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Eustratius, metropolitan of Nicaea (the middle of the eleventh century ᅬ shortly after 1117) is 

and always was one of the most known Byzantine philosophers, especially due to his commentaries to 

Aristotle. He is no less known as a theologian, and a very controversial one, but the contents of his 

works remain understudied, and an important part of them was unpublished until recently. Alexei 

Barmin in 2016 finished his two-decades-long research resulting into the editio princeps of the four 

Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ theological treatises thus exhausting the list of the inedita by Eustratius. All these works 

are in some relation to the first, after 1054, major meeting between the Greek and Latin theologians in 

1112 in Constantinople.  

The self-standing Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƿƽƣƞƿiƾƣ Sermon on the Holy Spirit (Λఖୣ୰ς ୱ୲ὶ ୵୰ῦ ୱୡ୮ୡୣఓ୰୶ 

ୱ୮గ୭ୡ୵୰ς) has been published by Barmin within his 2006 monograph.2 TƩƣ ƾǀƟjƣơƿ ƺƤ BƞƽƸiƹ’ƾ 2016 

book is a series of three discourses on the procession of the Holy Spirit written by Eustratius against 

the 1112 tractate by Pietro Grossolano. The critical edition is based on five manuscripts (including two 

of the thirteenth century) and provided with a Russian translation (rather good but not to be 

discussed here) and the relevant fragments of the Grossolano’ƾ ƿƽƞơƿƞƿƣ ǂƩƣƽƣ ƞǁƞilƞƟlƣ ᄬiƹ Rǀƾƾiƞƹ 
translation only). A detailed historical commentary to the presently published works was already 

given in the 2006 monograph3 and is therefore only briefly summarised now. Barmin is commenting, 

Ʃƺǂƣǁƣƽ, ƺƹ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ Ƣƺơƿƽiƹƞl ǁiƣǂƾ, ƞƾ ƿƩƣǄ ǂƣƽƣ ƣǃƻƽƣƾƾƣƢ iƹ ƿƩƣ ǂƺƽkƾ ǀƹƢƣƽ ƻǀƟliơƞƿiƺƹ ƞƹƢ 
elsewhere.  

TƩƣ ǂƩƺlƣ ơƺƽƻǀƾ ƺƤ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ǂƺƽkƾᅭas Barmin showsᅭis to be taken into account in an 

ƞƹƞlǄƾiƾ ƺƤ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ǀƹƢƣƽƾƿƞƹƢiƹƨ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƺơƣƾƾiƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ HƺlǄ Sƻiƽiƿ. The most theologically 

iƸƻƺƽƿƞƹƿ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ǂƺƽkƾ ƞƽƣ ƿƩƣ Ƥƺllƺǂiƹƨ. Beside those published by Barmin himself, there are 

two other pieces of Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƻƺlƣƸiơƾ against the Filioque published by archimandrite Andronicus 

Demetracopoulos in 1866, who included in his first (and the only published) volume of the 

Ἐ୪୪୫୧σ୩ୡσ୵୩୪ὴ ୢ୩ୢ୫୩୰୨ఒ୪୧ ƿƩƣ Ƹƺƾƿ ơƺƸƻƽƣƩƣƹƾiǁƣ ơƺllƣơƿiƺƹ ƺƤ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƿƩƣƺlƺƨiơƞl legacy.4 There 

ƣǃiƾƿ, Ƹƺƽƣƺǁƣƽ, Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƿƩƣƺlƺƨiơƞl treatises dedicated to his polemics against Leo, metropolitan 

                                                             
1 The present study is a part of a larger project Nr 16-18-10202, History of the Logical and Philosophical Ideas in 

Byzantine Philosophy and Theology, implemented with a financial support of the Russian Science Foundation. 
2 ျ. ွ. ြျ။၇И၈, ၊ၽၺၴၻၷၹа ၷ ႀႄၷၶၻа. Иႀႁၽၿၷя ၲၿၴၹၽ-ၺаႁၷၼႀၹၷႄ ႀၾၽၿၽၱ IXᅬXII ၱၴၹၽၱ [A. V. BARMIN, Polemics 

and the Schisim: The History of the Greek-Latin Quarrels from the Ninth to the Twelfth Century]. Bibliotheca Ignatiana. 

Moscow 2006, 518 ᅬ 565. My review: ွ. ၇. ၆၎။ЬЕ, ၈а ၲၿၴၹၽ-ၺаႁၷၼႀၹၽၻ ႃၿၽၼႁၴ. ။аၶၻыႇၺၴၼၷя ၾၽ ၾၽၱၽၳႂ ၹၼၷၲၷ: ြаၿၻၷၼ 
ျ.ွ. ၊ၽၺၴၻၷၹа ၷ ႀႄၷၶၻа… [B. LOURIÉ, On the Greek-Latin Front: Thoughts about the book: Barmin A. V. Polemics and the 

SơƩiƾƸ…]. В၇၆а၌ၑ၇၈ၐ၉၇၈ в၏е။е၌၌၇၉ 69 (2010) 349 ᅬ 361. Then, I avoided any discussion of theological topics in 

Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ, kƹƺǂiƹƨ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƣ ƻǀƟliơƞƿiƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƽƣƸƞiƹiƹƨ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ǂƺƽkƾ ƟǄ BƞƽƸiƹ ǂƞƾ ƻƣƹƢiƹƨ. TƩƣƽƣƤƺƽƣ, ƸǄ 
ƻƽƣƾƣƹƿ ƽƣǁiƣǂ ƞƽƿiơlƣ iƾ ơƺǁƣƽiƹƨ ƿƩiƾ ƻƞƽƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ BƞƽƸiƹ’ƾ ᇴᇲᇲᇸ ƸƺƹƺƨƽƞƻƩ as well. 

3 WiƿƩiƹ ƿƩƣ lƺƹƨ ơƩ. ᇻ “TƩƣ Cƺƹƾƿƞƹƿiƹƺƻlƣ Diƾơǀƾƾiƺƹƾ ƺƤ ᇳᇳᇳᇴᅬᇳᇳᇳᇵ” [ြျ။၇И၈, ၊ၽၺၴၻၷၹа ၷ ႀႄၷၶၻа (as footnote 2 

above), pp. 309 ᅬ 358]. 
4 Α. ૩. Δ૦૫૦૰Α૩૮૯૮૪૮૱, Ἐசசσஙσஙசὴ ஒஙஒஙᾗச, Leipzig 1866. The bibliographical description by Barmin (p. 

228) contains a typo or mistake in the year of publication: 1886 instead of 1866. Barmin provides a review of all literary 

works by Eustratius. This list includes the anti-Latin treatise On the Azymes that was published by the Jerusalem Patriarch 

Dositheos in his 1698 volume ૂఖ୭୰ς ἀୣάୱ୧ς ୪ୡ୵ὰ Λୡ୵ఓ୮ω୮ under the name of John of Jerusalem. It was restored to Eustratius 

by Barmin according to the manuscript tradition and some peculiarity in contents [ြျ။၇И၈, ၊ၽၺၴၻၷၹа ၷ ႀႄၷၶၻа (as 

footnote 2 above), 322 ᅬ 323]. 



of Chalcedon, on the veneration of the holy icons (the subject of this polemics was mostly 

Christological) and against the Armenians (Christological as well) ᅭ all of them published by 

Demetracopoulos. Later ƻiƣơƣƾ ƺƤ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƞƹƿi-Armenian polemics were condemned and burned 

in 1117, and therefore are known to us exclusively in quotations and summaries made by the Byzantine 

opponents of Eustratius.  

