





 Categories
 Top Downloads









Login
Register
Upload











Search












	
Categories

	
Top Downloads

	
	
Login

	
Register







Search











	
Home

	Siecienski- Filioque.pdf

 Siecienski- Filioque.pdf


August 3, 2017 | Author: cris23fl | Category: Eastern Orthodox Church, Trinity, Catholic Church, Ancient Mediterranean Religions, Abrahamic Religions 


 DOWNLOAD PDF - 3.3MB



 Share
 Embed
 Donate



 Report this link







Short Description

Download Siecienski- Filioque.pdf...



Description


The Filioque



OXFORD STUDIES IN HISTORICAL THEOLOGY Series Editor David C. Steinmetz, Duke University Editorial Board Irena Backus, Universite de Geneve Robert C. Gregg, Stanford University George M. Marsden, University of Notre Dame Wayne A . Meeks, Yale University Gerhard Sauter, Rheinische Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universitit Bonn Susan E. Schreiner, University of Chicago John Van Engen, University of Notre Dame Geoffrey Wainwright, Duke University Robert L. Wilken, University of Virginia THE UNACCOMMODATED CALVIN



THE JUDAIZING CALVIN



Studies in the Foundation of a Theological Tradition



Sixteenth-Century Debates over the Messianic Psalms



Richard A . Muller



G. Sujin Pak



THE CONFESSIONALIZATION OF HUMANISM



THE DEATH OF SCRIPTURE AND THE RISE OF



IN REFORMATION GERMANY



BIBLICAL STUDIES



Erika Rummell



Michael C. Legaspi



THE PLEASURE OF DISCERNMENT



THE FILIOQUE



Marguerite de Navarre as Theologian



History of a Doctrinal Controversy



Carol Thysell



A. Edward Siecienski



REFORMATION READINGS OF THE APOCALYPSE



ARE YOU ALONE WISE?



Geneva, Zurich, and Wittenberg



Debates about Certainty in the Early Modem Church



Irena Backus



Susan E. Schreiner



WRITING THE WRONGS



EMPIRE OF SOULS



Women of the Old Testament among Biblical



Robert Bellarmine and the Christian Commonwealth



Commentators from Philo through the Reformation



Stefania Tutino



John L. Thompson



MARTIN BUCER'S DOCTRINE OF JUSTIFICATION



THE HUNGRY ARE DYING



Riformation Theology and Early Modem Irenicism



Beggars and Bishops in Roman Cappadocia



Brian Lugioyo



Susan R. Holman



CHRISTIAN GRACE AND PAGAN VIRTUE



RESCUE FOR THE DEAD



The Theological Foundation of Ambrose's Ethics



The Posthumous Salvation of Non-Christians in Early



J. Warren Smith



Christianity Jeffrey A. Trumbower AFTER CALVIN Studies in the Development of a Theological Tradition Richard A. Muller THE POVERTY OF RICHES



KARLSTADT AND THE ORIGINS OF THE EUCHARISTIC CONTROVERSY A Study in the Circulation of Ideas Amy Nelson Burnett READING AUGUSTINE IN THE REFORMATION The Flexibility of Intellectual Authority in Europe,



St. Francis of Assisi Reconsidered



1500-1620



Kenneth Baxter Wolf



Arnaud S. Q. Visser



REFORMING MARY



SHAPERS OF ENGLISH CALVINISM,I66o-1714



Changing Images of the Virgin Mary in Lutheran Sermons



Variety, Persistence, and Transformation



of the Sixteenth Century



Dewey D. Wallace, Jr.



