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1. Introduction

Certainly one of the saddest events in the history of the Church is the schism consum-
mated in 1054 that resulted in the separation of many Eastern Christians from the Church
of Rome, a schism remaining largely unhealed to the present day. Of the many differences
of custom and culture that gave rise to the schism, among the foremost is the controversy
surrounding the procession of the Holy Spirit. Wherever the Creed is recited in the Greek
language, or in a Divine Liturgy (which is in general translated from Greek) in any lan-
guage, the phrase “and the Son” is always omitted.' In the Western Church, however, the
word Filioque has been in use in the Roman Church since 1014, and from at least the sev-
enth century in Spain. Although, as will be seen below, the Filioque does not seem to have
been the principal issue in the schism of 1054, it has led to many accusations of heresy on
both sides. This paper, by analyzing texts from the Fathers of the Church, will investigate
whether there is a really a difference of faith between the Western and Eastern traditions,

or if a difference in terminology might not be at the root of the misunderstandings.

! See PonTiFicAL CouNnciL FOR PrRoMOTING CHRISTIAN UNITY, “The Greek and Latin Tra-
ditions Regarding the Procession of the Holy Spirit”, in L’Osservatore Romano, September 20

(1995).



2. Origin of the Problem

The controversy stems from the Church Fathers’ efforts to grapple with the ineffable
mystery of the Holy Trinity. Christianity inherits monotheism from Judaism, and yet the
New Testament reveals three distinct subjects that all have the prerogatives of God. Jesus
repeatedly calls God his Father, understood by all his hearers to be referring to the God
of Israel.” Jesus himself is called “Lord,”3 “the author of life,”* even “God;”5 he accepts
acts of worship without protest;® and he attributes to himself repeatedly the divine name
“I am.””7 John’s prologue, moreover, makes Jesus’ divinity quite explicit.® The Holy Spirit
is the spirit of both the Father® and the Son,' he makes men’s bodies his temple," and he
is the author of the Incarnation."” That these subjects are not simply “aspects” or “modes”
of the same reality (as Sabellius taught),'3 but really distinct (as Origen correctly main-
tained),'* can be seen from a number of facts revealed by the Gospels: for example, Jesus
16

addresses his Father in the second person,'s he is “led up by the Spirit into the wilderness,

and he refers to the Holy Spirit as “another” Paraclete.'” Moreover, although Father, Son,

2 See, for example, John 5:18, IoNnaATIUS PRESS, The Holy Bible: Revised Standard Version —
Catholic Edition (RSV-CE), San Francisco 1994.

3 See John 20:28, Philippians 2:11, and 1 Corinthians 12:3.

4 Acts 3:15.

5 John 20:28.

¢ John 9:38.

7 See, for example, John 8:58.

8 John 1:1.

9 Matthew 10:20.

10 Galatians 4:6.

"1 Corinthians 6:19.

2 Luke 1:35.

3 K. BinLMEYER and H. TUECHLE, Storia della chiesa, vol. 1: [’antiquita cristiana, Morcelliana,
Brescia 19943, 197.

4 See J. QUASTEN, Patrology, vol. 2: The Ante-Nicene Literature After Irenaeus, Christian
Classics, Westminster, Maryland, 1992, 77.

!5 See, for example, John 11:41-42, John 17, and Matthew 11:25.

16 Matthew 4:1.

'7 John 14:16-17. In fact, these verses summarize the relationships among the Persons quite well:
“And I will pray the Father, and he will give you another Counselor, to be with you for ever, even
the Spirit of truth, whom the world cannot receive.”

2



and Spirit appear perfectly equal in dignity and Divinity, it seems that the Father has, in a
way, a special role in the Trinity. The Son is begotten, but the Father is unbegotten. The
Son is sent by the Father,' but the Son does not send the Father. The Holy Spirit proceeds
from the Father' and is sent by him,*° but the Holy Spirit never sends any of the other
two Persons, nor do any of the others come from him.*' Therefore, any good Trinitarian
theology must take into account three factors that are always in tension—the uniqueness
of God, the real distinction among the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit (the Umootdoelg or
Persons of the Trinity, as Trinitarian theology has come to call them), and the monarchy
of the Father—without exaggerating any one at the expense of the others.

In the Greek-speaking East, the controversy over the doctrine of Arius—who thought
of the Son as the Father’s first creature, intermediate between God and the rest of cre-
ation*?*—placed speculation about the relationship between the Father and the Son in the
forefront. In the face of the heresies, Fathers such as St. Alexander of Alexandria and above
all St. Athanasius affirmed that the Father and the Son are equally God (6poototog), and
that the unbegotten Father eternally begets the Son.?3 Perhaps in part because it is much
easier to understand the analogy with human fatherhood and sonship, the orthodox un-
derstanding of the procession of the Holy Spirit did not stabilize until the First Council of

Constantinople in 381,># after strident efforts by the Cappadocian Fathers to clarify the ter-

18 John 17:18, John 20:21.

'9 John 15:26.

2% John 14:16.

2! We might add that the Son sends the Spirit (John 15:26, John 20:21), but the Spirit does not
send the Son. However, this fact, which is of central importance to the topic of this paper, will
be dealt with later on. The Gospels certainly only speak of the sending of Persons of the Trinity
in way that precisely follows the order of origin. St. Thomas quotes Isaiah 48:16 (“And now the
Lord Gob has sent me and his Spirit.”’) in a sed contra as an example of the Son being sent by the
Holy Spirit (THoMAs AQuiNas, Summa theologiae: pars prima, a quaestione I ad quaestionem
XLIX, in Opera omnia iussu Leonis XIII, vol. 4, Typographia Polyglotta, Rome 1888, I, g. 46, a. 8,
sc.), but the quotation is not very convincing, because the “Lord Gop” could easily be interpreted
as the Father, and, in any event, in the Old Testament, Trinitarian theology was far from clear or
complete.

*2 See J. QUASTEN, Patrology, vol. 3: The Golden Age of Greek Patristic Literature, Christian
Classics, Westminster, Maryland, 1992, 8.

23 See ibid., 18, 66-70.

24 Historically, the controversy over the tvevpoatopayot arose more than a generation after the
First Council of Nicaea. For example, Athanasius’ letters to Serapion in defense of the the divin-



minology. It is thanks to the Cappadocians that terms such as VrootaoLg and ovoLo were
differentiated.?5 Moreover, St. Gregory of Nazianzus first applied the term ékmopgvoilc—
central to the topic discussed in this paper—as the distinctive property of the Holy Spirit.2¢

In the Latin-speaking West, Tertullian was the first to make a systematic presentation
of the Trinity, found in his polemical work Adversus Praxean.?” He laid down the linguistic
framework that was to be used in the West: trinitas, persona, and substantia.>® Moreover,
he makes use of the Latin verb procedo to describe the begetting of the Son.* St. Hilary
of Poitiers, St. Ambrose, St. Augustine, and St. Leo the Great further developed the Latin
tradition on the Trinity, somewhat independently of the Eastern Fathers: the First Council
of Constantinople of 381, in which the Cappadocian Fathers played such an instrumental
role, did not come to general knowledge or acceptance in the West until the Council of
Chalcedon in 451.3° Regarding the Holy Spirit, the concepts of procedo and processio in
the West took on a different connotation from ékmopevuor and ékmopevoig, as will be
seen below.

When, however, the creed of Constantinople I was translated into Latin, the phrase
10 €K 10U [lortpog éxmopevopevov was rendered as ex patre procedentem, following the
translation of John 15:26—smapa toU [atpog ékmopevetar, rendered as qui a Patre pro-
cedit—in the Vetus Latina and Latin Vulgate. When the creed arrived in the West, this
phrase was soon interpreted in the light of the previous Western reflection on the Holy

Spirit. In this way, in later encounters between East and West, a false equivalence was often

ity of the Holy Spirit are dated around 359. See BiHLMEYER and TUECHLE, L’antiquita cristiana,
309-310.

25 See QUASTEN, The Golden Age of Greek..., 228. St. Basil the Great was the first to insist on
this distinction.

26 Ibid., 250.

2T TERTULLIAN, Adversus Praxean, in Patrologia Latina, ed. by J.P. MiGNE, vol. 2, D’Ambroise,
Paris 1844.

28 See QUASTEN, The Ante-Nicene..., 325.

29 [U]nicum quidem deum credimus, sub hac tamen dispensatione, quam oixovoptav dicimus,
ut unici dei sit et filius, sermo ipsius qui ex ipso processerit, per quem omnia facta sunt et sine quo
factum est nihil (TERTULLIAN, Adv. Praxean, 11, 6).

39 See A. D1 BERNARDINO, ed., Patrology, vol. 4: The Golden Age of Latin Patristic Literature
Jrom the Council of Nicea to the Council of Chalcedon, trans. by P. SoLar1, Christian Classics,
Westminster, Maryland, 1992, 54-61, 169-170, 427-430; BiHLMEYER and TUECHLE, L’antiquita
cristiana, 310.



made between processio and ¢ékmopevolg, leading to many misunderstandings.3' For ex-
ample, already in the seventh century, St. Maximus the Confessor reports that the Church
of Rome was accused of falling into heresy, because the Pope of the time—possibly Martin
I—professed the processio of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son.3* This profes-
sion, evidently, was translated with ékmopevoig or a related word, because St. Maximus
laments the confusion that results when translating Latin words into Greek:
MeBepunvederv 8¢ Ta olKeld, ToD TAG VITOKAOTAG Y APV SLAPUYELY TV
VITOTLITTOVIWY KOTA TNV DUETEPALY KELEVOLY, TTapEKALETO TOVG Pwuatovg-33
Over the course of the centuries, the misunderstandings hardened, so that the Filioque
became an important issue in the Photian Schism of the ninth century and the schism of
1054,3* and the efforts of the unification councils of Lyons II and Florence were not able

to effect a lasting solution.

3t See PoNT. Counc. FOR ProM. CHRISTIAN UNITY, “Greek and Latin Traditions...”.

32 See PonT. Counc. For Prom. CHrisTiAN UNiITY, “Greek and Latin Traditions...”; see also
ST. Maximmus THE CONFESSOR, Epistola ad Marinum, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by J.P. MIGNE,
vol. 91, D’Ambroise, Paris 1865, PG 91, 136 A-B.

33 St. Maximus THE CONFESSOR, Epist. ad Marinum, PG 91, 136 C: “I have asked the Romans
to translate what is peculiar to them in such a way that any obscurities that may result from it will
be avoided” (translation from PoNT. Counc. For Prom. CHrisTIAN UNITY, “Greek and Latin
Traditions...”).

