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WHO WAS THE GREATEST CHURCH FATHER?
A PHILOSOPHICAL DISPUTE OF THE 11* CENTURY

by
Georgios Gousgouriotis
PhD cand. (Thessalonica University)
[ggousgou@lit.auth.gr]

The paper aims to offer an insight into a peculiar cultural event, the philosophical
dispute of the 11" century. The lack of references to it in the extant sources indicates
that this dispute surely was not the biggest one that ever happened in Byzantium and
renders a detailed and complete reformulation of the dispute unattainable.! Neverthe-
less, taking the narrations of the extant Synaxaria for the 30™ of January into considera-
tion and focusing on specific strands of this conflict, such as the “sinner” John Chrys-
ostom, the role of Michael Psellos and the curious vision of John Mavropous, I shed
light over intriguing and heretofore unknown until nowadays aspects of this philosoph-
ical dispute. Furthermore, my research contributes substantially to the discussion about
the reception of the Three Hierarchs and their works at the same time.

The 11" century is characterized by the development of a remarkable interest in the
Three Hierarchs. In particular, “a sense among the faithful was taking shape that ...
Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nazianzus together with ... John Chrysostom formed
a ‘triad’, conventionally known as the Three Hierarchs ... We also know that there was
a growing interest in the literary merits of the works of the three Church Fathers”.?
During the days of the emperor Michael VII Dukas (1071-1078) this particular interest
in the Three Hierarchs gradually developed into a philosophical controversy among the
scholars of Constantinople, regarding a comparison of the Three Hierarchs’ rhetorical
abilities, which possibly escalated during the first part of Alexios I Komnenos’ reign
(1081-1083).

The dispute is described in two surviving versions of the Synaxarion for the 30" of
January.> The oldest one, dated to the end of 13™ century, is partly published by
Przychocki (henceforth SP)* and the latest (14™ century), and more extensive, is edited
in Patrologia Graeca.’ Aside from these texts, though, there is also another Synaxarion
for the same day, different from the two other versions, dated to the 14™ century

1. Karpozilos (1982) 164-165.

2. Agapitos (1998) 187-188.

3. For their manuscript tradition, see Karpozilos (1982) 162.

4. Regarding the extent, its narration is half of Patrologia’s text.
5. Historia Institutionis (PG 29, CCCXC-CCCXCIII).
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(henceforth SM).® The present article is based primarily on Patrologia’s version, but it
also discusses the other two texts and edits in its appendix the version of the SM as
transmitted in the codex Vaticanus gr. 721 (14%-15™ centuries).’

A general description of the dispute: cause, conventions and context

Historia Institutionis places the dispute chronologically in Constantinople during
the first days of Alexios I Komnenos (1081-1083): “During the reign of Alexios ... a
conflict took place in Constantinople among the educated and virtuous men”.® Howev-
er, the dispute started during the reign of Michael VII Dukas (1071-1078).° Perhaps,
due to the chronological distance of this version (14™ century) from the actual events of
the dispute, it was probably unknown when exactly the beginning of the philosophical
conflict took place. On the other hand, maybe the use of the word otdéoig, which is con-
ceptually deeply connected to the term coup, indicates that the writer refers to the start
of a more polemical part of the dispute.'® Considering that the regular feasts for each of
the Three Hierarchs were bounded on both sides by those in honor of John Chrysostom
(13 November & 27 January—while Basil was commemorated on 1 January and Greg-
ory on 25 January), Karpozilos naturally reasons that this inequity could have been the
original impetus for the dispute.!!

Byzantine scholars of the capital divided themselves into three separate groups.
Each of them supported one saint (“dicupebijvar o wAnBy, xoi tovg pev ITwovvitog
Aéyeabou, tovc 6¢ Baoideitag, Tpnyopeitag 0¢ tovg Aoimotg”),'? and put forth numerous
arguments regarding the special, rhetorical and theological, merits of their favorite Hi-
erarch. Also, it is clear “that their partisans supported opinions, which in the partisans’
eyes corresponded to those of their particular hierarch”," a fact which shows that each
party had an indissoluble bond with its Hierarch and, therefore, was totally connected

6. Agapitos does not mention this work (Agapitos (1998) 188, n. 84), but Linardos notes its existence
(Linardos (2005) 126, n. 2). For the manuscript tradition of the three Synaxaria, see Linardos (2005) 126,
n. 2.

7. Its sole difference with the other SM version is the word gidoveixia (f. 16r): piloviio (SM 531).

8. “Emi tij¢ Pacileiog 100 Aleliov ... év Kwvoravuivovmdler otdoig yéyove mapa t@v élAoyiuwy kai
évapétawv vopav” (Historia Institutionis CCCXC). In contrast, SP (SP 133) does not mention either the
social profile of the participants or the place of the dispute. However, the absence of any reference to the
place’s name can perhaps be justified: the writer may have taken for granted that the place could not be
anywhere else but Constantinople, the capital of Byzantium.

9. Agapitos (1998) 188.

10. SP (SP 133) titles also the dispute ozdorv, while SM names it pilovikio (SM 531) (“quarrel”), a
term which on the surface seems to mitigate the gravity of the dispute. Nevertheless, a few passages later
(SM 532) its writer notes that “odk 6Aiyn tig v abtois 1 mepi oty &pig” (“the dispute about them was not
insignificant”), a fact which is proved by the adoption of special names by each different party: “@¢ xai
gavtois 10 T00TY dvouare émnibévar” (“since they adopted the names of the Hierarchs for themselves™).

11. Karpozilos (1982) 162.

12. “the crowd was divided, and some of them were called loannitai, some others Basileitai and the
rest of them Gregoritai” (Historia Institutionis CCCXCI).

13. Agapitos (1998) 189.
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to him. Nevertheless, Historia Institutionis does not cite any names of individuals who
took part in the dispute. In addition, due to the enormous lack of relevant sources it is
still unknown what the actual social range of the participants was. Karpozilos compli-
cates the situation by mentioning that the dispute was limited to the circles of scholars
and exclusively in the context of philological discussions,'* but in the same monograph,
only two pages later’> he states without enough evidence that the dispute started from
the philological circles of Constantinople and then became so widespread that it gained
a general character and disrupted the peace of the Church. On the contrary, Linardos’
opinion is that the conflict was only philological in nature and did not concern the ma-
jority of the faithful.'®

Although we do not know exactly who the participants were, it seems less possible
that, apart from learned scholars, people from the lower social classes also took part in
the dispute and shaped it, since they were usually illiterate and, as a result, incapable of
participating in profound philological and theological discussions. The SM versions
attest to the truth of that assumption, because both of them coalesce to the point that
only scholars took part: “kai Tivav uév t@v év pabdjuact erovéaléviwv”.'” However, it
should be noted that these kinds of theological disputes were very popular among the
lower classes.'® Thus, maybe their engagement with the event remained restricted to the
level of rumours and hearsay about it.

