23-9: “Et quoniam credimus dominicam vocem
esse effectricem divinorum munerum et semel a deo, cuius causa semper operatur illa vox semper replicatur a
sacerdote et suscipit sacerdos, quod illa vox replicata aptetur, ut sit eadem vox cum voce domini et ut ita
aptetur, invocatur spiritus sanctus et supplicat sacerdos, ut per virtutem spiritus sancti concedatur gratia, ut
vox repetita efficatur ita effectiva, ut verbum dei fuit, et ita credimus consummativam fieri per illam orationem
sacerdotis, et probo, quod dominice voces habent operationem ut semina, quia sine semine non potest effici
fructus, ita in hac dominica voce; tamen ubi cadit semen, eget aliis instrumentis, ut sacerdotis, altaris et
orationem. Unde credimus per hoc esse vobiscum concordes.” See Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 199-200.

723 pgraphrased from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 251, lines 29-42: “Quod autem additur in diffinitione
propter rationes vestras dixit paternitas vestra, quod est necesse propter discordiam, et dico, quod esset, sic
hec difficultas esset contraria, sed non est mota, ut fuerint disputationes, et ideo, cum non fuerint
controversie, quare debet deduci in dubium? De ali particula, in quibus considerantur quattor ad confectionem
sacramenti, nos id[em] sentimus, quod vos, quod requitur panis tritici et vinum de vite et sacerdos et quod per
altare et principaliter per verba dominica. Et quoniam in omnibus his sumus concordes, vos dicitis, quod debet,
poni propter declarationem rudium. Rudes ita clare tenuerunt, et ita tenebunt, unde non est necessarium hoc
poni in diffinitione; nam multe questiones sunt et de baptismatee; si de omnibus vellemus providere, tempus
non sufficeret. Cum autem, hec dixerim ex me, supplico sanctissimum dominum nostrum et reverendos patres,
ut non exigat[ur] alia diffinitio.”

724 Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., pp. 251, line 43-252, line 21.
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transmutative process, but as a prayer, which was accidental to Sacramental causality and
did not pertain to the Eucharist’s substance.’?

Torquemada also countered Isidore’s exegesis of the Liturgy of St Basil by assuming
that this anaphora followed the order of the Canon Missae, which, according to
Torquemada, invoked the Spirit at the Quam oblationem before culminating in the
consecratory dominical words. Torquemada’s exegesis thus sidelined earlier Latin liturgical
commentators including Paschasius Radbertus, whose works could have bolstered Kabasilas’
claim regarding the Supplices te rogamus’ epicletic and consecratory nature, as Isidore had
reiterated, by conceiving the Supplices te rogamus to function simply as a petition for
mystical communion amongst believers. Thus, Torquemada also applied this interpretation
of the Quam oblationem to his Latin edition of the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom:
Torquemada concluded that, following the recitation of the final syllables of each of the
dominical words’ formulae, Christ’s Body and Blood are fully and substantially present. As a
result, the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom’ epiclesis must thereby also simply a petition for
such union amongst the members of Christ’s mystical body with its Head, and not in any
sense for the consecration of the Eucharistic gifts.

Moreover, in his counterresponse to Isidore and Bessarion’s seed-to-plant

analogization of the Eucharist, Torquemada claimed that the dominical words, in contrast to

seeds, do not require an operant to actualize their incomplete power given that these

725 paraphrased from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 252, lines 1-6: “Secundo videbatur dicere, quod verba
Basilii faciunt per modum orationis, non per modum virtutis active. 'Orat’, inquit, 'sacerdos, ut sermo ille
prolatus p[er] me habeat virtutem illam transubstantiandi panem in corpus Christi et ut hoc sacramentum
consummetur, dicitur operari verba Basilii; posuit exemplum de seminibus, que licet habeant virtutem
activam, tamen egent aliis operantibus sicut orationis et altaris.”
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formulae are ‘living’ and produce their transmutative effect through divine operation.’2®