34 K. BiuLMEYER and H. TUECHLE, Storia della chiesa, vol. 2: Il medioevo, Morcelliana, Brescia
19899, 116-117, 121.



3. Scriptural Basis

As was briefly demonstrated above, the divinity the Holy Spirit and his distinction from
the other Persons can be deduced from the Scriptures, although we must recognize that this
doctrine is not explicit, but must be inferred by careful theological reflection, guided by the
Church’s Magisterium. Reflecting on the relationship between the Father and the Son has
the advantage that an analogy can readily be drawn with human fatherhood and sonship.
However, the place of the Holy Spirit in the Trinity offers no such analogy, so much so

that St. Basil the Great was unable to express the Holy Spirit’s “property.”35> The Gospel

of John gives the most direct indications, especially John 15:26, which says,

otav €L O ToPAKANTOG OV £YM TEUYP® VULV TTOPO TOU TATPOG TO TTVETUOL
TG aAndeiog 6 mapd TOD TATPOG EKTOPEVETAL EKETVOG UOPTUPNOEL TTEPL
guo®.3

In this passage, first of all, the Paraclete, or Spirit of Truth, has his ultimate origin in
the Father. The passage says, “mop0 toD matpoOg ékmopevetal:” the verb ékmopetoual,
composed of €k (out of) and mopevouar (to go),37 specifically connotes origin from a
source. In context, Jesus promises to send the Paraclete, but he takes pains to say that the
Paraclete is mwapd 100 mtatpdg (from the Father); in other words, in some way the Son’s
action is dependent on the Father. In other passages, the Son’s dependence is shown by the
fact that the Father sends the Son; for example, “As the Father has sent me, even so I send
you” (John 20:21); “as thou didst send me into the world, so I send them into the world”

99 ¢

(John 17:18). Moreover, from the very fact that the Son is called “Son,” “only begotten”
(uovoyevng), and Aoyog (the Word “spoken” by the Father), it is clear that he has his ori-

gin in the Father. Similarly, Jesus emphasizes the Father’s “monarchy” in John 14:15, “I

35 QUASTEN, The Golden Age of Greek..., 250.

36 John 15:26, PonTiFIcTUM INsTITUTUM BiBLICUM, Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine,
Rome 1992": “But when the Counselor comes, whom I shall send to you from the Father, even
the Spirit of truth, who proceeds from the Father, he will bear witness to me” (RSV-CE).

37 See OxrorD UNIVERSITY PRESS, Greek-English Lexicon: Abridged Edition, Oxford 1891, 210.
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will pray the father, and he will give you another Counselor,” and in John 14:26, “The
Counselor, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, he will teach you all
things.” It follows that the Father is not simply “one of the origins” of the Holy Spirit,
but his ultimate origin, his source, “spring,” or tny1 (borrowing the image used by the
Greek Fathers): indeed he is the source of the entire Trinity. When John employs the term
¢kmopevetan, therefore, we must understand it according to its etymological meaning of
“going out of,” and keep in mind that the translation in the Vetus Latina and the Vulgate
as procedit, although it translates the common meaning of the Greek word correctly,?® is
not exact: procedo, composed of pro (forward) and cedo (to go), literally means “to go
forward,” and does not specifically connote origin from a source; in other words, it is more
generic than its Greek equivalent.3®

Second, the Son has a role to play in the origin of the Holy Spirit. He promises to
send the Holy Spirit, not only in John 14:26, but also in John 16:7—*If I do not go, the
Counselor will not come, but if I go, I will send him to you”—and after the Resurrection,
when he confers the power to forgive sins on his disciples: “[H]e breathed on them, and

999

said to them, ‘Receive the Holy Spirit’” (John 20:22). This capacity is received from the
Father, for, as Jesus says, “All that the Father has is mine” (John 16:15), but it must be more
than a mere participation in the Father’s “power” to send the Spirit: otherwise, it would be
impossible to maintain the perfect equality of divinity of the Father and the Son.*°
Evidently, there is a distinction between the “sending,” or mission, of the Son and the

Holy Spirit into the world and their eternal procession*' from the Father. Jesus, however,

reveals himself as the image of the Father.#*> Moreover, the Holy Spirit is shown to be the

38 See OxFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS, Greek-English Lexicon, 210.

39 See D.P. Stmpson, Cassell’s Latin Dictionary, Wiley, New York 19685, 474.

4% We could add other references; for example, Romans 11:8-9, which describes the Holy Spirit
as the “Spirit of Christ.”

4" When I use this term or its companion verb “to proceed” in English, I intend to use it in a
generic sense, which would include both the Latin processio and the Greek ékmopevoig, unless
otherwise noted.

42 “Philip said to him, ‘Lord, show us the Father, and we will be satisfied.” Jesus said to him,
‘Have I been with you so long, and yet you do not know me, Philip? He who has seen me has seen
the Father; how can you say, “Show us the Father”?”” (John 14:18). See also 1 Corinthians 1:15:
“He is the image of the invisible God, the first-born of all creation.”

7



revealer of all truth to the Church (especially of Jesus, the “way the truth and the life”):43
“I have yet many things to say to you, but you cannot bear them now. When the Spirit
of Truth comes, he will guide you into all the truth; for he will not speak on his own au-
thority, but whatever he hears he will speak, and he will declare to you the things that are
to come.”#* Therefore, the missions of the Son and Spirit are precisely what reveals the
processions, which would be otherwise unknown to man.45

In summary, then, the Scriptures reveal that the Father sends the Son, and the Father
and the Son both send the Spirit. From the perfect equality in divinity of the Father and
the Son, we deduce that the Son, who receives everything from the Father, truly sends the
Spirit, although he sends him in the manner of being Son. These “sendings” or missions
reveal the internal origins of the Persons: in other words, for each mission made known
to man, there is a corresponding “procession” in God. The Father is the Source or mnym
of the Spirit, not only because he is the source of the whole Trinity and the source of the
Son, but because only the Father sends the Spirit in the manner of being Father; that is, as
source, or principium, or oitio. It is in this context that the Gospel of John makes use of
the verb éxmopetetal, and so we must keep in mind that the Latin translation procedit is
necessarily more generic (but not for that reason untrue). Moreover, we deduce from the
fact that the Son, and not only the Father, sends the Spirit, that the Son, and not only the
Father, must have a role in the procession of the Holy Spirit: the Father, in the manner of

Father, and the Son, in the manner of Son.

43 John 14:6.

44 John 16:12-14.

45 See THOMAS AQuiINas, S.Th. 1, q. 32, a. 7. In fact, if the missions are considered with regard
to their eternal principle, it is possible to consider them as including the eternal procession with
the temporal aspect added (see THomASs AqQuiNas, S.Th. 1, q. 43, a. 2, ad 3), although St. Thomas
seems to prefer making a clean distinction between the eternal processio and the temporal missio.
What is clear is that God cannot pass from potency to act, as if, in his eternal reality, the Father
could pass from “not yet sending” to “having sent,” or as if the Son and Spirit could pass from
being “not yet sent” to “sent.” Such a position would be tantamount to reproducing the confusion
of some of the Apologists regarding the hoyog £vLaBetog and the Adyog Tpopoptkdg,.



4. History of the Doctrine

4.1 Latin tradition

4.1.1 Tertullian

The Latin tradition regarding the Trinity, as we saw, effectively began with Tertullian,
whose terminology was taken up by subsequent Latin fathers. He uses the verb procedo
to refer to the begetting of the Son, but he understands it as being equally applicable to the
Holy Spirit, since it does not refer to begetting and fatherhood as such, but merely the fact

of “coming forth.”4® For example, in addition to the passage cited above, he says,

[A]t ego nihil dico de deo inane et vacuum prodire potuisse, ut non de inani
et vacuo prolatum, nec carere substantia quod de tanta substantia processit et
tantas substantias fecit.47

Speaking here of the Word pronounced by God, he argues that this Word cannot be empty
or vain, since it proceeds (processit) from such a substance (that is, the divine Essence),
and since it has created so many substances (that is, created beings). Indeed this Word
must have (divine) substance itself. A few paragraphs earlier, Tertullian also expresses for
the first time the formula a Patre per filium: “Spiritum non aliunde puto, quam a Patre
per Filium.”#® Although neither the terminology nor the concepts are yet perfected, al-
ready Tertullian makes use of the verb procedo to signify the communication of the divine

Essence, a model taken up by practically the entire Latin tradition.*®

46 See PonT. Counc. FOrR Prom. CHristiaN UniTy, “Greek and Latin Traditions...”, footnote
on Tertullian.

47 TERTULLIAN, Adv. Praxean, V11, 6.

48 TERTULLIAN, Adv. Praxean, IV, 1.

49 See PonT. Counc. FOR ProM. CHrisTiAN UNiITY, “Greek and Latin Traditions...”, footnote
on Tertullian.



4.1.2 St. Hilary of Poitiers

St. Hilary of Poitiers staunchly defended the Nicene dogma in the West, when the
Arian controversy began to spread to northern Italy and Gaul. His chief concern was to
defend the unity in nature and substance of the Son with the Father, without explicitly
drawing the natural conclusion with the regard to the Holy Spirit (but without denying it
either).5° In this context, he did not make use of procedit or processio as a technical term,
but in his De Trinitate Book VIII, 20, he says, “[Spiritus Sanctus] a Filio igitur accipit, qui
et ab eo mittitur, et a Patre procedit,” following John 15:26, and then asks, “utrum id ipsum
sit a Filio accipere, quod a Patre procedere.” Although he does not answer this question
directly with an affirmative, his subsequent development shows that the answer is “yes,”
for later on in the same chapter, he says, “A Patre enim procedit Spiritus veritatis: sed a
Filio a Patre mittitur. Omnia quae Patris sunt, Filii sunt: ed idcirco quidquid accipiet, a
Filio accipiet ille mittendus.”s" St. Hilary in this way shows that the sending or “mission”
reveals the eternal origin of the Persons. It is in this context that we are to understand his
description in Book II, 29, of the Father and the Son as “authors” (auctores) of the Holy
Spirit.>* As can be seen, St. Hilary’s principal concern is to defend the consubstantiality
of the Son with the Father, not so much to defend the monarchy of the Father. In this
regard, he emphasizes the equality of the Son with respect to the Father, and such equality
includes, therefore, the equality of their role in the procession of the Holy Spirit. Hilary
sees no problem in affirming, “[S]anctum Spiritum tuum, qui ex te per unigenitum tuum
est, promerear.”53 This affirmation hints at the formula per Filium or 810 to¥ YioU, which,

as we will see, can be applied to both processio and ékmopevoLs.

59 D1 BERNARDINO, The Golden Age of Latin..., 57.

5! St. HiLary oF Portiers, De Trinitate, ed. by L. LADARIA, Biblioteca de Autores Cristianos,
Madrid 1986.

5% [Spiritus Sanctus] Patre et Filio auctoribus, confitendus est (St. HiLarY of Portiers, De Trin.
I1, 29).

53 St. HiLARY oF PorTiers, De Trin. XII, 57.
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4.1.3 St. Ambrose

St. Ambrose of Milan, a contemporary of St. Hilary, was well formed in classical
culture, including the Greek language, and he was familiar with the writings of the Greek
Fathers and ecclesiastical writers, such as Didymus the Blind, St. Athanasius, and St. Basil
the Great. St. Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto, in fact, owes a lot of its content to these au-
thors. Writing at the time of the mvevuatouayol, he takes great pains to insist on the
divinity of the Holy Spirit. In fact, he seems to have finished his work in 381, the year in
which the First Council of Constantinople formulated the clause in the Creed regarding the
Holy Spirit, and the same year in which Ambrose was instrumental at a parallel a synod
in Aquileia.5* In Ambrose, we already see a maturing Latin doctrine on the procession of
the Holy Spirit, for he says, “Spiritus quoque sanctus cum procedit a Patre et Filio, non
separatur a Patre, non separatur a Filio.”55 He is the first to use the expression Filiogue,°
and he uses the verb procedit, evidently, in the more generic sense. Later on, in Chapter
15, he says,
[S]icut Pater fons vitae est, ita etiam Filium plerique fontem vitae memorarunt
significatum; eo quod apud te, inquit, Deus omnipotens, Filius tuus fons vi-
tae sit, hoc est, fons Spiritus sancti; quia Spiritus vita est, sicut Dominus ait:
Verba quae ego locutus sum vobis, Spiritus et vita sunt quia ubi Spiritus, et
vita est: et ubi vita est, etiam Spiritus sanctus.5?