The interest in these three Fathers expanded rapidly also in contemporary Byzan-
tine iconography. Various “representations in illuminated manuscripts, mosaics and
portable icons" testify to the interest of Church and artists in grouping together these
three outstanding theologians™® and the Historia Institutionis provides us detailed in-
formation about their depiction, which became established in the 11" century.?! The
dispute ended suddenly during the first years of Alexios’ I reign; the reason was an in-
teresting vision. Specifically, the Three Hierarchs appeared to John Mavropous and
asked him to intervene, in order to propose to the authorities the introduction of their
common feast and, therefore, to end the somewhat long-standing philosophical dispute
among the scholars of the capital.?? Indeed, John “appealed to Patriarch Eustratios and
proposed to the Holy Synod to establish a joint feast for the three hierarchs ... The pa-

14. Karpozilos (1982) 162.

15. Karpozilos (1982) 164.

16. Linardos (2005) 126.

17. (“and these are scholars”) SM 531, f. 16r. This assumption is also confirmed by Historia Institu-
tionis, see above n. 8.

18. Indeed, Gregory of Nazianzos tried many times in his work to prevent the majority of the flock
from similar conflicts (Simelidis (2009) 122-123).

19. Karpozilos (1982) 165-166, n. 159, Linardos (2005) 152. See also Walter (1978).

20. See above n. 2.

21. Historia Institutionis CCCXCI-CCCXCII.

22. Historia Institutionis CCCXCI. SM version does not include in its narration the introduction of the
feast and the passages of Patrologia regarding the three saints’ depiction.
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triarch and the Synod accepted the proposal”.** Generally speaking concerning Byzan-
tine disputes, in “Constantinople, neither the patriarch nor the emperor exercised the
authority in doctrinal matters ... theoretically church and state worked in ‘symphony’
to promote the Orthodox faith ... when a doctrine became a matter of dispute”.** There-
fore, it seems that the philosophical dispute of the 11 century is an exception and did
not ever take serious dimensions, since Mavropous met only with the patriarch and the
Holy Synod, not with the emperor himself, too.

It became obvious to me from the start that previous scholarship on the conflict was
too limited and its assumptions were mostly superficial, either avoiding or not manag-
ing to reach profound conclusions, which could help to reformulate individual (but sig-
nificant) aspects of the dispute. For all these reasons I decided to focus on specific pas-
sages of the Historia Institutionis, taking also the narrations from the SP and SM ver-
sions into account, and attempting to view the conclusions of previous scholarship from
a totally different perspective, appending to them my own assumptions, which I discuss
in the next sections.

Aspects of the dispute

1. The term vyijyopog

Bootheitor, whose only member known to us was Michael of Ephesos, used to
praise their favorite saint by calling him sublime (dy#yopov).2® However, this label was
not an invention of his supporters. It was attributed to Basil for the first time by Gregory
of Nazianzos in a letter addressed to him: “o you highly sublime and inventor of new
names”.*’ A few years later, Gregory numbered dynyopioav among the other virtues of
Basil’s teaching in his epitaph on the occasion of the loss of his beloved friend: “and he
taught sublimity”.*® Although Basileitai used to attribute the nickname vyijyopog to their
own Hierarch, it is striking that this source is the only extant one that provides such in-
formation on him. We cannot exclude the possibility that the use of Basil’s nickname by
his party could have been only oral, namely in the context of possible philosophical and
theological debates that took part during that period. This assumption is strengthened also
by the fact that the Historia Institutionis mentions that this title was applied by Baoctiei-
T (Aeyoviwv), which on the surface does not refer to a written usage, and thus renders
more possible a strictly oral application of vy#yopog by his supporters.

23. Agapitos (1998) 189-190.

24. Russell (2019) 135-136. Typical examples are the conflicts between Eunomios and Basil the Great
with Gregory of Nyssa, Hesychasm and Iconoclasm.

25. Agapitos (1998) 189. No version of the dispute provides us any information about the members of
this party.

26. Historia Institutionis CCCXC.

27. “d Jiav dyiiyope od kai ot Kov@Y dvoudtwy” (Grégoire de Nazianze, Lettres, Let. 4 (4, 7)).

28. “kai dynyopiav édidale” (Grégoire de Nazianze, En 1’ honneur du Grand Basile discours funébre,
196, LXV 4).
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On the other hand, we find derivative words of the term dy#yopog, concerning the
Three Hierarchs, in only two edited texts of the 11% century. The intriguing fact is that
they both refer not at all to Basil of Caesarea, but exclusively to Gregory of Nazianzos!
Specifically, in his work Ei¢ v {@dvnv 1@v orovdit@v diaxovewv, the monk Niketas
Stethatos uses the adverb dwnydpwg, in order to praise the theological teaching of the
Cappadocian saint: “Gregory, the flute of theology, teaches me by theologising so sub-
limely about the belt”.* Also, the prominent scholar Michael Psellos uses in one of his
doctrinal treatises, where he discusses some theological sayings, the participle dyy-
yop@v for the purpose of praising the high rhetorical level of Gregory’s style: “the
mighty and in all ways great Gregory ... sublime”*® These two passages may indicate
that, apart from Psellos, whose admiration for Gregory’s rhetorical abilities has been
expressed many times in his works,’! Niketas Stethatos recognised Gregory’s high rhe-
torical style and could be also numbered among the so-called I'pnyopeitan, if his mo-
nastic treatise was written at the same time as the events of the dispute.’? Perhaps it is
not a coincidence that a monk like Stethatos would be a fan of Gregory of Nazianzos,
because Agapitos, referring to the Three Hierarchs, mentions that “the three of them

also had different social images: Gregory was seen as the solitary poet theologian”.>

29. “Middoker 0¢ ue kai Ipyyopiog, 6 tijc Georoyiag avlog, mepi {dvng obtw Georoydv dynyopws” (Ni-
cétas Stéthatos, Eig v {dvny, 490, 3.9-11).

