CHAPTER 11

12th-Century Philosophers and the Filioque: The
Case of Nicholas of Methone’s Corpus on the
Procession of the Holy Spirit

Alessandra Bucossi
Universita Ca’ Foscari, Venezia

1 Introduction!

The history of the controversy between the Greek and the Latin churches has
never been written on the basis of the theological treatises composed by the
authors involved in the discussions, both real and invented. Most probably one
of the reasons why this has not yet been done is that the lives of many of these
authors, especially those who lived during the 12th century, are obscure—too
obscure for those of us who wish to understand the relationships among the
intellectuals and their reciprocal influences.

Of Nicholas of Methone’s life only scant pieces of information have survived.
We do not know when he died, or whether he participated in some important
church synods or encounters with Latin envoys,? but in his case the picture
is even more obscure due to the accusation of plagiarism both in relation to
his Refutatio Institutionis theologicae Procli® and his theological writings on

1 My heartfelt gratitude goes to Jonathan Greig and Joshua Robinson who not only carefully
read this contribution but generously corrected my English and suggested relevant improve-
ments for my interpretation of Nicholas’ thought.

2 For an attempted reconstruction of the biography, see NucoAdov Meb@vng, Avdmtuig Tis Ozo-
Aoyudijs rotyetwaews Mpéxdov MAatwvicod Pdogépoy, ed. A.D. Angelou (Athens / Leiden:
Academy of Athens / Brill, 1984), pp. IX—xx11I. From now on abbreviated Nicholas of
Methone, Refutatio Procli.

3 The original Greek title is Avdmrtvic s Ozoloyniic Trotxeiwaews [pdxdov Tod Auvxiov mha-
Twvixod QLAoadpov Ttpog T wi) cuvapmdeaat Todg dvaryvwoxovtag HTo ThHS DToQAVOUEVNS aTH
met@ovdrywng wal oxavdahileabat xata tig dAnBods miotews. A thorough study, rich bibliography
and an English translation are available in .M. Robinson, Nicholas of Methone’s Refutation
of Proclus: Theology and Neoplatonism in 12th-century Byzantium, Doctoral Dissertation, Uni-
versity of Notre Dame 2014. Other important analyses by the same scholar are J.M. Robinson,
“Dionysius Against Proclus: the Apophatic Critique in Nicholas of Methone’s Refutation of
the Elements of Theology”, in D. Layne, D.D. Butorac (eds), Proclus and his Legacy (Berlin:
De Gruyter, 2017), pp. 249—-270; ].M. Robinson, “Proclus as Heresiarch: Theological Polemic
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the Holy Spirit.# This charge, in light of most recent studies on this important
churchman and philosopher, should be reconsidered, especially on the basis of
those internal pieces of evidence that show his corpus to have a coherent plan,
designed to defend Byzantine orthodoxy against the threat represented by both
the Latin addition of the Filioque sentence to the Creed and the “Hellenic tales”
(ol T&v EXWvey pbbot).

Since most scholars are generally more interested in the “philosophical”
writings of Byzantine intellectuals than in their theological writings, the aim
of this paper is to offer the reader the most meaningful and original argument-
ative knots of Nicholas of Methone’s writings on the Filioque and to highlight
the passages and arguments that would be interesting for a further analysis of
the reception of classical, late antique, and medieval philosophy. Indeed, some
scholars have already discussed the relevance of the theological writings of
Nicholas to better understand the Refutatio Procli: the most famous and quoted
is certainly the review of Angelou’s edition by Kazhdan, in which the relev-
ance of the twelfth-century historical context, and the relationship between
the churches for the composition of the philosophical refutation of Proclus, are
left open for further research;% others have claimed that Nicholas’ philosophical
production has no relationship with the theological literature and discussions
of the time; and, furthermore, others defending Nicholas’ paternity of the Refut-
atio Procli have used the anti-Latin stance of the text in order to prove its date
of composition during the 12th century.”

and Philosophical Commentary in Nicholas of Methone’s Refutation (Anaptyxis) of Proclus’
Elements of Theology’, in S. Mariev (ed.), Byzantine Perspectives on Neoplatonism (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 2017), pp. 103-136.

4 See for example A. Michel, Humbert und Kerullarios: Quellen und Studien zum Schisma des
XI. Jahrhunderts (Paderborn: Ferdinand Schoningh, 1930), vol. 2, p. 364: “Fast die ganze Schrift
des Stethatos, grofiere Teile davon sogar doppelt, wurde von Nikolaos von Methone (fvor
1166) iibernommen, der lange Zeit zu Unrecht als der bedeutendste Theologe des 12. Jahrhun-
derts galt, heute aber als Kopiator groflen Stils bekannt ist.”

5 Nicholas of Methone, “Tot adtod Nucoddov emtaxnémov MeBwvng xepotatwdets Exeyyot Tod mopd
Aarivotg xawogavods d6yparog, Tod étt To Ivedua 6 dytov éx tod IMatpog xai Tod Yiod éxmopede-
ta’, in A.K. Demetrakopoulos (ed.), ExxAnaiaatuc) BiAobnuy (Leipzig, 1866, repr.1965), vol. 1,
PP- 359380, at §11, p. 365, L. 5.

6 A.P.Kazhdan, “Review of Angelou’s edition’, in Speculum 64(1989), pp. 196-199.

7 ] Stiglmayr, “Die ‘Streitschrift des Prokopios von Gaza’ gegen den Neuplatoniker Proklos”, in
Byzantinische Zeitschrift 8(1899), pp. 263-301; E. Amato, A. Corcella, G. Ventrella, P. Maréchaux
(eds), Procope de Gaza. Discours et fragments (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 2014), pp. XI-LXXXV,
“Introduction générale”; M. Trizio, “Eleventh- to twelfth-century Byzantium’, in S. Gersh (ed.),
Interpreting Proclus: From Antiquity to the Renaissance (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2014), pp. 182—226; A. Gioffreda, M. Trizio, “Nicholas of Methone, Procopius of Gaza
and Proclus of Lycia’, in D. Calma (ed.), Reading Proclus and the Book of Causes (Leiden /
Boston: Brill, 2021), vol. 2, pp. 94-135.
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The aim of this paper is neither to enter into the discussion of the paternity
of the texts attributed to the Bishop of Methone, nor to interpret the theological
side of the Refutatio Procli: Joshua Robinson® and Nicolo Carmelo Benvenuto®
have already devoted their doctoral dissertations and articles to these contro-
versial and complex topics; the goal of this chapter is instead to present Nich-
olas of Methone’s theological writings on the Holy Spirit in order to add some
relevant cases to the ongoing debate on the relationship between the theolo-
gical and the philosophical realms in Nicholas’ production, especially because
those scholars who have also mentioned the anti-Latin writings generally refer
to one or two of these texts, but do not take into account the entire corpus.

Four works attributed to Nicholas of Methone are preserved, but only one of

them (no. 3) has recently received a critical edition.!® These works include:

1. A reply to a question on the Holy Spirit, Ad magnum domesticum
(Angelou, n. 7; RAP G19828)!!

Robinson, “Nicholas of Methone’s Refutation of Proclus”. See above n. 3, p. 290.

C.N. Benvenuto, “Prime indagini su quattro scritti teologici di Nicola di Metone”, Dottor-
ato di Ricerca in “Storia, cultura e saperi dell’Europa Mediterranea dall’Antichita all’Eta
Contemporanea’, Universita degli Studi della Basilicata 2022. When this contribution was
submitted in May 2022, several important works by Carmelo Nicolo Benvenuto had not
yet been published. At the current stage of revision for publication, it is unfortunately
no longer possible to take Benvenuto’s research into account. I would therefore like to
apologise to both the reader and to Benvenuto himself if any of our respective findings
now appear to overlap. The following are his recent publications: N.C. Benvenuto (ed.),
Nicola di Metone: Refutationes theologicae doctrinae Latinorum. Akribos anaginoskein 3.
Potenza, Basilicata University Press, 2024; N.C. Benvenuto, “Nicola di Metone e il De Spir-
itus Sancti processione di Nicola 1v Muzalone. Note per una nuova proposta attributiva’, in
Medioevo Greco 23(2023), pp. 13—39; N.C. Benvenuto, “Un ‘quaderno’ di excerpta d’autore:
le Memoriae contra Latinos de Spiritu Sancto tra Niceta Stetato, Nicola di Metone e Niceta
Coniata” in Medioevo Greco 24(2024), pp. 63-84.

10  The RAP numbers refer to the Repertorium Auctorum Polemicorum de pace et discordia
inter Ecclesiam Graecam et Latinam, a research project, coordinated by Alessandra Bucossi
and Marie-Hélene Blanchet, that is creating the first complete online inventory of the
Byzantine literature dedicated to the relationship between Greek and Latin Christianity,
accessible at the address, www.unive.it/rap.

11 Nicholas of Methone, “NuxoAdov emtoxdmov MeBivng, mpdg Tov péyoy AopETTINoy, EpwTh-
gavta ept Tod dylov Iveduatog mhs Aéyetal 0datwdds Emduijoat xal évotxfioat Toi Amooté-
Aowg; xal €l oltwg v xad &v 1@ Xptotd, mdg odyl xai adrol xptatol Aéyovtay; #) el ) obreg, Tic
1) Stagpopd;”, in A.K. Demetrakopoulos (ed.), ‘ExxAnaiacticy BiBAiodnxy (Leipzig, 1865, repr.
1965), vol. 1, pp. 199—218. From now on abbreviated: Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum
domesticum.
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2. Atreatise on the procession of the Holy Spirit, Adversus Latinos de Spiritu
Sancto (Angelou, n. 1, RAP G368)12

3. Acollection of principal refutations of the new Latin dogma, Refutationes
theologicae doctrinae Latinorum, also known as Syllogismi®® or Oratio 7'
(Angelou, n. 3, RAP G19831)13

4. Memoirs from various writings written against the Latin blasphemy on
the Holy Spirit, Memoriae contra Latinos (Angelou, n. 4, RAP G19835).16

It is impossible to establish a definite evidence-based dating for these writings,

however, according to the contents, it seems plausible to propose a hypothet-

ical order of composition from one to four: number one is a general text on the

Holy Spirit, which is not explicitly addressed against the Latins, but was com-

posed in reply to a question posed by a megas domestikos, perhaps John Axouch

(died 1150 ca.),'” while the last one is a sort of “Reader’s Digest” of all the writings

that Nicholas dedicated to the procession of the Holy Spirit.!®

In this paper I discuss these four texts, which are clearly attributed to Nich-
olas, bishop of Methone by the manuscript tradition; however, as hinted in

12 Nicholas of Methone, “NucoAdov 100 dryiwtdtov émtoxdmov Mebeivng, Adyog Ttpog Todg Aari-
voug mepl tod dylov IMvedpartog &t éx tod IMoatpds o unv xai €x tod Yiod éxmopebetan” in
K. Simonides (ed.), Opdodééwv EMijvwy Seodoyuxal ypapai téooapes (London: Gilbert and Riv-
ington, 1858), pp. 1-39. From now on abbreviated: Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos.

13 Thisis the title that will be employed in this publication to avoid confusion with the Refut-
atio Procli.

14  The text is published by Demetrakopoulos under its original title, however, on the basis of
the title used by the 716, many publications refer to it as Oratio 7, which of course is not
an appropriate title.

15  Nicholas of Methone, “Tod adtod NuxoAdov émaxdmov MeBwvng xepataiwdelg EAeyyot Tod
mapd Aativolg xavopoavods 3éyuarog, Tod 8ttt Ivedpa 6 dytov éx tod Iatpds xal Tod Yiod
éxmopevetar’, in A.K. Demetrakopoulos (ed.), ExxAyatactiy) BiAod7xy (Leipzig, 1866, repr.
1965), vol. 1, pp. 359—380. From now on abbreviated: Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes
theologicae in the bibliographic references in the footnotes, but as Syllogismi in the main
text. The reader should be aware that, although this text has since been published by Car-
melo Nicolo Benvenuto (in his Refutationes, see above n. g, p. 292) the references in this
contribution have not been updated to reflect the new edition, and still refer to the printed
version by Demetrakopoulos.

16 Nicholas of Methone, “Amopvyuovedporta €x Tév Slagépolg AGYOLS YEYPAMMUEVEWY KA Td AaTivewy
mept TS eig o dytov [vedua PAacenpiog’, in Jea neusdartvix npoussedenus Hukonas, enu-
ckona Meghorckozo, nucameas X11 seka (Novgorod, 1897), Arsenij Ivacenko (ed.), pp. 5-49.
From now on abbreviated: Nicholas of Methone, Memoriae contra Latinos.

17  A.P.Kazhdan (ed.), The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium (New York / Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1991), vol. 1, p. 239, s.v. Axouch.

18  More references on the correspondence in this paper at Section 5. Memoriae, at p. 339,
and in the critical apparatus of the Contra Latinos et de processione Spiritus sancti attrib-
uted to Niketas Stethatos (RAP G19631) edited in A. Michel (ed.), Humbert und Kerullarios:
Quellen und Studien zum Schisma des x1 Jahrhunderts (Paderborn: Ferdinand Schéningh,
1930), vol. 2, pp. 371-409. From now on abbreviated Niketas Stethatos, Contra Latinos.
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this volume by Carmelo Nicolo Benvenuto!® and widely discussed in his doc-
toral dissertation,?0 there are various problems of attributions for at least the
Memoriae (attributed also to Niketas Stethatos)?! and some parts of the Syllo-
gismi (attributed also to the Patriarch Nicholas 1v Mouzalon),?2 which I will
mention only briefly in the dedicated sections.

A thorough study of Nicholas of Methone’s theological doctrine on the pro-
cession of the Holy Spirit would deserve a monograph. Nevertheless, in this
publication I will first concisely describe the Ad magnum domesticum, and then
I will dedicate more space and attention to the main work on the procession
of the Holy Spirit, the Adversus Latinos de Spiritu Sancto, trying also to high-
light if and when we can find passages that should be analysed in the light
of Nicholas’ Refutatio Procli. I will then finally pinpoint the passages from the
Syllogismi and the correspondences of Memoriae that complete this succinct
overview.

2 Ad magnum domesticum

The title of the Ad magnum domesticum preserves the questions asked to Nich-
olas by a megas domestikos, by imperial order:23 why is the Holy Spirit said to
have descended on and dwelt in the Apostles o0a1w3&g, “in essence” (based on a
passage from Gregory of Nazianzus’ Oration 41, on Pentecost)? Is there any dif-
ference between the way in which the Spirit substantially inhabits the Apostles
and the substantial relationship between the Spirit and Christ? Indeed, if there
is no difference, then should the Apostles be called “christs”? But, if the rela-
tionship is different, what is the difference?2+

19  C.N. Benvenuto, “Reconsidering Nicholas of Methone’s Corpus on the Procession of the
Holy Spirit’, in this volume, p. 347-373.

20  Benvenuto, “Prime indagini su quattro scritti teologici di Nicola di Metone”, quoted above
n. 9, p. 292.

21 Seeaboven.18.

22 Nicholas 1v Mouzalon, De processione Spiritus Sancti (RAP G3656) edited in Th. Zeses, “O
matptdpxns NiedAoog A" Moudhwy (TTapdptyua: Mov{dAwvog, ITepi Tig exmopetoewg Tod Ayiov
Ivedparog)”, in "Emampovuey 'Enetpis Ocoroyneiis XxoAijs 23(1978), pp. 307—-329.

23 Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 199, 1. 26—p. 200, 1. 1: udhioTa xat fagt-
Axod ponynoapévou xeAedapatos, T Aoty pot Tod Topd od mpotedévrog MTypatos EmiTpé-
TTOVTOS.

24 Cf. Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, titulus, p. 199: NixoAdov émioxémov
MeBwvng mpog Tov péyay Aouéatixov, Epwtroavta mepl Tod aylov ITvedpatog oG AéyeTal odal-
wdag Emdnpufioat xal dvoufioar Tolg Amootéhotg; xai el olTwg v xal &v 1@ Xplat®), g olixl xal
adrol xptatol Aéyovrat; 1 €l uiy odtws, Tis 1) Stagopd;
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The passage by Gregory of Nazianzus that triggers the entire discussion is
the following:

AMNG TO eV TPATOV dpudpds” TO O¢ el TEPOV ExTUTTWTEPOY: TO 38 VOV TEAEWTE-
POV, OUXETL EVEPYEIY TIPSV (G TTPETEPOV, 0VTIWSRS BE, (g AV elToL TIg, TUYYIVO-
UEVOV TE KOl TUUTIOALTEVOUEVOV.

But while the first manifestation was obscure, the second {was) more
manifest and the present one is more perfect: because the Spirit is no
longer present by his action, as before, but it is substantially, as one could
say, that He is present to the Apostles and resides with them.?>

This set of questions is not explicitly linked to anti-Latin polemics, but Nich-
olas’ explanations form the basis of his theology of the Holy Spirit, his “pneu-
matology”. The text opens with a series of references to the Spirit in the Old
and New Testament (e. g. the chrism in Is. 61: 1; joy and exultation in Gal. 5: 22)
and his role in the life of Christ: the Spirit and the Virgin, the Spirit and Christ’s
baptism, the Spirit as the finger of God that drives away the demons, and so on.
The turning points in Nicholas’ and Gregory’s exegeses are after Christ’s death
and resurrection, when Christ himself breaths forth the Spirit (Io. 20: 21-23),
on appearing to the Disciples, and later, after the Ascension, when he sends
the Spirit at Pentecost (Mc. 16: 19; Lc. 24: 50-53; Act. 1: 6-11).

In order to explain how and why the Spirit exists differently in the Son
and in the Apostles, Nicholas clarifies that the Spirit is “substantially” in the
Son because the two are the unique substance of the Divinity, while the same
condition is not applicable to the Apostles, who are creatures, and the divine
substance cannot be confined within creation. The Bishop of Methone uses a
passage from Gregory of Nazianzus’ Oratio 31, on the Holy Spirit, to reinforce
his first point:

[...] mvta T odaia TANpod, TTAVTA TUVEXOV: TAYPWTIXOY XGTUOU XATA THV
ovaiav, SywpnTov x¥6apw xatd THY dovapw |[...].

[...] [the Spirit is] filling all with his essence, containing all: filling the
world?8 in his essence, not limited by the world in his power [...].27

25 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 41, §11, p. 340, 1. 20-23.