Beth Kreitzer



THE BIBLICAL INTERPRETATION OF WILLIAM



TEACHING THE REFORMATION



OF ALTON



Ministers and Their Message in Basel, 1529-1629



Timothy Bellamah, OP



Amy Nelson Burnett THE PASSIONS OF CHRIST IN HIGH-MEDIEVAL



MIRACLES AND THE PROTESTANT IMAGINATION



THOUGHT



The Evangelical Wonder Book in Reformation Germany



An Essay on Christological Development



Philip M. Soergel



Kevin Madigan GOD'S IRISHMEN



THE REFORMATION OF SUFFERING Pastoral Theology and Lay Piety in Late Medieval and



Theological Debates in Cromwellian Ireland



Early Modem Germany



Crawford Gribben



Ronald K. Rittgers



REFORMING SAINTS



CHRIST MEETS ME E VERYWHERE



Saint's Lives and Their Authors in Germany, 1470-1530



Augustine's Early Figurative Exegesis



David J. Collins



Michael Cameron



GREGORY OF NAZIANZUS ON THE TRINITY AND THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD In Your Light We Shall See Light Christopher A . Beeley



The Filioque History of a Doctrinal Controversy



A. EDWARD SIECIENSKI



OXFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS



OXFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS



Oxford University Press is a department of the University of Oxford. It furthers the University's objective of excellence in research, scholarship, and education by publishing worldwide. Oxford



New York



Auckland



Cape Town



Kuala Lumpur New Delhi



Dar es Salaam



Madrid



Shanghai



Melbourne Taipei



Hong Kong Mexico City



Karachi Nairobi



Toronto



With offices in Argentina



Austria



Guatemala South Korea



Brazil



Hungary



Chile



Italy



Switzerland



Czech Republic



Japan



Poland



Thailand



Turkey



France



Portugal



Greece



Singapore



Ukraine



Vietnam



Oxford is a registered trade mark of Oxford University Press in the UK and certain other countries. Published in the United States of America by Oxford University Press 198 Madison Avenue, New York, NY 10016



©Oxford University Press 2010 First issued as an Oxford University Press paperback, 2013. All rights reserved.No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means, without the prior permission in writing of Oxford University Press, or as expressly permitted by law, by license, or under terms agreed with the appropriate reproduction rights organization.Inquiries concerning reproduction outside the scope of the above should be sent to the Rights Department, Oxford University Press, at the address above. You must not circulate this work in any other form and you must impose this same condition on any acquirer. Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data Siecienski, A.Edward (Anthony Edward) The filioque : history of a doctrinal controversy I by A.Edward Siecienski. p.cm. Includes bibliographical references. ISBN 978-0-19·537204-5 (hardcover); 978-0-19-997186-2 (paperback) 1. Holy Spirit-Procession-History of doctrines.I.Title. BT123.S54 2009 231'.3-dc22