TƩƣ ƻǀƟliơƞƿiƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƿƩƣƺlƺƨiơƞl ǂƺƽkƾ, ƹƺǂ ơƺƸƻlƣƿƣƢ, ƾƩƣƢs light on the 

principal lines of theological thought in Byzantium throughout the period between the schism of 1054 

and the Union of Lyon (1274-1283). A priori this was not self-evident. Such a feeling about the 

importance of Eustratius ƞƽƺƾƣ ƞƤƿƣƽ ƿƩƣ Ƥiƽƾƿ BƞƽƸiƹ’ƾ ƻǀƟliơƞƿiƺƹ ƺƹ ƿƩƣ ƿƺƻiơ iƹ ᇴᇲᇲ0, when he 

demonstrated that the dogmatic core of the pro-Filioque argumentation of the Greek metropolitan of 

Thessalonica (sometime around 1233) Nikƣƿƞƾ “ƺƤ Mƞƽƺƹƣiƞ” ƨƺƣƾ ƿƺ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ ᄬƞƹƢ ƹƺƿ ƿƺ Lƞƿiƹ 
sources, as it was previously supposed), and in such an extent that Niketas has repeated him 

sometimes verbatim.5  

Niketas became a key figure in the theological preparation of the future Union of Lyon and, 

then, one of the main sources of John Bekkos’ƾ ƿƩƣƺlƺƨǄ. Indeed, Niketas ƿǀƽƹƣƢ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ 
arguments against the Filioque in the opposite sense, thus obtaining from them arguments for the 

Filioque, but he did so mutatis mutandis, ǂiƿƩƺǀƿ ƿƺǀơƩiƹƨ ƿƩƣ ơƺƽƣ ƺƤ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ǀƹƢƣƽƾƿƞƹƢiƹƨ ƺƤ 
what kind of unity and what kind of difference are present in the Holy Trinity. Both Eustratius and 

Niketas were convinced that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the nature of the Father through the 

FƞƿƩƣƽ’ƾ hypostatic idiom; they disagreed only in defining this idiom (for Eustratius, it does not imply 

an involvement of the Son in procession of the Spirit, whereas, for Niketas, it does). These theories 

have in common that, in triadological reasoning, the notion of hypostasis could be substituted with its 

conceptual constituents, “ƹƞƿǀƽƣ” ƞƹƢ “ƩǄƻƺƾƿƞƿiơ iƢiƺƸ.” In both theories, the hypostasis is not a kind 

ƺƤ ǂƩƺlƣ ƿƩƞƿ iƾ “ƨƽƣƞƿƣƽ,” iƹ ƾƺƸƣ ǂƞǄ, ƿƩƞƹ iƿƾ ƻƞƽƿƾ ƞƹƢ, ƿƩƣƽƣƤƺƽƣ, ƹƺƿ ƽƣƢǀơiƟlƣ ƿo the elements 

whose conjunction it seems to beᅭat least, in divinis, where there is no complexity and no parts at all. 

Wƣ ǂill ƽƣƿǀƽƹ ƿƺ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƽƺlƣ iƹ ƿƩƣƾƣ Ƣiƾơǀƾƾiƺƹƾ lƞƿƣƽ. 
Nikƣƿƞƾ “ƺƤ Mƞƽƺƹƣiƞ” iƾ ƻƽƣƾƣƹƿ iƹ BƞƽƸiƹ’ƾ ᇴᇲᇳᇸ Ɵƺƺk ƞƾ ǂƣll. éƾ ƞƹ ƞƢƢiƿiƺƹ ƿƺ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ 

ƿƽƣƞƿiƾƣƾ, Ʃƣ ƻǀƟliƾƩƣƢ Ƥƺƽ ƿƩƣ Ƥiƽƾƿ ƿiƸƣ ƿƩƣ ƣƹƢiƹƨ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ Ƥiƽƾƿ Nikƣƿƞƾ’ƾ ƿƽƣƞƿiƾƣ ƺƹ ƿƩƣ Filioque (pp. 211 

ᅬ 225), whose only edition by Joseph HƣƹƨƣƹƽöƿƩƣƽ iƹ PG 139 (1865) (cols. 169 ᅬ 201) is incomplete in 

this part.6  

BƞƽƸiƹ’s real commentary has little shortcomings7 but, normally, is precise and sufficiently 

detailed. Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƟƞơkƨƽƺǀƹƢ iƹ ƹƺƹ-polemical theological literature is grasped in a lesser extent,8 

                                                             
5 A. BARMINE, Uƹƣ ƾƺǀƽơƣ Ƹȅơƺƹƹǀƣ Ƣƣƾ Dialogues Ƣƣ Niơȅƿƞƾ Ƣƣ Mƞƽƺƹȅƣ. όÉB 58 (2000) 231 ᅬ 243. 
6 Lƣƿ ǀƾ ƹƺƿiơƣ ƿƩƞƿ BƞƽƸiƹ ƾǄƾƿƣƸƞƿiơƞllǄ ƞƿƿƽiƟǀƿƣƾ ƿƩƣ ƻǀƟliơƞƿiƺƹ ƺƤ Nikƣƿƞƾ’ƾ Dialogues II, III, and IV to 

Aurelio Palmieri instead of Nicola Festa: p. LXII; cf. earlier BARMINE, Uƹƣ ƾƺǀƽơƣ Ƹȅơƺƹƹǀƣ, 231 (Palmieri as the editor); 

ြျ။၇И၈, ၊ၽၺၴၻၷၹа ၷ ႀႄၷၶၻа (as footnote 2 above), 424 ᅬ 426 (no mention of the editor at all). The exact reference to this 

publication should be N. FESTA, Niceta di Maronea e i suoi dialoghi sulla processione delle Spirito Santo. Bessarione 16 

(1912) 80 ᅬ 107, 126 ᅬ 132, 266 ᅬ 286; 17 (1913) 104 ᅬ 113, 295 ᅬ 315; 18 (1914) 55 ᅬ 75, 243 ᅬ 259; 19 (1915) 239 ᅬ 246. Aurelio 

Palmieri published an introductory paper on Niketas in the same journal in 1912, referred to by Barmin, which seems to 

have provoked this mistake. 
7 E.g., commenting on the term ஒῆ ƞƻƻliƣƢ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƣƸƻƣƽƺƽ’ƾ ƿƩƽƺƹƣ ƞƾ ƿƩƣ ƻlƞơƣ ƤƽƺƸ ǂƩƣƽƣ ƿƩƣ ƣƸƻƣƽƺƽ Ʃƞƾ ƿƺ 

declare his judgment, Barmin refers to the bema of Syrian and Byzantine churches (p. 47, fn. 19), whereas the actual 

meaning is non-liƿǀƽƨiơƞl ƞƹƢ ǁƣƽǄ ơƺƸƸƺƹ, ƞlƽƣƞƢǄ iƹ ƿƩƣ Sƣƻƿǀƞƨiƹƿ: “jǀƢƨƸƣƹƿ ƾƣƞƿ.” TƩƣ Ƹƣƹƿiƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ᾜஓς 

ᾕஞς “ƿƺǂƣƽ ƺƤ CƩƞlƞƹƣƾ” (p. 72.13) should be commented not with the reference to Is 10:9 alone (in fact, only in the 

Septuagint version) but, first of all, with an explication that this is anotherᅭand quite popular in Byzantiumᅭname of 

ƿƩƣ Tƺǂƣƽ ƺƤ BƞƟƣl; BƞƽƸiƹ’ƾ ƣǃƻlƞƹƞƿiƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩiƾ ƻlƞơƣ ᄬƻ. ᇹᇵ, Ƥƹ. ᇵᇵᄭ Ƹiƾƾƣƾ ƿƩƣ ƻƺiƹƿ. 
8 For instance, in the paragraph of the First Antirrhetics ǂƩƣƽƣ BƞƽƸiƹ ƻƽƺƻƺƾƣƾ ƽƣƸƺƿƣ ƻƞƽƞllƣlƾ ƤƽƺƸ Eƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ 

ơƺƸƸƣƹƿƞƽiƣƾ iƹ éƽiƾƿƺƿlƣ ƞƹƢ ƞ ǁƞƨǀƣ ƽƣƤƣƽƣƹơƣ ƿƺ Ʃiƾ “PlƞƿƺƹiƾƸ” ᄬƻ. ᇴᇴ.ᇴᇲᇳ-208), there was a need to recognise a 

paraphrase of Dionysius the Areopagite, De eccl. hier., V, 7 (PG 3, 508 D ᅬ 509 A = ed. Suchla, pp. 109.1 ᅬ 110.5: ἡ கநᾘ ὺς 



Ɵǀƿ ƿƩiƾ iƾ ƞ ơƺƹƾƣƼǀƣƹơƣ ƺƤ BƞƽƸiƹ’ƾ general approachᅭthat is rather philological and historical 

than theological.  

