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Abstract

I aim to demonstrate that Eugenikos’ Trinitarian theology, especially concerning
the doctrine of the Holy Spirit’s procession, is strongly grounded in the Patristic and
Medieval Hellenophone Trinitarian traditions. I especially examine one of Eugenikos’
most important polemical works concerning this aspect of Trinitarian theology, his
Syllogistic Chapters Against the Latins on the Holy Spirit’s Procession from the Father
Alone, which was likely produced between 1437 and 1438, as part of Markos’ role as
leader of a small group of experts commissioned by Emperor John viII to prepare
texts before to the Council of Ferrara-Florence. I show throughout this article that
Markos commonly evoked the Church Fathers to support his arguments, including
the Cappadocian Fathers, loannes Chrysostomos, Maximos the Confessor, Pseudo
Dionysios, and Kyrillos of Alexandria. However, Markos also betrays a likely influ-
ence from Medieval Hellenophone polemicists against the filioque, including Photios,
Niketas of Byzantium, Eustratios of Nicaea, and Nikolaos of Methone.
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2 DAVIES

Markos Eugenikos (1392—1444) was one of the foremost Byzantine theolo-
gians during the fifteenth century, and was one of the leading members of
the Byzantine Imperial contingent which met at the General Council held in
Ferrara and then in Florence between 1438 and 1439. Amongst other things,
this Council sought to restore ecclesiastical union between the Latin Church
and the Byzantine Imperial Church after nearly four centuries of schism. While
he was at first affirming of the notion of ecclesiastical reunion with the Latin
Church, Markos gradually became opposed to this notion, particularly in the
course of the proceedings of the Council of Ferrara-Florence, and he declined
to subscribe to Laetentur Caeli, the bull of ecclesial union issued by the Council
on July 6th, 1439. Following the Council, Markos became one of the principal
opponents within the Hellenophone world to the Florentine Reunion, which
was implemented by the Byzantine Emperor Ioannes viir Palaiologos, but
which disintegrated following the Ottoman Conquest of Constantinople in
1453, and the Florentine Reunion was formally revoked in a local synod held
within Constantinople in c.1482-1484.1

In this article, I aim to demonstrate Eugenikos’ Trinitarian theology, espe-
cially as it concerns the doctrine of the Holy Spirit’s procession, has a strong
basis in the Patristic and Medieval Hellenophone Trinitarian traditions. I
especially examine one of Eugenikos’ most important polemical works con-
cerning this aspect of Trinitarian theology, his Syllogistic Chapters Against the
Latins on the Holy Spirit’s Procession from the Father Alone,? which was likely
produced between 1437 and 1438, as part of Markos’ role as leader of a
small group of experts commissioned by Emperor John vIII to prepare
texts, particularly relating to the filiogue, Papal Primacy, and the distinction

1 For further studies of Markos’ life and work, particularly his involvement in the Council of
Ferrara-Florence, see Nicholas Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” in: Carmelo Giuseppe Conticello,
Vassa Conticello, eds., La théologie byzantine et sa tradition, Vol. 2 of 2. Turnhout, 2002, pp. 41—
475, Ewan Davies, “Mark of Ephesus (1392-1444): Revisiting the Sources on His Life and
Work,” JLARC 191 (2024), 18-54; Joseph Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence and Other
Essays. London, 1964, pp. 55-64; Venance Grumel, “Marc d'Ephése. Vie — Ecrits — Doctrine,”
Estudios Franciscanos 36 (1926), 425—448; Constantine Tsirpanlis, Mark Eugenicus and the
Council of Florence: A Historical Re-Evaluation of His Personality. New York, 1979; Nikolaos P.
Vasiliadis, ‘O Aytoc Mdpxos 6 Edyevixds xai 1 évwats t@v ExxAyoi@v. Athens, 1972. For the Council
of Constantinople of c.1482-1484, see Concilium Constantinopolitanum, a. 1484, in: Symeon
Paschalidis, ed., Concilium Oecumenicorum Generaliumque Decreta, Vol. 4:1. Turnhout, 2016,
Pp- 225—228.

2 See Markos Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica Adversus Latinos de Spiritus Sancti ex Solo Patre
Processione, Louis Petit, ed., Po 17. Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1907, pp. 368—415.
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AN ANALYSIS OF MARKOS EUGENIKOS 3

between God’s essence and His energies,3 in the lead-up to the Council of
Ferrara-Florence.*

Regarding the structure of the work, Markos employed a strongly logical
format, whose nature I elucidate in this article. This method closely resem-
bles the method of earlier polemical works against the filioque like those of
Photios and Niketas of Byzantium’s Syllogistic Chapters Against the Latins.
I demonstrate the possible influence of such authors on Markos’ own argu-
ments below. The length of the 56 syllogistic arguments varies, but many of
the main arguments address particular issues and can be analysed in their
own right. Markos evidently believed that his syllogistic method was a potent
one, as indicated by the fact that he produced a number of significant works
under this method.> Moreover, I show throughout this article that Markos
commonly evoked the Church Fathers to support his arguments. In particular,
I show that some of the Fathers whom Markos frequently evoked to support
his general defence of the doctrine of the Spirit’s procession from the Father
alone include the Cappadocian Fathers, Ioannes Chrysostomos, Maximos
the Confessor, Pseudo-Dionysios, and Kyrillos of Alexandria. However, I also
demonstrate that Markos also betrays a likely influence from several Medieval
Hellenophone polemicists against the filioque, including Photios, Niketas of
Byzantium, Eustratios of Nicaea, and Nikolaos of Methone.

3 Cf. Sylvestros Syropoulos, Les mémoires du grand ecclésiarque de 'Eglise de Constantinople
Sylvestre Syropoulos sur le Concile de Florence (1438-1439), 111.10, ed. and French trans. by
Vitalien Laurent. Paris, 1971, p. 170; Manuel of Corinth, Manuelis Magni Rhetoris Liber de
Marco, ed. by Louis Petit. Po 17, p. 520; Alexander Schmemann, “St. Mark of Ephesus and the
Theological Conflicts in Byzantium,” svTQ 1 (1957), 11-24 (17).

4 John Monfasani, “The Pro-Latin Apologetics of the Greek Emigrés to Quattrocento Italy,’
in: Antonio Rigo, ed., Byzantine Theology and Its Philosophical Background. Turnhout, 2011,
Pp- 160186 (167-168), posits that Markos had produced his Syllogistic Chapters and Georgios
Scholarios had produced his Response to this work by 1438, as a result of their cooperation
in this group, and that these texts are indicative of their research material. Cf. Georgios
Scholarios, Réponse aux Syllogismes de Marc d’Ephése sur la procession de la Saint-Esprit,
Martin Jugie, Louis Petit, Xénophon Sidéridés, eds., Oeuvres complétes, Vol. 3. Paris, 1930,
Pp- 476—538. Davies, “Mark of Ephesus,” 25. On Scholarios’ life and work, cf. Marie-Héléne
Blanchet, Georges Gennadios Scholarios (vers 1400-vers 1472): Un intellectual orthodoxe face a
la disparition de L'Empire byzantine. Paris, 2008.

5 See, e.g., Eugenikos, Argumenta Decem Adversus Ignem Purgatorium, Petit, ed., PO 17, pp. 422—
425; Wilhelm Gass, ed., Die Mystik des Nikolaus Cabasilas vom Leben in Christo, Appendix 2:
Medpxov dpyremoxdmov Epéoov xepddata cuAoyiotixa xata Tis aipéoews t@v Axtvouviatdy mept ota-
xploews Selag odatag xai évepyetas. Leipzig: Alfred Lorentz, 1899, pp. 217—-232. Cf. Michael Kunzler,
“Die Florentiner Diskussion iiber das Filioque vom 14 Mérz 1439 im Licht des Palamismus,”
AHC 21:2 (1989), 334—352, for an analysis of the background to the latter work.
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4 DAVIES

Focusing now on Markos’ arguments themselves, his first and key syllogism
is that the Spirit's Personal mode of being is that He comes strictly from the
Father. Markos used this notion to counter the doctrine that the Spirit eter-
nally proceeds essentially from and has His existence comes from the Father
and the Son as though from one origin/cause/principle.6 Markos opposed this
latter position on the basis that, on the one hand, it suggested that there are
two intra-Trinitarian causes, while on the other hand, it obfuscates the Father’s
and Son’s Personal properties (idtwparta). In his first argument, Markos recog-
nised three doctrinal outcomes which Markos believed must are corollary to
the Spirit proceeding from both the Father and the Son: Firstly, the Spirit pro-
ceeds from the Persons of the Father and Son. Secondly, the Spirit proceeds

6 This had been defined in Concilium Lugdunense 11 (1274), Const. 11, Giuseppe Alberigo,
Giuseppe A. Dossetti, Périclés-Pierre Joannou, Claudio Leonardi, Paulo Prodi, eds., cop.
Bologna, 1973, p. 290, ll. 9—21. See Eustratios of Nicaea, "Exd¢ais tijs yeyovvlas evmiov 100
Abroxpdropos Kupiov Adeélov tod Kouvyvod mpos Ipocoldvov Apyteriononov Medtoddvwy mepl s
ravaylov IIveduaros Exmopeioews, mpo v dvtippytixdy pydeioa, Andronikos K. Demetrakopoulos,
ed., ExacAyawaatoa] BiAiodnxy eumepiéyovoa EMiyvewy Seoddywy auyypduuara, Vol. 1, Leipzig, 1866,
p- 98, who alluded to this Latin position in his discourse with Archbishop Petrus Grossolanus
of Milan in Constantinople in c.m12: “...000 &l xal & 800 &g €§ vdg Sia 6 odaiov elvar plow
Motpog xat Yiod, mdAw mpog todto dvtibnadueda. (...but even if [the Latins] speak of [the] two
[Persons] as if they were one [i.e., one principle], since the essence of the Father and the Son
is one, we will again oppose this.)” Peter Gemeinhardt, Die Filiogue-Kontroverse zwischen Ost-
und Westkirche im Friithmittelalter. Berlin, 2002, pp. 512—513. Likewise, Basil of Ohrid testified to
this position when debating Anselm of Havelburg in 1154. Josef Schmidst, ed., Des Basilius von
Achrida, Erzbischofs von Thessalonich, bisher unedierte Dialoge. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des
griechischen Schismas. Miinich, 1901, pp. 44, . 19-45, 1. 2. Gemeinhardt, Filioque-Kontroverse,
p- 530, n. 61. One can find this principle in the Tractatus Contra Graecos, composed by an
anonymous Dominican theologian in 1252. See Tractatus Contra Graecos I, ed. by Andrea
Riedl. Turnhout, 2020, pp. 53, 111954, 1134. This claim can be traced to Anselm of Canterbury,
De Processione Spiritus Sancti, F. S. Schmitt, ed., S. Anselmi Cantuariensis Archiepiscopi Opera
Omnia, Vol. 2. Edinburgh, 1946, p. 204, 1l. 17—20: “Nos non negamus nascentem aliquo modo
procedere de ilio de quo nascitur, et spiritum sanctum suo modo asserimus non quasi de
duobus fontibus, sed vere de uno fonte procedere, ita tamen ut nomen nativitatis nec pro-
cessio filii amittat nec spiritus sancti processio recipiat. (We do not deny that, in a certain
way, the Son proceeds from the Father from whom He is begotten, and we posit the Holy
Spirit proceeds in His own way not as though from two sources, but truly from one source,
so that the Son’s procession does not lose the name ‘generation’, nor does it become the Holy
Spirit’s procession.)” Gemeinhardt, Filioque-Kontroverse, p. 478, n. 313. However, some Later
Medieval Hellenophone anti-filioquists opposed this view, arguing that it inevitably entails
the introduction of two causes into the Trinity. See, e.g., Neilos Kabasilas, De Processione
Spiritus Sancti1.1.26, MS Marcianus Graecus 11.9, fols. 23V—24*. Konstantinos Liakouras, H wep!
)¢ exmopedaews Tou Aylov ITvebuarog didaaxalio tov Neidov KaBdaiAa. Athens, 1997, pp. 258—259.
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AN ANALYSIS OF MARKOS EUGENIKOS 5

from the Father’s and Son’s common nature. Thirdly, the Spirit proceeds from
the ‘power of projection’ common to the Father and Son.”

Markos countered each of these potential outcomes thus. Regarding the
first outcome, Markos claimed that this outcome entails the existence of two
intra-Trinitarian causes/principles/’projectors, which would undermine the
Father’s status as the only intra-divine source.® Regarding the second outcome,
Markos highlighted that this view does not have an historical antecedent, and
it provides similar issues to the first outcome, given that any item that what
emerges of the nature of multiple entities must emerge of their hypostases,
which, according to Markos, are natures with their properties.® Accordingly,

7 Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, cc. 1, 17, Petit, ed., Po 17, pp. 368, ll. 5-6, 369, 1l. 1-11; 386,
11. 22—37, 387, 1. 1-16. Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” pp. 441-442.

8 Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c., Petit, ed., p. 369, Il. 2—6: “AN\’ €i uév &g €x dvo vmooTdoewy,
300 dpyat mpodhAwg xal Svo ta aitia emt tig feiog Tprddog xat dvo of mpoPolels, xal 1) movapyic
qvipnTan xai 6 pdwyy el Ty Tig Omepovaiov Bebytog tov Matépa. (But if [the Spirit pro-
ceeds from the Father and the Son] as though from two Hypostases, there will be two prin-
ciples, causes, and projectors in the divine Trinity, and the [divine] monarchy and the notion
that ‘the Father is the only source of the beyond-essential Godhead’ are abolished.)” Cf.
Pseudo-Dionysios, De Divinis Nominibus 11.5, Beata Regina Suchla, ed., Corpus Dionysiacum,
Vol. 1. Berlin/New York, 1990, p. 128, 1l. 8-13.

9 Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c.1, Petit, ed., p. 369, 1. 6-14: “Ei &’ w¢ &x Tig xowijg adt@v piTews,
Tp@Tov v obdémw xal vOv fixovotal, Svolv dootdoewy Etépay Exmepuxviay DmdoTaoty un &§
abTAY elvat Aéyew, aAN Ex Tig xowifs pUoEWS: Emerta kol obTw mdhv elg T adTd TEpieveBTovTaL
1) Yap Uméatacts o0dEV ETepd EaTW 1) QUTIG KETE TAV ISl TwWY, KOTE TO €x THS PUTES TVog 7
T xol éx Thg dmoaTtdatws §) Thv drootdoewy evat dvdyxy... (But if [the Spirit's procession] is
from their common nature, to begin, it has never been heard of until now, that when a [third]
hypostasis comes forth from two hypostases, it is said to be not from them, but from the
common nature. Therefore, we fall back to the initial position again. For a hypostasis is none
other than a nature with properties. Thus, what is from the nature of this or that, it must also
be from a hypostasis or hypostases.)” Previously, see (Pseudo-)Basil of Caesarea (Gregorios
of Nyssa), Letter 38, Roy J. Deferrari, ed. and trans., Letters, Vol. 1 of 3: Letters 1—58. Cambridge,
MA, 1926, p. 200: “Tolto odv Eotlv ¥) dméotaatis, oly ¥ déplatos Ths odatag Fvvoua, undeptav &x
g xowdTNTOg Tod TYpAIVOuEVOY aTAatY Epiaxovaa, G’ V) TO o6y TE xal ATEplypaTTTOV €V TQ)
Tt mpdrypatt S AV EMQaVopEVY IStwpdTwy TaploTdoa xal meptypagovaa...” English trans.
from p. 201: “This, then, is subsistence or “hypostasis” (person). It is, however, not the indefi-
nite notion of “ousia” (substance), which by reason of the generality of the term employed
discloses no “sistence”; it is the conception which, by means of the specific notes that it
indicates, restricts and circumscribes in a particular thing what is general and uncircum-
scribed...” Ioannes Damaskenos, Contra Jacobitas 52, Bonifatius Kotter, ed., Die Schriften des
Johannes von Damaskos, Vol. 4: Liber de haeresibus. Opera polemica. Berlin: De Gruyter, 1981,
p- 126, 1l. 14-15: “H pév yap dméatagig rol To dTopov THS GUIEWS GUaLS, G 0b Hbvov @UaLg, GARG
petd iSiwpdtwv... (For a hypostasis, i.e., an individual entity of [a given] nature, is a nature,
but not solely a nature. it is a nature endowed with properties...)”
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6 DAVIES

the Holy Spirit would absurdly cause and come forth from Himself, as He com-
munes with His nature.!0

Nevertheless, addressing the third potential outcome of the filioque, if the
Holy Spirit comes forth from the common power to project of the Father and
Son, one is led to inquire into the nature of this power: whether this power
is the Father’s and Son’s common divine nature or another item? Assuming
this power is the former, similar issues would emerge as those of the second
outcome. Alternately, assuming this power is different to the common nature,
those advocating the Spirit’s dual procession have therefore impossibly enabled
an item to be appended to God. Either way, the idea of the Spirit coming forth
from a ‘power of projection’ cannot eschew the issue of there being two intra-
Trinitarian causes. On this score, Markos claims that a human being begotten
from a mother and father is either generated from the mother’s and father’s
particular powers of generation, or it is begotten from a power of generation
mutual to the two. In each instance, the person must come to be from two
causes. Therefore, if He comes forth from the common ‘projective power’ of
the Father and the Son, the Spirit would have two principles of His existence.l!

10 Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c.1, p. 369, 1. 14-17: “npds 1@ und amAdg elvon Thg Belag
pVoews Btov t mpoPdMhetv: 1) yop &v xal 1o Tvedua mpoéBothev Etepov 1) Eavtd, Thg adThg xol-
vwvolv pioews. (Moreover, the property of projection does not simply belong to the divine
nature. Otherwise the Spirit, given that He communes in the same [divine] nature, would
project another as well as Himself.)” Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” p. 442.

11 Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c.1, Petit, ed., pp. 369, 1. 18-370, 1. 5: “El 3¢ éx Tijg mpoPAnTieiig
Suvdpews, ymtéov, Tic abt) 1) mpoPAnTua) ShvauLs, xai el ETépa Tapd ™Y evaty # ) adty). Ei
p&v odv 1) adm) Tf) pUoEL, AW of ool Adyot TaG adTiS mipépovteg dtomtiog el 8¢ Etépa ol
™V Lo, §ON uév auveywproay ETepdy TL TG O Tpoaelval THS adtod @UoEwS, Smep €v dANoLg
Staheydpevol udMov &v Elowvto Tag YAwaoas Tpodabar 1) dg dporoyoduevov déEacbar Emerta
TG ox dTomov, ETepov T mapd TV Belay @iy dmotedeatuedy elvat pdoews Belog el odv Omo-
otdoews; AMG &) ol obtw vy Tag Sbo dpyds odx éxgedEovtar xal yap TO €x matpds xal
UY)TPOG YEVWWMEVOV €X TS YEWNTIXTG adT@v Suvdpeng TTpodetaty, 1) Sid Thg Yevwwntixdg Suvduews,
#rig oty adrols xow), 18y Slapépy Tols Tpémolg AN 00dEv frTov &x 8o Té dotiv HooTdEwy
xai 0o Tag dpxas Exet Ths Eavtod yevéaews, xal odx v Tig SAwg dpvioagbol TodTo TOAWYTELEV.
“Oote ot 10 TMvedpa 6 dytov, eimep €x Matpog xal Yiod mpéeiat did Tijg mpofAnTixijs Suvd-
pews, Sbo Tag dpxds gt Ths éautod dmdpkews. (Finally, if [the Spirit proceeds] from the
[common] projective power, it is asked what this projective power is, i.e., whether it is
the same or different from the [divine] nature. However, if [this projective power] is the
same as the [divine] nature, the same arguments lead to the same absurdities reemerg-
ing. But if [this power] is different from [the divine] nature, they [the Latins] already
concede that something else exists in God apart from His nature, which, were they to
dispute this with others, they would rather have their tongues tied than accept it as a
matter of fact. Thus, is it not absurd to admit that there is something else apart from the
divine nature, which perfects the divine nature or [the divine] Hypostasis? Indeed, even
then, one could not evade there being two principles. For what is begotten of a father and
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AN ANALYSIS OF MARKOS EUGENIKOS 7

Seeking to overcome the imputation of the Spirit having two causes, Markos’

opponents sought to account for how a plurality of principles could be or oper-
ate as a single principle. For instance, when they bring the cosmos into exis-
tence, the three divine Persons both act as one demiurgic power, according
to which there is one cause and principle of the universe, not three. Likewise,
one could posit that, with regards to the Spirit, the Father and Son act as one

projective power. This would ostensibly overcome the issue of there being two

intra-Trinitarian causes:

12

But it is said that creatures which come to be from the Father and the
Son and the Holy Spirit through their creative power are from one God
and Creator, and they have one principle, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.
Thus, what prevents the Holy Spirit, while proceeding from the Father
and Son as though from one God and projector, from also having one
principle, the Father and the Son?!2

amother comes forth from their [the father’s] generating faculty of generating or through
their [the mother’s] generating faculty, which is common to both, although these differ
in mode. However, [what is begotten] comes forth from two hypostases, and thereby had
two generative principles, and no one would deny this entirely. Thus, the Holy Spirit, if
He proceeds from the Father and the Son by a [common] projective power], will have
two principles of His existence.)” See also Capita Syllogistica, c.40, pp. 407, 1. 34—408, 1. 14:
“"Hpeto pé Ti¢ Tav ¢ Nudv &xmecdvtwy xal Tév Aativey Imeppoyotviwy el u) v 16 & Tvog
318 Tvog PuIIKAS TPoidY, altiov Exel Td Ot ol mpbetaty; By 88 adtdv dvinpdumy, el pi) v 1o éx
Tvog SId TG PUITKAS TTPoTdY, Slo Exel Ta altiar THg Eavtod dmdipkews, T6 Te €€ 00 xarl T &t 00
npéetat; Kad yép 6 dvBpumog €€ dvdpds Sid yuvaxds yewwpevos, 6s gnaty 6 Amdatoros, Sbo Exet
& afTiar, TOV TTortépar SnhovéTL xal T pnTépar xal 6 Tone &x tod ABpadp dd Tod Toadne yevvy-
Belg, dVo Eyet ta alTia, TO uév Eyytov, T6 & ToppwTEPOV, TOV TaTEPa dnAad) xai Tov Tdmmov. Ei
odv 1ol &€ NuaY mapadelypoact TV EVTAY xpativew Telp@vrat Beoloylay, dpodoyeitwaoy xal
76 8o alior xarl Tég SVo Gipxd, ol p) Té &€ dvdryxng Emdpeve: Tols olxelotg Aéyors dpveloBuaay.
(One of those who had fallen away and who defends the Latins asked me whether every-
thing that naturally comes forth from something through something does not have as its
cause that through which it comes forth. Nevertheless, I subsequently inquired of them
if everything that naturally comes forth from something through something else does
not have two principles of its existence, i.e., one from which it comes forth and another
through which it comes forth. For, as the Apostle says, a man, born from a man through a
woman [Cf. 1 Cor. 11:12], has two causes, i.e., the father and mother: whereas Jacob, born of
Abraham through Isaac, has two causes, one proximate, the other more remote, i.e., the
father and grandfather. Therefore, if they wish to support their theology with examples
drawn from what occurs amongst us, they should also confess two causes and two prin-
ciples, and not reject what necessarily follows from their arguments.)” Constas, “Mark
Eugenikos,” p. 442.

Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c1, p. 370, 1l. 6-14: “AM’ 1) xtigg, gacty, éx Iatpdg xal Yiod
xail dylov Tvedparog odoa, 81 Thg Sypiovpyueis Tobtwy duvdpens €€ évég Té ot Ocod xal
Snpuovpyod, xal plowv dpxiv Exet tév Tortépar o tdv Yidv xai t6 dytov Ivebpa. Tt odv xwhdet xol
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8 DAVIES

Markos countered this attempt to analogise the Trinitarian Persons operat-
ing in common in the economy and the eternal relations between the divine
Persons by highlighting that this assertion is Pneumatomachian in that it
renders the Spirit as created.!® Markos reasoned that if the Spirit and the cos-
mos are projected in similar modes, the Spirit must therefore be created. One
could posit that items that creatures which were brought forth from a plu-
rality of items by reason of creation come forth from a single principle. This
principle pertains to the creation of the cosmos by all the Trinitarian Persons
in common,** and of things which are created by humans. However, Markos
claims that this axiom does not pertain to items that have a natural relation
with their causes/principles/sources. Such items could not be dependent upon
a plurality of causes as two different causes could not possibly share a single
mode of producing items:

T8 &ytov Ivedpor éx Tlortpdg xard YioD mpoepydpevov G &€ £vég te elvou Oeod xal mpoPforéwg xal
plav dpxmv Exew tov IMatépa xal tov Yidv;»” See also Capita Syllogistica, c.24, p. 393, ll. 7-17:
“O Mamp xai 6 Yids &v aitiov ToD drylov Ivedpartog of Aativol gaowv. Epwtiowpey 0dv adtols:
“Qomep 6 IMatp uévog &v altiov tod aylov Ivedparog, obtw xat 6 IMatp xat 6 Yiog v aitiov, 1)
&Mwg; Ei pv 0dv obtw eroovaw, 6 8¢ Matip uévog év mpdawmov, Eotan xal 6 Hatip xai 6 Yidg
&v mpdawmov xal auvodotpy) ZaPéMetog emetoiibev. El 3¢ dMwg uév 6 Totnp uévog &v aitiov,
Mg 8¢ 6 TTartip xait 6 Yidg, ) AavBavétwaay éavtols Sbo altia xat dpxag 8o, xdv ) BéAwaty,
enetodyovtes. (The Latins claim that the Father and Son are one cause of the Holy Spirit.
Therefore, let us inquire of them: If the Father alone is the one cause of the Holy Spirit, are
the Father and Son one cause or not? For if they affirm thus, given that the Father alone is
one Person, then the Father and Son together will also be one Person, and the confusion
of Sabellios creeps in. Conversely, if they say the Father alone is the cause in one way, and
the Father and Son in another way, let them be attentive to the fact that they are therefore
latently introduce two causes and two principles, even if they wish otherwise.)” Constas,
“Mark Eugenikos,” p. 443.

13 Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c., p. 370, 1l. 16-17. One can also find this imputation in
Capita Syllogistica, cc.45, 46, 56, pp. 410, 1l. 24—25, 41, 1. 9—11, 415, 1. 3—4. For an insightful
and fairly recent study of the fourth-century Pneumatomachian controversy, cf. Giulio
Maspero, “Different Strategies of the Greek Fathers Against the Pneumatomachians,” Vox
Patrum 68 (2018), 193—215.

14  Cf Capita Syllogistica, c.41, p. 408, 1l. 15-29, within which Markos highlighted the cos-
mos was created by the demiurgic will shared by all three divine Persons, not the divine
essence or a particular Person. Thus, one could posit that the cosmos has a single cause:
“Kail e, pnaty, ) xtioig éx Matpdg 8t Yiod &v dryle Mvedpart 1o elvan AaBodaa, o Tpla Exel Ta
oo, 6N & ariov ol Eva Snpiovpydy; - ‘H xtlog, & Bowpdate, mpdg adtdv Epny, obte éx Thg
ovatiag elpnrat tod IMatpds 1 Tod Yiod, odte v éx Tig boatdoews, GAN éx Tig xowijs BeAnoews
xal Suvdipews, NTig ol pior xal ¥ ad ) @V TEIGY: 88ev xal Tov Evar Oeov alTiov Exet xal dnpu-
ovpyov. To 3¢ Tvedua T dytov éx Tig dmooTdoews elpytan Tod Hatpdg: el 3¢ T adTd xal €x ThHg
broatdoeng éott o Yiod xab’ duds, dvo dmootdoeis altiag Exov, dvo altiag xol Svo dpxds E&et
TévTws, el W) peBldopev. My odv dvoixelog mapadetypaat xpiiade mdAw: ¥ yap xtioig od puat-
xQG, GG Snutovpynds éx Ogod.”
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AN ANALYSIS OF MARKOS EUGENIKOS 9

O good man, you save us from all trouble when you regard the Holy Spirit
as a creature, and you openly declare yourself to be Pneumatomachian.
For if creation comes forth from the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, and the
Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son, what else will the Holy Spirit
be but a creature? But I, conversely, turning this argument on its head,
shall say more piously that, just as creation is [originated] in this way, the
Holy Spirit is not [originate] as such. For although it is true that creation,
having come into being from two or more [causes], may be said to have
come into being from one [causes], in relation to the notion of creation,
not only in the case of the Divine creation, in which there is one and the
same counsel, will, wisdom, power, and activity, but also in the case of
human creations and in our own [creation]. For the notion of art is one in
its various aspects, and all the arts are one, and in this sense, that which
comes into being from many [things] is, so to speak, derived from one
[cause] and has a single principle. But no one would ever say that that
which naturally derives its existence from two things comes wholly from
one; for it is impossible for each [of these two things] to have the same
mode of bringing items into being...!5

Markos’ Latin counterparts responded by accepting that the Spirit does come
forth from the Father and from the Son in distinct ways, as He comes forth
‘proximately/immediately’ from the Father and ‘remotely/mediately’ from the
Son. Additionally, the two principles of the Spirit (Father and Son) relate to
one another in a manner that one of the principles, i.e., the Son, is subject
to the other, thus acting as one principle. According to Markos’ interlocutors,

Gregorios of Nazianzus referred to this in his Forty-Fifth Oration when describ-

ing “the principle from the principle.”6

15

16

Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c.1, p. 370, 11. 15-36: “AmhMaog Hds mparypdtay, & BéATioTe,
ol xtiopact ovvtdEag o Ivedpo o dytov xai Ivevporoudyov xabapds éavtdv dmoghvag. Ei
Yap TV adTdv TpdTov 1 Te xtiowg ex IMatpds xal Yiod xat dyiov Mvedpartog xal 6 Mvedpa €x
Motpog xat Yiod, i ye dAo 1) xtiopa 6 Tvedua 6 dytov; AXN &yo oot Todvavtiov dvactpédas,
eboePeaTtépug Epd, Wg Emeinep ¥) xtiolg oltwg, ody oltw T6 TIvedpa T dytov. To uév yap -
oVPYIHAS éx 800 xal TOMGY Yevdpevoy EaTwv elmely wg & Evdg yeyovévar pog TdV Syutovpyedy
dpop@vrag Adyov, ob pévov et tig Belag Snutovpyiag, xal v pio xai 1) adti) BovAy) xal fednatg
il cogiar ol Svouig xal Evépyeter, G xal émi dvBpwmivng xad xab’ Nuds. Elg yap xod 6 adrdg
&v Sagpdpoig teyvitatg & Texvieds Adyog xal 1) texvitay, v elot mavTeg xad xartd TobTo TO Ex
TON@V yevdpevov €& évog EaTv elmely yevoévan xal piav dpymy Exew. Té 8¢ puotxdg &x Yo Ty
Urraptv Exov odx 8 Tig Ehwg & £vdg elmol moTé: xal Y d8Hvartov ToV adtdy Tpdmov Exartépov elg
0 elvon oupPdMew..” Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” p. 443.

Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c.1, Petit, ed., pp. 370, Il. 37-371, 1. 7: “xal adtol 8¢ Aativol
Aéyouat, Sidpopov elvar Ty éx Matpds tod Ivedpartos mpdodov Ths éx 100 Yiod, xad Ty uév
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10 DAVIES

Before Markos, in his own Syllogistic Chapters, Niketas of Byzantium argued
that the notion of the Son having a mediatory role in the Spirit’s procession
could not be sustained. Niketas maintained that all can accept that the Father,
as the origin in the Godhead, is the cause of the Son and the Spirit, for the Son
through generation, for the Spirit through procession. Thus, concerning causa-
tion, it is not permissible that the Father has anything in common with both
the Son and Spirit. However, if one assumes that the Son also causes the Spirit,
this means that the Son too, alongside the Father, is ascribed the property of
causation. In this case, Niketas inquired, how could the Son share with the
Father the characteristic of being a cause, which concurrently is understood to
be a distinguishing feature of the Son’s relation to the Father as the Son is also
caused (through generation) by the Father. For Niketas, this leads to a logical
contradiction.'”

dpeaov elva, T & Eppeaov: Aot odx & Expiyotey obdaps] 0ddauds Tag S0 dpxds, &l () uéA-
Aotey tépolg mAeloow drdmorg mepimeoeioBat. «Kol Tf xwAder,» padt, «§bo pév elvat tég dpxds,
T pévtol Etépay adTdy Omd Ty Etépay, Gote xai obtw piav elvan Tég Sbo; Todto ¢ Tou xatt §
Beohdyos Tpvydptog ebpntat Aéywv: H éx Tig dpxiis dpxy». (Thus, the Latins themselves con-
cede that the Spirit comes forth in one manner from the Father, [and] in another man-
ner from the Son, coming forth immediately from one, [and] mediately from the other.
Therefore, they cannot evade there being two principles, unless they wish to lapse into
many other absurdities. However, they say, what prevents there from being two princi-
ples, one nevertheless subject to the other such that there becomes one [principle] from
the two? Gregorios the Theologian himself is found to have said in a certain place: ‘The
principle from the principle.’)” Gregorios of Nazianzus, Oratio 45, 9, PG 36, col. 633c. Cf.
Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” pp. 443-444.

17 Niketas of Byzantium, Capita Syllogistica, c.12, Hergenréther, ed., pp. 115-116: “"Ett €1 6 8edg
ol othp xafo dpx xal aitio Tod Tavtéds ol Te xal AéyeTal, Hyouv XaTd TO TOWTIXOV aiTlov
elrovv dnpiovpyuedy, xal 6 vids xai T Tvebpa dpy éott Tod Tavtds, elmep elg Bedg uetd TaTPdS
0 viog xal 16 Tvedpa TO dytov xal EaTt xal BeoAoyelTal xal xaARS Tapd TOV eVaEPdV TaTEETAL"
GG xal maoo Beixy) Evépyela pia Tig EaTty, €x TATPOS MEV EQoppdan xat dt’ viod évepyoupévy
xal &v T TvedpaTt T dyiw TeAelovpévy, 80ev xal mdvta T& vt €x matpog St vied dednu-
obpyMvTaL xal v T mvedpatt T dylw v TeEAeiwaty Eoye xal yap el voelv Tp&TOV UEV THV
TPOXATAPRTIXYY ATIOY TAV YIWOUEVWY TOV TTATEPX, TNV SYULOVPYIXVY TOV VIOV, THY TEAELWTIXYY
76 Tvedpa, (aTe SnAovo-Tt 6 Bedg xal arthp xafd aitia xal dpxy fiyouv Tom Ty ot Tod TTAVTOG
xal & vidg xal T mavdrytov Tvebua xowvwvel: xaBd 8¢ aitia xal dpxd) T 2§ adtod, ToutéaTwv &x
Tijg obatag adTod xatd QUoW dypdvws xal dmadg xal cuvaidSiwg mpoeABévtwy, xal olov eimelv
YN dvta oV Bedv xal Tartépa xal wg x g xelbev évumoatdtwg Tyydovta od Syutovp-
Y& (dmorye T doePeioag) GG TO MeV GG Yéwwpa, TO 3¢ W TpoBAnua, StaoTéMetat 3¢ xal
Srancéxpuran toD viod xal Tod Tvedpartog S o Tadta altioTds TO elvon €€ adTod Exew, TéV uév
YEWNTAS, T6 8¢ xmopeutds, ToV 3¢ Bedv wal Tatépa dvating xarl dvdipxws 6 elva Exovra. El odv
xotd TodTo déSoxtan Tolg xaAdg xal eDaEPRS Voety €0éAouat Tepl T@V Beapy @V VTToaTATEWY O
mathp xado altio xat dpxy) euatc) Tod viod xal Tod TvedpaTos EoTt ST TEMSUEVOS KAl Slartpod-
MEvos, v’ oltwg elmw, ddtapétwg, odx EYXwPEL XATd TOUTO XOWWVEDY TQ) VI xal TG TVELRATL
xal yap Gomep &v ol xowwvel T vl xal @ TVedpaTL 00 TEPUXE TO TIopdma SlaoTEMETOat

wr
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AN ANALYSIS OF MARKOS EUGENIKOS 11

Within the broader context of the High and Late Medieval filioque contro-
versies, some mid-to-late thirteenth century Hellenophone theologians more
receptive to the dual procession attempted to overcome this principle by
regarding the Spirit’s sending by the Son as a property median between the
essential and Hypostatic properties in the Godhead. For example, in his First
Antirrhetical Oration, written to counter the Tome of the Synod of Blachernae
of 1285,!8 Konstantinos Meliteniotes argued:

For if the Son does not by nature mediate between the Father and the
Spirit, then He inevitably stands in opposition to the Father with regards
to the Spirit, and the Only Begotten no longer remains in fact the Only
Begotten, and the name “Spirit” is lost. There would also only be two
brethren, the Spirit and the Son, and the Father would be the Father of
both; and in this way, the monarchy the Trinity would not exist.1

Given this background, Markos called into question the idea of ‘immediate/
proximate’ and ‘mediate/remote’ principles, that, according to Markos, could
not function as a single principle because one is subject to the other. Instead,
they would function as two as they are fundamentally distinct to one another.20

xot Stoywpileabau, otwat xai xadd T Siducptaty xal ST ToAY TTPdS TOV LISV xai TS TTVedpa TO
dyrov Exet dbvartov xortd TadTd Emicotvawvelv. Ei odv tadrar dAnbi dmodédeunctat, ddbvartov tdv
vidv aitiov elvat Tod mvedpatog, tva fj €€ adtod éxmopeutds xabivg xal &x mortpds, mel cupPalvel
%080 6 Bedg xal mathp Stocéxprral, kot éxelvo TAAY Emixovwvely, Smep €aTl TAVTY) AdUvaTov
xal &vaxdovbov, xal ™y avtigaoty auvadyBedety, O adTd xatd TadTO NVwpEVOY Xal Staxexpt-
uévov, 8mep Eatiy dromov &mi Tvog TOV vty TadTa Aéyew, unTt ye éml Tév feapy @y dmootd-
aewv* oV dpa O TTavdrytov vedua xal x tod viod éxmopedeTtal xabag xal éx Tod TaTpos.”

18  For an in-depth study of Meliteniotes’ two Antirrhetical Orations, see Theodoros Alexo-
poulos, Der Ausgang des Thearchischen Geistes. Eine Untersuchung der Filioque-Frage
anhand Photios’ “Mystagogie’, Konstantin Melitiniotes “Zwei Antirrheitici” und Augustins
“De Trinitate”. Gottingen, 2009, esp. pp. 45-53 for the historical background to the two
works.

19 Konstantinos Meliteniotes, Adyos A’, Markos Orphanos, ed., Kwvoravtivov MeArtyvierov
Adyor dvtippytixol ddo, viv 0 mpdtov €xdidduevor. Athens, 1986, p. 144, 1. 4—9: “i ydp o0 péoog
0 vidg @vaeL Tod maTpds xal Tod TVedpaTog, AVTISPNTAL XATA TATAY AVEYRNV TG TVEDUATL,
xal & povoyevig od ¢ Byt novoyevis Bhwhe xal 1) xAfiats oly Hrtov Tod mvedpartog. Kol Sbo
Aowmdy, 16 Te Tvedua xal 6 vidg, ddeAgol, xal 6 TP AUPOTEPWY TTaTHP* kol oUTw TO pova-
dieov tig Tpiddog éxAélowe.” Cf. Nikephoros Blemmydes, Oratio 11, 1, Hugo Limmer,
ed., Scriptorum Graeciae Orthodoxae: Bibliotheca Selecta. Freiburg, 1864, p. 176; Ioannes
x1 Bekkos, Refutatio Libri Photii de Processione Spiritus Sancti, PG 141, cols. 727a-864b
(745a-b, 8ooc—d).

20  Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c1, Petit, ed., p. 371, 1l. 8-16: “Ei oltw Tdg dpxds Aéyels, &g
T pév Eyytov elva, Ty 8¢ ToppwTePOY, 0x’ o1d el pBNhov Egovta ia Sid T8 drdMnAoL elvar, 1)
xal pdAa vo, 161t wal uda Sidgopot. Exdmet 3¢. ‘Exatépa todtwv udMov dpxy) Ths ETépag xal
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For instance, Markos rhetorically asked if anyone would claim Enoch came
forth from Adam and Seth as a single principle??! While the two individuals
could both be attributed with the causality of Enoch — Seth as the ‘proximate’
cause and Adam as the ‘remote’ cause — one would need to account for how
these two individuals are truly one.?2 Indeed, Markos claimed that it would be
blasphemous to ascribe the Spirit as having the Father as His ‘remote’ cause as

this would render Him as the Father’s grandson.?3

21
22

23

HrTov, ) pév Moy, i) & fTov: 1) uév Eyytov uahov dpxy) St adtd Tobto 6 Eyytov ebva, 1) 82
moppwTepoV Moy Sid 0 TepLéy ey TV Eyytov. Al odv oltw Sidgopot hs Egovtan pia.”

Cf. Genesis 5:6.

Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c., Petit, ed., p. 371, 1. 16—19: “Tig & dv elmot tév Ay xai oV
T30y plow dpyv To0 "Evar etvens; Kaitol ye éxatépog todtamv dpx), ) pév Eyytov, ) 8¢ moppwtépw.
T16g oBv adroun piar”

Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c.1, Petit, ed., p. 371, 1. 19—22: “TIQg 3¢ xal dvextd fAaoenuod-
aw, obtw TiBévteg 10 Tvedpa méppw Th matpiedic dootdoews xal olov viwvéy aldtd Aéyovteg;”
Cf. Capita Syllogistica, c19, pp. 388, 1. 34-389, . 15: “Epwyueda todg Aativous: Ei mavta ta
700 ITartpog Tov Yidv Exetv BovAeade, Sia i uy) xal Hatépa Todtov molelte; “Ott gacty, avtibeaw
&xeL Tobro Tpds Tév Yidv: 1) 82 dvtibeais Siaxpivewy olde & Tpdowma xal odyl cuvdmTEw, et U
alyyuats v adtols yéwrat El odv 1) dvtifeog Stoxplver té Belor mpbowma %’ Duds, & cope-
Tatot, xal dppw o dvtixeineva auveBety €’ ExdaTtov TovTwY adbvartov, 00 dpa T alTiov xal
aitiatov ouvedevoetal (xal Tadta yap dvtixeiueva), ovd’ 6 Yiog aitiatodg opod xat altiog Eotar,
xaddmep 008’ 6 Yiog aitiatog 6uod xat attiog Eatat, xaddmep 008" Yiog opod xai Mothp. ANa Tl
xal Tpds TodTo Yoouaty; "Hy &v xal Tlatip, el elye mpds 8v dmododyoetat. Thg dromiog! ITdAw
MUV émavnxel T xataryédaatov €xelvo goQlapa, xal TadTov Totodaty of TodTo AéyovTes, Wamep
&v el Ti¢ dmopauvépevos TdvTa BvBpwmov yevwytdy elva, EAeyev wg v &v xal 6 Addp yevwntds,
&l mortépa elyev. (Let us ask the Latins: If you wish to have the Son in whatever pertains to
the Father, why do you not also make the Father the same? For, they say, that this would be
opposed to the Son’s nature; and such a distinction is one that distinguishes the Persons,
not unite them, so that no confusion may emerge amongst them. If, then, opposition
distinguishes the divine Persons according to you, O most wise ones, and it is impossible
for both opposites to be united in each of them, nor, therefore, can cause and caused be
united (for these also are opposites); nor can the Son be both caused and cause, just as the
Son cannot be both the cause of the Father and the Father Himself, just as the Son cannot
be both the Father and the Son. How, then, could they respond to this? He would be the
Father, too, if he had someone to whom he would be subject. How absurd! Here again we
have lapsed into that ridiculous sophistry. Those who argue in this way do the same thing
as if one claimed that each man is born, and were also to say that Adam would have been
born, had he had a father.)” Capita Syllogistica, c.42, p. 408, 11. 30—36: “El ov Yidv Tpogeyeg
altiov tod dyiov Tvedpartog Aéyouat, Tov Iatépa d& ob mpogeyés, Tadta 8¢ dvtixeipeva, td &
dvtixelpeva cuveABelv ddbvartov, odx dpa &v altiov 6 Iatp Eotat xai 6 Yid, dvtixeipeva aitia
vra 0o dpar xol oD Tdig Svo dpyds ol oxétAlor pevEovtat mavtoydey adtols Emopévag; (If they
say that the Son is in fact the immediate cause of the Holy Spirit, but the Father is not,
and since these [two] are opposites and opposites cannot coexist, then the Father and
Son will not be one cause, as though they were opposing causes. Thus, there will be two
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AN ANALYSIS OF MARKOS EUGENIKOS 13

In arguing that the filioque entails that the Spirit would become the Father’s
grandson, one notices that Markos likely drew on a strong Hellenophone prec-
edent. For example, in his Thirty-First Oration, the fifth ‘Theological Oration),
composed in c¢.379-381,24 Gregorios of Nazianzus stated that, if the Spirit is
begotten from the Son, God would evidently have a grandson. For Gregorios,
this conclusion was absurd.?® In his Epistle to the Archbishop of Aquileia from
the early 880s, Photios 1 of Constantinople came to a similar conclusion when
he argues that the filiogue suggests an intra-Trinitarian order that involves a
sequence of ‘generations, which would lead one to understand the Spirit as
emanating from the begotten. This would consequently make the Spirit an off-
spring of the Son and the grandson of the Father (vicvog).26

Photios’ argument was influential on subsequent Hellenophone anti-

filioquist polemicists. For example, Niketas of Byzantium stated in his Syllo-
gistic Chapters:

But if [the Spirit] also proceeds from the Son, it is necessary that the Son
should require another Son in the revelation and communication of the
Spirit from Him. But if this is the case, [the Spirit] becomes the son of the
Son and thus is proven to be the grandson [of the Father].27

Likewise, in Another Synthesis Against the Latins, Namely, Those Who Blaspheme
the Holy Spirit by Saying that He Proceeds from the Son, composed in the context
of the Roman-Byzantine controversies of 1054, Niketas Stethatos used similar

causes, and how will the fools flee from these two principles which surround them on all
sides?)” Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” p. 444.

24  See Paul Gallay, “Introduction,” Grégoire de Nazianze. Discours 27-31. Paris, 1978, pp. 10-15.

25  Gregorios of Nazianzus, Discours 31, 7, Paul Gallay, ed. and French trans. Discours 2731,
p- 288, 7—9: “El 8¢ éx 100 YloD, Téenve, onot, xai viwvés Aty Oeds: o0 Tl 8v yévorto mopadotste-
pov; (But if one also [says] He [the Spirit] is from the Son, to us would appear a grandson
of God; What could be more superfluous?)”

26 E. 291, p. 143, 134-136: “el yap 6 pev vidg éx 00 matpds did yevwnoews TtpéeLat, O vedua & éx
700 viod &t &xmopevoews, el viwvod tdEw mepiothoetat. (For if the Son proceeds from the
Father by generation, and the Spirit comes forth from the Son by procession, [the Spirit]
would be ranked in the order of grandson.)” Similarly, in Mystagogy 62, in: Valerio Polidori,
ed. and Italian trans., Mistagogia del Santo Spirito. Rome, 2018, p. 58, 1l. 1—7, Photios argues
that the Father is the Spirit’s cause just as the Father is the Son’s cause. However, Photios
argues that if a ‘babbler’ stated that the Spirit proceeds from the Son, and thus describes
the Father and Son as the Spirit’s remote and proximate causes, this would erroneously
result in the divine essence being mutable and fluctuating.