30. “0 d¢ modvg kai péyag év maor Ipnydpiog ... vynyopdv” (Michael Psellos, Eig 10 ‘mpdtov pev yap ev-
AaPeicBon d&ov, pn eowoipeda tig Bovpaciog apetic kakoi (oypdeot ... Tpdg Tvag Epotioavtag, 54, 30).

31. See Linardos (2005) 243, 253 and Agapitos (1998) 188-189. It seems possible that the scholars
around him also belonged to the I'pnyopeitar (Agapitos (1998) 189).

32. Apart from that fact, in his letter 4, addressed to the chartophylax and syncellos of Koronis Niketas
but not dated yet, we learn that its recipient has asked Stethatos why he believes that the angels participate
in the Holy Enlightenment and Grace according to their class, although Gregory of Nazianzos had ex-
pressed some doubts about it: Nicétas Stéthatos, Lettres, Let. 4 (236. 1, 1-4): “Mafeiv épwtdc ndds 100
POTIOUOD LETEYETY TOVG GyyELoVS Kol TiIS yapitog kot avaloyiav kol tij¢ 1alewg gimouev, 100 Geoldyov ma-
wpog Tpnyopiov mepi avtdv dupifarlovrog;”. Stethatos answers that there were earlier writers, such as
Saint Paul or (ps.)Dionysios the Areopagite, who were more competent on this subject, and advises him to
follow their teachings. Darrouzés notes that Niketas of Koronis is aware of Niketas of Herakleia’s com-
mentary on the oration Ei¢ 10 dyiov fartioue (Oration 40), where the commentator marks this doubt of
Gregory’s (Nicétas Stéthatos, Lettres 237, n. 1.). Stethatos’ advice to the bishop of Koronis does not indi-
cate a low estimate of Nazianzenos’ rhetorical work. This reference is a proof that Gregory of Nazianzos’
work should be considered even concerning issues that he was not an expert on. My conclusion is con-
firmed also by the rest of letter 4, where Stethatos beetles along to urgently clarify that he does not con-
demn Gregory Nazianzenos, because he takes more other writers’ works into more consideration upon this
subject: “Toig brnpétaic obv tod ASyov 0bdauds Gupipéliovery, g opds, mepi TovTmV, TPootednoducda
oty ¢ t0d Beiov karappovodvteg matpog I pnyopiov — draye, un obtw ppevdv yoinuev! — dAL" ¢ ta mpe-
afeia pépovar tijc Geoloyiag xeivoig kol 1@ Aoy uabnrevbeion Ocod kai pvotaywynbeiot tpavotepov €&
avtod ta Ocia te kai dvlpodmva” (“The fact that the servants of Christ have no doubt about them, as you
can see, does not entail that we condemn the divine father Gregory — I am not mad enough to support such
a belief! — but because they were great theologians, they had been taught the speech of Christ and been
inducted through Him into the divine and human matters”) (Nicétas Stéthatos, Lettres, Let. 4 (238. 1, 46-
52)).

33. Agapitos (1998) 189.
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In addition, if we take into account that the use of vy#yopog by the Baciheitor was
probably exclusively oral, then we could assume that the use of dwryopoc by both
Psellos and Stethatos is not coincidental, but rather reveals the existence of a deeper,
common and long-term aim by their party. By taking advantage of the lacking, if not
null, existence of written references regarding this term for Basil the Great by his fans,
perhaps they wanted to identify dy#yopog from then on with Gregory of Nazianzos
with the help of their texts, also looking forward to a continuation of this usage by suc-
cessive generations through the manuscript tradition of their literary works.>* The use
of the term vy#yopoc by the I'pnyopeitan for their saint is also vicariously confirmed by
some lines of the SP version, which are not cited in Patrologia. SP mentions that the
ITpnyopeiton supported Gregory because he “talked highly about God”,*> which seems
to refer allusively to the term dy#yopog.

2. Michael Psellos as critic and participant in the dispute

Michael Psellos was by far the most famous scholar of his time. As a result, he
surely played a part in the dispute, but we cannot determine whether this was decisive
or not. Papaioannou believes that his “concentrated focus on this particular early Byz-
antine author [sc. Gregory of Nazianzos] therefore had significant social currency in a
fervent cultural market — as one may infer from the disagreements among Gregory—,
Basil-, and Chrysostom—fans mentioned by Psellos’ teacher loannes Mauropous™.>

Specifically, Psellos wrote three works of literary criticism: 1) a treatise on the rhetori-

34. I must note that Psellos and Stethatos were not the first writers who used this term for Gregory of
Nazianzos; rather, Niketas David the Paphlagonian (10" century) was. In his encomium of Gregory Nazi-
anzenos Niketas mentions that through the dy#nyopiav of his spirit Gregory destroyed the heretics and their
teaching: “sjrrdduevor 6’ é¢ adpaveiag, udiiov 6¢ ovvipifoucvor ... 1@ tijc vwnyopiog avrod mvevuarr” (“they
are defeated by inactivity, they are smashed by the sublimity of his spirit”) (Nicetas Paphlagonian, Enco-
mium, 51, 16.85-87). Taking into consideration that this reference is the only extant one about the term’s
use for Gregory before the 11" century, we can assume that maybe Psellos and Stethatos knew this passage
and both of them decided to continue Niketas’ literary (but possibly not intentional) “propaganda” regard-
ing the term dyi#fyopog in their works. The only extant reference to the term after the 11" century and re-
garding the Three Hierarchs is cited in a treatise by John Kyparissiotes (14" century). It is striking that
Kyparissiotes uses the word dy#yopogc not for Gregory of Nazianzos, but for Basil the Great this time!: “O
Symyopog Bagileiog dua 1@ Oeoppruove Ipnyopie” (“The sublime Basil with Gregory the theologian™)
(John Kyparissiotes, Adversus Cantacuzenum, 85, 28.26-27). However, this reference is the only extant
one of that kind after 11" century, and due to the lack of other relevant sources we cannot estimate or even
speculate the actual success of the Gregoritian propaganda concerning the use of dyijyopog after the 11
century. Besides, Kyparissiotes’ passage does not reflect a deliberate intention to change of the term’s us-
age again. Since the writer lived in 14™ century, it is impossible that he would like to “take part” in the
discussions of a philosophical dispute which took place three centuries earlier. I think that his choice more
reflects the fragmentary knowledge of the dispute in the Palacologan era, as the turbid references of the
Historia Institutionis and SP about the chronology and the place of the dispute may also indicate (see
above n. 8).