Nonetheless, Torquemada evidently did not correctly interpret this analogy given that,
based upon the Genesis Creation narrative wherein the divine command immediately
produces its effects, the Byzantine conciliar Fathers conceived the term ‘seed’ not to denote
the dominical words as such but rather to the product of God’s perpetual and immediately
effective command, namely, the initial stage of Eucharistic transmutation wrought by the
priest’s recitation of the dominical words. However, this transmutation still required
perfection through the Spirit’s operation as incited by the post-Institutional epiclesis.”?”
Torquemada’s misinterpretation of this analogy likely resulted from his hermeneutic of an
Aristotelian-Thomistic causal paradigm whereby the Eucharist’s single formal cause, the
dominical words, function akin to an energetic power with its intrinsic operation that
actualises the Eucharistic matter’s inherent potency.

Finally, addressing Isidore’s description of the additional Latin-Byzantine liturgical
differences, Torquemada maintained that, if the Byzantine Fathers accepted that Eucharistic
transmutation could be interpreted according to the fourfold Aristotelian causal paradigm,
given that the Eucharist is the principal of the Seven Sacraments, then all other
Sacramentological differences could be resolved by applying such a causal paradigm to the
other six Sacraments and no subsequent conciliar definitions on these questions would be

necessary.’?®

726 paraphrased from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 252, lines 13-5: “Secundo ratio est, quia argumentum non
facit ad propositum, quia verba Christi non habent virtutem incompletam ut semina, sed est sermo [vivus] nec
eget operatore, et ideo illud argumentum non videtur favere intentioni sue.” Cf. Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,” 269-
70; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 201-2.

727 Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,” 269-70; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 203.

728 paraphrased from Acta Latina, Hofmann, ed., p. 252, line 16-21: “...videtur necessarium, quia ut dictum est,
inductum est in medium, et contradictum, ut non ponatur, cum hoc sit de principalioribus sacramentis nostre
fidei, et de professione huius fidei sit orta tanta contentio, videtur necesse, ut adveniant de illis quattor, que
dico quod sunt necessaria, minister, materia, verba et intentio, sed sine altari et sine vestibus sacris fit, licet
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5.3. The Conclusion of the Byzantine Participation at Ferrara-Florence: The Signing of
Laetentur Caeli

Having detailed how the Latin conciliar Fathers were able to garner their Byzantine
counterparts’ acceptance of their framework for Eucharistic causality in Chapter Five, this
Chapter’s first section will provide an overview of the Latin-Byzantine negotiations,
particularly vis-a-vis the role of the doctrine of the nature and moment(s) of Eucharistic
consecration prior to and including the formal signing and proclamation of Laetentur Caeli
between July 5" and 6%, 1439.

Following the conclusion of the public conciliar Eucharistic debates on June 20™, the
Acta Latina detailed how, between June 27% and 28™, the Latin and Byzantine contingents
continued to privately discuss the conditions of ecclesial reunion. Torquemada likely
concluded his participation within the conciliar Eucharistic debates under the belief that the
Byzantine Fathers were willing to apply the Aristotelian paradigm of fourfold causality
within their Sacramentology. This presumption ultimately proved to be the case given that,
as the Acta Graeca recounted, on June 27%™, the Latin and Byzantine Fathers had mutually
agreed that the latter party would proclaim their acceptance of this Sacramental causal
framework to eschew being bound to accept the promulgation of a written definition
concerning the Eucharistic epiclesis’ liturgical status.”?®