27  Niketas of Byzantium, Capita Syllogistica, c.2, Hergenrother, ed., pp. 92—93: “éxmopedetat 0¢
ol 100 viod, dvdyxn SefjoBon Tov vidv Etépov viod v Tf) pavepwoet xai petaddoet é§ adtod Tod
Tvedpatog €l 3¢ todto, oo o viod vidg xat & TobTo LikVOS AvapavouEevos.”
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imagery when analysing the term ‘Spirit of Christ’ in the context of countering
the filioque, stating:

But one can rightly say that the Spirit is ‘[the Spirit] of the Son’ and ‘of
Christ), given that He dwells in Him, is His fullness, exists [with Him], and
is called [by Him], and is imparted through Him to those who are able
to partake of Him. However, [the Spirit] is not from the Son, lest the Son
be called the ‘father’ of the Spirit, nor the Father [called His] grandfa-
ther, nor the Spirit [the Father’s] grandson, and therefore their properties
are rightly preserved without confusion and remain immutable, stand-
ing firm, if you will. [This is the case] so that the [Persons’] names also
remain unaltered, and the Father alone is called ‘Father’ — and not two
fathers — and the Son alone is called ‘Son’ — but not the Son of one, nor the
Father of another — and the Spirit alone is called ‘Spirit’ — but this is not
in the sense that there are two from the one Father, through whom they
become two sons and brothers — for each [Person] has a unique name,
distinct from the others, and there is no combination between them. And
there is one God, no less than three nor is three parts, for there are nei-
ther three gods nor are there three partial divine essences, even though
there are numerically three [Persons].28

Moreover, in his Treatise Against Those Who Say that the Holy Spirit Proceeds
from the Father and from the Son, which was written against the background
of the visit of Petrus Grossolanus, Archbishop of Milan, to Constantinople in
c.1m2, and the debates that took place therein under the auspices of Emperor

Alexios 1 Komnenos,2? Eustratios of Nicaea stated:

28

29

Niketas Stethatos, Die Synthesis des Niketas Stethatos iiber das Filioque 17.1-2, Anton
Michel, ed., Humbert und Kerullarios, Vol. 2. Paderborn, 1930, p. 392, Il. 8—21: “4X\& 00 uév
viod xat Xplatod Aéyort’ dv eixdtwg T Tvedpar wg xal &v adT uévov xal TApwua adTod xal dv
ol Aeydpevov, xai 3t” avtod Tolg Suvauévolg puetodapufBdaver petadidéuevov: éx tod viod 3¢ olyl,
Ttvar ) xad o) 6 viog Tod Tvedpatog Aex8fj nde 6 Tathp xal wammog Py de o TTvedpa xal Eyyo-
vov xai oitw cuyyeddot xai xwnbdaw al idiétytes. dg dovyyitoug del cwleabot xai dxtwytoug,
g elmely, lotacBor Smwg &v doctvyrar pévy xod & dvdpartar ol pdvos ) Te xald Adynta matip 6
Tt - GMNG ) Vo TTaTépES - xat ETt ubvov vidg 6 VIS - GG pY) ToD pev vibg, ToD d€ TarTRp - xal
udvov mvedua xal Todto udvov To Tvedpa - GG u), 8Tt SVo éx Tod Evog matpds, did TodTo xal
300 viol xat ddeAqoi -. uovaduedy yap Exel Exaatov xal dxowwvyTov TPodg TEA T6 1Stov Svopa
ol 003eig éxel mapepmintel cuvduaopds. xai Bedg elg 0dy frTov Té Tplo #) ExaoTov TAV TEIAY, STt
und¢ tpels Beol unde pepuval Tiveg Tpels odaion BedmTog, €l wal Tpla Ta dptBuovueva.”

On these debates, cf. Gemeinhardt, Filioque-Kontroverse, pp. 512—518; Venance Grumel,
“Autour du Voyage du Pierre Grossolanus, archevéque de Milan, a Constantinople, en
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AN ANALYSIS OF MARKOS EUGENIKOS 15

But if you say that the Son is immediately traced the Father, [and] the
Spirit, for His part, is immediately traced to the Son, and through Him,
[is referred back] to the Father, for you, it will be the case that the Father
is the immediate cause of the Son, and the Son in turn [is the immediate
cause] of the Spirit, and the Father also [would be the mediate cause of
the Spirit] through the Son. And to begin, the argument is found to be
absurd, as has already been stated, in that He [the Spirit] proceeds from a
secondary cause, but not from the same [cause] as the Son. It would thus
from this reason follow that the Son is the son of the Father, and the Spirit
is the son of the Son, and we would introduce great-grandfathers into
the pre-eternal Trinity, as well as grandsons and great-grandsons — what
could be more ridiculous than that?30

Subsequently, in his Chapters Criticising the Novel Latin Doctrine that the Holy
Spirit Proceeds from the Father and the Son, likely composed in c.1136,3! Nikolaos
of Methone came to a similar conclusion regarding the filioque leading to the
Spirit becoming the Father’s grandson, arguing:

30

31

If the Son is from the Father, while the Spirit is from the Son, the Spirit
is immediately relegated to the rank of grandson, and that which is from

2. Notes d'histoire et de littérature,” £0 32 (1933), 22—33; A. V. Barmin, “Escrparuit
Huxeiickuii o Filioque u ero ucrounuku,” BT. FOOuneiinsiil 8sinyck 43—44 (2012), 357—366.
Eustratios of Nicaea, Adyos mpog Tovs Aéyovrag, 6Tt éx 00 Tlatpos xal €x tod Yiod 76 Ilvedua 10
dytov éxmopevetar, Demetrakopoulos, ed., Exxdyataatia) BiBAio$xy, Vol. 1, pp. 27-71 (54-55):
“El 8¢ ¢ng Tov pev Yidv mpoaexds dvagépeabat mpog tov Iatépa, T6 e uny Mvedpa mpooey@s
oG TOV Yiov, dt' adtod 8¢ xal pdg Tov Iatépa, otat oot oltwg 6 uév Iatp altiog Tpooexds
700 Yiod, obtog §' adfig Tod [Ivedparos, Sid 8¢ péaov todtou xal 6 Tlortyyp. Kol mpdtov pév dromov
Eetal T Adyw, 8 O xal mpdTepov lpnTal, wg €x SeVTEPou alTiov TEOYYHEVY, GAN olx éx ToD
o0tod T YiQ. "Emerta 88&etev &v &x tod Adyou vidg efva 6 Yidg tod Iortpds, vidg 8¢ Tod Yiod
Ivebpa, xai mémmovg émt Th Tpoavdpxou Tpiddog, xal vlwvods xai &yydvous eladEopey, ob T
yévot' v yedotétepov;” Gemeinhardt, Filioque-Kontroverse, p. 516, 1. 20.

See Athanasios D. Angelou, “Introduction,” in: Nicholas of Methone, Refutation of Proclus’
Elements of Theology: A Critical Edition with an Introduction on Nicholas' Life and Works.
Leiden, 1984, ix—Ixxx (xxv—xxvii) who dated Nikolaos’ work to c.1136. For further studies
of Nikolaos’ life and writings, cf. Angelou, “Nicholas of Methone: The Life and Works of
a Twelfth-Century Bishop,” in: Margaret Mullett, Roger Scott, eds., Byzantium and the
Classical Tradition. Birmingham, 1981, pp. 143-148; Jozef Matula, "Nicholas of Methone,”
in: Henrik Lagerlund, ed., Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy. Philosophy Between 500
and 1500, 2nd ed. New York, 2020, pp. 1331-1334. For Nikolaos’ engagement with Trinitarian
theology, cf. Alessandra Bucossi, “12th-Century Philosophers and the Filioque: The Case
of Nicholas of Methone’s Corpus on the Procession of the Holy Spirit,” in: Jonathan Greig,
Joshua Robinson, Dragos Calma, eds., Nicholas of Methone, Reader of Proclus in Byzantium.
Leiden/Boston, 2025, pp. 290—346.
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the Son would not directly proceed from the Father, in that He proceeds
directly from the begotten [Son] by the Father. Now if the Spirit also pro-
ceeds directly from the Father, for both the Son and the Spirit are directly
produced in the same manner from the Father without any [other] medi-
ation, one by generation, the other by procession, there would thus be
the same cause, the Father, and He could be named both the direct and
remote [cause] of the same Spirit.32

Given this background, I argue that Markos stood in line with an extensive
Hellenophone tradition of positing that, for the Spirit to proceed from the Son
also entails that the Spirit would become the Father’s grandson.

Moreover, Markos’ analogy of the Trinitarian relations to Adam-Seth-Enoch
to defend his Photios’ doctrine of the Spirit proceeding from the Father alone
is closely connected to the earlier Hellenophone Trinitarian tradition. For
instance, in his Thirty-First Oration, Gregorios of Nazianzus linked the prin-
ciple of the human being in the image of God with the analogy of Adam, Eve,
and Seth (rather than Abel). This analogy upheld the Son’s and Spirit’s distinct
modes of origin and defended the Spirit’s coessentiality with the Father and
Son. Gregorios respectively defined Adam, Eve, and Seth as a ‘figure of God
(MAaopa Oeod), a ‘section of the figure (Tufjua tod mAdouatos), and ‘begotten
from both (Augotépwv yévwnua). Gregorios argued that these three states of
being are not identical, but that these persons are nevertheless coessential.
According to Gregorios, he did not intend to apply corporeal attributes like cre-
ation or segmentation to God. This is because, using the principle of analogy,
no image (derived from creation) can fully represent the truth (of the inner
life of God). However, responding to the objection that both Adam and Seth
were begotten from Adam, Gregorios answered that one was ‘sectioned, the
other ‘begotten, while both are one and the same in sharing human nature.

32 Nikolaos of Methone, Kepalawders éeyyor tod mapa Aativors xavopavols déyuaros, ol Tt
70 [Tvedua 0 dytov éx o0 Ilatpds xal T00 Yiod éxmopeberar, c. 22, in: Demetrakopoulos, ed.,
ExxAnatacticy BiBAodnxy, Vol. 1, pp. 359—395 (369): “el pév 6 Yiog €x tod IMatpdg, 0 3¢
Tvedpo &x tod Yiod, Tdya wai elg viwvod td&v 16 Ivedpa dmdyetal, xai 008" dv dpéows &x tod
Tatpog exmopevolto o €x Tod Yiod, Tod éx Tod Iatpds Apéows YEVWWUEVOU EXTTOPEVSUEVOY: EL
3¢ wai &x tod [atpdg dpéows (dpéows yap dpoiwg €x tod Matpdg xat od did péaov Tvég xai &
Yidg yevvartan xai 16 Ivebua éxmopedetat), T adtd &v altio, 6 Mlatp, xal mpooexis elvat xal
méppw prbeln Tod adtod Ivedparog.” Cf. Niketas of Thessalonica, Dialogus V de Processione
Spiritus Sancti, in: Corrado Giorgetti, ed., Niceta di Maronea e i suoi dialoghi sulla proces-
sione dello Spirito Santo. Un teologo greco precursore del dialogo ecumenico. Rome, 1965,
p- 98, 1l. 69—70: “AN\’ dvdryx), €l xat €x Tod Yiod xal €x o0 ITatpds, odxodv vidg dv ety Tod Yiod
xai viwvdg Tod Tatpds; (But, by necessity, if [the Spirit] is from the Son and also from the
Father, would He not then be the son of the son and the grandson of the Father?)”
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Gregorios maintained that the Spirit is not begotten either, and being not
begotten does not entail that He is not coessential with the Father and Son.33

Additionally, in his Exposition of Faith, loannes Damaskenos used this anal-
ogy when arguing that the Son of God’s generation is distinct because no other
entity is the Son of God. Ioannes argued that, while the Spirit proceeds from
the Father, this coming forth is processional rather than generative, repre-
senting a distinct mode of existence. For Ioannes, this principle means that
the Son possesses all the qualities of the Father, except for the property of
‘unbegotten-ness. However, these different modes of existence do not imply
that the Father and Son differ in essence or dignity. Ioannes explained that
this principle is exemplified by Adam, who is unbegotten because God formed
him; by Seth, who is begotten as Adam’s son; and Eve, who came forth — though
not begotten — from Adam’s rib. According to Ioannes, these persons are not
different in nature since they are all humans. Nevertheless, they are distin-
guished by their modes of existence.3* To summarise, I argue that the prec-
edents examined in the current subsection demonstrate Photios’ adherence to
the preceding Hellenophone Trinitarian tradition concerning the application
of the Adam-Eve-Abel analogy.

Following loannes Damaskenos, in Amphilochia, question 28, Photios sim-
ilarly compared the Son and Spirit to Eve and Abel. Photios explained that
while Eve was formed from Adam’s rib, Abel was born from Eve. However, just
as Eve’s specific relation means she will never be considered a ‘son’ or ‘daugh-
ter’ of Adam, Abel’s relation as ‘son’ is also transformed into another relation,
like ‘wife’ Therefore, just as Eve and Abel both originated from Adam but are
not siblings, the Son and Spirit are also not brothers.3

Moving back on to Markos’ arguments in the Syllogistic Chapters, engag-
ing with the statement ‘the principle from the principle’ from Gregorios of
Nazianzus’ Forty-Fifth Oration, Markos explained that Gregorios did not write
here of the Father’s and Son’s eternal relation of being. Rather, Gregorios was
concerned with how the divine Hypostases relate to the economy. Thus under-
stood, Markos believed that one should interpret Gregorios’ statement to entail
the ‘Creator from Creator/Light from Light/God from God/Good from Good.

33 Gregorios of Nazianzus, Discours 31, 11, Gallay, ed. and trans., pp. 294, 1. 1-296, 1. 20. For
further studies of Gregorios’ use of this motif, cf. Alexander Golitzin, “Adam, Eve, and
Seth: Pneumatological Reflections of an Unusual Image in Gregory of Nazianzus’s Fifth
Theological Oration,” ATR 83 (2001): 537—-546.

34 Ioannes Damaskenos, Expositio Fidei 1.8, Bonifatius Kotter, ed., Die Schriften des Johannes
von Damaskenos, Vol. 2. Berlin, 1973, p. 23, 113-122.

35 Photios, Amphilochia 28, in: Basil Laourdas, L. G. Westerink, eds., Epistulae et Amphilochia,
Vol. 4. Leipzig, 1984, p. 106, 37—42.
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Markos explains that these are the Son shares these with the Father, being one
God, Light, Goodness, and principle of creatures with Him.36

Evoking John 1:3, “All things were made through Him [the Son], and without
Him nothing was made that was made,” Markos induced that what is not cre-
ated is not from the Son nor through Him, and the Spirit is uncreated. Markos
evoked an extract from Gregorios’ Forty-Second Oration to defend his under-
standing, as Gregorios wrote, “the without-principle, the principle, the one
with the principle, are one God.”®” Markos accentuated that Gregorios wrote
“with the Principle” rather than “from...” thus suggesting that the Spirit pro-
ceeds alongside the Son being begotten from the Father without-origin.38

Moving on to Markos’ second syllogism, an additional key source of conten-
tion in the Latin-Byzantine controversies concerning the filioque was the claim
attributed to Gregorios of Nyssa that the “Spirit proceeds from the Hypostasis
of the Father.”3® Markos believed that this phrase explicitly ratified his opposi-
tion to the filioque, as it reveals that it is the Father’s Personal property (iSiwua)
to be the source and origin of the Spirit’s being.#? Additionally, as he explains

36  Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c.1, p. 371, 1. 2331, esp. 27—31: “Kaitot ye «710 éx T00 ITatpdg
éxmopevduevov» lpntat, xal «Ivebua o T maTpeis exmopeudpevoy HTTOTTATEWG». — AN
8mep 6 OeoAdyog elpnxe, Tpds té xtioparta BAémwy elpyxe Tobro, xabdmep 8v el elne Snpiovpydy
éx Snutovpyod, Bomep xai eAS Ex pwTdg xai Oedv &x Oeod xai dyaddv e§ dyabod- dnep dmavta
petd oD Moatpds &hv, els éott Odg pet’ adtod xarl Ev &g xal dyabds elg xal dpyn pic T@v yeyo-
votwv amdvtwy.” Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” p. 444.

37 Gregorios of Nazianzus, Discours 42,15,Jean Bernardi, ed. and French trans., Discours 42—43.
Paris, 1992, p. 82, 1. 7-8.

38 Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c.1, pp. 371, . 32—372, 1. 11: “TIdvra ydp, gnoi, St’ adtod €yéveto,
xol Ywpls adtod éyéveto odde Ev 8 yéyovev. Qg 8 uy yéyovey, odx EE adtod Ymoubev 8v 0ddE i’
adtod* Todto d¢ ot 6 Mvedua 1o dytov. "Ott & obtwg Eyel 6 elpnuévoy Hd Tod OeoAdyov,
Sfidov & @v &v étépols ety «Avapyov xal dpy xal T petd ths dpxfg, elg Oeder. Odx elme
€x TS dpxTiS, GANG TO META THS dpxTS, €x ToD dvdpyou dnAady) Ttpotdv. Kaitol ye i SAwg éppbvel
o0 ITvedpartog dpymv Tov Yiov, mod &v uaMov elpnxe todto, Brandtatol mvtwy avlpwmwy; AW
ol0’ oltog 08’ Etepds Tig TRV %t MBS BeoASYwY T00TO PpovAV patveTat, xdv Duels copilbpevol
TdvTo OV Xpdvov xatavadwayte.” Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” p. 444.

39  Petit, PO 17, 371c, highlighted that this text could not be found in Gregorios’ critically
edited oeuvres. Cf. Bernard Pottier, Dieu et la Christ selon Grégoire de Nysse. Brussels,
1994, p- 357, who later argued that the statement cannot have come from Gregorios’ oeu-
vres. Nonetheless, it bears some resemblance to certain texts in Pseudo-Athanasios of
Alexandria, Sermo contra Latinos, PG 28, cols. 828a—d; 832a.

40  Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 2, p. 372, 1. 12—20: “«Ilvedpa», praiv 6 Nuooaedg feodyos,
«T6 Tig matpudijs éxmopevdpevoy dmoatdgews». Ei 3¢ T adto wal Tig Tod Yiod dmootdaewg
éxmopebetal, Tl ye Mo 1) x Sbo éxmopedetal bmoatdaewy; To O éx dbo dmooTdoewy éxmope-
uevov Tl ye dMo §) Svo Tag dpyds Exet Thg Eowtod dmdipkews; Ovx dpa Aativor Ty Svapyiow
EngedEovtal, péxpis Av xal éx t0d Yiod 1o Ivedpa t6 &ytov elvon Aéywow.” See also Capita
Syllogistica, c. 31, pp. 400, 1. 32—401, 1. 7: “Tpdmov ddpkews xal S16tnTa Tod dylov Ivedpatog
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in his fifteenth syllogism, Markos believed that such properties cannot be com-
municated between the Trinitarian Hypostases: In the same way that the Son’s
property of assuming a human nature cannot be communicated to the other
two divine Persons, the Spirit's procession from the Father cannot be commu-
nicated to the Son.*! Nonetheless, if, according to Markos’ Latin counterparts

41

ol BeoAdyol paaiy ob T Exmopedeadat ATARDS, dAAS TO &x Tod Iatpdg éxmopedeadat. Ei 31 odto
TpdTOG AT ImdpEEmg xal 116G Eotl, TO xal éx oD YioD Exmopedeaar, #) pudyy adtd mpéoe-
aTw, ) Tpoatibnal Tt T ddipet, xal SRy motel Ty adtod SténTa, xol EoTiv (el T8 dtov dvti-
TTPEQELY vdyin TTpds T 00 oty 18tov, xarl oite MAeovdlew ofite EMeimew) xai adTd SurAodv.
"Ex 00 TTatpog dipar pévou 1o Tvedpa t6 dytov éxmopevetat. (The theologians assert that the
Holy Spirit's mode of existence and property is not simply to proceed, but to proceed from
the Father. However, if that is His mode of existence and property, that which is said to
proceed from the Son either is attributed to Him obsoletely, or it adds something to His
being, making his property twofold, and since a property must be reciprocated in that to
which it belongs, so that it nothing is added or taken away from it, it also will be twofold.
Therefore, the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father alone.)” Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,”
P. 445.

Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 15, p. 386, 1. 1-10: “El Tiiwvtepov el 6 aitiw Tig bedty-
o5 ebvat ) 18 adriw the xtioewg, A Tod TyuwTépoy Matpl xal Yi) wiy xowwvodv xatd todg
Aarivoug 6 Tvedpa o dytov, odx Elattov Eotat Tff d&la xal tf) febmnty; El pév yap 8hwg peta-
Sotov 16 Tijg BednTog aiTiov, Sid Ti i) xai T6 Tvedpa TovTov peteidngey; Ei & duetddotov GAwg
g tod Matpés 1Blov, domep xal T dvaitiov, 003 6 Yidg dpa TodTou pebeet xar’ 0ddéva tpdmov,
el xai pdia todto Aativol BovAovrar” (If it is more honourable for God to be the cause of
divinity than to be the cause of creatures, how is it that the Holy Spirit, who according
to the Latins does not partake of what is more honourable in the Father and the Son,
is not therefore inferior [to them] in dignity and divinity? If being the cause of divin-
ity is fully communicable, why does the Spirit not partake in this [property]? But if it
is fully incommunicable, as it is a property of the Father — just as is the case in being
without principle — the Son could not participate in [this property] either, even though
the Latins wish otherwise.” Cf. Capita Syllogistica, c.18, pp. 387, 1. 17-388, 1. 33: “Td 1§ O
TPogévTa, Xupiwg xal Povws xatl uove xal pova xat det xat mdvty mpooetvat dpeilovat, Ta pev
QUIIKA xal xowd, Tolg TPITl TPOTWTOLG, T& & VITOTTATIKG KAl TPOTWTING, THV TPIRY EXATTE
003ev yap éxel oupPePyds, ovdev emixtnTov 008 aTepov TPoayEVOpEVOV, 00BEV 0D Kupiwg Xal
péves. Kabdmep odv dyaddg xal cogds xal @edg xai Baatheds xal Syutovpysds, €Tt 8¢ ddpartog xal
dBdvartog xai didog 6 Oedg Aeyduevog, uovws Te xal xvplwg wg TPdg TV xtiow dravta Tadta
Aéyetat (Aéyet yap 6 Amdatorog T O¢ factAel OV aiwvwy, dpbdptw, dopdtw, Hévw copd Oed:
ol 0015 ‘O pévog Exwv dbavaciav, i olx@v dmpéattov), obtw xal 8nep 8v Aéyorto T@v TpLY
ExaaTov, uévov Te xal xvping €atl TPog T& Aotma To08’ Smep Aéyetar. Iatip yodv 6 Iatip xal
udvov xat pévog xal xuplwg xal pévws: Yiog 6 Yiog xal uévov xal uévog xal xupiwg xal péves:
xorl Tvedpa dpoleag o Tveduar o dytov. Obtw 81 xal dvaitiog 6 Tlatp eit’ odv dyévwyrog pévov
xal pévog xal wuplwg xal pévag, GG &) xal aftiog adfig dpotwg: xal T Aoud AV TpoThTWY
dipar udvov aitiorrd xad méver xal xal xvplwg xal pédvws. Avolv yap Svtow aitiov xai aittatod,
el 6 altiov pévog 6 Matnp Exel, 6 altiatdv dpa uéva & AOITA TRV TPOTWTWY Xal [voy xal
uévwg. Txemtéov yap 6TL TO povov del Tpog TO dvTixeiuevoy Aéyetar uévov yap Iatp 6 Ilatnp,
G olxt xat Yidg, xal pévov Yiog 6 Yidg, AN ob xai Iatyp, xal puévov Ivedua 1o Mvedua 6
dytov, 4’ ob Mathp 1) Yid, xai uévov dvaitiog 6 Tathp, AN olxl xal aitiov Exwy, oltw )
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maintained, the Pneumatic procession occurs from the Person of the Son, the
Spirit must therefore come forth from two Persons. Thus, Markos maintained

xal pévov altiog, dAN olx altiartés: xai Ta Aotd TAV Tpostimwy dpa udvov altiatd xal ovdEy
ToUTwv altiov. El yap Tt todTtwy xat attiov ey, T uévov dvatpednaetal, xai olite pévov xai xvpiwg
afriov Eota, olite pévov xal xuplwg altioatdy: od Todvavtiov dvdyxny elvar mpoamodédeuctan ‘H
yap avtibeaig Staxploews aitio xal xat adtodg Tovg Aativoug xal dupw T& dvTixeiueve guv-
Spauely €’ Evog TV Beapyindv Tpocwmwy advvartov: BdTepov yap TobTwW 0b xuping EaTal, xal
3t tobTo TavTwg 008’ Eotar. TovTolg cuuuVel xal T& TAV dylwv pnTd, Tod Mév Aapaaknvod
AéyovTog €v Tolg @=oAoyxols xepadaiols: «Movog aitiog 6 ITotip» Oeodwpov & Tod Xtovditou
PaMovtog: «Mévou povoyevijtop povoyevods Yiod ITatip, xal uévov udvov ¢is eutdg dmabya-
oua, xal povov udvws uévou Oeod dytov Ivedpa, Kuplov Kdptov Svtwg Gv». Odx dpa 6 aitiov 6
Yiog EEet, pbvov aitiords dpeilavy ye elva xad pévov Yide, domep xal 1 Tvebua 16 Sytov udvou
uévou Ivedpa tod Oeod xal IMatpés. (Those things which are fitting for God must be fitting
for Him solely and strictly, and only for His own self, and always and in every respect.
Indeed, the natural and common attributes [must pertain] equally to the three Persons.
However, the Hypostatic and Personal [attributes must pertain] to each one of the three.
For there is nothing accidental [in Him], nothing gained nor acquired, nothing that does
not solely and strictly belong to Him. Thus, when God is called good, wise, God, King, and
Creator, and similarly invisible, immortal and eternal, all these things are referred to Him
solely and strictly, as of one to whom they pertain, given that they are predicated of crea-
tures in a secondary sense. (For the Apostle says: “To the King [who is] eternal, immortal,
invisible, the only wise God” [1 Tim. 1:17]. And again: “...who alone is immortal and dwells
in unapproachable light. [1 Tim. 6:16]”) So also, whatever you say of any one of the three
Persons is only stated of them solely and strictly relative to the other [Persons]. Thus, the
Father is solely, only, strictly and singularly called ‘Father’. Similarly, the Son is solely, only,
strictly and singularly called ‘Son’. Also, the Holy Spirit is solely called the ‘Spirit. Similarly,
the Father is solely, only, strictly and singularly without-principle, i.e., He is solely, only,
strictly, and singularly unbegotten, and is therefore also the only cause. Conversely, the
other Persons are solely, only, strictly, and singularly from the cause. For if there are two,
cause and caused, and if the Father alone is cause, then the caused must solely, only,
strictly, and singularly be the other Persons. For one must consider that the term ‘only’ is
always applied in relation to [another] object. For only the Father is Father, but not the
Son also. Likewise, only the Son is Son, but not the Father also. Also, only the Holy Spirit
is Spirit, and neither the Father nor Son. And the Father alone is uncaused, not having a
cause, and thus He is the sole cause, and not from a cause. Thus, the other Persons will
only be from a principle, so that neither of them is a principle. For if either of them [the
Son and Spirit] were also a cause, that [one] cause would be dissolved, and it would no
longer be considered as the sole, strict cause, contrary to what has been shown to be abso-
lutely necessary above. For, as the Latins confess, opposition is the cause of distinction,
and two opposites cannot coexist in one and the same divine Person. One of them would
thereby not properly exist, and thus would not in any way exist. Of similar thinking to
these [conclusions’ are the statements of the saints, including the Damascene, who says
in the chapters of his theological work, ‘The Father alone is cause. [Ioannes Damaskenos,
Expositio Fidei 1.12b, Kotter, ed., p. 36, 1. 57]. Likewise, Theodoros of Stoudion also sings:
‘The Father is the Only-Begetter of the Only-Begotten Son, and the only light of the only
light is the splendour, the only Holy Spirit of the only God is the Lord of Lords, He who
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that this would entail that his Latin counterparts have attributed two princi-
ples to the Spirit and made the Trinity a ‘dyarchy’. He explains in his eleventh
syllogism:

