STUDIA PATRISTICA

VOL. XXXII



& Peeters Publishers — Louvain — Belgium

All rights reserved, including the right to translate or to
reproduce this book or parts thereof in any form.

D, 1996/0602/78
ISBN B0-6831-B54-1

Printed in Belgium by Orientaliste, Leuven

STUDIA PATRISTICA

VOL. XXXII

Papers presented at the Twelfth International Conference
on Patristic Studies held
in Oxford 1995

Athanasius and his opponents, Cappadocian Fathers,
other Greek writers after Nicaea

Edited by
ELIZABETH A. LIVINGSTONE

PEETERS
LEUVEN
1997



FORDHAM
UNIVERSITY
LIBRARY
BRONX, NY
ROSE HILL

Table of Contents

Vol XAXII

XI. ATHANASIUS AND HIS OPPONENTS

Leslie W. BARNARD, Harrogate

Athanasins and the PAChOIDIANS ... cssirsmsias e sesssansstsansssan innsniasins
David BrRakkg, Bloomington, Indiana

Athanasius and the Cult of the Holy Dead........cooovieiimionmncinnssnrannieas
Dominique GoONNET, 51, Lyon

L "Utilisation Christologique de I'Epitre aux Hébreux dans les Orationes

contra Arianos d' Athanase d’Alexandrie .........ooccvvmresvereerccisiincnns
Uwe KUHNEWEG, Marburg

Athanasius und das Monchtum............ i
Kelley McCarthy SpoerL, Manchester, NH

Anti-Arian Polemic in Eusebius of Caesarea’s Ecclesiastical Theology
Christopher STEAD, Ely, Cambs,

Was Arjus s Neoplatonist ¥ i i i i i i sivessssemssnsbis s
Joost van Rossum, Kodiak, Alaska

Athanasius and the Filiogue: Ad Serapionem 1,20 in Nikephorus

Blemmydes and Gregory of Cyprus ...o...cevicvmieinninnisssiens
B.H. WarRMmGTON, Bideford

Eusebius of Caesarea and Some Early Opponents of Athanasius ...

XII. CAPPADOCIAN FATHERS

Philip M. BeEacon, Oldham

Some Cultural Contacts of St. Basil at Antioch......ccviinnnnnines
Thomas Bouw, Munich

Basilius: Adversus Eunomiwm 11 4: Eine untypische Verwendung von

ahatoand DooTEEIeT s s s e b s
Peter BoUuTENEFF, Geneva

Soteriological Imagery in Gregory of Nyssa's Antirrheticus............
Brian E. DaLey, 5J, Cambndge, Mass.

Divine Transcendence and Human Transformation: Gregory of Nyssa's

Anti-Apollinarian ChristoloEy .. i misia i e i
knstoffel DEmoEN, Gent

The Paradigmatic Prayer in Gregory Nazianzen ...,

12

19
20
33

39

23

59

67

T2

81

87

26



VI Table of Contents

John P. EGan, SI, Toronto
aitog/ Author', altic/ Cause’ and apyn/ Origin’: Synonyms in
S_E:lec:tcd Texts of Gregory Nazianzen ...........ooeereeoseoveoeeoeoooo 102
Ignacio ESCRIBANO-ALBERCA, Bamberg
Gregors von Nyssa in Cant.: Einige Beobachtungen zur mystischen

Konstruktion biblischer Offenbarung ..o 108
Everett FErGusow, Abilene, Texas
Exhortations to Baptism in the Cappadocians...........oooooooooo 121

Ronald E. Heng, Tiibingen
The Form of Gregory of Nyssa's Treatise On the fnscriptions of the
G S e
Anne Gordon KemeL, Wiirzburg
Basil of Caesarea’s Use of Romans 7 as a Reflection of Inner Stru ]
R C L rp] |
Vasiliki Limeeris, Philadelphia i =

Kuipog and xpovog in Gregory of NySsa.e oo 141
John Anthony MoGuokmy, Leeds g

The Vision of God in St. Gregory Nazianzen ..o 145
Lucas F. MATEO-SECO, Pamplona ; h

L Cor 13, 12 in Gregory of Nyssa's Theological Thinking .........., 153
Anthony MEREmTH, SJ, London i) g

Gregory of Nazianzus and Gregory of Nyssa on Basil.....oc.............. 163
Alden A. MOSSHAMMER, San Diego, California

Gregory of Nyssa and Christian Hellenism..... oo 170

Elias MouTsouLAS, Athens
Le probleme de la date de la mort de Saint Basile de Césarée ......... 196

M.B. PRANGER, Amsterdam
Narrative Dimensions in Gregory of Nyssa's Lif; '

Nyssa's Life of Macring.........

I. REYNaRD, Aix-en-Provence . ) !
La Magnanimité de David dans |'Inscriptiones Psalmorom de Gré-
gonrede Nyese R e R L T T 208

David G.K. TaviLoRr, Birmingpam

Eafsij of Caesarea’s Contacts with Syriac-speaking Christians.......... 213
Frangoise VINEL, Strasbourg L

(Que reste-t-il des Homélies sur | Ecclésiaste de Grégoire de Nysse

dans les Chaines sur UECcISSiaste? ...... .o 220

XII. OTHER GREEK WRITERS AFTER NICAEA

Hilarion ALFEYEY

The Pa1_;ristic: Background of 51, Symeon the New Theologian's Daoc-
beme o the Daving: Lightt s s mtonminn o 0 229

Tahle of Contents VI

Waolfgang A. BienerT, Marburg

Origenes im Werk des Epiphanius von Salamis ... 239
Paul M. BLOWERS, Johnson City, Tenn.

Realized Eschatology in Maximus the Confessor, Ad Thalassium 22 258
Marie-Odile Bourwois, Nantes

Platon entre Moise el Arius selon le Contre Jufien de Cynlle

A ERIENE . . s srarssmsrrssmnnnnnry s mmmnrsmsms mnsge s s rame dmik fsin st L ek 264

Peter Bruns, Bochum
Das Offenbarungsverstéindnis Theodors von Mopsuestia im Zwolf-

DR E TN TR L. . o) ST 00 T ST MR g s st n e s as A g St m RS 202
Ysahel pE Anbpia, Paris
La Théologie trinitaire de Denys I’ Aréopagite.....cumiimmnien 278

Roland DELMAIRE, Lalle

Jean Chrysostome et ses “amis’ d’aprés le nouveau classement de

A SO IPR DRI IIEE ... s emgmnair s i 0 S 302
Hamilton HEss, San Francisco

Soteriological Matifs in the Carechetical Lectures of 5t Cyril of

JO PRI <o i T e T S S s e 314
Valerie A, Karras, Brookline, Mass.

The Incarnational and Hypostatic Significance of the Maleness of

Jesus Christ according to Theodore of Stoudios ..o 320
Jacques Lison, OF, Ottawa

L Esprit comme amour selon Grégeire Palamas: Une influence au-

R N e T S S e R L e e S iy 325
Andrew LouTtH, London
St. Maximus the Confessor between East and West....o.ooooiiiiee, 332
Simon C. Mmouni, Paris
L'Hypomnesticon de Joseph de Tibéride: une ceuvre du I'Veéme
346

o L] |4 ] P e e T Y e L ey LT A PO Tt S
John 1. O'KEEFE, Omaha, Nebraska

Kenosis or Impassibility: Cyril of Alexandria and Theodoret of Cyrus

on the Problem of Divine Pathos. .............cociiiiiimiiinn e e 358
José Simon PaLMer, Barcelona

John Moschus as a Source for the Lives of St. Symeon and St.

ANArEW the FOD0S e ieriseeeiie s ceeeeeee et ieaeeensastasssstnnsmbam s rasnnes 366
J.L. STEWARDSON, Adrian, Minn.

Vision of God according to Theodoret of Cyrus....ccvevevievsrinrenienne, i
Ursula TrREU, Berlin

Isidore of Pelusium and the Grammaticus Ophelins ... 376
Andrius Varevidius, Sherbrooke

The Earliest Slavonic Translations of John ChrySostom......ee, 380

Amanda Berry WYyLIE, Elizabeth, NJ
Musical Aesthetics and Biblical Interpretation in John Chrysostom, 386



VI Table of Contents

Sergio ZINCONE, Rome
Le omelie di Giovanni Cristostomo “De prophetiarum obscuritate™ . 393

XI. ATHANASIUS AND HIS OPPONENTS

Leslie W. Barnard
David Brakke
Dominique Gonnet
Uwe Kuhneweg
Kelley McCarthy Spoerl
Christopher Stead
IToost Van Rossum
B.H. Warmington



Athanasius and the Pachomians

Leslie W. BARNARD, Harrogate

The relationship between Athanasius and Pachomius and his followers
presents problems. In Athanasius® extant works there are no references to
Pachomius apart from that in his first letter to Horsiesius which is certainly
genuine!. The reason for this is that Athanasius, notwithstanding his strong
attraction towards asceticism?, did not write any formal treatise on monasticism,
if we exclude the Vita Antonii concerning the genuineness of which controversy
still rages. Most of Athanasius’ works, as distinct from his letters and sermons,
are concerned with his public and political life and with his exposition of
Christian dogma. It was his relentless struggle against Arianism which dominated
his literary concerns. However in the Sahidic and Greek Lives of Pachomius®
there are various references to Pachomius’ and Athanasius’ dealings with the
Pachomians. James Goehring has argued that these Vitae reflect later interests
and do not give a coherent account of Pachomian origins and development as
there are no references in Athanasius’ works which could confirm their veracity?,
While the Pachomian Vitae must be used with caution and allowance made for
a tendentious element, particularly in matters of practice and belief, and also for
some chronological confusion, overall SBo and G' appear to preserve genuing
historical information about the contacts of the archbishop and the Pachomians

L PG 26,977

! Mist. Arianorwm 14 Ep. Ammoniz 2. For varons ascetic Tetters D Brakke, “The Authenticity
of the Ascetic Athanasiana’, Qrientalia 63 (1994), pp. 17-56,

3 Sahidic, the Coptic dialect of Upper Egypt, was the language of Pachomius and his disciples,
The Coptic Vita was however rranslated into Bohairic, the Coptic dialect of the delta, and it is
this translation which preserves the Coptic life in its standard form (S8e). 38g is much longer
than the first Greek Vita (G") but both of these are independent witnesses to the same original oral
tradition, The definitive edition of S8 is by L.T. Lefort (CSCO 89; Louvan [925) supplemented
by the Sahidic fragments (CSCQ 99-100; Louvain 1933-1934). Further fragments in Le Muséon
49 (1936), pp. 219-230 and 54 (1941), pp. 111-138, Eng, tr. by A_ Veilleux, Pachomian Koinonia
Val, | (Kalamazoo, 19800, pp. 23-266. The Greek Virae have been edited by F. Halkin (Subsidia
Hagiographica 19; Brussels 1932); translation in Veilleux op. cir, pp. 297-407.

+ ILE. Goehring, 'Pachomius’ Vision of Heresy®, Le Muséon 95 (1982), pp. 241-262 and in
The Roots of Egyprian Christianity {ed. B_A. Pearson and J.E. Goehring) (Philadelphia, 1936},
p. 238, It is however worth noting that the only reference 1o Anteny by Athanasius outside the
Vita Antonii ocours in Hist. Arfanorem 14, Similarly there are no references to Pachomian
monasticism in the Apaphthegmara Patrum although the question of monasic community was
central to the latter. On this G.E. Gould, The Desert Fathers on Monastic Communizy (Oxford,
1993), p. 14.
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and this fills out the bare references to his movements in the Festal Index.
These references in the Pachomian Vitae are all the more valuable inasmuch as
among Christian writers there was a degree of ignorance about Pachomius and
his organisation”,

Athanasius was particularly interested in the coenobitic type of monasticism
with its corporate and collaborative emphasis which may have attracted him to
the Pachomian conception of koinonia. And the fact that the Pachomians did
not abandon society was an added point in their favour. The various Pachomian
Vitae which come from the middle period of the movement between 346 and
400, of which the Bohairic is the fullest, record contacts between Athanasius
and the monks which continued, at intervals, throughout the Alexandrian arch-
bishop’s long and stormy career. G' gives shorter abbreviated aceounts which
do not differ in substance from the longer Vitae. We now look at these con-
tacts as recorded in SBo supplemented with references from Ep. Ammonis®,
Where these references do not refer to matters of practice and belief we are on
stronger historical ground.

The first contact between the archbishop and Pachomius and his followers
occurred in AD 329/330 soon after Athanasius’ disputed election to the
Alexandrian see”. Athanasius had travelled south to the Thebaid with the
intention of proceeding to Aswan (Syene, Zutjvn) in order to bolster his
authority in areas where the Meletians were active, a dangerous political situation
for the Alexandrian see®. An escort of bishops flanked the archbishop in
Tabennesi, as Pachomius and the brothers walked with him chanting psalms as
they led him to their assembly room and cells where Athanasius prayed. There
followed a remarkable incident when Sarapion, bishop of Nitentori, grasped
the archbishop’s hand and begged him to ordain Pachomius priest so that he
could be the leader of the monks in his diocese. Pachomius however immediately
disappeared into the crowds. We know that there was great reluctance among
many elders of the monks to be ordained which many regarded as an impediment
to salvation. Thus Abba Matoes showed consternation when during a journey
to Mount Sinai with a brother he was forcibly seized by a local bishop and
ordained priest with the brother. Neither of them ever celebrated the eucharist
owing 1o their sense of unworthiness®, Other monks who were ordained
showed great reluctance to be leaders. So Peter, priest of Dios, when he prayed

* P. Rousseau, Pachomins (Berkeley, 1985), p. 54,

® Edited by I.E. Gochring (Patristiche Texte und Studien 27: Berlin, 1986),

! SBo 28, Un Athanasius’ election LW, Barnard, “Two Notes on Athanasius’, QCF 41 (1975),
pp. 344-350. Cf. also Pachomius on Athanasius’ consecration in Ep. Ammonis 137 ‘Good men do
not criticize God's judgement concerning him by bringing up his youthful age and hastening to
divide the Church of God. For the Holy Spirit has said to me: “1 have raised Wim up as-a pillar
and light for the Church™',

¥ Fesral Index 2 (329-330); P. Rousseau, op. cit., pp. 161-162,

? Matoes 9 (PG 65, 202C-2093A).

Athanasius and the Pachomians 5

should have stood at the front, vet because of his humility stood at the rear!",

In the case of Pachomius Athanasius told Sarapion that he already knew of
Pachomius’ faith, even before his consecration in 328, And to Pachomius’ monks
Athanasius said that he acceded to Pachomius’ wish and prayed that he would
never have ecclesiastical rank, Apart from a recognition of Pachomius’ charisma
there may have been other reasons for the archbishop’s caution. The Pachomian
system was only six years old and he himself was newly consecrated. He may
have been unhappy with Sarapion’s desire to extend his authority beyond his
town. Countering Meletian influence was of greater importance, As far as
Pachomius was concerned he wanted to ensure the independence of his com-
munity from outside interference — and also he knew that ordination mgicﬁ
encourage ambition and conflict — a sentiment later echoed by Athanasius
himself'!. Later Pachomius was to accept that his communities would need
priests, if they lived as other monks, for how otherwise could the eucharist be
celebrated?

The archbishop then left Tabennesi for the south accompanied by other
bishops and a large crowd carrying lamps, candles and censers which led to
Pachomius coming out of hiding. The only substantial difference between the
Bohairic account and the shorter version in the Greek Vira 1s the statement that
Pachomius gazed at Athanasius on the boat recognising him as a holy servant
of God ‘all the more as he had heard of the trials which Athanasius had
endured for the sake of the Gospel' 2. It is uncertain what these trials were; in
his Festal Letter written during the winter of 329/330 Athanasius spoke of the
power of quietness and withdrawal during the troubles of life — and these
troubles were the clamour of the crowds and the pressures of an unbelieving
society!3,

The next reference we have of contacts between Pachomius and the arch-
bishop is recorded in SBo 89, although we do not know the date of these in-
cidents. A young man called Theodore aged twenty seven had become a
Christian after forsaking his pagan background. The archbishop had baptized
him, apparently without a catechumenate, after which he appointed him a lector
in the Alexandrian Church. Theodore regarded Athanasius as a source of in-
spiration and, contrary to the archbishop’s inclination, embraced an extreme
form of asceticism. However after twelve years as lector Theodore became
disillusioned with the vain glory and worldliness of the local clergy and, to his
advantage, got to know a group of Pachomian monks who were resident in the

W Perer of Dies (PG 65 385C) quated in D Bunon-Christie, The Word in the Desert
(Oxford, 1993), pp. 251-252.

" Festal Ep. 11 (Lefort 400F).

12 a0 Velleux, op, ol P. 317, |

13 Festal Ep. 24 (Lefort 38. 14-16). On the political background the present writer's Sndies
i Athanasius" Apologia Secunda (Bern,-1992), pp. 23-25.
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metropolis and who were singing the praises of the koinonia. They had a pro-
found influence on Theodore and when other Pachomian monks arrived by boat
to visit the archbishop and to purchase medical supplies Athanasius gave per-
mission for Theodore to return with them. This group of monks had no Greek
and so needed an interpreter but, although at first wary, they agreed to take
Theodore back once Athanasius had given permission. On arrival at Tabennesi
Pachomius embraced Theodore, after reading a commendation from Athanasius,
and made him housemaster of the house for Greek-speaking monks: later
Theodore of Alexandria mastered Sahidic and became Pachomius® interpreter,
This is a vivid picture of contacts between Athanasius, Pachomius and the
Greek-speaking monks in Alexandria and the Thebaid. There was clearly a
community of interest between them although it should not be assumed that
this necessarily implied an acceptance of Alexandrian ecclesiastical control on
the part of the latter,

Our next notice (SBo 96) occurred in September or October 345 when
Zacchaeus, head of the boatmen, and the other Theodore, Pachomius® favourite
disciple, were sent by Pachomius to Alexandria to minister to the boatmen
there. They were also to carry a letter to Athanasius who, in tum, wrote a letter
to Pachomius praising Theodore’s humility. On their return they reported on
the condition of the Alexandrian Church which was at peace after trials.
Pachomius gave thanks and prayed for the people who had been deprived of
their archbishop, the *Christ bearer’, through the machinations of the Arians.
There is some chronological confusion in this account as Athanasius was in
exile until 21 October 346, Gregory having taken possession of the see in the
meantime. The mention of a letter to Athanasius and his reply may be mis-
placed from another earlier occasion, as was realised by the writer of the
Greek Vita who omits any reference to Athanasius (G! 109). It was a custom to
make a yearly journey to Alexandria by boat. It was also in 345 that the Synod
ot Latopolis took place at which Pachomius, in alliance with the local rural
population, successfully defended himself against the charge of being a clair-
volyant (G 112), after which he and the brothers returned to the monastery at
Pnoum, Pachomius® last foundation and the furthest upstream?.

Another instance of contacts with the archbishop is recorded in SBo 124
where again the chronology is askew. Theodore and the brothers leave for
Alexandria sometime between 5 May 346, the date of Pachomius’ death from
plague, and 19 July 346, the date of his successor Petronius’ death also from
plague, to visit Athanasius and to obtain medical supplies for the sick brethren,
This account is however misplaced as Athanasius at that time was still in
exile.

“ Ep. Ammonis 2 states that Theodore had sent letters 1o Athanasius by the hand of two
monks.
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The community of interest which existed between Athanasius and Pachomius
is best seen in the latter’s eulogy, recorded in SBo 134

‘In Egypt now in our generation, | see three principal things flourishing w?th the favour
of God and man. The first is the blessed athlete, the holy Apa Athanasius, the arch-
bishop of Alexandria who struggles for the faith even (o the point nf dE_th- The Et;:.:ﬂnld
is our holy father Antony, who is the perfect model of the anchoritic life. The third is
the koinonia, which is the pattern for everyone who wants 1o gather souls together
according to God in order to help them to achieve perfection’,

[t is however noteworthy that this eulogy does not imply that Pachomius
accepted the ecclesiastical control of his movement — it is Athanasius’ fgith
under persecution that Pachomius applauds. It was Theodore, after Pachomius’
death, who accepted a greater element of control from Alexandria — perhaps
hecause his social status, as a member of a wealthy Christian family, had given
him in the past easy access to a bishop'®.

There is evidence that not only were letters from Athanasius read to the
Pachomian monks but also that his writings were circulating among them. This
was at the time when Horsiesius was leader of the community to whom
Athanasius wrote a letter. On the way back from Alexandria the brothers tried
to visit Antony but he had left for the Inner Mountain. When they arrived at
Phbow Theodore gave certain of Athanasius’” writings to Horsiesius who then
read them to the brothers who gained comfort from ‘the words of life’ (3Bo
136). We do not know what works were read — possibly extracts from earlier
works such as De Incarnatione and Contra Gentes. Later Shenoute of the
White Monastery laced his sermon De castitate et Nativitate, which discusses
the place of chastity in the monastic life, with citations from the works of
Athanasins although no Greek source ever mentions Shenoute — a fact
that Tito Orlandi regards as one of the great mysteries of the Greek Christian
tradition in Egypt!”.

The Bohairic and Greek Vitae give vivid accounts of the search made for
Athanasius during the time of his third exile (356-361) when he hid in the
monasteries of Nitria and the Thebaid. SBo 185 and G' 137, 138 refer to the
year 360 when the Emperor Constantius was seeking out ﬂthalu‘llasius at the
instigation of the Arians'®. The search was carried out by the milnary gcnf:rat
dur Artemius, whose headquarters were at Alexandria, while the province of
the Thebaid was administered by a Governor as civilian prefect under the

B Weillews, ap. il p. 192, i

5 LE. Gochring, The Roots of Egyptian Christianity, op. il pp. 244-245, On Athanasius
growing strength in Egypt before and after 346 see T.D. Bames, Athanastuy ard Constantins,
{Cambridge, Mass., 1993), pp. 94-935,

" H. Guerin, ‘Sermons indedits de Senoute’, Reviee Egyptologique 10 (1902), pp. 159-164;
L1 (1905), pp. 15-16. Also L.T. Lefort, Le Muséon 48 (1935), pp. 55-73, and T. Crlandi, fhe
Roots of Egyptian Chrisiianity, op. cir, p. 64,

I8 Festal Index 32 (359-3600.
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authority of the dux. Artemius visited the monastery of Phbow in search for
the archbishop accompanied by troops. There is a vivid account of the dux
sitting down with an axe in his hand surrounded by archers. Through an inter-
preter he demands that the brothers bring their abbot to him but they pre-
varicate saying that he has gone to visit another monastery. The second-in-
command Psahref is then brought before the dux who demands that Athanasius,
an enemy of the Emperor, be produced — otherwise he will loot the monasteries.
Receiving a negative response the dixr then searches the brothers’ cells bu
without success. After further exchanges the dix left the monastery at Phbow
and returned to the riverside where the Governor was waiting. He seems to
have been impressed by the koinonia and the asceticism of the brethren: ‘For
I saw that they do not wear fitted garments nor do they wear shoes on their feet
even on days when there is heavy frost outside. Truly 1 felt so sorry for them
that T would have gladly given them as alms the clothes I was wearing. When
I visited the refectory I saw no food except greens''®, The Governor was also
sorry for their state. While this may be an ex parte version there is no doubt
that Athanasius successfully evaded capture. (' 138 has the significant detail
that accompanying the dree was an Arian bishop,

Another of Athanasius’ visits to the Thebaid occurred in 363 at the tme of
his flight from the Emperor Julian, the archbishop having left Alexandria on
24 October 362, He travelled south towards Phbow while Theodore and the
brothers went north to Seneset to meet Athanasius — although only after Hor-
siesius had demured. They eventually found the archbishop in the northern
part of the diocese of Smoun mounted on a donkey accompanied by bishops,
clergy with lamps and candles, and monks chanting psalms and canticles with
also a great crowd following. Athanasius then embraced Theodore and the
brothers and prayed over them. The party of a hundred Pachomian monks then
preceded the archbishop singing Psalms as they moved to the principal Church
building of Smoun. Later the party withdrew to local monasteries 1o rest.

Athanasius’ aim was not only to encourage the brothers in matters spiritual.
As always he had an eagle eye for physical conditions and after a few days he
inspected the accommadation in two monasteries founded by Theodore (Nouoi
and Kahior) and was impressed by what he saw. After a few days respite
Athanasiug said to Theodore, ‘If it is the Lord’s will, we wish to spend some days
here because the days of the Holy Passover of our salvation are approaching 22,
This dates the visit to early 363. Then he gave a letter to Theodore to give to
Horsiesiug — a letter which contains Athanasius’ only reference to Pachomius
and which may represent an intervention, on the archbishop’s part, to establish
harmony between the two?l, The full account in SBo 200-204 is remarkable for

¥ Weilleux, op. cit., pp. 223-224.
A S8 202.
*| Cf. Athanasius® culogy of Theodore in Ep. Ammonis 34,
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the tendermess and concern shown by Athanasius for the Pachomian monks.
There was a mutuality of interest between them and the archbishop was at
home during his visits to the Thebaid. Athanasius distrusted individualism,
apart from his own, and had a strong idea of the Church as a sacramental body.
The fact that teaching and biblical exposition was central to Pachomianism and
that the koinonia applied to itself the biblical images of the *body of Christ’, the
‘spiritual Temple’, the ‘vine of saints’ and the ‘people of God’ would have
appealed to him. So Pachomius in a catechetical address:

What danger we are in then, when we hate another, when we hate our co-members, one
with us, sons of God, branches of the true vine, sheep of the spiritual flock gathered by
the true shepherd, the Only-Begotten Son of God who offered himself in sacrifice for

usil,

Although imperious in his own views with a tendency to see events in black
and white — and this is particularly true of the period following the death of
Pachomius in 346 — it is possible that Athanasius regarded at least some of
the Pachomians in this period as more orthodox than other groups in Egypt for
they spoke of their Rule as a “tradition” and “deposit’ and they emphasised the
Cross. The Pachomians likewise reciprocated the archbishop’s interest and
concern for their welfare.

The last notice of Athanasius occurred in connexion with his Festal Epistle
for 367, concerning the Canonical books of the Old and New Testaments,
which was explicitly directed agains Meletians and Arians. Theodore, in an
address to the monks, stated that the archbishop had established the number of
these books: ‘Thus in it he has defined for us the wellsprings of the waters of
life from which it is very necessary for us to drink to be made whole through
the grace of God and the favours he gives us’ (SBo 189). Theodore does not
list the Canonical books but reproduces the Introduction to Fesral Epistle 39:
“They have fabricated for themselves what are called apocryphal books, claiming
for them antiquity and giving them the names of saints’. Theodore significantly
tells the monks to cease reading heretical books and from now on to read only
Canonical books. Athanasius® letter is to be translated into Sahidic, as pre-
sumably his yearly Festal letter was, and placed in the monastery as a law —
an indication that prior to 367 the Pachomian monks may have read a variety of
works some of which were far from the ‘*orthodoxy’ demanded by Athanasius®,

The last reference in the Vitae 1o Athanasius occurs in SBe 210 and dates
from 368 towards the end of his life. The archbishop was in the diocese of
Smoun and on hearing of Theodore’s death he wrote a letter of consolation to
Horsiesius which we have studied elsewhere®. This letter does not throw

* Instruction Concerning a Spiteful Monk 37, Translated Veilleus, op, efi,, Vol 3, p. 30,

Y The alleged connexion of the Nag Hammadi texts with the Pachomian community has not
been finally established.

MW, Barmnard, The Monastic Letters of Saint Athanasing the Grear (Oxford, 1994), pp. 14-15.
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further light on the tangled relationship between Theodore and Horsiesius
although it is full of solace and optimistically stresses the unity which existed
between the two during their life together. Such a letter provides an insight
into an aspect of Athanasius’ character which does not appear in his more public
writings. His relentless struggle against the heresy which he believed was
destroying the Church is so prominent in his writings that it is easy to under-
estimate his spirituality and tender concem for the koinonia.

Antony, in contrast to Pachomius, had established no community per se;
although he strongly supported Pachomius this was not true of all his monks.
Antony knew that anchoritism and coenobitism were both valid practical
expressions of asceticism. Strangely Athanasius’ contacts with Antony were
minimal — he had never visited the saint — and he may have kept Antony at
arm’s length, possibly because some of Antony’s followers had contacts with
Meletians. And the archbishop may have been aware of the fact that anchorites
in Alexandria had a poor reputation for their lack of asceticism®. Athanasius'
relations with Pachomius were quite different for Pachomius throughout his
life had a reputation as a vigorous ascetic — ‘awesome’ and ‘sad’ and at times
filled with anxiety. His strongly biblical teaching on the Cross and Martyrdom?
would have attracted Athanasius, notwithstanding Pachomius® initial reluctance
to have clergy in his communities. It is strange that Pachomius never visited
Alexandria although no doubt Athanasius had invited him. His followers had
no such reluctance. There may be wisdom here. The favour of the great could
be unpredictable as monks were to discover later when Theophilus hounded
Origenist monks from Egypt. Moreover some bishops had anxieties about
monastic leaders as Pachomius found out when he was summoned to the
Synod of Latopolis in 345,

Athanasius, on the other hand, accepted Pachomius® charisma as a person
chosen by God to establish the koinonia and warmed to his friendly relations
with the local Church and his positive attitude towards the wider world®’,
While neither Pachomius nor many of his monks were, at least in his life-time,

¥ SBo 89 Jerome, Ep. 127, 5 states that Athanasius told Mareella sbout Antony and Pacho-
mies, There are however sericus chronological difficulties in accepting this, ¢f. T.D. Barnes,
Athanasius and Constantius, op. cit., p. 254, n. 24,

¥ Veilleux, ap. cit., pp. xvill-xix, Mote also the possible influence of the eatise ascribed 1o
Athanasius, On Charity and Temperance, on Pachomius® [nstruction Concerning a Spiteful
Monk, ed. A. van Lantschoot, Le Muséon 40 (1927}, pp. 263-292. D, Brakke, ‘The Authenticity
of the Ascetic Athanasiana® op. cir, pp. 34-36 accepls its authenticity with hesitation. The work
was originally a coptic homily dating from the fourth century as is shown by its use of “virgin',
‘renouncer” and ‘anchorite’ as a three-fold formula. However a close reading of this turgid piece
does not sugpest o me Athanasian authorship, T regard it as of unknown authorship but used by
Pachomivs as a homily for his community — and also as an instruction for dealing with the mis-
demeanours of a specific monk.

" G.E. Gould, *Pachomios of Tabenessi and the Foundation of an Independent Monastic
Community’, in Veluntary Religion, ed, W.J. Sheils and D. Wood (SCH 23; 1986), pp. 15-24,
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‘orthodox” in the Alexandrian sense Athanasius found in the koinonia and its
founder much to his liking — and this was re-inforced when Theodore became
the Pachomian leader. Moreover we should not underestimate the appeal of a
strong organisation with an economic side to the Alexandrian archbishop.
What Athanasius would not stomach was support for Meletians and Arians for
his religious views were always conditioned by political and social events.
And he did not forget that it was the Pachomian monks who had hid him in his
exiles. -

It says much for Athanasius’ tolerance that, at least in Pachomius’ I]fl!l‘,hmfh
he accepted his view that there were others, lacking offical status in the
Church, who could lay claim to a fatherly responsibility parallel to that _uf
bishops?®. Even as late as 363, after a triumphant return from exile to Alexandria,
Athanasius was still deferential to Theodore when insisting that the title *father’
belonged not to bishops but to monks and their superiors. Yet in the end it was
the Pachomian commumnities which showed the strongest submission to episcopal
rule. After the death of Theodore and with increasing numbers Athanasius
look more control and confirmed Horsiesius as superior for the second time
requesting that he should be informed about community affairs. HE'; directed
that the prayers of the monks should be for the peace of the Church®. So the
wheel had come full circle and for a short time the koinonia was under the
control of the archbishop — a relationship which was always fragile and
which was to experience many vicissitudes in later years.

The history of Athanasius’ dealings with the koinonia show Athanasius giving
an increasing attention to problems of order. His goal however was not to control
the Pachomian monasteries in every detail — that was impossible with such
large numbers and the archbishop’s other responsibilities — but to establish
connexions which would enable him occasionally to intervene™,

G135,

WGV 150; P, Roussean, Ascetics, Autharity and the Church (Oxford, 19738), pp. 66-67.

" D. Brakke, §t. Athanasius and Ascetic Christans in Egypt (Yale, Ph.D. thesis 1992), pp. 209-
233 has much useful information on the relations between Athanasius and the Pachomians.



Athanasius of Alexandria and the Cult of the Holy Dead

David Braggg, Bloomington, Indiana

Although Athanasios of Alexandria placed the divinization of the body at
the centre of his soteriology, he criticized practices that had developed around
the corpses of martyrs and ascetics. Two sets of sources are relevant: the Life
of Antony, whose chapters on Antony's death are well known, and the Festal
Letters of 369 and 370, which have not received much attention from scholars
and so are the focus of this paper'. Athanasius opposed those practices sur-
rounding the holy dead that appeared to him either to violate his Word-centred
theology or to threaten the authority of the episcopal hierarchy allied with him.
While other bishops, such as Augustine, were able 1o integrate the cult of the
dead into their spiritualities, Athanasius’ particular theological commitments
and political situation rendered this strategy untenable?,

Athanasius’ first attested public thoughts on this subject appear in chapters
90-92 of the Life of Antony. My remarks on this familiar document will be brief.
In his portrait of the ideal ‘saint’, Athanasius characterizes Antony’s super-
natural abilities to heal and to exorcize as the works of God the Word through
the monk, and he presents Antony primarily as a figure worthy of moral
imitation®. Thus, everything that Athanasius’ Antony does is meant to be
emulated, including how he dies. In a famous scene, Athanasius has the dying
Antony withdraw to a secret place, lest people mummify and otherwise honor
his corpse; Antony is made to condemn those Christians who do not bury the
dead bodies of holy persons. Still, Antony does leave two relics behind: both
sheepskins, which he gives to Athanasius and his trusted ally, Bishop Serapion

' Among the few previous studies is Alberto Camplani, Le lettere festall di Atanasio di
Alessandria: Studio storico-critico (Rome, 1989), pp. 272-4. On the cult of the dead in Egypt,
see T. Baumeister, Martyr fnvicius (Miinster, 1972); in the West, Peter Brown, The Culr of the
Sainis: lts Rise and Function in Lasin Christignity (Chicago, 1981). See recently R.A, Markus,
*How on Earth Could Places Become Holy? Origins of the Chrstian Idea of Holy Places’, Jourmal
of Early Christian Studies 2 (1994), pp. 257-71,

* On Augustine's change of mind regarding martyrs and miracles, sce Peter Brown, Augtstine
af Hippo (Berkeley, Calif., 1969}, pp. 417-18; Margaret B, Miles, Augusting on the Body (Missoula,
Mont., 19749), pp. 35-9; and Rowan A. Greer. The Fear of Freedom: A Study of Miracies in the
Roman Imperial Church (University Park, Penn., and London, 1989), pp. 170-9,

4 For discussions and citations, see David Brakke, Athanasius and the Politics of Asceticism

(Oxford Early Christian Studies; Oxford, 1993), pp. 245-62; and Greer, Fear of Freedom,
pp. 104-007.
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of Thmuis®. There are two motivations for this presentation. First, Athanasivs’
theology is radically Logos-centred. Thus, he presents ﬁnlf‘.unyl’ﬂ body as the
supreme instance of ascetic appropriation of the Word's divinizing power, but
not as a medium for transmitting that power to others apart from Antony s
moral activity, which the Word enables. Second, Athanasius seeks to prevent
the development of any non-Athanasian cult of Antony’s corpse and to make
permanent Antony’s affiliation with the Athanasian episcopate, which he
depicts as the sole heir to Antony’s legacy. _

The twin motives of theological Logos-centrism and political expedience
also explain Athanasius’ condemnations of practices associated with martyr
tombs found in Festal Letters 41 and 42, written for 369 and 37(0°. These two
letters belong to a series of Festal Letters that Athanasius wrote during the
years 367-70, all of which deal with matters of church order: the biblical
canon, irregular ordinations, and the like. It would be a mistake to treat the
problems in these letters solely in terms of theology; rather, each of these
issues was a4 matter of social organization and conflict, including practices
involving the dead®. Athanasius himself is vague about the theological bases
for the behaviors that he condemns. Throughout these letters, he stigmatizes
unacceptable practices by labeling them both “Arian® and, more frequently,
‘Melitian’, although the activities in view were not limited to such parties in
the Egyptian church’. Common to all these letters is Athanasius’ effort 1o
restrict all Christian revelation to that which came from the incarnate Word
and all Chnstian authority to the parish-based episcopate that he led. To
Athanasius® mind, the veneration of martyr bodies and the use of them for
divination undermined these goals.

In Festal Letter 41 (Easter 369), Athanasius condemns the display of martyr
corpses for reasons similar to what is found in the Life of Antony, bul here the
bishop also makes explicit the political basis for his opposition to the martyr
cult. After rehearsing his stereotypical complaints about *Jews’ and °Arians’,

' V. Ant. 89-93. See Monique Alexandre, ‘A propos du récit de la mort d' Antoine (Athanase,
Vie d'Antoine, PG 26, 968-974, § 89-93). L'heure de la mort dans la littérature monastique’, in
Le tempy chrétien de la fin de UAntiguité au Moyen Age — IF-XITF 5. (ed. Jean-Marie Lerowx;
Collogues internationaux du CNRS 604; Pans, 1934), pp. 263-81.

* These leters survive only in fragments of their Coptic translation published by L.-Th, Lefon,
3. Athanase: Letires festales et pastorales en copte (C3CO 150; Louvain, 1955}, pp. 23-9, 62-3,
and by Rene-Georges Goguin, 'Les lestres festales d’Athanase (CPG 2102). Un nouveau com-
plément: Le manuscril IFAQ, copte 257, OLP 15 (1984), pp. 133-58. Since there is not el a critical
edition that combines this evidence, 1 will indicaie from which edition cach citalion 15 taken.

5 For a general treatment of the social dimensions of bural in antiguity, see lan Momis,
Death-Rineal and Social Structare fn Classical Antiguiry (Cambridge, 1992), On the social back-
ground of Fesral Lerrer 39 (367), see David Brakke, 'Canon Formation and Social Conflict in
Fourth-Century Egypt: Athanasius of Alexandria’s Thirty-Ninth Festal Letter”, HThRE 87 (1994),
Pp. 395-419; of Festal Letter 40 (368), Brakke, Atharnasius, pp. 99-102,

" Camplani, Lettere festali, pp. 271-4,
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Athanasius turns to the actual problem at hand: ‘the inheritors of the Melitian
evil and those who commune with them’, The latter, he says, ‘are defiling
themselves with the dead’®. The metaphor was carefully chosen, for it appears
that it was practices involving the literally dead that attracted such nominally
Athanasian Christians to Melitian parishes:

They (viz., the Melitians) have not left hidden in the earth the bodies of the martyrs
who contested well, but they try to pul them on stretchers and pieces of wood so that
those who want 1o can view them. They do this with pomp, as if on account of the
martyrs” honor, but truly this is a contemptible thing, and thev do it for a shameful reason.
For indeed they do not have the bodies of martyrs in their city, nor do they know which
15 & martyr, although they have taken counsel to blaspheme their bodies and take them
from the cemeteries of the catholic church. In fact, those who have already been buried
they exhume and carry out, so that, since they are put to shame for denying him whom
the holy martyrs confessed, they might, even through their (the martyrs') hodies, find
a way to deceive those whom they lead astray®,

From here Athanasius adduces biblical examples, culminating in Jesus him-
self, of persons whose bodies were buried in the ground and left there®. The
similarities of this passage to Antony’s speech against mummification in the
Life of Antony are striking. These include the reference to putting the bodies on
stretchers, the acknowledgment that people do all this for the ‘honor’ of the
martyrs, and the use of Jesus and the biblical prophets and patriarchs as examples
of persons whose dead bodies were buried and left in the ground'!. If Athanasius
did not write the Life, he must have studied it very closely. In this letter, how-
ever, three concerns of Athanasius come to expression.

First, the conflict over the martyr cult reflected a strugele over which
church, Athanasius’ or the Melitians’, was the genuine successor of the pre-
Constantinian martyr church'?, In the passage above Athanasius denies that his
opponents have any genuine martyr bodies or even know ‘which is a martyr':
hence, they must move such genuine bodies to their churches'3, Mareover,
Athanasius charges that his opponents, by their unorthodox theology, now
betray the very Christ “whom the martyrs confessed’. This rhetoric suggests
that Athanasius’ opponents had enjoyed success in using the bodies of martyrs

® Ep. fese. (cop.) 41 (QLP 15: 9v. bd-16).

¥ Ibid. (CSCO 150: 62, 23-63.5).

"0 Adam, Abraham, Sarah, Jacob, Joseph, ‘the prophets’, ‘the Lord’: ibid, (CSCO 150: 23,
2224, 30).

V. Ane. 90 (*the patriarchs and prophets’, ‘the Lord'): cf. Alexandre, *L'heure de la mort',
pp. 269-70,

** Cf. L.-Th. Lefont, ‘La chasse aux reliques des martyrs en Egvpte au [V sigcle’, La nowvelle
Clto 6 (1954), pp. 225-30, a1 225,

'? In the surviving fragments, Athanasius does not explain how a martyr’s body was identified
or discovered, In a sermon on the martyr cult that shows knowledge of Athanasius' Festal Letters,
Shclnuu: quotes Christians as saying, 'Certain martyrs appeared to us and informed us where their
bodies are” (ed. E. Amélineau, (Fuvres de Schenoudi (2 vols,; Paris, 1907-14, 1. 21220, at 212).
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to legitimate their network of parishes as that church which truly existed in
continuity with the now legendary persecuted church of an earlier golden
age!". Their efforts anticipated Ambrose of Milan’s more celebrated translation
of the relics of Saints Gervasius and Protasius to his basilica in 386'3, Athanasius,
however, did not oppose this programme with the same strategy by moving
martyr bodies to the panish churches associated with him: rather, he condemned
any exhumations of corpses. Athanasius instead tried to establish continuity with
the historic church of the martyrs through ‘orthodox” doctrine, continued right
belhief in *him whom the martyrs confessed’. He thus charged the Melitians
with reeycling an old Arian and pagan error: “they worship the creature more
than the one who created everything, God' (cf. Rom. 1:25)'®. Athanasius’
focus remaimned on proper confession of God the Word.

Second, this debate concerned precisely where holiness was to be located:
Athanasius’ reliance on orthodox belief rather than translated martyr relics to
legitimate his church did not preclude completely localization of the holy. He
did say that the corpses of martyrs belonged in a place — in ‘the cemeteries of
the catholic church’. For Athanasius, holiness was to be found only in the
‘catholic church’: bodies on stretchers were, to him, disturbingly mobile; they
could be ‘carmied out’ of the *catholic’ church and so ‘lead astray” unsuspecting
Christians, Here Athanasius closely associated his orthodox belief with actual
places, like cemeteries and church buildings, and thus portrayed the physical
movement of martyr bodies as a movement away from the unity of the
‘catholic’ church toward the fragmentation of heterodox error. During his exile
of 356-62, when Athanasius and his allies had been removed from the church
buildings of Alexandria and other cities, the bishop had told his followers that
holiness was not to be found in any place: rather, it belonged only to theose
people who are “within the truth’V7. Now a decade or so later, when Athanasius
was more in control of such places, he could more closely associate orthodoxy
with actual physical locations. Here it is useful to recall that the traditional
Egyptian practice in the Hellenistic period was to keep a mummified corpse in
the private home!®. This observation suggests how in Christian Egypt, as else-
where, the martyr cult could become, as Peter Brown has put it, ‘a zone of
conflict” between the ‘centrifugal’ force of privatized funerary practices centred
around the home and the ‘centripetal’ force of the church’s communal life centred
around the bishop and his altar™. It is this kind of social conflict, both between

1* On this function for the martyr cult, see R.A. Markus, The End of Ancient Christianity
(Cambridge, 19007, pp. Y0-95.

5 Thid., pp. 143-35.

1% Ep. fest. (cop.) 40 (CSCO 150; 62, 14-15).

T PG 26, 1189-90,

¥ Baumeister, Martyr Invicius, p, 56,

¥ Brown, Cult of the Saints, pp. 31-2.
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private and communal cultic practices and between competing cultic com-
munities (“Melitian®, *Athanasian’, *Arian’, and so on), that Athanasius phrased
in terms of unity and fragmentation, orthodoxy and heresy,

Third, there was a financial — and violent — aspect to the conflict. A primary
means by which the developing imperial episcopate established and maintained
its power was through control of the church's money and welfare system. The
bishop became the patron of ordinary Christians and of parishes in his diocese®,
It would appear that the martyr cult undermined this economic patronage by
the bishop, for Athanasius accuses those who exhume the bodies of martyrs of
doing so ‘for the sake of financial gain®?'. Where holiness goes, so goes the
money of the faithful. Thus, Athanasius equates his efforts to rid the church of
such persons with Christ’s cleansing of the Temple:

This (practice of exhuming martyrs' bodies) resembles the crookedness of Jeroboam,
who sold <the priesthood, and of those who sold> and bought doves in the Temple of
God, as it is written (1 Kings 12: 31; Matt, 21: 12-13; par.). Indeed, it is clear with-
oul a doubt that those who are lawless now and are being driven out by whippings are
the ones to whom the Lord said: ‘Do not make my Father's house a house of trade’
(John 2: 16). They too will hear him say: ‘Do not sell the body of my martyrs, and do
not make their good confession profitable for the sake of greed’. For those who commit
such a sin must receive the same punishment??,

Some scholars may still doubt that, early in his career, Athanasius sponsored
violence in his campaign against the Melitian church, as a famous papyrus
suggests™. Here it does indeed appear that the older Athanasius explicitly
sanctioned violence (*whippings’, ‘the same punishment’) against those who,
as he portrayed it, trafficked in martyr relics.

If the 41st Festal Letrer concerns where holiness is to be located. then the
42nd concerns where truth is to be located, for here Athanasius takes on the
practice of using martyr corpses for divination and exorcisms. Athanasius

% Egyptian church orders reveal a continuing effort 1o consolidate the church's financial
erganization and welfare system around the bishop and his assistant, called “the steward’ (The
Canans of Athanasius, Patriarch of Alexandria 16, 61, 81, 89, ed. and trans. W, Reideal and W.E.
Crum (Text and Translation Society 9; London, 1904), pp. 26-8, 40-1, 50, 55-6); cf, A. Martin.
‘L ¢glise et la khira égyptienne au IV* sidcle’, REAug 25 (1979), pp. 3-26. at 7-11, 22.3; O
Bobertz, *Cyprian of Carthage as Patron: A Social Historical Study of the Role of Bishop in the
Ancient Christian Community of North Africa’” (Ph.D. diss,, Yale, 1988).

I Ep. fest. (cop.) 41 (CSCO 150: 26. 9-10).

2 Ep, fest. (cop.) 41 (CSCO 150: 26, 10-20). 1 have accepted Lefort's conjectural restoration
as well as his suggestion that Athanasius understood 1 Kings 12:31 to refer to simony on
Jeroboam’s part (cf, Apal. Const. 28; Lefort, Lettres festales, p. 26, n. 80).

8P, Lond. 1914 was published by H L. Bell, Jews and Christians in Egvpt (London, 1924).
For Athanasius as a violent ‘gangster”, see T.D), Bames, ‘The Career of Athanasius', SP 21
(1987}, pp. 390-401, esp. 393-9. For a defense of Athanasius against charges of violent conduct,
see DW.-H. Amold, The Early Episcopal Career af Athanasius of Alevandria {Motre Dame,
Ind., and London, 1991}, pp. 62-89.
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states categorically that, if exorcisms of demons take place at the tombs of
martyrs, it is Christ who performs them, not the martyrs. It would appear that
Christians who went to martyr shrines for exercisms justified this practice with
biblical passages such as Acts 16:16-18, in which Paul, not Chrst, casis out a
demon. Athanasius replies:

Let themn listen, and I will answer them by saying that they are not healed by the martyrs
coming upon the demons, but they are healed by the Saviour, the one whom the martyrs
confessed. And the demons cry out because they are being tortured by fim, Just as those
in the gospel cried out, saying: ‘1 beg you, do not torture us!” (Luke 8: 28). But they try
to see the demons that are destroying them! These people give glory to them (the demons)
and ask them about what will happen. After these words, will they dare to question the
unclean spirits? Yes, they will dare, for they are shameless lovers of pleasure®.

Athanasius does not deny that successful exorcisms take place in the martyrs’
tombs, but insists only that they be attributed not to the martyrs, but to Christ,
a strategy that the bishop used in the Life of Antony when he declared that
Antony’s miracles were not his, but God's or Christ’s?, But unquestionably
wrong to Athanasius’ mind is the interviewing of possessed persons “about
what will happen’: divination. This, Athanasius claims, is the real reason why
his opponents go to martyr shrines: not to see Christ’s power over the
denomic, but “to see the demons’ and ask them questions. How precisely this
divination was thought to work is not clear. In the passage above, it would
seem that people questioned the demons themselves, who then responded. But
later Athanasius says that the people consider the demons to be ‘the martyrs’
prophets” and so believe that the martyrs or even Christ spoke ‘through the
demons’, who functioned only as mouthpieces?®.

In any case, Athanasius condemns this questioning of possessed persons as
the seeking of truth apart from its revelation in the Word of God., When Christ
expelled demons, Athanasius points out, he silenced them, ‘not because they
were lying — for what they said, that he is Son of the holy God, is true — but
s0 that they would not deceive the people through these words and then later
teach them about their own doctrines'™". In other words, even if a possessed
person should, under the influence of a martyr’s holiness or of a demon’s ability
to spy out matters®, say something true about the future, this, Athanasius claims,
is only a seductive first step toward heretical doctrines. Christians who need to
know about their future should not consult martyrs or demons, but the Word of
God: true Christians ‘would call upon Christ, who is within themselves, and

M Ep. fese. (cop.) 42 (C5CO 150: 65. 4-15).

= V. Ant. 37, 48, 56, 38, 62, 65, 84,

- Ep. fest. {cop.) 42 {C5C0 150: 65. 31-66. 1),

3 Thid. (CSCO 150; 28. 3-7).

# Athanasius explains how demons, using their ability to travel long distances quickly, can
appear to predict the future accurately in V. Anr. 31-3,
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wait until he reveals what they are seeking, either in a dream or by speaking
their heart, and they would not mun to the demons.... Because we worship the
Word of God who speaks from heaven, we do not need words from earth’,
Truth, as Athanasius portrays it here, is to be found only in Christ, the single
‘Word of God who speaks from heaven’, presumably through the canon of
Scripture that Athanasius established three years earlier; competing voices are
merely multiple, fragmented ‘words from earth™,

Athanasius® theological ‘Logos-centrism’ and his political conflict with the
Melitians ruled out divine revelations that took place apart from this canonical
Word., Whether as mobile bodies on stretchers or as divine oracles, dead martyrs
could represent alternative sources of truth and holiness and thus, to Athanasius,
were best left safely in the ground. Continuity with the pre-Constantinian church
of the martyrs was to be achieved through confession of the orthodox faith in
the Word for which the martyrs died, not through possession of or devotion to
their corpses. But on these matters Athanasius was out of step with where world
Christianity was going and, one might argue, with his own emphasis on the
Word's divinization of the human flesh. Nothing illustrates this fact better than
the discovery in the sixth century of the very body of Antony that Athanasius
had portrayed as hidden from Christians forever?!,

= Ep, fest, (cop.) 42 (CSCO 150; 66, 3-7, 22-3),

0 On the connection between the problems with the martyr cult and Athanasivs” formation of
a biblical canon, see Brakke, *Canon Formation and Social Conflict’, pp. 410-17.

}OGM. Bartelink, ed., Vie 4’ Antoine (SC 400; Paris, 1994), pp. 74-6.

L’Utilisation Christologique de I’Epitre aux Hébreux
dans les Orationes contra Arignos d’ Athanase d’Alexandrie

Dominique GoNNET, 8], Lyon

‘Le démon sait parfaitement cacher la perversité de ses doctrines sous les
saintes expressions de I'Ecriture’!. Voild qui pose le probleme de interpréta-
tion de I‘Igcrilurt par les ariens. 51 la premiére des Orariones contra Arianos
d’Athanase d’Alexandrie commence par une réflexion théologique sur 1'éter-
nité et la génération du Fils de Dieu, elle se poursuit par 'exégése de diffé-
rents textes de 'Ecriture ‘puisque les ariens alléguent des paroles divines’,
comme 1’écrit Athanase (CA 1, 36). Parmi ceux-ci, I'Epitre aux Hébreux repré-
sente pour Athanase et les ariens un texte essentiel pour comprendre qui est le
Christ. Les citations de 1’épitre ont méme une valeur structurante pour les Ora-
tiones contra Arianos: les chapitres 46 4 64 de la premiére Oratio ont pour
trame des références i cette épitre.

Aprés avoir délimité le champ d’étude, j'envisagerai la démarche d'inter-
prétation de I'Ecriture mise en ceuvre dans les Orationes. Je développerai
ensuite la christologie qui en ressort.

Délimitation du corpus

L inauthenticité de la quatriéme Oratio a été démontrée par A, Stegmann en
1917% et la question de 'authenticité de la troisiéme Chrafio a été posée par
Charles Kannengiesser. Il a développé divers arguments en faveur de ‘la diffé-
rence doctrinale de la troisigme Oratio™. Lenquéte que j'ai faite a montré que
dans la troisiéme Oratio, il n’y a que cing citations (He 1, 3 (2 fois); 1, 4; 3, 2
(2 fois)) et deux allusions (He 1, 14 et 11, 5) & I'Epitre aux Hébreux alors qu'il
¥ 4 soixante-sept citations ou allusions dans les deux premiéres Orationes®,

L CA L 8; le sigle €A désignera les Orationes contra Arianas dans le reste de la communication.

* Die psendoathanasianische '[Vie Rede gegen die Arianer” aly 'watd “Apeiaviy Adyog’, ein
Apollinarisgur (Rottenburg, 1917), pp. 8-42.

Y Athanase d'Alexandrie, évégque et fcrivain, Une lecture des Traités contre les ariens (Théo-
logie historigue, 70; Paris, 1983), pp. 310-36%.

' Les références des Orariones 3 1'Epitre aux Hébrewx sont, dans |'ordre des Orationes (les
allusions sont en italique); CA L 9: He 1, 3; 1, 12: 1, 3; L 14: 1,3, L 24: 1, 3; [, 36: 15, 8. 1,
10, E40: 1.6:1,41:6,20.9,24: 1,46: 1, 8-9: 1, 48: 153, 8; 1,49: 1,91, 3; L, 51: 1, %: I, 52:
LS L5314, 3, 1 L 54 14 1,55 1,004, 1,2 o 56 1, 4 B, 50 1,60, 70 1, 58 1 B
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Cette différence n'est pas en soi significative puisque les citations de 1'Ecriture
sur lesquelles s’appuient Athanase dans la troisieme Orarie sont essentielle-
ment celles de I'évangile de Jean, mais il est un peu surprenant que |'Epitre
aux Hébreux, si présente dans les deux premiéres Orationes, disparaisse prati-
quement du champ de notre auteur dans la troisiéme. Aussi me suis-je can-
tonné aux deux premiéres.

Interpréter I'Ecriture

Les Orationes contra Arianos interprétent I'Ecriture. En cela, I'Epitre aux
Hébreux est déji un guide, puisqu’elle cite et commente nombre de textes de
I"Ancien Testament: ‘Dieu a parlé jadis aux péres par les prophétes’ (He 1, 1).
Ces paroles des prophétes sont & comprendre dans la perspective du Fils venu
‘en ces jours gui sont les derniers’ (He 1, 2). Mais les textes de 1’ Ancien Tes-
tament cités dans 1'Epitre aux Hébreux sont ouverts & diverses interprétations
que les ariens ne vont pas manguer d’envisager. Quelle place et quel statut
pour les citations scripturaires?

Dans les Orationes contra Arianos, les citations de 1'Ecriture ne sont prédo-
minantes que dans le deuxiéme temps, le premier étant celui d’un développe-
ment dogmatique. Le passage est trés net: ‘Jusqu'ici, c¢’est avee des notions
logiques (ennoiais) concernant le Fils que nous nous sommes opposés, autant
que le Seigneur nous en a donné le pouvoir, aux opinions irrationnelles (alo-
gous epinotas) des ariens. Mais il est bon d'ajouter maintenant les paroles
divines (fa theia logia), pour montrer encore davantage qu’au Fils appartient
I'immutabilité et la nature inchangeante du Pére, et & ces gens la perversité de
pensée’s,

La réflexion théologique — ‘les notions logiques’ — est donc premiére
face aux ariens qui formulent en une synthése théologique leur raisonnement.
Dans la deuxigéme partie, consacrée aux ‘paroles divines's, les tétes de cha-
pitre sont des citations scripturaires, souvent des citations de 1°Ancien Testa-
ment faites par le Nouveau, en particulier par I'Epitre aux Hébreux”.

L1001, 105 K, 59: 1,402, 0-3, 7,22, 8, 6.7, 19.9,23; 1, 61: 1,

o L62:1,.5.1,03.1, 14: 11,
1: 43,2, 1L 4.3, 2, I, 6:3, 2, 001, 7-3, 1-2; 01, 8: 2, 14-18. 3

12 10, 9: 3, 1-2. 7, 24: 10,
10; 13, 8. 3, 4-6. 11, 10: 1L, 13: 1. 5.1, 8; I, 14: 1, 13; I, 18: 1. 4. 3, 2: I1, 23: 1,5 1,610,
32:1,3; 0M,33: 1,3 I0,35: 4, 12-13:; I, 47: 10, 5. 10, 5: 11, 52: 2,7 10, 55; 2, 14-15; 11, 64

1, 6; IL 65; 10, 20; 10, 72: 4, 12-13; 1L, 77: 1, 2; TH, 1: 1,4, 3, 2 (2 fois); 111, 14: I, i4: TII,
520 0, 57 1IN 59: 1, 3; L, 65: 1, 3. Ces références n'incluent pas les emplois fréquents des
mots apaugasma et charakeér, typiques de He (6 emplois de charaktér en CA 1 pour 16 en C4
et I0, et 34 emplois d’apaugasma en CA T pour 39 en CA 1 et 11D

7 CA L 40 (rad. B. Meunier dans B, Sesbolié-B. Meunier, Diex pewr-il avoir un Fils? Le
débat irinitaire du v siécle (Paris, 1993), p. B0-81).

¢ De CA 1,35 alafin de CA 1.

P CF CA T, 59,
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En effet, I'Epitre aux Hébreux accumule les citations de 1’ Ancien Testament
ouvertes 4 une perspective christologigue. Certaines sont employées dans 1" An-
cien Testament pour Dieu® et c'est cette épitre qui les applique au Christ.
' autres concernent des figures comme le Messie: ces figures ne s'identifient
pas immédiatement au Verbe. Les citations de "Ancien Testament dans ‘l::
Nouveau ne sont jamais vraiment des preuves en soi. Voild oil se trouve la dif-
ficulté de la réflexion: ces citations sont ‘théologiquement malléables’.

Quelle solution Athanase donne-t-il & ce probleme? Il fourmit des critéres
d'interprétation 4 propos de He 1, 4: ‘Il a é&é fait d’autant supérieur aux
anges’®, Les critéres qu'Athanase donne sont la personne, I'événement et
I"épogue’®, Or dans I'Epitre aux Hébreux, la personne dont il est L:[u&:;tiun est
le Fils, 'événement est la mission du Fils et I'époque est ‘les demiers temps’.
La phrase: ‘Il a été fait d’autant supérieur aux anges’ implique une difiérence
de nature. Les ariens n'y voient qu'une différence de degré parce qu’ils ne
tiennent pas compte de la situation particuliére de ce texte dans I‘Ep?tr& aLX
Hébreux.

En somme, les ariens ont soulevé une réelle difficulté de I'interprétation des
textes. Forts de I'exégése alexandrine, ils se reconnaissent dans la démarche de
I'Epitre aux Hébreux qui aborde de fagon originale les textes de I" Ancien Tes-
tament pour expliquer quelle est la situation du Christ. Mais, selon Athanase,
ils n’en saisissent pas toute la nouveauté: ils ne comprennent pas comment les
mots apangasma'l et charaktér que 1'Epitre aux Hébreux applique au Christ
manifeste qu'il est 1'authentique et unigque Fils de Dieu.

Comprendre le Christ

La référence constante 4 He 1, 3 — le Fils de Dieu qui est @rabyaopa the
80ENg kol yopoxtip s Unootioems (‘resplendissement de la gloire et
empreinte de 1'&tre’ du Pére) — est caractéristique des Orationes comme des
autres Péres de "Eglise'?. Cette définition christologique dans le Nouvean Tes-
tament anticipait sur les débats théologiques postérieurs. Placée dans |'exorde
de I'Epitre aux Hébreux, elle donne le ton de 1'épitre entire, dont 'exégése
récente a souligné encore plus le caractére christologique.

* Par exemple, en He 1, 6, le Ps 97, 7 paralliéle au texte grec de D32, 43 "appuyé par un texte
hébrew trouvé & Qumran” (TOB, 3= &l inégrale, Paris, 1991, note p): “Que se prostement devant
lui tous les anges de Dieu’,

# He 1. 4 fait allusion 3 la version grecque du Ps 8, 6 dont le sujer est I'&re humain en général
placé juste en dessous des anges. Toute la difficulté du premier chapitre de i'EpT'l'I'E aux Hébreux est
de montrer la supériorité du Christ par rapport aux anges en s’appuyant sur 1"Ancien Testament.

0 CECA L 55:;

" Le mot gpaugasma est lui-méme repris de Sg 7, 26

2 Cf. F.M. Young, 'Christological Ideas in the Greek Commentaries on the Epistie to the
Hebrews', JThS, N.5., 20-1 {avnl 1969), pp. 150-163 et particuliérement p. 151.
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En effet, le P. Albert Vanhoye a montré comment cette épitre avait une
organisation en forme de chiasme mettant en son centre le ‘sacerdoce et le
sacrifice du Christ’'?. Athanase fait appel & chacune des différentes parties de
I'épitre pour venir & bout de son exégese. Cette division de I'Epitre aux
Hébreux met en valeur 'enjeu soténiologique de 1'abaissement du Verbe,
théme majeur de la théologie d’Athanase tant dans les Orationes contra Aria-
nos que dans ses autres ceuvres comme le De incarnatione.

Ce sont les deux premiers chapitres de I"'Epitre aux Hébreux — ¢’est-a-dire
I"'exorde et la premiére partie que Vanhoye intitule: *Situation du Christ’ —
qui sont le plus cités dans les Orationes. On le comprendra: les ariens mettent
en cause cette situation du Christ a 1"égal de Dieu que "auteur de I’ﬂpﬂrr_- Aux
Hébreux définit au point de départ pour mettre en valeur son abaissement.

Face aux ariens qui font de 1’abaissement du Christ sa position réelle par
rapport au Pere, Athanase montre qu’il n'y a pas de salut possible sans que le
Christ soit vrai Fils, engendré par Dieu. Pour les hommes, il a été ‘fait’, mais
en lui-méme il n'est ni ‘fait’ ni ‘créé’. Si le Fils est *fait’, ¢’est pour notre
salut: par exemple, ‘Le Verbe a ét¢ fait d’abord salut, vie, expiation ... et
enfin vie et résurrection’ (CA L, 64). En employant des termes contemporains,
on pourrait dire que tout 'art d’ Athanase est de déplacer |"argument des ariens
en faveur de la facticité du Christ — qui le mettrait au rang des créatures —
vers I'argument de la fiabilité du Christ: celui sur qui I'on peut compter pour
notre salut parce qu’il est éternellement Dieu. Coest ainsi que le mot pisros'
d'He 3, 2 citant Nb 12, 7 est un leitmotiv d’ Athanase pour parler du Christ. 11
est “acerédité’ depuis toujours, acte d’institution étant 1ié 4 I'Incarnation's,

La structure d’ensemble de I’épitre montre une autre dimension qui la rap-
procherait des accents théologiques ariens. Elle manifeste une christologie de
J'épre*um?' 'Fuisqu‘il a souffert lui-méme 1"épreuve, il est en mesure de porter
secours a ceux qui sont éprouvés’ (He 2, 18; CA 11, 8); c’est pourquol aussi
Dieun I’a glorifié. Mous sommes proches ici de la christologie de 'hymne de
I'Epitre aux Philippiens's,

2 [ g structure de UEpitre gux Hébrewx (Paris, 1976%): Exorde (He 1, 1-4): L Situation du
Christ (1, 5-2, 18); I, Grand prétre digne de foi ¢t miséncordieux {3, 1-5, 10); I, YValeur sans
Egale du sacerdoce et du sacrifice du Christ (5, 11-10, 39); IV. Foi et endurance (11, 1-12, 13);
W, Des pistes droites (12, 14-13, 18).

" Quelle que soit sa traduction: ‘fidéle & celul qui I'a institué' (B); ‘accrédité auprés de
celui qui 1"a constitué’ (TOB).

5 Cf. Young, ibid., p. 153: 'Behind Cyril's remarks lies Athanasius' understanding of salva-
tion wherehy sin and death are dealt with through the perfect life and sacrifical death of the Son
of God and man is re-endowed with the lost image of God and raised o divinity (theopaiésis),
For both Alexandrian hishops this salvation could be accomplished only by the power of God
himself. It was this soteriological principle which had stimulated Athanasius to spend his life
opposing the Arians and establishing that the Logos must be fomoousios and arrepios’.

'6 Ph 2, 6-11; Athanase consacre 18 chapitres & 1'interprétation de cette hymne (CA 1, 35-52).
L’Epitre aux Hébreux développe la christologie de I'hymne de I'Epitre aux Philippiens autour du
théme central de unigue et parfait sacerdoce du Christ.
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Une christologie de 1'épreuve pourrait impliquer une création ou du maoins
une transformation dans la deuxiéme personne de la Trinité: ‘11 a été fait d au-
tant supérieur aux anges qu’il a hérité d'un nom bien différent’ (He 1, 4; CA
I, 53), ce qui prouverait selon les ariens que le Verbe aurait pu ‘devenir
meilleur & partir d'une condition inférieure’ (CA I, 40). Ce point-1a correspond
bien au point de vue arien qui fait du Christ une créature, cerles avec un statut
démiurgique particulier, mais cependant créature parmi d’autres. Mais pour
Athanase, "épreuve du Christ est totalement finalisée par le salut de |"homme:
il ne la prend pas en compte pour elle-méme.

5'il est vrai que |’ I:E-pltl‘tl aux Hébreux offre une christologie de 1'épreuve, il
est aussi vral qu'elle exprime clairement la divinité du Christ. La référence qui
parait & Athanase sans conteste possible est celle du Psaume 2, 7 cité & quatre
reprises dans les Orationes; *Auquel des anges a-t-il jamais été dit: Tu es mon
fils, moi aujourd’hui, je t'al engendré’’. Athanase applique le Psaume 2, 7
I'engendrement du Verbe par le Pére. Le Fils est le ‘propre engendré de la sub-
stance du Pére’ (€A 1, 16). Clest li que les mots apaugasma el charaktér
jouent un role si important (cf. ibid.) car ils viennent prouver que 1'engendre-
ment est vraiment participation 4 la substance de Dieu comme le resplendisse-
ment 'est & la lumigre qui rayonne et Uempreinte au sceau qui 'imprime.

Athanase monire la justesse de sa compréhension de I'Epitre aux Hébreux
quand il parle du lien constant qui unit dans |"épitre la divinité et I"humilité du
Christ:

"‘Des que, dans E‘Epim:: (aux Hébreux), I'"Apdtre Paul signale 1'Incamation
du Verbe par le biais du sacerdoce supréme du méme Verbe, il ne reste pas
longtemps silencieux & signaler aussitdt sa divinité, nous donnant 1"assurance
de part et d’autre, et surtout lorsque 1" apdtre nous parle de I'humilité du Verbe,
que nous connaissons immédiatement et & la fois la grandeur et "humilité du
Fils’ {CA 11, 10). C’est ce va-et-vient que fait sans cesse 'Epitre aux Hébreux,
c’est en cela qu'elle exprime la totalité du mystére.

Dans sa rupum.e, aux ariens, Athanase est habité par la conviction que I'on
doit pouvoir tirer de I'Epitre aux Hébreux les éléments'® qui permettent de
prouver 'engendrement du Fils unique de toute éternité dans une perspective
salvifique, quitte & distinguer ce que I'épitre réunit, & savoir 1'étre méme de
Dieu et I'économie du salut liée 4 1" épreuve” du Christ.

' Cité en CA L 57; 1, 62; 10, 13; 10, 23, L'Epitre aux Hébreux est seule 3 faire cette citation
du Pz 2, 7 avec les Actes; He 1, 5: 5, 5 Ac 13, 33,

"% Outee les mots apaugasma el charaktér, et les citations de He déja mentionnées, Ta réfé-
rence qui revient le plus souvent en CA 1, 49-62 (section de CA commentant He) est He 1, 3-9
citant le Psaume 45, 7: *Ton trone est &tabli EI.J::I.I!I]ELIHI - Tu aimnas la justice et détestas |'iniquité,
C'est pourguod, & Dicu, ton Dien te donna |"onction, ,
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Conclusion

Avec 1'Epitre aux Hébreux a été inauguré dans le Nouveau Testament un
genre littéraire fondé sur une réinterprétation systématigue de I"Ancien Testa-
ment. La conviction d’ Athanase est que les ariens ne vont pas jusqu’au bout de
leur interprétation de I'Ecriture. L'épitre lui fournissait trois éléments essen-
tiels pour sa réponse aux arens:

— Une interprétation christologique de 1"Ancien Testament;

— Une formulation développée de ’abaissement et de 1"élévation du Christ
que I'hymne de 1'Epitre aux Philippiens donnait en raccourci;

— Une théologie du salut réalisé par |"unique grand prétre, le Christ, vrai
Fils de Dieu.

L épitre a é1¢ pour lui un texte privilégié en un débat difficile avec ceux qui
‘ne voyaient pas dans |'hérésie (arienne) d’atteinte portée 4 la fol” (CA 1, 7).

Athanasius und das Monchtum

Uwe KOuNEwEG, Marburg

Athanasius und das Monchtum — der Titel meines Beitrages ist bewubt all-
gemein gehalten. Denn es soll nicht etwa nur um die Vita Antonii und das Pro-
blem der Verfasserschaft des Athanasius gehen. Vielmehr moéchte ich versu-
chen, ein Gesamtbild der kirchenpolitischen und literarischen Stellungnahmen
des Athanasius zum Monchtum zu entwerfen, Dabei werde ich auf das Pro-
blem der Vita Antonii zuriickkommen,

Das Swdium der Anfinge des christlichen Monchtums hat in den letzten
Jahren eine neue Bliite erlebt'. Ein Ergebnis der neueren Untersuchungen ist
ein neuer, geschirfter Blick fiir die Vielgestaltigkeit des iiltesten dgyptischen
Miénchtums, die allzu einfache Betrachtungsweisen und Erklarungsmuster
wum Scheitern verurteilt?, Das Monchtum hat von Anfang an Teil an der
‘variety’ des dgyptischen Christentums iiberhaupt?,

Diese Buntheit betrifft die theologischen Traditionen, aber auch die Erschei-
nungsformen der Spiritualitit und die Gestalten asketischen Lebens: Stidtische
Asketen, darunter Anhidnger des Hierakas, allein oder in Gemeinschaften
lebende Jungfrauen und Witwen, auBerhalb der Stadte Einsiedler und Eremi-
tenkolonien, schlieBlich meletianische und pachomianische Kloster.

All das war schon vorhanden oder entfaltete sich gerade in der Jugendzeit
und den ersten Amtsjahren des Athanasius zu voller Bliite. Wihrend die For-
men stadtischer Askese auf lingere Traditionen zuriickblickten, ldgen die
Anfinge des Eremitenwesens nach den Angaben der Vita Antonii in der Mitte
des 3. Jahrhunderts. Die Klostergriindung des Pachomius fillt in die letzten

' An gréderen Monographien wiiren hier zu nennen etwa die Arbeiten von Peter Brown, vor
allem sein meisterhaftes Werk, The Body and Secierny (New York, 1988; du: Die Keuschheit der
Engel, Miinchen, 1991), und Susanna Elm: Virging of God: The Making of Ascetism in Late
Antiguiry (Oxford, 1994).

YLy aseetic Life in Egypt was characterized by an ex traordinary degree of variety and, con-
sequently, fluidity’. 5. Elm a.a.Q. 5. 331.

**It is no longer as common as it was once to read, as if an established fact, that in the early
centuries Egyptian Christianity was predominantly gnostic or heterodox in character (...}, We
have become accustomed o working with a more flexible, less oppositional concept of Christian
development, and to seeing Epyptian Christianity in varied, pluralistic colours’. Graham Gould,
‘Recent Work on Monastic Origins: a Consideration of the Questions Raised by Samuel Ruben-
son's The Letrers of St Amtony’, Studie Paristica XXV (Leuven, 1993), 8. 4051,
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Amtsjahre des Bischofs Alexander. In Athanasius® ersten Amtsjahren finden
wir ein entwickeltes System meletianischer Kloster®,

Athanasius fand das Monchtum bereits vor, als er den Bischofsthron be-
stieg. Andererseits hatte er keine Vorbilder fiir den bischoflichen Umgang mit
der neuen, ‘monchischen’ Form asketischen Lebens: Der Bischof und die
Minche — das war ein neues Problem, ebenso neu wie der Begriff ‘Minch’™.
Wir miissen davon ausgehen, daf Athanasius als Mann der Stadt, der schon
frith eine Karriere am Sitz des alexandrimischen Patriarchen begonnen hatte,
manche Erscheinungen des Monchtums, insbesondere die extreme Anacho-
rese, zuniichst mehr oder weniger fremd waren und wohl 2T, auch blieben.
Tatsiichlich sind seine inneren und dufieren Verbindungen zum koinobitischen
Minchtum von Anfang an stirker. L.W. Barnard hat kiirzlich angemerkt, die
Abfassung einer Vita Pachomii miilfite Athanasius eigentlich niher gelegen
haben als die einer Vita Antonii®,

Daf er im Rahmen der Visitationen seiner ersten Amtsjahre auch in pacho-
mianische Kldster kam, ist wahrscheinlich, Die Vitag Pachomii” berichten, dall
der Ortsbischof Sarapion von Nitentori vorgeschlagen hatte, Pachomius zum
Priester zu ordinieren. Aber der entzog sich, und so blieb es bel einem beider-
seits akzeptierten status quo, in dem die Pachomianer nicht direkt in ein
System kirchlicher Leitung einbezogen waren. Zu Pachoms Nachfolger Theo-
dor hatte Athanasius offenbar ein engeres Verhiltnis®,

Uber persinliche Begegnungen hinaus bestand auch brieflicher Kontakt.
Die Osterfesthriefe des Athanasius wurden auch in Klaster geschickt, in deren
Bibliotheken sie sich zum Teil erhalten haben®.

Athanasius’ Verhiltnis zum Monchtum ist bestimmt von der kirchenpoliti-
schen Sitnation. Arius genol als Asket das Vertrauen vieler stidtischer Aske-
ten und Jungfrauen in Alexandria’ und dariiber hinaus wohl auch mancher
Monche, soweit sie sich fiir theologische Fragen interessierten. Es spricht aber
manches dafiir, daBl die arianische Lehre der asketischen (und ‘monastischen’)
Spiritualitiit einer Imitatio Christi sehr entgegenkam!!. Die Meletianer bauten

¢ 1E. Goehring, 'Melitian Monastic Organization: A Challenge to Pachomian Originality’,
SP XEV (Leuven, 1903), 5. 388-305,

5 E.A. Judge, “The Earliest Use of Monachos for *Maonk’ (P. Coll. Youtie 77) and the Origins
of Monasticism’, JbAC 20 (1977), 5. 72-89.

& LW, Bamard, ‘Did Athanasius know Antony?’, Ascienr Society 24 (1993), 5. 139-149.
149.

7 Vita Pima Graeca c. 30 F. Halkin, Sancti Pechomii Vitae Graecae (SH 19; Briissel, 1932),
5. 19f. ¥Vita Bohairica ed. Th. Lefort (CSCO 89 = Scr. Copt. 7; Louvain, [953), 5. 281,

i Elm 363,

" Qsterfesibricfe des Apa Athanasies. Aus dem Koptischen iibersetzt und erliutert von
P. Merendino (Dilsseldorf, 1963), 5. 9,

0 Christopher Haas, ‘The Arans of Alexandria’, VO 47 (1993, 5. 234-245.

oWl hicrzu R.C. Gregg/TL.E. Groh, Early Arianiszm — A View af Salvation (London, 1981),
5. 131-153.

Athanasius und das Ménchium i

ihr eigenes Klosterwesen auf. Es mubte Athanasius daran liegen, einerseits
Druck auf die gegnerischen Gruppen auszuiiben, andererseits sich der Pacho-
mianer als eines gewissen Riickhalts zu wvergewissern. DaBb Athanasius und
seine Gefolgsleute mit meletiamischen Gegnern dabei nicht zimperlich umgin-
gen, zeigt der auf der Synode von Tyrus verhandelte Fall des zerbrochenen
Kelchs des Ischyras'®. Der Erfolg der Politik der frilhen Amtsjahre tritt ande-
rerseits beim Fall des angeblich ermordeten Arsenios zutage: Die Beziehun-
gen des Athanasius reichen offenbar bis in meletianische Kloster hinein, und
so kann er den angeblich Ermordeten lebendig aufspiiren'3,

Den gribien Teil seiner Amiszeit hat Athanasius um seinen Bischofsstuhl
kiimpfen miissen'. Der Kampf um sein Amt, und, zwischen den Exilen, um
den Riickhalt in Agypten, vor allem in Alexandria selbst, ist der Antrieb seiner
Kirchenpolitik. Dabei ist Athanasius eher bestrebt, die Monche fiir seine Sache
zu interessieren als dall er sich fiir ihre Angelegenheiten interessiert. Gegen-
iiber dem Minchtum erweist sich Athanasius eher als Kirchenpolitiker denn
als Theologe.

Theologisch waren seine groBen Themen, bedingt durch die Auseinander-
setzung mit der Lehre des Arius und seiner Nachfolger, die Christologie und
die Erldsungslehre. Fragen der Ethik nehmen daneben in seinem Werk nur
ganz bescheidenen Raum ein. Die koptisch iiberlieferten Briefe an Jung-
frauen'” zeigen Athanasios in traditionellen Gedankenwelten. Gegeniiber der
hiretischen Eheverachtung der Hierakiten vertritt Athanasius eine gemiBigte
Linig!®,

Das Minchtum als solches ist fast nirgends ein Thema fiir Athanasius (sieht
man von der Vita Antonii ab).

Auf grundsitzliche Fragen zu sprechen kommt Athanasius freilich in zwei
Briefen an Monche, beide aus den Jahren nach 350"7, In beiden Briefen bietet
Athanasius seine ganze geistliche Autoritit auf, um gegen bestimmte iiberstei-
gerie Monchsideen anzugehen.

Dabei geht es (im Brief an Amun) um die Frage der Askese baw. (im Brief
an Drakontius) um das Verhéltnis von Ménch und Bischof,

Der Brief an Amun ist eine dringliche Warnung vor (wohl manichiisch
beeinflullten) iberzogenen asketischen Ideen, die zu einer Verachtung der
menschlichen Geschépflichkeit filhren. Die menschlichen Ausscheidungen

“ Vel T.I). Bames, Athanasins and Consiantius. Theology and Politics in the Constantinian
Empire (Cambridge (Mass.)/London, 1993), 8. 21-23. 27-30.

13 el Apol. e Arian. B. 67-69.

" Vel dazu jetzt die griindliche Darstellung bei Barnes a.a.0.
* Elm a.a.0. 8. 331-342.

% ‘Simply because virginity is better, marriage is not wrong'. Elm a.a.0. 8, 338, Derselbe
Grundsarz begegnet uns wieder im Brief an Amun.

T Vgl L.W. Barnard, *“The Letters of Athanasios to Amoun and Dracontins’, $P XXV (Leuven,
1993), 5. 354-359.
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sind aber Teil unserer Geschipflichkeit und verunreinigen darum den Menschen
nicht. Uber die Unreinheit des Rotzes aus der Nase oder der Spucke nachzu-
denken — und sich so von der heilsamen Betrachtung (peAétn) ablenken zu
lassen, das heiBt einer Verwirrung des Bosen erliegen'®, Athanasius argumen-
tiert mit der Schrift, wehrt aber eine Hermeneutik des Buchstabens ab: Die
Bewertung von Handlungen hat immer die Umstiinde mit zu beriicksichtigen.
[as gilt auch fiir das Verhiltnis der Geschlechter: Gegeniiber der Ehe hat der
Weg der Jungfriulichkeit seine besondere Verheillung, aber auch seine beson-
deren Gefahren, SchlieBlich aber haben Jungfriulickheit und Ehe beide ihr
Recht'. Deutlich weist hier Athanasius ein iibertrichenes asketisches Selbst-
bewuBtsein ab. Monche sind nicht an sich bessere Christen als die verheirate-
ten Weltmenschen.

Und auch nicht bessere Christen als die Bischiife. Um diesen Anspruch geht
es i Brief an den Klostervorsteher Drakontius, der zum Bischof von Hermo-
polis Parva eingesetzt worden war, sich dann aber, *(...) auf Anraten ngoros
gesinnter Monche (...)"%", der dbernommenen Yerantwortung durch Flucht
entzogen hatte. Im Hintergrund steht offenbar eine klare Verachtung des Bi-
schofsamtes und orgamsierter Kirche tiberhaupt. Aufgrund der Verwicklung in
weltliche Angelegenheiten droht dem Bischof geistlicher Schaden®!. Athana-
sius hilt dagegen, es komme immer auf die Ausfillung des jeweiligen Amtes
an. Askese 15t kein Privileg des Monches, sondermn auch im Bischofsamt mig-
lich®?, der Siegeskranz wird kot npdfuv, nicht kot tomov verlichen®, Aber
das Bischofsamt hat auf jeden Fall Vorrang. Es ist von Christus eingesetzt™,
der Bischof ist ein ppmtic der Apostel®, er steht in Verantwortung vor Gott
und denen, fiir die er ordiniert ist: ‘Bevor du eingesetzt wurdest, lebtest du dir
selber, nachdem du eingesetzt bist, denen, fiir die du eingesetzt bist’®. Der
Unterton der Kritik am selbstbezogenen Leben der Ménche ist uniiberhérbar.

& PG 26, 1172 A,

PG 26, 1173 B/C.

M M, Tetz, ‘Zur Biographie des Athanasius von Alexandrien’, in: ders., Athanasiana (BZNW
78; Berlin/Mew York, 19953, 5. 46.

Ity dog yeipev geautol Ecouevoc’, Abschoitt 8; PG 25, 532 B 13.

2 ‘Hier scheint die Wiiste um ihren Eigenwert gebracht zu sein, der Went der Askese aber nur-
mehr in den Enthaltungen erblickt zu werden, die auch auBerhalb der Zelle geldibl werden konnen',
H. Dirmies: “Die Vita Antonii als Geschichtsquelle’, in: ders., Wort and Stunde 1 (Giittingen,
1966), 5. 224,

O Abschnitt 9 Ende; PG 25, 533 B 31,

M Dic Ordnung der Kirche und das Verdienst des Bischofsamtes in Frage zu stellen, 15uft auf
die ¥erachmung Christi hinaus; ‘1 88 v "Exchnody f) Suetelic olk dpiéoxel oo, obdd
vopitels o Tic fmoxonic Asttobpynue poboy Exery, dAka Kotwppovely tol Tadta dug-
tonEapévor Lot pos menoinwag covtov:’ Abschmint 3; PG 25 523 C,

B Abschnitt 4; PG 25, 5327 A-C,

% AT vap eléEvan op wal wi) dpgufihiery, ST wpiv pev xarectefiis covtm Eng,
kataotofeic 82, olg xeTearalng', Abschnitt 2; PG 25, 525 A,
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Schlielich kann Athanasius auf eine Rethe von Monchen verweisen, die
bereits Bischofe geworden sind??,

Die Ordination von Monchen zu Bischéfen war vermutlich die effektivste
MaBnahme innerhalb der Kirchenpolitik gegeniiber dem Ménchium. Athana-
sius scheint als erster so verfahren zu sein®, Diese Malnahme konnte das
mMibBtraven gewisser Monchskreise gegeniiber dem Klerus verringern und Ver-
hindungen schaffen, da die Mdnchsbischife weiterhin Kontakte zu den Klé-
stern und Ménchskolonien hielten und ein Ohr fiir die Anliegen der Miinche
behiclten.

Bestes Beispiel dafiir ist die herausragende Gestalt unter diesen *Mdanchsbi-
schifen’: Serapion von Thmuis®, NMach guter Schulbildung wandte er sich in
den 320er Jahren der Askese zu, wohl in einer Minchskolonie im Ostdeltage-
biet™, Zu Beginn der 30er Jahre zum Bischot von Thmuis berufen, wird er ein
wichtiger Mitstreiter und Gesandter des Athanasius. Zugleich ist er auch ein
wichtiger Mittelsmann gegeniiber dem Ménchtum?!.

Nicht zuletzt suchte Serapion — wohl aus eigenen asketischen Interessen —
den Kontakt zum groBen Antonius2, Auch hierin wirkte er — ob mit oder
ohne Auftrag — als Vermittler fiir Athanasius, der selbst Antonius wohl iiber-
haupt nicht kannte®,

Die Friichte seiner Politik erntete Athanasius in seinem dritten Exil. Im
Schutz der Monche nutzte er die Zeat zu ausgedehnter Schriftstellerei. In sei-
ner Geschichte der Arianer, (die als Geheimschrift zirkulierte), rollt er noch
emnmal seinen Fall auf und sucht die Mdnche (und sicher auch die stiidtischen

£ Abschnitt 7: PG 25, 531 A/B. — Der Brief hatte offenbar den gewiinschien Erfolg: 362
finden wir Drakontius als Bischof unter den Teilnehmern der Synode von Alexandrien: PG 26,
B8 B. vgl. Tetz a.a.0, 5. 46,

% H. Chadwick, *Bishops and Monks', $F XXIV {(Leuven, 1993), 5, 45-61, 49. In der Apal.
ad Const. 28 heiBt ex einmal: ‘Kai ol pav drd "AleEdvipou gmioxomol, povaloviec kol
AT L, scompictnooy’. (PG 25, 632 A 11£) Dazu A. Eichborn, Athanasii de vita ascetica
testtmania collecta (Diss. theol, Halle, 1886), 12; ‘Nam quos Alexander ordinavit powiSovreg ol
dorn i non monachi sensu vulgan fuerunt. sed vin studiis asceticis dediti {...)". [Das alexan-
drinische Synodalschreiben von 338 bezeichnet ja auch Athapasius als ‘fvo tév dokno’:
Apol. ¢. Arian, 6.5 (Opatz 1171, 92, 26).

B Yel, dazu jetzt K. Fitschen, Serapion von Thmus, Echte und wnechte Scliriften sowie die
Zeugnisse des Athanasius und anderer (FTS 37; Berlin/Mew York, 1992),

W Zum Charakier des monastischen ‘Milisus’, in dem Serapion lebte, vel. Fitschen a.a.0.
T B e S

I 'Er motiviert die Anachoreten im Umkreis des inzwischen verstorbenen Antonius gegen
die Arianer und setzt sich mit Athanasius® brieflicher Hilfe pegen die Behauptung zur Wehr,
Arius sei in Gemeinschaft mit der Kirche gestorben’, Fitschen a.a,0. 8. 137,

2 Er begepnete ihm schon als Gemeindebischof. *Was er und andere an Antonius suchten,
war —— ganz unabhiingig von Serapions Vergangenheit — eine Befruchiung des christlichen
Gemeindelebens durch das peistliche Vorbild der Anachoreten’. Fitschen a.a.0. 5. 122,

¥ Wel. die iiberzeugende Darlegung von LW, Bamard, ‘Did Athanasius know Antony?” (5.0,
Anm, ).
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Asketen Alexandrias)® auf seine Linie einzuschwiren. Wahrscheinlich fallt
auch die Entstehung der Vita Antonii in diese Jahre.

Die Frage der Verfasserschaft der Vita Antonii ist neuerdings wieder um-
siritten®, Zugleich 15t unser Blick dafiir geschiirft worden, dall die Vita Anto-
nii nicht einfach ein Minchsideal vorfiihrt, sondern auch kritische Ziige ent-
halt. Nun sind es gerade diese korrigierden Ziige, die mit der Haltung des
Athanasius gegeniiber dem Monchitum ibereinstimmen und es m.E. nahelegen,
in der Vita Antonii den Hihepunkt und Abschlufl der bisher verfolgten Politik
gegeniiber dem Ménchtum zu sehen. Vier Motive sind hier hervorzuheben:
Orthodoxie des Antonius, sein Kampf gegen die Hiresie, die Miiligkeit und
christologische Fundierung seiner Askese, Unterordnung des Monches unter
den Klerus.

Der Antonius der Vita ist ein orthodoxer Asket, dessen Spiritualitit von ori-
genistischen® und gnostischen®” Ideen gereinigt ist. Er streitet — ganz im
Geist des Athanasius® — gegen die Hiresie, hilt keine Gemeinschaft mit den
Meletianern®, kiimpft gegen die Manichier® und vor allem gegen die Arianer®!,
withrend der historische Antonius solche Abgrenzung wohl nicht vollzogen hat

#* Busanna Eim {a.a.0. 5, 369-371) betont die Bedeutung der stiidischen Asketen als Basis der
Macht des Patnarchen, insbesondere auch der winschaftlichen Macht, “Athanasiuzs’ tmee concem,
Alexandria, clearly shaped his dealings with Coptic ascetism. He was not primarily interested
Egypt for its own sake nor motivated by a desire to regulate and structure Egyptian ascetism —
until and unless the Egyptian ascetics had an effect upon his urban ascetic support group’, (370).

3 R, Draguet hat in seiner BEdition der synschen Fassungen der Vita (C5C0 417/18) auf eine
Vorlage in koptisicrendem Gricchisch geschlossen, deren Verfasser unmiglich Athanasivs ssin
kitnne. T.D. Barnes {*Angel of Light or Mystic Initiate” The Problem of the Life of Amamy’, JThST
M.5. 37 (198a), 5. 353-368) rechnet mit emner koptischen Ur-Via Athanasivg Kann nicht der Verfas-
ser sein. Ahnlich Bamard, *Did Athanasins know Antony?" — Dagegen fiir Vormang der gricchischen
Fassung und athanasianische Verfasserschaft A. Louth, "S5t Athanasius and the Greek Life of
Anrony’, JethSe NS, 42 (1991), 5. 504-509 vl GIM. Bartelink, SC 400, 5. 27-35. Mit Draguets
These setzen sich kritisch auseinander L. Abramowskd, *Verritt die syrische Fassung die urspriing-
liche Gestalt der Vit Antomii?" Mélanges A. Guillawmont (Genf, 1988), 5. 47-56 und R. Lorenz,
‘Diie griechische Yita Antonii des Athanasius und ihre syrische Fassung®, ZEG 100 (1989), 5. 77-84.

¥ 3. Rubenson, The Letters of i, Anfony (Bibliotheca Historico-Ecclesiastica Lundensis 24;
Lund, 1990} hat herauspearbeitet, wie die VA das Bild des Antonins von den origenistischen
Zlgen reinigt.

Wl MoA. Williams, ‘The Life of Antony and the Domestication of Charismatic Wisdom”,
Jowrnal of the American Academy of Religion, Thematic Studies 48 (1980), 5. 2345,

3 Deutlich 2.B. in der Widerlegung der Arianer in Kapitel 69,3; “Edidaors te 1ov Aady pn
glvin ki tov Yidw tob Osol undé &8 ofk Sveav yeyevijobBar, dAL" bt difidg dom tiig
tob [atpoc oboing Adyog kol Zopia’, 316, 7-10 Bartelink (5C 400).

M Vita Antonii 68,1, Vgl 394

H6a.1,

i (8.2, 69, 82, B6. B9.4. 91.4. In der Vision von Kap. 82 deutet er die ananische Krise alg
Auswirkung gitilichen Zomns, sagl aber auch die letztendliche Wiederherstellung der fritheren
Verhdltnisse und des orthodoxen Glaubens an (82,11€). Antenius wird so zum Propagandisten
der athanasianischen Kirchenpolitik, indem er mit der Autoritiit des heiligen Schers ithren Erfolg
varaussagl.
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und von verschiedenen Seiten als Autoritiit in Anspruch genommen werden

konnte*,

Die asketischen Leistungen, die Erfolge gegen die Dimonen und die Wun-
dertaten des Antonius werden in der Vita durchweg auf das Wirken Christi
zuriickgefiihrt®. Noch in der Anweisung zur anonymen Bestattung®® klingt
Kritik am Toten- und Mirtyrerkult mit*>, Vor allem aber zeigt sich der Anto-
nius der Vita gegeniiber dem Klerus hilfreich und demiitig®. Durch das Ver-
miichtnis der Schaffelle (pniotai)?” an Serapion und Athanasius®® legt er sein
geistliches Erbe in die Hinde der Bischofe®. Dem Athanasius liflt er auller-
dem einen Mantel zuriickerstatten, den er einst von ihm empfangen hatte. So
wird in der Vita Athanasius zum Patron und (mit Serapion) zum geistlichen
Erben des Antonius stilisiert™™,

Antonius als Heros der Orthodoxie, als gemiBigter und kirchenfrommer
Asket, den Bischdfen untertan: Diese Darstellung der Vita entspricht genau
der Haltung und Kirchenpolitik des Athanasius gegeniiber dem Monchtum,
Fiir die Frage der Verfasserschaft bedeutet das m.E., dab die Vita Antonii ent-
weder in unmittelbarem Umkreis des Pamarchen entstanden oder von ihm selbst,
unter Verwendung vorliegenden Materials (oder miindlicher Tradition)®! redi-
giert sein muli®?,

42 Bamard, ‘Did Athanasius know Antony?” 5. 1471, Gregg/Groh a.a.0. 5. 131-153.

' Begonders deutlich in Kapitel 83f. Vgl 7.1: ‘Totto npotov dbilov "Avtoviovw réyove
katd tof durfolov uidiov 82 tol Ewtijpog kai toUto yéyovey &v "Avtavia td xatdp-
Beoper (...}, 150,1-3 Bartelink (SC 4007,

H Kapitel 90f.

¥ Gemeint 15t offenbar nicht die Mumifizierung als solche, sondern die ber Mirtyrern geibte
Gffentliche Aufstellung der Leichname auf Gestellen vor den Hiusern, vgl. T. Baumesier,
‘Spiitigyptische Bestattungssitten und christliche Heiligenvershrung in Agypten”, SF X1 {TU
115; Berlin, 1975), 5. 406-412. Antonius will ‘anonym” bestattet werden, wie Mose.

® Vita Antonii 67. In Kap, 6% wird er von den Bischéfen zu Hilfe gegen die Arianer gerafen
und kammit dieser Bitte germne nach. In Kap. W) riit er den Bischiilen, in Fragen des Totenkulies
miiBigend auf die Glaubigen einzuwirken. Sein Respekt vor dem Klerus erstreckt sich nach Kap.
67 sogar anf Diakone.

Vel 1. Kénige 19,19 {Elia und Elisa).

% 91,81

* Vgl. A, Dihle, 'Das Gewand des Einsiedlers Antonius’, JhAC 22 (1979), 5. 22-29.

