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EE augoiv. Cyril of Alexandria and Polemics over filioque
of Gregory Palamas

The hesychast controversy — is it a doctrinal conflict between the East and the West in
the byzantine arena' or an inner-byzantine debate betwixt nominalists and realists, dog-
matic development and theology of repetition?? Irrespective of how we opt to answer the
posed question concerning the causes of the hesychast controversy, that is, regardless of
whether we give advantage to the first or second aforestated interpretation, we will even-
ly be obligated to acknowledge the fact that the relation between the East and the West
was in great measure embroiled in this fairly significant and long-standing religious dis-
pute. This is particularly pertinent to the earliest phase of the aforementioned controver-
sy, when the question of application of different methodologies as regards the doctrine
on the Holy Trinity* — primarily related to the issue of the procession of the Holy Spirit
— set the stage for other forms of dissention between Barlaam of Calabria and Gregory

! One of the main advocates of this thesis is certainly J. Romanides, “Notes on the Palamite Controversy
and Related Topics”, Greek Orthodox Theological Review 6 (1960—1961) 186205, who believed that the
main philosophical, theological and epistemological assumptions of Barlaam of Calabria are mainly based
upon Augustine’s thought and Latin theology in general. This standpoint is going to be accepted, uncondition-
ally and without engaging in further analyses, by many other authors, one of whom is also X. I'aykéloyiov,
Kowvawvia Gsiroews. H avvbeon ypiatoloyios kai mvevuatoloyiog ato Epyo tob dyiov I'pnyopiov wod Toioud,
Abnva: Exdooeig Adpog 2001, 16—-17.

2 S0 J. Meyendorff, St. Gregory Palamas and Orthodox Spirituality, translated by A. Fiske, Crestwood,
New York: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press 1974, 21998, who deems that the hesychast controversy actually
reflects one “domestic” conflict between the byzantine humanists, whose ideas were implicitly advocated by
Barlaam, on the one hand, and the byzantine monastic circles, on the other. Similar thesis is advocated by
K. Ware, ““H onuacio tod Ayiov I'pnyopiov tod [odapd yié v onpepwvi Aven”, in: O dyiog I pnydpiog o
Tolouag oty ioropio kai 10 mopov. poxtio Aic@véyv ématnpoviedy oovedpiowv AOnvav (13—15 Nogufpiov
1998) kai Aguecod (5—7 Noeufpiov 1999). Enonteio I. 1. Mavtlapidn, Aywov ‘Opog: Tepd Meyiotn Movn
Batonawiov 2000, 159-166: 160, and B. Dupuy, “La pneumatologie de saint Grégoire Palamas”, Istina 44
(1999) 354-367: 358.

3 The intense and dynamic relationship between the East and the West within the hesychast controversy
was sometimes accompanied by completely unexpected turn of events. This primarily refers to the discovery
of Palamas’ borrowings from Augustine’s writing De trinitate, which somewhat altered the typical East-West
confrontation established with regard to the hesychast dispute by the ideological interpreters from both ends
of the christian world. For this issue and further references see: M. Kuexesuh, “Mens—notitia—amor/Nodg—
yvdoic—Epwg. Cxonuja Ha citydaj ‘Augustinus/Palamas’, in: b. lujaxkosuh, npup., Cpiicka itieonoiuja y gea-
gecettiom 8eKy: uctipadcusadxu upoonemu u pesyuaiau 11, beorpaa: HCTUTYT 3a TEOJOIIKA HCTPAKHBAbA
2012, 42—-61. (in Serbian, with summary in English)

4 For this issue, see synoptically: G. Podskalsky, Theologie und Philosophie in Byzanz. Der Streit um
die theologische Methodik in der spdtbyzantinischen Geistesgeschichte (14./15. Jh.), seine systematischen
Grundlagen und seine historische Entwicklung, Byzantinisches Archiv Ne 15, Miinchen: C. H. Beck’sche
Verlagsbuchhandlung 1977, 124-173: 127-164.
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Palamas. On this occasion, [ will take into consideration only one aspect of the aforesaid
problem, that is, the ever-intriguing question of filiogue, to which Palamas dedicated his
first writing of dogmatic nature, viz. his notable Apodictic Treatises on the Procession of
the Holy Spirit. In that writing, Palamas, compelled by the polemical objection put for-
ward by the Latins, endeavours to provide an orthodox interpretation of certain passag-
es from writings by Cyril of Alexandria, where he (referring to the Father and the Son)
says that the Holy Spirit originates “from both” (€€ dueoiv), or, again, that he is from
the “essence of the Son” (ék tijg 0Vciag ToD viod), that is, that he springs “from the Fa-
ther through the Son” (éx maTpog 61” viod). These and similar passages, which the advo-
cates of filioque already cited as a significant traditional argument in favour of their the-
sis, Palamas will have to interpret in an orthodox way and to substantiate the main, in his
view, intention that Cyril on that occasion had. Hereinafter, (1) I will elucidate the man-
ner in which Cyril himself formulates the aforementioned theses and addresses the pas-
sages that Palamas, whilst recapitulating the “Latin” objection, actually refers to; (2) I
will provide a thorough representation of Palamas’ understanding of these cyrillian peri-
copes, which he elaborates upon in his Second Apodictic Treatise on the Procession of
the Holy Spirit; and finally, (3) I will examine, in general outlines, the interpretative cred-
ibility of Palamas’ reading of the disputable passages from Cyril’s writings.

1.

It is generally understood that there are several passages® which earned Cyril the title
of “one of the most authoritative defenders of the filioque™® and led to his becoming the
most prominent figure regarding this disputable issue’. However, only few of those pas-
sages are explicitly reflected upon by Gregory Palamas, which is why I will only take
those into account here®. In point of fact, Palamas, initiating his response to the filioquis-
tic reading of Cyril, condenses several different sections from his writings, expounding
the main point of the Latin objection. Firstly, I will quote that passage, and then taxa-
tively refer to Cyril’s writings which this Latin argument draws on. Also, for the sake of

3 To my knowledge, there is no article which provides a more thorough list of cyrillian passages regard-
ing the issue of the procession of the Holy Spirit than that drawn up by A. ®godmdpov, ““H mepi Ekmopevcemg
t0d Ayiov IIvedpatog dwdackorio Kupidiov tod Akegavdpeiog kol Empaviov Konpov”, Ocoloyia MA 3—4
(1973) 561-582; ME 1 (1974) 80-101; ME 2 (1974) 276-308; ME 3 (1974) 478-510. However, I have to
note that this composition is more a diligently drafted index than a (well-done) study. Specifically, for pas-
sages from Cyril’s opus which induce a filioquistic reading (eighteen of them in total), see 285-297.

% H. du Manoir de Juaye, Dogme et Spiritualité chez Saint Cyrille d’Alexandrie, Paris 1944, 225 (I quote
according to: A. E. Siecienski, The Filioque. History of a Doctrinal Controversy, Oxford Studies in Historical
Theology, Oxford: Oxford University Press 2010, 48).

7 Therefore, he is the author who appears most frequently in Latin florilegia in support of the filioque; cf.
A. E. Siecienski, The Filioque. History of a Doctrinal Controversy, Oxford 2010, 47.

8 Naturally, I cannot go into details concerning Cyril’s teaching on the procession of the Holy Spirit. With
regard to that issue, I refer to the following studies: G. C. Berthold, “Cyril of Alexandria and the ‘Filioque’”,
Studia Patristica 19 (1989) 143-147; M. O. Boulnois, La paradoxe trinitaire chez Cyrille d’Alexandrie:
Herméneutique, analyses phliosophiques et argumentation théologique, Collection des Etudes Augustiniennes.
Série Antiquité 143, Paris: Institut d’Etudes Augustiniennes 1994; M. O. Boulnois “The Mystery of the Trinity
according to Cyril of Alexandria: The Deployment of the Triad and Its Recapitulation into the Unity of Divinity”,
in: Th. Weinandy, D. Keating, eds., The Theology of Cyril of Alexandria: A Critical Appreciation, New York:
T&T Clark 2003, 75-112: 103-108; B. E. Daley, “The Fullness of the Saving God: Cyril of Alexandria on
the Holy Spirit”, in: Th. Weinandy, D. Keating, eds., The Theology of Cyril of Alexandria..., New York 2003,
113-148: 144-148; A. E. Siecienski, The Filioque. History of a Doctrinal Controversy, Oxford 2010, 47-50.
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plainer comparison of key phrases which I shall later employ, the original Greek text will
be provided alongside an English translation:

But, Cyril of Alexandria, it is said, states that the Son has in himself by nature particular and ex-
ceptional [properties] of the Father, since the property of the begetter is naturally transferred onto him,
and also states that the Spirit is from the essence of the Son and that he springs from the Father through
the Son so as to sanctify the creation, and that he substantially comes forth from both. And, again, in the
seventh letter of those sent to Hermias about the Son, he explains to us these [things]: “Having absolved
of the sin the one who is devoted to him, he anoints him with his Spirit, whom he himself inspires as
Logos from God the Father, and pours him out upon us from his own nature. And possessing the Spirit,
he gives him not by measure”, according to John, “but inspires him from himself, as does the Father.”®

AMN 6 Tiig AdeEavdpeiag, paot, Kopthhog, £xev ool TOV viOv GUGIKAG £V £aVTd T4 TOD ToTpOS 10
kol £€aipeta, dtafatvodong &ig avTov PUGIKAGS TG TOD YEVVIGAVTOG I010TNTOC, Kol €K Ti|g 00Giag TOD
V10D TO TVEDHO AEYEL KOl TPOYEOUEVOV €K TATPOG 6L viod TV Kticw ayidlev, kol €€ dueoiv Tpo-
¥eOHEVOV 0VG10dMC. Kai od0ic &v £BSoue tév TIpdc ‘Epusiov éEevnveypévov Adyov mepi Tod viod
000’ v Statpovol” ‘amordov yap, pnotv, Auaptiog Tov aTd TPockeievov, @ i8im Aowov Kato-
xpiet mvedpaty, dmep Evinot pev avtdg, g €k Beod moTpog Adyog kol €€ idiag Npiv avomnydlel pvoe-
og. Kai ok €k pétpov Exov didwot 10 mvedpa kot v Tadvvov eoviy, GAL" avtog Evinow €€ sav-
00, Kobdmep ApéAEL Kol 6 ToTnp’.

As far as [ was able to discern, Gregory Palamas, whilst recapitulating the Latin
argument in favour of the thesis of filioque, has in mind at least six writings from the ca-
pacious oeuvre of Cyril of Alexandria. The first passage can, indubitably, be located in
two of Cyril’s writings, namely: in his well-known Thesaurus and in his writing entitled
Commentary on John. As regards Thesaurus, the 33" paragraph is of vital importance
here for us, bearing an indicative title: “That the Spirit is, by nature, God, and hence from
the Father’s essence, and that he is bestowed upon the creation through the Son.”'® The
chief objection that Cyril here comes to grips is, to use terminology dating from a later
time, the objection of pantheism. Namely, Cyril’s adversaries affirm that if, due to the
fact that the Spirit is from God (ék ®eod 10 [Tvedpa), it is held as true that he is consub-
stantial with God, it will, since according to the apostle Paul the creation is also from
God (ta mavta €k ®god), have to be acknowledged that the whole creation is also of di-
vine essence. This will consequently be conducive to the fusion of two realms of exis-
tence as well as the multiplication of the sphere of the divine. Therefore, Cyril’s primary
undertaking is to discern the dual causality related to the divine being, that is, to point out
the double character of “4¢ 00, and to underline the fundamental ontological hiatus be-
tween the created and uncreated — which is, at the same time, the most fundamental dis-
tinction of reality he draws'!. Whilst the Holy Spirit is from God as the one who “exists

° Tpyopiov Tod Makopd, Adyog drodeixtioe B 62, in: Tpryopiov tod Takopd, Zvyypduuata. Exdidovro
émpedeiq [1. K. Xprotov. Topog A’. Adyor drodeixtikol. Aviemypopal. Emiorolai mpog Baplaou kai Axivovvov.
Yrep novyalovrwv. Exdidovv B. Bobrinsky, I1. TTamagvayyélov, 1. Meyendorft, I1. Xpriotov, ®eccarovikn:
Kvupopdvog 1962, 21988 [further: Zyrreammata A’ [21988]], 23—153: 134.11-22. T quote in parallel according
to the edition: ['pnyopiov tod [Mokapd, Azovia ta épyo. 1. Adyor amodektirol 0vo mepl ekmopevoews tod Ayiov
Iveduarog. Avremypopai. Emiotolol npog Axivoovov kai Boplodu. "Endmton Iav. K. Xpnotov, Ogo0d. N.
ZNong. 'Empelntol Bao. A. ®@avovpydkng, Edevd. I Mepetdkng. Eicaymyn, Metdepaois-Zyoha Yo I1. K.
Xprotov, "Eanveg Iatépeg tiig 'Exikinoiog Ne 51, Iatepucai ékdoces ['pnydprog 0 ToAopds, Osooorovikn
1981 [further: EnEe 51 [1981]], 68-336: 300.3-16.