35. “oynidag Ocoloynoavr” (SP 134).

36. Papaioannou (2013) 63.
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cal character of Gregory of Nazianzos,” 2) an essay about John Chrysostom, and 3) a
treatise on the literary styles of the Three Hierarchs, including also Gregory of Nyssa.*®
The criticism of Psellos is not only important for the research regarding his literary
taste, but also for the partial reformulation of the philosophical dispute.

In the essay about Chrysostom’s literary style, Psellos not only does not accuse
John in the entire work, but he also praises the special abilities of his style.*> Apart
from this, his work addressed to Pothos contains a lengthy judgment upon the rhetorical
abilities of Gregory of Nazianzos.*® However, this treatise was written maybe in the
1060s;*! thus, it cannot add any information about the conflict. There is no reference in
it to the other two Fathers (Basil, Chrysostom) or any comparison between Gregory and
them.* Throughout the entire work there is immoderate and certainly unreasonable
praise of Nazianzenos, since he is presented as the best writer of the whole of Greek
literature, better even than famous classical authors such as Thucydides, Plato and He-
rodotos.* It is interesting that we may observe here a crucial change regarding the ac-
tual character of Byzantine literary criticism. The calm and fair judgments of Photios,
who in his Bibliotheke evaluated each writer according to his merits and avoided ill-
fated comparisons, are replaced now by Psellos’ attempt to praise, without any kind of
thoughtfulness or modesty, the literary abilities of his beloved Gregory Nazianzenos.*

On the other hand, Psellos’ Xopoxtijpeg is characterized by a totally paradoxical
fact. Although its title renders clear that the text is supposed to be a comparison of four
different Fathers’ literary merits, Psellos chooses to discuss the rhetorical abilities of
Basil, Chrysostom and Gregory of Nyssa just a few lines before the treatise’s end. Until
then, we observe a presentation of Nazianzenos’ literary merits.*> Although Gregory

37. Its title is Tod dmeptipov PeAlod Aoyog ayediacbeic npog I160ov featapynv aéimwaavia adtov ypoyar
wepl 100 Geoloyikod yopoxtijpogc (Michael Psellos, Rede).

38. The treatise is named Xopaxtijpes I pnyopiov t0d Ocoldyov, 100 Meydlov Baoileiov, t0d Xpvoo-
atopov, kol I pnyopiov o0 Nooong (Michael Psellos, Xapaiktijpeg).

39. For a brief presentation of its content and edition, see Linardos (2005) 254-256.

40. Karpozilos (1982) 163.

41. Papaioannou (2021) 103.

42. Karpozilos (1982) 163. For a short presentation of its content, see Linardos (2005) 256-257.

43. The relevant passages are exhaustively many and a citation even of few of them would rather tire
the reader.

44. See also Papaioannou (2021) 95, n. 17 and 103-131. Except for the above mentioned treatises,
Psellos wrote also another two essays of comparative literary criticism which juxtapose Euripides with
George of Pisidia and Heliodoros with Achilles Tatios. For their edition, see Michael Psellos, Essays.

45. For Psellos Gregory of Nazianzos is the Christian counterpart of Demosthenes: “dmep éoti Anuo-
a0évng Ti] étépa. uepion, pnui tjj EXAnvikd, todto tjj kab’ fuag 0 Geoldyog Ipnydpiog” (“just as Demosthenes
is evaluated for the other part, the ancient Greeks, so too Gregory the theologian is for us (e.g. the Byzan-
tines)”) (Michael Psellos, Xapaxtiipeg 125), “tqv uév mavpyvpunv idéav, od v Anpoobeviknyv uovov
YAGTIOY VIEPRKOVTIOEY ... TPOS 06 e dikaoTikodS Gydvag kol v olg 1o¢ ovuPovias dratibetar, ikavog
éxeive diouilAoactor” (“regarding the panegyric genre, he did not only overpassed the language of De-
mosthenes ... regarding the litigations, he is capable of competing with him (e.g. Demosthenes)”) (Michael
Psellos, Xapaxtijpeg 126).
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borrowed some of them from ancient writers (Lysias, Demosthenes, Thucydides, Isoc-
rates), he managed to assimilate them harmoniously in his works and to differ percepti-
bly from his ancient Greek models.*® Psellos’ attitude towards Gregory is again preju-
diced, but it is obvious that its message is not as exaggerated as in the previous work
addressed to Pothos. The only accusation against another Hierarch is for Basil the
Great, whose style is, according to Michael Psellos, unskilled: “kis language is unso-
phisticated, it sounds as horrible as thunder and it dissimulates every advantage” ¥’ If
we take into account that Psellos was a prominent I'pniyopeitng, it is possible that this
reference may have been an accusation of the I'pnyopeitail against the BaociAeitar.
Thus, Xopoxtijpes is proof that the dispute occasionally included Gregory of Nyssa. In
iconography before the 11 century, Gregory of Nyssa sometimes grouped with two of
the other three Fathers, taking the place of one of them.*® However, it still remains un-
known why there was no party in the dispute that supported the brother of Basil the
Great. One possible reason could be that Gregory of Nyssa had a small impact on the
Byzantines, although his work was known by significant theologians, such as Maximos
the Confessor. Considering that the treatise was written shortly before Mavropous’
proposal of the feast to the Holy Synod (1082),* perhaps Xapaxtijpeg reflects a mild
atmosphere which characterized the dispute during that period.

Apart from his literary criticism, Psellos seems to consider the Three Hierarchs as
equal in two of his poems, the first addressed to the emperor Constantinos IX Mon-
omachos (1042-1055) and the second sent to a monk: “The word praises the solid gold
Chrysostom/and the teachers equal to him/the great Basil and Gregory”,*® “but neither
Gregory the so-called theologian,/neither Basil the mystic of the arcane,/neither the
sea of words, the great Chrysostom,/which have won all the previous writers”.>! We
assume that Psellos, when he was comparing Gregory to the ancient writers, felt the
need to enormously praise his literary abilities. On the contrary, when he compared the
Theologian to other Fathers of the Church, he would be more careful and doctrinally
appropriate, choosing to praise each writer for his merits.