He thus calls the Son a “source” of the Holy Spirit; evidently, he does not take the word

fons in the monarchical sense given to the word stnyn by the Greek fathers.

54 H. DENZINGER, Enchiridion Symbolorum, Latin and Italian, ed. by P. HUNERMANN, Dehoni-
ane, Bologna 19962, 150.

55 S1. AMBROSE, De Spiritu sancto, in Patrologia Latina, ed. by J.P. MiGNE, vol. 16, D’Ambroise,
Paris 1888, 1, 11, 120.

56 Or, at any rate, the equivalent expression et Filio. See PONT. COUNC. FOR PROM. CHRISTIAN
Unrry, “Greek and Latin Traditions...”.

57 ST. AMBROSE, De Spiritu sancto, 1, 15, 152. It is significant that St. Ambrose makes these
rather explicit statements in the same year as the ecumenical council of Constantinople L. It seems
unlikely that St. Ambrose—a staunch Homoousian—should make such affirmations and consider
them to be in disagreement with the doctrine of the Cappadocians, his allies in Constantinople.
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4.1.4 St. Augustine

The Latin Father with the greatest influence on the Western Trinintarian tradition is
certainly St. Augustine. His doctrine was largely taken up by Scholastic theology, includ-
ing St. Thomas Aquinas.?® St. Augustine makes a number of important contributions to
the reflection on the inner workings of the relations between the Persons. He teaches that
God is utterly simple, and that the Persons are perfectly equal in divinity (indeed unique

in nature or essence), but really distinct as Persons:

[Deus] simplex dicitur, quoniam quod habet hoc est, excepto quod relative
quaeque persona ad alteram dicitur. Nam utique Pater habet Filium, nec tamen
ipse est Filius, et Filius habet Patrem, nec tamen ipse est Pater.>®

Denying the real distinction among the Persons would amount to Sabellianism, and deny-
ing the equality of divinity would amount to subordinationism or Arianism, and the only
way to avoid that, asserts Augustine, is this doctrine of relations. In God, we can only
speak of “substance” and “relation”: God does not have accidents, but he does have rela-
tion, which, in God, is not accident. The Persons, however, have the substance in common
(“non est tamen diversa substantia”), and therefore they are distinct only in relation (“non
secundum substantiam dicuntur, sed secundum relativum”).° The various processions and
missions revealed in the Scriptures merely indicate the order of origin, not subordina-
tion,® and the equality in nature implies that all ad extra operations are common to all the
Perons.®?

As regards the origin of the Holy Spirit, St. Augustine affirms, in continuity with the

Western tradition, that the Holy Spirit proceeds (procedit) from the Father and the Son.

He specifies, however, that the Father and the Son are a single principle of the Holy Spirit,

58 D1 BERNARDINO, The Golden Age of Latin..., 427-428.

59 ST. AUGUSTINE, De Civitate Dei, in Patrologia Latina, ed. by J.P. MI1GNE, vol. 41, D’Ambroise,
Paris 1864, 11, 10, 1.

0 St. AuGusTINE, De Trinitate, in Patrologia Latina, ed. by J.P. MiGNE, vol. 42, D’Ambroise,
Paris 1865, 5, 5, 6.

1 See ST. AUGUSTINE, De Trin. 4, 20, 27.

2 See ST. AUGUSTINE, De Trin. 2, 10, 18.
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not two principles.®3 Augustine, perhaps keeping in mind the reflections of the Cappado-
cian Fathers, takes care to preserve the monarchy of the Father. The procession of the
Holy Spirit may pertain equally to Son as to the Father, but the Father gave the Son the
“power” to communicate the divine Essence in begetting him. Therefore, the Holy Spirit
proceeds from the Father principaliter. Augustine also investigates what distinguishes
the Son from the Spirit: he notes that the Son is begotten of the Father, which specifically
means to proceed as image, whereas the Spirit proceeds as love—which means pondus,
gift, and communion—not so much as image.%> As can be seen, then, Augustine, taking
processio in a generic sense, draws the necessary conclusion: if the Son has everything
that the Father has except the property of Fatherhood,® then the Holy Spirit must proceed
(in a generic sense) equally from the Father and from the Son. There is, however, only one
principle of procession, because the Father and the Son are distinct only by means of their
mutual relations, and in “spirating” the Spirit, they are identical. Augustine is still able
to maintain the monarchy of the Father, because the Spirit still proceeds from the Father
principaliter; that is, with the Father as the first origin. For Augustine, moreover, proces-
sio is “common” or “generic” also in a different sense: like Tertullian, he admits that the
begetting of the Son is a type of procession, stating, “Non omne quod procedit nascitur,
quamvis omne procedat quod nascitur,” so that processio as a concept is broader than the

origin of the Holy Spirit.®7

%3 [Flatendum est Patrem et Filium principium esse Spiritus Sancti, non duo principia, sed sicut
Pater et Filius unus Deus, et ad creaturam relative unus Creator et unus Dominus, sic relative ad
Spiritum Sanctum unum principium (ST. AUGUSTINE, De Trin. 3, 14, 15).

64 Et tamen non frustra in hac Trinitate non dicitur Verbum Dei nisi Filius, nec Donum Dei nisi
Spiritus Sanctus, nec de quo genitum est Verbum et de quo procedit principaliter Spiritus Sanc-
tus nisi Deus Pater. Ideo autem addidi, Principaliter, quia et de Filio Spiritus Sanctus procedere
reperitur. Sed hoc quoque illi Pater dedit, non iam exsistenti et nondum habenti: sed quidquid
unigenito Verbo dedit, gignendo dedit. (ST. AUGUSTINE, De Trin. 15, 17, 29). See also ST. AuGus-
TINE, De Trin. 15, 26, 47 and ST. AUGUSTINE, In loannis Evangelium, in Patrologia Latina, ed. by
J.P. MiGNE, vol. 35, D’Ambroise, Paris 1864, 99, 8-9.

65 See ST. AUGUSTINE, De Trin. 15, 27, 50; see also De Trin. 9, 12, 18.

% Of course, not being Father is not a “lack,” “privation,” or “diminution” in the Son: it merely
reflects the order of origin, as Augustine says.

%7 St.  AucustiNg, Contra Maximinum, in Patrologia Latina, ed. by J.P. MiGNE, vol. 42,
D’Ambroise, Paris 1863, 11, 14, 1.
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4.1.5 St. Leo the Great

Following closely in the footsteps of the Latin tradition up to his time, Pope St. Leo
the Great dogmatically affirmed the Filioque in 447, a generation after the death of Au-
gustine.%® In his epistle Quam laudabiliter to Turribium, bishop of Astorga, he denounces

the errors of Modalists, stating simply,

Primo itaque capitulo demonstratur, quam impie sentiant de Trinitate divina,
qui et Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti unam atque eandem asserunt esse per-
sonas, tamquam idem Deus nunc Pater, nunc Filius, nunc Spiritus Sanctus
nominetur; nec alius sit qui genuit, alius qui genitus est, alius qui de utroque
processit, sed singularis unitas in tribus quidem vocabulis, sed non in tribus
sit accipienda personis.®

Evidently, he is using the generic, Western conception of the verb procedo. L.eo made this
affirmation four years before the Council of Chalcedon, during which the Church of Rome
accepted the symbol of the First Council of Constantinople for the first time. Leo seems
to accept the Filioque as established dogma, because he makes use of the term in Sermons

LXXYV, 3 and LXXVI, 2.7°

4.1.6 Development of the Latin Tradition up to the Schism of 1054

The Western concept of processio continued to be used, without much controversy,
until around the eighth century. An early witness can be found in the Quicumque, the so-
called “Athanasian Creed,” attributed to St. Athanasius of Alexandria, but which appears
to have been written in France between 430 and 500.7" It states simply, “Spiritus Sanctus
a Patre et Filio, non factus nec creatus nec genitus, sed procedens.”’? In the face of the
continued threat of Arianism in Visigothic Spain, several local synods in Toledo proposed

the Filioque to safeguard the consubstantiality of the Son with the Father. For example,

8 Catechism of the Catholic Church, Doubleday, New York 19972, 247.

% DENZINGER, DH 284.

79 See ST. Leo THE GREAT, Sermones, in Patrologia Latina, ed. by J.P. MiGNE, vol. 34,
D’Ambroise, Paris 1846, LXXYV, 3; see also ST. LEo THE GREAT, Sermones, LXXVI, 2.

7" DENZINGER, DH 75.

72 Ibid.
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the profession of faith of the synod held in 470 says, “Spiritus aeque Sancti confitendus
a nobis et praedicandus est a Patre et a Filio procedere et cum Patre et Filio unius esse
substantiae.” Given the generic Latin understanding of the verb procedo, omitting the
procession from the Son would make it seem as if the Son were subordinate to the Father,
and thus would undermine Son’s divinity.” Similar statements can be found from the syn-
ods held in 633, 638, 675, and 693.74 It seems that a synod in 589 in Toledo mandated
the use of the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed, with the addition of the word Filioque,
but this version did not begin to have widespread use until the eighth century, when the
Frankish kingdom adopted it.7”> Already by the seventh century, translation difficulties be-
gan to foster misunderstandings between the Latin-speak West and Greek-speaking East,”¢
so much so that in 808, the Frankish monks on the Mount of Olives in Jerusalem were
branded as heretics by the local Greek-speaking Christians for using the Creed with the
Filioque, and Pope Leo III, who died in 816, had the Creed cast on silver tablets in Latin
and Greek at St. Peter’s Basilica without the Filioque, so as to avoid confrontations with
the Byzantine Christians.”” Patriarch Photius of Constantinople, during his struggle with
Pope Nicholas I, wrote an encyclical in 867 with a number of accusations, including the
charge that the doctrine of the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son
is a heresy.” When Patriarch Michael I Cerularius of Constantinople ordered a series of
polemical works against Western customs, Pope St. Leo IX’s secretary, Cardinal Humbert
of Silva Candida, responded in 1053 with his Dialogus, which accused the Greek Church of

“Macedonianism” for omitting the Filioque from their Creed.” While the Filioque was an

73 See DENZINGER, DH 470.

74 See DENZINGER, DH 470, 485, 490, 527, and 568. It is interesting that the synod in 675 gives
the Latin translation of the Greek words 6poovotog, ouog, and oot (see DENZINGER, DH 526)
but does not make use of the Greek term £kmopevoLs.

75 See BIHLMEYER and TUECHLE, Il medioevo, 99.

76 See PonT. Counc. For ProM. CHrisTiaN UNITY, “Greek and Latin Traditions...”.

77 See BiHLMEYER and TUECHLE, Il medioevo, 99.

78 See ibid., 116.

79 See ibid., 121.
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excuse, rather than a cause, of the schism,®° the circumstances made mutual understanding

of the different conceptions of procession nearly impossible.