“ Brennan a.a.(), 5. 222-224. Athanasius und Serapion stchen gerade michl aul derselben
Stufe, wie T.ID. Bamnes (*Angel of Light or Mystic Initiate?” 5. 367) behauptet, Athanasius ist
zuerst genannt, durch die Rilckgabe des ipdmiov ist eine schon lange wihrénde Forderung des
Antonins durch Athanasius angedeuter. Serapion erhiilt nur ‘die andere Melote',

*I' Literarkritische Bruchstellen konnten bislang nicht deutlich aufgewiesen werden, “MNous
sommes plutdt Trappés par la grande unité de style de la VA", Barelink, 5C 400, 5. 35.

= Die Hypothese von Martin Tete, daB Serapion von Thmuis der Gewiihrsmann der Vita ist,
verdient nach wie vor Beachtung, hat aber mit der Unechierklirung der Serapion zugeschriebe-
nen Epistisla ad Monachos (Fitschen a.a.0. 5, 79-84) an Plavsibilitat verloren. Serapion kommt fiir
Fitschen als *ein Tradent und Interpret unter mehreren” in Frage, kaum als Verfasser einer schrift-
lichen Yorlage, (115) ‘Der Mitelsmann, der thm nicht wenige Zeit nachfolgte und Wasser tiber
seine Hinde ausgol {Vorwort der Vita) {...) muB weiter anonym bleiben (,..)". Ehda.
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Athanasius vertrat gegentiber dem Minchium eine konsequente Politik, die
auf lehrmiBige und organisatorische Eingliederung in die Kirche (konkret im
Sinne der Stirkung der Position des Athanasius) gerichtet war. Bevorzugtes
Mittel war dabei die Einsetzung von ‘Monchsbischiifen®. Nachdem er schon
lange zu Pachomianern und Asketenkolonien gute Kontakte hatte, gelang ihm
mit der Vita Antonii einerseits die literarische und kirchliche Integration des
Anachoretentums (und die Selbststilisierung als dessen Patron), andererseits
schuf er mit dem ‘gereinigten’ Antonius ein Idealbild des Ménches, so wie der
Erzbischof ihn sich wiinschte.

Anti-Arian Polemic in Eusebius of Caesarea’s
Ecclesiastical Theology

Kelley McCarthy SroerL, Manchester, NH.

In a 1987 article, Joseph Lienhard outlined a new set of categories within
which 1o examine the trinitarian controversies of the fourth century!. Instead of
the labels “Arian’ and ‘Nicene®, Lienhard proposed the labels ‘miahypostatic’
and ‘dyohypostatic’ to describe the two theological traditions in conflict in the
years spanning 318 to 381. As Lienhard describes them, the primary difference
between the two traditions lies in the divergent emphases they exhibit in their
respective presentations of trinitarian doctrine, The miahypostatic tradition,
associated with the episcopal sees of Rome and Alexandria and typified in the
theology of Athanasius, emphasized divine unity, summed up in the assertion
that Father, Son, and Spirit share one divine hypostasis. The dyohypostatic
tradition, associated with most other sees in the Greek-speaking East and
typified in the theology of Eusebius of Caesarea, stressed the distinction of the
persons of the Trinity, summed up in the statement that Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit comprise three divine hypostases.

These two traditions contended with one another throughout the middle
decades of the fourth century, articulating their own characteristic emphases
over against what their representatives saw as the excesses of the other tradition’s
characteristic emphases. For the miahypostatic tradition, bent on upholding
divine unity, the nemesis is Arianism — that theory that emphasizes the
distinction of the Trinity's persons to such a degree that it denies any unity
or even continuity of divine being and its attributes between them. For the
dyohypostatic tradition, concerned to maintain divine distinction, the enemy is
the Neosabellianism propounded by Marcellus of Ancyra, a theory that
emphasizes divine unity to such a degree that it denies any enduring ontological
distinction between the persons of the Trinity?,

In Lienhard’s view, in the late 350s and 360s, after decades of head-on
conflict, an important transitional approach emerges in works that begin to
combine an anti-Arian with an anti-Neosabellian outlook. Here 1 refer to texts

! Joseph T. Lienhard, *“The “Arian™ Controversy: Some Categorics Reconsidered”, Theological
Studies 48 (1987), pp. 415-437,

* The two texts that best express the characteristic emphases and hostilities of the two traditions
are Athanasius' Qrations Against the Arians and Eusebius of Caesarea’s Ecclesiastical Theology

(= ET).
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like the Adversus Arium et Sabellium attributed to Gregory of Nyssa and the
Caontra Sabellianos et Arium et Anomeos attributed to Basil of Caesarea, which
Lienhard believes were produced in Cappadocian circles’, We can also include
in this category the Kati Mépog [liotig of Apollinarius of Laodicea, a work
dating from roughly 358 to 362, wherein we can discern quite clearly the in-
fluence of the two figures whom Lienhard sees as representative of the mia-
hypostatic and dyohypostatic traditions, Athanasius and Eusebius'. What is
significant about these transitional works is that by combining insights from
both Athanasius and Eusebius, and attacking distortions at both extremes of
the trinitarian spectrum, they prepare the way for the consensus on the doctrine
of the Trinity that takes hold across the Roman empire in the late 370s, which
the Cappadocians articulate in its most refined form.

For all its neatness and symmetry (indeed, probably because of it) Lienhard’s
reconstruction of the development of trinitarian doctrine in the fourth century has
recently met some challenges. American scholar Michel Bames has questioned
the influence of Athanasius’ anti-Arian rhetoric on the early Cappadocians, and
thus Athanasius’ influence in the emergence of the trinitarian consensus at the
end of the fourth century’, But while Barnes's thesis regarding Athanasius® in-
fTuence on the Cappadocians remains debatable, it nevertheless encourages us to
consider not only what influences were coming from outside each major trinitar-
ian tradition that served to balance its own peculiar emphasis, but also what
forces were operating from within each tradition that impelled those theologians
working within it to strive to achieve the nght balance between the claims of
unity and diversity that the doctrine of the Trinity demanded.

A case in point is provided by a passage in a work written by the theologian
who typifies the dyohypostatic tradition, Eusebius of Caesarea. This evidence
appears in chapters 8 through 12 in Book | of Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical Theology,
the second of his tracts against Marcellus of Ancyra. As I've indicated above,
the governing concern in Eusebius’ anti-Marcellan works 1s the articulation of
the real ontological distinction of the Trinity’s members, over against Marcellus'
denial that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit constitute distinct mpocoRe or
tnootacelc. However, in the chapters of the Feclesiastical Theology just
mentioned, Eusebius criticizes a central claim associated with Arius and his
carly supporters, namely, that the pre-existent Son of God is a creature made by

¥ One can also cite the Pseudo-Athanasian Contra Sabellianos and the Fonrth Oration
Against the Arians, These works are discussed extensively in Joseph T. Lienhard’s study ‘Conrra
Marcelltm: The Influence of Marcellus of Ancyra on Fourth-Century Greek Theology® (Habili-
rafionsschreift; Albent Ludwigs Universitit zu Freiburg im Breisgau, 1986), Ch. 6, "Opposition (o
Marcellus [: The Eusebian Legacy”, and Ch. 7, 'Theological Opposition to Marcellus 11; Tracts
“Against Sabellius"', pp. 184-265.

¢ Kelley McCarthy Spoerl, *A Study of the Kotd Mépog gt by Apollinarius of Laodices’
iPh.ID, diss., University of Toronto, 19910,

* Michel B. Bamnes, * Athanasius and Other Western Anti-Arians’ (paper presented at the annual
meeting of the North American Patristics Society, Chicago, Nllinois, May 1993),
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God the Father out of nothing. Numerous parties attributed this view to Arius
from an early stage in the trinitarian controversies®; from this comes the justifi-
cation for labelling this section of the Ecclesiastical Theology "anti-Arian’, even
though (and this is significant)” Eusebius himself makes no mention of *Arius’
or ‘Arians’. What we see here, [ argue, 15 evidence of an awareness from within
the dyohypostatic tradition that even the crucial ontological distinetion of the
Trinity’s members must not be overstressed to the point of deeming the second
person a creature and that in fact the emphasis on divine distinction must be bal-
anced by some account of the ontological unity — or in Eusebius® case, perhaps
it would be better to say continuiry — of the Trinity's members.

The first sounding of the anti-Arian theme in the Ecclesiastical Theology
occurs in chapter 8 of Book I. Here, Eusebius asserts that the Son does not
subsist or live in a manner similar to that of the remaining beings that have
come into existence (toic Aowrolc yevvntoig) because He alone is begotten
by the Father®, This vague allusion is made explicit then in chapter 9, where

& Arius affirms the Son’s creation ex sikifo in his letter to Buschins of Micomedia (Urk. [ in
H.G. Opitz, Atharasius Werke, vol. iii, fasc. 12 (Berlin, 1934). An article by Pierre Nautin, ‘Deux
interpolations orthodoxes dans une lettre d’Arius’ (Anafecta, Bollandia 67 (1949), pp. 131-141),
argued that the particular phrase £8 otk Svtov was interpolated into the letter by a writer other
than Arus, Simonett responded, conclusively arguing against this thesis, See Manlio Simonett,
*Su due presunte interpolazioni in una letticra di Ano', Stedi sell'arianesime (Rome, 1963),
pp. 88-109. The claim that Arius taught the Son's creation out of nothing appears in Alexander
of Alexandria’s letter 1o Alexander of Thessalonika 10, 15, 16, 44, 46 (Urk. 14 in Opitz) and
in the Svnodal Letter from the Council of Antioch in 325, 9, 10, 13 (Urk. 18 in Opitz). Debate
continues on whether Eusebius knew that this view regarding the Son's creation ex nihilo was
propounded by Arius in light of a leter Fusebius wrote to Alexander of Alexandria (Urk. 7 in
Opitz) wherein he defends Arius from the charge of teaching such a view: Scholars assess this
discrepancy variously, Simonetti in the above amicle negatively (Srudi sull ‘arianesimo, pp. 103-104,
n. 52), Colm Luibhéid more generously in Eusebius of Caesarea and the Arian Crisis (Dublin,
[981), pp. 20-27. H. Berkhof also takes a more generous interpretation of BEusebius' professions
of ignorance on this question in Die Theologie des Eusebius von Caesarea (Amsterdam, 1939),
Pp. 163-192, The question is further complicated by the fact that a polemic very similar to the
one conducted in ET 1.8-12 appears in Eusebius' Demonseratio Evangelicae v.1. The latter work
has always been thought to have been composed prios to the outbreak of the Arian crisis (hence,
roughly berween 312 and 218), but Simonetti observes that the dating of both the seminal events
of the Arian controversy and of Eusebius’ works are not entirely certain. See Stedi sull'arianesimo,
48-31, especially pp. 49-50, n. 161, and pp. 103-104, n. 532

' Mumerous documents attest to Eusebivs' links with Arins and his other supportess in the
period before the Nicenes council. On this see Colm Luibhéid, Eusebivs of Caesarea and the Arian
Crisix, pp. 1-27, Rowan Williams, Arius: Heresy and Tradition (London, 1987), pp. 48-61, Timo-
thy D. Bames, Constantine and Eusebins (Cambridge, Mass., 1981), pp. 204-207, and Berkhof, Die
Theologie, pp. 164-178, See also Henry Chadwick, " Eusebius” and the Council of MNicea', JTh 5¢
24 (1973}, pp. 85-100. See also above note &,

* 100k duoime pév toig Aowtolg yevvntoig bnootivie obdé Jofy ppsph tolg i abood
TETEVVLEVOLS Civoa, povov &8 25 alrtol tol natpdc dmoteybevia’. ET i.8.2-3. All
references are to the edition of the anti-Marcellan works in Eusebiny Werke, vol. iv, ed. Ench
Elestermann and G.C. Hansen {Berlin, 1972), referring respectively to book, chapter, and right-
hand paragraph number.
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Eusebius calls for the censure of those ‘who dared to represent Christ as a
creature (a ktiopa) that came into existence out of nothing (&5 olix dvtav) like
the remaining creatures (Toig Aowmoig ktiopacv)'™. Here Eusebius launches
his anti-Arian polemic in earnest.

I can give here only the briefest outline of this polemic. There are three key
features of Eusebius’ argument in this section: 1) the distinction between the
Son’s begetting by the Father and the creation of all other beings; 2) the assertion
of the Son’s divinity because of His hegetting by the Father: 3) the inclusion of
anti-Marcellan asides within anti-Arian polemic, The first feature of Eusebius’
polemic appears throughout chapters 9 and 10. Through a series of rhetorical
questions, Eusebius makes it clear that in his view the categories of creature-
hood and sonship are mutually exclusive™. Eusebius reiterates this difference
by contrasting the Father’s begetting of the Son with a king's founding of a
city and the craftsman’s manufacture of an artifact!!. Eusebius further asserts
that Scripture attests to the Son’s identity as only-begotten Son, and although
other creatures have been called sons and gods (as in Ps. 81:6), Christ alone is
begotten from the Father and is in the form of God and is the image of the
invisible God'2,

Having asserted the difference between creation and begetting, then, Eusebius
draws certain conclusions about the Son’s divine status: hence the second feature
of his anti-Arian polemic, the assertion of the Son's divinity. This assertion
appears most forcefully early in chapter 10, where Eusebius states: “The true
Son of Ged, having been born from Him, that is to say, from the Father, would
rightly be called both the only-begotten and beloved (Son) of the Father; thus
He would also be God''*, The Son thus acquires His divinity as a result of His
begetting by the Father, and elsewhere Eusebius implies that this begetting
results in the Son’s sharing in the divine nature; this at least we can conclude
from Eusebius’ statement in chapter @ that the only-begotten Son does nof share
the same nature as the rest of creation', and his statement in chapter 10 that
the very title ‘Son’ indicates the second person’s ‘natural relationship with the
Father' (tnv mpog TOV TOTEPH PUTIKTY TyETLv)',

The third feature of Eusehius® anti-Arian polemic, that is, the inclusion of
anti-Marcellan asides, is evident in chapter 10. Since Eusebius is trying to
assert the distinction between begetting and creating, it makes sense that this

* ‘Obev elkoteg tv 1 pEPYeLTo Tolg KTiopo abtdv pdvay Tetolunkdoy, 25 obk Svtav
Opoing tong lowmoig kilopaoy yevousvoy'. ET 9.1,

LT 19T

I ETFi10:1.

12 ET' .10,

2B L1071

b ETi.9.1.

= BT 103,
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effort would involve some discussion of Proverbs 8, verses 22 and 259, In-
deed, Eusebius refers to this scriptural passage in this section, only to say that
he is deferring his exegesis until later on in the treatise!’. What Eusebius does
say here, unexpectedly, is that Marcellus' exegesis is all wrong, and results in
the destruction of the Son’s existence (Dmapfig)'™. Later on in the chapter,
then, Eusebius compares Marcellus and the anonymous men who assert the
Son’s creation out of nothing. Eusebius alleges that both these parties suffer
from the same malady, an excessive anxiety for the preservation of Chnstian
monotheism. One man, Eusebius says, being afraid of two gods, denied the
Son, dismissing His hypostasis. while others establish one God by granting the
existence of two hypostases, one of which is unbegotten, one of which is
created out of nothing'

Having noted these features of Eusebius’ anti-Arian polemic in the Ee-
clesiastical Theology, I'd now like to make a few observations about its
significance for our understanding of the development of trinitarian doctrine
in the fourth century, First, the fact that Eusebius of Caesarea, the premier re-
presentative of the dyohypostatic tradition in trinitarian theology, engages in
this polemic against a thesis widely associated with Arius, the nemesis of the
miahypostatic tradition, may lend support to Michel Barnes® thesis that
Athanasius” anti-Arian polemic, and his account of divine unity given therein,
15 not the definitive influence on the Cappadocians in this regard. Indeed, the
evidence from Eusebius suggests that already by the late 330s there was
discussion within the dyohypostatic tradition regarding certain theses associated
with Arius and his early followers. In at least one quarter, this discussion
sought to criticize excessive distinction between the divine persons (at 1ssue
with the claim that the Son is a creature) as well as to articulate the real genetic
continuity between the Father and Son (which is the point of Eusebins’ effort
to distinguish the processes of begetting and creation). While 1 continue to
think that Athanasius in all likelihood did influence the Cappadocian account
of divine unity in some way. [ do not think admitting this requires us to deny
that Eusebius, too, and his many followers in the anti-Marcellan theological
tradition, also had impontant contributions 1o make to Cappadocian theclogy
on this key trinitarian point. Indeed, the fact that Eusebius gives voice so
forcefully in the Ecelesiastical Thealogy to his concern to give an account of
the continuity of the divine nature linking Father and Son, in order to avoid the
excesses of some thinkers he may at one time have supported, may constitute

% The Septuagint text for cach verse runs: v. 22: 'wiprog Exnigey pe dpyny by aliton
elg £pya adron’; v. 25: “npd tol Spny Edpachijvon [/ mpd 68 mhvioy Bouvey yevei pe'.

' He eventually provides it in Book iii. This is discussed in Anton Weber, gy Ein Beirrag
mdr Christologie des Eusebius van Casarea (n.p., 1965), pp. 127-131.

¥ ET§.10.2-3,

WET.10.4.
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the first step taken by a member of the dvohypostatic tradition towards meeting
halfway the position of those thinkers in the miahypostatic tradition who were
especially concemed to uphold the unity and equality of the members of the
Trinity,

Second and lastly, Eusebius of Caesarea's Contra Marcellum and Ec-
clesiastical Theeology are the first anti-Marcellan treatises, Insofar as the Ec-
clesiastical Theology combines, however briefly, an anti-Arian with anti-
Marcellan/anti-Neosabellian perspective, it may constitute one of the first
documentable sources of the awareness that Arianism on the one hand and
MNeosabellianism on the other, constitute the extremes between which trinitarian
orthodoxy must be found?!, Defining in a single text the extremes as excessive
differentiation between the Trinity's members (which is what Arianism re-
presents) and insufficient differentiation between them (which is what Neo-
sabellianism represents) was essential to creating a conceptual framework
wherein the claims of divine unity and personal distinction in the Trinity
would find their proper balance®. That the Cappadocians are the ones who
successfully achieved this balance is probably not a claim that anyone here
would want to dispute. But insofar as Eusebius of Caesarea set up the parame-
ters within which they could do this, they, and indeed all Christians, owe a
greal debt 1o him,

I This development would eventually bear fruit in the mansitional texts T discossed earlier in
this paper, as well as in the rapprochesent that began to take place in the late 3505 between
members of the Homoiousian party (whom Lienhard identifies as the true heirs of Eusebian
theology, "Contra Marcellum®, p. 272) and the supporters of the Nicene account of divine unity.,

*! In his paper. Bames notes that this awareness was standard in pro-MNicene literature from
across the empire by the middle of the fourth century. See Barnes, "Athanasiog and Other Westem
Anti-Anans', p. 4,

* Hence the importance of Eusebius' *dual perspective’ for the series of hybrid anti-Arian
and anti-Marcellan texts produced by Apoflinarius and perhaps the early Cappadocians, which
Licnhard sees as preparing the way for the Cappadocian resolution. Interestingly. Eusebius®
efforis to find a trindtarian solution that lay between the errors of Arianism on the one hand and
Neosabellianism on the other finds & parallel in his understanding of Christianity as a via media
between paganism and Judaism. For example, see the Demonstratio Evanpelicae 1.2, 1 thank
Prof, 1. Rebecca Lyman of the Church Divinity School of the Pacific for this reference.

Was Arius a Neoplatonist?®

Christopher STEAD, Ely, Cambs

Dr. Rowan Williams is highly respected both as a theological scholar and as
a master of Christian spirituality; he has added to his distinction by accepting
the Bishopric of Monmouth; he is moreover a personal friend, who has done
me the honour of dedicating to me his book on Arius', published in 1987 and
widely regarded as the best overall study of that much maligned theologian. It
is therefore with some hesitance that 1 undertake to criticize a theory pro-
pounded in that book, namely that Arins was influenced by Neoplatonist
thinkers, including Plotinus, Porphyry and lamblichus, besides Anatolius and
others. 1 must appeal to Proverbs 27:6 ‘Faithful are the wounds of a friend’,
recalling Aristotle’s painful resolve to criticize his friends” convictions (N.E.
1.6). It is unnecessary to add that Dr. Williams himself is a splendid exemplar
of controversy conducted with courtesy and impartial judgement.

The book was foreshadowed by an article published in the Jowrnal of Theo-
logical Studies Tor April 1983, pp. 36-81, entitled “The Logic of Arianism’. The
two presentations agree in the main; and a reference 1o the article made early in
the book (p. 31) may be quoted as an introduction to Williams' thesis, as it 18
entirely tvpical of his blend of cautious assertion with bold theorizing. ‘Likewise’,
he writes, although (Arius) 1s described as a skilled dialectician®, we cannot with
confidence reconstruct a philosophical education. If he was, as has been argued’
— in the article, of course — ‘indebted to certain currents i revived Ars-
totelianism and Iamblichus’ version of Neoplatonism, he could have encountered
such teaching in Syria around 300, when lamblichus himself was teaching at
Antioch and Apamea’. This, however modestly propounded, is a startling hypo-
thesis; it suggests that Arius, whose philosophical education is considered un-
certain, consulted Iamblichus, whereas his contemporary Eusebius, who is well
known as a student of Greek philosophy, never even mentions Iamblichus either
in his Praeparatio Evangelica or in any other work that T can discover.

* Part of this paper has already appeared in a Spasish version in D Ramos-Lisson et al. (edd.).
El Dhidgloga Fe-Cultiera en o Antisuedad Cristigng (Pamplona, 1995), the recond of a symposium
held there under the auspices of the Faculty of Theology. I am most grateful both for their gen-
erous hospitality and for permission to print.

U Ariug, Heresy and Tradivien, By Rowan Williams (London, 1987).

* The evidence is late: Socrates, F.E., 1.5, Sozomen, H.E_, 1.15. Perhaps more significant is
Constantine's reference to his profession of belief “worked out in bald and extremely detailed
terms’, cofopic mog kel pala depuis tEnoknuéva, Opitz Uk 34, § &
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The article puts forward three points in favour of Neoplatonic influence on
Arnus, each of them based on a phrase to which he took exception. The first, at
p. 38, turns on the description of the Son as “integral to his Father’s substance’,
TS Tob neTpds obaieg 1010, which in Arus’ opinion as Williams presents it
would reduce the Son to a mere impersonal property or attribute. The second, at
p. 63, springs from the phrase pépog duoovoiov, where Williams adduces a
parallel in Tamblichus de mysteriis, illustrating the objectionable view that both
Son and Father participate in a prior divine owsia, which thus would be divisible
and negate the divine simplicity. This objection is well known: but the suggested
parallel drawn from lamblichus is new and surprising. The third point in the
article, at p. 66, begins from Arius’ protest against the doctrine that Father and Son
are equal in rank, which he says would result in two ingenerate beings, dio dyév-
v, Williams discusses this in relation to the concept of participation, HeToy.
as expounded by Aristotelian scholars; but [ must postpone any detailed analysis.

The book does not reproduce the first two arguments that I have mentioned,
though it refers to them® and makes it clear that Williams was prepared to
uphold in 1987 the conclusions he had put out in 1983, In their place we find
two new suggestions, The first beging with an excellent review of ancient
theories of creation, and of the Son’s role in it. Williams adverts to the term
dudc, the Diyad, as applied to the Son, and tries to explain it by citing numero-
logical treatises by Anatolius and lamblichus. 1 think this 15 far-fetched, and
prefer simpler explanations. The second argument discusses the relation
between God and his Logos, and in particular the Son’s limited knowledge of
the Father, with Arius’ surprising comment that the Son does not know his own
ousia, let alone the Father's. Here Williams finds a background in Plotinus’
fifth Ennead; once again [ remain unconvinced.

In the third place the book contains a chapter headed “Analogy and Partici-

pation’, which developes the third argument already presented in the article.
We may say that Williams' argument for Neo-platonic influence on Arius is
presented under five headings, and 1t will be convement to discuss them in the
following order: (1) and (2), the first two points from the article; (3) and (4),
the first two points from the book: and lastly, the concluding point from both
works, which correspond closely enough to allow of a single discussion.
(1) Williams begins by noting that Arius condemned the phrase idoc tnc
ouoing, which he says was ‘current in Alexander's circle’ as applied to the
Logos. It would, he says, present the Logos as an idion of the Father in terms
of Anstotelian logic, and thus reduce him to a mere impersonal property,
Williams names Porphyry's fsagoge as a likely source for this deduction, and
adds the comment *Given Arius’ reputation lor expertise in logic, it seems per-
fectly possible that he was familiar with the lsagoge™.

3 Op, cie p. 31, ef. 189, 196, 223,
* JThS. ns 34 (1983), p. 6.
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[ agree that the phrase was current in Alexander’s circle: but 1 do not think
it originates with Alexander. It is not found in his surviving texts. Moreover
Alexander seems concerned to minimize the difference between the Father and
the Son while emphasizing the real distinction between them. They are i)
hmootaost 600 @hoelg®, but the Son is exactly like the Father (2pgepnc)®,
lacking only the attribute dy£vvnrog’. The epithet iog of course appears,
notably in § 32 which cites Romans 8:32. But id10¢ t1¢ oboiug is especially
characteristic of Athanasiug, and congorts with his profoundly suggestive but
much less logical view which recognize the distinctness of the Logos as Son
but also makes him integral to God’s being as his Wisdom. Alexander no doubt
could accept such teaching; but his own emphasis is perceptibly different.

It seems to me, tather, that the phrase embodies a reaction against Arius’
formulations, real or supposed; a reversal of Williams’ explanation. Arius wrote
in his Thalia the words: 161o0v obbgv Eyet Tou Beou kol tnoctaoy iGN TOS,
an enigmatic phrase to which we must return. Alexander paraphrases this
sentence in § 13 of his letter 'H pilapyog: olite vip puoel vids tig &5 100
Beobn, pooiy, olite Tiva Eyov 1é1otnTe mpog abtdy, and the same charge is
often repeated by Athanasius in looser and more polemical expressions, as in
c. Ar. 1.6, 6 hdyog GALOTPLOG MEV Wil GVOROIOS Kot mhvta tfig Tob
motpos obalag kol otntoc dotiv, The words dvopoog ... TS ... obFiag
read like a response to Arius' next following line ob8€ yip Eotiv loog, all’
oldE dUooloLOg AlTE.

So far I have been presenting a fairly minor disagreement with Williams on
the origin of the phrase Té10g ¢ oboiac. The case is very different when 1
turn to his comments on the adjective 610¢ together with its neuter form i61ov
or 0 1diov; for his argument is gravely weakened by a failure 1o distinguish
between them. On Td10c he writes as follows: “The point is straightforward:
divine properties are eternal and impersonal. Of course Ged “has’ cogio and
Loyog, but they are qualities belonging to his substance. Thus to say that the
Son is idog to God is to reduce the Son to being an impersonal guality ...
Arius, in short, is quite clear about the meaning of 18woc; it relates only to a
quality predicated of a substance’. Williams then refers to Porphyry’s Isagoge,
where he says Arius could have found a discussion of the meaning of 160c,
‘making it abundantly clear that 1810¢ cannot be used of something which is a
substance in its own right’; moreover a debt to Porphyry might account for
Constantine’s reference to the Arians as ‘Porphyrians’®,

Williams does not make it quite clear whether he himself accepts the extra-
ordinary doctrine that he attributes to Porphyry and Arius. Of course ihog,

¥ Letter "H pliopyos, in Opitz OUrk, 14, § 38; of. &% 15, 16, 32.
& Ibid. § 47; cf. § 38.

! Ibid. § 19; cf. § 47.

P LThE. 34, pp. 59-60; cf. Opitz Urk, 33,
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being an adjective, does not ordinarily naeme a substance; but it is normally ‘used
of a substance’ when it 1s applied to a substance; we need look no further than
Romans 8:32, “God spared not his own Son’; and the New Testament provides
many other examples; in 5t. Matthew alone we find "his own city’, "his own
country’, "his own field’, "his own slaves'. There is no evidence whatever that
Arius would have rejected this usage,

Williams, then, has misled us by careless formulation, The adjective 16105
is essential to his argument, which begins from the phrase {dioc Thc oboiuc.
But he assumes that Porphyry’s use of it is dictated by what he says about its
neuter form to idwov, He refers to Porphyry’s fsagoge; but the connection
with ‘impersonal qualities’ is made by turning to another work, where equality,
10 Terov, is said to be an i6ov of the category of quantity®. This, 1 concede, is
a quality; but if Williams had followed up the /sagoge passage a little further,
he would have found Porphyry giving examples of the 16 of mankind,
namely laughter, and turning grey-haired in old age. These appear to be,
respectively, an activity and a passive affection: it would be a misuse of lan-
guage to call them impersonal qualities.

Arius does in fact use the neuter form id10v in the Thalia verse already
mentioned:

idwov ohdey £xel tou Beou kel bmogTaaly 1010t ToS
obdE yap dotwy Toog, ALl 00bs dpooloiog altm.

I am not sure about the meaning of ko’ inéotooy ot tog. It might con-
ceivably be used metri gratia in place of kot” hdtnto brogtdcems, which
would make good sense'”. It seems to be an attermpt to clarify the sense of
id1ov. But it is plain that Arius objects to the term in this context for reasons
almost exactly contrary to those deduced by Williams. Arius does not think 1t
would degrade the Son by reducing him to an impersonal guality, but rather
that it would honour him unduly by promoting him to equality with the Father.
That is why he continues 008& yap éoty Toog, dAL’ oidE bpootioiog abitd.

Our only other evidence for Arius’ use of Wdwog is found in his Letter to
Alexander, § 2, where he states that the Father brought his Son into existence
idip Dednuatt, by an act of will, whatever impersonal qualities may have
determined it. But Arius makes it abundantly clear in the same letter that he
does not think of the divine properties as ‘impersonal’. The Son was ‘created
by the will of God before times and ages, and received from his Father his life
and being, and his glories, which the Father brought into substantial existence
along with him', guvomoatrcavioc abted tou notpos. He adds that ‘the
Father gave him the inheritance of all things without depriving himsell of his
own unoriginate possessions’ (dwv dyevvitog Eye év foutd). But there must

¥ Parphyry, Comm. on Arist. Catezories, CAG IV ed. A, Busse, p. 115.
" See e.g. Porphyry Sent. 33, p. 37.23 Lamberz.
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be some force in this denial; and there would be no force at all if the items in
question were mere impersonal attributes. If glories are to be inherited, they
must be real and substantial.

Two further point before we close this rather long discussion. First, an
Alexandrian writer could easily have based his use of (6iov on Clement, who
knows Aristotle’s Topics and conforms to its usage'!; there is no need to appeal
to Porphyry. And secondly, theologians can borrow the logicians’ terminology
without adopting their doctrines. Athanasius, for example, can say that it is the
property of created beings to choose between alternatives; it is the property of
bodies to be emptied and filled; it is the property of Christians to be beaten!2.
The idiom is rhetorical; Athanasius does not seriously mean that no one but a
Christian ever gets beaten, but rather that they often suffer this fate.

More generally, whether something s to be categorized as a quality or not
depends largely on the writer’s intentions, Take the accepted definition of man
as ‘a two-footed animal capable of laughter’. “Animal’ is the summum genus;
‘two-footed’ defines a sub-class of it; but ‘capable of laughter’ is the T8iov,
the quality which belongs to man universally and uniquely, omni ef solo. But
in describing it thus, how extremely remote one is from the reality under
review, from the infinitely variable performance which we call ‘a sense of
humour®, which involves both action and response, for one can both make
jokes and be amused by them: not forgetting the category of guantity, since
everyone knows that a good joke can be spoiled by being overdone.

Arius, then, wrote that the Son has nothing proper to God in the real sense
of ‘property’. His intention is to indicate mysteries and glories in the Father
which are unknown even to the Son. We may dislike this doctrine; but we
should not commend our dislike by attacking the form of expression. Arius is
using a logician’s short-hand that is allowable in its proper context. We have
just observed Dr. Williams writing in a similar vein; and no one, T trust, will
dismiss Dr Williams as an arid logician.

I do not propose this as a conclusive demonstration, since the logicians
themselves were capable of rhetorical and tendentious arsument: nevertheless
I submit that so far we have found no proof that Arius was affected by
Porphyrian logic. And there is another reason to doubt this suggestion. Por-
phyry’s logical works are not cited either by Eusebius or by the Alexandrian
philosopher Alexander of Lycopolis, though both of them know his De Ab-
Stinentia, nor again by Methodius, What reason have we to think that Arius
was better informed?

(2) This first section of Williams' paper has required painstaking examination.
The second, | think, can be more briefly considered. Williams refers to the phrase
HEpog bpoonaiov, which Arius rejects in his credal letter, and comments,

th S, 1.168.3, p. 105.5; 8.21.2, p. 93.3,
12 Ovrat. 1.52; Hise. Ar. 41,
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correctly, that it was suspect because of its materializing implications, What-
ever grace or sonship the Father confers on any other being cannot be viewed
as a material substance which issues from God and passes to them, if God is
known to be simple and indivisible.

Williams then notes that the term dpooiolog appears in [amblichus, and
suggests, very tentatively, that Iamblichus also may have influenced Arius. He
refers to a passage discussing divine inspiration, Could this be regarded as a
process in which divine inspiration mixes or amalgamates itself with the soul?
No, it is replied; for if some one thing is composed out of two, this is always
uniform and connatural and consubstantial. But the divinity, which is "uncom-
binable®, dpiktov, could not amalgamate with the soul'?,

I do not find this paralle] convincing, for several reasons:

(i) The context is different: divine generation in Arius, divine inspiration of a
soul in lamblichus; both misleadingly compared, but to two contrary processes;
division in one case, amalgamation in the other.

(ii) Iamblichus does not use the term pépog, which 1s crucial to Arius’ argument.
"Ouoovoiog is a sort of makeweight, used by the opposite party Lo strengthen
their case; for it would be ridiculous to think of the Son as a pépog of the
Father which was not dpootatowv, like a line, say, which is part of a triangle
but is not a plane figure.

(1i1) It seems unnecessary to bring in Iamblichus, for the doctrine that in-
corporeal substance is indivisible has a very long history. It goes back, pre-
sumably, to the puzzle propouned in Plato’s Parmenides (how can an Idea be
related to its multiple instances?) and the subsequent analysis of absolute
Unity. This concept 1s taken up by Philo, Moderatus, Albinus, Numenius and
Clement, contrasting either with a dyad or with an inferior unity, and is vividly
characterized by Origen De Principiis, especially 1.2.6, *We must take care
not to fall into the absurd fables of those who imagine for themselves certain
emanations, splitting the divine nature into parts and dividing God the Father’;
and 4.4.4, It is impossible to speak of a part of what is incorporeal, or make
any division of it", Moreover the same point is made by Alexander of Lycopolis
as an objection against the Manichees” doctrine of a divine power analogous to
the Logos: ‘If it is part of God, then ... they make out God to be composite
and corporeal; but this is absurd and impossible’™. And it is precisely as a
Manichean doctrine that Anus rejects the phrase pépoc dpootoov.

Turning now to the points made in the book: the first and second of them
have something in common, Williams attempts to explain Arius’ contentions
by citing parallels from Neoplatonic writers, in one case Porphyry, in the other
[amblichus. The passages adduced are correctly interpreted, and have a certain

1 L Th.S. ant. cit. pp. 63-6.
M Adex. Lyc. p. 24 Brinkmann; see An Alexandrian Plaronise (etc.), ed. P.W, van der Horst
and J. Mansfeld (Leiden, 1974), p. 80; ed. A. Villey (Pans, 1985), p. 77.
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illustrative value. But they by no means prove, or even suggest, that Arius was
influenced by Neoplatonism; for in both cases we can offer an alternative
explanation which avoids this assumption.

(3) We begin at p. 191 of the book, where Williams introduces the puzzling
line from the Thalia: civeg 6T1 i povic fiyv, 1) dvig 87 olik fv mpiv Omipén:
in Williams *You should understand that the Monad (always) was, but the
Dyad was not before it came to be’. Williams refers to my own account of the
term duig!®, which I still think was basically correct, but which admits of better
presentation, 1 will briefly outline the background. The Neoplatonic use of
povig and dudg derives from the antithesis attributed to Plato by Theophrastus
and other commentators'® between the One and the ‘Indefinite Dyad’; the One,
or the Unit, functions as a measure; the Dyad is a second or derivative power,
and also a duality; it represents those aspects of our expenence which are
unquantified, and therefore can be either more or less; accordingly it stands
for the indefinite multiplicity of the world’s constituents which issue from
their primal source. Philo identifies the dudg with 16 yevopevoy, as opposed
to the povag, which is & memownkmsg (masculine, N.B.); he describes it as
gikdv moBn T ki S petns tAns!’. But a complication was introduced by
the later recognition that there are two possible concepts of the Monad — a
theory that was deduced from Plato’s Parmenides — namely a One that is
pure simplicity and a One which is essentially multiple; applied to theology,
this appears as a distinction between a first and a second God, which is well
known from its appearance in Numenius and Origen. Nomenius does not him-
self use duiag to denote the second God in any surviving fragment; the word
appears only once, identified with matter in the manner of Philo'®. But he
certainly holds that there is a secondary God who 1s also a duality; so in fragment
16/25 reproduced by Eusebius & vip dedtepog Sittdg v oUTOROEL TV TE
lgav fautol kol Tov koouov, Festugigre!? therefore is certainly right in seeing
the closest possible connection between Numenius and fragment § of the
Chaldean Oracles preserved by Proclus: Suig mapi tdde kdbnton- dppotepov
Yap Exel, v pév Katéxewy @ vonta, aicbnow & énbysiv koopoig —
which expresses both his secondary position (for in fr. 7 he appears as ‘second
mind’) — and his dual role in cosmology. And we can recognize this dual role
in the Arian Logos, though admittedly it is not expressed in a single antithesis,
for he bath glorifies the Father and attends to the created world, T would not
assert that Arius knew the Chaldean Oracles; but since most of the surviving
fragments of Numenius are preserved by Eusebius they could have reached

15 1 ThS. ns, 15 (19600, p. 19,

" W.D, Ross, Plato’s Theory of Ideas (Oxford, 1951), pp. 184-5.
T Somm, 11,70, Spec. Leg. iii. 180,

' Fr. 11 des Places, |, 15.

¥ La Reévélation d'Hermés Trismégisie iii (Paris, 1953), pp. 55-6.
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Arius directly, quite apart from some indirect influence mediated by Origen. In
either case appeal to the Neoplatonic arithmete is unnecessary, if not positively
misleading. Consider this passage from lamblichus Theologoumena Arithmeticae
p. 9: duic AEyeTol mopd 1O duevel Kul dwwropetectun: mpoTn yop 1 duic
deyopiosy adtiy &k thg povados, 60zv kol toipo koheitot, and so on.

I translate: “The Dyad is so called because of its “diadyctic” and penetrative

power; for the Dyad was the first to separate itself from the Monad, whence
indeed it is called self-assertion’. I need not emphasize the contrast between
this divisive self-originating power and the Arian Logos, evoked from nothing
by his Father’'s will and addressed in the words "Thou art my Son, this day
have I begotten thee’.
(4). The following section of the book, entitled *Intellect and Beyond’, is an
extended discussion of the role of intellect in the universe, including the
distinction between a primary intellect identified as its first principle and a
secondary intellect, the divine Logos®. On pp. 208-9 Williams discusses Arius’
views on the Son’s knowledge of the Father. Arius appears to contradict him-
self; on the one hand he argues for a positive though limited knowledge —
Thalia 14, 15, 31 W. based on the Father’s self-knowledge (14): on the
other he says (35, 36) "It is impossible for him to search out the mysteries of
the Father ... for the Son does (even) know his own substance {obaia); thus
(39) *He cannot know by comprehension — &v xotodniywer — the one who
gave him birth’, According to Williams the Son’s ignorance of his own oboia
‘has long been a puzzle’ (p. 209); and he proposes to explain the contradiction
by citing Plotinus 5.3.7, which admittedly bears some resemblance to Arius’
words.

Nevertheless we need not invoke Plotinus, for a far simpler explanation
lies ready to hand. It is to be found in Bishop Alexander’s letter 'H @iiapyog,
5% 20, 21. Alexander asks, how can any sane man explain the hypostasis of
the Logos? The prophetic Spirit refers to it, saving “Who shall declare his
generation?’ (Is, 53:8); and the Saviour himself, in his kindness towards the
Saints, relieves them of any responsibility for such knowledge, saying that it is
naturally incomprehensible to them all (zdo|v] ... obtoig apuaikoy el Katah-
nyiv), a mystery known only to the Father; he then quotes a New Testament
text identified by Opitz as Matt. 11:27, but in reality closer to its parallel at
Luke 10:22; Alexander’s wording is: oU8&15 yap £yve tig oty & viog &l
U & wothp, ki Tov matépo ondeic Eyvekev el un & vids. Recalling the
same text at § 47, he reverses the order of the two clauses, but retains Luke's
Tig éon formulation in both cases,

The text presents problems which had long been recognized?!: Christian
theology would come to a stand if we had absolutely no knowledge of the Son,

A See PGL sv. voic F.3.a, "Son as vobg™.
A See e.g. Eusebius Dem. Ev, 5.1.25-6.
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and yet had to depend upon the Son for our knowledge of the Father. The
solution must be that we have a degree of knowledge sufficient for our needs,
but not exact or comprehensive knowledge. And both Alexander and Anus
think along these lines; they both introduce the Stoic term katdAnyig to in-
dicate the complete understanding that we cannot attain. In other respects, of
course, they differ. Alexander says that the Son’s hypostasis is ‘not naturally
comprehensible’ (dpuoikov elc xataAinyiy) to anyone but the Father, since
he holds that the Son exactly resembles the Father; he tactfully omits any
qualifying clause to the effect that our ignorance of the Son cannot be ab-
solute. And Arius is also concerned with the Son’s hypostasis, and is indebted
to the same Lucan text: its opening words mavte pol nopedoln iné 100
notpoc pov are recalled in his Letter to Alexander, § 5, mapi tob Oeob ... 1d
mivio b Topedotn. Arus is concemed to stress the absolute transcendence
of the Father; and since the Lucan text asserts that only the Father knows “who
the Son is°, tig £a7t, it 15 a simple deduction that even the Son has mysteries
which he cannot explain £v xutahinyer He cannot exactly comprehend either
his Father or his origination or his own being, his odoiw. There is no need,
therefore, to appeal to Plotinus,

(5) I turn now to Williams™ last point, set out in § I of the paper and ex-
panded in Part III Section C of the book, entitled ‘ Analogy and Participation’.
According to Williams *"Participation™ is primarily the word used by Plato
to designate the relation existing between forms or ideas and particulars';
he means, of course, that particulars participate in the forms, but not vice versa.
But Aristotle denied such forms: and his successors, we are told, redefine
participation to denote a relationship between equal members of the same
species. “Substantial participation, then’, says Williams®?*, ‘is understood by the
third-century writers we have mentioned in a “lateral” rather than a “vertical™
sense’. This leads him to make the useful point that not only dpoodoiog but
Opotoboiog could suggest that *God’ is the name of a genus which has several
members®. He then refers to the Aristotelian commentators Alexander of
Aphredisias and Porphyry, suggesting that it was they who put the so-called
“lateral” sense of participation into common usage,

Williams offers no concrete evidence to suggest that his proposed redefinition
influenced Christian writers. Alexander’s relevance might yet be arguable; but
the evidence taken from Porphyry can be dismissed at once, as it rests on a sheer
mistranslation. Williams makes him say that if A and B participate, then they
dre equal. What he actually says is that if A and B participate in a third thing, C,
then they participate equally if C is a species or a genus, bul may participate
unequally if C is an accident (fsagoge, p. 17.6, cf. 22.9-10); thus Socrates and

U LThE 34, p- 07,
3 Thid,, p. 68.
M Ibid., p. 70.
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Callias must be equally men, but need not be equally wise. This 15 simply a
version of Aristotle’s well-known dictum that substance does not admit of
degrees™, Moreover Porphyry clearly sets aside Aristotle’s view of participation
as ‘an empty metaphor’ and continues to use it its Platonic sense?®,

The whole argument needs to be reconsidered. First, the distinction between
two senses of petéyey and its cognates does not originate with Platonic meta-
physics and its detractors, as Williams appears to suggest, Meteyewy is pre-
Platonic, and is used with a genitivies rei, for instance by Theognis and
Herodotus; and petoyog likewise. The looser sense of petoyog to mean simply
‘partner’, with a personal genitive to mean ‘someone’s partner’, appears in the
third century B.C., according to Bauer®’; but the most striking case is the LXX
version of Psalm 44 (45); 3, which i1s quoted at Hebrews 1:9: it Toluto
Eypuagy g & Bede, & Dedg gou, Ebmov dyolooens mepd TOUg HETOYOUg
gou, The petdy ol here may be seen as companions of inferior rank, but they
clearly do not participate in the authority of the prince as their ideal exemplar;
and in Luke 5:7, kol kotévevoay 1ol HeToxog &v T £TEpE mAoip, we
translate quite naturally “they beckoned to their partners’, who are fishermen
of equal rank. It follows, first, that Aristotle does not use peteyewv w denote a
relation between equals, but rather in its Platonic sense, to express his cnticism of
Plato; and Porphyry follows suit. Secondly, that what Williams calls *horizontal
participation’ was expressed in texts that were familiar to the Church almost
from its outset.

As the distinction of two senses does not originate in philosophical discussion,
I would prefer to contrast them by the purely formal point that one is sym-
metrical, the other is not. If A 15 B's partner, then B must be A's; but if A or
B engage in an activity C, then C does not engage in them. St. Paul says that
‘we all partake of one bread’; we all eat this bread, but we ourselves are not
gaten.

It seems, then, that a reference to Alexander of Aphrodisias is not needed to
explain the facts as presented. The hypothesis that Aristotelian commentators
could have influenced Christian thought in the early fourth century would be
hard to disprove; but we can surely establish that it is most unlikely, We can
reflect that the Aristotelian commentators examined their master’s works with

= Categg. 5. 3b 33, 4a 9.

* The distinction between substantial and accidental paricipation should be noticed. Tt is found
both in Alexander and in Porphyry. But [ have not found it in Christian writers, Athanasius at least
assumes that ‘participation’ indicates an unstable and impermanent relation: thus petoudie is
regularly contrasted with oberin. The contrast is Tound in the lieratore relating 1o Paul of Samosata;
set H. de Ricdmatten, Les Acter du Procés de Paul de Samozare (Paradosis 6; Fribourg, 1952),
p, 1A9E, (5. 250 Tu vero videris miki secundim hoc nolle compositionsm fatert, wt non substantia
st in oeo Filiny Del, sed sapientta secundum participationem, CFf. also 5. 31, p. 155, and csp.
5. 36, p. 157, 1L 4-10.

W, Bauer, Griechisch-dewtsehes Weirterbuch des NT, etc. (6th edn., 1988).
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the same patient and meticulous care as Christians devoted to the Bible; there
is no sign that Christians examined even Aristotle’s own works in this fashion,
let alone the commentators upon him. In particular Eusebius, the most learned
scholar of his generation, knows and quotes Porphyry, but never once refers to
his logical works, not even the lsagoge. And as for Alexander, Eusebius
quotes his influential De Fato; but so far from citing his commentaries, he
never even mentions their existence.

It remains nevertheless to consider a point which could seem to support Dr.
Williams' views on ‘horizontal participation’. | refer to the claim, introduced by
the homoiousian party and attributed by Athanasius to Paul of Samosata®®, that
if two beings are homoousia there must be a third, prior, ousia from which both
are derived, This argument presumably originated in Christian circles, though
perhaps using pagan material®; homoousios was important for Christians, but
rather marginal for pagans; yet it seems to involve a fairly sophisticated reflection
on the term, contrasting with its loose and ill-defined usage, say, in Irenacus
and probably at Nicaea.

The Nicenes replied that the Father himself is the supreme owsia, as of
course the Arians insisted; it then remained to be argued whether any other
being can be called homoousios with him without suggesting some loss of sub-
stance or some infringement of his supremacy. The Nicenes of course admit
that the Son and the Spirit are derived from the Father, but insist that they
nevertheless enjoy full equality with him. This might suggest that they remterpret
the language of participation, giving importance, in Dr. Williams® terms, to
‘horizontal® rather than ‘“vertical® participation.

If a prior eusia be disallowed, homousios can indeed indicate what [ call a
symmetrical relation. It can be used of the Father and Son in conjunction, or of
the Trinity as a whole. But the symmetry is not complete; I have not yet traced
any pronouncement that the Father is homoousios with the Son or the Spirit; such
teaching, if it ever existed, must have been a rarity. More important, it has not
been shown that this controversy affected the terms expressing participation,
e.2. HETEYELV, HETOYOE, peTousin, in such a way as to confirm Dr. Williams’
proposal. On the contrary, when used in Trinitarian contexts, they seem to in-
dicate an asymmetrical relation which is also accidental rather than essential; this
is particularly clear in the case of petovsin. The use of petéyewv, qualified
by 6w, to denote the Son’s relation to the Father, in Athanasius c. Ar. 1. 16,
15 distinctly unusual and perhaps inadvertent, since the word is used in the
following sentence to denote our participation in the Son by grace; this fact,
and its connection with vevvav, suggests that he was thinking currente calamo

*F See Hilary syn. 81; Athanasius syn. 45; Basil Ep. 52.1. Excellent discussion in F. Dinsen,
Homousios (Diss., Kiel, 1976) pp. 41-51.
' See for instance Plotinus Enn. 6.1.2, presumably based on Aristotle, Meraph, T4, 1000 b 26,
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rather than following any established convention. His normal use of such
terms appears at ¢, Genr, 46, ¢ Ar. 1.9, and Syn, 51.

We have shown above that fourth-century Christians had access 1o texts in
which participation needs to be understood in a symmetrical sense. But it seems
most improbable that they recognised this as a distinet usage. [ know of no text
that points this out; rather, the accidental sense of participation seems to be taken
for granted. It is therefore a surprising thesis that fourth-century Christian writers
WENt over to use participation language to denote equal partmership. The further
suggestion that this was prompted by a general adoption of Aristotelian meta-
physics which discarded the Platonic Forms, I can only regard as fantastic. |
am quite unable to believe that this aspect of Aristotelian thought influenced
either Christians of the fourth century or contemporary Neoplatonists; though
both could accommodate Anstotelian logic, following Porphyry; and the Neo-
platonists at least could find a place for the Evolov £l6og. But this was not felt
as a challenge to the authority of Plato. By way of confirmation, a quick look
at the first book of lamblichus On the Mysteries of Egypt yielded about thirty
examples of petéyelv, nétoyog and related terms, all entirely consonant with
the Platonic tradition and without any sense of participation between equal
partners.

I will conclude by reverting to a point suggested in my 1964 paper which
perhaps needs to be more clearly restated. It has been customary among scholars
to divide the later Platonists into two groups, distinguished according to their
treatment of Plato’s Timaens. The great majority accepted Aristotle’s doctrine
of the etemnity of the world’® and the impossibility of a beginning of time®';
accordingly Plato’s description of a quasi-tempaoral act of creation was treated
by them as a mere pedagogic device, intended for simple people to show the
world's eternal dependence on its first principle. Only a minority, among
whom Plutarch and Atticus are commonly named, continued to interpret the
Timaeus as describing a real beginning, at least of an ordered cosmos, though
not necessarily of material being itself. The majority, represented by Plotinus,
Forphyry and Iamblichus, were in varying degrees hostile to Christianity;
nevertheless some Christian thinkers, Origen in particular, were influenced by
their teaching. Origen is clearly impressed by the reasoning that since the
Father is eternal, his relationships must be eternal; so just as he always had his
eternally begotten Son, so ‘all genera and species have for ever existed, and
possibly even individual things™2, and the biblical doctrine of creation has to
be relativised, as describing the origin simply of this world, considered as one
of a successive series™. Bishop Alexander rejects this theory, since he sharply

B Cael 3.2, 301 b 33

N Metaph. 126, 1071 b 7.
2 Princ. 1.4.5.

A Ibid. 3.5.3, cf. 2.3.5-6.
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distinguishes between creation and the eternal generation of the Son: ‘the
creation of the world from nothing implies a new subsistence and a recent
beginning' (1o 62 &§ ol dvtav Snpovpyeicbal tov kéopov vewtipay Exel
v imootacy kel mpogpatov Ty yéveov), which seems to preclude any
suggestion of previous worlds. But Arius takes a more radical line; as I pre-
viously expressed it, ‘Origen had placed the Father in an eternal relationship,
not only with the Son, but even in principle with the world. Arius asserts the
Father's priority, not only to the world, but to the Son’. Accordingly the Son
had a real and momentary beginning, even if it is not strictly a beginning in
nme.

But this surely means that Arius stands at the furthest possible remove from
the majority, or eternalist, school of Neoplatonic philosophers; from Flotinus,
Porphyry, and Iamblichus. I have tried to show that his supposed dependence
on various points of their doctrine is illusory. But even if [ am here mistaken,
and there were some traces of dependence, nevertheless any sort of general
agreement is out of the question. [ have to conclude that Dr. Williams has been
advancing, with great ingenuity and leaming, a theory which we must reject as
unfounded.

4 Opitz Urk. 14, § 18,
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Appendix
Metechein, metochos, metoche, metousia, methexis, in late antiquity

L. Aristotle follows Plato’s usage of terms such as merechein while rejecting the ideal
theory. So also his commentators; e.g.!

Alex. Aphr. in Metaph. 101.3: Kal touto, HETEFE1Y TO THOE EKEIVOV, KEVOLOVELY
£OT1 KOl petagopais ypioton tommikaig, Cf, Metaph. A9, 991 a 21-2,

4. The commentators also continue to use metechein etc, 1o denote hierarchical relations
between individuals, species and genera: see next item.

3. Both Alexander and Porphyry draw a clear distinction between essential and ac-
cidental participation:

Alex. op. cit. 91.10: el & pn wad” abtd dlid kota copPefnrds petéysl i
Evrautia Tov 16eoy ...

Porphyry fragoge 17.6: Kai 1ol pév yévoug énlong 1o petéyovta HaTEYEL TOD
d¢ aupfepnrotos ok émiong énitamv pip xoi dvesiv emddyetar fi v cup-
fepfnrdtov pebeic.

Ibid, 21.15; Kai tov pév eidove N petoyn émaong, tou 6 cupfefnkdtog, kiv
aympatov 1), obk Eriong.

Ibid. 22.9-10: Kai tov pev sidov Eniong N petorr, tov é& cvpfefinkdmav 1
uEV padiov i 6% frTov.

4. The distinction is less sharp in some Platonist writers; thus the ‘second God'
participates in the first, indicating neither complete correspondence nor mere accidental
similarity:

Numenius fr. 20 (Eus, P.E. 1 1.22.10) eldtme & dnpovupyds ginep 2ati petovsig
Tol TpdTon dyabot dyabég, (dyalou) idda dv &in & npodtog voic.

Cf, also fr. 19,

Omigen s similar: fn Joh, 2.2.16; tav 68 10 napd 10 attobeoc petoyn g £xsi-
vou Bedtntog Beomowoiipevoy oby & Bdg diha Dede.

Per contra Sel. in Ps. 135 (Lomm. 13.134): The Logos is God olaig, not petou-
arig, This contrast was imitated: see & below,

3. Merousia can also apply to the created world:

Numenius fr. 16 (Eus. P.E. 11.22.5): fig pipnpe & kahdg kOGHOC, KEKGALDTLG-
MEVOL METOUCI TOU KIAOU:
not mere accidental likeness, but obvious inferiority,

6. Christian writers often ignore essential participation and imply that any participation
ig always accidental:

Paul of Samosata (as reported), fr. 33 (p. 155 de Riedmatten):
TV OF oUVEQELLY ETEPMS MPOC THY Coploy voeT, KuTi pdinav ki petovsioy,
olryl obaiey obmapevny &y oopon. (CF fr. 22 and 25 for background).

7. This contrast is often used as an artifice of controversy: e.g. by Athanasius: bul he
is not consistent; thus ¢. Ar. 115 xatd petovaiov vlog is supposedly an Arian phrase;
yet ib. 16, perplexingly, & vlog oUdévoc peteyer, 10 66 £k TOD nMUTpdg METEYO-
HEVOY, TOUTO EoTiv & (o,

Athanasius and the Filiogue: Ad Serapionem 1,20 in
Nikephoros Blemmydes and Gregory of Cyprus

Joost van Rossum, Kodiak, Alaska

This communication does not deal with the question: did Athanasius teach
the doctrine of the Filiogue?! Tts purpose is to study the interpretation of a
passage in Athanasius® First Letter to Serapion by two Byzantine theologians
of the thirteenth century within the context of the debate on the issue of the
Filiogue. The text in question runs as follows:

As the Soen is an only-begotten Offspring, so also the Spirit is given and sent from the
Son, and He Himself is one and not many; and He is not one from among many, but Only
Spirit. For as the Son, the living Word, is one, so must His living Energy and Gift which
sanctifies and enlightens, be one, perfect and complete. The latter is said to proceed
from the Father, because (£re1d1]) He shines forth (éxhapren) from the Logos who is
confessed to be from the Father (mopé 1o Adyou tol 2k [Tutpdg dpoioyoupevou),
and is sent and given by Him?.

For our purpose we have to discuss first of all the meaning of the verb
Exhaumer in the last sentence: does it refer to the eternal relation between the
Logos and the Holy Spirit (the divine ‘theology’), or to the sending of the
Spirit in the world (the divine ‘economy’), or perhaps to both? In order 10
answer this question, we have to look at the context of this passage. In these
chapters of Ad Serapionem Athanasius wants to point out that ‘the Spirit has,
in relation to the Son, the same rank and the same nature as the Son has in
relation to the Father® (1,21). In order to show that the Holy Spirit 1s not a
created being, Athanasius stresses the close relation between the Father, Son
and Holy Spirit. He does this with help of the metaphors ‘Source-River’,
‘Light-Splendor’, and ‘Tmage’ (gixdv). In this passage Athanasius uses also
another argument to show the divinity of the Holy Spirit: he refers to the

' It has been suggested that the doctrine of the Filiogue is in accordance with Athanasius®
Preumatology, CF. Joh. Quasten, Patralogy L (Utrecht/Antwerp, [960), p. 77; Joseph Lebon in
Athanase d'Alexandrie, Lettres @ Sérapion (3C 15; Paris, 1947), p. 76f,; C.R.B. Shapland, The
Letters af Saine Athanasiuvs Concerning the Holy Spirit (London, 1951), p. 40ff. However, the
texts in Athanasius which might suggest this doctrine do not explicitly say that the Son is,
wgether with the Father, the origin or cause of the Holy Spirit.

* Epistoda | Ad Serapionen 20, PG 26, 377C-580A, The text in Migne does not read ‘Offspring”
Crgvvmpa), but of, Shapland, op. cit, p. 116 {and note). Quoted in Nikephoros Blemmydes,
Discourse [ On the Holy Spirit (to Jacob of Bulgaria), PG 142, 540BC; Gregory of Cyprus, On
the Procesyion af the Holy Spirie, PG 142, 288AB.
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‘sanctification’ which occurs ‘from the Father through the Son in the Holy
Spirit’, and which is ‘one’, because each Divine Person is ‘one’, i.e. is not
composed and cannot be divided?, Thus it appears that in this chapter of Ad
Serapionem Athanasius speaks about both the divine ‘theology® (the eternal
relations of the Divine Persons) and the divine ‘economy” (the ‘sanctification’
of man and the sending of the Holy Spirit), and easily moves from one to the
other.

These observations lead us to the conclusion that the meaning of the verb
Exhiapmnet here is ambiguous, and that it can be explained in different ways. Tt
may reter to the divine ‘theology’, or (o the divine “economy’, or, and what is
perhaps most likely, to both at the same time.,

Nikephoros Blemmydes

We know from Nikephoros Blemmydes (1197-1272), the major Byzantine
theologian in the beginning of the thirteenth century, that there was a discussion
at that time on the meaning of the verb xiapumst in this text of Athanasius,
During the period of the Latin occupation of Constantinople (1204-1261) the
Byzantines had resumed theological discussions with the Latins, and the main
theological issue was the problem of the Filiogue®, At those discussions patristic
exts were quoted which said that the Holy Spirit proceeds ‘from the Father
through the Son’, or even ‘from the Father and the Son’, Several Byzantine
theologians refused to accept these formulas, for they might support the Latin
doctrine of the Filiogue, which teaches that the Son is, together with the
Father, the origin of the Holy Spirit. Therefore they said that these texts were
corrupted by the Pneumatomachians, and they refused to discuss the eternal
relation between the Son and the Holy Spirit. The text of Athanasius was also
quoted at these discussions. These theologians argued, as we might expect,
that the verb &xhdpmner refers to the divine economy only, i.e. to the revelation

3. P325; 5T7C.

* Dizscussions between Byzantines and Lating were held at Nicea in 1234, and at Nymphaion
i 1249/50. Nikephoros Blemmydes gives an account of these meetings in his Awtobiography, od,
Toseph A, Munitiz, NMicephori Blemmydae Awtobiographia sive Curriculum Vitae necnon Epistida
Liniversalior (CCG 13: Leuven, 1984). Detailed historical information on these meetings is given
in the English translation by A, Munitiz: Nikephoros Blemmydes, A Partial Account (Leuven,
1988], p. 106§, {(note), and p. 119 {note).

 Mikephoros Blemmydes, Discourse [, op. cir,, 533B-5340A. Blemmydes guotes amongst
others Cyril of Alexandria, De Aderarione in Spiritu et Veritate I, PG 68, 148A; 1o obowodioe
5 dpgpolv fjyouv £k llatpdg & Yiod spoysdpsvov TTvetuo; Gregory of Nyssa, Ad
Abiabivm, PG 45, 133B; b pdv yip npocsypic éx 1ol mphrou, 10 52 Sul 1ol nposeys &k
Tou npotor, On Cyril see George C. Berthold, *Cyrdl of Alexandria and the Filioque', Studia
Farrisiica 19 (Leuven, 1989), pp. 143-147; André de Halleux, 'Cyrille, Théodoret et le Filiogue',
i dd., Pairologie ef oecuménisme (Leuven, 1990), pp. 367-395,
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or manifestation (pavépwois) of the Holy Spirit in the created world. Blemmydes
disagrees with this interpretation, and says that the verb £xi.aumer refers to the
eternal existence or being of the Holy Spirit®. He paraphrases Athanasius’ text
as follows:

Thus as Energy of the Son and Logos of God the Holy Spirit eternally shines Torth
from Him, i.e. through Him from the Father; and as Gift He is substantially {puaucig)
sent and given'.

Thus Blemmydes wants to point out that the patristic teaching of the
procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father “through the Son® does not imply
the Latin doctrine of the Fifieque, and that the Person of the Father is the only
origin of the Holy Spirit®,

Gregory of Cyprus

Under the influence of Gregory of Cyprus (ca. 1241-1290), the major Byzan-
tine theologian after the failure of the Council of Lyons (1274), and Patriarch
of Constantinople from 1283-1289, the teaching of the ‘eternal manifestation’
or ‘shining forth’ (aidwog Expavois, Exhopyis, pavépmaic) of the Holy Spirit
from the Father ‘through the Son’ had become the official doctrine of the
Byzantine Church?. Gregory quotes the text of Athanasius in his work On the
Procession of the Holy Spirit, and comments on it'®, However, his concern
here is not the doctrine of the ‘eternal manifestation’ of the Holy Spirit, but he
discusses a different problem, viz. that of the relaton between the divine
‘economy” and ‘theology’. The ‘filioguists’ had drawn conclusions concerning
the eternal Being of the Divine Persons on the basis of what is observed in the
divine cconomy: because we see that the Son bestows the Holy Spirit, there-
fore we may conclude that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the
Son. In his reply Gregory stresses the priority of the eternal Being of God over
the divine economy. The bestowal of the Spirit by the Son is not the cause of

" Discpurse I, op. cif., 540C. Blemmydes vses the word fimapfis in the peneral sense of
existence”, and not ‘coming-into-existence’, as will be done later. See below, n. 18,

T Ibid., 541A.

* On the *Monarchy' of the Father see ibid,, SSTCD, A summary of Blemmydes’ Pneumatology
i5 given by V. Grumel, ‘Nicéphore Blemmyde et la procession du Saint-Espril’, Revue des sciences
philosaphiques et théologigues 18 (1929), pp. 636-656,

* Al the Council of Blachemae in 1285, the Tamos of which was written by Gregory. See
Artisteides Papadakis, Crisis in Byvzantium. The Filiogue Controversy in the Patrierchate of
Gregory If of Cyprus (New York, 1983), p. Q0T

" PG 142, 269-300 (288-290), Partial ranslation and commentary by Olivier Clément, ‘Grégoire
de Chypre, De ["ehporése du Saint Esprit’, Isting 3-4 {1972), pp. 443-456,
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the eternal origin (brnopic) and procession of the Spirit from the Father'', but
it is just the other way round:

Because the Spirit proceeds from the Father and is inseparably connected with the Son,
and has the same nature as Him and is one-in-essence with Him, therefore the Son
bestows the Spirit Himself, and gives Him, and sends Him'=.

Gregory wants to emphasize that the eternal Being of God is independent of
His acts ad extra. Therefore he spends a long time pointing out that the word
£me1d in the last phrase of the quotation does not have to be understood here
in a ‘causal” sense, but rather has the meaning of ‘sign’ or ‘proof’. He argues
as follows. We say e.g. that fire burns ‘because’ we see ashes and “because’
the loosing of liquid becomes mud. But this does not mean that mud or ashes
are the cause of fire, They are rather its ‘sign” or “proof’ (onueiov)’™.

Gregory points out that Athanasius’ theological language, if not properly
understood, might lead to a confusion of the divine “theology’ and ‘economy’.
Athanasius uses concepts which belong to the divine economy (such as
‘Energy’ and ‘Gift’), says Gregory, because they are ‘more familiar to us,
humble and earthly beings’. But ‘we should not rush to them immediately and
transfer them hastily to what is not proper’'*, In other words, Gregory says that
Athanasius’ theological language needs clarification, for he uses “impersonal’
terminology when he refers to the Person of the Holy Spirit. Gregory, therefore,
stresses that it is necessary to distinguish between the Person or Hypostasis of
the Holy Spirit, and His Gift or Energy:

How can the gift be one-in-essence with the Giver? How can it be of the same rank
with Him according to nature? How will the energy have the same principle (Loyog)
as the essence of which it is the energy? How will the Spirit have His own Hypostasis
(ebburdatatov) if He is merely energy? For the concept {(Aoyog) of "energy’ does not
allow this?,

Gregory concludes his comments on this text of Athanasius with a short
remark on the importance of the distinction between the Hypostasis (Person)
and the Gift or Energy of the Holy Spirit. If one reduces the Holy Spirit to

L Ihid., 2894,

12 Jbid., 288D.

13 tbid., 288CD,

14 Ibid., 289C.

19 Ihid., 289T. It has to be noted that Gregory is not concerned here with the question of
‘created’ or ‘uncreated’ grace. He only wanis to emphasize that "Person” and “Gift” of the Holy
Spirit are not identical. CF, ibid., 288BC: *The Son 100 is sanctification, righteowsness, peace and
redemption in the writings of the Apostle, not becanse He Himsell is these things, but because
He has operated them. Thus in the same manner the Spirit is called with good reason “Energy
and Gift™, because from Him every good thing comes to us and because all benefits given by
God to men are the Spirit's energies and gifts. The Spint is called [by Athanasius] Energy and
(Gift “*of the Son", because the works of the Spirt are works of the Son, and there is nothing, says
Avhanasius, that is not performed through the Lopos in the Spint’.
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‘gift’ or “energy’ only, it is implied that the very hypostatical essence (Evumo-
gratoc ouain) of the Paraclete is merely gift and energy. This would mean,
says Gregory, that we who are able to participate in this Gift, are also able to
participate in the very Essence of God, and this would contradict the patristic
tradition:

And what truth will he have who says that the Divine Being is participable by us only
through ‘energies’ and ‘illuminations’? And the word of this great Athanasius, that the
coming of the Holy Spirit occurs by means of ‘energies’ and ‘powers’, what use will it
have? 1t

Thus the patristic teaching of man’s ‘participation’ in God, or B&wmaig, implies
the necessity for theology to distinguish between the Hypostasis or Person of

the Holy Spirit and His Gifts or Energies, and also between the Essence of
God and His Energies.

Conclusion

It 15 interesting to notice that these somewhat *scholastic’ discussions on a
patristic text reveal at the same time an important development of the Byzantine
theology of the Holy Spirit, and also contribute to a clarification of patristic
Prneumatology.

1) Eternal Relation Son-Spirit

We notice that the debate on the Filiogue has shifted its focus. Photius (ca.
820-ca. 891) had discussed the relation between the Son and the Holy Spirit
only within the context of the divine ‘economy’ in his Mystagogy of the Holy
Spirit, the first systematic discussion of the Fifiogue in Byzantium, With Nike-
phoros Blemmydes Byzantine theology starts to focus on the eteral relation
between the Son and the Spirit, on the basis of the patristic teaching that the
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father ‘through the Son’.

2) Distinction between ‘Hypostatic Origin' and ‘Eternal Manifestation’

The expression ‘through the Son’ needed clarification, for it could be argued
that it implies the doctrine of the Filiogue. Gregory of Cyprus, therefore, was led
to distinguish between the hypostatic origin (Tmap&ic) of the Holy Spirit from
the Father alone, and His eternal manifestation or shining forth (Gidiog Expavete,
Eﬁlupuﬂlg. puvEpmalg) from the Father ‘through the 5on’'7. Blemmydes,

" Ihid., 290A. We were unable to find the patristic references, They seem to be of a mone
general than specific nature.

"' Or between “existing’ {fmipyel) and ‘having existence’ (GmapSwy Exewv), of. Papadakis,
ap. cit,; p. Q0. See also above, n. 11: finepbis ol Exedpeoaig’.
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however, dit not yet make this distinction, and he did not yet use the word
UmapEic in this particular sense!'®. Therefore his theology might seem some-
what undeveloped and ambiguous!®,

3} Distinction Person (Hypostasis)-Gift (Energy) of Holy Spirit, and Divine
Essence-Energies

Gregory of Cyprus points out that the theological vocabulary of Athanasius,
such as ‘Gift' and ‘Energy’, needs clarification. He argues that the Gift or
Energy of the Holy Spirit is not identical with His Hypostasis or the Divine
Essence. We notice here already in rudimentary form the teaching of Gregory
Palamas (1296-1339) one century later®®,

4y Distinction between Divine Theology and Economy

In conjunction with the previous point Gregory remarks that the theological
vocabulary of Athanasius did not yet make a distinction between the two levels
on which we can speak about God, viz. His Eternal Life or Being, and His
revelation and saving acts ad extra. Gregory points out that such a distinction is
necessary for theelogical clarity, and that the doctrine of the Filiogque confuses
the divine theology and economy.

W Bee above, n. 6.

1% However, some of the criticisms, made by scholars in the last few years, are not based on any
evidence, Thus Papadakis remarks that, according to Blemmydes, “the Son had a real participation in
the eternal procession of the Spirit” (op. o, p. 85). This remark is not supported by any document-
ation, and Grumel already had come to the conclusion that Blemmydes did not attribute the ‘active
production of the Spirit’ W the Son {op. cir., p. 6511} It alse has been argued that Blemmydes ident-
ifies the Person of the Holy Spirit with His charismata: Andrew . Sopko, *Palamism before
Palarnas and the Theology of Gregary of Cyprus®, S, Viadimir's Theological Quarterly 23 (1979},
pp. 139-147 {144, n. 16); Papadakis, op. cit., p. 85, Both authors refer to PG 142, 540, However,
this passage does not deal with the yepiopata, and the word itself is not even mentioned,

0 Several scholars have already noted the relation between Gregory's main theological
concept, viz. the “etemal manifestation” of the Spirt through the Son, and Palamas’ doctrine of the
divine ‘energies’. See especially Jean Mevendorff, fnfroduction & U'élude de Grégoive Falamas
(Paris, 195%), pp. 25-30.

Eusebius of Caesarea and
Some Early Opponents of Athanasius

B.H. WarminGTON, Bideford

In ‘The Life of Constantine’, to give it the usual inexact title, written or
completed by Eusebius at the very end of his long life some four years after
the Council of Tyre of 333, there stands a passage’ which seems to have more
relevance to a specific concern of Eusebius than to the emperor. Giving an
enthusiastic account of the Council held at Jerusalem between two sessions of
the Council of Tyre, to dedicate Constanting’s newly built Church of the Holy
Sepulchre and to celebrate the thirtieth anniversary of his accession, Eusebius
listed the numerous provinces, many of whose bishops were present. He singled
out, without naming them, some individual bishops who could doubtless be
identified by his earliest readers, as we can identify them now, The Macedonians,
he says, sent their metropohitan. This was Alexander of Thessalonica, who had
been on the side of his namesake of Alexandria in the early stages of the Arian
controversy. More recently, ¢. 334, he had congratulated Athanasius on ensuring
the collapse of a serious allegation by the Meletians, and a year later, at the
Council of Tyre, had written a letter objecting to the composition of the so-
called Mareotis Commission, saying it was loaded against Athanasius. Next,
however, we read that the Pannonians and Moesians had sent ‘the fairest of
God’s youthful flock” — 1o mop” adtoug dvBotvia k@Ain T Tou Bgol veo-
Aaiag, These have long been recognized as Valens of Mursa and Ursacius of
Singidunum, both members of the Mareotis Commission and active in church
politics for the next twenty years, constantly appearing as leading opponents of
Athanasius. An encyclical sent to all churches by the Egyptian bishops in support
of Athanasius in 337/8, in which the hand of Athanasius himself 1s often seen,
referred to the two as 'young in years and behaviour’ — b0 vemtépoc Thv
fhikioy xoi tov tpdmove, Since the ‘Life’ was probably not completed il
339, Eusebius may be quietly replying to this hostile description. Among those
Eusebius went on to characterize as leading Cilicians were presumably to be
numbered Marcissus of Neronias, an old associate of pre-Nicene days, also with
many years as an opponent of Athanasius to come, and probably Macedonius
of Mopsuestia, another member of the Commission. One could suggest that

VeIV 43,3 4.
f_-d'tlh. Apol. c. Ar. 13, In 343, The Council of Serdica called them scoundrels, mopmuvpory
Xol EEwdsotitey, Ath. ibid. 37 41,
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among those described as highly coluvated Cappadocians was the metropolitan
Dianius of Caesarea, later praised by Basil for his personal qualities®.

What is Eusebius doing here with allusions to such an apparently mixed
bag? The ‘Life of Constanting” is not a formal panegyric?, but the influence
of the panegyrical genre upon it was so strong that Eusebius adhered almost

consistently to the convention that only the emperor and his family should be

named, and other persons referred to obliquely, if at all, and then only in
connexion with the emperor. In the whole work only one secular official 1s
singled out for high praise, and his name is not in the text but in a posthumous
chapter heading; this was the imperial notarius Marianus who escorted the
bishops from Tyre to Jerusalem and represented the emperor at the celebrations®,
In the context of such a work as the ‘Life’, with its almost exclusive con-
centration on the actions of the emperor, to refer favourably to some half a
dozen bishops identifiable even in coded language was to pay them a very high
compliment and suggests some definite purpose. This is the more obvious in
that the most important presence in the ‘Life’ after the emperor is its author,
Through many first person statements, references to his speeches before the
emperor, and the incorporation of letters from the emperor to, or referring to,
himself, Eusebius strove to enhance his own importance and add to the authority
of his work.

The Council of Tyre, and especially the Mareotis Commission, is dammned in
the history of Athanasius, or perhaps we should say Athanasian history, since
it was he who wrote most of it, as having been hopelessly biassed against him.,
This was his argument when he appealed to Constanting from the Council, and
in the following years it was constantly reiterated by his supporters®, Constantine
had accepted the verdict of Tyre in spite of his protest, to the extent of relegating
him to Gaul”, but had not allowed a successor to be appointed. Within a month
of his death in May 337, all exiled bishops were allowed to return to their
sees; this included Athanasius, who was furmished with a letter from Constantine
the Younger, whose initiative the restoration is assumed to be, because of
his status as eldest and potentially senior Augustus®. The letter could claim

3 Ep. 51

¢ For recent treatments of the nature of the VIO, T.D. Bames, *Panegyric, history and hagio-
araphy in Eusehiug's Life of Constanting’, in R. Williams (ed.) The Mobing of Crthodoxe:
Essavs in Honowr of Hemry Chadwick (Cambrdge, 198%), But see Avenl Cameron, ‘Eusebius of
Caesarca and the Rethinking of History®, in Tria Corda. Scritti in anore di Arpaldo Momigliane
(Como, 1983), and H.A. Drake, *What Eusebius knew: the genesis of the Vita Constantini®, CF 83
(1988), pp. 20-3%.

*VC TV 44, On Marianus, see B.H, Warmington, ‘The Sources of some Constantinian
Documents’. Srudia Parristica XYL, vol, 1 (1985), pp. 93-U8,

5 Ath. Apol. . Ar. 86 (personal appeal); pp. 3-1% (encyclical of Egyptian bishops).

T T3, Barnes, Avhanasius and Constantive (Cambrdge, Mass. 19933, 25 asserts that Con-
stantine thus annulled the decision, but this goes too far.

* Ath. Apel. ¢ Ar. 87,
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without fear of contradiction that the restoration had been intended by the
elder Constantine all along. No explanation for this precipitate action exists,
other than the pretensions of Constantine the Younger as eldest son. Given the
well-attested political uncertainty in the months following his father’s death,
Constantius acquiesced. However, matters changed in the next two years. If
the recent and convineing reconstruction by T.D. Barnes® of the chronology of
events in the career of Athanasius between May 337 and Aprl 339 is comrect,
Eusehius's presentation of Tyre falls into place. Athanasius 1s deemed to have
been faced soon after his return with a renewed condemnation by a council at
Antioch in 337/8, to have seen Constanting at Cappadocian Caesarea in the
summer of 338 and to have justified himself (by what means is not known),
but to have lost the support of the emperor following another Antiochene
council in 338/9. Constantius spent both winters at Antioch and may even
have been at the second council. The strength of the opposition to the return of
Athanasius and perhaps the violent scenes which had occurred in a4 number of
eastern cities seem (o have impressed Constantius who, now that his control of
the eastern part of the empire was firmly established, agreed to the removal of
Athanasius and the sending of a replacement, thus accepting the verdict of
Tyre in full. It was during this time, in 337/8, that the bishops of Egypt issued
therir encyclical dencuncing in detail its conduct and that of the Mareotis
Commission!",

It was also the period in which Busebius was completing his work. He had of
course been at both Tyre and Jerusalem and was indeed one of the six bishops
sent by the bishops at Tyre to Constantinople to defend its proceedings when
they were called in question by Constantine!!, His specific reference to Tyre is
bland in the extreme!'?. Having alluded in the vaguest possible terms to troubles
in the church in Egypt, he reproduced Constantine’s letter to the bishops
assembling at Tyre urging them to settle their differences, but dismissed the
Council’s proceedings in a single sentence, to the effect that his instructions
were carried out. This at least associated the emperor (and himself) directly
with the Council’s verdict. He then focussed on the celebrations at Jerusalem
which, for the emperor, were the main point of the gathering of bishops, and it
15 in the context of congratulatory rhetoric about this event that he alludes to
the bishops mentioned. The juxtaposition of Alexander of Thessalonica, who
had expressed doubts about the proposed composition of the Mareotis Com-
mission, with two if not three of its six members, may seem at first sight sur-
prising, However, it is not certain that Alexander did not in the end agree to
the membership of the commission, or that the bishops finally chosen were

? Above n. 7, pp. 35-46.

® Ath, Apal, . Ar, 319,

' Ath. Apel. ¢, Ar. 87. The others were Fusebius of Nicomedia, Theognis of Nicaea, Patraphilus
of Scythopalis, Ursacius and Valens,

VO TV 42, 43,
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those he had objected o', Furthermore the Egyptian bishops in their encyclical
of 337/8, for whom Alexander’s letter of protest was an important document,
admitted that their opponents nevertheless numbered Alexander as one of their
own, and explained this by alleging intimidation'®. Eusebius’s favourable allusion
to him accords exactly with the admission of the Egyptians.

The three members of the Commission alluded to by Eusebius were all
yvoung and are not known to have been active previously. Valens and Ursacius
were from Latin speaking provinces, and their presence might have been used
to show that it was not entirely an affair of eastern bishops formerly defenders
of Arius. The bishops who wrote in support of Athanasius during the council of
Tyre name'® as leaders of a ‘conspiracy’ against their leader Eusebius (of Nico-
media), Narcissus, Maris, Theognis, Theodorus (of Heraclea) and Patrophilus
(of Scythopolis). Maris, Theognis and Theodorus were the three members of
the Commission not alluded to by Eusebius, while Valens, Ursacius and Mace-
donius are not named as leading ‘conspirators’ by the Egyptians. Their member-
ship of the Commission may have resulted from Alexander’s protest, which
seemed reasonable to the comes Dionysius who was responsible for the good
order of the proceedings. Dionysius, however, refused to refer the whole
matter back to the emperor as the Egyptians asked; he was doubtless following
instructions, since for Constantine the purpose of the council at Tyre was 1o
take the decision on Athanasius. In the years 337-339, when the Mareotis
affair was being repeatedly gone over by both Athanasius and those who had
opposed him, the placing of the decision of Tyre in association with the letter
of instruction from the emperor, and the discreet allusion to some members of
the Commission with the implication that they were persons of the highest
respectability, was an assertion of the validity of the Council.

It is hard to do more than guess at the intended readership of the "Life’. No
doubt Eusebius’s own church at Caesarea would have had an immediate inter-
est in it; it is often supposed that his successor Acacius wrote the chapter
headings after the author’s death. Then there were many bishops in the densely
populated Syrian provinces with whom Eusebius can be linked, though the
lack of any surviving episcopal correspondence at this date means there is no
evidence to justify the use of the word *friendship’. Of those alive in 337/9 were
Patrophilus of Scythopolis, who had, with Eusebius himself, held a Palestinian
synod ¢. 321 defending Arius though urging submission to his bishop'®; Theo-
dotus of Laodicea and Narcissus of Neronias, both provisionally excommunicated

B Ath, Apol. c. Ar. 80-82.

1t Ath. Apel. c. Ar. 16,

1* Ath. Apol. ¢. Ar. 77, T8. cp. 79, adding Flacillus of Antioch,

' Soz. 1, 13, Optiz 10. On this stage of the Arian contoversy, see R, Williams, Arins. Heresy
aired Tradivion (London, 1987,
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with him in 325 (Patrophilus and Marcissus were both attacked in the Egyptian
encyclical of 337/8 as among the leaders of the conspiracy against Athanasius);
Theodotus was the dedicatee of the Praeparatio Evangelica and together with
Narcissus the most active in seeking to get Eusebius made bishop of Antioch!’.
Then there was Flacillus of Antioch, who had probably presided at Tyre and to
whom Eusebius dedicated the conrra Marcellum. Also significant at precisely
this time was another Eusebius, later of Emesa; a pupil of our Eusebius (the
only one known) and of Patrophilus, and a friend of Flacillus, it is not surprising
that he was the choice of the eastern bishops in the council of 338/9 to replace
Athanasius, though he prudently refused'®. As for secular persons, the immense
ceuvre of Eusebius is almost devoid of references to them, and the only such
individual with whom there are grounds 1o suppose a he had a good acquaintance
is the imperial notarins Marianus'®, However, it is hard to believe that as a
hishop in a provincial capital, a frequent visitor to Antioch and occasional
visitor to Constantinople, there were no others. Eusebius might even have hoped
for Constantius’s notice, given his eastern residences in these years and Euse-
hius's knowledge of the court and its ways.

Athanasius always wrote of Eusebius of Nicomedia and his associates, in
effect Maris and Theognis, as the source of all his troubles up to 341; Euse-
bius of Caesarea appears as just one of the usual suspects, along with those
named above (and others). In any case, the Egyptian bishops at Tyre in 335 are
specific that he only became an enemy of Athanasius the year before®, There
may have been a connection with the abortive council called by the emperor to
Caesarea, which Athanasius did not attend. Athanasius may or may not have
received rough justice, but it is certain that he had intimidated the Meletians
over the years? and had not acted in accordance with the eirenic decisions of
Micaea which could have led to their ultimate reintegration into the church —
arrangements which Athanasius later criticized®. This may have been genuinely
offensive to others besides Eusebius who, at least for the purpose of the “Life’,
consistently portrayed Constantine as an advocate of conciliation and moderation,
and associated himself with this approach. Whether, if at all, Eusebius of Nico-
media and others were animated by Arian sympathics to take up the Meletian
cause cannot be certainly known, since all rests on the repeated assertions of
Athanasius.

" They, with Theodorus, head the list of addressees of Constanting’s letter replying o their
reqquest that Eusebius be permitted to move from Caesarea to Antioch, VO, 11, 62,

18 Sox, 16,

" Above n, 5.

M Ath. Apol. c. Ar. T7.

3 S0 Bames, n. 7 above, 32f. and 230, in particular defending the relevance of P. Lond. 1914
to the Meletians.

2 Ath. Apel. ¢. Ar. 71, and cp. 59,



64 B.H. WARMINGTON

That the amour propre of the eastern bishops was involved in any attempt to
set aside the verdict of Tyre whether by emperor or bishop of Rome is certain.
This is the reason for the concern of Eusebius in the passage under discussion,
however surprising its context. Whether he wished to restate what was generally
known in order to reassure those who had been with him at Tyre, or to seck to
persuade those who had doubts, or even to reach Constantius, we cannot say.
The passage should be added to others in which Eusebius, rather than con-
centrating entirely on the emperor, seems to have, or has been seen to have, a
strategy of his own — the exaltation of episcopal status, the way Nicaea 15
presented, his failure to become bishop of Antioch, and possibly the omission
of any reference to the discovery of a supposed relic of the True Cross®,

O this last, see W, Drijvers, Helena Auwgusia (Leiden, 1992), 8361, with recent bibliography.
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Some Cultural Contacts of St. Basil at Antioch

Philip M. Beacowr, Oldham

I have often thought that an innkeeper at Podandus, nestling at the foot of
the Cilician Gates in southern Cappadocia, must have done well out of the
episcopal traffic on the road between Caesarea and Antioch in the fourth century.
For Basil, one might regard that road as a sort of theological umbilical cord;
his link with such friends and mentors as Meletius and Diodorus of Tarsus.
In this paper | will suggest it was also a cultural umbilical cord; one which
consoled Basil when the proverbial ignorance and stupidity of his Cappadocian
congregation became too much for him!! Philip Rousseau has recently high-
lighted the problematic nature of the biographical data concemning Basil®. Texts
such as Basil, Ep. 223 and Gregory of Nyssa's, Life of Macrina, written in the
3705 and 380s, when purporting to describe events which occurred in the 350s,
must be handled with care. Of course we do possess one document from the
350s, Basil's first letter, which helps us to fill the gap in his life between leaving
Athens and settling into his first monastic retreat at Annesi. But has Basil told
us the whole story? In this paper I offer an account of what Basil does not tell
us in Ep. 1 about his activities in 356/7.

I begin with the relationship between Basil and Libanius which is of course
controversial. Both Socrates (HE 4 26) and Sozomen (ffE 6 17) testify that
Basil and Gregory of Narianzus were pupils of Libanius at Antioch, sub-
sequent to their studies at Athens. There is however no other indication that
Basil ever studied at Antioch and the chronology of his life after returning
from Athens to Cappadocia in 355 would appear to allow no time for this. The
Basilian manuscripts contain twenty-five letters purporting to be between the
two men (Epp. 335-59), while the Libanius tradition adds one other (Lib. Ep.
647). Their personal acquaintance is implied by Epp. 336, 345 and 358 but
there seems to be independent evidence for this in Ep. 13 of Gregory of Nyssa.
In this letter to Libanius, Gregory speaks of the teaching he received from his

' Scathing comments on Cappadocian Greek abound: Lucian, Epig. 43 = Anth. Pal. K1 436;
Philostratus, Vir. Saph. 1T 13 (258); Isidore of Pelusium, £p. 281. However there is evidence to
place against this stereotype. Libanius, Ep. 1048, admittedly to a Cappadocian professor, praises
the culture of Cappadocians. The whole issue is dealt with brilliantly by L. Robert, Opera Minora
Selecta IV (Amsterdam, 1974), pp. 388-93 in his exposition of the epitaph of a Cappadocian
named Glaphyrus, found on the island of Lipari, which defiantly challenges the preconceptions
of his native land (G, Kaibel, Epigrammata Graeca (1878), no, 640).

! P. Rousseau, Basil of Caoesarea (Berkeley, 1994), ch. | esp. p. 211
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brother Basil, who had been Libanius’ pupil. The authenticity of Gregory's letter
has been questioned, but without justification®. One should also note the
evidence of the sixth-century historian, Zacharias Rhetor, which seems to in-
dicate that in the late fifth century the correspondence between Basil and
Libanius was regarded as authentic®, Any contact between the two most probably
took place at Constantinople. Basil studied there between 346 and 351. For
most of this time Libanius was in Nicomedia but he probably returned to Con-
stantinople in 350/1°.

[ do not have the space here to indulge in a lengthy exposition of the scholarly
debate surrounding the Basil-Libanius correspondencet. As a generalization it
is fair to say that Basilian scholars have been more inclined to accept the
authenticity of at least some of the letters than have those who have
approached the matter through the manuscripts of Libanius. That said, the letter
[ propose to use, Basil, Ep. 343, is one of three which occur in the Vossianus
manuscript tradition of Libanius to which Seeck gave the utmost priority, In the
context of the collection as a whole, its claims to authenticity are relatively strong,

Ep. 345 was dated to 358 by Seeck on account of its position in the datable
tradition of the Libanius manuscripts’. In the letter Libanius recalls how, ‘mok-
Aaxig &v Zrpatnyiov ool guyyevopevos ffouknny Sl tfic ofic coplag

3 Greg. MNyss. Ep. 13.4 = Pasquali, GNO Vol. VI, I, Epistulas, p, 45. A. Laube, De Litterarum
Libanil et Basilii copvmercio (Breslaw, 1913), p. 12, argued against authenticity. Afficmed by
M. Aubincau, Traité de la Virginité (3Ch 119; Paris, 1966), p. 45.

* For Zacharias, writing in the first half of the sixth century, speaking of Alexandria betwesn
483-T zee E. Honigmann, Studi ¢ Tes (1953), p. 19311, The relevant passape of Zacharias is in
PO-IL 135,

5 A. Norman, Libanis’ Antobiograptry, Oration [ (Oxford, 19635), vil-viii, argues that Libanius
wits either al Nicomedia or Constantinople between 343 and 353 and that he did not returm to settle
permanently in Antioch until 354. Rousseau (n. 2), p. 37, accepts that Basil did come under
Libanius” influence at Constantinople and exploits the Basil-Libanius cormespondence, pp. 57-00,
while acknowledging the problems of anthenticity,

& 'The arguments about the chronelogy and the authenticity of the Basil-Libanius comespondence
have a long history. Tillemont argued for their anthenticity. Maran, in his Vita Basilii, PG 29
p. x and clviii-clx, was highly sceptical. Laube (n. 3} argued strongly against all the letiers,
M. Bessieres, La Tradinion manuserite de la correspondance de 8, Basile (Oxford, 1923), pp. 133-
174, thought twelve letters authentic, R, Foerster, Libanii apera, Tom. IX, pp. 197-233, accepted
only Libanius Epp. 5301 (= Bas. Ep. 3538) and 647 as authentic but did not think they were
addressed o Basil the Great. P. Fedwick, “A Chronology of the Life and Works of Basil of Caesarea’
in Basil of Caesarea, Christian, Humanist, Asceric, ed. P. Fedwick (Toronto, 1981), Vol. |, p. 5
n. 1% accepts nine of the twelve leters Bessigres thought authentic. See also M, Forlin Patrucco,
Basilio di Cesarea. La lettere (Turin, 1983), Vol. 1, p. 39, n. 95, 1.-R. Pouchet, Basile f¢ Grand
et son umivers o 'amis d'aprés sa correspondance: une stratévie de communion (Bome, 1992),
pp. 1531-175 accepts only Epp. 335-40 as authentic.

! 0. Seeck, Die Briefe des Libanius zeitlich peordner (Leipzig, 1906), p. 469. The arguments
advanced by Foerster (n. G), pp. 199-201 for rejecting this one letter of the Vossianus tradition,
having accepled the other two do not seem to me compelling. As for his refusal to accept that the
letters are o Basil the Great, compare the arguments of P. Petit, Les Efudiants de Libanins (Parns,
1957}, pp. 126-128, in particular his view that one of the ‘veoviokoug' of Libanius, Ep, 647 is
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slc 0 Pabog Thg "Ounpov paviag elosileiy’. Bessitres suggests that Strate-
gius was presumably a sophist friend of Libanius, living at Antioch, with whom
Basil could have stayed during his trip around the near east from 356 to 3585
I suggest however that this man is Strategius Musonianus, pragtorian prefect of
the East between 354 and 358, about whom we are very well informed®. The
details of his career need not be repeated here, merely some salient characteristics
noted. His facility in both Latin and Greek had attracted the attention of Con-
stantine, who used him as an adviser in ecclesiastical affairs (Amm. 15.13.1-2;
cf. Eusebius, Vit. Const. 3.59.3; 3.62.1). It was the emperor himself who gave
him the name Musonianus. Libanius always calls him Strategius. He features
frequently in Libanius’ correspondence but the full literary flavour of the
friendship is brought out in Lib. Epp. 430 and 552. In the former (dated to
355), Libanins recounts how, when once he visited Strategius, he found him-
self reciting Homer to him in the bath! ‘... mapd 18 10v Zrpatiylov fHav
kol Al Aovtpov ExeiBev, & pév hovosdpsvos, Eyd 62 adtdv Ty "Opnpou
Tt nepléuevoy @omv'. In Ep. 552, written to one Anatolius in 357, Libanius
mentions hearing a rhetorical performance in Strategius’ house. One can see
how the scene described in Basil, Ep. 345 fits perfectly into such a context,

In Strategius Musonianus we have therefore a man of political power and of
classical education who was also a Christian; a fourth century Maecenas holding
literary soirées at his official residence in Antioch. Unfortunately Basil has for-
gotten to tell us about his attendance at these in his first letter! Ep. | is of course
addressed to one Eustathius. In recent years Basilian scholars have followed
Gribomont in identifying him as Basil's long-time friend, the bishop of Sebaste™.
Gribomeont interpreted the ‘philosophy’ Basil 1s seeking in the letter as Chnstian
asceticism, which is indeed a common meaning of the word. Previously how-
ever the Eustathius of this letter had been identified with the philosopher
mentioned by Ammianus as taking part in negotiations with the Persians
(Amm. 17.5.15). Intriguingly his inclusion on that embassy to Sapor in 358
was suggested by Musonianus. Indeed, even since Gribomont’s article, some

Firminus, the addressee of Basil, Ep. 116, Pouchet {n. &), p. 157 rejects Ep. 345 on grounds of style,
suggesting that a sophist could have provided his pupils with historically plavsible data for a
rhetorical exercise, Pouchet also draws attention to the letter’s relatively low numerical position
in the Aa Basilian tradition but he does not address the question of its strong support in the
Libanian tradition. B, Cadiow, ‘Le Probléme des relations scholaires entre S, Basile ¢t Libanios”,
REG LXXIX {1966), pp. B9-98 also stresses the value of Lib. Ep. 647, "écrite en 361, pour
Wmoigner des rencontres, et peut-8tre de la communauté persistante de cullure entre I'école de
Libanios et le grand Cappadocien’.

E Bessigres (n. 6), p. 170. The Loeb text misses the significance of this letter by failing 1o see
i proper name here, [ follow Courtonne’s reading.

* PLRFE | ‘Musonianus’, p. 611-2, does mention this letter although rather confusingly labelling
it Bas, Ep. 11. Ep. 345 is of course the eleventh letter in the Basil-Libanius correspondence.