10 Rupidhov Akelavdpeiog, H fiflog wév Onoavpdv mepi tijc Ayiag kai duoovaiov Tpiddoc AT, PG 75,
565B-573C.

11 Cf. H. van Loon, The Dyophysite Christology of Cyril of Alexandria, Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae
Ne 96, Leiden, Boston: Brill 2009, 178.
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in him by nature” (puok®d¢ évomdpyov avt®), and since the Holy Spirit is “embedded
in his essence” (oVo10dMG Eumennydq), created beings are, Cyril points out, only “inap-
propriately” (kotoypnotikdtepov) taken as “from” (éx) God'2. Corroborating his theses
with the scriptural pericopes and analogies of the co-naturalness of man and the spirit
that dwells in him, and proving that “2& 00" does not have to pertain to “consubstantiali-
ty”, Cyril emphasizes, through a rather meticulous interpretation of the eighth paragraph
of The Epistle to the Romans, that the apostle Paul'® does not inadvertently refer to the
Spirit as the “Spirit of God” and immediately thereupon as the “Spirit of Christ”. Cyril
claims that Paul’s prime intention is to show how all properties of the Father pass onto
out of him naturally begotten Son (ndvto. ta 100 [Hatpog b, SwPaiver €mi Tov €€ adTOD
QLo1K®dg yevynoévta Yiov), and to underscore that the Spirit is of one essence with the
Son, whilst they exist one within another (©g 0dt6 t€ VapyEw v YD, kol Yiov &v avtd
S TV g ovoiog tavtdtnTa)'4. Also, in one of the following aliuds, Cyril talks about
the theology of adoption by the Holy Spirit, where we become participants of the divine
nature: the Holy Spirit, he says, is granted to the saints through the Son (101G aryiolg 6’
Yiod yopnyovuevov), deifying them and inviting them to be adopted's.

In regard to Cyril’s second writing we have mentioned concerning Palamas’ formula-
tion “Eyev eNG1 TOV VIOV PLOIKAC &V £0VTG T TOD TATPOG Id10L Kot E&nipeTal, dloPovodong
€15 aOTOV QLOIKMG ThG ToD Yevwnoavtog id1ottog”, namely, Commentary on John, his
twelfth book is of the utmost importance for us, seeing that there we find a formulation
which is even more similar to Palamas’ than the aforementioned one from Thesaurus:
namely, wévta t0 T0d yevwnoavtog oo puotk®dg Exmv &v éonvtd. In the aforementioned
passage, Cyril, talking about the renewal of matter into imperishability and glory by means
of participating in the Holy Spirit, whose “grantor and donor” (yopnyog kai dotip) is Christ
himself, explicitly states: “The Father has within himself and from himself the Spirit, the
very same [Spirit] has also the Son, since he is consubstantial with him, and substantially
originates him from himself, having all properties of the begetter naturally’¢.

12 Rupidhov Aheéavdpeiag, H fifloc tv Onoavpdv... AT, PG 75, 565C-568A.

13 The number of Cyril’s references to the apostle Paul is fascinating; so, it comes as no surprise when
he is qualified as “Paulinist”; cf. N. Russell, Cyril of Alexandria, The Early Church Fathers, London, New
York: Routledge 2000, 14.

14 Kopidhov Aleéavdpsiog, H fiflog tv Onoavpdv... AT, PG 75, 568C. — The thesis that exactly this sec-
tion from Cyril’s Thesaurus is one of the sources which Palamas here has in mind is testified by the chapter 30 of
his first Apodictic Treatise, where the Archbishop of Salonica considers, granted somewhat deeper, precisely the
chapter 33 of the aforementioned Cyril’s writing, with respect to the meaning of “¢& 00”. Generally speaking, in
the said passage, Palamas, referring to Gregory of Nazianzus and Cyril of Alexandria, deems that, if we accept
the thesis that the Spirit gains existence “from” the Son, we will have to come to the paradoxical conclusion
that the Spirit is one of the creatures — due to the fact that only in terms of non-beings (t& 0Ok dvta) is it taken
that they have the Son as apyn of their existence. The same way Palamas, in this passage, interprets the phrase
“from both” (map’ aupotépwv/eE appotépwv): since the creation originated from the Father through the Son —
thus, both the Father and the Son being origin of all (apyn t@v 6Awv) — the (Latin) objection that the Holy Spirit
hypostatically proceeds “from both” (¢¢ appotépwv) necessarily implies that both the Son and the Father are the
origin (dpyn) of the Spirit, which reduces the Spirit to the level of a creature and leads to the diarchy within the
divine being. Palamas implicitly suggests that the phrase “from both” refers to the sphere of nature and natural
properties, since that is the only way to preserve the hypostatic monocausality. See: Adyo¢ drodeixtixogc A’ 30,
ZYTTPAMMATA A" [21988] 57.14-32-58.1-21 | Ene 51 [1981] 136.6-31-138.1-16.

15 RKupidhov Aheéavdpeiag, H fifloc wév Onoavpdv... A", PG 75, 569C.

16 Kupidhov Akeavdpsiog, Eic 0 Kazo Twdvvyy Evayyéliov XI1, PG 74, T16B: “’Eyer 6¢ 6 Ioaip &
éowtod Kol &v éavt® 1o id1ov Ivedua, &xel todto év éavtd Kkai 6 Yiog, éncimep éotiv dpoodoiog avt®, kai é&
aUTOD TEPNVEY 0VOLWIDS, TAVTA. TG TOD YEVVIOAVTOC (010 QUOIKAS &YV &V E0vTd”.
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The fact that both of these writings are the firsthand sources that Palamas on the giv-
en occasion had in mind is corroborated by the propinquity of formulations — bearing in
mind that in Thesaurus it is said “éni TOv €€ avtod PuoK®dS yevvmBévta Yiov”, whilst in
the Commentary on John “mévta. T Tod yevwnoovtog 1o puotk®dg Eywv &v £00T@” 1s men-
tioned, whereby, due to a higher lexical similarity, the focus, of course, shifts to the latter.
This is also corroborated by the ninth paragraph of Palamas’ writing Against Bekkos, in
whose “Inscription” we find a formulation almost identical to that of Cyril’s from Thesau-
rus: “mavTo T ToD TaTPOG 010 PUOIKMS drafaively Eml TOV £ awTod YevvnOévta viov”!.

The second passage that Palamas on given occasion takes into consideration —
at least in the case of the phrase “mpoyeitor €k matpog 61’ viod” and its variations —
can be encountered in miscellaneous Cyril’s writings, such as, for instance, his Fes-
tal Homily'® or his treatise On Adoration in Spirit and in Truth, where it can be read
that the Holy Spirit comes forth from the Father through the Son (éx ITatpog 61" Yiod
npoyeduevov [vedua)'®. However, if we compare more vigilantly the texts of the two
christian authors and avoid those rather incomplete references found in critical edi-
tion of Palamas’ Apodictic Treatises®®, we shall discern that the most explicit source
that Palamas on this occasion has in mind is actually Cyril’s Dialogues on the Holy
Trinity, where the Archbishop of Alexandria, whilst enouncing that the Holy Spir-
it springs from the divine nature, says that he “comes forth directly from the Father
through the Son, sanctifying the creation” (mpoygopevov 8¢ domep €k tod [latpdg, 61d
00 YioD, kal dyrdlov v ktiow). It is more than apparent to everyone that this formu-
lation of Cyril’s is almost entirely transcribed in the aforementioned Palamas’ Second
Apodictic Treatise 62, where Palamas, whilst paraphrasing Cyril, states that the Holy
Spirit “comes forth from the Father through the Son so as to sanctify the creation”
(mpoyeodpevov €k TaTpog o’ viod TNV kticw ayralew).?! Cyril’s assertion that the Holy
Spirit is “from the essence of the Son”, which Palamas quotes in the aforementioned
paragraph (see p. 3), can also be located in various Cyril’s writings, one of which is
also Thesaurus, paragraph 34, one section of which bears an indicative title: “That the
Holy Spirit is from the essence of the Father and the Son”. In that passage, interpreting
in soteriological categories 1 Corinthians 12:3, where Paul says that Jesus cannot be
called Lord except through the Holy Spirit, Cyril inversely proves the divine character
of the Spirit: namely, if only through the Spirit, according to Paul, the divine character
of the Son can be known, then the Sprit must be of the same essence as the Son. Thus,
using, on this occasion too, the inappropriate category of quality (mo16tng) concerning
the Holy Spirit — in sooth with certain restriction “so to speak” — Cyril accentuates that

17 Tpnyopiov tod TMakapd, Aveemypoapai 9, Tyrreammata A’ [21988], 161-175: 169.24-25 | Enk 51
[1981], 344-373: 360.17—18.

18 Kupithov Ahelavdpeiag, Ouidior éopracuixod 18, PG 77, 817AB: “Avt6¢ ye unv 6 Kipiog ijudv Inoodg
Xpiorog 10 ék [Matpog S’ avtod mpoyedpevov Ivedpa (womoiov aviualev Gowp mpog v év i Louapaio
yovairo. Tag oloAééels movuevog”.

19 Kupidhov Adetavdpeiag, Iepi tijg év Mvebuom xai dinbeig mpookvvijoews kai datpetog A”, PG 68,
148A.

20 Here, of course, I have in mind Zyrreammara A’ [21988], 23—153, where, concerning our case, quite
arbitrary references are provided, without a more concrete comparison of the texts (cf. 134).

21 Kopidhov AdeEavdpeiag, ITpog Epueiav mpeafitepov, kot medory kai amoxpiow, Aéyog ET', PG 75,
1013B.
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“the Holy Spirit is from the essence of the Son” (ék tfig ovoiag Tod Yiod 10 [Tvedpa),
and consequently God himself, not a created entity.??

The third passage, which also represents the main backing of the Latin perusal of
Cyril of Alexandria and which Palamas in the mentioned paragraph from his Apodictic
Treatises unequivocally has in mind, is located in the first book of Cyril’s On Adoration
in Spirit and in Truth, his earliest exegetical writing, which was, in all probability, com-
posed ca. 423%. Written in the form of a dialogue between Cyril himself and Palladius,
this writing mainly investigates the issue of compatibility between the Old and New Tes-
tament, i.e. between Judaism and Christianity. Actually, the major purpose of the writing
in question is to show the concord of the two Testaments, which would lead to the con-
clusion that Christians, and not Jews, are actually the genuine heirs of God’s promises.
However, in one passage, Cyril, whilst referring to the problem of inner-trinitarian rela-
tions, primarily to the question of the procession of the Holy Spirit, says that he “is the
Spirit of God the Father, as well as of the Son, and comes forth substantially from both,
that is, from the Father through the Son” (ginep €oti 100 ®eod kail [Tatpodg, kol punv Kol
10D YioD, 10 o0c10d®d¢ €& dppoiv, fyovv €k Tlatpog 61" Yiod mpoyeodpevov [Tvedpa)?.
That this text is the very source that Palamas must have had in mind on the said occa-
sion, is substantiated by the fact that the phrase “¢& dueoiv’” appears, as far as [ was able
to deduce, in this particular form only in this passage of Cyril’s writings — with the ex-
ception of certain phrases, of course, such as “6t” dueoiv”’, which is to be found in Cyril’s
Second Treatise on the Right Faith, where he, noting that the Son is equal in everything
to the Father from whom he originates, emphasizes the fact that the life-giving Spirit
flows forth through both, viz. through the Father and the Son (npdeiot 6& S’ dppoiv Kol
10 [Tvedpa 10 {womolodv)?.

Finally, the fourth passage that Palamas takes into consideration is, actually, Cyril’s
Dialogue on the Incarnation of the Only-Begotten, chapter 7, where Cyril, once again in
a specifically economic context, talks about the sending of the Holy Spirit and underlines
his consubstantiality with the Father and the Son. Palamas, as we have already seen, cites
this passage well-nigh verbatim, erroneously locating it in Cyril’s writing De Sancta
Trinitate Dialogi.?®

After we have, I believe, indubitably ascertained the major textual backing of
the Latin objection Palamas had to face, let us now take a look at how the Archbishop
of Salonica interprets these “filioquistic” passages from Cyril’s writings as well as the
manner in which he develops his argumentation.

22 Kupidhov AdeEavdpeiag, H piflog tv Onoavpdv... AA°, PG 75, 588A.

23 Thus G. Jouassard, “L’activité littéraire de saint Cyrille d’Alexandrie jusqu’a 428: Essai de chrono-
logie et de synthese”, in: Mélanges Podechard, Lyons: Facultés catholiques 1945, 159—174; then, “La date
des écrits anti-ariens de saint Cyrille d’Alexandrie”, Revue bénédictine 87 (1977) 172—178, whose chrono-
logy is followed by other scholars as well. Cf. L. J. Welch, Christology and Eucharist in the Early Thought of
Cyril of Alexandria, San Francisco: Catholic Scholars Press, International Scholars Publications 1994, 6-7.

24 Kopidhov Adeavdpeioc, Iepi tijg év TTveduatt xai dinbsig mpoorvviioews xai latpeiag A', PG 68,
148A.

23 Kopidov Adelavdpeiag, Adyog debtepog mpoopmvytikog tois eboefeotdtuc facidicoos, mepi Tic
opbijc wiotecws NA', PG 76, 1408B.

26 Kupidhov Adeéavdpeiag, ITepi tijc évavBpomioems tob Movoyevoig, PG 75, 1241A.
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2.