In the historical part of his Introduction (which contains an original historical study of the 

Eustratius affair of 1117) I find problematic only a bit confused picture of what happened to Eustratius 

after the condemnation of his teaching and his act of penitence in 1117: Barmin put under suspicion 

the later Niketas Choniates’ƾ (1155/1157ᅬ1217) witness9 that Eustratius was defrocked (p. XXII). 

Nevertheless, his own analysis proves the same, despite his attempts of softening the meaning of 

contemporary sources. Niketas of Serra’ƾ ƤƺƽƸǀlƞ கἰς ὸஞ ᾛஞஞ ὐῦ ὴ ஔᾖநகσங “ƹƺƿ ƿƺ ƞơơƣƻƿ 
on his [sc., Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ] ƾƣe” (p. XIX) could not be interpreted as “ƿƺ Ɵƣ ƟƞƹƹƣƢ ƤƽƺƸ ƿƩƣ liturgical 

ƾƣƽǁiơƣ” (pace Barmin, p. XXI10). It means ƣǃƞơƿlǄ “ƿƺ Ɵƣ ƢƣƤƽƺơkƣƹ,” ƿƩƞƿ iƾ, ƿƺ be put outside any 

hierarchical orders and become a layman or a monk. Hƺǂƣǁƣƽ, BƞƽƸiƹ’ƾ ơƺƹơlǀƾiƺƹ (against previous 

scholars, especially PȅƽiơlȄƾ-Pierre Joannou) that the condemnation of Eustratious was caused by 

purely theological rather than political reasons (pp. XXIII ᅬ XXV) seems to me well founded. It is 

therefore even stranger that Barmin does not realise enough ƿƩƣ ƨƞƻ Ɵƣƿǂƣƣƹ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƿƩƣƺlƺƨǄ 
and the Byzantine Orthodoxy.11 EƾƻƣơiƞllǄ iƹ CƩƽiƾƿƺlƺƨǄ BƞƽƸiƹ’ƾ ǀƹƢƣƽƾƿƞƹƢiƹƨ ƺƤ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ lƣƞǁƣƾ 

                                                             
... ஞὰς ἀசᾘகங ῶஞ, கἶ பᾘகங சὶ பஙσᾖஞς ἀககஙῖ ὸς ககஙஔῆ ககσஙஓᾘஞ ... Cf. in Eustratius: Ὅσஞ ஓὰ 

சᾘஞங, σῦஞ ஙῦஞங [ƺƹƣ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ kƣǄ ƹƺƿiƺƹƾ iƹ ƿƩƣ éƽƣƺƻƞƨiƿƣ Ƣƺơƿƽiƹƣ ƺƤ ƩiƣƽƞƽơƩiƣƾ: ơƤ. ƻƞƽƞƨƽƞƻƩ “૧கᾘσஙς” 
in A. GOLITZIN, Et introibo ad altare Dei: The Mystagogy of Dionysius Areopagita, with Special Reference to Its Predecessors 

in the Eastern Christian Tradtion. Ἀ୮ά୫୪୵ୡ Β୫ୡ୵άω୮, 59. Thessalonica 1994, 137 ᅬ 139]· சὶ ὅσஞ ஙῦஞங, σῦஞ 

கἰσᾖநஞங [sc., to the Father]· சὶ σῦஞ ஓஙஞώσசσஙஞ, ὅσஞ ஓஙஞώσசஞங [cf. 1 Cor 13:13: ᾛக ஔὲ ἐஙஓஞώσங சὼς சὶ 
ἐகஓஞώσஞ; not recognised by Barmin]. ᾖσஙஞ ἐ’ ὅσஞ ὸ ἀᾛஙஞ ἀஒᾕஞங, சὶ ἰசகᾘபς ῇ ἑῶஞ ᾜσகங ஔஙὰ ῆς 

சᾕσகபς ὸ ἰசகῖஞ கὖ [ơƤ. éƽƣƺƻƞƨiƿƣ’ƾ Ƣiƾƿiƹơƿiƺƹ Ɵƣƿǂƣƣƹ கἶஞங and கὖ கἶஞங as introduced in De coel. hier., XIII, 4; 304 CD 

= Suchla p. 47, esp. line 9] ἐஞ ἑῖς ஔஙᾜகஞஞ கஙᾖσங, σῦஞ ὡς ἰசகῖங ῷ ஙῇ சὶ ᾕσῃ ஓஞபᾘஞங, சὶ 
ἀஞᾛஓபς [another one of the key notions in the Areopagite; cf. V. LOSSKY, Lƞ ƹƺƿiƺƹ Ƣƣƾ ‘ƞƹƞlƺƨiƣƾ’ ơƩƣǅ DƣƹǄƾ lƣ ƻƾƣǀƢƺ-

éƽȅƺƻƞƨiƿƣ. AƹƠƨƩƽƢƺ ơ’ƨƩƺƻƶƩƹƢ ơƶƠƻƹƩƵalƢ Ƣƻ lƩƻƻéƹaƩƹƢ ơƼ MƶyƢƵ-ÂƧƢ 5 (1931) 279 ᅬ 301] ῇ ஓஞபᾘσகங ᾜῃ ὴஞ ἔனஙஞ சὶ ὴஞ 

ஓஞώσஙஞ சᾘஞங [for this transmission of, first, ἔனஙς and, then, ஓஞῶσஙς within the hierarchies, see, in the Areopagite, 

De coel. hier., VII, 3; 209 C = ed. Suchla, p. 30.15-17; ibid., XIII, 3; 304 A = ed. Suchla, p. 46.14-16; De eccl. hier., VI, 6; 537 B = ed. 

Suchla, p. 119.23-26]. In this part of his first Antirrhetics Eustratius elaborates on the Areopagite and not on anyone else. Cf. 

Ɵƣlƺǂ ƺƹ JƺƩƹ Iƿƞlƺƾ’ƾ iƹƤlǀƣƹơƣ ƺƹ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ TƽiƞƢƺlƺƨǄ. 
9 PG ᇳᇶᇲ, ᇳᇵᇹ é; ƿƩƣ ƺƹlǄ ƻǀƟliƾƩƣƢ ƤƽƞƨƸƣƹƿ ƤƽƺƸ Ɵƺƺk XXIII ƺƤ CƩƺƹiƞƿƣƾ’ƾ Thesaurus Orthodoxae Fidei is 

dedicated to Eustratius (PG 140, 136 D ᅬ 137 A). 
10 To 1117, Byzantine views on the status of bishops removed from their sees for whatever reasons were not 

establishedᅭas will show in 1151 the discussion on the patriarchate of Nicholas Mouzalon. It resulted into the first apology 

of possibility to preserve the bishop rank without the bishop see written by Nicholas of Methone (against Theodore 

Balsamon who insisted that the bishop resigned from his see is no longer a bishop at all): ed. by Δ૦૫૦૰Α૩૮૯૮૪૮૱, 

Ἐசசσஙσஙசὴ ஒஙஒஙᾗச [as footnote 4 above], 266 ᅬ 292; cf. J. DéRROUZÈS, DƺơǀƸƣƹƿƾ iƹȅƢiƿƾ Ƣ’ƣơơlȅƾiƺlƺƨiƣ byzantine. 

