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Most faithful Orthodox Church members can rattle off 1054 as the date, and “the insertion of the Filioque (and the Son) clause to the Nicene Creed by Rome” as the reason for the Great Schism. The problem is usually understood - reasonably accurately but somewhat simplistically - as the Pope of Rome tampering with something he had no right to change, and attempting to usurp authority that was never granted to him by the rest of the Church. Considerably less common is a historical understanding of what led to this act, and what attempts were made to reconcile this tragic split between the two apostolic bodies of the Church. Was this event actually the cause of the Great Schism? This brief paper will attempt to assess whether the insertion of the Filioque was largely about power and politics, or if the theological implications are really the main issue; and if it warrants the reputation often accorded it as the cause of the Great Schism.
The earliest known use of the Filioque was in a regional Persian council in 410.

The earliest commonly cited inclusion of the Filioque was in Spain at the 3rd Council of Toledo in 589, where it was used ill-advisedly but for good intentions, to combat Arianism, by attempting to highlight Christ’s Divinity. It would be another 200 years before it again surfaced as a political weapon, used in the hands of Charlemagne, the powerful ruler of the Frankish Kingdom (Germany, France, Italy) against his political adversaries in the Byzantine world. As early as 808, Pope Leo III had written a letter to Charlemagne, who was vigorously promoting the use of the Filioque. Pope Leo’s letter suggested that he had no theological issue with its use, but thought it unwise to change the wording of the ancient and universally accepted Creed. Leo even went so far as to have the original creed without the Filioque inscribed upon silver plaques and mounted on the walls of St. Peter’s in Rome. 
 In the middle of the 9th century, Rome had allowed the use of the Filioque in confrontations between Germanic missionaries under Rome and missionaries under Constantinople, when both were attempting to establish the Church in Bulgaria and competing to have the ruler, Khan Boris, side with them. This fuelled the divisive Photius Schism where St. Photius attacked the Roman Pope Nicolas for allowing the Filioque to be used in Bulgaria and exceeding his Bishop of Rome authority. Pope Nicolas tried to depose Photius, and Photius excommunicated Pope Nicolas in 867. The Emperor removed St. Photius as the Patriarch in the same year although he was later reinstated and canonized in the Eastern Church. However, the Fillioque clause had never been used in Rome itself before the coronation of the new German emperor Henry II in 1014.
 It is obvious that the events up to the fateful 1054 confrontation in Constantinople were highly charged with political intrigue.
When Pope Leo IX sent three Roman legates, led by Cardinal Humbert to Constantinople in 1054, it was at the request of the Patriarch of Constantinople, Michael Cerularius. The Patriarch was offering to restore the Pope’s name to the Diptychs where it had been omitted since around 1014 when Rome for the first time had begun adding the Filioque to the creed. Differences in practise such as the Latin’s use of unleavened bread, (Axymes) in the Eucharist, married Priests, etc. were also to be discussed. Cardinal Humbert was reputed to be a very rigid personality with strong political fondness for the Frankish powers and not friendly towards the Byzantines.
 
Although much has been made of the Papal bull of excommunication that Humbert thrust upon the altar at St. Sophia, it is obvious that the two branches of the Church (Rome and Constantinople) did not consider themselves to be completely in schism, and they had much ongoing communication long after this 1054 incident. It is likely Humbert’s document was not considered any more than an irritant. It had little to no validity, as it was delivered by the Papal Legates after Pope Leo - who had sent them - had died, removing any authority they were vested with. In addition it was full of slanderous language attacking a great number of practices in addition to objecting to the non-inclusion of the Filioque clause, and was little more than a tirade.
Rome never gave the Filioque clause concilliar authority until 1274 at the Council of Lyons, when they also added the Latin doctrines of purgatory and papal supremacy, and officially condemned and anathematized the Christian east for denying the doctrine of the “double procession.”
 Of course by then the 4th Crusade and the sacking of Constantinople had done so much damage to the relationship between Rome and Constantinople that there was little likelihood of a true reconciliation between the two. Michael Welton in Two Paths sums up the opinion of many other writers on the subject when he states “Even after 1054, communications still flowed between the two great Sees. (Rome and Constantinople) A more sure date for the final separation between the two great churches would be April 12, 1204 when the 4th crusade attacked and sacked Constantinople for 30 days,”
 John Meyendorff echoes these thoughts “The mutual accusations turned into a real uprising of hatred after the capture of Constantinople by the Westerners in 1204.”
 