4.1.7 Fourth Lateran Council

In the West, the doctrine of the Filioque remained largely uncontroversial, although
there were Trinitarian heresies, such as the tritheism of Gilbert de la Porée and Joachim of
Fiore. The latter in particular was subject to the examination of the Fourth Lateran Council,
especially as regards his De unitate Trinitatis, now lost.® According to the condemnation
by the council, Joachim had accused Peter Lombard of positing a sort of quaternity, by
professing a single divine Essence common to all three Persons. Thus, Joachim proposed
a collective or moral unity in the Trinity, as when Acts 4:32 speaks of the Church as being
“of one heart and soul” or when Christ asks the Father in John 17:22 “that they [the dis-
ciples] may become perfectly one.”8* The council dogmatically affirms, against Joachim,
that the divine Essence truly exists, and is, in fact, identical with the Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit, although the Father, Son, and Spirit are distinct from each other.®3 The council then

affirms, following Peter Lombard,

[I]1la res [essentia sive natura divina] non est generans neque genita nec
procedens sed est Pater qui generat Filius qui gignitur et Spiritus Sanctus qui
procedit ut distinctiones sint in personis et unitas in natura.34

Thus, against a possible misinterpretation, it is always the Person who begets, is begot-
ten, or proceeds, not the divine Essence. Moreover, the council reaffirms the traditional

anti-Arian formulation of the doctrine of the procession of the Holy Spirit, when it says,

Patet ergo quod sine ulla diminutione Filius nascendo substantiam patris ac-
cepit et ita Pater et Filius habent eandem substantiam et sic eadem res est Pater
et Filius necnon et Spiritus Sanctus ab utroque procedens.?s

80 It was not even the most important issue: the Greek Church objected most of all to the use of
unleavened bread for the Eucharist. See BIHLMEYER and TUECHLE, Il medioevo, 120-121.

8 See ibid., 228.

82 DENZINGER, DH 803.

8 DEnzINGER, DH 804-805.

84 DENZINGER, DH 804.

85 DENzINGER, DH 805.
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This formulation follows the path traced out by St. Augustine, when he speaks of the Holy
Spirit as processing from the Son precisely because the Son receives everything from the

Father.

4.1.8 St. Thomas Aquinas

St. Thomas Aquinas largely follows the doctrine of St. Augustine on the Trinity, and he
maintains the Latin tradition already discussed regarding the processio of the Holy Spirit.

St. Thomas does, in any event, make some very useful clarifications and distinctions. He

2986

defines processio simply: “Processio enim significat motum ad extra,”* although of course

this refers to princeps analogatum of processio that we know form experience. St. Thomas

is quick to point out,

Cum autem Deus sit super omnia, ea quae in Deo dicuntur, non sunt intel-
ligenda secundum modum infimarum creaturarum, quae sunt corpora; sed
secundum similitudinem supremarum creaturarum, quae sunt intellectuales
substantiae; a quibus etiam similitudo accepta deficit a repraesentatione divi-
norum. Non ergo accipienda est processio secundum quod est in corporal-
ibus, vel per motum localem, vel per actionem alicuius causae in exteriorem
effectum, ut calor a calefaciente in calefactum; sed secundum emanationem
intelligibilem, utpote verbi intelligibilis a dicente, quod manet in ipso. Et sic
fides Catholica processionem ponit in divinis.%?

In other words, it is dangerous to use concepts from earthly realities and apply them uni-
vocally to God; they must be purified. We are not to think of the procession of the Holy
Spirit the way water “proceeds” from a spring, at least not too literally, for God is pure
spirit and utterly simple. It is clear, in any event, that St. Thomas is thinking in terms of
the generic, Western concept of processio, which does not imply, in itself, the notion of

first origin,® a point that he makes clear when he says,

Quia si quis recte consideret, inveniet processionis verbum inter omnia quae
ad originem qualemcumgque pertinent, communissimum esse. Utimur enim
eo ad designandum qualemcumque originem; sicut quod linea procedit a

8 Taomas AQuiNas, S.Th. 1, q. 27, a. 1, arg. 1.
87 THomas AqQuinas, S.Th. 1, q. 27, a. 1.
8 The term &xmopevorg would be defined as “motus ex aliquo” rather than “motus ad extra.”
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puncto, radius a sole, rivus a fonte; et similiter in quibuscumgque aliis. Unde ex
quocumgque alio ad originem pertinente, potest concludi quod spiritus sanctus
procedit a filio.%

He does not seem to have been aware of the difference in concept between ékmopevolg

and processio, because he says, regarding the Greek Christians,

Et quidam eorum dicuntur concedere quod sit a filio, vel profluat ab eo, non
tamen quod procedat. Quod videtur vel ex ignorantia, vel ex protervia esse.?°

Along the same lines, St. Thomas adheres faithfully to the doctrine that processio can ap-
ply to the the begetting of the Son as well as the procession of the Holy Spirit,®", although
of course the latter procession does not have a special name.%?

A key concept in St. Thomas’ doctrine is that of relation: by reason of God’s sim-
plicity, the relations are not really distinct from the divine Essence, or as St. Thomas puts
it,

Quidquid autem in rebus creatis habet esse accidentale, secundum quod trans-

fertur in Deum, habet esse substantiale, nihil enim est in Deo ut accidens in
subiecto, sed quidquid est in Deo, est eius essentia.”?

This must be the case, because in God a real distinction between substance and accident
does not exist.9 The relations, however, are really distinct among themselves, precisely
because they are real relations that therefore entail real opposition,?S and to deny real rela-
tions would amount to Sabellianism.% Indeed, “Distinctio autem in divinis non fit nisi per
relationes originis.”®7 There are four relations: fatherhood, sonship, spiration, and pro-
cessio, that can only be derived only from God’s intrinsic actions—the workings of the

intellect and the will—each of which gives rise to a processio, in the broad sense.%® The

89 THomas AqQuinas, S.Th. 1, q. 36, a. 2.

9° Jbid.

9" See THOMAS AQUINAS, S.Th. 1, q. 27, a. 2-3.

92 See THoMAS AqQuiNas, S.Th. 1, q. 27, a. 4, ad 3.

93 THoMAS AQuUINAs, S.Th. 1, q. 28, a. 2.

94 Regarding God’s simplicity, see THomAs AQuinas, S.Th. 1, q. 3, a. 6.
95 THOMAS AQuiNas, S.Th. 1, q. 28, a. 3.

9 THOMAS AQUINAS, S.Th. 1, q. 28, a. 1.

97 THoMAS AQuiNas, S.Th. 1, q. 29, a. 4.

98 See THOMAS AQUINAS, S.Th. 1, q. 28, a. 4.
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processiones each give rise to two opposite relations: one in the “principle,” and the other
in the Person proceeding from that principle. In the case of the “procession of the will,”
which is the “procession of love,” these relations are spiration and processio.?® In this
way, St. Thomas makes it clear what the “difference” is between the Son and the Holy
Spirit: whereas the Son proceeds by way of Word, the Holy Spirit proceeds by way of
love.’*° Since the relations have “esse substantiale,” not “accidentale,” in God, it follows
that the relations found in a Person are subsistent: we may truthfully say “the Father is
fatherhood,” “the Son is sonship, and “the Holy Spirit is processio,” keeping in mind that,
properly speaking, what subsists is the divine Nature.'*

Regarding the procession of the Holy Spirit more specifically, St. Thomas devotes an
entire article to defend the processio of the Holy Spirit from the Son as well as the Father.
His key argument is that the Persons are only distinct by reason of relation. If the Holy
Spirit did not proceed (in the Latin sense) from the Son, then there could not be a real
relation between Son and Spirit, and thus the two Persons would not be really distinct,
which would be a heresy. Moreover, if the Son proceeds by way of the intellect as Word,
and the Spirit proceeds by way of the will as love, then it seems that the love must proceed
also from the word, because it is impossible to love what has not first been apprehended.
In fact, St. Thomas suggests that if there were no order of procession between the Son and
the Holy Spirit, then it would be as if they were individuals of the same species that differ
only by their matter, which would be impossible.'**

St. Thomas also develops the idea that the the Holy Spirit can be thought of as pro-
ceeding from the Father through the Son (a patre per filium), citing the same passage from

St. Hilary of Poitiers seen above.'°3 He summarizes his argument succinctly by saying,

99 See THomAs AQuiNas, S.Th. 1, q. 28, a. 4.

100 See ibid.

9! THoMAS AQuiNas, S.Th. 1, q. 29, a. 4.

192 For these arguments, see THomAs AQuinas, S.Th. 1, q. 36, a. 2.

193 See THOMAS AQuINas, S.Th. 1, . 36, a. 3 sc. see also ST. HiLARY oF Portiers, De Trin. XII,

57
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Quia igitur filius habet a patre quod ab eo procedat spiritus sanctus, potest

dici quod pater per filium spirat spiritum sanctum; vel quod spiritus sanctus

procedat a patre per filium, quod idem est.*4
Since the Son receives from Father that the Holy Spirit proceeds from him, we can say that
the Holy Spirit proceeds through him. Moreover, the Father and the Son spirate the Holy
Spirit using one and the same “power” or virtus; considering that virtus, the spiration of
the Spirit is immediate. However, considering the agents spirating, we can truthfully say
that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father immediately and from the Son mediately.'%>
This allows us to say that the Holy Spirit proceeds principaliter or proprie from the Fa-
ther, because the Son receives from the Father the virtus of having the Spirit proceed from
him.'°® A consequence of this is that the Father and the Son are one principle of the Holy
Spirit, a doctrine taken from St. Augustine, as we saw:

[P]ater et filius in omnibus unum sunt, in quibus non distinguit inter eos re-

lationis oppositio. Unde, cum in hoc quod est esse principium spiritus sancti,

non opponantur relative, sequitur quod pater et filius sunt unum principium

spiritus sancti."®’
Because of God’s simplicity, anything between the Persons that does not pertain to an op-
position of relations must be perfectly identical, and between Father and Son, that includes
the spiration of the Holy Spirit.

St. Thomas’ synthesis on the Trinity is a monumental work: although St. Thomas does
not seem to be aware of the subtle difference between the Western and Cappadocian con-
cepts of procession, he has the advantage of a great precision in language and metaphysical
rigor. His discussion of the formula per Filium offers a sound platform on which to base

dialogue with the Greek tradition, as will be seen below.

%4 THomAs AQuiNas, S.Th. 1, q. 36, a. 3.

195 See THomAs AQuinas, S.7h. 1, q. 36, a. 3, ad 1 and ad 2.
106 See THOMAS AQUINAS, S.Th. 1, q. 36, a. 3, ad 2.

97 THoMAS AQuiNas, S.7Th. 1, q. 36, a. 4.
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4.2 Alexandrine tradition

It may come as a surprise to those familiar with the Cappadocian tradition that a
concept very similar to processio was developed in Alexandria, in parallel to the Latin
tradition, using the verb tpoeyu (and its infinitive T0 spoievar or the participle poiov),
which is etymologically very similar to procedo. The preposition 7tpd means “before,”

108

and elu'°® means “to go,” and so the compound means “to go before;” like processio, the

term is generic and does not connote coming from a particular origin.'*®

4.2.1 Origen

The first Alexandrian to investigate the inner workings of the Trinity systematically was
Origen, who is credited with emphatically affirming the real distinction among the persons
against Monarchian heresies, as well as affirming God’s simplicity and purely spiritual na-
ture."® Origin—the subject of controversy during his lifetime and afterwards—has been

111

both accused and exonerated of subordinationism by various Fathers,"" and so his views

on the Trinity must be accepted with due care, in particular because he views the Son and
the Spirit as intermediaries between the Father and creatures."* One passage in particular

is relevant to this discussion, from his commentary on the Gospel of St. John:

NUETG LEVTOL YE TPELG VITOOTAOELG TELOOUEVOL TUYYAVELY, TOV TATEPA KOl
TOV VIOV KOl TO AyLoV JTVEDUO, Kal AyEvvnTtov undeEv €tepov 1ol Totpog
glval moTeLovVTES, MG eVoePEoTtepov Kal ain0ic mpootéuedo To TAvTmY
S 10D Adyou yevoudvov o Eylov Tvedua €ival TLLMTEPOV, Kol TOEeL
TAVTOV TOV V7O TOT TaTPOg Sutr XpLotod yeyevnuévav. '3

198 Not to be confused with €iui, to be.

199 See OxrForRD UNIVERSITY PRESS, Greek-English Lexicon, 328, 584, 591. However, as will be
seen, the term in Greek is nearly always used in opposition to ¢KTOpgvoLc.