Subsequently, a written document concerning the resolved areas of dispute was
formulated on July 5%, 1439, which pertinently omitted referencing the epiclesis, thereby

enabling the subsequent solemn proclamation of union and signatory procession of

peccaret, qui sic consecraret, et ideo non potest esse perfecta confectio, nisi hec quattor concurrant.” Cf.
Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 269-70; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 203-4.
72 Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., pp. 448-9; Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 252-3; Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, pp. 205-6.
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Laetentur Caeli within Santa Maria del Fiore on July 6%, during which Cesarini and Bessarion
read the Latin and Greek editions of the decree respectively.”3° While most of the Latin and
Byzantine Fathers signed the definition, Mark of Ephesus, who continued to suffer from
poor health, refrained from signing and remained seated.’3! After Pope Eugenius demanded
an explanation for Mark’s refusal to sign from the Byzantine contingent,”3? before
potentially being ordered by loannes VIl to sign Laetentur Caeli or face canonical
adjudication, Mark preemptively asked the Imperial secretary to plead to loannes VIIl to
refrain from such an order and ensure that he could return safely to Constantinople given
his prior fidelity, as exhibited by his acceptance to be ordained as Metropolitan of
Ephesus.”® Thereupon, loannes VIl assumed oversight of Mark while the Byzantine Fathers
concurrently ensured the pope that they would address Mark over his refusal to sign this
document.’”®* The consequences of Mark’s refusal to sign Laetentur Caeli following Ferrara-

Florence have of course been noted above.

730 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.16, Laurent, ed., p. 496, 498; Boularand, ‘L’Epiclése,’ 271-3; Kappes, Epiclesis
Debate, p. 206.

731 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.9, Laurent, ed., pp. 482, 484.

732 Acta Graeca, Gill, ed., pp. 468-70.

733 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.9, Laurent, ed., 482, 484.

734 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.15, Laurent, ed., p. 496, remarked how, after discovering this refusal, when
Eugenius arrived to sign the document, he exclaimed “Aoutov énowjoapev oudév.” Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis
Debate, pp. 206-7.
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Chapter Six: A Summation of This Dissertation’s Findings and
Conclusions.

Having analysed the Florentine conciliar Eucharistic debates, this section will
encapsulate this dissertation’s discoveries and make some remarks concerning how such
discoveries could be utilized and/or elaborated upon by ecclesiastical historians and by
Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox dogmatic theologians who are contemporaneously
working to resolve the various causes of ecclesial division.

This dissertation’s first Chapter detailed the pre-conciliar Latin-Eastern Orthodox
debates on this issue to frame the nature of the debate which emerged at Florence.
Subsequently, to enable a dogmatic assessment of Torquemada’s and Mark of Ephesus’
doctrines of Eucharistic consecration from the perspective of the modern-day Roman
Catholic and Eastern Orthodox magisterial offices, this dissertation’s second chapter
provided an overview of the post-Florentine magisterial statements issued by both ecclesial
communions regarding this doctrine.

Thereupon, this dissertation’s third and fourth Chapters examined how both
Torquemada and Mark of Ephesus made their respective cases for their Churches’ de facto
doctrines of the nature and moment of Eucharistic consecration, having been respectively
commissioned by Eugenius IV and loannes VIII. Within both chapters, the author began by
considering the factors within each of these individuals’ backgrounds which informed the
tenor of their literary and oral contributions to this Florentine debate and the nature of the
source material they evoked to support their respective doctrines.

Chapter Three elucidated that Torquemada’s attempt to assert that the Eucharistic

gifts are strictly transmuted upon the recitation of the dominical words, in his Sermo Prior,
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which was delivered on June 16, 1439, failed to secure the acceptance of his Byzantine
interlocutors. This failure was largely informed by the florilegial and/or pseudepigraphal
nature of some of the Patristic material which Torquemada evoked to support his doctrine.
As was detailed, Torquemada was heavily reliant upon the Corpus Thomisticum, Lombard’s
Sententiarum, and the Decretum Gratiani as his bases for such material. Resultingly,
Torquemada overemphasised the degree to which his doctrine could find support within
both the antecedent Latin and Hellenophone theological traditions. Moreover, such
material disabled Torquemada from considering that some of his own Latinophone
authorities including Ambrose of Milan and Augustine of Hippo could be interpreted to have
upheld the invocation’s consecratory function within their oeuvres.