'" 'Eustathe le Philosophe et les voyages du jeune Basile de Césarée’, RHE 54 (1959},
pp. 115-124,
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scholars have been content to accept that Eustathius was a pagan philosopher.
Given the cultural milieu in which I am attempting to place Basil at Antioch 1
am attracted by this earlier identification'!. T am not convinced that the extensive
classical allusion in this letier 15 1o be disrmssed as an intellectual game. More-
over Eustathius 1s said explicitly to believe in the workings of Fate and Neces-
sity. It 15 true that Basil concludes by saying that the receipt of a letter from
EBustathius has reaffirmed his own belief in Christian Providence. We are not
however justified in assuming that this proves that the letter was Christian in
content and that therefore so also was its author. Basil refers only to the fact of
the arrival of the letter; he does not comment explicitly on the content'®. In any
case, even if one accepts Gribomont's identification, this letter 15 to be seen as
an allirmation that Basil is not intending to renounce his classical education. It
is easy to picture the young Cappadocian aristocrat, still somewhat puffed up
by his academic success at Athens, to use his brother Gregory's words (Vir. Mae.
6], mingling at one of Strategius’s house parties. Whether one was Christian or
pagan did not, ultimately, matter in an environment which was a great deal
more congenial to Basil than that which his future flock in Caesarea would
provide!?,

I conclude with one further piece of prosopographical speculation concerning
Leontius the sophist, the addressee of Basil Ep. 20'4. Basil's main reason for
writing is kept to the end — he wants Leontius’ critical opinion of his Cantra
Eunomium — but the tone and sentiment of the whole letter is illuminating.
First Leontius is criticised for not writing frequently enough. Basil's own
excuse for not corresponding is pressure of pastoral work. At the time he wrote
this Basil had presumably emerged from his monastic seclusion in Pontus to
aid bishop Eusebius of Caesarea. Basil goes on, ‘the strain, as it were, that I
have taken on by my tiresome association with the vulgar, makes me naturally

" For example B, Treucker, Politische und sosfalgeschichtliche Studien zu den Basilius-
Brigfen (Frankfurt, 1961}, pp. 60-1 and P. Brown, The Body and Society (New York, 1988), pp. 301-
2. Those who identify Eustathins with the pagan philosopher in Ammianus usually assume he is
identical with the Eustathius who fgores prominently in Bunapius, Lives of the Sophists, How-
ever, by my reading of Eunapius, fis Eustathius is dead by 355, See P. Beagon, “The Cappadocian
Fathers, Women and Ecclesiastical Politics’, VC 49 (1995). p. 177, n. 18,

2 Contra Rousseau (n. 2), po 90, n. 106, Forlin Patrucea (n. 6) also follows Gribomont's ident-
ification but she admits that *tf) Lopdrnti cow' is an unwsoal form of address for Basil to use to
a bishop.

= O the tolerance that Libanius could show to educated Christians see the apposite remarks
of W. Liebeschuetz, Antioch: City and fmperial Administration in the Later Roman Empire
(Oxford, 1972), pp. 226-7.

¥ Leontius is also the addressee of Ep, 21, See Forlin Patrucco’s commentary (n. 6), pp. 330-
336, I believe he conld also be the Leontius of Basil, Ep. 35, In Forlin Patrucco's opinion this
man cannol be the same as the sophist, since he 15 deseribed as *tou aldeowmtdron Gdelon” and
such a form of address is normally confined to the clergy. However this fitle is used in Ep. 148
of Maximus, a former governar of Cappadocia, and in Ep. 198 1o deseribe a government official, the
peragguator of MNicaea,
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reluctant to address you sophists’ (Loeb trans. Vol. 1, p. 125). There is a textual
crux here; Deferrari reads “ti} xoetaxopér cuvnbeig’, while both Courtonne
and Forlin Patrucco have merely 11 xotoxopig® and translate it as a reference
to the unsophisticated speech of the ordinary Cappadocians. The point is, how-
ever, whichever reading one adopts, Basil distances himself from his pastoral
flock and identifies the educated elite world of Leontius as his natural home.
In contrast to his own reticence Basil says that Leontius should jump at any
chance to publicise his own work, *since of all the Greeks whom I know you
are the best fitted to speak. And | know, I think, the most celebrated men
among you' {Loeb trans. vol. I, p. 125). Leaving flattery aside, this 15 no small
claim to make as Basil was acquainted with such as Prohaeresius and
Himerius, from his time in Athens, as well of course as Libamuos lmself. The
*Hellenism’ in question here 1s of the cultural/intellectual rather than the religious
variety, the idea of the ‘Eidinvikog Plog’, as developed by Festugiére. In
essence this entails paying due attention to the civilised niceties of life. And
one of the marks of a civilised man is to take any opportunity to write (o a
friend!-.

[s it possible to supplement our informations on Leontius? A glance at any
relevant prosopography indicates how common the name was. Seeck listed
sixteen Leontil in his work on the letters of Libanius, Hauser-Meury traced
four i the writings of Gregory of Nazianzus while PLEE 1 has no fewer than
lwenty-three entries under the name'®, Although Basil's correspondent is given
a completely separate entry in PLRE, ‘Leontius 10, there is clearly a chance
that some of the material listed under the other Leontii could refer also to him.
For the sake of clanty | examine here only one other PLRE entry ‘Leontius 5°
(although ‘Leontius 9 also presents possibilities). This man has been hesitantly
identified as the comes Orientis mentioned in C.Th. 8.18.5, dated to 349, Ac-
cording to PLRE he 1s “possibly identical’ with the recipient of Libanius Ep.
340 who was living at Antioch in 358", In fact, the recipient of this letter is not
Leontius at all but one Aresius. Leontius is however mentionad in the second
half of this letter. This man has come to sit at the feet of Libanius, having
shunned the moh, the agora and affairs of state. Libanius describes him as a
skilled speaker and a lover of wise men who has gained many friends in a very
short time, We have seen that this letter dates from about, or just afier, the time
that Basil himself was in Antioch. Was Leontius, I wonder, another house-
guest of Strategius Musontanus?

" A Festugitre, Anrioche paienne er chrétienne: Libanius, Chrysostome, et les moines de
Syrie (Paris, 1959), pp. 219-223, esp. 222 citing Lib. Ep, 347.2,

I Beeck (n, 7h; M. Hauser-Meury, Prosopographie zu den Schriften Gregors von Nazianz
(Bonn, 1960},

' Suggested by Seeck (n. T), p. 194, though Foerster {n. 6) Vol. X, p. 322 thinks 'parum certa
res est’,



Basilius: Adversus Eunomium 11 4;
Eine untypische Verwendung von ovola und onootacig?

Thomas Béns, Munich

Die beiden fiir die Trinititstheologie des Basilius zentralen Begriffe oloia
und tmootaoig sind in der Forschung der letzten Jahrzehnte eingehend unter-
sucht worden!, Dies trifft auch fiir den speziellen Fall von Adversus Eunominm
I-11T zu. Trotzdem ist die Terminologie an einer Stelle, ndmlich in Adv. Eun. 11
4, sehr auffillie gebraucht, wie dies auch von anderen Forschern {z.B. Gar-
nier) bemerkt wurde. Im folgenden soll gezeigt werden, daB dies darauf
zuriickzufiihren ist, dal eine Passage aus Adv. Eun. 11 4 in ihrer jetzigen Form
schwer 1n den iibrigen Kontext von Adv. Eun. Il 4 einzufiigen ist.

1. Kontext und Problemstellung von Adv. Eun. 11 4

Basilius beginnt seine Erdrterungen in Adv. Eun. 11 4 mit der Frage, ob sich
aus dem Unterschied (Siopopa) der Namen (dvopoeta) folgern lasse, dall sich
auch die oboion der Benannten unterscheiden. Wenn man z.B. von Petrus und
Paulus spreche, seien beide dem Namen nach unterschieden, aber sie hiiten
eine einzige oboie, Die Namen treffen also nach Basilius nicht auf die oboia
selbst zu, sondern allein auf die Eigentiimlichkeiten (idudpoato pova), bei
denen eine Differenz angezeigt werde. Wihrend also die Namen allein aof die
Charakteristika der einzelnen Personen bezogen seien, sie die oboia als mate-
riell Zugrundeliegendes (DAikov Dmokeipevov)? zu verstehen. Dabei wiirden
beim Horen des Namens die Eigentiimlichkeiten im Gedanken ‘eingeprigt’
(teov lduopdrov & mepl abtov Beopeiton vy Evvowny fvtumolpeba)’,
Basilius verwendet hier ein Beispiel: wenn man Petrus hire, so denke man

I ¥gl. zum Beispiel G. Bausenhart: “In allem uns gleich aufer der Stnde’. Studien zum Bei-
trag Maximos® des Bekenners zur alikirchlichen Christologie. Mit einer kommentierten Uberset-
zung der ‘Disputatio com Pymho' (Mainz, 1992}, 5. 46-53 (mit zahlrcichen Hinweisen zur ncuc-
ren Forschung).

I Adv. Eun 114 (120,11 Seshoiié); vgl. auch Adv. Eun. T 15 (1 226,341 Seshoiié). Zur Inter-
pretation des Begriffes vgl, R.M, Hilbner; “Gregor von MNyssa als Verfasser der sop. ep. 38 des
Basilius, Zuwmi unterschiedlichen Verstdndnis der obale bei den kappdozischen Bridern’. Tn: 1.
Fontaine / Ch. Kannengiesser (Hgg.): Epekrasis. Mélanges patristigues offerts au Cardinal Jean
Daniélou (Paris, 1972), 8, 463-420, hier 474,480,

3 Adv. Eun. 11 4 (11 20,121 Sesbaiié).
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zugleich, er sel der Sohn des Jonas (Mt 16,17), er stamme aus Betsaida (Joh
1.44), er sel ein Bruder des Andreas, von den Fischern zum apostolischen
Dienst berufen (Mt 4,18), er habe wegen des Glaubens die Erbauung der Kir-
che auf sich genommen (Mt 16,16-18) usw. All diese Eigentiimlichkeiten, die
mil dem Wort bzw. Namen Petrus verbunden seien und im Gedanken erfalit
wiirden, seien micht die oboig, ndmlich die als Omootoolg verstandene
(ohaiw, T O bndotacig vooupevn)?, Folglich zeige der Name den yopox-
tip, nicht aber die ovoie®. Aufgrund der weiteren Diskussion dieser Stelle sei
der Text in Ausziigen angefiihrt:

Kaitor Tig dv wm Loy ot auppovay Tpoadorto St dv i dvouati 2ot -
popi, Tovtev mapniiay e kai tae obolag dviykn; [Métpov vap kel [Tadhov
kil rafonids dvlpomoy mhvtaov tpoonyopial pev dudpopor, oboia 82 nivroy
i Avomep &v toig mheiotowg ol abtol dhAniowg opéy: toig & Ihubpact povoig Toig
nepl Exaatov Bempoupsvols Etspog Etepou drevnvoyapsey. "Ofev xal al mpoan-
vopial ooyl Tov obowy elol onpavokal, il tov idwtgoy al tov kel Eve
yapextnpiiovay, "Otav vouv droboopey [Etpoy, ol v oboioy abtol vooupey
£ ToU dvopatod — oboloy 88 Abyw vov T0 DAkdv Dmokeipevoy, Omep ODAGUGS
oTHOivEL TOUVOS —, dAAG TV IGwepdtoy § nept abtov Bempseital v Evvoloy
tvrumotpuefa. {...; es folgen die oben erwihnien biblischen Beziige) dv ofdév oty
obgia, 7 OF NOGTeoIg Voouprevt. Lot 10 dvopo TOV FepoKInpe PEv fjuiv
fpopiler tov IMEtpow abtiy 68 olbupon Tapiono TV odolay,

Basiliug will, wie die folgenden Ausfiihrungen in Adv. Eun. II 5 deutlich
machen, vor allem zeigen, daB auch in der Trinitit, beim Vater und Sohn®,

+ Adv. Eun. 11 4 (11 20,18 Sesboiié). Leider sagt F. Nager gerade zu dicsem Satz nichts {vgl.
F. Nager: Die Trinitdisiehre des hi. Basilivs des Grofen. Eine dogmengeschichiliche Studie
(Paderborn, 1912), 5. 57).

* Adv. Enn, 114 (11 20,18-20 Sesboiié). M.V, Anastos zeichnet ebenfalls in knapper Form den
Argumentationsgang nach (vgl. M.V, Anastos: 'Basil’s Kard Edvopiovo, A Critical Analysis’. In:
1. Fedwick (Hg.): Basil of Caesarea; Christian, Humanist, Ascetic. A Sixteen-Hundredth Anmi-
versary Symposieet, Part 1 (Toronto, 1981), 8, 67-136, hier 923, Eine Diskussion der Probleme
erfolgt jedoch nicht. Dies nfft in gleicher Weise auf I. Pelikan zu {vgl. J. Pelikan: Christianity
and Clagsical Culture, The Metamorphosts af Natural Thealogy in the Christian Encounter with
Hellenizm {Mew Haven-London, 1993), 5. 242).

F Diese Verwendung von Vater und Sohn bew. der Vorwar! an die Adresse des Eunomius, dall
die Namen bei Vater und Sohn nicht die Wesenheiten bezeichnen kdnnten, trifft nicht genau den
von Eupomius herausgearbeiteten Aspekt. Denn filr Eunomius bezeichnen Vater und Sohn ledig-
lich die £vépyeum, nicht aber die jeweilige oboin (vgl. Apol. 20,6-10 (58 Vaggione); 12,37 (43
VYaggione) etc.; dazu z.B. E. Miihlenbera: 'Die philosophische Bildung Gregors von Nyssa in
den Bilchern Contra Eunomium’. In: M. Harl (I {g.): Eerviture ef eulture dans la pensée de Gré-
gore de Nygse (Leiden, 19713, 8. 230-251, hier 231; Th.A. Kopecek: A History of Neg-Arianism
(Cambridge {Mass.), 1979, Vol. 11, 5. 332; BR. Monley: From Word io Silence I1: The way of
negation, Christian and Cereek (Bonn, 1986), 5. 130; K.-H. Uthemann: ‘Dhie Sprache der Theo-
logie nach Eunomius von Cyzicus', In: ZK(G 104 (1993, 5. 143-175, hier z.B. 147.149f; Th.
Bihm: Theoria — Unendlichikeir — Aufstiep. Philosophische Implikationen zu "De vitg Moysis® von
Gregor von Nyssa (Leiden-New York—Eoln, 1996), 5. 171-176 (dont weitere Lit)), Der Vorwurl
des Basilius milBte, priziser formuliert, heiBen: ans der Unterscheidung von Ungewordenheit
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MNamen unmdéglich die Wesenheit (obalx) darstellen kénnen. Er versucht, mit
Hilfe des obaia-Begriffes beim Menschen den Begniff der goulichen oboin
zu erlautern’. Es ergibt sich, dall aus der Unterschiedenheit der Namen in der
Trinitit auch nicht gefolgert werden kann, dab eine Unterscheidung der otoio
vorliege®. Dieses Beweisziel, das Basilius vor Augen hat, bedeutet dann aber
fiir Adv. Eun. 11 4, daB folgender Satz, auf den Basilius hinzielt, in sich pro-
blematisch ist: die oloie werde als DmOoTeo1lg verstanden®. Denn in Adv.
Eun. 11 4 versucht Basilius zu erldutern, daB die oboia nicht durch die Eigentiim-
lichkeiten charaktensiert wird; demgegeniiber soll aber sonst beir Basilius
gerade der Begriff iméotaoig die erkennbare individuelle Existenzweise be-
zeichnen. Diese Bt sich hier als das Zusammensein der otoio im Sinne eines
stofflichen Substrats mit den jeweiligen Eigentiimlichkeiten verstehen'®,
Diese Bestimmung ist dariiber hinaus deshalb auffiillig, weil Basilius in
Adv. Enn, 11 5 mut dem in Adv. Eun. 11 4 erarbeiteten Gedankengang zeigen
will, warum die Eigentiimlichkeiten im Falle der Trinitit die oboio nicht
bestimmen. Wiirde man die in Adv. Eun. I 4 herausgestellte *Identifizierung’
von obgie und tndotaoig auch dort verwenden, miiBte dies bedeuten, dal} die
Einheit der otoio von Vater und Sohn zugleich die Einheit der tmootaoig
impliziert'!, wodurch keine Unterscheidung etwa zu Markell von Ankyra'®

und Gewordenhen, also dieser Namen, wird bei Evnomius Gilschlicherweise gefolgert, dal Got
seiner ongie nach von allem anderen unterschieden ist, also auch vom ‘Sohn’, weil der Begnff
“Vater’ nur relativ im Hinblick auf den ‘Sohn’, also die #vépyewr, pridizierbar ist und folglich
auch nur eine relative Transzendenz des Vaters gegeniiber dem Sohn anzeigen kann,

PWel Adv. Eun, T 19 (1 240,35f Sesbotié); 1T 28 (11 120,48F Seshodid); dazu R.M. Hiibner,
1972 (Anm. 2), 5. 476-480; R.M. Hiibner: “Basilius von Caesarea und das HOMOGQUSIOS, In:
LK. Wickham / CP. Bammel / E.C.D. Humter (Hpg.}: Cheistian Faith and Greek Philosophy in
Late Antiquity: Exsavs in Tribute to George Christopher Stead, In Celebration of his Eighticth
Birthdeay 9th April 1993 (Leiden-MNew York-Kéln, 1993), 8, 70-21, hier T4f.

b Vel Adv. Eure. 105 (1 22,1-5 Sesboii€).

? Vel Adv. Eun. 114 {11 20,18 Sesboiié). Dic Ubersetzungen eines Anonymus und von Ses-
boiié geben den Text folgendermalen wieder: *wenn man unter Wesenheit die Substanz versieht’
(Anon.: ‘Unsers heiligen Vaters Basilivg, Erbischofes von Caesarea in Kappadocien, Biicher
aegen den BEunomius’, In: Sdmmtliche Werke der Kirchen-Vdter aus dem Urtexte in des Teutsche
fibersetzt (Kempten, 1838), Bad. 20, 5. 35-161 (fiir die Bicher [-111), hier 92); ‘aucune de ces pro-
priétés n'est sa substance, prise auw sens de sujet’ (Basile de Césarde. Confre Eunome suivi de
Eunone Apologie. Introduction, Traduction et Notes de B. Sesbodé, Tome II (3C 305; Pans,
1933}, 20). Diese Uhersetzungen sind vom iiberlieferten Text her miglich und richtig. Sic lésen
jedoch das hier vorgestellte Problem nicht.

0 Yol BM. Hibner, 1971 (Anm. 2), 5. 470-4532; R.M. Hiibner, 1993 (Anm. 7}, 5. 82.

I Zu den Problemen einer Ubertragung der fiir den menschlichen Bereich erarbeiteten Diffe-
renz von oboia und Omootam; auf die Begriffsbildung bei der Trinitde vgl. z2.B. G.C. Stead:
“Why Not Three Gods? The Logic of Gregory of Nyssa's Trnnitarian Doctrine’. In; H.R. Drobner
f Chr, Klock (Hege.): Srudien zu Gregor von Nyssa und der christfichen Spdiantike (F5 A, Spira)
(Leiden, 1990), 5. 149-163; G.C. Steud: *Homouosios (dpootnmag)’. In: RAC 16 (1992), Sp. 4241

2 Vel K. Seibt; Dig Theologie des Markell von Ankyra (Berlin-New York, 1994), z.B. 5.
323-333, Gegen die Annahme einer einzigen Hypostase wehit sich Basilius ausdriicklich, da dies
aus seiner Sicht zur Folge hiitte, die vorzeitige Existene des Einziggeborenen zu leugnen (vgl. ep.
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oder dem westlichen Serdicense!' mehr vorhanden wiire. Um die von Basilius
verwendete Terminologie in Adv, Eun. 11 4 besser einschitzen zu kinnen, ist
ein Blick auf seine sonstige, In Adv. Eun. vertretene Verwendung von ouola
und Dmoatoalg in aller gebotenen Kiirze notwendig.

2. Die Yerwendung von oveia und brocrasis in Adv. Eun. I-111

2.1, iméotaaig

Basilius von Caesarea verwendet den Begriff fmdotaoic! in Adversus
Eunomiwm vor allem, um zu zeigen, wie etwas zur Existenz (UmopEig) gelangt
oder zustande kommt bzw. konkret wird (oUotaoiwc). Dabei bilden — im Hin-
blick auf die Trinitit — die idiomatischen Unterscheidungen nicht etwa bloBe
Modifikationen der otoie, weil diese, um sich modifizieren zu kénnen, den
Modi selbst vorausgehen miilite’?. Die Andersheit von Vater und Sohn betrifft
somit nicht die oboin, sondern ist tpomoc, so dal eine relative Andersheit der
Hypostasen entsteht. Basilius nennt dies nicht explizit tpdémog OmipEewms. Er

210L3,15-18 (1T 192 Courtonne)). ¥Vgl. dazu R.M. Hibner, 1972 {Anm. 2}, 5. 468f (domt weitere
Lit.). S0 schon F. Nager, 1912 (Anm. 4), 5. 45f (mit Hinweisen auf Zahn und Atzberger).

B Yal. 1. Ulrich: Die Anfinge der abendlindischen Rezeption des Nizédmens (Berlin-New
York, 1994), 8, 26-109, bes. 67,7585 88,

1* Micht untersucht werden sollen Stellen, bei denen Eunomius oder Hebr 1,3 (Adv. Eun. 1 18
(1 236,27 Seshoiid): T 20 (1 244,11 Sesboiid); T 32 (T 136,48 Sesboiid)) zitiert werden bew, bei
denen ein nichttheologischer Sprachgebrauch vorherrscht (Adv. Eun. I 16 (11 64,39 Scsboiié); 111
TIT 1709 Sesboiié)). Problematisch ist — im Hinblick auf die newesten Publikationen — vor
allem die Darstellung bei J. Hammerstaedr, Er leitet die Begriffsbestimmung von ofoia und (nd-
otamg vor allem aus (Ps.-)Basilius, ep. 38 ab (vgl. J. Hammerstaedt: ‘Hypostasis (Omdocmams)’.
In: RAC 16 (1994), 5. 986-1035, hier 10206). Denn er sieht — gegen R.M. Hiibmer (vgl. R.M.
Hiibper, 1972 {Anm. 2), 8. 463-490) — ep. 38 als echien Brief des Basilivs an (vgl. J. Hammer-
staedt: ““ur Echtheit von Basilivsbrief 38°, In; Tesserge. FS £ J. Engemann (JAC.E 18, Minster,
1907, 5. 416-419). Gegen Hammerstaedt lassen sich jedoch schwerwiegende Bedenken vorbrin-
gen, die hier nicht nachgezeichnet werden kiinnen {vgl. Th, Biéhm, 1996 (Anm. 6), 8. 73. 1321,

¥ Wel, FX. Risch: Prewdo-Basiling, Adversis Eunominm V-V, Einleitung, Ubersetzung und
Kommentar (Leiden-New York-Kisln, 19923, 5. 31, Risch erarbeitet diesen Grundsatz YOITangig
fiir den Autor von Adv, Eun, V-V (Ps.-Basilius; val. op. cit.. z.B. 31-35.1291); er ist jedoch auch
bei Ps.-Athanasius, C. Sabellianos (vgl. Risch, op. cit.. 5. 31; zom Einflul von €. Sab. auf Basi-
lius val. R.M. Hiibner: Die Schrift des Apolinarius von Laodicea gegen Photin (Pseudo-Athana-
stug, Conrra Sabellianos) und Basiiivs von Caesarea (Berlin-New York, 1989), 5. 252-281) und
bei Apolinarius nachweishar ivgl. Apelinarius, kpr 18 (173,161 Lietzmann); dazu L., Prestige: St
Basil the Great and Apollinaris of Laedicea, ed. from his papers by H. Chadwick {London,
1956), 8. 56-59; ep. 362 in der Korrespondenz mit Basilivs: dazu H. de Riedmatten: ‘La corre-
ipondence entre Basile de Césarde et Apollinaire de Laodicée 17, In; JTRS T {1956), 5, 199-210,
hier 208-210; E. Miihlenberg: Apollinaris vor Lasdicea (Gttingen, 1969), 5. 40-43; femer einige
Hinweise zum Verstindnis der ep. 362 bei LI Vogt: *Zum Briefwechsel zwischen Basilius und
Apollinaris, Ubersetzung der Bricfe mit Kommentar®, In: The2 175 (1995), 5, 46-60, hier 50-52).
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spricht von dem tponog tmoctacenc'®, In Adv. Eun. 1 15 weist Basilius nach,
daf das Ungezeugtsein bzw. die Ungewordenheit (dvevvnoie), die Eunomios
exklusiv der Wesenheit Gottes vorbehalten hat, nicht die oloia Gottes be-
zeichnen kiénne, Denn wie der Mensch aus (£x) jemandem stamme und da-
durch nicht in seiner obaio bestimmt werde, so bedeute die ayevvnoia bei
Gott, dalk er aus niemandem sei. Analog zu dem £x tivog beim Menschen
kimne also die Ungewordenheit, weil sie das *Aus-jemandem-5Sein’ impliziere,
nicht die obole treffen. Daran schlieft Basilius die Feststellung an, dab er
nicht nach der Art der Hypostasierung, d.h. dem *Wie  Gottes, frage!’. Der
Begnff imootaowe meint folglich an dieser Stelle den Vorgang des idiomati-
schen Hervortretens, Dieses Hervortreten ist fir Basilius eine Art des Konkret-
Werdens'®, d.h. der atotacic!, So entsteht z.B. die Individuation beim Men-
schen, wie R.M. Hiibner hervorhebt, durch ‘Addition’ der Begriffe oloia,
fmov, hovikdy, avip und der idudpate des einzelnen™.

Legt man diese Begriffsbestimmung der bmootaoig zugrunde, die — wie die
letzte Stelle zeigt — in Adv. Eun. 11 4 vorauszusetzen ist, bedeutet dies, dall die
imootaog hier den tponog imapiemc impliziert, also das "Wie' der Indivi-
dualisierung bzw. den Vorgang der Konkretion. Daraus folgt aber fir die hier
erdrterte Stelle aus Adv, Eun. IT 4: wenn die oboio als Dndotaog vorgestellt

16 Adv. Eun. 115 (I 226,33-35 Sesboiié): “Aber ich suche doch nicht den tpdnog thg bmo-
arioens, kinne da einer einwerfen, sondem abtol Tob dvBpomon 10 Bhkov mokeipevoy’,
Basilivz grenzt hicr also den tpinog Orootioros, sozusagen die Manifestation oder das Kon-
krete *Wie' der Menschennatur, von dem *Was" dieser Matur ab, das er als stoffliches Substrat
versteht, Mit dem Begriff imbataoic assoziiert Basilins also die Frage nach der Konkretion,
Dies trifft selbst dann zu, falls Basilius die tndotacig in De spir. sarncto 39 als obaie versteht
(vpl. H.J. Sieben: Basilius von Casarea. De spivitu sancio. Uber den Heiligen Geist, Ubers, und
eingel. (FC 12; Freiburg-Bagel-Wien, 1993), 192 Anm. 15).

T Wal, Adv. Eun. [ 15 (1 224-228 Sesboiié), Explizit verbindet Basilius dies auch mit dem
Begriff {imapEic bei der Frage nach dem *Altersein’ (Adv. Eun. 11 13 (11 50,28-30 Seshoiié); fer-
ner 1T 17 (11 68,41 Seshaoiié)) oder dem Zeugungsbegriff (vévwnouwsh: Adv. Eun. 11 14 (1T 52.30-
32 Sesbodis),

¥ Wal Adv. Eun. 11 17 (11 68,3942 Seshoiié).

1% Zur Sache vel, Adv, Eun, [T 6 (11 26,12-14 Seshoiié); I1 17 (11 68,41-44 Sesboiié); 1T 19 (10
78.45-48 Sesbolié); 11 32 (11 134,18-27 Sesboiié).

A Wl RM. Hiitbner, 1972 (Anm. 2), 5. 470 mit dem Hinweis auf Adv. Eun. 114 (11 18-22
Sesholié). “u Begriffsklirungen vgl, auch Chr. Markschies; *Was bedeutet otgia? Zwer Ant-
worten bei Orgenes und Ambrosivs wnd deren Bedeutung fiir ihre Bibelerklirung und Theolo-
gie', In: W. Geerlings / H. Kénig (Hge.): Origenes, Vir ecclesiasticws, Svmposion zu Ehren von
Herrn Prof. Dr. H.-J. Vogr (Bonn, 1995), 5. 59-82, hier 80f Anm. 107. Ob man fiir die hier dis-
kutierie Vorstellung allerdings ganz allgemein davon sprechen kann, daB Basilius bei der Trinit#
eine Hypostasenlehre vertritt, dic ncuplatonisch ist, aber ohne cine Stufung wie etwa bei Plotin
oder Porphyrius (vgl. A M. Ritter: 'Dogma und Lehre in der Alten Kirche'. In: C. Andresen
(Hg.): Handbuch der Dogmen- und Theologiegeschichte Bd. 1: Die Lehrentwicklung im Rakmen
der Katholizitdr (Gittingen, 1988) (Studienavsgabe; ND 1989), 5, 202), miifre cigens untersucht
werden, Femer 15t in diesem Zusammenhang der Hinweis auf die sop. arbor Porphyricna (H.J.
Sieben, 1993 (Anm. 16), 5. 200 Anm. T) problematisch. R.M. Hiibner meldet zu Recht Vorbe-
halte an {val. B.M. Hiibner, 1972 (Anm. 2], 5. 4TIE4771).
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wird und die Omdoteoig wiederum die idiomatische Bestimmung ausdriickt,
miiBte auch die oboiw hier im Sinne der Bestimmung durch die Eigentiimlich-
keiten gedacht werden. Gerade dies hat Basilius jedoch nicht im Blick, da er
die Abgrenzung der oboia von den Idubpata hervorhebt.

2.2, onoilo

Der Begriff otboio begegnet in Adv, Eun. I-111 sehr hiufig, und dies vor
allem in einem trinitdtstheologischen Kontext?!. Dabei ist es in der Tat bei
Basilius méglich, daB er die oboin im Sinne der inéotacig gebraucht, wenn
er z.B. von den zweil oboio des Vater und des Sohnes spricht und so die
onhaia als Einzelsubstanz versteht®?, Dies wiirde jedoch — falls man einen sol-
chen Gedanken tiberhaupt auf den kategorialen Bereich iibertragen kann —
bedeuten, dab an der hier diskutierten Stelle in Adv. Eun, 11 4 die obeie idio-
matisch, d.h. gemilh dem tpomog Orapiens gedeutet wird, Dies schlielit Basi-
lius hier allerdings ausdriicklich aus (Adv, Eun. 11 4).

In Adv. Enn, nimmt Basilius an vier Stellen auf den menschlichen Bereich
Berzug®. Withrend Basilius dabei in Adv, Eun. I1 32 wie Apolinarius von Lao-
dicea das Zeugungs-, nicht aber das Schaffensverhiltnis als Erkenntnisgrund
der Homouseitiit anfithrt?*, ist dies an drei anderen Stellen nicht der Fall. In
Adv. Eun. 114, 11 19 und 1T 28% haben nach Basilius alle irdischen Dinge eine
einzige oLoiw, die als stoffliches Substrat verstanden wird. So schreibt Basi-
lws z.B. in Adv. Eun. I1 19, dall die Menschen héher als thre Werke anzusie-
deln sind, weil sie diese durch die téyvn herstellen; trotzdem seien die Men-
schen mit den Werken dpootoum. Denn Mensch und Werk hétten gemeinsame
Merkmale: beide seien korperlich, wahrnehmbar und irdisch®. Dies trifft
gerade auch auf Adv. Eun. Il 4 zu. Unter Hinweis auf Hiob 33,6 (*aus Lehm
bist du geformt, heibit es, so wie auch ich™) will Basilus die Homouseitéit aller
Menschen erlautern?’. Folglich mufl auch bei der hier diskutierten Stelle (ovoic,
f ©g bndéctacig vooupévn) dieser oboin-Begriff vorausgesetzt werden. Er

“Aul die verschiedenen Akzentuierungen und Nuancen hat R.M. Hilbner eingehend anf-
merksam gemacht (vgl, B.M. Hiibner, 1972 (Anm. 2). 5. 469-484; R.M. Hiibner, 1993 {Anm. 7),
5. T4-80 (dort weitere Lit)).

2 Vel 2B, ep. 361,24-35 (I 221 Courtonne); ep. 9.3,7-10 (1 39 Courtonne); hom, 23.4 in
Mamantem (PG 31,597C); Adv. Enr, 17 (1 188-190 Sesboiié): [ 13 (1 218 Seshoiié); 1 26 (I 264
Seshoiig); 127 (1 268 Sesbolié): zwei otolo: Adv. Eua. 113 {11 16 Sesboiié); IT & (II 26 Ses-
bodié); T1 11 (11 42-44 Sesboiiéy; 11 13 {11 43-50 Sesboiié); 11 17 (11 66 Sesboiié); dazu B.M. Hiib-
ner, 1972 (Anm. 2). 5. 481 Anm. 97; R.M. Hiibner. 1989 (Anm. 15). 5. 1£.257; R.M. Hiibner,
1993 (Anm. 7}, 5. 80,

Vgl B.M. Hiibner, 1993 (Anm. 7}, 5. 81-83.

1 Vel Adv. Eun. 1132 {11 136 Sesholié).

2 Vel Adv, Ewn. T4 (11 20-22 Seshoiié); T 19 (11 80 Seshaoiié); 11 28 (T1 120 Seshodé).

* Yl Adv. Ewn. 1 19 {11 80,63-66 Sesboiié),

2 Vol Adv. Eun. T1 4 (II 20,32-22.34 Sesboié); dazu R.M. Hibner, 1993 (Anm. 7), §. 81:
Ph. Rousseau: Basil of Caesarea (Berkeley-Los Anpeles-Oxford, 1994), 5. 111,
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kann dann aber schwerlich die Bedeutung einer idiomatisch geprigten Gmd-
aTaaic annchmen.

Aus den Begriffsbestimmungen von oboin und tmooteog L6t sich also
die hier vorliegende Stelle kaum verstehen. Es sollen deshalb die entsprechen-
den Handschriften kurz konsultiert werden.

3. Notwendigkeit einer Konjektur?

Es existieren zur hier diskutierien Stelle drel Lesarten:

1) oboiw, 7| OF UTOCTOOLE VOOUNEVT™®
2) ooiw, dg 1) inooTacic vooupsyn™
3) olein, ) indotaols voouusvnl,

Die syrische Handschrift®, die nach dem Kolophon am Ende von Buch I
auf den 7. Ellul 1190 der Griechen, also auf das Ende des 9. Jhd, zu datieren
ist und somit zu den dltesten erhaltenen Handschriften zihlt, bietet — sogar in
der Wortfolge, was fiir die syrischen Ubersetzungen charakteristisch ist — den
Text wie die Lesart (1):

ahmm mais na 5 ware™

Alle drei vorhandenen Lesarten ergeben jedoch aufgrund der obigen Uber-
legungen zu otaia und Dréatacig eine nur schwer nachvollzichbare Gedan-
kenabfolge. So sah sich bereits Garnier in dem bei Migne abgedruckten Text
cendtigt, zur Stelle eine Anmerkung zu machen: ‘si essenria tanguam sub-
stantia intelligatur, hoc est, 81 essenta sumatur simpliciter pro natura humana,
qua Petrus simpliciter erat animal rationale™, Die Uméoteos miisse nach
Garnier also als Substanz aufgefalit werden, d.h. in ihrer rationalen Struktur

# D (Athous Vatopedinus 68, sacc. X1-X11); G (Vaticanus gr. 108, saec. X ex.) und Y (Mos-
quensis 122 (Vladimir), saec. [X-X),

= C (Pansinus gr. 965 = Colbertinos 4529 saec. XI); ¥V (Marcianus fondo antico 66, coll.
352, saec, IX-X); B (Oxonicnsis Baroccianus 228, sacc, X1); F (Monacensis gr. 466, saec, XI1T);
K (Laurenuanus LXXXVL 12, saec. XI): R (Parisinus gr. 960, saec, XI): X (Vaticanus Palatinus
216, saec, IX-X) und Z (Mosquensis 127 [Viadimar], saee. XT).

B (Ambrosianus E 10 inf. = 1011 cat. Martini-Bass., sace. IX-X): L (Laurentianus IV, 27,
sasc. Xoin: M (Marcianus fondo antico 33, coll. 499, saec. IX-X) und O {Athous Lavea B 105,
a. 1092,

I Codex syriacus Londinensis Mus. Brit. Add. 17145; val. PG 29,13,

2 Fol. 8v, col. &, Zellen 230, An cheser Sielle michte ich meinen Dank an Frau AL Salvesen,
Ph.D»., avssprechen, die mir den syrischen Text besargt hat.

3 PG 29.579D adn. 20. Zum Problem der Ubersetzung von {mbotacig durch substantia an
dieser Stelle vel. z.B, F. Nager, 1912 (Anm. 4), 5. 63f {(mit Hinweisen auf Petavius und Stentrup).
Bereits die oben erwihnte syrische Handschrift bietet eine interpretierende Marginalie: “folglich
ist also dig Hypostase Ousia’ (murard mfssosn fm A5n). rfssoun ist hier wohl als termi-
nus technicus fiir imootaog gebraucht (vgl. C. Brockelmann: Lexicon Syriacwm (Gothngen,
*1928), 5. 678).
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vor der menschlichen Natur®, Obwohl die Ubersetzung bzw, Erliuterung von
tmootaoig durch substantia fiir Basilius nach den obigen Ausfithrungen pro-
blematisch ist, machen die von Garnier eingebrachten Uberlegungen auf das
hier vorliegende Problem zumindest aufmerksam.

Basilius verfolgt in Adv. Eun. 11 4 das Ziel, die oboiee von den dvopato
abzuheben, Alle Menschen besitzen ihm zufolge eine einzige oboila — sie
sind opoobaioc®. Aus der Differenz der Namen (évopata) folge nicht not-
wendig die Differenz von obaia®. Zugleich eririert Basilius den Begriff
oboia an dieser Stelle durch die (stoische) Bestimmung des Dhakdy Dmoxei-
uevovt’, Die oboin wird alse als stoffliches Substrat verstanden, das zuniichst
von dem So-Sein, d.h, der Konkretion, abgtaoig oder OnootaoLg genannt,
unterschieden ist. Dieses idiomatisch bestimmte So-Sein des Individuierien
triigt zugleich die dvopota an sich und ist in diesem Sinne von der obaia als
stofflichem Substrat unterschieden,

Um nun die offensichtlichen Differenzen zwischen oboic und imogtooig
mit dem Satz obola, 1) dg dnocoTeocls vooupnsvn auszugleichen, scheinen
m.E. zwei grundlegende Moglichkeiten zu bestehen.

1) Basilius betont die Verbindung von Gvopa und den ioudpara, die wie-
derum von der oloic unterschieden sind. In der Konkretion geht nun die
obaia in die idiomatischen Bestimmungen ein, ist mit diesen jedoch nmicht
identisch. Zudem hat Basilius den Begriff oboia einschrinkend eingefiihrt:
‘ich nenne die oboin jerzi (viv) stoffliches Substrat’. Dadurch lassen sich

H Man kinnte lediglich an Epiphanius denken, der von Basilius von Ankyra folgenden Text
itherliefert: tov motépa &v T metmrn abbsvrig E-tpsntlfhm U-‘.‘rl:lﬁ".':n:r; oo [(Pan. Raer. 73,16
(289,31 Holl}). J.IN. Steenson verbindet diese Stelle aufgrund der im weiteren Kontext verwende-
ten Terminologie aber zu Recht mit Basilios, Adv. Exn. 111 1 (11 146,32 Sesboiié), nicht aber mit
Adv, Eun, 11 4 (vgl. LN, Steenson: Basil of Ancyra and the Cowrse of Nicene Orthodexy (Diss.
Oxford, 19833, 5. 327). Aunch Stellen wie Alexander von Aphrodisias, [n Arisl. Met, 467,7 (Hay-
duck): g by vooupdvry, oder Sexus Empiricus, Adv. Math. 9437.7f (10 oopo dpa, g
EE‘;|1|:|: voouuevoy, obx Eotiy alobntov) passen nicht #u dem hier vorgesiellten Problem. Sie
betonen ewar jeweils, dab etwas nicht wie 2.B. das Wahrnehmbare verstanden werde, sondem
£.B. der Kiorper als Karper; aber die enscheudenden Begriffe bew. die Vorstellung, die Basilivs
verlritt, wird dadurch nicht anndhemnd getroffen, Ansonsten lassen sich fiir eine solche Formulie-
rung, wie man sie bei Basilios Gndet (... &2 ... vooupgvn), bis zum 4, Jhd.n.Chr, keine Texte
nachweisen, die dhnlich wic die Passage ber Basiliug strukiunert sind, sowent sie beim TLG
erfalt sind.

B Val. Adv. Eun. 11 4 (11 22 33 Seshoiié). Die Differenz der olioia Gotes und der der Men-
schen entspricht der Differenz von Sein und Werden, wie sie im Rahmen der Timaosrezeplion
durchaus denkbar ist. Die wio oboia, die den Menschen — darliber hinavs aber allen geschaffe-
nen irdischen Wesen — gemeinsam ist, kann jedoch nicht als emne rein platonisch gedachte Seele
verstanden werden, sofern Basilivs auf die Materialitdt der gemeinsamen oGoie abhebt (50 zu
Recht D.L. Balds: “The Unity of Human Nature in Basil’s and Gregory of Nyssa's Polemics
againgt Bunomius™, In: 52 14,3 (1976), 5. 275-281, hier 278). Darin unterscheidet er sich deut-
Bich von Gregor von Nyssa (vel. Eun [ILV 62, §. 183 5-8 Jaeger).

M Val Adv. Epn, 114 (17 22 341 Sesboiis).

3 Val. Adv. Eun. 114 (11 20,11 Sesboiié).
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jedoch die oben ausgefiihrten Probleme nicht anndhrend beheben, da die
obgin in der Konkretion mit dem Individuellen nicht als identisch gedacht ist.

2) Die andere Méglichkeit besteht darin, die Begriffe oloia und dndote-
o1 klar zu differenzieren und in Adv. Eun. 11 4 an der hier behandelten Stelle
eine Korruptel anzunehmen, die bereits frilh entstanden sein miilite. Fiir eine
Konjektur ergiiben sich dann aus dem bisher Gesagten wiederum drer Mog-
lichkeiten,

a) Bei der Partizipialkonstruktion handelt es sich um eine Marginalie.

b) Basilius will betonen, daf die olola von der Hypostase unterschieden isi.

onaia, 1 <oly> 0F UIOCTUCLS VOOULLEYT).

Dies scheimnt aber unwahrscheinlich zu sein, da nach Basilius die oboia in
die Konkretion mit eingeht, ohne dadurch die Differenz zu den idubpato auf-
zuheben. Wichtiger ist jedoch in diesem Zusammenhang, dall Gregor von
MNyssa die Bestimmung der oboie als Daikov Dmokeipevov, die Basiliug
gebraucht, aufgrund der kritischen Einwiinde durch Eunomius gerade ver-
neint: die obaig diirfe nicht {o0) als stoffliches Substrat verstanden werden ®.
Die hier verwendete Negation scheint also gerade von Gregor in Abgrenzung
zu Basilius eingefiigt zu sein®. Gregor von Nyssa korrigiert jedoch lediglich
die Parenthese (“ich nenne die otoie jetzt stoffliches Substrat’)*, bezeichnen-
der Weise aber nicht die hier behandelte Passage, die kurz darauf folgt!!. Fole-
lich wiirde eine Konjektur mit oby das von Gregor Versiiumte quasi nachholen
und ist gerade darum m.E. nicht zu akzeptieren,

c) Basilius will betonen, dal} die ovoia — anders als bei Gregor von Nyssa
— als Substrat verstanden wird, also als bmokeipsvow, wie er dies auch zuvor
in Adv. Eun. 11 4 betont hat*2,

oUaic, | OF UNO(KELLEVOV) VOOUIEVT].

Diese Konjektur liebe sich mit dem gesamten Duktus von Adv. Eun. I 4 gut
vereinbaren,

Mit diesen insgesamt vier erwihnten Varianten sind m.E. die wesentlichen
Maoglichkeiten genannt, diesen hier diskutierten Satz angemessen zu interpre-
Lieren.

% Vel Gregor von Nyssa, Fun, TILV 22 (1682 Taeger).
Vgl D.L. Balds, 1976 [Anm. 35], S, 27&f.

0 val Adv. Eun. 114 (11 20,11 Seshoiié).

Vel Adv. Fun, 11 4 (11 20,18 Sesboiid),

¥ Wl Adv. Eun. 11 4 (11 20,11 Sesbodig),

Soteriological Imagery in Gregory
of Nyssa’s Anfirrheticus

Peter BOUTENEFF, Gencva

In the process of refuting the Apollinarian Apodeixis Gregory of Nyssa
brings forward a range of Christological arguments. As is well known, a large
portion of Nyssen’s polemic against the Laodicean is taken up with the argument
against his opponent’s alleged view that the flesh of Christ pre-existed the in-
carnation. While Apollinarius himself systematically denied holding this opinion,
Gregory's counter-assertions nonetheless contain valuable observations, e.g., that
the Virgin Mary is the sole source of Christ's human nature, both psychic and
somatic!. Yet it is when Gregory applies himself to the heresy that is accurately
ascribed to Apollinarius, wherein Christ’s human soul or intellect (voutg) is
replaced by the divine Logos, that we find the Antirrhericus” most powertul
Christological statements. Gregory's Christology per se is problematic, primarily
in his attempts at accounting for the unity of the Saviour’s person, Yet this does
not prevent him from making several important Christological points, some of
which are new and some not, particularly in the context of soteriology,

In setting out his doctrine of salvation, Nyssen often uses vivid imagery.
Amongst a certain readership he is best known for his metaphor of the divine
subterfuge, wherein the fish, representing the devil, swallows the hook which
was baited by Christ's human flesh?, Yet in the Antirrheticus Gregory offers
two other images which display a greater breadth of approaches, and thus
show his soteriology to be more multi-faceted.

The first and most far-ranging of these 1s unfolded in a lengthy passage where
Gregory presents the image of the Logos seeking the lost sheep, a reference to
Luke 15:4. The first and most important peint that the metaphor is meant to
convey is that in Christ, the Logos has taken on the entire composition of
human nature, including (as against Apollinarius) the rational soul.

Who does not know that the originator (dpy1rog) of our salvation seeks the lost sheep
45 does the shepherd (Lk 15:4)? This sheep 1z us people, tom through sin from the
ninety-nine others, the rational flock. And he takes upon his shoulders the whole sheep,

Vo Amtireds, 9; 51 (GNO UL, 144; 217F), All references to the Anfirrheticas are taken from F.
Mueller's text in vol. IILi of Gregorii Nvsseni Opera (Leiden, 1958). For convenience, the chapter
numbers used in Migne's edition are also indicated.

* Or. car. 24 (LH, Srawley, ed., The Catecherical Oration of Gregory of Nyvssa (Cambridge,
1903), pp. 921.).
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for it had not been lost only in part, but wholly. Therefore he carries it back whole 1o
the flock, The Good Shepherd does not carry the fleece only, as Apollinarius would
have it, having no care for what i1s within, He carries it upon his shoulders, i.e., in his
divinity, Being thus assumed, it becomes one with him — in this way he wills to seek
and save what was lost.

This illustrates a basic patristic model of salvation, where the whole human
person must be assumed in order that the whole human person be saved or
divinised, Body for body, soul for soul: like heals like. This is a familiar theme
in the fathers, which has spawned several memorable statements. Remimscent
perhaps particularly of Athanasius, Nyssen coins a phrase of his own in the
Antirrheticus: *... so that by becoming as we are, he might make us as he is
(...1va £k tob vevioBum olog fiueic fudc towon oloc Exeivoc)™.

The above passage also makes it clear that both body and soul are in need
of salvation: the sheep had been lost not only in part, but wholly. Gregory is in
this way making two points about the human intellect: a) it is not sinful by nature,
and b) it 1s fallen, and therefore in need of healing. Just prior to this passage,
Gregory noted that Christ was in possession of a human votc and yet was sinless,
for ‘the votig is not sin’. Such assertions have the effect of correcting the
Apollinarian (Platonic) notion that the intellect is necessarily sinful simply by
virtue of being changeable. The voiig is not sinful in itself, Gregory is saying,
and yet, since it is the seat of free will, it is responsible for choosing sin. In the
moral sphere, Gregory does not hold to a body-mind dualism; he sees the crux of
good and evil as located not in the presence of the body, nor even in the passions,
but in the faculty of free choice. We hear this repeatedly in the Antirrheticus:
free choice is seen as responsible for the movement towards sin, as well as for
guilt feelings, and for the justification of the deed’. *Vice is a deformity of free
choice: a thought (S1avoin) chooses, and thought 15 a certain movement of the
voiig'®, “Free choice is nothing other than the voig and its disposition towards
something™”, “... to obey or fight the law is a property of free choice’®,

So the human voug is essentially sinless, yet since the Fall it chooses to
swerve away from God. Thus it is that Christ has to have a soul. ‘For in its
presence 1n both parts, (the divinity) healed bodily nature through the body
and the soul through the soul™. The healing of like by like is often expressed

& 16 (GNO ILI, 151.30-152.12),
1811 (GNO IILi, 146},

T § 10 (GNOTIL, 145),

bo& 23 (ONO ILL, 164).

T & 41 (GNO TI1i, 198),

8 &7 (GNO 11Li, 141). The connection berween the vobg, free choice and sin is clear also
from Nyssen’s anthropological treatises. He applies it as well to his Christology, panticularly in
the Antirrheticus, where he makes cxplicit the critical nature of Christ’s own free choice, and
therefore, his vouc.

® § 55 (GNOQ TILi, 224).
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in terms of sanctification or cleansing, but it is also in order ‘to make us as
God is’. Gregory writes, just prior to the sheep metaphor:

The Word which was in the beginning, the Word that was with God, the Word that was
God (Jn. 1:1£), ... received into himself all our natare, so that through the blending with
divinity that which is human would be co-divinized (ouwvamofzwmbf), and with this
beginning the whole composite of our being would be co-sanctified (ouviyeCopévou)™.

Here we see that like not only ‘heals’ like: like divinizes like.

The sheep passage proceeds as follows:

When he found what was sought, he put what was found upon himself, so that the sheep
would no longer move by its own, once deluded feet, but be carried by the divinity,
Therefore the footprints of visible sheep (i.e., the man) were, as it is written, ‘unseen’
{Pz 76:20). For the one carrving the sheep on himsclf did not leave the foot print of
any sin or delusion in his human life. But the footprints that God would leave during
his life, those he left: for example teaching, healing, giving life to the dead, and the
other miracles!!.

Surely it is passages such as this which have elicited charges at the hands of
modern commentators that Nyssen was himself too mired in an Apollinarian
Christology to argue successfully against the heresiarch, The above might suggest
a kind of docetism, a marginalisation of human nature in the person of Christ.
Yet Gregory does not mean here to do away with Christ’s human nature, only
his human sin, or as we shall see in the passage below, "human weakness (Go-
Dévern)’. On the other hand, this is not to exonerate Gregory from undermining
Christ's human nature elsewhere in his written work. What was called earlier
the *problematic’ nature of his Christology is manifest in his swings from an-
thropological maximalism to anthropological mimmalism. In the very same
Antireheticus Gregory can elaborate the activity of Christ's fully human soul
and free will, and also speak of the humanity being swallowed up in the divinity
as a drop of vinegar in the ocean.

At any rate, the sheep image goes on to unfold in a way that moves from a
‘physical’ model of salvation to a more ‘revelatory’ one:

And so, taking upon himself the whole sheep, the Shepherd has become one with it, thus
he speaks to the flock with the voice of the sheep. For how could human weakness make
an assault on the divine voice? But he converses with us in a human, or shall we say,
sheep-like way, saving, ‘my sheep hear my voice’ (In 10:3; 16). And so the Shepherd,
taking (dvaiafidov) to himsell a sheep and by it speaking to us, 15 both sheep and
Shepherd: sheep in what he has assumed (&v o dvadnpbévn), and Shepherd in him
who assumed (2v 1@ dvelhngoti)'2,

" %15 {GNO IILL, 151).

L& 16 (GNO T4, 152.12-21).

& 16 (GNO T, 152.21-29). Referring to the Shepherd s speaking to us, Gregory uses the
verb pliepyousvos, which could also be translated here as “hleating”.
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‘My sheep hear my voice” was a frequently cited passage, in Origen, Athanasius
and Basil. But its mention by Nyssen at this particular point in the exposition
of the sheep metaphor is noteworthy. The focus has suddenly shifted from the
automatic healing of all that is human by means of the irruption of the divine
into humnan life, to the communication of the divine message to human people.
Since he is both sheep and shepherd, both God and man, he is able to speak to
us, and we are able to understand.

Returning to a more “physical’ approach, what follows the above evokes a
distinctive Christological and soteriological feature that is central 10 Gregory
of Nyssa:

Since therefore it was necessary for the kind Shepherd 1o give his Life (wuyn) for the
sheep, that by this death he might destroy death, (he who is) the beginning of our
salvation becomes by (human nature) both priest and lamb, in that he can have
communion with suffering and death. Since death is nothing other than the separation
of soul and body, he, being united to both soul and body, does not separate himself
from either. For the gifts of God are irevocable (Rom 11:29), as the Apostle says. (...}
In this way by means of the resurrection he unites all the divided (mavto 70 Siectdre),
for he is one with both (body and soul), wheo, as it is written, by his own strength gave
his body to the heart of the earth (Mt 12:440), and laid down his soul (yuyn) of his own
accord (Jn 10: 18312,

Having stated firstly that God takes on or assumes the whole sheep, i.e.,
both soul and body in order that both be healed, Gregory goes on here to show
how it is that this results in Christ’s resurrection, since death consists in the
separation of body and soul, and resurrection in their reunion.

The key here rests in the idea that the divinity, once joined to body and soul,
remains in body and soul alike even in death. This teaching is illustrated
frequently by Gregory, and is marked at each occurrence by a statement to the
effect that the divinity was “in Paradise along with the soul, paving an entrance
there in the person of the thief for all humanity, also remaining in the heart of
the earth by means of the body’. The Antirrheticus puts it this way twice!®, It
is also heard in the Refutation of Eunomius' Confession'®, in the third epistfe'®,
and in the sermon On the Three Day Period". (It is significant that, in each
case, this idea that divinity abides with body and soul in Christ’s death is
preceded by a statement that it first took on human body and soul in order that
like would heal like).

3§17 (GNO 113, 152.30-153.1T).

i § 55 (GNO TI1i, 224F.). See also § 17 (GNO p. 153).

5 Ref. conf. Eun. 179 (GNO 11, 387).

6 Ep. 3, xxii (GNO VIILii, 256,

TGN TX, 293; of. the English translation in A. Spira, C. Klock, edd., The Easter Sermons af
Giregory af Nyssa (Cambridge, Mass, 1981), pp. 42f. In the same volume, L.R. Wickham draws
out the implications of this passage in his *Soul and Body: Christ’s Omnipresence”, pp. 279-292,
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The function of this 1dea 15 1o explain the mechanics of Christ’s resurrection:
because the divinity, unlike the human composite, is by nature simple and
indivisible, the body and soul that are united with it themselves reunite unto
resurrection. As the sermon states, “by the unity of the divine nature which is
equally present in both, the separated elements are again united with each
other’'®, Therefore, not only in the Antirrheticus but in several works, Gregory's
conception approaches a quite physical understanding of the resurrection event,
[ndeed, in the Cathetical Oration Gregory even says that the divine power acts
in this case like a kind of glue'®. The divinity which is common to both body
and soul proves to be literally their linking factor.

Now, the sheep passage had promised that “by means of the resurrection, he
unites all the divided’, but it does not elaborate on the nature or means of this
consequence. The manner in which Christ’s resurrection, i.e., the reunion of
his soul and body, results in our own resurrection is addressed however in the
second of our two soteriological images presented in the Andirrheticus:

If one were to take a stalk, (for nothing prevents the use of material things o explain
the mystery of the divine dispensation through the resurrection), which is cut in half
lengthwise, and sticks together the two upper bits to reunite them, then the whole stalk
would necessarily unite, for when one end comes together and adheres, then the other
end will follow in harmony with it. So it is in (Christ), the reunion of soul and body
which happens through the resurrection means that the entire human nature which is
separated by death into two pans — body and soul — comes together again, forming
the intimate union of the two in the hope of the resurrection. And this is what Paul’s
words mean, that *Christ has been raised from the dead, the firsi-fruits of those who
had fallen asleep’ and *As in Adam all dig, so in Christ all shall be made alive’ (I Cor.
13:20; 22). For according to the example of the stalk, at one end (Adam’s), our natire
separated through sin, so that in death the soul separates from the body; while at the
other end, which is Christ’s, our nature again takes its previous state, for the division
which happened in us is entirely united in the resurrection of the man in Christ (toU
KT Tov Xprotdy dviipomon)®.

This idea relies on two of Gregory’s characteristic presuppositions: the total
consubstantiality of Christ’s humanity with ours, and the fundamental unity of
all human nature, wherein it behaves as would a single living being such as a
plant stalk, In this way, Gregory of Nyssa accords a powerful, organic meaning
o the Pauline &v ¥ piotom.

B GNO IX, 293f; The Eastern Sermons of Gregory of Nyssa, p. 43,
% Or. car. 16 (Srawley 70L).
M & 55 (GNO 1L, 226F.),
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Conclusion

The early Christian writers were fond of sheep imagery and frequently cited
the Luke 15 parable of the lost sheep. But they do not elaborate nearly to the
same extent as does Gregory of Nyssa here. For him it is a rich soteriological
image that can serve 1o illustrate several aspects of Christ’s assumption of our
human nature, While it receives its most lengthy explication in the Antireheticus
as we have just seen, the lost sheep image occurs in two other trealises: once
in the Refutation of Eunomius’ Confession®! (in a context much like that of the
Antiirheticus), and once in passing in the Commentary on the Song af Songs™.
The stalk metaphor, it appears, is unique to the Antirrheticus. Its function is
primarily to aid in the understanding of the effect of Christ’s resurrection on
the universal resurrection, yet it also joins the sheep image in underscoring the
complete identity of Christ’s humanity with our own,

& 175 (GNO 1T, 386).

& 2{GNG VL 611 (The bride calls...) "'Where do you feed, good Sheplerd, you who ta ke
the entire flock upon your shoulders? For there is one sheep which vou have taken upon your
shoulders, our human nature. . """,

Divine Transcendence and Human Transformation:
Gregory of Nyssa's Anti-Apollinarian Christology

Brian E. DaLEY, 5], Cambridge, Mass.

It 15 something of a commonplace among historians of early Christian
doctrine to say that Gregory of Nyssa’s portrait of the person of Christ is both
puzzling and unsatisfactory, Puzzling, because it does not easily fit into the
taxonomy of fifth-century controversy, or take a clear position within the
categories of nature and person — olaio and piolg, indotams and RpocoToV
— which Gregory himself helped define for the Trinitarian mystery, and which
were 1o be canonized for Christology during the debate around Chalcedon.
Unsatisfactory, because Gregory seems — sometimes even in the same
sentence — to combine the features of both a fundamentally unitive and a
fundamentally divisive Christology, the spectres of Nestorianism and Eutychian-
ism, in a single rather unsophisticated vision. Tixeront, writing early this
century, speaks for many since his time when he writes:

‘In several passages (Gregory) ... seems o distinguish two persons in Jesus: the man, in
the Savior, 15 a tabernacle where the Word dwells; the divinity is in Him who suffers.
(Contra Exnomium 11, 3, 51 (GNO [I/2 (Leiden, 1960), p. 126); ihid. 62 (130); Antir-
rheticus adversus Apollinarivm 54 (GNO III/1 (Leiden, 1958) 222f)) However, the
contrary tendency — the Monophysite tendency — 15 more striking and at times makes
us feel somewhat uneasy’!,

Tixeront goes on to explain that this uneasiness is mainly inspired by Gregory's
frequent use of the terminology of mixiure to describe the relation of the
divine and the human in Christ, and by his insistence that the humanity of
Jesus was gradually transformed by the dominant power of the divine nature, so
that in the end — like a drop of vinegar in a boundless ocean — it is virtually
unrecognizable, swallowed up in the greatness of God® For Tixeront, such

' ). Tixeront, Histoire des dogmes dans ['antiguité chrétienne 11 (Paris, 1912), p. 128 (Eng.
tr.: History of Dogmas I (51 Louis, 1914, p. 127). — Here, as elsewhere in this paper, | have
ited Gregory of Nyssa's works by referring o the critical edition, Gregorii Nysseni Opera
(GNOY (Leiden, 1958-).

 bid.; Tixeront cites Cir. Eun. 11, 3, 34 (GNO I1/2, 119); 44 (123); 63 (130 67 (131);
Antirrh. 42 (GNO 11171, 201). — Tixeront might alse have cited, as evidence for Gregory's para-
doxical Christological language, a passage in Antirchetibos 48, in which Gregory is discussing
Apollinarius’s tendency to speak of Christ, the ‘heavenly man’, as composed of the three ir-
fﬁfiuc'tble elements of body, soul and spirit. *To some degree’,. Gregory writes, 'we do not disagree
With him; for in saying that all the elements comprising our nature are also found in that man,
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conflicting tendencies are typical of the ‘obscurities’ of fourth-century Greek
Christological language, which had still not reached the level of professional
precision needed to *bring the Christological problem to a perfectly satisfactory
and definite solution’ — a consummation, presumably, that in his view would
begin with Leo’s Tome, and reach its full development in Western scholasticism?.

It is my contention here that if one considers Gregory of Nyssa's theological
portrait of Christ in its own terms — within the characteristic features of his
thought and style, and within the context of the controversies that exercised
him in his own day — one will find it remarkably powerful and also remarkably
consistent, both in itself and with the rest of his thought on God, creation, and
the mystery of salvation. Gregory never treats of the person and being of
Christ in a single, thematically focussed treatise, comparable to his opuscula
on the Trinity; most of his Christological writing appears either in a polemical
context — in works against Eunomian Arianism or the ‘new’ heresy of the
Apollinarians — or in works dealing with the interior, spiritual fulfilment of
the individual, such as On Perfection or the Commentary on the Song of
Songs. Surprisingly, perhaps, he rarely uses the vocabulary he and his fellow
Cappadocians had so carefully honed for Trinitarian discussions o express
what is one and what 1s manifold in Christ, but speaks instead in a variety of
scriptural and philosophical images which were richly suggestive for him, but
which were used for different purposes by both sides of the Christological
conflicts a half-century later.

Perhaps the simplest way to characterize what is distinctive in Gregory's
Christology in a brief paper such as this is to consider the main lines of the
conception of Christ’s person and work that he developed in controversy with
the Apollinarians, a group he charged with being even more wrong-headed and
dangerous than Eunomius and the later Arians®. Gregory's first work directed
against this ambitious and theologically creative new ecclesiastical party was
prabably his letter addressed to Theophilus, bishop of Alexandria, shortly after

one would not be wrong. “But the heavenly man, too”, he says of the Lord, "is also a life-giving
spirit”. This, too, we accept ... For the one mingled with the heavenly man, who translonmed his
carthly element through blending it with what is superior to it, is no longer called carthly but
heavenly', For an interpretation stressing rather the similarity of Gregory™s Christology to that of
the Antiochene school, see JN.D. Kelly, Eavly Christian Dactrines (5th ed; San Francisco,
1976}, pp. 298-300,

¥ fbid., p. 130 (Eng. tr, 129€); cf, 126 (Eng. tr. 126): ‘The werminology of our authors (in the
fourth century) was not sufficiently accurate, nor their conception of the docirine sufficiently
precise, to enable them o bring to a successful issue that work which was to be the work, not of
mere witnesses of the tradition, but of professional and well-trained theologians, working on the
data of tradition’. For & more nuanced judgment on Gregory's Christology, which nevertheless
still judges it confused and inadequate, precisely in judging 1t by Chalcedonian standards, sce
A, Grillmeier, Christ in Chriztian Tradition 1 (London and Oxford, 1975), p: 371f, 376.

S Antirvh, 44 (GNO T, 205.21-206.9).
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the latter’s election in 3835. In it, Gregory asks for the help of Theophilus and
his clergy in resisting the missionary activities of the Apollinarians. Their
position, he says somewhat over-simply, is to ‘represent the Word and creator
of the ages, the Son of Man, as fleshly, and the divinity of the Son as mortal’
— a summary of Apollinarian Christology that also characterizes his inter-
pretation of it in the longer Antivrhetikos®. But his main effort in this brief letter
is to refute the main Apollinarian charge against him and his colleagues: that
by insisting on the completeness of Jesus’ humanity, including a human con-
sciousness or voug, they are teaching ‘two Sons ..., one who is s0 by nature,
the other who has become so later by appointment’®.

In reply, Gregory presents the Incarnation of the Word as the culmination of
the theophanies of sacred history — all acts of self-revelation by a single
divine Son. Since the previous appearances of the Son had not had the desired
effect of communicating the fullness of the divine reality for the healing of a
fallen, ever-maore-fleshly humanity, ‘he emptied himself, so that nature might
receive as much of him as it could hold™, As in the treatise On Perfection,
where human salvation and fulfilment are conceived as the process of coming
to be like Christ, sharing all his moral and spiritual characteristics, through a
combination of intimate, contemplative knowledge and disciplined imitation®,
Gregory assumes here that the saving process begins in the revelation of the
glory of God, and that the Son has achieved this in a new and unparalleled way
in his life, death and resurrection, by the moral and physical transformation of
weak human flesh. The real news of the Gospel, Gregory suggests here, is that
the Word, who remains transcendent and unchanging, has taken on human
nature in the man Jesus and made it his own, so that ‘everything that was weak
and perishable in our nature, mingled with the Godhead, has become that
which the Godhead is™.

The point of the Incarnation, in other words, is that the human nature of
Jesus, as the “first fruits” of a redeemed humanity, should gradually lose the
distinguishing characteristics {idwwuota) of our fallen race — corruptibility,
maortality, the capacity to change for the worse — and take on the characteristics
of the divine nature, ‘absorbed by the omnipotent divinity like a drop of vinegar
mingled in the boundless sea’'. Gregory clearly has in mind the manifestations
of the risen Lord, who has passed through the trials of weakness and death and

* Ad Theophilum adversus Apollinaristas (GNO LI/, 120.141.). For this same interpretation
of Apallinarian Christology in Gregory's contempararies, see below, n, 22,

& Ibid. (120.17£.).

T Ibid. (123.7-14).

GNO VIT, 173-214, csp. 205.22-206.14.

* Ibid, (126.10f).

W Ihid. (126, 19,).
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has received, in and for his humanity, ‘the name above every name’ (Phil 2.9,
his own eternal titles of "Lord” and "Christ” (Acts 2.36)'!;

‘For a duality of Sons might consistently be presumed, if a nature of a dilferent kind
could be recognized by its own proper signs within the ineffable Godhead of the Son
... But since all the traits we recognize in the mortal (Jesus) we see rransformed by the
characieristics of the Godhead, and no difference of any kind can be perceived — for
whatever one sees in the Son is Godhead: wisdom, power, holiness, freedom from pas-
sivity — how could one divide what 15 single...7'"*

There is no danger, in other words, of the kind of Christological dualism the
Apollinarians fear, provided one sees that the man Jesus, “taken up’ by the
eternal Son, is constantly being transformed in role and character to reveal the
Son ever more fully in himself,

This same approach to the relationship of Christ’s humanity and divinity
underlies the more elaborate argument in Gregory's longer anti-Apollinarian
polemic, the Antirrhetikos. This tract, which seems to have been written some-
what later than the Letter to Theophilus'?, is a phrase-by-phrase analysis and
rebuttal of Apollinarius’s Demonstration of the Divine Incarnarion in Human
Likeness (Apodeixis), a work for which Gregory’s quotations are now virtually
our only source. Here Apollinarius apparently accuses his opponents of holding

W fhid. (127,121). These two texts are part of a small group of New Testamenl passapes
Gregory repeatedly nses, throughout his writings, to construct his theory of the continuing kdentity
of the Word within the saving transformation of the human being he assumed. Besides the full
text of the *hymn to Christ’ in Phal 2.5-11, they inclode John 20017 (the risen Chnst elling his
disciples, through Mary Magdalene, ‘T am ascending to my Father and to your Father, to my God
and 10 your God'); the parable of the lost sheep (Lk 13.41), in which humanity is seen as the
strayed sheep “taken up® by the Word; and the combination of the images of humanity as *mass’
of dough (Matt 13.33) and the risen Christ as the ‘first-fruits” of a new humanity (1 Cor 15.23), See
the thorough discussions of Lucas F. Mateo-Seco, Estudios sobre la crisiologia de san Gregorio
de Nisa (Pamplona, 1978), csp. 30-74 (Phil 2.5-11); and Reinhard M, Hiibner, Die Einfeir des
Lethey Chrizti bei Grepor von Nvssa. Untersuchungen zum Ursprung der “physischen' Erid-
sungslehre (Leiden, 1974), esp, pp. 104- 145,

12 fhid, (126.21-127.9),

3 5o G May, ‘Die Chronologie des Lebens und des Werkes Gregors von Nyssa’, in M. Harl
ted.), Ecritwre et cultire philosophique dans la pengée de Grégoire de Nysge (Colloquinm of
Chevetogne, 1969) (Leiden, 1971}, p. 61, following H. Lietzmann, Apollinarius von Lacdicaea
und seine Schule T (Tibingen, 1904), p. 830 and E. Mihlenberg, Apollinarins vorn Lacdicasa
(Gttingen, 196%), p. 90. The main argumenits for putting the Antirrhetitos later than the letter o
Theophilus are the letier’s total lack of reference to the arguments of the longer work, and the
fact that Gregory of Mazianzus does not seem [0 have known about Apollinarios’s Apodeics
before the mid-380s. J. Daniélou, ‘La chronologie des cuvres de Grégoire de Nysse', Srudia
FPatristica T (T %2: Berlin, 1966), p. 1631, sugpests the Anfirrhetikos was composed in the winter
of 382-383, on the basis of the work's reatment of the relation of the Logos o Jesus' soul and
body in death; in this dating he follows 1. Lebourlier, ' A propes de P'état du Christ dans la mer, [T',
Revue dey sciences philosophigues et théologigues 47 (1963}, p. 180, and is jomned by Hiibner
135f,, n. 166, The chronology of Gregory's works is 4 notoriously speculative business,
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that Christ is simply a divinely inspired human being, an dvBporoc Evbeoc!t,
and that the crucified savior had ‘nothing divine in his own nature™? By
rejecting his party’s conception of Christ as the divine mind enfleshed in an
animated body, Apollinarius argues, his opponents” only alternative is to con-
ceive of him as a graced human being:

‘If the Lord is not enfleshed mind (votc #vouproc), he must be Wisdom enlightening the
mind of a human being; but that 15 in all people. And if that 15 so, then the coming of
Christ was not the presence of God (Zmdnpic B=00), but the birth of a human being ',

For Apollinarius, the elements of the Savior can only be the eternal divine
Mind or Spirit and the animal body or *flesh’ he assumed: ‘He is God in virtue
of the enfleshed Spirit, and human in virtue of the flesh taken on by God''7.
And since his fleshly component is not “foreign’ to the divine Spirit — as it
would be if it ‘belonged’ to a human mind as part of a complete human being'#
— 1t 15 accurate, in Apollinarius’s view, even to say that ‘Christ the human
being’ is heavenly and eternal:

“The human being Christ pre-exists, not in that the Spirit — that is, God — is another
alongside him, but in that the Lord in the nature of the God-man is the Divine Spirit"t”,

When one looks beneath the conventional rhetorical surface of his response,
Gregory’s critique of Apollinarius is based on a distinctively different under-
standing of both the being of God and the nature of salvation.

“Who does not know’, he asks scornfully, ‘that the God revealed to us in flesh, according
to the word of pious tradition, is immaterial and invisible and uncompounded. and that he
was and i3 infinite and uncircumscribed, existing everywhere and penetrating all creation,
but that he has been seen, as far as appearance goes, in human circomscription? "2

Apollinarius’s conception of Christ not only limits the Logos by making him
the rational soul or ‘spirit’ guiding a human body?'; it implies that this one

S Antivrh. 4 (GNO LI, 135.17-24); cf. 25 (169.211F).
* fbid. 27 (1T72.161F.).
S fhid, 36 (188.23-27).

' Ihid, 7 (140.36F.). 1t is interesting to note the frequent echoes, in the passapes of Apollinariug’s
Apadeivis quoted by Gregory, of the “Spirit-Chostology’ of the second and third centuries: drawing
on 1 Cor 15,45 (“the second Adam is a life-giving spirit’), Gregory notes, Apollinarius ‘says he is
called *“{the man) from heaven™ for this reason, that the heavenly spirit is made fesh (in him". (/hid.,
12 {146.271.}), See also Apollinarius's epistle to Jovianus 1 (Lietzmann 250.7, 251.15). On *Spirit-
Christology ' in the Patristic period, see M. Simonetti, *Note di cristologia pneumatica’, Augeestini-
antinn 12 (1972), pp. 201-232; GW.H. Lampe, Ged as Spirit (Oxford, 1977), pp. 210-227,

* Ihid. 22 (162,17-19).

% Ihid. 12 (147.126F).

* Ihid. 18 (156.14-18),

I Ibed. (156,156.26-157.9); 35 (185.7-10). Cf. 50 {227.23-26): ‘If human nature receives
tither a mind like ours or God in place of a mind, these two must be of the same magnitude and
slatus as each other — if indeed the place where mind is contained is also the place where divinity
5 received
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governing soul, at least, is eternal, opgpuiov Beot®. Secondly, Gregory in-
sists, to replace the human mind of Christ with the eternal Logos is to make his
humanity simply into a lower form of animal life, a ‘beast of burden'™; to
have a right to be called human and to be the revealer of human @petn, Christ
needed a human mind, human needs and limitations, and especially a human
will*,

This last point is of central importance for Gregory’s own understanding of
the person and work of Christ. The message of Scripture about Jesus, Gregory
says, is that ‘the divine being, changeless and unvarying in essence, has come
to be in a changeable and alterable nature, so that by his own unchangeability
he might heal our tendency to change for the worse™. So it 15 essential for
him to conceive of Christ the Savior as possessing all that is vulnerable and
variable in our nature, including our mind, precisely so that all of what is
natural and changeable in each of us may, beginning in Christ, be transformed
and exalted®, The kévooig of the Son, spoken of in Phil. 2,7, is not simply
another revelation of the eternal God in our changeable world, Gregory argues,

2 fhid 28 (174.14-19), It 15 in the context of his insistence that the identification of the divine
Logos with a vouc capable of governing a human composite is a viclation of the divine trans-
cendence that one should probably understand Gregory's ofi-repeated point — exaggerated,
surely, for thetorical purposes — that Apollinarius holds even the 'flesh” of Christ to be cternal !
{e.g., 13 (147.16-148.4); 15 (150,104£.); 18 (155.25-136.1)). Apollinarus himself seems rather o
have suggested simply that the heavenly origin of the Word implies the heavenly character of the-
whole Christ (see De Unione 1§, (Lietzmann |858.)). siressing the Biblical image of Christ as “the:
Son of Man who came down from heaven® (Aarferh. 6 (138.18-21, 25-29%), and thus o h‘.i"."-ﬂ
asserted no more than that the whole Christ, as Beog Evonpxos, entered into the world through'
the Virgin's womb as through a ‘channel” (ibid. 24 (166.14-28)). In other places, Apollinarius
insists that the Word took the “created garment’ of his flesh from the Virgin, even though it was -
divinely generated in her and was never a distinct organism apart from the Word; see, e.g., De
Erione 6,9, 13 (Lictzmann 1871, 1881, 191). The Cappadocians, however, seem to have shared
their contemporaries’ sense that Apollinarius really held the very flesh of Christ pre-existed in
heaven: see Athanasius, Ep. 1o Epictetus 2-9 (PG 26.1032C-1065B), a passage which seems o
have the Apollinarians, among others, in mind but does not mention them by name; Basil of
Caesaraca, Ep. 261.2 (PG 32.969B13-972A1); Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 101.16 (ed. P. Gallay,
Sources chrétiennes 208.42), 30 (ibid. 48); Ep. 202.10-13 (ibid. 90-92); cf. Ep. 102.14f. (ibid.
79, where Gregory suggests the Apollinarian Christ has only the appearance of human flesh.

B Apgirrk, 23 (165.9-28). Cf. Gregory of Mazianzus, Ep. 101.34f (SC 208.51): “I7 (Jesus) is
endowed with a zoul, but not with 2 mind, how is he human? For a human being is not an animal
without intelligence. Of necessity, the outward form and tabernacle would then be human, but the
sonl would be that of some horse or ox or some other unintellipent being; and this will be what
i saved...'.

4 Thic, 31§ (179 8-182.5). In other passages, too, Apollinares explicitly rejected the notion of
two wills or operations in Chnst: see, e.g., Frags. |08, from O the Inearnate Appearance af
Grod (Lietzmann 232f); Frag. 117, from the Syllogistic Treative against Digdore [of Tarsus| 10
Heraclivs (Lietzmann 23560,

¥ [hid. 2 (133.6-9),

¥ fhid. 5 (13B.7-9): *... What is passible receives death, but what is heyond the reach of
passion works freedom from passibility in that which is passible’; cf 21 (160.6-161.5).
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but the concrete act of God, at a definite point in our history, taking on a
human being as something new, but thoroughly his own®”. S0 Gregory insists
quite simply that the eternal *Christ” and ‘Lord’ in the course of time “took up
a man'* — ‘not purely and simply a common man'#*, since he was born by a
divine mode of conception, vet certainly a man in the full sense'; and the
salvation he has worked for all humanity is nothing less than to have trans-
formed the passible, corruptible characteristics (i6uwbuota) of that man into the
divine characteristics of the Son, so that in his exaltation the man can now
share the ‘name that 15 above every name’ — the eternal, unnameable reality
of God*. As a result, the believer always knows Jesus Christ in two ways, both
as 4 human being and as God — ‘human in what is seen, God in what is
known to the mind’*2,

Towards the end of the Antirrhetikos, in a passage of stnking clanty,
Gregory sums up the relationship between the eternal Son — who is himself
always called "Christ” and ‘Lord’ because he is always anointed by the Spirit
and ruler over all creation® — and the human being he has assumed:

“We say that he is always the Christ, both before the economy and after it; but he is
human neither before it nor after it, but only during the time of the economy. For the
flesh, in its own proper characteristics (idubpaoy) did not exist before the Virgin, nor
after his ascent into heaven. “For even if we once knew Chnst according to the flesh™,
Scripture says, “we no longer know him thus™ (II Cor 5.16) ... But since humanity is
changeable, but the divine unchangeable, the divinity is not moveable by alteration,
either towards the better or towards the worse (since it does not receive what is worse
and there is nothing which is better); but the human nature in Christ does possess the
ability to change for the better, being transformed from corruption to incorruption, from
what is perishable to what is imperishable, from what is short-lived to what 15 eternal,
from what is bodily and of perceptible shape to what is bodiless and without shape™.

T Ihid, 15 (151.10-21).

# (Gregory uses various forms of this expression: see, e.g., ibid. 7 (140.23-25: &lov ovv-
el tov ivllporoyv); 34 (184.1-15: daviphdron mpdainyic); 380 (193.6-18: dvitkyyig and
npoaiyngh; 49 (215.17-21; the very word mpéoinyng implies a difference in nature),

= Ihid. 21 (160.3-11).

0 Ihid, 22 (203.16-29); 49F (214.19-215.25).

HoThid, 21 (161.13-26): “And since the man in Christ was called by a name, in the usual way,
eccording to what is consistent with humanity, through the mysterious instruction given to the Vie-
gin by Gabriel, and that human element was named Jesus, as we are told, but (since) the divine
Namere is not graspable in a name, the two have become one by mixture (S0 THC dvoxpiosnc).
Therefore Gad is called by a human name, for “at the neme of Jesus every knee shall bow™, and
”.-'E man comes to be beyond all naming — something characteristic of godhead, which cannot be
Signified by any verbal sign — s0 that as the exalted being comes to exist in what is lowly, the
lowly takes on exalted characteristics; for just as the godhead receives the name of the man, so
that which is joined. from lowliness, to the podhead comes o be above every name’,

R Ihid 37 (1912410 cf. 27 (173.10-14).

W Ibid, 52F, (220.2-221.20)

4 Thid, 53 (222:25-223.10),
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The importance of this transformation in Christ, for Gregory, is of course
that it marks the beginning of the transformation in which each of us 1s called
to participate: a transformation of the human into the divine which does not
seem to involve, in his view, an annihilation of human nature, so much as the
suffusion of all its naturally changeable, ‘fleshly’ characteristics with the
stability and luminous vigor of God. Both &vwotg, after all, and the various
terms for ‘mixture’ which Gregory habitually employs for the union in Christ
(pikig, kpdoig and their cognates), mean in his vocabulary the close unification
of elements that still remain naturally or numenically different: a relationship
(gyéaic) rather than a total absorption®. Unlike Aristotle, who uses the image
of a drop of wine in ten thousand gallons of water as an example of the kind
of mixture that annihilates the smaller element altogether®, Gregory seems to
see even the lesser, human partner in the ‘mixture’ of the Incamation —
though absorbed now like the proverbial drop of vinegar in the ocean of divinity
and no longer perceptible, through any of its own peculiar qualities, to mind or
sense’’ — as continuing to exist and even to undergo further change. And as
the ‘first-fruits” of & new humanity, endlessly undergoing transformation into
the gualities that reflect the stable glory of God, the risen and transfigured
human Christ is the one means by which the rest of the race can also participate
in that same process of ‘divinization’: not, be it said, through some connection
conceived of in purely physical terms, or through sharing in some Platonic
universal®, but through human involvement with Christ in salvation history,
especially through faith, baptism. and a disciple’s imitation™,

Gregory's anti-Apollinarian Christology, as we have briefly sketched it out
here, is certainly strange, even a little shocking, by post-Chalcedonian standards.
The reason, I would suggest. is first of all terminological. The language of @Oog
and DnooToaig, obala and npocmmoy, which were to frame the debates of the
fifth and sixth centuries and which had been given stable definition for Trinitar-
ian discussion by the Cappadocians themselves, are strikingly absent, as | have

¥ See esp. ibid. 22 (161,265 34 (184.27-20). For a thorough and penetrating analysis of
Gregory's terminology for the union of natures in Christ, including its background i classical
philosophy, see I.-R. Bouchet, ‘Le vocabulaire de 'umion et du rapport des natures chez saini
Grépoire de Nysse', Revue thontiste 68 (1968), pp. 533-5812,

3 De gen, et corr 110 (328a27-29).

3 Anrirrh, 42 (GNO I/, 201.10-16); cf. the passages cited in nn. 2 and 10 above, and Cir.
Eun 111, 3, 6Ef. (GNOILZ, 133.1-4),

3% For a careful discussion and refutation of the overly literal interpretation of Gregory's idea
of human solidarity and ‘physical’ redemption found in many histeries of dogma, see especially
Hiibner, Die Einheit des Leibes Cheisti {(above n. 11) esp. pp. 1-25 and 95-198; of. Mateo-Seco,
Exrudios (above, n. 11) 53; Bouchet, *Le vocabulaire’ (above, n. 35), p. 5338; and A. Lieske, “£ur
Theologie der Christusmystik Gregors von Nyssa', Scholastik 14 (1939, p. 310,

¥ Sn, e, Antirch, 55 (GNO T, 226.17-227.9: baptism as imitation of Jesus' saving and
voluntary death); of. On Perfection (GNO VI, esp. 210.4:214.6: imitation of Christ’s dpstoi).
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already said, from Gregory’s discussion of Christ: both imdoteoig and npoca-
rrov, in fact, when they are used in these works, are applied to the man Jesus
alone, not to the incarnate Christ®?, The reason, presumably, is that Gregory is
afraid to support the Apollinarian conception of the man Jesus as EV TPOCmIoV
and £v Ldov with the eternal hypostasis of the Son: such terms are too multi-
valent within the theclogical realm of discourse, too analogous, to be used
safely in the same context of both the ‘persons’ of the Trimity and a human
person, of both the *substance’ of God and our human reality.

In any case, Gregory's Chnstology differs from that of the fifth-century
debates also in that his main interest in not to identify precisely what is one
and what is manifold in Christ, but to explore the conditions of possibility for
our sharing in his triuvmph over death and human corruption. Not only is the
modern category of ‘person’, as autonomous and reflective subject, far from
his mind, as it was from that of all the Greek Fathers: his real interest is in our
salvation: in what happens to human nature — to to avBpomivoy, the com-
mon reality all of us coneretely share — when it is brought into contact with
10 Befov, the transcendent reality of God, through the one historical individual
who is, in an unconfused and inseparable way, both God and a human being.
Nonetheless, it 1s clear that for him, as for the classical Christology of the fifth,
sixth and seventh centuries, the Mystery of Christ 1s also one of uncontused
and undivided union: God the Word making a complete human being his own
instrument of revelation and healing for the world, while at the same time
enabling that human being to be, most perfectly, what all humans are created
to be — fully itself, and fully, though always increasingly, a participant in the
life and even the qualities of God.

In a recent, thoughtful article comparing Origen’s De Principiis and Gregory’s
Catechetical Oration as synthetic constructions of Christian theology, Anthony
Meredith remarks: ‘By and large, Origen’s thought is largely theocentric,
Gregory's is Christocentric™!, The reason, Meredith suggests, is Gregory's pre-
occupation with Apollinarianism. While [ would certainly agree on the central
place given to the person and work of Christ in all Gregory’s thought, 1 suggest
that he is not concerned with Christology in the same sense or to the same
degree as Nestorius, Cyril, Theodoret and Leo would be, let alone Severus,
Leontius of Byzantium and Maximus Confessor. He is concerned above all
with Jesus Christ as the man in whom and through whom the infimte and sav-
ing reality of God touches us all: with preserving the transcendence of the God
who is present in him, and with emphasizing the transformation of that human
reality which God, in the man Jesus, has made his own.

0 Antirrh. 54 (GNO 1L/, 223.11-224.5); Ceor. Eun. 00, 3, 42 (122.25-29), For a thorough
discussion of the Christology of Gregory™s works Conira Ennomiwm, see now B. Pottier, Diew ef
le Christ selon Grégaire de Nysse (Brussels, 1994).

4 “Origen's De Principiis and Gregory of Nyssa's Oratio Catecherica’, Hevthrop Journal 36
(1995}, p. 8.




The Paradigmatic Prayer in Gregory Nazianzen

Knstoflel DEMOEN, Gent

"0g mupl xai vepély otpatdv fivayeg, e &' 680w slpec
‘Ev meidyel mgag kopat’ dlavvopévorc.
“Aptov & otpavobey Douc Eévov ol dokEouav:
‘Ex 68 rétpne mnynv Eflucuc dxpotopon.
Kai viv o Bepanovit cuvEpnopos EA0E xaheuvty,
Xpaots, phog pepomoy, Seii mhvta pEpow,
You who have guided an army with fire and cloud,
wha by holding back the force af the waves
found a way through the sea for those who were pursued;
who let a peculiar bread rain down from heaven
Sor those who did not expect it,
and who let a well spring from a sheer rock:
now also come as a fellow traveller for your servant who calls vou,
Christ, light of mortals, who make evervihing rrn ot right.

This poem by Gregory Nazianzen is a typical example of a paradigmatic
prayer. This is a prayer consisting of a series of Tapadeiyate (paradigms) /
exermpla (examples), in which a deity is besought, as it were, to take action, by
reminding him or her of previous similar deeds. The genre is rooted in Greek
poetry from the time of Homer as well as in the Bible?. Since | shall deal with
the paradigmatic prayer as a special use of paradigmata rather than as a special
kind of prayer, I shall first say a few words about the nepidsiypue?.

The mapaderyuo or exemplum is a central device in ancient rhetoric, and
we can recall how deeply influenced Gregory was by his rhetorical education.
Ancient rhetoricians, starting with Aristotle, describe the exemplum as the
evoking of a historical event or person which is similar or related to the matter

' Gregory Mazianzen, carmen I, |, 38 (PG 37,521-2),

* Seeeg, fliad 16,233-238 (Zed Gva, ... fpgy 3 mot’ épov Enog Exiveg edEaptvolo .,
6" ETy woi viv pot...) and 2Esr 19,6-32 (0 el altde kipiog povog ob Emoinoac oV ob-
pavov ... ob EEekéle dv ABpap ... xei elfec Ty Toneivomy ThY Totipoy fpdv év Al-
YomTg ... kol Bv oTod vepElng adfynoas avtebs Audpas .- xal vov, b Bedg fpdy ... ph
Ghryobitm Svimov gou miag & poyhos...). For a succinct treatment of the *Paradiemengebete’,
see A Lumpe, "Exemplum’, RBACE. Bd. 6 (1966), cols. 1229-1237 passim.

' For a full discussion of the paradigmata in Gregory Nazianzen, see my book Pagan and
Biblical Exempla in Gregory Nazianzen: A Study in Rheroric and Hermenewtics (Corpus
Christianerum, serics Lingua Patrum 2) Turnhout-Steenbrugge, 1996),
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under discussion, and which is used as an argument or as an illustration. Let me
say a few more words about the subject matter of the exemplum, its functions,
the modes of reasoning behind its use and its literary form.

With respect 1o subject matter, it is specified n rhetorical theores that
histories can be taken from one's own national or from foreign traditions. In
Christian authors such as Gregory, the subdivision between ‘own’ and “foreign’
is transposed into the categories “Christian’ and ‘pagan’, and the own historical
examples are taken from the Bible, as in the paradigmatic prayer just quoted,

As to the exemplum as argument, rhetoricians distinguish between evidence
and model; the latter function is applied in the paradigmatic prayer: God is
confronted with himself or his own previous deeds as a model.

The logical basis of the argumentation can be either inductive or analogical.
In the former case, the exemplum offers a particular instance of the general
case that is to be argued or illustrated: it is the e.g. (exempli gratia) reasoning
(the argumentation I use when illustrating this paper with some of Gregory’s
paradigmatic prayers). The analogical exemplum, on the other hand, is based
on a similarity between the exemplary history and the particular case under
discussion: it is the ‘just as once ... thus also now ..." reasonming (the argu-
mentation used in the paradigmatic prayers themselves).

The literary form taken by the mopadeivua is marked by the elaborateness of
the exemplary story, and by its insertion in the context, Considering the former
criterion, the mapaderyua varies from an elaborate narration (as in the Latin
medieval exemplum as a separate genre) o a simple name-mentioning or an
allusion. As to the insertion, the motive for using the exemplum (which could
be considered as the rertium comparationis) can be explicitly stated or merely
implied. Now, just as classical rhetorical theory sees a transition from full
comparison (Achilles is as brave as a lion), through unmotivated comparison
(Achilles s like a lion), to metaphor (Achilles is a lion or that lion, pointing at
Achilles), one can subdivide the exemplum according to its insertion: full
exemplum (Beware of that woman, for she is beautiful and unfaithful. Remember
Helen, who was also.. ), minimal exemplum (Beware af that woman, Remember
Helen.) and metaphorical exemplum (Beware of that Helen.). The metaphorical
exemplum can take the shape of an antonomasia (substitution of a name), as in
the Helen example, or of an allegory (transposition of a history),

Now let us return to Gregory's paradigmatic prayers. 1 shall first deal with
their function and subject matter. On four occasions, three times in a funeral
oration and once in an autobiographical poem, Gregory gives an account of
former paradigmatic prayers by others or by himself, and he comments on the
phenomenon itself, 1 quote one of these passages, from his funeral oration for
Basil. Gregory illustrates his friend’s descent with a story about his ancestors
on his father's side, who retreated to the mountains of Pontus on the run from
the persecutions under Maximinus, When they were hungry, they expressed their
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trust in God by means of a paradigmatic prayer, after which the game came
running along spontancously, ready to be slaughtered (Tic Eyvo tolwoltow
O popi; ). Gregory paraphrases the prayer as follows:

Ti yap £any, Eieyov, tdv dniotov £l & tav Buupociov Bedg, & Opeyas tlovoiwg
Ev Epnpm SEvow hadw kol puyddo dote kol Gprov duPpiioo kai fhioo dpvibaoc,
TpEpuv ob ol dvaykalowg povow, dili kol Tols nepirtois: £l & tepav Balattoy
kol ommoeg filov kol motepov dvokdyas — wai tiila 01 Dnewmovies doo
MEMOINKE: PLAST yip £V TOIG TOLWODTOWS PLALTTOPELY ] Yoyt Kui moliois Bah-
paowv dvupveiv tov Bedv —, obrog, Enfjyov, wui fpic Bpéwels orjuepoy ToIS Thg
TpLpTS Toug g eboefelog dyovioTas.

Why, they said, should it be incredible that the God of miracles, who so generously
nourished a wandering and fugitive people in the desert, as 1o rain down bread and
supply them with guail, nowrishing them not only with necessities, but with superabun-
dance, who divided the sea, and made the sun stand still, and held back the river —
and they added afl the other things that He had done, for the soul tends in such cir-
cumstances to devote fiself to such narratives and to glorify God for His many won-
ders — why should it be incredible, they went on, that the same God should afzo today
nourtsh us, as athletes of the faith, with delicacies 4.

From the four texts dealing with former paradigmatic prayers, the following
information can be derived:

(1) the exempla are indeed quoted as models to be used by God; in two texts
this is connected with “pious impudence’ (Gvoloyuvteiv);

(2} in all four cases, we are faced with an emergency (illness or death threat),
a situation which in the passage quoted Gregory explicitly describes as encour-
aging this kind of prayer;

(3) Gregory states that both Old and New Testament episodes are appropriate
as subject matter, but from the texts which also describe the prayer’'s content,
a preference emerges for episodes from Exodus.

The third observation is confirmed by an analysis of the ten actual paradig-
matic prayers we find among Gregory’s verse (some of them are poems in
their own right, as the one quoted as epigraph, others are part of elegiac
poems)®. Half of the 54 exempla quoted in these ten paradigmatic prayers are
episodes from Exodus, several of which recur frequently (the pillar of fire, the
crossing of the Red Sea, the supplying of manna, the victory over Amalek, the
passage of the Jordan). This preferential use of e¢pisodes from Exodus is, of

* 0r, 437 (PG 36,501C, translation LP. McCauley, Funeral Orations by Saint Gregory
Nazianzen and Saint Ambroge (The Fathers of the Church, a new translation, vol, 22; Washington,
19353}, p. 32). The other prose instances are or. 8,18 (P 35,809C) and ar. 18,28 (PG 33, 1020B).
For the verse passage, cf. infra.

8 The exact references of Gregory's paradigmatic prayers: three in Bpfjvon {carming 11, 1, 46,
v, 39-50; 11, 1, 50, vy, 69-78: 11, 1, 51, vv. 32-36, each time as conclusion of the poem), three
in elegiac-autobiographical poems (carmina I, 1, 1, vy, 1-253; 11, 1, 1, vv, 577-595; 11, 1, 19,
vv. 90-98, as introduction or conclusion), four infas prayers (carmina 1, 1, 36; 1, 1, 38; 11, 1, 3,
vy, 5-12; 11, 1, 22a, vv. 1-12).
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course, in keeping with the typical intention of the paradigmatic prayer: a call
for rescue from an emergency.

My final remarks deal with the relation between exemplary histories and the
actual situation, and with the literary form in which this relation is rendered.
The interpretation of the paradigmatic prayers will also serve as an indication
for the meaning of Gregory’s biblical metaphors in general.