26  Cf.Sap.1:7.

27 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 31, § 29, p. 334, . 18—20; Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum
domesticum, p. 204, 1. 10-14.
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Then he goes on to explain that since God is infinite, while the world is lim-
ited, and since the unlimited cannot be contained in the limited,?8 therefore,
when the Spirit comes upon and dwells in the Apostles, he is not contained in
his entirety in each one of them, as he is in Christ,2° but in the Apostles the
Spirit is divided and in parts.3° It is important to highlight the two different
expressions employed in these passages: the Spirit is dywpntov, “cannot be con-
fined”, but can be ywptotdv, “separable”. Nicholas’ point could be summarised
in a simple concept: the Divinity is infinite but at the same time can be divided
into parts, as the Spirit is in residing in each creature. The conclusion to one
of the questions posed by the megas domestikos, therefore, is: if the Spirit does
not exist in the same manner in the Apostles and in Christ, then the Apostles
cannot be called “christs”; rather they can be called “Christians”, a simple con-
clusion to quite a tedious question. One wonders if this was a serious matter
for discussion in Constantinople, as Nicholas seems to present it in the proem,
or if it was a personal curiosity of the megas domestikos.3!

Nicholas goes back to Gregory of Nazianzus’ passage from Oratio 41 and
draws attention to the three fundamental stages in the life of Christ—(1) before
he was glorified by his suffering, (2) after the Resurrection, and (3) after the
Ascension32—in order to clarify (always on the basis of Gregory) how the mani-
festation of the Spirit was possible only after the Resurrection. He explains at
length the meaning of Gregory’s text and then concludes, clarifying that the
Theologian did not use the expression “substantially” in a complete, absolute
way33 but “tempered”3# it (éxéAace )35 by the addition of the words “as one could

28 Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 205, 1. 2—3: dmelpov ydp 10 Belov, 6 O
XOTOG TETEPATUEVOS, X0l 00 SYTTOV TQ) TETEPUTUEVW XWPETTAL TO TTELPOV.

29  Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 205, 1. 6-10: "Qate x&v 0VTIWIAG PAUEY
emdnpiioat to Ivedua xal vorxfjoat Toig Amoatédolg, GAN oyt xal 8Aov adTod xal T6 Tdv €v €xd-
0T ToOTWV YwenBivar Solnuey, 008" oltwg Evwbijval xal cuvouatwbijvar wg ¢ Xplotd.

30  Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 205, 1. 22—25: Alpetds 0dv xai pepLoTads
év tolg Amoatérotg o ITvedpa, GAN ody 8hov €v ExdaTe xal ddtaipeTov xat duéptatov, ob v 0dd
SyoptaTtov, AN EaTiv 8mov xal XwpLoTév.

31 Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 206, 1. 6-13: Odxo0v 003€ xplaTol xupiwg
AexBelev dv ol uyte am’ dpyiis, 8 Aéyetal, TPWTHG UNTE UiV EMELTa TuVoLaIwBEVTES dxwploTwg
8\ @ xplopartt, G els pév obrog, els Kbptog 'Inaods Xpiotds (cupehoatpey &v xai fels 1@
TTodAw): of 3¢ &g peptatol Tod ypiopatds Te xai Tod Xptotod pétoyot xploTiavol udMov dmd tod
Xptatod Tapwvipwg xAndyaovtat |...].

32 Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 207, 1. 6-8, cf. Gregory of Nazianzus,
Oratio 41, § 11, p. 338, . 9—15.

33 Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 206, 1. 16-19: Kaitot €atw einely, wg 0dd’ 6

OeoAbyog dmdhutov T 0doIwdAS AL Tapéafey, GAN éxdhaoe Tf) TpoaBxy Tod “og 8 elmot
»

T
34  Or “mitigated/chastened”.
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say” (wg av elmot T1g). Therefore, the “substantial” (o0g1wddg) presence of the
Spirit in the Apostles is different from his presence in Christ, because in Christ
the Spirit was present, quoting again Gregory, “not operating, but accompany-
ing a person of equal dignity” (¢& yap Xplotdv elnelv, @ mapiy, ody wg évepyody,
AN g potipw cupmapopaptodv),36 “id est’—adds Nicholas—*“as cooperating
in the one and undivided operation, as supremely united and belonging essen-
tially in a supra-essential manner according to the equality of honour of the
nature” (TOUTETTL GUVEPYODY XOTA pioy AUEPITTOV EVEPYELOY, G XAl DTTEPVWMUEVOV
X0l TUVOUTLWEVOY DTTEPOVTIWG XATA THY SMOTIioy TS @hTews).37

In this way Nicholas concludes his reply,®® but not the treatise; in fact he
feels the need to explain fully why Gregory said that the Spirit was “substan-
tially” present in the Apostles not in a “simple and open way” (xai 003¢ To0to0
amAdg) but in a such a “tempered”3® way (4’ oltw xexodaauévwg).4? To resolve
the case, Nicholas mentions the hintleft by Gregory himself (wg dv eimot tig) and
interprets “substantially” (odo1wd@g) as referring to Aristotle’s wpwtny odaiow. !
Consequently, for Nicholas the Spirit was present in substance because the
Divinity and the name, “God”, are common, and therefore the odoia is com-
mon, while each person of the Trinity is what the philosophers call dtopov,
individual, but both what is common and what is personal are substance.*?
A reasoning that could sound quite eccentric in the panorama of the twelfth-
century polemical writings, which are primarily concerned with clearly and
rigidly distinguishing between the common substance (odcia) and the per-
sonal hypostases (dmogtdoeig) and carefully identifying and specifying the per-
sonal characteristics, not common, and the collective substantial characteristic
shared by the Divinity.#3

36 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 41, § 11, p. 338, 1. 10-11.

37  Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 207, 1. 19—22.

35  Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 207, 1. 15-16: ‘Ométe Totvuv xal 16 0daiw-
3&¢ auyytveaBat t6 Ivedpa Tolg Amoatorols 6 Oeoddyog ExdAage.

38 Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 207.

39  Or“mitigated/chastened”.

40 Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 207, 1. 28—p. 208, 1. 2: Ei ydip 3V 16 ITvedpa
mdvta Tf) odaia TAYpody EaTiv, Wamep elpytat, o VOV pbvov PeTd THY oixovopioy GG xal TTpd-
TEPOY, TTHS VOV WG xavov Yvopevov 6 Oeordyog eladyel T odalwddg Tobto Tols Amootélolg
ouyytveafa, xal 003 TodTo ATAQS, GAN oUTwW KEXCAXTUEVKS;

41 Aristotle, Categoriae, 5: see e.g. 2b, 1. 8—20.

42 Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 208, 1. 8—25: xowdv ydip 1) Oedtvg xati T0
Oedg Bvopa, 1Bixdv 8¢ xai olov dropov TV g Tpiddog Tpoohmwy Exaatov ol Aéyetal ye xol
gaTwv odala Exdtepov: odaia ydp xal T xabéxaarov, el xal ) TodTo uévov, 8 xal HrdaTaas xal
TPoTwToY XpaTel Aéyeabat.

43  Cf for example Niketas of Thessalonike, Dialogi (RAP G10079), in Nicetae Thessalonicensis
Dialogi sex de processione Spiritus Sancti, ed. A. Bucossi, L. D’Amelia (Turnhout: Brepols,

2021), §19, pp. 911
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So, according to Nicholas, the Spirit had always been present in substance,
following his Aristotelian interpretation of the adverb odgiwdag, together with
the Father and the Son, but he was not present cwuatn@g, aigbntic** (“physic-
ally” and “sensibly”)—here quoting again Oratio 41 by Gregory*>—Dbecause he
could manifest himself through his operation (8& uévg i évepyelag)*6 only
after the Resurrection, in the “tongues of fire that separated and came to rest
on each of them” (Act. 2: 3): this indeed was the time of his presence, of his
personal and substantial manifestation, which human beings had not experi-
enced before.# Finally, Nicholas clarifies that in this way it is also possible to
understand the meaning of the passage of lo. 7: 39: “Up to that time the Spirit
had not been given, since Jesus had not yet been glorified.”

[...] obtwg mpdtepov évepyela mapdy, Vatepov odatwdig wg &v eimot Tig (6
TepLTTdS TV EEw copio, xatd T onpavéuevoy Syhady Thg xat adTév TPWTNG
ovatiag, 8v 6 Adyos pBdoag EdnAwat) Tois pabytals émeduyae cuyyvopevdy te
xal cupToALTEVdpEVOY [...].48

[...] so, the Spirit, being present before through operation, then descen-
ded upon the Apostles substantially as one could say (i.e., the remarkable
one in pagan wisdom, according to the meaning of the primary substance
as he defined it, which this writing has already elucidated) being associ-
ated with the disciples and living with them [...].

A third part follows, which in fact is as an addition to the main reply to the
megas domestikos. Nicholas summarizes the previous conclusions, and then
resolves three other issues against (1) those who think that the Spirit is the
“inbreathing/infusion” (éugvanua) of Christ; (2) those who think that the Spirit
is only a “simple activity” ({tAn) évépyeia); and (3) those “who call him finger of
the Son-hand”#° This set of errors brings with it the heresy of the Latins: in par-
ticular, calling the Spirit “inbreathing/infusion” (éugdonpa) is proper to their
heresy, which teaches that the Spirit proceeds from the Son.5° Nicholas goes on

44  Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, pp. 209—210.

45  Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 41, § 11, p. 340, 1. 23—25: "Enpene ydp, Yiod cwpatieds nuiv oui-
Aoavtog, xal adto (i.e., the Spirit) pavijvat cwpatinds: xat Xptatod mpog Equtov émaveAdovTog,
Exetvo TPog NAS xaTeABeD.

46 Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, pp. 209—210.

47  Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 209.

48 Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 210, 1. 13-18.

49  Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 211, 1. 19—22: xai of pév éugpvonpa tod Xpt-
o709, of 82 PrAny évépyetay, of 8¢ ddctuhov xal EhartTov elvan Tod Yiod, dg adtod yeipds Eméyovtog
Aéyov, 16 Tvedpa vouilovres.

50  Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 211, 1. 31-212, L. 7: “Ott pév odv
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to list all the passages of the Scriptures where the Father and the Son are also
called “spirit”, or where the name, “spirit’, is used in many different contexts,
e.g. when Paul writes about the “spirit of slavery” and the “spirit of adoption”
(Rom. 8:15), etc.5!

Most interesting is the following passage, where Nicholas explains why
the Spirit cannot be a simple operation (Y1An évépyeia). Again, he starts from
Gregory of Nazianzus:

Elévépyela, pnoty, €ati, vepynOnoetat odx Evepymaet, xai opod T@ évepyyoijva
navoeTor Tololtov Yap 1) evépyeta. T1dg odv évepyel xal Tdde Aéyet xai dpopilet
ol AvTrettan ol apoEhvetat, xal Eoo XIOUUEVOL TapAS ETTLY, OV XWVTEWS;

“And if [the Spirit] is activity”, as Gregory says, “he will be acted on, he will
not be acting [i.e. as the agent], and when he will not be acted upon any-
more he will cease to be: for such is activity. How then does he act, speak
words, set apart, grieve, get angry, and do anything that clearly belongs to
amoving [agent], and not to a movement?”52

After having quoted Gregory, he tries to offer an explanation that could also
take into account Cyril of Alexandria, who calls the Spirit “natural, and essen-
tial, and enhypostatic operation” (évépyeia puatxy Te xai oba1wdyg xai évumoata-
106).5% Indeed, because the holy Fathers cannot contradict each other, we must
therefore understand that one is the Spirit blown to the Apostles, through the
Lord’s insufflation (8td tod xvptood éuguanuartes), and another one is the Spirit
sent from the Father through the Son, in the form of tongues of fires, because
this second one is not an insufflation, or an operation (éugdonua and évépyeta),
but the gvépyela puand) xai odalwdyg xal évunéatateg, i.e. the natural, essential
and enhypostatic operation.>*

vepvonoey dmravdelg Tolg pabnTals petd ™y dvdataaty § Twmp xai eine, AdBete vebua dytov,
@ 6 Beldv praty Edaryyéiov, xai Vuels auvopoloyoduey: té 3¢ v Eugionaty Tadtyy éxmdpev-
aw elvau 10D Thg dmepovatov Tprdog Evdg dytov Ivedpatog, &g Sid Tobro xad 16 Tvebua Aéyew
elvou Epguomnpe ol €x 100 Yiod éxmopeteadal, thg @V Aativey éotl mapavoiag, ody Muétepov
Aéyew.

51 Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 213, 1. 1-2.

52 Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 213, 1. 16—20. Cf. Gregory of Nazianzus,
Oratio 31, § 6, p. 286, . 9—13.

53  Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus de sancta et consubstantiali Trinitate (= PG 75), col. 5804,
1. 3—9: “Ote Tolvuv dmep dméayeto Spdv 6 Bedg pet’ EEovaiog T Mvebua mAnpol, xal Tolpévag
eyelpel xatd TV v TpogTalg émaryyeAlow, obx dMOTpLov dpa Thg Belag odalag Eatlv, G dg
évépyeta puotxy) Te xal oVatwdng xai évumdaTartes, EE altiig mpoiodaa xal &v adT] pévovaa mévTa
épydletat ta Tod Oeod.

54  Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 215, 1. 14—25: "AX\o Toivuv xal xaTd ToUg
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Nicholas’ writings, although not being addressed to the Latins, thus contain
two crucial issues relating to the presence and coming of the Spirit, which will
be reemployed by the theologian in his openly anti-Latin writings: the first
issue, which is in fact the question posed by the megas domestikos, is how
the Spirit can be present in each man, and if he is present substantially; the
second issue, an additional explanation by Nicholas, is about the differences
between the insufflation (éugidonpa) from Jesus and the “physical’, “sensible”,
and “substantial” descent at Pentecost. Among Nicholas’ works, the reply to
the megas domestikos is certainly the one most extensively devoted to the
exegesis of patristic passages, and is clearly the one that is least motivated
by the Filioque polemic; however, it seems that this text somehow lays the
foundation for the pneumatology that Nicholas will develop in the other treat-
ises.

3 Adversus Latinos de Spiritu Sancto>®

The Adversus Latinos de Spiritu Sancto can certainly be considered the main
treatise composed by Nicholas of Methone against the addition of the Filioque
to the Creed. The text opens with a traditional invocation for assistance to the
Holy Spirit and to the Son, the only source and teacher of the revealed know-
ledge. However, starting from the first lines Nicholas embroiders his treatise
with references to the De divinis nominibus, using a sequence of adjectives,
composed of the preposition dmép, typical of the usus scribendi of Dionysius
the Areopagite:

BaatAed odpdvie, mopdxAnte, dyadé, mpoaxuvwté, et to ITvedua Tijg dAndeiag,
10 &ytov, T dmepoiatov, TO Umépputov, TO Uméplwov, T6 Umépaogov |...].56

aryfoug Tatépag xat xord Tovg Beloug Mpogritag T Sid oD xvptood Euguanpatog adtixa Toig
‘AmoaTéholg Eumvevadev Ivedua dytov, xat &Mo 6 petd todto mapd tod Motpog dd Tod Yiod
TOUTOLS ATOTTOAEY, &V ldel TUpivwy YAwaodv Stapeptabév: 008’ dpa Todto Tod Kupiov eotiv Eugu-
onpa, 003 evépyeta vOV T’ adTd xal vOv dmotehodpevoy, G elmep dpa, wabd xai 6 Oeiw
KupiMe doxel, évépyeta puatia xal 0dathdng xai évumbaotatog, olo xal 6 Yidg Sdvaui, éx thg
Belog odaiag Toutéatt ThS MaTpIxdg TpotoDaa xal &v ot pEvovaa xal TdvTa EpyalopEvy) T Tod
BOcod.

55  The Greek title is: NixoAdov tod aytwtdTov émaxdmov Mebwwyg mtpdg Tovg Aativoug mept Tod
aytov Tvedpartog 6Tt €x Tod TTatpdg ov v xat €x Tod Yiod éxmopedetat.

56  Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 1, 1. 1-3. Cf. e.g. Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita,
De divinis nominibus, §11, 3, p. 125, 1. 15, ed. B.R. Suchla (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1990).
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The close dependence upon the Areopagite, of which many examples can be
found later in this same text and in the Memoriae,57 makes this treatise a fun-
damental work for understanding the context in which the Refutatio Procli was
also conceived; it also closely links the two texts and provides a much more
striking and meaningful analysis than the Syllogismi, which is the text that has
almost exclusively been used when discussing the relationship between the
theological and the philosophical productions of the Bishop of Methone.>8

As for all the writings by Nicholas discussed in this publication, one must
bear in mind that the printed editions of the texts are not fully reliable; how-
ever, in this case it is possible to get a general idea of the contents and the
concepts that the Bishop of Methone developed in his theological production.
After the opening prayer (eby), the version printed by Simonides incorporates
a sentence, attested by the manuscript tradition,> similar to the following:

"ExBeatg &v cuvdet tod xab’ nudg 6pBod 3ypatog HeTd TIVog TUMUETPOL KaTA-
oxevig.60

Exposition in a brief but comprehensive statement of our right dogma
with the aid of some suitable (gupuétpov) constructive reasoning (xota-
axEVTS).

It is clear that a meticulous study is needed to clarify if these words are the
title given by Nicholas himself, or if some marginalia were added by a scribe.
However, this sentence perfectly sums up Nicholas’ plan for his text: a brief but
comprehensive exposition, which includes a full canonical arsenal, from the
Sacred Scriptures to the ecumenical councils, with additional space®! for suit-
able arguments based on constructive, logical reasoning.

Nicholas’ exposition opens with the traditional profession of Faith: “We
believe in one God, in three persons or hypostases, contemplated in the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Spirit [...]" (ITiotebopev eig €va Oedv €v Tpial mpogwmolg
eltovv moataoeat fewpodpevov Iatpl xat Yid xal dyiw Mvedpartt [...]).52 But what

57  See below Section 5. Memoriae, at p. 334.

58 E.g., see Trizio, “Eleventh- to twelfth-century Byzantium’, p. 206.

59  Details about the manuscript tradition are available in the PhD thesis, Benvenuto, “Prime
indagini”.

60 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 3, 1. 21—22.

61 This hint could also, possibly, give us a sense of the cautiousness that a twelfth-century
theologian should display while navigating between philosophy and theology.