119 See QUASTEN, The Ante-Nicene..., 75-77.

" St. Jerome accused him of subordinationism, but St. Gregory the Wonderworker and St.
Athanasius exonerated him. See ibid., 77.

112 See ibid., 77.

"3 OrIGEN, The Commentary of Origen on S. John’s Gospel, ed. by A.E. BROOKE, vol. 1, Uni-
versity Press, Cambridge 1896, II, 6: “We indeed are persuaded that there are [literally, “happen
to be”] three Hypostases, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and we believe that no other is
unbegotten except the Father. We admit as true and more pious that, all things being made through
the Word, the Holy Spirit is the most excellent [of these things], and [most excellent] in the order
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He professes faith in three vmootdoeis, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Of note
is that he says that the Holy Spirit comes to be V70 ToD TaTPOG dLd Xprotod, which is the
first formulation of the procession of the Spirit through the Son (however imperfect is the

choice of the verb yivopou, which ordinarily implies strict causality).

4.2.2 Athanasius

St. Athanasius, the great champion of the 6uoovolov, while remaining a disciple of
Origen, attenuated whatever subordination was to be found in his master and affirmed the
full divinity of the Son and the Holy Spirit."4 An important tenet of Athanasius’ under-
standing of the origins of the person is the communication of divinity: the Son is God
precisely because he is ék Ti|g ovolog ToD atpog, literally “out of the substance (or
essence) of the Father,” and for this reason the formula 6potog xat’ ovolav is unsatis-
factory."S This is true to such an extent that there can only be one Son, since the begetting
of the Son “exhausts” the Father’s fecundity."® Athanasius applies a similar reasoning to
the Holy Spirit, whom he defends as similarly consubstantial with the Father. If the Spirit
were not God, he argues, we could not become “sharers in the divine nature,”"'7 nor could
the Spirit be ranked as one of the Holy Trinity."® Therefore, the Spirit, like the Son, is
opoovotog with the Father."® His first letter to Serapion summarizes the idea that what

applies to the Son also applies to the Spirit. He states,

Ei yop éppovouv dpHdg mept ToU AOYou, EPPOVOUV VYLMDG Kal TTePL TOD
[veduoartog, 6 maga tot Hateog ékmogevetal, kal Tov Yiov idtov dv, mop’
avTtoU dLdoTAL TOIG LOONTALG KO FTAOL TOLG TLOTEVOVOLY ElG AOTOV. 20

of all things made by the Father through the Christ” (my translation). It is immediately clear from
this passage why Origen is accused of subordinationism.

"4 QUASTEN, The Golden Age of Greek..., 66, 76.

15 See ibid., 69-70. We could object at this point that St. Athanasius is making the divine essence
the “principle” of the Trinity, but we must keep in mind that the doctrine of the monarchy of the
Father was not fully developed at this point.

16 Ibid., 69.

"7 See 1 Peter 1:4.

18 QuasTEN, The Golden Age of Greek..., 76.

"9 See ibid., 57.

20 St1. AtHANASIUS, Epistulae ad Serapionem, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by J.P. MIGNE, vol. 26,
D’Ambroise, Paris 1857, I, 2, 6: “If, however, it rightly regards the Son, it soundly regards also the
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The phrase that most interest this topic is 6 wapd tod [Matpog ékmopevetar, which is of
course a quotation from John 15:26. The verb ékmopetouat is still not a technical term for
him, but since it is a justification of the Holy Spirit’s divinity, it must make at least some
reference to the Holy Spirit’s eternal origin, not just his mission. The very next phrase,
Kot Tod Yiod tdtov 0v, is also of note, because he speaks of the Spirit as “being the Son’s
own,” which implies that the Son has a role to play in the Holy Spirit’s origin. He states
this idea more fully in the third letter to Serapion:

121

Kot domep 6 Tiog Méye, «Ilavta doo £yl 6 otp gud €otiv,»
TavTo Tavto Sui Tov Yot evpnoouey dvta kol &v 1@ IMveduort.'*

ovTwg

Even though Athanasius does not use the term ovola, he expresses clearly the idea that the
very essence (ovota) of the Father—that is, ITavta doa Exel 6 Tlotp—is communicated

to the Spirit through the Son (310 Tod YioD).

4.2.3 Didymus the Blind and Epiphanius of Salamis

Other writers followed along the same lines as Athanasius. The last famous director
of the Alexandrian catechetical school, Didymus the Blind, wrote a treatise on the Holy
Spirit—extremely influential in St. Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto—defending the consub-
stantiality of the Spirit against the wvevpotopayol. Speaking of the Holy Spirit, he says
(attributing the words to the Son), “quia non ex se est, sed ex Patre et me est.”'*3 Later on

in the same work, he says,

Spiritus non accipit quod ante non habuit. Si enim quod prius non habebat
accepit, translato in alium munere, vacuus largitor effectus est, cessans habere

Spirit, who originates from the Father and is the Son’s own. He [the Spirit] was given from him
[the Son] to the disciples and to all those who believe in him” (my translation).

2! John 16:15.

22 St. AtHANASIUS, Epist. ad Serap. 111, 1, 33: ”And even as the Son says, ‘All things that
the Father has I have,” in the same way, we find that all these things are also in the Spirit” (my
translation).

23 Dipymus THE BLIND, De Spiritu sancto, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by J.P. MIGNE, vol. 39,
D’Ambroise, Paris 1858, 34, PG 39, 1064 A. No surviving Greek text exists for this work, but St.
Jerome made a translation, which, it seems, is so faithful that he repeats misquotations. Recon-
structing the Greek is rather straightforward in this case: it would have been similar to “éx To®¥
TOTPOG Kol £uod éotiv.” See QUASTEN, The Golden Age of Greek..., 87.
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quod tribuit. Quomodo igitur supra de naturis incorporalibus disputantes in-
telleximus, sic et nunc Spiritum sanctum a Filio accipere, id quod suae naturae
fuerat cognoscendum est, et non dantem et accipientem, sed unam significare
substantiam. Siquidem et Filius eadem a Patre accipere dicitur, quibus ipse
subsistit. Neque enim quid aliud est Filius, exceptis his quae ei dantur a Pa-
tre, neque alia substantia est Spiritus sancti praeter id quod datur ei a Filio.
Propterea autem ista dicuntur, ul eamdem in Trinitate credamus esse naturam
Spiritus sancti, quae est Patris et Filii."**
As can be seen, he makes here a more explicit expression of the doctrine of the commu-
nication of substance (or essence). Since the Son and the Holy Spirit are incorporeal,'s it
is impossible that they “lack” something first and then “receive” it later. The Son receives
from the Father the very things by which the Son subsists (that is, the substance); and most
significantly, the Holy Spirit receives no other substance other than the one given to him
by by the Son.
St. Epiphanius of Salamis—although not an Alexandrian—says something similar in
his Ancoratus: refuting the idea that the Son and the Spirit come from the Father by way
of composition (ovvOnoLg), he says,
[vedpa tob Iotpodg, kai [Mvebpo tod Yiod- o Katd Tvo. ouvOnouy,
Kabasep &v VUV Yoyl Kai odua, ok’ &v peow IMatpog kal Tiov, £k tod
Matpog, kai tod Yiod, Tpitov T§) dvopdor. 28

He conceives of the Spirit as being “between” the Father and the Son (but not the “com-

pound” of the Father and the Son, as we are compounds of soul and body), and “out of”

(¢x) both.

24 Dipymus THE BLIND, De Spiritu sancto, 37, PG 39, 1065 C — 1066 A.

25 We would hasten to add, not only incorporeal, but utterly simple. Angels are incorporeal,
but they can and do receive things that they previously did not have. The difference is that angels,
being creatures, are capable of going from potency to act; God, no.

126 EpIPHANIUS OF SALAMIS, Ancoratus, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by J.P. MIGNE, vol. 43,
D’Ambroise, Paris 1864, VIII, PG 43, 29 C: “The Holy Spirit is also the Spirit of the Son: not
according to a sort of composition (c0vOnowv), like the soul and the body in us, but in the midst
of the the Father and the Son, from the Father and the Son, third in name” (my translation).
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4.2.4 St. Cyril of Alexandria

The great St. Cyril of Alexandria, although best known for his role in the controver-
sies surrounding Nestorianism, summarized the Alexandrian tradition regarding the Holy

Spirit in his Thesaurus, in the following way:

"Ote totvuv 10 ITveDpa 1O GyLov &v Ui Yevouevov, Gupudpqoug AmodetkvieL
Ocol, mtpodeot 8¢ kol ¢k Tatpog Kai Tiod, tpddnhov &t Tijg Oelog Eotiv
0v0oLAG, OVOLWAMG &V aUTH Kal €€ alTig TPotov.'7
Cyril is trying to prove that the Holy Spirit is truly divine, following St. Athanasius’ argu-
ment, by saying that, because by dwelling in us he divinizes us (GUUHOPPOVG ATOdELKVVEL
©O¢eoD), he is truly of the divine Essence (tijg Oslag éotiv ovotog). When Cyril makes use
of the verb mpdeyut, he cannot be referring merely to the temporal mission of the Holy
Spirit, because the purpose of the passage is to show that the divine Essence is communi-

cated to the Holy Spirit: the Spirit is proceeding (7tpoiov) from the Essence substantially

(0VoLwdMG).1?® In the same work, he makes a similar statement:

[elmov] v 8& 1@ Yi® Quotkdg Te kKol 0Votwddg Siijkov mapd Iatpdg TO
[Tveduo, 8L 00 To TAVTA XPlwv AyLaler.9

Here he does not use the verb tposyu, but the idea is evidently the same, and he is quite

explicit about the distinction between the eternal communication of Essence to the Spirit

27 ST. CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Thesaurus, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by J.P. MiGNE, vol. 75,
D’Ambroise, Paris 1863, XXXIV, PG 75, 585 A: “When, therefore, the Holy Spirit, dwelling
(yevouevov) in us, renders us conformed to God, he goes forth (mtpoeior) from the Father and
the Son. It is clear that he is of the divine Essence, going forth (;tpoi6v) substantially (00oLmd®HC)
in it and from it” (my translation).

128 It would be fair to ask how this affirmation (tfjg Ogiag 2otiv oVoiag, 0DoLWdGDG &V adTH Kol
¢E a0tijg Tpolov) squares with the definition of the Fourth Lateran Council. It is important to keep
in mind the particular accusation made by Joachim of Fiore, that Peter Lombard had created a sort
of fourth Person of the Trinity called the “essence.” We could specify that in quantum essence,
the Essence does not beget, spirate, or proceed, but that it is the Persons who beget, spirate, and
proceed. Since each Person is ontologically identical with the Essence, then we could say, in a
less proper sense, that the Essence begets, spirates, and proceeds in quantum the corresponding
Person, and in this sense Cyril’s doctrine is perfectly orthodox, especially since he did not have to
deal with that particular controversy.