In his longest autobiographical poem, Gregory again gives an account of a
paradigmatic prayer of his own. In this account, he partly describes the quoted
exempla. Gregory is caught in a storm at sea between Alexandna and Athens:

mivtmy 6 DTouVTous ok T Tpiv Boupdtoy,

alc Tv peyiotv ¥eipd gou yvopilopey,

Alvuntioy pEoTlEly EKTETPIUPE VY,

rovtou payevrog Taopand GoeukoTog,

FELPDV EMAPTEL BUGULEVDYV HTTPEVEV,

GUTHS OTPQTLPYQLS TN KTLTEDS 00LAOUREVTS,

oihmyil el oy Kol popn toploupgva,

rpooleic te tapd toig ndio Poapevors,

“gdc”, slmov, “slpl, xal o mplv kal vov Equ

Lous)

kal viv pofntig év ool Tiveood po

oy bvov 1] meélzve, kol otfjte pofoc”.

! reminded thee of all the miracles of fime past

when we had experience of thy mighty hand:

af the affliction by scourges of the Egpvpiians:

af the sea sundered and the passage of Israel;

of enemies defeated by hands raised in prayer;

aof the reduction to servitude of creation itself by the leaders;
of walls colfapsing at the sound of the trumpet and the people’s onset.
And I added my own experiences to the famous works of old.
“Thine" | I said, “I have been formerly, thine am [ now,
)

Now alse thy disciple is tossed upon the wave, For my sake
dispel slumber, or walk to me, and let the fear be stilled™ ",

We recognize all of the typical features: the explicit model function (I
reminded thee...), the emergency situation, the use of Old and New Testament
episodes. Now what is interesting here is:

(1) the combination of two types of insertion: the episodes from Exodus are
quoted in a full exemplum (I reminded thee of all the miracles of time past...),
whereas the New Testament episode is a metaphorical exemplum: Gregory

& Carmen IL 1, 11, vv. 186-201 (PG 37, 1042-3, ranslation D. Meehan, Saint Crregory of
Mazianzus, Three Poems. Translated by DM, Meehan. Supplementary Motes by T.P. Halton
(Washington, 1987), p. 82, adapted to the eritical text by C. Jungck, Gregor von Nazianz. De vita sua
{Hﬂidlﬂberg, 1974), and slightly changed). The exemplary histories alluded to in vy, 190 and 19]
are the victory over Amalek (Ex 17,8-16) and Joshua making the sun stand still (Josh 10,12-14),
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identifies himself with the apostles on the lake (Now alse thy disciple is tossed
upon the wave). The formula ‘now also’ (kui vov) asks for a repetition of
Christ’s salvific intervention’.

(2) the enumeration of God’s biblical ButpaTto, miracles, 15 supplemented by
some events taken from Gregory's own life (And I added my own experiences
tor the famous works of old): the subject matter for his paradigmatic prayers is

not only taken from the Bible, but also from his own life. In this way, here (as

on some more occasions in his works) Gregory explicitly emphasizes the con-
tnuity of God's miraculous interventions.

This soteriological continuity is not explicitly expressed, but certainly
implied in the paradigmatic prayer quoted at the outset of this paper:

You who have guided an army with fire and clowd,

who by holding back the force of the waves

found a way through the sea for those who were pursued; {...)
reove also come as a fellow traveller for vour servant who calls vou,
Cheise, light of mortals, whe make everything turn owt right.

The next step is a metaphorical paradigmatic prayer. The same episodes
from Exodus are used in an allegory.

APUTTE, Paog LEpOTmy, Tupont otuds [pyyopiow

Wurn, mhalopévn mkpns frotow &’ £pnunc,

Eyic Dupom kakopntiy, dvodsog épyodioKTtoc:

Kol nniol i’ ddérowo, kol Alyontowo Papeing

"EEeplioals, mAnyiow deikelino depdooos

Avopeveng, einv 6& mopoig &iov, "Hv 6 kiynow

Exbpoc émonépyov, ob 68 por kol movtov Epubpov

TunEewrs, otepeny 68 Siexnepioun Bilacoay,

Enetday &g ylova diav, Epwdv Mayoc, donep treotng:

Koi motapois atfoewas dreipovag, dAlopilov 1

Eiivoug Bovprov Eyyoc, ayvaarovov, El 6" émflainy

g lephic, perwm o SnvexEeaoy £V Dvols,

Christ, light of mortals, pillar of fire for Gregory's

soul, which wanders through the bitter desert of life,

stop the malevolent Pharach and his shameless waskmasters;

and deliver me from the loose clay, and from the burdensome Egypt;
coRguer my enenes with shaming strokes,

and make smooth my way. And If the enemy who always menaces me
ix an my keels, then divide the Red Sea for me,

5o that I can cross a dry sea,

and haste me an my way o the divine land, my inheritance, as vou have promised,
and hold back the immense rivers, and deflect the furions

" Kai vivw is a recwming formula in paradigmatic prayers: see the opening prayer of Gregory
himself, and the two examples quoted in n, 2. from Homer and Ezra,
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farce of the strangers, which causes suffering. And if I enter
the holy land, [ will sing your praises in uninterrupted hymns®,

Despite the allegorical use of the biblical histories, this kind of metaphorical
exemplum implies, I think, not an allegorical but a typological exegesis of the
hiblical histories concerned: it presupposes and expresses typology as her-
meneutics. Here again, two historical divine interventions are connected: the
Exodus (the exemplary history) and Gregory’s own rescue (the matter under
discussion). The relation between both 15 not just an analogical one, as rhetonc
prescribes, but a soteriological one. In general, the choice of many of Gregory’s
biblical exempla is not simply based on a similarity, but, at least in his eyes,
on a real commespondence. The actual situation comes down to more than an
analogous happening or even imitation of the exemplary history: it is a repetition,
an actualization of 1t, with the same main actor {or director): through the biblical
nopaderypa, the present is denoted as a new miracle of God's power, 1n
Gregory's own words: Bubua g tou Beol duvaoteiag®.

B Carmen 11, 1, 22a (PG 37, 12810,
! Or, 4,20 (PG 35, 549A). In this passage also, Gregory explicitly emphasizes the continuity
of God’s miracles: he considers the defeat of Julian as a new quasi-biblical intervention of God,



aitwog/* Author’, aitie/*Cause’ and apyn/*Origin’:
Synonyms in Selected Texts of Gregory Nazianzen

John P. Eaan, 5., Toronto

In a communication presented here four years ago, entitled "Paradox in
(regory NWazianzen's Doctrine of the Trimity’, T.A. Noble maintained that
aitiogauthor’, as distinet from aitie/ cause’, 15 used as a synonym for @pir/
‘origin’!, Noble asserted that Gregory uses ‘cause’ to refer to the creation of
the world and *author” and ‘origin’ to refer to inter-trinitarian relations?. In this
communication, [ wish to respond to MNoble's assertion of this distinction.
[ shall conclude, pace Noble, that the distinction is vanable,

In Part I, I shall present and analyze a text which Noble cites and two
additional texts where Gregory uses ‘author’ and ‘origin’ as synonyms in the
context of inter-trimitarian relations. In Part 11, | shall present and analyze
another text where Gregory uses ‘cause’ and ‘origin’ as synonyms in the same
context. In Part III, I shall conclude that Gregory sometimes uses ‘author’ but
at other times vses ‘cause’ as a synonym for ‘origin’ in the context of nter-
trinitarian relations.

Part I - *Author’ and “Origin’: Synonyms

Noble refers to no text to support his position that Gregory uses these terms
as synonyms. But these terms do appear in Or, 25.15 to which Noble refers for
another reason’. In the opinion of its most recent editor, Justin Mossay, Or. 25,
entitled On Heron, written in praise of the Cynic philosopher Maximus, alias
Heron, was delivered at Constantinople in 3808, The part of #15 which [ shall
focus upon reads as follows:

Diefine, too, our right belief by teaching others to acknowledge one unbegotten God,
the Father .... Teach them not to subject the Father 1o an origin [dpynv] ..., Teach them
nol to regard the Son or the Holy Spirit as unongmnate ... For they are not unoriginate,

' T.A. Moble, '‘Paradox in Gregory Namanzen's Doctring of the Trmity®, Studie Patristica, 27
(1993), p. 96.

? MNoble, p. 96.

* Moble, p. 96

+ Justin Mossay, ed. and trans., in collaboration with Guy Lafontaine, Grégoire de Nazianze,
Lisconrs 24-26 (Sources Chrétuennes, 284; Paris, 1981), pp. 116-117.
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yel in a certain sense they arc unoriginate, This statement seems self-contradiciory, bul
expresses a possible truth. For they are not unoriginate with respect 1o Author [t
aitia]: for they are from God, even if not after him, as light from the sun. But they are
unoriginate with respect to time?,

Here Gregory calls upon Maximus to provide instruction concerning the
mystery of the Trinity, and to dissuade others from subjecting the Father to an
origin and from regarding the Son and the Spirit as unoriginate. Gregory
describes them as originate because they have an aothor and as unoriginate
because they are not subject to time. Gregory admits that to call Son and Spirit
originate in one sense and unoriginate in another sense is to go beyond reason.
Noble cites this passage because he stresses the paradoxical nature of
Gregory’s trinitarian teaching®.

But this passage also supports Noble's assertion that Gregory uses “author’
to refer to the inter-trinitarian relations. For here Gregory identifies the
‘author’ as God, i.e. the unbegotten God, the Father. This passage also in-
directly supports Moble’s assertion that Gregory uses ‘author’ as a synonym
for ‘origin’. For to refuse to subject the Father to an origin and to present Son
and Spirit as originate because they have an author, the Father, is equivalent to
using ‘author’ and ‘origin’ as synonyms. But this text is not the only passage
where Gregory uses ‘author’ and ‘origin’ equivalently as synonyms. In his
notes on this passage, Mossay refers to Or. 29.37. Or. 29 entitled "'On the Son,
Oration One’ is the Third Theological Oration according to the 27-31 sequence.
Paul Gallay assigns the delivery of the five Theological Orations 10 Constan-
tinople between July and Movember 3808 The part of #3 which 1 shall focus
upon reads as follows:

How is i1, then, that these latter [Son and Spivit] are not like the Father in having no
arigin, if they are co-eternal with him?

Because they are from him, though not after him. ‘Being unoriginate’ necessarily
implies “being eternal’, but “being eternal’ does not entail *being unoriginate’, so long
as the origin [apy1yv] referred to is the Father. So because they [the Son and the Holy
Spirit] have an author [td oitieo — the Father] they are not unoriginate. But clearly an
author is not necessarily prior to its effects — the Sun is not prior to its light. Because
time is not involved, they are to that extent unoriginate.,,.”,

Moszay refers to this passage because here too, as in Or. 25,15, Gregory uses
the image of the sun and its light to make the point that the Father can be the

L

Texi: Mossay, pp. 192 and 194; partial translation, slightly adapted: Noble, p. 94.

" Moble, p. 96,

T Mossay, (Grégaire de Nazianze, Discours 24-26, p. 194, naote 2.

 Paul Gallay, ed. and frans., in collaboration with Maurice Jourjon, Grégoire de Nazianze,
Liscoury 27-31 (Sources Chrétiennes, 250; Paris, 1978), oo 14

' Text: Gallay-Jourjon, p. 182, Translation, slightly adapted: L. Wickham and F. Williams,
Faith Gives Fulress to Reasoning: The Five Theological Qravions of Gregory Nazianzen (Leuden,
1991}, pp. 246-247.
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author of the Son and Spirit without being prior to them!". Moreover, here in
line 5, Gregory refers explicitly to the Father as origin, and in line 6 he refers
implicitly to the Father as author,

Andre de Halleux refers to 4 third text where Gregory speaks of the Father
as both origin and author. Or. 20.7''. According to its most recent editor,
Maossay, Or. 20, entitled ‘On Theology and the Installation of Bishops® was
probably written at Constantinople between spring 379 and summer 381'2, The
part of #7 which I shall focus upon reads as follows:

Let the one God be retained, and let the Son and Spirit be referred to one Author

[aTtiov] (and not compounded or coalesced) in keeping with the unity and identity of

the movement and will of the Divinity and the identity in essence. Let the three PErsons
be retained, and let there be no thought of coalescence, dissolution or mixture, lest the
whole [Godhead] be dissolved by those who exait unity more than it is right to do. Let the
properties be retained: those of the Father, thought of and spoken of as unoriginate and
as origin. He is thought of and spoken of as origin qua author [dpyiic 8¢, dc elriou]
and source and eternal light!3.

Here Gregory affirms that Father, Son and Spirit are one God, that the Father
is without beginning, i.e., without author, and that the Son is united to the
Father as to his author. Line 7, where Gregory refers to the Father as origin
qua author, provides strong support for Noble's assertion that Gregory uses
‘author” and ‘origin’ as synonyms to refer to the inter-trinitarian relations,

Part 1T - “Cause’ and ‘Origin’: Synonyms

Another text which Noble cites as an example of the paradoxical nature of
Gregory's trinitarian teaching is Or. 40.431%, According to its most recent
editor, Claudio Moreschini, Or. 40, entitled *On Baptism’ was probably delivered
between Christmas 380 and Epiphany 381'5. The part of #43 which I shall focus
upon reads as follows:

I should like to call the Father the greater, because from him flows both the Equality
and the Being of the Equals (this will be granted on all hands), but [ am afraid to use
the word Origin [dpynv], lest T should make Him the Origin of Inferiors, and thus
insult Him by precedencies of honour, For the lowering of those Who are {rom Him is

" Mossay, Grégoire de Nazianze, Discours 24-26, p. 194, note 2.

" André de Halleux, ‘Personnalisme ou essentialisme trinitaire chex les Peres cappadociens?
Une mauvaise controverse’. Revue théologigue de Lowvain, 17 (1986), p. 149,

12 Justin Mossay, ed. and trans., in collaboration with Guy Lafontaine, Grégoire de Nazianze,
Disconrs 20-23 {Sources Chrétiennes, 270; Paris, 1980), p. 202,

" Text; Mossay, Grégoire de Nazianze, Discowrs 20-23, pp. 70 and 72.

4 Moble, p. 96.

' Claudio Moreschini, ed. and Paul Gallay, trans., Grégoire de Nazianze, Discours 38-41
{3ources Chrétiennes, 358, Paris, 1990), p. 22.
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no glory to the Source [0 &2 o). Moreover, I look with L-:'usplrif:liﬁn at your insa.ti_me
desire, for fear you should take hold of this word Greater, and divide the Nature, using
the word Greater in @/l senses, whereas 1l does not apply to the N?IHTE, but only to
Origination [eitiev]. For in the Consubstantial Persons there is nothing greater or less
in point of Substance'®,

Here Gregory continues the profession of trinitarian faith which he began in
#4117, Noble refers to the paradoxical expression which begins in lines 1-3,
namely; “The Father is greater in that he is the Origin and Source of the equality,
and of those who are equal to him'%,

Moble continues and concludes his description of the paradox which Gregory
expresses here by stating that the “greater’ in lines 6-7 “is applicable in one sense
but not in another'', This statement is a paraphrase of lines 7-8: 'Greater’
does not apply to the nature, but only to ‘origination’. Thus, the paradox which
Gregory expresses in lines 1-9 is that the Father is greater as origin, source and
origination, i.e. cause, but not by nature. | ?

The noteworthy element in this passage is the linking of m‘iguﬂn (dpyn) an.d
originationfcause (aitia) in the context of inter-trinitarian relations, Dn this
point this passage provides a contrast to the passages referred to previously,
where ‘origin’ (dpyn) and “author’ (aitiog) were linked in the same context,

But there is a problem with the term ‘origin’ in line 3. Gregory says he is
afraid 1o use the term. Frederick Norris takes this fear to mean that Greg{:_rry
avoids the term?, Norris maintains that Gregory seeks to avoid the term “origin’
when speaking of the Father, on occasions when he locates the monarchy, the
unity, in the essence of God?!, Norris makes this assertion apropos of Or,
29.2%, The part of #2 which I shall focus upon reads as follows:

Monotheism |povapyia], with its single governing pringiple, is what we value — not
monotheism defined as the sovereignty of a single person (after all, self-discordant
unity can become a plurality) but the single rule produced by equality of nature, ha'"ﬂfmw
of will, identity of action, and the convergence towards their source of what springs
from unity [rpoc © Bv thv £5 adtod alvvivalg] — none of which is possible in the
case of created nature. The result is that though there is numerical division, there is no
division in the being®,

' Text; Moreschini (Sources Chrétiennes, 358), p. 208, Translation: C.G, Browne and
LE. Swallow, A Select Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Second Series, VIL, pp. 375-
376,

T Moreschini, p. 292, note 3.

# Moble, p. 96.

% MWoble, P 9. _

® Frederick W, Norris, “Gregory Magianzen's Doctrine of Jesus Christ’ (Diss. Yale, 1970},
p: 117,

I Norris, ‘Doctrine’, p. 117,

. Morris, ‘Doctrine’, p. 116.

* Text: Gallay-Jourjon, p. 178; translation: Wickham and Williams, pp. 245-246.
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Here, in lines 3-5. Nomis finds a description of povapyia in the list of atnbutes:
‘equality of nature, harmony of will, identity of action and the convergence
towards their source of what springs from unity™,

But Norris recognizes that Gregory refers, within this list of attributes, to the
Father as source, in the expression ‘convergence toward their source of what
springs from unity’ (lines 4-3)%. [ note, in addition, that Gregory explicitly
names the Father as origin in Or. 293 line 5, and that in Or. 20.7 lines 1-3,
where Gregory gives a similar description of povapyia without mentioning
the term, he explicitly refers to the Father as origin gua author (line 7).,

Noble asserts that Gregory uses Gpyn to refer only to the Father as origin of
the Son and Spirit*®. But Norris differentiates between what he calls the
monarchy of God which Gregory attaches to the Trinity (Or, 29.2, lines 3-5)
and the reference to the Fathers as dpyn (Or. 29.3, line 5), and Norris suggests
that Gregory’s view of apyr is ambiguous?”. John McGuckin provides an
alternative to Norris® suggestion by stating that origination and reciprocal
relations are the dynamic order which constitutes the Trinity?®, McGuckin's
comment explains why Gregory includes a reference to the Father as origin
(COr. 29.3, line 3) in the section following his description of povapyio (Or.
2092, lines 3-3).

| agree, then, with Noble® that Norris is incorrect when he affirms that
Gregory avoids the term ‘origin’ in Or. 40.43. [ suggest instead that the Greek
d&botka, translated 1 am afraid’ in Or. 40.43, line 2, is a gnomic perfect. It
may denote a habitual fecling. Despite that habitual feeling, Gregory does not
avoid the term ‘origin’ in Or. 40.43, line 2. He uses it along with ‘source’ and
‘origination’ i.e. ‘cause’ to explain the sense in which the Father is greater.

Part III — Summary and Conclusions

In Part I, on the basis of the analysis of three texts of Gregory, I agree with
Moble’s assertion that Gregory uses ‘author’ and ‘origin’ as synonyms in the

# Frederick W, Morris, intre. and comm,, Lionel Wickham and Frederick Williams, trans.,
Faith Gives Fullness to Reasoning: The Five Theological Orations of Gregory Nazianzen (Leiden,
19913, p. 133,

¥ Norris, "Doctrine’, p. 116.

% Noble, p. 96.

# Maorris, "Doctrine’, p. 118,

 lohn MceGuckin, " Perceiving Light from Light in Light™ (Qrarion 30.3): The Trinitarian
Theology of 5t Gregory the Theologian', The Grreek Orthadox Theological Beview, 39 (1994),
p- 29,

¥ Maoble, p. 97, note 18,
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context of inter-trinitarian relations. In Part II, the analysis of another text
where Gregory uses ‘origination’, i.e, ‘cause’ and “origin’ in the same context,
leads me to suggest, pace Noble, that Gregory sometimes uses ‘author’ and
‘cause’ as synonyms in the context of inter-trinitarian relations.

Finally, McGuckin has commented that, for Gregory, both origination and
reciprocal relations belong to the povepyic which the three Divine persons
establish in themselves. Applying his comment to the texts analyzed here
prompts me to suggest some consistency in Gregory's application of the terms
‘author’, ‘cause’ and ‘origin’ to the Father in the context of inter-trinitarian

relations,



Gregors von Nyssa in Cant.: Einige Beobachtungen zur
mystischen Konstruktion biblischer Offenbarung

Ignacio ESCRIBANO-ALBERCA, Bamberg

1. Die Frage nach der Offenbarung

Ist der Begriff Offenbarung ein solcher, der iiberhaupt zentral und unbedingt
in einem mystischen Entwurf vorkommen sollte”? Eine ‘personale Gottesmy-
sk’ — wie allgemein jene Mystik zu nennen ist, die auf dem Boden der bib-
lischer Offenbarung basiert — ist aber in irgendeiner Form aul Thematisierung
von Offenbarung angewiesen!. Der Terminus govEpool pradominiert stati-
stisch, zumal wenn die Interrelation AT-NT angesprochen wird?. Mit dem Ter-
minus verbindet aber Gregor keine besondere Ambitionen. Anders steht es mit
Erdapyig — aufscheinende Erleuchtung —. "EAAapyng ist ein Terminus, der
zu den inspirativen Momenten dieser mystischen Offenbarung gut passt. Inspi-
ration und Offenbarung lassen sich kaum trennen, bei einem merkwiirdigen
Riicktfall in Philo und in Koinzidenz mit dem Neuplatonismus. Dies liisst sich
spiiren im Traktat, wenn die synergetische Einwirkung des Logos zu Wort
kommt®. "EXdapyns verdringt @avépoais in der Kennzeichnung der Offen-
barung im NT: téiewr ol potog Ellapyig yivetm (V, 143, 6-7). AT —
Prophetie und Gesetz — war nur aly7 — claritas —, wobei genannte oO7yol
aus dem AT grossziigigerweise auch EAAopvng sein diirften (V, 145, 1004,

b Zur Terminologie B, (Mtos — personale Gottesmystik und impersonale Unendlichkeitsmy-
stik — wgl, Fr. Heiler, Das Gebet, (21920), 8, 265. Vgl Heiler a.a.0. 5, 262: ‘Die Idee der
Offenbarung (...} ist der Mystik innerlich fremd”, und ebd. iiber dic Umformung der Offenbarung
und Heilsgeschichie durch Philo, christliche Mystik und Sufismus. G. van der Leeuw, Pldnome-
nologie der Religion (Tithingen #1956), 5, 5374; "Alles Einzelne, Besondere, Histonsche der Reli-
gion ist der Mystik letztlich gleichgliltiz’. Bekanntlich war die Negierung der Legitimitdt des
Offenbarungshegriffes in der hinduistischen Mysuk ein Herzanliegen 5. Radhakrishnans, auch
was Relikte von Offenbamengsterminologie in den Yeden anging.

I Zur povipewses im in Cant: IV, 107, 7; 1269 V, 140,11; 141,10; 148.4-5 und 14-17;
161,13-14; X, 262.4; XV, 436,7.

1 Vel. W. Beierwaltes, Proklos. Grundzlige seiner Meraphvsik {Frankfurt/M 1965), 5. 288
iiber Erlevchiung — Eriopyes — bei Proklos. Vgl auch a.a. 0. 5. 290-93. Ders., L inteliipi-
bilis. Unrersuchung zur Lichimetaphysik der Griechen (Miinchen, 1957), 5, 241, iiber EAapyng:
Beide Werke reich an Literamr zum Terminus.

* Adpmawy und dessen Komposita in etlichen Vananten: Aoy tqﬁg Elvemsy (XKW, 436,6-
71, verbunden mit gavepooc; § gopia duElopye (VI 205,100, mit der Folge der Bekehrung
Israels; tol gurdg (... ) Adpyaveos bei der Bekehrung der Seele des Hohenliedes {11, 57,153-16);
auch die Gnade der Taufe hat diesen Charakter: thv éxhopmetikny ton potiopaetos Xapuw (IL
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Es 15t kaum méglich, einen Offenbarungsbegriff innerhalb eines mystischen
Kontexis sub vitro zu 1solieren, da alles — und gerade die Akte der Analogien
und Reziprozititen zwischen Logos und Seele werden dies belegen — unter
dem hohen Anspruch des Epiphanmischen steht, welches sich meistens durch
Licht-Terminologie kundtut. So die Offenbarung an Moses (X11, 355, 3-4):
pmTiletel, und die dron meprovyafetol, nach der Philo-Vorlage. Wenn die
Kirchenviiter ihre Version des Christentums aly inkarnatorischer Religion in
einem Satz gerne wiedergegeben haben (man denke an Athanasios), so sei hier
der Satz Gregors aus dem Schlusskapitel des Kommentars (XV, 448, 13-14)
erwihnt: éla tolito énegdvn f ol Deol yapic poTtilovoa fdc.

Uberdies, die schon angesprochene, inspirierende Haltung des Logos in die-
sem mystischen Ludus ufert aus in Gnadenmitteilungen an die Seele, die das
Ganze privatisieren.

Weit schwieriger ist die Kategorisierung einer weiteren Offenbarungskate-
gorie: Wohlgeruch. Bekanntlich ist Wohlgeruch, Aroma {iberhaupt, cine fle-
xible Kategorie, die sowohl die offenbarende-inspirierende Titigkeit des
Logos als auch die Teilhabe, oder Antwort der frommen Kreatur umfasst. Es
pibt sich, dass ebwdia, dpopota ete. auch als Offenbarungsbegriffe zu wiirdi-
gen sind. Als Beleg dafiir mége man die passim apostrophierte, sozusagen
hypostasierte Xpiotol ebodia hernehmen. "Evwdia ist deutlich als Offenba-
rung angesprochen an den Stellen, wo sie mit dem Unerreichbaren, ndmlich
mit dem Begreifen der oboia des Logos in Zusammenhang gebracht wird: das
Yage und Undeterminierte des Wohlgeruches kann verghchen werden mit den
Spouwbpota tol ypuaiov — also nicht das eigentliche Gold — (111, 85,18)%,
Die insinuierende Offenbarung des Logos — glwdtn — bewirkt viel, aber es
ist nicht moglich, davon ausgehend, in die oboio des Logos vorzudringen (111,
89, 14-16).

32,12-13). Erleuchtung bei der Bekehrung und die Offenbarungserdeuchiung lassen sich kaum
trennen: vel. émidguyo 11, 48 8; Shalich tov potds Adpyavtog I, 57,15-16; & tijg Adyou
Ehdapyzms 1, 40,5 st die Erleuchtung an die Braut.

[Ther Erkopyng bei Gregor vgl, Walther Vilker, Gregor von Nvssa aly Mysiiker (Wieshaden
1955), 5. 152: die Numination im Gebet, etc., aber nicht spezifische Offenbarungsterminologie.
Derselbe, Kontemplation und Ekstase bel Pseuda-Dionysius Areopagita (Wissbaden 1958), 8, 86:
Enhdpyzis (Walten des Pneuma im Menschen) beim Arcopagita, auf Gregor von Nyssa zuriick-
gefilhet; 5, 140-41: 23 Aapyeic und der Einfluss des Grepor von Mazianz: vgl. auch S. 169; 173;
177 {inspirative Einwirkungen Gottes); S, 178: Areopagita und Gregor von Nyssa (die Beia
dped und die ELlouyc). :

Wl 100, 86,9; 100, 89,1, Vgl I, 36,15-37,14 iber Bpayd 1 Aeiyovov Gtpou g Being
Elmbing,
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2. Weitergabe der religiosen Erfahrung

Die Terminologie zu diesem Paragraphen liefert uns Gregor sehr deutlich:
diidoois, Weitergabe eines Anteils (I, 40,17)°. Dies ist die Art der Jiinger des
Logos, Erfahrungen, die sie durch ihn gemacht haben, weiterzugeben., Die
oben angepeilte Struktur Cifenbarung kam gewiss diinn vor; durch die Hinzu-
fligung der festen Struktur dadogic — die an Offenbarung, bildlich gespro-
chen, angeniht ist — gelangen wir zu ¢inem eindeutig mystisch-inspirativen
Offenbarungsbhegriff.

In einer urzeitlichen Zeit, das in illo tempore des Mythos in der Auffassung
des Mircea Ehade, ist die Braut des Hohenliedes die erste Seele, die vom
Logos mit Tugenden und Mysterien angefiillt worden ist. In der Nachfolge der
Braut bekunden die Jungfrauen — veavideg — folgendes Begehren: So wie
du die Briiste des Logos iiber alles liebst, so werden wir in deiner Nachfolge
auch tovg cobg palots — der Braut Briiste — lieben, durch die du die Milch
fiir die Siuglinge lieferst (I, 41, 1-3). Dies ist die Quintessenz der iddooic,
Die Autoptai der alexandrinischen Tradition behalten dies, was sie empfangen
haben, nicht fiir sich, sondern geben es weiter £k Swedogews (1, 40, 12). Der

Apostel Johannes exemplifiziert diesen Vorgang: auch er ‘liebte die Briiste

des Logos, da er sich beim Abendmahl anlehnte an die Brust Christi’ und zwar
von der Quelle des Lebens wie ein Schwamm — onoyyid — aufsog, woranf
er voll wurde tivog dppitou dwdocens — 41,1 —. Was Johannes empfing,
behielt er nicht fiir sich, sondemn er hilt uns hin die von Logos angefiilte Mut-
terbrust — fjpiv émeyst v whgpobsigay Dmo Too Aovou Hninv — (I,
41,10-11). Mit dem bizarren Bild werden wir noch zweimal konfrontiert:
Auch der hochkaritige Offenbarungsiiberbringer Paulus ‘*schloss nicht in sich
die Gnade ein, dAX’ émgyel tolg dsopévous Tou Adoyou v Oniny (VI
242,113, In einem dritten Fall wird die fnin des Logos als die Milch-Stufe,
der Festen-Nahrung-Stufe entgegengesetzt, erwiihnt (XV, 400, 5-6).

Auf zwel Qualifikationen der Offenbarungs- oder Erfahrungsvermittler sollte
man aufmerksam machen: Sie haben die Erfahrung nicht fiir sich behalten,
also wiiren sie dgBovol, wie die platonisch-christlich verstandene gottliche
Bonitas, die sich verstrdmt, wie dies klar die mitgeteilten Stellen iiber Johan-
nes und Paulus belegen™; sie sind zweitens nicht mehr an Stimmen der Men-
schen angewiesen®, was man tibersetzen kann; Gvev dokoviag, das alte Ideal

& Zur Terminologie, XV, 467,13-14:. Diadosis der Doxa des heilipen Geistes durch die Jinger;
sehr allgemein XV, 453, 11-12: v dmoideopa () Suedidotol.

Uber éittfiomie beim Arcopagita, mit einigen Stellen von Gregor von Nazianz, die aber nicht
den Institutionscharakter durchblicken lassen, vel. Walther Vilker, Kontemplation und Ekstase ...,
5. 140 (Diadosis im Plural), bei Gregor von Magiane; s, 173 Dionysius {auch im Plural).

T Or. XV, 4033, tber Paulus als guaan.

* Die Braut begehet pnwéti 817 Eépov den Logos zu sehen (VY, 178, 18-19); Paulus ist nicht
mehr an Menschenstimmen angewicsen: X1V, 403,7-8.
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der Unmittelbarkeit zu Gott nach Philo. Somit erheben sich diese Zeugen vor
uns als die hochqualifizierte Erleuchtete einer mystischen Religion?,

Ein #hnlich qualifiziertes Phinomen, das die Weitergabe der Urerfahrung
zum Inhalt hat, ist das Wohlgeruch. Dem unbestimmtesten — und aristokrati-
schen — aller Sinne, dem Geruchsinn, st das Wohlgeruch zugeordnet. Ihm
kommt eine manifestative, erfahrungsvermittelnde Aufgabe zu, die an Eindeu-
tigkeil dem Kerygma, nach Bultmann, nicht nachsteht. Paulus, als vas electio-
nis, ist eine Wohlgeriiche ausstrdmende guihn (XIV, 403,19). Als solches
Gefdss hat Paulus 1o dpope unter den Vilkern verbreitet (405,15). Paulus
hatte sich selber beschrieben als Xpiotot ebwdin (2 Cor, 2,15). Der Geruch
aus der von der Magdalena vorweggenommenen Einbalsamierung des Hei-
lands wird als Suadooig eingestuft (I, 93,1-9).

Pater Daniélou, bei der Behandlung des Wohlgeruches, dem er sogar eine
grisssere Prisenz als dem Gesichtssinn gonnt, zeigt die Tendenz, diese Phi-
nomene innerhalb des Reinigungsweges angesiedelt sein zu lassen. Wohlge-
ruch, trotz seiner ethischen Dimensionen, 15t vor allem die Botschaft.

Da in einer Mystik alles fliesst, sollte man zur Mutterbrust und Aroma
andere Entitiiten hinzuzihlen, die funktionell dasselbe erreichen, so z.B, das
verwandelte Antlitz des Begnadeten — wdtontpov —, oder Kirche — auch
kitomTpoy, — aber bel diesen Grissen findet sich nicht im Kommentar die
Qualifikation sréadoaig!l.

Wir enden diesen Paragraphen mit derselben Verlegenheit — néimlich Man-
gel an Eindeutigkeit — wie Paragraph 1, denn innerhalb eines mystischen
Systems, wo kaum ein Faktum ausserhalb des Reziprozitiitsgeflechtes steht,
wire eigentlich tiberall udooig auszumachen.

3. Analogien und Korrelationen zwischen dem Logos und der Seele

Trotz der harten Grenzziehung zwischen Geschiipflichkeit und Gottheit —
taotnpua — und der Konsistenz der ontologischen Rangordnungen, die keine
Durchliissigkeit zulassen, ist im Kommentar stindig in Bewegung ein wogen-
des Meer von essentiellen Aussagen, Qualititen, ontologisch konnotativen Bil-
dern, das ein Gemeinsames zwischen dem Logos und der Seele herstellt. Sie

* Mddooe-Charakter hat die lange Beschreibung XV, 432ff. der Bekehrung der Jinger aus
foh [:Philippos nepiraprsr 1oy Noelaovedh defouyiooc abtd 1o (..} puommoy (XY,
432,11-12). Die Termini geraten hier in die Nihe des Mysterischen. Bei Andreas gibt es nur @oov
als Vermittlung — die des Tiulers —, er wurde nur gefiihrt — GénynBn —; Nathanael emplEngt
imiotunikd: — andichtip-konzentrien — das Mysterium und wurde erleuchtet — gota-
TwynBeic — durch Philippos (X, 434,8-9) Bei der Erleuchtung der Jungfraven in Brautgefolge.
die eine Verlingerung jener Szene ist, gibi es dndmzein (XV, 435,6).

W Die Gestalt des Brautigams &v £pol xobopdra (XV, 440,100, Kirche ist anch manifestatives
Spicgel, wie die Braw: VIIT, 256.21-257.5.
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sind, wie man sich heute sprachphilosophisch ausdriicken wiirde, Versinnbild-
lichung eines Begriffes — also keine blosse Darstellung oder Exemplifizie-
rung. In partibus infidelium redet man auch von Allegone, bei uns aber ist
Allegorie zu kompliziert und vorbelastet. Fiir mich personlich sind dies kleine
Mythen, aus dem sanktionierenden Gebrauch dieses Materials im Hohenlied
entnommen. Die Arbeitsweise des Auters lduft hier abseits der offenbarungs-
theologischen Kategorien. Der Romer-Brief darf ruhig warten auf seine Wie-
derentdeckung durch die Reformatoren. Paulus, als Mystiker, wurde nicht mal
50 einseitig von Origenes in Beschlag genommen. Resultat des Spiels der Ana-
logien, Gemeinsamkeiten, Korrespondenzen ist eine — auch ontologische —
Nivellierung, jene Nivellierung der menschlichen und der gisttlichen Welt, die
diastama-freundlichen, zumal protestantischen Theologen geriigt haben —
auch gegen die Mystik in den eigenen Reihen.

Wohlgemerkt: in diesemn Paragraphen kommt eine Dimension der Theologie
Gregors zum Tragen, die fiir die Umkreisung des Themas Mystik vielleicht die
wichtigste ist, Dieser Ludus de sponsa Deique Verbo mirandus atmet Geistigkeit,
Feichtum, Fiille erst im Geflecht der Bespiegelungen und der unendlichen Re-
flektionen von einer Ecke zur anderen. Alles ist in Bewegung geraten, wie dies,
um ein Beispiel zu nennen, das Wasser als tragender Mythos im ‘Le Soulier de
Satin’ von Paul Claudel tut: die Ozeanen trennen, das Wasser des Ozeans verbin-
det, die menschliche Tragikomddie l#sst sich auf so einem wackeligen Grund wie
das inkonsistente Element Wasser spielen; von einem Ende des Ozeans kommt
schliesslich zum anderen Ende Flaschenpost... Hier blieh Gregor unnachahm-
lich. Allerdings, wenn man die Ketten von Bild-Assoziationen des Kommentars
als obsolete Erscheinung unbeachtet oder als pure Rhetorik relegiert sein ldsst, hat
man gut ein Viertel des Buches nicht gelesen und nicht gewiirdigt.

Mun, um gleich bei zwei Analogien des Seins anzufangen, die den Aufstieg
in die andere Bilder legitimieren helfen: das Gattliche steht im Bereich des
vontov, der Mensch gehort sich zum selben Bereich. Notc bei Gott und votg
bei Menschen ist eine Aussage, die bei Origenes geniigt, um ihn zu den
Anhidngern einer bestimmten Form der Analogie zuzurechnen,

Anthropologisch ist der Mensch des Unendlichen fihig — un népag —,
was die stindige Anstachelung des mobtloc und der dmibupic mit sich bringt;
U1 k6poc, nie Stttigung ist das Resultat, Auf der Seite des Gottlichen steht
seine — reell unendliche — Unendlichkeit — aneipov —, welche die
Anspornung zur Weitersuche begriindet — wenn man will, auch hierin Part-
nerschaft — ... Dies Gemeinsame in der jeweiligen Rangordnung des Seins
ldsst zu, iber die ontologische Verankerung der Qualititen nachzudenken, die
im Kommentar stindig beide Ebenen tangieren und die Interaktion zu einer
dramaturgisch gelungenen iiberhihen,

MNun einige Beispiele aus diesen Bildern: Licht, Wasser, Aroma, Frucht ...

Der Logos ist vorranzig ein ®dg-Phiinomen, seine inspirierende Offenba-
rung ist Eilapyis; die Braut — die Kreatur — strahlt in der Begnadigung
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Licht aus, oder zuriick: onidhfoboa (11, 51,13), auf die Existenz vor dem Fall
bezogen; cuvetehapwe (IV, 104,14); Adprovoa in jeder Situation. Von Moses
gilt selbstredend, dass er zu einer Sonne wird, 16 gag dnectpantov (X,
355,13-14). Der begnadete Mensch lebt év poti, umleuchtend — mepuau-
yiLmy — (X1, 317,12-13). Die Schopfung kot eikove macht aus der Kreatur
Sterne — @oaripec —. Die Neuschopfung, die die Kirche ist, glinzt durch
das fioTpov Ao, die fjlior tokiotl, v oikovpévnyv potifovieg (XIII,
385,1-21).

Um das Thema Wasser kurz anzusprechen: Mit Jer 2,13 wird das Gottliche
qum mnyn Déatog (X, 397,106f.). Mehrmals wird das w1 popa oy DEGTDY,
das in der Kirche ist, angesprochen (vgl. XIII, 397,10-12). Die Tugenden sind
auch ein solches mAnpopa b8atov (X1, 395,1361). Ein richtiges Verhiltnis
zum AR popa Didatov sollen die Kirchenfiihrer pflegen (XIII, 398,1ff.). Zu
notopol werden die Kreaturen, wenn sie an die Worte Jesu glauben (XIV,
414,9-13, nach Joh 7,38).

e Interaktion Braut-Logos kommt an emer pragnanten Stelle sehr klar
zum Tragen (IX, 293,10-20). Es ist die Oratio IX, wo Gregor sehr offen von
Gelungensein der dpuoimaig t@ O bei der Braut spricht. Hier heisst es, da
die Braut iy geworden ist: pepipntetl yip & dxpieiac i) pév ooy
v iy (.0 o 88 Béop e Doat (IX, 293,11-12). Die nivellicrende Wir-
kung der Mystik kann nicht héher gehen, Vel (XIL 367,4-5): @péap yivetal
bbuTog Covtog, mit der Folge, dass die Braut den Durstigen den Logos
(367,18) spendet, wie aus einem Brunnen.

Wenn die erwiihnte Bilder ihre Gemeinschaftlichkeit stiftende Wirkung
sozusagen durch die ganze ‘Kette des Seins’ — soweit von einem Mystiker
gesehen: Gott, Logos, Natur, Mensch (Braut, Kirche) — verbreiten, so gilt
dies erst recht fiir das Bild Aroma, das schon in den zwei ersten Paragraphen
angefiihrt wurde. Die Wangen des Logos sind Gefisse des Aromas (XIV,
400,8). Der Logos ist ansonsten Aroma (404,1-4; er ist Lilie, xpivov, passim).
Wenn wir hier auf der Offenbarungsebene sind, so geht es herunter zur S1@do-
oig mit Paulus, vas electionis, ¢guahn des Wohlgeruchs (403,21). In einem
Zwischenterrain steht die kirchliche Sbdackaiia (401,21: 403,12)1'. Die
Braut steht in der Partizipation dieser Gnade auf derselben Ebene wie die Kir-
che. (Nur so, beildufig: Braut, Menschheit, Kirche sind im Kommentar das
eine und dasselbe). Wichtig ist die Mitteilung Or. VI, 176,2: *sie — die Braut —
erkennt das gottliche Wohlgeruch mit Hilfe der eigenen Marde’, was eine
Parallele zum Erkennen durch das Spiegel der Seele hindurch bewirft,

Bei der Auflistung dieser Bilder wurden nur die wichtigsten davon genannt.
Kapndc muss abschliessend genannt werden, da hier die Reziprozitit in der
Beziehung Logos-Braut sehr plastisch zum Ausdruck kommt. Kaprdg ist eine
offenbarungsmiissige, tibernatiirliche Grosse — der Logos selbst — (IX,

U Yal, XIV, 405.3; die Stimme der Kirche aonch als xpivov.
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283.4; 8); die Braut aber wird zu einer exquisiten Obstirucht, die dem Giirtner
(X, 304,7-9) (dem Logos) delektert!?,

4. Seelen- und Logosmystik

d4.a, Die Dramatik des Aufstiegs

Bekehrung, petdvoua, ist der Anfang des Traktats Gregors: hierin beginnt
Geschichte {iberhaupt, die Geschichte nach dem Fall, die in der Wiederein-
bringung aller Dinge enden soll. Es stellt sich die Frage: wie bringt man
Bewegung und Dramatik in die Aufstiegslinie, wenn man im weiteren Verlauf
auf Bekehrung verzichtet?'* Das Gekiinstelte des Vorgangs fasziniert ebenso
wie die beschworene Dramatik. Der Weg der Braut ist hart. Die gerade Linie
gibt es nicht, sondern ein Hinauf und Herunter, ein Zig-Zag, was durch die
metaphysischen Prinzipien bedingt ist. Die literarisch-dramaturgische Kunst-
griffe Gregors, von den genannten Prinzipien unabhiingig, beschworen die
Schwierigkeiten des Weges. Sie machen klar, dass Mystik in ein System von
Beziehungen eingehiillt ist. Der Meister gliinzt durch seine Kunst. Als meta-
physische Prinzipien, die durchgehend beim jeweiligen Neubeginn {dpy1)) aus
der verifizierbaren Mackheit der Seele heraus proklamiert werden, zihlen die
bekannten Grossen: der anspruch der fmepkeipsve (die jeweils aufschim-
mernde Weite der Transzendenz), die so eine Anpeitschung darstellen kénnen
wie das kategorische Imperativ nach Kant: in einer milderen Fassung zihlen
die Verheissungen — @yubol £inideg —; als metaphysisches rien ne va plus
die Konstatierung, dass die Fahigkeit des Unendlichen auf Seiten der Seele mit
der Unendlichkeit Gottes komrespondiert, obwohl dies zugleich die Grenze
schlechthin ist ... So entsteht der wunderschone Begriff von ndflog, Verlan-
gen, Sehnsucht, was ein Schiiler von Lévinas heute mit le Désir infini tiberset-
zen wiirde. Und so wird kausal begriindet das Diastema, die strahlenfunkenden
Polen der Distanz, von einem Ende zum anderen.

Aber zuriick zum Thema Dramaturgie: In der Oratio ¥V wird die neue dpyn
damit begriindet, alles, was bis jetzt die Seele durchgemacht hatte, stiinde

17 Bilder sind Bild-Mulnplikatoren, z.B. Aroma, das die ganze U]}]}igkcil: der Blumen, WiHl-
der, Giirten ... beschwiint, Jede Pflanze ist durch eine symbolische Valenz pezeichnet. Nicht zu
verkennen ist dic Neigung, Gottes Welt als eine plurale, buntscheckige auszumachen. Die
Schwirmerel Gregors filr das mowidov, wuallererst fiir die Sophia (Oikonomia), aber dann auch
fiir Biume des Waldes, Tugenden, diec Macht des Logos, in loser Folge — erinnert an den Salz
des Sankara; ‘Die Fiille aber besteht in der Lust. Im Geringen ist keine Lust. Die Fille also muss
man zu erkennen suchen. Denn die Fiille 15t das Unsterbliche, das Geringe aber ist das Sterbliche’
{Apud Rudolf Otto, Wese-Ostliche Mystik (Miinchen 11971}, 5. 64).

2 Ein zweites Mal spielt Bekehrung eine Rolle: als anoozpogd) (aversio) tol kakel (IV,
103,99, aber der Herausgeber empfichlt, *Paideia as conversion’ nach Wermer Jaeper als Deu-
tungsschema @i nehmen,
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unter dem Vorzeichen der govi) (die Stimme des Logos), noch nicht aber der
Opaalg (V, 138,8ff.). Dies aber ist keine Rekonstruktion des alexandrinischen
Mysteriums, sondern literanisch geschickte Verzéigerungstaktik. Der Meister
arrangiert einen wohlgeordneten Aufstieg.

Bei der Schilderung der Peripetie Cant 3.6 (die Aufsteigende, wie eine
Rauchsiule) erfindet Gregor eine Art Gerusie — die Freunde des Briutigams
— V1, 186,19, die wie in der Tragidie die bise Wendung feststellt, und dies
nur so tun kann, weil sie von einer veriinderten Perspektive hineinschaut: man
sicht nurmehr ‘woher sie heraufkommt’, nimlich aus dem wiisten Land, wie
nach Eliot, Ein zweites kommt zur Erklirung hinzu: Eine ganze Seite widmet
Gregor der Metapher Plotins vom Welttheater und von der Seele als Schau-
spieler; diesmal sei der Schauspieler, die Seele, bei der Darstellung einer
schmerzvollen Rolle, also ganz unten ertappt. Gregor hiitte es sich leichter
machen kénnen mit dem Ausspruch des Rumi, der arme Lichender sei wie die
Katze im Sack, sie sei mal oben, mal unten. (V1, 185,20-186,12).

Bei einem Passus kurz zuvor, wo der Seele die Gnade gewihrt wurde, den
Ersehnten — moflodpevoy — zu empfangen, ‘erneut wie des Gutes bediirftig’
dovpeTal Kol {...) dunrovel kol dvoyepaiver (VI 179,16-17): die Braut
macht Seelenturbulenzen wie die Medea des Euripides durch.

Beispiele weniger dramatischen Anldufe: die noch diirstige Braut begehrt,
zum Hause des Weins gelangen zu konnen (IV, 199,18-120.2); von da aus
macht sie eine neue dpyn: sie will ndmlich umgehend in der dydmnn installiert
werden. (IV, 120,16-17).

Diese Beispiele mégen belegen, dass Gregor das Spiel in seiner Mystik
liebt. Das Spiel diirfte den Systematisierungabsichten nicht fern sein. Nun
aber: die dhastematische Momente, die hier aufgezeichnet wurden, sind der
systemimmanente Widerspruch zur Grazie des Spiels, sowie zu den vorhin im
3. Paragraphen zur Schau gestellten Nivellierungsbildern — Aroma, Fruchr,
etc. —, Mystk der unauthebbaren Polarititen ist ein sehr emnster Ludus.

4.b. Der Aufstieg

Nach der Seite der Gelungenheiten der Braut betrachtet, ist der Aufstieg das
Werk eines umsichtig durchgefiihrten Planes. Von Kapitel zu Kapitel — man-
che zeigen die Tendenz zur Monothematik — kommt die Schénheit der Braut
um Aufblithen, bis sie Ende der Or, XV zum 8noavpog, Schatzkammer aller
Tugenden und Mysterien, deklariert wird'?. Das Buch ist als Mystik der Secle
aufgefasst, weshalb Gregor ber seinen stindigen Eekapitulationen des durch-
genommenen Stoffes die jeweils erworbenen Titel der Braut aufzihlt. Die See-
lenmystik ist in der Logos-Mystik iiberhoht. YVon der Seite der Logos-Mystik
betrachtet, ist der Diskurs eine Liebesintrige. Die Einstimmung des Buches als

T Inoaupdc, XV, 455 (4 Male); bei Konstatierung der dpolame, IX, 270,59 Gnoawpds;
X1, 319.7-8 erschien schon die Braut geschmiickt toig iBioig Bnoaupols,
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Seelen-Mystik ist die vom aufsteigenden, agonalen Eros umtlorte Umwerbung
des Geliebten'®, zu der der Logos in entscheidenden Situationen Entsprache
bietet. Fros findet eine dezidierte Korrektur in der ayinn-Halung des
Lagos!S, Es passiert auch hier, dass mitten in einem konventionellen Diskurs
schrecklich grosse Konzessionen und Gaben an die Braut gemacht werden, die
innerhalb der Welt der Okonomie Giiltigkeit haben, obwohl in Hinblick auf
die Mauer der Transzendenz auch diese Gelungenheiten verrelativiert werden.

Die Braut steht mitten im Geflecht der im Paragraph 3 genannten Bezie-
hungen und Korrespondenzen, sozusagen Bereicherungen. Es ldsst sich die
Sorge des Autors nachspiiren, die Braut, nach dem schweren Gang durch diese
Buntheit der Beziehungen zum Grad der schlichten Schonheit zu fihren, dig
sie in der Protologie besass, "Opoimais ist das Stadium der Entwicklung, wo
das nur Moralische des Buches aufhdrt, fast so wie bei Kierkegaard das reli-
gitise Stadium das Moralische auflost. TIEpag der Arete, also des Strebens
nach Tugenden ist die dpoimoig, was die alte Literatur schon gesichert hatte!®,

Das Schin-Werden der Seele steht in der Korrespondenz zum kélhog der
Gotthelt — die kategoriale Bestimmung, die Plotin nicht sonderlich lll“:bll: und
hier 10 dyafoy verdriingt'”. Die Biographie der Braut besteht aus dem Kampf
um die Erreichung dieser Schiéinheit — von psioive zu kain —'%, -

S1gml“lc:anm Akte des Logos in seiner Intrige sind Aufmumemng“?‘ zZum:
Durchhalten im Kampf und Lob der Braut®; der Logos spielt auch zwi-
schendurch taktisch eine vorldofige Abwesenheit?!, Es gibt nicht bloff Lob —
Enaivoc — der Braut von Seiten des Logos, sondern auch poptupio, Zeugnis
iiber diese Schiinheit, was intensiver als das Lob wirken soll. Diese poptupia
kann sogar wiederholt werden, was einen doppelten Segen beinhaltet®, Um

14 Vgl schon zu Beginn des Kommentars: 1, 27,7: £potikoy rilog: 27,10: Epdyv; 27.135
CEwy Epoomikdc: 11, 42,12 2pmnikol; Ende des Kommentars, XV, 462-465, cin lEngerer Diskurs
iiher Eros,

15 Yal, Inkamationsthematik und das Majestiitische watéfin XV, 436,11; 436, 15: 1o tanevoy
TG QUOEGG Tipwy,

16 Vgl TX, 271,11-12 den klassischen Locus: mépas yip tig Evapizov Ledig § (.0
dpoimog; val. die Reduktion der Tugenden npog 10 £v fipope dpoudoens (IX, 272,15-16).

17 v, 102,2: IX, 293,10, etc.; to @yaldv ist selten vorhanden; vel. dennoch 1X, 277,11 und
o npetoy Gyebov XV, 458.21. |

18 Yel, zum xohij-Werden der Braut 11, 46,9-47,13; der Logos, protreptisch zum Schiin-Wer-
den der Braut: 11, 66,191f. Die Nihe zum Licht des Logos macht die Braot schén: 1V, 104,12-14;
vel, V, 1593,

1" Das Nennen des Logos: adtf apocgavioad (... kol dvopdoog obtf sadnv (V, 1514
a3} g -mh.'-'-.u&:-:r.r;{ }TE"PE‘.‘H}LE#H" napoppriaens (VIIL, 248, 17-18).

N Vel taig RoAvT pu'v;uu; oy Enaivey brepfolatg (I, 278.2),

A Gpopralov favtov tiv dyewmv: V, 139,12; davigiktog Ti) AGPT tijc mobodong CXIL
362, 19),

22 V11, 215,14-18 (Kirche als Braut).
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das Bekunden des Lobes und des Zeugnisses gruppieren sich die knappen dra-
matis personae des Ludus: die Freunde des Logos, die eigentlich die Engel
Sil'lﬂ:'!'-

Lob durch den Logos verwandelt ontologisch die Braut: Epyov Emaivog
yivetar®. Hierin hitten wir die essentiell religiose Komponente dieser Mystik,
die nicht in Moral aufgeht. Das Moralische ist aber genug angesprochen, und
swar, terminologisch, im Synergismus, der sowohl von der Braut als auch vom
Logos betitigt wird®,

Das Parallel-Laufen mit dem Logos bereitet uns manche Uberraschung. Es
darf bekannterweise keine unio mystica bei Gregor geben, Dessen ungeachtet
und sozusagen unangemeldet, lassen sich drei Stellen ausmachen, die diesem
Sachverhalt sehr nahe kommen. ‘Mein Geliebter ist mein und ich bin sein’
(Cant 2, 16) — einige Exegeten nennen dies eine Mutualititsformel, womit
Distanz zur Identititsformel mystischer Religionen markiert wird- gibt Gregor
Anlass zu vermerken: €160V, PNOL, TPOCHTOV TROS TPOCHTOV TOV AEL PEV
bvta, Omep Eoti (V, 168,15-16). In einer Apposition spricht Gregor von der
Einwohnung des Logos in der Braut — sie wurde dutd olentiplov (168.18),
was eigentlich schon eine Entschirfung des Visionidren der hohen Begegnung
ist. Man beachte wie deutlich auch die Grenze dieser Vision genannt wird: ge-
sehen wurde nur das 671 £oT1,

Die zweite Stelle ist eine Szene im Weingarten: k@i TOUTO YEVOUEVOL
UeTay mpel T 800 eic dAinio — beide durchdringen sich, oder gehen ein-
ander iiber — (VI, 179,6). Anlass zu diesem Satz gibt wieder die Stelle Cant
2,16, die wieder aufgenommen wurde. Gemessen an die frilhere Formel —
16OV TPOTMTOV Tpoc TpoowToy — ist die hiesipe Aussage nither zur Onto-
logie der unio mystica herangeriickt, obwohl die Szene wieder ins Sekundiire
der Einwohnung Gottes in der Seele und verwandte Motive abgleitet,

Ein dritter Passus. Der Text der Schrift lautet: “Wie suss sind deine Briiste,
meing Schwester, meine Braut' (Cant 4, 10). Es findet sich dennach bei bei-
den, ‘in hochzeithicher Ergitzung’ — &v yopukd) Oupndig — ein Austausch:
01" apotffic mop’ dpgotépov diliiowg Ty Epotikhyv dviiyapillopsvay
ouifizaiy — sie beide schenken sich gegenseitig, sich streichelnd, das Liebes-
spiel (IX, 264.4-5). Eine Reflexion niichster Seite unterstreicht: 1) dvrtidoolg
Yiveton, nidmlich, vom Seiten des Logos in der Komespondenz zu der Braut,
die thn Cant 1, 2-3 schon so apostrophiert hatte. Das hohe Ereignis wird umge-
lenkt in einigen Betrachtungen iiber Synergismus. Man beachte, dass die Steige-
rung des Geschehens der unio oder wie man es nennen will, der Entwicklung

= Vgl VI, 189.16.

# IX, 279,16.

2 Synerpismus beim Logos: & Loyog ouvepyay (IX, 291,171 divapy Evaléva (TX, 279,7);
]1:;12%,#: EIpO PO TouEYT T o Adyow, Zum Synergismus bei der Braut: [X, 263,14-15;

JB-265,1.
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im Ludus korrespondiert: es waren dies die Orationes V, VI und IX. Diese Or,
LX 1st reich an erotischen Bekundungen. S0 z.B. ist die Seele dem Logos nun-
mehr begehrenswert, mobewvn (269,24). Es ist die Oratio (293.8), wo die
Opoimelg — nunmehr als Abldsung vom tugendhaften Leben begriffen — als
realiter daseiende genannt wird, N.B.: Eine sozusagen biographische Methode
bei der Beschreibung der Seelen-Mystik i1st realistischer als die vielero
intendierte Einteilung etwa in drei Stadien.

4.c. Das Parallel-Laufen mir dem Logos und die Logos-Transzenden:

Der christliche Logos stellt eine grissere Lebendigkeit dar als die plotinische
Seinspyramide oder jene der Systeme Indiens — bei letzteren trotz vermitteln-
den Titigkeit des Isvara —, weshalb uns eine eigene Verlegenheit bereitet,
einerseits Interventionen des Logos, die sich als unio mystica auslegen liessen,
andererseits die Strenge der Logostranszendenz und seine Unnahbarkeit zusa-
mennzureimen, Solche Transzendenz des Logos wird Anfang des Buches it
den Attributen, die dltere griechische Philosophie und Theologie fiir den agno-
stos theos erfand, schr resolut markiert: wir sind in der absolut jungnizini-
schen, antiarianische Situation®®, Hat also das Parallel-Laufen mit dem Logos
emnen anderen Sinn, als Angabe der Richtung und Lokalisierung des Raumes
— innerhalb der Welt der Oikonomia — zu sein, immer dessen eingedenk,
dass die Parallelen sich nie treffen werden??” Der Logos lduft vorne selbstre-
dend nicht allein wegen der Markierung der Route, sondern wegen des ganz
anderen ontologischen Rangs (Transzendenz).

Erkenntnistheoretisch kiime folgendes hinzu: Hat Selbsterkenntnis im Spie-
gel — watontpov —, die merkwiirdigerweise in der christlichen Theologie
bis Gregor nur selten und unentschlossen verwendel wurde, einen anderen
Sinn als Reduktion und Ausgrenzung zu sein?* Nur das wird vom Logos und
seiner Bewegung gesehen, was im Inneren der Seele sozusagen kartographisch
aufgespeichert wurde. Im Bild vom Aroma, so abseitig dieses Zeugnis ausse-
hen mag, findet man Bestiitigung: die Braut ‘erkennt das gittliche Wohlge-
ruch mit Hilfe der eigenen Narde’ (VI, 176,2). H.U. von Balthasar neigte zu
dieser engeren Auffassung von kartomtpov und stellte Mutmassungen iiber

* Die Logismen {iber den Logos sind wie die dpouwbpota 1ol 3 puriou, aber nicht das Gold
selbst: II1, 86,1-15; die Stelle Exod 33,30 auf den Logos bezogen: IV, 108.4; an den Logos:
angewandt, das nur &1 Eon (VL 183.3); der Logos nicht Anmzov (VI 182,13); XIII, 379,12:
UNeEVE onUELD YVOPLETIKG.

Wl das glg del Siepyopdvn (VI 2506); v maon 11 didoten oy eldvoy kpeittov
dzi ebpuoropevov (X1, 370,5-6).

% Vol 10, 68.9-10: év getdrpo fhéne wov fawey: T, 90,11-12; 5. 90 macht klar, dass
das Spicgel die nitige Abschirmung gegen die Verblendung durch die Transzendenz ist, zugleich
aber dic einzige Moglichkeil des Erkennens. Diese Positiom, sehr klar beim &vonzpldpevag II1,
GR.8-12. Vgl anch XV, 440,11,
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|eibnizens Monade an?®, Diese Uberlegungen fithren uns wie von selbst zum
Thema der zwei Sphiren bei Gregor: jene der absoluten Transzendenz und

jene der Oikonomia. Lehrreich hierfiie sind zwei Stellen im Kommentar, Die

erste bezieht sich auf das Nichtwissen der Engel iber den Ort, wo sich der
Logos aufhdlt™, Ist dieser Ort nicht die den Engeln auch unzugiingliche Trans-
zendenz? Die zweite Stelle 1st noch klarer: den himmlischen Divnameis wurde
erst die bunte, mannigfaltige Weisheit Gottes aufgetan, nachdem die Oikono-
mia lief*'. Man darf dem Text unterstellen, dass die einfache, einfiirmige
Weisheit Gottes die undurchdringbare Mauer der Transzendenz ist, die als sol-
che auch fir die Braut verschlossen bleiben wird. Die Sache mit den zwei
Sphiren — die innere ist die der Oikonomia, Sphiire des Logos, die sich an
einer Stelle oben — die Logos-Transzendenz — iiberschneidet mit der grijsse-
ren, umwilbenden Sphiire der Trinititsiranszendenz, ein in Nyssa fiir die
Fastenpredigten ausgekliigelies Theologumenon — fiihrt uns zum Vergleich
mit der grossen Mystik des Hinduismus,

Wenn wir die Okonomie des Logos an die Heilslinie des Isvara — im Funk-
nonellen — angleichen, denn der lsvara st die den Menschen zugewandte
Gestalt der Transzendenz — er ist Schopfer, Erléser und Wiedereinbringer —,
und ebenso den ‘Brahman hinter den fiinf Hiillen® mit der Transzendenz der
Trimtit vergleichend in Bezichung setzen — Daniélou meinte, die Transzen-
denz bei Gregor sei noch hiirter als die des Einen bei Plotin —, so hiditten wir
den Grund fiir weitere Uberlegungen geschaffen, zumal iiber die Permeabi-
litatsmiglichkeiten der Transzendenz von Seiten der Logos-Sphiire,

Radhakrishnan, welcher die Isvara-Sphire den kosmologischen Gott, und
Brahman das Absolute nennt, auf dieser Frage abgeklopft, gibt uns zuerst als
Ausleger der Bhagavad-Gitta®® folgende Antwort: *“Wenn der Zweck des Kos-
mos erreicht, das Kanigreich Gottes eingerichtet ist (...}, dann wird dieser kos-
mische Entwicklungslauf hineingenommen in das, was jenseits alle Entwick-
lungsformen liegt’2. Ein personliches Bekenntnis aus einer eigenen Schrift
des — N.B. — grossen Advaiting lautet noch vorsichtiger: ‘Gott, der Schap-
fer, Erhalter und Richter dieser Welt, ist nicht ginzlich ohne Bezichung zum
Absoluten ',

Und wie steht mit den Sphiiren bei Gregor? Zwar ist Gregor ein Vertreter
der Apokatastasis, friih genug in diesem Land von den Cambridger doctores
mites als solcher in der Frage nach der Ewigkeit der Héllenstrafen entdeckt,
und in diesem kommentar zum Hohenlied gibt es am Schluss ein "Gott alles
in allen” in aller Form; aber die Braut, so sieht es aus, hat nur die Chance, mit

# H.U. von Balthasar, Présence et Pensée (Paris 19425, 5. 96- 100,

V1, 182,106,

MOV, 254,15-256,12.

5, Radhakrishnan, Die Bhagavadgina (Baden-Baden 1938), 5, B&.

5. Radhakrishnan, Meine Suche nach Wakrheit (Giitersloh 1961), 3. 345,
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dem Logos parallel zu laufen, und dies in aller Ewigkeit. Dies macht die tnefe
Dramatik dieses zuweilen nur ésthetisch anmutenden Ludus aus.

Habe ich ein Problem genannt, oder nur das Thema einer Preisfrage fiir eine
Akademie suggeriert? Allerdings: falls man in diese Unterscheidung der zwei
Sphiren einwilligen wiirde, so ergiben sich Moglichkeiten hermeneutischer
Art in Hinblick auf den Umgang mit einigen Aussagen dieses Buches. In der
Tat, alles was auf die Oikonomia-Sphire bezogen ist, kann in seiner relativen
Giiltigkeit gelten: so, Sachen wie Analogie, Bewpia, Deoyveooia, etc. Die
Transzendenz-Sphire verrelativiert alle Aussagen der Oikonomia-Sphiire, wie
dies das Brahman hinter den fiinf Hiillen mit dem kosmischen Gott, der Isvara-
Welt tut, Und so hiitten wir von dieser hohen Warte aus — von dieser absolu-
ten Infragestellung durch die Transzendenz — keine Analogie, keine lempio,
etc. Dessen muss man immer aber eingedenk bleiben, dass der Logos — also
der Herr der Oikonomia — seine transzendente Aspekte hat, was die mathe-
matische Trennung beider Sphiren nicht gerade leichter macht.

Exhortations to Baptism in the Cappadocians

Evereti FErGUSON, Abilene, Texas

The three great Cappadocians — Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa, and
Gregory of Nazianzus — each delivered an exhortation for catechumens to be
baptized'. These sermons were delivered at or immediately after Epiphany
within a decade of one another — probably in 371 for Basil's sermon, 381 for
the two Gregories’ sermons®. While reflecting the distinctive emphases and
settings of each preacher, the three exhortations share much in commaon. There
would be more similarities if account were taken of other works of the three
authors, but this paper will limit its comparison to these three sermons.

Since all three germons are exhortations to receive baptism, they share a
protreptic style. The main themes in their appeals are quite similar. Since all
three were delivered early in the calendar vear as the season of preparation for
the Pasch, when baptism was administrated, approached, all refer to the appro-
priate season for baptism. All times are suitable, but the day of the Pasch on
which the resurrection is celebrated is most appropriate?, Basil and Gregory of
MNazianzus use Ecclesiastes 3:1ff. on a time for everything*, and Basil and

' Basil, Hom. 13, Exh. ad . bapr, — PG 31.424-444; Engl. trans. by T. Hafton in A, Hamman,
ed., Baptizm: Ancient Litwrgies and Patristic Texds (Staten Island, 1967), pp. 76-87; sdied by
1. Gribomont, ‘Saint Basile: Le proireptique av Bapteme', in Lex Qrandi Lex Credendi: Miscel-
lanea in enore di P Cipriane Vagageinl, ed. G.J. Békés and G. Famedi (Studia Anselmiana 79;
Rome, 19803, pp. 71-92 and E. Ferguson, ‘Basil's Protreptic to Baptism’ in a Festschrift for
Thomas H. Halton, ed. John Petruccione (Washington: Catholic University of America Press,
forthcoming), Gregory of Nyssa, Adv. eos gui dijff. bapr, — PG 46.416-432, Gregory of Nazian-
&g, (A0, fn 5. bapt., the longest and most elaborate of the three — PG 36359428 and Sources
Chrétiennes, Yol. 358 (Paris, 1990), Grégoire de Nazianze: Discourse 38-41, ed. C, Moreschini
and P. Gallay; Engl. trans., by C.G. Browne and LE. Swallow in Nicene and Post-Nicene
Fatkers, Series Two, Vol 7 (New York, 1894; repr. Peabody, MA, 1994), pp. 360-377 and by
T. Halton in A. Hamman, op. cir., p. 87i%.; it figures prominently in D. Winslow, ‘Orthodox Baptism
— A Problem for Gregory of Nazianzus', 5F 14 {(1976), pp. 371-374. References to Basil will be
by chapter number and Migne columns; to Gregory of Nyssa by Migne columns; o Gregory of
Nazianzus by chapler numbers. I give my own transkation for direct guotations.

* For Basil, 1, Gribomaont, pp. 71, 87-88; for Gregory of Nyssa, 1. Quasten, Parralogy, Vol 3
(Utrecht: Spectrum, 1960), pp. 279-280; for Gregory of Nazianzus, C. Moreschini and P, Gallay,
{rrégoire de Nazianze: Discourse 38-41, pp. 16-22.

* Basil, Exh. bapr. 1 (PG 31.424C-D); Gregory of Nyssa, Eos diff. bape. (PG 46.4160);
Gregory of Nazianzus, fn 5. bapr. 13-14, 24,

1 Basil; Exk, bapr, 1 (PG 31 424A-B); Gregory of Nazianzus, In 5 bapr. 14.
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Gregory of Nyssa both give an explicit invitation for catechuments to turn in
their names to be enrolled as candidates for baptism?.

The principal concern of all three preachers in their exhortations 15 for the
hearers not to delay receiving baptism until old age or the approach of death.
Basil asks the rhetorical questions, *Why are you waiting? Why do you hesitate?”

He says, ‘T know vour procrastination’, Gregory of Nyssa gives the imperatives,

‘Do not delay’. *Do not provoke the baptizer by delay’, Gregory of Nazianzus

too speaks of his hearers’ ‘procrastinations’ and also gives the direct command,
‘Do not put off grace™. Whatever age one is in life, that is the time to be

baptized’, for ‘the funeral bier carries out every age’ — the old, the one in the

prime of life, the young®,

The uncertainty of life is prominent in the admonitions of all three sermons.
as a motivation for not delaying baptism. We do not know what tomorrow will

bring. *“Who appointed for you a fixed time of old age? Do you not see babies
being seized? Those being taken in the prime of life? Life has no one ap-

pointed time™. ‘Death is not defined by the appointed times of age’. Besides
the misfortunes of famine and war, there may be ‘madness, delirium, unex-
pected choking, impact of winds’. Death may come while one is traveling, eating,
or sleeping'”. ‘Every time is suitable for your washing, since any time may be.
your death’!'. Gregory of Nazianzus mentions as unexpected misfortunes:
war, earthquake, being snatched by a wild beast, drowning, illness, choking,
drinking too much, wind storm, a runaway horse, reaction to a medicine, and
human injustice’?. Basil warns of ‘sudden destruction” and ‘disaster like a

sudden storm', Death comes unexpectedly as a treacherous thief'*, “The end
will come suddenly’'3,
The exhortations to baptism involve answering the excuses perceived to be

the reasons given for procrastinating. Basil assumes to speak the words of the
person who delays: “Let sin first rule in me; and then the Lord will rule’, and -

the words of the Devil: ‘Today is mine; tomorrow is God’s’. Basil responds
with how improper it is to bring to God a life that is no longer useful. *Con-

i Basil, Exh. bapr, 7 (PG 31.440A); Gregory of Nyssa, Eos diff. bapt. (PG 46.4178). Both use
the illustration of a new soldier enrolied in the army — Basil, ibid.; Gregory of Nyssa, Eox diff.
bape, (PG 46,429C),

¢ Basil, Exh. bapt. 1: 5 (PG 31.425C7%; Gregory of Nyssa, Eos diff. bapr. (PG 464170 and
4210 Gregory of Nazianzus, fr 5. bapi. 14 24,

7 Basil, Exfi. bapr, 5 (PG 31.342C-D); of. Gregory of Nazianzus, In 5. bape. 14,

! Gregory of Nyssa, Eos diff. bapr. (PG 464204,

* Basil, £xh. bapr, 5 (PG 31.4360).

I* Gregory of Nvssa, Eos diff. bapt. (PG 46.4170; 4208).

I Gregory of Nazianzus, In £ bapr. 13

2 Thid., 14,

3 Basil, Exh. bapt. 8 (PG 31.441D).

W Gregory of Nyssa, Eos difft bapr. (PG 46.428A).

5 Gregory of Nazianzus, fn 5. bapt. 24,
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tinence in old age is not continence but the inability to be licentious ... No one
is righteous because of the inability to be bad™'®, Gregory of Myssa deals with
an objection by also employing prosopopoeia: ‘T was afraid of the inclination of
our nature to sin and because of this | delay the grace of regeneration’. Gregory
considers the excuse specious, If one 15 living without sin as a catechumen,
then there will be no problem afterward. If one’s life is impure beforehand, 1t
is evident that the person prefers sin. Such persons ‘fear baptism as the hin-
drance of pleasures'"”. Gregory of Nazianzus deals with the greatest number of
excuses. He too takes up the fear of losing the gift of baptism by later sin as a
reason why some delay the cleansing. This, he says, is the evil one’s sophisiry to
get a person to lose Christ'®. Another individual may protest that his life in
public affairs might stain him and he should not waste God’s mercy. Gregory’s
response is ‘Flee even the forum’, but if that is impossible, it is “better o be
stained a little by your public affairs than to be deprived of grace altogether’!?,
Someone else will say, as Basil’s objector did, that they will enjoy pleasure
now and will further use the laborers in the vineyard (Matt, 2001ff.) as justi-
fication for waiting until the eleventh hour to respond. Gregory deals with the
parable at length, among other things making the point that the laborers in the
parable who responded at the eleventh hour still did so when they first
believed?!. Another excuse offered is that the desire for baptism will be treated
by God as baptism, a position that Gregory roundly rejects. "It desire m your
opinion suffices for the power of baptism’, then consider in the same way that
vour desire for glory will be the same as attaining 1t**, A further objection 1s
that Christ was not baptized until he was thirty years old, but Gregory draws out
the differences between Christ’s circumstances and ours®, All three thinkers give
prominence to pleasure as the principal hindrance to the reception of baptism
and call upon their hearers no longer to live for pleasure®,

There are other prominent points in common among the three addresses. These
recurring themes are more or less explicitly parts of the appeal to the hearers
to receive baptism. All three sermons discuss clinical or sickbed baptism and
do g0 in such a way as to make it undesirable for a person to put off baptism until

' Basil, Exh. bapr. 5 (PG 31.436A-B); 6 (PG 31.437B).

" Gregory of Nyssa, Eos diff. bapi. (PG 46.425B-D).

* Grepory of Mazianzus, fn 5. bapr, 16, Basil too observes that “No one rejects good things
for the fear of being deprived of them’ — Exi. bapr. 7 (PG 31.441A).

"% Gregory of Nazianzus, fn 5. bapi, 19.

* Gregory of Mazianzus, fn 5. bapr. 14: The evil one says, *give 10 me the present and (o
Gind the future; to me your youth, and 1o God old age: to me your pleasures, and to him your
uselessness

B Thid. 20-21.

2 Ihid, 22-23,

= Thid. 29-30.

* Basil, Exh. hapt. 5 (PG 31.433B. 436A); Gregory of Nyssa, Eos diff. bapr. (PG 46.420C;
421A): Grepory of Nazianzus, In 5. bape. 14; 20.
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the prospect of death is imminent. The rhetorical purpose accounts for the un-
favorable descriptions, but there must be some truth behind the topos and not

simply the borrowing of a commeon theme. Basil has two negative descriptions of

the confusion present in a person’s last hours. In one he vividly describes the
dying person’s shortness of breath, fever, sighs, feeble voice: "Who will give
baptism then'? Relatives are faintheared, those in good health despise the suffer-
ings, friends hesitate, the physician deceives about your condition. ‘It is night,

and there is an absence of helpers. The baptizer is not present’, Gregory of

MNyssa speaks of the “tumult and cry .... There 15 josthng, disorder, and mournful
and indistinct noise when slaves, kinsmen, friends, children, the wife are entan-
gled with one another as if in a night battle’®®. Gregory of Nazianzus o speaks
of the undesirability of receiving baptism ‘in distress and not freely’. He calls on
his hearers to respond while not vet sick in body and mind, while the tongue is
not stammering or parched, when they can receive baptism with congratulation
and not pity; before wife and children are listening for the dying words, before
the phy=ician is powerless to help, and before there 15 a struggle between the bap-
tizer and the one who seeks money and there is no time for both®.

It is in the context of describing sickbed baptism that the most is said in these
sermons relative to the ceremony of baptism. The disciplinag arcani®® prevented

a detailed description to an audience that included catechumens, but from what
is known from other sources, the reader can recognize many details, Basil speaks

of the undesirability of sickbed baptism by describing what the seriously ill per-

son cannot do: “You are not able to utter the saving words nor are inclined to

hear purely, ..., nor lift the hands to heaven nor stand upon the feet, nor to bend
the knee in worship, nor to be taught profitably, nor to confess safely, nor to
reach agreement with God, nor to renounce the enemy, nor to follow intelli=
gently while being initiated’®. Gregory of Nyssa speaks of the haste in seeking
‘the vessels, the water, the priest, the word that makes ready for grace™. Gre-
gory of Nazianzus wams of ‘the tongue unable to speak the initiatory words™,

¥ Basil, Exh. bapr. 7 (PG 31.441B-0).

M Gregory of Nyssa, Fox diff. bapi, (PG 46.4254).

= Gregory of Nazianzus, fn s, bapr. 11-12.

2 Gregory of Nazianzus, In 3. bapr. 45; Gregory of Myssa, Eos diff. bapt. (PG 46.421C) for
the dismissal of the catechumens prior o the ‘mysteries’ in which ‘initiated” Christans participate.
Gregory of MNazianzus also speaks of catechuments ‘at the porch of piety’ (16) in contrast 1o
being “initiated” (28).

#* Basil, Exh. bape. 5 (PG 31.4360-D0.

0 Ciregory of Myssa, Fos diff. bapr. (PG 46.423A). In other passages he speaks of the sign of
the cross (417B) and all water being suitable when i1 finds faith in the one being baptized and
receives the blessing by the priest (which is possibly the ‘word” in the quotation — 421D,

' Gregory of Nazianzos, fr 5. bapr. 11, Elsewhere in the sermon he speaks of the preparation
for baptism (31), exorcism (27), and confession of sins (27); he forther says the beptizer may be
anyone of the same faith (26) and refers to the use of the Triune name {41; 44-45), the baptismal
garment (23), and the psalmody and the lighting of lamps that accompanied the newly baplized's
entrance inte the church (463,
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In incidental remarks, each preacher indicates that there was some question
about the validity of clinical baptism. Basil, not very clearly, alludes to those
who are present being ‘doubtful” and declares that *when you receive the grace
knowingly, then you ... do not threaten the activity ™2, Gregory of Nazianzus
is more explicit, calling on his hearers, while they can, to be made one of the
faithful ‘not in semblance but with open acknowledgement ... and there is no
doubt'**. These remarks may have been rhetorical touches to emphasize the
importance of receiving baptism immediately, but the way i which they are
alluded to in the midst of the larger discussion without special attention being
called to them would seem to indicate that, although the preachers did not
refuse the practice, they were aware of doubts conceming the practice of
baptizing an unconscious person, doubts they did not seek to dispel.

All of these accounts of sickbed baptism emphasize the importance of the
candidate being able to speak the words of faith. This emphasis accords with
the summaries of the baptismal process given by each preacher: being taught,
having faith in the heart, and receiving the seal of the Spirit (Basil)**; faith and
baptism (the Nyssene)™; ‘having spoken, be baptized; and being baptized, be
saved' (Nazianzen)®, This concern might seem to go counter to the practice of
imfant baptism, and Gregory of Nazianzus specifically addresses the issue. He
urges that infants be brought for sanctification”” and argues that if there is
threat to their life ‘it is better to be sanctified unconsciously than to depart un-
sealed and uninitiated™®. This emphasis on the objective value of the sacrament
is balanced, however, by the importance of conscious understanding and
confession of faith. Gregory proceeds to give his advice that parents should
wait until the end of children’s third year *when they are able to listen and to
answer something about the mystery'™.

These three exhortations express a rich theology of baptism, for they are full
of statements about the meaning of baptism. These descriptions of what is ac-
complished in baptism are neatly summarized in various lists of the blessings
received in baptism. Basil enumerates the benefits of baptism as ‘a ransom to
captives, a forgiveness of debts, the death of sin, regeneration of the soul, a

2 Basil, Exh. bape. 5 (PG 31.436D-437A).

W Gregory of Mazianzus, fn 5. bapt, 11,

¥ Basil, Exh, bapt, 6 (PG 31.437A)

% Gregory of Nyssa, Eos diff. bapr, (PG 46.421D),

I Gregory of Nazianzos, fa s bapr. 26, Note his extensive summary of what must be
believed in 45, C. Moreschini speaks of the orthodox faith as the sine qua non for admission to
baplism according to Gregory in Grégoire de Nazianze! Discourse 38-41, p. 37.

a7 Gregory of Nunanens, fn 5. bapt. 17.

' Gregory of Nazianzus, Ja 5. bapt, 28, | have argued that this sentiment is behind the beginning
of infant baptism — ‘Inscriptions and the Origin of Infant Baptism’, JThS n.s, 30 (1979), pp. 3746

W Gregory of Nazianzus, In 5. bapi. 28, David F. Wright concludes his argument with this
E;ESqu: in “The Origins of Infant Baptism — Child Believers' Baptism?’, 57T 40 (1987), pp. 1-
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shining garment, an unassailable seal, a charot to heaven, a patron of the king-
dom, the gift of adoption™", Gregory of Nyssa opens his address with a brief
but similar summary, when he refers to the approaching ‘day of salvation’ (the
Pasch), at which ‘according to our custom (we) call strangers to adoption,
those in need to participation in grace, those filthy in transgressions to the
cleansing of sins™!, Gregory of Nazianzus gives a lengthy and impressive list
near the beginning of his discourse: ‘lllumination (the baptismal ceremony) is
the splendor of souls, the conversion of the hife, the pledge of a2 good con-
science to God, 1t 1s the aid to our weakness, the renunciation of the flesh, the
following of the Spirit, the fellowship of the Word, the improvement of the
creature, the overwhelming of sin, the participation of light, the dissolution of
darkness. It is the chariot to God, the dying with Christ, the bulwark of faith,

the perfecting of the mind, the key of the kingdom of heaven, the exchange of

life, the removal of slavery, the loosing of chains, the remodelling of the whole
person ... (It) is the greatest and most magnificent of the gifts of God™?,
Gregory of Nazianzus follows his listing of the blessings of baptism with a list
of 1ts names: “We call it gift, grace, baptism, illumination, anointing, clothing
of immortality, bath of regeneration, seal, and everything that is honorable®

and proceeds to explain each of these names*. lllumination or enlightenment

is the name with which Gregory begins his discourse, because “Yesterday we
kept festival on the illustrious day of the Lights™, and it continues to be
frequently used throughout the sermnon®, *Gaft’ 1s another favornte and distnctive
word for Gregory of Nazianzus™®, He also likes to speak of baptism as ‘grace™,
a common term with his colleagues as well*®, Another important designation with
Gregory is ‘seal’, used for baptism itself, or possibly the baptismal ceremony
as a whole, and not for a separate part of it**. *Seal of the Spirit” is one of Basil

0 Basil, Evh. bapt. 5 (PG 31.433A).

' Gregory of Nyssa, Eox diff. bapr. (PG 40.416C),
2 Gregory of Nazianzus, fn 2. bapt, 3.

3 Thid. 4.

4 Thid. 1.

B Ihid. 15 3; 4: 6; 10; 22; 24: 34; 36-37; 38 46. For the theme of light in Gregory of
Mazianzus, see C. Moresching, Grégoire de Nazianze; Discowrse 38-41, pp. 62-70. EJ',ll_ighh.tnn'lE:‘it
15 present in the other two works being studied — Basil, Exh. bapr. 1 (PG 31.424C), ‘Ignorance
of God is the death of the soul”, and *“The one not baptized has not been enlightened’; and *light’
in 3 (4204); cf. 7 (441B); it 15 expressly connected with baptism in Gregory of Nyssa, Eos diff.
bapr. (PG 46,4248 4324).

0 Grepory of Mazianzos, e 5. bapt. 3; 115 12; 16; 18; 215 22; 23; 27; 31;.32; 34; 44,

1 Gregory of Mazianzus, fn 5. bapt, 25 4; T; 117 125 20; 24; 25; 26; 27; 28; 34; 44,

% Basil, Ech. bapt. 1 (PG 31.425A); 3 (429B); 4 (432A); 5 (436A; 437A); 6 (437B); Gre-
gory of Nysse, Eos diff. bapt. (PG 46.4160C; 4204 B,C — ‘river of grace’; 424A.B,D; 425A B]
428A; 420B,C.1> — *prace is a gift of the Master'; 432A:

W Gregory of Mazianzus, fnr 5. bape. 4; T; 10; 15; 17; 18; 23; 26; 28; 45.
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the Great’s names for baptism®. Although “seal’ 1s his common term, he uses
‘marks” and ‘signs’ as equivalent®!, Gregory of Nyssa too uses ‘sealed’ and
‘signed” as synonymous®.

All three Cappadocians associate baptism with rebirth, For Basil, 1t i3 a
‘spiritual rebirth’ and the marvel of “how a person is born again without a
mother™*. He quotes John 3.5, ‘Unless one be bom through water and the
Spirit, he shall not enter the kingdom of heaven™. His brother cites John 3.3,
‘Unless one be born again he cannot see the kingdom of God'*. The Nyssene
adopts also the phraseology of Titus 3.5, *bath (or washing) of regeneration’®,
Gregory of Nazianzus speaks of baptism as a “birth’ and ‘new birth’ as well as
a ‘regeneration’™, Of the three, he makes the most use of the ‘bath’ (*washing’)
or ‘laver’#

Two of the preachers make much of the imagery of Galatians 3.27 and
Romans 6 that baptism is being ‘crucified with Christ'® or ‘dying with Christ™®,
and being buried and raised with Christ®'.

The motif of forgiveness, cleansing, or pardon of sins occurs in all thre
So does the theme of freedom from imprisonment or slavery™. Also prominent
is the use of the imagery of healing®. The idea of escape from the devil is
associated in the history of Christian thought especially with Gregory of
Nyssa, but it is found in the other two Cappadocians®™. Even more characteristic
of these exhortations 1s the warning about the deceitfulness of the devil, who

el

% Basil, Exh. bapr. 6 (PG 31.437A), Henee the title of G.W.H. Lampe’s book sudying the
refation of the gift of the Spirit o baptism, The Seal of the Spirit, 2nd ed. (London, 1967).

A1 Basil, Exh, bapt, 2 (PG 31.428C); 4 (PG 31.432C).

% Gregory of Nyssa, Eos diff. bapr, (PG 46.424B).

5 Basil, Exh, bapi. 1 (PG 3L424B); 5 (4334A).

M Ibid. 2 (428A).

% Gregory of Nyssa, Eos diff bape, (PG 464244},

i Thid, (PG 46.429C); of. 'grace of regeneration” (425B) and ‘benefit of the bath’ {42818).

T Gregory of Nazianzus, fn 5. bhapt. 27; 2; 4; &.

i Thid, 4; 10: of, 17: 32

S Basil, Exh, bapi, T (PG 314408

M Gregory of Nazianzus, fn s, bapt. 3.

8 Basil, Exh, bapr. |; 2 (PG 31.424B-D; 428A); Gregory of Nazianzus, fn 5. bapt, 9, 24,

5 Basil. Exh. bapt. 4 (PG 31.432A-B) — whether the sins are many or few; Gregory of
Nyssa, Eoy diff. bapt. (PG 46.416C; 424B; 429C, D); Gregory of Nustanzus, In & bapr. 3; 4. 7}
32; 34; 35,

% Basil. Fxh. bapr. 3 (PG 31.429B); Gregory of Nyssa, Eos diff. bapt. (PG 46,4174, C;
424B); Gregory of Nazianzus, fn 5. bape, 3; 13,

™ Basil, Exh. bapr. 2 (PG 31.428A); 3 (429B); Grepory of Nyssa, Fos diff. bapt. (PG
46.417A, B); Gregory of Mazianzus, fn 5. bapt. 12; 26; 34

i Gregory of Myssa, Eex diff. bapt. (PG 40.417C); Basil, Exk. bapt. 2 (PG 31 428B);
Gregory of Nazianzus, fn 5. bapr, 35.
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secks to prevent one from being baptized® and after baptism continues to be
the tempter®,

The community of thought among the three great Cappadocians is revealed
perhaps even more than in these major themes by the incidential points they
share in common. Thus all three use the example of the Ethiopian treasurer in
Acts 8 with the appeal to imitate his readiness to accept baptism immediately
from Philip, for nothing but the devil *hinders’®. The parable of the talents
{Matt. 25.14-30) iz employed by all three: being baptized 1s putting one’s talent
to work in contrast to burying it in the ground®. There is a common use of the
*sealed” or ‘marked’ sheep as an illustration of the identification and security
of the baptized person’. The danger of shipwreck before reaching a harbor is
another illustration in common to the Cappadocians, but the preachers allow
their warning to carry them beyond Christian doctrine, for the suggestion is
made that one by delay may commit sins greater than can be forgiven’.

Finally, it 1s fitting to note that all three, while exhorting their hearers to
regeive baptism, also lay stress on the life expected of the person baptized. The
blessings of baptism are directly related to the Christian life. Gregory of
Nvssa, in keeping with his moral concerns™, emphasizes this theme, which
may be summarized by the phrase ‘life according to the Gospel’, at both the
beginning and end of his sermon™, Basil describes the ‘Gospel way of life’:
‘vigilance of eyes, control of tongue. enslavement of body, humble thinking,
purity of thought, extinction of wrath: being pressed into service, do more;
being defrauded, do not go to court; being hated, love; being persecuted, for-
bear; being blasphemed, comfort’™. Gregory of Nazianzus devoles a long
section toward the close of his sermon to an exhortation that the whole self is
to be sanctified™,

8 Basil, Exi. bapr. 6 (PG 3143TB-C); Gregory of Nyssa, Fox diff. bapr. (PG 4641140
Crregory of Naziangus, fn £ bapt. 14; 160

¥ Gregory of Mazianzus, fn 5. bape. 10,

6 Basil, Exh. bapr. 6 (PG 31.437A-B); Gregory of Nvssa, Eox diff. bapr. (PG 46421C)
Crregory of Nazianzus, fn s bapt. 26-27.

# Basil, Exh. bapt. 5 (PG 31.437A); Gregory of Nyssa, Eos diff, bapt. (PG 46.429A-B);
Gregory of Nazianzus, fn s bapr. 1Z.

W Basil, Exh. bapt. 4 (PG 31.432C); Gregory of Nyssa, Eos diff. bapt. (PG 46.4178);
Gregory of Nazianzus, fn 5, bapr, 15.

"I Basil, Exh. bapt. 5 (PG 31.433C); Gregory of Mazianzus, ln s bapr. 11; 12. Gregory of
Myssa makes the same error butl with the illustration of a long lasting illness stronger than the
healing — Eos diff. hapr. (PG 46.417B).

2 E. Ferguson, ‘Some Aspects of Gregory of Myssa’s Moral Theology in the Homilies on
Ecclesiastes’, in Gregory of Nvssa, Homilies on Ecclestastes, ed. §.G. Hall (Berlin, 1993), pp. 31%-
336,

B Gregory of Nyssa, Fos 4, bapr. (PG 46.421A-8; 4298, D; 4324A).

" Basil, Exh. bapr. T (PG 31.440A-B).

N Grepory of Nazianzus, In 5. bapt. 38-41.
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These three exhortations to baptism, as was customary with all sermons,
close with a doxology. Gregory of Nazianzus's is a fitting close of this study:
Wwhen we enter inside with the Bridgeroom, "We all, both those who teach
these things and those who learn, will share in the more pure and more perfect
teachings in the same Christ our Lord, to whom be the glory and the kingdom
for ever and ever. Amen’7,

" Gregory of Nazianzus, fn 5. hapr. 46,




The Form of Gregory of Nyssa’s Treatise
On the Inscriptions of the Psalms'

Fonald E. Heme, Tiibingen

Gregory of Nyssa’s discussion in his treatise on the psalms is structured by
the six topics listed, with the book and chapter numbers of the treatise, in
Table 1.

TABLE 1

The Topics aof Gregory's Treatize

(L) The aim (owomos) of the Psalter (1.1-4)

{2} The division {§wipesic) of the Psalter into sections, and their order {ti£1g)
(1.5-9)

{3) The meanings of the mscriptions {(Emuypagpai) (11.1-7)

4) The reason some psalms have no inscriptions (11.8-9)

{3) The meaning of dueywoeipe (1110)

{f) The divergence of the order of some psalms from the historical sequence of

the events 1o which ther mscriptions allude (I111-16)

These six topics can all be found in the introductions to earlier commentaries

on the Psalms, especially in those of Origen. My contention is that Gregory's

treatise On the fnscriptions of the Psalmy has the form of an introduction to a

commentary on the Psalter, [ shall show that he derived the topics, primarily, but
not necessarily exclusively, from Origen’s work on the Psalms, and that Origen
had borrowed some of the topics of introduction from the philosophical schools,

I begin, however, with the commentaries on the Psalms by Eusebius,
Athanasius, and Diodore of Tarsus, who were contemporaries, or near con-
temporaries, of Gregory, to show the widespread use of some, at least, of these
topics in the introductions to Psalm commentaries.

Eusebius of Caesarea wrote a large commentary on the Psalms, While his
discussion of some the later psalms is well preserved, the introductory portion
of the commentary is only fragmentarily preserved?. In these extant remarks of

' Texpress my appreciation 1o Oxford University Press for permission to use material in this
paper which appears in my book, Gregary of Nyssa's Treatise on the fnseriptions of the Psalms
{Oxford Early Christian Studies; Oxfond, [995).

& PG 23. 7T1-6.
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an introductory nature, Eusebius discusses two of the above topics. He discusses
the divergence of the order of the psalms from their historical sequence, and he
has a brief discussion of the term Sy pa?,

Three works concerning the Psalter are attributed to Athanasius in Migne's
Patrologiae*, but only the exposition of the Psalms has anything that relates to
the topics of introductions’. The introduction to this exposition, which is
dependent on Eusebius in many places, has two clear references to the topics.
The author notes that the book of Psalms is divided (duypnton) into five parts,
and that the order (7d&1g) does not follow the historical sequence. In close
dependence on Eusebius, he then attributes the confused order of the psalms to
their loss and random rediscovery.

Two additional topics of commentary introductions may also be mentioned
by Athanasius, There is a brief consideration of some of the inscriptions, but
only in the context of the discussion of the authorship of the psalms and the
reason the whole collection is referred to David, which is very different from
the way they are treated by Origen and Gregory, C. Schiiublin, in discussing
the introduction in the later commentary on the Psalms by Theodoret, considers
the discussion of the inscriptions in the context of a discussion of authorship to
belong to the category of the authenticity of the psalms, and consequently
takes Athanasius’ discussion of the inseriptions in the same way®, [ think this
is correct, and, therefore, T do not think this discussion of the inscriptions is a
real parallel to what Gregory does’.

Athanasius may also refer to the oxomdg of the Psalter. At the end of the
introduction he refers to David as a prophet, and says that because he knew
that the evil spirits rejoiced at the fall of men and were vexed at their correction,
he offered prayers against the spirits using the metaphor of physical enemies.
Then he says that the ‘okomdg of the prophets’ must be understood in this
way. Schidublin understands this to be a reference to David's okondg in the
Psalms, and perhaps it is®,

Eusebius and Athanasius both followed the Alexandrian school of Biblical
exegesis, as did Gregory. Gregory’s contemporary of the Antiochian school.
Diodore of Tarsus, also wrote a commentary on the Psalms®. Schiublin claims

1 PG 23,73, 7T6B.

4 The authenticity of all three has been guestioned (See M.-J. Rondean, Les commeniaires
patristiques di Psautier 1 (OCA 219; Rome, 1982}, pp. 79-87).

T PG 27, 57-545.

§ Untersuchungen tu Methode wnd Herkunft der Antivchenischen Exegese (Theophaneia 23;
Cologne-Bonn, 1974}, p. 69, 72,

? There is also a discussion of the inseriptions in the context of the discussion of the question
of the authorship of the Psalms in the Syriac fragment atiributed to Hippolytes (Hippolyius
Werke 1.2, ed. H. Achelis (GCS; Leipzig, 1897), p. 129).