62 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 3, 1. 23-24.
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is noteworthy for our research, which aims at presenting the writings of Nich-
olas of Methone in the context of his Refutatio Procli, is the fact that this text,
from the very first pages, hides a numerous hints, allusions, and references that
can be read as addressed to Proclus’ and Dionysius’ readers, i.e. to those who
could certainly recognise them at first glance.

After the basic presentation of the pillars of orthodoxy, Nicholas argues that
the Sabellian confusion of the hypostases revives Judaism, and the Arian divi-
sion of the divine substance inclines toward Hellenic polytheism, while the
pious way is a secure middle way “that has the safe rope of the Lord’s tradi-
tion” (Gomép Tvog daparols éxopéwy melopartog TS xuptondis apaddoews).63 This
metaphor of the secure rope is not a generic image, but in fact comes from
Plato’s Laws®* and is quoted many times in Proclus, in particular in a passage
from the Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus:

Tadta 3¢ eidog nyodpat detv domep dopatods meioparos Exeadart Tig Tod xady-
yepévog Ndv mapaddocwg: did Yap TadTNG To P&V TANUUENT) TAV SoEaaudtwy
pevkbueda, tais 8¢ xabapwtdrals évvolong TauBAiyov cuvedduebo. 5

Being mindful of this, I think that one should cling as if to a stout mooring-
rope to the doctrine of our own teacher. For it is through this that we
shall avoid discordant theories and follow the purest conceptions of lam-
blichus.56

In Nicholas the dogoatods meiouatos (safe rope) is that of the mapadéoews (tra-
dition) of the Lord (xvptondijs), while in Proclus it is of tod xafyyepudvog Hudv
(probably Syrianus).

However, there is a second peculiarity in Nicholas’ passage: the fact that,
instead of insisting only on Arius, Sabellius, the Pneumatomachoi and the
other heresiarchs, he adds the “heresies” of the Jews and the Hellenes.5” The
usage of the Hellenes-Jews couplet seems to be inherited from his beloved

63 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 5, 1. 16.

64  Plato, Laws, X 893B: éxduevol 3¢ g Tvog daparols melopatos Emelafaivwpey ig Tov viv Adyov.

65 Proclus, In Platonis Timaeum, v, p. 174, 1. 15, ed. E. Diehl, Procli Diadochi in Platonis Tim-
aeum commentaria (Leipzig: Teubner, 1906), vol. 3.

66 Eng. tr. from Proclus, Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, transl. H. Tarrant (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2019), p. 53, 1. 14-16.

67  Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 5, 1. 9—13: 1) pév yap tév dmogtdaewy abyyvalg, éx
i caferhavijs alpeoews eloayBelon, Tov 1N xortnpynuévov Tovdaiopov dvexaivilev: 1) 8¢ tijg
obaiag wartartopy) ko Staipeatg, éx Thg dpetaviniis TpoPBalopévy paviag, eig moAvBeloy EXMvuaV
EEwAioBatvey.
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Gregory of Nazianzus®® or from the acts of the councils,®® but it is quite un-
usual—I would say unattested—in the other twelfth-century polemicists, who
rarely refer to the Jews and the Hellenes in the anti-Latin texts devoted to the
discussion of the Filioque, while of course they abundantly refer to the Jews in
the texts dedicated to the Azymes.”®

A third point of interest in the opening of the Adversus Latinos, which—
indeed—seems to be planned with the aim of clarifying all the important ref-
erences that must be grasped to understand the text, is the following:

TodTwv oBTwg MUY WROAOYNUEVWY, QEPE TGV TXOTIOV TAVY TPOXEIUEVWY OVOUE-
Ty xowj) ouvdiaoxepwuedor xal T dvamtiget T@V dvopdTwy, Tag O AdTAV
TN RAVOUEVAS TIPOTWTIINAS (016TYTaG Bewprawuey.”!

Having agreed on these {principles), let us investigate by common con-
sent the meaning of the proposed names, and through the explanation of
the names let us perceive the personal characteristics communicated by
them.

Here, it is clear at first sight that Nicholas, while proposing to investigate the
meaning of the names of the Trinity through the explanation (dvantdget) of
them, is invoking the authority of the Areopagite,”? exactly as he does in the
title of his Refutatio Procli: Avémrtu&is tiis Oeoloyneiis rotyetwoeng [IpdxAov.”
The following passage remains in the same context and is the most mean-
ingful for our understanding of the relationship between Nicholas, Proclus and,
of course, Dionysius the Areopagite. However, it is also an unusual approach to

68  cf e.g, Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 38, § 8, p. 18, . 17-19; 6 (= Gregory of Nazianzus, Ora-
tio 45 (= PG 36), col. 628, 1. 41-43): ot ) Tevia BedtyTog xataxplbduey, 1) did ™V povapylay
"Tovdailovreg, 1) Sia v dpBoviav ‘EXnvilovtes; Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 25, §16, p. 194,
1. 1-3: Mjte dipxa Tpels, tva i) EXvicov, 7 1o moAdBeov: punte piov pev, Touvdaixiy 3¢ ateviy
Twva, xai pBovepay, xal ddvvartov |...].

69 cf e.g., Aco: Concilium universale Ephesenum anno 431,1,1,7, p. 105, 1. 24.

70 On the different usage of leavened and unleavened bread is dedicated Nicholas of
Methone’s Adversus Latinos de azymis (RAP G364) in /|Ba HEeU3ZaHHBIX IPOU3BELEHUA
Huxonas, enuckona MegoHckoro, mucarens X11 Beka, ed. Arsenij Ivacenko (Novgorod,
Parovaia tipografiia LI. Ignatovskago 1897), pp. 51-115.

71 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 5, 1. 18—21.

72 Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus, §1, 1, p. 107, L. 3—4: NOv 8¢, & paxdipte,
KETE TG O0hoY1ds DmoTuTdaels i TV T Belwv dvoudtwy dvdmruEty, g Epuetdy, petered-
gopat.

73 Asithas been recently, and rightly, pointed out in Robinson, “Dionysius Against Proclus’,
p- 249.
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the Filioque question, where the author hints at his philosophical background
and interests through his use of easily identifiable and peculiar “jargon”. The
quotation is long, but Nicholas’ words deserve to be read in full:

What, then, does the name of the Father mean? And what does that of
the Son mean? And what does that of the Spirit mean? Is it not because
the Father is fertile principle (yéviuds gotv dpyy) and cause of Divinity
(xat aitia 6edmTog) and, to say it according to the great Dionysius, “primal
source of Divinity” (myyaia 8e6tg)?7# (The primal source of Divinity is)
in itself ungenerated, but by itself brings forward (mpodyovoa) entities
which are similar according to the substance (xat’ odgiov dpot’ dtta), and
both generates (yevw@oa) the Son and emanates (mpoPaiopévr)) the Spirit,
according to the double emanation of the fertile power (xotd v dit-
™V TS Yovipov Suvdpens mpdedov): in fact it is neither necessary that the
Father is brought forth from another (otite yap dAobev tév Iatépa mpo-
fixBout maga dvdyxn)—that (éxetvo referred to &Mobev) in fact would be
the Father, the principle that brings forth, not this—, nor it is possible)
that he, being himself Father from whom every paternity in heaven and on
earth is and takes its name,”® and having in himself the “auto-fertility” (tnv
adtoyovipétyta), halfway (£ yuioeiag) would have brought forth the fertile
power (Tnv yévipov dovapw), so that perhaps he would have either gener-
ated only or emanated only. And further, because at any rate the generat-
ive capacity (yoviudttog) is seen down here in some way with the senses,
and shows the double way of emanation (tév dittov Tiig Tpoddou TpdTOV);
not only, in fact, the man generates (yewd) a man and horse generates
horse according to the generative emanation of fertility (v yevwnrumy
TS yovipdtyTog pdodov), but also the root emanates (pofdMet) the plant
and the water proceeds from the source (éxmopedetat) and the sun pours
out (mpoyéet) the light through its ray according to the emanating power
of him who is fruitful (xaté ™y TpoBAnTumy T0d yoviov Svvauw).

The “primal source of Divinity” (v myyaia 8edtq) in itself, therefore,
having preceded the entire generative power (/v yoviuétta) and eman-
ating it whole and perfect (6Anv adtiv xal tereiav), both supernaturally

74  Cf. Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus, §11, 7, p. 132, 1. 1 and Proclus, In
Platonis Cratylum, §142, p. 80, 1. 19—20 and 23, ed. G. Pasquali (Leipzig: Teubner, 1908).

75  InaTrinitarian context ) mpéodog should be translated as “emanation” and not “procession”
(the latter being a standard translation for mpéodog in Proclus and other Neoplatonists) as
the Greek technical term for “procession” of the Holy Spirit is only ¥ éxmépevats.

76  Eph.3:15.
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generates (Yewd pév Umepguig) the Son and in a supra-essential manner
brings forth (dmepovaing mpodyet) the Spirit, and not one before and the
otherlater, but both simultaneously, and each secretly and ineffably, since
neither the generation nor the procession (1) tig yevwoewg ¥ Tijg éxo-
pevoewg) can be circumscribed by time or age, but eternally and above
all beginnings, above all reason and every notion: since the offspring, if
in this way must be said, and that who proceeds are envisaged together
(ouvBewpovpévwy) as perfect, or rather supremely perfect by the originator
and unoriginated hypostasis of the Divinity (t}j dpxeyévew xai dyevtew Tig
BedmTog mogtdael). And in this way, indeed, the theogonic hypostasis of
the Divinity (¥) pév Beoydvog Uméataaig Tijg BedTog) also is and is called
Father. (Of) the other {persons of the Divinity), like sprouts sown by the
divine (fAagrol fedputor),”” the one (is and is called) Son since certainly
he is brought forth by generation (yevwytég mpofjxtan), the other (is and is
called the Spirit since ¢he is brought forth) by procession.”®

This passage is markedly saturated with a lexicon that a reader of the Refutatio
Procli will find extremely familiar. It is certainly not an aim of this publication

to discuss this quotation from a genuinely philosophical point of view, but only

77
78

Cf. Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus, §11, 7, p. 132, L. 2.

Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 5, 1. 18—p. 6, 1. 25: Ti totvuv BovAetan anuaivey 0
dvopa tod Matpds; Kot ti 16 o0 Yiod; Kot ti o0 Ivedparog; "Ap’ ody 8t yoviuds Eatwv dpxn xal
aitia 8edmTog 6 Iamp, xal xatd Tov péyav inelv Atoviaiov, myyaia 6edtng; AdTH Hév dyév-
vntog, Eauth) S8 xart’ odaia Spotl’ dttar Tpodyouaa, xal YEWRT uév Tov Yidv, mpofarhopéwy 3¢
76 Ivedpa, xatd v Strtiy Thg Yovipov Suvdpews mpdodov: olte yap dAofev tév ITatépa po-
fixOaou mdoa dvdyrn—exelvo yap Av & maThp, T Tpodyov, oly odtog—, olite [atp &v adtdg
¢t ob maoa matpid, év odpavd xai émi YA ot te xal dvopddetal, xal Ty adtoyoviudtta (In
the printed edition adtoyoviuétnTog) Tpogéywy &v Eautd € Nuioeiog (In the printed edition
gknpioeiag) mpodyewy Epede Ty yévipov Stvapty, Gote TuxdV 1) Yewdy pévov, 1) tpoPdiheadat
uévov: xaiTol ye Thig xdtw mov fewpouuévng mepl v alaBnaty yoviudtyTog, Tév SITTov TG TPod-
Sov Tpdmov eupaviZodomng: ob yap uévov 6 dvlpwmog dvBpwmov yewad, xal trmog oy xatd T
yevwtoa)y Tig yoviudtytog mpdodov, GANG xal O puTéy, 1) pile TpoPdMher: xal 6 BSwp dmd Tig
TNYTS ExTopedeTal Xl TO GRS TPOYEEL UETA THG AXTIVOG 6 jA10G XaTd TNV oA TNV ToD yovi-
pou Stvaptv. "OAny odv 1) myyaia Bedtyg &v Equtf TpoetAngula Ty yoviudthyTa, xai SAny adtiy
xal Tehelow pofoihopéwy), YeEwQ pev HepQudds Tov Yidv, podyet 8¢ dmepovaiwg T Iveduar
00 ToV pév Tpétepov T 3¢ Datepov AN dugw dpar xal xpuping xal dmoppNTw ExdTepov: 00
XPEVew 0UX alVL TIVI TTEPLYPAPOMEWY)S 1) THG YEVVTEWS 1) TS EXTIOPEVTEWS” AANG Trpoaitwviwg Xal
Umepapying Umep mdvTa Adyov xal maoav Ewolav: Tfj dpyeydve xal dyevtw Ths Bedtytog Oro-
oTdoel, Teelwy uaMov 3¢ UmepTeEA@V* guvBewpovpévawy Tod Te yewwnpatos, el obtw xpv) pdvar,
xat Tod éxmopedpartog. Tadty) ot xal 1) uév Beoydvog vmdaTaats Tig fedtTog, IMatyp Eott Te xal
Svopdletar of 8¢ Tavyg olov BraaTol Bedgurol, § pév Yids: 81t 81) xal yewwntdds mpofjxon To 8¢
Tvedpa, 81t Tep Exmopeutds dvouddeTal.
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to highlight those elements in Nicholas’ approach to the Filioque question that
are particularly distinctive and innovative in the contest of the polemical liter-
ature against the Latins. The analysis will be conducted mainly on the basis of
the language used.

A first peculiarity is the choice of the adjective yéviuog, -y, -ov (productive,
fertile, fruitful), which Nicholas employs seventeen times in his entire liter-
ary production, but exclusively in the Refutatio Procli (7 times) and in the
Adversus Latinos (10 times). This is an adjective that must have been par-
ticularly useful to express his point of view, if he even creates a neologism
from this lemma, avtoyovipdtyg, Fruchtbarkeit an sich (fertility in itself), which
according to our present knowledge of Medieval Greek seems to be a hapax.”™
Certainly the use of this adjective is a hapax in the context of the polemical
literature against the Latins. In fact, a search conducted on the (published)
texts composed from the ninth to the twelfth century, and dedicated to the
Filioque, has produced no results: nobody before Nicholas had ever talked
about the Father by using the adjective, “productive, fertile” (yévipog). There
is no doubt that Nicholas was influenced by Proclus in this choice: in fact,
the adjective yévipog, -v), -ov is one of the philosopher’s favourites insofar as
he uses it consistently, especially in the Theologia Platonica (92 times) and in
the In Platonis Timaeum commentaria (55 times).8° In general, according to
the statistics that can be derived from the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, Pro-
clus is the author who uses it the most (235 times; the second being Plutarch,
with only 63 times, and the third being Aristotle, with 57), while Dionysius
the Areopagite, whom Nicholas quotes openly in this passage, does not use
it very often (four times in its entire corpus: two in De divinis nominibus and
two in De coelesti hierarchia). On the other hand, if we analyse the term yovi-
uétg, Proclus does not use it all, while the Areopagite employs it again only
four times (three times in De divinis nominibus and once in De coelesti hierar-
chia).8!

79  Cf. E. Trapp (ed.), Lexikon zur byzantinischen Grdizitit besonders des 9.—12. Jahrhunderts
(Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1994), s.v. adtoyoviud-
™e.

80  AsRobinson has already argued, it seems that Nicholas was acquainted with Proclus’ Com-
mentary in Timaeus, see Robinson, “Dionysius Against Proclus”, pp. 108-109.

81  The exact references can easily be found using TG, but for brevity’s sake it is not con-
sidered necessary to list them here.

In this context it can be added another possible influential source of Nicholas’ usage
of the terms discussed above (8edyovog, yévipog, yoviudtys): John of Scythopolis, “Scholas-
ticus”, in his scholia of the De divinis nominibus, ed. B.R. Suchla (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2011),
scholion DN 229, 8, p. 453, 1. 1-11.  am grateful to Joshua Robinson for this reference.
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It can be noted, therefore, that Nicholas employs a passage from the Areo-
pagite to support his orthodoxy but at the same time seems to interweave
the patristic source with a markedly Proclean lexicon. The full passage from
Dionysius, which backs Nicholas’ opening, is the following:

ITaAw, 6Tt év eatt mtyyaiea Bedtyg 6 Ttatip, 6 O€ vidg xai To Tvedya Tig Ooys-
vou Bedtto, el oltw xp) pdva, BAacrol Bedpuror xal olov 8vby xal dmepodota
péta, TPOS TGV lep@v Aoyiwy TTapetAnpaiey.82

Again, we have received from the Scriptures that the Father is primal
source of Divinity (ryyaic 8eétyg), while the Son and the Spirit are, if one
must say so, sprouts sown by the divine of the theogonic Divinity, and like
flowers and supra-essential lights.

A second striking usage is the insistence (in very few lines) on the word mpé-
0dog (xatd v Srriy TG Yovipou Suvduewg Tpéodov [...]; Tév SttTdv THS TPoddou
Tpdmov Eupavilodoy ...; xaTd ™ YEVWNnTLAY THS YoviudtyTog pdodov [...]). This
is again a term widely used by Proclus, Damascius and also Dionysius in De
divinis nominibus and, unsurprisingly, extensively employed by Nicholas in the
Refutatio Procli.3% However, and this time surprisingly, it is also used in the texts
against the Latins, where Nicholas, instead of using a more “traditional” expres-
sion such as “modes of the existences” (ot tpémot Tév UmdpEewy), insists on using
the “double emanation” or “double way of the emanation” to refer to the exist-
ences of the Son and the Spirit.

It is fundamental to insist on the words employed by Nicholas because, just
as the Fathers of the Church built a precise set of expressions that could be used
in the Christological discussions, the Greek theologians between the gth and
12th century concentrate their effort (and Nicholas is one of the most accur-
ate) on defining the exact theological lexicon for the procession of the Holy
Spirit.

It could be interesting for scholars of philosophy, who try to understand
Nicholas’ Refutatio Procli and the reasons why it was composed, to highlight the
fact that for a twelfth-century Byzantine theologian the term mpéoSog (eman-

82  Cf. Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus, §11, 7, p. 132, l. 1-3.

83  The exact references are, also in this case, redundant because they can easily be found
through the TL6. However, it could be interesting to report here the numbers for v) mpdoSog
(as from the TLG’s statistics feature): for Proclus, 864 (mainly in Theologia Platonica, 303;
and In Platonis Timaeum, 259); Damascius, 351, Nicholas of Methone, 87, and Dionysius,
30 (only in De divinis nominibus).
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ation), when interpreted—as in Nicholas—as a synonymic form for ot Tpémot
Tév Umdp&ewy (way/modes of the existences), becomes a technical term that
refers to the eternal origins of the Son and Spirit from the Father, and, therefore,
cannot be interpreted according to the philosophical framework of Proclus’
Institutio theologica. Moreover, it must be emphasized that although mpdoSog
is employed for “emanation, originating, coming from”, and—as it has been
shown above—is also acceptable to describe both the Son’s generation and the
Spirit’s procession, it should never be confused, especially by modern translat-
ors, with “procession”, which is a term that applies only to the existence of the
Holy Spirit, for which the dogmatically correct term in Greek is only ¥ éxmopev-
alg.