2009019674



Printed in the United States of America on acid-free paper



Preface



Jaroslav Pelikan, the famed historian of dogma, once wrote: If there is a special circle of the inferno described by Dante reserved for historians of theology, the principal homework assigned to that subdivision of Hell for at least the first several eons of eternity may well be a thorough study of all the treatises . . . devoted to the inquiry: Does the Holy Spirit proceed from the Father only, as Eastern Christendom contends, or from both the Father and the Son as the Latin Church teaches?1 I remember reading this early in my graduate studies, and realize now that I should have taken it as a warning of what lay ahead should I pursue my interest in the history of the filioque. Yet despite Pelikan's admonition, I voluntarily confined myself to this "Hell" for the better part of the next decade in the hopes of understanding one of Christian ity's longest and most acrimonious debates. Why? The historian Barbara Tuchman once said that there is no trick in getting someone interested in history-all one needs to do is to tell a good story. The history of the filioque is perhaps one of the most interesting stories in all of Christendom. It is, ultimately, a tragic tale insomuch as thefilioque became the source and focus of a schism between East and West that has endured for well over a millennium. And yet it is also a story filled with characters and events that would make even the best dramatists envious. For to tell the story of the fil ioque one must tell of the rise and fall of empires, of crusades launched
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and repelled, of holy men willing to die for the faith, and ofworldly men willing to use it for their own political ends. To say that there is no shortage of material for such a study would be some thing of an understatement, since both Greeks and Latins have spent the better part of the last eleven centuries writing in order to justify their respective views on the procession of the Holy Spirit. There are dozens of Latin tracts written "Against the Errors of the Greeks" (Contra Errores Graecorum) , not to mention the numerous Byzantine "lists" of Latin errors (e.g., Opusculum Contra Fran cos). Although most are highly polemical, aimed at nothing more than demon strating the heretical nature of the religious other, other works were learned and elegant treatises by some of Christianity's foremost theologians. From the East there was Photius, Nicephorus Blemmydes, Gregory of Cyprus, Nilus Cabasilas, and Gregory Palamas, while the West was represented by such lumi naries as Alcuin of York, Anselm of Canterbury, Bonaventure, and Thomas Aquinas. The second reason why studying the filioque is a task worth undertaking, then, is that it involves a critical engagement with Christendom's greatest minds, all debating that most sublime of topics, God's very mode of being as Trinity. For the Christian this is not simply an academic matter. To receive mys tically the Trinity, and share in God's own triune life by following the com mands of Christ, was for the Church fathers the very purpose of human exist ence. 2 Although Karl Rahner once argued (correctly) that for modern Christians, theologians included, the Trinity had become little more than a footnote follow ing the treatise De Deo Uno in the handbooks of dogma, this was not always the case. Post-Kantians may scratch their heads at the metaphysical speculation intrinsic to trinitarian theology, but coming to understand God's mode of sub sistence was (and indeed is) for Christians ultimately an existential concern. If controversies about the procession of the Holy Spirit seem to us akin to the medieval debates over "how many angels can dance on the head of a pin," this is so perhaps because the Trinity no longer plays as central a role in our theo logical thinking. This brings me to the third reason for studying the filioque and that is the very question oftruth itself. I remember being asked at my dissertation defense whether my work had any practical value, since most theologians on both sides ofthe East-West divide now saw thefilioque more as a nuisance than as a genu inely Church-dividing issue. Admittedly there is some truth here, since the consensus seems to be that the power and jurisdiction of the Bishop of Rome has long since supplanted the filioque as the issue separating the Orthodox from their Catholic bretheren. And yet even the most irenic of churchmen would not deny that the continued use of the filioque in the Western version of the Nicene Constantinopolitan Creed remains an obstacle to ecclesial unity. Why? Because whatever their disagreements on individual doctrines, both Catholics and Orthodox maintain that truth can never be sacrificed for cheap ecumenical
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gain. Catholics profess the Spirit's procession from the Son because they believe it to be true. The Orthodox cannot accept that profession of faith because they believe the Western doctrine to be in error. While relativism has become the order of the day for a good part of the post-Enlightenment world, for the Church truth (especially theological truth) still matters. Therefore, if there is genuine (or perceived) disagreement about the faith, especially on so central a matter as God's trinitarian nature, it must be examined and addressed before the restoration of full communion can take place. This is, in fact, what I have attempted to do in this book. When I was writ ing my dissertation on Maximus the Confessor's theology of the procession and its use at the Council of Ferrara-Florence, I noticed several things about existing works on the filioque. First, that despite the importance of the doctrine, I could not find a modern English language history of either the dogma or its inclusion in the creed. The 2001 publication of Bernd Oberdorfer's Filioque: Geschichte und Theologie eines okumenischen Problems was significant, but the work was in German and its claim that the Protestant Reformation changed the dynamics of the debate was (to my thinking) highly suspect. Although several excellent studies have appeared in recent years discussing the filioque during specific historical periods (e.g., Papadakis's Crisis in Byzantium: The Filioque Controversy in the Patriarchate of Gregory II of Cyprus, Ngien's Apologetic for Filioque in Medieval Theology, Gemeinhardt's Filioque-Kontroverse Zwischen Ost Und Westkirche Im Fmhmittelalter, Tia Kolbaba's Inventing Latin Heretics: Byz antines and the Filioque in the Ninth Century, Gamillscheg's Die Kontroverse urn das Filioque: Moglichkeiten einer Problemlosung auf Grund der Forschungen und Gesprache der letzten hundert jahre) none of them attempted to tell the whole story from beginning to end. That there was a need for a complete and bal anced presentation of the history seemed clear to me and to others with whom I spoke, leading me to begin the present work. What I have attempted to do in this book is to tell the story of a doctrine, or more properly speaking, of a doctrinal controversy. It is, first and foremost, a theological work. However, it is impossible to write the history of this par ticular doctrine without contextualizing it within the larger political, cultural, and religious environment. For example, the debates between Photius and the Carolingians about the orthodoxy of the filioque can be understood only within the context of the larger dispute over Charlemagne's imperial coronation and its meaning for East-West relations. The later Byzantine belief that acceptance of the filioque was tantamount to ethnic betrayal makes sense only when one comprehends the impact of the Fourth Crusade upon the populace of Con stantinople, when the interpolation was forced upon the Greeks as part of the Latin occupation. And so, while this is not a complete account of the schism ( for this see Henry Chadwick's East and West: The Making of a Rift in the Church) , the history of the "estrangement" (as Yves Congar called it) will not be forgotten.
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I have also tried to avoid the temptation, present in many of the nineteenth century histories of the filioque, of simply collecting anotherJlorilegium support ing or refuting the doctrine. The reader will soon discover that there is already a plethora of such works, and I saw no reason to write another. That certain writers, and indeed, certain texts, have played a key role in the debate is unques tioned, and thus it will be necessary to examine them in some detail. However, what I have attempted to do in examining the biblical and patristic teaching on the procession (if such a thing even existed) is to discover the theological prin ciples grounding them, contextualizing the prooftexts in order to understand their meaning. Of particular interest, especially in the case of the Greek fathers, will be the vocabulary used to describe the Spirit's relationship to the Son, and the exact meaning of terms like &ta and tK. There are inherent limitations in a work such as this. As John Behr and others have noted, studies of individual doctrines made outside the context of the larger Christian undertaking of understanding Christ's life and meaning "according to the Scriptures" perpetuate an oversystematized view of theology that would have been foreign to the Early Church. 3 To extract the filioque from the larger pneumatological, Christological, and soteriological reflections of the fathers as they tried to understand the mystery of Christ is already to impose categories on the patristic corpus that the fathers themselves would never have recognized. Acknowledging this fact, we can proceed cautiously, constantly reminding ourselves that these debates about the filioque are ultimately part of a larger inquiry as to how Christians come to understand God, and their own destiny, as revealed to them in Jesus Christ. To understand the biblical material, I have relied heavily on modern com mentaries by (primarily German- and English-speaking) exegetes. Quotations from the Scriptures are from the NRSV unless otherwise noted. For the patris tic and medieval sources, I have made use of modern critical editions whenever possible, although the reader will still note frequent references to Migne's Patr ologia Greaca (PG) or Patrologia Latina (PL) . Special mention should be made of the volumes recently completed by Ann Freeman and Harold Willjung for the Monumenta Germaniae Historica, which provide critical editions of many of the Carolingian documents. For the Council of Ferrara-Florence there is the invalu able multivolume collection of conciliar and postconciliar documents assem bled and published by the Pontifical Oriental Institute between 1940 and 1977. When they are available, I have utilized and referenced English translations, including the original language if I thought it necessary to clarify the terms of the debate. All other translations are my own, although I should acknowledge Dr. Katherine Panagakos of the Richard Stockton College of New Jersey for her willingness to check some of the Greek and Latin passages. Most of the research for this book was completed during the writing of my dissertation under Rev. Joseph Lienhard, S. J ., and Dr. George Demacopoulos, both of whom also offered to read and comment upon portions of the manu-
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script. Their suggestions, questions, and even their criticisms were of inesti mable value in the process of writing both the original work and the present volume. I would also like to thank my colleagues at Misericordia University, Drs. Stevan Davies and Allan Austin, who were gracious enough to read through early drafts and provide invaluable feedback. Fr. Oliver Herbel and Dr. Brian Matz sent along their (soon-to-be published) translations of ninth-century pri mary sources and offered suggestions about handling the material. Drs. Tia Kolbaba and Elizabeth Fisher sent along early proofs of works in progress (which have since become available) and kindly allowed me to make use of them. My gratitude also goes to Cynthia Read, Stephanie Attia, and the editors at Oxford University Press for taking an interest in the project and seeing it through to completion. The final stages of the project were completed thanks to a grant from the Pappas Professorship in Byzantine Civilization and Reli gion, part of the Interdisciplinary Center for Hellenic Studies at the Richard Stockton College of New Jersey. Thanks also to Joseph Everett, a student at Stockton, who assisted me with various tasks as I was completing the book. David Shapiro and Meg Lord deserve some recognition for their willing ness to host me in New York while I was doing research at Fordham. My mother (Terri Siecienski) and mother-in-law (Martha Matwijcow) unhesitatingly gave their time to help out with child care, allowing me to finish the project in a timely manner. Last, I warit to thank my wife, Kiev, a true mulier fortis. It can truly be said that without her love and support none of this would have been possible. A wife is her husband's richest treasure, a helpmate, a steadying column. -(Sir 36:24)
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The Filioque