B Untersuchungen, p. T2,

! A critical edition of Diodore’s commentary on the Psalms is in process of publication,
Diadori Tarsensis Commentarii in Psalmos T (COG &; Turnhout, 1980},
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that Diodore treats the oxondg of the Psalter in his discussion of its usefulness
at the beginning of the intreduction, although the term okonds does not appear.
Diodore also treats the reason that the order of the psalms differs from theie
historical order, and explains it, like Eusebius and Athanasius, to be the result
of the loss of the psalms in the exile and their later piecemeal rediscovery.
There are, then, in introductions to commentaries on the Psalms composed

either contemporaneous with or before Gregory’s treatise, excepting for the

moment the commentaries of Origen, and allowing the possibility that the

introduction to the exposition of the Psalms attributed to Athanasius is authentic,

treatment of four, and possibly five, of the subjects which organize his treatise.

I list them with the numbers that correspond to Table 1. (1) The aim {oxomndc)
of the Psalter; (2) the division of the Psalter into sections, (3) (the inscriptions,
though treated in a different manner), (5) the meaning of &uiyalpa, and

(6) the divergence of the order of the psalms from their historical sequence.
TABLE 2

The Topics of Introductions in Contemporary
and Earlier Psalm Commentaries (excepting Origen)'®

(rregory Eusehiux Athanasiis Diodore
(1) e [X] [X]
(2) — X 14
(3) o i) X7 o
(4) - - -
(5) X L s
(6) X X X

I turn now to Origen, who produced three commentaries on the Psalms, all
of which have perished in their original form. Numerous fragments, however,
have been preserved In the catenae, and his commentaries were used by various
authors in both the East and West. So far as the introduction is concerned the
most important sources are Hilary's Latin commentary on the Psalter, the catenae

fragments on the Psalms, and some fragments attributed to Origen in some of

the manuscripts, but edited by Achelis under the name of Ps.-Hippolytus.
Hilary's use of Origen’s work on the Psalms in his own commentary has
been known since the fourth century!!. E. Goffinet has shown the extent of
Hilary's use of Origen in an extensive comparison between material in Hilary’s
commentary and fragments from Origen'?, Nautin thinks Hilary had access to

" Brackets indicate that the topic is not explicitly mentioned, but must be deduced.

" See Rondean, Les commentaires patristiquexs 1, pp. 147-9.

12 L wrilisation d'Ovigéne dans e commeniaire des psaumes de saint Hilaire de Foitiers (SH
14 Louvain, 1963).
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and used both Origen’s commentary on the first twenty-five psalms done at
Alexandria, and the larger commentary done later at Caesarea'®, Hilary has a
lengthy introduction to the Psalter which has extensive correspondence with
the catenae fragments coming from Origen’s introduction to the Psalter!™.

G. Rietz produced a critical edition of the catenae fragments related to the
introduction to Origen’s commentary on the Psalter, and it is his edition that I
cite in Table 31>, Nautin considers the fragments edited by Rietz to belong 1o
Origen’s Caesarean commentary. | do not cite the fragments of Ps.-Hippolytus
as unguestionably from Origen. Rietz considered fragments seven and nine of
Ps.-Hippolytus to be genuine fragments of Origen. I think it is possible that
they derive from him, but if not from him cerainly from someone who
approached the Psalms m the same way that he did. In Table 3 the numbers
under Gregory refer to the six topics listed in Table 1. The two fragments
given in parentheses in the Ps.-Hippolytus column are not ascribed to Origen
in the manuscripts, but what is said in them is very similar (o the fragments
edited by Rietz, and to the indirect testimony to Origen in Hilary.,

TABLE 3

The Topics in Fragments of Origen's Pyalm Commentaries

{rregory Hilary Rietz (ed.) Fs.-Hipp.
() — — Fr. ¥1I
(2} Pral. 1 A (Fr. XI'V)
(3) Prol. 17-21 I —
() Prol. 21b I Fr. VII
) Prol. 23 11 (Fr. A1)
(6 Prol. 8-16 1.15-16 Fr. IX

Topics 2-6 are attested in both Hilary and the catenae fragments of Origen.
The first topic, however, is attested only in fragment 7 of Ps.-Hippolytus, That
fragment is attributed to Origen in a Syriac version, but is anonymous in the
three Greek manuscripts where it is found. As edited by Achelis, it begins with
the words, “*And this is the aim (okondg) of the book and its usefulness, but
the reason for the title is this’. It then proceeds to discuss the title of the Book
of Psalms, and the guestion of Davidic authorship in ways that have parallels
with passages in Hilary’s introduction and the catenae fragments of Origen'®,
The actual discussion of the aim and the usefulness must have preceded this

oOripdne (Paris, 1977), p. 279,

12 8. Hilarii Episcopl Pictaviensts Traciatus super Prafmos, ed. A Zingerle (CSEL 22:
Vienna, 1891), pp. 3-19.

1 D¢ Origenis prologry in Psalterium (Jena, 1914).

5 Achelis 7.2-7 = Hilary 1; 7.7-11 =4; 7.11-16 = 2; 7.16-27 = 3; 7.22-27 = PG 12.1055B.
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fragment. K. Praechter noted this fragment in his discussion of topics of intro-
ductions to ancient philosophical commentaries on Aristotle, All three of these
topics (aim, usefulness, and the reason for the title) are found in such com-
mentaries, But because he thought the full schema of introductory topics was
not to be found earhier than Ammonius in the late fifth century, he dismissed
the possibility that three of the topics (or four if fragment 9 is included which
also discussed order), could be found discussed together in the time of Origen!?,
B. Neuschifer accepted Pracchter’s conclusion and thus does not consider this

fragment in his discussion of the intreduction to Origen’s commentary on the

Psalms'®, 1. Hadot, however, has argued that the topics can be found as early
as Porphyry and Origen, though sometimes without the technical vocabulary,

and 1 have offered a similar argument elsewhere concerning Alexander of

Aphrodisias and Origen'. I think it quite possible, therefore, that this fragment
derives from Origen, and that he did discuss the oxomnoc of the Psalter.

The first two of these topics had been taken over by Origen from this
commentary literature on Aristotle and Plato, These commentators commaonly
began their commentaries with a discussion of the six points listed in Table 4.

TABLE 4

The Topics of Introductions in Philosophical
Commentaries on Plato and Aristode™

Crregary Philasophical Commentaries

(1) The aim {oxonog) of the treatise
- [ts usefulness (10 ¥phowov)

—_ Its authenticity (10 yvijgiov)

— Its place in the order (va&ig) of reading
— The reason for the title (Emuypooi)
(2} The division (faipemig) into heads

To retumn to Gregory, a comparison of Tables 3 and 4 shows clearly that his
primary dependence for the topics of introduction was on Origen and the
Christian tradition of commentaries on the Psalms. While he discusses both the

1" *Die griechizchen Anstoteleskommentare’, BE 18 (1909, p. 531,

b Origenes als Philologe (SBA 18/1: Basel, 1987), pp. 67-77.

11, Hadot, ‘Les introductiions aux commentaires exégétigues chez les aulenrs néoplatoniciens
et les auteurs chrétiens’, in Les régles de Uinterprdtation, ed. M, Tardicu (Paris, 1987), pp. 99-122;
R.E. Heine, 'The Introduction to Origen’s Commentary on John Compared with the Intreductions
to the Ancient Philosophical Commentaries on Aristotle”, in Orizeniana Sexia, ed. G. Dorival and
A. Le Boulluee (BETL 118! Leuven. 1993), pp. 3-12. Ongen clearly discusses the awondg of the
Holy Spirit in the Scriptores in Prine, 427 8, 9, and 434, amd in Conr. Prol. 1.8, in the comext
of discussing some of the other topics of introduction, he refers to love as seripturae huius causa
praecipua, which must be a reference to the axonrdc.

M From CAG 4.3, p. 21.
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meaning of the ‘inscriptions’, and the ‘order’ of the psalms, neither discussion
parallels the discussion of the “title’ and “order” in the philosophical commen-
taries. In the latter, the discussion of ‘order’ concerns in what order the works
of Plato or Aristotle are to be read, and the discussion of the ‘title’ involves
only the title of the particular book as a whole. In Gregory, the discussion of
‘order’ concerns both the order of the five divisions of the Psalter, and the
divergence of the order of some of the psalms from the proper historical
sequence, and the discussion of the titles is concerned with the meaning of the
titles of the individual psalms?®!. Points 3-6 of Gregory's topics were specific
topics of introduction in Christian commentaries on the Psalter.

In conelusion | note that although Gregory has taken over the six topics that
structure his treatise from the introductions of earlier Christian commentaries
on the Psalter, the way he treats these topics differs from his predecessors.
Origen, for example, discussed the psalms without inscriptions in the context
of how to attribute authorship to them. Gregory discusses them in the context
of a quasi Jewish-Christian debate over their meaning in relation to Christ.
Again, Gregory notes how his predecessors had unterstood diayadpo, and
then formulates his own view of the meaning of the term which is in harmony
with his understanding of the aim of the Psalter. He treats each of the topics in
such a way that it contributes to his overall goal of showing how the teaching
of the Psalms leads one progressively in the virtuous life.

! Gregory's ‘order’ has some affinity with ancient commentaries on the poets, where the
number and order of the individual poems which constituted a book, such as Virgil's Eelogues,
were discussed, Sce Virgili vita Donatiana, 11,200-1; 17.302-18, 325, and the discussion in
Neuschiifer, Orirenes als Philologe, p. 61.



Basil of Caesarea’s Use of Romans 7
as a Reflection of Inner Struggle

Anne Gordon KEDEL, Wilrzburg

Basil of Caesarea uses Romans 7 as an illustration of the condition of the
human being, who is seemingly powerless against forces of sin and death. Th
following will be a discussion of the ways he uses this chapter through the
verses that he cites, namely, verses 9, 14-20, and 24-25. Verses 14-17 are
interpreted in different ways. In one context, he sees them at describing a
condition of one who has not yet become a disciple of Christ, and in anothe
context, as a condition of the baptised Christian, who is still struggling against
sin. Basil is also clear in pointing out that succeeding verses in this chapter
show that, through Jesus Christ, there is a way for those in either condition to
win this struggle and be saved. .

The subject of this talk first came to mind after reading a staterment published
in 1977 by Jean Gribomont in the St. Anselmiano monograph, Commandements
du Seigneur, containing the talks and discussions held in 1976. Therein, Gribo-
mont states, ‘ou méme que chez le Paul du ch. 7 des Romans; chapitre que;'
peut-on dire, Basile ne cite jamais’!, That sounded very definite, so definite
that T had difficulty believing it, and I began to look out for Basil’s references
to this chapter of Romans. Gribomont himself, in subsequent articles of 19812
and 1983, acknowledged Basil’s citing of this chapter. In fact, he had, as early
as 1961 referred to Basil's use of Rom. 7, 9 (which will be discussed below)
in his article, *Le Paulinisme de Saint Basile™,

Six definite citations from Romans 7 have been found in Basil’s writings,
which reflect interior struggle, and one clear implication®, Basil's use of this
chapter can here be divided into two principal sections. The first of these,

!5t Basile', p. 98 in Commandementy du Seigneur et libdration fvangéligue, Erudes momnasti-
Hues proposées ef discutdes d 8. Anselme, 15-17 féveier 1976 (Swdia Anselmiana 70: Rorme, 1977).

* ‘Notes blographiques” in Basil of Caesarea, Christian, Humanist, Ascetic: A Sivieen-
Hundredth Anniversary Sympogiam (Toronto, 1981), p. 44.

! "MNotes complémentaire’ in [l pensiero df Paole nella storia del Christianesime antico (Pub-
licazioni dell Instituto di Fiolgia classica e medievale dell’ Universita di Genova 82; Genova, 1983;
reprinted in St Basile, Evanpile et Eglise; Mélanges, Spiritualité orientale 36: Bellefontaine,
1984), p. 207, herealter cited as Mélanges.

*In: Swmdim Pawlinorum Congressus Internationalis Catholicus 1961, 11 (Rome 1963),
p. 488; reprinted in Mélanges, p. 198,

* In two other places Basil uses Rom. 7, 24, within a different context, and this will not be
taken up here. See his Homily an Psalm 33,
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found in his work De Baptismo, is his view that Romans 7 shows the condition
of the person before baptism. In other works, Il'lﬂn'lf:]}-', Re guf.rsxe morales 23._and
Regulae brevius tractatae 16, he sees this Scripture aslapplj.ru}g to the pm;ﬂc&d
Christian. His Hoemily on Psalm [, refers to verse 9 from lh1:-‘.lchaptﬂr w1mnu1
gpecific reference to Christ. The discussion which follows will first consider
those texts in the De Baptismo and then take up the other texts, _

The De Baptismo is divided into two books, the second being a series of ques-
tions related to the content of the first book. The first book is diuifiad into three
chapters, dealing respectively with discipleship, baptism and euchanst. In Chapter
One, Basil uses Rom. 7, 14-20, in its implied and cited instance. This is the chap-
ter dealing with discipleship, wherein Basil explains that one must first be::un_m A
disciple of Christ before one can receive instruction which will lead mhhapu;m.
As an illustration of the pre-disciple condition, Basil cites the story of the rich
young man who approached Jesus asking what he needed to do to obtain eternal
life. In response to Jesus instruction to keep the commandments, the young man
said, *all these 1 have kept’. Then Jesus tells him to sell what he has, give to the
poor and ‘come follow me’. With this the young man went away sad. Citing 1 Jn
1, 7, Basil says that the young man responded this way because he “had not yet
received pardon for his sins, nor had he been cleansed by the Blood of Clhrist‘, but
rather, and here is the implication to Rom. 7, 17, *he was in the service of the
devil and under the dominion of sin dwelling within him’. This condition, Basil
says, made the young man unable to serve the Lord. Basil then Ireinﬂ:m:gs ﬂ}is
view with many other quotations from Scripture, the main point being L_ha% Justice
has no participation with injustice, nor light with darkness, nor the faithful with
the unfaithful (2 Cor. 6, 14-16)9, Then, citing Rom. 7, 14-17 directly, Basil says:

Let us also recall what he (the Apostle) says in a passage which is meant to convey (o
us a still deeper sense of shame: ‘[ know that the law is spiritual, but I am camal, sold
under sin. For that which 1 work, I understand not. For I do not that good which 1 will;
but the evil which I hate, that [ do. If then I do that which 1 will not, [ consent 1o th_'.a
law, that it is goed. Now then it is no more 1 that do it, but sin that dwells in me™.

Basil is then quick to point out, by citing Rom. 7, 24-25, that there is hope. He
adds:

And after he has developed more fully the idea that it is impossible for one who is in
the power of sin to serve the Lord, he plainly states who it is that redeems us from such
a tyrannical dominion in the words: “Unhappy man that T am, who ':ﬁ-'i“ deliver me
from the body of this death? T give thanks to God through Jesus Christ, Our Lord"®,

Our successful struggle to be free is made possible by our rederqptinn‘thmugh
the work of Jesus Christ, To access this help we need to accept it. This we do

b De Baprismo 1, 1, 2; SC 357, pp. 86, 88; St Basil: Ascetical Works, trans. Monica Wagner
(Fathers of the Church 9: Washington, D.C., 1963), pp. 341-342, given hereafter as: Wagner.

! De Baptismo 1, 1, 2; §C 357, p. 88; Wagner, p. 342

* De Bapsmo 1, 1, 25 5C 357, p. 8%; Wagner, pp. 342-343,
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by becoming disciples of Christ, and sealing our commitment with baptism,
The next place we find the citation of verses 24-25, is in Chapter Two of De

Baptismo, towards the end of this chapter on baptism. Here Basil recapitulates
the principal point of the first two chapters, that is, that one must first become a

disciple of Christ before receiving baptism. For, he says, it is Christ's words
exhorting us 10 deny ourselves, to take up our cross daily and to follow him, that
makes clearly evident the bad deeds of evil and reveals the good actions done
for the glory of God. This enables us, Basil says, to share the desire expressed
by Paul in the sentiments of verses 24-25, the lament and acknowledgement that
Jesus Christ is the one who saves us from this body of death?,

In Basil's Homily on Psalm 1, section 3, he 15 discussing the verse, ‘Blessed

is the one who has not steod in the way of sinners’. In focussing on the mean-
ing of the words. “has not stood’, he uses verse 9 of Rom. 7, in the following
explanation:

While we were in our first age, we were neither in sin nor in virtue ... But, when reason
was perfected in us, then that happened which was written: ‘But when the commandment
came, sin revived, and [ died’, Wicked thoughts, which originate in our minds from the
passions of the flesh, rise up. In truth, if when the command came, that is, the power
of discernment of the good, the mind did not prevail over the baser thoughts but
permitted its reason o be enslaved by the passions, sin revived, but the mind died,
suffering death because of ils transgressions!'”,

The commandment is the sign of the advent of reason and thus the power of
discernment. Sin results when reason allows the passions, the baser thoughts,
to triumph and enslave. The powers of sin lure one by a way that is smooth,
downward sloping through pleasure, but leads to destruction, Thus, the mind
15 ‘dead’, because it has given in to the passions. The means of struggling
successfully against this, Basil says, is using reason’s power to discern the
good, passing quickly away from the sinful way (not standing still there), in a
sense, detaching oneselt from a sinful stance, and also, patient endurance and
the leading of a pious life!!,

In considering how Basil saw Romans 7 as applying to the experience of the
baptized and practicing Christian, we will first look at its use in Rule 23 of
Regulae morales’?. Rule 23 is Basil's understanding of the meaning of the

¥ De Baptisma 1, 2, 26, SC 357, p. 184; Wagner, p. 384,

0 PG 29: 221 B-C: 5S¢ Busil: Exegetical Homilies, trans. Agnes Clare Way (Fathers of the
Church 46; YWashington D.C., 1950), p. 160, hereafter given as Way, p, 160,

PG 29: 221 B - 224 C; Way, pp. 139-161.

"2 For Basil, the only true ‘Rules’ were the evangelical teachings or commandments found in
the New Testament, either directly in the words of Christ, or indirectly in the words of Paul or
the other disciples. Thus, Regulae morales is the only work of Basil's which can properly be
cilled a Book of Rules. This work consists of 80 Rules, precepts in Basil’s words, and each Rule,
as well as each section of a Rule contains references to texts of the New Testament from which
the Rule is derived. Later, Basil wrote out the Scrpture texts in full.
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cited text, Rom. 7, 14-20, the only Scripture citation given for this Rule, which
is as follows:

That he who is drawn away by sin against his will ought to understand that he 15 being
mastered by some other previous sin, which he serves willingly and is hence-forward
led under its power even to things which he does not wish'?,

In the struggle to do good, Basil taught the inter-relatedness, not only of the
commandments, but also, of sinful acts. Being free from sin for him meant
being free from all sin, not just selective sing, Therefore, when one 15 in the
position of struggling not to do a particular evil, but without success, Basil
implies that one must look for the cause of this impediment in other areas of
one's life, to other ways one is being mastered by an earlier sin.

The last text to be examined that uses Rom. 7, 14-15, 17 as a reflection of
interior struggle is Regulae brevins tractatae 16, Here Basil is dealing with the
question of why one can feel compunction sometimes without any effort, but
at other times not feel any compunction in spite of much effort. Basil responds
by saying that compunction is a gift sent by God 1o stir up the soul to strive (o
cultivate it after ‘having tasted the sweetness of such sorrow’. In explaining
why one who tries to feel compunction but cannot, Basil says:

But to constrain oneself and vet not be able is at once a proof of our neglect at other
times — for it is not possible for one having come to a thing suddenly to master it
without much and frequent practice in company with others — and it shows that our
soul is dominated by other passions and not allowed by them to be free in the directions
in which it desires freedom, according to the principle laid down by the apostle: "But
I am carnal, sold under sin. For not what 1 would that do [ practise, but what I hate, that
1do’, And again: ‘But now il is no more I that do it, but sin that dwells in me’, Indeed
GGod has allowed this to happen to us for our good, if haply the soul through its in-
voluntary sufferings many come ro perceive who it is that dominates it, and recognizing
the things in which it is involuntarily a slave to sin may regain soberness and escape
from the snare of the devil, finding the mercy of God ready to help those who truly
repentld,

Here Basil gives a similar interpretation of these verses to that which we have
seen in Regulae morvales 23, namely that one feels wapped, because one 15
trapped, that our soul is dominated by other passions, which prevent its being
free to go in the direction it wants to go in. But here Basil carries this a step
further, He says that this suffering and struggle is allowed by God, so that by
this experience we will come o our senses, realize who is dominating our
soul, and to what things we are involuntarily slaves. This suffering provides us
with the means to struggle free from this situation, namely soberness and

B PG 31: 742 C-D; The Ascerical Works of St Basil, trans. W K.L. Clarke (London, 1923),
p. 108, hercafter given as Clarke, p. 108,
MOPG 31 1092 D - 1093 B; Clarke, p. 236. The italics are mine,
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repentance. For repentance opens the way to God’s mercy and grace, thus

enabling us to escape the snares of the devil,
After having examined Basil’s use of Romans 7, we can better understand

how he sees these verses as reflecting the experience of those not yet baptised,

as well as of those who are baptised. In the first instance, one is struggling with-
out Christ, that 15 without the knowledge that there 15 one who can help us.

Success in this struggle comes from becoming a disciple of Christ, and accepting
the salvation which comes from him. In the second instances, one has already

become a disciple of Christ and been baptised, but acquired habits of sin which

bind one, so that freedom requires repentance of all sin. Basil also explains
that we can find ourselves dominated by sin when our reason allows the passions |
to rule, reversing this by using reason to discern the good. Basil shows, that
even when things seem hopeless in the struggle against the forces of sin, there

is still hope, and, through Jesus Christ, the possibility of salvation,

karpog and ypovog in Gregory of Nyssa

Vasiliki Livmeeris, Philadelphia

Ammonius Grammaticus, who lived in the second century C.E., wrote a
dictionary, *On the similarity and differences of words’. For the entries ku1pdg
and ypdvoc, two kinds of time, he writes:

kaipdg and ypovog differ: kKaipdg is a portion of time, such as the organization of the
divisions of the days. ypdvos, on the other hand, is the summation and inclusion of
many kaipoi (imes). In other words, xopodc reveals the qualities of times, such as
when a war occurred, whereas ypovog 15 the quantity, such as before or after ten
years!.

The title of my paper needs some elaboration. Today I am dealing with
kapog and ¥ povoc in one specific tract of Gregory’s, 'On Christ’s three days’,
or as some have chosen to call it, *On the Holy Passover’. Gregory of NMyssa is
famous above all for his dazzling philosophical syntheses to explain the meaning
of the Christian divine economy. When [ first read “On Christ’s three days’,
what struck me was its subordination of Gregory’s famous philosophical spec-
ulations both to the genre of a general Holy Week homily and to the
historical events recorded in the Gospels about Jesus’ death and resurrection.
Yet Gregory's philosophical ideas are present, as he carefully weaves his ideas
about time into his exposition. How Gregory of Nyssa fits his philosophical
hypotheses of time into the explanation of the historic Christ-event intrigued
me and is my topic today.

To begin I must review briefly Gregory's philosophical suppositions on xo-
pos and ¥ povos and duaaTn e intervals, In Gregory’s metaphysics, time was
created after the ideal world, simultaneously with the material world. The triune
Crod 15 outside of tme?. Time itself in Gregory's estimation 1s the measure of all
phenomena, not in fact different from Ammonius’ definitions?. In a hierarchical
descent Gregory includes first acons, i.e. etemnity, which is a created substratum,
outside of time, but created by God, nevertheless, much like the ideal world®,

b Ammonivs Grammaticus de adfinium vocabwlorum differenia, cd. Klaus Nickau (Leipzig,
1966) p. 69, no, 260,

= Harold Fredrik Chemniss, ‘The Platonism of Gregory of Nyssa®, University af California
Publications in Clagsical Philology 11 {1930 p. 27.

* Ammonius, ap, cif,

* John R. Sachs, 5.1, ‘Apocatastasis in Patristic Theology, Thealogical Studies 54 (1993)
p- 635, note 111.
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From there he moves to the creation of the four elements, which, although I do
not have time to pursue here, move in perpetual cyclical motion, in a determined
succession (dxoioubia), by tendency (tpomn)s. This constant cyclical
movement is the chief characteristic of the created cosmos. In Gregory's
schematization of time, this cyclical repetition is KoipOc guite akin to
Ammonius’ definition. Paradoxically the perpetual cyele of kaipog is termed
aracig by Gregory®. [t is punctuated with Swaotipoata, spatial and temporal
extensions”, It is these ‘extensions’ that facilitate the paradox of a ‘moving
stasis’ for human beings. This is how it occurs.

Human beings have a mixed nature; the divine 1s combined with the materal.
In other words the cosmic nature is mixed with the hypercosmic®. Human
material nature is penetrated by the divine, in an ‘equal dignity'. Because of
this interpenetration, the movement of human beings has a goal (oxkomog),
besides a cyclical characteristic. For Gregory the phenomenal aspects of
humanity (body and cyclical time) are comprehesible in the realm of movement
and time as well. Human life translates, as it were, into the idiom of tme and
motion.

It works this way. Because of the divine likeness in humanity, created spirit,
which has linear movement, or ypovoc, breaks into the cycle of kaipog and
mtroduces teleological progression to humanity. This progress can lead, if the
human will is inclined this way, to participation in God'®. As a created entity,
the created spirit is ‘always limited by the capability of the creature''!. The
perpetual movement of humans is like an ever-widening spiral cycle, ever-
expanding in a progression towards God. In terms of time, it is ¥ pdvog, linear,
coal-oriented time, that enters human cyclical time, kopoc, through the union
of human nature with the divine likeness. Within the xaipog are spatial ex-
tensions, dteoTipata, ever-widened by the intrusion of ypdvog, for fuller
capability to know more of God, and progress further towards him'2, *The pur-
posive tension between human mutability and divine immutability, between
created finitude and the uncreated infinite, is everlasting™'?,

In other words pdvog — although a created entity — is the intermediate
term that translates time and human beings into the timeless realm and o God.
As time it penetrates kaipog, cyclical time, it widens the capabilities of the

5 Jean Daniélou, L étre et le temps chez Grégoire de Nysse (Leiden, 19703, p. 80,

o Paul M. Blowers, “Maximus the Confessor, Gregory of Nyssa, and the Concept of Perpetual
Progress', Vigiliae Christianae 46 (1992) p. 1585,

" Richard Sorabiji, Thre, Creation, and the Continen (Ithaca, 1983), pp, 123-124,

¢ Daniélow, op. cir,, p. 83.

? Ihid.

0 fhid., p. 108,

1 Thid,

2 Blowers, op. cit, p. 152.

W fbid., p. 158
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sraotiueta for further knowledge of God, enabling human beings to stretch
further (ExTeiva) towards the goal',

This cursory philosophic review is, I am sure, a repetition for most of you,
but it leads me now into Gregory's application of it to the story of Christ’s
three davs in three places: hades, paradise, and in the hands of his father.
Although Chemiss remarked, “It is only natural that Gregory should not press
his scientific theories in purely religious passages’, ..."% I think he tries very
hard to do 50 in this sermon, And he does so with great suceess. For Gregory,
as we have seen in this example, time, space, matter, and motion are all inter-
changeable terms in their respective realms: the created realm and the un-
created. This ingenious hermeneutic enables Gregory to be remarkably faithiul
to his philosophical ideas when he explains the historical Chnst-event, from
the crucifixion to the resurrection. As we shall see, Gregory concentrates on
the nature of Christ — in philosophical terms — to explain the paschal story
rather than imbuing the Gospel narrative itself with the significance of Heils-
geschichte.

Gregory contrasts the creation of night and day in Genesis, darkness and
light, which he refers to as kmpos, eyelical time, with the new creation in
Christ, by which ¥povoc is portioned out'®, There 15 no might and day in this
new creation. It 1s something completely different from kaipoc.

The new creation begins with the conception of Jesus in the womb of the
Theotokos. Through the conception the Logos enters created time. The new
creation of incorruptible flesh was sealed in her womb in a plasmic form!7,
And the divine power was mixed with the human body and the human soul. In
the mixture, says Gregory, death was removed from life. And just as sin
entered the world in three beings, the snake, the woman and the man, so does
the incamate Logos take three chronelogical periods of time, three days, to
brings harmony back to creation's,

Here we have a supreme example of Gregory's hermeneutic. Matter in the
form of created animals, one snake and two human beings, was remedied by
three units of time, in this case three days. Hence created entities, be they
lime, matter, or motion, are translatable and thus transferable. And so also n
three days did Christ visit three places: the heart of the earth, called hades;
paradise; and his father’s hands,

The devil was beguiled by Christ’s immortal flesh when he was in hades™.
And he tries o conguer the flesh through death. Gregory says the devil swallows
the *hait of flesh by the fishhook of the Godhead’, and was destroyed. It is the

¥ Daniélow, op. cit., p. 109,
" Chemniss, op. cit., p. 27.
1% 016.9.279.1-15.

7 016.9.291.10-15.

" O286,1-10,

281.6-17.
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very nature of Christ through his incorruptible flesh that prevails over the
devil. Furthermore, in answer to his rhetorical question of how the Lord was in
Hades and in paradise, he explains that the Logos through ypovos came intg:
the cyelical time, xaipog, and voluntarily died. When he went into hades, he
kept the union of soul and body together: the incorruptible body destroyed
death in hades and the soul makes inroads for humanity into Paradise®,

But it is the vehicle of time, the short three days of time (tot gpdvou)?! that
provides the means for the uncreated Wisdom to enter the created world and
restore it%. In a very interesting section (289.3-290.7) Gregory tries to harmonize
the Matthean account of the three days from Holy Friday through the Anastasis
with his philosophical divisions of time. He states quite clearly that the Gospel
does not tell us the howr (dpa) of the resurrection. He atternpts to show that
one cannot reckon the days to it the days as we know them cyclically, in
ka1pog. But even ypdvog changes during the three days. Gregory says that
because of the deeds Christ needed to perform, *The measures of time were
reinvented ', not to do away with the three days, but to enable the work to get
done. He sums it up by saying, *The creator was not a slave to time through
works, but created time according to his deeds’,

Finally, Gregory tells his congregation that time (¥pdvog) is interrupied in’
the Lenten and Paschal periods, It is the foretaste of heaven, not unlike the
collapsing of ime during the Divine Liturgy, Gregory has shown in this long
homily that it was possible to interpret the Gospel message by use of his philo-
sophic hermeneutic of time. Christ breaks into human cyclical time, kuipds,
through created teleological time, yzpdvocg, in the Incarnation. The Paschal
event enables humanity to approach God in a process of movement and stasis,
since Christ’s very incarnation widened the intervals, the Siootipota, for
attaining ever-closer spaces to God. Time, in all its forms, was entered into
and experienced by the Incarnate Logos, so that ultimately for humans, it is
suspended as they eternally pursue the vision of God.

203 316
280,14,
# 183.2-9.
% 290.3-5.
24 290,14,

The Vision of Gzod in St. Gregory Nazianzen

John Anthony McGuckin, Leeds

[n the preface to the Caillau-Clémencet edition of Gregory’s works in
Migne, the editors thought it necessary to lake previous commentators to task
for their impudence in raising theological criticism'. Gregory’s theological
reputation has centainly waxed and waned in the West over the last two hundred
years, but it is curious to see enduring disagreements as to the quality of his
fundamental gift as theologian. In the larger historical frame we oscillate from
Rufinus’ estimate: ‘Gregory, a man incomparable in all things ... who offered
to the church the most radiant light of the knowledge of Christ™, to one of the
most famous put-downs of modemn patristic writing, G.L. Prestige’s "damna-
o' of him as merely an ‘inspired populariser’, or Meijering’s more recent
claim that there are serious logical flaws at the heart of the Trinitarian doctrine
which has to be seen as the very pillar of his theological achievement®,

Magisterial? or merely covering uwp fundamental theological deficiencies
with a scintillating brocade of rhetoric®? This paper wishes to offer a brief
discussion of one of Gregory's central theological concepts, the notion of
the vision of God, and in so doing perhaps cast some light on this question of
Gregory’'s basic skill as a systematician. It takes its starting point from
Viadimir Lossky’s criticism of Gregory in his book, The Vision of God®.
Lossky? is one of those who damns Gregory as theologian with faint praise
when he savs:

' *Many have pushed themselves forward as Gregory's equal, and have even tned to damage
himy with their calumnious charges, and these not merely the heterodox (a thing not to be wondered
ath but even Catholics too!’ PG 35,33-34,

* ef. PG 35.305; or Theodore Sredite: 'You (father Gregory) stabilised the world by yvour
oratioms’, lambic 67, cf, PG 35.306.

* G.L. Prestige, God in Pawristic Thoughs (London, 1952), p. 234,

* E.P. Meijering, ‘The Doctrine of the Will and of the Trinity in the Orations of Cregory
Nazianzen®, Eng. tr. in God Being History {Amsterdam, 1975), pp. 103-113,

* The substance of Jerome's sniffy sub-text criticising his exegesis while simultaneously
claiming the reflected glory of having been his student. cf. Jerome, Ep, 52.8,

® W, Lossky. The Vision of God (Leighton Buzzard, Beds, §963).

T Lossky is apparently sympathetic to Gregory's overall intent, for he generally lauds him as
one of those who reduced the impact of the so-called ‘super-intellectualistic mysticism of
Alexandria’, op. cit. p. 70,
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‘It 15 difficult to clarify the doctrine of 5t. Gregory of Nazianzus on the manner of the
vision of God. Sometimes he denied the possibility of knowing the divine essence:
refusing this knowledge even to the angels; sometimes he uses expressions which
could lead us to think that the very nature of God can be known in the contemplation
of the Tnnity, in being ‘united” with, or ‘merged” entirely in the entire Trinity ™,

Lossky sees a fundamental inconsistency in Gregory's thought or at least a
vacillation in regard to the question whether or not there can be an intellective
vision of God for creatures, When he concludes his review, taking Oration
40.41 as his key text?, he summarises as follows: '

‘This is not a vision of God, Nor 15 it properly speaking a speculation.,.®
and he goes on;

"The contemplation of the Trinity — which for him replaced the vision of the Ousia —
15 the central theme in his doctrine of the Vision of God, if indeed we can speak of &
‘doctrine’ when the nature of the vision is so little clarified™®,

Our question now is to what extent is this a fair or representative critigue;
first of Gregory’s doctrine per se, and secondly in so far as this represents his
systematic ability on the wider front. Lossky is quite right in seeing Gregory’s
understanding of the vision of God as fundamentally a Trinitarian theology.
This is the insight that dominates and interrelates so much of his theological
work!!, He is quite unfair, however, in attributing a systematic disorder to him
on this basis. The unresolved (or only partly resolved) tension within a doctrine
that insists on the unknowability of a God who has chosen to make himself
known while remaining unapproachable, is not some indigestible leftover from
the systematics of Athanasius, it is rather a fundamental legacy of Christianity,
and widely apparent in the scriptures themselves. The evangelist John {:v&:i.:
manages to express both elements of the paradox in the same phrase when he
5AYS:

‘No man has ever seen God; it 18 the only-begotten god who is in the bosom of the
Father who has made him known'. Jn. 1.18.

This latter text, moving seamlessly as it does from terms of vision to those of
knowing serves to remind us that the categories of seeing and understanding
are used almost synonymously in biblical and patristic thought. For Gregory

4 Laossky, op. ait, p. 69, ]

" Where Gregory speaks of how he did not see the Trinily when Unity possessed him, and did
not perceive Unity when the intimation of Trnity seized him, Orat, 40,41, PG 36,417,

W Lossky, op. cit. p. 70; and again: “3t. Gregory Nazianzen, who speaks a great deal of the
contemplation of the Trinity, did not develop a doctrine of contemplation, The very nature of
contemplation is difficult to grasp in his writings, which are more like contemplative meditations
than doctrinal expositions’, Lossky, op. cit. p. B9

W ef. LA, MeGuekin, '‘Perceiving Light from Light in Light. The Trinitarian Theology of
5t. Gregory The Theologian®, Greek Orthodox Theological Review, vol. 39,1, (Commemaorative
volume for his 16th Centenary) (Brookline, Mass., 1994), pp. 7-32.
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the issue is always one of a doctrine of the approach of God (not to God); the
salvific encounter which is always initiated by the One who is other to us, and
yet is recogmised by human faculties of perception. To enshrine this unrelenting
emphasis on the priority of God’s action is why Gregory's thought on the
vision 15 almost exclusively Trinitarian in character.

Donald Winslow, in his sensitive exposition of Gregory’s soteriology!+, has
recognised both Gregory’s stress on the divine initiative and the essential
interchangeability of his three key metaphors of: ascent, vision, and cognition'?,
Winslow subsumes all three metaphors to the overall concept of Theosis, and in
so far as we can take this to embrace the double aspect of Gregory’s soteriology:
God's KataPdoic to mankind, and humanity’s ‘Avopacis to the divine
presence, then he is surely right in this hermeneutical perspective.

Gregory’s doctrine retains these polarities but they are neither peculiar to
him, nor inherently illogical. In the first place the modality is a biblical in-
heritance preserved by most of the major fourth and fifth century fathers. In
the second place, to read Gregory's delight in juxtaposed paradoxes as evidence
of unresolved thought is to make a fundamental misinterpretation of classical
rhetorical dialectic. Since this is Gregory’s consistent, and preferred, method
of theologising — a deliberate application of rhetorical antitheses held in
proximate tension Lo suggest a dynamic correlation’ — then not to recognise
it constitutes a cardinal error on the part of the modern interpreter. In such
rhetorical dialectic the juxtaposition of the two polarities does not so much leave
them baldly unresolved but is meant to posit a suggested form of synthesis.
This synthetic resolution, as befits a rhetorical intimation, may not be fully
demonstrated (shall we say scholastically systematised?) but is nonetheless
valid and powerful theology, especially as Gregory maintains it is demonstrably
rooted in lived experience; and experience, even in normal discourse, frequently
exceeds the human capacity for exact and precise analyses'=.

In other words Gregory is insisting that the Unknowable can be known by
creatures without thereby ceasing to be the Unknowable. In his revelation
God is no longer the Unknown, certainly, but in so far as that revelation 1s
conditioned by the limited capacity of his creatures, even in revealing himself
fully (to those whom he chooses) he remains unknowable, in so far as that
term “fully’ is always understood to refer ‘kot olkovopiov’ to the measure of

{35

D.F. Winslow, The Dynamics of Salvation (Philadelphia, 1579,

9 oof. Winslow, op. cit., p. 195,

15 of. F.W, Nomis, Faith Gives Fullness to Reasoning: The Five Theological Orations of
fo‘;@:ﬁ!}' Nazianzen (Leiden, 19911,

' "This is why, in the Theological Orations (esp. Orat, 27), Gregory sets out o overlurn the
certainties of Neo-Arian dialectics and chooses w approach theology as a matter of inspired
Perception, akin to the insights of poetry and resting fundamentally on the graceful illumination
of God and the purified receptivily of the one who receives it, rather than on the force and range
of human legic.
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creaturechood, not to the divine reality in itself, and indeed takes its accuracy as

a descriptor from this very fact {(not in spite of it) since this ‘full measure’ of
revelation to the chosen is not a misnomer {as it might be if it were denied that
there could be a full revelation which was not a complete wmpre:ht:namn of

God in himself) rather a term that precisely connotes the promise and effect of
the revelation, which is to elevate the creature to his or her own ontological
fullness in the act of perceiving even a small glimpse of the absolute within the!

relative order.

This may seem to be an able but otherwise unremarkable re-statement of the
basic axioms of the Alexandrian theological tradition, and so it is, though

sharpened up in what we may call the ‘Cappadocian synthesis’. There is m‘xlhmg
inherently contradictory or illogical about 1t, however, even though (as Lﬂsskj.r
discovered) it is a systematic approach that resists scholasticisation because of
its suggestive and dynamic nature. '

Let us depict this in synoptic form in the detailed terms of Gregory’s dociring
of the vision. In the first place Gr&gnr}' clearly teaches that God is essenna]ly
unknowable. He never wavers in this. No created thought can penetrate to his
Ousia or his Physis'®. No created mind, not even the highest angelic powers,

can comprehend the essence of God!?, His nature is beyond all ‘finding-out®
and yet the intimation can be given as in a mystery to the perfect'®, for others the
dark veil of flesh obscures the possibility of any clear vision™. These negations.

are 1n the Absolute order — that is they refer to God’s nature which can only

be comprehended by God; a comprehension which constitutes the inner life of
the Trinity?? and its radiance, but a comprehension which of its own nature
emits light. It 15 a light that draws the spiritual creation into the Kingdom,

which 15 none other than the vision of that threefold light which shines as
one?!. There is, thus, simultaneously a dynamic of closure and disclosure in the
fundamental way in which God relates to his creation, where it is the Trinity
itself which is at once closed and disclosed. In the absolute order God is closed
to Himself, vet not in Himself alone, for even in that closure he celebrates his

own life in the full mutual knowledge that exists in the communion of the

coequal Father, Son, and Spirit. In the relative order he is disclosed, as the God
whao saves, yet even in that disclosure of revelation — a process of illummation
that serves to draw the elect into the communion of his own life (Gregory
delights in applying the notion of Mi£ig, ‘mingling’ with the deity) — the
created intellect finds the sense of closure because of its very ontological
himitations of consciousness, Gregory is thus arguing in a subtle dialectic that

16 Orat. 28.7. PG 36.4%; Orat 28.5, PG 36,32,

2 Orat. 38.8. PG 36.320.

18 Orat 32.13. PG 36.189; Orat. 28.12. PG 36.40.
¥ Orat. 28.12. PG 36.41.

M Opat. 28.3. PG 36,29,

A QOrat. 21.9. PG 35,945,
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God is revealed in his mystery and yvet simultaneously mysterious n his reve-
lation: Yere Deus absconditus es,

Gregory's use of scripture is indicative of this *Negative’ approach to the
vision of God. It is interesting to see how he applies Exodus 33.20 (No man
shall see me and live)®?, or Exodus 33.23 (how Moses saw only the hind parts
of God not the reality)®, or 1 Tim. 6.16 (which asserts the God which no man
can see)*. But nowhere in his entire corpus does he ever comment on, or cite,
1 Jn. 3.2: “We shall see him as he is’ — something that is equally true of the
other Cappadocians too,

This apophaticism in the absolute order is, however, balanced by a vivid
sense of revealed knowledge in Gregory’s system. At one level he reapplies
the standard patristic and philosophical doctrine that the created order manifests
God. He accepts Plato’s image that what the Sun is to the material world, so
God is to the human Nous® and so even the pagans can gain some sense of
God by means of the taxonomy of creation®. God has also revealed himself
through diverse other means within the created order. What for the scriptures
is the doctrine of the glory of God made manifest™ is, for Gregory, the
dynamic manifestations (&vepyein) of the deity, the *splendour and the majesty’
of God in the world®. It 15 this which iz comprehensible, in part, to the human
mind: to know fully rhar God is, not what God 1577,

Gregory's kataphatic and apophatic utterances are not merely left in a state
of irresolution. Once again his biblical exegesis demonstrates the key to his
theology of the vision, Two texts are used over and again in his work, even to
become the synopsis and leitmotiv of his whole teaching about the vision and
its economic modality. These are firstly the Pauline dictum: "Now we sce as
in a glass, darkly, but then we shall see face to face. Now I know in part, then
shall T know fully, even as I am known fully’ (1 Cor. 13.12), This text he
applies exhaustively, no less than nineteen times in his corpus™. And secondly,
he delights in applying the Matthacan beatitude: *Blessed are the pure in heart,
for they shall see God' (Mt. 5.8)%.

The vision of God is thus clearly possible, in part, to the creature. Returning
to Plato’s image of the Sun and the cave, Gregory admits that the very revelation

2 Orat, 28.3. PG 36.29; Orat. 28.19. PG 36.52; Orat, 45.11. PG 36.637.

Y Orat. 28.3. PG 36.29; Omt. 37.3. PG 36.285.

S Opat, 19,12, PG 33,1057 Orat, 30,13, PG 36,120; Orat. 405, PG 36,504,

H Orat. 21,1, PG 35.1085; Orat, 28.30. PG 36.69; Orat, 45.5. PG 36.364.

* Orat, 28.16, PG 3648,

4 1s.35.2; Is. 40.5; 1s. 66.18; In. 11.40 et al.

% Orat, 28.3. PG 36.29,

% Crar. 28.5. PG 36,32,

A Carm Hist. 2.3 & 2.4: Carm Theol, 2.10¢ Orats, 2,.55; 7.17; 12.4; 14.2; 14.23; 17.4; 20.1;
20,124 24.19; 27.10: 28.17: 28.20: 29.11: 32.15; 38.7; 45.3.

N We can note five separate instances, mainly in the poetic writings: Carm. Theol, 2,17,
& 2.34: Carm. Hist. 1.1: 2.7: & Orar. 22.15.
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of light amounts to a blinding of human perception certainly*, bul degrees of
perception there are, with the elect perceiving the light and the lesser perfeet
perceiving intimations of fire, a symbol of their judgement. Though the light
may blind, it is a radiant illumination nonetheless, which demonstrates hig
premise of ‘light being perceptible to light alone’. He adds his own image: the
perception of the Sun, impossible to direct vision, becomes possible if we look.
at it glancing off water: these are the ‘hinder parts’ of God which our weakn ;-L-
is able to see®. This theology does not elevate the concept of the rcw:lam
darkness (yvogoc) in the manner of Gregory Nyssa. A dim perception it ma
be to carthly consciousness, but a perception it is for all that®. Gregory speaks
of the ‘small beam’ of divine cognition which mankind has in this life, and he
insists on the difficulty of the perception, but it is in the context of commenting
on the scriptural promise that we shall know as we are known (1 Cor. 13.11_
and he sees that dim light giving way to a fuller radiance in the life of perfection
when the limits of earthbound consciousness have fallen away®®, when the third
creation {mankind) comes to have more kinship with the archetypal light which
illumines it, in the manner of the first creation (the angelic orders). This process
of revelatory ascent is syvnonymous, for him, with spiritual and intellec
katharsis. Only to the purified can God reveal himself, and that illumination
invelves continuing degrees of katharsis®,

Gregory’s stress on the central role of katharsis in the development of the
vision of God makes his doctrine fundamentally a moral as well as a mystical
conception, and in this he develops on the insights of Origen, his great ins
spiration. There is, however, a distinctively Gregorian element in this synthesis,
and that is the way in which he attempts to sketch out what it is that energises
the economy of the vision — the restless position of the human creature poised
between dim perception and natural incapacity, just as it is poised between
spiritual and material existence. For Origen, the soul’s restless desire to %EEE;
and return to God was located in his doctrine of pre-existence. Gregory abandons
this metaphysic and locates the movement instead within a doctrine of the
mixed composite of the human Ousia. Again, the philosophical premise that
man is a synthetic being, is nr:t.hmg '::Ingmdl but Gregory’s application of
the notion to the doctrine of vision makes it function for him in the way the
doctrine of "Exdéktacic serves for Gregory Nyssa.

So much of Gregory’s work turns on the idea of the mixed condition of
mankind that it occupies the position of a ground-bass to all his thinking. His
doctrine envisages triadic taxonomy within the created order, There is the first
creation (in dignity as well as temporal priority) made up of all the spiritual

i

Orar. 9.2, PG 35.821.

Orat. 28.3. PG 36.29.

Carm. 1.1.3. PG 37 415.

B Orar. 28.17. PG 36.43-49,

Orat. 29.18. PG 36.97; Orat. 28.2]1. PG 36.33; Oral. 45.3. PG 36 625-628.
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intellects that comprise the angelic orders. There is also the second creation,
made after the first, which is the purely material order; and there is then the
unique and fragile synthesis of the two creations, which i1s mankind; a third
creation rooted in the material order but not limited by its terms, whose ultimate
destiny is to rise beyond corporeal limitation to a spiritual union (MiZ1g) with
God which was promised to it in 113 original making, and restored to it in its
economic redemption by Christ,

The first creation has a nature which is akin (Ofxewoc) o God*' and, cor-
respondingly, sees God more directly and more accurately than human beings
can ever imagine®, Their natural condition is to be in communion with God,
and as lesser lights they circle around the primal light*. They are, as it were,
direct emanations from the divine light*. The second creation has a nature
which is alien and foreign to God (Eévog). The third creation, which onginally
celebrated a vital synthesis of embodied spiritual consciousness, has, since the
fall and the concomitant ontological disharmony it introduced into the human
race, become a synthetic compound of states that are often at war with one
another, a fleshly chain around the spirit’s essential desire to ascend to the
divine presence, and this war either results in the progressive loss of the vision
of God, or the spirit's purgative refinement through asceticism and labours,
and, ulomately, divine illumination — the symbol of Moses ascending the
sacred mountain®!,

The key to this dynamic anthropology, as Gregory posits it, is that in making
the essential synthesis, which is the human being, God set in the very terms of
this restless nature the allure, the tensile pull, the irrepressible desire that
moves the synthetic creature on to seek what it desires — at the deepest level
the desire that constitutes its archetypal reality — the vision of God for which
it searches and the union which results from that vision which stabilises its
reality, For Gregory, even though God is bevond comprehension, the deepest
sense of humanity tells it that he draws us to himself still by means of our
“desire’ and our ‘admiration” both of which result in glory*

The very point and final goal of all human life, for Gregory, is thus to
‘gravitate’ to the vision of the three-fold light™, and this is why in a very
Important analogy, one that joins together his theology and his anthropology in

T Drat, 38.10. PG 36.321.

% Orar. 28.3. PG 36.29.

 Orar, 18,42, PG 35,104,

* Orar. 40.5. PG 36364, Gregory does not thereby mean an emanationist doctrine of the
world, for he distinctly teaches the doctrine of creation ex nifiilo, of, Orat, 40,7, PG 36.365; Ihid,
PG 36.424.

*l Orat. 4511, PG 36.637.

= Orat. 45.2-3, PG 36.625-628.

¥ Carm, 2.1.88. PG 37.1442.
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creative synthesis, he describes the Trinity as our “fulcrum’, the still point of
our otherwise unstable ontology**.

What does all this tell us? I began with an attempt to sketch out this Gregorian
doctrine of the vision to test the hypothesis of some critics that Gregory lacks:
consistency in his thought, a mere wordsmith devoid of rigour or originality,
My conclusion from this test case, is one that is borne out from other wider
readings of the theologian: here is a profound mind who offers significantly
different and suggestive voices even to those of his close contemporaries in the

coherent, nor confused. On the contrary it emerges as a dynamic and profoundly
mystical soteriology. The widespread neglect of his work in the English-
speaking world, and the continuing refusal of many commentators to take him
seriously except in the shadow of Basil, is perhaps one of the great and endun
mistakes of contemporary patristic analysis.

H# Carm. 2.1.45. v, 314, PG 371375,

I Cor 13, 12 in Gregory of Nyssa’s
Theological Thinking

Lucas F. MaTEO-SECO, Pamplona

At the end of the thirteenth chapter of Saint Paul's First Epistle to the
Conmthians, immediately following the hymn in praise of charity, we come
across the contrast between two types of human knowledge of God: one being
imperfect, as through a mirror, in shadows and in enigma; the other being
direct and clear, face-to-face: [A&émopsv yap ipti o1 doontpou &v aiviy-
WiTl, TOTE MPOTHOTOV Tpoc Rpocgwrov. The contrast between the two types
of knowledge — which in the Epistle refer, respectively, to knowledge in this
life and in the hereafter — is clear and is related to the difference in know-
ledge existing between a child and an adult to which the previous passage
alluded: When [ was a child, I talked like a child, 1 had the intelligence, the
thoughts of a child; since I became a man, I have outgrown childish ways.
Enowledge in enigma must thus be understood as analogous to child-like
knowledge; face-to-face knowledge must be understood as analogous to adult
knowledge.

Saint Paul's contrast has a clear meaning. To know as through a mirror is
cxplained by the attached phrase: in enigma, that is, to know in an enigmatic,
obscure, confused vision, At first sight it could come as a surprise that Saint
Paul should compare obscure vision — in enigma — to sight through a mirror,
which can perfectly reflect the object. It is not so surprising if we bear in mind
the possible imperfection of the mirrors of his time and, above all, if we bear
in mind that it is quite possible that Saint Paul is referring to magical mirrors,
which were very widespread in ancient times. In those mirrors, images were
projected over great distances, and this explains better the obscurity and
imperfection of the vision!, Face-to-face knowledge indicates intuitive, close,
profound knowledge. The explanation immediately following offers no room
for doubt: Now, I have only glimpses of knowledge; then, 1 shall recognise
God as he has recognised me (1 Cor 13,12). Saint Paul is therefore speaking
of a future vision of God, of a supreme union with God whose immediate and
profound nature 1s affirmed with vigour: then, I shall recognise God as he has
recagnised me.

' Cf. 1. Leal, *Primera Carta & los Corintios’, in J. Leal and J.I. Vicentini, La Sagrada Escri-
fira, Nuevo Testamento 1l {Madrid, 1962), p. 442,
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Gregory of Nyssa refers to this text on many occasions®, He cites it abundantly
in the Sermons glossing the Canticles and he applies it in different ways according
to the demands of the passage being commented on; he uses it in his Refuratio
Confessionis Eunomii and in his fn Meletium. He uses it in an especially
important passage at the culminating point of his exposition on the Life of
Mases, precisely when he speaks of the infinity of God and, as a consequence,
when he affirms the existence of progression towards infinity m the contem-
plation of God, that is, when he presents his thought on what scholars of Saint
Gregory of Nyssa usually call epéktasis?, As is well known, this 15 clearly ong
of his themes, elaborated in line with the quotation of Phil. 3,12-14,

The study, therefore, of the intellection which Gregory has of this text o
Corinthians and of the application which he makes of it will help to explain
how Gregory understands knowledge in enigma, as through a mirror; the
degree of importance he places on face-to-face knowledge; how he under-
stands the opposite; if he believes that both types of knowledge can exist in
this life and how he relates them with the indefinite progress in the knowledge
of God,

A passage from ‘In Meletinm’

At the end of the Funeral Oration on Meletius, in a passage full of bapmr;m]:
reminiscences and allusions to themes very dear to Gregory, such as ﬂ1§
comparison of Meleting with Moses, Gregory says:

‘But let me have all tears wiped away (...). Our Bridegroom has not bﬂﬁn,'-
taken from us. He stands in our midst, though we see him not. The Priest 18
within the holy place. He is entered into that within the veil, whither our fore-
runner Christ has entered for us (cf. Hebrews 6, 19-20). He has left behind him
the curtain of the flesh. No longer does he pray to the type or shadow of the
things in heaven, but he looks upon the very embodiment of those realities. No
longer through a glass darkly does he intercede with God (1 Cor 13, 12), but
face to face he intercedes with Him (...). He has put away the coats of skinsy
no need 13 there now for the dwellers in paradise of such garments as these;
but he wears the raiment which the purity of his life has woven into glorious
dress (...). He has left Egypt behind, this material life. He has crossed, not this
Red Sea of ours, but the black gloomy sea of life. He has entered upon the land

* Here is the list of explicit quotes presented by Prof, H, Drobner: fn Cantica Canticorut,
Prol., GNO VT, 6, 9; Grar. TIL GNO VI, 86, 17; 90, 11 ss; 98, 11 s5; Orae, V. GNO VI, 168, 155
Orar, 1%, GNO V1, 267, 20; Orar. XI, GNO VI, 324, 17s: 336, 5: De Vita Moysi, 11, GNO VIL]
110, 7 s: fr Meletium, GMNO 1X 434 10-11 {Cf. H. Drobner, Bibelindex zu den Werken Gregors
von Nyssa (Paderborn, 1988), 101).

1 Cf,, for example, J. Daniélow, Platonisme ef Théologie mystique (Paris, 19447, pp. 201-307.
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of promise, and heolds high converse (mpoogiiocopsel) with God upon the
Mound ™.

This passage 1= the culminating point of his discourse and therefore 1t is the
part where the speaker chooses his best words of consolation. This is a true
Christian consolatio in which recourse 15 made to faith, since the truths of faith
can console better than that which can be provided by human words, The key
1o these consolatory words 1s to be found in the presence of the Pastor in his
Church, since Meletius 15 still living. Furthermore, he is stll carrying out his
pastoral duties with even greater force, since he intercedes without the presence
of any veil, but rather face-to-face. Like Christ — the quotation from Hebrews
6,19-20 is significant — Meletius is still carrying out his priestly duties before
God, since he is still interceding for his people.

The entire passage is an interwoven ensemble of biblical texts and themes
treated in greater depth in other places, these reminiscences all hinging on the
difference existing between intercession on our behalf on this earth as through
a mirror, and face-to-face intercession in the celestial sanctuary. The theme of
intercession and of entry into the sanctuary has been treated by Gregory in an
identical sense, although more extensively, in his Sermons on the Lord's
Prayer®, Intimacy with God, to converse with him face-to-face in the celestial
halls as a friend would do with a friend — as Moses did with God — is, for
Gregory, the clearest exponent of the priestly endeavour in heaven. The
figures of Jesus Christ as reflected in the Epistle to the Hebrews and in Moses
scaling the heights of Mount Sinai and entering into the celestial tabernacle®
are always present in the pages which Saint Gregory of Nyssa dedicates to his
consideration of the priesthood”,

The paragraph descnbes the plenitude of life in which Meletius now finds
himself and the plenitude with which he carries out his priestly functions: by
interceding face-to-face. Along with this Gregory underlines the fact that
Meletius, with his going into heaven, has attained the plenitude of his endowment

* Baint Gregory of Nyssa, fn Melerum, GNO 1X, 454, 3-4535, 9. PG 45, 861. (Cf. W. Moore,
H. Austin, Gregory, Bishop of Nyvssa. Select Writings and Letters (The Nicene and Post-Nicene
Fathers, Series IT, Vaol, V), pp. 516-317).

* “But the spiritual Lawgiver, Our Lord Jesus Christ, strips the Law of its material veils and
lays bare the types and allegories. First of all, He does not give communion with God only to one
whom He separates from everyone else, but He bestows this honour equally on all, offering the
grace of the priesthood as comumon to those who desire it {...) We said that he who has prepared
himself so that he may holdly call God his Father is precisely he who is clad in such a robe as
f'ﬂﬁﬂr'tbl:d in this sermon. He rings with bells and is adomed with pomegranates; (...) he dwells
i the supercelestial adyta which are adyta o all profane thought and truly inaccessible’. Saint
Gregory of Nyssa, Hom., Il de orarione dominica, PG 446, 1142 A-C. (Cf. H. Graff, 5. Gregory
of Nvasa, The Lord’s Prayer (Ancient Christian Writers, 18; New York, 1954), pp. 56-57).

S Cf., for ex ample, Saint Gregory of Nyssa, De Vite Movs:, 11, 177-183

" Cf. L.F. Mateo-Seco, *Sacerdocio de los fieles v sacerdocio ministerial en los tres grandes
Capadocios’, in varfous authors, Tealogha del sacerdocio, 11 (Burgos, 19700, pp. 49-92.
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in baptism: the casting away of the coats of skins and the wearing of new
raiment, that is the casting away of the old man and the putting on of the new
man has been total and perfect. His exit from this world has been the authentic

to face- t-:n—fm:e Imc:wledge

From the iter idearum of the paragraph, Gregory does not deduce any direct
allusion to the knowledge which Meletius experiences in heaven, but rather to.
the clarity of his intercession; as opposed to intercession carried out on ea
— &’ é::mmpe:-u £v U,iw"rur:m — there is face-to- fdf:{. mlameasmn uﬁ'r:ﬂ*

reference in order to grasp how Saint Gregory understands the depth of
face-to-face vision mentioned in 1 Cor. This is in reference to the phrase ‘he
looks upon the very embodiment of those realities’, aAk” gic oty PAémer
THv TV Tpdyuatey sikove. In one way or another, Meletius no longer C'I'.'I'Il-:‘
templates beauty as it is reflected in things, but rather he contemplates the
authentic reality of which things are a reflection. Jaeger's edition cites
Hebrews 10,1 as the source of inspiration: whar the Law contains is only the
shadow of those blessings which were still to come, not the full expression of
their reality ..., where the word &g’ gixdva is used in a similar fashion®,

The Life of Moses

As has been said, in The Life of Moses 1 Cor. 13, 12 is adduced by Gregory
at one of the culminating points of the book, precisely when he deals withe
man’s ascension towards God as unlimited progress:

(...} this hope constantly inflamed his desire to see what was hidden
because of all that he had attained at each stage. Thus it is that the ardent lover
of beauty, constantly receiving an image, as it were, of what he longs for,
wants (o be filled with the very impression of the archetype. The bold demand
of the soul that climbs the hills of desire tends towards the direct enjoyment of
Beauty, and not merely through mirrors or reflections. In refusing Moses'
request, the voice of God in a sense grants it, by pointing out in a few words
an infinite abyss of contemplation. For God in his bounty granted that his
desire would be fulfilled; but He did not promise that his desire would ever
cease or be fully satsfied. Indeed He would not have shown Himself to his

® Cf. Grepory of Nyssa, De Vita Movsi, 1, 49; 11, 167-183,
* The Word, sixdy of God, is God himself.
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cervant if the vision would have been to terminate Moses' desire; for the true
vision of God consists rather in this, that the soul that looks up to God never
ceases to desire Him "™,

It could be said that we find ourselves in the most intimate nucleus of the
theological thought of Saint Gregory of Nyssa, The key to epéktasis is found
in the very nature of the ‘passion of love towards essential beauty’. Gregory
here uses the word eroy to define this loving passion. J. Daniélou writes: ‘Eros
defines the madness of love (...}). We have to link this expression to those of
sober inebriation and ecstasy in order to describe the state of the soul which
is swept away by the most intense presence of God and sent into a sort of
madness'!!. It is this eros which desires to contemplate face-to-face, and no
longer in a figurative manner. And God, according to Gregory, grants this in as
much as it can be granted, that is by denying it. He grants 1t in the expenence
of Beauty being experienced above and beyvond all experience. Therefore, to
see face-to-face as it 15 to be understood in 1 Cor 13, 12, as opposed to seeing
through a mirror or in enigma, is equivalent to a type of knowledge in which
Guod, so to speak, remains in a certain sense incapable of being grasped. To see
God face-to-face consists of clearly understanding that God is above and
bevond all knowledge.

According to Gregory, what Moses asks of God is ‘that He should reveal
Himself not in the manner in which his servant is capable of participating in it,
but rather in the manner in which He 1s™"%, God grants this petition precisely at
the same time as He denies it, since to see God face-to-face is nothing else but
experiencing the fact that God is above and beyond. It is noteworthy that both
seeing through a mirror and in enigma and seeing face-to-face, that is 1 Cor.
13, 12, are referred by Gregory to Moses’ experience at the moment of his
spiritual itinerary as described in Exodus 33, 18-20.

W Saint Gregory of Nyssa, Life of Moses, 11, 231-233, (Cf. J. Daniélou. H. Musunllo,
From Glory to Glory, Texes from Gregory of Nyssa's Mystical Writings (New York, 1979),
R ETR

W T, Daniélou, ‘Mystique de la 1€nébre cher Grégoire de Nysse™ in D.5p., 1 (1953), cols. 1880-
1881, It is Grepory himself who puts forth the reason why he chose the word erog: "Scripture,
in order to make us understand its most elevated teachings, has taken as a symbol that which is
the most vielent within our passions; T refer to the passion of love {(eroniké pdihes), so that we
may become aware of the fact that the soul which contemplates the inaccessible Beauty of divine
Nalure falls in love with it in the same manner as the body feels passion for that which is co-
natural to it, and changes passion into impassibility so that once all carnal passion has become
extinguished, our soul lovingly bums with the sole flame of the Spirit, burning with that fire with
our Lond came to spread over the carth (Luke 12, 49)°. (Saint Gregory of Nyssa, Sermons on the
Canticles, 1, PG 44, 773). It is an eros which Gregory defines in the same Sermaons (XL PG 44,
1048} as ‘intense charity (agaps)’.

1T Baint Gregory of Nyssa, Life of Moges, T1, 231-233,
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The Sermons on the Canticles

The first quotation of 1 Cor 13, 12 is found in the prologue to the Sermons
ot the Canticles, in the middle of an inflamed defence of the allegorical inter-
pretation of Scripture, precisely because Gregory plans to interpret many pas-
sages from the Canticles in an allegorical manner. The written law inflicis
death, whereas the spiritual law brings life, he argues by quoting 2 Cor 3, 6.
What gain 15 wrought for the virtue of the hearer by the fact that the prophet
has engendered sons of fornication (Osee 1,2) or that Isaiah should have been
in cohabitation with the prophetess (Isaiah 8,3)7 The Lord himsell trains the
intelligence of his disciples by means of enigmas which He immediately
explains, thereby dissipating their obscurity. Indeed, ‘in some places there is
given a more obscure 1n1,eih;,u1LL and partial knowledge, which is known
knowledge through mirrors and in enigma (1 Cor 13, 12)'153,

The only thing quoted from I Cor 13, 12 here is that which corresponds
to partial knowledge. It is applied to those passages of Holy Scripture
whose grasp is more difficult because in those passages that which is res
vealed is stated in enigma, as through a mirror. This paragraph of the pro-
logue to the Sermons on the Canticles finds a parallel in the Refuratio con-
fessmms Eunomii. There, however, the expressions in enigma, as through u
mirror are applied to the Old Testament in so far as it is a figure of the New
Testament!'?.

In this text of Sermon IX in Canticum Gregory also applies 1 Cor 13, 12 —
of which he only quotes knowledge in enigma — to the language of the Old
Testament: !

‘In antiquity there were many animal sacrifices. Although these things
really happened, another thing is that which the law teaches you in enigmas
that it is convenient to sacrifice vices and the disorderly motions of the soul
that dwell in you’'s,

Gregory likes to compare personal asceticism, above all that of monks, with
the sacrifices of the Ancient Law in order to show the interior nature of the
cult given to God in the New Law and, therefore, its superiority over ":
Ancient Law!%, From this point of view, the text also contains thoughts which™
are very dear to Gregory. The reference to 1 Cor 13, 12 15 minimal and hﬂE i
clear meaning: in enigma means in a figurative manner, as an anticipation, b
shadows. M. Canévet has pointed out lhdl nonetheless for Gregory the topic ::-

13 Baint Geegory of Nyssa, Sermons on the Canticles, Prologue, GNO VI, 6, 9-10.

1# Saint Gregory of Nyssa, Refutatio confessionis Eunomit, GNO 2, 313, 2-3.

1= Baint Gregory of Nyssa, e Canricum, X, GNO Y1 267, 20-268, 3.

5 This is stressed, for example, in De virginitate and in Sermons on the Lord’s Prayer.
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yision through a mirror is mainly linked to the vision of the soul, that 15 to the
human knowledge of God!".

Thus it is seen in three passages of Sermon [ in Canticum, all linked to
each other. The vision of the soul and the transcendence of God are joined
together in these passages dedicated to the characteristics of contemplation:

‘Divine nature is above and bevond knowledge and all knowledge which we
have of it is only a semblance (dpoimpa) of that which is sought since it does
not show its true form, and nobody has seen it, nor can it be seen, but rather
that as through a mirror and in enigma (1 Cor 13, 12) that which is sought is
only described by means of a representation which is found in the soul™'®,

Gregory here refers knowing through a mirror and in enigma to the know-
ledge of God which is made possible by any image formed by the mind, since
there is no image capable of perfectly representing God. The equivalence of
knowledge through a mirror with knowledge which man makes of God by
means of an image is total. A bit further on he explains it thus by describing it
as knowledge not only in obscurity, but indirect. In the following text know-
ledge through a mirror is applied 1o the knowledge man has of the Word,
precisely because he contemplates the reflection of the Word in his own soul:

‘If anyone were to gather from the fields of virtue all sweet-smelling flowers
or their aroma, and were to convert his life into a unique perfume by the good
odour of all his efforts and were perfect in everything, his nature could not
direct his eves towards the Word, in the same way that he can not direct them
towards the sphere of the sun, but rather he contemplates the Word in himself
as through a mirror, Indeed, the rays of that true and divine virtue, glowing in
the purified soul by means of the impassibility which flows from them, makes
the invisible sun visible in our mirror and makes us attain that which is unat-
tainable’!?,

As J. Daniélou writes, it is an essential theme within Gregory’s mystical
theology that the soul should attain the knowledge of God by penetrating
within itself, for it is within itself that the image of God is found®. A large part
of Saint Gregory's ascetic exigency rests upon this: it is necessary to purify
the soul in order to give back the true features to the image. When this purifi-
cation has been achieved, that is, when it can be affirmed that the soul gathers
i bouquet of all the virtues, then it sees the Word in itself as through a mirror,

'" *En revanche, le théme du miroir est 1ié, chez Grégoire, 4 celui de 1"ime quand il s'agit de
voir; 1 Cor évogue en Ref conf. Eun., GNO 2, 313, 2-3 I'enseignement obscur de I"Ancien Tes-
tament; en /n Cant Prol, GNO 6, 6-9, le méme verset justifie la nécéssité de 1"allégoric, En
somme, quand il 5 applique 3 1'Ecriture, il est cité surtout a cause de énigme, ce qui est un des
emplois qu'en fait Origéne’. (M. Canével, Grégoire de Nysse et I'herméneurique hiblique (Paris,
1983), p. 46).

% Saim Gregory of Nyssa, In Canricum, I11, GNO VI 86, 13-19,

W Saint Gregory of Nyssa, In Canticum, 111, GNO VI 90, 6-16.

I, Daniélou, Plaronisme e Théalogic mystique (Paris, 1944, pp. 210-211.



160 L.F. MATEO-SECO

A bit further on, near the end of the homily, Gregory concludes by applymg
this though to the soul in which the Beauty of the Word is reflected:

"Given that He is true light and true life and true justice, as the book c_n'
Wisdom states (John 1,9; 1 John 5, 200, when somebody by means of his
works converts himself into what He (Jesus) 1s, when he contemnplates the sta[&'
of his own conscience, in it he contemplates the Spouse, reflecting as a mirror
the light of truth in a life that is luminous and without blemish’?!.

The previous quotations of the Sermons on the Canticles only reflect -I:I]IE.'
part of 1 Cor 13, 12, that is that which is stated there concerning knowledge as
through a mirror and in enigma, and not that which concerns face-to-face
knowledge. In Sermon IV in Canticum, Gregory quotes 1 Cor 13, 12 precisely
in allusion to face-to-face knowledge. He does so by commenting on Cant. 2,
16: My Lover is for me, and I am for my Lover; He shepherds among the lilies
before the breeze comes and the shadows flee,

Gregory comments: ‘That is to say: 1 saw face-to-face Him who always
remains and who, for my behalf, arose from my sister the Synagogue in human
nature. In Him I rest and I become his dwelling place. This is the Good
Shepherd who does not feed his flock with straw but rather with pure lilies™2,

The subject to whom this face-to-face visions refers is Christ, the Good
shepherd who, in his humanity, proceeds from the Synagogue. The richness of
the Christological thought contained in the text is great due to the naturalness
with which the divinity of Christ is affirmed; the Good Shepherd is he who
always remains, says Gregory while evoking Exodus 3, 1473, This is not, how-
ever, the matter we are dealing with here, but rather the interpretation of 1 Cor
13, 12. Here it is referring to Christ, something that obviously does not pose
the difficulty that is involved in the face-to-face vision of God,

Gregory’s last two quoetations of 1 Cor 13, 12 are to be found in Sermon X1
i Canticum, The first is found in a key text of Gregory’s mystical theology in
which he speaks of the feeling of presence with which the soul perceives the
Lover who is at the door and knocking.

"The Word knocks at the door. We understand by the door the sagacious
knowledge of arcane things by which that which 15 sought penetrates, Indeed,
truth is outside our nature, it knocks at the door of our mind through partial
knowledge, as stated by the Apostle (1 Cor 13, 12), in allegories and enigmas,
saying: Open'®,

Partial knowledge, in enigma, as through a mirror, appears here in it$
full worth. From one point of view — if we compare it with the infinite

2 Saimt Gregory of Myssa, fn Canvicum, 111 GNO VI 98, 6-12.

* Saint Gregory of Nyssa, In Canticum, ¥V, GNO VI 168, 15-19,

I As ig natural, the name of Jehovah in Exodus 3, 14 has warranted a rich comment from
Gregory in his Life of Moses. In Jaeger's edition this important verse scems to be alluded to here
(GNO VI, 168).

* Saint Gregory of Nyssa, fn Canticim, X1, GNO VI 324, 13-19.
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ranscendence of God — this knowledge is modest and small; from another

int of view — if we consider it as the first fruits of that superior knowledge
which is called face-to-face knowledge — this partial knowledge is of great
importance since it is the door at which truth knocks and through which it
pencirates into the soul.

The last text of the Sermons on the Canticles in which the guotation of 1
Cor 13, 12 appears is the only one which offers a reading in which there is an
explicit contrasting of both types of knowledge considered as knowledge of
this earth and knowledge in heaven:

‘Perhaps in the coming century, when all that which we now see will have
disappeared in accordance to what the Lord says in that heaven and earih shall
pass away, but my words will stand, (Matthew 24, 33), and we shall have
passed on to that life which surpasses all that which we see, all that which we
hear and all knowledge (1 Cor 2, 9), then we will no longer know only in part,
through things which are made, as is presently the case; nor will we know
Him who conserves all existing things by means of the operation of the things
which we see, but rather we will grasp the image of inexpressible happiness in
a different manner, and we will experience in a very different manner the form
of joy, whose nature can not presently be conceived by the heart of man',

We find ourselves before the authentic Pauline joy in that which no eye has
seen, no ear heard by which it is stated that heaven is above all things (1 Cor
1, 9), applied precisely to face-to-face knowledge in order to explain the nature
of the knowledge which is being referred to in 1 Cor 13, 12, Gregory's thought
is coherent in all his negative theology: this seeing face-to-face, on the one
hand, does not mean reaching a limit in the knowledge of God; on the other,
it is so elevated that the human heart cannot even imagine the nature of this
philosophising with God face-to-face, as a friend speaks with a friend. Gregory
explaing it with two sentences: this type of happiness is so inexpressible, so
great is the joy of heaven, that here on earth it is not possible even to imagine
it. Face-to-face vision is explained precisely in the clearest coherence with
Saint Gregory’s mystical theology: as the vision of God, the nature of which
WE Can not even imagine.

bk ek RSO R SR R

We have come to the final point of our itinerary of Saint Gregory of Nyssa’s
theological thinking regarding | Cor 13, 12. This thinking has shown varia-
tions in the applications made of it. To see face-to-face is applied to the inter-
cession of the priest in the celestial halls; to Moses’ prayer on Mount Sinai,

% SBaint Gregory of Nyssa, Te Canticam, X1, GNO VI 336, 1-10.
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pecisely when he penetrates into the celestial tabernacle 1o ask God to be able.
to see Him as He is. It is applied to the Old Testament or to that language
Holy Scripture which must be interpreted in an allegorical manner. It is mainly.
applied, as M. Canévet has noted, to a twofold knowledge of the soul: that o
this world and that of heaven. Gregory does not d{}wngradﬂ this modest earthly.
knowledge, which knocks at the door of the soul since it is the Word himself
who knocks and when He enters the soul increasingly discovers an inexpressible
intimacy which is called seeing face-to-face. Here not even Gregory dares to
exp-enmeni with a description of this face-to-face vision. It is a matter of a way
of seeing that is above and beyond that which the human eye can behold and,
that which can be conceived by the heart of man (1 Cor 2, 9).

Gregory of Nazianzus and Gregory of Nyssa on Basil

Anthony MereDiTH, 51, London

Within a few years of Basil's death', both his friend and his brother had
produced lengthy treatments of his life and work. But, despite the common
theme, they differ markedly both in their genre and in the information they
offer. Do these differences also reveal the influence on their respective portravals
of their own distinctive spiritualities? It is the aim of this paper to explore this
possibility.

The not totally persuasive arguments of P. Maraval have put a possible
question mark beside the year 379 as the date of Basil’s death. It 15 not at all
clear how long after this Gregory of Nazianzus’ panegyric was delivered. The
footnote at PG 36.493 suggests that it took place at Caesarea in September
of 381, that is at least 2'/, years after Basil's death. The introduction by Bil-
lins states that oration 43 was made demonsrirative genere and if so 1t serves to
distinguish his (sc. Gregory of Nazianzus™) address from that of Gregory of
Nyssa, who at at 130.13 explicitly disclaims any such intention. Nazianzen’s
panegyric 1s very lengthy, occupying 113 columns in Migne. It 1s, indeed, only
surpassed in length by his bitter invective against Julian (= PG 35; 531-664;
133 columns). It is not improbable that both these ‘sermons” fall into the class
of pamphlets, meant to be read rather than heard, and 1f so they would bear
comparison with similar literary works of Cicero and Libanius, many of whose
speeches were meant to be read not heard®.

By contrast, Gregory of Nyssa’s oration is considerably shorter occupying only
30 columns in Migne (= GNO X.1.109-134). It opens with a clear reference to
the celebration of the feasts of Christ, and then of Stephen and the apostles and
then of Basil himself®. This suggests a cult of Basil at this (relatively) early
date. There seems to be no more precise means of dating this work, No
addressee is mentioned, but that is hardly surprising. What is surprising is that
despite the fact that both Gregories owed much, though in differing ways, to
the inspiration, education and forceful character of Basil, nevertheless a great
difference separates their actual treatment of the material at hand. Gregory of

' P. Maraval, ‘La date de la mort de Basile™ in REA 34 (1988), pp, 25-38.

I Bn, Cicera, Pro Milone; on this see Asconius, Comm. 31: Plutarch, Cicero. 35, and for
Libanius® regular practice cf. P. Petit, ‘Recherches sur la publication et |a diffusion des discours
de Libanius', Historia 5 (1956), pp. 479-509,

PGNO X L.109.4.10; 14; 19,
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Nazianzus' address contains 82 sections. Of these the first 2 take the form of g
captatio benevolentiae, and the two final sections an address to the admirers of
Basil and prayer to Basil himself to receive them into heaven with him.
rest of the oration divides in two at section 59, Up to that point there has been
an elaborate account of the family, education and career of Basil, up to thef
time at which in 371 Valens divided the province of Cappadocia in two, with
two separate capitals, at Caesarea, which remained under Basil; and at Tjrﬂ;na_,_
Gregory ends this part of his panegyric (section 59) with a testy complaint,
that, despite the many advantages to the church from the action of Valens and
from Basil’s reaction to it, he, Gregory, had not benefited, because he had sur-
rendered, under Basil’s pressure, the philosophic ease that suited him (PG
36.573A). Sections 60 to 79 discuss the great virtues of Basil in deeds (60- 154};
and in words (65-69), a section that concludes with a defence of Basil’s reticence;
olxovopico (a word be it noted, that Basil never uses of himself), on the divinity
of the Holy Spint. The final part of the second part of the sermon (70-77)
compares Basil with the heroes of the Bible and concludes in 77 by asserting
the superiority of Basil to them all. The final sentence reaches the heights of
flattery when Gregory asserts that what Basil did ‘on the side’ or ‘accidentally’
surpassed what others did with full attention. '

It is instructive to compare the structure of Nazianzen's speech with that of
his friend. As we have noted Gregory of Nyssa specifically distinguishes his
work from that of epideictic oratory. From the outset Nyssen makes it clear
that what interests him is not the name and family of Basil, except in so far as
they illustrate the grace and virtue of the man (GINO X.1.2.110.2). Thereafter, al-
though it is possible to leamn something about Basil, by a self imposed reticence
we leamn nothing whatever about their family, name or place of birth. In this
respect Gregory's treatment of his brother differs quite markedly from his
treatment of his sister Macrina, in whose Life we learn a good deal about the
family*, By contrast, in the present work it would be hard, if not impossible, to
discover that Gregory was Basil's brother. He refers to him regularly as
‘teacher’; and when he comes to deal with Basil's monachism, Gregory does
not refer to his sister, Macrina as the source of this ideal, as he does in the Life
of Macrina®, nor, for that matter, does he mention Eustathius of Sebaste, who
is often credited with having inspired Basil in his monastic calling,

4 For the family of Basil and Gregory of Nyssa in the Vite Sanciae Macringe (= VSM) section 5§,
on Basil himself in 8 and on Emmelia in 6 (though Gregory does not give us her name, which
can only be discovercd from Gregory of Nazianzug, or 43.100; the brief life of Naucratius is
dizcussed in 8-9 and Peter (of Sebaste cf, letters 29 and 203 in section 12,

® The term Siddoxakos is used of Basil at least 13 times in the speech, ar 110.3; 114,1%;
L1765 119,16; 120,6; 121; 14,122,4.24 etc. Basil is also, as elsewhere in Gregory, & péyog at
115,1%9; 118,20: 130.7.

® The influence of Macrina on Basil, which goes unmentioned in the speech is at VSM 6,
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But, over and above the formal differences, Gregory of Nyssa has composed
his Praise of his Brother on chiastic lines. From 112.1 to 116.17 Basil's growth to
and defence of Christan truth is outlined to parallel that of six great predecessors.
Abraham rose above the deceptive knowledge of the Chaldeans, astrology and
the rest (112.1-112.5); Moses triumphed over the sorcerers (112.5-112.13);
Samuel defeated any attempt to dilute the purity of Judaism by mtermarmage
(112.13-112.18); Elijah fought against Ahab and Jezabel's idolatry (112.19-
113.10); John the Baptist overcame moral laxity by his brave preaching
(113.11-113.19}; finally Paul, once his eyes had been purified through baptism
fell in love with divine beauty and was snatched up into the third heaven and
led others to new life through the grace of baptism and conversion (113.20-
1 14.18). A long section now follows in which Basil’s combat with Arianism is
chronicled, and in which Basil is portrayed as the descendant of Paul, but also
of Elijah and John the Baptist (116.18-118.19).

Having outlined in this schematic way the intellectual virtue of Basil, Gregory
now turns to his moral excellence, his 'Apet, and again contrasts him with
his predecessors, in the reverse order from his previous set of comparisons,
though using, with the exception of Abraham, the same Old and New Testament
figures. So, whereas Gregory began his first series with Abraham and ended
with Paul, he begins the second series with Paul and ends, not with Abraham
but with Moses. Paul becomes an example of charity and of devotion to the
truth (118.20-119.15), John the Baptist of freedom of speech, nuppnoic
(119.16-122.2), — the parallel between Herod and Valens is frequently and
overtly made. The comparison with Elijah (122.3-125.6) is both longer and
more complex than any other. Gregory begins it by outlining the “fioretti® of
Elijah (or some of them) and admitting that Basil has nothing to offer in
comparison with them. Instead he finds that both had a great zeal for the faith
and austerity of life (122.25ff.). To this litany of moral similarities Gregory
adds a particular incident in the lives of both, which gives a particularity to the
somewhat generalized accounts of virtues that precede 1t. As Elijah had re-
lieved the hunger of the widow and her son (ef. 1 Kings 17), so too Basil also
had relieved the hunger of Cappadocia in the course of the serious famine of
368/369 (124.124f). Basil's generosity during this famine must have made a
mark on his contemporaries, Gregory himsell refers to it on two other occasions,
while Gregory of Nazianzus discusses it in oration 43.34/35. After Elijah comes
Samuel, whose miraculous birth is paralleled with that of Basil (125.7-22).

The synkrisis concludes with a lengthy passage (125.23-130.6) comparing
Basil to Moses. It is instructive to compare the treatment of Moses with that
given to him in The Life of Moses®. Clearly Moses was for the early Christians

T dpetn is frequent as the expression of the christian ideal passim in de vira Moysis and ocours
in the subtitle (Or Perfection in virtee). In part 2 it ocours in sections 2; 3; 4; 15; 20; 37, 39:
d2: 44 49; ere, in VSM 1; 2; 6: 9: 10; 12 etc. and in the speech at 111,2; 10; and, especially,
ar 125,23,
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the exemplar par excellence for the virtuous life, and hardly surprisingl :
Gregory, in wishing to portray Basil as the completely virtuous man, finds it
both convenient and necessary to contrast him with Moses, So he opens this
part of his sermon with the statement that as Moses is the Omdderypa of virtue, it
cannot be wrong to portray Basil as in all points like him, His secular education,
his withdrawal to the desert, his enlightenment, his fight against the tyrant, hig
familiarity, his instruction of the people are all included in the lengthy parallel,
Al which point the synkrisis comes to an end, and we are left wondering why
Abraham has not been mentioned.

Gregory concludes his address by excusing himself from offering the usual
account of fatherland and family (130.13; 132.2). Such items of information
are irrelevant and distracting in as much as they allow us to forget that Basil's
true nobility was his fellowship with God and his real country, virtue (132.6)7

A recent treatment of Basil illustrates the difference in method between the
two Gregories very forcibly, In his construction of Basil’s life Philip Rousseau
relies heavily upon Gregory of Nazianzus® oration 43, citing it as evidence on at
least 650 occasions. By contrast Gregory of Nyssa's Praise of Basil is mentioned
in his notes on only four occasions: apparently much more is to be gleaned
from Gregory’s Life of Macrina than from his actual treatment of Basil, Does
Gregory’s silence on the details of his brother’s life, and his subordination of
what he does tell us to the illustration of Basil's “virtue’ indicate a decidedly
cool attitude towards Basil?

Certainly Gregory of Nyssa's relationships with his brother were ambivalent.
He always speaks of him with great respect, as the one to whom he owes his
education®. Repeatedly Basil is the Avdaokaloc?, in so many enterprises Basil
Nad led the way, and Gregory had been at best a critical continuator. G, May's'®
article in EPEKTASIS illustrates some of these modifications usefully. In
Gregory’s discussion of virginity, the Eunomian controversy and the Six days
of creation, we find him treating the same themes as his brother, but in a.
suggestively different manner. Again, Gregory cannot have been ignorant of
the fact that his brother found him wanting as a bishop, a fact well illustrated _
by letters 38 and 100 of Basil. It is, of course, true that Gregory of Nazianzus,
no less then his namesake, had good reason to guarrel with Basil. In the
matter of the retired life, whether at Iris in Pontus or at home, he had much to

® For an account of the discussions of eulogy in the rhetorical handbooks of the later empire,
cf. the discussion by J.H.D. Scourfield on p. 32 of his edition of letter 60 of Jerome in Cansoling
Heliodorus (Oxford, 1993). He cites a passage from Mensnder Rhetor, epid, 2.11, which lays
down the rules for the funeral oration, among them the need to discuss family. birth and education,
all of which are sedulously avoided by Gregory.

* For Gregory"s education by his brather cf. letter 13.4, which also refers to Basil as “Libanius’
pupil and his own father and teacher’, Apparently Gregory received no further formal education.

" G. May, ‘Einige Bemerkungen veber das Verhaelinis Gregors von Nyssa zu Basilius dem
Urossen” in EPEKTASIS (1972), pp. 509-315.
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complain of (cf. Nazianzus, letter 4-6; oration 43.59}._ I_-Et: als0 seems 10 h&_w:
thought Basil too *economic” on the deity of the Holy E‘:rpmt (cf. letter 58; oration
43.69), Even so, Gregory of Nazianzus owed no paﬂlcuilﬂr debt of gratitude I1{.'=
Basil. At Athens they had been equals, and although BH&:}]’S Il‘f:i':I]‘_':" [0 :Crmg:ur}r 5
reproof in his letter perhaps indicates a certain irritation wr[_h his friend’s naivety,
there is little to suggest the acerbity of Basil’s letters to his own brother!!, PL’!]_'-
haps the coolness detectable in the attitude of Gregory of Nyssa to Basil 1s
traceable to this very natural, fraternal tension. |

It is instructive to compare Gregory of Nyssa's account of Basil with his warm
appraisal of their sister Macrina, whose name, Rigniﬁcmlﬂy. occurs nowhere in
the correspondence of Basil. Again the difference in lone may I:n: punf:ly acciden-
tal, but the suggestion that there was a sort of ‘axis’ in the family, with the mas-
terful Basil on one side, Gregory, Macrina and Peter on the other, may not be
beside the point. Perhaps, also, by the time Gregory of Nyssa came to speak of
his brother, the details of his life were already familiar enough to his audience.

At the beginning of this paper I suggested that it might be possible 1o cl-::LiL:cL
in the two treatments something of the distinctive (and differing) theulmg.-__rms
and spiritualities that have been supposed to diifﬂl’&]‘ltiﬂl.t ‘theltwn Gregories.
Gregory of Nyssa's motive in selecting items from Basil's llfﬂ_ 1 -:h:_ar r:nm_lgll'i_
On several occasions he makes it ¢lear that what is significant in Bt_l.'a']l 1s
virtue, It is open to debate what exactly Gregory meant h],_f the w::urd.‘vume ;
Has he primarily moral virtue in mind or is he above all interested in some-
thing more all embracing? Is much stress laid upon the importance of _Eampfﬂ,
or of Basil's pursuit of truth? Given Gregory’s 'm[e.nsn preaccugnt‘m_n with
@peT1] in all his ascetical writings, above all in the Life af Moges'?, it is hard
to escape the conclusion that whatever the precise meaning to he 1:1L_Lauh|:-.d o
the idea of virtue, his actual choice of this particular word is significant and
serves to distinguish his approach to the ascetico-mystical idealism from that
of Origen and possibly of Gregory of Nazianzus. _

There can, | think, be small doubt that Gregory of Nazianzus® attitude to the
spiritual life, is at any rate verbally, far more traditional than that of Gregory
of Nyssa, A case in point is his first theological oration (= 27.3), where he
insists that moral purification is the necessary prerequisite ﬁ:',r the understand-
ing of theology. Nor is this an isolated example. Under lﬁ'.pf:‘l:’r] Gregory c:le:;_]rly
understands what Plato and Anstotle had meant by it, that is, the four cardinal
moral virtues. Even if Gregory of Nyssa meant by ‘virtue’ scrmethilng more all
embracing than ‘morality’, his decision to define christian perfection in these
terms and, furthermore, his unusual definition of God as ‘virtue’ cannot be
written off as simply an accident.

'l For Basil's severe attitude 1o Gregory for his ‘simplicity”, g pnototng and dridng, in leier
58 from which it emerges that Gregory had anempted a mild deception with his brother and been
discovered, Tn letter 100 a similar charge is levelled.

3CF. note 7.
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The question is, does the more traditional picture of Gregory of Nazianzus
find any sort of echo in his own delineation of his friend’s career and character?
Two points at least point in favour of such a conclusion. 1. In the second portion
of his sermon (= 59-80) Gregory does discuss the peculiar excellences of his.
friend, and in 60 he begins with the moral virtues of Basil, his austerity (60),
virginity (61), his fusion (presumably in the Rules) of *solitary’ and the ‘mixed?
life (62), his care for the poor (63) and, finally, his lack of pride (64). From 65
onwards, however, he moves on to the more strictly intellectual achievements
of Basil, above all in theology (66; 67). He begins with the Hexameron, On
the six days of creation and concludes with his defence of Basil's ‘economy’ 135
about the deity of the Holy Ghost. Basil, therefore. in the pages of Gregory of
Nazianzus is portrayed as a moral and intellectual paragon, not unlike the
pattern traced out by Plato and Origen.

2. The Origenist flavour in Gregory of Nazianzus’ portrayal of Basil is further |
evidenced by a passage in section 65, where Basil is presented as enjoying the .
light of knowledge, ‘by whaose light he is enlightened’, — an evident quotation
from the LXX of Hosea 10.12, which has escaped the attention of the Migne
editor. Although the text appears elsewhere in Nazianzen', it is notably absent
from Drobner's Bibelindex to the writings of Gregory of Nyssa. Origen, too, made
considerable use of the text. It is to be found in the preface to his de principiis
(10) and elsewhere. The comment of Gorgermanns and Karpp in their edition is
worth recalling. ‘Damit (sc. in diesem Zitat) ist die Quintessenz der Praefatio, ja
das Ziel des ganzen Werkes ausgesprochen’'S. We seem to be here in the Presence
of another example of Gregory of Nyssa’s departure from the more ‘orthodox’
Origenistic tradition as instanced in the writings of Gregory of Nazianzus!®,

This brief comparison of the two treatments of Basil by friend and brother
conducted as they are on differing rhetorical principles, su gaests the following
conclusions.

L. Gregory of Nyssa’s attitude to Basil is less symphathetic than his attitude
to his sister'” and than that of Gregory of Nazianzus to Basil, 2. Gregory of
Nyssa seems less interested in the life of his brother than in his exemplary

'* For Gregory of Nazianzus's use of the expression, again with reference to his reticence on
the deity of the Holy Spirit, ¢f. his lemer 58.11; 12,

“ Gregory of Nazianzus also uses more explicitly Hosea 10,12 (LXX) in arr, 32,12: 39,10,

'3 For Origen’s interest in Hosea 10,12 cf. comm Jn. 2.25.160; contra Celsum 6.5.

' This stress on the absolute importance of virtue should be contrasted with the importance
Jaeger lays upon the ‘gnostic” element in his Twe Rediscovered Warks af Ancient Christian Lit-
erature (Leiden, 1954),

" It is perhaps wonth recording that Macrina seems to have been made of sterner stuff than
cither of her brothers. Gregory of Narianzus relates in sections 78 and 79 that both Basil and his
companions were overcome by excessive grief at his death, while Gregory of Nyssa in Vita Sanc-
fae Macrinae 17 recalls his own tears at the thought of Basil’s death, which Macrina did her best
to contrel, she being untouched, as she had been on the death of her brother Maucratius (section
10). Clearly she was the Stoic heroine of the family.
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character. 3. This fact by itself indicates his preference for vinug raﬂ“:er than
vision, as the ultimate criterion against which the hife not only of Basil but of

the human race is to be judged.



Gregory of Nyssa and Christian Hellenism

Alden A. MossuamMER, San Diego, California

In the homilies On the Beatitudes, Gregory recalls the Homeric myth of
Circe. The passions that inevitably afflict human life in the world are like the
drugs of which the Greek mythologists speak — suddenly changing a man’s
nature into the form of the beasts. Where before there was a man, you now see
a wild boar, or a dog, or a panther. The lips grow cold and can neither articulate
a word nor contain within the mouth the spittle that passion has aroused, but spewf':
forth foam instead of speech. One man is thus transformed, while another by
taking the advice of the Beatitude to be meek in these motions calms the disease
with reason, keeping a steady gaze and a calm voice, Pitiable indeed is the beastly
one, blessed the meek one who does not allow his neighbor’s malice to disturb
his composure!,

On the Beatitudes i5s among Gregory's earliest works, His usage here of a
pagan literary motif to help explain the second Beatitude does not represent
merely a youth lapse. Gregory refers to the myth of Circe in two other works,
dating from a period of more mature reflection in his intellectual development.
In the third book against Eunomius, Gregory characterizes his adversary’s
teachings as a new kind of *Homeric potion’, refashioning to the form of
beasts not the bodies of those he drugs, but the souls. For in the Homeric tale,
Gregory points out, the mind of the victim remains unaffected, while his
shape is changed to that of the beasts. Those who drink from this new Circe’s
bowl have their minds reduced to irrationality, reshaped in the form now of
one doctring, then another®. The third reference appears in the Life of Moses, one
of Gregory’s most mature works. Here, he allegorizes the ‘magic of Balaam’,
as the crafty deceit of this life, by which men are refashioned into the form of
the irrational beasts, stepping out of their own proper nature as if drugged from
Circe’s bowl?,

Three references in a literary corpus as large as Gregory’s are not very
many. Nevertheless, the myth of Circe is one of the central motifs to which
Gregory’s whole treatment of man and his place in the cosmos responds. For
Gregory, human nature is a special case of the fragility of all created substance.

Y PGA4, 1215C-D T cite Gregory™s works by reference o the Jacger-Langerbeck-Dorrie edition
{Crregorii Nysseni Opera, Leiden 1920—), where available for the text in question, otherwise by
reference to volumes 44, 45, and 46 of Parrologia Graeca.

* GNOII, 77.25-78.11

*GNO VILi, 142.10-13
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As animated matter living below the firmament and with a sexual mode of re-
Pmduf:tinm a human being has the outer form of the beasts. As mind, man
belongs to the intelligible order above the heavens and has a special kinship
with the divine nature. Indeed man alone among intelligent creatures bears the
image of God. Thus, man stands on the borderline between (zod and the beasts,
hetween mind and matter, sharing at once in two opposite and irreconcilable
orders of reality which cannot otherwise meet or mix.