For most Orthodox, the irreconcilable barrier between the Roman Church and the Eastern Orthodox Churches would be the elevated Papal claims, which eventually went so far as to claim the Pope to be “infallible” when speaking on matters of Church doctrine at the 1870 Vatican council.  The inflated and ever more absurd claims of complete autocratic authority that Rome demanded were seen as having no validity by the Orthodox Church. A primacy of honour had always been understood to be Rome’s by virtue of it being the center of the Roman Empire, and having very early apostolic beginnings with St. Peter and St. Paul both being martyred there. The authority Christ gave to Peter was seen as flowing from Peter to all Bishop’s, not singularly to Rome.
With the Pope’s rise of political power in the 11th century, when the temporal empire of Germany became increasingly fused with the Papacy, Rome began to be more and more involved in earthly power pursuits. The Muslim threat on the Eastern Church caused great subjugation in the east, and so the stage was set for Rome’s political pre-eminence. The new Roman idea of a “just war” and the enactment of the damaging crusades fleshed out this thinking. Offering political and military help in exchange for theological compromise proved to be a disastrous formula, as the council of Florence in 1439 and the subsequent canonization of St. Mark of Ephesus proved. In the west, theology was twisted to fit the earthly acquisition of power. The Fillioque clause fit the bill perfectly in this regard.
The Filioque was a handy theological tool that Rome could use to show her authority on doctrinal matters, demonstrating that the authority of the Bishop of Rome exceeded even decisions made and accepted by the entire Church in history. Decisions made by ecumenical councils that were once untouchable, now fell under the prerogative of the Bishop of Rome to change if he so chose. Choosing to change the best known and most honoured of all the statements of faith - the very Nicene/Constantinople Creed itself - demonstrated this new Papal understanding clearly. Germany and the west were already using the Fillioque addition, and aligning with this powerful military force became a greatly added benefit. While Pope Leo III in the 9th century still favoured Church unity over political gain and reprimanded Charlemagne for using the Fillioque, by the mid 11th century Papal political power took precedence over ecumenical councils or Church unity.

According to Rome, the theology could be worked around. Rome claimed they were saying the same thing as the original creed, just using different language. It was all how you interpreted common statements such as “through the Son” or “from the Son” in patristic literature. The fact that the Filioque quickly became known as the “double procession” illustrates the theological objection, as it changes the very nature of the Holy Trinity introducing a foreign concept.
Aristeides Papadakis in The Christian East
 outlines Patriarch Gregory’s explanation at the council of Blachernae in 1285, where he clearly outlined the Orthodox position regarding the error of including the Filioque clause. The Father eternally brings forth through “procession” the Holy Spirit and the Father eternally “begets” through generation His Son. Only the Father is the one cause of the Son and the Holy Spirit. If the Holy Spirit proceeds from both the Father and the Son, the essential causality and eternal source of the Godhead is no longer the Father, and everything becomes mixed and confused. The Holy Spirit then becomes lesser than the Father and the Son in the Holy Trinity. The essential principle is that qualities are either shared between all members of the Holy Trinity, or individually held by one member of the Holy Trinity. There are no characteristics that are shared by two members but not the third member of the Holy Trinity. The origin and cause of all Divinity is the Father only, and the Fillioque is a great error in this understanding
.
In conclusion, while theology is an important aspect of the Orthodox Church’s rejection to the Filioque clause, the political situation and Papal claims were stronger causes to the schism between the two great Churches. There continue to be discussions regarding the understanding of the Filioque language between the Western and Eastern Churches, but the Papal claims would be the greater stumbling block in most of these discussions. It is also clear that to attribute the Great Schism to the unfortunate incident of 1054 popularized in the common mind, is extremely simplistic and inaccurate. May God have mercy upon us all as we continue to seek Him and to pray for peace for the world, and especially for repentance and reconciliation between the churches.
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