Introduction



On June 2 9 , 1995, in a service attended by both pious worshippers and curious onlookers, Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew I j oined Pope J ohn Paul I I in Rome for the solemn celebration of the feast of Sts. Peter and Paul. While the meeting of pope and patriarch is always a matter of some ecclesial import, garnering a fair amount of press attention, this particular moment was noteworthy for another reason. Although it was a Roman Catholic (i.e., Latin Rite) service, when time came for recitation of the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed, it was sung not in Latin but in Greek, and in its original form.1 There were no interpolations. The filioque, a part of the Roman liturgical creed since the eleventh century, and part of the Latin theological tradition for several centuries before that, was con spicuously absent. Most of those in attendance that day did not immediately grasp the significance of what had just happened. For almost fourteen cen turies the presence of the filioque in the creeds of the Western Church had been the source of an ongoing and increasingly acrimonious debate. The addition of this one word in the creed of the Roman Church in 1014 was once famously described by Alexei Khomiakov as an act of "moral fratricide,"2 and Vladimir Lossky went so far as to call the Latin doctrine of the filioque the "sole dogmatic grounds for the separation of East and West."3 Almost a millennium after its first use in Rome, the filioque was being omitted by the Pope of Rome in the hope of reanimating the Catholic-Orthodox dialogue and hastening that day when the Church could once again "breathe with both lungs. "4
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The significance of this gesture was not lost on the Orthodox themselves, causing some to speculate that perhaps this was a sign of Rome's willingness to adhere to the recommendations of the 1979 Klingenthal Memorandum, which had urged that "the original form of the third article of the Creed, with out the .filioque, should everywhere be recognized as the normative one and restored."5 While this view might have been overly optimistic, Rome was, in fact, already moving toward a reexamination of the doctrine and its meaning within the Latin theological tradition. This was apparent when, in September of that same year, the Vatican published "The Greek and Latin Traditions Regarding the Procession of the Holy Spirit," a statement aimed at clarifying the Western teaching on the .filioque in light of the historic Orthodox objec tions. 6 The document was warmly received in the Christian East, although many were quick to point out that while it moved the two sides closer on the issue, further work was still required to bring about genuine agreement and the eventual restoration of ecclesial communion. The question most would ask is how this one word could have become such a problem in the first place. Could the simple addition or omission of one word, even in this day and age, truly have the power to divide or unite the Christian world? Does it really matter whether the Spirit proceeds "from the Father" or "from the Father alone" or "from the Father and Son" or even "from the Father through the Son"? We no longer live in the time ofGregory ofNyssa, when individuals came to blows in the marketplace over words like homoousios or homoiousios, and thus it is often difficult for us to grasp why our forebears fought so tenaciously over doctrinal subtleties ? This is especially true since the .filioque is meant to describe the inner workings of the trinitarian God, a matter beyond the comprehension of most Christians and one often relegated to the metaphysical backwaters by modem the ologians more concerned with Christianity's waning influence on an increasingly secularized world. Perhaps in order to understand the significance of the .filioque for ecumenical relations, we are first required to reexamine what was (and is) at stake in the debate and why both East and West have attacked the other so vehe mently for their refusal to adhere to the "orthodox" position.