AƹƠƨƩƽƢƺ ơƢ l’ίƹƩƢƵƻ ƠƨƹéƻƩƢƵ, 10. Paris 1966, 66 ᅬ 74, 310 ᅬ 331. Nevertheless, even Nicholas of Methone did not allow 

preserving the administrative bishop functions without the liturgical ones, as it is hypothesised by Barmin. According to 

thƣ lƞƿƿƣƽ, ƞ ƻƺƾƾiƟlƣ Ƹƣƞƹiƹƨ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƼǀƺƿƣƢ ƤƺƽƸǀlƞ ƟǄ Nikƣƿƞƾ ƺƤ Sƣƽƽƞ ƞƹƢ ƞ ƻƺƾƾiƟlƣ ƺǀƿơƺƸƣ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƞƤƤƞiƽ 
was the life-long ban from the liturgical service whereas preserving administration of the diocese; the word ᾛஞς in 

Nƣkƣƿƞƾ’ƾ ƻƩƽƞƾƣ was allegedly used in the sense of liturgical presiding onlyᅭ“ƟiƾƩƺƻ ƾƣƞƿ” iƹ ƿƩƣ liƿƣƽƞl ƾƣƹƾƣ ƞƹƢ ƹƺƿ 
“ƟiƾƩƺƻ ƾƣƣ” ᄬƻ.  XXIᄭ. 

11 Eǁƣƹ ƿƩƣ Ƹƺƾƿ ƣǁiƢƣƹƿlǄ “Nƣƾƿƺƽiƞƹ” Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƻƩƽƞƾƣƾ can be interpreted by Barmin as not so openly 

“ǀƹƺƽƿƩƺƢƺǃ.” CƤ. Ʃiƾ ơƺƸƸƣƹƿƞƽǄ ƿƺ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ơlƞiƸ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƣ FƞƿƩƣƽ iƾ ƿƺ Ɵƣ ơƺƹƤƣƾƾƣƢ …ὡς கἶஞங ὸஞ ᾖ, ᾖ ὲஞ 

ὐῦ, ὡς ἱῦ சὶ கῦ· கὸஞ ஔᾖ, ὡς ἀஞώ (First Antirrhetics, p. 16.123-ᇳᇴᇷᄭ, ƿƩƞƿ iƾ, “…ƿƩƣ FƞƿƩƣƽ ƺƤ ƩiƸ [sc., the Son] as of 

the Son and God, but GƺƢ ƞƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƩǀƸƞƹ.” BƞƽƸiƹ ơƺƸƸƣƹƿƾ ƿƩƞƿ “[i]ƹ ǀƹƢƣƽlǄiƹƨ ƿƩƣ ƢiƤƤƣƽƣƹơƣ Ɵƣƿǂƣƣƹ ƿƩƣ ƿǂƺ 
ƹƞƿǀƽƣƾ iƹ CƩƽiƾƿ, Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ ƣǁƣƹƿǀƞllǄ ǂƞƾ ơƺƹƤƽƺƹƿƣƢ ǂiƿƩ ƿƩƣ ƽƣjƣơƿiƺƹ ƺƤ Ʃiƾ ǁiƣǂƾ iƹ ƿƩƣ BǄǅƞƹƿiƹƣ CƩǀƽơƩ…,” ƿƩǀƾ 
referring to the future 1117 condemnation (pp. 16 ᅬ ᇳᇹ, Ƥƹ. ᇷᄭ. Hƺǂƣǁƣƽ, iƹ ƿƩiƾ ƻƩƽƞƾƣ, ƿƩƣƽƣ iƾ ƹƺƿ ƞ Ƹƣƽƣ “ǀƹƢƣƽlǄiƹƨ” ƺƤ ƿƩƣ 
difference between the two natures but ruining of the Byzantine understanding of hypostatic unity: the humanity of Christ 

is no longer sharing the relation to the Father proper to the hypostasis of the Logos. No wonder that Barmin is sceptical 

ƿƺǂƞƽƢ Nikƣƿƞƾ CƩƺƹiƞƿƣƾ’ƾ ƣǁƞlǀƞƿiƺƹ ƺƤ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƞƹƿi-Latin polemics as having performed ὐச ἀσῶς, ὐஔὲ ἐஙஞகῶς 

“ƹƺƿ ǂiƿƩƺǀƿ ƣƽƽƺƽƾ, ƹƺƽ ƻƽƞiƾƣǂƺƽƿƩǄ” ᄬPG 140, 136 D). Barmin (p. XXX) supposes that these words were provoked by the 

ƻƣơǀliƞƽ ƞƽƨǀƸƣƹƿƾ ƻƽƣƾƣƽǁƣƢ iƹ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƿƽƣƞƿiƾƣ Sermon on the Holy Spirit and not repeated in the present 



much to be desired,12 but, fortunately, this does not affect his ƣƢiƿiƺƹ ƺƤ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƿƽiƞƢƺlƺƨiơƞl 
treatises. 

éll ƿƩiƾ ƾƞiƢ BƞƽƸiƹ’ƾ ƿƩƣƺlƺƨiơƞl ơƺƸƸƣƹƿƞƽiƣƾ ơƺƹƿain a very pertinent observation. In 

paragraph 8 of the First Antirrhetics, Eustratius continues his interpretation of the gospel saying Pater 

meus maior me est (Jn 14:28) (pp. 14/15 ᅬ 16/17 txt/Russ. tr.). Shortly before, he interpreted it 

traditionallyᅭin the sense of ஞநᾘ of the Father (the Father is the unique “ơƞǀƾƣ” ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƿƩƽƣƣ 
hypostases). Now, he refutes those who understand these words as said by Jesus according to the 

humanity in respect to the divinity. Barmin justly notes that here Eustratius goes against the future 

councils of 1166 and 1170, which proclaimed both interpretations orthodox (p. 15, fn. 4). Indeed, let us 

ƞƢƢ ƿƺ BƞƽƸiƹ’ƾ ơƺƸƸƣƹƿƞƽǄ, Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ ƢiƢ ƾƺ ƺǀƿ ƺƤ Ʃiƾ “Nƣƾƿƺƽiƞƹ” ơƺƹǁiơƿiƺƹ ƿƩƞƿ “…iƤ ƿƩƣ Sƞǁiƺǀƽ 
calls the Father his father as that of a human, he says that is what is not and pronounces words that do 

ƹƺƿ ơƺƽƽƣƾƻƺƹƢ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƽƣƞliƿǄ” ᄬ...கἰ ὡς ἀஞώ ᾖஓகங ἑῦ ὁ σபὴ ᾖ ὸஞ ᾖ, ὐ ὸ ὄஞ σஙஞ, 

ὐஔὲ ὺς ᾛஓς ἐசᾖகங சᾗς ῖς ᾕஓσங) (p. 16.126-128). 