29 S1. CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Thesaurus, XXXIV, PG 75, 577 A: “[I said that] the Spirit,
through whom all things are sanctified by his anointing, is flowing (8ifjxov) from the Father in the
Son naturally (@uotk®g) as well as essentially [or substantially] (o0oLwd®g)” (my translation).
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and his temporal mission in the world (his “sanctification by annointing”). Cyril does,
at times, use the verb ékmopevoual to describe the relation of the Son’s origin from the
Father (which is legitimate, albeit less precise than the Cappadocian usage, because the
Father is the stnyr of the entire Trinity). However, he never confuses 1o mpogivar (com-
munication of the divine Essence) with ékmopevolg (originating from the source of the

divine essence).'3°

4.3 Cappadocian tradition

The crown jewel of the the Church’s reflection on the Holy Trinity is almost certainly
the work of the Cappadocian Fathers, St. Basil the Great, St. Gregory Nazianzen, and St.
Gregory of Nyssa. As has been said, they coined and purified the terms in Greek used in
Trinitarian theology, and they masterfully combated both the Arian heresy in its manifold
expressions, as well as the controversy of the vevpoatopoyol. As with their contempo-
rary St. Ambrose, their chief concern as regards the Holy Spirit was to defend his divinity,

although it also became necessary to defend the monarchy of the Father.

4.3.1 St. Basil the Great

St. Basil affirms quite clearly the origin of the Holy Spirit through the Son:

10 ayrov to Ivedua [...] 8 vog TioD T® évi [Totpl cuvostouevoy, Kol St
£00TOD OVUITANPODY TV TTOAVVUYVNTOV Kol pakostiov Tprada.'3!

Like St. Cyril of Alexandria, Basil cannot be speaking of the temporal mission of the Holy
Spirit, but his eternal origin: it would otherwise be absurd to refer to the Holy Spirit is
“completing” (cuumAnpotv) the Trinity or being “joined” (ouvasttopevov) to the Father.

Later in in the same work, he says:

139 In the West, the two concepts were conflated into one analogous term, as has been noted.

'3t S1. BasiL THE GREAT, De Spiritu sancto, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by J.P. MIGNE, vol. 32,
D’Ambroise, Paris 1857, XVIII, 45 PG 152 A: “The Holy Spirit joined together through the one
Son to the one Father, and himself [literally “through himself’] helps to fill the renowned and
blessed Trinity” (my translation).
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1 Lotk dyafOTG Kol 6 KaTh QUOLY GyLoouog, Kol O factkov aElmua
¢k IMatpog dutr 1o Movoyevotg émi to [Tvetpa dinket.'3

The Father’s natural goodness (arya.00tng), holiness (yiaouog), and royal dignity (BoothtkoOv
aElwna) extend to the Holy Spirit through the Only-begotten (dutn ToU Movoyevoucg).
Again, these are attributes of the Father that can only apply to the divine Nature or
Essence,'33 and they extend to the Holy Spirit through the Son. Thus, Basil cannot be
speaking of the Holy Spirit’s temporal mission, but of the communication of the divine
Nature or Essence. Basil, writing against the extreme Arian sect of the Eunomians, refutes
the idea that Son is the only “cause” (aitia) of the Spirit; if there are two aitiau, there
would be two principles (&pyai) in God, which would amount to a sort of Manichaeism

or Marcionism:

g ovv Tod IMvevpatog Tv aitiav t@ Movoyevel uove mpootidnot, Kol
KaTmnyopnuo. Thg guoemg adtod TV TovTtov AapBdvel dSnuovpyiay; El ugv
olv, S0 Gpytg AvTLTapeEaywv GANAALG, TODTA ENOL, HeTd Maviyaiov
Kol Mapkiovog ouvtpifnostor el 8¢ uag eEamtel T Gvta, O Tapd Tov
YioD yeyevijoOow AeyOuevov TpOG TV TTPWTNV ULTLOV TV AVOQopiy ExeL.'34

Basil seems to understand well that the “proper characteristic” (i810tn¢) of the Father is
“unbegottenness” (&yevvnota) and that of the Son is “begottenness” (yévvnolg), but he
hesitates to attribute a property to the Holy Spirit, which he fears he will never understand

until he attains the Beatific Vision.'35

132 ST. BasiL THE GREAT, De Spiritu sancto, XVIII, 47 PG 153 C: “The Father’s natural good-
ness, holiness according to nature, and royal dignity from the Father through the Only-begotten
extend unto the Holy Spirit” (my translation).

133 Evidently, the term that Basil has in mind here is @Uoic, but in God, of course, gpuoilg and
ovola refer to the same reality.

134 ST. BasiL THE GREAT, Adversus Eunomium, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by J.P. MIGNE, vol. 29,
D’Ambroise, Paris 1857, 34, PG 29, 652 A: “How, therefore, does he [Eunomius] attribute the
cause (aitiav) of the Spirit to the One Onlybegotten, and level the accusation of the creation
(dnuovpytav) of his nature [i.e., accuse the Son of creating the Holy Spirit]? For if he has said
these things, placing two principles (¢pyGc) in opposition to each other, he is rubbing shoulders
with Manichaeus and Marcion. If, on the other hand, he hangs all things from one, which is said
to be made by the Son, this makes a reference to the First Principle (t1)v tpwtv aitiav)” (my
translation). For Greek Trinitarian theology, as we saw, ékmopgvoig can only apply to the origin
from the aitio. If we were to say that the Spirit ékmopeteton from the Father and the Son, it would
imply two aitiou, which is reminiscent of Gnostic dualism.

135 See QUASTEN, The Golden Age of Greek..., 250; see also ST. BAsIL THE GREAT, Adv. Eunom.
2, 28, PG 636 C—639 A, and ST. BasiL THE GREAT, Adv. Eunom. 3, 6-7, PG 665 D — 669 D.
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4.3.2 St. Gregory Nazianzen

St. Gregory of Nazianzus makes significant advances over St. Basil in Trinitarian
dogma. He develops the doctrine of the id10tteg, the distinguishing characteristics of
the Persons: dyevvnola, yévvnolg, and ékmdpevoig or Exmepyic,3® and thus for the first
time the word ékmOpevoLg appears in its fully technical sense. It is in this context that
Gregory makes a careful distinction between £kmtopgvoLg and TO TPOLEVAL:

[veduo Gylov aAn0dg T mTvedua, mooiov ugv €k 1ol Iatpog, oty Vikdg

d&, 000E YOp YEVVNTOG, GAL" ékmogevT@g.'s
We could translate, “The Holy Spirit is truly receiving the divine essence (mpotov) from the
Father, not by begetting but by originating from the source of that essence (€KTopevT®dG).”
Like Tertullian and Augustine, Gregory considers the reception of the divine Essence (10
npoiévor) as common to the Son and the Holy Spirit.'3® Even if he does not employ the
word stpogyu in the same way St. Cyril of Alexandria, he affirms at least implicitly the
communication of the divine Essence through the Son, for he calls the Holy Spirit the
“middle term” between the Father and Son:

To mtveduo 10 Gylov, 0 mapd 10U TATPOg EKTopevETaL O KO doov ugv

£KkelBev EKTTopevETaL, 0V KTIoWO Ka®’ ooV 8 00 yevvnTOV, 00Y VIOG: KO’
doov 8¢ dyevvitou Kot Yevvtod pecov Hedg.'3

136 See QUASTEN, The Golden Age of Greek..., 250. Literally, #kmeppic means “being sent out
of.”

37 ST. GREGORY NAZIANZEN, Oratio 39 in sancta lumina, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by J.P.
MIGNE, vol. 36, D’Ambroise, Paris 1858, XII, PG 36, 348 B: “The Holy Spirit is truly Spirit, go-
ing from (;poiodv) the Father, not as a Son (o0y Vik®dg) nor indeed as begotten (yevvntdg) but as
originating (¢kmwopevt®g)” (my translation).

138 See PonT. Counc. FOR ProM. CHRrIsTIAN UNITY, “Greek and Latin Traditions...”. Just be-
fore the passage cited above, Gregory says, “Yi0g 0 viOc, Kai oUK &vapyog: £k toU [Matpog yap,”
using the very same expression—ék to¥ [Tatpog—as for the Holy Spirit.

39 ST. GrREGORY NAZIANZEN, Oratio 31 de Spiritu sancto, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by J.P.
MIGNE, vol. 36, D’Ambroise, Paris 1858, X, PG 36, 141 C: “The Holy Spirit, ‘who has his origin
in the Father’ [John 15:16], who inasmuch as he has his origin in him, is not a creature. Inasmuch
as he is not begotten, he is not the Son; inasmuch as he is the ‘middle’ (u€oov) of the Unbegotten
and the Begotten, he is God” (my translation).
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It is precisely “inasmuch as he is the middle” between the Father and the Son that he is
God, and so the Father and the Son together (without denying that the Father is the sole
Cause) must communicate the divine Essence to the Spirit.

Gregory emphasizes the monarchy of the Father much more than St. Basil,'#° and he
is the first to elaborate the principle that the only distinctions between Persons is the op-

position of relation:

Ti o0v €01, gnowv, O Aelmel T@ mvevpatt, TPog TO elvan vidv; &l yop w)
AELTOV TL TV, VIOG &V T)v. 00 Aelery popev- ovdE yop EMhewrtng 0eog: TO O¢
Mg EKQavoemg, (v’ obtwg elmtw, 1) Tg TPOg IAMNAO OYECEWS SLAPOPOV,
SLAPOPOV OTMV KOl TV KATOLV memoinKey. 4!

Like St. Augustine, he takes up the question of what the “difference” is between the Son
and the Spirit.'4> He insists that they are both perfect, being God; it is not that the Spirit
“lacks” something that makes him “less” than the Son. Rather, it is tfjg Tpog GAANICL

oy£oewg dLapopov,'3 their mutual relations.

4.3.3 St. Gregory of Nyssa

St. Gregory of Nyssa continues to develop the idea that the Spirit is from the Father
through the Son. For example, in a fragment of a Sunday discourse recorded by St. John

Damascene, he says,

To 8¢ d&ywov Ivedua kol ¢k tob IMatpodg Aéyeton, kol Tod YioU elvow
TPOGUAPTUPETTOL- € YdO TS, PNOL, Tvetuo Xototot ovk Exel, 0UTOS 0UK

140 See QUASTEN, The Golden Age of Greek..., 249.

41 ST. GREGORY NAZIANZEN, Orat. 31 de Spiritu Sancto, IX, PG 36, 141 C: “ “What, therefore, is
it, they say, ‘that is lacking in the Spirit, for him to be [i.e., that prevents him from being] the Son?
For if he did not lack what is, he would be the Son.” ‘He is not lacking,” we say: ‘For in no way can
God be lacking. For the difference (10 Stapopov, literally “the different”) of the manifestation—or
if I may say so—of their relation (oy£oewg) toward each other (7pOg &AANAQ), also produces the
difference in how they are called (v xAfjov)’ ” (my translation). The language in this passage
closely recalls that of Aristotle, who defines essence (ovoia) as to Ti 1|v elvoun and the category of
relation as 7pog Ti.