In contradistinction, this dissertation’s fourth chapter exhibited that Mark’s
AiBeAdog, which was composed between June 16t and 19, 1439, provided a broadly more
contextualised and accurate analysis of his liturgical and Patristic source material compared
to Torquemada’s Sermo Prior. Mark’s project was similarly hindered by both time and
material restrictions insofar as he was ostensibly unable to address some of the Latin
Patristic authorities such as Ambrose and Paschasius Radbertus which Torquemada had
utilised. Nonetheless, Mark evoked ecumenically venerated authorities, including Basil the
Great, John Chrysostom, Pseudo-Dionysius, and John of Damascus, to exposit that,
alongside the dominical words, the epiclesis and Signs of the Cross function as essential
items for the Eucharist’s validity. Additionally, through reading Nicholas Kabasilas, whose
liturgical commentary likely evoked Lombard’s Libri Sententiarum, Mark exhibited that the
Byzantine Church had accurately interpreted the Liturgies of St Basil and St John

Chrysostom. Mark acknowledged that these authorities conceived Eucharistic transmutation
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to function as an in fieri process, akin to God’s dual-moment operation upon the Virgin Mary
at the Annunciation.

Chapter Five detailed how, after loannes VIII likely related some of the arguments
from Mark’s AiBeAAoc to a body of Latin Fathers led by Cardinal Cesarini, Torquemada was
commissioned to orally refute these arguments within another public debate on June 20®™.
When analysing the contents of Torquemada’s Sermo Alter, Torquemada secured the
Byzantine contingent’s acceptance of his single-moment doctrine of Eucharistic
consecration and his application of the four Aristotelian causes to explicate this mystery by
employing an a posteriori argument supporting the dominical words’ unique consecratory
function. Nonetheless, Torquemada’s Sermo Alter bore similar limitations concerning the
use of pseudepigrapha and florilegia which would hinder the applicability of its contents
within the context of modern-day ecumenical dialogue. Additionally, while Torquemada
evoked Leo the Tuscan’s Latin edition of the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom to support his
claim regarding the epiclesis’ non-consecratory nature therein, not only did Torquemada
misattribute this Eucharistic Prayer to Basil the Great but offered an interpretation of its
epiclesis which significantly discorded with the Hellenophone liturgiological tradition
regarding this epiclesis’ function. Thus, while Torquemada persuaded most of his Byzantine
conciliar counterparts to accept his conception of the Latin Church’s Eucharistic form, he
over-emphasised his Sacramentology’s authority by rendering what was a disputed

theologoumenon into a doctrine with quasi-dogmatic status.”> The author concluded this

735 Resultingly, Torquemada’s liturgiological limitations thereby raise doubts concerning the conclusions drawn
by several subsequent Latin theologians who evoked Torquemada in this regard including Robert Bellarmine
and Francisco Suarez. Cf. Robert Bellarmine, De controversiis christianae fidei adversus huius temporis
haereticos, De Sacramento Eucharistiae, IV, c. 14, in Justin Fevre, ed., Opera Omnia, Vol. 4 of 12 (Paris: L. Vives,
1873), pp. 1-434 (240-4); Francisco Suarez, De Sacramentis, Pars Prima, disp. 58, sec. 3, in Opera Omnia, Vol.
14 of 23 (Venice: Balleoniana, 1747), p. 604.
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chapter by encapsulating the conciliar proceedings preceding the promulgation of the bull
of union, Laetentur Caeli on July 6%, This allowed the author to provide some context
relating to the subsequent divisions between the Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox
Churches concerning Eucharistic consecration, alongside the other matters of doctrine and
praxis, which have been discussed in this dissertation’s introductory Chapter.