46. Michael Psellos, Xapaktiipeg 127: “domep 10 ovykepavvipeva ypduaze. ... obtw o5 koi w0 I pyyo-
plov ypdua t0d Adyov dmnvbioror uev éx popinv ypwudtwv, éott 06 dAlo 1 Topa TadTa Kol KGAAoV Ekeivay
mopo oAD" (“such as the mixed colours ... so the colour of Gregory's speech is dressed up with lots of
colous, it is something different from them and extremely better than them”), Michael Psellos, Xapaxtijpeg
128: “otde ovvaipepo dllotpiwv kai d1opdpwy 10V ékeivov Adyov pnui, GAio povoeldij uev my poov” (“his
language is not a sum of other and various writers, but a unique one”).

47. “Eonr uev avt® 6 Adyog dvemitidevtog, PpPovid IE ATeVAS HamEp Ek VEP@Y, Kol TOCAV ATOKPOTTEL
pawviy” (Michael Psellos, Xapaxtijpeg 129).

48. Linardos (2005) 152.

49. See Karpozilos (1982) 163, Linardos (2005) 242.

50. “Tov mayypvoov aivittetor Xpvaooropov 6 Loyog/kal T00¢ abt@d toyyavovias icovg kai dida-
oKkdlovg,/tov uéyiatov Baaileiov, Ipnydpiov tov wavy” (Michael Psellos, Poemata 2, 1054-1056).

51. “édha unoe I'pnyoprog 6 kAnbeic Oeoddyog,/unde Booileio¢ adtog 6 t@V GppRT@V HOOTHS,/UNOE AD-
yov Oalacoo, Xpvoooropos 6 wavy,/oi kol mwavrog to0¢ mpo Budv copovs veviknkotes” (Michael Psellos,
Poemata 68, 70-73).
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The opinions and judgments of Michael Psellos partly reveal his literary taste,
which entrained a significant change in the field of Byzantine literary criticism, further
certifying his admiration for the work of Gregory Nazianzenos and letting us examine a
few aspects of his attitude towards this philosophical conflict.*?

3. A sinner saint

According to the Historia Institutionis, the Bactkeiton downplayed John Chrysos-
tom by stating that he was not a perfect man and was attracted to repentance:
“bmoPifaloviwv 5¢ tov Osiov XpvodoTouov ... kate 10 TpSyelpov sivar kai EAKTIKOV €ig
ueravoiay”. > On the surface, such a statement seems rather sacrilegious, because these
characteristics were totally peculiar for a saint.>* Perhaps, this thesis would have been
expressed in a doctrinally more considerate way and exclusively within the bounds of a
private discussion of scholars, who took part actively in the philosophical dispute and,
therefore, knew exactly its frame and conventions. On the other hand, we can speculate
that it is less possible the writer of this Synaxarion, in order to summarize some basic
opinions of the Baotieitar, mistakenly altered the accurate content of the statement.

If we take a look at the rest of the text, we read that Chrysostom’s fans praised him,
because he invited the flock to repent.> As a result, the statement of the Bacileitat is
simply an intentional misunderstanding of John Chrysostom’s teaching, which was ex-
pressed in the context of a polemical dispute at various times.*® Besides, Gazi mentions
that possibly behind the dispute personal rivalries were hiding, a speculation which
may justify the occasional acerbity of the conflict.”” Karpozilos states that the fact the
cycle of the Three Hierarchs’ started and ended with John Chrysostom (13" of Novem-
ber, 27" of January), may have been the impetus for the start of the dispute.® In this
context, we can understand clearly why the accusation against Chrysostom is the only
one of that kind that is cited in the Historia Institutionis, a fact that renders even more
possible its actual existence and Karpozilos’ assumption.

4. A curious vision

The solution of the philosophical dispute’s unsolved problem came not from a sim-

52. Kustas (1962) 167-168. In parallel, his obsessive admiration of Gregory Nazianzenos renders even
more possible my previous speculation about the existence of a deliberate change of dw#yopog’ use by
I'pnyopeitat, see above the relative section.

53. Historia Institutionis CCCXC.

54. Lamerand (1898-1899) 164.

55. “mpog ueravoiav éxxalovuevov” (Historia Institutionis CCCXC). It is difficult to reconstruct even
more information about the party of the Xpvcootopeitat, since we do not know any of its members.

56. Karpozilos (Karpozilos (1982) 163) and Sotiroudi (Sotiroudi (2012) 148-149) mention that in his
speech regarding Three Hierarchs John Mavropous remarks that the dispute had a philological character
and was not a theological one, a statement that is contradicted by references such as these of the Historia
Institutionis.

57. Gazi (2004) 140.

58. Karpozilos (1982) 162.
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ple human, but from the Three Hierarchs themselves. They appeared to John Mavro-
pous in a vision and claimed to him that they constituted an undivided collectivity. In
addition, they showed that there is no ranking between them and that they are all equal.
At the end of the vision, the Three Hierarchs demanded from John that he must imme-
diately propose the introduction of a common feast for the celebration of their com-
memoration: “these great men appeared ... (in a vision, not a dream) to ... John ... and
they said in unison to him* We are one person... towards God and there is no rivalry
among us- ... no one of us could be considered as the first or the second ... For these
reasons order ... and one day propose ... organize our feast”.>’

At first, a vision is in all respects a metaphysical experience and it cannot be proved
if it actually happened or if it was simply a figment of someone’s imagination. If, in
parallel, we take into account that, just like dreams, visions in Byzantium are often
false narrations which attempt to justify or to confirm events and decisions, then we
can speculate that behind this vision is hiding an actual meeting between Mavropous
and the three different factions, where the parties asked of John to propose to the au-
thorities the establishment of the common feast, perhaps because he was totally unin-
volved in this and none of those involved would receive such favorable treatment from
the Holy Synod due to the polemical nature of the dispute during some of its phases.®!
It is intriguing that the account in SM also seems to assume that this meeting took
place. The text notes that “the conflict surrounding these matters was not a little one”,**
a fact that is reflected in the adoption of special names by the three parties: “w¢ xai

éavtoic 10 TobTV dvouara émuiféver”.® Then, it continues by stating that “adroi 1@

3

tijc méAewe Edyaitwv untpomolitn pavévies” . From the context, we may surmise that
the demonstrative pronoun adzoi does not refer to the Hierarchs, but to the three differ-

59. “6mrdvoviar of uéyiotor ovtor ... (tmap, otk Svap) @ ... Twdvvy ... xod wd yYAdTTy oo Tpog avTév:
Hueig év éopev ... mopa 1@ Oed, kai 000ev fuiv vmevavriov, 000¢ udyov: ... kai 6 Tp@T0g &V NHUiv 0lK
Eottv, oUte iy ye 6 devtepog” ... ‘Obev kédeve ... kol RUEPQ. Wid TOVOWOY ... Ta THS E0pTiiS HUIV EITEAETOV ...
TAVIS 08 Kol fuels 101 éxtedodar v uviunv” (Historia Institutionis CCCXCI).