Even if Byzantine theologians use the “Hellenic” philosophy for discussing
the procession of the Holy Spirit, and they indeed do it (e.g., the use of Aristotle
in the Ad Magnum domesticum analysed before, but also, for example, the dia-
logues by Niketas of Thessalonica),3* Nicholas feels the need to refute Proclus
because his “theology” is not applicable to Christian orthodoxy, and it is not
applicable especially in the struggle against the Latins, which at this point in
history is not only a major concern but is also an utterly philosophical debate;
it is sufficient here to quote the importance of Nicholas’ contemporary Hugo
Eteriano, who knew and refuted his positions.8>

Here it could be interesting to recall Kazhdan’s point of view:

Theology is a very delicate discipline in which nuances acquire the mag-
nitude of dogma. One might emphasize the human nature of Christ to
indicate the possibility of human deification; one might even emphas-
ize the hierarchical structure of the Trinity [...]. Nicholas emphasized the
monarchical principle. The unity of the Trinity was for Nicholas not an
antiquarian question to be considered in connection with philosophical
errors of the fifth century. [...] Nicholas lived and worked when the “Latin
question” was the major problem that Byzantium faced. Nicholas, as is
well known, took a clear-cut anti-Latin stand [...].86

Nicholas insists on the monarchy that is the paternal principle inside the Trin-
ity and perceives Proclus’ hierarchical emanations as a possible risk, because
he feels that they could open the way to the procession of the Spirit from the

84  Niketas of Thessalonike, Dialogi, quoted above n. 43—p. 297.

85 Hugo Eterianus, De sancto et immortali Deo, ed. P. Podolak, A. Zago (Turnhout: Brepols,
2020).

86  Kazhdan, “Review of Angelou’s edition”, pp. 198-199.
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Father “and” the Son. However, it must be clarified here that there is only one
instance in the Refutatio Procli in which the Bishop of Methone explicitly men-
tions the Latins: this is the passage he inserts when discussing chapter 22 ('),
“All that exists primally and originally in each rank is one, and not two or more
than two, but all are povoyevés.” He writes:

"H 1éiyo et 008étepov @V elpnpévay Tpdémwy 6 pLAdoopog obtog évtadba e&e-
AdPeto TO novoyeves, AN elTtep dipa g AlTO TO TPWTWG ol )G Bv YEVOS OV
ol Gy TV €€ adTod obtw TobTd gratv. Obtw &' &v xal xpYouttd Tig T Bew-
pYMaTL ToOTw xotd Aativey TV 3o Té dpytxd attia Tod ITvedpatog Aeydvtwy,
Iatépa xal Yiov: TAYY GG Tp@ToV UETAPPATTEOY ETTL TO EVTEPES TO TPOBAN A
xal oUTwg avTd XpYaTéoy.87

Or perhaps this philosopher does not understand povoyevég here accord-
ing to either of the ways just mentioned, but rather he means it thus: as
“that which exists primitively and originally”, being genus and principle
of the things from it. And thus someone might even use this proposi-
tion against the Latins, who say that the Spirit has two principial causes,
Father and Son; but indeed first one must paraphrase the proposition in
a pious sense, and thus one must use it.88

Still, when analysing the relationship between the anti-Latin production and
the Refutatio Procli, it is remarkable to note how in the Refutatio Nicholas
puts a great effort into clarifying how both the noun mpéodog, the verb mapdyw,
and its noun, mapaywyy, are misused by the philosopher. A very noteworthy
chapter to consider in this context is number 29 (x8'), which—according to
Robinson’s thorough analysis of the Refutatio Procli—is also the first time
that Nicholas uses mpéodog in connection with the intra-trinitarian relation-
ship.8?

AW 6 gogds 00tog undév Tovtwy StactéMwy xal T dpordTTa Tpotifnot Thg

TAVTETYTOS WG TAvTYS aitioy xal Tff xatd Yéwwnaw poddew Ugpeaty Sidwat xal

™V Ttpdodov ddlapdpws VTl THS Taparywyis xal T yevwndev dvti Tod mapa-
A ! 90

x0évtog Aapfdvel.

87 Nicholas of Methone, Refutatio Procli, § 22, p. 30, 1. 10-17.

88  English translation from Robinson, Nicholas of Methone’s Refutation of Proclus, p. 217.
89 Robinson, Nicholas of Methone’s Refutation of Proclus, p. 233, note 611.

9o  Nicholas of Methone, Refutatio Procli, § 29, p. 39, 1. 19—23.
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But this wise man, failing to distinguish these, places “similarity” (éuot-
émta) before “sameness” (tavtétytog) as cause of the this [emanation],
and gives “decline” for the “emanation” (mpoédw) by begetting, and takes
“emanation” (mpéodov) indifferently for “production” (mapaywyis), and
“begotten” (yYevwnPev) in the place of “produced” (mapoyévtog).9!

At section 30 (A") Nicholas, again, takes great care in distinguishing the terms:

91

92
93

Kad 10 tproxoatév To0to xepdAatov doaldTtws adArel ¢ Tpd adTod, wg TadToV
TL Tpéodov HToL TTpoaywYVV Xal TNV Ttaparywy NV AapBdvov. Avti yap tod eimelv
TO AT TIVOG TIPOAYOUEVOY, TO GTTS TIVOG PHal TaparySpevov xal avtl Tod €v ¢
TPOAYOVTL, EV TG TOPAYOVTL.

"AN\0 T6 T TOV ol GANO TO Sotov: TO MV ydp éaTiv odatlag, T6 8¢ motod. 'Emt
Thg 0da1ddoug xal puatxiig Tpoddou oty apudlel Ty SpotdTyTa TapodapuBdveLy
G 1) TV TaTéTyTa Mol THY ETEpdTYT ovaia Yap odalag, xabd odalat, olte
opolor olUte dvoptoior AéyovTat: TTotdTNTog Yap T6 8potov xai To dvdpotov. ‘O uev
Yiog xad 6 Ivedpa mpotaaty amd tod Tlatpdg Quatds xal dpéatg, ob pnv xal
mopdyovtal cuvaidia Yap adTd xal cuvdvapya xal dpoodata.d2

And this 3oth chapter causes bafflement (o@dMel) in like manner as
the previous one, since it takes “emanation” (mpdodov), that is, “bringing
forth” (mpoaywynv), to be the same thing as “production” (wapaywynv).
For instead of saying “that which has been brought forth from something”,
he says “that which has been produced from something”, and instead of
“in the bringer forth” he says, “in the producer”.

But “same” and “similar” are distinct, for the one is of substance, and
the other is of quality. It is not fitting to understand “similarity” of the
substantial and natural “emanation”, but rather “sameness” and “other-
ness”: for one substance is not said to be either “similar” or “dissimilar”
to another, insofar as they are substances, for “similarity” and “dissimilar-
ity” pertain to quality. The Son and the Spirit “advance/go forward/spring”
(mpoiaay) from the Father “naturally” (puowég) and “directly” (aduéowg),
and they are not “produced” (mapdyovtat), for they are co-eternal and co-
unoriginate and consubstantial with Him.%3

I have slightly changed Robinson’s translation (Robinson, Nicholas of Methone’s Refuta-
tion of Proclus, p. 233) and used “emanation” instead of “procession” to give a sense of
Nicholas’ understanding of the passage.

Nicholas of Methone, Refutatio Procli, § 30, p. 30, L. 27-p. 40,1. 6.

Again I have slightly changed Robinson’s English translation in order to avoid “procession”
and “to proceed”, Robinson, Nicholas of Methone’s Refutation of Proclus, p. 234.
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Another example is from chapter 35 (Ae'):

[...] 6 8¢ cogdg oltog ddiopiotws THv Tpdodov éxdapufdvwy &g xotvév Svopa
XoTd TE TS Toparywy g xat Thg Umepuods xat Thg QualKhg elxdTwg EXVTOY TE
xal Todg AT TTpoTavéxovTag Ex THS duwvupiog xatacopiletal.

[...] but this wise man, understanding the “emanation” without distinc-
tion as a common name concerning the “production” (mapaywy?s), both
the super-natural (Umepguolc) one and the natural one (@uouxijg), mis-
leads both himself and those relying on him, as might be expected from
this ambiguity.%>

The Refutatio Procli is filled with these kinds of passages where the Bishop
of Methone clarifies the meaning and proper acceptations of those terms
when they are used to describe the Trinity. The noun, mapaywyy, and the verb,
mapdyw,8 for example, cannot be employed to talk about the eternal gener-
ation and the eternal procession, because they imply the idea of making, or
producing, something from non-being®” and, therefore, the idea of creation.
Creation—clearly in his perspective—cannot be applied either to the Son or
to the Spirit, because “the Son and the Spirit are not produced”,?® and this is
the reason why Nicholas never uses this verb in his theological writings on the
Holy Spirit.9?

While a clear definition of the acceptations in which a term can be used and
interpreted is certainly one of the major concerns of Nicholas, the focal point
of the introduction of the Adversus Latinos is the alarming confusion of the
personal characteristics of the three persons of the Trinity that can be intro-
duced by the Latin innovation: the Bishop of Methone wants to safeguard the
matpiedv idiwpe, the “characteristic property of the Father”, which is being the
only Bedyovog apyy, the “theogonic principle”.

94  Nicholas of Methone, Refutatio Procli, § 35, p. 45, 1. 22—25.

95  Here I have interpreted the passage differently. Here Robinson’s translation (Nicholas of
Methone’s Refutation of Proclus, p. 243): “But this wise man, understanding ‘procession’
loosely as a common name applicable to the [procession] according to production and
to the super-natural [procession] and to the natural [procession], misleads both himself
and those relying on him, as might be expected from this equivocation.”

96 Cf. Robinson, “Proclus as Heresiarch’, p. 113, nota 44.

97  Nicholas of Methone, Refutatio Procli, § 41, p. 50, 1. 6: mapdyew €otl xvpiwg T6 €x uy) Svtwy
elvard Tt Totelv.

98  Nicholas of Methone, Refutatio Procli, § 30, p. 40, 1. 4—5: ‘O pév Yiog xai 16 ITvedpa mpotaaty
&mo Tod Iatpdg puatkdds xal auéaws, od Ny xal TapdyovTaL.

99 Cf. Robinson, “Proclus as Heresiarch’, p. 120, and note 61.
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This introductory part is split into two parts by a question (épwtatg). Here
the reader must be warned, again, that this analysis is based on the version
of the treatise printed by Simonides and that, therefore, it will be possible to
propose a reliable examination of the sections of the text (épwatg, dvtiBé-
gelg, AVoeL, etc.) only after a proper critical edition will be published. However,
according to Simonides’ version, we have only one question in the entire text,
followed by a series of six antitheses/oppositions. The question is,

[1étepov 0bv Td martpindy Todto iSiwper, Emep v 10 mpodyety &€ éautod feoydvwg
oV Yiov xal 16 TTvedua, dwoopev xal t@ TOV €€ adtod, 1) homep TodTwy ExdTe-
pov Tpdg Te BdTepov xal Tpog Tov Tatépa dxotvwTy Toglo0 vy idétys Eativ, oltw
ol T Tortpl diowvavytov Ttpds ta &€ adTod Startnpyoouey 1o iSiwpe, o xal
vt iSiwpar ;101

Will we then give this characteristic property of the Father, which is the
bringing forth from himself of the Son and the Spirit through divine beget-
ting (Beoydvws), also to one of those from him, or, since for each of the
two—both with the other and with the Father—the specific character is
not sharable, will we also so maintain the characteristic property of the
Father as unsharable with those who are from him, so that it is also an
essentially characteristic property?102

Nicholas’ conclusion is the very heart of Orthodox pneumatology: the per-
sonal characteristics of each person of the Trinity must remain unmovable and
unsharable, and there should be no inferiority among the three hypostases.
For example, it is not possible to allow the Son also to have the property of
emanating the Spirit, otherwise he would have two properties, being gener-
ated and emanating the Spirit, and the Spirit would have only one property,
that of proceeding, so that he would then be inferior to the Son. Indeed, Nich-
olas here recalls the main fearsome heresiarchs: Sabellius, Arius, FEunomius,
Macedonius, and their followers, because among them some negate the Trinity,
falling into Judaism, while others lower the Divinity to the rank of the creation,
falling into paganism (mpog ENyviauéy).103

100  dxowétyTog in the printed text.

101 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 6, 1. 27-p. 7,1. 2.

102 Thesamekind of reasoning, for example in Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae,
§ 4-5-7-8, pp- 361-364.

103 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 7,1. 31.
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After the main introductory part, dedicated to the fundamental pillars of
faith (which, it is important to highlight, is a traditional opening for a text
against the Filioque, although—as has been shown—it is constructed by Nich-
olas in a very idiosyncratic way), the Bishop of Methone organises his text in a
series of questions and answers indicated, in Simonides’ edition, by the words
dvtifeais (objection, opposing argument) and Aboig (solution): six objections
and six solutions.

The first argument is based on two passages (lo. 10: 30, “I and the Father are
one’, and 16: 15, “All that belongs to the Father is mine”) that represent the Latin
objections, as presented by Greek authors, and should demonstrate that since
the Son is equal in power to the Father (icodbvauov elvar @ [atp),104 therefore
they share the procession of the Holy Spirit. To these Scriptural passages Nich-
olas replies with a standard answer: the persons of the Trinity are one, but their
personal characteristics are different and distinct in order to avoid confusion
among the hypostases; he quotes various passages from the Areopagite that
insist on the fact that there is only one source of the Divinity: the Father.105
After this traditional explanation, Nicholas moves into a more philosophical
approach, explaining why the “dyad” is unacceptable: because the risk is the
introduction of a double cause in the Trinity, and, therefore, the Latin innova-
tion.

In this respect, it is significant to present also a passage from Proclus’ In Pla-
tonis Parmenidem, and a passage from Dionysius’ De divinis nominibus to better
understand Nicholas’ background. Proclus writes:

[...] movTorol yap 1) dudig dpy) kot uytype éati Tod mANBovg, &v Beols, €v volg, v
Puyals, &v pdaeaty: ¥ 8¢ altia tod mAWBoug Eoti mwg xal adT) xat altiow {T6}
TATBog, Gamep xal T v TO altiov TS Evwoewg xat’ aitiow €0ty €v: SAwg B¢ )
dudig eat pev Smep Aéyetan Suds, Epnpog 8¢ Tod Evdg odx EaTl: TV Yap TO HETA
TO Ev pETEXOV 0Tt TOD €v0G, (aTe 1) Sudg adT) xal &v TG €aTTL, ol Evag dpa 1)
Sudig Eatt xal TATBOG, GAN Evag év, g ueTéxovaa Tod £vog, TARBog 8¢, g aitia
00 TAN00ug. Exelvor pév odv olte TARBog adTiy olite Ev elpnxaaty fuels 8¢ xal
gv xai TARBog, xal 6 e TARBog adTig €voeldeg xal To Ev duomotdv.106

[...] for the dyad everywhere—among the gods, among the intellects, in
souls, in natures—is the principle and mother of plurality; and the cause

104 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 8,1. 1—2.

105 Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus, §11, 5, p. 128, 1. 12; §11, 8, p. 132, L. 3;
§xi1, 3, p. 228,1. 8.

106  Proclus, In Platonis Parmenidem, ed. C. Steel, t. 1, § 1, p. 110, L. 29-p. 111, L 9.
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of plurality is itself, in a way, causally plurality, just as the one, the cause
of unity, is causally one. In general, the dyad is exactly what it is called,
a dyad; but it does not exist when deprived of unity, for everything that
comes after the One participates in the One, so that the dyad itself is also
in a sense one, and therefore both unity and plurality. But it is a unity as
participating in the One, and plural as the cause of plurality. These crit-
ics, then, assert that it is neither plurality nor unity, but we say it is both
unity and plurality; its plurality is one in form, and its unity is productive
of duality.107

The dyad, therefore, is a multiplier but in the intra-trinitarian relationship can-
not be contemplated as a principle, because, as the Areopagite states, “Each
dyad is not a principle; unity will be the principle of each dyad” (ITaoa ydp Svdg
00X dpxM, povag 3¢ Eatar maayg Suddog dpyy).108

The theme is widely discussed in the Refutatio Procli and it could be
extremely interesting for scholars of philosophy to compare the Refutatio with
the reply that Nicholas offers to the first Latin objection in the Adversus Lati-
nos. An important detail must be added: in this treatise against the Filioque,
Nicholas decides not to quote verbatim the famous passage from Gregory of
Nazianzus, “For this reason the monad moved towards a dyad since the begin-
ning and at the Trinity came to a halt” (A& todto povag an’ apyis eig dvada
xwwbeloa uéypt tpiadog €0tm), 109 although he quotes it both in the Syllogisms!'©
and in the Memoriae.!!

The reply is long and articulated,'? but some passages are worth quoting.
After citing a patchwork of passages from the Areopagite, Nicholas starts a
long commentary with a rhetorical question, which clearly places the discus-
sion in the realm of theology in contradistinction to “Hellenic wisdom”: “Do you
see how in all theology the One shines? (‘Opdg 8mwg év mday) t¥) Boroyia TpoAdu-
meL 6 €v;)114 [...] For this reason one is God the Father, and only Father, so that

107 Engl. tr. from Proclus, Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides, transl. RM. Glenn, J.M. Dillon
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987), p. 85.

108 Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus, § 1v, 21, p. 168, I. 22.

109 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 29, § 2, p. 180, . 13-14.

110 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, § 40, p. 374, 1. 17-19.

111 Nicholas of Methone, Memoriae contra Latinos, p. 11, . 4—7 = Niketas Stethatos, Contra
Latinos, p. 375, . 15-16.

112  Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 8,1. 5-p.13, 1. 15.