Having addressed the Roman Catholic Magisterium’s post-Florentine decrees
relating to the epiclesis in Chapter One, the author has demonstrated that the modern-day
Roman Catholic Magisterium can be juxtaposed with the Eastern Orthodox doctrine
elucidated in Mark’s Florentine AiBeAAog, even though Mark did not formally enter
communion with the Latin Church either during and subsequent to Ferrara-Florence. The
status of the modern-day Catholic Magisterium was facilitated by liturgiological
advancements alongside a greater receptivity towards a plurality of Sacramentologies, as
exemplified by the Catechism of the Catholic Church, which emphasised that the Eucharistic
gifts are consecrated by the Words of Institution and the epiclesis. Given the great dogmatic
weight the Catechism in virtue of being directly addressed to the universal Church, a
dogmatic theologian employing a hermeneutic of continuity would need to adapt the
preceding teachings directed merely to local bodies of Churches, including those within
Laetentur Caeli and Exaltate Deo, with the Catechism’s relatively weightier doctrine.

Based upon this conclusion, subsequent scholars could attempt to examine similar
contributions made by Mark during Ferrara-Florence on other Church-dividing issues such as
Purgatory or the Eucharistic matter and assess to what extent Mark’s theological framework

in toto is commensurate to twenty-first century Roman Catholic dogma and discipline.
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Appendices

Appendix One: A Comparison of Mark of Ephesus’ Transcriptions of His Liturgical
Texts’ Epicleses with their Critical Editions Published in Anton Hanggi and Irmgard
Rahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica

Liturgical Mark’s Transcriptions within the | Critical Editions Published in Anton
Epiclesis: NiBeAAoc:"30 Hanggi and Irmgard Rabhl, eds.,
Prex eucharistica; textus e variis
liturgiis antiquioribus selecti:
Apostolic Kal aflolpev oe Omwg eVUeVRG | Kol aflol eV o€ OMWG EVUEVHG
Constitutions EruPBAEDoUC €mi Ta mpokeipeva | EMPAEPTiC Emi ta mpokeipeva SWpa
SWpa talta évwriov cou, ou 6 | Tadta EVWTLOV 00U, OU O Avevdeng
avevdeng Oeog, kal eUSOKNOELS | @b, kKal eDSOKNORG €' AUTOUG €i¢
€M’ autoug eig TV tol TNV tol Xplotol oou Kal
Xplotol oou Kal Kataméuyolg katanépdolg To aylov ocou Mvedpa
TO Aylov oou Mvelpa Emt TV émnt v Buoiav tavtny, TOV
Buotlav TauTny, ToV HapTUpa TO | HApTUPA TWV abnuatidv Tod
naBnuatt tod Kupiou ‘Incod, Kupiou ‘Incol, onwc anodiijvij tov
Omwg anodfval Tov Gptov aptov toltov c@pa tol XpLotod
to0tov ocwpa tob Xplotol cou, 00U, KAl TO TOTHPLOV TOUTO aipa
kal To motriplov todto aipa tol | tod Xplotod cou.”38
Xplotol cou.”?’
Liturgy of St a0To 1o Mvelpa oou to a0TO To Mvelpd oou To mavaylov
James. mavaylov katamnepov, katanepov, Aéomota, €' AUAG
Aéomota, €' NUAG, Kal &Ml Ta kal €ni ta mpokeipeva ayla SGpa
Tipokeipeva ayla SGpa tadta, tadta, va érudottijoav tf ayia kat
va émudottiioav th ayia kat ayaBf kal évboéw avtod nmapouoiq,
ayabf kal évéoéw autod aylaon, Kal moLfj Tov pev aptov
mapouoiq, ayldon, Kal mowyon toUTtov oWpa dylov XpLotod... Kal
ToV eV Gptov toltov oua TO TIOTAPLOV TOUTO QLML TiLOV
dylov tol Xplotol oou, Kai To Xplotod.”40
MoTrpLoV T0UTo Alpa Tipov Tol
Xplotol oouv.”?®
Liturgy of St kal pooBévieg ta avtituma tol | kal mpooBEvteg ta avtituma tod
Basil aylou ocwpatog kat alparog tod | aylou cwpatog Kal atpatog tol
Xplotol oou, ool 6e6pueba kal | Xplotol cou, ool Sedusba kai oe

738 | have underlined the sections of Mark’s transcriptions which do not concord with the quoted critical
editions of these epicleses.
737 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 2, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 427.