The theological problems that such professional logicians as Eustratius and already John 

Philoponos were attempting to resolve did not allow logically consistentᅭthat is, free of 

contradictionsᅭdecisions. Some Byzantine authors have spent buckets of ink to explain the need of 

logical inconsistencies for modifying the ancient Greek logic in conformity with Christian truths but 

ƾƺƸƣ ƺƿƩƣƽƾ, Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ iƹơlǀƢiƹƨ, ǂƣƽƣ Ƥƺllƺǂiƹƨ PƩilƺƻƺƹƺƾ’ƾ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ƺƤ ơƺƹƿƽƞƢiơƿiƺƹ-free 

Christian theology. The discussion on the Filioque, at least, since 1112 on, has been marked with this 

ƺƻƻƺƾiƿiƺƹ ƺƤ lƺƨiơƞl “ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸƾ” ǀƾƣƢ iƹ ƿƩƣƺlƺƨǄ. éƾ BƞƽƸiƹ ƾƩƺǂƣƢ, Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ “ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ” Ʃƞƾ Ɵƣƣƹ 

                                                             
Antirrhetics. Iƹ Ƥƞơƿ, ƞƾ BƞƽƸiƹ ƹƺƿiơƣƾ ƩiƸƾƣlƤ iƹ Ʃiƾ Ƥƺƺƿƹƺƿƣƾ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƿƣǃƿ, ƿƩƣƾƣ “ƻƣơǀliƞƽ” ᄬƿƩƞƿ iƾ, “ƸƞƿƩƣƸƞƿiơƞl”; ƾƣƣ 
below) arguments were nevertheless repeated in the present Antirrhetics, although in a very brief summary (p. 115, fn. 64; 

ơƤ. ƻ. XLIII, Ƥƹ. ᇳᇳᇹᄭ. TƩƣƾƣ ƞƽƨǀƸƣƹƿƾ ƢiƢ ơƣƽƿƞiƹlǄ ơƺƹƿƽiƟǀƿƣ ƿƺ ƾƩƞƻiƹƨ ƿƩƣ CƩƺƹiƞƿƣƾ’ƾ ƺƻiƹiƺƹ, Ɵǀƿ ƿƩƣ “NƣƾƿƺƽiƞƹiƾƸ” 
ᄬiƹ ƿƩƣ BǄǅƞƹƿiƹƣ ƾƣƹƾƣ ƺƤ ǂƺƽƢᄭ ƺƤ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƞƽƨǀƸƣƹƿƞƿiƺƹ ƞƨƞiƹƾƿ ƿƩƣ Filioque was even more striking. 

12 BƞƽƸiƹ ƾǀƸƸƞƽiƾƣƾ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƻƺlƣƸiơƾ ƞƨƞiƹƾƿ Lƣƺ ƺƤ CƩƞlơƣƢƺƹ ᄬiƹ ᇳᇲᇺᇸᄭ, ǂƩiơƩ ǂƞƾ ƤƺơǀƾƣƢ ƺƹ ƿƩƣ 
ǁƣƹƣƽƞƿiƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƩƺlǄ iơƺƹƾ Ɵǀƿ iƾ ơƽǀơiƞl Ƥƺƽ ǀƹƢƣƽƾƿƞƹƢiƹƨ ƺƤ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ CƩƽiƾƿƺlƺƨǄ iƹ ƿƩiƾ ƣƞƽlǄ ƻƣƽiƺƢ. He refers (p. 

XIII, fn. 14) to my two studies on this subject [B. LOURIÉ, Uƹƣ Ƣiƾƻǀƿƣ ƾƞƹƾ jǀƾƿƣƾ: Lȅƺƹ Ƣƣ CƩƞlơȅƢƺiƹƣ, Eǀƾƿƽƞƿƣ Ƣƣ Niơȅƣ ƣƿ 
la troisiȄƸƣ Ƽǀƣƽƣllƣ ƾǀƽ lƣƾ iƸƞƨƣƾ ƾƞơƽȅƣƾ. Studia Patristica 42 (2006) 321 ᅬ 339 (a detailed account of the theological 

discussion); ွ. ၇. ၆၎။ЬЕ, Иႀႁၽၿၷя ၱၷၶаၼႁၷၸႀၹၽၸ ႃၷၺၽႀၽႃၷၷ. ၏ၽၿၻаႁၷၱၼыၸ ၾၴၿၷၽၳ <B. Lƺǀƽiȅ, TƩƣ HiƾƿƺƽǄ ƺƤ 
Byzantine Philosophy: The Formative Period>, St. Petersburg 2006, 497 ᅬ 514 (a summarised account put into a broader 

historical content)] and points out what seems to him to be a self-ơƺƹƿƽƞƢiơƿiƺƹ: I iƹƿƣƽƻƽƣƿ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƹƺƿiƺƹ ƺƤ சஙசὸς 

ἄஞபς (“lƺƽƢlǄ ƩǀƸƞƹ”ᄭ ƞƾ ƞƹ ƞƿƿƣƸƻƿ ƿƺ ƽƣƿƩiƹk ƿƩƣ ơƺƸƸƺƹ ƩǀƸƞƹ ƹƞƿǀƽƣ ƞƾƾǀƸƣƢ ƟǄ ƿƩƣ Lƺƨƺƾ iƹ ƿƩƣ PƩilƺƻƺƹiƞƹ 
sense (၆၎။ЬЕ, Иႀႁၽၿၷя, 511 ᅬ 512), whereas earlier (ibid., p. 218) I have stated that Philoponos denied the real existence of 

ƿƩƣ ơƺƸƸƺƹ ƹƞƿǀƽƣƾ. Iƹ Ƥƞơƿ, I Ʃƞǁƣ Ƹƣƞƹƿ ƿƩƞƿ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ ơƞllƣƢ “ơƺƸƸƺƹ” ƿƩƣ ƹƞƿǀƽƣ ƿƩƞƿ PƩilƺƻƺƹƺƾ ơƞllƣƢ “ƻƞƽƿiơǀlƞƽ”, 
whereas, together with Philoponos, Eustratius did not allow the real existence of the common natures in the ordinary = 

Philoponian sense of word (and this became one of the points of charges against him, when Niketas of Serra accused him 

of denying the unity of the humanity in Christ and in us). Eustratius returned to PƩilƺƻƺƹƺƾ’ƾ ƸƺƢƣ ƺƤ ƿƩiƹkiƹƨ ᄬƻƣƽƤƣơƿlǄ 
kƹƺǂƹ ƿƺ ƩiƸ ƞƾ ƿƩƣ PƩilƺƻƺƹƺƾ’ƾ Ƹƺƾƿ illǀƾƿƽiƺǀƾ ơƺllƣƞƨǀƣ iƹ ơƺƸƸƣƹƿiƹƨ éƽiƾƿƺƿlƣᄭ, ƞlƽƣƞƢǄ ƽƣjƣơƿƣƢ ƟǄ ƿƩƣ FƞƿƩƣƽƾ ƺƤ 
Byzantine Orthodoxy in the sixth and seventh centuries (especially Maximus the Confessor). Namely, these Fathers 

ƽƣjƣơƿƣƢ ƿƩƣ PƩilƺƻƺƹiƞƹ ơƺƹơƣƻƿ ƺƤ “ƻƞƽƿiơǀlƞƽ ƹƞƿǀƽƣ” iƹ ƿƩƣ ƾƣƹƾƣ ƺƤ ƞ ƽƣƞl ƻƞƽƿiơǀlƞƽ ƣǃiƾƿƣƹơƣ ǂiƿƩƺǀƿ iƿƾ 
ƻƞƽƿiơǀlƞƽiƾiƹƨ Ƥƣƞƿǀƽƣƾ ᄬƩǄƻƺƾƿƞƿiơ iƢiƺƸƾᄭ; ƞơơƺƽƢiƹƨ ƿƺ ƿƩƣƸ, “ƻƞƽƿiơǀlƞƽ ƹƞƿǀƽƣƾ” iƹ ƞƹǄ ƽƣƞl ƾƣƹƾƣ Ƹǀƾƿ Ɵƣ ƿƩƣ ƾƞƸƣ ƞƾ 
the hypostases. Eustratius does not accept this decision because, otherwise, his Christology would become openly 

Nestorian (the humanity of Christᅭwhich Eustratius separated from the hypostasis of the Logosᅭwould become a 

separate human hypostasis). Therefore, Eustratius continued to call his de facto Philoponian particular nature of the 

“lƺƽƢlǄ ƩǀƸƞƹ” ƿƩƣ ơƺƸƸƺƹ ƺƹƣ. TƩƣƹ, Ʃƣ ƞƾơƽiƟƣƢ ƿƺ ƿƩiƾ “lƺƽƢlǄ ƩǀƸƞƹ” ƣǁƣƽǄƿƩiƹƨ ƞƻƻliơƞƟlƣ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƩǄƻƺƾƿƞƾiƾᅭand 

all this quite expectably leaded him to the condemnation as a crypto-Nestorian. For the philosophical and logical context, 

see now Dirk KRéUSMÜLLER, Enhypostaton: Bƣiƹƨ “iƹ éƹƺƿƩƣƽ” ƺƽ Bƣiƹƨ “ǂiƿƩ éƹƺƿƩƣƽ”?ᅭHow Chalcedonian Theologians 