We have become accustomed to thinking of Christianity and Hellenism
a5 opposites, their juxtaposition in the title of this paper being an impossible
oxymoron. Especially in the latter part of the fourth century, in the wake of
Julian’s infamous, but short-lived and unenforceable decree prohibiting those
who could not confess their faith in the gods who had inspired Greek literature
from accepting a fee as teachers of that literature, Christianity and Hellenism
came to be understood as irreconcilable enemies in the battle for possession of
a culture. The rhetorical contrast has endured. A recent book on *Hellenism in
Late Antiquity’ is devoted primarily to the proposition that paganism remained
alive and well long after the so-called conversion of the Roman Empire and its
eastern neighbors to Christianity®.

If by ‘Hellenism’ we mean something like Julian’s elevation of Greek culture
itself to the status of a religion, then the contrast with Christianity is justified.
Gregory of Nyssa himself uses the term ‘Hellenismeos' to refer to traditional
Greek polytheism and ‘Hellene' for someone who adheres to that tradition®. If,
on the other hand, by ‘Hellenism’ we mean not the mythic and literary tradition
itself with all of its gods and heroes, but rather the human fears and aspirations
to which they give expression, then perhaps at a more fundamental level we
shall find that Christianity and Hellenism converge.

The ‘Hellenization” of Christianity and the extent to which Christian doctnine
has been influenced by the language and forms of Greek thought, perhaps to
the detriment of the primitive Gospel, have been subjects of controversy since
antiquity®. Even the Cappadocians, for all their love of Greek culture, all their
outrage at Julian's attempt to steal it from them, thought they could disarm a
theological opponent simply by accusing him of importing Greek ideas into
the Gospel. Gregory charges Eunomius with being more of an Aristotelian
than a Christian and characterizes his obsession with precision of doctrine as a
feature of Hellenism, rather than of Christianity”.

For the historian of culture, there is a more interesting question. How 1s 1t that
Christianity came to take root in the seemingly hostile soil of Greek culture at

1 G.W. Bowersock, Hellenism in Late Antiguity {Ann Arbor 1990},

* See for example the Life of Gregory Thawmatmrgus, GNO X2, %17, and the Carechetical
Clration, PG 46, 12B.

& On the controversy, see EP. Meijering, Die Hellenisierung des Christentums im Urteil
Adplf von Harnocks (Amsterdam 1985).

T Against Eunomins 1T, GNO 11, 286.19.
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all? Was there something in the way that Greeks and the thoroughly Hellenized
peoples of Asia Minor looked at the world o which Christianity responded
in a new and powerful way? We should rather be asking how Greeks came to
see the world through Christian eyes, than whether or how Christianity wag
corrupted by 1ts encounter with Greek culture. Gregory of Nyssa can serve ag
a case in point. In his own intellectual development as an individual, he re-
capitulates the cultural process or, at least, a part of the process by which
Christianity was received into a Greek environment. Gregory shows us how
Christian language and Christian symbols give new expression 1o the myth of
Circe and open up new possibilities for the fragile human community whose
situation the myth addresses. '

The general trend in Gregory’s intellectual development is a movement
away from a Platonizing and exaggerated dualism between mind and body, in-
telligibles and sensibles, in the earlier works, and towards a more specifically
Christian understanding of reality in his later writings. While Gregory never
abandons the language of Platonic dualism, in his later works this language
addresses itself to a dualism between creator and creature rather than mind and
body. In the earlier works, Christ is a teacher and example who shows the way
to transcend the world of sense, while in the later works Christ becomes more
of a savior and redeemer®. Several factors motivate this development, among
which the dogmatic controversies in which Gregory became embroiled during
the early 380°s are especially significant. Without denying the importance of
those immediate contextual considerations, what [ want to suggest here is that
one of the factors in Gregory’s intellectual development is a tension between his
thoroughly Greek understanding of the structure of reality and his conviction
that Christianity somehow surmounts the barriers in that structure. At the heart
of this tension is the anomalous status of mankind standing in the borderland
between two opposite orders of reality, partaking of both, belonging to neither,
liable like the men in Circe's den to exchange one form for another. The
process by which Gregory comes to terms with the anomaly does not represent
the victory of his Christianity over his Hellenism, or of the Biblical worldview
over the classical. What we witness rather is a process whereby Greek culture
comes to express itself in Christian terms and enriches Christianity in the bar-
gain. To borrow a phrase from modern physics, Gregory was searching for a
Grand Unified Theory that would explain both his Hellenic worldview and his
Christian optimism and show their relationship to one another — a theory

* On the chronology of Gregory's works see cspecially Jean Daniélou, 'La chronologie des
sermons de Grégoire de Nysse', Revie des sciences religicuse 29 (1955) 346-372, “La chronologie
des ceuvres de Grégoire de Nysse”, Studia Patristica 7 (1966) 159-69; Gerhard May, “Die Chronolo-
gie des Lebens und der Werke des Gregor von Nyssa', Ecriture et Culture Philosophigue dans
la Pénsee de Grégoire de Nysse, ed. Marguerite Harl (Leiden 197 1), 51-67. There 15 an excellent
discussion of the differences between the earlicr and the later Gregory in Reinhard Kees, Die
Lehre van der Otkonomiag Gottes in der Oratie Catechetica Gregors von Nvisa (Leiden 1995).
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moreover that could accommodate the *singularity’ that is human life in the
world.

While our focus must be on Gregory and his intellectual development, we
cannot show how the classical worldview comes to expression within that
development without saying first what we mean by that view of that world.
The classical worldview is profoundly anthropocentric. This anthropocentrism
lies at the source of classical Greek civilization in what is sometimes called the
Homeric revolution in Greek religion. In the Olympic pantheon of gods and
goddesses, the Greeks projected onto the very structure of reality their own
consciousness of themselves as beings who are in the world and yet not of the
world, Every action of the Homeric epic is the result of an interplay between
human purpose and divine purpose. The wrath of Achilles is humanly motivated,
and yet it is the plan of Zeus that is being accomplished. The central theme of
both the fliad and the Odyssey is the working out of design and purpose. Like
the gods, human beings do not accept the world as it is given. The Odyssey in
particular shows us a man whose cleverness and firmness of purpose can bend
the world to his will. There is little difference between gods and men except
that the gods can more easily accomplish their ends. The anthropomorphism of
the Greek gods ohjectifies this drive for self-determination. At the same time,
this projection of willful purpose onto an external screen confronts men with
the disjunction between the reality of their own world and the ideal they have
projected. Men are free, purposeful beings who are denied the power Lo realize
their own nature, So profound is this sense of frustration that the Greeks depict
even the gods as subject to the whimsical dictates of fate.

Closely related to this tension between human freedom and external necessity
is a second theme. Just as the individual asserts his own identity against a
waorld that would deny it, so the Greeks understood the city as a umiguely
human self-created space carved out of the wilderness as a bulwark against
chaos and bestiality. If the city requires a divine protector and its people a
divine ancestry, that is again only a projection of the drive for purposetul selt-
determination. The poet of the Odyssey gives expression to this view of the
city when he characterizes the island of the Cyclopes as a community that has
not yet separated itself from the wilderness, Theirs is a land with a fair harbor
and good bottom land that would put forth a good yield. Yet the Cyclopes
dwell apart in caves, living off whatever the land provides of itself, with no
ships to serve their heart’s desire. Each one is a law unto himself, and they
care not for their neighbors®, In the lliad, the poet inscribes the life of the city
on the shield of Achilles. The shield is itself a work of artifice, gold and silver
and tin and bronze made to serve a human purpose on the anvil of an all too

* Odyssey 9.105-150, It is interesting that the poet juxtaposes two contrasting pictures — one
of the noble savage for whom the world provides, the other of the savage beast who knows not
how to provide for himself.
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human god. Upon that shield the god had wrought the image of two cities—
one at peace and one at war, but both engaged in purposeful process'”,

This theme of man engaged in a process of self-determination within the
community of the city is one of the most recurrent motifs of Greek civilization,
Men are differentiated from the beasts in that they need not accept the world
as given, but are free to shape their own communities, their own identities,
their own futures. On the other hand, men are also differentiated from the gods
in that they lack the capacity to realize the ambitions by which they have
defined themselves. This impotence is most frequently symbolized by the lack
of power over death.

We cannot take the time to follow these motifs throughout the long history
of Greek literature and civilization. To illustrate the classical view of man as
suspended between freedom and necessity, on the frontier between the gods
and the beasts, I have chosen four passages from fifth-century authors.

The first example comes from the Sixth Nemean Ode of the Theban poet
Pindar, where the theme is quite explicit.

‘Une 15 the race of men, one the race of gods. Both have breath of life from a single
mother. Bul a power wholly sundered divides us, so that the one is nothing, while for
the other the brazen sky is established their sure citadel forever., We have some like-
ness in great intelligence or strength of nature to the immortals, though we know not
what the day will bring, what course after nightfall destiny has written that we must
run to the end’'.

As in Gregory of Nyssa, what makes gods and men alike 1s their possession
of intelligence. What separates them is the fact of man’s uncertainty about
everything except death. For the gods, their residence in the sky endures for-
ever, while man’s lot is totally unpredictable. Death is only a symbol of man’s
nothingness. What really separates men [rom the gods is that for all their in-
telligence and superiority of nature, men cannot control their own destiny.
They are bound to obey forces outside of themselves, whether they will or no. In-
telligence implies freedom and with freedom goes immortality, Man is possessed
of the intelligence of the gods, vet he is denied the freedom of self-determination
that is mind’s natural right. He knows not by day or night what necessity he
will be forced to accept.

This binding of mind by necessity is the theme of our second example, taken
from the opening lines of Aeschylus’ Prometheus. The myth of Prometheus
itself, the story of the foresighted one whose gift of fire to the race of men is
seen as a threat against the rule of heaven, expresses the fundamental theme of

0 Tliged 18, 490-540,
"' Pindar, Nemtean 6,1-8; translation of Richmond Lawimore, The Qdes of Pindar (Chicago
1947).
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which we are speaking. In Aeschylus' version, Prometheus himself symbolizes
the plight of mankind as a naturally free intelligence unnaturally chained to the
rock of necessity.

Might: “This is the world’s limit that we have come to; this is the Scythian country, an
untrodden desolation. Hephaestus, it is you that must heed the commands the Father

laid upon you to nail this malefactor to the high craggy rocks in felters unbreakable of
adamantine chain. ... There is nothing without discomfort except the overlordship of

the Gods. For only Zeus 1s free''2,

As the drama unfolds, we discover that Prometheus, although bound to the
rock of necessity, refuses to accept his situation and is defiant to the end. This
drive for freedom and self-determination is the theme of our third example,
ane of the best known passages in Greek literature, the central choral ode of
Sophocles’ Antigone, sometimes referred to as “the ode to man’,

‘Many the wonders, but nothing walks stranger than man. This thing crosses the sea in
the winter’'s storm, making his path through the roaring waves. ... He controls with
craft the beasts of the open air, walkers on hills, The horse with his shaggy mane he
holds and hamesses. ... Language, and thought like the wind and the feelings that
make the town, he has taught himself, and shelter against the cold, refuge from rain.
He can always help himself, He faces no future helpless. There's only death that he

cannot find an escape from™',

Here again we meet the opposition between intelligence and death. For all his
craft, man in the end is nothing, cheated by death of his seemingly boundless
possibilities.

Our final example is the central choral ode of Sophocles’ Oedipus the King.
The myth of Oedipus, especially in Sophocles® treatment, addresses our theme
in a number of ways. As an infant, Oedipus is rescued from the wilderness. As
an adult, he rescues the city of Thebes from the forces of the wilderness as re-
presented by the sphinx. Oedipus epitomizes the self-made man, whose intel-
ligence can make him master of anything. Yet what he discovers in the end is
that in his purposeful drive for self-mastery and self-definition he has fulfilled
precisely the destiny he had sought to avoid. In the central ode, the chorus
generalizes on this situation.

‘Insolence breeds the tyrant, insolence if it is glutted with a surfeil, unseasonable,
unprofitable, climbs to the roof-top and plunges sheer down o the ruin that must be,

and there its feet are no service''*,

12 Aeschylus, Promethens Bound, 1-5, 50, translation of David Grene, Greek Tragedies,
Volume 1 (Chicago 1960).

'* Sophocles, Antigone, 332-360, ranslation of Ehzabeth Wycoff, Greek Tragedies, Volume |
{Chicago 1960).

4 Sophocles, Qedipus the King, 874-879, translation of David Grene, Greek Tragedies,
Volume 1 (Chicago 1960).
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To summarize briefly, we can say that in the classical view man by virtue of
his intelligence shares a kinship with the gods, Yet the sovereign freedom that
this kinship implies is a delusion. For man also shares a kinship with the
beasts, in that he is bound by all the laws of physical necessity and subject to
the decrees of an ineluctable fate. The human situation is tragic precisely
because man’s noblest ambitions inevitably bring him to ruin. When, like
Oedipus, he has solved the riddle of the sphinx and climbed to the top of the
tower of ambition, where he seems lord and master of all that he can survey,
suddenly he loses his footing and plunges into the abyss below.

It is against this background that Plato and his perhaps unfortunate legacy
must be understood. In his search for how virtue might be defined and, once
defined, taught and inculcated, Plato is consciously reflecting on the problem
of how to take the earthly material that men share with the beasts and refashion
it in the form of the gods. In the famous words of the Theaeretus, the goal of
man 13 likeness (dpoimaig) to god'. For Plato, virtue is knowledge, and
knowledge is power. Plato came to identify the forces that inhibit the free
exercise of human intelligence with the earthly condition itself, Truth is intel-
ligible, immutable, impalpable. The sensible world and the human beings who
seek to fashion a community within it are limited by an irrefragable necessity
inherent in matter itself.

For Plato the objective is not flight from the world of matter to a mystical
communion with the Idea of the Good. The philosopher has a moral obligation
o return to the cave and take up the task of human formation. Plato remains

within the classical tradition, but his legacy degenerates into the kind of

desperate world-denying dualism that E.R. Dodds in his now classic book on
the “age of anxiety’ characterized as a loss of faith in the reality and significance
of the historical process within the physical cosmos'®, There are precedents for
this world denying pessimism in the Orphic tradition, but it is largely a product
of the Hellenistic age. Nothing could be further from the Homeric spinit of world-
affirming human defiance against all obstacles than the lugubrious imitation
that we meet in the sixth book of Vergil's Aeneid. When Odyssens during his
visit 1o Hades congratulates Achilles on being a prince even among the dead,
the shade responds in & justly famous line that he would rather be a day-
laborer on the land of the poorest man on earth than to be a lord among the
dead. Aeneas, by contrasi, upon being told by the ghost of Anchises that the
souls he sees are standing in line waiting for birth into new bodies, recoils in
horror. *“Why', he asks, “would anyone who has once known the somows of
life in the body ever want to breathe the air again?’!”

'S Plato, Theastetns, 176B; for the theme in Christian Hlerature see H, Merki, ‘OMOIRELE
GEQ, Von der platonischen Angleichung an Gott zur Gortdhnlichkeit bel Gregor von Nyssa
(Freibourg 1952).

'* E.R. Dodds, Pagan and Christian in an Age of Anviety (Cambridge 1965), 1-36.

" Aeneid 6, T19-721; of. Odyszey 11, 488-491.
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By the middle of the third century this attitude has found expression in such
extremist dualisms as we meet in gnosticism, in the philosophy of Plotinus,
and among Christian authors in Origen. Dodds perhaps exaggerates the extent
1o which these extremes are characteristic of the age, but the whole phenomenon
af the degeneration of the classical ideal of man as an intelligent being shaping
himself within an historical process is a significant aspect of the background
against which the reception of Christianity must be understood. | x|

Gregory of Nyssa enters into this phenomenon of degeneration during its
latter stages. In his earlier works, Gregory shares the kind of pessimistic dualism
characteristic of so much of late antique thought. In the course of his own in-
tellectual development, however, he both Christiamizes the theme and returns
it to its classical roots. Al the same time, Gregory’s understanding of the Gos-
pel undergoes a profound transformation, becoming more distinctly Christian
than in his earliest writings, Gregory thus presents us with an interesting ca:sclut"
how Chnistianity and Hellenism can enter into a process of dialogue and negotia-
tion in which each side rediscovers in the other its own most fundamental
themes.

The most salient feature of Gregory’s earlier works is a vertically structured
universe divided into two entirely different orders of reality. The heaven above
is the realm where intelligible truths can be beheld without the distortion of the
senses and where intelligent beings like the angels live unencumbered by
material bodies and therefore able to contemplate pure intelligence, The earth
below is the realm of sensible objects. Such objects are good and beautiful in
themselves, but they are subject to physical limitations that deny them the
permanence and thus the higher order of reality that intelligibles enjoy.

The most direct statements of this scientific and philosophical worldview
appear in the essay On the Six Days of Creation. Gregory glosses the firmament
of heaven that divides the waters from the waters as being the impenetrable
barrier that separates the intelligible from the sensible nature. Even the sun,
although naturally inclined to rise, cannot pass that barrier. That is why the
solar disk travels in a circle along the edge of the firmament'®.

An interesting passage from the Homilies on the Beatitudes illustrates the
moral consequences of this worldview. Gregory notes what appears at first to
be an illogical order in the blessings pronounced, whereby heaven is promised to
the meek in the first beatitude and earth to the poor in the second. The sequence
of the beatitudes is like a ladder, Gregory says, each step leading easily to a
higher one. Therefore, it is clear that the earth to which the second beati;udc
refers is a dwelling place higher than the heaven — namely, the paradise from
which the first men had been ejected when they soiled the divine image. I we
were able to let our reason take wing so as to stand on the back of the shell of

B PG 44, 79C-D.
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the heavens, there we would find that supercelestial land whose inheritance
awaits those who live a life of virtue'®,

In the worldview that Gregory reflects in these earlier works, the Platn::mm
distinction between intelligibles and sensibles, mind and marteer, divides existing
things into two entirely separate orders of reality. The objective of the Christian
life is indistinguishable from the Platonic goal of transeending sensible c-bje,ct;'
s0 as 10 be able to contemplate goodness and beauty in their intelligible forms
and thereby to inculcate virtue in human life. Indeed, a passage in the essay On
Virginity echoes the speech of Diotima in Plato’s Symposium, Here Gregory
urges the reader to look beyond the material substrate to the contemplation of
beauty itself, by participation of which all things both are and are called beau-
tiful®. A consequence of this rise from and through sensible ohjects towards
the unitary source of all being and goodness is that the individual restores the
brilliance of the divine image after which human life was originally fashioned.
The notion of man as created in the image of God is Biblically based, but
Gregory's understanding of the idea is thoroughly Platonic. The divine image
lies specifically in intelligence, and by virtue of belonging to the intelligible order
of reality the human soul is akin by nature to God. Like a mirror polished of
all taint, Gregory says, the soul that has purified itself of all attachment to the
sensible world exposes itself to the purity of God and on the principle of like
to like shares in the prototypical beauty and is refashioned after it. True virginity
has no other goal than to see God*'. The role of Christ in these earlier works
is as a teacher, example, and guide, much like the philosopher who descends
into Plato’s cave. Gregory does understand the resurrection of Christ as a
saving act, and in this respect his view is certainly Christian and not Platonic.
Burt that salvation again 15 an example that teaches us what the future holds for
all men, rather than an entrance into human life that fundamentally changes
that life during the interim.

The general impression that these writings leave us with is of a Gospel that has
been seen through such thoroughly Greek eyes that it 15 more of a Hellenized
Christianism than it is a Christianized Hellenism. Yet Gregory is clearly
uncomfortable with this worldview and struggling to find some way to try to
understand why human intelligence, made in the image of God, should have
come to dwell within an order of reality that is so hostile to intelligence. That
Gregory assumes this condition to be a consequence of sin does not solve the
problem, but only underscores the fact that he regards the sensible world as an
alien and penal environment.

" PG A4, 12094,

% GNO VIILi, 292.5-15.

1 (On Virginity, GNO VIILi, 296,1-297 8. CI. the homilies On the Beartitudes, PG 44, 1269D-
12724,
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In his short piece On the Dead, a work of relatively early date, Gregory
rakes a significant step towards solving the problem®, This essay contains some
of Gregory's most negative comments about life within the sensible cosmos.
The image of God resides in the human soul, since the soul like God belongs
to the order of intelligibles and is unlimited by shape, space, differentiation, or
any of the other qualities that define the sensible nature. The fact that mind is
forced to live in linkage with matter is like a disharmonious mass of people of
different cultures forced to live with one another in a single city, which will
therefore always be wracked by civil war®, Gregory asks why God should
have clothed human souls in material bodies, since life without them would
clearly be so much better. The answer is that this bodily life 15 related to the
angelic life to which men properly belong as a blossom is to its fruit. By a ne-
cessary and orderly process, human life proceeds from seed to fruit. We have
no more reason to complain of the intermediate stages than would a farmer
who has to wait for the seed he has planted to sprout. The fruit of human life
is the restoration of human nature to its original and intended state, namely the
likeness to the divine nature, Had it not been for sin, men would not have
needed to undergo this process. As it is, God foresaw that men would abuse
their freedom of choice. He therefore provided the coats of skin so that man
would learn by experience the undesirability of such a state and so return will-
ingly to the good™,

Gregory’s explanation here is neither satisfactory nor entirely consistent.
What is interesting about the passage is that it shows Gregory taking the first
steps towards rotating the dimensions of his Platonic dualism. Instead of a ver-
tical and spatial separation between the intelligible image of God as it was
intended to be and the earthly condition of man in his fall from grace, Gregory
here measures the distance horizontally across time. Time is God’s dispensation
for human salvation.

Gregory pursues this idea most extensively and famously in his dissertation
on the creation of man. In a central and much discussed passage Gregory dis-
tinguishes between the perfected image of God in man and its development
within time. Gregory is trying to explain how scripture can be correct in saying
that God made man in his own image when the human condition as we know
it seems to be guite the opposite of everything that we associate with the
divine nature. There is a difference, Gregory points out, between a prototype
and its image. In the case of man that difference lies not only in the fact that
man is a creature and therefore subject to mutability, but also that man bears
the image of the material nature as well as the image of God. Scripture teaches

2 On the date and content of On the Dead, see Monique Alexandre, ‘Le ‘De Mortuis® de
Girdgaire de Nysse', Studia Patristica 10 (1970 35-43.

B GNO X4, 41.20-438,

* GNO X0, 49.3-55.23.
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us this difference in its account of the matter, For the story says first that God
created man — in his own image He created ‘him’. This, Gregory says, is the
end of the creation after the image. Then the text adds that God created ‘them’.
Since the apostle tells us that in Christ there is neither male nor female, it is

clear that this differentiation is a departure from the divine image. The lesson

here, Gregory concludes, is that man exhibits a share of two quite opposite
natures. The incorporeal nature of God and the irrational life of the beasts are

separated from one another as extreme opposites. Man 15 in the middle. For it

1s possible to observe in man a share of both natures, The rational and intelligent
element 15 the divine part. From the irrational nature comes the bodily form
with its sexual differentiation®.

This passage is consistent with Gregory's description of man in the opening

chapters of the work as the highest form of life beneath the heavens. With his

mind he is to enjoy the beauties of God, with his senses the beauty of the
material cosmos®®. Gregory is not content, however, merely to describe man as
having a double construction, He goes on to suggest that God added the ir-
rational and earthly element in man only in prevision of sin. Gregory explains
that being in the image of God man was endowed with freedom. As a creature
subject to the law of created mobility, man was liable to fall away from
participation in the divine image. Foreknowing the tendency of this free move-
ment, God devised for his image the distinction of male and female. Returning

to the text of Genesis, Gregory again distinguishes between two moments or

two aspects of God's creative act in the fashioning of man. By the use of the
singular in saying that God created man in his own image, the text tells us that
God foreknew the entire plenitude of mankind. For the divine image is the
same in all human beings from the first to last, as evidenced by the fact that all
persons have the gift of rational intelligence. Had it not been for God’s fore-
knowledge of sin, the distinction into male and female would not have been
necessary. The plenitude of mankind would have been generated in some other
way, just as there is a multitude of angels. But God foreknowing that man
would fall from the angelic condition added sexuality to his image in order
that the previsioned number of human beings might not fall short™.

After a brief discussion of paradise lost and the promise of its restoration at the
end, Gregory takes up the question of why we must wait so long. He summarizes
the previous argument and states that God foreknew the time that would be
required for the generation of the full complement of human beings in their
fallen state. He therefore created in his foreknowledge precisely that span of
time. When time comes to an end, so also will end the cycle of birth and death.
The trumpet will sound and all will be changed to incorruptibility. Therefore,

B PG 44, 181A-C.
* PG 44, 133B.
PG 44, 180A-189D,
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Gregory concludes, echoing the argument in the essay On the Dead, we must
wait in faith for the fulfillment of that span of time that is necessarily made
coextensive with the production of humanity,

This whole discussion is fraught with difficulties and riddled with inconsisten-
cies. It has provoked no end of scholarly comment and debate®. Fortunately,
for the purposes of the immediate argument, that debate need not detain us,
What is significant here is the dimensional shift whereby Gregory rotates the
vertically oriented Platonic dualism between intelligibles and sensibles and
superposes upon it a horizontal separation between beginning and ending. Men
cannot in fact take wing so as to soar vertically and penetrate the shell of
heaven, They can and must, however, move horizontally forward in time. As
Gregory says here, time is limited, and when one reaches its verge birth and
death will be no more™,

Gregory's approach is problematic. On the one hand, Gregory holds Adam
responsible for the loss of the original beauty of the divine image. On the other
hand, the notion of the divine image as having been mixed with carth and
sexually differentiated in prevision of sin, rather than as its chronological con-
sequence, suggests that no men ever existed within time in whom the divine
image shone pure and unmixed with earth. It therefore seems unfair to blame
the protoplasts for the ruination of that image. Furthermore, the salvation that
the resurrection will bring appears as a necessary and natural process, rather
than as an intervention that alters the course of history.

For all of its problems, however, the suggestion that time 15 a process of
development from seed toward fruit, rather than of degeneration from a
prehistorical perfection, opens a whole new way of looking at reality, upon
which Gregory will build in his later writings. Some scholars have suggested
that the idea of change for the good that Gregory broaches here represents a
complete break with Hellenism®. For a Platonist, change can be only for the
worse, representing a departure from the archetype. For classical culture in
zeneral, history is either a process of degeneration after the model of Hesiod’s
myth of the four ages or at best a cyclical pattern of degeneration and renewal.
This contrast between Gregory's Biblical model of linear development
towards a divinely ordained goal and the classical model of eternal return is

# PG 44, 187C-189D.
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valid. Nevertheless, Gregory has not so much abandoned his Platonism as he
has substituted one kind of dualism for another, rotating the axis of separation
from the vertical to the horizontal, Furthermore, the notion that mankind can
refashion itself within the dimension of time so as to cast off the image of the
beasts and take on instead the brilliance of the divine beauty resonates as much
with the classical view of the city and its ideals as with the Bible, The devel-
opment “"E“ we can trace in Grc:,t_.,t}r}r 5 writings of this Ea:iier period is motivated

sensible with his f,hmn::m belief in the resurrection of the body®. At the same
time, however, what comes to expression 15 a Christian retelling of the myth .3,?,_
Circe. -
Throughout these works Gregory is fascinated by the plasticity of human
nature, its ability to share in two opposite natures, to live both within time and
beyond time, and most especially ils protean capacity to exchange one image
for another. A few examples will suffice to illustrate Gregory's interest in the
ability of human beings to change their form at will. The reference to the myth
of Circe with which we began appears in the homilies On the Beatitudes. Else-
where in the same work Gregory expresses the idea more abstractly. Com-
menting on Jesus’ saying that the ‘Kingdom of God is within you’, Gregory
says that it is within each man’s power to become whatever he wishes to be,
with no external necessity constraining him. Thus Gregory internalizes Circe's
bowl and identifies her potion as the human capacity for free self-definition.
We are like murrors, he says, reflecting whatever we choose to turn towards.
The whole human race, from the first creation to the fulfillment of the whole
complement, stands in the middle of two lives, between hope for the recovery
of what we have lost and fear for the loss of what little we retain. The Lord
blesses the peacemakers, becanse human nature 15 at war with itself. Persecution
brings blessing, because we are chased by our own tendency to lose our kin-
ship with the divine and become instead akin to the sensible nature. By choosing
to flee, we regain our sovereignty™. As a sensible being, man is not free. Yet
he retains enough of the divine nature to rebel and demand his freedom.

The homilies On the Lord's Prayer belong to this same period of Gregory’s.
literary activity. In a passage reminiscent of the shell of heaven in the homilies
On the Beatitudes, Gregory asks who could ever hope to sprout wings so as to
soar beyond the heavens and past the stars to find that heavenly father to
whom we address our prayers. He answers that men can indeed regain their
heavenly fatherland by changing their own form and disposition. For, he says,
the interval that separates us is not spatial and we require no machine to raise

2 On this point, see especially Harold Chemiss, The Platonivm af Gregory of Nyvsza (Berkeley
and Los Angeles 1930; reprinted New Yaork 19713,
BOPG 44, 1256012618, 12890, 1350001,
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us. The separation lies entirely within the will of man®, In commenting on the
prayer that the divine will should be done on earth as in heaven, Gregory
anticipates one of his most interesting later ideas. Rational creatures, he says,
are of two kinds — those without a body, and those with a bady. The intellectual
glement naturally nses, and so the angels live in heaven. The bodily element
naturally gravitates towards the earth, so it is upon the earth that human beings
dwell. Gregory wonders what divine purpose this anomalous arrangement
serves. He suggests that perhaps the reason for it is to unite the entire creation,
so that neither the lower should be without a share in the upper nor the upper in
the lower. In the composition of man, each element participates in the atiributes
of the other™. This is not as positive a view as it first appears. In fact, at this
stage in his thinking Gregory regards this union of the intelligible with the
sensible as the cause of human fragility. For he also remarks that the senses
are the windows of the soul that permit this commerce of mind with body. The
danger is that through these windows can enter the bodily passions and even
death 1tself, so that the very nature of mind as belonging to the intelligible
order is debased™.

Here Gregory has addressed the problem of metamorphosis quite literally
and physically. Similarly, in the essay On the Making of Man he offers a sort
of chemical explanation for the potential of human nature to change 1ts form
from the divine to the bestial. The mind, he says, being in the image of the
most beautiful, so long as it participates in the likeness of its archetype,
remains itself in the beautiful. If it goes outside of the archetype, then it is
stripped naked of the beauty in which it had been clothed. The mind is like
a mirror receiving the form of what it reflects, Even so, the nature which is
governed by it has the same relationship to the mind. It 15 adorned by the adjacent
beauty, becoming sort of a mirror of a mirror. As long as each of the two parts
maintains the connection, the community with the truly beautiful runs pro-
portionately through the whole, beautifying by means of the higher nature that
which lies next to it. But when there is any rupture in this beneficial cohesion,
then the shapelessness of matter, when its nature is isolated, reveals itself. For
matter all by itself is formless and without structure. Eeversing the chemical
process, the ugliness of matter transmits itself through the nature to the mind
itself, and the image of God can no longer be seen in its stamp®’.

In these texts we can see that underneath Gregory's obsession with the
problem of the relationship between the intelligible and the sensible in man is the
more ancient and fundamental question of human self-formation. As a self-con-
scious, rational, and purposeful being, man struggles to rise out of the bestial

* PG 44, 1140811458,
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wildemess with which his physical body associates him and to establish for him-

self a special space within which to develop a distinctively human community

and culture.

Some of the best examples of Gregory’s concern for this struggle appear in
the commentary On the Inscriptions to the Psalms. The human can never be at
rest, he says, whether it rises towards the better or falls from participation in it
Just as it was because of the changeableness of human nature that it fell from
the height of good onto the shppery slope of sin, so it is by change that man

can return whence he fell. Men have the freedom to choose for themselves

whatever they will, whether the good or the ugly®. Although Gregory worries

about the danger that the sensible nature will infect the mind and drag it down
to the level of formless matter, he assures his reader that it 15 not the material

nature as such that corrupts the soul, but the human experience of that nature:
Indeed, 1t 15 human nature itself that both generates evil and suffers the cor-
ruption that results, In a wonderful analogy, Gregory says that evil is like a
mule. It cannot generate itself, but results from the unnatural union of natural

beings. So it 15 with man. We generate one kind of amimal from another,

‘whenever the proud and noble steed in our nature stoops to an irrational, asinine
union’. The result is what Gregory calls the "beastification” of man (droxTn-
vave ¥,

At the heart of Gregory's thinking here is that ancient view of man sus-

pended precariously between the opposition of the gods and the beasts, strug-
gling for the freedom and self-sufficiency of the divine, but slipping into the
irrationality of the beast, totally mastered by material necessity. Gregory is

fascinated by the image of the man-beast, and he takes every opportunity the

text affords to indulge in it. Whenever someone takes on the likeness of pas-

sion, he loses his own natural form and becomes instead a wild animal. That i8

why the Psalmist (56,4 LXX) speaks of rescuing the soul from the whelps of

lions™,

The commentary concludes with an extended metaphor based on the text of
Psalm 58 with its image of ravening dogs circling around the city in the night-

time. Whatever is useless for the life of the citizens, Gregory says, is thrown
outside the city — dead things, rotting things, the stench of excrement. The
dogs are forced by extremities of hunger to sustain life on the refuse of the
city. The city stands for the well-ordered community inhabited by virtue, What
15 outside the city represents the contrasting evil, in which is all that the nobler
life casts aside — the malodorous refuse of sin, which consists of the rot of
bodies and filthy excrement. The dweller in the city is that fine and noble
thing, the truly human, which retains throughout life the form stamped upon its

¥ GNO 5, 46.2-47.1
¥ GNO V. 131.22: 134.26.28.
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nature in the beginning. The one circling the city 15 dog and not man. Thus it is
clear to everyone, Gregory says, how one must distinguish the dogs from the true
men — not from the shape of the body’s formation, but from the difference in
their lives. The dweller of the city of virtue is truly man. But if anyone sets his
desire on the stench of intemperance or personal greed — which one might
well call dung — then that person crawling about on the outskirts of the city
betrays himself as a beast, refashioned from the likeness of god to that of a
dog'l.

For all of his emphasis here and elsewhere on man’s responsibility for shaping
his own nature, Gregory’s understanding of the structure of reality remains un-
able to accommodate it. In his earliest approach to the problem, man is simply
trapped within the spatial boundaries of a vertically structured universe, unable
to penetrate its shell to that supercelestial realm where intelligent beings enjoy
the freedom that is properly theirs, In his wrestling with this problem, Gregory
has rotated the axis of that opposition and set human nature within a chrono-
logical space the edges of which he will eventually cross. Nevertheless, time
remains a trap for as long as it exists. Even the notion that time will necessarily
come to an end contradicts the freedom of self-determination that Gregory is
30 anxious to explain and to preserve.

Gregory began to develop the ontological tools that he needed in the context of
the dogmatic controversies that he inherited after the death of his brother in 37%.
The new insights that he gained respond specifically to arguments proffered
by his archrival Eunomius. At the same time, however, these ideas move
Gregory s anthropology in significantly new directions. It is unlikely that he
would have been able to make exactly the counterarguments that he did in
response (o Eunomius had he had not already been wresthing with unresolved
tensions in his approach to the status of man within the universe. It is unlikely
also that he would have developed his anthropological thought as he did with-
out the catalyst of the Eunomian controversy. His Trinitarian arguments and his
anthropological speculations represent separate paths of intellectual development.
They converge in the Eunomian debate, and the point of their convergence is
the ancient problem of the status of man. More is at stake in the Trinitarian
debates than the relationship of the Father to the Son. At the heart of the con-
troversy is the status of man on the frontier between two orders of reality.

The significance of the Eunomian debate in Gregory’s intellectual develop-
ment is now well recognized®?. Here, we must summarize briefly, with a view
toward showing the relevance of the debate for the contacts between the Christian
view of the divine economy and the Hellenic view of man. In each of Gregory’s

A GNO ¥, 173.6-174.5.

2 Ekkehard Mihlenberg, Die Unendiichkeit Gottes bei Gregor von Nyssa (Forschungen zur
Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte, Band 16; Gottingen 1966); Marictte Canévet, Grégoire de
Nysse er "herménentigue Bibligue (Etodes Augustiniennes: Paris 1983).



186 AA. MOSSHAMMER

three major essays against Eunomius we can identify one central point. In the
first book against Eunomius, Gregory is responding specifically to the claim
that there can be one and only one supreme being, existing forever in uttep
simplicity, without cause and therefore not only ungenerated but uniquely so.
Accordingly, it is the very essence of the Father to be ungenerate, and this
essence cannot be communicated to the Son, who is by definition and universal
confession only begotten and therefore not ungenerate. It follows that the Nicene
formula of sameness of essence between Father and Son must be rejected, and
Christians must acknowledge that they are dissimilar in essence. 1

Gregory's counterargument consists in rejecting Eunomius’™ opposition between:
ungeneracy and generacy as being the most significant ontological dlbtlﬂﬁllﬂn
and substituting for it the opposition between creator and creature. He defines ﬂ'ﬂ‘r_
difference between creature and creator as consisting not merely of the ab-
sence of motion and change, as he does in earlier works, but more fundamentally
as the absence of any kind of differentiation whatsoever. Thus there can be:
degrees of more or less, sameness and difference among created essences or
among different instantiations of the same created essence, but not within the
uncreated, divine Trinity. Gregory had been moving toward such an account of
the difference between creature and creator already in his homilies on the bnnk
of Ecclesiastes®. It was in the first book against Eunomius, however, that he.
took the final step. The uncreated nature, he says, offers no marks by which: ll;.
may be known. Creation is distinguished from the creator by just this fact —
namely that there is differentiation of essence within lht‘: created order and a
mode of analysis corresponding to that differentiation™

This manner of distinguishing between creator and crﬂature has EIgﬂlﬁEﬂﬂt‘
implications for Gregory's understanding of the status of man. Previously he
had understood the difference between intelligibles and sensibles as the mﬂsf_ﬁ_
fundamental ontological division and found it difficult to understand how the
two orders could meet and coexist in the construction of man. Now, however,
he realizes that mind and matter, although opposites from one pﬂr%pr:ctwﬁﬁ
nevertheless share the same structure of being as belonging to the created
order. The result can be found in a very interesting passage that shows how
Gregory has retained his Platonizing method of analysis, but applied it o &
whole new way of understanding the structure of being.

The highest division of existing things, Gregory says, is that between the
sensible and the intelligible. When all sensible qualities are removed, we are led
naturally to infer that which is incorporeal and intelligible. Similarly, reason
leads us next to differentiate within that which is intelligible between the
uncreated nature and that which is created. Among sensible things our bodily

4 See my paper, “Time for All and a Moment for Each — The Sixth Homily of Gregory of
Myssa on Ecclesiastes”, Grepory of Nvisa, Homilies on Ecclesiastes, ed, 5. G, Hall (Berlin 1993},
HGNOT, 137.8-13.
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organs of sense can easily differentiate kind and degree by reference to the
defimte qualities that the objects present. Within the intelligible nature, or at
least that part of it which 15 created, some other method of differentiation must
be discovered. Now the uncreated nature is the source and supply of all good,
whereas created being only tends towards that good. It follows therefore that
distinctions of greater and less can be made within the created, intellectual
nature in accordance with the degree 1o which each thing, by its own free
choice, approaches the good®,

[t 1s remarkable that Gregory here first divides existing things into the intel-
ligible and the sensible, rather than the uncreated and all else. The argument
would seem to require that the supreme division be made between the creator
and the creation, with the creation further subdivided into intelligibles and the
sensibles. Elsewhere, Gregory does make it clear that he repards the distinction
of creature from creator as the most significant division of reality™®. In none of
those instances, however, does he subdivide the created order into the intelligible
and the sensible. Wherever Gregory brings the two antitheses together, the
distinction between the created and the uncreated is always defined as if it
were a subdivision of the intellectual nature as distinct from the sensible®

[ have discussed this passage in detail elsewhere®™, The point I want to re-
peat and develop here is that this twofold division of being responds in a new
and interesting way to the liminal status of man as a being in whom opposite
natures meet. This text is significant precisely because Gregory is not addressing
anthropological issues directly. It thus shows us what kinds of issues motivate
Gregory’s thinking beneath the surface of the argument. In effect, Gregory has
divided existing things along two axes, on the criterion of their capacity for
purposeful self-definition. The first division separates those beings that have
some capacity for such free self-determination from those that have none
whatsoever. Thus sensibles are distinguished from intellectual beings in that
the former are completely defined by the measurable, spatial qualities by means
of which they both subsist in the world and present themselves to sentient
beings. For intellectual beings, as Gregory says, we find some other criterion
by which to distinguish one from another. That criterion is the degree to which
such beings by their own free purposeful motion choose to participate in the un-
created source of all being and goodness. The uncreated nature itself, since it
possesses being and goodness intrinsically and not by participation 1s subject to
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no varation of essence, but is differentiated only by the individuating pmpf:ruﬂs
of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spint. A

Human beings can be understood only by reference to both of these
dualisms. Men are distinct from sensible objects and merely sentient beings by
their membership in the intellectual order of being. whose distinguishing ma.r.'_
is freedom. They are distinguished from the uncreated nature in that they have no
intrinsic being of their own and are therefore fragile. Finally, men are different
from other intellectual beings, such as the angels, because they are bound to
the spatial order and share the special limitations on the exercise of freedom
that the sensible nature imposes. Gregory’s double division of being, with:
that between creature and creator appearing as a subdivision of the Platonie
distinction between intelligibles and sensibles, thus provides a far more ap-
propriate model for the peculiar status of man than either of these polarities by
itself could offer. The problem with Eunomianism is not just its impiety
denying the fullness of divine essence to the Son. That doctrine also fails to
recognize the unique status of man on the borderline between freedom and
necessity. As Gregory says later in this first book against Eunomius, setting
the Son on the wrong side of the line separating creature from creator would
amount to the tyranny of one created nature over others and deny man the free-
dom and responsibility that are rightfully his*. This is the same sort of com-
plaint that Prometheus makes against Leus. :

In the first book against Eunomius, then, we find that the ancient notion of
man on the borderline between divine freedom and brutish subjection is one of
the phenomena that valid theological language must preserve. Similar conclusions
emerge from the second and third books as well. In the second book against
Eunomius, the argumentative 1ssue is the status of language. The central question
is whether the divine essence can be revealed to men in language and known
through a name and the concept associated with it. Eunomius had claimed that
the divine essence reveals itself fully in the word and concept of ungeneracy.
Gregory responds by carrying still further his application of Platonic modes of
analysis to the new distinction between creator and creature. In Gregory's earlier
works, we find the notion of differentiation (Sudgtnuo) associated with the
spatial qualities that distinguish sensibles from intelligibles. In the homilies on®
Ecclesiastes and especially in the books against Eunomius, Gregory generalizes
the concept of differentiation and uses it as the distinguishing mark of all created
being. Just as sensibles can be known only through the measurable qualities of
the spatial "diastema’ in which they are &mhedded. so all knowledge and all
language, even as applied to the intelligible order is possible only because of
the differentiation — the distance, separation, diastema — that distinguishes

#GNO I, 178,16,

Gregory of Nyssa and Christian Hellenism 189

one being from another in space and time™. It follows that the uncreated
nature is inaccessible to thought and language. There 15 an impenetrable wall,
he says, separating the created from the uncreated nature. The former is bounded,
the latter has no limit. The former is circumscribed within the measures that it
pleased its maker to set for it; the measure of the latter is infinite. The former
siretches out along the differentiated extension of the space and tme that
enclose it; the latter leaves every notion of extension far below!,

The immediate pomnt of this theory of thought and language as tied to the
measured differentiation of the created order 15 to deny any possibility of a
final knowledge of the divine essence. The significance of Gregory’s strategy,
however, reaches beyond his immediate polemical purpose. By giving the
human mind full sovereignty over thought and language, Gregory has vested
in man the capacity to structure for himself the world within which he lives
and to define himself over against it. It is just this creative sovereignty that
makes man an image of the divine being. It is also this capacity for purposeful
self-determination that deceives man into thinking that he is an autonomous
being and leads him to ruin. Again, we make contact with one of the root ideas
of Greek religion. In a passage strongly reminiscent of Sophocles’ ode to man
in the Antigone, Gregory sings the praises of homeo artifex. By belittling the
faculties of human conception, Eunomius has degraded both God and man. He
denies man the capacity for mathematics and physical science, for navigation
and agriculture, for ramning the birds of the air and taming the beasts of the
carth, At the same time, Eunomius degrades the divine nature by supposing
that God must be bothered with every detail of human thought and language.
Human ntelligence and the human ability to invent and manipulate language
are gifts of the divine grace. It would not be wrong to say that it is God who
has invented the arts and sciences. Nevertheless, the faculties of thought once
implanted in human nature proceed on their own initiative toward their own
self-defined goals, whether for war or for peace, for good or for ill7%

The human capacity for purposetul thought and action remains a central
1ssue alzo in the third book against Eunomius, written some time after the first
two™, This book takes the form of an exegetical analysis of a classic Arian
proof-text, Proverbs 8,22, ‘The Lord created me at the beginning of his work,
the first of his acts of old’. The argumentative point of the book is to set the Son
clearly on the divine side of what Gregory in the first two books has called the
impenetrable barrier between the creator and the creature. Again we find that

* 1 have discussed this point in “Gregory of Nyssa as Deconstructionist”, Studien zu Gregor
van Nvisa und der christlichen Spdrantike, ed. H, Drobner, C. Clock (Leiden 1990), 99-123,
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for Gregory this teaching is necessary not only to secure the full divinity of the
holy trinity, but also to preserve the definition of man as that being uniquely
constructed so as to stand on the borderline between two realities, with the
capacity to move in either direction. “

The creature to whom the text of the Proverbs refers, according to Gregory,
i5 nol the Son eternally begotten before all the ages but the incamation
the Son in a human person. Better still, Gregory says, we can understand
passage as referring to the new creation of every person in whom Christ is
born by faith. This is the new man, recreated by the indwelling of Christ, wha
now becomes father not of wild and irrational beasts, but of men™, Here again
Gregory echoes that ancient theme of man suspended between the gods and
the beasts, capable of transformation in either direction. Here too Gregory has
discovered how the Christian Gospel responds to that primordial human an-
xiety. Christ is no longer a Hellenic teacher and guide as in the earlier works,
but a savior whose incarnation provides the antidote to Circe's potion. Mm
who have been enslaved to bestiality are now sel free once again (o separate
themselves from the wilderness and to create a human space conformed as far
as possible to the divine image. Indeed it is in this third book against
Eunomius that Gregory's second explicit reference to the myth of Circe ap-
pears. Eunomius 1s like a new Circe, Gregory says, drugging men into believing
in a created savior. Thus, while their bodies retain a human form, their souls
are transformed to the condition of brutes as they gobble up these deceptive
words like swine grubbing for acormns™. To accepl a created savior, Gregory
says elsewhere in the book, is to lose that capacity for human self-determination
which Christ alone can restore to men in their fallen state. Either men will
despise their fellow creature or by worshipping a creature will wind up wor-
shipping themselves, having rejected that nature which alone is fully free®.

Throughout the third book against Eunomius, Gregory is at pains to pre-
serve the immutability of the divine nature, even when incarnate. One con-
sequence of this argument is that Gregory also preserves the status of man as
that being who uniquely stands on the borderline of opposite forms. Created
intelligence, Gregory says, comes into being by participation in the divine life.
It is therefore always in a state of beginning. Humanity is a borderline
(nefoprog) nature, capable of moving in either direction — toward being and
life or non-being and death™, Mankind stands in the middle of two lives.
Although formed in the image of God and with the capacity for perpetual
growth in that form, humanity by its own free act rejected that image and
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refashioned itself in the image of sin and death™. Here Gregory has taken the
ancient Jewish idea of the choice between life and death, which dernives from
Deuteronomy 30.15 and finds expression in the early Christian text known as
the Didache, and combined it with the Hellenic notion of man as a fragile
being suspended between the gods and the beasts. He has also discovered the
reason for the entrance of the second person of the trinity into human life,
Christ is not, he says, a messenger like Moses or John the Baptist. He is rather
the Good Shepherd who left behind the supercelestial flock to save the one
who had been lost. Human nature could not return by itself, Therefore He who
knew no sin became sin for us. By becoming what men are, he reunited
mankind to God, The new man in whom the fullness of God dwelt bodily he
joined into kinship with the Father. What happened in the human nature of the
Christ became a commen grace for us all®,

We could follow the development of Gregory's understanding of the signif-
icance of the Christ-event through some of his sermons of the period and
through his response to the issues raised in the controversy with Apollinarius,
Our focus, however, is on Gregory's understanding of man in relationship to
the themes of classical culture. We can bring the discussion to a close by look-
ing briefly at a few central themes from three of Gregory’s later works.

In the Catechetical Orarion. which presumes that the reader has access (o
Gregory’s dogmatic works and therefore dates to the latter half of the 380°s,
Gregory turns his attention for one last time to the anthropological issues on
which he had speculated in his earliest works™. He echoes many of the themes
and much of the language of those earlier discussions, but now with significant
differences of understanding. Earlier he had thought of human nature as a being
in whom the intelligible and the sensible meet to do battle or as a member of the
intellectual order for whom an earthly body represents a kind of exile, neces-
sary as a provision for sin. Gregory now develops the suggestion he had first
entertained in the Homilies on the Lord’s Prayer. There, he had speculated that
perhiaps the reason for the juxtaposition of the intelligible with the sensible in
man is to unite the entire creation, so that neither the lower should be without
a share in the upper nor the upper in the lower®. In the Catechetical Oration
Gregory combines this idea with the Biblical notion of man as having dominion
over the created world. God created man as a mixed nature, Gregory says, so
that the earthly might be raised up to the divine and beauty thereby be com-
municated equally to the whole creation. The union of the sensible with the
intelligible in man is a harmony of opposites that unites the whole created

®GNO I, 293.1-13,

W OGNO L 274.6-21, 293,16-294.4.

" O the date, see the excellent discussion of Rewnbard Kees, Die Lelire von der Qikonomia
Gottes in der Oratio Catechetica (Gregors von Nyvssa (Leiden 1995).

o PG 44, 1165B-C.
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order in a manner analogous to the harmony of opposites by which the maters
ial order itself is held in being®. A

Consistent with this more positive understanding of the role of man within
the created universe, Gregnr}f ﬂppruar.hea the question of the changes wrought
in human nature as a prevision for sin differently in the Carechetical Oration

as cnmpamtl wath the Hakmg uf Muan. He no longer ‘iUEEbbtb that God beg

bt}d}f. but rather ‘that capaci[}.f for dying which is peculiar t-::r the irrati al
nature’. In other words, man was designed and intended to raise the material
nature towards the intellectual. Thus, man’s body was immortal. But God
created it in such a way that the humnan body would become mortal and subject
to the law of decay if human nature failed in its mission. This is a providential
gift. 5in deforms the link between mind and body. In death that link is dis-
solved, and in the resurrection the proper relationship between the intellectual
and the sensible is restored®.

While Gregory continues to associate the divine image in man specifically
with the intellectual element, he no longer sees its juxtaposition with the sen-
sible as a form of alienation or imprisonment, whether within space or within
time. He emphasizes rather that the most significant aspect of the divine nature
and of its human image is the possession of a sovereign freedom from all
external necessity, symbolized especially by freedom from death. Conversely,
the distinguishing mark of the irrational nature is its enslavement to physical
necessity, represented especially by its capacity for dying. Furthermore,
although Gregory does not explicitly say so, this new view of man as a being
endowed with the free capacity for unifying all existing things with each other
and with God makes man an image of God in the sense of possessing a creative
power. As a created creator, however, human beings also have the capacity for
failure, and it is from this failure of freedom that evil arises. Evil is a blight on
being, a form of deconstruction that results from the distortion of created free-
dom®,

Gregory has now moved from a Platonizing understanding of man as standing
on the borderline between intelligence and matter to a more Christian and
Pauline understanding of man as poised between freedom and slavery. At the
same time that he has moved beyond his youthful and uncritical Platomism, he

5 PG 45, 23B-D. Compare the similar argument in On the Death of Infants, GNO TILH,
J8.16-25. See Marguerite Harl, *La croissance de 1'ame selon le de infaniibus de Grégoire de
Nysse', Vigilige Christianae 34 (1980) 237-259,

63 P 45, 33B-C.

“ PG 435, 24D-25A. Sec my comments in ‘Non-Being and Evil in Gregory of Nyssa®, Vigiliae
Christianae 44 (19900 136-167.
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has also used the language and categories of Platonic analysis to develop his
new understandings. Most interestingly, Gregory has given powerful new
Christian expression to the ancient idea ol man as suspended between the gods
and the beasts, capable of transformation in either direction. As beast, he sinks
hack into bondage. As an image of the heavenly power, he creates for himself
a umique identity as Lord of Creation, rising towards freedom and bringing the
whole cosmos with him.

We can see some of the results of this new approach in Gregory’'s most
mature works — the commentary on the Life of Moses and especially the
Homilies on the Song of Songs. Again, we must limit the discussion to a few
examples. In the Life of Moses, Gregory interprets the story of Pharaoh's
decree for the slaughter of all the male children as a struggle between tyranny
and freedom for possession of the human soul. The birth of Moses represents
the human soul, which is always in process of being born. Such birth 1s not
controlled by external force or accident, but by an interior act of purposeful
free choice. “We are our own fathers’, Gregory says, “siring ourselves to be of
whatever sort we wish, whether a female child enslaved to a tyrant, or a male
child who is the enemy of the tyrant’®. Although Gregory reveals here and
elsewhere that he is himself enslaved to the ancient association of the female
with matter and the male with intelligence, he has identified the real struggle
as being not that between the intelligible and the sensible, but between free-
dom and bondage. For Gregory, man in his fallen state is bound like Pro-
metheus to the rock of necessity. He goes on to interpret the burning bush as a
figure for the incarnation, by the power of which men can, like Moses, defeat
the tyrant and march into freedom®. It is worth recalling again that tyranny
is precisely what Prometheus complains of. It is in this work that we find
Gregory's third explicit reference to the myth of Circe. The sorcery of Balaam
represents the beastification of man, as if poisoned from Circe’s bowl. The
friend of God frees himself from that tyranny and speaks with the liberty of a
citizen in the city of God®,

Some of the best examples of Gregory's new understanding of man as sus-
pended between the creative freedom of God and the brutish enslavement of a
beast appear in the Homilies on the Song of Songs. Frequently, throughout this
work of truly prodigious length, Gregory speaks of man as on the borderline of
two ways of life, In the sixth homily, for example, he says that human nature
is receptive of whatever it wishes to be. Towards whatever the inclinations of
its freedom lead it, that it becomes. Human nature is ke a mirror, changing 1ts
form in accordance with the motions of its will, If it turn towards gold, gold it

5 GNO VILI, 34.11-14,
" GNO VILi, 41.13-16.
T GNO VILi, 142.10-144.20.
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becomes, If it wishes, it can also take on the impression of a frog or a toad®®,
This capacity for metamorphosis extends, consistent with Gregory’s idea of
man as responsible for the beautification of all earthly nature, to the very
nature of the reality that human beings confront. Gregory uses the two trees
planted in the center of the garden of Eden as an example of how scripture
invites the reader to look beneath the surface of an apparently contradictory
text. It is impossible for two trees to occupy the same center, he says. There 15
therefore but one tree — the tree of life and the tree of death. It becomes the
one or the other according as men choose to construct it. When man rejected
in disobedience the abundance of good things and became filled instead with
the fruit of destruction, he immediately exchanged his divine life for that of the
irrational beast™. This image recurs again and again in the homilies. The leopards
and hons of the text represent the beastification of man. Mankind voluntarily
doffed its divine form and was bestialized in the likeness of a leopard™. That
this loss involves rather submission to intellectual slavery than the acquisition
of sexuality is clear throughout these homilies. In a particularly fine passage
that recalls the binding of Prometheus and anticipates Dante’s frozen lake of
Hell, Gregory characterizes men as having become frozen in a deathly winter
of immohility — rock, instead of man, lacking the capacity for self movement,
Then the Sun of rightecusness arose to melt the frost and bring springtime..
Warmed by the Word of God, human nature becomes once again a running
spring welling up to eternal life”.

A particularly striking passage in the sixth homily shows us both how much
Gregory has transcended his earhier vertical structuring of reality and how
much he retains the language in which that earlier view had been expressed.
The supreme division of existing things, he says, is that between the intellectual
and the sensible. The intellectual is unlimited and without boundary. The sensible
is contained within definite limits of size, weight, and shape. The intellectual
is free of such limits. He goes on, as in the first book against Eunomius, to
subdivide the intellectual into the uncreated nature and the created. The un-
created nature remains always what it is. The created intellectual nature is
always in the process of being created and of changing itself for the better as
it rises without limit towards the unreachable source of all being™. At the end
of the homilies, in a passage reminiscent of the discussions of time in the earlier
works, but again with significant differences of understanding, Gregory says.
that God set a goal and perfection on each of his creatures. Human nature,
however, fell away from that perfection. In its return to the good in the second

# GNO VI, 102.4-104,10.
4 GNO VI, 248.12-351.2.
™ GNO W1, 251.1-7.

L GNO VI, 147.6-148.1.
2 GNO VI, 173.7-174.20.
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creation that Christ has wrought, there is necessarily an extensional course
measured differently for each soul™. In these passages the spatial attributes
that had differentiated the sensible from the intelligible in Gregory's earlier
works have been transformed into the moral dimensions that measure man's
use of his capacity for self-formation. The language is that of Platonic dualism.
The conception of extensionality is that of Stoic physics. The expression is of
Christian vocation. The underlying theme is of classical humanism, a response
to Pindar’s sad resignation in the face of death and demal.

In Gregory’s well known doctrine of perpetual progress in the good, made
possible by the quickening power of the indwelling Christ, we encounter &
Christian counterpart to the myth of Circe. Trapped in the form of swine,
enslaved to the tyranny of an external necessity, Odysseus’ men plead in unin-
lelligible grunts for their freedom and the restoration of their human form.
Odysseus' only recourse is to charm Circe so that, again by external means,
she will administer the antidote. The Christian Odysseus takes up residence
within the bestialized form of man and restores to it the power for its own
transformation.

By the time he had worked his way through the issues raised by the debate
with Eunomius, Gregory had made the Christian language of life and death,
sin and salvation, Adam and the new Adam, into a new myth for expressing
the paradox of man as a being endowed with the intelligence of the gods, but
deprived of the sovereign autonomy that is the birthright of the intelligent
being. Moreover, he has made this language respond to the dilemma of Oedipus
s0 as to transform human life from tragedy 1o comedy. The Christian myth ends
not with a Hesiodic age of iron turning to rust, but with the restoration of the
zolden age. The story of man instead of being a tragedy about a fundamentally
noble character who comes to an unhappy ending, as Aristotle defined it, is
now a comedy in the Christian sense that Dante was to give to that genre. The
being who had become unable to realize the ambitions of his nobility has been
restored to freedom. That, according to Gregory, is why Christ said to his
disciples (John 15.15), ‘Now I call you no longer servants, but friends’. This is
Christian Hellenism. Christian language addresses itself to an ancient theme
and offers a new resolution for the tensions expressed in a pagan language.
The process is mutual and dynamic. For the ancient pagan theme is one of the
factors leading to a fully developed Christian understanding of the human sit-
uation.

B GNG VI, 457.21-459.1.



L.e probléeme de la date de la mort
de Saint Basile de Césarée

Elie MouTsouLas, Athénes

La vie et I'ceuvre de Saint Basile de Césarée, Basile le ‘grand’, comme
I'Eglise 1'appelle, titre donné rarement et aux grandes personnalités comme
'empereur Constantin ou Saint Athanase, a depuis longtemps attiré 1intérée
des patrologues et plus gene.mlemem des philologues et des historiens. U]:[
point sur lequel ils ne se sont pas mis d'accord est la date de sa mort.

La date traditionelle du 1° janvier 379, qui depuis Tillemont' et Dom
Maran® ful acceptée presque unanimement, et qui méme avant Tt"Eﬂ’lﬂﬁt
n'avait pas provoqué de doute que seulement quand i 1'année placée plus 16t on
plus tard®, date qu’on trouve méme aujourd hui presque dans tous les manuels
de Patrologie est mis en doute par plusieurs patrologues. Parmi eux quelques
uns ont considéré cette date comme jour de I'enterrement du grand docteur,

faite un ou deux jours aprés sa mort, selon le Prof. Papadopoulos* ou & peu

prés un mois avant (c.a.d. fin novembre, début décembre 378) selon le Prof.
Callinicos®. Prof. Hauschild parle de la fin de 378 sans préciser la date de la
mort®,

Mais il y a d’autres opinions plus extrémes qui se sont exprimées. En 1981
Alan D. Booth dans un article consacré i la jeunesse de Jeréme a proposé le

! Lenain de Tillemont, Ménmoires pour servir @ Phistoire ecclésiastique des six premiers
sigefes, 1.9 (Venise, 1737}, p. 278.

= Dom Maran, *Vita 5, Basili Magni’, Patrologice Cursus Compleius, Series (Graeca (Paris,
1857), p. CLXL

¥ Comme Prof. 1-R. Pouchet le remargue ‘les supputations de C. Baronius, {Annales eccle-
stastici éd, de Cologne 1609 1, 4 col. 408410 et 4 =a svite de CJ, von Hefele, Konzilienge-
sehichre Bd. 1, Teil 2 5. 743) en Taveur du 1# janvier 378 ainsi que celles de Clinton, en faveur
du 1¥ janvier 380, n'ont jamais fait 'unanimité chez les érudits’. Prof. J.-R. Pouchet se référe
aussi A G, Rauschen, Jahrbiicker der christlichen Kirche wnter dem FKaiver Theodosius dem
Crrossen (Freiburg im Briesgau, 1897), pp. 476-477, 1R, Pouchet, ‘La date de 1’éléction épisco-
pale de Smint Basile et celle de sa mort', Revie d"histoive ecolésiasigue 87 (1992), p. 5 n. 2

1 8. Papadopoulos, Basile le Grand, Vie et Théologie (Athéncs, 1981 (Gr.), p. 53 n. 19,

* . Callinicos, 'Contributions an probléme concernant la date de la rédaction des lettres de
St Basile', Ecclésiasticos Pharos (Gr.) . 61 (1979), p. 47,

& Basilius von Caesarea, Briefe, Erster Teil, Eingeleitet, iibersetzt und erlautert von Walf-Dieter
Hauschild (Stuttgart, 1990), p. 22, note 50. Basilius ... Dritter Teil ... {Stuttgart, 1993), pp. 28-
29,
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14 juin 3777 — le 14 juin c’est le jour de la féte du Saint par I’Eglise Catho-
lique et de son élévation & I'épiscopat par le Martyrologe romain — comme
date de la mort de Saint Basile. Influencé par cette opinion le Prof. Maraval
dans un article paru en 1988 a la Revie o' Etudes Augustiniennes a proposé le
mois d’aoiit de 377 comme le moment de la mort de Saint Basile corrigeant
seulement la date mais pas 1'année®. Plus recemment Prof. Pouchet se distancie
aussi 'opinion traditionelle et bien qu’il se base sur plusicurs arguments du
Prof, Maraval il le corrige quand & 1'année et le mois. 1l parle de la fin de sep-
termbre de 378 et plus exactemnent du 20 septembre de cette année®. Prof Pou-
chet arrive 4 ces conclusions car il combine le temps de la mort de Saint Basile
avec le terms de son éléction épiscopale, qui, selon 'opimion traditionelle
depuis Tillemont a eu licu le mois de septembre de 370, puisque nous savons
gue Basile fut huit années complétes évéque de Césarée. Je n'al sur ce point
que de rappeller I'un des douze épigrammes que Saint Grégoire de Nazianze a
consacré 4 Saint Basile aprés sa mort. Il s’agit de ['épigramme 10 ol nous
lisons: "Oxtuetéc Aaoio Bedppovog fivie Teivag, Totto mévay thv oV, G
Bacireie, dhiyov’, Pendant huit ans tu as fermement tenu les rénes d'un
peuple pieux, et ce fut 14, Basile, le moindre de tes travaux)™ Nous ne pouvons
pas ne pas mentionner le témoignage de Saint Grégoire de Nysse, qui dans son
ceuvre sur la *Vie de Sainte Macrine® dit qu™ayant accompli huit ans comme
¢véque pendant la neuvieme année de son épiscopat Basile émigra des
hommes vers Dieu™®, L'indication ‘1 éviate vievtd’ devait étre gardé par
le Prof. Maraval dans sa traduction.

Parmi les opinions jusqu’d maintenant exprimées celle qui est la plus proche
de la notre est celle du Prof. Pouchet. Malgré cela nous nous différencions un
peu et celd & cause du fait que pour nous 'ordination épiscopale de Saint
Basile n'a eu lieu au mois de septembre de 370 mais le 14 juin 370. Le plus
grand argument est le témoignage du Martyrologe Romain que nous avons
mentioné et qui parlant du 14 juin nous informe que St Basile *qua die ordina-
tus fuit episcopus’. L'opinion du Prof. Callinicos selon laguelle ce temoignage
est une invention par 'explication de la célébration du Saint & ce jour-la
par I'Eglise Catholique!’ nous parait sans fondement. Baronius déja, qui avec
precaution avait étudié les sources, se basant sur ce témoignage considére le
14 juin 370 comme jour de 1'élection de Saint Basile au si¢ge épiscopale. La
différence est que comme 1l croit que |'évéque de Césarée est mort le 1 janvier
379, il précise que Saint Basile a gardé la chair de Césarée pour 8 ans 6 mois

T Alan D. Booth, "The Chronology of Jerome's Barly Years', Phoenix 35 (193810, pp. 237-259.

® P. Maraval, ‘La date de la mort de Basile de Césarée...”, p. 31.

# I.-R. Pouchet, ‘La date de I'éléction... ", p. 20, 32.

% Bibliothéque des Pires Grees, Bd. Apostoliki Diakonia de 1'Bglise Grecque L 62 (Athénes,
1982), p. 290,21-22.

0 Vie de Sainte Macrine § 14, Ed. P. Maraval, Sources Chrétiennes [ 78, pp. 188-189.

1, Callinicos, "Contnbutions...", op. cit., p. 42,
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et 16 jours'?. Comme nous essayerons de prouver terminus ante quem pour Ja
mort de Saint Basile est le 15 septembre et étant donnée que sa mort 4 eu ligy
pendant la neuviéme année de son épiscopat celle-ci n'a eu lieu que trés pro=
bablement pendant la premiére moitié de ce mois. N

Bien que nous n'avons pas le temps de parler en détail pour le moment de
son élection épiscopale nous devons souligner que 1’opinion de Baronius n'a
pas €té exclue par des éminents historiens comme F. Loofs et J. Schifer, la
premier disant que 1'élection de Saint Basile a eu lieu entre printemps el
automne 37004 et le second en été 370, Les arguments du Prof, Callinicos g
propose le janvier-tévrier 37015 comme celle de la plupart des historiens, qui g

cants.

Dans la suite en me basant sur presque les mémes arguments gue les “"3:":
Maraval et Pouchet je tacherai de prouver que ma proposition est la plus pro-
bable. -

Dans sa vie & Sainte Macrine et au § 15 Saint Grégoire écrit *"Evatog iyl
peTd o mibog Tovto unv §j mkpdv tnép Tolto Kal ouvodog EmoKOmmy
Keta T CAvTiogou oy fpoideto, fig kol fueic petéoyousy’ et selon la
traduction du Prof. Maraval ‘neuf mois on guére plus, aprés ce deuil, se tint &
Antioche un synode d'évéques auguel nous-mémes primes part’'®, La plopart
des historiens plagairt le synode d' Antioche au mois de septembre de 379, pre-
nant comme base le 1% janvier comme jour de la mort de Saint Basile. Maig
nous avons des raisons de déplacer avec les Prof. Maraval et Pouchet ce
synode aux mois mai et juin et plus exactement & partir du 15 mai étant don-
née qu’a cette année 1a PAques tombait le 21 avril et qu’il fallait & peu prés trois:
semaines, afin que les évéques puissent arriver de leur diocése & Antioche.

Le synode a dure a peu pres un mois car, comme Prof. Pouchet le souligne,
le plus tard le 22 juin Grégoire devait quiter Antioche pour la Cappadoce!”. Ce
voyage a duré i peu prés quinze jours. Et pour le voyage jusqu’au Pont il
fallait encore dix jours, comme Grégoire méme le souligne & sa 19° letire!®,
Grégoire arriva an Pont le 18 juillet, la veille de la mort de sa sceur. lls avaient
pendant toute la journée une longue conversation que Grégoire expose dans
son ceuvre “Sur 'iime et la résurrection’, Soulignons qu’en faveur de 1'été

12 C, Baronius, Annales.. ., op. cit,, p. 281,

1 F, Loofs, Eustarhins von Sehasre und dic Chronelogie des Basilius-Briefe (Halle. 1898)
p. 3l

1% 1. Schifer, Basiliuy des Grossen Beziehungen zum Abendiande (Miinster 1.W,, 1909), p. 31,

15 ., Callinicos, ‘Contributions...”, op. cit.. p. 42,

I Vie de Sainte Macrine.. , op, cil., pp. 190-191.

" LR. Pouchet..., op. cit., p. 20.

V& Greporii Nysseni Epistnlae, Ed. G. Pasquali {Leiden, 1959), p. 65.
2 1" Ed. F. Oehler, Gregor's Bischof's ven Nvssa Gesprach mit seiner Schwester Macring,
Uber Seele wund Auferstehung (Leipzig, 1858, Bibliothéque des Peres Grees, 1. 68; Athénes,
989, pp. 319-377.
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pour I'arrivée de Grégoire 4 Anessi parle un détail que Girégoire donne f.lansl 54
vie i Maerine, c.a.d. qu'il se reposa ‘dans un jardinet, i ’ombre d;s ln:d_l::.‘:' EE”‘_
La féte de Sainte Macrine le 19 juillet est une preuve supplémentaire mais tres
importante pour la verification de notre proposition sur la datation de 'itine-
raire de Grégoire, |

Un autre élément qui fortifie notre supposition que la morl de Saint Basile a
eu licu entre le 1 et le 15 septembre est que pendant ce temps la deux grandes
fates ¢laient célébrées o Césarée, La premidre, le 2 septembre, on commémorait
le martyre Mamas. Saint Basile lui a consacré un sermon, prononce p-f:ndﬂﬂt
cette féte?!, 11 conclut ce sermon en précisant que cette féte donne fin aux
prigres de I'année précédente et est la téte du nouvel an®2, Pour Basile début du
nouvel an est ici le mois de septembre.

La seconde féte est celle du martyre Eupsychios, célebrée selon la lettre 100
de Saint Basile 4 Busébe de Samosate le 7 septembre. On peut comparer les
lettres 176 et 200 4 Amphiloche d'lkonium dont la seconde parle du martyre
Eupsychios?. La lettre 252 aux évéques du Pontos® combine les deux t"Etn?s
des martyrs Eupsychios et Mamas et d’autres martyrs que I'Eglise de Cesarce
et des alentours célébraient au début du mois de septembre. Pendant ce temps
la les évéques se reunissaient en synode pour regler les affaires ecclésiastiques.
On peut expliquer par conséquent pourquoi I'église de Cappadoce a tram_:fér&
la célébration de la féte de Saint Basile au début de ’année civile, au mois de
janvier.

Venons maintenant aux deux oraisons funébres de Grégoire de Nysse™ et de
Grégoire de Nazianze® prononcées selon la date presqu’unamimement aceep-
tée au | janvier 381 et 382 reciproquement. Tous les deux ont un ton pancgy-
rique et ne donnent aucur indice sur le jour de la mort de Saint Basile. La fEte
de Saint Basile se presente comme le couronnement d’une série de fétes qui
commence avec la ‘Téte des fétes’, No&l. Ensuite vient la féte de Saint Etienne,
des apitres Pierre et Jacques, de Saint Jean Baptiste et de Saint Paul, CUI’J’!I"FLE
Prof. Jean Bernardi le remarque en se référant spécialement au serman de Saint
Grégoire de Nysse ‘ce discours reléve d'une tentative de création liturgique

M Gregorii Nysseni, Opera Ascetica, Ed. VW, Callahan, Ed. 3 (Leiden, 1986}, p. 391, 11-13.
Ed. P. Maraval (SC 78, pp. 202, 1-3; 203, 1-3), BPG 6%, p. 111, 28-28,

A BPG 54, pp.o212-216,

2 Op, cit., p. 216, 20-24,

B Cuint Basile. Lertres L 1. Bd, Y, Courtonne (Paris, 1957}, p. 219, 22-23. BP(G 535, 133, 25-
26,

3 Saint Basile, Lettres 1. 11, Bd, Y. Courtonne (Paris, 1961}, p. 165, 35-36. BPG 35, 229, 17-
28,

35 Qaint Basile, Leftres t, 11 Ed. Y. Courtenne (Paris, 1966), p. 93, BPG 35, 312,

% (Greporii Nvsseni Sermones, Pars 11, In Basilium fratrem, Ed. O. Lendle {Leiden, 1990,
pp. 109-134. BPG 69, 352-367. , ] -y

7 F. Boulenger, Grégoire de Nuzianze, Discours funébres en I"honneur de son fréve Césaire
et de Basile de Cészarde (Paris, 1908), pp. 58-230. BPG 60, 136-179.
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pour la date du 1¢ janvier’ et il considére le culte rendu & la mémoire de Saip
Basile comme une création collective de |'épiscopat cappadocien®®, 11 est trag
probable que le 1* janvier 380 le sermon & Césarée a été prononecé pae
I"évéque de la ville, Hélladios. 1l faut remarquer qu’il v a une différence .
la féte d'un martyre, qu'on célébre le jour de sa mont, qu'on appelle ‘yev
dA10¢ fiugpa’ car ¢'est le jour qu'il est né aux cieux, et la féte des saints en
général, qu'on ne célebre pas obligatoirement le jour de leur mort, Comme jus-
tement Prof. Bernardi le remarque ‘en affirmant que Basile est apparu ay
moment précis ot I'Eglise avait besoin de lui par combatire le fléau propre A
I’époque — fléau qui consiste dans la renaissance de 1'idélatrie sous le vis
de I'arianisme — en le comparant successivement 4 Saint Paul et Saint Jean-
Baptiste, & Elie, Samuel et Moise, Grégoire s'efforce d’égaler Basile aux plus
grands 'Y, A

Nous ne pouvons pas accepter 1'opinion du Prof. Callinicos, selon laguelle
c'est Basile lui-méme qui a suggéré i Grégoire I'organisation de cette célébra-
tion. C'est clair que la phrase ‘tov Swtedévia fuiv v napolicay Tavie
yopw™ — celui qui nous offert ce jour de joie — ne signifie pas ‘il nousa
ordonné’ o ‘il nous a conseillé la célébration de cette féte’. La phrase
indique seulement que Saint Basile fut la cause de cette célébration, 1

En concluant notre communication et sans pretendre avoir définitivement
resolu le probléme nous proposons comme date plus probable de la mort de
Saint Basile les jours entre le 1* et le 15¢ septembre 378, |

** I Bemardi, La prédication des Péres Cappadociens (Paris, 1968}, p. 314.
¥ Op. ¢it., pp. 313-314,

4 Ed. 0. Lendle. .., op. cit., p. 110, 19-20. BPG 69, 353, 6-7.

W C. Callinicos, *Contributions...”, op. ¢it., pp. 44-45,

Narrative Dimensions in Gregory of Nyssa’s Life of Macrina

M.B. PrRANGER, Amsterdam

Recently Harold Bloom, in his book The Western Canon', put forward as
one of the criteria for canonicity, — in addition to so obvious a requirement as
originality — a certain enduring strangeness and, consequently, a cerlain inex-
haustibility of the work of art. Surely, by strangeness and inexhaustibility he
does not mean an unlimited proliferation of meaning to be read into the text by
the interpreter. As far as Bloom is concerned, the latter mode of reading is
exactly what his postmodern oppenents — the School of Resentment as he
calls them — try to do. For Bloom what makes art canonical consists rather of
the text (in the case of literature) staying aloof and remote even after countless
readings throughout the centuries. It is this proud containment of the text
rather than its being part of a borderless textual pattern substituting for reality
that guarantees the permanence of its attractiveness.

Unfortunately, Bloom spoils much of his argument by adding, at the end of his
book, a list of works which, in his view, are to be considered canonical. Besides
heing arbitrary, this list is conspicuous for the absence of ancient and medieval
Christian works. There is no mention whatsoever of any Greek-Chnistian writing
and, as far as Latin is concerned, under the heading: “The Middle Ages: Latin,
Arabic and the Vernacular before Dante’, only Augustine’s The Ciry of God and
The Confessions are mentioned?. It seems to be sheer ignorance on Bloom's
part, which has prevented him from including in his list masterworks from the
ancient Christian period®. Why, for instance, mention Augustine and none of the
Cappadocians? What about Gregory of Nyssa? As both Lowther Clarke and Van
der Meer have argued with regard to his Life of Macring®, *should this treatise’

| Harold Bloom, The Western Canon. The Books and School of the Ages (New York, 1994)

ch. 1, pp. 27-51.
1 Bloom, The Western Canon, p. 491,
} For a masterly exposé of the literary world created by the Greek Fathers, see M. Harl, ‘L&

langage de I'expérience religicuse chez les Péres grecs', Rivista di Storia e Letteratura religiosa
13 (1977} pp. 5-34. i

¢ The following edition has been used: Vie de Sainte Macrine. Introduction, texte cnfique,
notes ef index par Pierre Maraval {(Sources chrétiennes 178; Paris, 1971). In the Leiden edition
of the complete works ((Fregorii Nysseni opera, eds. W. Jacper, H. Langerbeck, H. Démie Hrfd H.
Hisener) it has appeared in velume 8/1: Vita Sanctae Macrinae, ¥, Woods Callahan ed. (Leiden,
1963) pp. 370-414, An excellent, modern English translation is The Life of Satmt Macrina by
Gregory, Bishop of Nyssa, translated with introduction and notes by Kevin Corrigan {Toronto,
1987, third edition 1995).
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— and, so one might add, a work such as The Lr:fe‘ of Moses®* — ‘have been
written in the fourth century before rather than in the fourth century .,.'
Christ, it would doubtlessly have become one of the world's classics’s, ;

Now there is another reason why Gregory’s exclusion from Bloom’s list fﬁ
to be regretied. However understandable Bloom's anger with regard to the
diminishing appreciation of quality in the arts and letters may be, efforts on the
part of postmodern thinkers such as Derrida to link concepts borrowed from
modern art and literature such as multidimensionality and the meaning of affir-
mation and negation in language to older texts seem to be legitimate and
rewarding. In that respect it comes as no surpris:ré: that on several occasions

himself on an mtr:n-;wc reading of Faauda -Dionysian texts’. Those 1:3::1-; dppﬂ.t
&ml}' provide Dm‘ndd. w1th the ]mgmstm and ph]l-::w-‘.tjph:u:a] d}rnﬁamlam ]'I&

to DthEI t&:ﬂa.

In Gregory of Nyssa we have someone who might be able to bridge the gap
between Bloom’s wish for the aloof articulateness of literature and Derrida’ ;;;
efforts to unsettle clear cut textual boundaries in an ever expanding process of
affirmation and negation. In his Life of Moses, for instance, Gregory {..levf..lnﬁe&
the facts of history — which, as in the case of Moses, have a strength all of
their own — through the dynamism injected in history by contemplation (Hs@-
pic). The latter is in no way separated from the former, nor is the spiritualisation’
of the text which is brought about by Bewpia to be viewed as a duplication
which, in fact, would be alien to the original, When Gregory, in his famous
concept of énéwrtaoic, describes the soul as continuously raising itself up-
ward, driven by the desire for heavenly things, stretching itself toward the
future, always bent on climbing higher mountain peaks and incessantly look-
ing for new incitements to fly even higher after what has been achieved so far,
he presents his reader with the picture of Moses who did not cease in his
efforts to move on.

Paradoxically, Gregory shapes Moses’ burning desire hopefully to go on
towards Beauty by once more summing up, in a staccato-like rhapsody, the
basic, “historical” facts from the latter’s life. In the enclosure of their pastness,
those facts only help to emphasize the basic openness of Zméxtaoig: ‘He

* The following edition has been used: La vie de Moive, Introduction, texte critique, notes et
index par Jean Daniélou {Sources chrétiennes 1; Paris, 1965). In the Leiden cdition of the coms
plete works (Gregorii Nysseni opera, eds. W_ Jaeger, H. Langerbeck, H. Dérrie and H. Himmer)
it has appeared as volume 7/1, De Vita Moysis, ed. H. Musurillo (Leiden, 1964),

® F. van der Meer and G, Bantelink. Gregorius van Nyisa: Het leven van de heilige Macring
{(Utrecht, 1971}, p. 7, guoting from W.K. Lowther Clark, 5i Gregory of Nyvssa, The Life of St
Macring (London, 1916).

! See especially J, Derrida, *Comment ne pas parler, Dénégations’, Povehe. Diventions de
Pautre (Paris, 1987) pp. 535-595.
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refuses falsely to be known as the son of the Queen of Egypt. He revenges the
Hebrew man. He withdraws to the desert where he stays untroubled by the life
of men. .. He shines with glory. And, having raised himself to such heights, he
¢fill burns with desire and he is insatiable, always longing for more, still thirst-
ing after what he has not yet achieved. And since he has not yet achieved full
fruition, he implores God to manifest Himself to him, not through participation
but such as He is'®.

Thanks to the works of Jean Daniélou the notion of énéxtaois has been
shown to reveal the dynamism of Gregory's thought”. However, as the title of
Dani¢lou’s first major publication about Gregory suggests (Plaronisme et
théologie mystique), it is the philosophical/theological discourse which is the
ohject of his investigations and in which, accordingly, a concepl such as Emex-
et is embedded'®, What 1 would like to propose in this paper, is 10 take
Dani¢lou’s analysis one step further and examine whether the basic openness
inherent in Gregory's thought also figures in the text itself. In other words, we
may ask whether not only Gregory's thought as distilled from the text but also
the rhetorical structure of the text itself contains elements of openness, unrest
and striving for more and higher goals without ‘unhistorically’ evaporating
into thin air'!, As for The Life of Moses 1 have indicated that the enumeration of
historical facts right in the middle of Bewopin produces an effect of £xéxtecs,
So, it is not only Gregory saying that Moses, in spite of his splendid achieve-
ments so far, wants to move on to higher things. The very way he puts it —
the rhythm of the words, for instance, mimicking as it were a certain breath-
lessness — also contributes to the further intensification of desire.

Now I want to turn to the most ‘historical’ of Gregory's writings, The Life
of Macrina, and examine whether dynamism and openness can be maintained
in the face of the most crudely historical of facts, physical death'®,

¥ Vie de Motse, pp. 105, 106,

% Platonisme et théologie mystigue. Essal swr la dociring spirituelle de saint Grégoire de
Nyrse (Paris, 1944) pp. 309-327.

U For an analysis of Gregory's symbolic and biblical language as different from a philosophical/
theological approach, see M. Canévet, Grégoire de Nysse et I"herméneutique bibligue (Paris, 1983).
The “historical” nature of The life of Macrina does not mean that biblical notions do not play an
important part in the treatise (cf. E. Marotta, “La base biblica della Vita 5. Macringe di Gregorio
di- Nissa', Verera Christtanorim 5 (1968) pp. 73-88). However, my focus is on the narrative
aspects.

| Of course, it is possible to discern other aspects of Gregory's thought in The Life of Macrina,
Anthony Meredith, for one, describes Gregory’s main aim in this treatise as “secking o recommend
perfection of the life rather than the pursuit of truth... By the philosophic life he means primanly,
if not exclusively, the life of moral virtue'. Anthony Meredith, ‘A Comparizon between the Vita
Sanctae Macrinae of Gregory of Nyssa, the Vita Plotini of Porphyry and the Vita Pythagorica of
[amblichus’, in A Spira {ed.), The Biographical Works of Gregory of Nyssa, Proceedings of the
Fifth International Colloguinm on Gregory af Nyssa (Pamistic Monograph Senes 127 Cambridge,
Mass., 1984) pp. 181-195. The quotation is to be found on p. 191.

7 For a bibliography of works on The Life of Macring see Maraval’s edition, pp. 13-18,
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Right at the beginning Gregory uses rhetorical clichés to hint at the extra-
ordinary nature of his subject-matter by announcing his treatise, though being
written in the shape of a letter, to exceed the boundaries of that genre and al-
most turn into history writing because of the wealth (mAintog) of 1ts materiald,
Thus the treatise in its formal appearance is set in the epekratic key. The next
major feature of this treatise is its autobiographical nature. Of course, *auto-
biographical’ should not here be taken in a modern sense. It is rather linked to
the concept of émeéxteolg in that Gregory, whilst giving an eyewilness
account of his sister’s death, shapes himself as another Moses, both as a
bishop and priest and as a restless wanderer. It is the simultaneous occurrence
of those different features, the brother by nature, the bishop by profession, that
turns the text into an amalgam of ritual, historical and autobiographical elements.
To those elements a third one should be added. The relative fixedness of the

other two (brother and bishop) is broken into by the story being an account of

a brief visit. Gregory is coming and going. On the one hand, this focuses
the reader’s attention entirely on the purpose of that visit: the witnessing of
Macrina's death. But on the other hand, it introduces an elusive element into
the narration. However glorious the event of Macrina’s death may be, it is, or
rather becomes, through Gregory’s framing it as part of his own wandering
existence, part of an ongoing history projected towards horizons as yet un-
known.

This particular point is aptly illustrated by the way Gregory concluded his
Life of Macrina. For the end of the funeral ceremony does not coincide with
the end of the narration. In modem terms, one would be tempted to say that at
the end of his account of Macrina's life and death Gregory has not yvet come to
terms with his own role in that story. Put in Gregorian terms proper, one might
say that what is still lacking is a certain degree of Bewpia, an appreciation of

the facts from a spiritual point of view. Admittedly, Gregory, both when

telling the story of Macrina’s life and when describing the death and funeral in-
cluding his own participation in the events, maintains a strong sense of dignity

and distance. Doing so, he intensifies the emotions involved in the story he 15

telling, busying himself, for instance, to calm down Macrina's fellow sisters,
the loudness of whose laments is so disturbing as to call for firm action (an
action, by the by, that quite handsomely diverts the attention from his own

sorrow at that particular moment), next taking the organisation of the funeral

in hand and, more generally, acting out the bishop rather than the brother!.

But that very same sense of dignity and distance also creates a feeling of
suspense, not least with regard to Gregory himself both as a participant in the
story and as its author. As a result, when all is said and done as far as the
events are concerned, the reader knows that, just as the facts reported in the

1 Vie de Macrine, p. 136,
4 Vie de Macrine, pp. 228-257.
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treatise transcend the limitations of the letter genre, so Macrina’s life and death
have gone beyond nature: beyvond the nature of her sex, beyond the common
measure of men, beyond the common bond of family ties. Yet, paradoxically,
the structures de la parenté keep underlying the narration. By their very per-
manence as well as by their being undermined by both death and forms of
superior life, they help to highlight the extraordinary, the epekraric nature of
the narration. An example. Occasionally, the reader does observe fraternal
pangs of emotion — Gregory being on the brink of shedding tears — coming
to the surface, just to be suppressed the next moment in view of higher duties.
Yet, unlike Augustine’s build up of his suppression of public mourning on
the occasion of his mother’s death culminating in a private, nocturnal outburst
of tears, Gregory deftly sticks to the descriptive mode — and thereby to his
episcopal dignity — till the very end. And even when, ultimately, he does
mention his own sorrow and tears, it is in a matter-of-fact like and ceremonious
way: "When I had settled all things regarding the funeral according to custom
and | had to depart again, I threw myself on the tomb and 1 kissed the dust.
Then I set out on the journey back, despondent and in tears, realising the size
of the good which my life had lost™15.

S0 far, so good. But what about the elusiveness mentioned above and the
fuct that the end of the funeral ceremony does not coincide with the end of the
narration? When Gregory next proceeds to conclude his story with the account
of a miracle performed by his sister, he seems to do what becomes standard
procedure in the writing of saint’s lives: the corroboration and confirmation of
the saint’s sanctity. Yet much more is at stake here. In the epilogue Gregory
resumes what he has been telling so far, raising history to the level of Bswpic
while remaining within the former’s bounds.

On his way back — notice that what Gregory is about to tell is part of the
resumption of his wandering existence — he meets a couple, more or less
related to the family, on its way to the place of mourmning. At this crossing
point of journeys to and from the (former) centre of events, the man, a soldier
from Sebastopol, tells Gregory the story of a miracle performed by Macrina'®,
What goes almost unnoticed in this shift from Gregory’s own account to the
story told by someone coming in from the outside — in modern terminology
one might call this a shift of focalisation!™ — is that, on their encounter and
before Gregory having the soldier tell his story, the two men ‘spontaneously’
burst into tears. Gone are the episcopal dignity and the rhetorical remoteness
of the narrator. At the end of his account receiving the gift of a story

3 Vie de Macrine, p. 256.

5 Vie de Macrine, pp. 256-257,

T Bee M. Ball, Narratelogy. Intraduction to the Theory of Narrative (Toronto, 1985); for an
application of the {(modemn) concept of focalisation to ancient (Greek) texts, sec [LF.J. de Jong,
Narrators and Focalizers. The Preseniation of the Sovy in the fliad (Amsterdam, 1987).
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(rpogelnks poi T duynpe)'® from someone else, Gregory seems 1o put an
end to his elusive dignity — he weeps freely — while at the same time becoming
remother than ever by wrapping his own account in that of a *stranger’. Thus
his own story is, retrospectively, retold and recharged.

Briefly the soldier’s story runs as follows. Once upon a time the couple visited
the monastery where Macrina and her brother Peter were living, in the com-
pany of their little daughter who suffered from an eye illness, The monastery
having separate quarters for men and women, the man joined Peter and the
monks, the woman and the child Macrina and 1ht: nuns. They talked and dined,
and time flew by. Macrina, being very sweet to the child, invited the woman
for dinner offering to reciprocate the honour of the woman’s acceptance of her
invitation with a cure for the little girl's disease. However, both the man and
the woman had such a good time in their respective quarters that they forgot
all about the promise until, already on their way back — here again, the leitmotif
of storytelling and wandering emerges —, they exchanged their experiences.

I told her what I had seen and heard in the monastery of the monks. But she told every-
thing elaborately and in detail, like a historical account, for it was her considered u:rpini:':h?ri' :
that nothing, not even the smallest detail, should be omitted. She recounted e'.rer}rl;]'ung :
in order (&Kﬂlﬂuﬂmr;} as in a narrative. And when she came to mention the moment
the promise of the cure had been given she interrupted her story and exclaimed: “What
has happened to us? How could we forget about her promise to provide the medication
of the eye cream? "1

Notice that both Gregory's ‘life of Macrina® and the soldier’s story are anr.-:
tailed in yet another narration: the woman’s detailed account of her L:ﬁptmenm :
In a biblical allusion (Matthew 11:4) the man talks about ‘seeing and hearing’,
thus hinting at the Bswpia Gregory is in the process of establishing through a
shift in focalisation ({the perception of Macrina’s life in the eyes of other nar-
rators). Next, the focus shifts once more, this time from the man to the eveﬂ'_'
more detailed account given by the woman. In the meantime the woman's
story remains part of her husband’s report of events 1o Gregory, the latter, in
turn, staying in place as the overall narrator. And of course, the subject of
the soldier’s story being an eve illness fits in nicely with Gregory’s general
search, in The Life of Macrina, for enlightenment, The theme of ‘light” emerging
at several places in the treatise, the interconnection of narrative elements 15
efficiently taken care of.

However, it is not Bewpie in its crudest form that produces a deeper insight
into the meaning of Macrina’s virtuous life and death. Here it is rather the
narrative frame containing and steering Hewpia that brings about new dimensions
of seeing and light. Supreme irony: the woman can be observed to tell every-

15 Vie de Macrine, p. 256.
¥ Vie de Macrine, pp. 260, 262.
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thing in detail and in the right order (GroAiotBog)™ juit 1o miss the essential
point. Thus the attention focuses on the forgotten promise of the eye cream. In
the meantime, however, the material aspect of that promise (the cream) has
disappeared: when the couple, still annoyed with themselves because of their
negligence, look at the girl, she turns out to be cured without material inter-
vention. Thus the final ordre du disconrs is firmly established. Ultimately, the
right narrative order appears to transcend the power of the narrator. Through a
process of narrative (self)-estrangement Gregory, in the end, has his story be
told by the silent prayer of his sister. That prayer produces Bewpic, while stay-
ing within the narrative. Accordingly, the soldier concludes his story as follows:

Why then should it be called out of the ordinary that God returns the sight o the blind
when today his servant has wrought such cures through faith in Him and performed a

miracle which equals the others (i.e. biblical ones)?!

Gregory has only to add to this an epekratic break down of the soldier’s — and
by implication, his own — story into tears. Just as, from a rhetorical point of
view, the size (mAfjBog) of the story exceeds the genre of letter writing, so the
soldier's story is drowned in tears:

Al those words his voice faltered and tears flooded his story,
That is what the soldier told me®2.

As far as the wandering bishop is concerned, he is moving on like another
Moses, As for the reader, however, he wonders who the narrator was that
wrapped his own story and sorrow in the soldier’s tears, and vanished.

M For a discussion of the concept of dxolovblie in Gregory's works, see 1. Daniélou, “Ako-
louthia cher Grégoire de Nysse', Revue des sciences religiewses 27 (1953), pp. 219249,

H Vie de Macrine, pp. 262, 264,

2 Vie de Macrine, p. 264,



La Magnanimité de David dans I'In Inscriptiones Psalmorum
de Grégoire de Nysse

J. EEYNARD, Alx-en-Provence

Greégoire de Nysse consacre, dans la seconde partie de son traité sur les ine

scriptions des psaumes, de longues pages au commentaire des titres des

psaumes 56, 57 et 58. Ces titres sont les suivants:

— Ps 36: gig 10 téhog py Sapbeipye 1o Aauid 6l otnhoypapiay £y
) ubTov drodidpdarely dnod tposhtou Luoui £lc 10 omyhaov *Pour la
fin, ne fais pas périr, par David, pour une inseription sur une stéle lorsqu’il
s'enfuit de devant Saiil dans la grotte’).

— Ps 57: gic 10 téhog un Sapbeipne 10 Aavisd sic CINADY puoioy

— Ps 38: glg 10 téhoc piy Sweleipnc 1 Acvid glg omnioypagpiay,
dmoTE dmeoteihev Taobd kai EpiLatev TOV olkov aited Tos Bovatoou
abTov (*... quand Saill envoya des gens et fit garder sa maison afin de le
er’),

Ces trois titres forment un ensemble lui-méme compris dans une série de
titres qui traite des relations entre David et Saiil, mais il se distinguent par la
répétition des neufs premiers mots. Ces mots sont 1'occasion d’un ample déve-
loppement sur la magnanimité du prophéte, vertu exemplaire digne de tous les
éloges.