738 Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 92. The Greek text of this excerpt from the anaphora was based
upon the critical edition published in Johannes Quasten, ed., Monumenta eucharistica et liturgica vetustissima,
Pars 1 of 2 (Bonn: Peter Hanstein, 1935), pp. 212-27. See Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 83.

739 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 3, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 428.

740 Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 250. This critical edition is derived from Vat. gr. 2282. See
Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 244.
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o€ mopakaAoUpey, Ayle ayiwy,
gvudokia ti¢ ofig dyabdtntog,
€NOelv to MNMvelua cou To aylov
€d' NUAg kal émi Ta mpokeipeva
Swpa ¢ui tadta, kal ebAoynoat
alta kat aylaoal, kol avadei€art,
TOV eV aptov toltov alTo To
Tipov owpa to0 Kupiou kat
ZwtApog AUV ‘Incol Xplotod,
To &€ motrplov tolito auTo To
Tipov aipa tod Kupiou kai
Oeol kal ZwtRpog NUAV ‘Incold
XpLotol, to €kxuBEv UTEp TiiG
toU Kdopou Lwic...”4

napakaAoU ey, Ayle aylwv e0dokia
TG ofi¢ dyaBdtntog €EABelV TO
Mvebua oou to mavaylov €' NUAG
Kal émi ta mpokeipeva SGpa tadta
kal eAoynoal avuta kal ayldoat kot
avadeifal tov pev Gptov toltov
a0TO 1O Tiplov oWpa tod Kupiou kat
ZwtApog NV ‘Incod Xplotod... To
b€ motriplov tolito alTo TO TipLloV
aipo tol Kupiou kat Oeod Kal
ZwtApog NUOV ‘Incod Xplotod... To
EKYUBOEV UTEP THC TOD KOOUOU
{wig...”*

Liturgy of St
John
Chrysostom

TIPOOGEPOUEV GOL THV AOYLKAV
TaUTNV Kal avaipaktov Aatpeiav
kal mapokaAol ey, Kal
Seopeba, Kal IKETeVOEY,
katanepPov to MNvelpa cou To
aylov €¢' NUAG kal Emi Ta
npokeipeva SWpa tadta, Kal
noinoov Tov Hev aptov toltov
Tipov owpa 1o Xplotod cou,
To 8¢ év T MmoTNPilw ToUTW
Tipov aipa tod Xplotod cou,
HeTABaA®V T® Mvebpatt cou TQ
Aylw.”s3

TIPOOGEPOULEV GOL THV AOYLKNV
TaUTNV Kal dvaipaktov Aatpeiav
kol mapakaAolpev, o€ Kal
Seopueba, Kal ikeTeVOUEY,
kataneupov to Nvedpa oou T0
aylov €' NUAG kat émi Ta
nipokeipeva SWpa tadta... Kal
noinoov Tov pev Gptov toltov
Tipov owpa 100 Xplotold oou, To b€
&v () motnpiw ToUTW TipoV atpa
o0 Xplotod cou... peTtaBaidv Td
Mvebpatt oou T ayiw.”*

741 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 4, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 429.

742 Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 236. This critical edition is derived from Barb. gr. 336 and cod.
Grottaferr. I’8 VII. See Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 230.

743 Mark of Ephesus, Libellus de Consecratione, 4, Petit, ed., in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, p. 430.

744 Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 226. This critical edition is derived from Barb. gr. 336. See
Hanggi and Rahl, eds., Prex Eucharistica, p. 223. Cf. Kappes, Epiclesis Debate, p. 142.