ƺƤ ƿƩƣ SiǃƿƩ CƣƹƿǀƽǄ DƣƤiƹƣƢ ƿƩƣ Oƹƿƺlƺƨiơƞl Sƿƞƿǀƾ ƺƤ CƩƽiƾƿ’ƾ HǀƸƞƹ Nƞƿǀƽƣ. Vigiliae Christianae 71 (2017) 433 ᅬ 448; 

idem, Under the Spell of John Philoponus: How Chalcedonian Theologians of the Late Patristic Period Attempted to 

Safeguard the Oneness of God. The Journal of Theological Studies 68 (2017) 625 ᅬ 649. 



accepted and developed by the latinophrones theologians starting from the very first among them, 

Nikƣƿƞƾ “ƺƤ Mƞƽƺƹƣiƞ.” 
TƩƣ lƺƨiơƞl ƹƞƿǀƽƣ ƺƤ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƿƽiƞƢƺlƺƨiơƞl ƞƽƨǀƸƣƹƿƞƿiƺƹ iƾ ƿƩƣ Ƹƺƾƿ ƣǃƻliơiƿ iƹ ƿƩƣ 

“ƸƞƿƩƣƸƞƿiơƞl” ƻƞƽƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ Sermon on the Holy Spirit (still understudied, having been first published by 

Barmin in 2006). Here, Eustratius opposed to the Latin teaching schematised by him as linear 

(FatherᅭSonᅭSpirit) his own scheme of an isosceles triangle (சὰ σநῆ ஙஓபஞஙசᾛஞ13; let us 

ƿƽƞƹƾlƞƿƣ “ƞơơƺƽƢiƹƨ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƿƽiƞƹƨlƣ ƾơƩƣƸƣ”; ƾƣƣ Ɵƣlƺǂ ƺƹ ƿƩƣ Ƹƣƞƹiƹƨ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ǂƺƽƢ “ƾơƩƣƸƣ” in my 

translation) with the Father at the top vertex and the Son and the Spirit at the two bottom vertices. 

The Trinity is, according to Eustratius, consisting of the Monad (Father)ᅭthat have the priority of 

being the cause of the Dyad (Son and Spirit)ᅭand of the Dyad itself. He elaborated on the 

Neoplatonic, especially pseudo-IƞƸƟliơƩǀƾ’ƾ ƿƣƞơƩiƹƨ ƺƹ ƿƩƣ ƹǀƸƟƣƽƾ, ǂƩƣƽƣ ƟƺƿƩ MƺƹƞƢ ƞƹƢ DǄƞƢ 
were considered as exempted from the further numeral row.14 Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƺǂƹ ƿƣƞơƩƣƽ JƺƩƹ Iƿƞlƺƾ lƣƤƿ 
a short triadological treatise in the same vein (although not polemical).15 The basic numerological 

statement of Eustratius is the following: 

 
ᾜσகங ஔὲ சὶ ἡ ஞὰς ϊῦσ ச’ ἑᾗஞ, கἰς ஔᾕஔ ώஞ ஙகῖσங ὴஞ ᾛஔஞ ᾖசகஞ· ὐச ἂஞ ஒσᾖஞ கἰς 

ἀஙῶஞ ஓᾖஞகσஙஞ, கἰ ὴ ώஞ σநᾗσகங ஔᾕஔ ἐட ὐῆς ἀஞஙஞᾖஞஞ.16 

According to the nature, when the Monad is going forth by itself, it normally makes its proceeding to the first 

Dyad, because it would not step forward into generation of the numbers without previously having the Dyad 

appeared from it. 

 

TƩǀƾ, iƹ ƿƩƣ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƾơƩƣƸƣ, ƞƹǄ Ɵƽƣƞkiƹƨ ƺƤ ƾǄƸƸƣƿƽǄ Ɵƣƿǂƣƣƹ ƿƩƣ Sƺƹ ƞƹƢ ƿƩƣ Sƻiƽiƿ 
(such as the Filioque) would destroy the whole Trinity, because the Son and the Spirit would cease to 

form a dyad not overlapping with FƞƿƩƣƽ’ƾ ƸƺƹƞƢ. This scheme is clearly anti-Latin and consistent in 

the sense of containing no contradiction.  

Let us make a remark on the importance of this place for the history of logic. Eustratius insists 

that the Monad and the Dyad, which together generate the numbers, form an adequate model of the 

Christian Tirinityᅭin such an extent that this model has been used by him for argumentation: some 

triadological ideas are, according to Eustratius, to be rejected simply because of not fitting with his 

model. Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƿƽiƞƹƨlƣ17 is a graphical representation of propositions (not only of terms, as it was 

usual since antiquity in graphical charts illustrating logical and philosophical treatises) and is 

therefore appropriate Ƥƺƽ lƺƨiơƞl “ơƞlơǀlƞƿiƺƹƾ.” SǀơƩ ƾơƩƣƸƣƾ ƞƽƣ ƹƺǂ ơƞllƣƢ “lƺƨiơƞl ƾơƩƣƸƣƾ” ƞƹƢ 
are considered by the modern historians of logics as first proposed by Leonard Euler in 1763 (who, in 

ƿǀƽƹ, ǂƞƾ ƣlƞƟƺƽƞƿiƹƨ ƺƹ LƣiƟƹiǅ’ƾ iƢƣƞƾᄭ; however, they became widespread in Byzantine theology in 

                                                             
13 ြျ။၇И၈, ၊ၽၺၴၻၷၹа ၷ ႀႄၷၶၻа (as footnote 2 above), 556, line 559. 
14 Cf. especially the commented translation: The Theology of Arithmetic. On the Mystical, Mathematical and 

Cosmological Symbolism of the First Ten Numbers Attributed to Iamblichus. Translated from the Greek by R. WATERFIELD. 

A Kairos Book. Grand Rapids, MI, 1988 (see here also on the Pythagorean background of this doctrine); A. WOSZCZYK, 

Włƞƾƹƺśơi ƸƺƹƞƢǄ i ƢiƞƢǄ ǂ “TƩƣƺlƺƨǀƸƣƹƞ ƞƽiƿƩƸƣƿiơƞƣ” ƻƽǅǄƻiƾǄǂƞƹƣj JƞƸƟliơƩƺǂi ǅ CƩƞlkiƾ [CƩƞƽƞơƿƣƽiƾƿiơƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ 
Monad and the Dyad in Theologumena arithmeticae Attributed to Iamblichus Chalcidensis (in Polish)]. Folia Filosophica 

30 (2012) 37 ᅬ 47; for a more remote Neoplatonic background of the numerological doctrine used by Eustratius, see S. 

SLAVEVA-GRIFFIN, Plotinus on Number. Oxford 2009. 
15 Ioannes Italos, Quaestiones quodlibetales (Ἀᾘங சὶ ᾜσகஙς), ed. P. JOANNOU. Studia patristica et byzantina, 4. 

Ettal 1956, 114 ᅬ 117 (Nr 69). 
16 ြျ။၇И၈, ၊ၽၺၴၻၷၹа ၷ ႀႄၷၶၻа (as footnote 2 above), 546.15-18. 
17 Probably Eustratius has never added a graphical scheme of this triangle to his manuscripts, but, anyway, he 

described in words both this scheme and the linear scheme ascribed by him to the Latins. 



the twelfth century.18 Now we have to add that it was the case not without an important contribution 

of Eustratius. 