Palamas’ interpretation of Cyril’s passages that are allegedly in favour of the thesis of
filioque appears, to remind, for the first and only time in his Second Apodictic Treatise,
starting with chapter 62, wherein the analysis of this inconvenient “Latin” objection is
being programmatically undertaken, and ending with chapter 69 — of course, with some
digressions and aberrations from the main topic. Unlike Maximus the Confessor, who
finds a hermeneutical key for the filioquistic reading of Cyril of Alexandria, but also for
the very stability of practice of filioque in the West, primarily in the linguistic limitations
of the Latin language?’, showing on that occasion solid precision in his own formula-
tions?, Palamas’ argumentation is somewhat more extensive and is, of course, molded so
as to be favourable to his own polemical agenda. Synoptically, his argumentation is de-
ployed evenly in three directions, since, Palamas believes, the attitude of Cyril, accord-
ing to which the Holy Spirit comes forth from the Father and the Son, can denote three
significant theological things. Let us see which ones.

a) Firstly, a thing completely expected, Palamas incorporates cyrillian “filioquis-
tic” passages into his own prevalent interpretative matrix that is reflected in the distinc-
tion between two types of causality, determined according to whether they pertain to
the “economic” or “theological” Trinity. In other words, it is referred to what Gregory
Palamas, in his Apodictic Treatises 1, 29, explicitly calls “the double procession of the
Holy Spirit” (7] 6¢ tod mvedpatog Tpdodog dirtn [...])*°. As for causality in the literal
sense of the word, Palamas states that we predominantly need to bear in mind the cau-
sality of economic type, since this kind of causality is precisely “for our sake”, or “for a
cause” (O aitiav), that is, “of temporal” (ypovikov) character, which altogether means
that it does not, in any way, refer to the absolute realm of the divine being. On the other
hand, causality in the context of “theological” Trinity actually transcends the very con-
cept of causality and it is referred to by that name only in an inappropriate sense: in other
words, when the divine existence is taken eo ipso, it inevitably takes on characteristics of
“noncausality” (avaitidg) and “beyond time” (bnépypovoc). Hence, Palamas deems that,
when Cyril of Alexandria says that the Holy Spirit comes forth from the Son in order to
sanctify the creation, he does imply the actual temporal outpouring of the Holy Spirit in
the economic realm, which happens for a cause; namely, he, in Palamas’ opinion, has in
mind the bestowing of the Spirit from the Son in history, with the intention of absolving

27 See: G. C. Berthold, “Maximus the Confessor and the Filioque”, Studia Patristica XVTII, 1 (1989)
113-117: 115.

28 Maximus uses the term npoiévat, and not kmopevesdar concerning the relation of the Holy Spirit to
the Son; to him, thus G. C. Berthold, “Maximus the Confessor and the Filioque”, Studia Patristica XVIII, 1
(1989) 113-117: 115, the terms “from the Son” and “through the Son” are synonyms in that sense. Likewise,
Cyril of Alexandria does not say, in any of his presumed filioquistic sections, that the Spirit “proceeds”
(éxmopevecbar) from the Father and the Son; as instead, he claims that the Spirit “comes forth” or “flows
forth” (mpoiévar, mpoyeitar) from the Son, which is something rather different; thus A. E. Siecienski, The
Filioque. History of a Doctrinal Controversy, Oxford 2010, 49. See also note 44.

2% For this, see synoptically: C. B. Scouteris, “The Double Procession of the Holy Spirit according to
Saint Gregory Palamas”, in: Der Heilige Geist im Leben der Kirche. Forscher aus dem Osten und Westen
Europas an den Quellen des gemeinsamen Glaubens. Pro Oriente-Studientagung “Der Heilige Geist bei den
griechischen und lateinischen Kirchenvdtern im ersten Jahrtausend”, Wien, Juni 2003. Herausgegeben von
Y. de Andia, P. L. Hofrichter, Pro Oriente XXIX. Wiener Patristische Tagungen II, Innsbruck, Wien: Tyrolia-
Verlag 2005, 329-338.
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sins and sanctifying the creation. Therefore, in that economic context the Spirit is given
from the Son in the same way as he is given from the Father. This economic emission of
the Spirit pertains to, according to Palamas’ opinion, “the divine grace and energy of the
Spirit” (tfig Oeiog ydprrog kol Evepyeing Tod mvevpatog) and it occurs not only from the
Father and the Son, but also from the Holy Spirit himself** The act of the outpouring of
the Spirit — when by Spirit we mean energy — actually belongs to all three hypostases of
the Holy Trinity, since the energy or grace is a property of divine nature as such, rath-
er than some of the hypostases®'. That, of course, does not mean that the hypostasis of
the Holy Spirit owes its existence to the Son in a strictly triadological plane®?: unlike the
economic emission of the Spirit, his eternal procession is deprived of the temporal con-
ditionality and any derived causality, since it occurs, Palamas says, “neither for some-
thing, nor towards someone, and by no means in time” (o0 d1d Tt 000 TPOG TIVOIG OVTE
V1o ypovov OAmG). In the context of that which can be labelled “triadological causality”,
the Spirit does not come forth from the Son, but immediately, causelessly, and eternally
proceeds ex Patre solo. Intensifying the matter completely, Palamas will, in this passage
— with the aim of showing that the Father is the only cause (Ldvog aitioc) in a triadolog-
ical context — even renounce something that he will elsewhere resolutely claim*: name-
ly, that the procession of the Holy Spirit also in the triadological realm occurs “through”
(814) or even “from” (éx) the Son: “the Son does not have from (éx) himself the Spirit,
nor does the Spirit have through (u) the Son the being (t1v dmap&wv), but the Father has
the Spirit from (éx) himself, proceeding [him] out of himself directly, causelessly and
pre-eternally’.

b) Secondly, Gregory Palamas, endeavouring to wrest Cyril from the filioquistic
interpretative matrix, presents one particularly important, I think, review of the phrase
“o00100M¢ €€ dpotv, fiyovv €k TTatpog 61" Yiod mpoyedpevov [Mvedpa”, especially of
the word “substantial” (ovc1®d®c) which occurs in this frequently cited pericope. First-
ly, Palamas endeavours to neutralize, or at least mitigate, this unpleasant Latin objec-
tion in one strictly psychological sense, stating that Cyril’s claim according to which the
outpouring of the Spirit occurs “substantially from both” is not “unusual at all” (ovdev

30 See: Adyog amoderxtiog B” 65, Tyrrpammata A [21988] 136.19-30-137.1-3 | Ene 51 [1981] 304.14—
29; B” 69, Zyrreammata A [21988] 140.17-20-141.1-24 | Ene 51 [1981] 312.10-31-314.1-9; B 79,
ZyrreAMMATA A [71988] 149.22-28 | Ene 51 [1981] 330.14-20.

31 Aéyog dmoderxuikog B” 69, Tyrrpammara A’ [21988] 141.9-10 | Ene 51 [1981] 312.23-24.

32 In certain passages, although before explanations of disputable Cyril’s passages are to be programmati-
cally assailed, Palamas reads the phrase “&& appoiv” solely in terms of energetic transmission in the economic
framework: “Whenever you, therefore, hear him say that the Holy Spirit pours forth from both of them, as
from the Father substantially through the Son, do understand reverently that he teaches the transmission of
these natural powers and energies of God, but not the pouring forth of the divine hypostasis of the Spirit”;
Abyog drodeixtinog B” 20, Zyrreammata A’ [21988] 96.23-28 | Ene 51 [1981] 220.23-27: “Orav 0dv drobong
avTov & dupolv, i¢ ék ToTPOS 0VEIWAIDS O’ VIOD TPOYECUEVOV, TO TVEDUO. TO (YI0V AEYOVTA, THY TAV YUOIKDV
00TV OVVGUEDY TE Kal Evepyeldv 10D Ocob etdoooty, dila un v Oeiav 100 TVeLUOTOS DTOTTAOLY TPOYE-
io0ou d10dokey, gboefdiss vouaov”. Ct. note 93.

33 For the use of prepositions “from” and “through” in Palamas’ triadology I refer to my paper: M.
Kuexesuh, ““Ex’ u ‘014’ y ‘AnoaumktudkuM cioBuma o ucxohewy Cseror [lyxa’ I'puropuja Ilamame”,
Cmucao. Yaconuc Odjemerva 3a opyumsene nayke Mamuye cpncke — [Ipywmeo unanosa y Lipnoj Topu 1/1
(2012) 39-59. (in Serbian, with summary in English)

34 Abyog amodeiktikog B' 64, Tyrrpammata A” [21988] 136.6-9 | Enk 51 [1981] 302.31-304.1-3: “[...]
00K &¢ éavtod uév &yel o mvedua O viog, 0VOE dio. Tod viod TV Tropliv 10 Tvedua xel, dAL° EE owtod Exel 6
athp, éC EaVTOD QUECWS EKTOPEVOUEVOV GVaITing Kal TPoatwviwg [...]”.
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kowvov). However, this polemical trick of Palamas’, which is, it should be mentioned,
just one in a series of his noteworthy “byzantine” manners, can be plainly opposed with
the thesis that this and similar modes of expression are not encountered frequently in pa-
tristic literature, referring to which Palamas deems one of the main regulations of prop-
er theologization. Secondly, Palamas refers to an argument ex traditio, relying on Greg-
ory the Theologian, which is here of paramount importance: videlicet, what Cyril means
when he says that the Holy Spirit comes forth “substantially from both” relates to the out-
pouring of the Spirit onto the apostles, which is, Palamas deems, wholly compatible with
the statement of Gregory the Theologian, according to which the Holy Spirit is “substan-
tially present and co-dwelling with the apostles, we can say” (00c10OMC MG v imot TIg
mapov kol cvumolrtevopevov). Thirdly, Palamas, as in some prior instances, and utterly
in accordance with the byzantine theological tradition, christologically funds pneumatol-
ogy, in the sense that he performs the teaching on the Holy Spirit per analogiam with the
teaching on the Son*. Actually, on the subject of cyrillian phrase “0061®OMO £E dppoiv”,
Palamas underlines that the same mode of expression can be used apropos the Son as
well, primarily in the context of his incarnation: the sending of Logos towards us was
precisely of the “substantial” (00c1®ONG) character, in view of the fact that it occurred
from the Father and the Spirit, therefore, from both (§€ GuEoiv ToD TATPOG YEVOUEVT
Kol Tod Tvevpatoc)’’. Palamas declares that the sending of the Spirit should be interpret-
ed in the same direction: the Spirit was also substantially sent out and outpoured from
both. Accordingly, the Spirit outpours forth substantially for us and after us (ékxéyvTon
TOIVUV 0VGIOAME S NUAG Kol ped’ Nuac), since he manifested himself bestowing the
divine power through himself (61" €avtod Vv Ogiay dOvauy Tapéyov). However, this
being of vital importance, the Spirit, Palamas says, always comes to us substantially
(mépeoTV el OVGIMOMC NUIV), but in the same way hypostatically as well (mdvimg d&
kol ko’ vmooTaov) — despite the fact that we do not participate in the essence nor in
the hypostasis, but only in the grace’. All of this, of course, should be reflected upon ec-
onomically: just like the sending of the Son is not the same as his eternal generation — in
the sense that the Son was not born eternally “from both”, that is, ex Patre Spirituque,
nor was he born “for our sake”, but only and solely from the Father — in the same man-
ner, the Spirit does not, in the strictly triadological context, proceed “from both”, that
is, ex Patre Filiogue, since his pre-eternal procession occurs causelessly from the Father
only (mpo TV aidvev dvortiog Ek povov tod matpdc). I will get later to this signifi-
cant passage, which could - in principle at least - disprove the assertions of some schol-
ars of Gregory Palamas who explicitly confront him with Gregory of Nazianzus in order
to push him completely into pseudo-dionysian and, thereafter, neoplatonic framework.

33 For Palamas as a skilled polemicist see I. A. Anumtparxémoviog, Avyovetivog kai piydpiog Modouds.
16, mpofinuazo t@v dpiorotelik®dv kotnyopidv kol Tii¢ tpLadikils woyobeoloyiog, AMva: IMapovsio 1997,
102-104, 107-110.

36 Cf. Abyog dmodeikticog A 34, Tyrreammata A’ [21988] 65.33-35-66.1-9 | Ene 51 [1981] 154.14-25.
See also: M. Knezevi¢, “The Order (td&g) of Persons of the Holy Trinity in ‘Apodictic Treatises’ of Gregory
Palamas”, Philotheos. International Journal for Philosophy and Theology 12 (2012) 84-102: 89-90.

37 This would mean not only that pneumatology is funded christologically, but also vice-versa, that is, that
christology is funded pneumatologically; see: A. Jepruh, “TIpaBocnaBHo Gorociossbe o Ceetom Jlyxy”, in: A.
Jesruh, Xpucitioc Angpa u Omeia, npyro, HoMymeHO H3iamke, CaBpeMEHO IPaBOCIABHO OOr0CIIOBIbe, Bpmauka
Bama, Tpeoume: Manactup Teppor, bparcrso CB. Cumeona Mupotounsor 2004, 201-222: 213-215.

38 fA6yoc amodeikticog B' 64, Syrrpammata A’ [21988] 135.24-28 | Ene 51 [1981] 302.15-19.



102 MikoNiA KNEZEVIC

c¢) Last but not least, Palamas construes cyrillian passages with potential filioquistic over-
tones under the prism of differentiation between nature and person in the domain of tri-
adology, during which the notion of consubstantiality and the distinction between natu-
ral and hypostatic properties of divine persons emerge as key concepts. In that direction,
Palamas neutralizes the Latin objection vis-a-vis cyrillian thesis that “the Holy Spirit
outflows from the divine nature and of the Son”, by claiming that some implicit causality
on the Son’s part is not the question at issue, but only and solely the affirmation of con-
substantiality of the Spirit with the Son, and hence with the Father. Therefore, cyrillian
“from the Son”, according to Palamas, means “from the Son’s nature”, ergo the prepo-
sition “€x” in the context of relationship between the Son and the Spirit always pertains
to the plane of nature, and not in the slightest to the plane of hypostases, since the Son’s
hypostasis can never be taken as the cause of the Spirit’s hypostasis. “Whenever”, Pala-
mas categorically claims, “this divinely contemplating Cyril says that the Spirit is from
the essence of the Son, he indicates that the Son is consubstantial with the Spirit and not
his cause™’. Palamas continues in the same direction a few paragraphs later:
[...]1t could be well said that the Spirit does not proceed from the hypostasis of the Son, but natu-
rally from the Father and from the essence of the Son, due to the consubstantiality of the Son with
the Father, so that — since this shows the consubstantiality of the divine Spirit with the Father and
the Son, and not the different existence of the Spirit from the Father —, due to the consubstantiality,
it is the same to say the Spirit is also from the essence of the Son and to say the Spirit is of the same
essence with the Son. Therefore, the consubstantiality of the Spirit is shown from the Son’s [con-
substantiality], which is more apparent and previously promised and established [...]*.
According to Palamas, this kind of reading of cyrillian “filioquistic” theses has a
historic and systemic foundation. Namely, it is conditioned by both the historical context
of Cyril’s time as well as the conceptual framework of the tradition where he belongs.
In other words, the fact that Palamas reads the abovementioned pericopes by highlight-
ing the consubstantiality, is vindicated, according to him, by the fact that the Archbish-
op of Alexandria, whilst presenting the aforesaid views and formulations, actually ad-
dressed those who opposed this quite substantial (and today rather neglected) dogma*'.
On the other hand, the Eastern tradition, Palamas claims, is not familiar with the mode
of expression in relation to which the Son would be taken as the hypostatic cause with-
in the triadological milieu. This foundation of Palamas’ reading of cyrillian pericopes

3 Abyog dmodeikticoc B” 64, Tyrreammata A’ [21988] 136.11-13 | Ene 51 [1981] 304.6-8: “Kai dodiic
6 Bedppav obtog Kipidlog éx tijg obaiag tod viod 10 mvedua Jéyel, 10 6uoobdaLov mapictnoty, ¢’ obk aitiov
glvau T0v viov Tod mvebuazog”. See also: Adyoc dmodeitios B 76, Zyrreammata A’ [21988] 147.24— 29 | Ene
51[1981] 326.10-15.