42

However, those things which pertain to the divine nature are always
expressed in the singular, while they are considered in three Persons,
including ‘God;, ‘Creator’, ‘King’, ‘Good; etc., (for we speak of one God, one
Creator, one King, one Good, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit).
Nevertheless, other [things] are always expressed in the plural, even
though they are common to only two Persons, such as ‘being caused’
in relation to the Son and Holy Spirit: For we say that two are from a
cause, not one. As this is the case, and because the Latins also ascribe
divine causality to two Persons, i.e., the Father and the Son, let us ask
them to which of these two they ascribe it. If they say it belongs to the
latter [the two Persons], it will be clearly absurd, for there would be two
causes, just as there would be two which are caused, and a dyarchy will
therefore be affirmed and the most celebrated [divine | Monarchy will be
dissolved. Nevertheless, if they say the former [the divine nature], one
must first ask, in what way? For as they are both common and natural,
they pertain equally to the three Persons. Thus, for this reason, they lapse
into the same difficulty. For the one cause, by which he is generator and
projector, i.e., the Father alone, is not numerically the same as the one
cause through which He is projector alone, i.e., the Father and Son, as
they themselves assert. Thus, there are two causes and two principles,
and thereby a dyarchy fully surrounds them.*2

truly is” [Ty E' tjs I ‘EBdouddog, Tptewdiov Katavuxtixdy, Teptéyov dmaoay Ty avixovoay autew
axodovdiay s Aylas xar MeydAys Teaoapaxoatys. Rome, 1879, p. 330] Thus, the Son cannot
have the [property] of [being] a cause, as He must in fact be caused, and is the only Son,
just as the Holy Spirit is the only Spirit of the one God and Father.)".

Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 11, p. 383, ll. 15—40: “T&v mpocévtwy Tfj feiat pvoet T& pev
EVIXAG bvov del Aéyetat, xdv Tol Tplol Tpocwmols evbewprital, xalddmep T6 B£dg xal Syptovp-
Y6 xai Baatheds xal dyadds xai el Tt totobrov: elg yap Oedg Aéyopev xal elg Sypovpyds xai elg
Baaheds xai el dyadds, 6 Tatip xort 6 Yidg xol o Ivedpo T8 Sytov: Ta 8¢ TANBovTUdS del, %dv
Tolg duat udvorg, &g o abttartov émt Yiod xal Ivedpartog: 300 yap Ta aitiotd wal ovy Ev Aéyopev. —
Tovtwv obtwg éxdvtwy, éneldnmep Aativo xai 6 g fedtvTog altiov Suat mpoawmotg, T IMatpt
e xal @ YiQ, vépovay, épaueda tovtotg, omoly @Y elpnpuévwv pepidt tobto auvtdttova. El
uév odv 1) Sevtépa grioovaty, adtédey Sfov 6 dromov: Vo Yap Eotat Td abtia, xabdmep xol
6 abtiorrd 8o, xal obtwg M) Svapylo mdpodov EeL xal & ToALTUWTOY THS povapyiag Exmodi
yevioetal Ei 8¢ tj) mpotépa, mpdyTov eV TG Exelva Ydp xowd Te xal Quatkd xal Tolg Tplat
TPOTWTOG oMolwg dmdpyovTa. "Emettar xal obtw mdAw €l T6 adtd mepleveydijoovrat o ydp Ev
altiov ) yewhtwp xal mpoPoets, 8mep Eativ 6 Iortip udvog, odx Eott TadTdv dptOpd ¢ &vi adtie
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One notices here too that Markos drew on a long Hellenophone precedent of
arguing that the filiogue leads to the absurd conclusion that the ‘Monarchy’
of the Father would be dissolved into a ‘dyarchy/polyarchy’. For example, in
his Encyclical Epistle to the Eastern Patriarchs of 867, Photios continued by
positing that the filioque implies that the Spirit proceeds from the Father, the
unoriginated first cause, and also from a second cause, the Son, who is not
without origin. Therefore, this Person is both a cause and caused, which blurs
the distinction of the Spirit both in terms of order (td£1g) and relation of origin.
By dividing the Spirit this way, one would believe in a Quaternity or an infinite
regression of Hypostases, not a Trinity.*3

Likewise, in his Epistle to the Archbishop of Aquileia, Photios claims that the
filioque entails that the divine Monarchy would be divided as there would be
two principles rather than one, and indeed only a single ‘product”:

Certainly, two principles will be concurrently introduced in the Trinity,
and the [Father’s] monarchy in the Trinity will immediately disappear
as useless. For it is clear that for those who speak as such [the Spirit pro-
ceeds from the Son], they proclaim two causes, wherefrom the one cause
is divided into two causes — let [this] blasphemy fall on their heads.*+

1) mpoBoAeds pévov, 8mep dativ & Tormp xad 6 Yidg, g ardrrol Aéyouatv. Ado dpa xal oltw Té altior
xal dpyat 3vo, xal v) Svapyla mavtayddev adtods meptictatal” Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,”
p- 445.

43 Photios, Epistula 2, in: Laourdas, Westerink, eds., Epistulae et Amphilochia, Vol. 1. Leipzig,
1983, p. 46,169—-174: “"Ett 8¢, €l éx To0 martpdg 6 vidg yeyévwnTat, T 3¢ mvedpa €x o TorTpdg it
o0 viod éxmopedetat, Tig ¥ xavotopia Tod Tvedpartog, i xat Etepdy Tt adtod éxmemopedodal;
&g ouvdyeadat xotd v éxelvwy Beopdwy Yvwuny 1 Teels, dANG Tégoapag TAG DITOTTATEL,
uaMov 8’ dmeipoug, TS TETAPTNG AVTOlS GAANY TtpoBodAolang, xdxEivNG TAAY ETEPAY, HEXPLS BV
eig v ENvoav modvmAnfeiav éxméowaty; (If the Son is begotten of the Father, while the
Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, what [sort of | innovation could be conceived
regarding the Spirit? Would it be that something else comes forth from Him [the Spirit]?
Then, according to this God-fighting view, there would not be three, but four, or indeed,
an infinite number of hypostases, in that from the fourth hypostasis another would pro-
ceed, and from this [hypostasis] another, to the degree where they descend to pagan poly-
theism.)” Trans. from Ewan Davies, “The Influence of Eulogios, Patriarch of Alexandria’s
Insights in the Bibliotheca, Codex 230, on Photios, Patriarch of Constantinople,’
Scrinium 22 (2026), 1-48 (25). Photios later reproduced this argument in Mystagogy 37,
Polidori, ed., p. 36, 1. 1-6. Theodoros Alexopoulos, Photios’ Von Konstantinopel Mystagogie
des Heiligen Geistes: Ubersetzung und Theologischer Kommentar. Berlin/Boston, 2022,
pp- 146-147; Tia Kolbaba, Inventing Latin Heretics. Byzantines and the Filioque in the Ninth
Century. Kalamazoo, 2008, p. 71. Cf. Epistula 2, p. 45, 139-140.

44 Photios, Epistula 291, in: Laourdas, Westerink, eds., Epistulae et Amphilochia, Vol. 3. Leipzig,
1985, p. 143, 119-123: “...300 TavTLs xal dpxal cuvelagpyovTat xai v) €v Tf Tetddt povapyio pod-
Sog olyaetal. dlo Yap paveps Tols obtw Aéyovat ¢ attia cuvavampioaetal, €& v xal ¥ pla
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Following Photios, the argument that the filioque would lead to the divine
Monarchy being dissolved into a ‘dyarchy/polyarchy’ was appropriated by sev-
eral Hellenophone anti-filioquist polemicists. For example, in his Syllogistic
Chapters, Niketas of Byzantium stated:

But if, on the one hand, the Son is the Spirit’s cause in an uncaused man-
ner, then in the supernatural and beyond-essential Trinity, there will be
two Hypostases which are origins that are without-origin in terms of
their cause, and for this reason there will be two origins and two causes,
and thereby both the highly-lauded principle of the [divine] Monarchy
would be lost and the various gods worshipped by the [Ancient] Greeks
would be restored, but also the Spirit will be the only one of all entities
that has a diverse origin.4>

Likewise, in his Seventh Oration on the Holy Spirit, delivered on the Monday

after Pentecost in an unspecified year during his reign, the Byzantine Emperor
Leo vI stated:

45

46

Nor does it [John 16:14-15] mean what the current innovation of those
who introduce the new concept of the Spirit intends, for the words ‘to
receive’ to mean that the Son projects the Spirit. They [Leo’s Latin inter-
locutors] attempt to transform the one principle into a polyarchy, and I
do not know where they got this idea from, whether in order to locate the
Son in the Spirit’s position, in order to make the Father a co-cause in the
Spirit's projection, or so that they may also remove the Father from this
[the Spirit’s projection].*6

iy el Vo dpxds - Tpémorto & TO BAdapn MoV Elg TaS TAV altiwy xepahds - cuvdiaoyiletal” Cf.
Mpys. 9, Polidori, ed., p. 10, 1l. 3—4.

Niketas of Byzantium, Capita Syllogistica, c. 6, Hergenrither, ed., pp. 103-104: “GAN’ €l pév
dvartiog (6 viog aitiog Tod Tvedpatog), Egovtal év Tf Uepuel xal brepovaie Tetddt dbo dpxtral
xal dvapyot xat'aitiov drootdoetg, xal S Todto dlo dpxal xal altio xal 0 oefalopevoy Tig
movapyiag xpdtog dméMuTal xal V) moAvmAnfia Tdv aefouévay map’ "ENnaw Bedv auvelappn-
getal, GG ol T vedpo Eotan pévoy § dmdvtwy ToAbapxov Spxiv Exov.”

Leo v1, Adyos Z', Theodora Antonopoulou, ed., Homiliae. Turnhout, 2008, p. 91, 253—256:
“Otxouy 008" 8mep 1) VOV vewtepomotia TaV xawny eloarydvrwy Smap&ty tod Tvedpartos Bodletal,
16 éx 10D Yiod AaupBdve 16 Ivedpa v mpofodny onuaivel & prpata. OO v piav dpxiv
xands elg moAvapylav petatdrtew émtyetpodaty, odx olde mbev &l TadTvy EABSVTES THY TéAn-
Y, métepov v’ v T xabraTdvat Tov Yiov el v tod Iveduatog mpdodov, guvaitiov mojowat T¢
otpt ijg Tod Ivedpartog TpoPoAfs, ) tva xat tov Iatépa Todto dpatpyowvtal” For analyses of
Leo’s homilies, see Theodora Antonopoulou, The Homilies of the Emperor Leo vI. Leiden/
New York/Cologne, 1997, esp. pp. 272—274, for the relationship between Leo’s homilies
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Subsequently, in his Chapters Criticising the Novel Latin Doctrine that the Holy
Spirit Proceeds from the Father and the Son, Nikolaos of Methone employs simi-
lar imagery vis-a-vis the Trinity becoming a polyarchy or polytheistic like the
‘Greeks (Pagans)’ when refuting the filioque: Nikolaos works on the basis of his
conclusion that, in order for the filioque to not make the Spirit inferior to the
Father and the Son, the Spirit must also share a property with the Father, as
the Son does in being the projector of the Spirit, namely, to generate the Son.*
Thus, Nikolaos claims that, because the Son cannot be caused by the Spirit, for
the purpose of upholding the sameness of power and honour in the Trinity,
his Latin counterparts should accept that another item comes forth from the
Spirit rather than the Son, that itself would be connatural and of the same
power as the Spirit. However, for Nikolaos, this conclusion entails that a series
of divine Hypostases would come forth from each of the preceding one that
has come forth, and lead to the Latins exceeding ‘Greek’ polytheism.*®

As these examples demonstrate, Markos’ conclusions regarding the Spirit
coming forth from the Persons of the Father and the Son dissolving the
divine Monarchy into a ‘dyarchy’ have a strong precedence in the preceding
Hellenophone Trinitarian tradition following Photios. Markos offered a further
syllogistic argument intended to discern and draw distinctions between the
divine Hypostases and their relations. While both the Son and Spirit mutually
emerge from the Father, one could not call the Spirit a ‘son’. Markos explains
that this is the case as these two Persons are distinct in terms of the ‘modes of
being’ proper to each, according to which the Holy Spirit does not come forth
from the Father by way of generation, as does the Son. Thus, if the two Persons
come forth a single cause, one of these Persons is the Son, whereas the second
Person is not. Accordingly, these Persons are evidently distinct in terms of their
mode of coming forth from the Father, as both are ‘caused’ from the Father as

with Photios’ works; Louis Petit, “Note sur les homélies de Léon le Sage,” REB 3—4 (1900),
245-249; Meredith L. D. Riedel, Leo vI and the Transformation of Byzantine Christian
Identity. Writings of an Unexpected Emperor. Cambridge, 2018, pp. 137-153; D. Serruys, “Les
homelies de Leon le sage,” Bz 12 (1903), 167-170.

47 See Nikolaos of Methone Kepaiatwdeis éleyyor, c. 7, Demetrakopoulos, ed., p. 363.

48 Nikolaos of Methone, Kepadatwdeis édeyyor, c. 8, Demetrakopoulos, ed., pp. 363—364: ““H
el ) Tov Yidv, G Etepdy Tt Sotéov éx Tod Ivedparog 7 yevwaabat 1) éxmopedeabar,tg €x Tod
Totpdg xeivwy Exdtepov, tva xal lodTipe tdya xal loodvaua QuAaytT), Opopués &v el xai ioo-
Sovapov xat 1o €x tod Ivedpatog mpoarydpevoy T TempodyovTt kol Tolg ¢§ dv Tobto mpofjxtar
oUx €Tt dpaTpLdg, dANG TETPAg EoTan TO mpeaevopevoy, pdAov d¢ elg dmelpov ai oaTdaelg
oUTw Ye Tpoywpy|govaty, det TH Tpoaryopéwns T Tpoaryoday) ThS adTiig olav)s @hoews xal duvd-
pews, tvor xol Ty ENviy moAvBela of Té totadta Sokdlovtes Taperdowaty.” Bucossi, “12th-
Century Philosophers,” pp. 323-324.
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‘cause’*® Nonetheless, in relation to one another, the Son and Spirit oppose
one another as there is a dichotomy between ‘Sonship’ and ‘non-Sonship’3°

I have already highlighted that Markos’ Trinitarian theology distinguished
those properties which pertain to the divine essence and the particular, incom-
municable properties of the divine Persons. However, Markos accused his Latin
counterparts of eschewing theological axioms which have been ubiquitously
accepted in the Church through the ages for a theologoumenon. According
to Eugenikos, such axioms include drawing a distinction between those attri-
butes which are shared by the three divine Hypostases in common, and those
‘particular’ to a given Hypostasis.

To provide some context to this distinction between ‘common’ and ‘particu-
lar’ properties, in his Encyclical Epistle to the Eastern Patriarchs, Photios also
argues that all items which are not common (xowov) to the entire Trinity must
pertain to one specific (i8tov) Hypostasis. For Photios, this distinction is neces-
sary to safeguard intra-Trinitarian unity. As Photios explains, his Latin counter-
parts understood the Spirit’s procession to involve the Father and Son together,
this principle must mean that the Spirit, being the third divine Hypostasis,
shares this same property with the other two Hypostases, and thus proceeds
and comes forth from Himself. However, for Photios, it is logically impossible
that the Spirit could originate from Himself.5!

49  Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 3, p. 373, 1. 1—3: “mpog pév tov Hatépa ¢ Tig oxéaews dtaxpl-
vovtat Adyw xal 6g aitiatd Tpog aitiov Exouat...” See also Pseudo-Athanasios of Alexandria,
Quaestiones Aliae 11, PG 28, col. 784c: “aitidg éatt uévog 6 IMortip: & d¢ aitiatd d0o, 6 Yiog xal
70 ITvedpa. (The Father is the sole cause; but there are two ‘caused), the Son and Spirit.)”

50  Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 3, p. 373, ll. 3—4: “npdg &MnAa 3¢, Tf) xata ™V dvtigaaty
dvtiféaet..” Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” pp. 445—446.

51 Photios, Epistula 2, p. 46, 181-199: “Xwpig 3¢ T@v eipnuévwy, i mav Smep wy €aTt xoVoV Tig
TOVTOXPATOPIXHG Xal Gpoovaiov xal bTtep@uods TpLddog Evdg ot povou THV TPLAY, odx Eatt &
1) 100 TvEdpaToS TIPOBOAT) XoWdY TRV TPLAY, EvoS dpat €TV VoL TRV TPLAV. TéTEPOY 0DV éx ToD
Tatpds proouaty éxmopedeadot o mvedua; wal i 0k EEopboovtal Ty GiAny adTols xai )iy
puataywyiav; €l & éx tod viod, i uy xat’ dpyds ddppyoay adTdv 8ANY éxxadipat Ty eopa-
xlowv, g 0b udvov Tov vidv eig TV Tod TVebpATog TTPOBoANY EyabloTdaty, dAA xal ToD TaTpdg
T dpapodvta; ol dxdrovBov dMmov xal Ty Yévinaw Tf) mpoPolf) cupueTaTIOEVTaS UNdE
TOV VIOV €x ToD TaTPSS, GG TOV TTATEPX TEPATOAOYELY €x ToD vioh yeyewijobal, tvar i) Tév
Svaaefolviwy pévov, dAG xol TV HAVOUEVWY DT TPWTOTTATAL. Emel Y&p dmay, & Bewpeltal
xal Aéyetat &v Tf) mavaryia xal 6uouel xal drepouain TPLdL, ¥ xowdv EaTt TAVTKG 1 £vog xal
1évou & TpLdVY, 1) 82 Tod Tvedpatos Tpofol) olite xowdy EaTwy, dXN 008 g oltol paaty évog
xal uévou Tvég, hAewg O¢ Nuiv ely, xal el tag exelvwv Tpémotto 10 BAdTQNUOV XEQAAAS, 00X
dpa SAwg eativ &v ) {wapyxf) xai Tavteleiw Tpddt V) Tod Tvedpatog TpoPory.” Alexopoulos,
Mystagogie, p. 148; Kolbaba, Inventing, pp. 71-72. Cf. Photios, Mystagogy 36, Polidori, ed.,
pp- 34, 1.1-36, 1. 13.
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Photios aimed to distinguish the properties related to God’s essence, like
incorporeality or dominion, from those attributed to each Hypostasis. If the
Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, the property of procession is
transformed into a property of the divine essence, meaning that it is shared
equally by all three Hypostases. Therefore, the Spirit would need to originate
from Himself. By assigning a property (that is not truly Hypostatic because it
does not pertain to a specific Hypostasis, and is not common since only two
of the three Hypostases share it) to the first two Persons but not the third, the
Spirit becomes subordinate to the other two Persons.52

Photios’ argumentation is important because the distinction between com-
mon and particular properties in the Trinity became a fundamental axiom for
subsequent Eastern orthodox opponents to the filioque. For example, in his
Treatise Against Those Who Say that the Holy Spirit Proceeds from the Father and
from the Son, Eustratios of Nicaea stated:

Everything that is perceived in the Holy Trinity is perceived either as
something common to the three Hypostases or as something peculiar to
one of them. But there is nothing that two of them have in common, so
that causation is either particular to one Hypostasis or common to all
three. With regards to creatures and servants, causation is common to all
three Persons, but with regards to [the relations of the three Persons to
one another], it pertains to the Father alone.53

Likewise, in his Chapters Criticising the Novel Latin Doctrine that the Holy Spirit
Proceeds from the Father and the Son, Nikolaos of Methone stated:

52 Photios, Epistula 2, p. 44, 132—138: “el mdvta T& xowd watpdg xal vied xai Tod TvedpaTog
TAVTWG DIAPXEL XOWd, (G TO Beds, TO BagtAgds, T xVpLog, TO SYIoVEYSS, TO TAVTOXPATWP, TO
Umepodato, T amAolv, TO ATYNUATITTOY, TO ATLRATOV, TO AGPATOV, ATADS Td &M TTaVTAL, XOl-
vév 8¢ martpdg xol viod ¥ Tob Tvedpatog 5 avt@v mpdodog, xal £ Eavtod dpa éxmopevbhoeTar
70 Tvedua, xal dpyr Eotat adtd £avtod xal aitiov dua xai aitiorév. (If everything that the
Father, Son and Spirit have in common is common to Them in all manners, like being
God, King, Lord, Creator, Almighty, beyond-essentiality, [absolute] simplicity, without
form, incorporeality, invisibility and in a simple manner all other things. However, [if]
the Spirit’s coming forth is common to the Father and Son, the Spirit would thus come
forth from Himself, and would be His own cause and concurrently cause and caused.)”
Kolbaba, Inventing, p. 68.