TƩƣ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƾơƩƣƸƣ, ƺƤ ơƺǀƽƾƣ, ƢiƢ ƹƺƿ ơƺƹǁiƹơƣ ƣǁƣƽǄƟƺƢǄ. The Latins would have 

objectedᅭand ƞlƽƣƞƢǄ Nikƣƿƞƾ “ƺƤ Mƞƽƺƹƣiƞ” implicitly objectedᅭthat insisting on the perfect 

symmetry between the Son and the Spirit is somewhat inconsistent with the obvious asymmetry 

between the Father and the two other hypostases: if an asymmetry is allowed in this case, why it 

cannot be allowed in another case? Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƞƹƾǂƣƽ was clear but hardly convincing for either 

Latins or Greeks: this would contradict to the (pseudo-Iamblichian) teaching on generation of the 

numbers, where the Monad must state the first and alone and the Dyad must follow it as the next 

unity. 

Fƺƽ ƿƩƣ Gƽƣƣkƾ, Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ TƽiƞƢƺlƺƨǄ ǂƞƾ ƹƺƿ ƞƻƻƣƞliƹƨ ƹƺƿ ƺƹlǄ Ɵƣơƞǀƾƣ ƺƤ iƿƾ iƸƻliƣƢ 
crypto-Nestorianism. Hiƾ iƢƣƞ ƿƺ ƻƽƣƾƣƽǁƣ “ƹƞƿǀƽƞl” ᄬᾜσகங, see the quote above) order of one, two, and 

three in the Holy Trinity was unacceptable either. In Byzantine patristics, starting from the 

Cappadocian Fathers in the fourth century, the number three applied to the three hypostases of God 

was never considered as identical to the number three known from arithmetic. In particular, in the 

“ƿƩƽƣƣ” ƞƻƻliƣƢ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ HƺlǄ TƽiƹiƿǄ Ʃƞƾ ƹƣǁƣƽ Ɵƣƣƹ iƸƻliƣƢ “ƿǂƺ”: ƹƺ ƻƞiƽ iƾ ƞllƺǂƣƢ iƹ ƿƩƣ TƽiƹiƿǄ. 
Gregory of Nazianzus commented on ƿƩiƾ “ƾkiƻƻiƹƨ,” ƺƽ “ƺǁƣƽƾƿƣƻƻiƹƨ” ƺƤ “ƿǂƺ” Ɵƣƿǂƣƣƹ “ƺƹƣ” ƞƹƢ 
“ƿƩƽƣƣ” ǂiƿƩ ƿƩƣ ƽƣƤƣƽƣƹơƣ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ Ƹƞƿƣƽiƞl ǂƺƽlƢ ǂƩƣƽƣ “ƿǂƺ” iƾ iƹƣǁitable due to the dualism between 

the form and the matter (Sermon XXIII, 8). His direct disciple Evagrius Ponticus wrote (Gnostic 

Chapters VI, 10ᅬ13) that the Holy Trinity is different from the numerical triad in the fact that, in God, 

“three” is not preceded by “two” and not followed by “four.”19 In the late Byzantine anti-Filioque 

polemics, the defenders of Byzantine Orthodoxy were also insisting on necessity to exclude any kind 

of pairing within the Trinity.20 Indeed, these patristic triadological concepts were blatantly 

inconsistent, but they were inconsistent in their own logical way that is now called paraconsistent 

logic (the logic allowing subcontrary contradictions). 

The problem of pairing within the Trinity has been discussed from a traditional Byzantine 

viewpoint in one of the Byzantine treatises on the Holy Spirit presented to Emperor Alexios 

Komnenos in 1112, together with Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ Sermon on the Holy Spirit. This is the On the Proceeding of 

the Holy Spirit (ch. 47) by Nicholas Mouzalon,21 then the recently (ca 1110) abdicated archbishop of 

Cyprus and, in a remoted future (1147), patriarch of Constantinople. Nicholas explicitly rejected any 

idea of pairing within the Trinity and was not afraid to declare such an order of things 

“ƾǀƻƣƽƹƞƿǀƽƞl”ᅭὑகᾖς iƹ ơƺƹƿƽƞơƿ ƿƺ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ᾜσகங:  
 
૮ὐஔῦ ஔὰς ῇ ஙᾷ கᾛங கᾜஓஞங· ὐஔகὶς ἐஞ ῇ ஙᾕஔங σஞஔσᾛς· ὐ கὰ ὴஞ ஞᾕஔ ஔᾕς, கἶ ஙᾕς, ἵஞ 

சὶ ஔᾕஔ ὸ ῆς ஞᾕஔς ஞῇς· ἀὰ ஞὰς ὲஞ ἡ ஓᾘ ῶஞ ἐட ὐῆς ஔᾜ ஞᾕஔபஞ, ᾕஞகங ஔὲ ᾜς ἑὴஞ ஞῦσ 

சὶ ὸ ஔᾕஔς ஞᾖஞ ஙᾕς, சὶ ἅ ἑஞᾘ க பὶ கஙσᾕσ சὶ ஙσᾘஞ. 

                                                             
18 As a test pit in this unexplored field, see B. LOURIÉ, A Logical Scheme and Paraconsistent Topological 

Separation in Byzantium: Inter-Trinitarian Relations according to Hieromonk Hierotheos and Joseph Bryennios, in D. 

Bertini / D. Migliorini (eds.), Relations: Ontology and Philosophy of Religion, Milan 2018 (forthcoming). Further studies are 

ƹƣƣƢƣƢ, ƣƾƻƣơiƞllǄ iƹ ƿƩƣƺlƺƨiơƞl ǂƺƽkƾ ƺƤ Nikƣƿƞƾ “ƺƤ Mƞƽƺƹƣiƞ” ƞƹƢ lƺƨiơƞl ǂƺƽkƾ ƺƤ NiơƣƻƩƺƽǀƾ BlƣƸƸǄƢƣƾ ƞƹƢ Ʃis 

disciple Theodore Doukas Laskaris. 
19 B. LOURIÉ, WƩƞƿ Mƣƞƹƾ “Tƽi-” iƹ “TƽiƹiƿǄ”? éƹ Eƞƾƿƣƽƹ Pƞƿƽiƾƿiơ éƻƻƽƺƞơƩ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ “Qǀƞƾi-OƽƢiƹƞlƾ”, Journal of 

Applied Logic (forthcoming). 
20 B. LOURIÉ, Nicephorus Blemmydes on the Holy Trinity and the Paraconsistent Notion of Numbers: A Logical 

Analysis of a Byzantine Approach to the Filioque, Studia Humana 5 (2016) 40 ᅬ 54. 
21 The critical edition as the ૯ᾕ in: ૧. ૬. ૦૱૦૱, Ὁ ஙᾕநς ૬ஙசᾛς Δ΄ ૫ᾕபஞ, Εୱ୩σ୵୧୭୰୮୩୪ఒ 

Εୱ୵୧୲ఓୡ Θ୰୫୰ୣ୩୪ఒς ુχ୰୫ఒς Θσσୡ୫୰୮ఓ୪୧ς 23 (1978) 233 ᅬ 330, here 325.6-10 and 22-24. 



<…> ஞὰς ஞᾕஔபஞ ἰᾘ ὶஞ ஔஙῆஞங ஙσσᾜகஞஞ, சὶ ஙὰς ὴஞ ஔᾕஔ ᾕஞσ, ἵஞ சἀஞ ᾜῳ ὑகὲς ὐῆς 

ஔகᾘடῃ.22 

Nowhere to the unique divinity is applicable a dyad. There is no pairing in the Trinity. The monad is not followed 

by a dyad and then by a triad, so that you would think a dyad before the monad,23 but the monad is the fountain 

[the term of the Areopagite, De div. nom. II, 7; PG 3, 645 B = ed. Suchla, p. 132.1] of the two monads which are from 

it, but it is preceding them thinking itself and being thought as the triad that is before the dyad and flashing 

around simultaneously as single and triple. 