113 Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus, §11, 5, p. 128, 1. 8-10; p. 128, 1. 11; § 11, 8,
p. 132, 1. 2—4; § X111, 3, p. 228, L. 7-11.

114 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 10, 1. 18-19.



12TH-CENTURY PHILOSOPHERS AND THE FILIOQUE 315

a dyad cannot be associated with the One (A todto elg Oedg 6 [atp, xal pévov
Hotp, va ) Sudg mapadeuydi) @ €vi).”15 Nicholas goes on to say that the same
principle applies to the Son, who must be one and from one source, and to the
Spirit, who again must be one and from one source. This is once more necessary
so that “the One anticipates the dyad” (tva t6 &v Tavtoryod v dudda Tpogdi), 116
and then again the Father cannot share his own personal characteristics with
the Son and the Spirit and,

[...] tva ) edy Sudg mapaleuyOf) T@ Evi mpdouheg odoar wal xdiTe Xelpévy xal
mepl ™Y aiabnow elhovuévy: xal ¢, Te TANOLTUD TR, TE HEPITUR, THY dopl-
atiov Te xal T dmelploy gupmapeladyovaa xal O Ye xal’ EauThy, €lg dyavég
Tt xal dpaveg dvumapiog méAayog? ta O’ adThg xatahaupBovéueve Tapa-
TEUTOVaQ, €l ) TPoPBAvoV TO Ev guvelye T& TdvTa T} EauTod pueToxT) xal Tpog
v olxelav piow dvéowlev- 18

[...] so that the dyad again does not unite with the One, being connected
with matter, and lying below [i.e at the level of the creation], and being
confined within the senses, and through both multiplication and division
introducing infinitude and infinity, and wherefore guiding according to its
very nature all the things possessed by her towards a kind of infinite and
dark sea of nonexistence; if the One, anticipating (the dyad), had not
united all things by participation in himself and had not brought them
safely to his own nature;

(and then again, he comes back to Dionysius the Areopagite)

115
116
117

118
119
120

121

0032V yap TAV Evtwy dpétoyov Tod Evdg: dANG TA eV oM Tolg pépETY, EV TR
8Aw* Td 8¢ oM Tolg TUpBERXSTLY, EV TG DTTOXEINEVW® Xl T TOMG TG dpt-
Ou®, 1) Tals Suvdpeaty €v @ ider!® xal ta ToANG: Tolg ldeaty, &v TG Yével xal
To TTOAG: Tatls TTpoddotg,120 &v T dpx i 12! [ ... ] Kol odx dv ebpyg Tl tév vtwy, 6

Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 10, 1. 20—21.

Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 10, l. 28—29.

Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium, ed. B. Sesboiié, G.-M. de Durand, L. Doutreleau
(Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1982), §1, 16, p. 228, |. 4-10; Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 38, § 7,
p- 114, L. 5-8; Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 45, § 3 in PG 36, col. 625, L. 37.

Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 11, . 12—19.

In Nicholas’ printed text v tais Suvdpeoty 1) T eldeL

In Nicholas’ printed text mpogédoig, but not attested in the manuscript tradition of
Dionysius.

Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus, § X111, 2, p. 227, 1. 13-16.
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U T@ vl xafd maaa ¥) fedtng dmepovaing dvopddetal, xai £ott 1008, 8mep o,
xal teAetobrat xal Staowleton 122

in fact, nothing among existing beings is not a partaker of the one, but
what is many according to the parts is one as a whole, and the things
that are many according to the accidents are one in the subject, and
those things that are many according to the number or powers are one
in the species, and those that are many according to the species are
one in the genus, and the things which are manifold in their emana-
tions are one in the principle. [...] And you could not find any being
that is without unity—wherefore the whole Divinity is called [such]
suprasubstantially—which is what it is and reaches its perfection and is
preserved.

And he finally concludes:

122
123

[...] Gomep odv xal Tag dNag Bewvupiag oat Ty Sy Beapyiav yapoxt-
pilouow, Emiong exdoty TéY Beapyedv dmooTdoewy, 1) foroyia mpocdmtel,
gEopilovoa mdoay Exelfev Bewvupiog ETepdTnTd TE Xal dvigdTTA Xl dVOpOL-
bmnTa ko & udMov xat frtov, & Thg TAng ot @V cuvbétwy eioty, oltw xal
6 &v €miong Exdotey AV Beapy v Tpoctmwy Eott xal dvopdletar elg Totyp,
elg Yig, &v &ytov Ivedpa.

"Emel xal 16 &v- €lg yap td tplo Oedg wal 1 &v xdotw €y, xat’ oddev éte-
pov ToD év T Tavtl- dmeAnAapuévns exeldev, xal Tig xabddov Te xal éml puépog
Stapopdic: ov Yap Tpels peptxdg odaiag Ty fedtyta elvat miotedopey: GANS piov
duéptaTov Tolg Quatxois TaaL TAoveEXTHAT &l xal Tolg TpocwTtiols pepile-
Tat Siopaoty |...].123

[...] therefore, as theology equally attributes all the other divine appel-
lations that characterize the entire Godhead to each of the divine hypo-
stases, driving away from there any diversity, inequality and dissimilarity
of the divine appellation, and the more and the less, which are rather
proper to matter and to composite entities, so also the One equally is and
is called in each divine person: one the Father, one the Son, one the Holy
Ghost.

Since they are also one, the three in fact are one God, and what is in
each one is one, in no way different from the one who is altogether, and

Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus, § X111, 3, p. 228, 1. 15-16.
Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 10, 1. 18-p. 12, 1. 13.
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the distinction between what is universal and what is in part is elimin-
ated here: we do not believe, in fact, that they are three partial substances
of the Deity, but that it is one and undivided, in all its essential virtues,
although it is divided in the personal characteristics [...].

A detail must be added here: the Adversus Latinos presents an atypical usage of
the term 6zoloyia; Nicholas employs it fourteen times, while the other authors
before him (e.g., Photios or Niketas Byzantios) use it very rarely (up to four
times). This again is a sign of how difficult it was for the Bishop of Methone
to deal with the “Hellenic theology” of Proclus, on the one hand, and the new
“Latin theology”'?* on the other—a battle that he needs to fight in order to
safeguard the orthodox doctrine as it is taught by “our first and only teacher
and master who, being himself both God and interpreter of the theology, will
announce these things.”25 It is easy to understand Nicholas’ concerns from
these few words: even the term fzoloyia must be handled with great care. It is
God who is the teacher, the exegete, and the master: the “theology” proposed by
Proclus does not fit into the orthodox, God-inspired “science of things divine”.

The following four refutations/solutions (Adceig) are each also exegetical
replies that clarify the Greek interpretations of some passages from the Gos-
pel. The second objection is based on three widely used passages: “When the
Paraclete comes, whom I will send to you from the Father” (Io. 15: 26); “He will
not speak on his own; he will speak only what he hears, and he will tell you” (To.
16:13); and, “It is from me that he will receive what he will make known to you”
(To.16:15). According to Nicholas the Latins use these passages to demonstrate
that whatever thing is sent, this very thing proceeds from the sender. The reply
insists on a feature that is peculiar to Nicholas’ writings: the painstaking atten-
tion to the meaning of words—in this case, the difference between 1 dmoatoAn
(“sending forth”) and 1) éxmépevalg (“procession”’),16 the same clear distinction
that can be found also in the Syllogismi where he distinguishes between &xmé-
PEVTLS, ATOTTOAY, HeTAdoats, Eupuanatg;27 while in order to explain lo. 16: 15 he
goes back to a widely quoted passage from Photios’ Mystagogia, in which the
Patriarch explains that there is a difference between saying “it is from me that

124 See for a compelling overview of the Latin side, G. d'Onofrio, “Quando la metafisica torno
in Occidente. Ugo Eteriano e la nascita della theologia’, in Aquinas, 55.1-2(2012), pp. 67—
106.

125 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 29, . 29—30: 6 Tp@Tog v %ol uévos xabnyntig
ol S1ddawaog, 6 abtds xal Oeds xai tig Beodoylog EEnynTis, dvaryyehel TadTa.

126 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 16.

127 See below section 4. Refutationes theologicae-Syllogismi, at pp. 320-334.
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he will receive” and “it is from mine that he will receive”, because in saying “from
mine” Christ intends “from my Father and not from me."28

The third reply is to the objections based on the passage of Io. 20: 22: “And
with that he breathed on them and said, ‘Receive the Holy Spirit.” Nicholas
recalls some of the themes he used in the Ad magnum Domesticum in relation
to the fact that the term, “spirit”, can be used in different ways: to talk about God
and the Holy Spirit, but also to talk about angelic spirits, or about the spirit “of
slavery” and the spirit “of adoption” (Rom. 8:15),12 etc.

It is also worthy of attention to note here how deeply Nicholas is engaged in
tracing the limits of the usage of a word or, as in this case, in recognising the
polysemantic value of a noun like “spirit”:

TG AV AT TUTTEIANG TO Bvopa elg €v anuawéuevov; Ei & dvdryny mov-
anpovtov oporoyely Todto xabd xal dédettal, mpoanxol dv TG vouveyel Tig
dAnPeiag eEetaoth, u amAds oltw xal ddloncpitrg Endéxedat Ty Quviy, @
&v ToUTw aypaivovaay Tavtoyod T6 CuRTANewTIXdV THS Tetddos Ivedpar 4G
SlaotéMewy, od pév todto, 00 8¢ éxelvo anpaivetar e ) T@ dMNVEM@!30 Thig
&xdoyfig elg dromiag dmoxpnuvilyrar Bapabpa.t3t

How could you reduce the name <of the Spirit) to mean one thing? If it
is necessary to recognize this (name) as having many meanings as it has
been demonstrated, it would be convenient for the intelligent inquirer
of truth not to accept the expression so simply and indiscriminately as if
(this expression) in this way meant everywhere one, [i.e.] the Spirit who
is an essential part of the Triad, but to distinguish where this means this
and where that, so that he is not plunged into abysses of senselessness by
confusing the interpretation.

A fourth solution answers to a hypothetical question, which is typical of the
anti-Latin writings, on what can be considered dtomov—which can be trans-
lated both with a theological sense, as “wicked/outrageous”, and with a more
philosophical meaning, as “paradoxical/absurd”—in stating that the Spirit pro-
ceeds from the Father and the Son.!32 Nicholas lists seven reasons why the

128  cf. Photios, De Spiritus Sancti mystagogia, §22—23 in PG 102, col. 301-303; Nicholas of
Methone, Refutationes theologicae, § 41, pp. 374—375.

129 Nicholas of Methone, Ad magnum domesticum, p. 213, 1. 1-2.

130 T &My dM\w in the printed text.

131 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 19, 1. 22-p. 20, 1. 2.

132 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 24, 1. 30.
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Filioque is dtomov, and almost all of them refer to the fact that it does not respect
the tradition and the teaching of the Scriptures and the Fathers and introduces
“a new addition” (¥) véa mpoafiin) to the Creed.

The fifth question-and-answer cluster is dedicated to the passages in which
the Spirit is called the “Spirit of Christ” (Rom. 8: 9); “the breath of his mouth”
(2Thess. 2: 8); and “Spirit of truth” (Io. 15: 26). Nicholas uses a traditional
reply: “procession” is not connected to “possession’, otherwise God, who is
called the “God of Abraham [and] of Isaac’13® should come from the Patri-
archs.

"Eyo 82 Srapopay olda tod elvarl Tt T008€, xarl ToD éx T008e: T8 név yap oixeiwaty
o BovAeaBat vAol, T6 3¢ dvapopdy TTpdg TO alTiov. 134

I know, instead, that there is a difference between being “of something”
and “from something”: the first case shows a certain appropriation, the
second case a reference to the cause.

In this reply we also find a clear explanation of what Nicholas intends for mp¢-
odol, and why in his Refutatio Procli he tries so insistently to refute the Philo-
sopher’s position:

[...] €l ye uanalv dporoyntéov Nl elvar Tod [vedpatog Ty Exmdpeuaty: Tov-
téoTw ¢ adTig Th Umeppuols pUEws Tod E 0b dmolow xal Ty yévwnow Tod
Yiod, tva xal T TpdTY v Slapépwaty dMNAwY al Ttpéodor.135

[...] if we must acknowledge the natural procession of the Spirit, that is
to say from the very supernatural nature of the one from whom is also
the generation of the Son, so that the “emanations” differ from each other
only in the manner.

The sixth and last exegetical passage is dedicated to Io. 10: 30: “I and the Father
are one.” Again, here we find the attempt to offer a very literal interpretation
of the Gospel passage: Christ did not say, “I and the Father ‘am’ one”, but “T and
the Father ‘are’ one” because he wanted to signify the distinction between the
persons:

133 E.g, Gen.28:13.
134 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 27, 1. 5-7.
135 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 28, 1. 3—7.
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[...] ox elmev Eyw xai 6 Hatip &v eipi, o xotd mévro pnoys 6 v G
&v puév elmav, Edeike Tv uiav odoiav: éouéy 3¢ ol eimdy, Edwxe xal Ty TAV
mpoownwy dlaipeaty.136

Having concluded the exegesis of the traditional quotations from the Gospel,
attributed by the Greek polemical literature on the Filioque to the Latins, Nich-
olas, starting with Paul, retraces the teachings about the Spirit and his proces-
sion from the Father that can be found in the New Testament, and concludes
with an outline of the decisions of the first four ecumenical councils (Nicaea
in 325, Constantinople in 381, Ephesus in 431, and Chalcedon in 451).137

4 Refutationes theologicae—Syllogismi'38

The Refutationes theologicae, Kepadatwdeis édeyyor, which will be called Syllo-
gismi to avoid any confusion with the Refutatio Procli, contain a collection
of short refutations of the new Latin dogma of the Filioque, in the form of
“syllogisms™39 and summarize the main faults of Latin pneumatology, already
presented in the other writings. The text was published for the first time by
Demetrakopoulos!*? and divided into 47 sections. In this case as well, we can-
not completely rely on the printed text, unfortunately, and need a proper crit-
ical edition in order to draw well-grounded conclusions, however, it is possible
to obtain a general understanding of Nicholas’ way of refuting the procession
of the Holy Spirit from the Son. This section presents only selected passages
from those which could enrich the analysis of Nicholas’ philosophical back-
ground.

136 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, p. 28, 1. 24—26.

137 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos, pp. 31—-36.

138 The Greek title is: Tod adtod NucoAdov emtoxdmov Mebwwyg xeparatwdetg ENeyyot Tod mopd
Aativorg xarvopavods 3éypatos, Tod 8t 6 Tvedua 6 dytov éx tod Matpdg xat Tod Yiod éxo-
peveETaL

139 Other contemporary authors use this kind of collections of syllogisms, see e.g. Andronikos
Kamateros, Sacrum Armamentarium (RAP G11349), p. 219, titulus, ed. A. Bucossi (Turnhout:
Brepols, 2014).

140 The text is published by Demetrakopoulos under its original title, however, on the basis
of the title used by the 726, many publications refer to it as Oratio 7, which of course is
not an appropriate title; the title from the manuscript tradition is Tod adtod NixoAdov émi-
axdmov MebBuvng xeparatwdelg Eeyyot Tod mapd Aativolg xawopavods 3oypatos, Tod dtt 16
TIvedpa 1o drytov éx tod Hatpdg xat Tod Yiod éxmopevetar. Now in the edition prepared by
N.C. Benvenuto; see above, note 9, p. 292.
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In this writing, as in the others presented above, one of the major concerns
of Nicholas is how to explain the relationship between God as monad and God
as Trinity. This is a “hot topic”, very well documented throughout the Refuta-
tio Procli, starting from its very proem,'*! but we also see the issue here in the
beginning of the Syllogismi where in a very short preface the Bishop of Methone
summarizes his point of view. This is a rather conventional opening for a text
dedicated to the Filioque: indeed, the theologians feel the urge to start from a
common foundation that can be shared by Greeks and Latins; however, they
do not usually refer to the difference between povdg and tpidg but rather to that
between obcla and Umdotactc, while Nicholas insists on the fact that the God-
head is monad and triad:

‘QuordymTat, 6Tt xal ) Ay 8edTyg novdg EaTt xal TPIAG XATA TO XOWOV THS
ovalag, xal TPIAG 1) A0TY) XATA TAG VTOTTATELS, Xl EXATTY TRV VTOTTATEWY
uovdg ot xal Ev xotd T oixelov iSlwpa, 8 T@VY Aotmdv dTogTdoewy dlaxpive-
Tal.

It is confessed both that the entire Divinity is monad and that is triad
according to what is common to the substance, and is triad according to
the hypostases, and each one of the hypostases is monad and one accord-
ing to its proper distinctive feature, which distinguishes it from the other
hypostases.!42

In Refutatio Procli Nicholas expresses the same point in various passages, e.g.,

Tprag odv iy 1) BedTNg SpohoyelTat xal 1) adTy) povds xal T6 £v xal oUTe T TPLdg
ebva dpvelta o elvar 0 &v olite 6 elvar T6 Ev dpveltan 6 elvan TpLdg, dAN €€
Exatépouv udMhov Exdrepov odoa Befatodrarl43

We confess therefore that the Divinity is a triad and that the same is a
monad and the One; its being three does not deny its being the One, nor
does its being the One deny its being three, but rather from both it is con-
firmed to be both.144

141 E. g Nicholas of Methone, Refutatio Procli, p. 4,1.19-5, l. 15, proem.

142 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, p. 359, 1. 1-p. 360, . 3.

143 Nicholas of Methone, Refutatio Procli, p. 4,1. 285, 1. 3, proem.

144 Engl. tr. from Robinson, Nicholas of Methone’s Refutation of Proclus, p. 85.
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Even more notable is the first passage §1 in which Nicholas states that to say
the Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son would imply that one comes
from two, that the Spirit would have two principles, as the Father and the Son
are two and not one,

Ei 10 Ivedua éx tod Matpég xat tod Yiod éxmopevetat, el dv 6 &v €x t@v Jbo
ol 0o dpyat oD €vég: Ev yap T Ivedua td dytov, domep xal 6 Motip elg xai 6
Yids elg. Motip 8¢ warl Yidg ol elg, dMa 8do, el xai ) pvoet &v- dM\og yap xal
8o, el xal uy) G0 xal dAA0.145

If the Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, he would be the one
[coming] from two and there would be two principles of the one; for
indeed the Holy Spirit is one, as also the Father is one and the Son is one.
Father and Son are not one, but two, although they are one according to
nature; two persons indeed but not two things.