42 See ST. AUGUSTINE, De Trin. 1, 5, 8; 9, 12, 18; and 15, 27, 48.

143 Literally the “difference proper to the condition of being toward each other;” hence the West-
ern formulation of relationis oppositio, approved by the Council of Florence, renders the concept
very well.
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gotv avtov [Romans 8:9]. Ovkodv 10 uev Ivedua €k tod Oeod [tod
[Motpog] kot Oeot IMvedud gotv. O 8¢ Yidg €k toU Ogol MV, OVKETL
Kai toU [Iveduorog, oUte £0Tiv, 0lTe AEYETOL OVOE AVTLOTPEPEL 1] OYETLKT)
aKoAovOLo T 44

St. Gregory here uses the same terminology as Didymus the Blind and St. Epiphanius of
Salamis, saying that the Spirit is éx tod I[Tatpdg and also ¢k 10U YioU. The Son cannot,
however, be said to be ¢k tod [Tvevuatog, because the order of origin cannot be reversed.

Moreover, he says in his polemical work against Eunomius,

&v 1) [poatwvim obolg] Totp uev dvapyog Kol ayEvvntog Kol del Tathp
vogitat, €€ avtol 8¢ Kot TO TPOoEXES AdLOOTAT®WG O WOVOYEVIG VIOG
TG TOTPL OUVVETLVOETTOL, S’ aTOD 68 Kol UeT OoToD, TTPLV TL KEVOV TE
KO OVUTTOOTOTOV SL LECOV TTAPEWTECELY VONUQL, EVOVE Kal TO TTvedua T
YOV CUVNUUEVDG KOTOAUBAVETOL. 4

As can be seen, the ontological origin of the Holy Spirit through the Son is quite explicit in
St. Gregory of Nyssa. His philosophical underpinning is profoundly Platonic and Orige-
nian,'4® which explains why he frames this passage on the basis of the concepts (vonuoto)
of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, but there can be no doubt that he is characterizing the

communication of the divine Essence from the Father through the Son to the Holy Spirit.

4.3.4 Other witnesses in the Greek tradition

The Greek theological tradition continued to produce witnesses along similar lines.

For example, St. Maximus the Confessor, as we saw, was well aware of the difference of

44 S1. GREGORY OF NYSsA, Fragmentum in orationem dominicam, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by
J.P. MiGNE, vol. 46, D’Ambroise, Paris 1863, PG 46, 1109 B-C: “For the Holy Spirit is said to be
from both the Father and the Son: ‘For if anyone,” he [St. Paul] said, ‘does not have the Spirit
of Christ, he [Christ] is not in him,” [Romans 8:9]. Therefore the Spirit, which is from God [the
Father], is also the Spirit of God. However, the Son, being from God, neither is nor is said to be
of the Spirit: this relative order cannot be reversed” (my translation).

145 ST. GREGORY OF NYssa, Adversus Eunomium, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by J.P. MIGNE,
vol. 45, D’Ambroise, Paris 1863, PG 45, 369A: “In this [the eternal Essence] the Father is consid-
ered as unoriginate, unbegotten and always Father; the only-begotten Son, who is from the Father
and in continuous union with him, is considered together with the Father. Through him [the Son]
and with him, before any empty and unfounded idea finds its way in the middle, the Holy Spirit is
also immediately understood” (my translation).

146 See QUASTEN, The Golden Age of Greek..., 285-6.
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tradition between the East and the West, and he considered them essentially compatible.

In fact, he rather explicitly summarizes what has been said above in his letter to Marinus:

Kol 16 pév mp®dtog, CUUQmVOUG TAPYoyoV xpnoelg Tdv Popaimv Motép-
wv- £1L ye unv kot Kupthhov AleEavdpelag, €k tiijg movnBetong avtd eig
1OV edayyeMot)v &yov Toavvny iepdg mpoynoteiog: € Gv, obk aitiav
tov Yiov mootvtag Tot Iveduatog, ogag ovtolg AmedelEov- wav yap
{oaowy Yiod kat Iveduotog Tov Iatépa aitiav- ToU UEV KATO TNV YEVVIOLV-
10U 8¢, KUt TV EKTOPEVOLY- GAL’ Tvar TO S’ adTod mTPoiEval SNAMOWOL-
KOl To0TY) TO GUVAQEG Ti|G 00010 Kol ATtapGALAKTOV TOPAOTNOWOL. 47

He notes the similarity between the Roman and Alexandrian traditions, and he accepts
the idea that the Essence (ovoia) is communicated (rpoigvor) to the Spirit through Son.
Saying otherwise would imply that the Son and the Spirit “lack” something that the Father
has. In any event, without using the same words, Maximus accepts the same idea in other

passages; for example, he says,

TO yap Tvetpo to Gyov Momep @UoeL Kat’™ ovolav DITapyeL Tol Ogod Kol
[Matpog, oUtwg kat Tov Tiol @ioel Kat™ ovolav €0Tlv, g &k Tod [Matpog
oVoLwdMG, S Yiol yevvn0évrog, Appdotwg EKmopeuduevov-48

St. Maximus very clearly attributes the subsistence of the Holy Spirit to the Essence of the
Father and the Son (evidently, it is the very same Essence, but possessed fully by both),
without confusing the communication of the Essence with the origin from the one Cause.

Likewise, St. John Damascene expresses a similar idea in his Expositio de fide ortho-

doxa, saying,

47 ST. Maximus THE CONFESSOR, Epist. ad Marinum, PG 91,136 A-B: “Regarding the first issue
[the origin of the Holy Spirit], they [the Romans] brought the witness of the Latin Fathers, as well,
of course, as that of St. Cyril of Alexandria in his sacred study on the Gospel of St. John [cited
above]. On this basis they showed that they themselves do not make the Son Cause of the Spirit.
They know, indeed, that the Father is the sole Cause of the Son and of the Spirit, of one by genera-
tion and of the other by ékmtopgvoig—but they explained that the latter comes (stpoigvai) through
the Son, and they showed in this way the unity and the immutability of the essence” (translation
from PonT. Counc. For ProMm. CHRisTIAN UNITY, “Greek and Latin Traditions...”).

48 §1. Maximus THE CONFESSOR, Quaestiones ad Thalassium, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by
J.P. MIGNE, vol. go, D’Ambroise, Paris 1865, LXIII, PG 9o, 672 C: “For even as the Holy Spirit
subsists by nature according to the Essence (ovotav) of God the Father, in the same way, he is also
by nature according to Essence of the Son (oUotov), as marvelously originating (¢kTopgvOuevov)
substantially (ovo1wd®g) from the Father through the begotten Son” (my translation).
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‘Ouolmg motevouey Kol gig &v veduo 10 Gyov, TO KUplov Kai Lmomolov,
1O €K TOU TTATPOG EKTOPEVOUEVOV Kl €V Vi@ avamavduevov, [...] €k tod
TOTPOG EKTOPEVOUEVOV Katd Ot” vioT uetadtdduevov.'*9
Thus, the Holy Spirit is described as “taking his rest” in the Son: while this expression is
not perfectly explicit, other passages from the same work are more so. For example,
TO 8¢ mveduo TO Aylov EKQavTopLky) Tol KPu@pLov Tijg 0edtnTog dUvauLg

100 aTPdc- £k TaTPOg UEV AL’ viod ékmooevouévy, Mg oldev adTodg, ov
yevvntog-'S°

Similarly, in his Dialogus contra Manichaeos, he says,

[6 Tathp] asl 1y, Exov € favtod TOV dutod Adyov, Kai Sl Tod Adyou

avtod € dutot To [Ivetpa utol EKToPEVOUEVOV.'S!
In these passages, as with St. Cyril of Alexandria and other Fathers who make similar
statements, he cannot be referring to the temporal mission of the Spirit, but to his eternal
origin. For example, in the passage from De fide orthodoxa X1, he carefully distinguishes
his revealing power (¢k@avtoptkt) ToU Kpu@pLov Tijg 0e6tntog) from his origin from the
Father through the Son (¢k atpog pev dU” viod EKTOPEVOUEV)).'S

Finally, St. Tarasius, the patriarch of Constantinople at the time of the Second Council

of Nicaea in 787, made the following profession of faith, along the same lines:

49 ST. JoHN DAMASCENE, De fide orthodoxa, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by J.P. MIGNE, vol. 94,
D’Ambroise, Paris 1862, VIII, PG 94, 821 B-C: “In the same way, we believe also in the Holy
Spirit, the Lord and life-maker, who originates from the Father, and in the Son takes his rest, [ ...]
who originates from the Father and is given through the Son (my translation). The last part, ov
viol petadidouevov, could be interpreted as regarding the Holy Spirit’s temporal mission, but not
£V Vi) AVATAVOUEVOV.

150 St. JouN DAMASCENE, De Fide Orth. XII, PG 94, 848-849 A: “And the Holy Spirit is the
power revealing the hidden divinity of the Father, originating from the Father through the Son, not
as begotten, but in a way known to him” (my translation).

5! ST. JouN DAMASCENE, Dialogus contra Manichaeos, in Patrologia Graeca, ed. by J.P. MIGNE,
vol. 94, D’Ambroise, Paris 1862, PG 94, 1512 B: “I say that God is always Father since he has al-
ways his Word coming from himself, and through his Word, having his Spirit issuing from him”
(translation in PoNT. Counc. FOR ProM. CHRISTIAN UNITY, “Greek and Latin Traditions...”).

'52 He even makes use of the common rhetorical device in Greek of ¢ and uév to make an oppo-
sition here: I could have translated, “And on the one hand, the Holy Spirit is the power revealing...,
on the other hand, originating from the Father through the Son....”
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10 [Tvetpa 1o Gywov, T Kiprov kot Lwomotov, T £k tod atpdg dut Tod
YioD kmopevouevov.'s3
What emerges after this overview of the Latin, Alexandrian, and Cappadocian tradi-
tions is that there is a profound unity of faith, not only through time, but among the various
traditions. It is true that the language and the philosophical underpinnings are different in
each of the schools; however, after a careful study, it seems impossible to conclude oth-
erwise than that their faith is the same. It is important to remember that the Church was
indisputably united between East and West at least until the time of the schism of Photius,
and, in fact, for another two centuries once the schism was healed. There seems to be
unanimity among the fathers about the fundamental aspects of the procession of the Holy
Spirit: the Father as the unique Source, Cause, or Principle, and the communication of the
divine Essence to the Holy Spirit from the Father through the Son, or—since there is no
distinction in the Trinity where there is not opposition of relation—from both Father and

Son.

4.4 Reunion Councils of Lyons and Florence

Two ecumenical councils were held in an attempt to heal the breach between the East-
ern and Western churches: one held in Lyon, France, in 1274, and the second in Florence,
held from 1439 to 1445. Both of the councils ultimately failed to effect a lasting union;
however, both councils shed light on the mystery of the procession of the Holy Spirit and
helped both parties to reach a better understanding of each other’s positions.

From the Second Council of Lyons, the relevant texts are the Constitutio de summa

Trinitate et fide catholica from May 18, 1274, and Emperor Michael Palaeologus’ profes-

153 J.D. Manst, Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova Amplissima Collectio, vol. 12, Florence 1766,
1122 D.
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sion of faith, given on July 6 of the same year.'>* The solemn definition from De summa

Trinitate reads as follows:

Fideli ac devota professione fatemur, quod Spiritus Sanctus aeternaliter
ex Patre et Filio, non tanquam ex duobus principiis, sed tanquam ex uno prin-
cipio, non duabus spirationibus, sed unica spiratione procedit: hoc professa
est hactenus, praedicavit et docuit, hoc firmiter tenet, praedicat, profitetur et
docet sacrosancta Romana Ecclesia, mater omnium fidelium et magistra: hoc
habet orthodoxorum Patrum atque Doctorum Latinorum pariter et Graecorum
incommutabilis et vera sententia.