40 Aoyog amodeixticog B” 67, Tyrreammata A’ [21988] 139.5-13 | Ene 51 [1981] 308.32-33-310.1-9:
“Totyapodv v Gv o1 Aéyely oK €K Tiic BToTTaTemS T0D vioD, A" éE abTod PuoIKAS KaK TiS obaiag ToD viod
70 mvedua, 010 10 10D VIOD TPOS TOV TWATEPQ. GO0VO10V, Kai TS ToD Belov TVEDUOTOS TPOS TOV TATEPA KAl TOV
viov duoovaiotnTog éviedley detkvouevng, GAL’ ovyl Tiic dLapopov €k 0D TOTPOS DIAPLEDS TOD TVEDUOTOG,
ioov 0¢ gomv eimelv kai €k Tij¢ 0boiog 10D VIOD TO TVETUO 10, TV OHOOVGIOTHTA, KOl OTL TS avTiS €011V 0V0Tog
@ i@ 0 Tvedua. Ex 0¢ Tij¢ 100 vioD 1 61o0vaI0THS OEIKVOETAL TOD TVEDUATOS (S POVEPWTEPOS KAL TPOKATHY-
yeduévns kol mpomemoTuévg [ ...17.

41 The reintroduction of the term dpoovciov will especially be insisted upon by the significant contem-
porary theologian Nikolaos Loudovikos. Cf. N. Aovdofixkog, H rleioth mvevuatikotnro. kai w0 vonue tod
éowtod. O pvotikiouog tijg loyvog kol 1 dAnbelo pvocws kol Tpoowmov, Opnokeoroyio 21, AO\va: EAAnvikd
ypappata 1999; idem, H Aropatiky Exxinoioloyio tod Ouoovoiov. H dpyéyovn Exkinoio onjuepa, AOMva.:
Appog 2002; idem, Of tpdpor 10d mpoadmov kol 0. facave 10D Epwra. Kpitikol atoyaool yio. o Uetavew-
tepixy) Oeoloyikn dvroloyia, ABva: Apupog 2010.
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is obviously summarized in his assertion that “no one of pious theologians of all centu-
ries ever said that the Spirit is from the hypostasis of the Son, but from the hypostasis
of the Father” and that “if someone ever said that he is from the nature of the Son and
naturally from him, that was because the nature of the Father and the Son is one and the
same”¥2. Moreover, Palamas states that Cyril’s unequivocal affiliation with such a tradi-
tion is undoubtedly substantiated by the fact that, in his writings, he “never says that the
Holy Spirit comes forth from the hypostasis [of the Son]”* — ascertainment for which
the defender of hesychasts must be given full credit and regarding which, at least when
it comes to the verb éxmopevecsbou, he is granted enough backing even by the contempo-
rary scholars of Cyril’s thought*.

Therefore: cyrillian phrases “from the Son”, “from the essence of the Son”, “from
both”, and the like, are of the same meaning, according to Palamas, with the phrases
“from the nature of the Son” and “consubstantial with the Son”. Accordingly, they can
never relate to the plane of Aypostatic causality. That type of causality will remain an
exclusive privilege of the Father — something that Palamas will repeatedly apostrophize
with the thesis that the coming forth of the Holy Spirit, albeit from the divine nature
and of the Son, occurs “according to the hypostasis of the Father only” (ka6’ vmécTacy
OV TV TOTPIKNV)®.

Running parallel to this is Palamas’ interpretation of cyrillian phrase, according to
which the properties of the Father pass onto his naturally begotten Son. As said by Pala-

s, “properties” in question here need to be considered in terms of particularities of the
divine nature, particularities which are common to all three persons of the Holy Trinity,
and which do not fall within the scope of the “hypostatic” or “incommunicable” proper-
ties that characterize only and solely each of the hypostases individually:

42 Aoyog aﬁoéelknkog B’ 65, ZvrrPAMMATA A’ [21988] 137.7-11 | Ene 51 [1981] 306. 2 7: “d1o 00581g
0V0ETTOTE TAV AT 0UDVOS avaeﬁwv Gaoiaya)v &K mg OmO0TATEWS efvou 00 viod 0 nvgv,uoc eimev, 6N éx mg
700 narpog vnocmmewg &K 0¢ Tijc ;ovascug 700 mov Kol QuoIKAS lvar & abTod gimep TG padn, GAA’ dS (g kol
i avTiic pboEws 0long Tob TaTpog kol Tod viod”

B Abyog dmodeitiioe B' 68, TYTTPAMMATA A' [21988] 139.20-25 | Enk 51 [1981] 310.16-22: “Koi todt0
016 TOAAT]S TOL0DUEVOS GTTOVOTS O Belog Kopiliog, To undéva mapoybévia docalerv éx tijg vmootdoems 100 viod 0
TVEDLLO. TO (YLOV, &K TIG POOEWS OUTOD Kol PUOIKDS Kol KOTO. pOGIV OOGKIG AEYEL, TO TVEDILG. PHOL TO (YIOV Kal EK
Tij¢ POoEWS abTOD THYALELY, Kal' v 6 abtog éoti peta motpds, GAL’ 0vdouod TV Adywv ék tijs brmootdoews [ ... ]7.

4 Despite the indubitable fact that Cyril never considers the question of personal procession of the Holy
Spirit extensively or in isolation, nor does he directly search for the personal and ontological role that the Son
plays in all of this, it is still evident that he is predominantly careful in terms of restricting the use of the word
éknopeveabon for the Spirit’s ultimate origin in the Father, who is the “source of divinity” (cf. note 28), that
is, he never uses it in the sense that the Spirit proceeds from the Son, or even from the Father and the Son.
On the other hand, Cyril uses the verb mpoiévat in a more “relaxed” manner, with the aim of emphasizing
that the Spirit comes forth “from the common essence of God”, “from the essence of the Father”, “from the
essence of the Son”, “from the Father and the Son”, “from the Father through the Son”, “through the Father
and the Son”, “through the Son”, etc. See: B. E. Daley, “The Fullness of the Saving God: Cyril of Alexandria
on the Holy Spirit”, in: Th. Weinandy, D. Keating, eds., The Theology of Cyril of Alexandria..., New York
2003, 113-148: 144-145; N. Russell, Cyril of Alexandria, London, New York 2000, 29, 213-214, note 92.
For references with regard to Cyril’s use of the verb mpoiévat concerning the Holy Spirit see: M. O. Boulnois,
La paradoxe trinitaire chez Cyrille d’Alexandrie. .., Paris 1994, 525. Whilst Daley and Boulnois think that
Cyril is along the lines of the synodical definition in this terminological choice, that is, Cappadocians and
John 15:26, Russell finds such a viewpoint problematic.

4 Abyog dmoderxticog A” 6, TyrrpaMMATA A’ [21988] 33.25-26-34.1-2 | Ene 51 [1981] 88.17-18, 21-22;
B’ 65, ZvrreaMmaTa A” [21988] 137.6-7 | Ene 51 [1981] 306.2; B” 73, ZyrrraMmata A’ [21988] 144.17, 26 |
Ene 51 [1981]318.31-32,320.9; B" 74, Zyrreammata A’ [*1988] 146.6 | Ene 51 [1981] 322.23-24; cf. B” 76,
SYITPAMMATA A’ [21988] 147.24 | Ene 51 [1981] 326.9-10.
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“The Son has in himself by nature particular and exceptional [properties] of the Father, since the
property of the begetter is naturally transferred onto him”: not hypostatic particularities of the Fa-
ther and exceptional [properties] — hence, neither does he have beginninglessness, nor unbegotte-
ness, nor begetting — but has natural and distinctive characteristics of the Father’s nature, which the
Holy Spirit also naturally possesses.*¢

Cyril, in other words, claims that the Son has the same properties as the Father —
and like the Spirit, we might add — “naturally and substantially and always according to
the nature” (QuoK®C T Kol 0Vo1WIMS Kol Kota eOov det)”’, which, actually, in anoth-
er fashion confirms the divinely equal character of each of the three persons of the Holy
Trinity.

As a supplementary corroboration of (a) the attitude that cyrillian “éx” refers to
the plane of nature and, in the first place, to consubstantiality, and consequently (b) the
interpretation that the properties, which are discussed in the aforementioned cyrillian
pericopes, are to be interpreted as natural, and in no way as hypostatic properties, Pala-
mas adds two more arguments. One of them is contained within Cyril’s response to crit-
icism directed at him in his day, in which, Palamas says, the Archbishop of Alexandria
was “defamed” for supposedly advocating the view that the Spirit has existence from
the hypostasis of the Son as well. The second argument is summarized, as we shall soon
see, in the paragraph 34 of the Thesaurus. With regard to the “defamation” to which
Cyril was exposed, it presumably refers to (somewhat justified) distrust of Theodoret of
Cyrus*® regarding the ninth out of twelve of Cyril’s anathemas that we find at the end
of his Third Letter to Nestorius®. Generally speaking, Cyril’s somewhat unconvention-
al speech about the Holy Spirit present in the ninth anathematism, where it is defined as
“1d10v 10D Yiod”, raised suspicions in the mind of the Bishop of Cyrus, suspicions which
he did not hesitate to reveal publicly, and even to call some of Cyril’s attitudes nothing
less than “blasphemous™. Crucial to our case are, I think, two of Theodoret’s writings,
one of which is Reprehensio duodecim anathematismorum Cyrilli, composed at the be-

4 A6yoc amodeixtikog B” 67, Tyrrammata A’ [21988] 139.13-19 | Ene 51 [1981] 310.9-15: ““&yer 6 6
0IOC PVOIKAS &V EavTD T0 TOD TATPOS [010. KAl ECaipeTa, dLaflarvodong eig abToV YLOIKADS THS TOD YEVWHGOVTOS
1010TNT0G "+ 0V T bIOOTOTIKG. [0100 TOD TOTPOS KOl ECAipeTo. — 0VOE yop TO Gvopyov Exel Kai GyévvnTov 1] T0 YOVI-
Hov — dAa T poaika kol io1o. TG 100 TaTpog pHoEwms abynuata, drep &yel puoIKAS Kol TO TVEDUA TO dyLov”.

4T Adyog amodectikog B” 68, Tyrreammata A’ [21988] 139.26-27 | Ene 51 [1981] 310.22-23.

8 For the blessed Theodoret, see: Th. Urbainczyk, Theodoret of Cyrrhus. The Bishop and the Holy Man,
Michigan: The University of Michigan Press 2002; 1. Pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, London, New
York: Routledge 2006.

49 Kopidhov Akelavdpeiog, Td eblafeotdrm xai Oeopileatdrm avileitovpyd Neotopie Kipiiog kai 1
ovvelbovoa abvodog év Alelavipeiq ek tijc Alyvmtioxi|s oroiknoews év kopie yaiperv, in: Cyril of Alexandria,
Select Letters. Edited and Translated by L. R. Wickham, Oxford: Clarendon Press 1983, 12|33: 30.24-29:
“Ei tic pnoi tov &va koprov Inoodv Xpiorov dedolaobar mapa tod mveduatog, ¢ dAlotpign dvvduer tij o1’
avTod Yppevoy Kol wop abtod Aafovio o évepyelv dbvachor koo TvevudTY dKabdapTwV Kai 10 TANPOIV €IS
avOpamovg tag Osoonusiog, kai 0Byl 61 udlov iS10v avtod 10 Tvedud oy, 61’ob kol éviipynke toc Oeoonueiag,
avdbeuo Eotw”. For this, see: A. Atdhov, “TIvevpatoloyikés emonpdveels ent tov ®° Avobepoatiopon g
I'" Emotolig tov Ay. Kvpidhov mpog Neotdpro”, in: Iipaxtika Ocoloyikod Xovedpiov ue Géuo “To Ayiov
Ilvevua” (11-14 Noguppiov 1991). Ipdvora kot [pogdpio tov [avayiwtdron Mntpororitov Oeocorovikng
k. k. [Tavtehenpovog B’, ®scoarovikn: lepd Mntpomoin @socarovikng, Méhooa 1992.