Then he adds,

Kai éntl T®v vty mdvtwy ol Adyot mpoeiaw €v Té Oed), xdxeidev eig Td Svta
Stavépovtar el 8v xai ndoa 1) &v Tols 0dat Bewpovpévy povds éx duddog, xal
1) dudg apy) Tig movadog, mep dTomov xal Tf) xowy) évavtiov €vvoia, xad’ v To
gv mavteg xal ™V povada duddog Te xal TavTog TpoTdTToua dptBuod, g dpa
T povadog dpxiis olamng Suddog Te xal TavTog dptbuod. 46

And because the reasons of all beings pre-exist in God, and from there
are distributed to the beings, the entire monad would be contemplated
in beings from a dyad, and the dyad would be the origin of the monad, a
thing that is absurd and contrary to common understanding, according
to which everybody places the one and the monad before the dyad and
before every number, because the monad is principle of the dyad and of
every number.

In §2 and §3 he insists on the fact that the double procession would imply
double causes, that one of the two principles would be imperfect and that noth-
ing perfect can have an imperfect cause and at the same time that the dyarchy
would banish the monarchy from the one Divinity.147

145 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, §1, p. 360, 1. 8-13.

146 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, §1, p. 360, 1. 13-19.

147 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, § 2, p. 360, 1. 29—31: I1&¢ Ydip 76 £ dteddy;
00dEv yap TéAetov 2§ dTeAdv: xal dpo 1y Suapy i T povarpyiaw dmd Ti puds Eopilet febmos.
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The third section is more specifically devoted to the idea of God’s perfection:
if the procession from the Father is and must be perfect, then the addition of a
procession from the Son is superfluous.

El teheio ) &x 100 [Tortpog éxmdpevatg tod drylov ITvedpartog (tedeia d¢, 8Tt Oedg
TéAELog €x Oeod teheiov oD Matpds To TTvedpar), Ti Smote guvteel Tpdg Tad-
™V 1) éx 00 Yiod; Ei pév ydp xai adty ouvelopépet T1, o0 teAeia exelvy [ ...].148

If the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father is perfect—perfect
indeed because the Spirit is perfect God who comes from a perfect God
who is the Father—what then does the {procession) “from the Son” con-
tribute to this? If, in fact, also this [i.e. the procession from the Son] fur-
nishes something, then that one [i.e. the procession from the Father] is
not perfect [...].

The following sections (§§ 4-5-6-7) present some well-known refutations: if
there is only one procession from the Father and the Son, it means that they
share the same common characteristic, but this is impossible because in the
Trinity a feature is either common to the three persons or is proper to one hypo-
stasis: what is proper is not common, and what is common is not proper. If the
Father and the Son share one property it means that either the Spirit is inferior
to them, or he must share a property with the Father, that of generating the
Son, which is of course an absurd consequence.

Section § 8 is dedicated to one of the crucial issues that potentially link the
Latin heresy and the philosophical threat: the proliferation of persons in the
Trinity, i.e., a new form of polytheism. Following the previous reasoning that
leads Nicholas to say that the Spirit should also be cause of the Son, here he
argues that even if we allow that the Son cannot be from the Spirit, however,
in order to safeguard the equality in honour and power, the Latins must tol-
erate the Spirit’s emanating something else, which must be equal in nature
and power to the Spirit who emanates it and to those from whom the Spirit
is brought forth (mwpodyw—not by chance the verb we have already discussed
in the Adversus Latinos),*° but these reasonings would lead to a proliferation
of persons in the Trinity and even overtake Hellenic polytheism.!5°

148 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, § 3, p. 361, 1. 1-6.

149 See above p. 310.

150 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, § 8, pp. 363—364: "H el ) Tov Y16v, GAN ETepdv
Tt Sotéov &x Tod Ivedparros 1 yevwdoBot 1) exmopedeadat, g &x Tod ITotpdg Exelvwy éxdtepoy, vt
xal iodTina Tdxo xal ioodtvapa puAay8i, dpopués &v ein xal iooStvapov xat d €x tod Ivedpa-
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Although sections § 9 and §10 discuss the famous passage of Io. 14: 28, “The
Father is greater than I"—which in 1166 triggered a fierce debate that opposed
Latin and Greek interpretations of the verse of the Gospel of John—it is not
possible to ascertain whether Nicholas is somehow referring to contemporary
events and debates, since the passage is widely discussed in almost all anti-
Latin texts.!5!

Section §11 again deals with the statement that nothing personal can be
shared in the Trinity. In this case, if the Father were to share the procession
of the Spirit with the other two persons, the Spirit would proceed from him-
self, being both cause of himself and caused—a thing, says Nicholas, that not
even the tales of the Hellenes imagined.!52

Sections §§12—25 allow Nicholas to go back to his main concern (the monad,
the dyad, the triad) and try to entangle the Latin heresy by making ample use of
Aristotle. Section §12 in particular includes a passage that, in slightly changed
form, appears also in the Memoriae, and that is worth mentioning again as a
bridge between philosophy and theology:

El ) pévov 6 Tlatip Tarthp, xad pévov 6 Yios Yibe, xal &5 Evdg udvou tod Iatpdg
8 T Y1og xat T6 TTvedua t0 dytov, dMa ddo Iartip xai Yiog ta tod £vdg Ivedpa-
Tog altia, 1) Sudg dpa xal THS povadog TpoTETaxTaL xal UTTEpdvw TiG Movadinig
Tp1830g PEPYE, xaiTor xdTw Tou Tarpd TRV E&w copdv 1) Suaducy) ahvleats TH)

UAn mpoogppurtat 1) yap tot xal’ Nag dvew mapd ThHS Evapyxiis povados év
) Tpadt cuvexpwnleion Suds, Ewg olmw ThS Tyaiog povados xexwploTal,

oG TTpocySuEvoY TG T TpodyovTt xai Tolg €& hv Todto mpofjan odx ETL dpa TPIAS, AN TETPAS
gatat 0 TpeafBevdpevo, udMov 3¢ el dmelpov al UoaTdaelg olTw Ye TpoYwEHToVay, del THS
TPOAYOMEWY)S Tf) Tpoaryolay) TS avThg olang eUTewS xal Suvapews, tvar xal TV ENAVIXNY TToAL-
Bty of Ta Totadter SoEdovtes mopedowaty.

151 For general introductions, see: P. Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel 1 Komnenos, 1143-1180
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993); M. Angold, Church and Society in Byz-
antium under the Comneni, 1081-1261 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995). For
most recent studies, see: P. Podolak, A. Zago, “Ugo Eteriano e la controversia cristolo-
gica del 1166: edizione dell'opuscolo De minoritate. Appendice: edizione della lettera ad
Alessio”, in Revue des études byzantines 74/1(2016), pp. 77-170; P. Podolak, “Il dossier latino
sul concilio del 1166: Pater maior me est’, in S. Cosentino, M.E. Pomero, G. Vespignani
(eds), Dialoghi con Bisanzio: spazi di discussione, percorsi di ricerca. Atti dell'viir Con-
gresso Nazionale dellAssociazione Italiana di Studi Bizantini (Ravenna, 22—25 settembre
2015) (Spoleto: CIsAM, 2019), pp. 789-804.

152 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, §11, p. 364, 1. 31-p. 365, 1. 5: H totvov t0d
Tvedporrog TpoPoAN &l pév xown T@v Tptdv elvat Sobely, el dv xal adtod tod Ivedpatog, xal 5
adTod dpa éxmopevbnaetarn o TTvedpa xal dpy) xat aitiov Eotatl avTo £avtod, xal aliTiov dua xal
aitiotdy, dmep o0’ of @V EXMWvwy dvemidoavto pdlot.
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o08éme Suds, dANY) povars xupiwg xpartel, St 8 xal Tpidg xart elvart xat voeioha
xail Aéyeafor.153

If [it is] not [the case that] only the Father is Father, and only the Son is
Son, and only from one Father are both the Son and the Holy Spirit, but
rather [that] two—Father and Son—are the causes of one Spirit, then the
dyad would stand before the monad and mount above the monadic Triad,
and indeed down here (= in creation) somehow the dyadic composition
is assigned to matter by the “Hellenic philosopher”; indeed—let me tell
you—according to us up there (= the divine realm) the dyad which is pro-
nounced together in the Triad by the monad which is principle of unity,
so long as it is not yet separated from the primal-source monad, it {is)
never yet at any time dyad, but a monad legitimately rules and, because
of this, also Triad both is, is perceived, and is called such.

Section §13 insists on the fact that two principles in the Trinity are incon-
ceivable. Sections §14 and §15 implicitly discuss a reference to the Scriptural
passage, “the Father is greater than I” (Io. 14: 28).15* Nicholas concludes from
this that the Son clearly cannot be a cause of the Spirit for the following reas-
ons: the Father is cause of those hypostases who are from him, and therefore is
greater than them by reason of hypostasis (t& Adyw t¥j¢ Omogtdews) and not by
reason of nature (t¢ Aéyw This Ooews); since the nature is shared by the three
persons, and since the Son is not the same hypostasis as the Father and cannot
cause anything by reason of nature, otherwise he would be greater than the
Spirit (as the Pneumatomachoi say), it clear that the Son cannot be cause of
the Spirit.1>> Moreover, at §15 he adds that even if the Son were to be a cause
of the Spirit by reason of hypostasis, he would be part of the hypostasis of the
Father, and therefore he would complete him, since the Father would in that
case be in need of fulfilment, which is clearly an absurd consequence.

Section §16 goes back again to discuss monad, dyad and triad, adding con-
voluted explanations of the relationship between the three concepts.

153 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, §12, p. 365. Compare the bolded section
with Memoriae in Niketas Stethatos, Contra Latinos, p. 376, L. 21-p. 377, 1. 4: xdtw mpocpintov
™V Svaducy chvleaty Tf) TA. 1) yap dvew Ttapd g dipxixiis movados &v Tf) Tprddt ouvexpavbeioa
Sudg, Ewg olmw Thg rovddog xexwptaTal, ouSEmm Sudg: GAN 1) povds Te xupiwg kol TPLAS XPATED
ol etvor ol voelabaut xal Aéyeabout 6 uév tf) pvoet, T 3¢ T dpOud.

154 See above sections § 9-10, n. 151—p. 324.

155 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, §14, p. 366.
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[...] 008apod Sudg T uid fedmtt mapaledyvutar oddeis &v Tff Tpiddt suvdua-
aOg" 00 META TNV povada Suds, elTe xal Tpidg, tva xal Suada po Tiig movadog 7
ol TPLadog vorow, GANG povag pev v) Ttyyado T@v &§ adtig Sbo novddwy attia:
@Bavel 3¢ tadTag Equti) Evodoar xal pd Suddog Vooupéwy) TPLAS, xarl dpa EVI UEV
puTl meplaotpdmrovoa xal Tptat [ ...].156

[...] in no case does the dyad join the one Divinity: there is no combin-
ation in the Triad, and it is not the case that after the monad there is a
dyad and afterward there is a triad, so that I must know a dyad before the
monad or the triad, but the monad is the fontal cause of the two mon-
ads that come from it; and she anticipates them, uniting them in herself
and the Triad is thus known before the dyad and brightly shines, together,
with one and three lights [...].

But the most intriguing passage is the following:

[...] o0xétt povag povddwy aitia mpiv Suacdijvar Tploooupévy, xal TpLag TV
Sudda mpopbdvovaa, e 18y ToUTw T6 Ueppuis adths Topadel&y: AN uovag
pev Suddog, adbi 8¢ dudg uovddog aitia, xal dudg TpPd TpLEdog Vooupé), xal
Gp1Opdg GANOG D TOUATG dvapavopevog UTepPaivwy TV Tptdda xad eig dmel-
pov mpofaivwy, xal ta droma dmelpo.t5?

[if the Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, then] ... monad is
no longer cause of monads, being tripled before being doubled, with
triad anticipating the dyad, so that in this too it would demonstrate its
supernatural [character], but monad is cause of dyad, and again dyad is
cause of monad, and dyad is conceived before triad, and spontaneously
another number appears that surpasses the triad and advances towards
infinity and infinite absurdities.

The tortuous expression, oOx£TL povag movadwv aitia mplv Suaadijval Tplagovpéwy,
although remaining somewhat obscure, seems to have received the attention
of at least one admirer, Joseph Bryennios (born ca. 1350, died before 1438, prob-
ably 1430/1), who created his treatises by assembling passages from numerous
twelfth-century authors,>® and quoted this passage twice verbatim.15°

156
157
158
159

Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, §16, p. 367, 1. 2-8.

Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, §16, p. 367, 1. 25—p. 368, 1. 2.

See Niketas of Thessalonica, Dialogi, ed. Bucossi, D’Amelia, p. 273—274.

Joseph Bryennius, Oratio 1, 1. 250; Oratio 21, 1. 38, ed. E. Boulgares, Twan¢ povayod tod Bpv-
evviov T& edpebévta (Leipzig, 1768; repr. 1991), vol. 1.
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Sections §§17—24 implicitly discuss the famous passage from Io. 16: 15, “All
that belongs to the Father is mine”, and its exegesis is based again on the fact
that the Son cannot have the same personal properties of the Father.16? Nich-
olas uses a very common set of refutations: the Spirit would send forth a fourth
person from himself, such that “the Spirit, as being from two causes, would not
be simple: the Father, uncaused cause, and the Son both caused and cause”;!6!
the Spirit would be son of the Son and nephew of the Father; the Spirit would
have an intermediary in his procession from the Father (008" &v dpéows);162 the
procession and the generation must occur simultaneously (dua).163

Although Nicholas employs Aristotle and refers to his logic quite often in
order to construct his confutation of the Latin Filioque, and although many
other theologians refer (even if they do not mention him by name) to Aris-
totelian logic,'5* sections §§ 24—28 are quite original in the panorama of anti-
Latin polemicists. To be more accurate, one should say that Nicholas in these
passages seems to be using more Porphyry, or other Aristotelian commentat-
ors (e.g. David the Conqueror, Pseudo-Elias/Pseudo-David),'65 than Aristotle
himself, when he discusses the fact that a characteristic proper to the Father
cannot be shared by the Son, by using a parallel with the property of the “abil-
ity to laugh” that belongs to human beings:166

§ 24 [1av 1816 Tvog drr’ éxelvou puetadauBovépevov, ob mep &v 1Stov 3, xal xad’
ETEPWY TVAV 800 Aeyduevov, el uév xat’ dpgolv émiong dAndedetal, Opopui: &l
8¢ wartd ToD £vdg, ToD ETépou 8¢ W), Etepogui] Té Sbo Tadta Sebivuaty Svtar olov
@épe eimelv. To yeAaatindv 1Btov &v Tod xatd Tov dvBpwmov eldoug, 4o TolTou

160  Cf.Io15:13-15: dtav d¢ €Oy xetvog, T6 Tvedua s dAnbelag, 63y oet Opds év T dAnbeia oy
oV ydip AoANgeL G’ Eavtod, GAN’ Soa dxovaeL AdANTEL, xal TA Ep)OpEVa dvaryyeAET Duiv. éxelvog
&ué dokdoet, 81t éx oD Epod Mppetan xal dvoryyehel Oulv. mavta Eoa Exet & ot Epd dotiv: il
10070 €lmov 81t &x ToD €pod AapBdver xarl dvoryyeAel Huiv.

161 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, § 20, p. 368: x'. I1dg 8¢ xai dmAodv 6 u &§
V4, AN’ éx 3vo, Tod pev dvartiov attiov, Tod 3¢ aitiorrod xal aitiov;

162 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, § 22, p. 369. Interesting to note that, most
probably during the first half of the twelfth century, Niketas of Thessalonica writes six dia-
logues to explain the role of the Son as intermediary in the procession of the Holy Spirit,
see especially Niketas of Thessalonica, Dialogus 11, ed. Bucossi, D'’Amelia.

163  Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, § 23, p. 369.

164  See again especially Niketas of Thessalonica, Dialogus 11, ed. Bucossi, D’Amelia.

165 Cf. for a recently updated general introduction R. Sorabji (ed.), Aristotle Transformed: The
Ancient Commentators and Their Influence (London / New York: Bloomsbury, 20162).

166  Aristotle, De partibus animalium, 673a, 1. 8, xai T pévov yerdv tév {pwv dvbpwmov. On the
Aristotelian origin of the example, see ]J. Barnes (ed.), Porphyry’s Introduction (Oxford /
New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), p. 208—209 and footnotes.
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31 petahopBavdpevoy Aeyéohn mp@Tov xatd Twy Vo xal dAndevétw, olov
Zwxpdtoug xal ITAdTwvog YEAATTINGY Yap ExdTEPOV TOUTWY" 0UXODV xat Opto-
@uels Zwxpatyg xal [TAdTwv. Aeyéabw maAwy xal xad’ ETépwv 0o, xal xoTd uév
10D €vdg dAnBevétw, xatd 8¢ Tod ETépou uétt olov xatd Tod Twxpdtovg xol
XOTAL THS YEYPOUUEWYS ENEVOG adTOD" O eV Yap BawxpdTng SVTwg YEAATTINGY, 1]
3¢ elxav atod odxéTl ETepogul] dpa Ta 0o Tadta Zwipdtyg xal elxdv adtod.

Korra 8) tév adtév Adyov emetd) td mpodryety 1o Tvedpa €& Eovtod idtov Eoti
100 Totpés, Todto & drrd Tod Mortpdg petoauPavéuevoy xai xotd tod Yiod
Aeybuevov xal tod ITvedpartog, xatd uév tod Yiod dAndevel, wg T wovovis?
3oypa enat, xatd 3¢ tod TTveduartog odxéTt: 003E yap adTO £quTd TTPOPAMEL
€Tepoui] dpa ta 0o Tadta, 6 Yiog xal 6 Ivedua. Ei 3¢ tadta opogui, 1) xat’
Qupoly dAnfevétw T& TpoBdMety T ITvedpa ¢& adtdv, # el piy xord tod €vég,
003¢ xatd Tod Aotmod dAnBedet.