53  Eustratios of Nicaea, Adyos mpds Todg Aéyovras, 6Tt éx to0 ITatpds xal éx tod Yiod 6 ITvedua o
dytov éxmopederat, Demetrakopoulos, ed., ExxAyoiaotic BifAodfxy, Vol. 1, p. 58: “ndv étiodv
éml g dylag Tpiddog AapBavépevov, 1) xowdv Tév TpI@V dogTdoewy AauBavetar, 1) wg 1Stov
ds E& oy, ovdev 8¢ Eatw, 8 Tév 80 xowdy Aaupdvetal, hote xal T8 altiov 7 évdg Eotat 1Slov
7) xowég TAY Tpidv. Ipdg ey 0D Té xTIoTd xatl Té SodAa xotvdv TAY TPIAV, TPdS ENANAX 82 pévou
o0 IMatpds.”
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If the Spirit’s projection is common to all three [Persons], it would be of
the Spirit Himself, and the Spirit would therefore proceed from Himself
and be its own principle and cause, and concurrently cause and caused,
which even the Greek myths did not invent.*

Having understood this background to Markos’ distinction between common

and particular properties, Markos describes in his Syllogistic Chapters how his

Latin counterparts conversely believed that certain properties are ‘particularly’

held by one Hypostasis, other properties shared by two Hypostases are referred

to as ‘common, and certain properties shared equally by the three Hypostases
are referred to as ‘most common’. Therefore, the Son and Spirit have the ‘com-
mon’ property of having their existence ‘of (éx)’ the Father. However, the Father
and Son have the ‘common’ property of ‘sending/flowing forth/gushing forth’
the Spirit, that each exemplify the eternal coming forth of the Spirit from these
two Hypostases.5®

54

55

Nikolaos of Methone, Kepadatwdets éeyyot, c. 11, Demetrakopoulos, ed., p. 364—365: “H Toi-
vov 100 [vedporog TpoBoy) el uév xown Ty TpLav elvaut dobely, el &v xal adtod tod Ivedpatog,
xal €€ adtod dpa éxmopevbiioeTar T8 Tvedua xal dpx) xol altiov Eotar adtd £avtod, xal altiov
duo xal aitiatév, émep odd of TV ENvwv dvemddoavto udbol” Moreover, cf. Edictum
Pseudosynodi Constantinopolitanae [1054], Cornelius Will, ed., Acta et scripta quae de
controversiis ecclesiae graecae et latinae saeculo undecimo composita extant. Leipzig/
Marburg, 1861, p. 160, II. 13-16; Tia Kolbaba, “Byzantine Anti-Latin Texts and the Byzantine
“Anthological Mentality”” in: Alessandra Bucossi, Anna Calia, eds., Contra Latinos et
Adversus Graecos. The Separation between Rome and Constantinople from the Ninth to the
Fifteenth Century. Leuven/Paris/Bristol, 2020, pp. 183-198 (198).

Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 4, p. 373, ll. 10—-30: “Ot Aativor uy) OéAovteg Emeaboun Toig
xowj) Topd Taatv duohoyoupuévarg Thg Beodoyiag dpxals, AN étépag émvoodvtes adtol mPdg
v idlov O1éBeaty guvtewovaag, od xabdmep Nuels Statpodat T @ O TPOTOVTA, T& UEV KOWA
Aéyovreg elva, té 8¢ 110 T@v Beapyeddv mpoodhmwy, G Etepdy Tivar xavbTepoy TpdTOV T& v
18168 oty elvart, & 8¢ xowd, té 8¢ wowbratar T& uév évi TpocwTy mpogdvta Aéyovtes idiar Td
8¢ uat, xowd: & § pod Tols Tpiat, xowérata. “Ott pév odv douwidy Tabta xal Tols Aativolg
auwfug xexawotépytal, Sitov EE adTdv AV puviv. AN Bwpey xai tiva Eatly, & poaow elvar
xowd xal oVl xowéTarto. TQ v YiQ xai Ivedpatt Aéyovow elvat xowdy 1o éx tod Iatpds elva,
SMAadn T alTiartdv, xai 3 xal 0 Tépmeabon map’ adtod xal oo TovTotg dpdaTotyar ¢ 3¢ Motpl
xal Y16, 16 mépmew 18 Tvedpa xol mpoyely xald myyddew, xal el Tt totobrov, olg tadtdv elven
Aéyouat xal adTo o TPoBdMery 00a1wddg T Ivedpa. (The Latins, unwilling to follow uni-
versally accepted theological principles, but formulating others from which they defend
their own cause, distinguish those things which pertain to God in a different manner from
us, saying that some things are common, while others are proper to the divine Persons.
However, by another novel method, they say that some things are particular, others are
common, and others are most common. In particular, they call those things that pertain
to one Person ‘proper’, those that pertain to two [Persons] ‘common, and those that per-
tain to all three [Persons] together ‘most common’ Indeed, it is clear from these terms
that they are unusual and were recently formulated by the Latins in their own fashion.
Nonetheless, let us see which of their so-called ‘common’ things are not ‘most common'’.
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Markos countered this Latin position by maintaining that being begotten
and procession are irreducible, and they cannot be truncated into ‘caused’. For
Markos, generation and procession are the Son’s and Spirit’s respective par-
ticular, Personal properties, and they are incommunicable and irreducible to
one another. Apart from the Son and Spirit having their principle of existence
from the Father, respectively being generate and proceeding from Him, they do
not share anything in common in terms of their relations with the Father given
that the Son and Spirit are distinct from the Father and from one another in
virtue of these two modes of coming-to-be:

If, when speaking of God, being caused referred to something other
than being begotten and proceeding, one would be right to say that this
is common to those two Persons [the Son and Spirit]. But if, however,
we cannot even conceive of either of them as being caused without the
mode of origin being understood (for one is caused by generation, the
other by procession), this then entails that to be caused signifies, there
is one term ‘being caused, but there are two things: that which [comes
forth by] generation, and that which [comes forth by] procession. And
we ascribe these properties to each [the Son and Spirit]. Thus, those two
persons have nothing else in common in relation to the Father, excluding
their respective properties, through which they are distinguished both
from the Father and from each other.5¢

Markos made a similar argument in his fourteenth syllogism, stating:

If to be caused pertains differently to the Son and to the Spirit (for gen-
eration pertains to one, and procession to the other), and if, according
to the Fathers, a difference entails number, then there will certainly be
two which are caused, i.e., the Son and Spirit. In this same way, if divine

And they say that it is common to the Son and the Spirit to be from the Father, i.e., to be
caused, to be sent from Him, and other things of the same kind. However, [those things
which are ‘common’] to the Father and the Son [include] to send, flow forth and gush
forth the Spirit, and anything of that sort. They assert that such terms refer to the same
thing as the essential projection of the Spirit.)” Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” p. 446.

56  Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 4, pp. 373, 1. 31-374, 1. 2: “El pév 10 attiartév dNho Tt mapd: 6
YevwnTdy xol éxmopeutdy Ao mepl Oeod Aeydpevov, elyev &v ywpav xowdy Toig duai todto
Aéyew- el & olx Eottv 008 émivolia AaPely o aitiatov €@’ Exartépov TodTwV dvey Tod TpémoL (TO
KEV Yap ETTWY aiTIATOV YEWYTAG, TO & EXTIOPEVTA), Puvi) MEV EGTL pia TO aiTloTdv, Tpdyparta O€
300 TO YEVWN TV T€ xal ExTopeLToY adTd 3¢ TardTar el ISt Aéyopev Exatépov TovTwvy. Odx dpa T
x0wov 8o Tols duaiv bdipxet Tpog Tov IMatépa mapa Té 1o TodTwY, dmep adtd xai Tod Motpdg
Sroxpivouat xat GAAAWY.”
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AN ANALYSIS OF MARKOS EUGENIKOS 29

causality does not equally pertain to the Father and Son (for the one is
generator and projector, the other simply projector), there will certainly
be two divine causes given that, according to the theologians, difference
is the cause of number, that is, of duality.5”

It is clear that, in these arguments, Markos drew on the long Hellenophone tra-
dition of positing that the particular properties of the divine Persons are incom-
municable to one another. For example, in the Third Oration on the Lord’s Prayer,
which aimed to interpret the Lord’s Prayer from an anti-Pneumatomachian
perspective,58 Gregorios of Nyssa argued that each divine Hypostasis’ properties
are incommunicable. Gregorios explained that the Father’s Hypostatic property
is not transferrable to the Son nor the Spirit. Likewise, neither the Son’s nor the
Spirit’s properties could be transferred to another Hypostasis:

57

58

59

if the Son is united to the Father by nature, while through the identity
of the activities the Holy Spirit has been shown to be not foreign to the
nature of the Son, it follows the nature of the Holy Trinity has been shown
to be single — since the specific distinctive feature observed in them is not
confused in the case of each of the hypostases, nor are the identifying
signs swapped among them, such that the mark of the paternal hyposta-
sis is transferred to the Son or the Spirit or, again, the Son’s is applied to
one of the aforementioned ones, or the distinctive feature of the Spirit
appears in the Father and the Son.5°

Capita Syllogistica, c. 14, p. 385, 1l. 22—31: “Ei 16 aitiatév dagdpwg dmapyet T YiQ xatl @
TIvedpatt (T Mev yop yewwntdv, 6 & éxmopeutov), 1) 8¢ Stapopd xartd Todg Iatépag dptbuov
€T ouVeladyet, 300 dipa Ta aiTiatd, 6 Yiog xai T ITveduar xartd Tov adtov 3Y) Tpémov €i T6 Thg
Bedmnrog altiov Stapépuwg TMatpl xal YiQ) mpbaeatv (6 uév yap yewntwp xal poPolels, 6 &
TpoPoAeds uévov), dbo Eotan Ta g BedtyTog altia, TH Stagopd Tod dptdpod Emopévou, TouTETTL
T duddog, xaTd TV TRV BeoAdywy dmdpaaty.”

Giulio Maspero, “The Trinitarian Reading of the Lord’s Prayer: The Third Homily,” Matthieu
Cassin, Hélene Grelier-Deneux, Francoise Vinel, eds., Gregory of Nyssa: Homilies on the
Our Father. An English Translation with Commentary and Supporting Studies (Leiden/
Boston: Brill, 2021), pp. 326—354 (326—327). For further scholarship concerning the work’s
provenance and authenticity, cf. Mathieu Cassin, “De la composition des Homélies sur
le Notre Peére a leurs lectures byzantines,” in: Matthieu Cassin, Héléne Grelier-Deneux,
Francoise Vinel, eds., Gregory of Nyssa: Homilies on the Our Father. An English Translation
with Commentary and Supporting Studies Proceedings of the 14th International Colloquium
on Gregory of Nyssa (Paris, 4—7 September 2018). Leiden/Boston, 2018, pp. 61-106.
Gregorios of Nyssa, Oratio 111 de Oratione Dominica, in: Johannes F. Callahan, ed., Gregorii
Nysseni Opera 7:2. Leiden/New York/Cologne, 1992, p. 42, Il. 4—12: “el 1§ matpl xata v
@baw 6 vidg Hvwtal, THg 3& Tod viod PvTeEw did THS TAV Evepyel@dv odx dMNSTpLov dmedeiydy To
mvedua T dytov, pior xatd T6 dxdAovbov dmodédetar T dyiag TP1ad0g 1) Ualg, 0 TUYYEOUE-
s €9’ Exdotng TAV dooTdoewy TS xat Ealpetov émbewpovpévng adTals iSidTyTog 00dE TRV
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According to Gregorios, this is because the incommunicable distinction
between the Hypostatic properties is regarded in the common (divine)
nature.50 For Gregorios, the Father’s property is being without-cause.5!

However, this does not pertain to the Son nor Spirit, who are both caused,
one through generation, the other procession, citing John 16:28 and 15:26,
respectively, to support this point.62 For Gregorios, being caused could not per-
tain to the Father.62 Nevertheless, given that being ‘not-unbegotten’ pertains to
both the Son and Spirit, Gregorios attempted to discern what distinguishes the
Son and Spirit to properly differentiate what is common and what is proper.64
Here, Gregorios argued that the Son’s property, in light of John 114, is being ‘the
only-begotten.’6>

Following Gregorios of Nyssa, in On the Divine Names, Pseudo-Dionysios
provided a further precedent for Markos’ doctrine. In Chapter Two, Pseudo-
Dionysios addressed the nature of union and distinction in the Godhead. Herein,
he clearly distinguished natural and hypostatic properties. Like Gregorios of
Nyssa, the former pertain to the common and united divine essence.%6 These
include the “beyond-essence reality, the beyond-godly Godhead, the beyond-
good goodness...”67

YVWPLTUATWY € AANAOLG GANRTOUEVWY WTTE TO aNuEloV TG TTaTPIXG DTTOaTATEWS Tl TOV ViV
7) 10 mvebpa peteveyBijva, 1) Tod viod AW Evi TV Tpoxeiuévwy Epapuoadijval, 7 Thv Tod Tved-
partog iSdtTa @ Tartpl xal TG VG émpaiveabal” Andrew Radde-Gallewitz, English trans.
in: Cassin, Grelier-Deneux, Vinel, eds., Our Father, p. 135.

60  Gregorios of Nyssa, Oratio 111 de Oratione Dominica, p. 42, 1. 12—14: “60\' &v Tf) x0Tt THS
PUTEWS BxowwvnTog 1) TAV iStadbvtwy Bewpettan didxpiots.” Homily 3, Radde-Gallewitz, trans.,
p- 135: “No, in the commonality of the nature one observes an incommunicable differen-
tiation of properties.”

61 Gregorios of Nyssa, Oratio 111 de Oratione Dominica, p. 42, 1. 14:
aitiov ebvat...”

“1rov Tod matpdg TO Wi &

62  OrpobD 111, p. 42, 1. 15-19: “todt0 00X EoTtv idelv &mi T0D viod xal Tod Tvedpartog. & Te ydp vidg
éx 10D TorTpds EERMBEY, xaBAg pYo 1) Yporgy, xal T TTvebua éx Tod Beod xal mapd Tod TorTpdS
éxmopebetal.” Homily 3, Radde-Gallewitz, trans., p. 135: “Proper to the Father is to exist from
no cause; one cannot perceive the same in the case of the Son and the Spirit. For the Son
“comes from the Father” as the Scripture says, and the Spirit is “from God” and “proceeds
from the Father.”

63  Gregorios of Nyssa, Oratio 111 de Oratione Dominica, p. 42, ll. 19—21.

64 Gregorios of Nyssa, Oratio 111 de Oratione Dominica, p. 42, 1l. 21-25.

65  Gregorios of Nyssa, Oratio 111 de Oratione Dominica, p. 42, 1l. 26—27: “6 ydp povoyewng vidg
éx Tod marTpdg mapd: TS dylag ypagis dvopddeTat, xal uéxpt ToTov 6 Adyos lota adTd 10 idi-
wua.” Homily 3, Radde-Gallewitz, trans., p. 135: “For the Only-begotten is named Son “from
the Father” by the holy Scripture, and up to this point the text confirms his property.”

66  Pseudo-Dionysios, De Divinis Nominibus 11.4, Suchla, ed., p. 126, 1. 14-15.

67  Pseudo-Dionysios, De Divinis Nominibus 11.4, Suchla, ed., p. 126, 1l. 15-17: “Omepodatog Umap-
&ig, 1) OmépBeog Bedty, ) Umepdryadog dryabéTmg, V) Tdvtwy Eméxeva Thg Eméxewva mdvTwy 8Ang
1B1éyTog TadTéTYS V) Uép Evapylay Evotiig...”
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Conversely, Hypostatic properties ground the distinctions in the Godhead.
For Pseudo-Dionysios, these are the distinct names of the Father, Son and
Spirit, which are untransferable and not held in common between the divine
Hypostases.8 Thus, the Hypostases have ‘their own (1dwd@g)’ property, through
which they are clearly and absolutely distinct from one another as they are
mysteriously united in distinction and distinguished in unity.5® The union of
hypostases is perfect and without mixture or confusion,”® as each Hypostasis
inheres unconfused and distinct in this perfect union through the incommuni-
cable property exclusively held by each.” Thus, the Fatheris not the Son, nor the
Son the Father. Only the Father’s Hypostasis, described by Pseudo-Dionysios as
the one source of the beyond-essence Godhead, is thereby the source of intra-
Trinitarian distinction.” This is because, to uphold these intra-divine distinc-
tions, each Hypostasis preserves its own particular property without confusion
or mixture.”®

Following Pseudo-Dionysios, loannes Damaskenos employed this reasoning
in his Exposition: “The Father is Father and not Son. The Son is the Son and not
the Father. The Holy Spirit is the Spirit and not the Father nor the Son.” This is
because the property (i3t6tyg) of each is immutable.”

Subsequently, as Photios describes in the Mystagogy, Chapter 46, being gen-
erate solely pertains to the communication of existence to the Son, as each
Person is mysteriously connected in an inseparable communion with the other
Persons according to nature. However, by reason of the Hypostasis, the immu-
table character of each Person’s properties is preserved with the distinction
between the Hypostases precluding any confusion between them. Indeed, just
as being in communion in virtue of nature precludes any division or fraction in
God, so too do the properties distinguishing each Person preclude any mixture
or confusion between the Persons.”

68 Pseudo-Dionysios, De Divinis Nominibus 11.4, Suchla, ed., p. 125, Il. 19—21.

69  Cf. Pseudo-Dionysios, De Divinis Nominibus 11.3, p. 127, Il 5-7.

70  Pseudo-Dionysios, De Divinis Nominibus 11.4, pp. 127, 1. 16-128, I 1.

71 Pseudo-Dionysios, De Divinis Nominibus 11.5, p. 128, 1l. 8—11.

72 Pseudo-Dionysios, De Divinis Nominibus 11.5, p. 128, 1l 11-12.

73 Pseudo-Dionysios, De Divinis Nominibus 11.5, p. 128, 1l 12—13.

74  loannes Damaskenos, Expositio Fidei 77, Kotter, ed., p. 174, 1. 4-5: “Tlatp ¢ matip xal oy
vidg, vidg 6 viog xal od matyp, Tvedpa dytov TO Tvedpa xai od ToThp 00dE vidg' 1) Ydp i816-
s dxiwtog. (The Father is the Father and not the Son, the Son is the Son and not the
Father, the Spirit is the Holy Spirit and not the Father nor the Son; for [these names]
are the immutable property [of each divine Hypostasis].)” See Theodoros Alexopoulos,
“To AUETATTWTO — AxivyTo TAV VTOTTATIKGVY [DlWwpdTWY aToV Epd PTio, aTovg Kammadoxeg
Moatépeg xal ata Apeomaryttind €pya,” Ocodoyia 78:1 (2007), 241-263.

75 Photios, Mystagogy 46, Polidori, ed., p. 42, 1. 5—11.
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Following Photios, in his twelfth century treatise, Against the Latins on the
Doctrine that the Spirit Proceeds from the Father and Does Not Also Proceed from
the Son, Nikolaos of Methone similarly emphasised the incommunicability of
the Personal properties between the divine Hypostases, stating:

Will we then give this characteristic property of the Father, which is the
bringing forth from himself of the Son and the Spirit through theogony,
also to one of those from him, or, since for each of the two — both with
the other and with the Father — the specific character is not communi-
cable, will we also so maintain the characteristic property of the Father
as incommunicable with those who are from him, so that it is also an
essentially characteristic property?76

Given this background, I argue that Markos’ application of the principle of the
incommunicability of the Hypostatic properties has a firm basis in the preced-
ing Hellenophone theological tradition.

In his fourth syllogism, Markos addressed the notion of the Spirit being
‘sent’ by positing that one should not interpret this term to entail that the Spirit
comes-to-be eternally from the Son. Rather, the term refers to the ‘benevolence
(eb3oxia) of God,”” and to all of creation being ‘offered’ before its first cause.”®

76  Nikolaos of Methone, Adyos mpos tods Aativovs mepi To0 dylov Ilvebuaros 6t éx tod Hatpog 0d
oy xal éx o0 Yiod éxmopederar, Konstantinos Simonides, ed., ‘Op9o8ééwy EAMfvwy Seodoyt-
xal ypagal tégoapes. London, 1858, pp. 1-39 (6, 1. 277, 1. 2): “Ilétepov odv T morTpucdv tod
o {dlwpar, Smep iy TO mpodiyew €& Eavtod Beoydvemg ToV Yoy xal t6 Ivedpa, Sdoopev xal T¢
Qv €& avtod, 1) domep TolTwy éxdtepov Tpds Te BdTepov xal Tpdg TOV Tlartépa dxovwTHTOS %)
818 €otiy, oltw xai T Totpl dxovmwytov Tpds Té & adtod Stutnpricopey 6 idiwpa, tva
xail 8vtwg idiwpa ;" English trans. from Bucossi, “12th-Century Philosophers,” p. 312, with
modifications.

77 Here, Markos evoked Gregorios of Nazianzus, Discours 38, 15, Claudio Moreschini, ed.,
Paul Gallay, French trans., Discours 38—41. Paris, 1990, p. 138, 1l. 1-5: “AmeatdAy pev, oM’
g dvbpwmog Sumhods Yap v émel xal éxomiaoe xal émelvyoe xai &8iYnoe xal Aywvicoe xol
Eddpuoe vopw chpartog: el 8¢ xal dg Oedg, tf Todto; Ty eddoxiay Tod TTortpds dmoaTodiv elvaut
vopigov.”

78  Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 4, p. 374, 1. 2—6: “To 8¢ dn méumeadar xai €l Tt Tol0dTOV
uaAiaTa uév v eddoxiov SnAol, xatd Tov Beordyov Tpvydptov, xal o mpdg T TpwTHY altioy
T TAV & adTiic dvapépeadat mavta, xol tvor ) Soxdow dvtibeot” Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,”
p- 447. The notion of a ‘common benevolence (xowy ebdoxia)’ as a way of distinguish-
ing the Spirit being ‘sent’ from the Spirit’s procession was also discussed by Markos’
contemporaries and close associates, Ioseph Bryennios, Adyos IH' Ilepi tijs aylags Tptddos,
in: Eugenios Boulgaris, ed., Twoyg povayod to0 Bpvevviov ta elpedévra, Vol. 1, Leipzig, 1768,
p- 344; Georgios Scholarios, Traité 11 sur le procession du Saint-Esprit, in: Jugie, Sidérides,
Petit, eds., Oeuvres Complétes, Vol. 2. Paris, 1929, p. 327, |. 5-12; Réponse aux Syllogismes de
Marc d’Ephése sur la procession de la Saint-Esprit, in: Petit, Sidérides, Petit, eds., Oeuvres
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The Spirit being sent here evidently assumes spatio-temporal distance as being
sent presumes that the Spirit is being sent to someone/somewhere, for exam-
ple. These characteristics could not be attributed to the Godhead, which tran-
scends time. Thus, insofar as the Spirit being sent entails temporal motion, the
Father and Son could not share this ‘sending’ as a common property vis-a-vis
the Spirit. Conversely, the Son and Spirit both bear the property of ‘being sent’
as the two Persons are sent from the Father into creation. As He is uncaused
and without-principle, the Father is the sole cause of being, as He is uncaused
and without-principle. Conversely, whereas the Son and Spirit both come to
be from the Father, there are no shared properties between the Father and Son
which the Spirit does not also bear.”? Markos evoked Pseudo-Dionysios the

Complétes, Vol. 3, p. 515, L. 13-32, in reference to the above passage from Gregorios of
Nazianzus’ Thirty-Eighth Oration. This distinction has a basis in Nikolaos of Methone,
p- 374: “...TQ p&v ydp, “Otav ENBy, elmelv 16 adtebovotov EdMAwae Tod Tlvedpatog xai T6 adTo-
xivyrov: T 8¢ eimety, ITéupw Opiv mapd tod Matpés, T e TavtoBouliow Tig 8Ang Tprddog xal
70 &v xai xowvd Edete e par wdvtadBa yop v eddoxiay adTod te xai Tod Mortpds dmooTody
elvau vopuatéov, g Qv el elney, 8t Ehedoetal xatd xowi eddoxiav xal 0o adtod Te xal T0d
Motpog xat opod xal duar 80ev xal 1 mpdodog adtod maplotd...” English trans. from Bucossi,
“12th-Century Philosophers,” p. 331, with modifications: “By saying “when He [the Spirit]
comes” [John 15:26], [Christ] made clear the Spirit’s free will and “free movement”, but
by saying “I will send [him to] you from the Father”, He showed the identity of the will of
the entire Triad and the one, shared desire: from there indeed it must be understood that
his good will and that of the Father are the sending forth, as He said that [the Spirit] will
come according to a common good-will, [according to] His and the Father’s intention,
together and simultaneously, from which his emanation also occurs...”