<…> the monad is the cause of the monads, which is becoming triple before being disposed (in order), and the 

triad is preceding the dyad, so that, in this way, it will show forth its supernaturality. 

 

Nicholas Mƺǀǅƞlƺƹ’ƾ future defender (at his trial in 1151) and the leading theologian of the 

twelfth century, Nicholas of Methone (ca 1100sᅬ1160/1166) in his refutation of Proclus (1150s) made 

ƣǃƻliơiƿ ƿƩƞƿ, iƹ ƿƩiƾ “ƞƽiƿƩƸƣƿiơ,” “ƺƹƣ” iƾ ƣƼǀƞl ƿƺ “ƿƩƽƣƣ,” ƣǁƣƹ ƿƩƺǀƨƩ “ƺƹƣ” ƞƹƢ “ƿƩƽƣƣ” ƽƣƸƞiƹ 
clearly distinct24: 

 
ὔசஞ ὐஔ’ ἡ ’ ἡῶஞ σகஒᾖஞ ஙὰς ῆς· ἦஞ ஓὰ ἂஞ ᾛஞஞ ஙᾕς, ἡ ஔᾖ ἐσங ἡ ὐὴ சὶ ஞᾕς· ஔஙὸ ὐஔὲ ஔὰς ὸ 

ᾜς, ὔக ὴஞ ἡ ஞὰς ὸ ῆς ἐஞ ὐῇ ஔᾕஔς ἀ’ ἅ ῇ ஙசῇ ஞᾕஔங சὶ ἡ ἐட ὐῆς ஔὰς σஞகசᾘஞகங, சὶ 
ἅ ὸ ὅஞ ஞᾕς ἐσங சὶ ஙὰς சὶ ὔக ஞὰς ᾛஞஞ, ὅங சὶ ஙᾕς, ὔக ஙᾕς, ὅங சὶ ஞᾕς· ἀ’ ὐஔὲ ஔὰς ὰ ἐச ῆς 

ஞᾕஔς, ὅங ὴ சὰ ὸஞ ὐὸஞ ᾛஞ ἄப ἐசகῖகஞ ἀ’ ἰஔᾘபς ἑசᾕகஞ, ὸ ὲஞ ஓகஞஞῶς, ὸ ஔὲ ἐசகῶς. ὕப ஔὲ 

சὶ ἕசσஞ ῶஞ ஙῶஞ சὶ ὰ ᾘ ἅ ὸ ἕஞ.25 

…TƩƣƽƣƤƺƽƣ ƿƩƣ TƽiƹiƿǄ/ƿƽiƞƢ ǂƣ ƞƽƣ ǂƺƽƾƩiƻƻiƹƨ iƾ ƹƺƿ ƞ ƸǀlƿiƻliơiƿǄ ƣiƿƩƣƽ, ƞƾ iƿ ǂƺǀlƢ Ɵƣ iƹ ƿƩƣ ơƞƾƣ iƤ iƿ iƾ ƺƹlǄ 
a triad, but this triad is both triad and monad. Thus, neither the dyad is before it, nor the monad is before the 

dyad that is within it, but the paternal monad and the dyad that is from it are showing themselves 

simultaneously, and the whole is simultaneously monad and triad and not only monad but also triad, and not 

(only) triad but also monad. However, what is from the monad is not a dyad, because the two are from it not in 

the same way, but each of the two in a specific wayᅭone being born and another one being proceeded. Thus, 

also each of the three is simultaneously three and one. 

 

These quotations are sufficient to demonstrate that Eustratiǀƾ’ƾ ƹǀƸƣƽiơƞl ƽƞƿiƺƹƞliƾƸ ǂƞƾ 
going against the mainstream Byzantine theological teaching of his epoch. No wonder that his 

Triadology was later called for by the latinophrones ƾǀơƩ ƞƾ Nikƣƿƞƾ “ƺƤ Mƞƽƺƹƣiƞ.” Nƺ ǂƺƹƢƣƽ ƣiƿƩƣƽ 
ƿƩƞƿ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ TƽiƞƢƺlƺƨǄ ǂƞs enrooted in Neoplatonic theological numerologies known to him 

both directly and via his teacher John Italos. 

TƩƣ ƞƟƺǁƣ ƺƟƾƣƽǁƞƿiƺƹƾ ƺƤ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ƿƣǃƿƾ Ƥiƽƾƿ ƻǀƟliƾƩƣƢ ƟǄ BƞƽƸiƹ ơƺǀlƢ ƾƣƽǁƣ ƿƺ ƨiǁƣ, ƞƿ 
least, a general idea of what mine of theological, philosophical, and logical thought Barmin opened to 

the scholarly community. We need to reward him, above all, with deeper studies of Eustratius and 

other understudied Byzantine authors of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.26 

 

                                                             
22 The second passage is taken from the list of true statements that would become false if the Filioque is true. 
23 In this chapter, Nicholas argued that, in the case of the Filioque, the Trinity would be decomposed into a monad 

causing a dyad, which, in turn, causes another monad; such a sequence where the monad is the cause of the dyad, and the 

dyad is the cause of the monad, would, in turn, generate other numbers beyond three, thus leading into a bad infinity. 
24 Fƺƽ ƺƿƩƣƽ iƹƾƿƞƹơƣƾ ƺƤ ƿƩiƾ ƣƼǀƞƿiƹƨ “ᇳ = ᇵ,” ƾƣƣ LOURIÉ, WƩƞƿ Mƣƞƹƾ “Tƽi-” iƹ “TƽiƹiƿǄ”? (as footnote 19 above) 

and idem = ွаႀၷၺၷၸ ၆၎။ЬЕ, ၊ၽၼяႁၷၴ ႆၷႀၺа ၱ ႁၿၷаၳၽၺၽၲၷၷ ၱၽႀႁၽႆၼၽၸ ၾаႁၿၷႀႁၷၹၷ [The Notion of Number in the 

Triadology of Eastern Patristics], Esse 1.1 (2016) http://esse-journal.ru/?p=1713. 
25 NiơƩƺlƞƾ ƺƤ MƣƿƩƺƹƣ, RƣƤǀƿƞƿiƺƹ ƺƤ Pƽƺơlǀƾ’ ElƣƸƣƹƿƾ ƺƤ TƩƣƺlƺƨǄ. é ơƽiƿiơƞl ƣƢiƿiƺƹ ǂiƿƩ ƞƹ iƹƿƽƺƢǀơƿiƺƹ ƺƹ 

Nicholas' Life and Works by Athanasios D. ANGELOU. Corpus philosophorum Medii Aevi. Philosophi byzantini, 1. Athensᅭ
Leiden 1984, 135.24-31. 

26 éƹ iƸƻƺƽƿƞƹơƣ ƺƤ ƿƩƣƹ ǀƹƻǀƟliƾƩƣƢ Eǀƾƿƽƞƿiǀƾ’ƾ ǂƺƽkƾ ƞƾ ƾƺǀƽơƣƾ ƺƤ Nikƣƿƞs “ƺƤ Mƞƽƺƹƣiƞ” ǂƞƾ ƹƺƿiơƣƢ, ǂiƿƩ ƞ 
ƽƣƤƣƽƣƹơƣ ƿƺ BƞƽƸiƹ’ƾ ᇴᇲᇲᇲ ƻƞƻƣƽ, ƟǄ Alessandra BUCOSSI, Seeking a way out of the impasse: the Filioque controversy 

Ƣǀƽiƹƨ JƺƩƹ’ƾ ƽƣiƨƹ, iƹ A. Bucossi / A. R. Suarez (eds.), John II Komnenos, emperor of Byzantium: in the shadow of father 

and son. Publications of the Centre for Hellenic Studieƺ, KƩƵƧ’ƺ CƶllƢƧƢ LƶƵơƶƵ. Farnham 2016, 121 ᅬ 134, here 129. 



 