Sed quia nonnulli propter irrefragabilis praemissae veritatis ignorantiam
in errores varios sunt prolapsi: Nos huiusmodi erroribus viam praecludere
cupientes, sacro approbante Concilio, damnamus et reprobamus, qui negare
praesumpserint, aeternaliter Spiritum Sanctum ex Patre et Filio procedere sive
etiam temerario ausu asserere, quod Spiritus Sanctus ex Patre et Filio, tan-
quam ex duobus principiis, et non tanquam ex uno, procedat.'ss

The definition has two essential points: that the Holy spirit proceeds (procedit) eternally
from the Father and the Son, and—following the doctrine long before affirmed by St.
Augustine—that he proceeds “not as from two principles, but as from one principle, not
by two spirations but by one sole spiration.” Evidently, procedit here is understood in the
Latin sense, as the communication of the divine essence. Moreover, there is not here a per-
fect equivalence between the Latin term principium and the Greek term aitia, although
there is compatibility: St. Augustine’s purpose in formulating this doctrine, as we saw, is
to show that there is no distinction in the Trinity except as regards the relations; for the
Greek Fathers, on the other hand, the starting point is the monarchy of the Father as the
Source. The document stresses the fundamental agreement and unity of faith between the
Eastern and Western Fathers, a unity that seems to be amply corroborated by the analysis
above.

The filioque was the central topic of debate in the Council of Florence between the
Greek-speaking and Western bishops participating at the council. On June 28, 1439, the

decree of union Laetentur caeli was drawn up, and then signed on July 6 by the majority of

'54 DENZINGER, DH 850-853. There is no need, however, to analyze the emperor’s profession
of faith in detail, because regarding the procession of the Holy Spirit it simply says, “Credimus et
Spiritum Sanctum [...] ex Patre Filioque procedentem.”

'55 DENZINGER, DH 850.
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the participants, including the vast majority of the Greek bishops. In the following years
until the conclusion of council, other decrees of union were made with various separated
churches, including the Armenian, Coptic and Ethiopic, Syriac, and Cypriot Maronite
churches.'s® Regarding the procession of the Holy Spirit, two texts are especially relevant:
the solemn definition of Laetentur caeli, and the doctrine on opposition of relations found
in Cantate Domino, the decree of union with the Coptic and Ethiopic Christians.

The definition in Laetentur caeli reads as follows:

In nomine igitur Sanctae Trinitatis, Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti, hoc
sacro universali approbante Florentino Concilio, diffinimus, ut haec fidei ver-
itas ab omnibus Christianis credatur et suscipiatur, sicque omnes profiteantur,
quod Spiritus Sanctus ex Patre et Filio aeternaliter est, et essentiam suam su-
umgque esse subsistens habet ex Patre simul et Filio, et ex utroque aeternaliter
tamquam ab uno principio et unica spiratione procedit;

declarantes, quod id, quod sancti Doctores et Patres dicunt, ex Patre per
Filium procedere Spiritum Sanctum, ad hanc intelligentiam tendit, ut per hoc
significetur, Filium quoque esse secundum Graecos quidem causam, secun-
dum Latinos vero principium subsistentiae Spiritus Sancti, sicut et Patrem.

Et quoniam omnia, quae Patris sunt, Pater ipse unigenito Filio suo gig-
nendo dedit, praeter esse Patrem, hoc ipsum quod Spiritus Sanctus procedit
ex Filio, ipse Filius a Patre aeternaliter habet, a quo etiam aeternaliter genitus
est.

Diffinimus insuper, explicationem verborum illorum «Filioque» veritatis
declarandae gratia, et imminente tunc necessitate, licite ac rationabiliter Sym-
bolo fuisse appositam.'57

The definition, in the first place, affirms that the Holy Spirit “is eternally” from the
Father and the Son (ex Patre et Filio aeternaliter est). Significantly, it carefully specifies
that by using the term procedit, it means that the Holy Spirit “has his Essence and his Be-
ing from both the Father and the Son” (essentiam suam suumque esse subsistens habet ex
Patre simul et Filio); in other words processio, in the context of the Filioque, refers to the
communication of the divine Essence. Moreover, it reiterates what was already stated at
the Second Council of Lyons; namely, that this processio takes place “as from one princi-

ple and by one unique spiration” (tamquam ab uno principio et unica spiratione). Second,

156 See DENZINGER, DH 1300, introduction.
'57 DENZINGER, DH 1300-1302.
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it affirms the validity of the formula per filium's® found in both the Eastern and Western
Fathers, as we saw, and that this formulation is essentially equivalent to the doctrine of the
Filioque. This equivalence can be deduced, because just as the doctrine of the Filioque
means that the Spirit “has his Essence and his Being from both the Father and the Son,” in
the per Filium formulation, both the Father and the Son are the “Cause” or “Principium”
of the Spirit.'>® Third, as a justification for the above doctrine, it takes up the Augustinian
doctrine that everything that the Father has (that is, the divine Essence), the Son has as
well, except for being Father (because that is a property of the person of the Father); and
this means that the Spirit proceeds (receives the divine Essence) from the Son, as well as
the Father. Finally, it solemnly approves the addition of the word Filioque to the Latin
version of the Creed, as a necessary clarification to avoid heresy.

The decree of union with the Coptic and Ethiopic Christians, Cantate Domino, in-
cludes a summary of Trinitarian dogma, mostly reiterating what was said in Laetentur
caeli. The most important affirmation, as regards this paper, is the one that canonizes

the doctrine, proposed St. Gregory of Nyssa as well as St. Augustine, that there is no

158 The council Fathers were thinking, no doubt, of the Greek formula dto Tod Yiod.

'59 The definition follows the doctrine of St. Augustine with regard to the term principium. St.
Augustine says in De Trinitate 5, 14, 15, “[Flatendum est Patrem et Filium principium esse Spiritus
Sancti.” Principium, however, is an analogous term, and so it could refer to the Father alone as the
Source of the whole, or else to the Father and the Son inasmuch as they communicate the divine
Essence to the Holy Spirit, or else to the entire Trinity inasmuch as it is the cause of all creation.
As we saw, St. Augustine insists that the Father proceeds (procedit) from the Father principaliter:
“[PJrocedit principaliter Spiritus Sanctus nisi Deus Pater” (De Trin. 15, 17, 29). While the in-
fallible doctrine taught in this solemn definition is to be fully affirmed, it still seems to me that
there was a certain confusion among the council fathers as to how to translate the Greek terms
aitia and dpym, terms that in Greek theology refer only to the monarchy of the Father. As we saw,
no Greek Father ever called the Son aitia or dpym, and thus Greek Orthodox Christians reading
the text without the context we have discussed in this paper would at first glance think that the
Church teaches either (incoherently) that there are two aitiow in the Trinity, or else that the Father
and the Son—while being a unique Principle—are jointly the aitia or first origin of the Trinity
(which would eliminate the distinction between the Father and the Son). Clearly, especially in the
light of the first paragraph of the definition, the council fathers are using principium in the Augus-
tinian sense, referring to the communication of the divine Essence; however, in dialogue with the
Orthodox today, this distinction must be carefully made.
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distinction between the Persons of the Trinity except insofar as there is an opposition of

relation:'¢°

Hae tres Personae sunt unus Deus, et non tres dii: quia trium est una sub-
stantia una essentia, una natura, una divinitas, una immensitas una aeternitas
omniaque sunt unum, ubi non obviat relationis oppositio.'®*
This affirmation is fundamental, as we saw, for understanding why it is that the Father and
the Son are the unique principle of the Holy Spirit, as regards the communication of the

divine essence; and why the Holy Spirit must proceed (procedit, pogiot) not only from

the Father but also from the Son, who has received everything from the Father.

160 It seems that the first formulation of this principle, stated explicitly in these terms, is from St.
Anselm of Canturbury, in his De processione Spiritus Sancti. See DENzZINGER, DH 1330, footnote.
161 DENZINGER, DH 1330.
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5. Toward a Possible Solution

Having made this historical overview of the teachings of the Fathers and the Mag-
isterium regarding the procession (éxmopevolg as well as processio) of the Holy Spirit,
some conclusions may be drawn that might shed light on a way to resolve the doctrinal
differences on this topic between the Catholic Church and the Eastern Orthodox. Regard-
ing the procession of the Holy Spirit, there does not seem to be a fundamental difference
in the faith among the different schools of the Church Fathers, just a difference of termi-
nology and philosophical underpinnings. Two main points, however, must be held firm on
all sides.

First of all, the Father is the Source, Principle, Cause, or first origin of the entire Trin-
ity. In this sense, we must affirm his monarchy; namely, that he is the only Principle of
the Trinity. In this sense, the Holy Spirit proceeds (éxmopgvetar) from the Father alone,
and it would, in fact, be heresy to claim that he proceeds (¢xmopgvetar) from the Son.
Such a claim would imply either that there are two irreducible principles in God (simi-
lar to Manichaeism) or that there is no real distinction between the Father and the Son (a
sort of modified Sabellianism). In Latin terminology, the same affirmation can be made
by saying that the Holy Spirit proceeds (procedit) from the Father principaliter, keeping
in mind that in Latin, processio is an analogous term that includes the concepts of both
¢KkmopevoLg and TO TPOLEVOL.

Second, the Father communicates his divine Essence completely to the Son. By re-
ceiving the Essence from his Father, the Son also receives, as it were, the ability to
communicate that Essence. The only thing he does not receive is Fatherhood, not be-
cause this is something “lacking” in the Son, but because the only distinction among the
persons is to be found in the opposition of relations—a principle formulated by both Latin

and Greek traditions—and “Fatherhood” (opposed to “Sonship” in the Son) is precisely



what distinguishes the Father from the Son. Father and Son both, therefore, communicate
the divine Essence to the Holy Spirit, and because the only distinction between Father and
Son is that of opposition of relations, there is only one principle of “spiration” and only
one processio of the Holy Spirit. This reality, the communication of the divine Essence,
is formulated with different terminology among the different traditions. In the Latin tra-
dition, the term used is processio; in the Alexandrian tradition, the term is TO mpotevau;
and the Cappadocian tradition prefers to say that the Holy Spirit proceeds (¢kmopgveta)
from the Father (¢k 100 mortpog) through the Son (816 Tov OBgov), while making it clear
that it is referring to the same reality. Regardless of the formulation, the Fathers we ana-
lyzed unanimously spoke of an ontological communication of the divine Essence from the
Father, from the Son, and from the Father through the Son, that cannot be reduced to the
temporal mission of the Holy Spirit (which is an ad extra action of the Trinity and hence
a work of the whole Trinity).

Attached to these two levels (ékmopevolg and o poiévar) of the term processio are
two distinct uses of the terms principium and aitia and dpyr). In Latin, principium follows
the same analogy as the term processio, and it can refer, either to the role of the Father as
the Source of the entire Trinity, or else to the role of either Father and Son in communi-
cating the divine Essence. In Greek, however, aitio and dpyn can properly refer only to
the monarchy of the Father. Thus, in dialogue with the Eastern Orthodox, it is important
to keep these distinctions in mind to avoid misunderstandings and mutual accusations.

In fact, when the writings of the Fathers are examined, as we saw, a profound unity of
faith emerges that transcends the philosophical and linguistic traditions. "Exmtopgvoig and
processio are not identical concepts, but neither are they incompatible. Rather, they offer
complementary ways to understand the procession of the Holy Spirit that mutually shed

light on each other.
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