79  Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 4, pp. 374, . 7-375, 1. 4: “"Emerra xal ypovidv dv xal moté
xol Tpdg TL xal Sidt Tt ywdpevov, odx v elnbtwg mpoohoyilorto Tols Beiotg iStdpaty dvdpyots
e xal didlog dpelhovaty elvar. Ta 8 adtd tardra wal mepl T0d mépmey Epoduev: 81t xal adtd
XPovdv 8v xal mote xat Tpds Tt xal Sid Tt Yvopevov, obx v edAGYwS wg 1oy T@ Matpl xat
1@ Yi§ mpdg 0 Ivedpo Sobein: moMod ye Sel tadtdv elvan Tff dvdipxew xol dvautie mpoddw Tod
Ivedporog. "Emert’ 008¢ 6 Ivedpa tod méumew defiprtor kol Sfikov & v & mpoghg enaiv
éx mpoowmov Tod Yiod Aéywv Kbplog dméatadue pe xal 1o Ivedua adtod. Ei 3¢ wg dvBpwiog
dmeatdAbot mapd Tob Ivedparog Aéyetat, mébev dfhov; 1 3et&ov, %) ui) xatacogpilov. Kaitorye 6
Belog Xpuadatopog &v @ mept tod Mvedpartog Adyw mapd tod Iatpds lpnpévov Todto debvuaty
¢k adtdv 1@V tis Hoalov mpognreioag pnudtwy xol Tobtov dmeotdAfot mopd tod Yiod xal tod
Ivedparog Stateivetatl Kowétatov dpa t6 méumew, xal ovxl xowdv, wg Soxel Toig Aativorg. Ovd’
dipar T mpoPdMew diding To ITvedua xowdv éatt Iatpt watl Yid. IIpdg O¢ TovTolg @ pev Yid xat
¢ Tvedport Bavpaatov 00dey, €l Tt xovov tmdpyet Tpdg Tov Iatépar 6 pev yap odx dpyy) uévov,
GG warl dvapyog xat dvaitiog: ot & dpxv Exovat Tov Iatépa xat dupw. (Moreover, one should
not ascribe to the divine properties what pertains to a certain time, for a certain purpose
and reason, as they are without beginning and eternal. This also pertains to the [Spirit’s]
‘sending), as being something which pertains to a certain time, for a certain purpose and
reason, it would not be reasonable to ascribe it as a Personal property of the Father and
Son vis-a-vis the Spirit, let alone to the Spirit's without-beginning and uncaused coming
forth. Moreover, the Spirit is not deprived of the power to send, as is evident from what
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Areopagite’s On the Divine Names and Gregorios of Nazianzus’ Thirty-Fourth
Oration to defend this view. Pseudo-Dionysios stated:

As the divine word declares, what is common to the Father and Son is
also common and proper to the Holy Spirit...8°

Moreover, Gregorios of Nazianzus stated:

All that the Father has, the Son has also, except for [being the] cause; all
that the Son had, the Spirit has, except for generation...8!

After providing this theological groundwork, Markos further addressed the
doctrine of the divine Persons being ‘sent’. Markos highlighted that the Father
was manifested in the Old Testament, whereas the Son’s manifestation took
place in the New Testament. The Son’s manifestation is synonymous with the
Son being ‘sent’ by the Father in creation. However, it was necessary for the
Spirit to be manifest after the Son, and in this sense the former is described
as ‘sent), namely, He is manifested by the already-revealed Father and the Son.
Accordingly, it was only possible for humankind to come to ‘know’ and be

the Prophet says on behalf of the Son: “The Lord sent me and his Spirit.” [Isaiah 48:16 LxX |
But if you say that, in His humanity, the Son was sent by the Spirit, how is this evident?
Either show it, or do not sophistically debate it. Moreover, in his Oration on the Holy
Spirit, holy Chrysostomos demonstrates from the very words of Isaiah’s Prophecy that
the verse is ascribed to the Father, and contends that he was sent by the Son and Spirit.
Therefore, to send is ‘most common, and not ‘common), as the Latins believe. Thus, nei-
ther is the Holy Spirit’s eternal projection common to the Father and Son. Moreover, it
is by no means surprising that what is common to the Son and Spirit should be fitting
vis-a-vis the Father, for He is not only the principle, but is also without-principle and
without-cause. However, they both have the Father as their principle.)” Constas, “Mark
Eugenikos,” p. 447.

80  Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 4, p. 375, 1. 4—7: “O0 yap épinat tobro Atoviatog 6 péyag dta-
mpvatov xexpayws: «Ta xowd IMatpl xal Yi), xat @ dyliw ITvedpatt xowwvinds xal PVwrEvng 6
Beapyueds avartidnat Adyog.»” Markos paraphrased Pseudo-Dionysios, De Divinis Nominibus
111, Suchla, ed,, p. 124, 1. 6-11: “Kal adBig, ou €aTt ToD TaTPog kol adTod, T@ Beapyted Tved-
RO )oWaVINdS xal vwpévag avatibnat ag Beovpyiag, To aéfag, THv myyaiav xal dvéxetmToy
aitiov xat Stapowy t@v dyabompendv dwpwv. Kal oddéva t@v v Tolg Belotg Aoylolg ddtaatpd-
potg éwvolaug évreBpappévay olpat mpdg Todto dvtepely, 81t Ta Beompend) mdvta Tf) 8Ay) Oeapyia
TPOTETTL XTd TOV BeoTEAT] Adyov.”

81  Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 4, p. 375, 1. 7-10: “Kai 6 @=oAdyog Tpnydptog: «ITdvta Soa
6 IMatnp, t0d Yiod, mAnv Tig aitiag mavta Soa 6 Yids, Tod ITvebpatos, TANY THS YEWHTEWS».”
Gregorios of Nazianzus, Discours 34, 10, Claudio Moreschini, ed., Paul Gallay, French
trans., in: Discours 32—37. Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1985, p. 216, 11. 14-15.
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given and receive the Holy Spirit after the Father revealed the Son through the
Incarnation in Christ.82 Markos rhetorically asked:

For what other sending and mission is there from God, who is omnipres-
ent and immutable? That is why he says: “If I go, I will send Him [the
Spirit] to you.”83 But this does not necessarily refer to the [Spirit's] eter-
nal coming forth. For He is not saying, ‘If I do not go, I will not send the
Paraclete, and if I go, then I will project Him), but instead, “if I am taken
away from your sight, I will reveal His grace and power to you.”84

In addition, Markos maintained that motion, being a characteristic of material
entities, is foreign to the divinity. Thus, if motion is attributed to the Son being
‘sent), this could strictly refer to the Son’s corporeal manifestation in creation.
Nonetheless, the Spirit being sent could strictly refer, not to His Person, but
to His ‘energy’ and ‘grace’. His Person. Markos evoked Ioannes Chrysostomos’
Thirty-Second Oration on the Gospel of John to defend this claim:

82

83
84

85

Scripture sometimes calls the Spirit’s grace ‘fire, and sometimes ‘water’,
showing that such names do not refer to the [divine] essence, but to the
[divine] energy.8>

Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 4, p. 375, l. 1—20: “"Ett mepl Tjg dmoatorijs dxpiBéatepov
émoxentéov. "Eyvwato uév 6 Iatp év tf) modau@ Aty €det 3¢ xat tov Yiov yvwadijvar €v
f) xewvj. Tobro odv Eott T8 v Yidv dmeatdAbau, T6 olovel mepavep@adon mapd o Motpds elg
oV xdapov. ITdAw 100 Yiod yvwabévtog, €det yvwabivar xat 6 Ivedua té dytov. Awd todto Topd:
Tatpog xat Yiod tév 1idn Tpoeyvwauévwy aneatdAfat Aéyetal, Toutéatt Tegpavepdadat...”
John 16:7.

Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 4, p. 375, 1. 20—28: “ti yap ETépa TéUPLS xal droaToAr) 0D
Tod mavtoryod mapdvtog xal pmdapod peatafaivovtog; Awd o0t pyatv 'Edv mopevdd, méppw
adTov pog DS, Todto 3¢ 0b TV didiov mpdodov nhol TavTw: 00 Yap TodTo AéYel, 8T1, «Edv Eyw
u) améNdw, od mpoBadd Tov IapdxAnTov, édv 8¢ Topevd, ToTe TPORaAD», AN 811, «&dv adTog
&& 0QBOARGY DAY Yévwpal, ViV éxelvou ydpw xal dvauy Dy gavephow».” Constas, “Mark
Eugenikos,” pp. 447-448.

Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 4, p. 376, 11. 2—7: “’Ot1 3¢ Stagépovaa exeivyg ality, udpTug 6
Belog XpuadaTopog &v Tals ig 10 xatd Twdvvny opAiang obtw Aéywv: «Tod ITvebpatog v dpty
7 Tpapy) mote pév mhp, mote 8¢ H0wp xahel, Seneviaa, 6Tt obx ovaiag éoti Tadta Té OvépaTa, G
évepyelag».” Ioannes Chrysostomos, Homilia xxx11 in Ioannem, PG 59, col. 183a. In Capita
Syllogistica, c. 8, p. 378, 1l. 31-34, Markos evoked the Spirit being ‘breathed’ by Christ after
His Resurrection as a defence of the Spirit's procession from the Son. Markos responded
to this assertion by positing that the Spirit’s essence was not given by Christ, in virtue of
Chrysostomos’ exegesis in his Eighty-Sixth Oration on the Gospel of John, which posits that
this breathing instead refers to the Spirit’s ‘ineffable grace ‘energy, and ‘variegated gift’
being given to the Apostles. See Ioannes Chrysostomos, Homilia LxxxVvI in Ioannem, PG
59, col. 471. Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” p. 448 and n. 108.

wr,

SCRINIUM (2026) 1-54 | 10.1163/18177565-BJA10165



36 DAVIES
Having quoted this passage, Markos explains:

The term ‘Spirit’ here refers to the energy; for this is what is distributed
and sent forth; and it is sent forth from the Father through the Son in the
Holy Spirit, being common to the Trinity, or rather one and the same.86

Connected with the manifestation of the Spirit following those of the Father
and Son in salvation history is the trend within the Medieval Latin tradition
to rank the Trinitarian Hypostases in an order, which correlates to their mode
of origin. Evoking the notion that, following the Father and the Son, the Holy
Spirit is ranked third, in his sixth syllogism, Markos describes how his Latin
counterparts maintained that He accordingly comes forth from both the Father
and Son in a graded manner.8” Markos countered this argument by opposing
the idea that the Trinitarian Persons are orderable or numerable, as the divin-
ity exceeds such numeracy:

In fact, distinguished men, I would have said to them [the Latins], if the
Sonis second to the Father (for that is what [their] relation demands), and
nothing else is involved, what could the Holy Spirit in fact be if not third?
For He will clearly not be first. However, the Son must be second. Thus,
the Holy Spirit is third, for he brings to fulfilment the blessed Trinity. For
this reason, in my view, this order is also commonly used by theologians,
so that the Spirit, if placed after the Father, is not believed to be the Son.
For when they speak simply, they also have no need for the order.

Indeed, in his forty-third syllogism, Markos later denounced such ordering in
the Trinity as ‘Origenist”:

86  Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 4, p. 376, ll. 7-12: “TIvedpa évtadfa ™y évepyelav Aéyer
abm yap éotwv 1) ueptlopévy alty Toryapodv xal 1) mepmopévy: méuneton 3¢ mopd Morrpdg St
Yiob v dylw Tvedpary, xown ths Tetddog odoa, udMov 8¢ pia xal ¥ adty).” Constas, “Mark
Eugenikos,” p. 448. While Petit’s edition considers this passage to be part of the passage
from Chrysostomos’ Thirty-Second Oration on John, as this passage cannot be discerned in
Chrysostomos’ works, Petit’s argument is improbable.

87  Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 6, p. 376, 1l. 29-36: “Ot Aativol 10 Tpitov elvo peta v
atépa xai Tov Yiov 6 Tvedpo 1o dytov wg dpooyoluevov Exovtes, éx T TdEews TadTy olo-
vra SebevuaBon wad &x 100 Yiod 6 Tlvedpa td dytov éxmopedeadaur. El ydp i) tdw elye, paat, xal
TpdS TOV YOV xartd Ty mpdg arbTé aéaty, olx &v EAéyeto Tpitov, 008E & pet’ adtdv. (While
the Latins confess that the Holy Spirit is third after the Father and Son, they aim to show
that the Holy Spirit also proceeds from the Son from this order. For, they say, if He did not
also have a relation to the Son, by which He is referred to Him, He would not be called
third, nor would He [the Spirit] come after Him [the Son].)”

10.1163/18177565-BJA10165 | SCRINIUM (2026) 1-54



AN ANALYSIS OF MARKOS EUGENIKOS 37

The Latins, in describing a proximate and non-proximate cause [of the
Spirit] in relation to the Father and the Son, establish a first, second, and
third in a certain and necessary order of nature, [and] clearly separate the
Holy Spirit [by a certain interval] from the Father, introducing degrees
and gradations into the Holy Trinity, by asserting that the Father is in fact
greater than the Son, and the Son greater than the Holy Spirit. However,
let them learn from the Fifth General Council that these were the views
of Origen: For the blessed Emperor Justinian says these things in his trea-
tise on the subject: “He who, before all others, blasphemed against the
Holy and Coessential Trinity Itself, dared to say that the Father is greater
than the Son, and the Son greater than the Holy Spirit."88 Thus, in the
same treatise, [Justinian] calls him [Origen] a polytheist. And rightly so,
for Gregorios the Theologian says: “For us there is one God, since there
is one divinity and all that proceeds from Him is referred to the One.”8°
If, then, those who trace all things back to one believe in one God, those
who do not refer the two [Persons, i.e., the Son and Spirit] to one [the
Father], but refer one [the Spirit] to two [the Father and Son], clearly
do not believe in one God, but in many [gods], and what more do they
reproach the Greeks [i.e., the Pagans] for?9°

Returning to his sixth syllogism, Markos goes on to quote a passage from the
Commentary on Genesis 24:2, “Put Your Hand Under My Thigh,” tradition-
ally attributed to Ioannes Chrysostomos, but which was likely composed by
Severian of Gabala, which states: “For the Holy Trinity has no order, not because

88

89

90

Justinian I, Liber Adversus Originem, PG 86, col. 947b—c. This work was composed in the
lead-up to the Synod of Constantinople of 543, which condemned Origenism. Cf. Marius
Tela, “Origenism in the Vision of Emperor Justinian 1 (527-565),” International Journal of
Orthodox Theology 131 (2022), 28-56 (41).

Gregorios of Nazianzus, Discours 31,14, Gallay, Jourjon, ed. and French trans., Discours 2731,
p- 302, 2-3.

Capita Syllogistica, c. 43, pp. 409, ll. 1—23: “Oi Aativol TpogeyEs xal 0b TpooeyEs altiov Eml
Hatpdg xal Yiod Aéyovtes xal mpdytov xal devtepov xal Tpitov puotxf) Tt TdEeL xal dvaryxalq,
Sfhov 81t dtigtdat Tod Matpog T dytov Ivedua xal Babuods xal droBdaels elodyovaw émi Thg
drylog Tptddog, xai tov uév IMatépa peilova 100 Yiod Aéyovat, Tov O Yidv, Tod dylov ITvedparog.
AN dxovétwaa THS TERTTNG TuVOdou TGV oixoupeviedy, 6Tt Tadta Tod ‘Qpryévous eial 3y-
partar Aéyet yap 6 doidipog Bactheds Tovatvioawdg €v @ xat adtod Adyw mepl adtod Tdde:
«"OaTig Tpd TaVTWY Elg abTHY TV dyia xai opoodatov Tpidda BAacenuyoag, ETOAUNTEY ElTED,
v uév Moatépa peifova etvat tod Yiod, tov 8¢ Yidv, tod dryiov IIvedporogy. “Obev xal moAbeov
oty v T adTd Adyw enot. Kal ebedtwg Aéyet yop xal 6 Bordyos Tpnydprog: « Hybv el Oede,
8t pia O=dtng xol pdg Ev Té &€ adtod Ty dvapopd Exers. Ei tolvuv of mpdg &v o 2§ ardtod dvar-
PEpovTES €l Evar Ogdv TaTEVOVT, of Wi TTPdS Ev T S0, GAAG TO &V dvagEépovTeg Tpog T dbo,
3fjhov 81t odx eig Eva Ogdv, dAN gig ToMOUG TriaTedOVat xal Ti €Tt Tols "ENWat péugovrar”
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it is without-order, but because it is beyond order.”®! Subsequently, Markos
quotes a passage from Gregorios of Nazianzus’ Thirty-Fourth Oration: On the
Arrival of the Egyptians, which was delivered in Constantinople in May 380.92
The quoted passage states: “[ The Trinity] is before-number, enumerated, and
beyond number."3 Accordingly, Markos rhetorically asks:

Thus, what does order provide you to establish your case, if it is not nec-
essary that whatever is referred to something in order should also origi-
nate from the same [thing]?

91  Pseudo-loannes Chrysostomos [Severian of Gabala], In Illud Abrahae Dictum, Pone
Manum Tuam Sur Femur Meum (Gen. 24:2), PG 56, col. 555. Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,”
PP- 448-449. Likewise, see Basil of Caesarea, CE 111.1, Bernard Sesboiié, Georges-Matthieu
de Durand, Louis Doutreleau, eds., Vol. 2: Livres 11-111. SC 305 (Paris: Editions du Cerf,
1983), p. 146, 1. 24—30. This Basilian passage would become a significant point of depar-
ture between the Latin and Byzantine Churches during the Later Medieval Period due
to the variant nature of the Latin translations of Against Eunomios, Book 111. Cf. Jan van
Dieten, ‘Zur Diskussion des Filioque auf dem Konzil von Florenz, Bulavrivd Ziuuencra 16
(2008): 217282 (232—238, 244—247); Joseph Gill, The Council of Florence (Cambridge: cup,
1959), pp- 195-196; Christiaan Kappes, ‘The Filioque, Thomas de Aquino Byzantinus, and
Ps.-Basil’s Contra Eunomium: Mark Eugenicus and John Montenero, op, at the Council of
Florence (1439), Eastern Churches Journal 26 (2019): 141-193 (142-144); Jacob van Sickle,
“How Difficulties in Transmitting the Texts of Basil’s Adversus Eunomium 3.1 and Maximus’
Letter to Marinus Led to the Rise and Fall of Ferrara-Florence,” Kenneth Steinhauser, Scott
Dermer Edwin, eds., The Use of Textual Criticism for the Interpretation of Patristic Texts
(Lewiston: Mellen Press, 2013), pp. 431—450. Cf. Cf. M. S. Troiano, ‘Il concetto di numera-
zione delle ipostasi in Basilio di Cesarea, vc 24 (1987): 337—352. See also Photios’ exposi-
tion of Iobios the Monk in Bibliotheca, Codex 222, in: Biblioteca, Vol. 2 of 2, ed. by Nunzio
Bianchi and Claudio Schiano, Italian trans. by Stefan Micunco. Pisa, 2021, Vol. 2, p. 344:
“Edet 8¢ tév Blov, &v @ moatépeg maidog evouat, T8 Oedv xol TATEPA PO TETOYMEVOY YIVE-
axeafou 10D viod, 0d THg TpLddog Ty TaEW dmautovang (mod yap takis, Evba 6 ooy dmapddha-
xTov;) GG Sid THS év bt xart oixovopiaw TdEews Todg matépag TiudoBot mapd AV TaiSwy
mapawodays.” Ewan Davies, ‘The Oixovouucy) Hpayuarteia of Iobios the Monk (Bibl. cod. 222)
A Key Influence on the Thought of Photios, Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople,
Scrinium 21(1) (2025), 274—319 (315—316). Gregorios Palamas also counteracted the notion
that there is any kind of intra-Trinitarian order, arguing that the Trinity transcends
such orders. See Gregorios Palamas, Adyos A’ Amodetxtixds 33, in: Ipyyopiov tod Iladaud
Zvyypduara, Vol. 1, ed. by Panagiotis Christou. Thessalonica, 2010, p. 61, 1. 19—21. Cf. Davies,
“Otxovouney) Hpayuareie,” 316, n.182; Mikonja KneZevié, “The Order (td&ic) of Persons of the
Holy Trinity in Apodictic Treatises of Gregory Palamas,” Philotheos 12 (2012), pp. 84-102.

92 See Moreschini, “Introduction,” in: Moreschini, ed., Gallay, French trans., Discours 32-37,
pp- 29-31, who describes how the oration was delivered in response to Egyptian corn-
fleet sailors bypassing local Arian churches in Constantinople in order to worship at his
church, the Anastasia.

93 Cf. Gregorios of Nazianzus, Discours 34, 15, Moreschini, ed., Gallay, French trans., Discours
32-37, p- 224,1-6.
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To defend his argument, Markos continues to quote a passage from Epistle 38:
On the Difference Between Essence and Hypostasis, which was traditionally
attributed to Basil of Caesarea, but scholars more recently have ascribed this
work to Gregorios of Nyssa,?* which states:

For the Holy Spirit, from whom the outpouring of all goodness flows on
creatures as though from a fountain, does in fact depend on the Son, with
whom He is inseparably united. However, He has His existence from the
Father, from whom He also proceeds. This is His distinct Hypostatic prop-
erty, namely, that He is known after the Son and with Him, and that He
subsists from the Father.%5

In virtue of this passage, Markos asks:

Do you hear what that expounder of heavenly things says? [(Pseudo-)
Basil] says, “He depends on the Son,” that is, He closely follows Him, not
because He proceeds from Him, but because He is conceived as having
His origin immediately from the Father together with Him [the Son].

Markos then goes on to quote two passages ascribed to Gregorios of Nyssa’s On
Not Three Gods to Ablabios, likely composed c.390.%¢ The first passage states:

94

95

96

the interposition of the Son preserves for Him the status of being the
Only-Begotten and does not exclude the Spirit from His natural relation
to the Father.

Cf. Giulio Maspero, Mirko Degli Espositi, Dario Benedetto, “Who Wrote Basil’s Epistula 38?
A Possible Answer Through Quantitative Analysis,” Johan Leemans, Matthieu Cassin, eds.,
Gregory of Nyssa: Contra Eunomium I11. An English Translation with Commentary and
Supporting Studies (Leiden: Brill, 2014), pp. 579-594-

(Pseudo-)Basil of Caesarea, Letter 38, Roy J. Deferrari, ed. and trans., Letters, Vol. 1:
Letters 1-58 (Cambridge, MA: HUP, 1926), p. 206.

For further studies of this work, its provenance, and its importance in the history of
Trinitarian theology, see Lewis Ayres, “On Not Three Gods: Gregory of Nyssa's Trinitarian
Theology,” Nicaea and Its Legacy (Oxford: oUP, 2004), pp. 344—363; Holl, Amphilochius
von Ikonium, pp. 212—214; G. Isayé, “L'Unité de l'opération divine dans les écrits trinitaires
de saint Grégoire de Nysse,” RSR 27 (1937), 422—39; Markschies, “Gibt es eine einheitli-
che “kappadozische Trinititstheologie”?” pp. 74—76; Andrew Radde-Gallewitz, “Gregory
of Nyssa and the Three Gods Problem: Activity and Etymology in To Ablabius,” Anna
Marmodoro, Neil B. McLynn, eds., Exploring Gregory of Nyssa: Philosophical, Theological,
and Historical Studies (Oxford: oUP, 2018), pp. 199—219.
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The second passage, does not explicitly appear in Gregorios’ work, but closely
resembles the passage from Pseudo-Basil quoted above, states:

His [the Spirit’s] distinguishing sign is that He is known after the Son and
with Him, and that He subsists from the Father.97

Markos then rhetorically concluded, “What could be said more lucidly or
clearly than these words? What could be more in accord with our view?”98
Subsequently, in his seventh argument, Markos sought to elucidate the
nature of the Son-Spirit relation. Markos addressed the controverted term,
‘Spirit of the Som’,®° by accepting that in addition to being called this term, the
Spirit is also proper to the Son and not foreign from Him. However, Markos
believed that these facts do not entail that the Spirit proceeds from the Son.
Markos highlighted that Kyrillos of Alexandria stated in his Epistle to Ioannes,
Patriarch of Antioch, from January 433, that, in terms of essence, the Spirit is
not foreign to the Son. Markos maintained that this is the case not as a result of
the former being ‘caused’ in some sense by the Person of the Son.!°° Moreover,

97 Gregorios of Nyssa, Quod Non Sint Tres Dei, Miiller, ed., 6N0 3(1), p. 56, 1l. 8-10.

98  Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 6, pp. 376, 1. 36-378, L. 3: “AN\ & yewvaiol, painy &v mpdg
adTols, &l petd tov Matépa Sedtepog 6 Yiog (tobto ydp 1) oxéols dmartel), xai odx &v dMo Tt
petakd mapepméaol, T dv dMo iy 1o Mvedpa 1o dytov #) tpitov; Mpdtov pév ydp odx 8v el
Smovbev Sevtepog 8¢ 6 Yidg &€ dvdrynng: Tpitov dpa td Tvedpa 1o dytov, elmep Eotl cupumAnpw-
Tedv T poncarplorg TprdSog éxelvg. Awd tobro 8¢ xal 1) Tdig, ofpar, Tolg BeoAdyorg mapeiinmray,
Tvor py Yidg vopiobf petd tév Mortépo tarttépevoy: dMws yap xol dvatpodat Ty Tdtv. «Ovx Exet
Yép, paat, TdEw M dyla Tpds, ody wg droxtog, M wg Orép tdEv». Kail adbigr «Té adtd xai
npoaptBuodvrar xal cuvaptBuodvral xal dmapibuodvrans. Tt odv Oty 1) TdEi cuvteAel Tpdg TV
Dpetépoy Omébeaty, el ) Tl T6 Exdpevév Tvog xartd Takw, xal 2§ adtod o elvan Eyew dvdywn;
DEpe 3 wol TV péyay Dulv Tpobdpey Baoidetov, v’ eld@pey ol mepl Tod mpoxeipévou pbéyyetal.
«Emedn» oot «t6 Ivebua 1o &ytov, &g’ o0 mloa émi Ty xtiow 1) T@v dyaddv yopnyla mydle,
100 YioD uév fipmron & ddiaotdtag auyxataiapBdvertar, T 8¢ Tod Tatpdg alriag Enuévov
ExeL o elvart, 80ev xarl &xmopetetal, To0To YvwplaTiedy ThS xartd Ty Umdatacty Idiéttog anpelov
Exel, TO MeTd TOV YoV xal oy adtd yvwpileabot xai éx tob Matpds dpeatdvos. Axolelg Tod
obpavogdvtopog, ola Aéyet; Tod Yiod, gnoty, fipmtat, Tovtéotwv Exetat, ody 81t €€ adtod éxmo-
pedetat, 4X\ 81t odv adtd ddiaotdTwg &x Tod Iatpds T6 elvat Exov xatadapuPdvetat, «thg Tod
Movoyevodg peatteiag,» 6 gnaty 6 adeApog adtod Tpwydptog 6 Tiis Naamg, «xal £avTé) TO puovo-
yevég puiattovamng xal 6 ITvedpa Tig puatxijs mpog Tov Iatépa ayéoews wi AmaAoTPIONaNG».
Kot mddwv: «Tvowptatiedv anueiov Exe», pnal, «T0 metd Tov Yiov xal obv adtd yvwpileabat xal
éx 100 [ortpdg Dpeatdvas. Todtwy Ti &v Yévolto AeuxdTtepov 1) capéatepov 1) TpoG TV NUETEPAY
8oy Spopuvétepoy.”