Ces trois litres, par la mention du mot tehog, que Grégoire traduit par vikn,
font allusion & une victoire remportée sur 1'adversaire. De quelle victoire
s'agit-il? Pour la préciser, il faut scruter ‘les enigmes de 'histoire’ (té thg
lotopiag aiviypato) relatives & des épisodes de la vie de Saiil et de David.
Une objection textuelle améne alors Grégoire & préciser son exépgése: si I'ordre
chronologique n'est pas respecté puisque les titres des psaumes 51 et 53 rap-
portent des épisodes postérieurs i ceux mentionnés dans les titres de nos trois
psaumes, cette incohérence se justifie si 'on sait que "ordre chronologique est
au service d'une visée spirituelle qui prime sur ‘le hasard matériel des dvéne-
ments' (1} DAk cuvtuyia v tpovudtomy), La place de ces épisodes histo-
riques dans la série des titres est done I'indice de leur valeur éminente du point
de vue qui seul importe, celui de la perfection par la vertu,

Le titre du psaume 56 renvoie au récit de [Reg 24, 1-17: la rencontre dans
une grotte entre David et Saill (1) katé o onniaioy cuvipout). L'enjeu est
ainsi résumé: ‘Le pouvoir de tuer s'inverse: celui qui élait poursuivi pour étre
mis & mort se trouve en mesure d’assassiner celui qui cherche & le tuer, et alors

qu’il a la possibilité de tirer vengeance de son ennemi, il retient son POUVOIr
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autant qu'il lui est possible, en tuant, au lieu de son ennemi, sa propre colére
intérieure’. Grégoire amplifie considérablement le texie scripturaire pour
mieux faire ressortir 'exemplarité de |'attitude de Pav1d qui devient, dans le
contexte d une métaphore militaire filée, une 'Elll‘iST.iE!’. Apres que le Llécm: &uf
été planté (le désert de Judée, une grotte spacieuse gui ne presente f‘lu um
puverture détail ajouté), 'action s’engage entre Iuml_:‘.trul et téﬂﬂhl‘ﬂ?. Saiil,
engagé seul, bien en vue, dans la grotte oil se trouvent, mwa]hh.‘:::, DEw.I.d St Sv.?;
compagnons, enflamme le désir de vengeance dtﬁf dits compagnons; .EL":"rl
arréte leur élan et, dans 1’ombre, 4 I'insu de tous, d{:::r;:lupe un pan du manteau
de Saiil comme preuve de sa ‘philanthropie’ envers lu. “Par ].E' r:n .‘-’EI}’EIIH clai-
rement comment David enseignait la longanimité {H?HE'DEUFLEIJ:I .Ml triompha
par la raison de sa colére — viknooug @ AOYIGHO 'cm:lﬁu-f:u{v — el pgr h.i
crainte de Dieu de la possibilité de frapper. C’est alurs1qu 1l dit & son gcuyer Lif
parole du titre: “Ne fais pas périr” I'Oint du Seigneur’. La s::“,&m: se joue alcrr:'?
en pleine lumiére, & la grotte souterraine s'oppose la colline (yemliogocg):
David sort derrigre Saiil qui ignore tout et prend place avec assurance lg&crtpmv
heiw) sur une hauteur d'od il tend le Lrnphlé.t non maculé dc sla:lg I{rpunmﬂy
avoipaktov) en signe de riomphe. L enseignement est clair: ‘I'homme supé-
ricur en Vertu n'exerce pas son courage (Gvopilerat) contre ses compatriotes,
mais contre ses passions (n@fog)’, la raison triomphe de la colere et la philan-
thropie de la méchanceté (GNO V, p,_ISI, 0-154, 14'}. 1 Lloin
Si le psaume 37 présente le méme titre que le précedentl, c’est pour Igﬂ:;-e
non une simple répétition, mais 'indice d'un _pmgri’:% spirituel. La reprise du
titre redouble en quelque sorte la victoire acquise en elcﬂ_-ldﬂnl sa pmcl_amntmn
au monde céleste; ce n'est plus David, ¢’est |"Esprit Saint, la nglf,m: incorpo-
relle et immatérielle qui reprend une parole qui e.t:s:utnlellea capacités h”mﬂ]“‘}f=
car elle témoigne d'une libération par rapport aux passions. I_Ha situation pat1hr:-
tique de David est alors décrite, contraint sans cesse a’lfi !mh: par Saiil. Cﬁast
dans ce cadre plus général que Grégoire replace alors 1'épisode dg_ la grotte en
I"associant au récit de IRep26 onl David épargne & nouveau Sail, cette. fois
endormi dans sa tente, et lui dérobe sa lance. Il peut donc conclure 4 | origine
divine d'une parole qui interdit le meurtre: ‘j:lla vient sans conteste de Dlﬂtlj;
Mais la reprise du titre sert aussi une visée ]Jedag!::glql_u-.:: offrir comme modele
4 imiter 1'action d’un saint dont la parole est inscrite sur la stéle de notre
mémoire (GNO V, p. 158, 22-161, 9. . r
En commentant le titre du psaume 38, Grégnira_ revient pour la troisieme
fois sur I'argument déja amplement développé : la victoire supfﬂ-humasne dorﬁ
témoigne une parole longanime. Dans cette ultime étape du ’cievaiupp-:mcmj, i
v a cependant progression: la signification 1;E1aw._fuui} ﬁ}1 muvLE y est p u;
grande. Aprés avoir opposé I'homme magnanime um'fu}.uwur;m\ﬂ} qui Tepun
par un bienfait & un léger tort, & I'homme mesquin (Likpogung) qui ne songe
qu'i se venger, Grégoire souligne le -:faractitre. mcu::mpambl.r: _dr: la ln“gm-;'lmwf
de David qui imite 1'impassibilité (dnafew) de la nature divine, 1 rappelle ici
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le récit de [Reg19.9-17 gu’évoque le titre du psaume: Saiil manque de peu ds
sa lance David qui s’enfuit et s'installe dans sa maison dont il s’échappe 4
nouveau. Puis évoque le récit de IReg26 oi David surprend Saiil endormi e
I'épargne. I retient sa main et celle de son écuyer. Ce n'est plus seulement
faire grice & son cnnemi, explique Grégoire, c'est refuser d’attenter a la
dignité de la royauté. L'évocation de IReg26 est commandée par la mention dy
‘Ne fais pas périr’, celle de IRegl9 par la proposition qui suit, L'incohéren
chronologique — David ne peut avoir prononcé cette parole au moment d
événements cités — cache un but spirituel: 'opposition de la magnanimité

David et de la cruauté meurtriere de Saiil fait d'autant grandir | .ldl'.[ll]’“at,lr
pour cette forme de divine philanthropie (GNO V, p. 166,14-169,2). d

Cette notion de magnanimité a une histoire, comme 1'a montré le P. Gau"
thier (Magnanimité, I'idéal de la grandeur dans la philosophie paienne et dang
la philosophie chrétienne, Paris, 1951). L'idéal de la clémence est déja sﬂc?:'
lignée par Aristote: ‘I’homme magnanime est sans rancune: ce n'est pas
marque de magnanimité que de conserver du ressentiment, surtout pm:r o
torts subis, il vaut mieux les dedmgner (Eth. Nic. 1125 onog ':m.p uvnm}cm
Kog: o yip ueyohowdyov TO dropvnpHovelely, GAAms 16 Kal Kukd, d -.-'
pariov moupopdv). Le refus par David des honneurs royaux est i mettre al;l :
crédit de 1'attitude désintéressée du magn&mme emqué& par Aristote: El't.
outre, il ne va pas chercher les honneurs ni les places ol d’autres occupent le
premier rang; il est lent, il temporise’ (trad. Tricot, Paris, 1983; Erh. Nic. 1124
koi elg o Enpo pf) 1évar, i ob npotetovcy dlhol xai dpyov slivar kel
perintiv). Mais Grégoire dépend plus directement de la tradition ::.tmr.,wnna"r'
(qui semble remonter & Panétius) gui divise la peyadayuyio en courage
(dvBpeie) et persévérance (kaptepiu). (¢f. Gauthier, op. cit. p. 141, 159
Cette triade est présente dans I'exégése de Grégoire (la peyohoyuyic est citée
une fois p. 167,1, Grégoire emploie plus généralement le terme paxpoBupic o
priovBponia): la persévérance de David (p. 160,3), son assurance (p. 153.18;
154,3) ‘comme si personne ne cherchait a lui nuire’, fondée sur la confiance
(memoifnoig), lul permettent de supporter 'adversité son courage (p. 1546
‘T'homme vertueux exerce son courage contre ses passions’) lui donne 1'éner-
gie d’agir. Cetle classification de 1’Ancien Stoicisme est reprise par Clément
d’Alexandrie (Str. VIL3) et par Origéne (Contre Celse 11,42) qui voit dans le
Christ un modéle de magnanimité, de courage et de persévérance. Dans la
mesure ou David est une figure christique pour Grégoire, sa magnanimilé anti-
cipe et figure celle du Christ.

Cependant il est intéressant de remarquer que dans le seul commentaire
patristique qui nous reste, # ma connaissance, des mémes passages du livre des
Régnes, les trois homélies de Jean Chrysostome sur David et Saiil (PG 54,675-
T08), la triade stofcienne n'est pas repérable. Cependant l'exégése est trés
pmclm méme si certaines notions qui la soutiennent ne sont pas identigues.
Epargner son mortel ennemi témaoigne, par exemple, pour Jean Chrysostome,
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de la ‘plus haute philnsnphie’ Mais |'amplification oratoire esl encore pluw.
éloquente; col. 682.39: Koui yip otddiov v 10 rmnnmcw EKEIVO, KU1 TTRAT
BuuuaaT TG é}rwﬁm kai mapadoboc. "Endlaie pév yip & Aavid, ﬁnm:—
ceve 88 O Bopdc, xud Erablov & Zaoblk Exeito, xoi dyovobitng v o
fsoc. ‘Cette grotte était un stade et il y eut un combat admirable et insolite.

David luttait, I'emportement lui donnait des coups de poing, Saiil était proposé
comme prix de cette lutte, Dieu était 'agonothéte. Ce n’était pas seulement
contre lui-méme et son propre désir qu'il lui faisait la guerre, mais ¢’était aussi
contre les soldats présents’. Les images militaires et sportives sont constanies
(col. 687,44 ‘David a lutté, a vaingu et a ét€ couronné’) et dessinent avant tout
un combat intérieur {David lutte contre sa colére, il n'est pas insensible). Cet
homme qui arréte ses compagnons, gui lui-méme “ne deswml, pas le pouvoir’

(col. 687,44) n’est plus tout & fait un homme: col. 685,5: "Apa tvBpamov Ent
tovtov Epobpey, tov év dvilponeip pdoel molteiny dyyelwny £mi-
deicapsvoy: ‘Appellerons-nous encore homme celui qui montra, dans une
nature humaine, une conduite angélique?” Jean Chrysostome s'appuie sur les
mémes passages du livre des Régnes que Grégoire (IReg 19,24,26) qu’il lui
arrive de confondre comme dans le passage suivant: col. 686,26s.: Tadtny
obv Exaaroc v lotopiav éril thg kopding Loypugpsizo g fautol,
kabanep yeipl tolg Aoyiopolc dmoyphpoy Sivekms 10 oARiwlov 0
Burhoiy, Tov Zaobh Eviov kalendovia kol kabinep diioer Tivi dedepi-
vov T Dmve kol brokeipevoy T 82813 Tob T péyiota fdiknpévow oy
Aauid épeotdta kobeddovny, tobg oTpatidTag mapiviag, kKol mepofl-
VOVTOC TPOC opayiy OV pakipov Ekelvoy grhocogoivia, kKol Tov oi-
kelov kol Tov todtav Bupdy kotestedllovio. (...) Tobto pf povov £xi
e Swrvoies yphoopsy, didid kol v ouvedpiog dwheyopelo mpog
ariniotc Sinverkde Tobta kol Tpdg yuvaika, Kol Tpoc mudio cuvermg
vaiciviopuey Ta Sinynipata, Eite yip mepl Pucihéeg daiiyvectu Polhe,
6ol Puoiiebc seite mepl oTpaniatdy, site mepl olkiag, £lte mepl mokt-
KGOV Tpoyudtoy, toddfv &v Talg ypapais OWEL TolTmv TNV Ebmopiov.
Tubta peyiomnqy £yel @ Supyfuote v dpéleay. "Apfgavoy yip,
aufyavoy, yoxfiy &v taltag atpepopévv taic lotopiag, duvnbnvoi
mote kpabfjvar @ mibel. ‘Que chacun peigne donc cette histoire en son
propre cceur, comme 5’1l dessinait nettement de sa main, mentalement, la
double grotte (on notera 1'identification avec la double grotte de Gn
23,9.17.19; 25.9; 49.30: 50,13), Saiil dormant & I'intérieur comme attaché au
sommeil par une chaine, soumis & la main de celui auquel il causa les pires
maux; David au-dessus du dormeur, ses soldats présents qui Uincitent au crime;
ce bienheureux philosophant, contenant son propre emportement et le leur. Ne
nous contentons pas de la graver dans notre esprit, mais parlons-en continuellement
entre nous dans les assemblées; ravivons sans cesse ces récits devant une
fernme, devant des enfants. Car si tu veux parler d’un roi, voici un roi; de sol-
dats, d’affaires domestiques ou publiques, tu verras la riche abondance que
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recélent les Ecritures dans ces domaines. Ces réeits sont d’une trés grande uti-
lité. Car il est impossible qu'une dme versée dans ce genre d’histoire puisse
Etre vaincue, un jour, par la passion’. L utilisation des mémes récits, 'emploi
des mémes images (col. 688,45: "Ici la raison fut tout, la victoire fut rempor-
tée sans armes, le trophée dressé sans effusion de sang’), la méme visée
morale, méme si I'on note des différences comme ['insistance de Jean Chryso-
stome sur 'émeikeid ou la mpadtng, indiguent sans doute le recours 3 une
méme source commune, aujourd’hui disparue. Un emprunt direct de Jean
Chrysostome & Grégoire de Nysse n'est pas i exclure, mais il me semble que
Grégoire est o1 dépendant d'une tradition qu'il amplifie. Iraient dans ce sens
les développements qui suivent ces pages sur les rapports de David et de la
fille de Saiil et qui dépendent de sources cette fois identifiables.

Grégoire emprunte done une notion chére & la pensée grecque, la magn&m-.
mité. Mais pour Grégoire, comme pour Aristote, ce n'est pas la notion qui est
premigre, mais bien I'homme qui I'incarne, le maganime. Ce n’est plus un
simple grand homme de I'histoire, mais bien quelgu’un aux limites de 1’hu-
main et du divin: David peut &tre cette figure exemplaire que Grégoire et Jean
Chrysostome dessinent, parce qu'il est ce personnage intermédiaire. :

Basil of Caesarea’s Contacts with Syriac-speaking Christians

David G.K. TayLor, Birmingham

Upon his election as bishop of Caesarea in AD 369! 5t, Basil became
metropolitan of Cappadocia and exarch of Pontus, and in the latter capacity his
authority extended over half of Asia Minor with, amongst others, the metro-
politan sees of Ancyra, Neocaesarea, and Tyana accepting (however reluctantly
at times) his authority over them, His political and theological influence, how-
ever, was felt even further afield. Indeed, after his death his brother, St. Gregory
of Nyssa, felt no compunction, or impropriety, in comparing his world-wide
endeavours with those of 5t Paul?. St. Basil himself, in a letter sent to the
Meocaesareans in AD 374, writes:

Our affairs (should) be judged ... by the multutude of bishops throughout the world
who are united with us by the grace of the Lord. Let the Pisidians, Lycaonians, 1saurians,
both Phrygians, as much of Armenia as is near you, the Macedonians, Achasans, [llyrians,
(Gauls, Spaniards, all of Ltaly, the Sicilians, the Africans, the sound part of Egypt, what-
ever is left of Syria — let all, whoever both send letters to us and receive letters from
us in return, be questioned®.

In this short paper I wish to concentrate upon those tantalising remnants of Syria,
and the provinces to the East of Syria, and in particular I will focus upon the evi-
dence for 5t. Basil's contacts with the Syriac-speaking Christians who lived there.

St. Basil's great popularity amongst Syrian Christians after his death is
unquestionable. One need only glance at the Syriac version of the Pseudo-
Amphilochian life of Basil®, or the Syriac Vira tradition of St. Ephrem’, with

' 1 am here following the revised dates for St Basil's consecration and death proposed by
P. Maraval, *La date de la mort de Basile de Césarée’, REAug 34 (1988), pp. 25-38.

2 In Rasilium frarem, ed, O, Lendle in Gregoril Nysseri Sermones 11, ed. G. Heil, 1LP. Cavamos,
0. Lendle, F. Mann (= Gregorii Nvsseni Opera 101, ed W, Jacger, H. Langerbeck, H. Dirrie)
(Leiden, 1990), p. 11911 6-10.

5 Ep. 204, ed. Y, Courtonne, Saimt Basile, Letires (3 vols; Paris, 1957, 1961, 1966) 11, pp. 179-
180 & 77 1. 1-10. English translation B.J. Deferrari, Saint Basil, the Leiters (4 vols; LCL 190,
215, 243, 270; Londan, 1926-1934) 1L, pp. 171-73.

* Cf. F. Mau, *Les Vies Syriagues de Saint Basile” ROC 18 {(1913), pp. 248-251, appendix to
‘Catalopue sommaire des manuserits du Pére Paul Asbath’, loc. cir., pp. 241-251; and O. Rousseau,
‘La Rencontre de S, Ephrem ot de 5. Basile’, Or Sy 2 (1957), pp. 261-284, 3 {1958), pp. 7390,

* Cf. B. Quttier, 'S, Ephrem d aprés ses biographies et ses ceuvres', Parole de U'Orient 4 (1973),
pp. 11-33; 1P, Amar, The Syriac Vita Traditien of Ephrem the Syrian (PhD Diss. at the Catholic
University of America, Washington Dn.C., 1988); and J.P. Amar, ‘Byzantine Ascetic Monachism
and Greek Bias in the Vita Tradition of Ephrem the Syrian®, OCP 58 (1992), pp. 123-156.
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their popular and widely circulated accounts of the legendary encounter of the
two saints and of their mutual admiration, 1t is also remarkable that more of St
Basil's works were translated into Syriac than into any other language of ,
ancient world®, and that of these the Ascerica” and the De Spiritu Sancio® have
been dated to the late fourth/early fifth century, the Hexaemeron is preserved
int a fifth century manuseript? and a selection ::uf the Homilies is to be found in
a dated manuscript of 551'%. Furthermore the translations of the Hexaemeron
and the Homilies, like those of the Ascetica and the De Spiritu Sancto, m}ﬂtm
citations of the New Testament which predate the standard Peshitta text!!, and
so, presumably, were produced at a similar date. This in itself is undoubtedly
of great interest, and one could discuss the influence of St. Basil upon Syriag
Christianity at great length, but to circumscribe our investigation in this way
would be to encourage those scholars who still cling, despite the repeated
arguments of recent generations of scholars, to the old world-view in which
the principal intellectual contact between ‘East’ and ‘West’ was thought to
consist of ‘oriental’ theologians borrowing and bowdlerizing the arguments
and writings of their great ‘occidental” masters,

What then 1s known of 5t. Basil's contacts with Sj,rrmn Christians, and i
particular those from predominantly Syriac-speaking regions, during his hf&n
time? It is conventionally supposed that his earliest contact occurred soon
after his return from Athens in 356/357 when he apparently went on a vnj,rage.
to Egypt via Syria. The evidence for this T_np is to be found in two of his IEII&I«E;
Ep. 1 (written in 357} and Ep. 223 (written in 375). The former is addressed to
‘Eustathius the philosopher’™ and it is only in this letter (by far the earliest
attributed to him} that such a voyage is mentioned, albeit with the bare minimum
of detail®. Historians have thus been forced to supplﬂmﬂnt its account with thE-
information contained in Ep, 223 which was written eighteen years later. Here
he wrote that after having spent nearly all his youth in pursuit of the useless

o Cf, P Fedwick, ‘The Translations of the Works of Basil Before 14007, i P.J, Fedwick
red.), Busil of Caesarea: Christian, Humanist, Ascesic {Toromo, 1981) vol, 2, pp. 439-512.

t 1. Gribomont, Histeive du texte des Ascérigues de 5. Basile (Biblioth#gque du Muséon 32;
Louvain, 1933), p. 147.

# Cf. D.GK. Taylor, “The Syrisc Versions of 5t. Basil of Caesarea’s De Spirity Sancio”, in
Studia Patristica XXVIL, ed, E.A. Livingstone {Leuven, 1993), pp. 105-112, and my Oxford
University [ Phil Dissertation of the same ttle, 1995,

* BM Add. 17143, Cf. B.W, Thomson, “The Syriac and Armenian Versions of the Hexac-
meron by Basil of Caesarea’, in Studia Parrisfica XXVII, ed. E.A, Livingstone (Leuven, 1993), |
pp. 113-117.

W CE S.P, Brock, “Basil’s Homily on Deut. xv 9: Some remarks on the Syriac manuscripl
tradition’, in J. Dummer (ed.). Texte und Texikritik — eine Aufsatzsammiung (TU 133; Berlin,

1987), pp. 57-66.

U CF, my D.Phil. dissertation, op. cit., n. 8, ch. 1IL

12 Cf, the important article, by 1. Gribomont, *Eustathe le Philosophe et les vovages du jeune
Basile de Césarée’, RHFE 54 (1959), pp. 11524,

% Ep. 1, Courtonne L, p. 4 Il 21-30, Deferrari I, p. 5.

Basil of Caesarea’s Contacts with Syrisc-speaking Christians 215

‘wisdom of the princes of this world’ his eves were suddenly opened by reading
the Gospel and by accepting its demands that a Christian should reject the
things of this world. So, he continues!'*

[ prayed that I might find some one of the brethren who had taken this (ascetic) way of
life, 50 as 1o traverse with him this life’s brief flood. And indeed 1 found many men in
Alexandria, and many throughout the rest of Egypt, and others in Palestine, and 1n
Coele-Syria, and Mesopotamia... (and) I prayed that T myself also, in so far as was
attainable by me, might be an emulator of these men.

Biographers of Basil have always presumed that the ascetic centres mentioned
in this letter were those visited by Basil during his youthful ‘grand tour’. Now,
whilst the historical context provided for this passage is clearly Basil's sudden
vet passionate rejection of non-Christian Greek philosophy in his youth, this
letter does not specifically mention a journey abroad and neither does it state
that Basil had actually visited these particular regions and communities. Nor
indeed can it be argued that the Greek verb employed, stpov ‘I found’, re-
guires such an interpretation, for it is regularly employed to express intellectual
discovery, whether through logic. hearing, or reading'®. It might, therefore,
quite reasonably be argued that Ep. 223 implies no more than that Basil had
heard of these communities by repute, thus leaving the question of whether he
had actually visited any of them open to debate. A sceptical analysis such as
this would seem to receive support from another of his letters, Ep. 207 (also
written in 375) which reads!®:

And now [ hear that in Egypt there exists such (ascetic) virtue among men, and perhaps

also some in Palestine successfully lead the life according to the Gospel. And I hear
that there are some perfect and blessed men in Mesopotamian also.

I have no desire to exclude what is on the face of it a valuable piece of evidence
for Basil's early contacts with Syriac-speaking Christians, but it seems o me that
Ep. | and the arguments for its authenticity would benefit from being re-examined.

Although the details of this journey are highly problematic, there is no
doubt that at a later date he did travel South, for it seems likely that he visited
his close friend Eusebius, bishop of Samosata in Euphratensis, on several oc-
casions!”, Basil owed much to Eusebius for he had overseen his controversial

- Courtonne 1T, pp. 10-11 § T2 11 16-35, Deferrar 111 pp. 293-3.

5 Cf HAG, Liddell and B, Scoi, A Greek-English Lexicon (9th ed.; Oxford, 1940) ‘zhpioxe’
T29h, and Archimedes' famous cry of *Eurekal”.

" Cowrtonne I, p. 185 § 72 11 14-18, Deferran I, p. |85,

T Cf. B. Gain, L'Eglise de Cappadece au IVe siécle d’aprés la correspondance de Basile de
Césarée {330-379) (OCA 225; Rome, 1983), Appendix 2, *Voyages de Basile’. All such joumeys
were of course facilitated by Caesarca’s location at the crossroads of two major highways which
provided it with direct routes into the Syrian and Mesopotamian hinterlands. CfL D. Magie,
Roman Rule in Asia Minor to the End of the Third Century After Christ {Princeton, 1950,
pp. 491-2, and JLH.W.G. Licheschuctz, Antioch: City and Imperial Administration in-the Larer
Rowan Empire (Oxford, 1972), pp. 73-83.
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election to the see of Caesarea™ and proved to be a strong and loyal ally there.
after. Nineteen letters from Basil to Eusebius survive!, including one, Ep, 145,
which refers to a visit made by Basil to Samosata in the Spring of 372, and others
which promise (or postpone) such visits. It is also clear from the surviving texts
that Eusebius had visited Basil in Caesarea, and it is reasonable to presume that
other meetings took place which are no longer recorded. Again, Basil's short letter
to Jovinus bishop of Perrhes in Euphratensis?, written to encourage him to visie
Caesareq, strongly implies that Basil had previously visited him in his own dioe
cese. Other letters indicate that Basil had met various Easterm church leaders, pos-
sibly in their own cities although this is not specified, for example Pelagi
bishop of Laodicea in Coele-Syria®!, and Vitus bishop of Haran in Osthoeng

As part of his mission to strengthen the Nicene orthodox against the atta
of the Arians, Pneumatomachi, and other heretics, Basil appears from
extant letters to have initiated and fostered correspondence with allies,
potential allies, in neighbouring provinces, amongst whom were several bisho
with responsibility for predominantly Syriac-speaking populations, Thus lette
survive which are addressed to the bishops of Sarug?, Haran®, and Fdessa®®
in the province of Osrhoene, Perrhes™ and Samosata®” in Euphratensis, Hir
meria* in Mesopotamia, and Beroea® and Chalchis® in Coele-Syria. s

That Basil was successful in this policy of strengthening links with the Syriac-
speaking churches is evident from several pieces of evidence. Sozomen records®s

Ariegni:m? met with similar opposition at the same period in Osrhoene and Cappadocia,
Iiam_l, bishop of Caesarea, and Gregory, bishop of Nazianzen, were held in high
admiration and esteem throughout these regions,

T'ﬁ:‘ﬂ of Basil’s own letters further confirm this. The first is the famous letter
written by him in AD 372 “to the Italians and Gauls'* on behalf of the bishops.
of the churches in the East. The names of the Eastern bishops are listed at its

*#® CI. Ep. 47, which is not in fact by Basil, but which from the time of the Bencdictine editors.
has been attributed 10 Gregory the elder, writing to Eusehius, i
;: Epp.[%’g 30, 34, 48, 95, 98, 100, 127, 128, 136, 138, 141, 145, 162, 198, 237, 230, 241, 268
g A
£l FE} 254,
2 Ep, 255,
B Epl 132
= Ep.255;
* Epp. 264, 267.
% Ep. 118. !
7 In addition to the letters sent to Eusebius (supra n. - i)
e (supra n. 19) Epp. 105, 146, 157, 158, 168, 182,
M Ep, 184,
* Epp. 185, 220, 221.
N Ep.222.
!'1 E-"&'rggr'u ecclesiastica, ed. 1. Bidez and G.C. Hansen (GCS 50; Leipzig, 1960) V1.21.1-3;
LT P. x |
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beginning and include most of the addressees of the letters mentioned above
(i.e. Eusebius, Pelagius, Abraamius, Vitus, Jovinus) but also several others
who are unidentified but whose names suggest an origin in the territories of
the Syrae (or possibly Armenian) churches, such as Barsumas, Narses, Maris,
Chosroes, losaces (= Isaac?), Barachus, and a second Abraamius. The large
pumbers of Syriac bishops involved in this alliance indicate frequent and
strong contacts between their churches and Basil in Caesarea. The second letter,
Ep. 21 3, written in early 375, is perhaps even more striking and reads?,

But know then that 1 am expecting to be summoned to the court in keeping with the
spiteful feelings of the heretics, of course under the guise of peace; and that the
bishop® here on hearing of this, wrote us to make haste (o Mesopotamia, and, having
gathered those there who are of like mind and are in control of the churches, o set out
with them Lo the Emperor,

From this letter we discover that not only were the Syriac-speaking churches a
key element of the anti-Arian alliance that he had worked so hard o forge, but
that in an age when the churches in much of Syria and Asia Mimnor were bitterly
divided the Synac Christians were S5t Basil's most stalwart and loval supporters
who, in extremis, could be relied upon to ride with him into the jaws of the
enemy. No doubt this support reflects a politically astute decision to rally behind
the strongest and most eloquent leader in the region, but it is also testimony to the
close personal and theological links forged by St. Basil with the Syriac churches.

Explicit evidence for St. Basil’s theological contact with Syriac Christians,
and for their theological influence upon him, 1s to be found in a well-known
pair of references in his writings. In the Hexaemeron 116, whilst discussing the
meaning of the term ‘spirit (or wind) of God® in Gen. 1.2, he attributes his
explanation to ‘a Syrian who was as 1gnorant in the wisdom of this world as
he was versed in the knowledge of Truth’ and who had argued that “the Synac
word (for Spirit) was more expressive, and that being more analogous to the
Hebrew term it was a nearer approach to the scriptural sense’*, The identity of
this Syrian has been much discussed®, but the importance of this reference, [

3 Courtonne 11, p, 201 § 7211 1-7, Deferrari U1, p. 225, There is one small, but significant,
varant reading in the printed texts of Courtonne and Deferran, although it s not recorded in the
apparatus of either. Courtonne (1. 3) reads taw 2kl and translates ‘ceux de la région’, whercas
Deferrari reads tov &xet and translates ‘the bishop there”, T have followed Courtonne and
emended my citation from Deferrar accordingly.

MW D, Hawschild, Basilius von Caesarea, Briefe 11 (Bibliothek der griechischen Literatur,
Abtetlung Pamistik 3; Stuttgart, 1973), pp. 3314 argues that this letter should be dated 1o 375, and
suggests that the bishop here referred to should be identificd as Eusebiug of Samosats rather than
Meletius, as was argued by P. Maran, *Vita Sancti Basili' PG 29, pp. v-clxxvii (rpt. of 1730).

¥ B, Jackson, The Treatise De Spiritu Sancto, the Nine Homiliex of the Hexaemeron, and the
Letters of Saint Basil the Grear, Archbishop of Caesarea (NPNF 8; Oxford, 1895), p. 63,

% MNames suggested have included Ephrem, Eusebius of Samosata, Theophilus of Antioch,
Diodore of Tarsus and Eusebivs of Emessa, The last two seem to be most favoured at present. Iden-
tification of the Syrian with Dicdore was argued by LR, Pouchet. *Les rapports de Basile de Césarde
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would argue, is firstly that Basil was in communication with Syriac-speaking

theologians, and secondly that he was prepared to accept that the Syriac version
uf the D]{I Testament was, on occasion, potentially of greater r::-:egﬁtmal w.l n-q

and of unperverted opinions, that by the usage of his country it is impossible for i
one .., to express himself in any other way.

ness to St. Basil discussing theology with a Syriac-speaking theologian g
suggests that it was a genuine dialogue in which Basil, with all of the Athenian
training and erudition at his disposal, was still prepared to listen and learmn,

Further research is clearly required to determine in greater detail the nature
::md extent of Syriac thr:u]ngma] mﬂutnr:e upon the thuughr of St. Basil and,

'[hEDIDgi'Cd] points of contact bEiT.WL.EI‘t Si. Ephrem and the Cappadcu:idns and R.
Staats has not only written of St. Gregory of Nyssa's admiration for the wan-
dering Mesopotamian ascetics he encountered™, but has also demonstrated®
that Gregory made use of one of the works of Ps.-Macarius, a bilingual Syriacf
Greek author from Mesopotamia active in the 380s, who was imbued with S}fl‘-—*
iac theological thought!,

In conclusion, I hope that this preliminary study has demonstrated that St.
Basil, and his fellow Cappadocian theologians, were far from isolated from the

avee Diodore de Tarse” BLE 87 (1986), pp. 262-68, and with Eusebios of Emessa by L. van Fompay,
‘L informateur syrien de Basile de Césarde: i propos de Genése 1,2°, OCP 58 (1992), pp. 145!513

7 B. Jackson, op. cit, p. 47.

18 8 P. Brock, The Luminous Eve: The Spiritual World Vision of 5¢. Ephrem (Rome, 1985),
PP 119-23.

3 R. Staats, ed.. Makarios-Symean: Epistola Magna. Eine messalianische Manchsregel and
thre Umschrift in Grepors von Nyssa "De instivate christione’ (Abhandlungen der Akademie der
Wissenschaften in Géttingen, Philologisch-historische Klasse HL134; Gattingen, 1984),

4 R. Staats, ‘Die Asketen aus Mesopotamien in der Rede des Gregor von Nyssa fn s
prdinationem”, VO 21 (1967), pp. 165-749,

HOOE O S[{-;wm-r ‘Working the Earth of the Heart®: The Messalian Controversy in Hl.ifr.'-'!}"-
Texts, and Language to AD 431 (Oxford, 1991}, pp. 70-71, 234-40, For the mfluence of the Cap-
padocizns on Ps.-Macarivs of. V. Desprez, ‘Les Relations entre le Pseudo-Macaire et Saint Basile’,
in 1. Gribomont, ed.. Commandemenis du Seigneur et lihération évangélique (Smdia Anselmiand
70; Rome, 1970, pp. 200-21; and R. Swats, Gregor von Nyssa und die Messalianer (PTS 8
Berlin, 19681,
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Syriac-speaking theologians to the South. The two groups developed strong
political links, they held each other in great admiration, and through the medium
of bilingual theologians or translations they gained access to each other’s
works and ideas surprisingly rapidly. Further investigation of this relationship
should thus not only throw further light upon the development of theelogical
thought in the region, but should help tear down what tatters remain of the
outdated belief in a Greek-speaking ‘West’ hermetically sealed against cultural
influence from a Syriac-speaking ‘East’.



Que reste-t-il des Homélies sur I’Ecclésiaste de Grégoire
de Nysse dans les Chaines sur I'Ecclésiaste?

Frangoise YiNEL, Strashourg

Une réponse rapide & la question "Que reste-t-il des Homélies de Grégoi
de MNvsse dans les Chafnes sur ['Ecclésiaste?’ pourrait bien étre: rien; il
reste rien du riche contenu des huit homélies du Cappadocien dans les Chaines
sur I'Ecclésiaste (voir CPG 1V, € 100-105) qui nous sont conservées et qui,
pour certaines d’entre elles, sont éditées aujourd’hui. Il faut rappeler en effet
que plusiewrs de ces chaines ont été récemment éditées par une équipe ita-
lienne dans la série grecque du Corpus Christianorum!, la Chaine de Procope
par le Professeur 8. Leanza, la Chaine (dite) des Trois Péres par le Professeur
Lucd, et la Catena Hauniensis par le Professeur Labate. Il faut v ajouter la
Chaine d’Olympiodore, publiée dans le tome 98 de la Patrologie Grecque sous!
le titre Commentarius in Ecelesiasten, et qui attend une réédition®. i

Le point de vue adopté ici n'est pas celui d’'un éditeur de Chaines, ni celui
d’un spécialiste de I'histoire complexe de lenr tradition manuscrite. Mais la
lecture continue de ces différents textes parallélement i celle des Homélies de
Grégoire de Nysse, dont le texte, bien conservé, a été édité en 1962 dans le
volume 5 des Gregorii Nysseni Opera®, suscite plusieurs pistes de réflexion.

Depuis les travaux de R. Devreesse sur les Chaines exégétiques grecquest,
les articles de M. Richard sur les Chaines et la constitution de floriléges?, et
plus récemment les publications de F. Petit® concernant les chaines sur la
Genése et I'Exode ou les mises au point de G. Dorival dans son histoire des
Chaines sur le psautier’, la complexité des questions posées par ce genré

| Corpus Christianorum Series Graeca; Procopii Gazael Catena in Ecclesiasten, éd. 8. Leanza,
vol. 4 (19T78); Un puove Testimone della Catena sull’Ecclesiaste di Procopio di Gaza, 1l Cod.
Vindob. Theol. Gr. 147, éd. 8. Leanza, vol. 4 suppl. (1983). Arenymus in Ecclesiasten Comimens
tarius, qui dicitur Cateng Trinm Pagrum, 6d, 8, Luci, vol, 11 (1983), Carena Hauniensis in Ec-
clesiasten in gua saepe exegesis servainy Dionvell Alexandring, &d. A, Labate, vol. 24 (1992).

I PG 93, pp. 477-628.

* Homiliae in Ecclesiasren, éd. P, Alexander, GNO 5, pp. 197-442: traduction francaise de Fr.
Vinel (8C 416; Paris, 1996).

4+ DRSuppl. (1928), col. 1134-1139,

* Voir en particulier les articles regroupés dans Qpera Minora, 3, Louvain, 1997, art. n® 69-71.

& Calerae graccae in genesint ef in exodum, 1. Catena Sinaitica (CCSG 2; 197 et 1L Col-
lectio Coislintana, In Genesim (CCSG 15, 1986) éd, F. Petit, :

* 3, Dorival, "Apercu sur 1'histoire des chaines exégéliques grecques sur le psantier (Ve-XIVe
siecles)’, 51 Parr. XV (1984), pp. 146-169; Les Chaines exégétiques grecques sur les Psaumes.
Contribution a 'étude d'une forme liveéraire (3 vol., Louvain, 1986, 1980, 1992),
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patrisliqw tardif n’a fait pour ainsi dire que croitre. Et ces pages ne feront
qu'ajouter d'autres guestions, pour justifier quelque peu la réponse donnée
d'emblée: il ne reste rien des Homélies de Grégoire de Nysse dans les Chaines
sur {'Eeclésiaste. Ces questions sont de trois ordres:

I. Qu'en est-il de 1'attribution des divers fragments & Grégoire de Nysse
dans la Chaine de Procope, la seule a fournir des noms d’auteur? Et, pour les
Chaines sans nom d auteur, que penser des paralléles établis, suggérés par les
¢diteurs entre les Homélies et le texte transmis par les Chaines?

2. D'un point de vue thématique, c'est-d-dire du point de vue du contenu,
que reste-t-il des développements moraux, philosophigues et théologiques éla-
borés par le Cappadocien 4 la fin du IVéme siécle, dans ces chaines, posté-
ricures de deux, trois ou quatre siécles®?

3. On est amené en dernier lieu A §'interroger sur les principes herméneu-
tiques mis en ceuvre explicitement par Grégoire de Nysse, el implicitement
dans les chaines. Les caténistes, auteurs ou compilateurs de ces textes, ne
montrent-ils pas par leur choix la défaite d'une certaine conception de 1'exé-
gise, peut-étre d ailleurs au bénéfice du texte biblique lui-méme?

1. Les auteurs-sources dans les Chaines sur UEcelésiaste

On s'intéressera surtout & la Chaine de Procope, pour laquelle plusicurs
manuscrits donnent des noms d’auteurs. Elle ne nous est que partiellement par-
venue, jusqu’au chapitre 4 de I'Ecelésiaste, mais les Homélies sur I'Ecclésiaste
de Grégoire, qu forment une ceuvre compléte, s'arrétent au commentaire
d'Ecel. 3,13, Quelle part du texte de Procope peut-on restituer a Grégoire?

— Huit fragments? sont nommément attribués 4 Grégoire de Nysse dans
I'ceuvre de Procope, mais aucun ne peut étre i proprement parler considéré
comme une citation textuelle, méme s'il ¥ a des expressions communes, des
parties de phrases, par exemple dans le commentaire retenu pour Ecel. 1,140,

— De plus, l'indication de nom d’auteur n'est pas toujours fiable, comme
le note réguliérement Leanza dans son apparat critique (par ex. pour les scolies
attribuées a Didyme et & Denys d’Alexandre pour le commentaire d'Ecel. 1,1;

® La question de la date des chaines est bien slic loin d'avorr requ une réponse défnitive.
Mous nous en tenons icl aux propositions avancées par S, Lucd dans son introduction & la Chaine
des Trois Péres (CCSG 11, p. XXTII).

* Les fragments attribués 4 Grégoire de Mysse portent sur les versets suivants: Feel 14,5 49.
11.02-13.14; Eeel, 3,2a2b.8. 11 est notable qu'avcun texte n'est emprunté & Grégoire dans le
commentaire d'Eecl. 1,14 & Eecl 3,2; minsi rien des homélies 34,5 et 7 n'apparait dans |a
Chafne.

0 Comparer GNO 5, p. 303, 1.4-11 et Chafre de Procope, p. 12, L121-125: on retrouve la
méme citation du Ps. 13.2-3 ct les mémes expressions-clefs: ‘o aitwog ... Bedg, GAL” i
dvlipanivny apoaipesic fiv dvopacs aveopa... "
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de méme pour la scolie attribuée a Didyme pour Eccl. 3,14). Et, a I'inverse;
méme la ol le nom de Grégoire de Nysse n’apparait pas, comme dans 1'Hyp,
thésis, la présentation placée en téte de la chaine de Procope, on peut reco;
niitre une image développée au début de la prv:mi?:n: homélie pour illustrer [a
I:Iifﬂ::ulté du livr& de I'Ec:‘fésfmre“ De méme, et on retrouve la mmpie:-:i'_

dm auteurs-sources: le passage cnmmenmnt Eccl. 2, 14-16 porte deux non ‘-::-
d’auteurs, Denys d’Alexandrie et Nil d'Ancyre, mais les premiéres lignes
offrent plutit des rapprochements avec le texte de Grégoire,

— Enfin, il convient de 1'ajouter, dans la mesure oi ces rapprochements
lextuels portent sur de trés faibles pm’t_it:nm de texte (tout le reste élant récri
ture), le doute s'installe parfois: ainsi pour le commentaire d'Ecel. 3.2a: °I1 =
a un moment pour énfanter ¢t un moment pour mourir’. L'expression culuyia
dveykaia, ‘conjonction nécessaire’, est employée par Grégoire de Nysse pour
justifier le rapprochement du texte biblique entre la naissance et la mort, et ﬂ,i
I'illustre par le fait que Moise écrit successivement la Genése — naissance —
et I"Exode — mort, La Chaine de Procope reprend ces deux éléments — ma:sz
est-ce bien un emprunt & Grégoire de Nysse? Cela ne serait-il pas tout aussy
bien un lieu commun de I’interprétation, lié au jeu de mots sur les titres gm:ﬁ
des deux premiers livres de ["Ancien Testament, qui pourrait se trouver par
exemple dans les homélies d'Origéne sur I'Ecclésiaste?

La méme remarque vaut pour le commentaire d’Feel. 3.8 ‘Il ¥ a un temps
pour aimer’: le bref commentaire attribué 3 Grégoire est un paralléle avec le ver-
set du Deutéronome: “Tu aimeras le Seigneur de tout ton ceeur...” (Dr 6.5). On
peut se demander en effet si le rapprochement entre les deux versets n’appartient
pas aux paralléles obligés, évidents pour tout commentateur de cette période.

51 les attmbutions proposées par la Chaine de Procope sont si probléma-
tiques, la distinction entre les chaines avec noms d’auteurs et celles sans noms
d’auteurs n’est peut-éire pas si opératoire, Mais bien siir le ravail de récriture,
d’abrégement et de collage d’extraits d’origines diverses est plus important
dans la Chaine des Trois Péres et dans la Catena Hauntensis. Cette demiére,
composée sans doute au VIIéme siécle, puise dailleurs largement dans 1'ceuvre
de Procope. Les éditeurs ne peuvent alors que proposer une mosaique de paral-
léles possibles, fondés ic1 encore sur des identités de termes ou d’expressions.
Et pour Grégoire de Nysse, les rapprochements suggérés ne sont pas toujours
comvaincants, ne serait-ce que par leur multiplicité!?, Done, du point de vue
d'une comparaison strictement textuelle, 'ceuvre de Grégoire de Nysse, ré-
duite & quelques emprunts, disparait dans les Chaines sir ['Ecclésiaste, '

"Il s"agit de I'image des efforts exigés pour la compréhension de ce livre comme pour les
exercices de la palestre {comparer GNG 5, p. 277 4-5 et 278,5-12 et la Chaine de Procope, p. 5,
1.6-9,

' Voir les index des sources donndes pour chacune des Chalines.
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2. Comparaison thématigue

Grégoire de Nysse commente comme un toul les trois premiers chapitres de
|'Ecelésiaste, et le fait qu'il s’agisse d'une ceuvre compléte, hautement élabo-
rée, et bien transmise par plusieurs manuscrits, rend évidente la perte de
matiere, de contenu: mise i part la bréve définition de la ‘vanité’ comme ‘ce
qui est inexistant’ — dvimupktov —, et Iinterprétation de l'expression
biblique wpoaipedis nvelpatoeg, ‘choix de vent’ comme une critique de la
lihert¢é humaine. aucune allusion n’est gardée aux développements-clefs des
Homélies. Quelques exemples: le théme de 'apocatastase, qui clot la premiere
homélie en reliant ainsi le commentaire biblique & une des affirmations théo-
logiques fondamentales de 1'euvre de Grégoire, n'est pas repris; le long cha-
pitre 2 de |'Ecclésiaste n’est plus interprété comme le discours-confession de
Salomon, la distinetion entre ¥ povoc et Kuipos, présente au début du chapitre
3 (Ecel. 3,1-8), n'est pas non plus mentionnée alors qu’elle est 1'objet d une
réflexion développée sur le temps et la mesure du temps dans 1'Homélie VL
De méme enfin, Fccl. 3,5, ‘un moment pour amasser des pierres et un momernt
pour jeter des pierres’, donnait lieu dans ’homélie VII & un développement
original sur la compréhension de la loi du sabbat — il n’en reste aucune trace.
L’examen du matériau biblique mis en @uvre dans les Homélies et de ce qu’il
en reste chez Procope conduirait aux mémes remargues. Ainsi — et nous nous
en tiendrens 4 cet exemple —, le commentaire d’Eccl. 1,13 (‘C’est une agita-
Hon mauvaise que Dieu a donnée aux fils des hommes’) appelait dans 1"homé-
lie 2 (GNO 5, p. 302) tout le dossier scripturaire se rapportant au theme de
I"'endurcissement du ceeur; rien n'en est gardé dans le texte de la Chaine et le
fragment attribué i cet endroit & Grégoire de Nysse par le manuscrit M pré-
sente une citation de Gen. 3,19 (*Tu mangeras ton pain & la sueur de ton front’)
qui est absente des Homélies.

Bien sir, on peut dire que faire un tel procés aux auteurs de chaines n’est
pas pertinent et que la comparaison entre deux genres littéraires aussi éloignés,
Vhomélie et la chaine, n'a rien de légitime. Ce n'est qu'en partie vrai, me
semble-t-il, et il convient de faire place & une troisiéme séne de remarques —
qui serviront de conclusion.

3. Divergence des présupposés herméneutiques

La Chaine de Procope et, sans doute & sa suite, Ia Chaine des Trois Péres
mentionnent dans leur titre le nom de Grégoire de Nysse!d. Mais on vient de

3 Titre de la Chaine de Procope: ‘De Procope, savant chrétien, abrége d'extrais exdpétiques,
d"aprés les paroles de Grégoire de Nysse, de Denys d’Alexandrie, d'Crigéne, d*Evagre, de Didyme,
de Mil (2t d*Olympiodore)’,
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volr les difficuliés que cela souléve, quant a [attribution d’extraits & cet auteur
et & la perte de contenu, qui semble si totale. 11 faut alors poser deux types ¢
questions, de nature différente, mais complémentaires et inséparables les une
des autres:

— d’abord, on est encore renvoyé & histoire de ces chaines, non seule:
ment & leur tradition manuscrite, mais & I’histoire méme de leur fabrication,
leur constitution, donc plus largement de la naissance d’un genre littéraire noy
veau. 51 'on suppose que les auteurs des chaines sur I'Ecclésiaste avaient ung
bonne lecture des textes qui leur servaient de base, il est difficile de ne p
penser qu’il doit y avoir plusieurs étapes entre les Homélies méme de Gréga
de Nysse et les Chalnes de Procope ou des Trois Péres. On connait d’aillear
au moins 'existence d’extraits, ces éxhoyal 2EnynTikai, muvre de Proco
lui-méme™, mentionnés dans le titre de la Chaine de Procope. Et des coj
mentaires postérieurs aux homélies de Grégoire de Nysse, comme celui
Grégoire d Agrigente sont aussi des maillons & ne pas négliger — et, de fi
3. Leanza renvoie fréquemment & ce dernier dans son édition de la Chaine de
Frocope. Car ce serait en quelque sorte un affront fait aux caténistes de penser
qu’ils ont pu & ce point manquer la portée de 1'ceuvre du Cappadocien. -'

Le corollaire. c'est peut-étre une question pour les éditeurs de -::haima 25
comment présenter les comparaisons, les paralleles avee les auteurs-sources
est-il possible d’éviter I’approximation qui semble inhérente i tout rappmr., B
ment direct entre le texie donné par les chaines et les ceuvres patristiques?

— Mais on est aussi tenté d’aborder ces Chaines sur I'Ecclésiaste avec une
autre guestion: n’est-ce pas au nom de principes herméneutiques radicalement
différents que les caténistes ont — sciemment? — procédé & des coupes
sombres dans les wuvres de Péres? Dans les Homélies sur |'Ecclésiaste de
Grégoire de Nysse, le principe d'dxoloubia est omniprésent et rend compte @
la fois de la compréhension que le Cappadocien a du texte biblique et de la com=
position de ses homélies. La mise en évidence du texte biblique dans les
chaines, et son découpage verset par versel (ou parfois par groupe de quelques
versels) ne laisse aucune place a U'dcodouBia ni aux développements philoso-
phiques et théologiques, qui apparaissent comme des digressions. Renoncer &
de tels développements suppose, et en tout cas réalise une rupture radicale
entre exégese et théologie, 4 |'encontre des fondements de ‘hennénauthw
nysséenne. |

Titre de la Chaine des Troiy Péres: *Interprétation paraphrastique de 'Ecclésiasie, collectée
dapres les interprétations, pour ce livre, de saint Grégoire de Nysse, de la paraphrase dite du
Théologien et d'aprés diverses pensées de saint Maxime'.

“ Sur Pinterprétation du génitif TTpokoniou en téte du titre, voir G. Dorival (Les Chalnes
exdpétigues.., vol, |, Deuxigéme partie, pp. 104-105) discutant la position de P. Nautin (dans (i
géne, Sur la Pague (Paris, 1979), pp. 94-95), l
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Les chaines ne marquent-elles pas alors le triomphe de Pexégése littérale,
souvent proche de la paraphrase? Le grand cas que la Chaine des Trois Péres
fait de I'ceuvre de Grégoire le Thaumaturge, la Metaphrasis in Ecclesiasten,
pourrail en Etre le signe, B | )

Ces interrogations sont sans aucun doute a lier — derniere question ... —a
potre méconnaissance, aujourd’hui encore, de 'usage qui a été fait de ces
chaines sur |'Ecclésiaste. La description de nouveaux manuscrits, comme & pu
le faire P, Géhin dans ses travaux sur les Scholies d'Evagre'?, apportera peut-
tire des éléments de réponse.

' Evagre le Pontique, Scholies d U'Ecelésiaste, editio princeps de P. Géhin (3C 397, Paris,
1593),
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The Patristic Background of St. Symeon the New Theologian’s
Doctrine of the Divine Light

Hilarion ALFEYEV, Oxford

The vision of God as light is definitely the most characteristic component of
the mysticism of Symeon the New Theologian, This theme is touched upon in
almost all of his poetical and prose works, and the terminology related to it is
much more developed in him than in any other Byzantine writer of the pre-
ceding period!. This theme is also one of the most personal in lam, thoroughly
indebted to his extraordinarily intense mystical life, and he speaks of the
vision of light primarily as a matter of his own experience. Tens of pages in
his writings are devoted to the descriptions of his visions of the divine light:
needless to say, all these descriptions are fully original and independent of any
other literary source.

Though Symeon was the first Byzantine author who put such a strong
emphasis on the vision of light, this theme was discussed in Eastern patristic
literature long before him. From the fourth century onwards monastic sources
provide us with many examples of such discussions, clearly indicating that the
vision of light was the common experience of many generations of monks and
ascetics. We shall look briefly at how this experience is reflected in Evagrios
Pontikos, the author of the Makarian Homilies, Maximos the Confessor and
Isaac the Syrian as the writers whose doctrines are close to Symeon’s?,

The theme of light is a canrus firmus of the writings of Evagrios®. One auto-
hiographical passage from his "AvtippnTikoc is devoted to the ‘holy light’

! The term g, the verb dpdm, as well as other 1erms connected with the vision of light
(poTito, penopoc, dakaurn, ELlapys, Bia, Bedopa, dpaos erc) are widely employed by
Svmeon in his writings. As K. Kiumbacher noticed, the terms connected with vision and light are
especially characteristic of Studite iterature: see Geschichte der yvzantinischen Litteranr {Miinchen,
18497, 677 (note 4). Even taking into account the traditional background of this terminology, one
can claim that Symeon’s extensive usage of it is rather exceptional.

* Mone of these authors created a developed theory of the vision of the divine light and none
of them speaks so constantly and precisely of this vision as Symeon does; rather, they allude 1o
it omly pocasionally. However, it is clear that, when referring to the divine light, they speak of the
same kind of experience as Symcon, as will be illustrated below.

* For Evagrian writings, the following abbreviations have been adopted: Anrirr, = Antirchedikos,
in W, Frankenberg, Evagrivs Ponikoy (Berling 1912); Grost. (The Gnostic) = Evagre le Pontique,
Le grostigue, ed. A. and C. Guillaumont (SC 356; 1989); Grost. Chapr, (Gnostic Chapters) =
A, Guillaumont, *Les six centuries des “Kephalia gnostica™ d’Evagre le Pontique”, PO 28 (1958);
Pract, (The Practic) = Evagre le Pontique, Traité pratique ou Le moine, ed. A. and C. Guillaumont,
LILESC 1715 1971): Prayer (153 Chapters on Prayer) = De oratione capitula, PG 79,1165-1200,
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(o ~4moa )t which is seen by the ‘eyes of the intellect’.

[ and the servant of God Ammonios wanted to leamn about this light: where is it from, We,
therefore, asked Saint John of Thebais whether the nature of the intellect (b iy a=Tey
is radiant and the light proceeds from the intellect itself or something else appears from
outside and illumines 1. He answered and said: "Man 1s unable 1o distinguish this;
however, without the grace of God the mtellect cannot be illumined during prayer® . .5

Evagrios posed to John the question of crucial importance: was the light
that appeared to the ascetics a manifestation of the initial luminosity of the
human intellect or was it rather a super-natural light of divine origin? In hig
other writings Evagrios answers this question himself. According to him, there
is firstly ‘the blessed light of the Holy Trinity’ (10 pakapiov @@g 115 dyiog
Tpradoc)®, since ‘God is light by His nature’ (om <imos ;mhabuers)’. Al
the same time there is also the light of the human intellect, its proper radiance |
(10 oikeiov péyyog tou vou)®, Between the two lights, divine and human,
there is a ‘kinship’: as the intellect is created after the image of God, its light
is ‘related to Him’™ (adt@ 10 ouyyeves @mg)®. _

At the time of prayer, the intellect of the one who has achieved dispassion
(@Bl is able to contemplate its own initial state of luminosity, becoming
like light’| e o =310, *like a star’ {(dotsposidng)!! and ‘somewhat like
a sapphire or heavenly colour’ (ounrgeipm 1j obpavio ¥ popon Toepeppepiis.
When ‘the inner man’ becomes a ‘gnostic’™?, he contemplates the light of his.
own beauty (enxsan =Haoxi ~Hocs, ‘the light of the beauty of his soul )™,
At the same time Evagrios constantly insists upon the possibility of the vision of

the trinitarian divine light'’. He desenibes the encounter of the intellect with this

Fi-Suppl. = Psendo-Supplement 2 den Kephalaio Grostika, in Frankenberg, Euagrios (see above);
Skemm. = Skemmaia, in J. Moyldermans, Evagriona et Nowveanx fragments inddirs (Paris, 19313,
33-44; Thoughis (On Diffcrent Evil Thoughts) = De diversis malignis cogitationibus (recensio
longior), in 1. Muyldermans, ‘A tavers la tradition manuscrite d Evagre le Pontique®, Biblio-
thegue du Muséon 3 (Louvain, 1932), 47-55.

4 Here and below we cite some Syriac terms for those Evagrian texts which are preserved
only in the Syriac version.

* Amirr YL 16 0525).
Thoughts XLIT (55).
Cf. Crnogt. Chapt. 1,33 (33),
Ginoxs, 45 (178). CL Prace. 64 (648-649). CF, also Praver 74 (1184 B).
Skemm. 2 (374).

0 Grost. Chapt. 5,15 (183).

U Thoughes X1LIN (55).

12 fhid. XXXIX (55).

BBy, Al e, equivalent of the Greek pvioortinos.

¥ Pi-Suppl, 50 (462-464),

¥ Thus. in Skemm. 4 (374} we find the following definition of this vision: ‘The (initial) state
ikataotrog) of the ntellect is the mtelligible elevation (Dyog vonzév), somewhat hike heav-
enly colour; also the light of the Holy Trinity is imparted {£miyiveTar) to the intellect in the ime
of prayer’. CL Skemen. 27 (377): “Prayer is the state of the intellect when it becomes totally under
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divine light in terms of ‘mingling” between the soul and the light of the Trinity!®,

The Evagrian concept of light can be reduced to the following basic ideas:
1/ the intellect sees its natural light in the time of prayer; 2/ the intellect sees
the divine light, which is the light of the Holy Trinity; 3/ it sees the beauty of
the soul: 4/ it is mingled with the light of the Trinity. Each of these four
notions was to become very important for the development of patristic doctrine
of the vision of light.

Turning to the Makarian Homilies'?, we encounter in them several passages
with references to the vision of the divine light. In one such passage, the question
is about how man participates in the Holy Spirit and his soul is transformed in the
divine light through illumination by the face of Christ'®. Another important pas-
sage is devoted to the different types of the vision of the divine light: sometimes,
Makarios says, the holy cross appeared as light, and in other times, ‘the very light
itself shining in the heart opened up an interior, profound and hidden light™.
Elsewhere Makarios states that the Invisible One may be seen by worthy souls,
who may “taste His sweetness and enjoy in actual experience the goodness of the
light of ineffable enjoyment’. This motif of “enjoyment’ and “sweetness’ was to
appear in later monastic writers. If Evagrios spoke of the ‘eyes of the intellect” as
the mystical organ which sees the divine light, Makarios speaks also of the “eyes
of the intellect” (vospoi dpbulpoi)®, ‘eves of the heart” (dgfaipol g
kapdiog)® and the inner ‘eyes of the soul’ (dopllahpol Tng Yoy Rc)™.

the light of the Holy Trinity (i guotds povou yivepsym tig dying Tputdod)'. According to an-
other Evagrian definition, 'the divine intelleet (rvenh ¢ resoa=a) s the intellect that is calm from all
movements and is clothed in the light of the vision of the Trnily (refouiud na mhiea Himaoa)’;
Grast, Chapt. 53 (4064-465).

i+ A fire (o) possesses its own body with power, so the intcllect will possess the soul
with power when it is totally mingled (2 x=aka) with the light (rimaa) of the Holy Trinity’;
Crnast. Chapt. 2,29 (73).

" For Makarian wrigings, we use the following abbreviations: Hom. (Spiritual Homilies 1-30)
= Dig 50 geistfichen Homilien des Makarios, ed. H. Didrries, E. Klostermann, M. Kroeger (PT5 4,
|96 y: Hom. (IT) (Homilies from Collection 111} = Pseudo-Macaire, (Euwvrey spiriteelles (Homélies
prapres d ta Collection 11T, ed. V. Desprez (SC 275; 1980).

% Hom, 1,2 (2), which containg an allegorical interpretation of Ezekied 1,1-2.1: *For the soul
that is counted worthy (o participate in the Spint of the Lord’s light and illummed by the beanty
of His unspeakable glory. .., becomes all light, all facc, all eye... Like the sun that is the same all
over, without any part behind or imperfect, but is completely all light.... and like the fire, or the
very light of fire, which is also entirely full of light. .., in the same manner the soul that is com-
pletely illumined with the unspeakable beauty of the glory of the light of Christ’s face and per-
fectly participates in the Holy Spirit,.., becomes all eye, all light, all glery, all spirit’. Cf. also
Ham, (111} 22.3,1-2 (258-260).

W Ham. 8.3 (78-79). The concept of the interior light of the heart is close o the Evagrian
notion of the light of the intellect.

W Hom. 4,11 (36).

I Hom. (1IN 26,636 (308),

2 Hom. (11D 168,14 (206). Cf. Clement of Rome, I Car. 36,2; 59,3,

H Hom. (1T} 15,1.14-15 (172).
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In Maximos the Confessor®, the notion of the vision of the divine light
plays a significant role. He describes the state of the intellect when it, being
full of the ‘desire of love’ (Epwg tHc dyanng) for God, goes out of itself and
has no perception of itself and of creatures; ‘for once illumined by the divine
and infinite light, it remains insensible to any created being..."®, The highest
state of the intellect is when it finds itself in the light of the Holy Tnnrtj,qP
Maximos states,

Mystical illumination by the divine light takes place during prayer: in Ihw
Maximos is close o Evagrios. The highest type of prayer, according to Maximos, |
is when “at the very onset of prayer the intellect is taken hold of by the divine
and infinite light and is conscious... only of Him Who through love illumines:
it'*". Having reached this stage of prayer, the intellect becomes totally trans-
figured: *by an enduring participation in the divine illumination it has become
altogether shining bright’, so that its passible element is transformed into d
never-ending divine desire and unceasing love'®, The transfiguration of ﬂlﬂ'*
intellect is described in Maximos in terms of ‘mmg]mg ‘the intellect is mtally
mingled with the light of the Spirit’ (6hw vip @ ol tol mveluotos & VOug
gypubeig)®®,

On the example of Evagrios, Makarios and Maximos one can see how
impaortant was the theme of the vision of light for Byzantine theological and
monastic tradition®?,

The theme of the divine light was extensively discussed by the Syriac mystical
writers of the seventh and eighth centuries, especially by Isaac of Nineveh,

# For the writings of Maximos, the following abbreviations have been used: Love (Chapters
on Love) = Massimo Confessare, Capitoli sulla caritd, ed, A. Ceresa-Gastaldo (Verba seniorum
3: Rome, 1963} Quesi. (The Questions) = Maximus Confessor, Cuaestiones er dubia (CCG 105
1982).

4 Love 1,10 (52).

% Thicl 197 (86),

T Ihid, 2,6 (92).

* fhid. 248 {116).

# Quest. BOLGE-TO (62). This is the Evagrian concept of the mingling berween the intellect
and the divine light.

¥ Among other Byzantine authors who speak of the vision of the divine light, let us mention
also Diadochos of Photike, Hesychios of Sinai and John Klimakos. The latter remarks that the
truly obedient monk ‘ofien suddenly becomes full of light and exultant during praver'; Ladder 19
(PO 88,937 C). Once he alludes to his own vision of light, making it clear, however, that it was
the vision of an angel; fbid. 27 (1109 BD). According to Hesychios, the guarding of the imellect
leads one to such a state that one sees a glorious light of God; all ascetics who have reached this
state ‘hathe in a sea of pure and infinite light, touching it incffably and living and dwelling in it';
Te Theodowlous 171, in @rioxodio oy lepiv varnkdoy, vol, 1 {Athens, 1957), 168, Cf, Thid.
175 (168-169). Diadochos says, among other things, that ‘the intellect, when it begins to be
strongly energized by the divine light, becomes so completely translucent that it sees its own light
vividly's Chapter 40 in Diadogue de Photicé, (Ewvees spirituelies, ed, E, des Places (5C 5-his;
1955}, 108. This is again a reminiscence of the Evagrian distinction between the two levels of
light.
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Joseph Hazzaya and John of Dalyatha®'. In the works of Isaac the S}-'rian.ﬂ the
term ‘light’ (Greek @dg, Syriac rim ea) occurs frequently, and the doctrine ‘c::f
the vision of light is generally close to the Evagrian; for instance, he also dis-
tinguishes between the two levels of light. There is, on the one hand, the divine
light¥, which is the light of the Holy Trinity*, On the other hand, there is the
light of the human soul®, or of the intellect®. The illumination of man by the
divine light takes place during prayer® or during the reading of the Scriptures™.

The most striking writing of the ‘Greek Isaac’ devoted to the theme of the
divine light, Homily 43, belongs in fact to John of Dalyatha, in the writings of
whom the theme of light occupies an even more prominent place than in Isaac.
John speaks there of the divine light, which is the light of the Holy Trinity*.
The divine light is sometimes described as ‘the light from the Father™, or the
light of the Holy Spirit*'; at other times the question is of Christ, ‘the iighit fm
the light of the Father*#2, This light illumines the intellect*’. When one is illu-
mined by the divine light, one is filled with joy, contemplating at the same time
one’s own beauty®, One perceives remarkable closeness between the concept of
the divine light in Homily 43 of the ‘Greek Isaac’ and the Makarian Homilies".

1l The analysis of those Syriac writings which were definitely unknown in the Greek-speaking
world of the Byzantine epoch, in particular, the writings by Joseph Hazzaya and John of Dalyatha
{except four homilies by the latter under the name of Isaac), falls E:r:;.-:u!:rrl the scope of the present
peper. We would wish to point out, however, that the doctrine of the vision of light as expressed by
Symeon the New Theologian is very close to similar doctrines of Joseph Hazzaya and especially
of John of Dalvatha. #

2 For the writings of Isaac, the following abbreviations are used: Hom, (Homalies, Greek
version) = “Toade toi Zopou ebpebivia downnxd, ed. N Theotokis {Athens, 1895); Syr. H{.Irm.
{Homilies, Syriac version) = Mar Tsaacus Ninivita, De prefecsione religiosa, ed. P. Bedjan
(Leipzig, 1909).

¥ OCf. Syr, Hom, 68 (474),

M CE Thid. 22 (174),

¥ CEfbed. 53 (379); 80 (357).

3 CE Ibid. 69 (482); 80 (560).

W OCF - Thid. 13 (124-125); 45 (326).

E-CF. 1bid. 1 (6).

1 {Greek Isaac’, Hom. 43 (177). CF. Isaac, Hom. 32 (140) = Syr. Hom. 22 (174).

W Hom. 43 (179).

A fhid. (178).

2 Ipid. (177).

M- Ihid "

W Cf Hom. 43 (177-178): “The sun that shines within him 1s the light of the Holy Tramty...
Christ, the light of the Father's light, is (his) life, joy and happiness. Such a man is g!;ddm at
all the times by the divine vision of his soul, as he is enthralled by his own beauty which 1s traly
a hundredfold more resplendent than the brilliance of the sun itsell... This realm is a cloud of
God's glory inte which only the pure in heart may enter to behold the face of their Master and to
have their intellects illumined by the ray of His light'.

& In particular, in both texts the hight dppears as the sun shining from within rather than from
outside; it fills man entirely, giving him joy and happiness; it makes man see the beauty of his
soul; it transforms man himself into light; it allows him to contemplate the *face” of the Lord.
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. th[:rﬂu'l from the patristic tradition as such, we find many references to th
vision or appearance of the divine light in hagiographical literature, In parti
Anthony the Great, before hearing the voice of Christ, ‘saw the ray of lis}
descending unto him™¢. Another Egyptian ascetic, Paul, three days before
death, tells his listeners: “The light (of God) never forsook my heart; being Iy
encd by it, I needed no sleep, but the desire to see Him always flamed up wit
me... This intellectual light (e mentis) has never been extinguished in me™T.

. We should now look at Symeon’s visions of the divine light*, Two visions of
his :Ig.l'ﬂl.lﬂ'l are described by Symeon himself in his Catecherical Discourses: |
lowing the tradition that derives from Paul®®, Symeon uses the third person when
speaking of his experiences. The first of them took place when Symeon
about twenty years old: while he was once praying in his cell, *suddenly an ah
dance of divine radiance appeared from above and filled all the place’; the you i
forgot all the world, lost consciousness, becamne filled with tears and spiritual
and “thought that he himself became light'™, The second vision, described in €
16, has many details in common: the hero of the narration is suddenly moved
ears while he is standing in prayer; he falls down and sees a great immateriz
light; he loses consciousness of himself and forgets the earths!,

The same sort of experience is described by Symeon in his two Thanksgivings,
w:hmp represent a kind of mystical autobiography, where Symeon speaks q
his visions in the first person, with remarkable openness. In Euch. 1, after
description of his first two visions of light (identical to those from Car. 22 and
16), Symeon speaks of his subsequent visions, giving us to understand thali
they were numerous throughout his life. Symeon distinguishes here between
the vision ‘from outside’ and vision ‘from within’, the latter being the most
p?%?&ffﬂ] and delightful: in both cases, however, the question is about thm
divine and uncreated light (rather than of the natural intellectual light)32, |

W Athanasios, Life of Amthony 10,17 in Athanase d'Ale ' de e yal ' :
G.J M. Bartelink (SC 400; 1994, 162. o

T Rufinus, Hist. Mon. 10.8,11-12; in Rufinus, Historia menacharum, ed. E. Schulz-Fliigel
(PTE 34, Berlin - New York, 19%)), 324.325,

- For Symeon the New Theologian’s writings, the following abbreviations have been adopted:
Cafu. (Theological, Gnostic and Practical Chapters) = Syméon le Nouveau Théalogien, Chapitres
r.fz;nfagéqufs. gnastiques et pratigues, ed. . Darrouzés (3C 51-bis: 1980): Cﬂf. {Catechetical
Discourses) = Syméon le Nouveau Théologien, Caréchéses, ed. B. Krivochéine and 1. Paramelle
i L-IIT (S 96, 104, 113: 1963-1965); Em. {Theological and Ethical Discourses) = Syméon ]e;
Mouveaw Théologien, Traités théologiques et éthiques, ed. J. Darrouzés, te, I-11 (SC 122, 129;
1966-1967); Euch. {The First and Second Thanksgivings) = Action de grives 1-2 (5C 113; 1965);
fiymm (The Divine Hymns) = Syméon le Mouvean Théologien, Hynmes., ed. 1, Koder, J. Paramelle
and L. Neyeand, 1. I-TIT (SC 136, 174, 196 1969-1973), |

WCE:2 Cors 122,

M Car. 22, 88-100.

3 Car. 16, TRIT.

T have frequently seen light, sometimes within me..., and sometimes it appeared extemally,
from afar, or even it was completely hidden, and by its hiddenness caused me unbearable pain,

e
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In Euch. 2 Symeon shows that the divine light, which regularly appeared to
him, gradually became more and more recognizable®. Like the preceding
quthors, Symeon refers to the vision of the ‘face” of Christ in the light™: it is
«till, however, an experience of pure luminosity rather than the appearance of
the “face’ in any form or shape. Perhaps the new element in Symeon 1s that the
dynamics of mystical experience include periods of abandonment by God as a
necessary, though painful, element, references to which accompany many of
his descriptions of the vision of light*s. The theme of abandonment was widely
discussed in ascetical literature before Symeon®, but not in such a mystical
and personal way as Symeon treats it,

Let us now indicate some most important characteristics of Symeon’s doctrine
of the vision of light, deriving primarily from his Hymns, in order to reveal the
points of correspondence and difference between Symeon and preceding writers,

First of all, it is clear that for Symeon the divine light is not an angel or any
created being or phenomenon®. According to Symeon, the divine light is God
Himself in His revelation to the human person. “Your light is You, O my
God’, he says in one of his hymns®. As in Syriac mystics, the light is some-
times identified in Symeon with the Holy Trinity™; at other times it is identified
with the Holy Spirit®. Quite regularly Symeon also speaks of the vision of Christ
as light®!, However, as we said, Symeon never speaks of Christ as appearing in
a visible image®?, but only of the light and sometimes the voice of Christ™.

because | thought | would never see it again. But when 1 again lamented and wept..., it appeared
like the sur which penetrates through the thickness of the clouds and gradually shows iself as a
gently glowing sphere’; Euch. 1,172-180.

51 ‘From then on... You came to me more frequently... and made me see more clearly the
light of Your face. Yet immediately You flew away... Coming at times and then going away in
such a manner, You gradually appeared 10 me more and more fully..., granting me o see {You)
more obviously, and giving me more light'; Euch. 2, 137-146.

# OF Euch. 2,141 (“to see the light of Your face’).

% See Hymn 11,8894 er af

 See. for example, Evagrios, Grose. 25 (134-142); Makarios, Hom. 54 (38-41); Diadochos,
Chapt, 87 (146-147); Isaac, Hom. 46 (287) = Syr. Hom. 39 (302); Maximos, Love 4,96 (237).

S Of, Hymn 17,2386 °It is not anything belonging to the world, nor 4 creatre; for it is
uncreated and beyond all creatures...".

H Hymn 45 .6.

% (Cf Hymn 12,19-23: “The threc of Them are light: the Father, Son and Holy Spirit... The
three are seen to me as in one countenance...'; of, Hymee 1.226: 2.86-94; 21,147, 24 24517,
25.33-48; 33,141 er al.

 Cf Hymn 44, 114: *The Spirit shines in the Light"; cf, Hymn 17, 36; 22, 177 ef al.

61 CF, Mymna 51,15ff.: ‘Little by litle You shone upon me Your divine light..., O Christ, my
God'; of, My 25,145-151; Erh. 4,263 el al.

62 This distinguishes Symeon’s vistons from those visions of Christ which are characteristic
of hagiographical literature, Incidentally, let us mention that Symeon never describes a vision of
the Mother of God, and only once does he mention the vision of a saint, namely his spiritual
tather Symeon the Studite, near the divine light; cf. Cat. 22, 102-104,

[ this Symeon's visions of Christ might be compared with Paul’s vision as recounted in
Acts 93-4. In the case of Paul's vision, the light and the voice of Christ appeared at the same
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Next, the light which Symeon describes is not a physical or material pheno-
menon: it is characterized as ‘immaterial” (dikog)™, ‘simple, formless, ar‘j
together non-composite, bodiless and inseparable™, Using apophatic ex-
pressions, Symeon emphasizes that the divine light is beyond any categﬂ.nﬂs of
matter or form, as well as beyond human speech and understanding: it is ‘11kg<
a treasure which is ineffable, unqpeakabie without quality or quantity, wi
image or matter or form, which is formed in overwhelming beauty, which 15,
all mmpla as the light that transcends all light” (6Lov anlobv danep @og mﬁ
UmEp M pag)oe,

Being immaterial, the divine light is “intelligible’®”, which means that it has an
effect firstly upon the intellect (votg)®, shining in it®, illumining it™, punfymg:_,c
it"!, catching it up in mystical rapture to God™. Unlike Evagrios and other pre-
ceding writers, Symeon does not usually speak of the natural light of the intel-
lect, but only of the divine light which illumines the intellect from outside or
from within,

The divine light, Symeon says, is invisible to one’s bodily eyes™, but is seen
with the intellect or rather with what Symeon calls “the eye of the intellect®
(OpBuipoc tob vodg)™, “the noetic eye of the intellect” (vospog & ToU voog
GepBadpdg)™, “the intelligible eyes of heart’ (dplohpoi voepol thg kepdiag)™,
‘the eyes of the soul” (yuyng ol dpbaipei)”, ‘the intelligible eves of the
soul’ (voepol thc yoyhe dpbaipoi)™® efe, Sometimes Symeon even asserts
that the divine light is ‘inaccessible to the intelligible eyes of the heart’ (drpoai-
oV Tolg voepols Supao the Kapdiag)™; at other times he says otherwise,

time, Symeon, when describing his first visions of light in Exch. 1, emphasizes that he was not
immediately granted to hear the voice of Christ: see Ench. 1,159-161; it is only later that
Symeon heard Christ speaking to him: see Fuch, 2 2250,

® Hymn 38,64; ef, Hymn 51,041; Eth, 11,176 et al,

85 Hymn 13,41-42,

8 FErh. 11,174-177.

8 CF Hymn 33,64 (pidg voepdv); 16,2; 23,222 (pig vontov).

6 Symeon often uses the terms Sulvowa (mind) and wapbla (heart) 2s synonyms of voic,
when speaking of the mystical vision of light, Both terms are of biblical origin and occur in the
Sepluagint, being also widely vwsed in Christian ascetical literature. In particular, kopdia is ong
of the key anthropological terms in Makarian Homilies. The term voile derives from ancient
Greek philosophical anthropology and s also used by Chnistian anthors from Paul onwards.

- CE Hymn 34.79; 40,11 {in both cases the light shines in the intellect and the heart),

™ Cf. Hymn 11,42 17.338: 18,82: 20,236 ér af.

"W Cf. Hymn 30,579 er al.

2 Cf, Hymn 9.33; 48,23 er al,

N Cf. Hven 38,83,

" Hymn 11,46,

T Hymn 38,86,

% Hymn 32 82.

! Hymn 22,108,
W oErh. 10,673-674.
" Hymn 38 84.

.
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namely that the Inaccessible One becomes ‘accessible to my intelligible eyes’
(mpoaitds ... Gupoot voepolg pou)™, Symeon also speaks of the spiritual
‘mouth’ and *hands’ by means of which the ascetics participate in the divine
light:

They see in abundance the simple light of God’s divinity with their intellectual eyes
(voepoic doluluoic): they touch it with immaterial hands in irresistible love
(Gratacyéte T Epon); they eat it without eating with the spiritual mouth of their
intellect and soul, without being able to grow satiated by the contemplation of its
beauty and sweetness®!,

The mystical vocabulary of this passage is remarkably close to that of the
preceding Fathers quoted above, who also speak of the divine light as seen by
the ‘eyes of the intellect’ (Evagrios, Makarios), of its unspeakable beauty
(Makarios), of its being touched in an ineffable manner (Hesychios), of the
sweetness that is tasted and joy that is experienced during the vision (Makarios,
‘Greek Isaac’), of the loving desire (Epmg) which accompanies the vision
(Maximos). Employing the unusual images of “touching” and ‘eating” the light,
Symeon points to the total and intimate union between the mystic and the light
during the vision, emphasizing the all-embracing and all-absorbing character
of this experience. In another instance, when speaking of the transformation of
the soul by the light, he employs the language of “embracement’ by the light
or ‘immersion’ in it:

God becomes for those who are worthy

Like a divine and luminous pool (dg kodvpfnbpa Belo potoeidsatim),
Embracing them all. .,

The divine Spirit...,

Being Himself light without sunset,

Transforms all those in whom He hives

Into light, . .®

In Symeon the patristic notion of the transformation and transfiguration of
human nature by virtue of the vision of the divine light has undergone consid-
erable development, As we indicated above, some earlier Fathers asserted that,
during this vision, the intellect sees its own natural light (Evagrios), the mind
shines brightly (Maximos), the soul becomes all fire and light {Makarios), and
the transfigured man contemplates his own beauty (Evagrios, "Greek Isaac’),

B Fymn 15,52-33.

Bl Eeh. 4, 862-867.

B2 Hvmn 44,349-375, CIL a similar notion, which uses the language of “immersing’, in John of
Dalyatha: “The soul sees the light which shines in it and transforms it into the likeness (of the
light)... The soul is united with the formless light, which is the light of the Haly Trimty that
shines in its creature, The soul is plunged into the waves of the beauty {of this light) and remains
in wonder for a long time... It (remains) in the cloud of the light'; Howm. & (unpublished). guoted
in R. Beulay, L'enseignement spivituel de Jean de Dalyarha (Paris, 159%0), 388-389, The expression
“the cloud of light” (potdg vepsha) occurs also in Svmeon; see fymie 17,326,
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The experience of Symeon proves that the whole of human natre, including
the intellect, the soul and even the body, is transfigured by the divine light,
This 15 one of the central ideas of S}fm::{‘:-n Lo wh:Lh he constantly returns,
When you see the divine light, he says, “your body shines, and so does :,n:;up.
soul, for your soul then... becomes as resplendent as God Himself"®. Elge-
where Symeon describes hr:rw he contemplates his own beauty when seeing timf
divine light®,

To summarize what has been noted, we can specify some of the more
important characteristics of the light in Symeon: 1/ this light is not the natural
light of the intellect, but the uncreated, divine light of the Holy Trinity; 2/ itis
non-material and is not perceived through the sensible eyes, but through the
spiritual ‘eyes of the intellect’; 3/ it is formless and shapeless, being totally
beyond human calegories of shape and form; 4/ it transfigures the human per-
son, including the intellect, soul and body: 5/ the ‘face’ of God is seen inside
the light, but in a spiritual manner rather than in any visible form.

As far as the link between Symeon and preceding Fathers is concemed, we
can state that Symeon’'s doctrine of the vision of light definitely had its pre-
history in patristic literature, particularly in the writings of Evagrios, Makarios,
Maximos and Isaac the Syrian, Being close to these writers in many ideas,
Symeon was generally independent of any of them in his treatment of the
theme of vision of light, always basing himself primarily upon his own ex-
perience. He was also the first Byzantine author for whom the vision of light
was the main and only goal of all ascetical exploits and good deeds and who
claimed with such decisiveness that

We practise all this asceticism and all these actions only in order to partake of the
divine light, like a lamp, so that we may bring our souls as a single candle to the inac-
cessible light*s,

5 Hymn 50,238-246,

“ *{The hight) shines in my poor heart, illumining me from every side by His immortal radiance,
lightening all my members by His rays. .. | partake of His light, I panticipate in His glory, and my
face shines as the face of my Beloved and all my members become light-bearing. 1 become then
maore beautiful than the most beautiful...., and much more precious than all visible things..."; Hymn
16,24-37. CI. John of Dalyatha, Letter 27,1-2, in La collection dey lettres de Jean de Dalyatha,
ed. R, Beulay, PO 38, fasc. 3, No. 180 (1978), 388-389; °1 see (the Trinity) like one single light,
il-ll'ld | myself shine like i, T marvel about myself and rejoice spiritually, for the Source of life is
n me’,

8 Hymn 33, 130133,

Origenes im Werk des Epiphanius von Salamis

Wolfzang A, BIENERT, Marburg

1. Epiphanius als Hiresiologe des 4. Jahrhunderts

1.1. Zu Person und Werk des Epiphanins

Unter den Hiresiologen der Alten Kirche — neben [rendus, Hippolyt und
Tertullian — nimmt der aus dem Méanchtum Palistinas stammende spitere
Bischof Epiphanius von Konstantia (Salamis) auf Zypern (ca. 315-403)' cine
Sonderstellung ein. Auf der einen Seite becindruckt sein grolies und ein-
flubbreiches Werk, das vor allem seine literargeschichtliche Bedeutung begriin-
det, das Panarion, der ‘Arzneikasten’ (xifiomiov latmxdy), wie er es selbst
nennt?, weil es zur Hellung der vom Schlangenbili der Haresien Verwundeten
dienen soll — nicht zuletzt wegen seines beachtlichen duleren Umfangs®, Auf
der anderen Seite heift es jedoch, dab Epiphanius in diesemn Werk “auf Grund
von allen méglichen, fiir uns vielfach verlorenen Geschichtswerken wie miind-
lichen Ueberlieferungen’, ‘kritiklos und beschriinkten Geistes 80 Hiresien’
zusammenstellte und zugleich bekimpfte — “von den griechischen Philosophen
bis zu den Iirlehremn seiner Zeit’, wobei als eigentliche Quelle des Unheils der
Gegenwart und schlimmster Vertreteter des Hellenismus Origenes erscheint®,

| Epiphanius von Salamis, Werke: Karl Holl (He.): Epiphanius 1: Ancoratus, Panarion, haer.
[-33 (GCS 25: 1913). — [I7; Panarion, kaer, 34-64, hg. v. 1. Dummer (GCS; 1980), — 1T
Panarion, haer. 83-8(). De fide, hg. v. 1. Dummer (GCS; 1985), — fﬂxrﬁmzung {engl.): F. Wil-
liams, The ‘Panarion’ of Epipharius of Salamis, Boak [ (sects -6} (NHS 35; 1987); Book {I-
I (Secty 47-80, De Fide) (NHS 36; 1994). — Die levete ausfiihrliche Lebensbeschreibung bei
P. Mautin, Fp:pﬁram’ |""r|'.I!E.'H_.| de Salamine, in: DHGE 15 (1963), Sp. 617-631. — Nach P. MNautin
starb Epiphanius bereits im Jahre 402; vgl. auch A. Pourkier, L'hérésiologie chez Epiphane de
Sadamine (CAnt 4 Paris, 1992), 5. 29 mit Anm. 1.

T Pan. Procem. 11, 2. — Die aos diesem Werk geschopfte Zusammenfassung {*Anakepha-
lafosis™) stammt wohl nicht von Epiphanius selbst; vgl. K. Holl, Die handschrifiliche Ubsrliefe-
rung des Epiphanius (Ancoratus dnd Panarien) (TU 36.2; 1910), 8. 95-98; W. Schneemeicher,
Epipharnius von Salamis, in: RAC 5 (1962), 5. 919 w.a.; anders H.I, Vogl, Warum wurde Orige-
es zum Heretiker erkidrt? In: Origeniana Quarta (1985), hg. v. L. Lies {ITS 19; 1987), 5. 78-
90: Seminar I; Texte zum Hawpireferar: Sp. 100-111; S, 83, Sie wurde aber schon friih
rusammengestellt, denn sie war Augustin bereits — vor 428 — in lateinischer Ubersetzung
bekannt (vgl. H. Drobner, Lefirbuch der Patrologie (Paderbomn, 1994), 5. 256).

' In der Ausgabe von K. Holl umfaBt das Werk rd. 1500, in der Ubersetzung von F. Williams
etwa 1000 Druckseiten (5. 0. Anm, 1}

+ K. Miiller / Hov. Campenhausen, Kirchengeschichie /1 (Tubingen, *1941), 5. 634,
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Beeindruckend ist ohne Zweifel der Fleill, mit dem Epiphanius dieses rie-
sige (Sammel)Werk zusammengestellt hat. Und die Nachwelt ist trotz aller
Kritik im einzelnen dankbar fiir viele Quellen(schriften), Zeugnisse und Infor-
mationen aus der Alten Kirche, die nur aul diese Weise erhalten sind. Das gilt
gerade auch im Hinblick auf zahlreiche Schulen, Gruppen, Strimungen und
Richtungen im friihen Christentum, iiber die Epiphanius berichtet. Dabei zi-
tiert er manchmal ausfiihrlich aus den eigenen Schriften und ubcrhtf‘&mngem
der verschiedenen ‘Hiresien® oder *Sekten™ und schreibt Werke aus, die sonst
verlorengegangen sind®, Thre ‘kritiklose” — oder besser vielleicht: ihre 'I.II'.II'L[H‘“
tische, aut die pmklisch& Uh&ﬁﬁ-‘iﬂdﬂllg der Hiresien abzielende Zusammen-
stellung der Zeugnisse, in der von einer gu*:hgm Auseinandersetzung mit der
gegnerischen Seite ofl wenig zu spiiren ist, irritiert jedoch manchen modernen
Leser, auch wenn er meint, dall das unkritische Vorgehen des Epiphanius
immerhin den Vorteil habe, dall es wenigstens fiir die ?uwrlﬁ:ﬁlgkml des
Uberlieferten spreche’. Die Tatsache, dal dem Epiphanius in der neuen Theﬁ-.
logischen Realenzyklopddie kein eigener Artikel gewidmet ist, deutet dar
hin, dal} die Herausgeber seinen Beitrag zur Kirchen- und Theologiegeschichte
nicht als besonders bedeutend eingeschitzt haben®, !

Fiir W. Schneemelcher” ist Epiphanius ‘ein typischer Vertreter einer kirch-
lich-theologischen Richtung, die im 4. Jahrhundert, d.h. in der nachkonstanti-
nischen Reichskirche, das kirchliche Leben und Denken vielleicht stirker be-
stimmt hat als die grofien theologischen Denker” dieser Zeit. Als besondere
Kennzeichen dieser Richtung nennt er: a) ‘einen starken asketischen Zug’.
b} Dogmatische Fragen werden ‘nicht theologisch durchdacht und weiterge-
fithrt, sondern sie gelten als geltst; ein massiver Traditionalismus wird hier
mabgehend’. Und ¢) ‘eine nicht zu iiberbriickende Distanz zum Heidentum®
wird spiirbar. ‘Rezeption antiken Denkens und Hiresie werden weitgehend
identifiziert’. Insofern spiegeln sich im Werk des Epiphanius nicht nur die
innerkirchlichen Kimpfe um Orthodoxie und Hiresie im ausgehenden 4. Jahr-
hundert wider, sondern auch die damit verbundenen Auseinandersetzungen zwi-
schen Kirche und Heidentum angesichis der sich inzwischen abzeichnenden

" Wl 2B, den Brief des Ptolemaios an die Flora, pan. 33, 3-7.

 Dazu gehdr wohl auch das verlorene Synragma Hippolyls, das nach Photivs (8ibl. cod,
1213 32 Hiregien von Dositheos bis Moét behandelt; vgl. R.A, Lipsius, Zur Quellenkritik des
Epiphanius (1865); A, Pourkier (s. Anm. 1), 5. 53-75. — Auf die von P. Nautin dbernommeneg
Hypothese zu Hippolyt gehe ich hier nicht weiler ein; kntisch dazu wa, K.-H. Uthemann, in; 8yZ
RO/RT (1994), 5. 135-136.

T Vel N, Bonwetsch (5. Anm. #) 1898, 5. 420, — Diese Annahme diicfie allerdings von Fall
zu Fall zu Uberpritfen sein!

8 Vel demgegeniiber N, Bonwetsch, Epiphanius von Constanria, in: RE? (1898), 5. 417-42L.
— Das modeme Urnteil Uber Epiphanius kinnie aber vielleicht avch mit einem allzu intellekma-
listisch gefabiten Theologiebeaniff rusammenhiingen, — Jedenfalls sollte der Einflull des Epipha-
niws auf die Beurteilung der Hiresien in der Kirchengeschichte nicht unterschiitat werden,

T RAC 5 (1962), Sp. M9,
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Reichskirche. Ohne Kenntnis dieses Hintergrunds, bei dem es um eine neue
Besinnung auf das Wesen des christlichen Glaubens ebenso ging wie um eine
entsprechende Verwirklichung des christlichen Lebens, was v.a. zu einem ver-
stirkten Aufbruch des Monchtums in einer geistig und politisch veréinderten
Situation innerhalb des romischen Reiches fithrte, ist sein Werk jedenfalls nur
schwer verstiandlich.

Nicht zufillig triigt die Darlegung der orthodoxen Lehre, die der Bischof
von Konstantia (Salamis) auf Bitten von Freunden im Juli 374 verfaBite!®, den
sprechenden Titel: Der Festgeankterte ("Ayxvpwtog)!. Sie soll in unruhiger
Zeit, die der Situation in einem Seesturm gleicht'?, gegeniiber den Verfil-
schungen des ‘apostolischen und prophetischen Glaubens' durch den “Teufel’
den Gliaubigen Halt, Festigkeit und Zuversicht geben. Bei dieser Schrift, die
zeitlich dem Panarion {375-377) unmittelbar voraufgeht und sachlich eng mit
ihm wverbunden ist, handelt es sich zwar eher um eine dogmatische Schrift,
wenn auch nicht um ein ‘Kompendium der kirchlichen Dogmatik'3. Aber da
sie sich auf weite Strecken mit Hiretikern und ihren Anschauungen kritisch
auseinandersetzt, wird deutlich, daB auch hier das antihiiretische Interesse im
Vordergrund steht. Im Unterschied zum Panarion spricht es jedoch sehr viel
unmittelbarer als dieses in die Situation der Kirche hinein und macht damit
stiirker auf die aktuelle kirchengeschichtliche Situation im Umfeld seiner Ent-
stchung aufmerksam. Im Vordergrund steht dabei — nicht zofillig in der
zweiten Hilfte des 4. Jahrhunderts — die Frage nach dem Verstdndnis der
giittlichen Trinitiit, wobei Epiphanius die niciinische Orthodoxie in der Tradi-
tion des Athanasius von Alexandrien {nach 362), d.h. die Lehre von der Ho-
mousie des Sohnes und des Geistes (!) in Verbindung mit der Lehre von den
drei Hypostasen im Vorfeld des Konzils von Konstantinopel (381) gegeniiber
Arianern, Sabellianern und nicht zuletzt den Pneumatomachen nachdriicklich
verteidigt (vor allem in den Kapiteln 2-75). Behandelt werden aber auch Fra-
gen der Christologie, die in dieser Zeit ebenfalls neu aufbrechen (im Zusam-
menhang mit dem Auftreten Photing von Sirmium und des Apollinaris von
Laodicea), wobei das Bekenntnis zur Menschwerdung des Gottessohnes als
Leitlinie dient (cc. 27-38 und 75-82). Dabeir distanziert sich Epiphanius auch
von den Anschauungen des Apollinaris von Laodicea, ohne diese jedoch selbst
namentlich zu nennen'®, Ein weiterer wichtiger Streitpunkt ist die Lehre von

W el Ancor, 60, 4; 119, 1, — Vgl, A, Pourkier (5. Anm. 13, 5. 4% Anm, 7%; irtiimbich: H.J.
Vot (5. Anm. 2), S, 83 (37310,

N Zum Mamen vegl, pan. 69, 27, 2F.

'2 Ebd.; vgl. Basilius von Céisarea (De spir. 5, o XXX), der das gleiche Bild fiir die Situation
der Kirche seiner Zeit (374750 verwendel.

13 8q: O, Bardenhewer, Geschichte der altkirchiichen Literanire, Bd. 3, 8. 296,

1 Wyl bes. Ancor. 76, 79. — In pan, 77 ist von den ‘Dimoiriten” bew, *Apollinartianern” dic Re-
de, die behaupteten, Christus habe nur *Fleisch” angenommen (vgl. Joh 1, 14}, aber keine menschli-
che Seele (Ancor. 76) bzw. keine Vemunft. Apollinaris v, Laodicea (1 ca. 390) wird in Par. 77 swar
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der Auferstehung des Fleisches (ce. $3-100). Vor allem in diesem Zusammen-
hang kritisiert Epiphanius dann auch Origenes und die Origenisten. Aber auch
schon vorher 1st von thnen in dem wenig systematisch aufgebauten Werk diéf."
Rede'?. Darauf wird noch zuriickzukommen sein. Deutlich ist jedenfalls die
enge zeitliche und sachliche Yerbindung zwischen dem Ancoratus und dem
Fanarion, was auch daran erkennbar wird, dall Epiphanius im Panarion aus- :
driicklich auf seine fritheren Ausfiihrungen i diesem Werk verweist oder
sogar daraus zitiert'n. Haufig steht allerdings dieses Werk im Schatten des
umfangreicheren Panarion und unterliegt damit noch mehr dem verbreiteten
Vorurteil von der geistigen ‘Beschrinktheit’, der ‘MaBlosigkeit’ und dem
‘gliihenden, aber unerleuchteten Eifer' thres Autors', was dazu gefiihrt hat.;;'
dab der Ancoratus in der patristischen Forschung in der Regel noch weniger
beachtet wird als das Panarion'®,

Mit Recht aber betont W. Schneemelcher: ‘Die modernen Urteile ... treffen
nur zum Teil den Sachverhalt; sie miissen erginzt werden durch eine Einord-
nung dieses Mannes in den Zusammenhang seiner Zeit, d.h, des Jahrhunderts,
in dem der Kampf um die rechte Lehre in der Kirche und die Auseinanderset-
zung zwischen Kirche und Heidentum mit unerbittlicher Schiirfe durchgefiihrt
wurden' ',

erwiihnt, aber wegen seiner engen Beziehung za Athanasius und den Niciinem sowie zu Epiphanius
selbst von diesem sehr schonend behandelt; 77, 2, 1f; val. A, Pourkier (s, Anm. 1), 5. 441, )

1> Ancor. 13, — Ancor, 54-63; 87-92; besonders: Ancor. 52, 62: Allegorisierung des Para-
dieses; dic Frape der *Fellkleider” (Gen. 3, 21). — Ancor. 63 Die Subordination des Sohnes und
des HIL. Geistes. — Ancor. 87: leibliche Auferstehung der Toten, — Awmcor. %2, 3ff.: Leibliche
Auferstehung Christi; vel, pan. 64, 65,

W Pan, 74, 2-10 {Pnesmatomachen) wiederholt wiirtlich Ancor, 64-73; vel. auch pan, 64, 4,
L1 {Apparat: Holl IT, 5. 413) mit Ancor. 54-62,

'R, Altaner, Parrelogie (1958), 5, 281 (vel. W, Schneemelcher, 5. 910): B. Altaner / A. Sni-
ber (*1978), S. 315f. (vel. H. Drobner, 5. 254).