When whatever characteristic property of some given thing is conveyed
far from that thing, of which it should be a characteristic property, and
is said in relation to other two, if in equal terms it is truly predicated in
relation to both, (they are) of the same nature; if instead it {is said) in
relation to the one, and not to the other, these entities prove to be of a
distinct nature; let us say an example. The ability to laugh, being a charac-
teristic property of the species of human beings, conveyed far from this,
must then be said primarily in relation to the other two [entities] and
truly predicated, as for instance Socrates and Plato: each of them is, in fact,
able to laugh; therefore Socrates and Plato are also of the same nature.
And again, (the ability to laugh) must also be said in relation to other
two, and now must be truly predicated in relation to one, and now not in
relation to the other: as for instance in relation to Socrates and the depic-
ted portrait of him: Socrates, verily, is able to laugh while his portrait is
not; therefore, these two things—Socrates and his portrait—are of a dis-
tinct nature.

Then, according to this same reasoning, since it is a characteristic prop-
erty of the Father to bring forward the Spirit by himself, if this is con-
veyed far from the Father and said in relation to the Son and the Spirit, in
relation to the Son it is truly predicated, as the new dogma [i.e. the Lat-
ins’ Filioque teaching] says, but in relation to the Spirit it is not: indeed
he does not bring himself forward; therefore the two—the Son and the
Spirit—are of distinct nature. But if these are of the same nature, either

ooy in the printed edition.
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the bringing forward of the Spirit from them is truly predicated in relation
to both, or if it is not true in relation to one, it is not true also in relation
to the other.

Sections §§ 25—26 concentrate on the fact that what is common (xowév) can-
not be a characteristic property (13tov) and vice versa. Section § 27 goes back to

the 16 yehaotedy, “to be able to laugh’, but in this case Nicolas also opens the

section by quoting an uncommon passage from Photios’ Mystagogy:168

168

0032v 181év Tvog UmooTdoews éTépa Ymoatdaet épapudlety Shvartat: GAN Emet-
Sav 18tév Tt amd Tod mpditeg EEISIwoapévon HETOAXUBAVOMEVOY XATH TIVOS
UooTdoEwWS TpaYMATIXAS BANBedel, éxelve TO mpwTwg adTé EEdlwadpevoy
elg Adyov dvdryetan pioewg: olov T Yehaotidv mpditos Eidtodtat 6 xabbéhov
Aeyopevog dvBpwog, o & TodTou peTaAap Bavopevoy dANBEDEL TPy RATIXGG
OO TIAVTWY TAV XATA MEPOS AvBpwTwy: dAN' 6 xafdAov dvBpwTog, 6 TP@TOg
T yehaotiedy EEdwadpeves, oby UmooTdoews AN pUoEWS EoTtv Svopa. Ei
Tolvuy xai T Tpodyew T Mvedua mpdtog uév é&dtodran 6 Moy, €5 adtod ¢
petodapPdvet Tobto xat 6 Yidg, dmdataats &v, dxdrovBov dv el xal Tov Iatépa
Aéyew wi) elvon dmdatacty, GG puaty: €l 8¢ todto, und’ elvar Shwg Toatépa.

No characteristic property of a hypostasis can apply to another hypo-
stasis, but whenever what is a characteristic property—being conveyed
far from “the one to which it is primarily peculiar"—is truly predicated in
reality in relation to another hypostasis, that one “to which it is primar-
ily peculiar” itself is brought up to a dimension of nature. The ability to
laugh, for example, is primarily peculiar to what we call man in general
and then, if it is conveyed far from this, is truly predicated successively
in relation to all men. But man in general—the first to whom the “ability
to laugh” is peculiar to—is the name of a nature and not of a hypostasis.
If, therefore, on the one hand the Father first has as his peculiar property
also to emanate the Spirit, but on the other hand from him also the Son

Cf. Photios, De Spiritus Sancti mystagogia, §19 in PG 102, col. 297, (18") Ka@éAov 3¢ ént mav-
TV TAV xuplwg iBiwv, émetd’ &v Tt TohTwY xoTd TVog TTparyHATIXAS UToaTdoEng &7rd To0 TTpwTwg
EEduwoapévon petadapBovépevov dhndedol, el xal i) 6 dkiwua Ths dvTioTpogis T cuvETd-
Yorto, éxelvo 81) T Tapéxov ETépe UETEXEW ToD IStwpartos i Adyov Sp@ueY dvarydpevoy pUoEWS.
El odv 8mep Av tov &’ dpxiis éyvaapévoy tod Matpds, Tobto Sidwatv v TéApa mapelvat xal 6
Yi®, cuvopdtw xal dixovoa, mpé olov adThg TéNOg xaTaoTpépet T BoaTuyés dxdovbov & dpa,
g Eotxev, fiv tolg Epaotais Tod Peddous, xard @V Idiwpdtwy Epdmal éxpeunvdat, Tod Motpds
ol a0 TYY YE TOVTEAQS THV DTdaTaaty eig phaty dvaidaat xal 6 aliTiov SAwg meptelety Tév Beap-
XGV V0T TATEWY.



330 BUCOSSI

partakes of this, being a hypostasis, it would be consequent to say also
that the Father is not a hypostasis, but a nature, and if this is so, he would
not be Father at all.

Section § 28 still remains in a strictly logical context:

"Ett 6 Ivedua 7 Toov elvon dvdyxen 1) petlov 1) Eharrtov 100 Yiod: dMN Toov pév
olx Qv €l T8 €x 800, &g paat, Té € Evég: v yaip Av xal ardTd €& £vog 1) xdeelvog éx
3o Aotmov 3¢ 1) ueilov Eata, Smep 00els mote TAVY xartd Tod Yiod AvtnodvTwy
elmelv etéApnaey, 1) Elattov, xal mdA dvalf) Maxedsviog.

The Spirit must be either equal to, greater than, or inferior to the Son, but
what is from two, as they (the Latins) say, would not be equal to what is
from one: indeed it would also be from one or that would also be from
two, so it will be either greater, a thing that no one of those who raged
against the Son has ever dared to say, or lesser, and again Macedonius
revives.169

Sections §§ 29—-30 are dedicated to the exegesis of lo. 15: 26 and lo. 20: 22, while
from § 31 onward we have various sections dedicated to the proper lexicon that
should be used to discuss the procession: § 31 (éxmépevatg, dmoaTOAY, HETAIOTIG,
Eueuanaig); §8§32—33 (xopnyelobat o Ivedpa xal T0 éxmopedeabar); § 34 (wépume-
oBat and éxmopedeabar); § 35 dmoaTo) xai éxmdpevats, and the ministering spirits
(xal v A €ig Stoncovioy ATOTTEMSUEVA AELTOVPYIHA TTVEDUATA).

Sections §§36—38 recall the themes that Nicholas treated in the Ad mag-
num domesticum, which go back to the treatise’s main question: is Pentecost the
essential manifestation of the Holy Spirit? The Bishop of Methone concludes
that there must be a difference between éugianaig xai éxmépevals, between
Euguamua xal mvedpa: in one case we must understand a manifestation in time,
an economic operation, while in the other case we must understand the eternal
existence of the Spirit and his tpémog ths dmapEéws (mode of subsistence).

More interesting and original in the panorama of gth—12th-century writings
on the procession of the Holy Spirit is section § 39,7 where Nicholas explains

169 Nicholas is referring to the Arian heresy (“those who raged against the Son”) and to the
bishop Macedonius, believed to be the heresiarch of the heresy of the Pneumatomachoi,
i.e. the heretics that denied the divinity of the Holy Spirit during the 4th century.

170 Later authors will use the xown eddoxia in this context; e.g. Joseph Bryennius, Oratio
18, 1. 348—352, but also Gennadios Scholarios (referring to Gregory of Nazianzus) in his
Tractatus de Processu spiritus sancti II, p. 327, l. 5-12 and in his Responsio ad syllogismos
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the difference between v éxmépevav xal ™y éxmopmyy (“sending forth”) and
quotes lo. 15: 26:

[...] T@ uév ydp, “Otav A3y, einelv 1o adteEodatov EdWAwoe Tod ITvedpartog xal
T6 adtoxivytov: ¢ O¢ einely, ITduyw Juiv mapa tol ITatpds, TV TE TovToRoL-
Ao i Eng Tptdog xal 6 &v xal xovdy €deke OéAnuar xdvtadba yap Ty
evdoxiov adtod e xal Tod Matpds dmoatodv elvart vopatéoy, wg &v &l elney,
8t ghedoetal xorta ko eboxiav xal BéAnatv adtod te xal Tod Tlatpdg xal
6uod xal duar §8ev xat 1) Tpdodog adtod maplatd [...J.171

[...] by saying “when he comes”, [Christ] made clear the Spirit’s free will
and “free movement’, but by saying “I will send [him to] you from the
Father”, he showed the identity of the will of the entire Triad and the one,
shared desire: from there indeed it must be understood that his good will
and that of the Father are the sending forth, as he said that {the Spirit)
will come according to a common good-will, [according to] his and the
Father’s intention, together and simultaneously, from which his emana-
tion also occurs [ ...].

Again Nicholas insists on a clear differentiation of terms and here, quite origin-
ally, introduces in the “sending forth of the Spirit” the idea that there is a com-
mon action that shows “the identity of will and the one and common desire”,72
an insistence on a link among the persons that is not usually highlighted and
that could have opened a way to reconcile with the Latin opponents, if it had
been pursued further.

Nicholas moves to section § 40, where he links § 39 with § 40 by reference to
the idea of movement, or better, of the two movements (procession and gen-
eration) and quotes the famous passage from Gregory of Nazianzus’ Oratio 29,
which Nicholas repeatedly uses both in his writings on the Filioque and in the
Refutatio Procli: “the monad in the beginning is moved to a dyad until it rests in
the Triad."73

Marci Ephesi de processu spiritus sancti p. 515, 1. 13—32, both edited in (Euvres complétes,
vol. 23, ed. M. Jugie, L. Petit, X.A. Siderides (Paris: Maison de la bonne presse, 1929-1930).

171 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, § 39, p. 374, 1. 4-11.

172 This concept also shows up in Nicholas of Methone, Refutatio Procli, § 76, p. 79, 1. 10-20,
where Nicholas links God’s causality to one common will between the three Trinitarian
persons in strict opposition to Proclus’ causation by being alone (ad0t@ t@ elvat). I am
grateful to Jonathan Greig for pointing out this passage to me. See J. Greig, “Nicholas of
Methone on Divine Ideas: Between Proclus and the Early Byzantines” in this same volume
at pp. 201-232.

173  Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 29, § 2, p.180, 1. 13-14.
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Sections §§ 41-42 are dedicated to the Photian exegesis of Io. 16: 14: “He will
glorify me because it is from me that he will receive what he will make known to
you.” But again, Nicholas finds his “original” way to discuss it, concentrating on
the vocabulary of the intra-Trinitarian relationship and the difference between
Mt (“reception”) and éxmépevatg (“procession”).

The sections from § 43 onward are dedicated to the exegesis of the passage
from Gal. 4: 6: “Because you are his sons, God sent the Spirit of his Son into
our hearts, the Spirit who calls out, ‘Abba, Father’” Nicholas here discusses the
difference between being “from” something and being “of” something, mix-
ing Biblical examples and Aristotelian echoes (§ 44 and § 45)!7# that bring the
reader directly to the end of the text at paragraph § 51 (at least in the version
printed by Demetrakopoulos).1”> The foolish consequences of saying that the
Spirit should proceed from the Son, since the Spirit is “of the Son”, are the fol-
lowing: the Father, being “Father of Christ” would proceed from Christ, and the
Son, being of the Father would proceed (instead of being generated) from the
Father, so they all would share in procession (6 {Stov to0 ITvedpartos).

At § 46, Nicholas is again inspired by his beloved Aristotelian logic, where
the reasoning is supposed to be “universal” and not according to likeness ("H
xafdAov uév oitwg, olyl kot Adyov O¢ Tiig opoldT)Tog).176 In this case, since the
Spirit is of the Father and proceeds from the Father, in the same way since the
Spirit is of the Son, he should also proceed from the Son: therefore, following
the same logic, since both the Father and the Spirit are of the Son, according
to the same equivalence of signification (xotd v adt)v ddiapopiav), the Spirit
being of the Son would be paternal cause of the Son (matpucdv aitiov o0 Yiod).
At § 47 moreover, always following the same logic, we would conclude that
since they are both from the Father, they should come from him in the same
way: therefore either they should both be by procession or by generation. § 48

174 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, § 45, p. 377, l. 3—5: Kal &1t ta mpdg Tt Soar
abtd, dmep elalv Etépuv, elvar Aéyetan dAw, 8Tt xal dAAwY, g T6 SumAdatov xal T fptov.

175 A part of the manuscript tradition contains three additional sections e.g., ms. Brescia, Bib-
lioteca Civica Queriniana, A.1v.3, Dyktion 9826, f. 225; Citta del Vaticano, BAv, Barb. gr.
291, Dyktion 64837, f. go*; Firenze, BML, Plut. 9.12, Dyktion 16100, f. 158", inc. Kai dMwg
F8v eEeleyyOeln T dhoyov T oedv dmobéoews, expl. Sid Thg ToldTNG KaTATOURS Xl TUM-
pUpoews. Cf. P. Podolak, A. Bucossi, “Per una futura edizione di Ugo Eteriano: censimento
della tradizione manoscritta e problemi di cronologia. Con un'appendice sui codici che
conservano i frammenti greci di Alessandra Bucossi’, in Sacris Erudiri 56(2017), pp. 273—
346, pp. 321—-328; A. Bucossi, C. Gazzini, A. Rigo, “Contro Roma e contro Gregorio Palamas.
Il manoscritto Citta del Vaticano, BAv, Barb. gr. 291 da Costantinopoli a Leone Allacci’, in
Revue d’Histoire des Textes 16(2021), pp. 1-73, p. 32.

176  cf. Aristotle, Analytica priora, 47b, 1. 17.
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adds the last exegetical passage of the Biblical quotation that identifies the Son
as light (Io. 1: 7—9; Hebr. 1: 3; Ps. 35: 10; Io. 8: 12). Here Nicholas insists again on
the fact that although the Son is said to be the light of the world, he does not of
course come “from” the world, but he comes “to” the world.1”” From § 49 to § 51
the Bishop of Methone focuses on the fact that, although the Father and Son
are also called “spirit”, and although there are other spirits (angels, souls, etc.),
the procession is proper only to the Holy Spirit (iStov 16 éxmopeutév).178

Nicholas’ final conclusion lies in the middle of section § 51: the Latin innov-
ation is neither proved through logic nor proved through doctrine (¢ dvamnédet-
XTOV Xal GUAPTUPOV):

T yap adT® Aéyw dveEéheyxtdy Te xai dvamddectov mdv T6 mepl £vog xal
UOVOL TTPOTWTIOV AEYOUEVOY Xl 1) ATTO TIVOG X atBOAOY OPUWMEVOV X Yap TGV
xaB6hou xal @ Eml TdvTwy xabéov ai dmodei&els €€ dv xal ol Edeyyor- dpdpTu-
pov 3¢, § UNTE 6 UApTUG ESOYMATITEY O TLOTOS, MNTE TIG TAV DEoTVEDTT®Y PYTAG
LT ydpevaey.l79

For the same reason, anything that cannot be proved or demonstrated
about a single and only person, cannot even be said to derive from any
universal principle: for demonstrations —from which refutations also
arise— proceed from universals, and (are valid) insofar as they apply uni-
versally; while that which lacks testimony is what neither the faithful
witness has taught nor any of the divinely inspired authors has explicitly
declared.

The choice of Nicholas appears clear: the Kepadawwies édeyyor, a text that is
structured as a sequence of logical reasoning and questioning to Latin oppon-
ents, must rely on Aristotelian logic. How far Nicholas is inspired by Aristotle
himself, or by his commentators, is a complex field of research that requires the
competencies of both philologists and philosophers, and cannot be dealt with
here. However, it is unquestionable that Nicholas feels the need to approach the
Latins through a “syllogistic” method that has its ancestor in Aristotle, although
most probably it is inherited primarily from Photios.

This clear case, together with the fact (for example) that the Sacrum Arma-
mentarium, written at the order of Emperor Manuel Komnenos by Andronikos

177 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, § 48, p. 378, 1. 7—8: w¢ éx T0d xdouov mpoepyd-
MEVOY, dAd ) @ El§ TOV XOTUOY EQYOHEVOY.

178 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, § 51, p. 379, . 2.

179 Nicholas of Methone, Refutationes theologicae, § 51, p. 379, 1. 6-12.
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Kamateros, includes a collection of “syllogisms” from Nicholas of Methone,
Theophylact of Ohrid, Photios, Niketas Byzantios, and the previously con-
demned philosopher, Eustratios of Nicaea, all seem to prove that during the
Komnenian era the “guardians of Orthodoxy”8° did not altogether condemn
applying Aristotelian logic to dogmatic discussions. Rather, as Michele Trizio
has clearly argued in his book on Eustratios, they condemned the use of Aris-
totle in discussions on the two natures of Christ,'8! because those dogmatic
discussions were perceived as concluded, “pacified”, clarified and sanctioned
by the ecumenical councils, while the discussions with the Latins on the pro-
cession of the Holy Spirit were still “works in progress” that needed the help of
the ancient philosophers and their logic, as was the case in the Patristic age.

5 Memoriae

It is necessary to say a couple things about this text, because at present it
exists in two published forms and is attributed to two different authors: one
was published in 1897 by Arsenij Ivac¢enko under the paternity of Nicholas of
Methone and entitled Memoriae contra Latinos—ATopvyovedata €x Tav v
Sragdpotg Adyolg Yeypapuévewy xata Aativey mepl Thg eig o drytov ITvedua fAacey-
uiag (Angelou, n. 4; RAP G19835);!82 another was published in 1930 by Anton
Michel and attributed to Niketas Stethatos (11th century), with the title Syn-
thesis contra Latinos et de processione Spiritus Sancti (or Contra Latinos et de
processione spiritus sancti)— Etépa abvbeotg kot Aotivwy, &v ol BAacenuodot
elg 10 ITvedpia 6 drytov Aéyovteg €x Tod YioD tolTo éxmopeteadat. Tod Etnbdtov (RAP
G19631).183

The second “version” of the text is probably the most famous, because it was
included in the dossier dedicated to the so-called schism of 1054 by Michel. This
ample work, which remains even today one of the most important contribu-
tions on the primary sources of the reciprocal excommunication between the
papal envoy, Humbert of Silva Candida, and the Patriarch of Constantinople,

180 Definition from the title of chapter 5 of Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel 1 Komnenos,
1143-1180.