99  Cf. Galatians 4:6.

100 Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 7, p. 378, 1. 4—24: “TToAd Tt Soxel cupBdMeadar Toig Aativolg
mpog T olxeloy Uéfeaty o Aéyeabat Tod Yiod IMvedua 16 Ivedua dytov: eyw 3¢ mpoadow

vy v ,

TodTe ol 8t Btov Tod Yiod xal olx dMASTplov 10D Yiod xai oo Totrolg Spota. Ag’ odv Sid tardtar
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Markos described how, in On the Holy Spirit, composed in 375 and addressed
to Amphilochios, Bishop of Iconium, for the purpose of defending the coess-
entiality of the Spirit in the Trinity against Pneumatomachianism,!°! Basil
the Great states that the term ‘Spirit of Christ’ describes the affinity between
the Son and Spirit in terms of their nature.!°2 Accordingly, when the Spirit is
described as being “of the Son,” this is not describing the Spirit's mode of

101

102

xol ¢§ adrod Exmopevetal; AN odx édoet Tobto mp@ToV uév O=odbpyTos, PAdTENUoY TE xarl
Svaaef Ty TotardTyy d6Eav Myodpevog: Emerta ol adtdg 6 Betdtorrog Koptihog v olg pnot- «Kat’
oud¢éva TpdTOV caAeveaBat dveydpeba v dptabeioay mapd OV Hatépwy miotv ot T ThHS
ntiotews abuBorov, olite uiv émitpénopey Eautols 1) Etépotg Aekwy yobv piav dpelpor T@v Eyxet-
uévay éxeloe ob yap foav adtol ol Aahobvteg, dMe & [vedpo 1o dytov, 8 éxmopevetal uév éx
700 O=0d xat Iatpds, €att 3¢ 0lx dMSTPIoY ToD Yiod xatd ToV TG odaiag Adyov». Axovelg xaTd
Tiva Aéyov oD YioD 16 ITvedpa Aéyetan xat iBiov adtod xal odx dMSTptov; Katd ov Tg odatlag,
enat, Aéyov, g opoodatov adtd dnAovétt. (It seems to contribute greatly to the Latins’ own
position that the Holy Spirit is called ‘the Spirit of the Son. Nonetheless, I will add that the
same Spirit is said to be proper to the Son and not foreign to the Son, and whatever else is
similar to these. Does He therefore also proceed from the same? But, to begin, this was not
allowed by Theodoret, who considered this to be a blasphemous and impious view [Cf.
Kyrillos of Alexandria, Apologeticus Contra Theodoretum, Ac0 1.1.6, pp. 133, . 5-134, 1. 15].
Subsequently, [it was also considered as such] by the most holy Cyril himself, who said:
“We will not in any way tolerate any deviation from the faith established by the Fathers,
i.e., the Symbol of Faith. or do we permit ourselves or others to alter even a single word of
what is set down there. For it was not they who spoke, but the Holy Spirit, who proceeds
from God the Father, yet is not foreign to the Son in terms of essence.” Do you hear how
it is said that the Spirit is of the Son, and is both His own and not foreign to Him? He
says, “According to the reason of the essence, that is to say, as coessential with the Son.”)”
Cf. Kyrillos of Alexandria, Epistula ad Iohannem Antiochem, Schwartz, ed., Aco 1.1.4, p. 19,
11. 23—26. Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” p. 449.

Cf. Yves Courtonne, ed. and trans., Saint Basile. Lettres, Vol. 3. Paris, 1966, p. 8; Paul Fedwick,
“A Chronology of Basil,” in: Paul Fedwick, ed., Basil of Caesarea: Christian, Humanist,
Ascetic: A Sixteen-Hundredth Anniversary Symposium, Vol. 1. Rome, 1979, pp. 3-20 (16-17);
John Joseph Whitty, “Reading Basil of Caesarea’s On the Holy Spirit as Apology: Reassessing
the Influence of Eustathius of Sebaste on the Treatise,” vc 77:4 (2022), 353—374 (358).
Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 7, p. 378, 1l. 24—30: “Aéyel 3¢ xai 6 péyag Bagidelog &v ¢
' T@V Tpdg AugiAdytov «Ilvedpa Xptotod Aéyetar wg @xelwpévov xatd @iaw avt@». Tiva
Tolvuv EEnymTy #tt Bedtiova TAV drmooToA®v Te xol TAV 1Slwv prudtwy dekdpedor Tapd Todg
Beloug Toutouat didaoxdAoug; (But Basil the Great also says in the eighteenth chapter to
Amphilochios [of Iconium]: ‘And He is called the ‘Spirit of Christ) as though [He is] united
to Him [the Son] according to nature’ What more excellent interpreters of the Apostles’
words and of their own words shall we look for, if not these divine theologians?)” Cf.
Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” p. 449. Basil of Caesarea, Sur le Saint Esprit XvV111.46, ed. and
French trans. by Benoit Pruche. Paris, 1968, p. 410, 10-11. For Basil’s Trinitarian theol-
ogy more broadly, see esp. Stephen M. Hildebrand, The Trinitarian Theology of Basil of
Caesarea: A Synthesis of Greek Thought and Biblical Truth. Washington, D.C., 2007.
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coming forth from the Son. Rather, it describes the close connection between
the two Persons, who are united in sharing in the divine essence.

Markos further claimed that one could describe the Son and Spirit as having
an image-based relation, and defences of the Spirit’s procession from the Son
were put forward by highlighting that He is described as Christ’s “image”103
Markos countered these pro-filioquist arguments by positing that it is not
always the case that the entity which an image (in nature or art) depicts is the
cause of this image. Thus, while the Son is described by the Apostle Paul as the
Father’s “Image” in Colossians 1:15, one should not interpret this statement in
terms of the Father causing the Son, but in terms of the Son being manifested
in the image of His Father, as exemplified by Christ’s statement in John 14:9,
“Anyone who has seen Me has seen the Father” Moreover, while He is in the
Son’s image, the Spirit is not an image insofar as the Son is one of the Spirit’s
ontological causes. Rather, this is the case as it is through the Holy Spirit that
humanity is given knowledge of the Son, as Paul describes in 1 Corinthians 12:3,
“no one can say Jesus is Lord’ except in the Holy Spirit.” Likewise, when Christ
describes in John 16:14 that the Spirit would “receive what is Mine”, Markos
highlighted that Ioannes Chrysostomos describes in his Seventy-Eighth Oration
on the Gospel of John that this entails that the Holy Spirit would take on and
bring to completion Christ’s activity, similar to how the Son took on and com-
pleted the Father’s activity. Accordingly, the Holy Spirit appropriates and per-
fect the Father’s continuing activity in the Son. In this sense, the Spirit is the
Son’s ‘image’ because the Spirit declares and glorifies the Son, and assumes,
sustains, and completes the Son’s activity:

Again, they [those who support the filiogue] invoke the Holy Spirit as the
‘Image of the Son’ to support their doctrine. To this we say that there is no
need at all, whether in art or in nature, for an image to have what it depicts
as its cause. For while the Son is said to be the ‘Tmage of the Father) it is
not insofar as He [the Son] relates to Him [the Father] as cause, but inso-
far as He represents and depicts Him in Himself, as He says to Philip at
a certain point, “He who has seen Me has seen the Father”!94 Thus, the
Holy Spirit is the ‘Tmage of the Son’ not insofar as He is the Spirit’s cause,

103  Onthis, cf. Athanasios of Alexandria, Epistula I ad Serapionem 24.7-8, in: Dietmar Wyrwa,
Kyriakos Savvidis, eds., Athanasius Werke, Vol. 1:1: Epistula 1-1v ad Serapionem. Berlin,
2010, p. 512, lL. 28-35; (Pseudo-)Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium s, PG 29, col. 724c;
Gregorios Thaumaturgos, Expositio Fidei, PG 10, col. 985a; Ioannes Damaskenos, Expositio
Fidei 13, Bonifatius Kotter, ed., Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskenos, Vol. 2. Berlin,
1973, p- 40, 75-76.

104 Johnig:g.
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but insofar as the Son could not otherwise be known except through the
Holy Spirit. For [the Apostle Paul] says, “no one can say that Jesus is ‘Lord’
except by the Holy Spirit”195 And then [Christ says], “[the Spirit] will glo-
rify Me, for He will take of what is Mine and declare it to you”!96 The
divine Chrysostomos explains this, stating: “That is, He [the Spirit] will
declare to you what is in harmony with My words. For what is Mine is the
Father’s. Through declaring of what is the Father’s to you, He will declare
it from what is Mine”'%7 For just as the Son, having come to fulfil the Old
Law, namely, to perfect it and add what was lacking in it because of the
weakness of the hearers, thus glorified the Father who gave this Law (For
He says, “I have glorified You on earth, I have finished the work You gave
Me to do” [John 17:4]), so too does the Holy Spirit accomplish the Son’s
work. [Christ says to His Apostles] “I have many things to say to you,
but you cannot bear them now. However, when He, the Spirit of Truth,
comes, He will guide you into all truth: for He will not speak of Himself,
but whatever He hears, He will speak, and He will tell you of things to
come”108 He says, “He will take and declare to you from what is Mine,”0?
namely, that which is lacking. And this is the same work as the Father’s
work, for [Christ says] “all that the Father has is Mine”.1° Therefore, the
Holy Spirit is the Image of the Son insofar as He declares what belongs to
the Son and glorifies the Son, receiving from His work and perfecting it,
just as Christ Himself accomplished the Father’s work.1!!

1 Cor. 12:3.

John 16:14.

See Ioannes Chrysostomos, Homilia LxxvII1I [LxxVII| ad Joannem, PG 59, col. 423c.

John 16:12—14.

John 16:14.

John 16:15.

Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 9, pp. 379, 1. 23—380, 1. 31: “TIdAw 10 €ixdva Aéyeaat Tod Yiod
70 Tvebpa 6 dytov eig auvnyoplay EAxovat Tod oixeiov 3éyparos. Aéyopev 3¢ xal Tpog Tobto,
@G 00 TdVTWG dvdryxy T eixdva TO elxovildpevoy aitiov Exety, obte el THs TéXVNG, olte el THG
pboewgs. Kal yap 6 Yiog eixwv tod IMatpdg Aéyetat, 00 Togodtov g mpdg adTov xat altioy dvage-
pdpevog, 8aov &g &v Eautd Tov TTatépa mpodetnvog xai eixovidwy, 6g Tod grot Tpdg Tév Pidimmov:
‘0 ewpaxag eue, Ewpaxe tov Matépa. Eixwv totvuv xal tod Yiod 6 ITvedua o dytov, ody wg
abriov adTod Evrog, G 81 i) oldv e yv@von Tév Yidv Etépwbev, el un did tod dylov Iveduarog.
Oidel yap, pnat, dovara elnelv Kbprov ‘Inaody, el ) év Tvedport drylw. Kai adbig "Exelvos éué
Sokdael, 81t éx tod epod Mjetar xai dvaryyeel Oy, “Omep 6 Belog Xpuabatopog eEnyoduevos,
«Tovtéati», pai, «ouvwda Tolg Euols Epel emel yap epud éatt Td Tod [atpds, Exelvog 3¢ x @V
700 IMotpdg Epel, &x TV Eudv €pei». Kabdmep yap 6 Yiog EMBav eig 10 mAnpdoatl Tov ToAatdov
VOOV, TOUTERTL TEAEIQTAL Xal TTpoaBelvat T& TapaAEAEIUpEVaL BId THY TGV GovvTwy dadévetay,
ot TovTe ToV ortépa e86Eaae Tdv TV vopov éxelvov Bépevoy (Eya ydp ot, enaty, e86Eaca éml
TS YHg, T6 Epyov Eteheinaa, & dédwrdg pot fva Tojow), oitw xal T Ivedpa o dytov 16 Tod
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In addition to the above argument, Markos described how his Latin counter-
parts sought to overcome the claim that the doctrine of the Spirit's dual pro-
cession is a theological novelty by positing that the statement “through the
Son (8w tod Yiod)” is identical to the statement ‘from (éx)’ the Son. Markos
rejected this argument, and having analysed how ‘from (éx)’ and ‘through (3w)’
were employed in Scripture, he posited that such prepositions are strictly syn-
onymous in terms of the economy.'2 Conversely, if the Holy Spirit is described
as essentially coming forth ‘from the Father (éx to0 ITatpdg), this procession
occurs ‘through the Son (31 o0 Yicd). Nevertheless, Markos maintained that
this term does not entail that the Spirit’s Hypostatic existence is derived from
the Son. Rather, the term describes the manner in which the Spirit is mani-
fested given that, because the Father gives the Son Himself, the Son is not apart
from or different to the Father:!13

Yiod &pyov érekelwaey adbicr TIoAd Ydip, gnaty, Exw Aéyetv Oulv, dM\’ ob Sivaabe Baotdlew dptrr
drav d¢ EAOy) éxeivog, 1o TIvedpa g dAnbelag, 63y oet Duag elg maoav T dAndetav: od ydp
AoAnaet 4@’ Eavtod, GAN’ Soar dv dcovay), AaAYael, xal T Epxoueva dvaryyeAel Div. 'Exeivog epe
SoEdoel, 8Tt éx Tod Ajpeton ot dvoryyehel Duv. "Ex tod Epod, gnoty, Epyov tég dpoppds Mjbetat
xal GvaryyeAel Opty, T Aetméueva dnAovott: 6 €pyov TavTév €0t T¢) Tod IMatpds: dvta yap doa
gxet 6 Iatip, éud Eott. A 00T dipar ai ebxwv Tod Yiod 16 ITvedua 6 dytov, Sid T dvoryyEéMety
76 700 YioD xal tov Yidv So&dlety, éx tob Epyou adtod AapBdvov xai tedetodv adtd 81 1o Epyov,
Gamep éxelvog t6 o0 IMatpés.” Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” pp. 449—450.

112 See Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 10, p. 380, 1. 32—38: “"Ett 6 310 T00 YioD mpotévat 1)
éxmopebeadat T6 ITvedua o dytov eig TadTov dyouat ¢ éx tod Yiod, v did Aéyovteg looduva-
pelv ) éx mapd tf) Tpagy). "EvBa uév odv iooSuvapel, mepi Snpovpylag 6 Adyos, 8te xal xwpls
100 TMatpdg emt Tod Yiod tifetar IMavra yap, eyotf, 3" adtod yéveto. (They believe that the
notions that the Holy Spirit proceeds from/ex the Son or through/per the Son signify the
same thing in Scripture. In fact, ‘through/per’ is the same [with from/ex] when speaking
of creation, particularly when this term is used to the Son separately to the Father. For
example, they say that, “All things were made through Him.” [ John 1:3])”

113 Cf Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 20, pp. 389, 1. 16—390, L. 11: “Paaiv oi Aativol undev Sta-
pepew emt @V Belwy Tpoowmwy TV did Tig éx mapd T} Tpagf, xai did tobto 8t' Yiod mpoigvat
Aéyeabart 1o Tvebua 6 dytov el 10 &€ Yiod petagpépovotv. ‘Huels 3¢ dmarthowpey adTods dya-
yradows Ny emdeifat, el xai S Totpdg mpoiévar #) éxmopevecdat t6 Mvedua td dytov ebpy-
ol Tov pepbpevov. El ydp tadtéy xal ddidpopov v, #det xal todto Aéyeabat, xabdmep énl Thg
xtioewg ebpyrat moMayod: Ilabrog dméatoros Tnaod Xptatod did BeAVpatog Ogod: xal waALY
IadAog dmdaTorog obx 4’ dvlpwmwy o3 St dvBpwmwy, dAd Sid Beod Tatpog xal Kupiov
"Inood Xptotod: xai v "Extraduny dvlpwrov Std o0 Ogod: xal mddwv: Olxi Sta tod Ogod
1) Staadenatg adTt@v éoty; "OAwg O el uév mdvta ta mept Tod Beiov Aeydueva ITvedparog mpog
v Morépa wal év Yidv dpolwg dvepéparo, elyev &v xwpav Aoworotely dmavta xal T &€ éxa-
Tépov opolwg Oporoyety mpdodov- el B¢ T pev @ Hatpl dlwg, T 3¢ @ YiQ vevéunral, ¢ &
QugoTépolg Emiang, Y pryvitwoav 6uod mavta xppata St Yiod mpotévan Aéyetal, 8t Yiod
xopnyeiabou /) xtioey, &v YiQ uévew, €v Yie dvamavesbal, otte 3¢ S Iatpdg mpoiéval, olte
dia Tartpog xopnyelabat, obte ev Matpt pévew, obte ev Matpt dvamaveadat, 4N éx tod Matpdg
éxmopedeadat. Aeyéabw Toryapoly T xexnpuypéva, xal & oeotynpuéva otydode, xol to € Yiod
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Nonetheless, the Spirit’s procession is never described apart from the
Father. Instead, He is said to come forth the Father through the Son.
Thus, it is clear that the phrase ‘through the Son’ refers to something
other than ‘from the Son. In fact, [the term] does not indeed describe
[the Spirit’s] procession, but [His] impartation [in salvation history]. For
Ioannes Damaskenos states, “We indeed call the Spirit the ‘Spirit of the
Son’, but we do not say [He is] ‘from the Son’ Instead, we confess that
He is manifested through the Son and through Him is imparted to us.”14
This distinction clearly exhibits that the phrase ‘through the Son’ refers
to something completely different from the meaning it is given by the
Latins. And if [this phrase] was sometimes said concerning the Spirit’s
essential procession, we again call on the theologians to interpret their
own words. In his work Against Eunomios, Gregorios of Nyssa states: “The
Holy Spirit is understood conjointly with the Son, without being regarded
as posterior to the Son, so that the Only Begotten is never conceived
without the Spirit. Instead, He also has His principle of existence from
the God of all, from whom the Only Begotten Light illuminates through
the true Light."!'> Here, the term ‘without being regarded as posterior’

70 Ivedpa 0 dytov exmopedeabar wg ExpuAdv Te xal &ndeg dmeaxopaxiobw. (When speaking
of the divine Persons, the Latins claim that there is no distinction in Scripture between
the prepositions through/per and from/ex, and thus, when it says that the Holy Spirit pro-
ceeds through/per the Son, they interchange the words and say He proceeds from/ex the
Son. Nevertheless, we shall demand of them to clearly exhibit whether they have not also
discovered at another place that the Holy Spirit proceeds or comes forth through/per the
Father. For if both expressions were of equal weight and interchangeably used, this also
should have been said, just as it is found in other places when creation is being addressed:
“Paul, the Apostle of Jesus Christ, through the will of God.” [2 Cor. 1:1; Eph. 1:1; 2 Tim. 1:1]
And again, “Paul, an Apostle, not from men, nor through men, but through God the Father
and the Lord Jesus Christ.” [Gal. 1:1] And at another point, “I brought forth a man through
God.” [Gen. 41 LXX] And again, “Is their revelation not through God?” [Gen. 40:8 LXX]
In short, if whatever is said of the divine Spirit was equally referred to the Father and
the Son, we should ascribe everything equally to both, and profess the procession from
both alike; but if some things are attributed separately to the Father, others to the Son,
and others equally to both, let us not confuse all these terms. It is indeed said that [the
Spirit] proceeds through the Son, [that He] is granted through the Son to creatures, [that
He] abides in the Son, [and] rests in the Son. However, He does not proceed through the
Father, nor is He granted through the Father, nor does He abide in the Father, nor rest
in the Father, but [it is said] that He proceeds from the Father. Thus, let those things be
declared which have been handed down. But let those which have been passed over in
silence be passed by, and let that statement, that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Son,
be banished as something foreign and rejected.)”

I. Dam., EF 1.8, Kotter, ed., PP- 30, 290—31, 292.

Gregorios of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium 1.378, Jaeger, ed., 6NO 1, p. 138, 1l 9—15.
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is the same in meaning as ‘through the Son), which Gregorios clearly
described as equivalent to ‘with the Son’ in another place, writing,
“Through Him and with Him, before any empty or non-hypostatic notion
arises, the Holy Spirit proceeds.”'®¢ When explicating the saying of the
Apostle, ‘so that now the manifold wisdom of God might be made known
to the principalities and powers through the Church, Chrysostomos!”
understood ‘through the Church’ rather than ‘with the Church, for it was
not the Church which taught the angels [about divine things].1'8

Accordingly, the term ‘through’ denotes the Son’s mediatory role, and Gregorios
of Nyssa states in his work Why There Are Not Three Gods that this term upholds
the Son’s status as the only-begotten and does not exclude the Spirit having
a natural relation to the Father.!'® Markos argued that, regarding the Son,
Gregorios thus stated He is generate “proximately from the First [i.e., the
Father]” insofar as the Son is begotten of the Father. Nonetheless, Gregorios
stated of the Spirit “through the proximate [i.e., the Son] from the first,” and
not that He came forth “not proximately”12° Thus, according to Markos:

116  Gregorios of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium 1.378, Jaeger, ed., 6NO 1, p. 138, 1. 7-9.

117 See Ioannes Chrysostomos, Homilia vII in Epistolam ad Ephesios, PG 62, col. 49d.

118 See Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c.10, pp. 380, 1. 38—381, L. 31: “H 8¢ 100 ITvedparog mpdodog
obd¢émot’ dvev Tod Matpds Tibetar, dMN éx Matpds pact 8t Yiod. Afjdov odv ag érepé Tt 16 8V
Yiob xai 0d 6 €€ YioD onuaiver. Kaitot ye 008’ &mi g éxmopeboews, &N éni thig uetadboemg
Tolto Aéyetar Aéyel yap 6 Aapaoxnvos Twdvwng: «IIvedua Yiod Aéyopev, €x tod Yiod 3¢ od
Aéyopev: 3t Yiod 3¢ pavepodadat xal petadidoabart iy dpoAoyoduev». Abty 1) dtaatoly) Ttpo-
SMAwg Etepdv TL T Ot Yiod map’ & BovAovtar Aativot xafapds dmogaivetart. Ei 8¢ mote xai ént
i odatwdoug elpyytar TodTo TPobddou Tod Ivedparog, TEAWY adtods Todg Beoddyous &nymTag
EQVTAV XAAETWEY. AéyeL yap év Toig Tpog Edvdptov 6 Belog Tpnydptog 6 ths Nvaomg: «To ITvedua
10 Grytov 818 t0d YioD quvnupévpeg xatodappdvetal, oly dotepilov xatd tv mapktv petd tév
Y16, &g mote Tov Movoyevij Sixa o0 Ivedpatog vonbijvar, GAN' éx pév tod Ogod Tév SAwv xat
attd T ooy Exov Tod elva, 8Bev xal T8 povoyevés €Tt e, Sid 8¢ Tod dAnBved puTds Exhdp-
Yo, "Ev to0Toig oapds T uny dotepiley xatd v dmapktv o Std tod Yiod Snrodv BovAetan,
Tadtov 8¢ eimelv petd tod Yiod, Smep év dMoig dtapndnv enai- «Al’ adtod d& xal pet adtod,
TPV TL XEVOV Xl AVUTOTTATOV TIOPEUTIETEDY VoY, TO TTvedua To dytlov éxmopedetar». Kal 6
Xpuoopprpwy 8¢ EEnyodpevos T dmooToAxdy Exetvo prtév: “Tva yvewpladf) viv Tals dpxais xal
ais Eovaiaig Sia ths "Exanaiog 1) molvmobeihog cogpia tod O=od, 1o Sid ths Exacnaiog dvri
00 petd ths 'Exacoiog eEéhafev: ob yap 81 1) "Exxdnaio todg dyyéloug é3idakev.” Constas,
“Mark Eugenikos,” p. 450.