30 As mentioned by J. F. Bethune-Baker, An Introduction to the Early History of Christian Doctrine to the
Time of the Council of Chalcedon, London: Methuen and Co. 1903, 216, Theodoret is the first to definitely
negate that the Holy Spirit receives his essence from both the Father and the Son. For a detailed discussion
of what was involved in Theodoret’s and Cyril’s views regarding the procession of the Holy Spirit see: A. de
Halleaux, “Cyrille, Théodoret et le ‘Filioque’”, Revue d histoire ecclesiastique 74 (1979) 597-625.
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ginning of 431 at the request of John of Antioch as an antiochian refutation of Cyril’s
anathematisms. In response to the prominent ninth anathema of Cyril and after procur-
ing enough patristic and scriptural pericopes, which should undoubtedly show that the
“careful researcher of divine dogmas” (6 dxpiprg TV Oeiwv doypdtwv £Eetactnq), the
way Theodoret ironically calls Cyril, anathematizes not only the prophets, apostles, and
the archangel Gabriel, but the Savior of all himself, the Bishop of Cyrus puts forward
the following attitudes:
We say that it was not God the Word, consubstantial and co-eternal with the Spirit, who was formed
by the Holy Spirit and anointed, but the human nature which was assumed by him at the end of
days. We shall confess together that the Spirit of the Son was his own if he spoke of [the Spirit] as
of the same nature and proceeding from the Father, and shall accept the expression as consistent
with true piety. But if [he would speak of the Spirit] as being of the Son, or as having [his] origin
through the Son, we shall reject this as blasphemous and impious. For we believe the Lord when he
says, “The Spirit which proceeds from the Father” and likewise the most godly Paul saying, “We
have received not the spirit of the world, but the Spirit which is of God”.”!

The second writing that must be borne in mind here is Theodoret’s Epistola 151,
directed at Eastern monks, where the Bishop of Cyrus summarizes his critique of Cyril’s
anathemas, including the disputable ninth one’2. In one passage, Theodoret, with regard to
the disputable issue of the procession of the Holy Spirit, categorically claims that Cyril
even “blasphemes” (Bracenuel) when it comes to this issue and he directly brings him,
in the best traditions of the byzantine polemical strategies, into direct connection with
some of the infamous heretics:

He even blasphemes the Holy Spirit: he does not say, in keeping with Lord, that the Spirit pro-
ceeds from the Father, but that he has existence from the Son. And that is the fruit of Apollinarius’
seed; and it resembles Macedonius’ cunning plough.>?

In his response to these more than open admonitions which, were they to be interpret-
ed in the light of what was said in Matthew 12: 31-32% really assume immense polemical
and ecclesiological proportions, Cyril, Palamas says, “proclaimed that he was defamed”

31 @godwpritov Kbpov, Reprehensio duodecim anathematismorum Cyrilli, PG 76,432CD: “Aianiocijvor
0¢ vmo tob dyiov Ilveduorog, kol ypiadijvar ob tov Ocov Adyov pouév, tov 1@ Ilatpi 6poovaiov, kal covaioiov,
GALG T €’ EoydTon TV Hepdv VT’ ovTod Inpbeicay dvlpwmeiav poorv. “Ioiov 0¢ to Ilveduo tod Yiod, &l
UEV O Buopuég, kai &k Tlatpog Exkmopevouevov pn, avvouoloynoouey kol g eboefi] oelopela v pawvpy. Ei
0’ ¢ &€ Yiov, ij o1 Yiod v Smopliv Eyov, d¢ flacpnuov todto, kol d¢ dvaoefies aroppiyouev. Ihotevouev
yop @ Kvpicy Jéyovu- ‘To Ilvedua, & éx 100 otpog éxkmopederor’ kol 16 Oerotdre o¢ Ioviw duoiws pdoko-
v+ “Hueic d¢ 0b 1o mveduo tod koopov Eldfousy, dlio 1o Ivedua 0 éx tod Ogod’”. For a similar attitude
concerning the procession of the Holy Spirit cf. also ®eodwpntov Kopov, Epunveia tijc Ilpog Pwuaiovg
émorolnc H', PG 82, 132C: “T0 yap mavayiov Iveduo kai Ocod mpoonydpevoe, kol Xpiotod: ovk Emeldn, kata.
700G OLEWVOIOVS 0ipeTiKoDS, ék ToD Ogob dia Tod Yiod dednuiovpyntar: GAL° émelon dpuoodaiov éoti Iatpog
kol Yiod, kai éx Iatpog pev éxmopevetou koo, v v Edayyeliowv didackaliov, 1§ o€ TodTov Yapis tois aéiolg
016 tob Xpiorod yopnyeirar”.

2 This epistle was written in the same period as Reprehensio; its (christological) contents are summa-
rized in P. B. Clayton, Jr., The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus. Antiochene Christology from the Council
of Ephesus (431) to the Council of Chalcedon (451), Oxford: Oxford University Press 2007, 136—141. For a
more detailed review of Theodoret’s Reprehensio see: Ibid., 141-153.

3 @godwprrov Kbpov, Emaroiai 151, pog toig v tjj Ebppatnaiq, xoi Ooponvij, xoi Zvpig, kai @orviky
rol Kidixig povalovrog, PG 83, 1417D: “Blaopnuet o¢ kai gig 1o dytov [Tvetuo: obk ék 1o Totpog aibto léywv
éxmopedeation, xoo Ty T00 Kupiov pavipy, A’ éE Yiod tpv Smopéty &erv. Kai obtog 8¢ tév Amolvapiov omep-
UGTV O Kaprog: yertvid(el 0¢ kai tjj Maxedoviov movipd yewpyio.”.

54 Cf. Mark 3:29; Luke 12:10.
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and he also accentuated the fact that the Spirit is “id10v 700 viod” in the sense that he is “not
alien” (00K dALOTPLOV) to the Son, but also emphasized that the Spirit “is not from the Son”
(ovk €k oD vioD)>. As regards the sources, it can be established that, besides Apologeticus
contra Theodoretum pro XII capitibus, where Cyril says that the Holy Spirit proceeds from
God and the Father (8kmopeveton pev yap g &k tod Oeod kol [Tatpog) and that he is “not
alien to the Son” (oK GALOTPLOV €011 TOD Yi0D)*, Palamas probably has in mind one of
famous Cyril’s writings entitled Laetentur caeli, that is, Epistle 39, addressed to John of
Antioch and composed in a conciliatory tone in springtime (April 23™) 433%, In that rather
important document, Cyril, albeit quite incidentally, whilst talking about the unwavering
determination in relation to which not a single word or a syllable of Nicene Creed ought to
be changed, points out that the fathers who convened in Nicaea were “being talked to by
the Spirit of God the Father, who [the Spirit] proceeds from him, but who is not alien to the
Son in terms of his essence™$. Such Cyril’s manner of speaking was apparently satisfac-
tory, if we might add, to Theodoret as well*’, judging at least by his Epistle 171, where he
expresses delight as a result of Cyril’s confession that “the Holy Spirit has no existence
from nor through the Son, but [as] proceeding from the Father, being called, as consubstan-
tial, the property of the Son™**. However, if we compare what Cyril actually said there with
the formulation that Theodoret provides, we will notice that his “delight” was just partially
founded in Cyril’s text itself®’. On the other hand, if we compare what Cyril, in these two
passages, explicitly states with the formulations with which Palamas paraphrases Cyril,
we shall observe that there is really no absolute textual concordance there as well: namely,
the crucial “odk €k Tod vIOD” is missing, in spite of the fact that such an inference must
inevitably arise from Cyril’s statement that the Spirit proceeds from the Father, without
any mention that this procession occurs and from the Son®.

3 Aéyog amodeticog B” 68, TyrreamMata A’ [21988] 139.28-29-140.1-2 | Ene 51 [1981] 310.24-27.
Cf. B’ 76, Zyrreammata A" [21988] 147.24-29 | Ene 51 [1981] 326.10-15.

36 Kopidov Adelavdpeiac, Emorols Tlpoc Evénriov. Ilpoc v map Osodwpiitov katd 1édv dddeka
Kepolaiwv avtippnarv. Ilpog todg toludvrag coviyopelv tois Neatopiov doyuootv, g 6plids Eyovat, kepdl.aio.
1B, PG 76, 433BC.

37 See: A. de Halleux, “Cyrille, Théodoret et le ‘Filioque’”, Revue d’histoire ecclesiastique 74 (1979)
597-625: 606.

38 Kupidhov Ahe€avdpeiag, Emotolol XXXIX, Ad loannem Antiochenum episcopum, missa per Paulum
episcopum Emesae, PG 77, 181A: “O0 yap noov avroi of Aododvieg, AL’ adro 10 [veduo 100 Ocod kai
Toztpog: 6 éxmopedeton pev éE avrod, éoti d¢ 0vk dALOTPIOV TOD Yiod kota tov Tig ovaiag Loyov”.

39 The teaching of the blessed Theodoret on the Holy Trinity is summarized in his short writing I7epi
Tij¢ dyiag kai (womoiov Tpidoog, PG 75, 1147A-1190A, which was, up until the study of A. Ehrhard, “Die
Cyrill von Alexandrien zugeschriebene Schrift nepi tig Tod Kvpiov évavBpomioewmc, ein Werk Theodorets
von Cyrus”, Theologische Quartalschrift 70 (1888) 179-243, 406450, 623-653, ascribed to Cyril of
Alexandria himself. For Theodoret’s triadology, see: 1. Pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus s Double Treatise
“On the Trinity” and “On the Incarnation”: The Antiochene Pathway to Chalcedon, Kolozsvar, Cluj: The
Transylvanian District of the Reformed Church in Romania 2007, 50-107.

%0 @0dwpnTov Kdpov, Exiorolai POA’, TTpoc tov Avrioyeiag Todvvyy ueti tog drallayag, PG 83, 1484C:
“[...] koi ©0 Ivedua 1o dyiov ovk &€ Yiod, 1j o1 Yiov tv Smopliv &yov, A" éx tod Tatpog éxmopevopevov, idiov
o¢ Yiod ¢ duooveiov dvoualouevov”.

611, Pasztori-Kupén, Theodoret of Cyrus s Double Treatise “On the Trinity” and “On the Incarnation” ...,
Kolozsvar, Cluj 2007, 97.

2 For the passages within Cyril’s opus where the Holy Spirit is defined as “id10v tod viod”, see: A.
®eoddpov, “H mepl ékmopevoemg 100 Ayiov IMvevpartog didackorio Kvpiddov tod Adefovdpeiog kol
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Finally, I shall quote the passage from the paragraph 34 of Cyril’s Thesaurus that I an-
nounced a while ago. This passage, Palamas reasons, Cyril anticipatively juxtaposes with
the latter reasoning of the “Latins”, according to which — on the basis of his statement that
the property of the begetter is naturally transferred onto the Son — it is to be inferred that the
hypostasis of the Son is the cause of the hypostasis of the divine Spirit®. In the said passage,
primarily with the purpose of proving the divine character of the Spirit, Cyril explicitly
states that the Spirit substantially possesses within himself all the distinctiveness of God the
Father, whose Spirit he actually is, bestowing himself on the creation through the Son ([...]
G ok Eoton 10 [Tvedpa Ogdg, ANV Exv 0VGIOIDS v 0T TV id10TNTO Tod [TorTpdg
Koi @god, o0 kai [Tvedud éott 81 Yiod ij kticet xopnyoduevov;)®. Palamas gathers that
this attitude of Cyril’s should represent the hermeneutical key to understanding his thesis
that “the Son has in himself by nature particular and exceptional [properties] of the Father,
since the property of the begetter is naturally transferred onto him”, as it can be clearly
inferred from it that natural, not hypostatic, properties are those which are transferred from
the Father onto the Son — and then, as we have seen, onto the Holy Spirit as well®. The
conclusion that that is actually the only interpretation which can be resorted to, Palamas
infers a contrario: namely, if it is to be assumed that the hypostatic properties of the Father
are those which are transferred onto the Spirit, it would be inevitable, Palamas underscores,
to come to a paradoxical thesis that the Holy Spirit is at the same time the begetting one,
since this —i.e. begetting — is the hypostatic characteristic of the Father®. Therefore, just as
the Spirit cannot be taken as the hypostatic principle of the Son, on the basis of the state-
ment that he substantially possesses within himself all the distinctiveness of the Father, so
neither the Son cannot be taken as the hypostatic cause of the Holy Spirit, on the basis of
the statement that the property of the begetter is naturally transferred onto him.

‘Empoaviov Kompov”, @soloyio ME 1 (1974) 80—-101: 89-92. — Actually, the terms id1ov, {610¢, id16tng do not
have an unambiguous use in Cyril: namely, sometimes they are used to denote the hypostatic particularities
of the three persons of the Holy Trinity, and sometimes to denote their common characteristics. For the use of
these terms in Cyril, see in details: H. van Loon, The Dyophysite Christology of Cyril of Alexandria, Leiden,
Boston 2009, 185-189, 279-282, 299, 311-312, 332, 393-395, 450451, 470471, 517-518.

93 Aéyog amodexticog B” 68, Tyrrpammata A’ [21988] 140.5-7 | Ene 51 [1981]310.31-32.
64 Kupidhov Adeéavdpeiac, H fiflog tv Onoavpdv... AA°, PG 75, 576C. See also note 65.