181 cf. e.g,, M. Trizio, Il neoplatonismo di Eustrazio di Nicea (Bari: Edizioni di Pagina, 2016),
p- 13. A seminal work on this discussion is certainly G. Podskalsky, Theologie und Philo-
sophie in Byzanz: Der Streit um die theologische Methodik in der spdtbyzantinischen Geistes-
geschichte (14./15. Jh.), seine systematischen Grundlagen und seine historische Entwicklung
(Miinchen: C.H. Beck, 1977), pp. 107-124.

182  Nicholas of Methone, Memoriae, pp. 5-49.

183  Niketas Stethatos, Contra Latinos, pp. 371-409.
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Michael Cerularius,'® is unfortunately not reliable in many aspects. It is pos-
sible to mention, for example, the attribution to Michael 1 Cerularius of a
Panoplia, which was exhaustively rejected by Jugie, Laurent, and Darrouzes,
who together proved that the anthology had been assembled in the context
of the Council of Lyons 11 in 1274.18% Regrettably even Michel’s studies on the
paternity of the Synthesis seem to be built on a rather unsound analysis of
the manuscript tradition. In this volume, Carmelo Nicolo Benvenuto hints
at the problems,!86 and in his doctoral dissertation he thoroughly discusses
the manuscript tradition and presents some convincing evidence. The reader
should refer to the recent publications by Benvenuto for further details, but it
can be said that it appears extremely uneconomical for Nicholas to have copied
a treatise composed by Niketas Stethatos, and to have used it, dismembered
into bits and pieces, in his other writings; rather, it would be more realistic (also
on the basis of the titles and the dedicatory closing) to consider the Memoriae
certainly as a compilation, but assembled by Nicholas of Methone from his own
corpus of writings, and not from a text by Niketas Stethatos, as was stated by
Michel.187
The tile of the Memoriae is:

Nucoddov Tod @prAogdpov Emiaxdmov Mebwvng culoyy) TRV Ypagevtwy adT®
&v Stagopotg Adyotg mepl Tod drylov ITvedpartog xatd tdg @V Aativwv BAaagy-
piag.

By Nicholas of Methone, a gathering of things written by him in various
treatises on the Holy Spirit against the Latins’ blasphemies.

While the title of the text attributed to Niketas Stethatos is:

‘Etépo abvbeats xatd Aativwy, év ol fAacenuodot elg o mvedpa 6 dytov
Aéyovteg €x Tod viod Tolito éxmopeveata.

184 To mentioned only a very recent contribution on this event, see A. Kaldellis, “Keroularios
in 1054: Nonconfrontational to the papal legates and loyal to the emperor”, in N.G. Chris-
sis, A. Kolia-Dermitzaki, A. Papageorgiou (eds), Byzantium and the West: Perception and
Reality (nth-15th c.) (Abingdon / New York: Routledge, 2019), pp. 9—24.

185 The reviews of the publication by V. Laurent in Echos d’Orient 31(1932), pp. 97-110 and
M. Jugie in Byzantion 8(1933), pp. 321326 are clear enough on this point. For a reliable
analysis see, V. Laurent, J. Darrouzes, Dossier grec de ['Union de Lyon (1273-1277) (Paris:
Institut frangais d’études byzantines, 1976), pp. 116-127.

186  C.N.Benvenuto, “Reconsidering Nicholas of Methone’s Corpus’, in this volume at pp. 347—
372.

187 Benvenuto, “Prime indagini su quattro scritti teologici di Nicola di Metone”; and see also
above n. g at p. 292.
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Another synthesis against the Latins, who blaspheme against the Holy
Spirit, saying that he proceeds from the Son.

Even the mere analysis of the nouns chosen for the titles, where g0vBeatg (syn-
thesis) and cuMoy" (gathering) are used, would be enough to correctly identify
this kind of composition: a patchwork of other writings,'88 but the conclusion
of the text, printed by Arsenij, is even more decisive:

Toadtd got v T TapdvTl, TaVeEBATTE XAl TAVTIME XEPAAY), TOP'UWY ETYE-
SlaaTal dmopvyuoveEDpaTa TAVY €V JlapoPOls AGYOLS YEYPAMUEVWY MUY xaTd
ThHS TV Aativey eig T dytov Ivedua BAaceyuicg, 6TL u) 6 Tobg Adyoug Eyov
BipAiov poyeipwg etyopev Sobval got.

These memories of the things that we have written in various treat-
ises against the blasphemy against the Holy Spirit of the Latins, for you
in the present {composition/booklet), pansebastos and excellent head,
were put together on the spur of the moment by us because we did not
have the book that contains these treatises readily accessible to give it to
you,189

Where the words ) mpoyeipwg elyopev Sobval got (“not to have something ready
to be given as a present”) explain also how Nicholas worked, how he extracted
so many verbatim quotations from his other writings, the Bishop of Methone,
in fact, does not say that he did not have the book with him; he says that he does
not have a book “readily accessible” to be donated to the Pansebastos, words
that could also mean that he did not have a spare copy ready to be given to
his reader and, therefore, he needed to éoyediaorat, which certainly means “to
improvise’, “to put together on the spur of the moment”—but, most probably,
it could also include the idea of “summarising, giving an outline”190

Having already presented, in some details, the other treatises, this section
does not insist on the contents, but offers a table with the correspondences,
that can help the reader to get a sense of the treatise’s structure.

188 A seminal presentation of the term gvAoyy and its culture can read in P. Odorico, “La
cultura della ovXoyy. 1) Il cosiddetto enciclopedismo bizantino. 2) Le tavole del sapere di
Giovanni Damasceno’, in Byzantinische Zeitschrift 83/1(1990), pp. 1-21.

189 Nicholas of Methone, Memoriae, p. 49.

190 Cf. Luciano Canfora, “Introduzione: Thesaurus insignis, non liber”, in Fozio, Biblioteca
(Pisa: Edizioni della Normale, 2016), pp. XI-LXIV.
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The Memoriae—whether attributed or not to Nicholas of Methone!9'—are
a patchwork of passages that can also be found in Nicholas’ writings on the
Holy Spirit’s procession. It is not thorny to identify these long, sometimes ver-
batim passages of “self-plagiarism”; as the reader has seen in the previous pages,
Nicholas has some very idiosyncratic habits: the painstaking precision in distin-
guishing the meaning and the usage of a word; the philosophical background
reflected in the choice of words that he uses; and the introduction of very few—
and always the same—quotations from Church Fathers.

5.1 Text and Correspondences
This treatise can be divided into nine sections: the opening passage, closing
section, and seven question-and-answer clusters, as the reader has seen in
the Adversus Latinos, entitled dvtiféaeig (antitheses, contradictions, objections,
opposing arguments) and Adoeig (solutions, refutations); the long seven solu-
tions are triggered by seven Latin doubts expressed by a fictitious interlocutor,
who here and there Nicholas calls “dear Latin”. From 1 to 5, it is possible to fol-
low a strict correspondence that comprehends the entire anti-Latin corpus by
the Bishop of Methone. The last two sections, 6 and 7, are not attested in the
other writings, and include the replies to the hypothetical accusation of having
added “only” before “from the Father” to the article about the procession of the
Holy Spirit of the Symbol of Faith, and therefore, this “antithesis” transposes
the traditional Greek accusation against the Latins of having tampered with
the Creed with a new addition (mpoaf¥xy) into the mouth of the opponents:
AN xat ab, enat, Tpoatilng To “povov €x maTpdg”, Aéywv “uévou”, xaitol unda-
pod todto Ths Belag ypaghis mapatauBavodoys. Ei toivuv ool Eeott mpootiOé-
va, 00 TOMG PaMov Epol, T) TpwTw Bpdvw, TG xopugain, TG TS XLl THg
Baaireiog éx dradoxfis ITétpou tod Beiov apa Tod owthpog TeEMITTEVUEVEY; 192

191 Among the authors who trust Niketas Stethatos’ attribution there is certainly Dirk Kraus-
miiller, who dedicated to this text various publications, cf. e.g. D. Krausmiiller, “Estab-
lishing Authority in the Constantinopolitan Religious Discourse of the Eleventh Century:
Inspiration and Learning in the Writings of the Monk Niketas Stethatos”, in S. Steckel,
N. Gaul, M. Griinbart (eds), Networks of Learning. Perspectives on Scholars in Byzantine
East and Latin West, c. 1000-1200 (Miinster: LIT-Verlag 2014), pp. 107-124; D. Krausmiiller,
“The procession of the Holy Spirit from the divine substance: observations about the
Trinitarian theology of Symeon the New Theologian and Nicetas Stethatos”, in The Greek
Orthodox Theological Review 60(2015), pp. 75—91. While Alexei Barmin already in 2001 was
not convinced by Michel’s attribution, see A.V. Barmin, “Kro nanucan ‘/Ipyroii cBog mpo-
THB JIATHHAH'?", in Busanmuiickuil BpemenHuk, 60.85(2001), p. 121-125.

192 Nicholas of Methone, Memoriae, p. 46.
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But you too, he says, add the phrase “from the Father only,” saying “only,”
even though this is nowhere found in the divine Scripture. If it is permit-
ted to you to make additions, how much more to me—who occupy the
first throne, the highest, the one to whom the keys of the kingdom were
entrusted by the Saviour through the succession from the divine Peter?

And:

ANV 00d¢ TO EudY, enai, mpoabiy cuwvoeltal, Yap Wamep 8te Aéyetal “Tod
ToTpog” TO TVED AL, warl T “€x ToD TarTpds” olTwg, Emetdy) wat “tod viod”, AéyeTa
T “éx 100 vio)".193

But my {doctrine/position), he says, must not be understood as an addi-
tion, for just as when the Spirit is said to be “of the Father”, also “from the
Father” [is said], in this way because he is also “of the Son”, he is said to be
“from the Son”.

From the point of view of the contents, the rest of the text cannot be considered
particularly interesting, because—as the author himself clearly states—this
treatise is a gathering of memories, but from the philological point of view
the Memoriae are an extremely interesting challenge of textual criticism: an
edition of this treatise should include the traditional reconstruction of the
text, the analysis of the quotations internal to Nicholas’ corpus of writings,
the cross-references, the self-plagiarism, and also the collation with later testi-
monies (12th—13th century) of reworked versions of the text preserved in Nik-
etas Choniates’ Thesaurus of Orthodoxy (or Panoplia dogmatica, RAP G13013)194
and in the bilingual Three Syntagmata by Nicholas/Nektarios of Casole (RAP
G12762).195

A table of the correspondences, based on the critical apparatus assembled
by Michel, could be a useful starting point for future research.

193 Nicholas of Methone, Memoriae, p. 48.

194 Partially printed in PG 139, col. 1101-1449; PG 140, col. 9—281.

195 cf. Podolak, Bucossi, “Per una futura edizione di Ugo Eteriano’, pp. 324—328; J. Hoeck,
RJ. Loenertz, Nikolaos-Nektarios von Otranto, Abt von Casole: Beitrige zur Geschichte der
ost-westlichen Beziehungen unter Innozenz 111. und Friedrich 11. (Ettal: Buch-Kunstverlag,
1965). It is in its final stage the critical edition by Paraskevi Toma, foreseen for 2023, with
the provisional title Nikolaos of Otranto: The Three Syntagmata. Editio princeps and Com-
mentary.
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Nicholas of Niketas Steth- Nicholas of Methone, Biblical/canonical ref-
Methone, atos, Contra  Adversus Latinos/Ad erences/topic/keyword
Memoriae Latinos Magnum domesticum/
Syllogismi
Introduction,  pp.371-379  Adv. Lat., pp. 23, 7-8;
pp- 5-16 Ad M. dom., pp. 201-202;
Syll., n. 8,10, 15,18, 29, 40.
n. 1, pp. 16-19 pp-379-381  Adv. Lat., pp. 8-13; To. 10: 30 (¢y®
Syll, n. 5,9, 15. xai 6 oty Ev ETUEY)
n. 2, pp.19-23  pp. 381384 Ady. Lat., pp. 13-18; lo. 16: 1415 et 20: 22; 15:
Syll, n. 39, 41. 26 (&x 10D epod Appe-
ot ol GvoryyeAed)
n.3, pp-23-30  pp.384-390  Adv. Lat, pp.18-21; To. 20: 22 (Adfete
Ad M. dom., pp. 212—215;  TIvedpa drytov)
Syll., n. 37, 38, 50.
n. 4, pp-30—37 pp-390-396  Adv. Lat, pp. 24—26—28, Gal. 4: 6 (Tveduo tod
31-33, 12; Yiod); Rom. 8: g (Tvedpar
Syll., n. 44, 45, 15. Xplatod)
n. 5, pp.37-46  pp.396—407  Ad M. dom., pp. 204210,  lo.1:16 (TAVpwua);
217. 1Cor. 10: 4 (TVELUATINOV
méua); 1Cor. 12: 13; Greg.
Naz., Or. 41 (00g1w3&G)
lacuna p. 403,1. 21— Adv. Lat., pp. 34—38. Concilia Oecumenica
p-407,1. 24
n. 6, pp. 46—47  p. 407 - Tpootyuy
n.7, p. 48 pp- 408—409 - PO Xy
Closing dedica- Vacat
tion, p. 49
6 Conclusion

This contribution has attempted to present the main lines of development

behind the reasoning and the central doctrinal arguments that Nicholas of

Methone employed in the four treatises that form his corpus dedicated to the

Holy Spirit against the Latin Filioque. This exposition’s aim was to offer, in a

shortened English version, the contents of a collection of works that are oth-
erwise almost completely ignored, and to highlight the unique aspects and
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innovative ideas that a corpus on the procession of the Holy Spirit can offer
to a reader. In this respect, the conclusion of these pages should highlight
three major issues that arise while studying the literary production of twelfth-
century intellectuals.

The first, fundamental issue is the fact that it is necessary to study the com-
plete production of alearned Byzantine philosopher, not necessarily to under-
stand his reasons completely, but rather at least to obtain a more reliable pic-
ture of the motivations behind his writing—as it is in this case—the refutation
against a fifth-century pagan philosopher. A twelve-century bishop involved in
the dispute on the Filioque—a difference with the Latin Church that had not
been resolved by conciliar decision, and that did not have a ready, clear theolo-
gical answer from the Fathers—needed to go back to Hellenic wisdom, as was
the case in the Patristic age, to develop a full doctrine of the intra-Trinitarian
relationships. But going back to the Hellenic wisdom, a Byzantine theologian
needed also to write against a hierarchical emanation framework, such as the
Proclean one, that could be dangerous in the development of the doctrine of
the procession. Indeed, the twelfth century was a time of elaboration, creation,
and exploration, prompted by the confrontation with the Latin intellectuals
who were present in-person in Constantinople (e.g., Hugo Eterianus).

A second issue is linked to the main concern of Komnenian-era theolo-
gians (who in many cases should indeed be considered philosophers too): they
needed to develop a proper theology of the procession of the Holy Spirit and,
therefore, they strove to establish and clearly define a lexicon that could be
used to express that “pneumatology”. Nicholas of Methone, in this respect, is
one of the most remarkable examples, inasmuch as he gave painstaking atten-
tion in selecting the exact word and in commenting on wrong usages by the
Latins (and also by Proclus).

A third and last point is the importance of the historical context; banal as
it could sound, this is still a desideratum in many studies. Kazhdan’s review of
Angelou’s edition of the Refutatio Procli, which all the publications on Nicholas
of Methone quote, suggested some streams of research in 1989:

Theology is a very delicate discipline in which nuances acquire the mag-
nitude of dogma. [...] One might even emphasize the hierarchical struc-
ture of the Trinity—Niketas of Maroneia [...]. Nicholas emphasized the
monarchical principle. The unity of the Trinity was for Nicholas not an
antiquarian question to be considered in connection with philosophical
errors of the fifth century. [...] Nicholas lived and worked when the “Latin
question” was the major problem that Byzantium faced. Nicholas, as is
well known, took a clear-cut anti-Latin stand. [...] But what was the major
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difference between the Latins and Byzantium as seen by the Greeks? Kin-
namos, Nicholas’s contemporary, wrote about the crusaders: “Their dig-
nities are peculiar and resemble distinctions descending from the height
of the empire, since it is something more noble and surpasses all others.
A duke outranks a count; a king, a duke; and the emperor, a king. The
inferior naturally yields to the superior, supports him in war, and obeys.”
Byzantine monarchy, on the one hand, and Western hierarchy, on the
other—such was the social confrontation of two worlds, and in this con-
text the Refutation, with its emphasis on the divine “monarchy” and with
its rejection of hierarchical emanation, can be read as a genuine twelfth-
century document.!96

Unfortunately, it seems that thirty years of research have not fully exploited
these hints yet. Kazhdan suggested two fields of research: the first one is related
to the theological analysis of the issue. Greek theologians strenuously defended
the monarchy within the Trinity because it was dreadful for them to conceive a
second source of Divinity, and they suspected that the Latins, claiming a role for
the Son in the procession of the Spirit, could assign to the Son a characteristic
that, being proper to the Father, was not shareable: the property of being the
only principal cause, origin. Moreover, to introduce a role for the Son could cre-
ate a hierarchy within the Trinity that was not conceivable either: it is possible
to have a monarchy (one cause) in the Trinity, but not to have an emanative
hierarchy of three main causes, because this would create a sort of polytheism
(which in fact brings Nicholas back to the Hellenic tales, and therefore also
to Proclus). In this respect, Kazhdan's reference to Niketas of Maroneia is not
completely convincing, but he did not know the whole text now published.!9” A
second hint is left in the review of Angelou’s edition, which could even sound
“overly reductive”, as Robinson wrote,1%® but cannot be overlooked. Kazhdan
traces a parallel between the Byzantine monarchy and the Latin hierarchy, on
the one hand, and the monarchical principle of the Trinity and the Proclean
emanative hierarchy, on the other. It is certainly not the case that Nicholas of
Methone defended the monarchical principle of the Trinity against Proclus in
reaction to the Latin political structure—nor did he attack Proclus’ philosophy
merely because it resembled Western models. Yet, it is worth considering the
possibility that he may have rejected both the Latin social order and Proclus’

196 Kazhdan, “Review of Angelou’s edition”, pp. 198-199.
197 Niketas of Thessalonica, Dialogus 11, ed. Bucossi, D’Amelia.
198 Robinson, “Proclus as Heresiarch’, p. 117, nota 54.
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emanative hierarchy precisely because neither reflected the monarchical prin-
ciple at the heart of Trinitarian theology and of the ideological framework of
the Greek, medieval Roman Empire: one God, one City, one Emperor.
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