60. For a bibliography regarding visions and dreams in Byzantine literature, see Oberhelman (2008)
219-232. Taxidis examines a great number of such visions and dreams in historiographical works of the
late Byzantine period (Taxidis (2012) 51-140) and also provides a decent bibliography on this subject
(Taxidis (2012) 13-16). For dreams and visions in monastic literature of the early Byzantine period, see
Krénung (2014).

61. Specifically, he “lived withdrawn at the monastery of St. John the Forerunner at Petra in Constan-
tinople, having resigned in 1075 from the bishopric at Euchaita” (Agapitos (1998) 189). Saradi (Saradi
(2014) 142-148) gives a general description of the relation between Mavropous and the introduction of the
feast. It seems to me less possible that a scholar who contributed importantly to the configuration of the
partly provocative intellectual atmosphere of the 11" century was offended by the polemics of the dispute
and the possible progressive opinions which may have been expressed during some of its parts (see above
the section about John Chrysostom). Besides, we must not forget that in one of his poems Mavropous asks
God to save John’s beloved pagan writers, Plato and Plutarch, from his divine anger.

62. “otx SAiyn Tig fjv avroic i mepi TobTV Epic” (SM 532).

63. See n. 10.

64. “they appeared to the bishop of Euchaita”.
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ent parties! In this version’s vision the words of the three saints could have been related
in all respects by the factions themselves: the only fact that reminds us that this is a
scene of a vision and not an actual meeting is the word vision (= drraoiq).

We know with certainty that the philosophical dispute lasted for a long time (“and
these were being discussed for many years”)® and was characterized, at least in some
of its parts, by a highly polemical atmosphere.®® This meeting, if it actually happened,
may have expressed the participants’ desire to prevent potential oppositions by the
Church, which was trying at the same time to circumvent the freedom of thought, as the
case of John Italos proves, and could have been only a decision of the parties and not of
Mavropous himself.*” Furthermore, the fact that Mavropous, who was uninvolved in
the dispute, introduced the feast perhaps indicates that he was especially interested in
solving this problem, because he spent a part of his life in exile and he would not want
some of his friends (Psellos), who were involved in the dispute, to have to face the pos-
sible consequences of their actions, such as a possible expulsion from the Church.®®
This assumption could explain why Mavropous was feeling sad because of the conflict:
“because he was sad over this specific dispute”.® In any case, the fact that this version
of the Historia Institutionis is dated to the 14" century, namely three centuries after the
dispute, ensures that during this time people had a fragmentary knowledge of many as-
pects of the dispute.”

65. “kai 00TV ... Aeyouévav énl ypovoig éobarepov” (Historia Institutionis CCCXCI).

66. Typical examples are the accusation of the Baotheiton against Chrysostom (see the relative section
above) and the description of the dispute in the beginning of the text as ordoic (Historia Institutionis
CCCXC), a word which in Byzantium was normally associated with coups.

67. Cf. Agapitos (1998) 188.

68. This may explain why Mavropous in his homily on the Hierarchs says that the dispute was only
theological (Sotiroudi (2012) 148-149). If we view this statement from that point of view, we can assume
that his extensive presentation of the parties’ opinions (Sotiroudi (2012) 149, n. 610) does not entirely cor-
respond to reality, because some of them, like the accusation of the Boctkeiton against Chrysostom, would
seem too sacrilegious and would have caused the anger of the contemporary ecclesiastical authorities. On
the other hand, Linardos’ view (Linardos (2005) 135) that Mavropous wanted with the introduction of the
feast to honour the three saints because of his admiration and respect for them seems to me too superficial.
Furthermore, neither Mavropous’ epigrams to Chrysostom (14), Gregory of Nazianzos (15), Basil (16),
one dedicated to them as a triad (17) and to a picture which depicts them together (86) (John Mavropous,
Epigrams 9-10, 86), nor the oration for the Three Hierarchs (178) (John Mavropous, Adyog 106-119),
which was possibly pronounced after the introduction of the feast (Linardos (2015) 127), reveal any special
information about the dispute and Mavropous’ particular involvement in it.

69. “fvidzo yop kol o106 €mi Tj] To100TY Pilovikig” (SM 532).

70. Quoting one passage of Matthaios Kamariotes’ (15" century) encomium on Three Hierarchs,
Sotiroudi (Sotiroudi (2012) 148, n. 603) assumes that Mavropous had the initiative for the introduction of
the common feast. Then, although she recognizes that in this specific passage no name is mentioned and
she also admits that her previous argument was mistaken, she remarks that the introduction of the feast was
not a common decision of the Church but the suggestion of a specific person. I think that it is generally
risky for someone even to base that kind of thought on the fact that Kamariotes uses the singular, since he
refers indefinitely to the person who introduced the feast. On the one hand, this writer’s choice could be
possibly incidental and this vague reference, without specific evidence, may indicate that in the 15" centu-
ry it was unknown who the person or the people actually were, who had had the initiative for the proposal
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However, could just a simple sadness and anxiety about the fortune of his friends
cause Mavropous’ intervention in such a turbulent dispute,’! which could result for him
personally in a possible punishment? The codex Vat. Pal. gr. 138 gives a legitimate an-
swer to that question. This manuscript transmits, among other texts, two canons of John
Mavropous addressed to Gregory of Nazianzos (ff. 311r-313v, 313v-316v). In the first
canon John states that the teaching of the Theologian contains the fire of sublimity:
“kai wop vymyopiog éx tovtys éxvevoag” (f. 311v). In the second text Mavropous refers
to the strength of Gregory’s speech and it seems that he implies the virtue of sublimity
by stating that he elevates the doctrine with his voice: “H @pwvy tijc fpovtiic cov. .. w¢
&& oVpavod uete@pov. .. TAV DYNADY 600 JOYUGTOY. .. YpRYopadV Bewpiois Dyomo1ols,
dote. .. pnropedwv ta Osio kai dynlo doyuora” (f. 314r). A few folios later in the same
canon (f. 316r), John clearly defines Nazianzenos’ speech as sublime: “Osoloyikaic kai
dymyopois pwvaic oov”. All these references of Mavropous made it clear that he inter-
vened in the dispute because he was probably a part of it, being on the side of the I'pn-
yopeiton,” together with Michael Psellos and Nicetas Stethatos, and contributing to the
propaganda of the party regarding the term dy#yopog. Therefore, the proposal of
Mavropous for the introduction of the feast may have derived from a possible meeting
of the three different parties, where all of them decided to send as their “ambassador”
to the Holy Synod a scholar of great repute.