95 Cyril repeatedly states that the Son is 10 {10v of the essence of the Father, therefore pointing out their
consubstantiality. Cf. Kvpilhov Ale&avdpeiac, H pifilog t@v Onoovpdv... IB'; II'"; KA'; AB’, PG 75, 181A
([...] Eott T0g TOD Yevvnoavtog ovoiog T0 Wdtov [...]); 181B (To yap idiov tiig Tod [atpog ovoiog &v Yid
keipevov [...]); 185A (To yap idrov Tiig T0d [Totpog ovoiog dmaparrixtog £xov 6 Y10 [...]); 185B ([...] tig
TaTPIKic ovoiag T 1S1ov Vrdpywy 6 Yioc [...]); 204C ([...] d16 o ivai pe tiic ofig [tod [atpdc] ovoiog T
dwov [...]); 225CD ({...] tfig tod ITatpog ovsiog ato o1 T d1ov drapywv 6 Yiog [...]); 396B ([...] kol tiig
ovoiag avtod [tob atpdc] o dov [...]); 421C ([...] 1o d1ov tiig £avtod [tod [Tatpdg] ovoiog [...]); 461C
([...] tiig maTpdoag ovoiog GAov Exmv To id1ov [...]). — When, for denoting the common nature of divinity, he
uses the noun i316tng, as in this case, it is used as a collective noun; hence, this way it denotes the entire set
of natural properties. Thus, in H piflog v Onoavpdv... ET', PG 75, 80C, the Son is described as an “im-
press and likeness of his [Father’s] distinctiveness ([...] yapaxtip €ott Kol Opoimpa g id10tnTog A Tod [T0d
Motpdg] [...])”. The fact that the term id10tng is used here precisely in terms of denoting the fullness of the
natural properties, as it is suggested by Gregory Palamas, is corroborated by H. van Loon, The Dyophysite
Christology of Cyril of Alexandria, Leiden, Boston 2009, 187 (to whom I owe references in this note). In that
sense, alongside the cited passage from Thesaurus (note 64), De Sancta Trinitate Dialogi VI, PG 75, 1009D
ought to be read as well, where it is said that the Son “possesses the entire distinctiveness of the Father within
himself” (tnv tod [Matpog ididmta ndoay Ex@v &v £aTd).

% Adyog amodetiog B” 68, Tyrrpammata A’ [21988] 140.13-16 | Ene 51 [1981] 312.6-9.
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In this fashion, Palamas deems, Cyril anticipatively refutes the Latin filioquistic
reading of certain formulations from his writings. In other words, in utilizing those same
arguments with which they justify their erroneous® interpretation of Cyril, pursuant to
which the hypostasis of the Son is the cause of the hypostasis of the divine Spirit, “Latins”
ought to actually distance themselves from their “malicious thinking” (xaxdévoie) and
should, by means of the very Cyril’s writings, discard their own misinterpretation of Cyril’s
ideas. Truth be told, Palamas himself, in one segment, also counterfeits Cyril’s Thesaurus,
since he cites the specified passage as “OAnv &yov &v £00T@® 0VGIMIDG TNV 1O10TNTA TOD
A TPOC Kol 70D viod” % instead of “OAnV Exwv 0VG1WIMG &V 00T TV W10, TOD [artpog
kol @eod”, as stated in the original Cyril’s text. This, so to speak, “displacement”, which
surely favoured Palamas’ polemical intention, did not, however, affect his intended aim in
this presentation of evidence: even if he had cited verbatim Cyril’s Thesaurus, Palamas
would have been able to draw the same conclusion properly, which he actually drew.

Summa summarum: when Cyril of Alexandria asserts that the Spirit originates,
comes forth, or is poured forth and from the Son, he implies (a) energetic derivation of
the Spirit from the Son, (b) substantial coming forth of the Spirit from the Father and
the Son in terms of his substantial (and hypostatic) presence in the economic realm, c)
consubstantiality of the Spirit with the Son and in general consubstantiality of the three
persons of the Holy Trinity.

3.

After I have referred to the sources in Cyril’s oeuvre which Palamas, summarizing the
Latin objection, invokes, as well as the ways of his own interpretation of the aforesaid
cyrillian passages, I will now consider, grosso modo, the interpretative credibility of
Palamas’ reading of Cyril of Alexandria with regard to the “disputable” passages in his
opus which allegedly support the thesis of filioque.

a) Firstly, it can be easily discerned that the Archbishop of Salonica, unlike many of
today’s western researchers, addresses the “filioquistic” passages in Cyril’s opus contextu-
ally, which means that he interprets them within the Zistoric and conceptual framework
in which the Archbishop of Alexandria expounded his ideas and, above all, in the con-
text of discussions of which he partook actively. Following that methodological principle,
Palamas, as we have seen, interprets the cyrillian passages in the context of proving the
consubstantiality of the Spirit with the Father and the Son®. In other words, all of cyrillian
passages that Palamas takes into consideration regarding the rebuttal of the Latin read-
ing are either of economic character, thus suggesting the temporal bestowing of grace or
energy of the Spirit which occurs through or from the Son, or aim at displaying the co-
equal divinity and consubstantiality of the three persons of the Holy Trinity™. That was

7 Cf. A6yog amodeirtinog B” 48, TyrrpaMMata A” [21988] 122.20-22 | Ene 51 [1981] 274.26-29.
8 Adyog amodeixtinog B” 68, Tyrreammata A’ [21988] 140.11-12 | Enk 51 [1981] 312.4-5.

9 Cf. J. Meyendorff, Initiation a la théologie byzantine. L histoire et la doctrine. Traduit de ’anglais
par A. Sanglade avec la collaboration de C. Andronikof, Coll. Initiations, Paris: Les Editions du Cerf 1975,
125-126.

70 G. C. Berthold, “Cyril of Alexandria and the ‘Filioque’”, Studia Patristica 19 (1989) 143—147: 143,
notes that, concerning the teaching on the Holy Spirit, we find two contexts of argumentation in Cyril, with an
obvious transition from triadological towards christological one: namely, the first is concerned with showing
the divine character of the Spirit, whilst the second pertains to examining the ways in which the incarnate Son
possesses and manifests the Spirit.
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exactly the primary undertaking of Cyril and it was a priority on his theological agenda’,
something that Palamas himself suggests when he claims that Cyril directed the afore-
mentioned formulations at “those who opposed consubstantiality” (émeil kol TpOg TOVG
AVTIAEYOVTOG TG OLOOVGI® TA TOWDTA YEYPAPEV)T2.

Thus, Palamas, whilst interpreting Cyril in the context of tradition to which he be-
longed and in the context of historic controversies of his age, effectively eludes the trap
of anachronism™ into which the authors, who are prone to see Cyril as an advocate of
filiogue on the eastern side, undeniably fall’. Precisely speaking, Palamas provides here
adequate instructions for avoiding one post factum reading, in the sense that an idea,
which was already accepted once, is interpreted as if it originated much earlier in time
than what it actually is. Hence, Cyril’s texts, instead of having ideas of the later period
projected upon them, ought to be read in the context of this author’s prevalent interpre-
tative motives, which were mainly of christological and soteriological character”. The
latter conflict over filioque was completely alien and unknown to Cyril.”® So, the appro-
priate line of reasoning is the one which indicates that, without later pneumatological
disputes between the East and the West, the critique which — starting with Theodoret of
Cyrus — was directed at Cyril regarding the procession of the Holy Spirit “and from the
Son”, would be actually thrust aside””.

71 Cf. T. ®noposeku, Acmounu oyu V-VIII sexa. Ca pyckor npeseo M. P. Mujatos, Xunanaapcku myTo-
ka3u Ne 28, Manactup Xunangap 1998, 60.

2 Aéyoc dmodeirticoc B” 64, Tyrreammara A’ [21988] 136.14-15 | Ene 51 [1981] 304.8-10. Moreover, as
a supplementary corroboration for such a reading of Cyril, Palamas quotes two more passages from his writ-
ings: firstly, from Cyril’s Dialogues on the Trinity, where it is said that “the Son cannot be imagined as being
different from the Father in terms of natural identity, the same as the Holy Spirit” (oby, &tepog v 6 vidg eivon
VOOITO TP TOV TATEPQ, OGOV €15 TODTOTNTA PVOIKNY, TAVIOG O& Kol TO Tvedpa T Gylov), and then from the
Commentary on John, where the Archbishop of Alexandria accentuates that “the Holy Spirit is not different
from the Son in terms of identity of nature” (00d&v Etepov mapa TOV VIOV VIAPYEL TO TVEDUA TO dylov, doov
€16 TaNTOTNTO PVGEMQ); see: Adyo¢ dmodeixtiog B' 65, ZyrrpaMMATA A [21988] 137.13-15, 17-18 | EnE 51
[1981] 306.9—11, 13—14.

3 Cf. G. C. Berthold, “Cyril of Alexandria and the ‘Filioque’”, Studia Patristica 19 (1989) 143-147:
147: “It would be anachronistic to insert a fifth century doctor into a ninth century discussion and expect him
to give a clear and unambiguous answer to a question he never faced as such. The problem of the filiogue
developed in a specific historical framework which was not Cyril’s”. M. O. Boulnois, La paradoxe trinitaire
chez Cyrille d’Alexandprie. .., Paris 1994, 527-529, also thinks that Cyril, despite the fact that he provides one
of the most lucid Greek testimonies for the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father and/through the Son,
does not directly address this disputable issue, since he uses a set of mutually correcting formulations so as to
describe the procession of the Holy Spirit.

74So, E. B. Pusey, “Preface”, in: Commentary on the Gospel According to S. John by S. Cyril, Archbishop
of Alexandria. Vol. 1, S. John I-VIII, A Library of Fathers of the Holy Catholic Church, anterior to the di-
vision of the East and West. Translated by members of the English Church, Oxford: James Parker & Co.
MDCCCLXXIV, vii-Ix: ix, claims that Cyril’s teaching on the procession of the Holy Spirit is “identical” to
the western teaching on the filioque, that is, “to the words we now repeat, Who proceedeth from the Father
and the Son”.

75 A. E. Siecienski, The Filioque. History of a Doctrinal Controversy, Oxford 2010, 48.

76 B. E. Daley, “The Fullness of the Saving God: Cyril of Alexandria on the Holy Spirit”, in: Th. Weinandy,
D. Keating, eds., The Theology of Cyril of Alexandria..., New York 2003, 107. Cf also: B. Bobrinskoy, The

Mystery of theTrinity: Trinitarian Experience and Vision in the Biblical and Patristic Tradition, translated by
A. P. Gythiel, Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press 1999, 254.

77 A. de Halleux, “Cyrille, Théodoret et le “Filioque®”, Revue d histoire ecclesiastique 74 (1979) 597—
625: 597. Cf. X. B. Zrohiyka, “H dwackario Tod Ayiov I'pnyopiov Mokopd yid tv ékndpevon tod Ayiov
Tvedpartog kai ol anyég ™ms”, Exxinoiootikog Pdpoc 76 (2005) 165-193: 184.
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b) Nevertheless, notwithstanding the fact that Cyril cannot be regarded as an ad-
vocate of filiogue, it is beyond doubt that he, in a more distinct way than his theologi-
cal predecessors, insisted on formulating a closer relationship between the Son and the
Holy Spirit. Furthermore, his opulent theological speculation, which gives a major role
to the relationship between the Holy Spirit and the Son both within the framework of
theology, as well as economy’, provides “a fertile field for deeper investigations into
the mystery of God three in one.”” The resonance of such an attitude of Cyril’s can be
indubitably discerned in Palamas’ formulations in his Apodictic Treatises where it is ex-
plicitly underlined that, despite having the hypostatic causality excluded, the procession
of the Holy Spirit is most closely related to the person of the Son. To elaborate further,
Gregory Palamas, right along the lines of Cyril’s views, according to which the Spirit
“naturally and substantially rests on the Son™*, openly persists in his effort to establish
the relationship between the Son and the Holy Spirit not only in the economic plane,
but also in the sphere of triadology®'. This irrefutable fact is clearly evident in Palamas’
tendency — which, truth to tell, was not without certain tensions and hesitations — to at-
tribute not only the preposition “through” (5u), but even the preposition “from” (ék)
with regard to the procession of the Holy Spirit and to the Son — even in the domain of
the immanent trinitarian existence. Upon a closer inspection of certain passages in his
Apodictic Treatises, it becomes obvious that Palamas’ interpretation of Cyril’s usage of
the preposition “éx” is definitely broader than its exclusive pertaining to the energetic
and economic plane, which means that the Spirit’s “and from the Son” is attributable
also to the milieu of inner-trinitarian relations. Actually, it has the purpose of pointing
out the co-naturalness and affiliation of the Spirit with the Son:

And if someone, because of the latter descent [of the Spirit] towards us, and especially out of
opposition to those who estrange the Spirit from the Son, said that he [= Spirit] shines from both, or
from the Father through the Son, or from the Son, or something similar, he did so in a sense that he [=
Spirit] exists also in the Son and that he belongs to him and that he is not alien to him®?.

For this tendency of Palamas’, save for the testimonies in the passages we have
already had the chance to encounter, we find the paradigmatic confirmation also in
the explicit and important interpolation in the Second Apodictic Treatise 65, where
the defender of the hesychasts, talking about the coming forth of the Spirit from the
Son’s nature, categorically adds that it occurs “if you wish, according to the eternal

78 M. O. Boulnois “The Mystery of the Trinity according to Cyril of Alexandria...”, in: Th. Weinandy, D.
Keating, eds., The Theology of Cyril of Alexandria..., New York 2003, 75-112: 103, 106-107.

7 G. C. Berthold, “Cyril of Alexandria and the ‘Filioque™”, Studia Patristica 19 (1989) 143-147: 147.

80 Aoyog amoderxticog B” 71, Tyrreammara A [21988] 143.29-32 | Ene 51 [1981] 318.9-12.

81 Cf. regarding this: J. D. Zizioulas, “Pneumatology and the Importance of the Person: A Commentary
on the Second Ecumenical Council”, in: J. D. Zizioulas, Communion and Otherness. Further Studies in
Personhood and the Church. Edited by P. McPartlan, London, New York: T&T Clark 2006, 178-205:
193-195. See also: B. B. Bonoross, K» sonpocy o filioque. Cv npenucnosiem npod. A. bpusniantosa, C.-
IetepOyprs: Tunorpadis M. Mepkymesa 1914, 4652 (theses 3 and 4).