The Issues It has long been recognized that there are, in fact, two distinct, albeit related issues at stake in the .filioque debate-the truth of the doctrine itself and the lice ity of the interpolation (or, more specifically, the right of the Pope of Rome to alter a creed composed and accepted by an ecumenical council). As far back as the ninth century, during the very early stages of the debate, Pope Leo I I I acknowledged this distinction, clearly separating his own acceptance of the Western teaching from his inability (or at least unwillingness) to add the.filioque to the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed. However, once the.filioque became part
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of the creed at Rome in the eleventh century, the issues of the interpolation's liceity and the doctrine's orthodoxy were irrevocably joined. The West argued that the .filioque was not, in fact, an addition, but rather a clarification added to defend the faith against error, something never prohibited by the fathers. If the .filioque was orthodox, then its use in the creed to clarify the Church's teaching on the matter of the Spirit's procession was therefore not a violation of the can ons. As for the pope's right to alter the creed in this way, this was something (according to the Latins) that was granted to him by Christ himsel£8 The Eastern position was quite different; they maintained that even if the .filioque was orthodox (which it was not), its addition to the creed was prohibited by Canon 7 of the Council of Ephesus, which forbade anyone "to produce or write or compose any other creed except the one which was defined by the holy fathers who were gathered together in the Holy Spirit at Nicea."9 Thus, accord ing to the Byzantines, not only was it beyond the power of the Roman Pope to change the creed, but it was even beyond the power of another ecumenical council. Because the East, much more than the we-st, recognized the interpolation as a separate issue, often it was treated without reference to the orthodoxy of the doctrine itself (although they believed its removal would have also been a de facto admission of the teaching's heretical nature). The Greeks maintained that any treatment of the .filioque required that it be addressed both as a theological problem (properly speaking) and as an ecclesiological problem. Ultimately what was at stake was not only God's trinitarian nature, but also the nature of the Church, its teaching authority, and the distribution of power among its leaders. During the twentieth century it was very common to view the debate solely in terms of the latter-that is, the .filioque as nothing more than another weapon in the power struggle between Rome and Constantinople. While this was occasionally the case (the exchange between Cardinal Humbert and Patri arch Michael Cerularius in 1054 being a perfect example), such a view does an injustice to those involved. Certainly the ecclesiological ramifications were never far from the minds of the theologians and hierarchs who spoke to the issue. Everyone knew that to challenge the truth of the .filioque was to challenge the orthodoxy of Old Rome, and by extension any claims to power or legitimacy made by the pope. And if the pope seemed determined that the East should accept the doctrine, he was so, in part, because he knew that such an act was the tacit recognition of his own role as pastor and shepherd of all Christians. Yet for many (if not most) of those involved in the debate, the theological issues at stake far outweighed the ecclesiological concerns. This was so because both Latins and Greeks knew that ultimately they were arguing over God's mode of subsistence as Trinity, so central a Christian doctrine that to deny the orthodox position (whatever that may be) placed one outside the community of faith. At issue were rather key questions about the monarchy of the Father, the eternal relationship between Son and Spirit, the transferable (or nontransferable)