5. The Hierarchical scale

“The Byzantines did not form a theological triad for the Three Hierarchs, but they
offered them the most significant positions of a theological canon, to which other Fa-
thers of the Church also belonged”.”® The Byzantines did not only give them three sig-
nificant positions in the theological canon, but they also formed a possible hierarchical
scale among the three of them, a choice which mirrors the literary preferences of con-
temporary scholars and also proves that the erudite authors of that time did not consider
them as equal. The Three Hierarchs’ claim in the vision that there is no ranking among
them and that they are equal™ renders even more likely the actual existence of the dif-
ferentiation during the dispute. Besides, the SM versions state that each of the three dif-
ferent parties adopted its own nickname, the name of the saint which they considered a
more prominent rhetorician: “every party adopted the name of the Hierarch who they

of the feast’s introduction. The long chronological distance between the events of the dispute and the Pal-
aeologan era is a possible reason for such a complicated situation regarding the knowledge of the conflict,
which is also reflected in the passage from the Historia Institutionis about the chronological beginning and
the place of the conflict (see n. 8), in a treatise by Kyparissiotes regarding the term dynyopog (see n. 34)
and in the fact that the SM versions do not cite any statements or possible accusations among the three
different parties.

71. Besides, Karpozilos notes that it is unknown if there were, apart from the vision, also other reasons
which forced Mavropous to intervene and suggest the introduction of the feast (Karpozilos (1982) 165).

72. Gregory of Nazianzos was a rhetorical model for Mavropous (Papaioannou (2013) 63, n. 51).

73. Linardos (2005) 147-148, translation mine.

74. See above the relevant section.
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B

thought was the best”.” Specifically, Gregory obtained the first place, with Basil and
Chrysostom being in the second and third places, respectively.

Gregory of Nazianzos was one of the most important theologians of the Orthodox
Church. He contributed decisively to the development of Byzantine literature and
formed, after the Bible, the most frequent model of imitation for later Byzantine writ-
ers.”® The Historia Institutionis cites that the T'pnyopeitar had the opinion that their
saint was superior to all other writers: “he surpassed every ancient Greek and Byzan-
tine author”.”” Furthermore, it informs us that Gregory of Nazianzos remained a bishop
of Constantinople for twelve years.”® At first, the word deddexa could be considered as a
mistake by the scribe, since we know with certainty that Gregory was the bishop of
Constantinople for three years (378-381). However, it seems that this mistake is not
contemporary, but it originates from two older texts, the Synaxarium Constantinopoli-
tanum and the Vita Gregorii of Gregory the Presbyter, since they both agree on the
chronological period of Gregory s stay at Constantinople: “the saint was bishop of
Constantinople for twelve years until the second Council” and “he spent twelve years at
Byzantium”, respectively.” The Historia Institutionis also continues by saying that
Gregory of Nazianzos lived more than eighty years: “he lived more than eighty
years”.®® Even though this information is false, because modern research has proved
that the Cappadocian saint lived for about sixty years (ca. 330-390), it is truly interest-
ing that after the 4™ century people did not know the exact time period of Gregory’s life
and patriarchate.

Regarding the use of the term dyyopog by the Bacireitar,® I think that this choice
is surely not random. Apart from the obvious attempt to praise their “own” Hierarch, I
assume that here, an ulterior aim also appears: the use, whether oral or written, of the
denomination attributed to Basil the Great by Gregory of Nazianzos may have been an
attempt to showcase the recognition of Basil’s spiritual dominance by Gregory himself,
attempting, in parallel, the indirect degradation of Gregory in this informal hierarchical
scale. In that case, it would be entirely reasonable for the Baotigiton to try to defeat

75. “Exaotog yap 0b évoule peilovog, abtod TodTov Ko 0 Svoua éavtov éxdler” (SM 532), f. 16v.

76. Noret (1983), Mango (2002) 103. During the 10" century there took place an “expansion of the
canon”, which from now on included “Christian and later Byzantine authors ... Gregory of Nazianzos is
the most important such rhetor” (Papaioannou (2017) 106). He was regarded as a model for homiletics in
various rhetorical treatises (Papaioannou (2017) 110-111) and his poems are transmitted in many manu-
scripts of the 11" century (Bernard (2010) 31). See also Papaioannou (2021) 95.

77. “mdvrag tovg émi 1] EMAnvikj] maideig diafonrovg, kai tovg kad’ fudc vmepPavr” (Historia Institu-
tionis CCCXCI).

78. “mpoéoty 0¢ xai tijc Kwveravrvovriolews Exkinoias ypovovs dwdexo” (Historia Institutionis
CCCXCI).

79. “6 dyrog matprapyeiov opilel elvar v éxkinaiav Kovetavivovrndiews, ¢ kol mpoéoty &y dddexa
uéypt tijg devtépag ovvodov” (Synaxarium Constantinopolitanum 422, 26-29), “ddo yop xai déxa &ty Adyog
avtov €v 1@ Bolovtie meromxévar” (Gregorius Presbyterus, Vita Gregorii 196, 9-10).

80. “vmép ta dydonkovra Exn yevouevog” (Historia Institutionis CCCXCII).

81. See above.
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their Cappadocian “opponent” with his own tools, that is with a nickname which he
himself attributed to Basil the Great. On the other hand, the text of the Patrologia states
that John Chrysostom’s supporters used to praise him exceedingly due to his teaching
and put him, because of his rhetorical skills, before Gregory and Basil: “they elevate
the divine Chrysostom ... due to the power of his speech they place him before Basil the
Great and Gregory”.® The writer’s choice to use the particles dwodvrwv and
mponiféviwy is interesting, because they strengthen the possibility that Chrysostom ob-
tained the third position of this so-called hierarchical scale.