8 Aoyog amodecticog B' 76, Tyrreammata A” [21988] 147.24-29 | Enk 51 [1981] 326.10-15: “Ei 52 duex
TV YEVOUEVNY ETLPOITNGIY BOTEPOV HUTV, KAl TADTA TPOG TOVS GAAOTPLODVTOGS TOD VIOV TO TVEDUA EviaTduevol, €5
Gupolv elné T1g abTé, ) éK TaTPOG 1’ viod i 611 ToD VIO EKAdumel Kail To GuOL TODTOLS, AL’ (G Kai &V T¢) VI
Drdpyov kol id10v avTod Kol kat’ 000V GAAoTpLoV”.
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existence as well” (§otw o1, €l Poviecbe, kol katd TV didov dmap&v)®. It is clear
that this structural apposition of Palamas’ unequivocally suggests that neither he nor
Cyril separate completely eternal relations from temporal sendings®* — although neither
of them identifies these two realms of divine existence®.

One direct consequence of such an approach to the procession of the Holy Spirit is
that “the Son [...] has co-existant before all the ages the Holy Spirit” as the one that “ex-
ists in him™® and rests upon him and, consequently, the one that is “by nature attached
and accompanied” ([...] ovvov kai copmapopaptodv [...] katd eoow [...])¥ to him.
Being from one and the same principle, the Son and the Holy Spirit are in the closest and
most direct relationship: the Spirit, Palamas says, as “the one that comes forth from the
Father is never separated from him, being as much united with the Son substantially and
inseparably, as the one who rests upon the Son and exists in him, and always naturally
(puowkdc) dwells in him”#. Formulations by which Palamas denotes the inner-trinitarian
connection between the Son and the Spirit, and which, in the manner of Cyril, suggest
that the Son is not excluded fout court from the procession of the Spirit from the Father®
— like, for instance, the ones where Palamas says that the Spirit is the “property” (id1ov)
of the Son; that he rests on the Son (év 1® vi® dvomovechar); that he from eternity
naturally dwells in the Son (v t@® Vi) QuoKdC €& Gidiov Gv/Ev T® Vi dmkel didimg/
&V T® VI VIApYOV PLOIKMG Kol Aidiwc); that he is in no way alien to him (kat’ 00dEV
aALOTploV), etc. — all of these together suggest that between the Son and the Spirit exists
from eternity a circuminsession (mepiy®pnoig), meaning that these two caused divine hy-
postases are mutually inseparable and inconceivable one without the other®. Furthermore,

8 Aoyoc amodeixticog B” 65, Tyrreammata A [21988] 137.5 | Ene 51 [1981] 304.31-306.1.

8 M. 0. Boulnois “The Mystery of the Trinity according to Cyril of Alexandria...”, in: Th. Weinandy, D.
Keating, eds., The Theology of Cyril of Alexandria..., New York 2003, 75-112: 106; G. C. Berthold, “Cyril
of Alexandria and the ‘Filioque’”, Studia Patristica 19 (1989) 143—147: 144.

85 Especially in the sense of rejecting the “umgekehrt” from the famous Rahner’s formula “Die ‘8kono-
mische’ Trinitét ist die ‘immanente’ Trinitit und umgekehrt®. See: K. Rahner, “Der dreifaltige Gott als tran-
szendenter Urgrund der Heilsgeschichte”, in: Mysterium Salutis. Grundrify heilsgeschichtlicher Dogmatik.
Band I1: Die Heilsgeschichte vor Christus. Herausgegeben von J. Feiner, M. Lohrer. Unter Mitarbeit von K.
Rahner, H. U. von Balthasar, H. Fries, K. Lehmann, A. Diessler, u. a., Einsiedeln, Ziirich, K&ln: Benziger
Verlag 1967, 317-401: 328.

8 Aéyog amodeiktivog B 28, Tyrreammata A’ [21988] 103.12-13 | Ene 51 [1981] 234.20-21; B” 29,
ZyYrrPAMMATA A’ [21988] 104.15 | Ene 51 [1981] 236.32.

87 Tpnyopiov Takopd, Avippytixol mpog Axivovvov 3, 7, 17, in: Tpnyopiov tod Makaud Zvyypduuato.
"Exdidovrar €mpereia I1. K. Xpnotov. Topog I'". Avuppnuiroi mpog Axivovvov. IporoyiCet I1. Xprotov.
‘Exdidovv A. Kovrtoyidvvne. B. ®avovpydkng, Kvpoudvog, ®eccarovikn 1970, 174.11-12 | T'pnyopiov
Hohopd Azavea ta épya. 5. Ipog Axivovvov Adyor avrppnuikoi (A-I). Eicayoyn, Keipevo-Metdopooic-
Yyoho Amo tov I1. K. Xprotov. Enontng Exdocewg I1. K. Xpnotov. Empelntg Exdocewng E. T.
Mepetaxng, "EAnveg [atépeg tiig Exkinoiog Ne 87, @eccarovikn: Exdotikog oikog Edevdepiov Mepetdin
To Bulavtiov, [Tatepikal Exddoeic I'pnyoprog 6 Mokapdg 1987, 392.1-2. Cf. A. PavrtoPitg, To uvotipiov tijc
Ayiag Tpradog xaze tov dyiov I pyyoprov Iodouav, Aviiexta Bhatddwv Ne 16, @scoolovikn: Ilatpuapyiicov
“Idpopa Hotepuwedv Meretdv 1973, 21991, 163.

8 Aoyoc amodeixtinog B' 73, Zyrreammata A’ [21988] 144.20-24 | Ene 51 [1981] 320.3-6: “Otzw dé 6v
&K 10D moTpdg, ol avtod diiotatal wote, Kad ¢ VIG oly NTIOV fvwTal 0VCLWEMS T& Koi GO10oTATOS, abTd Te
Emavomavouevoy kal io1ov adtod vrapyov kai &v abT® PuoikdS O10TEAODY dEl.

89 Cf. N. Russell, Cyril of Alexandria, London, New York 2000, 29.

90 Ct. Adyoc amodeixtiog A’ 33, ZyrrpAMMATA A’ [21988] 63.12-15 | Ene 51 [1981] 148.19-21: “/...] uév
yop Guo & Gidiov O vIog Te Kol TO TVEDUO. TO (yLov, év dAAfLoiIg Te Gvia kal GAAfAwy xdueva kol o1’ GAAiAwv
GpopTO¢ T Kal GuIyds ywpoivvra. [...]7.
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we could eventually say that Palamas accepts almost any relation between the Son and

e

the Spirit except the “causal” existential relation (ko’ bmap&iv)®'. In Palamas’ view, the
Son and the Holy Spirit

[...] not only come from the same principle but are also inseparable one from the other, dwell-
ing one into another, showing each other and manifesting one through another, but they are not one
through the other nor [one] from the other nor [one] of the other: since the cause is one.”?

This way, Palamas goes a lot further than those interpreters of Cyril who are prone
to reduce his “€€ apeoiv” exclusively to the energetic outpouring of the Spirit in the eco-
nomic context®. Upon close examination, it becomes apparent that the outpouring of the
Spirit as energy is possible exactly due to the existence of the unbreakable relationship
between the Spirit and the Son in the inner-trinitarian context, where it can be said that
the hypostasis of the Spirit comes “from the Son” in terms of his coming forth from the
essence of the Son. To put it otherwise, the inner-trinitarian relation between the Son and
the Spirit, owing to which the Spirit, as naturally existing from the Father in the Son, has
all the energy of the Son, and thanks to which the Son is called “the treasurer of the divine
Spirit” (tapiag Tod Ogiov mveduartoc)®, is a key prerequisite for the possibility of giving
the Spirit on the part of the incarnated Son in the domain of the economy of salvation®.

Therefore, if all of these and similar attitudes of Gregory Palamas are taken into
consideration, an inescapable conclusion that is to be reached is that the Archbishop
of Salonica is right along the lines of the Archbishop of Alexandria not only in terms
of establishing a more firm relationship between the Son and the Spirit in the domain
of divine existence per se, but also — only far more emphasized — in terms of strict re-
nunciation of any hypostatic causality on the Son’s part. Following the abundance of
formulations and further elaborations, it can be said that Palamas — which was natural —
went even further in this respect than Cyril himself*.

1 See: A. Pavtofuig, To uvotipiov tijg Ayiag Tpiddog kata tov dyiov Ipiyépiov Haloudv, Occcalovikn
1973,71991, 159-166: 166. In this sense, the insistence of V. Lossky, Théologie mystique de I’Eglise d"Orient,
Les religions Ne 13, Paris: Aubier, Editions Montaigne 1960, 166, on “I’indépendance de I’hypostase du
Saint-Esprit vis-a-vis du Fils, quant a son origine éternelle” appears problematic to me. (italics added)

92 Adyoc amodeixtinog B” 41, Tyrreammata A [*1988] 115.17-21 | Ene 51 [1981] 260.28-30-262.1—
2: “[...] &g av gloduev iy puovov ék wiag dmapyovra Gpyis, GALG kol GoaoTaTws Exovia mpog dAAnio. kol
évomapyovro. 6AARA0IS Kol GAAnla deikvivta kol o1’ GAAAwv mpopaivoueva, alA’ ob o1’ dAAwy 1 kod €&
GAAGAOVY 1 GAIAwv Svia: Ev yop 10 6 0D .

% Thus A. @soddpov, “H mepi ékmopedceng tod Ayiov IMvedpatog Sidockaric Kvpidlov tod
Aleg&avdpeiog kol Emeaviov Kompov”, Ocoloyia ME 1 (1974) 80-101: 88. Cf. also: J. Meyendorft, 4 Study
of Gregory Palamas. Translated by G. Lawrence, [London: The Faith Press 1964, Wing Road, Bedfordshire:
The Faith Press 1974] Crestwood, New York: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press '1998, 230-231.

9 Adyog amodectikog A” 29, Tyrreammata A [21988] 56.11 | Ene 51 [1981] 134.6-7. Cf. B” 73,
EYITPAMMATA A" [21988] 144.24 | Ene 51 [1981] 320.7.

95 Cf. I. Lison, “L’énergie des trois hypostases divines selon Grégoires Palamas”, Science et Esprit 44,
1(1992) 67-77: 69.

% Naturally, if Cyril is not credited with the latter teaching of Gregory of Cyprus on the “eternal shining
of the Holy Spirit from the Son” as “the central term between the eternal procession and temporal sending of
the Holy Spirit” —as it is, if  understood correctly, implicitly done by J. Lison, “L’énergie des trois hypostases
divines selon Grégoires Palamas”, Science et Esprit 44, 1 (1992) 67-77: 75. For a possible contribution of
Gregory Palamas to the contemporary discussion concerning this problem, see: D. Staniloae, “The Procession
of the Holy Spirit from the Father and his Relation to the Son, as the Basis of our Deification and Adoption”,
in: Spirit of God, Spirit of Christ: Ecumenical Reflections on the Filioque Controversy, ed. by L. Vischer,
Faith and Order Paper Ne 103, London: SPCK, Geneva: World Council of Churches 1981, 174—-186.
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¢) For the very end, lest I remain indebted for something I mentioned earlier,
I will return to Palamas’ reference to Gregory the Theologian from the chapter 63 of
his Second Apodictic Treatise. This passage, | repeat, can be of great importance not
only for gaining a proper understanding of Palamas’ reading of Cyril of Alexandria,
but also for an accurate evaluation of the significant and crucial background of his
teaching on energies. First and foremost, let me cite the quotation itself again and offer
an explanation regarding its origin. As regards the quotation (or the paraphrase, more
precisely), it refers to Nazianzen’s statement that the Holy Spirit, during his outpouring
onto the apostles, is “substantially, associated with them, and dwelling in them, we
may say”. The passage which Palamas on this occasion has in mind, and which the
editors of the critical edition of his Apodictic Treatises marked as unfamiliar (ywpiov
un aviyvevBév)”, is to be found, actually, in the eleventh paragraph of the famous
Oration 41 at Pentecost, which was pronounced by Gregory of Nazianzus on the Feast
of Pentecost 379 in Constantinople. On that occasion, Gregory of Nazianzus, after
having briefly imparted his interpretation of the mystical meaning of the number seven,
as part of the tale of the divine and consubstantial character of the Father and the Son
with the Holy Spirit®®, who acted in the angelic and heavenly powers as well as in the
fathers, prophets, and Christ’s disciples, says that the Holy Spirit, in these latter ones,
acted triply and in three periods: namely, before Christ’s glorification (that is, during his
sufferings) then, after Christ’s glorification (that is, after his resurrection) and, finally,
after Christ’s return to himself (that is, after his ascension). Of these three operations of
the Spirit, each one is, Nazianzen muses, “more noticeable” than the former one (J...]
10 &V TPDTOV, APVIPAC TO O& SEVTEPOV, EKTVTATEPOV" TO 08 VOV TEAEMTEPOV [...]),
which means that, and now we arrive at a crucial passage for us, after Pentecost the
Spirit “is no longer present only in energy, but as we may say, substantially, associating
with us, and dwelling in us” ([...] o0KéTL évepyeig TOPOV OGS TPOTEPOV, OVGIMIDS
8¢, g Ov €imol TIC, oLYYWOUEVOV TE Kol cupmoittevduevov)®. This “substantial”
coming forth of the Spirit as the Second Comforter ought to be, Gregory contends,
taken as an acknowledgement of the consubstantiality of the Holy Spirit with the Father
and the Son, since the “Second” is used precisely for the consubstantial ones (énl T@V
opoovcimv). To paraphrase, this substantial co-dwelling of the Spirit with the apostles,
and generally with the christians, in a way represents a “bodily” appearance of the Spirit
which resembles the bodily sojourn of the Son on Earth: “For it was fitting that as the
Son had lived with us in bodily form — so the Spirit too should appear in bodily form;
and that after Christ had returned to his own place, he should have come down to us —
coming because he is the Lord; sent, because he is not a rival God”'%.