6



THE FILIOQUE



nature of hypostatic qualities, and the exact relationship between the economy (oiKOVO}lta) and theology (eeoA.oyia). This last issue was particularly vexing, since the Greeks were more hesitant about blurring the lines between the two, while the Latins insisted that the economy revealed truths about the immanent Trinity, including the sending of the Spirit byjthroughjfrom the Son. Perhaps the deeper question raised by the filioque debate was whether the two halves of Christendom, in their diverse approaches to the trinitarian mys tery, had come to differing, and ultimately incompatible, teachings about the nature of God. It was over a century ago that Theodore de Regnon famously contrasted the approaches of Christian East and West: " Latin philosophy first considers the nature in itself and proceeds to the agent; Greek philosophy first considers the agent and afterwards passes through to find the nature."10 Most scholars today argue that the lines are too clearly drawn here, with the subtle ties ofboth Latin and Greek thought on the subject not being taken into account, Yet there is some validity to the claim that the approaches taken by East and West were distinct and that this difference has implications for their respective views on the Trinity and thus for the filioque debate. Whether the trinitarian views of East and West were genuinely incompat ible is almost secondary to the fact that beginning in the eighth or ninth cen tury people began to think that they were. This was especially true in the East, where the link between orthodoxy and orthopraxis was much stronger, and the West's use of an interpolated creed signaled to many a substantively different faith. From the Latins' perspective, the Eastern rejection of the filioque was considered not only sinful disobedience to Peter's legitimate successor, but also a denial of the consubstantiality of the F ather and Son, and thus a form of crypto-Arianism. As the centuries passed, and dialogue degenerated into polemics, Latins and Greeks could no longer see the possibility that the other's view was orthodox, and thus to preserve the integrity of the faith they attacked heterodoxy where they believed it to exist. Power and authority were key ques tions in the filioque dispute-of this there is no doubt-but the hatred mani fested in this debate stems from something deeper-the belief that the other had destroyed the purity of the faith and refused to accept the clear teachings of the fathers on the Spirit's procession.



The Role of Authorities From the very first mention of the filioque debate in Maximus's Letter to Mari nus (c. 645/646) we have evidence that recourse was made to patristic testi mony in order to support the Western teaching. This was only natural, as both East and West knew that novelty, when it came to matters of the faith, was something to be shunned at all costs. The dictim of Vincent of Lerins held true for all: the true faith was "what has been believed everywhere, always, and by
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everyone (quod ubique, quod semper, quod ab omnibus creditum est) , meaning that the introduction of "new" doctrines was not the work of orthodox believers, but that ofheretics.11 This is why Maximus the Confessor, in defending the Latin's use of the filioque, immediately countered the charge that the teaching was novel, since the Romans "had produced the unanimous evidence of the Roman Fathers, and also of Cyril of Alexandria, from the study he made of the gospel of St. John."12 As the debate became more contentious in the ninth century, each side began assembling jlorilegia of biblical and patristic prooftexts in the hope of demonstrating to the other the antiquity and orthodoxy of their own position. This process continued unabated for several hundred years, with Latins and Greeks finding both explicit and implicit support for and against the doctrine in the writings of the Church's greatest luminaries. While both sides could agree that the writings of these fathers were the criteria sine qua non for deter mining the orthodox faith, there were several methodological problems in uti lizing the patristic witness in this manner. There was, of course, the question of ecumenicity, since by the ninth cen tury the Greeks' knowledge of the Western fathers (and the Latins' knowledge of the East) was, on the whole, rather poor. For this reason the West relied quite heavily on the Latin fathers (espec ially Augustine) while the Byzantines depend ed almost solely on Greek-speaking authors. By the fifteenth century the Greek delegates at Florence were (on several occasions) forced to admit a total igno rance of the Latin patristic tradition.13 And although the Latins and their union ist supporters in the East increasingly used Greek sources to prove their case, to claim that they utilized the Greek fathers is not to say that they understood them. As John Erickson has noted, "the Latins were oblivious to the basic intu itions and concerns of the Greek patristic tradition . . . . Misjudging the weight and consistency of their sometimes questionable sources, they sought to fit the theology of others into their own narrow system."14 Part of this approach can be explained by the fact that most of what they understood of the Greek tradition was gained throughjlorilegia in translations, not by firsthand knowledge of the sources themselves. This, of course, made understanding the referenced quo tations extremely difficult, since they were always read outside of the context of the original work and the author's corpus as a whole. The issue of ecumenicity was compounded by the problem of translation. As the centuries passed, fewer participants in the debate were bilingual, so Greeks and Latins alike were forced to rely on works received in translation. This process frequently fostered misunderstanding, for as the Christological controversies of the fourth and fifth centuries had demonstrated, some terms did not have an exact Greek or Latin equivalent.15 This was particularly true of the Greek word EK7tOpEUE 
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