119 Gregorios of Nyssa, Quod Non Sint Tres Dei, Miiller, ed., 6N0 3(1), p. 56, 1l. 5-10.

120  See Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 10, pp. 381, 1. 32—382, 1. 7: “Obtwg odv xdvradba 16 i
700 Yiod Anmréov: Eyet yap oltws: "Emel 6 Ivedua 1o dytov éx tod Iatpdg 0datwddg éxmopebe-
aBat Adyeran, tva ) Yiog Etepog voutadfj (xal yap 6 Tlatnp mpog tov Yiov dmodiSotat), Sid Todto
3 31’ Yiob mapeiiymra, tig 10 Yiod peatretag, 8 pyow aldbig 6 lepdg Tpnydprog &v Etéporg «xal
E0UTQ TO MOVOYEVES QUATTOVEY)S Xal TO TTvedua Thg puandds Ttpog tov Matépa ayéoens uy
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And this [statement], as has been said, signifies the communion and
the coherence [between the Son and Spirit], and that they come forth
from the Father with equal honour and from the same nature. Thus, if
the Father was called ‘projector’, the Spirit would be proximate to the
projector, and the Son, through Him who is proximate to the projector,
i.e., the Spirit, as both come forth jointly and with equal honour from
the Father.12!

Thus, for Markos, the term ‘through the Son’ offers no backing to the Latins in

establishing their doctrine of the Spirit’s procession. Indeed, he argues the use
of this preposition it betrays the contrary. Markos continues by citing a passage
from Maximos the Confessor’s Epistle to Marinos, a Presbyter in Cyprus, from
.645-646,122 which states:

121

122

The Synodical Epistle of the most holy Pope of the present day was not
addressed by the citizens of the Imperial City [Constantinople] in all
of the chapters you mentioned, but only in two, one of which regarded
theology, i.e., that he said the Spirit proceeds from the Son also, and the
other [chapter] regarding the economy, i.e., that he said the Lord was not
without original sin insofar as it concerns His humanity. Concerning the

ametpyodane». A To0To xal mpoge@S Mév Ex ToD TPWTOL TOV YIdV gnaty €v ETEpolg, wg YIov €x
10D TTotpdg dnhovdrr 1o 8¢ Mvedpa Td &ytov olx elmev ob mpooey@s (obtw yap datepilov Eoton
xorrd Ty Bmopky), dMG 81 Tod poaex s éx tod mpwtov... (When the Holy Spirit is said to
proceed essentially from the Father, the addition of ‘through the Son’ ensures that He is
not considered to be another Son, (for the Father is attributed to the Son), for this reason
the phrase ‘through the Son'’ is omitted, in virtue of the Son’s mediation, as holy Gregorios
states elsewhere, “[the mediation of the Son], while preserving for Himself [the Son] the
status of being Only-Begotten, does not preclude the Spirit from having a natural relation
to the Father” For this reason, he first refers to the Son in relation to others, i.e., as the Son
of the Father; but he did not speak of the Holy Spirit in the same way (for then He would
be inferior in being), but ‘through the proximate from the first.)”

See Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 10, p. 382, 1. 7—14: “To070 d& THV )0oWwviay xal dANAcL-
xlowv, g elpnTal, moploTd, xal T6 6uOTINWS xal uopui €x Tod Iatpog mpoiévar. Oltw ydp el
ol 6 Tlorthyp EMéyeto mpoPoreds, To piv Ivebua mpocey@s 8v Vv &x Tod mpoPfodéws, Toutéatt Tod
Tvedparog, émeimep opoTipwg dppw xal auwppévas éx tod Iatpos mpolaaw.” Constas, “Mark
Eugenikos,” p. 450.

On dating, cf. Marek Jankowiak, Phil Booth, “A New Date-List of the Works of Maximus
the Confessor,” in: Pauline Allen, Bronwen Neil, eds., The Oxford Handbook of Maximus the
Confessor. Oxford, 2015, p. 19-77 (49); Jean-Claude Larchet, “Introduction,” in: Jean-Claude
Larchet, Emmanuel Ponsoye, eds., Saint Maxime le Confesseur: Opuscules théologiques et
polémiques. Paris, 1998, pp. 7-108 (76); Polycarp Sherwood, An Annotated Date-List of the
Works of Maximus the Confessor. Rome, 1952, p. 54.
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first [chapter], they [those of Constantinople] referenced statements
from the Roman Fathers and Cyril of Alexandria in his Commentary on
the Gospel of John, wherefrom it is exemplified that they did not make the
Son the cause of the Spirit’s procession (for they acknowledge the Father
as the sole cause of the Son by generation and the Spirit by procession),
but instead they indicated that the Spirit proceeds through the Son, thus
exhibiting the shared essence [of the Son and Spirit] and the lack of any
difference in [their]| nature.”123

On the basis of this passage, Markos claims:

The Latins act against the illustrious Maximos here. For along with the
Romans, and indeed the Pope, of his age, he interchanges the term ‘from’
with ‘through’ and says that this indicates the lack of any essential differ-
ence [between the Persons]. Nonetheless, forsaking the statements of the
Fathers and treating them with indifference, the Latins regard ‘through/
per the Son’ as the same in meaning to ‘from/ex the Son, ascribing to the
Son causality of the Spirit, which the Fathers clearly rejected. What could
be more shameless than this contention?'24

In his thirty-fourth syllogism, Markos makes similar claims regarding the
equality of the Son and Spirit in having the Father as their cause, stating:

123

124

See Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 10, pp. 382, 1. 14—383, . 3: “Odx dipa TAéov 003ev Eatat
Aarivorg &x tig 16 mpdg v d6Eav Ty Eaut@v. “OTt 8¢ xal Todvavtiov Eotiv dmav Hmep éxelvot
BovAovtat, mapitw TdAW N papTupnowy 6 ThS dAnBelag papTug xat oporoyy TS 6 BetdtaTog
Md&pog. Aéyet yap obtog &v tff mpds Mapivov Kdmpou mpeaPitepov émiatolf totdde: «Tdv tod
viv aylwTdTov TaTa TUVOdIKGY 0UX €V TOTOVTOLS, 8001 YEYPAQATE, XepaAaiols ol THS BaatAidog
néhews émedafovto, Sual 8¢ pdvolg, v t6 piv rdpyet mepl Beodoyiag, Stimep elme tov Koplov
) Sty Ths mpomatopueiis dpaptios elva wg dvbpwmov. Kl tod pév mpwtou proeis mapryaryov
‘Pupainy matépwy xal Kupilov AleEavdpeias éx i movnbeiong adtd mporypateiog eig tév
8ytov Twdvwyy Tév edaryyeha )y, €& v odx adtiav Tov Yidv motodvrag s tod dylov Ivedporog
éumopelaoews apds adtodg dmédetay (uioy yép Toao Yiod xal Ivedpatog tdv Matépa aitiov,
o0 pév xatd yéwwna, tod 3¢ xat éxmdpevaw), dAN tvar T 3t' adTod Tpotéval SnAwawat, xal
TaUTY) TO TUVapES THS odaiag xal dmapdMaxTov TapaaTyoway».” Maximos the Confessor,
Epistola ad Domnum Marinum Cypri Presbyterum, PG 91, cols. 133d-136b.

See Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 10, p. 383, ll. 3—-14: “Evtadfa v évavtiav domep emni-
™deg of Aativor T peyiote Makiuw Badifouat. ‘O uév yap peta tév téTe Pwpainwy xal adtod
oD maTmor TV €x TPOg TNV S1d PETAPEPEL, Xl TAUTYY TO GuVapES THS odalag xat dmapdMiaxtov
TaploTdv BovAeTar of 3¢ pupdv Vyovuevol o ) meiBeabat Tols Iatpdaty, v un xal tdvavtia
ppovaat, T 8t YioD tadtdv fyodvran ¢ €& Yiod xai v alrtiav tod [vedparos ¢ Yig diddaoty,

7 0 .

1 éxelvol xabdmak adtév dgpeihovro. Tt 8v yévorto Tadmg Thg pdymg dvatayuvtdtepoy.”
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Those who agree with the Latins ask us if the Father projects the Holy
Spirit with or without His power and wisdom, presuming that if we reject
one [of these alternatives], we posit the other. For if the Son is the wis-
dom and power of the Father, the Father would in fact project the Holy
Spirit with the Son, and not do so alone. Moreover, we affirm that the
Father projects the Holy Spirit with the Son, with the Word, wisdom, and
power, as the Holy Fathers say, for the Holy Spirit proceeds with the Word,
accompanying and revealing Him, so that the Word is not without the
Spirit, and the Spirit does not proceed without the Word. Nonetheless,
this [fact] does not entail that the Son is the cause of the Spirit’s exis-
tence, just as the Spirit is not the Son’s cause, for it is impossible for things
that concurrently come forth from the same source to be the causes of
the others. Thus, the Holy Spirit does not need to proceed from the Son
just as He proceeds from the Father. If this was so, the Spirit would not
be different to creatures, which were also made by God’s Word, wisdom,
and power. In fact, “through Him, all things were made, and without Him
nothing was made that has been made.”?> Therefore, it is not necessary
to say that what is not made exists through Him [the Son]. Additionally,
the Son is not as much the Father’s wisdom and power as He is the Son
and Word. The Son is the Word of the Father, but the Father is not the
Son nor the Word (as the Son is traced to the Father, and the Word is
traced to the one speaking [the Word]). Nonetheless, wisdom and power
belong to the Father in such a way that they are also His own wisdom
and power, and not merely that of the wise and powerful. Wisdom is of
wisdom, and power of power, as God is of God and light of light. The
Father is called ‘wisdom’ and ‘power’ because in Him is all wisdom and
power, as though He was the archetype of the image. However, as no one
learned in Scripture would reject, the Holy Spirit is no less wisdom and
power. These names are essential and common to the divine Persons, as
holy Augustine exemplifies in his work On the Trinity.}26 Therefore, as the
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father as wisdom and power proceed from
wisdom and power, it is futile and vain to inquire if the Father projects
the Holy Spirit with His wisdom and power, unless one seeks to trans-
mute this into a notion of creatures, as Scripture says, “The Lord founded

John:3.

See Augustine, De Trinitate vilLi, in: W. J. Mountain, F. Glorie, eds., De Trinitate Libri
xv, Vol. 1: Libri 1—x11. Turnhout, 1968, pp. 244, 1-245, 55. Cf. Thomas Aquinas, Summa
Theologiae (ST) 1, q. 39, a. 5, ad. 1, Editio Leonina, Vol. 4. Rome, 1888, p. 405.
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the earth in wisdom, and by understanding He prepared the Heavens.”?
Additionally, the Father does not require the support of wisdom or power
for the Spirit’s procession to come to be, just as He does not require the
support of the Son’s generation or of any of the divine powers. As the
theologians state, this pertains to creatures. Thus, both the Son and Holy
Spirit equally and immediately come forth from the Father’s essence,
the Son with the Spirit. However, neither [the Son nor Spirit come forth]
from the other and are not dependent on the other in any way.128

Evoking Thomas Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae 1, q. 36, a. 2, in his thirteenth syl-
logism, Markos highlighted that, for Aquinas, the divine Hypostases are distinct
strictly according to the opposition of relations [of origin].!?° In this sense, the

127
128

129

Proverbs 3:9.
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fatherhood of the Father and the procession (éxmépevaig) of the Spirit entail an
opposition of relations, which thereby distinguish the two Persons. Likewise,
according to this axiom, the Son and Spirit could not be rightly distinct from
each other if the Spirit did not also come forth from the Son.

Conversely, Markos posited that his Hellenophone predecessors distin-
guished the divine Hypostases through “opposition of contradiction”!30
According to this doctrine, Personal distinctions are grounded in the particu-
lar, incommunicable properties and modes of existence of the divine Persons,
i.e., the Father being unbegotten, the Son being begotten, and the Spirit pro-
ceeding (from the Father). The principal ‘opposition of contradiction’ pertains
between the ‘uncaused’ Father, and the ‘caused’ Son and Spirit. The Son and
Spirit are distinct, as perfect products of the Father, from Him, and are also
distinct to each other according to their mode of origin from the Father, i.e.,
generation and procession respectively. Thus, causation, which is conceived
as the foundation of the relations between the divine Hypostases, is all that is
needed to distinguish between them:

To begin, it is clear that in the divinity, any Person’s mode of subsis-
tence is enough to distinguish them from the others. Additionally, the

v taxpivouoay, wg ETEpag TAV dvtidésewy odx xodang xwpav. (Thomas, the Doctor of the
Latins, posits that there must be some opposition to distinguish the divine Persons —
because, he says, that material distinctions do not pertain to the divinity — [and so] he
seeks to make relations of opposition the only basis for distinguishing the Persons, since
no other opposition is plausible.)” Aquinas, ST 1, q. 36, a. 2, Editio Leonina, Vol. 4, pp. 376—
378. For Aquinas’ Pneumatology, cf. Yves Congar, I Believe in the Holy Spirit, Vol. 3, trans.
by David Smith. London, 1983, pp. 116-124; Gilles Emery, “La procession du Saint-Esprit a
Filio chez S. Thomas d'Aquin,” RT 96 (1996), 531-574; Gilles Emery, The Trinitarian Theology
of Saint Thomas Aquinas. Oxford, 2010, esp. pp. 269—297, for the filioque; Venance Grumel,
“St Thomas et la doctrine des Grecs sur la procession du Saint-Esprit,” £0 25 (1926), 257—
280; Jaroslav Pelikan, “The Doctrine of the Filioque in Thomas Aquinas and Its Patristic
Antecedents. An Analysis of Summa Theologiae, Part I, Question 36,” Etienne Gilson, ed.,
St Thomas Aquinas (1274-1974). Commemorative Studies, Vol. 1. Toronto, 1974, pp. 315-336;
Hans Christian Schmidbaur, Personarum Trinitas. Die trinitarische Gotteslehre des hei-
ligen Thomas von Aquin. St Ottilien, 1995; Timothy Smith, Thomas Aquinas' Trinitarian
Theology: A Study in Theological Method. Washington, D. C., 2003; Paul Vanier, Théologie
trinitaire chez St Thomas dAquin. Evolution du concept d'action notionnelle. Montreal, 1953;
Paul Vanier, “La relation trinitaire dans la Somme théologique de St Thomas d'’Aquin,” SE
1(1948), 143-159.

130 Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c.13, p. 384, 11 14-17: “Aetxtéov 0dv by, G p8Mhov ixavi) Ttpds
Sidxplaw 1) Tév dvtiBéoewy avTipaTixy, xal TadTy) povy xartd Todg Beoddyous dMNAwWY TTavTa T
Bela mpédowma Stoxpivovrat. (Thus, it must be shown that the opposition of contradiction is
more suitable for distinguishing them [the divine Persons], as all theologians agree that
the divine Persons are distinguished from each other strictly according to this kind of
opposition.)”
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theologians establish the modes of being of the divine Persons as unbe-
gotten, begotten, and proceeding — or, more generally, as either being
uncaused or being caused. As it is clear, these modes are mutually
opposed in contradiction. For to be caused and uncaused are contradic-
tory. Therefore, the Father is distinguished from the Son and the Spirit by
this opposition of contradiction. Likewise, the Son and the Spirit are dis-
tinguished from each other by their own particular modes of being. For
to originate through generation and to originate not through generation
but through procession are modes of being mutually opposed in contra-
diction. Gregorios the Theologian affirms this regarding the Spirit: “[He]
proceeds from the Father, but not in the mode of the Son; for [He] does
not [come forth] through generation, but through procession.”’3! Thus,
this distinction of contradiction is fully consonant both with truth itself
and with the consensus of all the theologians. It is certainly appropriate
for distinguishing each of the divine Persons. The distinction introduced
by Thomas [Aquinas] as the only appropriate one, i.e., the distinction of
relation, in fact separates the Father from those who come forth from
Him, i.e., the Son and the Spirit. Nonetheless, [this distinction] does not
in any way distinguish the other Persons [i.e., the Son and Spirit] from
each other. For neither of them is the cause of the other. Additionally, this
distinction is not known to have been applied by any theologian [prior
to Aquinas], but is wholly contrary to their teaching. Damaskenos states,
“The Father alone is cause.”3? Likewise, Gregorios of Nyssa says, “And
again, we acknowledge another distinction of that which is caused.”!33
He refers her to a different distinction to that which pertains between
a cause and caused. Lastly, the illustrious Pseudo-Dionysios claims it is
completely impious to state or conceive anything outside of what is pro-
claimed in the Holy Scriptures, which have been given to us by God.!34

Gregorios of Nazianzus, Discours 39, 12, Moreschini, ed., Gallay, French trans., Discours
38—41, p. 174, 1. 1416.

Ioannes Damaskenos, EF 1.12b, Kotter, ed., p. 36, 57.

Gregorios of Nyssa, Quod Non Sint Tres Dei, Miiller, ed., 6N0 3(1), p. 56, 1l. 4-5.

Eugenikos, Capita Syllogistica, c. 13, pp. 384, L. 18-385, 1. 21: “Tlp&tov pév odv éxeivo dijhov
éni T@v Belwy, Wg & &xdortov Thg Imdpkewg TpdTOg alTUPKETTATOS TIPS THY G’ ETEpoy did-
xplow tpdmoug 8¢ Imdpkews éml Tév Belwv mpocwmwy of Beokdyol T dyévwnTov xal TO yewwy-
TOV Xal TO EXTTOPEVTOV Aéyouaty, 1itol xafoAwTepov gdvat, To dvaitiov xal T aitiatdy, dnep
G0l dTAoV WG AVTIPATINGS AvTheevTal TO Yap € ov aitiov xal 0 i) &ov aitioy, dvtiga-
a16. ‘O pév odv Matp Yiod xai Tvedpatog Todtolg dvtipatieds Saxpivetar, & 8¢ Yidg xal
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To provide some concluding remarks regarding the contents of Markos’ Syl
logistic Chapters, I have shown that Markos commonly evoked the Church
Fathers to support his defence of the doctrine of the Spirit’s procession from
the Father alone, including the Cappadocian Fathers, Ioannes Chrysostomos,
Maximos the Confessor, Pseudo-Dionysios, and Kyrillos of Alexandria. How-
ever, I have also exhibited that Markos also betrays a likely influence from
several Medieval Hellenophone polemicists against the filiogue, including
Photios, Niketas of Byzantium, Eustratios of Nicaea, and Nikolaos of Methone.

Additionally, I have shown that, against the teaching that the Spirit pro-
ceeds from the Father and the Son, Eugenikos maintained throughout his trea-
tise that the Spirit’s Personal mode of being solely comes from the Father, who
is the only intra-divine caused, in contradistinction to the Son and Spirit, who
are both caused. Given these axioms, Markos believed that to argue that the
Son is also a cause of the Spirit would lead to there being two principles in
the Godhead, and would undermine the Father’s Personal distinction through
obfuscating this property with that of the Son.

Moreover, Markos called into question any endeavour to posit one source/
cause/principle of intra-divine life by interweaving the sole cause — the
Father — with one of the caused — the Son, whether through distinguishing
between ‘mediate’ and ‘immediate’ causes or by claiming that one of these
causes is subject to the other. Additionally, Markos’ counterparts had like-
wise posited that if the three Trinitarian Persons created the cosmos as a sin-
gle principle in a way that did not compromise their Personhood, the Father
and Son likewise could act in the Pneumatic procession as a single principle
in a way that did not compromise their distinct Personhood. I have shown
that Markos countered this claim, making significant recourse to the works
of the Cappadocian Fathers, especially those which counter Eunomianism,
by emphasising that the Son and Spirit being eternally caused by the Father,
which is His Hypostatic Property is distinct to the cosmos being caused by the
will of the three Trinitarian Persons in common. From Markos’ perspective, his
Latin counterparts’ framework denigrated the Spirit as a creature.

Exmopevtdg». AU Mév 0DV ¥) Sidueplats xatd Ty dvtipaowy odow xal Tf) dAnbeia adppwvog xal
Tolg BeoAdyolg dmaat, xai mdvta ta Oela mpdawma Shvartat Stopivetv: v B¢ elodyel Owudg wg
oV ixoviy odoaw, TV xatd ooty Adyw, Tov uév Matépa t@v €€ adtod mpoeAévtwy Yiod
o TTvedparog Staxplvel, Td Aotmd T@V Tpoatymov GMAwy 00" 6twaodv: 00dE paivetat TadTnV
oudelg T@V Bgoldywv TV Sidxplaty lprddg, A xal Todvavtiov dmav. «Mévog yap alTiog 6
Hathp», pyotv & Aapacxnvds: xai & Noooys Tpnydptog: «Tobd €€ aitiag Svrog méw &y Sta-
opdy Evvoodpev». "ANY enal mapd T elpnpévny: ¥ 88 My xartd T alTiov xad adtiatdy Syho-
vétt. KaBdhov 8¢ ob toAuntéov eimelv 1) évvofjoat mapd o Betwddg Nty éx tdv iepdv Aoylwy
éxmepaapéva, Atoviatog 6 xAewds dmogaivetar” Constas, “Mark Eugenikos,” pp. 450—451.
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In the Council of Florence’s Definition of Faith, Laetentur Caeli, promulgated
on July 6th, 1439, the Latin and Byzantine Fathers affirmed the identify of the
terms ‘from/through’ in relation to the Spirit coming forth by the Son, claiming
that these two terms were distinct manners of articulating orthodox theolo-
gy.135 Conversely, Markos posited that one could only synonymise ‘from’ and
‘through’ the Son according to the salvific economy, or when one is describing
the activity of the Spirit in creation being revealed through Him. Nonetheless,
one could not identify the two terms according to the Spirit’s eternal mode
of coming forth. At other points, Markos identified the clause ‘through the
Son (31 T0d Yiod)’' with ‘with the Son (petd t0d Yiod), thereby indicating that,
alongside the Spirit comes forth alongside the Son from the Father — the for-
mer through procession, the latter by generation. Evoking a range of authen-
tic and pseudepigraphal passages from the Church Fathers, Markos sought to
exhibit that the Hellenophone Patristic tradition did not have a precedent for
positing the Pneumatic procession ‘through/per’ the Father or ‘from/ex’ the
Son. Rather, these Fathers stated that He proceeds ‘from/ex’ the Father and
‘through/per’ the Son. Therefore, when the Spirit is said to be ‘through the Son,
this does not entail that the Son is a cause of the Spirit’s existence. Rather, it
refers to the Son having a mediatory function through/with which the Spirit is
made manifest and granted to humankind.

135 Cf. Concilium Florentinum, Sessio v1, Definitio Fidei, cOD, pp. 502, 1. 31-503, 1. 6: “In nomine
igitur sancte Trinitatis Patris, Filii et Spiritus sancti, hoc sacro universali approbante
Florentino concilio, diffinimus ut hec fidei veritas ab omnibus christianis credatur et sus-
cipiatur, sicque omnes profiteantur, quod Spiritus sanctus ex Patre et Filio eternaliter est,
et essentiam suam suumque esse subsistens habet ex Patre simul et Filio, et ex utroque
eternaliter tanquam ab uno principio et unica spiratione procedit, declarantes quod id,
quod sancti doctores et patres dicunt, ex Patre per Filium procedere Spiritum sanctum,
ad hanc intelligentiam tendit, ut per hoc significetur Filium quoque esse, secundum
Grecos quidem causam, secundum Latinos vero principium subsistentie Spiritus sancti,
sicut et Patrem.”
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