Therefore, we can ascertain with ease that Palamas’ formulation “ovc1wddg Mg av
ginot T1¢ Topov koi cupmoMtevdpevov’” and Gregory’s construction “oOKETL Evepyeiq mopov
WG TPOTEPOV, 0DOIWAIDS OE, OGS AV oL TIG, GUYYIVOUEVOV TE Kol GOUTOMTEDOUEVOY Unam-

97 Aéyog amodectikog B” 63, Zyrreammata A’ [21988] 135, note 1 | Enke 51 [1981] 302, note 147.

% Cf. a series of qualifications that Gregory of Nazianzus uses for the Holy Spirit: Tpnyopiov tod
®eoldyov, Aoyogc MA’', Eig tyv Ilevtnkootnv, PG 36, 441BC.

9 Tpnyopiov 10d Ocordyov, Adyoc MA’, Ei¢ mijv ITevtnkootiiv, PG 36, 444C.

100 Tponyopiov tod @coddyov, Adyoc MA', Eic wjv Ievenkoativ, PG 36, 444C: “’Enpene yap, Yiod couo-
TUKDG NIV SIANOOVTOS, KOl 0DTO Qavijval omuotik®s kol Xpiotod mpog éavtov émaveldoviog, Ekelvo mpog
NUaS katedOeiv: Epyopevov rev wg Kopiov, meumduevov 0 ig ovk dvtifeov”.
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biguously show that the Archbishop of Salonica, on the given occasion, invokes actually the
aforementioned passage from Oration 41 of the famous Archbishop of Constantinople''.
So much, therefore, for the source itself that Palamas had in mind. As regards the
interpretation, whose outlines I already laid out earlier (see p. 9-10), it is useful, in the
function of a preludio, to remind that the critical literature contains a thesis, advanced
primarily by Reinhard Flogaus — and who presented it, by his own admission, along the
lines of Dorothea Wendebourg and Gerhard Podskalsky — according to which Gregory
Palamas is one of the main representatives of the late byzantine trend that was char-
acterized by not regarding Gregory of Nazianzus as the highest theological authority
anymore, but an unknown author from the fifth century who wrote under the pseudonym
of Dionysius the Areopagite'®. As one of the arguments supporting that thesis, which
implies that in Palamas the divine hypostases in their importance for the salvation of man
fade into background in regard to the divine energy — insofar as man can participate only
in the divine energy, whilst divine hypostases remain imparticipable and transcendent'*
— Flogaus points exactly at a theological dissonance which, he thinks, exists between the
two Gregories concerning the mentioned passage from the Oration 41. Namely, Flogaus
avers, while Palamas advocates the thesis that the Holy Spirit is generally present within
the apostles and christians only through his energy, Gregory of Nazianzus advocates
something quite opposite, that is, the attitude that the energetic presence of the Spirit
is characteristic of the period before Pentecost, after which he, as we have seen, is in a
more “perfect” way present amongst people. In other words, for Gregory of Nazianzus
the Spirit is after the Pentecost present not in energy (ovkétt Evepyeiq), as advocated by
Gregory Palamas, but is, conversely, present “substantially” (ovc1wd@®c). Thus, Flogaus
implicitly argues that Palamas counter-positions himself in this respect not only in regard
to the great Cappadocian, but also in relation to the early christian-johannine and ancient
ecclesiastical understanding, according to which the Holy Spirit himself is the one who
was sent by the Father and the Son into the world (John 14:26; 15:26). Flogaus concludes
that for Palamas, “ist an Pfingsten nicht der HI. Geist selbst, seine Person, mitgeteilt wor-

101 That Palamas, amongst others, also read the famous Oration 41 of Gregory of Nazianzus is also no-
table in his direct invocation in four of his other writings, regarding Nazianzen’s interpretation of the seven
spirits the prophet Isaiah talks about (11: 2-3) in terms of energies, that is, operations of the Holy Spirit. Cf.
Iepi évaroews kai diaxpioews 33, in: I'pnyopiov tod Torapd, Zvyypduuare. Exdidovian mpereiq 1. K.
Xpnotov. Topog B'. Ipaypateion koi éntotoral ypageioat kato té &t 1340—-1346. IIporoyilet I1. Xprictov.
"Exdidovv I. Mavtlapidng, N. Motoobvkag, B. Wevtoykdg, @cocorovikn: Kvpopdvog [1966] 21994, 69-95:
94.2-4, 10-12 | Ene 61 [1983] 76-129: 126.16-18, 24-27; OpBoddéov Ocopavouvg didreic 9, ZYTTPAMMATA
B’ [21994] 232.15-18 | Enk 61 [1983] 390.8-10; Avrippnrixoi mpog Axivovvov E’, 15, 58, ZyrrraMMATa T
[1970] 330.16-30 | Ene 88 [1987] 204.21-206.1-13; Kepdlaia éxarov mevtijkovre, 70, in: Saint Gregory
Palamas, The One Hundred and Fifty Chapters. A Critical Edition, Translation and Study by R. E. Sinkewicz,
Studies and Texts Ne 83, Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies 1988, 164.9—-11. For Gregory of
Nazianzus and the passage in question, see: I'pnyopiov tod ®cordyov, Adyoc MA', Eic tiv Ilevinkootiv, 3,
PG 36, 432C.

102 Cf. G. Podskalsky, Theologie und Philosophie in Byzanz, Miinchen 1977, 61: “Erst im Palamitenstreit
wird Gregorios von Nazianz durch Ps.-Dionysios Areopagites aus seiner Stellung als fithrender Autoritét
verdrangt”.

103 1t is what D. Wendebourg, Geist oder Energie. Zur Frage der innergéttlichen Verankerung des christ-
lichen Lebens in der byzantinischen Theologie, Miinchener Monographien zur historischen und systemati-
schen Theologie Ne 4, Miinchen: Chr.-Kaiser-Verlag 1980, 10, 244, and elsewhere calls “defunctionalization”
(Entfunktionalisierung) of the persons of the Holy Trinity.
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den, sondern nur die eine gottliche Energie der Trinitét, die freilich auch schon zuvor,
wenngleich in beschriankterem Malle, in der Welt gegenwirtig gewesen war”!%4,

After such an introduction, let us go back to the chapters 63 and 64 of Palamas’
Apodictic Treatises. In those two brief paragraphs, as we have already seen, Palamas
explicitly brings into connection Cyril’s “o0c103®¢ €& dpeoiv”’ with “ovcimddg mg v
gimotl Tig Tapov kol copmoltevdpevoy” of Gregory of Nazianzus, openly suggesting that
both of these phrases relate to the level of economy. For this substantial character of the
economic coming forth of the Spirit, Palamas finds an analogy in the sending of Logos
from the Father and the Spirit upon his incarnation, the sending which was also “ovct-
®dn¢”, but which must not be confused by any means with the Son’s (pre-eternal) birth
from the Father only. However, a thing of the utmost importance now is the new em-
phasis which Palamas gives here: namely, notwithstanding the fact that he advocates the
thesis that “we do not partake in the essence or the hypostasis [of the Spirit] at all, but in
the grace”, he also underscores in the same powerful fashion that the Spirit, manifesting
himself by means of bestowing the divine power, “always makes present himself to us
substantially” ([...] 6AAG. Kol Tap€oTv el oVo1mODS UiV [...]), “as well as hypostati-
cally” ([...] mavimg 6¢ kai ko’ vrootacwy [...])'%. Outpouring of the Spirit from the Son
(mapa 8¢ Tob viod) occurs, Palamas continues, only insofar as the Son (economically)
receives him from the Father; and when Cyril of Alexandria says that the Spirit is “from
the essence of the Son”, it ought not be interpreted in terms of the relationship of causal-
ity between these two persons of the Holy Trinity.

If we now judge from what was explicitly stated in this passage, which Flogaus
and some other scholars utterly disregard or deftly misplace, it turns out that, accord-
ing to Palamas, the energetic presence of the Spirit by no means excludes but, on the
contrary, implies his substantial and hypostatic presence in the economy of salvation. In
other words, Palamas holds that despite the fact that the energy of the Spirit is not to be
equated with the person of the Spirit'®, it is nevertheless inseparable from the very op-
erator and grantor of the energy'”’. This passage may be, of course, opposed to plenty of
other ones — e. g. the one that we find already in the chapter 69 of Apodictic Treatises'*
— but this does not have to mean that Palamas’ thought concerning this matter is laden
with contradiction or some tension. If any tension exists at all, it is my firm belief that
it is reflected in the absence of clear articulation of his attitude, and not in the implicit
advocation of such an attitude; in other words, when Palamas claims that the worthy do
not unite themselves substantially or hypostatically with God, he does not suggest that
the presence of the Holy Spirit is not substantial or hypostatic, but presumably makes a
distinction between the presence of the Holy Spirit, which is substantial and hypostatic —
as is the presence of the incarnate Son — and between that which we receive and which is

104 R. Flogaus, "Die Theologie des Gregorios Palamas — Hindernis oder Hilfe fiir die ékumenische
Verstindigung?”, Ostkirchliche Studien 47, 2-3 (1998) 105-123: 114-116 (115).

105 f1éyog dmoderxticog B” 63—64, Tyrreammara A’ [21988] 134136 | Ene 51 [1981] 300-304.
106 Cf. V. Lossky, Théologie mystique de I’Eglise d’Orient, Paris 1960, 169.

107 A JepTuh, IIpaBociaBHo 6orocnoBibe 0 Ceerom Jyxy*, in: A. Jesruh, Xpucmoc Angha u Omeca,
Bpmwauka bamwa, Tpeoume 2004, 201-222: 214-215.

18 f6y0c amodeirrikog A’ 69, Syrreammata A [21988] 141.13-16 | Ene 51 [1981] 312.28-31.
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the grace or energy of the Holy Spirit. Hence, the energy in question here is the one that
we receive “partially” (pnétpw) and which the Son possesses “wholly” (0A0KANpOV)'®,
but which includes personal and complete presence of the Spirit himself''?, who con-
stitutively partakes of sanctification and deification. All of this, with a plethora of other
passages from the voluminous literary corpus of the Archbishop of Salonica, makes it
clear enough how wrong it is to depict Palamas’ theological portrait on a specifically
neoplatonic background. It also elucidates the fact that his teaching on energetic pres-
ence of the Spirit ought to be subsumed under a patristic tradition'"! rather than indirectly
to be connected with the respective teaching of Theodore of Mopsuestia''2,

Therefore, to finally draw a conclusion, in the case of Cyril of Alexandria, but
also in the case of a brief and more incidental, but remarkably symptomatic reference
to Gregory of Nazianzus, it is shown that Palamas fathomed the tradition to which he
belonged much better than some of his interpreters are willing to acknowledge. Truth
be told, all of this will not mean that certain aberrations and extravagances of various
types are not present in Palamas; however, those aberrations and extravagances must
be, partially at least, ascribed both to the polemical framework in which the defender of
the hesychasts worked as well as to the speed of developments in the byzantine intel-
lectual — and political — arena of the age, all of which did not allow for a more nuanced
theological discourse. Nevertheless, despite the imbalance of the theological expression,
qualification plus platonizans quam christianizans can hardly be applicable to Palamas.
The same holds true for the assertion that his thought lacks or is completely devoid of a
christological — or even ecclesiological — nerve, and that it has insufficient concordance
between the “theology of person” and “theology of energies” (despite the undeniable
fact that the mentioned concordance is not always apparent). The given example from
the chapters 63 and 64 of his Apodictic Treatises, along with some other passages in his
writings, clearly and openly show that, according to Palamas, the theology of energies
does not exclude the constitutive role of the divine hypostases in the economy of salva-
tion, but, on the contrary, necessarily implies it.

19 A6y0¢ dmodeikticog A’ 69, TyrrraMMATA A’ [21988] 141.22-23 | Ene 51 [1981] 315.6-8.

110 See: D. Coffey, “The Palamite Doctrine of God: A New Perspective”, St. Viadimir’s Theological
Quarterly 32 (1986) 329-358: 336, who states that “for him [Palamas], therefore, when the Holy Spirit dwells
in us, while he does so by virtue of the divine energies and not the divine essence, it is nevertheless ie himself
who indwells”. Cf. also: J. Lison, “L’énergie des trois hypostases divines selon Grégoires Palamas”, Science
et Esprit 44, 1 (1992) 67-77: 71.

11 The assumed opposition of Palamas to Gregory of Nazianzus with regard to “energetic versus hy-
postatic” presence of the Spirit at Pentecost, which is, the way I see it, significantly assuaged by Palamas’
emphasis on the “substantial” and “hypostatic” presence of the Holy Spirit (see note 105), is additionally
shaken by the contents of the twelfth paragraph of the Oration 41, where the famous Cappadocian explicitly
states that the diversity of the tongues of fire, viz. the Holy Spirit, refers to the diversity of gifts (yapiopdtov
Suapopov); see: I'pnyopiov tod Ocordyov, Aoyoc MA', Eig v Ievinkootijv, 12, PG 36, 445A.

112 Cf. D. A. Keating, The Appropriation of Divine Life in Cyril of Alexandria, Oxford Theological
Monographs, Oxford: Oxford University Press 2004, 218, 227: “Where Theodore repeatedly teaches that it is
the grace of operation, not the person or nature of the Spirit who inhabits the saints, Cyril insists that it is the
Holy Spirit himself who dwells in us as the source of all grace and working”. — Naturally, the real question
here is — question that I shall, of course, put aside — how much the understanding of Theodore of Mopsuestia
actually differed, in this regard, from the patristic tradition; so, for example, J. McWilliam Dewart, The
Theology of Grace of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Washington: Catholic University of America Press 1971, 146,
claims that “it is in fact open to question whether Theodore understood the indwelling of the Spirit in the same
sense that the other patristic writers did”. It is also worth mentioning that Palamas repeatedly accentuated that
the unity with the divine energy does not mean anything different than the unity with God himself.