If we take into consideration all the above-mentioned information and the accusa-
tion of Psellos against the unskilled literary style of Basil the Great,3* we observe that
the first position (I'pnyopeitar) is attacking the second (Bactleitar) and the third one
(loavvitar) the other two. If we understand the use of the word dw#yopog by the
I'pnyopeitor not as a direct attack against Basil of Caesarea, but simply as an attempt to
re-identify the term with Gregory of Nazianzos from now on, perhaps this fact evinces
that the Bootleital obtained second place after the I'pnyopeitan, and that there were
generally good relations between the top two parties.

Conclusion

This philosophical dispute of the 11% century did not constitute a major cultural
event in the intellectual life of Constantinople. However, it was a distinct and long last-
ing conflict, which was marked by its peculiar context and conventions. Through the
use of the term dy#yopog by both the Basileitai and the Gregoritai, we may conclude
that the members of the parties took their participation in the dispute seriously, engag-
ing in literary propaganda for the sake of their favorite Hierarchs. Furthermore, we
conclude that the conflict was characterized in some of its parts by a more polemical
atmosphere, as the accusation of Chrysostom for not being a perfect man proves. The
greatest contribution of this article is that it traces the remarkable interest of the capi-
tal’s scholars (Michael Psellos, John Mavropous) in the works of the Three Hierarchs
during the last part of the 11™ century, highlighting some significant strands of this dis-
pute and examining parts of its special framework.3

Appendix

ff. 16r-v. T® avt®d pnvi A" pvqunv €miteAodpey TV Ayimv TpdV iepapydv Kol pe-
volwv' Bacteiov, ['pnyopiov kol Todvvov 100 Xpoucootouov.

Totéov 611 koTd TadTV TV NUEpav dyetl 1) oD Xplotod HEYAAN EKKANGio 0PtV
YOAPUOGUVOV TOV AylV TATEPOV UMY 1Epapy®V Kol 0IKOLHEVIKGY d1000kdA®Y Baot-

82. “rov Oeiov Xpvooarouov vywodviwyv ... kai tjj kat’ &vvoiay JevoTyTL TPOTIOEVIWY T0D TE UEYGLOV
Baaileiov kai I pyopiov” (Historia Institutionis CCCXC).

83. See above n. 47.

84. 1 am deeply indebted to Dr. Christos Simelidis for all of his helpful advice and suggestions about
this article. All the shortcomings are my own fault.
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Aelov tod peydiov, I'pnyopiov tod Beordyov kai Twdvvov tod Xpvcoostopov. 'Enel yap
mote rAovikeio &l ToD pécov mpofjAbe kol Tvdv pev Tdv €v pabnuact orovdaldvimv
peiCova tov péyav Baoilelov Aeyovrwv, [f. 16v] tv@dv 8¢ tOv péyav XpusOGTOUOV,
Etépav 8 avd maAy Tpnydprov tov Bsoddyov, kai odk OAlyN TIg [V adToic 1| mepi ToVTOV
gpic Oc kal £avtoic T6 TOVTOV Ovopato mrtifévar, — Ekactog Yap ov dvople
ueiCovog, otod T0UTOL Kol TO dvopa E0VTOV EKAAEL — avTol T® TG TOAew¢ Evyoitmv
umtpomoritn govéviee (Tmévvng odtog fv) Qaciv «AvacTtic Topedov TPpdC TOV Aodv
Kol 0€i€ov adToic ¢ 0VdEiS AP’ NUAV TA TPOTEIN KEKTNTOL, ETioNG YUp EGUEV LVOTA-
yoyol kol dmmpétar oD Ocod kol TV avtod appirev dyaddv, kol Tig adtod d0ENg
émiong amoAiapupdvopev, Kol 00K EGTIV €V MUV TIG O TO TPOTEIOV EMPEPOUEVOG 100V
Yap, OG 0pdc, &v éouévy. "O¢ mapoypiina £l Tf) TapaddE® tavty Ontaciq yapdg TAN-
ofeic — Mvidto yap kol avtog €ml T TollTn Prlovikeix — cvvabpoicac Gmoav O
T 0og én’ €xkAnciog OMUOTEAT KOl YOPUOCLVOV £0PTIV ADTOIG EMETEAECE KOGUNGAG
TaOTNV 010 PLLOTOVNOEVTOV aDT® KavOvmY Kol TpoTapiny Kol AOYmV EYKOUILOTIKMV.
Katé tavty odv v oitiav émrekeitan Ektote uéypt tod vov eic 86Eav t0d erlavOpd-
ov Oeod.
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HEPIAHYH

[IOIOXZ YITHPEE O ZHMANTIKOTEPOX EKKAHXIAYXTIKOX ITATEPAY;
MIA ®IAOZO®PIKH AIAMAXH TOY 11°Y AIONA

700 I'epyiov I'ovoyovpiarty, vroy. dpog Ilav/uiov Ocaoalovikng

To apBpo acyodeitar pe ™ PEAETN €VOG WOOLOPPOV TOALTIGTIKOD YEYOVOTOC, TNG PLAO-
coQKNG dtapdymg tov 11°° at., n omoia teppatiotnke pe ™ 0omion g eoptg tov Tpidv
Iepopydv. H éldetym avagopdv yua t cvykekpiuévn ToAdypovn Siéveén otig cmlopeves
TNYEC VIOSEIKVIEL TMG OEV TAV 1) LEYOAVTEPT Slapdyn Tov cuvERN moté oto Buldvtio kot
Kofiotd addvatn v TARpN avacvvleon e euctoyvopiog . Evtodtolg, Aappdavoviag
VIOYT TG 0PN YNOELS TOV Topaddopeveav Xovasapiov yio v 30" lavovapiov kot estidlo-
VTOG TNV TPOGOYN G EVOLNPEPOVGES TTLYEG TNG SLUAYMGS, OTMG 0 «apapTOAOS lmdvvng
Xpooootopog, n cvppetoyn Tov Miyand Pedllot kot to a&loonpeimto dpapa tov lodvn
Movpomoda, tifevial 6T0 TPOSKNVIO AYVOGTEG OYELS OVTNG TNG OOTLANG PIAOGOPIKNG
Swpdyms. Emmpocbeta, to apbpo cupfdriel oty cul{itnon oxeTIKd pe TV TpOCANYN TOV
Tpiov Lepoapydv kot Tov £pyov Tovg KaTd 1 StdpKeLd Tov voTepoL 11 at.
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