¥ Yol dazu die Bemerkung von Fr. Young 1982; “The work of Epiphanius is best known
because it has proved a quarry for material needed by the textual critic of the New Testament and
the historian of the early church. ... (But) very little work has treated Epiphanius as interesting
i humsell” (5, 199, — Das bedewtet, dalb das Panarion vor allem als literarischer Steinbruch
gesehen und auspewentel worden ist.

¥ W, Schneemelcher, 5. 910; vgl. H. Drobner (1994), 8. 253f, Drobner (S, 253) zihlt Epipha-
niug wnler den Kirchenvitem des 4. Jahrhunderts zu der ‘Gruppe von Bischiifen, die eine aussch-
licBlich christliche, biblische Bildung erhalten hatten, von den profanen Wissenschafien nicht nur
wenig kannien, sondern avch nichts hielten®, deren kirchliche Bedewtung aber nicht unterschiizl
werden diirfe. — Immerhin wird Epiphanius wegen seiner Gelehrsambeil von seinen Zeilgenos-
sen bewundert und pelegentlich als ‘finfsprachig’ geriihmt (Hieronymus, Adv, Buf. 2, 22; 3, 6:
hebriiisch, syrisch, koptisch, griechisch, lateinisch), auch wenn dieses Urteil vielleicht etwas ein-
peschriinkt werden mul; val pan. 19, 4, 3: 31, 2, B (W. Schneemelcher, 5. 210}, — Auch diirfie
Drobner ein etwas 2u harmonisches Bild von der Kirche des 4. Jahrhunderts zeichnen, wenn er
schreibt: “Beide Richtungen (unter den Kirchenviitern), die philosophierende uad die rein bibli-
zistische, haben einander nie (1) vertenfelt, sondern geachiet und akzeptiert’ (aald. 5, 2540
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1.2, Zum Hiresiebegriff des Epiphanius

‘“Wulite Epiphanius (eigentlich), was er unter Haresie verstand?’ fragte vor
ginigen Jahren F. Young® auf der Patristischen Konferenz in Oxford etwas
provozierend, Der Hiresiebegriff des Epiphanius ist in der Tal merkwiirdig.
Im Pararion behandelt Epiphanios nidmlich keineswegs nur christliche Grup-
pen und ‘Ketzer’, die in ihren Anschauungen von der kirchlichen Lehre abwei-
chen, sondern auch vorchristliche Schulen und Richtungen aus Judentum und
Hellenismus wie: Stoiker, Platoniker, Pythagoriier und Epikureer — sowie aus
jildischer Tradition: Samaritaner, Essener, Sebuiier, Gerathener, Dositheer,
Sadduzier, Schriftgelehrte, Pharisiier v.a. bis zu den Herodianern. Insgesamt
nennt Epiphanius 20 vorchristliche “Haresien’. IThnen folgen 60 Hiiresien nach
dem Kommen Chrsti (£Evaoapros nopoudsio): von den Simonianemn (pan, 21)
bis zu den Messalianern (pan. 80), Die Zahlen spielen dabei eine besondere
Rolle. Epiphanius hat sie nach eigener Darstellung dermn Hohenlied Salomos
entnommen (Cant. 6, § LXX)*', wo von 80 Nebenfrauen des Briutigams
(Christus) die Rede ist, die der emnen vollkommenen Braut, der "Taube™ (= der
Kirche; Cant. 6, 9 LXX), gegeniiberstehen® und von denen 60 Kioniginnen
sind,

Der Zwang, diese Zahlen auszufiillen, fithrt dazu, dall Epiphanius den Hére-
sichegriff nicht nur sehr weit fallit und dabei sehr unterschiedliche Schulen,
einzelne Hiretiker (Paul von Samosata, pan. 65}, Sekten und schismatische
Gruppen (Melitianer, pan, 68; Audianer, pan. 70) aneinanderreiht, sondern
anscheinend auch neue Richtungen oder zumindest Namen fiir sie erfindet wie
z.B. die 'Aloger’ (vgl. pan. 51, 3), *‘Antidikomarianiten’ (pan. 78) oder "Kol-
lyridianer’ (pan. 79). Auffallend ist allerdings, dall im Ancoratus ecine fast
identische Liste aller 80 Hiiresien begegnet (Ancor. 12-13)%, wobei auch die
verschiedenen Zahlen eine gewisse Rolle spielen — 20 Héresien vor Christus
und 60 nach seiner Geburt —, daBl jedoch ein direkter Bezug auf das Hohelied
Salomos (Cant. 6, 8f) fehlt. Stattdessen unterscheidet Epiphanius hier inner-
halb der vorchristlichen Hiresien noch einmal zwischen solchen, die nach dem
Gesetz des Mose auftraten (insgesamt 11), und neun vormosaischen Hiresien, die
wiederum aufgeteilt werden in die fiinf ‘Miitter’ — Barbarismus, Skythismus,

A Fr. M. Young, Did Epiphanius Know Whar He Meant by Heresy? In: StParr 1771 (1979),
1982, 5. 199-205, — Vgl. auch P. Fraenkel, Histoire saine et hérdsie chez s. Epiphane de Sala-
mine d'aprés fe tome 1 du ‘Panarion’, in RThPR 3. Ser,, 12 (1962), 8. 175-191; E. Moutsoulas,
Der Begriff “Héresie” bei Epiphaniug von Salamis, in: SmdPare, VT (TU 52; 1966), 5. 362-
AT1: C. Riagi, I termine ‘Hairesis' nell accezione di Epifanio di Salaming (Panarvion, U [, De
fidey, in: Salestanum 29 (1967), 5. 3-27.

2 Pan, Prooem. 11, 3; 35,3, 500 de fide &, 4.

2 Entsprechend endet das Panarion mit einem kurzen Trakiat *De fide’.

2 Am SchluB (13, 8) warden nach den Messalianem zusitzlich noch genannt die Martyriancr
(pan. 80, 2, 4), dic Euphemiten (vgl. pan. 80, 1, 3) und die Satanianer (pen, 80, 3, 1L}, die im
Panarion als Gruppe (1) zusammengefalit werden (vgl. Anaceph, 300
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Hellenismus, Judaismus und Samaritismus — und die schon erwihnten viep
hellenischen Philosophenschulen®, il
Die Einheit dL‘.E Glaubens wie die Einheit der Manachhﬂit grﬁnd&t fiir Epi-

wﬁhnl ader auc:h elwas auafuhrh:.,har vorgestellt, aber kemesw&ga immer hef-
tig bekimpft werden. Andere, vor allem die zeitgendssischen Gruppen werden
je nach den vorhandenen Quellen und Berichten ausfiihrlicher behandelt (z.B
Marcion in pan. 42), um dann als giftspriihende Schlangen oder wilde Tiere
bekdmplt zu werden. Abhiingig von den jeweiligen Quellen und Berichten
iiber die verschiedenen Haresien, die Epiphanius wenig systematisch h::rang:__
zogen, untersucht und oft nur oberflichlich ausgewertel hat, 2. T, auch abhin-
gig von dem in thnen vermittelten Hiresieverstiindnis (etwa des H1ppu)l}rf
schillert dann auch sein eigener Hiresiebegriff. h*

In aller Kiirze ldbt sich feststellen: Generell versteht Epiphanius unter Hire-
sie Abweichung und Trennung von der urspriinglichen Religion, die Adam mit
der Schipfung mitgegeben wurde. Sie ist fiir ihn zugleich identisch mit d
Glauben der ‘einen, heiligen, katholischen und orthodoxen Kirche . Der E]_Il-f
heit der Menschheit und der Einheit in Christus entspricht die Einheit der Ejrche
Alle Ahwmrzhungﬁn davon, Spaltungen, Trennungen usw. stehen im Wider-
spruch dazu und miissen von der dafiir verantwortlichen Krankheit der Hﬁresl 5
mit Hilfe der Medizin des orthodoxen (nicinischen!) Glaubens aus dem Arﬁnm-
kasten’ geheilt werden. Eine genauer reflektierte, kohéirente Theorie der Haresﬁ’
liBt sich bei Epiphanius nicht finden?®®,

1.3. Zu den Quellen des Epiphanius

Der Wert des Ancoratus liegt, so meinte N. Bonwetsch?’, vor allem darin,
daB Epiphanius deswegen, weil er ‘keine selbstiindige Theologie besall, einen
Einblick in die Theologie der Zeit gibt’, ‘Ungleich wertvoller als der Ancor.”
1st jedoch “das Panarion” vor allem wegen des umfangreichen Quellenmaterials.
Dazu gehoren v.a. namentlich zitierte Texte aus Irendus, Hippolyt, Klemens
von Alexandrien und Euseb von Chsarea. — In seiner grundlegenden Unter-
suchung aus dem Jahre 1865 hatte R.A. Lipsius durch einen Vergleich ver-
schiedener altkirchlicher Ketzerkataloge™ den bis heute weithin anerkannten

¥ Val. die Ubersicht bei F. Young, 1982, 8. 2031,

5 F. Young aa. 5. 202: 'In very general lerms his {sc. Epiphanius') usage {of heresy) is clear.
il vaniows: heresy means division which generates further division, and it is all the result of the
intrial rebellion of mankind; heresy is false religion and includes all that is cutside the unity of
the one, holy, catholic and orthodox Church’.

¢ S0 auch F. Young ebd.

¥ 5.0, Anm. 8, 5. 420,

*# R.A. Lipsius (s.0. Anm, 6) 5. 4-10. — Zum Aufbau der Refurario Hippolyts val. va. K. Ko-
schotke, Hippelve's Kerzerbebdmpfung und Polemik pegen die Grostiker. Eine tendenziritische
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Nachweis erbracht, dall fiir pan. 13-57 das von Photius (Bibl. cod. 121)
erwithnte Svatagma Hippolyts die Hauptquelle bildete. K. Holl hat in seiner
Textausgabe daranf aufgebaut und in seinem Apparat reiches Vergleichsmate-
ral fiir eine kritische Quellenanalyse des Panarion bereitgestellt, Dariiber hin-
aus £ibt es zu einzelnen Themen und Uberlieferungen kritische Detailuntersu-
chungen. Aber noch immer diirfte die Feststellung von W. Schneemelcher aus
dem Jahre 1962 zutreffen: ‘eine umfassende Quellenanalyse (des Panarion)
steht noch aus™,

Epiphanius war zwar im allgemeinen bemniiht, zuverlidssige Informanten zu
finden. Aber nicht immer gelang ihm dies, und manchmal verfuhr er auch
recht unkritisch bei der Auswertung seiner Informationen, so dal die einzelnen
Kapitel jeweils fiir sich auf ihren Quellenhintergrund untersucht werden miis-
sen. Das gilt nicht zuletzt auch fiir das Kapitel {iber Origenes (parn. 6470,

Wie schwierig dies im Einzelfall sein kann, hat R.M. Hiibner mit seinen
Untersuchungen zu pan. 65 (Paul von Samosata) und 62 (Sabellianer) gezeigl.
Hiibner spricht vom ‘Eindruck eines Flickenteppichs, den das Sabellius-Kap-
tel im Panarion bietet’* und fiigt hinzu: *Offenbar verfiigte Epiphanius weder
fiir Sabellius noch fiir Paul von Samosata tiber geniigend verliiBliches Mate-
rial, so dall er sich veranlaBt sah, ihnen Thesen ihres spiteren geistigen Nach-
fahrn Photin zu unterschieben, um seine Kapitel zu fiillen'2, Epiphanius, der
eur Zeit seiner Abfassung des Panarions enge Kontakte zu Apollinaris von
Laodicea und seiner Gemeinde in Antiochien (Vitalis) unterhielt, schemt von
dort das entsprechende Material erhalten und recht unkritisch verwendet zu

haben.

Untersuchung seiner ‘Refutatio omninm haeresiwn” (GOF VI/4: 1975), 5. B2ff.: G. Vallée, A
Study in Antignhostic Polemics. Irenaeus, Hippelyius, and Epiphanius (3CTud 15 1981). — Zu
Hippolyt vgl. zuletzt C. Scholten, Fippolytos I (von Rom], in: RAC 15 {1991}, Sp. 492-351.

M W, Schneemelcher, 5. 917: P, Mautin {5, Anm. 1), 5. 626f.; R.M. Hibner, Die Schrifr des
Apalinarius von Laodicea gegen Photin (Psewdo-Ahanasius, Contra Sabellianos) wnd Basiliug von
Caesarea (PTS 30; 1989), 8. 176; vel. ders.: Die Hawptguelle des Epiphanins (Panarien, haer. 65}
her Paulus von Samosata: Ps.-Athanasius, ‘Contra Sabellianos', in: ZEKG 90 (1979), 8, 201-220.

Vel dazu vor allern die grundlegende Arbeit von LF, Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism in
Early Christianity: Epiphanius of Cypras and the Legacy of Origen (PatM3 13; 1988),

1 R M. Hiibner (5. Anm. 28) 1989, 5. 183 — zu pan. 62.

2 Ebd, 186, — Gemeint sind auber pan. 63 vor allem c. 57 und 62. Betroffen sind aber wohl
alle Informationen iiber Sabellins, Mot und Paul von Samosata, deren Mamen in der 2. Hilfte
des 4, Jahrhunderts oft fiir Markell von Ankyra bzw. Photin von Sirmium stehen. — Hinter der
immer wieder von Epiphanius verwendeten und unter dem Namen des Athanasivs iiberheferten
Schrift Contra Sabellianos verbirgt sich pach Hitbner in Wahrheit ein von Apollinaris gegen
Markell bew. dessen Schiiler Photin gerichteter Traktat.
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2. Origenes im Werk des Epiphanius

2.1. Alleemeiner Uberblick 1]

Origenes und die Arianer gelten hiiufig als die *Hauptgegner’ des Epipha-
mius, und ‘die auf sie beziglichen Abschnitte (pan. 64-80) sind daher dag
eigentliche Herzstiick des Werkes'*. Dieser Eindruck entsteht vor allem dann,
wenn man das Panarion aus der Sicht des Ancoratus betrachtet. Denn in d _
ser Schrift steht die Frage nach der orthodoxen Trinitétslehre deutlich im Vor-
dergrund. Allerdings fallt auf, dall sich die Kritik an Origenes dort nur indirekt
auf Beriihrungen mit dem Arianismus bezieht, z.B. auf die Frage der Subordi-
nation des Sohnes unter den Vater™, Im Vordergrund der Auseinandersetzu
mit Origenes und dem Origenismus steht dort die Kritik an der alleporischen
Deutung des Paradieses und der Auferstehung®. Im Panarion wird die BE.:E.i
hung zwischen Origenes und dem Arianismus schon etwas enger gesehen®, %
Von Origenes als "Vater des Arnus’ st aber erst in ep. 51 (iiberliefert
Hieronymus) ausdriicklich die Rede™. ¥

Im Kontext des gesamten °Arzneikastens’ gegen alle Hiiresien fallen d ru
Ausfithrungen {iber Origenes (pan. 64) dagegen nicht allzu sehr aus dem R -".5
men der allgemeinen Hiresiologie des Epiphanius. F. Williams schreibt l;
dem Vorwort zu Bd. I seiner Ubersetzung des Panarions®®: *Epiphanius ﬁ:
pected Origen’s scholarship, and the Hexapla, but considered his doctrine
Gnostic in character, the source of Arianism, and a danger to the church’,
Wesentlich zuriickhaltender fufert sich H. Drobner®: ‘Vermutlich, weil er in
Agypten in einem anti-origenischen Kloster erzogen worden war, hatte er 1B
seinem 374-377 entstandenen ‘Arzneikasten’ gegen die Hiresien auch Orige-
nes aulfgenommen’,

Anders, so scheint es, wird es erst, als Epiphanius bei einem Besuch in Jeru-
salem {wuhl 393) mit dem n!ﬂru,gr;:n Bischof Johannes, einem Anhinger dﬂ&
Origenes, in Streit geriet, weil er in seiner Predigt Origenes scharf ang&gnffen‘
hatte. In dem bereits genannten Brief an den Jerusalemer Bischof vom Jahr
394 werden zundichst die friiheren Angriffe gegeniiber Origenes wiederholt,

2 W, Schneemelchter (5. Anm. 23, 5. 917: val. N. Bonwetsch (5. Anm. 8), 5. 618(; K. I!'.-Ii.l.l.[ll:li‘J||
H.v. Campenhavsen {s. Anm. 4} aa(). 5. 634.
A Ancor. 63,
¥ Ancar. 538 (zu dem Ort des Paradieses und den Paradiesessirdmen); Ancar. 62 (zur Deutung
der Fellkleider in Gen 3, 21). — Zur Frage der Auvferstchung des Fleisches: Ancor. 82, Hier
schliggt er eine Verbindung zu den Hierakiten. |
% Am deutlichsten in Pan. 64, B; vel. auch 64, 4, 2. In pan. 76, dem Kapitel iiber Aétius und
die Anhomder, werden als ihre geistigen Vorfahren Origenes und Lukian genannt (cap. 3, 5k
T Ep. 51, 3 (Hieronymus) nennt er ihn: 'Arii patrem, et alisrum hereseon radicem et parea-
tem” (2d. J. Labourt I, 1952 5. 156-172; Zitar; 5. 161, 5.
#F, Williams (s, Anm., 1) 1987, 5. X1V,
# H., Drobner, Patrologie (19094), 5. 254F,
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werden dann aber noch deutlich erweitert®, Epiphanius erscheint hier nun in
der Tat als ‘der Fiihrer einer Reaktion gegen Origenes..., welche nicht mehr
bereit ist, von diesem trotz aller Gegnerschaft zu lernen (wie einst Methodius),
sondern direkt gegen das Recht hellenischer Wissenschaft in der Kirche
ankiampfi™,

Wenn man von dieser Perspektive aus pan. 64 liest, riickt das Interesse an
Origenes schr viel deutlicher ins Zentrum, so dall der Eindruck entstehen mull,
Epiphanius sei Anfithrer und vielleicht sogar der Urheber des Kamptes gegen
Origenes am Ende des 4. Jahrhunderts gewesen. Aus dieser Sicht schreibt N.
Bonwetsch dann auch: ‘Insbesondere erblickte Ep(iphanius) in Origenes den
Vater aller Haresie und 1hn zu bekimpfen hat er sich geradezu zu einer Lebens-
aufgabe gesetzt... Origenes ist dem Ep(iphanius) verhabt, weil auf ithn der
Ursprung des Arianismus zuriickgehe (haer. 64, 8). Uberhaupt aber gereicht
ihm die "Eiinvien modsio des Origenes zum Anstoll (haer, 64, 73), dem
durch sie bedingten Spiritualismus setzt er einen massiven Realismus entgegen
(vel. besonders die Wiedergabe der gegen Origenes gerichteten Verteidigung
der letblichen Auferstehung durch Methodius, haer. 64, 12f1.)*%. — Die letzte
Bemerkung weist aber bereits auf ein Problem hin, das in der Regel dort, wo
man sich mit dem Text von pan. 64 nicht genaver befafit hat, ibersehen oder
das zumindest in seiner Bedeutung unterschiitzt wird, ndmlich die auleror-
dentlich diirfige Quellenlage, aus der Epiphanius schopft.

Wie ungenau Epiphanius iiber Origenes und den Origenismus informiert ist,
zeigt bereits pan. 63. Dieses voraufgehende Kapitel ist auch *Origenisten’
gewidmet, ohne dall Epiphanius jedoch sagen kann, ob und wie diese mit
dem alexandrinischen Theologen zusammenhingen. In der Zusammenfassung
der Anakephalaiosis heillt es von ihnen: *Die Origenianer, die sich von einem
gewissen Origenes herleiten, veriiben haliliche Schandtaten, tun Unaussprech-
liches und geben ihre Leiber dem Verderben preis’. Von den anderen lautet die
spiltere  Zusammenfassung: ‘Die anderen Origenianer, die sich von dem
Schriftsteller (tou guvtaktou) Origenes mit dem Beinamen Adamantius her-
leiten, leugnen die Auferstchung der Toten, rechnen Christus und den HI
Geist unter die Geschopfe, verstehen das Paradies, die Himmel und alles
iibrige allegorisch und behaupten, das Reich Christi werde ein Ende haben'.

M Fpo 51 (Hieronymus), 4-7; ed. Labourt 1T, 5. 161-170.

1N, Bonwetsch (s, Anm. 8), 5. 419, 11ff. — Allerdings bekfimpft Epiphanius in diesem Bref
nicht so sehr das “Recht hellenischer Wissenschaft in der Kirche'. Thm geht es vielmehr um einen
biblisch und in monastischer Tradition begriindeten Heilsrealismus, der sich gegen eine auf Oni-
genes puriickgefihrie Spiritalisierang der Uberlieferung wendet.

2 M, Bonwetsch ag), S, 418, 60 - 419, 1.

1 Die lewzte Formulierung, die im Bekenntnis von Konstantinopel 381 verworfen wird, wird
in der Regel mit der Theoloagie Markells von Ankyra in Verbindung gebracht; vgl. E. Molland,
‘Des Reich kein Ende haben wird', Hintergrund uwnd Bedeutuny efver dogmatischen Aussage im
Rriciio- r.::l?L':!unriﬂr.lpr,l{i.raﬂh.'J:I-é‘n‘ Crlaubensbekenninis, in: Ders,, Opuscula Patristica (Oslo,
19700, 5. 235-253; E. Schendel, Herrsehaft und Unterwerfung Christi (BGBE 12; 1971).
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— Interessant ist auch, dall beide Gruppen bereits im Ancoratus nacheinander
genannt werden, wobei das Grundgeriist des Panarion hier bereits erkennbar

iseH,

AuBerlich betrachtet gehiirt pan. 64 zwar zu den umfangreichsten Kapiteln

des Panarions; es umfalit rd, 120 Seiten in der Edition K. Holls. Davon ent-
fallen jedoch fast 80 Seiten auf einen lingeren Auszug aus der Schrift des
Methodius von Olympus, ‘Uber die Auferstehung’, die sich ihrerseits kritisch

mit Lehren des Ornigenes auseinandersetzt und damit daran erinnert, dab die
Geschichte des Antiorigenismus lange vor Epiphanius begann und in ihren
Wurzeln bis in die Lebenszeit des Origenes zuriickreicht®. Dariiber hinaus

sind die Informationen iiber Leben und Werk des Origenes, die Epiphanius

zusammengetragen hat, mehr als diirftig und verlangen zugleich nach einer
kritischen Uberpriifung*®. Lediglich in pan. 64, 6-7 zitiert Epiphanius einmal

emnen Text des Origenes selbst, und zwar aus einem Kommentar zu Psalm
1,54, Die Ausfilhrungen im Ancoratus beruhen dabei offensichtlich auf dem
gleichen Material. So findet sich der einzige dortige Hinweis auf eine Stelle in

‘De principiis’ auch im Panarion®®, — Vor diesem Hintergrund erscheint Ori-
genes keineswegs als Zentralfigur unter den Héresien des Epiphanius, Dazu
wurde er erst im Zusammenhang mit den origenistischen Streitigkeiten. Inter-

essant ist dabei auch, daBl dort neben Origenes auch die Schiiler des Apollina=
ris als besonders zu meidende Hiretiker erwihnt werden®.

H Ancor. 13, 6. Die Rede ist dort von den “Origenisten, welche auch die Schamlosen heiben’
und ‘Crigenisien des Adamantius’. — Diese Liste spricht daflic, daid Epiphanius zu dieser Zeit
(374) bereits Material fiir das Pananon gesammelt hatte,

4% Yol W, Bienert, Dionvsing von Alexandrien (PTS 21; 1978), 5, 3-25.

4 Wie ungenau Epiphanios unterrichier ist, zeigt sich w.a. auch daran, dab er die Lebenszeit
des Origenes in dic Zeit des Kaisers Decius verlegt (pan. 64, 1, | vgl. auch De mens, et pond.
18, 19) und seine hellenische Bildung mit einem Aufenthalt in Athen verbindet (par. 64, 1, 2}
Won einem solchen Aufenthalt des Origenes wird sonst in anderem Zusammenhang berichtet
(Euseb, h.e. V1 12, 2; Hieronymus, wr. ifl. 54; vgl. Holl II, 5. 403).

47 Ed. Holl 11, 5. 415-417. — Gewiihrsmann dafiir ist wohl auch Methodius; vel, pan. 64, 10,
2-7, wo Origenes von Methodius zitiert wird. — Vel. dacy HI Vogt (5. Anm. 2), 52918 Zum
Glilck hat Epiphanius etwa ein Kapitel (Panar 64, 10, 2-7) dirckt aus Origenes zitiert, so dal wir
sein Ziel mit dem des Methodius vergleichen kinnen; das Ergebnis ist erschreckend. Methodius
hat rand 10 Halb- oder Ganzzeilen gestrichen; man ahnt, wie die Gegner mit den Texten des Ori-
aenes umgegangen sind. AuBerdem wird man, wenn man Epiphanius so verfahren sieht, kaum
glanben, daB er selbst sehr viele Ongenes-Texie paral hat, auch nicht, daB er sehr viele gelesen
hat: man wird ihn kaum fiir eine Origeneskenner anschen diirfen”,

W Ancor. 631 (vgl. De prine. 1, B). — Pemer: Pan. 64,4, 3f.; ep. 51, 4, 2 (Hieronymus), —
Eine genave Zuordnung dieses Hinweises im Werk des Origenes stiifit jedoch aul Schwierigkei-
e,

43 Vgl Epiphaniug, ep. 91 (Hieronymus), ed. J. Labourt TV, 1954, 5. 147.
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2.2. Das Origeneshild des Epiphanius in seiner geschichilichen Entwicklung

Um das Bild des Origenes im Werk des Epiphanius genauer zu fassen,
erscheint es von daher sinnvoll und notwendig, nicht von einem zusammen-
fassenden Gesamtbild auszugehen, das aus der Riickschau gewonnen wurde,
sondern den Entwicklungsprozel zu beobachten, dem dieses Bild bei Epipha-
nius unterliegt. Mit Recht hat E.A. Clark® methodisch diesen Weg beschritten
und die verschiedenen Vorwiirfe des Epiphanius gegeniiber Origenes in threr
chronologischen Entwicklung untersucht, um die komplexen Zusammenhinge
bei der Entstehung und dem Verlauf der origenistischen Kontroverse genauer
und zutreffender als bisher zu erfassen’!,

a) Im Ancoratus, dem iltesten erhaltenen Werk des Epiphanius vom Juli
374, das unser Thema beriihrt, wird Origenes, abgesehen von der etwas vagen
Bemerkung in 13, 6, wo zwei verschiedene Gruppen von ‘Origenisten” erwihnt
werden, iiber die Epiphanius wenig Genaues zu wissen scheint, zuerst in c. 34,
2 namentlich genannt. Origenes wird dort als ‘Schwirmer” (Defiatoc)
bezeichnet, der — wie viele andere (!) — das Paradies “allegorisch’™ ausgelegt
habe’2. Epiphanius verbindet damit die Frage nach der Realitéit der Schopfung
ung ferner die nach der Realitit der Gottebenbildlichkeit des Menschen.

Auf der gleichen Ebene der allegorischen Auslegung der Schrift liegt dann
auch die Kritik an der Deutung der Fellkleider (Gen 3, 21) als Leiber fiir die
eefallenen priexistenten Seelen durch Origenes (c. 62). Belegt wird die
Ansicht des Origenes leider ebenso wenig wie die zuvor genannte Allegorisie-
rung des Paradieses aus Schriften des Origenes selbst, Als Begriindung wird
lediglich auf die Auflerung des Origenes verwiesen: ‘Gott sei doch kein
Lederarbeiter ™,

Ein konkreter Bezug zum Werk des Origenes wird erst in ¢. 63 hergestellt,
Dort wird zu der Lehre des Origenes, der Sohn kénne den Vater nicht sehen

W Elizabeth A. Clark, The Orivenise Consroversy: The Cultural Construction of an Early
Christian Debate (Princeton/NI, 1992). — Darin liegt der einzige kritische Einwand gegeniiber
der ansonsten aulierordentlich wertvollen Untersuecheng von 1. Dechow (5. Anm, 30); vgl. Clark,
5, BT und 86 mit Anm. 2-3.

MEA. Clark (aa0.)) zeichnetl dig Entwicklung der Vorwiide pegeniiber Origenes nichl nur
bei Epiphanivs nach (5, #6-104), sondern anch bel Theophilus von Alexandrien (5. 105-121),
Hieronymus (5. 121-151) und Schenute (5. 151-158). Bekanntlich habenr Theophilus und Hieronymus
thre Ansichten im Verlauf der Auseinandersetzungen gedindert, wobet offenbar auch unterschied-
liche Auffassungen tiber die Bedentung von Askese und Ménchium eine wichtige Rolle spiclten.

2 Val. pan. 64, 47. Gewihrsmann ist dort Methodius von Olympus.

1 Diese mechrfach wicderholte Bemerkung (vgl. pan. 64, 63, 56F.; ep. 51, 5, 2 (Higronymus)
scheint zwar echt zo sein, sagt aber dber das Verstindnis des Origenes von Gen 3, 21 wenig, [ns-
gesamt zielt die Darstellung des Epiphanivs wohl darauf ab, Origenes mit der gnostischen Aus-
legung dieses Verses in Verbindung zu bringen (vgl. Irendus, Adv, haer, 1, 5, 5; Hippolyt, ref. X,
13, 4), mit der dieser sich selbst jedoch kritisch auseinandergesetzt hat. — Zu Origenes selbst
vel. PGo12, 101 und PG 80, 140C-141A (Theodoret); vgl. 2o dem Problemfeld und den dazu-
gehdrigen Quellen: H.J. Vogt (s Anm. 2) 5, 856f.; 100ff.; J. Dechow (5. Anm, 30), 5. 315-333.
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|
wie auch der HI. Geist nicht den Sohn und die Engel nicht den HI Geist, aug-

driicklich auf D¢ princ. verwiesen. Dieser Vorwurf, der im tibrigen bei Orige-
nes selbst nicht leicht zu belegen ist™, gehdrt zur Zeit des Epiphanius schon gy
den Standardvorwiirfen, die in der Folgezeit immer wiederholt werden, um
Origenes in die Nihe des Arius bzw. der arianischen Lehren zu riicken,

SchlieBlich werden als Anhinger des Origenes im Ancoratus auch Men.
schen erwiihnt, die die Auferstehung der Toten bzw. des Fleisches (oder Lej-
bes) leugnen (Ancor. 87). Die Diskussion wird zum Teil in pan. 64 (71, u"'
val. 74, 2-13) auf der Basis des ausfiihrlich zitierten Traktates iiber die &'Luf
stehung des Methodius (pan. 64, 12-69) weitergefiihrt, die auch hier bereits. aa 2
Grundlage fiir die Argumentation des Epiphanius zu bilden scheint.

Zur Person des Origenes verlautet im Ancoratus nichts. Er gehdrt wie Anus,

ani, Sabellius zu jenen einfluBreichen Hiretikern, die es in der Kirche zu
meiden und zu bekiimpfen gilt. Deutlich kann man bei aufmerksamer Lektiire
die Auseinandersetzungen dieser Jahre in der Schrift erkennen. Es ist die Zeit
der Herrschaft des homdéischen Kaisers Valens (7 378) kurz nach dem Tod des
Athanasius und des Ephrem Syrus (373). In Antiochien gab es verschieder
Gemeinden und Bischife, die miteinander konkurrierten — Melitianer, Eust;
thianer unter der Leitung des Paulinus, Anhinger des Apnllinariﬁ die in dﬁf
Schrift des Epiphanius auch deutlich ritisiert werden, in Kleinasien den K
flikt zwischen Basilius und Eustathius von Sebaste (374/5). Der Zustand dér
Kirche 1st alles andere als iibersichtlich. Der Sieg der Niciner erfolgt erst untf;r
dem Einflufi des Kaisers Theodosius 1. (379-395) — nach 378.

Die Vorwiirfe, die in diesem Zusammenhang gegeniiber Origenes erhoben
werden, bleiben zwar weiterhin lebendig, gerinnen aber mehr und mehr zul
Stereotvpen. Wie aktell die jeweiligen Problemfelder waren, ist nicht immer
leicht zu sagen, Spiirbar ist bei Epiphanius, aber auch bei anderen, eine w&chr
sende Kritik an der allegorischen Bibelexegese im Sinne einer 1'.-FLerﬂu-:hngl.rrjeg
biblischer Heilszusagen in der origenistischen Tradition™ und die Hmwa:ﬂdung
zu einer stirkeren Betonung des Wort- und Geschichtssinnes der Bibel®,

M 1, 8; vgl. Pan. 64, 4, 311 ep. 51, 4, UE {(Hieronymus). — Zur Uberlieferung des Textes
vgl. H. Girgemanns/H. Karpp, Origenes. Vier Biicher von den Prinzipien (TzF 24; 1976), 5. 119
mit Anmy. 23; dazu kritisch H.J. Vogt (s, Anm. 2), 5. [O5E

% Vel aber auch den Origenisten Didymoes, der gegeniiber Apollinaris krtisch SuBern kann:
*“Wer sagt, dall der Gott-Logos als kirperloser gekreuzigt worden sei, der allegorisient das Kreuz.
Wenn aber das Kreuz allegorisiert wird, wird auch die Aufersichung allegorisient. Und wenn die
Auferstehung allegorisiert wird, dann 1st alles, was geschehen ist, nur ein Traum gewesen” (PsT
T3, 191t val. W, Bienert. "Aflegoria’ und ‘Anagoge’ bei Didvmus dem Blinden von Alexandrien
(PTS 13; 19723, 5. 123, — Das Interesse am Wortsinn und: die Betonung der Realitiit biblischer
Aussagen nimmi in dieser Zeit generell zu,

* Wgl. erwa die Kritik des Eustathius von Antiochien an der Allegorese des Origenes in sei-
ner Auslegung von 1. Sam. 28 {ed. E. Klostermann, Kl Texte 83, 1912, 8. 16-62); ferner: W. Bie-
nert, Dignysius (5. Anm. 45}, 5, 151,
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by Das Bild des Origenes, das Epiphanius im Panarion entwirft, ist zwar
etwas plastischer als im Ancoratus, weil anscheinend auch Informationen aus
Eusebs Kirchengeschichte iiber das Leben des Origenes mit verarbeitet sind”7,
Aber es setzt andere Akzente, Gemeinsame Grundlage fiir die Auseinanderset-
zung mit seiner Theologie ist auf weite Strecken der Traktat des Methodius
Uber die Auferstehung®®, nicht aber das Werk des Origenes selbst, wie pan. 64
deutlich zeigt.

Als Leitbild zum Verstindnis der Person des Origenes dient vor allem der
Beiname Adamantius, der ‘Eherne’. Thn deutet Epiphanius zundichst durchaus
positiv einerseits als Ausdruck des besonderen Fleibes, mit dem sich Origenes
der Auslegung der Bibel gewidmet habe, sowie auch einer strengen und kon-
sequenten Askese, Als Beispiel dient im ersten Falle die Erarbeitung der Hexa-
pla. Doch was auf den ersten Blick durchaus sinnvoll und positiv verstanden
werden kann, kann leicht in sein Gegenteil umschlagen. Das zeigt sich im
Bemiihen des Origenes, ‘keine der heiligen Schriften unausgelegt zu lassen’.
Darin wird ein krankhafter Ehrgeiz sichtbar, der zu imefiihrenden, ja, ‘todli-
chen Exegesen’ gefiihrt habe™,

Auch gegen die Askese des Origenes hat der Monch Epiphanius grundsiitz-
lich nichts einzuwenden, Aber strenges Fasten habe, wie man erzihlt, dazu
gefiihrt, daff sich Origenes seinen Magen ruinierte®, Als Ausdruck der iiber-
trichenen Askese erscheint auch die Selbstkastration des Origenes, von der
gelegentlich die Rede ist und tiber die Epiphanius ausfiihrlich berichtet. Dabei
nennt er verschiedene Geriichte dariiber, wie das geschehen sein kiinnte, durch
einen chirurgischen Eingriff oder durch Medikamente, lat die Antwort auf
diese Frage aber letztlich offen. Uber den historischen Origenes zeigt sich Epi-
phanius auch in diesem Fall nicht besonders gut informiert®. Insgesamt zeich-
net Epiphanius von Origenes ein ambivalentes Bild, das auch die Nachricht
einschlieBen kann, Origenes werde w.a. auch als Gegner Manis neben einer
Reihe von Kirchenmiinnern wie Euseb von Ciisarea und Athanasius geriihmt®,

In pan. 64, 4, 3-11 stellt Epiphanius in der Zusammenstellung von J. Dechow
einen Katalog von sieben Vorwiirfen gegeniiber der Theologie des Origenes
zusammen®. Sie betreffen:

57 Allerdings bedarf dies noch einer kritischen Uberpriifung im einzelnen; vel. z.B. 0. Anm. 46.

% Dechow (5. Anm. 300, 5. 245fF,

¥ Pan. 64,3, Bff.

W Pan, 64, 5. 8. — Die polemischen Auslassungen iiber die Hiresie des Origenes am Anfang
von pan. 63, 1, scin ‘prahlerisches Geschwiitz und die vom Teufel eingegebenen Erkenntnisse’
klingen wie nachirfiglich eingefiigt.

6 Pan, 64, 3, 11fL; vpl. Euseb, fe. VI 8, 3, — Dechow (s. Anm. 30), 5. 128-135 priift den
historischen Sachverhalt schr griindlich.

8 Wyl Pan. 66, 21, 3.

63 o), dazu Dechow (s, Anm. 30), 5. 246ff. — Die Zusammenstellung lehnt sich z.T. aber auch
an ep. 51, 4-7 (Hieronymus) an. — Vgl. avch den Katalog von acht Punkten bei Hieronymus,
Contra Joannem 6-7, PL 23, 376D - 37TA (Vogt aa0), 5. 91L).
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1) die imnertrinitarischen Beziehungen zwischen Vater, Schn und Gm'g
u.a. mit dem Hinweis, daB nach Origenes einerseits der Sohn nicht den Vater
sehen kinne, der Geist nicht den Sohn, die Engel nicht den Geist und die Meps

schen m::ht dlE Engel — und andererseits, daE der thn nicht aus dem .1.':'

des ,ﬂmuw bzw, (]Lb Arianismus, {JhﬂE }educh genduer zu d:ffe.rtnzmn:n | -_,
2} l{nhslﬁrt wird die kﬂﬂlp]lElEl‘t& Sﬂﬁlanlﬂhrﬂ de-‘. Dngcnm die Fmge nach

che zur ileleth r"mfvf'.:rm:nahungT wenn die Emknrpemng der Seelen Elfh Stmi%
betrachtet wird?% ¥
3) Die Frage nach Adams Verlust der Gottebenbildlichkeit. !
4} Die Auslegung von Gen 3, 21 (die Deutung der Fellkleider im Paradies)®® —
5) die Frage nach der Auferstehung der Toten — t
6) die allegorische Auslegung der Schrift, vor allem des Paradieses und dﬂE '
Gewidisser — und
7y die allegorische Deutung der Wasser tiber den Himmeln und unter der El'ﬂl.’.‘-.

Von den hier genannten Vorwiirfen stehen bei Epiphanius zwei im Vorder-
grund®: a) der erste betrifft das trinitarische Problem, das eng verkniipft ist
mil der Polemik gegen Origenes als Vater des Arianismus. Epiphanius ver-
stirkt dieses Element dadurch, daB er in pan. 64 aus dem Kommentar des Ori-
genes zu Psalm 1 zitiert” und die dort gefundene Bezeichnung fiir Christus als
vevntde Os0¢ streng ananisch interpretiert, obwohl ithm durchauns die Dis-
kussion dariiber bekannt ist, daB yevntoc (*geworden’) bei Origenes auch im
Sinne von YEVvITOg ("gezeugt’) gemeint sein kann®. Offensichtlich liegt ihm
daran, Origenes in die Nihe des Arianismus zu riicken. Und obwohl das tri-
nititstheologische Argpument in der Folgezeit durch die weitere theologische
Debatte sich ein Stiick weit iiberlebt und veraltet®, behilt es doch seine
Bedeutung fiir die Ketzerpolemik, nicht zuletzt auch deshalb, weil nach den
Voraussetzungen und Hintergriinden der Trinititslehre des Origenes, ja seiner
Theologie iiberhaupt, lingst nicht mehr gefragt wird™,

® Die Knitik an der Seelenlehre des Origenes begegnet schon frith; Epiphanius iibernimmi sie
offenzichtlich aus der Tradition des Methodius von Olympus,

& Yol o, Anm, 53.

% Wal. E. Clark (5. Anm. 507, 5. 90(T.

& Pan. 64, 6-7.

® Pan. 64,8, 4,

& Val. E. Clark (s. Anm. 30), . 90: ‘By the tum to the fifth century, subordinationism would
appear more an archaizing motif than an issue of contemporary concem’.

' Das unterscheidet diese Dabaite deutlich von der Haliung des Athanasius gegeniiber Ori-
genes; velo W, Bienert, Athanasiis von Alevandrien und Origenes, in: StParr 26 {(Leaven, 1993),
5. 360-364.
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Der andere Aspekt betrifft die Lehre der Bedeutung des Korpers vor dem
Hintergrund der Lehre des Origenes von der Kérperlosigkeit Gottes und der
Frage nach der Bedeutung der Korper fiir die gefallenen Geistwesen. Je mehr
die Frage nach der Realitiit des Kérperlichen gestellt wird — bis hin zur Dis-
kussion iiber die Anthropomorphismen im biblischen Gottesbild — und weiterhin
zur Frage nach dem Verlust der Ebenbildlichkeit Adams durch den Siindenfall,
amso mehr entwickelt sich der Streit um die Lehren des Origenes zu einem
Streit umn die Frage nach dem Verhilinis von Geist und Leib, von Intellektua-
litiit und Askese, aber auch zur Diskussion iiber den Sinn und den Wert der
Jungfriulichkeit gegeniiber dem ehelichen Leben’. Hier, so scheint es, werden
am Ende des 4. Jahrhunderts neu aufbrechende Streitfragen mit dem Erbe des
Origenes in Verbindung gebracht, die urspriinglich damit nicht zusammenhin-
zen, Das zeigt sich auch daran, dali es vor allem verschiedene Kreise innerhalb
des Monchtums waren, unter denen dieser Streit zuerst ausbrach™. Epiphanius
erscheint dabei als genuiner Vertreter des Ménchtums, der schon mit 20 Jah-
ren ein Kloster im heimischen Eleutheropolis in Paldstina griindete und spiiter
(367) Bischof von Salamis auf Zypern wurde. Zu seiner Zeit war er ein weit-
hin anerkannter Bischof der niciinischen Orthodoxie.

2.3. Epiphanius in den anti-origenistischen Streitigheiten an der Wende vom
4.15. Jahrhundert

Wer Epiphanius als Anfithrer der antiorigenistischen Bewegung am Ende des
4. Jahrhunderts betrachtet, belegt dies vor allem mit dessen Brief an Johannes
von Jerusalem, den Hieronymus iiberbrachie und der deshalb in seiner Brief-
sammlung iiberliefert ist. Er ist so etwas wie ein Schliisseltext — nicht nur, weil
er am Beginn des in der Folgezeit immer heftiger werdenden Kamples gegen
das Erbe des Origenes und seine Anhéinger steht. Er enthilt auch eing Zusam-
menfassung der Vorwiirfe gegen Origenes aus der Sicht des Epiphanius und
enthiillt zugleich einige der Hintergriinde, die zum Verstiindnis dieses Streites
und dem besonderen Engagement des Epiphanius wichtig sind™,

Zunichst fillt auf, dal zwischen dem Pararion c. 64, das waohl im Jahre 376
verfaBt wurde, und diesem Brief vomn Jahre 394 rund 18 Jahre liegen, in denen
sich die Sitation der Kirche im Osten nachhaltig veriindert hatte. Epiphanius
gehirte zu den fiihrenden und angesehensten Bischisfen dieser Zeit, auch wenn

7yl die Auseinandersetzung des Hieronymus mit Jovinian; dazu: E. Clark (5. Anm. 503,
5. 08-99, 129132 u.b.

2 Eine hesondere Rolle scheint dabei Hieronymus gespielt zo haben, der cinerseits ein *Ori-
seneskenner’ war, sich andererseits jedoch ‘in der Avseinandersetzung geradezu hinter Epipha-
nius und Theophilus von Alexandrien versteckt' (HI. Vogt, 5. Anm. 2, 5. 93; vgl. 91101}

7 Dazu gehint avch die Tatsache, daf er zundichst (gp. 51,1-2) seinen Eingriff in die Kompe-
tenzen des Onisbischofs zu rechifertigen versucht, als er Paulinian, den Bruder des Hieronymus,
im Bethlehemer Kloster zum Priester geweiht hatte.




254 WA, BIENERT

seine Versuche, zwischen den Eustathianerm und den Anhiingern des Apollina-

ris zu vermitteln und das antiochenische Schisma zu {iberwinden, gescheitert
waren. Reisen nach Rom zu Papst Damasus halfen, die Kontakte zwischen den

Kirchen in Ost und West zu fordern. Sie unterstreichen das Interesse des Epi-
phanius an der Einheit der Kirche und fithrien auch zu einem dauerhafien Kon-
takt zwischen ihm und Hieronymus, der bald darauf nach Bethlehem in Pali-
stina ilibersiedelte.

Es ist nicht méglich, auf die Einzelheiten der Entwicklung, die 2.T. auch
noch genauer erforscht werden miilten, hier weiter einzugehen. Uber die Zeit

zwischen einem Besuch in Paldstina im Jahre 385 und dem Beginn des Kon-

flikts mit Johannes von Jerusalem im Frithjahr 393 ist wenig bekannt™. Das
Urteil des Epiphanius {iber Origenes hat sich in dieser Zeit kaum verindert,

Sein Respekt gegeniiber der Hexapla des Origenes ist noch erkennbar, auch
wenn sie nach seiner Meinung nahezu der einzig kontruktive Beitrag des Ori-
genes sei’s.

Stiirkere Beachtung verdient in diesem Zusammenhang die Haltung des Epi-

phanius in der Bilderfrage. Denn die vielfach bezeugte Bilderfeindlichkeit des

Epiphanius, die durch das Ereignis in Anablata unterstrichen wird, wo Epipha-
nius kurz vor einem Besuch in Jerusalem in ¢iner Kirche einen Vorhang mit
einem Christusbild bzw. dem Bild eines Heiligen von der Wand gerissen
hatte™, steht wohl nicht zufillig im Zusammenhang mit seinem Anti-Origenis-
mus’’,

Bei der Zusammenstellung der gegen Ornigenes gerichteten Vorwiirfe (ep.
51, 4-7) kniipft Epiphanius zuniichst an seine Ausfilhrungen in pan. 64, 4 an,
dab nach Ansicht des Origenes — der Sohn nicht den Vater sehen kdinne und
cder Hl. Geist nicht den Sohn. Er kritisiert wie dort die Lehre von der Priiexi-
stenz der Seelen und dem vorgeburtlichen Siindenfall, die allegorische Deu-
tung der Fellkleider in Gen 3, 21 mit dem Hinweis auf Gen. 2, 23, wo Adam

von Eva sagt: ‘Das ist Bein von meinem Bein und Fleisch von meinem:

Fleisch’ und dariiber hinaus die allegonische Interpretation des Paradieses.
Auch die leibliche Auferstehung wird gegeniiber Origenes noch einmal unter-
strichen.

" Wpl, Dechow (5. Anm, 30), §. 392-397,

% Vgl Epiphanius, De mensibus et pondertbus 19, Das Werk stammt wohl aus dicser Zeity
wvel, ¢, M,

" Er berichtet dariiber selbst in dem genannien Brief an Johannes von Jerusalem; ep. 51, %
{Hieronymus).

" *Epiphanivs’ iconoclasm displavs the same spirit as his anti-Origenism, Both iconoclasm
and anti-Origenism are in tum part of an ant-heretical and anti-pagan attitede agamst idolatrous
creaturc-worship’, Dechow (5. Anmi, 30), 5. 396, — Vel auch H.G. Thiimmel, D¢ bilderfeind-
lichen Schriften des Epiphanios von Salamis, in: ByzSE 47 (1986), 5. 169-188; ders.: Die Frith-
peschichte der ostlarchlichen Bilderlehre [TU 139; 1992}, — Interessant 1st in dicsem Zusam-
menhang auch die Bilderfeindlichkeit des Arianismus; vel. HG. Thiimmel, Eusefios” Brief an
Kaizerin Konstanvia, i Kiie 66 (19845, 5. 210-222.
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MNeuw sind jedoch, wie E. Clark betont™, drei Vorwiirfe, die z.T. zwar an pan.
64 ankniipfen, aber dann doch dariiber hinausgehen:

a) dall die Lehre von der urspriinglichen Korperlosigkeit der Menschen und
ihrer nachtriiglichen Einkorperung nicht nur die Leiblichkeit herabsetze, son-
dern auch eine Herabsetzung der menschlichen Zeugung bedeute™;

by dab auch der Teufel gerettet werden konne und damit den Gerechtfertig-
ten im Himmel gleichgestellt wiirde® — und

¢) dafl Adam seine Gott-Ebenbildlichkeit verloren habe®!,

In allen diesen Fiillen handelt es sich um Streitpunkte, die nicht auf Orige-
nes selbst zuriickgehen, sondern deutlich die Diskussionen lber Sinn und
Grenzen monchischer Askese am ausgehenden 4. Jahrhundert widerspiegeln.
Das bestiitigt noch einmal, wie sehr gerade bei Epiphanius aktuelle Fragen sei-
nen Anti-Origenismus bestimmen, ohne daBl jedoch die dlteren Vorwiirfe auf-
gegeben wiirden. Insofern erweist sich der zypriotische Bischof als Traditiona-
list und zugleich als Anwalt der ‘Simpliciores’ in der Kirche®,

Uber Person und Werk des Origenes war Epiphanius offensichtlich nur un-
zureichend informiert. Im allgemeinen schépfte er aus Sekundirquellen, ohne
diese kritisch zu priifen, und vertraute auf seine Informanten im Umkreis der
Eustathianer und Apollinaristen und zuletzt wohl ver allem auch aut Hie-
ronymus. Es scheint, als sei Origenes im Laufe der Zeit immer mehr zu einer
Symbolfigur geworden fiir den Einflufi gnostischen oder auch philosophischen
Denkens auf die Lehren sowie {ibertriecbener asketischer Praxis auf das Leben
der Kirche. Vermutlich ist Epiphanius mit dem Streit um Origenes im dgypti-
schen und paliistinischen Ménchmum aufgewachsen, so dal sein Origenesbild
von dort bereits vorgepriagt war. In den Auseinandersetzungen um das Erbe
des Origenes hat er dann durch sein allgemeines Ansehen, aber auch durch
eine gewisse Naivitit eine wichtige Rolle gespielt. Die tieferen Hintergriinde
des Streites um Origenes hat Epiphanius wohl allenfalls geahnt. Durchschaut

H E, Clark (5. Anm, 500, 5. 95ff,

" Vgl dazu den gittlichen Aufirag: *Seid fruchtbar und mehret euch® (Gen 1, 28; vel. 9,7,
auf den ausdriicklich hingewiesen wird. Dieser Hinweis (berrascht, wenn man davon ausgeht,
defl die Auseinandersetzungen im monastischen Umfeld anzusiedeln sind. Eher deuten sie hin auf
die Auseinandersctzungen zwischen Hieronymus und Jovinian iiber den Wert der Ehe. Ongenes
erscheint in diesem Brief als Verreter einer Leibfeindlichkeit, die Hicronymus zuniichst selbst
mit seinem Lob auf die Uberlegenheit der Keuschheit gefiirdert hatte, die aber nun zu verwerfen
sei, — Zur Diskussion dariiber vgl. E. Clark (5. Anm. 50), 5. 98f. — Fiir die Nihe z2wischen
Hieronymus und Epiphanus spricht auch, daB Hieronymus diesen Brief des Epiphanius schr rasch
ins Lateinische dibersetzte und verbreiten lief,

® Ep. 51, 5, 1 (Hicronymus). Dieser Gedanke findet sich bei Epiphanius in den [ritheren
Schriften nich.

Bl Dieser Vorwurf begegnet auch frither schon; vgl. pen. 64, 4, 9, Er ennnent aber zugleich an
den Anthropomorphiten-Sireit, der zu unrecht mit Origenes in Verbindung gebracht wurde, —
Dazu; J. Dechow (5. Anm. 30), 5. 302-315.

82 Vel dazu Hieronymus, vir. i, 114: ‘Epiphaniuos ... scripsit adversus omnes hagreses libros
et multa alia, quae ab eruditis propter res, a simplicioribus propter verba quoque lectitantur’.
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hat er sie nicht. — Eine der tieferen Ursachen fiir diesen Konflikt liegt gewili
auch in der Verinderung des origenistischen Erbes durch Evagrius Pontikos#,

3. Zusammenfassender Riickblick

Wer nach der Bedeutung des Origenes im Werk des Epiphanius fragt, sollte
nicht von einem Gesamtbild ausgehen, das in der Regel aus der Riickschau

gewonnen ist. Er sollte auch nicht nur nach seinem Anteil an den origenisti-
schen Streitigkeiten am Ende des 4. Jahrhunderts fragen, sondern mit Eliza-
beth Clark die Entstehung des Origenesbildes in seinen verschiedenen Ent-
wicklungsstufen im Auge behalten. Es scheint, als sei Epiphanius in seinem
Urteil immer sehr stark beeinflult gewesen — sowohl von den ihm jeweils
zugiinglichen Quellen und Uberlieferungen als auch von unmittelbaren Erfah-
rungen und Erlebnissen. Hinzu kommt seine Abhiingigkeit von den unter-

schiedlichsten Informanten und fremden Einfliissen, denen er sich oft recht

unkritisch gegeniiber verhielt.

Die Behandlung der zeitgendssischen Hiresien im Ancorarus, aber auch im

Panarion tragen dariiber hinaus deutliche Spuren der kirchlichen Auseinander=
setzungen in den J0er Jahren des 4. Jahrhunderts — vor (1) der endgiiltigen
Durchsetzung der nicinischen Orthodoxie — und sind mit davon geprigt. Bis-
weilen kann der Leser die engagierte Leidenschaft des asketisch bestimmien
Kirchenmannes deutlich spiren,

Die Tatsache, daB Hieronymus ihn in seiner Schrift De viris illustribus vom
Jahre 392 als bereits sehr alt bezeichnet™ — zu einer Zeit, als Hieronymus
selbst noch ein Verehrer des Ornigenes und Didymus des Blinden war®, —
sollte im ibrigen nicht allein aus biographischem Interesse im Auge behalten
werden. Sie deutet auch darauf hin, daf der Ausbruch der origenistischen
Streitigkeiten nicht einfach das Ergebnis einer Intrige des Epiphanius war.
Hier hat eine ganze Reihe von Faktoren eine Rolle gespielt®, nicht zuletzt tief-
greifende Konflikte innerhalb des dgyptischen und paléistinischen Ménchtums
iiber das Erbe des Origencs und ausgehend vielleicht noch von Rivalititen
zwischen Agypten und Paldstina, die sich bis in die Lebzeiten des Origenes
zuriickverfolgen lassen und wohl auch damit zusammenhiingen, daB Origenes
einst aus Alexandrien nach Cisarea vertrieben wurde®?,

B Vel A, Guillaumont, Les “Kephalaia Grostica’ d'Evagre le Pontigue et 'histeive de
L erigénisme chez les Grecs et chez les Syriens (PatSorb 2; Paris, 1962); E. Clark (5. Anm. 50}

B 'L in extrema iam sencctute’ (vir, il 114),

5 Wl vir. ill. 54 (Origenes); 36 (*Ambrosius, primum Marcionites, dein ab Origene correc-
tws..."); 108 (Didymus): vel. femer: Hieronymus, ep; 33

* Eine wichtige Rolle hat nicht zuletzt auch Hieronymus gespielt; vgl. o. Anm. 72 und 79

* Vgl zu diesem Konflikt wa. W. Bienert, Dionysius (s. Anm. 45), 5. 951f.
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Vor diesem Hintergrund ergeben sich fiir die weitere Erforschung des ori-
genistischen Erbes im 4. Jahrhundert und die Frage nach dem Ausbruch der
origenistischen Streitigkeiten am Ende dieses Jahrhunderts folgende genauer
zu untersuchende Problemfelder:

a) Die Frage nach dem Verhiiltnis von Arianismus, Nevarianismus und Ori-
genismus, Ein wichtiger Aspekt diirfte in diesem Zusammenhang die Frage
nach den Beziehungen zwischen den sog. Pneumatomachen und dem Erbe des
Origenes sein.

b) Die Frage nach der Bedeutung des Origenes innerhalb des dgyplischen®
und des paldstinischen Monchtums — sowie auf ihre Beziehungen zu Gnosis
und Manichdismus. Die Rolle des Pachomianers Schenute fiir die weiteren
Auseinandersetzungen um Origenes innerhalb des dgyptischen Ménchtums ist
ehenfalls zu beachten und wird auch bereits beachtet®™,

¢) Auber den kirchenpolitischen Implikationen beim Ausbruch des sog. 1.
origemstischen Streits™, den Rivalititen zwischen Alexandrien, Jerusalem und
Konstantinopel, sind micht zuletzt die Aspekte des Origenismus im Auge zu
behalten, die vor allem auf Evagrius Ponticus (T 399) zuriickgehen, worauf A.
Guillaumont bereits hingewiesen hatte™,

Die Frage, wie Origenes zum Haretiker wurde™, Libt sich nicht einfach mit
einem Hinweis auf Epiphanius beantworten. Sie erweist sich im {ibrigen auch
nicht erst fiir die Zeit Justinians im Umkreis des Konzils von 533 als aulieror-
dentlich kompliziert. Auch die Vorgeschichte — bis zum Ausbruch der orige-
nistischen Streitigkeiten am Ende des 4. Jahrhunderts — weist Yerschiebun-
gen und immer wieder neue Interpretationen des origenischen Erbes auf, die
noch einer genaueren Untersuchung bediirfen. Das gilt auch und nicht zuletzt
fiir die Frage nach dem historischen Wert des Origenesbildes, das Epiphanius
gezeichnet hat. Denn es hat eine erstaunliche Verbreitung erfahren und steht
his heute oft noch ungebrochen in Geltung.

86 Val, I. Dechow (5. Anm. 300, 5. 139-240; ferner diz wichtige Untersuchung von 3. Eubenson,
The Letters of St Antony. Origenist Thealogy, Monastic Tradition and the Making of a Sainl
{BHEL 24; Lund, [%90),

# ¥l E. Clark (3. Anm. 507, 5. 151-155.
% Vel dazu die Ubersicht bei J. Labourt, 5. ferdme. Lettres, Bd. IV (Paris 1954), 5. 159-1%4.

91 Vgl auch hier die Untersuchung von E. Clark (s. Anm. 50}, die vor allem auf den grund-
legenden Arbeiten von A, Guillaumont (5. Anm. 83) zur Entstchung des Ongenismus aufbaut;
43-84 {u.a. zur Anthropomorphismusdebatie innethalb des Minchiums).

2 %gl H.I. Vogt (5. Anm. 2).



Realized Eschatology in Maximus the
Confessor, Ad Thalassium 22

Paul M. BLowers, Johnson City, Tenn.

In Maximus the Confessor’s thought, speculation into the nature of time,

and more specifically into the dialectical relation between quantifiable or

historical time (¥ pdvog) and the transcendent extension of creaturely movement
in a sublime eternity beyond history but short of God's pure timelessness, is
fundamental as concerns his philosophical rebuttal of the teleology of the
Origenists’. In one of the Quaestiones ad Thalassium, however, the issue of
times and ages 15 raised in a different (non-polemical) key, no less theological and
indeed ‘eschatological'? in interest. The context now is monastic lectio divina,
Thalassius the Libyan hegumen, Maximus's close confidant, puts a question to
him from his meditation on ostensibly discrepant scriptural language about the
consummation of time: ‘If (according to Eph 2:7) in the ages to come (v
Toig aidol tolg émepyouévors) God will show his riches, how is it that
(according to 1 Cor 10:11) the end(s) of the ages has {already) come upon
us (elg fpas i TN v clovey kativinoev)?’® The question in effect

' See in particular Cap. theal. 1.5-7 (PG 20 1085A-B); ibid. 1.68-70 (1180C-11094A); and ibid.
2.36-2.88 (1163A-1168B) on God’s freedom from temporal or aconic limitation and on the trans-
temporal “extension’ of human existence, Maximus's metaphysics of time and etemity, particularly in
its polemical context, is analyzed in detail in the studies of Polyearp Sherwood, The Earlier Ambigua
af 5t. Maximiws the Confessor and His Refisation of Origenism (Studia Anselmiana 36; Bome, 1955),
esp. pp. 92-134; and Hans Urs von Balthasar, Kosmische Litwrgie: Das Welthild Maximes' des
Bekenners (2nd ed., Einsideln, 1961), esp. pp. 132-138, 343350, 558-560, 603-604, 607-609,

 Onmly in recent scholarship has there been a seriows attempt to articulate more precisely the
‘eschatological’ dimension of Maximus’s theology. Alain Riow, in his Le monde et Uéglize selon
Maxime Le Confessewr {Théologie historigue 22, Paris, 1973), esp. pp. 123-200, describes Max-
iwnus’s eschatology in the broad sense of the whole ('kairological'} achievement of the divine
kenosis in Christ, viz, a new mode of human existence adopted in the Spint, the perfection of
which is prefigured in the ecclesial, liturgical and sacramental life of the Church. J.M. Garrigues,
in his Maxime le Confessenr: La charité, aveniv divin de {'homme (Théologie historique 38; Paris,
1976), similarly focuses on the 'eschatological' mystery of deification opened up through the
incarnation. Lars Thunberg, in his Man and the Cosmos: The Vision of St Maximus the Confes-
sar (Crestwood, MY, 1985), pp. 144-148, also asserts that while eschatology in the classic sense
of speculation inte the nature of the last times plays a minor role in Maximus, one can virtually
equate Maximus's eschatology with his theology of divinization, his properly mystical theology.

* Qu. Thal, 22 (COG 7.137,2-3). [ Cor 10:11 was normally cited by the Fathers to justify spiri-
tual exegesis of the Old Testament, since the ancient ruth had now in the "end of the ages” come
upcn the faithful in all its eschatological newness: e.g., Origen, Ham. in Exod. 7.4 (SC 321.218);
Basil of Caesarea, Bapr. 2.8.2 (3C 357.248): Gregory of Nyssa, De virg, 6 (GNCO &, pe. 1., 280); ibid.
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points up the classic tension in Pauline thought between future hope and a
‘realized” eschatology, a tension of which early Christian readers were hardly
ignorant?,

Maximus in his response does not embark on a grammatical analysis; yet
his theological interpretation clearly turns on the homonymy of the term “ages’
(eiddveg) in these two scriptural texts. Speculation on the multiple meanings of
‘the ages' in Scripture was doubtless known to Maximus from his critical reading
of earlier authorities. Origen, in a striking passage in the De principiis concerning
the foundations of the cosmos, had discerned in Seripture a threefold sense of
‘the ages’: (1) the world now as a saeculum (oidwv) and the end of many al@veg
insofar as the passion of Christ has consummated those ages (Heb 9:26); (2)
the definitely future *ages to come’ (Eph 2:7); and (3) the final consummation
that will take place beyond all ages, evinced in the Psalmist’s allusions to an
age beyond the present one (Ps 113:26; 120:8; 124:2, LXX), in Jesus’s refer-
ences to the future state in which his unity with the Father will also embrace
the faithful (Jn 17:21, 24), and in Paul’s projection of a trans-aeonic state in
which ‘God 1s all in all” {1 Cor 15:28). Gregory of Nyssa closely associated
ploviaidves and ypdvog with Sidotnue (interval or distention) as designat-
ing the ontological and epistemological limits of created being, transcended by
the infinite God whom the Psalmist praised as King before the age of time
(mpo aidvog, Ps 73:12, LXX) and Ruler forever (elc tov aicdva) in a pure
eternity (Ps 9:37; 28:10, LXX)5. Pseudo-Dionysius had determined that aidmv
was frequently used in the Bible of the whole course of earthly time, distinct
from ypévog, which evoked the process or regularity of change reflected in
birth, death, and differentiation. Yet Scripture also held the promise of a share
in the unchanging ‘eternity’ that is beyond the limits of time, and even spoke
of God himself as the very time and eternity, the ‘King of the ages’™ (& Pagt-

18 (GMNO 8, pt. 1, 322); idem, Canr. prol. (GNO 6.4); Hom. in Canr. 3 (GNO 6.76); Hom. #n Cane,
TIGNO 6.231); Hom. in Camr. @ (GNO 6.267); Maximus, Qu. Thal. 52 (CCG 7.423,1731T).

+ Cf. Thalassivs's similar quandary in Qu. Thal. @ (CCG 7.79.2-T): “Why does 5t John say,
“Brothers, we are children of God now; what we shall be did not yet appear™ (1 Jn 3:2)7 If what
we shall be did not appear yet, how is it that 5t. Paul says that “God has revealed to us through
the Spirit. For the Spirit searches everything, even the depths of God™ (1 Cor 21107 How also
does Paul treat such things concemning “what we shall be™?" On the intermittent appearance of
the tension of realized and futurist eschatology in patristic literature, see Brian Daley, The Hope
af the Early Church: A Handbook of Patristic Eschatelogy (Cambridge, 1991}, esp. pp. 15-17,
42-43, T1-72, TT-T8, 130, 218,

3 De'pring, 2.3.5 (8C 252.260-262).

b Contra Ennomiwm, Bk, 1 (PG 45,364 A-368B, 456C-457A). Creation, says Gregory, is com-
mensurate with the ‘duration of the ages’ (16 1ov aldvey dudotnpa, 3640) or ‘spaces of time’
(ziv ypovikdy Swotipate: 365B); indeed olav designates precisely the “boundary of the
movement and operation of human thought’ (Gpog thg Ty dvilporivoy LoyigLoy Kivioees,
kol Evepveiag). God's etermmity (10 aifwov), however, is an infinity which defies all diastemic
limitations,
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Aevg v aidweov, 1 Tim 1:17) and ‘predecessor of the ages’ (& Omapymy Tpo
tov aldvov, Ps 54:20, LXX), in whom all creatures participate’, I

Elsewhere in his own works, Maximus acknowledges the theologically fertile
language of time and eternity in the Bible. For our purposes an important paralle]
text is found in his Capita theologica et veconomica, where he clarifies that
Eph 2:7 and kindred passages refer to future acons beyond historical time,
while texts like Heb 9:26 (and he could have included 1 Cor 10:11 in question
here) allude to the cosmic ages that have already come to term through the
work of Christ®. Maximus presumes this basic distinction between completed
and future acons in answering Thalassius’s query here, but as is typical of his
exegesis in the Ad Thalassium, he offers more than one possibility of inter-
pretation without favoring any one insight as exhaustive. The upshot 15 an
exceptional example of Maximus's method of working through a scriptural
anopia dialectically and anagogically at the same time,

In his first proposed interpretation, recalling the dual-dimensional mystery
of incamation and deification that is well-grounded in patristic tradition and

already so central to his own theology, Maximus draws a distinction between

the ‘ages of incarnation’ and the ‘ages of deification’” in the divine pre-cosmie
plan and applies it to the texts in question. Accordingly, 1 Cor 10:11 indicates

that the “ages of incarnation’ have already reached their conclusion (répag)

for us in the coming of Jesus Christ, while Eph 2:7 signals the future ‘ages of
deification’ that have not yet (olimw) arrived, when God will finish the work of
his incamation by elevating and divinizing humanity by grace?.

Temporal language, the language of continuity and consecutiveness in the
divine ofkonomia, is decisive for Maximus since it conveys the prophetic
drama of revelation; but it is likewise limiting in its capacity for disclosing the
truths of theologia. The phrase té 1€l tov alovov in 1 Cor 10:11 bears this
out. These are ‘ages’, Maximus notes, obviously not as we normally conceive
them (oty dmimg map’ fudv voovpdvev Ty oldvov) but ages purposed
‘for the outworking of the mystery of God's embodiment’ (&n° Evepyeig...
ToU TG EvownpaTeoses puathpiov)’’, Paul means that the incarnation is a
final goal {téhog) of the totality of time, not that the incarnation has put an
end to a series of ages, simply to be followed sequentially by a new series.
Moreover, the aorist tense in 1 Cor 10:11 (t& téAn...kotnvinosy) and (we
can imply) the futurity of the ages indicated in Eph 2:7 are relativized in the
pure simultaneity of the incarnational mystery itself. Maximus clarifies this in
his second proposed interpretation, when he says that Jesus Christ is the

U Div, pem, 10.2-3 (PG 3.937B-240A); ibid, 5.4-5 (R1TC-8204).

¥ Cap. theol. 285 (PG 90.1164C-D), With good reason von Balthasar (Kosmische Lirurgie,
p. 338} finds in this text a probable critical reminiscence on Origen's comments on “the ages” in
Scripture in De prine. 2.3.5.

Y Qu. Thal, 22 (CCG 7.137.4-139,59).

0 Thid. (CCG 7.137,23-27).
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‘beginning, middle, and end of all the ages, both those that have transpired and
those yvet to come’ (Gpyn kol peaotne kol 18log 2ol maviov Tov aldvov
tov & napeAboviov kol dviaov kal doopevey & kiplog fipdv “Inooig 6
¥pro1og)!). Thus it follows that “specifically the “end (téloc) of the ages™"
which will in actuality (dvepysig) come about by grace for the deification of
the worthy “has come upon us” in potency (Suvapet) through faith’?. Else-
where Maximus speaks of the Kingdom of God as already near or “within’ (cf.
Matt 3:2; Lk 17:21) those who are worthy of it through a “dispesition of relation’
(Buabeals ayioeme)'*. In the unfolding mystery of divinization, the ‘realized’
and future dimensions of the ‘end of the ages’ remain dialectically juxtaposed;
vet they are coextensive so far as the spiritual life in Christ is concerned.

In his third interpretation, Maximus posits that in 1 Cor 10:11 and Eph 2:7
we have the difference between the ‘ages of activity (10 moielv)’ and the “ages
of passivity (10 mioyew)' (or between ‘ages of the flesh’ and ‘ages in the
Spirit)¥%. This is his most philosophically adventuresome proposal since it
takes the issue both of the distinction and the ‘overlap’ of time and eternity, of
the realized and yet-to-be-realized goal of human deification, 1o a new mysta-

zogical level.

Existing here and now, we arrive at the ‘end of the ages’ (1 Cor 10:11} precisely as
active agents (mowotivreg), and reach the end of the exertion of our power and activity.
But in the ‘ages to come’ (Eph 2:7) we shall undergo transformation into the grace of
deification, and no longer be active but passive (mioyopev); and, for this reason, we
shall not cease from being deified. At that point our passivity (t0 mifog) will transcend
our nature and there will be no limit to the divine activity in infinitely deifying the
worthy ',

Polycarp Sherwood, commenting on this text as illustrative of Maximus’s
doctrine of ‘ecstasy’, remarked that the contrast here between a{:ti*-.ritj,'l and
passivity is stark and appears at first sight to lack nuance!”. Indeed Maximus
further intensifies the contrast of ‘active’ and ‘passive’ modes of human existence

i [hid. 22 (CCG 7.139,60-62); cf. ibid, 19 {CCG 7.11%,28-30): mavrov vip téy dvrov Kal
AEyopEvey kai vooupbviy dati kol dpyf kol peodtng wal tihog, dg Ermum_:mrn‘r;, & l-ﬁ}'pg.

12 Payl uses the plural tie tEA7 in | Cor 10: 11, but Maximus projects as a singular, specific
(xot’ £idog) goal of the incarnation the mystery of deification,

13 Ou. Thal. 22 (CCG 7.139,62-65); emphasis added. Cf. Cap. theal. 2.92 (PG H.1 IﬁE‘JAJI:
“The Kingdom of our God and Father is present in potency (Suvipst) in all who believe, fm-l.'ll 15
present in actuality (Evepyeig) in those who have by disposition wholly put off the natural ht_‘e
of the soul and of the body, and grasped only the life of the Spint, being thus able to say, “It is
no longer T who live, but Christ who lives in me” (Gal 2:20)'. fnd <

4 Cap. theol. 2.91 (PG 90.1168D-1169A); emphasis added. Von Balthasar (Kosmische Litrgie,
513), finds here a probable dependence on Origen, Comm. in Mawr. 12,14, who says that the
Kingdom approaches not temporally but £xi tig mpafeis kol ty dudbemy.

5 Ou. Thal. 22 (CCG 7.139,66-141,99).

% Thid. (COG 7.141,74-82); cf. Amb. 7 (PG 91.108RC-1082A).

17 Sherwood, The Earlier Ambigua, pp. 133-134,




262 P.M. BLowgrs

by pairing it with the dialectic of nature and grace. Here and now, he Writeg,
human beings enjoy by nasture a rational faculty productive of virtues, and g
higher spiritual faculty ultimately capable of receiving all knowledge and o
traversing creaturely nature and going even beyond the ages of time. In the
future acon of passivity, however, we will transcend human nature because u‘l_'
nature has no faculty capable of deifying itself; we will be utierly passive g
divine grace'. Yet just when the contrast between activity and passivity,
hature and grace, seems most pronounced, Maximus adds the crucial caveat
that in such a state of sublime grace, human nature, rather than being annihilated,
is actually illuminated and elevated beyond its limits ‘in excess of glory’ (KoTd
v bmepPoiny g 8OENC)® The passivity or ‘passion’ of divinization is
really for Maximus an eternal perfection of the active faculties in human
nature that are primed for divine communion,

This point is especially significant in view of the temptation of some con-
lemporary scholarship to find already in Maximus a quasi-Thomistic dialectic
of nature and grace, Though a clear delineation of the two principles certainly
appears in Maximus, the overall thrust of his thought, as I have argued else-
where, is toward viewing human ‘nature’ in a neo-Cappadocian manner as
actualized in the graced ‘frontier’ between time-bound creation and the un-
created eternity of God, The trge dialectic is that of continuity (with creation) and
transcendence (of the creation), Inspired by Gregory of Nyssa, Maximus projects
4 zone of eternal sabbatical mation or ‘moving rest” in which the features af
spatio-temporal extension are gradually collapsed, and in which activity and
passivity compenetrate?®, The only dimensional measure, as it were, becomes
the reciprocity and relation (OxE01g) of creatures to the Logos-Christ who is
their singular téAog. To ascribe such a state of being purely to a future glory

B Qu. Thal. 22 (CCG T.141,74-94),

9 Ibid, (CCG 7.141.94-98): of. also Cpuse. theol. et pol. 1 (PG 91.33C-36A). See also
Maximus's Greek monastic conlemporary, Anastasius Sinaita (Vige diox 2, PG 89,77B-C), who
similarly insists that *Deification is the elevation to the hi eher, by no means involving a diminution
of human nature or jis mutation. ... To be divinized means to be uplified o a preater glory, and
certainly not to be altered from one’s Proper nature” (E4wowg donv, ) £ri 14 kpeitzov lye-
OLg, ol uiy phosn: HEimeg, f Betdotams.,.. Dewdiv véverm 0, mpds peilova S6kav
avegalEy, ob iRy e olxsiag piosns dilowwmbév,

™ CE Amb, 67 (PG 90,1401 Al and Q. Thal. 59 (CCG 22.53.130- |34} on the timeless extension
{'moving rest” or ‘reposing motion”) that characterizes the frontier between creaturel ¥ history and
God’s pure timelessness and infinity. See also Paul Flass, **Moving Rest” in Maximus the Con-
fessor’, Classica er mediaevalia 35 (1984, pp. 177-190; idem, *Transcendent Time in Maximus
the Confessor’, The Thomist 44 (1980), pp. 259-277. On the precise connections of Maximus's
speculations to Gregory of Nyssa's doetrine of perpetual progress and of the ‘openness” of human
‘nature’, see P.M, Blowers, ‘Gregory of Nyssa, Maximus the Confessor, and the Concept of
"Perpetual Progress™*, Vigiliae Christiange 46 (1992), pp. 151-171 (and esp. 162-165), On the
cempenciration of the categories of activity and passivity in Maximus's eschatological perspective,
sce P.M. Blowers, ‘Gentiles of the Soul- Maximus the Confessor on the Substructure and Trans-
formation of the Human Fassions®, Journal of Early Christion Studies 4 (1996}, pp. #1-82,
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beyond death, however, would be inaccurate, for this is in'fa‘i: : m?i$}:,[':w tEf::
spans the whole ‘natural” life of human crealure?. Qnm!-i:rgl?ﬂh ¥ E-Fwn;rrlfj:e -
mystery of deification coincides w1tlh the fqll hjsm_'ry o uﬂ:ldf[lﬂ racit;ua
nature which receives definition precisely by its ongoing openness to g
ion and transformation,

ms&t;:'::;’;;% our text in the Ad Thafm:.-;-m{n, Maxim_us :_.!{)r:s r1;nihhgm T;Z
burden his friend with the deeper phik}sﬂphlfiﬂl ramifications of his 11-221 o
eschatology. Instead, his conclusion brings his various .nteml‘ﬂtfﬂl";?a” '} gthat
into spiritual and pastoral focus. Though it does not seem fﬂ-”‘F"?f ;f" " }fl o
the ‘end of the ages’ has already ‘come upon us’ since we ij"’“‘ 1;” 3:&_
received that grace which defies time and nature, its I:H:ntfﬁts anaé Pﬂ:i niiples
figured in the divinely revealed moges (vpagon) .:,f‘wrtru&dﬂﬂ ntgrn laI:ive:
(Adyor) of creation. These being the Dbjtf:_ls Lﬂf the active an '1.1'3' . Eumm‘l
life, they are the media through which l.::'md 15 ‘ever Wll}{llg to b?wmfvﬂ OTOC
being in those who are worthy® (dei Béhwv &v Toic dZiorg d&iotg ud : }?mu ;
vivetai). The future mystery of deification s once again ?ﬂfjﬂfﬁmt? ilin i f
the mystery of incarnation, here and now realized as the dw]i'rllﬂ 1n W?Eula%l—ﬂl'l
the pious-'. Given the centrality of the Faulmﬁ_ meurlﬂgfr’ of t g ey e
of creation in Christ (Eph 1-2; Col 1) in Maximus’s mﬂugi‘lf 1}-,1t IS- lv ;:1-111
prising that such becomes the hermeneutical lens l.hrﬂugh:.vh]LP ;: rﬁgﬂh Ecmd
ostensible dmopia in Paul’s terminology concening Th&ﬁ fecs e I E{G
time. As Maximus sees it, the dramatic g{}Ep-E!‘l behind Paul’s r&_ﬂhzTE:l ;.5': ;if-;'ur%:
is the divine penetration of time and eternity at all levels, In ‘a dim ? t_:jlml’;
through the gracious — and E«EChﬂEDlll’.?ElEHli}’ smu:rh‘ane:}u.s' — dﬂ_'ﬂﬂt'i“ churd s
‘incarnation’: supremely in Jesus Christ, yet also in the cosmos, in the
Scripture, and, at last, in the virtuous Christian??,

A Qw. Thal. 22 (COG 7.141,99-143,116), Divine ‘incamation in the virlues is a .v:ulmrfmua
lhenm{%:: ﬂj;:: Confessor's spiritual doctrine. See Lars Thunberyg, M;.g;-m-igu;_n{:l:‘ ::I*.I:;;:'m;i; g::;
Theolagical Anthropology of Maximus the Confessor (Lund, 1965), pp. 342-351, o
the Cosmos, pp. 108-112.

e See in E:Erﬁcu[a: (e, Thal, 60 (CCG 22.73-81). : ity & L

* On the ‘incarnations' of Christ the Logos as eschatologically s.n'mil|r i S
Elowers, Exegesis and Spiritual Pedagogy in .-1_rf¢11l.-.:mu:.' the Cn':.:ln'iff.,';j,!.'ﬂ-r,‘ A_aa iy _;' ‘;1 e
‘Quoestiones ad Thalassium' (Studies in Christianity :u_'n:l _iu.rjjuu_sm in _-!-..ntl.qutlj['I 'E']m e o
Ind., 1991}, pp. 117-122; idem, 'Theolegy as Integrative, Visionary, PHL‘-.E.I:'}R]‘:'l e frid
Maximus the Confessor’, Pro Ecclesia 2 (1993): p. 226 cf. von Balthasar, Kosmise |
pp. 288-312; Thunberg, Man and the Cosmos, pp. 159- 166,



Platon entre Moise et Arius selon
le Contre Julien de Cyrille d’Alexandrie

Marie-Odile BouLxnors, Nantes

Cyrille d"Alexandrie déclare dans le Contre Julien que les philosophes grecs
n'ont pas ignoré la sainte Trinité et ont & jusqu'a employer le terme de
Tpuig’. L'objectif de cetie conférence sera donc d’examiner quels auteurs il
cite pour appuyer cette thése et comment il justifie qu'ils aient eu accés a une
part de vérité, puis sur quels aspects leurs opinions concordent avec le chris-
tianisme et dans quelles limites. Pour comprendre 'enjeu du Contre Julien, il
faut commencer par rappeler que cette ceuvre apologétique vise principalement
a réfuter 'accusation de Julien selon laguelle les chrétiens sont doublement
traitres: aux juifs et aux grees®, Le signe majeur de la trahison des chrétiens
par rapport & Moise est I'abandon du précepte monothéiste: ‘un seul Dien tu
adoreras’, que Julien ne cesse de décliner & travers des listes de citations
bibliques®. Pour Julien, les chrétiens sont clairement en désaccord avec ce
dogme, puisqu'ils introduisent deux ou trois dieux, comme en témoigne le pro-
logue de "évangile de Jean®. Quant 4 1"incompatibilité entre christianisme et
hellénisme. Julien la tire de son postulat initial selon lequel la religion pafenne
et la culture grecque vont de pair, autrement dit que seuls ceux qui croient aux
dicux paiens peuvent légitimement user du patrimoine grec’, Tels sont done
les deux fronts sur lesquels Cyrille doit combattre,

1) Les grandes lignes de I’argumentation

Pour plus de clarté dans |'exposé, je distinguerai ces deux fronts, bien qu'ils
solent en fait constamment rapprochés dans I'argumentation cyrillienne. Afin
de prouver que les chrétiens n'ont rien inventé et ne contredisent pas le mono-
théisme juif, Cyrille analyse la foi d’Abraham et de Moise. Or 'un comme
"autre, tout en confessant un Dieu unique, ont été plus loin dans la subtilité

VOV PG 76, 9130, Pour les livres 1 et 11, nous disposons de 1'édition et de la traduction
de P. Burguitre et P. Eviewx: Cyrille d'Alexandrie, Contre Julien, SC 322, mais pour les autres
livres, il n'existe encore que 1'édition de Migne.

* CJ L3, 512C. L'aceusation de double trafirise est accompagnée de celle d’innovation,

1O VI, BBSB; 900D-901C.

1CF VI, 901C.

* ). Bouffartigue, L'Emperewr Julien et la culture de son temps (Pars, 1992), P Biddsg.
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(i voc) et la plénmitude (mAnpeope) de leur connaissance de la nature divine®.
Dans le cas d’Abraham, cet apprentissage a eu lien lors de la théophanie de
Mambré (Gn 18), grice 4 la pédagogie des figures (£v timowg), car son esprit
n’était pas encore apte & saisir le concept si subtil de la Trinité. Et Cyrille
s’appuie A cette occasion sur le témoignage de Porphyre pour montrer la
nécessité d'une initiation par le biais des symboles (81 alviypdroy), quand il
s'agit de parler des premiers principes’. Puisque Abraham a employé non le
pluriel, mais le singulier (povadik®g) pour s'adresser & ses trois visiteurs,
c'est bien la preuve qu’il les considérait comme une seule divinité unie par la
consubstantialité®. Quant 3 Moise, il a lui aussi proclamé un Dieu unique en
nature, sans méconnaitre les hypostases du Verbe et de I'Esprit, comme en
iémoignent les nombreux textes bibliques utilisant le pluriel®. Le plus souvent
cité est Ga 1, 26: “Faisons I"homme 4 notre image et ressemblance’, par lequel
Moise a voulu réfuter d’avance les erreurs futures, en donnant une claire repreé-
sentation de la Trinité consubstantielle'”. Dieu n’a pas parlé i des dieux infé-
ricurs, comme le suggére Julien, mais s'est adressé a son Fils et & 'Esprit. De
méme en Gn 11, 7, lorsque Dieu dit: *Venez et descendons confondre leurs
langues’, il ne demande pas l'aide d’autres dieux, mais ce pluriel indique &
mots couverts (Dmep@aivel) le mystére de la Trinité!!, La doctrine trinitaire
gst done sous-jacente dans I'Ancien Testament et les chrétiens sont les seuls
véritables héritiers de la foi d'Abraham. Affirmer |'unicité de Dieu n’empéche
pas que le Fils et 1"Esprit soient de nature divine, mais a seulement pour but de
réfuter 'erreur polythéiste'”. 5%l y a bien unanimité, et non désaccord, entre
Moise et les évangélistes, qui conservent la méme méthode théologique (6
abtog &v maot thg Deoloyiag dpatur Tpomog), c'est parce quils ne créent
pas d'eux-mémes leur doctrine, mais la regoivent de la bouche de Dieu (Jérém
23, 16)"% On trouve dans cette notion d'accord entre tous un des critéres fon-
damentaux de la vérité que Cyrille ne cesse d’opposer & son adversaire!,

En effet, & 'unamimité des voix chrétiennes s'opposent les contradictions des
systémes philosophiques pour lesquels Julien manifeste tant d’admiration'®. Sur
ce deuxiéme front, celui de 'hellénisme, Cyrille s’emploie & retourner contre

& ¢F I, 24, 329CD, Sur 'importance de la subtilité et de la plénitude dans 1'érude des pro-
blemes trinitaires, voir [, 529C, 529D (loyvog) et [, 529C, 5408 (manpapa).

T CF L 24, 532AB cite Porphyre, Vie de Pythagore, 4849 (Les Belles Lettres, p. 59, 3 - 60, 1).

Gl 25, 532,

? CF 1, 28, 533D,

10 F 1, 32, 537D, Voir aussi CJ TV, 725C.

PV, T25C. Yoir anssi T23AB.

1 Cr VL 924C,

*Or T, 34, 5340C.

* O VIO, 913B.

15 F L 13, 569D: ‘Julien est saisi d"émerveillement devant les idées des sages grecs en ¢e
domaine, et, plus que tout autre, il courenne d*acclamations et d'applaudissements la doctrine de
Platon’.
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Julien les auteurs mémes dont il se réclame, en adoptant une double stratégie,

La premigre consiste & déconsidérer les philosophes en indiquant qu’ils se
contredisent tous et que méme entre maitre et disciple, leurs doctrines sont
incompatibles (dolpfaror): ainsi Platon, qui a pourtant toutes les faveurs de
Julien, a €€ réfuté par son propre disciple Aristote, dont Cyrille dit qu’il &tait

d’une termible acribie dogmatique et logique!®. 1l s’agit 14 d’un argument ad

hominem qui n’est pas beauncoup développé sauf dans le deuxigme livre. En
revanche, la deuxiéme tactique, sur laquelle nous nous attarderons plus, vise 3
prouver que méme les auteurs qui sont les maitres (Siddokaion)” de Julien
sont d'accord avec les enseignements chrétiens. Julien est ainsi convaincu
d'ignorance ou de contradiction sur son propre terrain, et la théologie chré-
tienne apparait comme plus fidéle au platonisme que celui qui s'en réclame le
plus. 51 méme ['élite des grecs reconnait qu'il existe ‘trois hypostases pringi-
pielles’, selon le titre donné a |'Ennéade V, 1 de Plotin, la position de Julien
se trouve isolée et ne peut plus s’expliquer que par une arrogance invincible!®,

Néanmoins I"utilisation de ces deux tactiques, |'une crilique et |’autre concor- '

diste, oblige Cyrille & opérer une sélection parmi les philosophes et i justifier
que les meilleurs d’entre eux aient pu percevoir une bribe de vérité, ou selon
une image typiquement cyrillienne, ‘humecter leur fange du plus embaumé des

parfums’*,

2) Les philosophes platoniciens en accord avec Moise

Reprenant un lieu commun de I'apologie chrétienne, Cyrille montre gue tout
ce que les sages de la Gréce ont de meilleur vient de Moise. Cette dépendance
est prouvée & la fois par I'antériorité chronologique de Moise?® et par les
voyages des plus illustres philosophes en Egypte. Si Pythagore et Platon?! ont
eu sur Dieu des conceptions plus acceptables que les autres, ¢'est parce gque
leur curiosité d’esprit les a poussés, en Egypte, & prendre connaissance des

B CF TV, 6T6B, Sur |'opposition des doctrings de Platon et Aristote, voir aussi I, 39, 5458 et
surtout [, 373C oi Cyrille oppose leurs deux théories des principes.

T En CF IV, 725B, Cynlle parle des maitres de Julien en général; en CJ 71, 648D: Platon est
appelé le "pére et maitre de Julien'; en CF 1T, 645B: Porphyre est présenté comme celui qui *par-
tage (xowviovoc) les pensées de Julien',

® O IX, 953A. La critique de 'arropance des precs, et de Julien en particulier, revient trés
souvent et utilise fréquemment Uimage du baussement de sourcil. Cf, CF 1, 37, 544C: VI,
913C: 916B.

T 1T, 524A,

M CHL 4417, 513A-524B. 11 dépend ici largement de la Cohertatio ad Graecos et de Clé-
ment, Sfrowurie 1, XXT, 101-147,

O 18, 52400 et 525A. La présence de Solon en Egypie est méme attestée par une cita-
tion de Platon, Timde 22b4.6-9, 23023,
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éerits de Moise??, Grice 4 ce contact avec |'Ecriture sainte, ils échappent ainsi
aux deux chefs d’accusation que Cyrille porte contre les autres philosophes:
I'aberration et la divergence de leurs opinions®, Il est donc légitime pour un
chrétien de recourir aux écrivains grecs dont le témoignage concorde avec les
Ecritures, et loin de trahir le judaisme et 1'hellénisme, la doctrine de la Trinité
conduit & leur plénitude des idées déja en germe chez Muoise et Platon,

J'ai déji mentionné Platon & plusieurs reprises, parce que le platonisme, au
sens large, est la philosophie qui trouve le plus de faveur auprés de Cynlle.
Deux raisons justifient ce choix: d'une part, la réfutation cyrillienne est d’au-
tant plus efficace qu’elle prouve l'infidélité de Julien & son propre maitre;
d’autre part, le contact de Platon avec les écrits mosaiques justifie qu'il nait
pas totalement échoué dans la connaissance de la Trinité*. La démonstration
de Cyrille s’appuie & la fois sur des citations explicites de Platon ou sur des
résumés de doctrine qu'il lul attribue, et sur des citations de philosophes du
moyen ou du néo-platonisme. Concernant Platon lui-méme, Cynlle cite des
passages du Timée, de |'Epinomis™, et de la Lettre VI*. Généralement, ses
références sont exactes, mais & deux reprises au moins, il attribue 4 Platon un
texte dont le vocabulaire trahit clairement la postériorité; pour I'un d’cux il
s’agit en l"occurrence d’un fragment de Numénius®™. Cette tendance & relire
Platon & travers ses commentateurs se retrouve dans plusieurs exposés de la
triade dont Cyrille attribue la paternité & Platon lni-méme. N'en citons gu'un
exemple:

‘Platon dit que le Dieu supréme est le Bien, que I'Intelligence est sortie de L
en resplendissant et qu'elle est le démiurge contigu au monde, alors que le pre-
mier, lui, est dans I'immabilité. Enfin, il introduit en troisigme 1'dme, par laquelle
il dit que tout est mii et animé™, C'est done & travers des philosophes comme
Numenius, Plotin et Porphyre que Cyrille réinterpréte la doctrine platonicienne,

O 1, 40, 548A.

2o 1,20, 525C: les hommes ne peuvent atteindre la vérité et done 'unanimité que s'ils
recoivent leur doctrine de Dieu lui-méme, ce qui suppose un contact avec |'Ecriture inspirée. Cf.
aussi CJF I, 50, 566CD.

2 OF 30, 537A; 1, 45, 552A; VIII, 908B: IX, 9534,

3 OFVIL 916A; 9200,

% Platon, Timde 27d5-28a4: CF 1, 537A (Le Créateur est distinct de la créamre); Timée 31al-5:
CF VI, 908CD (Dieu est unique); Timde 40d6-e3: CF VI, 913A (la divinité éant ineffable, il
faut s’en rapporter & ce que nous en disent les anciens). De maniére plus générale, le Trimde est
le dialogue platonicien le plus souvent cité dans le Contre Julien (une vingtaine de fois, en comp-
tant fos allusions),

1 Platon, Epinomis, 986c1-7: CF VIIL 9160,

B [entre VI, 323c7-d5: CF VI, 216D-21TA.

* Numenius, fragment 15, éd, E. des Places (Les Belles Lertres, 1973): CJ 1T, 649BC. Nous
n'avons pu encore identifier le texte cité en L1, 649A sous le nom de Platon. Ném'lmntfm. la ter-
minologie laisse penser qu'il s'agit d'un commentaire médio-platonicien ou néo-platonicien.

WS 1V, T25B, Voir aussi CF 111 648BD,
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ce qui est confirmé par la maniére dont il introduit leurs citations, en précisant

qu’ils exposent la moins leur propre pensée que celle de Platon!,

Voyons maintenant a quels aspects du dogme 5'étend cette harmonie entre
Moise et Platon. Les deux exposés les plus fournis sur la définition de la
nature divine se lisent dans le livre T qui en présente les lignes générales, et
dans le livre VIII qui développe les thémes de cette ouverture. Malgré cette
différence d amplitude, I'un comme ["autre suivent un plan semblable; Cyrille
commence par rassembler des citations de Pythagore, Porphyre, Platon

(Timée) et Plutarque (Sur U'E de Delphes) sur 'unicité de Dieu et son caractére

inetfable — les deux thémes étant étroitement liés*. Sur ce premier point,
Cyrille peut alors conclure: ‘Dieu est un par nature et en vérité, transcende
tout esprit et toute raison, est inconcevable, sans forme, vivifiant, principe de

toute chose, 1l 1gnore la naissance comme la corruption et a créé 'univers.

Voild qui est clairement attesté et par les Eeritures qu'il a inspirées er par les
voix des pottes et écrivains grees', Mais |4 ne s’arréte pas 1'accord, car les
philosophes ont aussi soupconné que 1'unique divinité s'élargit (katsuplive=

to) en trois hypostases, comme le prouve le titre de I"Enndade V, 1 de Plotin:
Tepl OV TpLEY dpyikiov inootdosmy et surtout un fragment de 1'Histoire
philosophigue de Porphyre: ‘Exposant la doctrine de Platon, Porphyre pro-
fesse que “la substance du divin a procédé jusqu’a trois hypostases. Le dieu
supréme est le Bien, aprés lui et 4 la seconde place, est le démiurge, et en troi-
sieme lieu est I'dme du monde, car la divinité a procédé jusqu’a 1"dme™ "+,
Les philosophes ont méme ét€ plus précis dans leur description des hypo-
stases divines. Ils n'ont pas ignoré 'existence du Verbe créateur, comme en
témoignent un autre texte de Porphyre®, et des extraits de |"Epinomis et de la
Lettre VIP®, Mais il est remarquable que dans le livre VIII, Cyrille pousse plus
lomn encore son analyse des rapports entre la triade philosophique et la Trnité
chrétienne. Non contents d’avoir professé 'existence du Verbe divin, des

' Porphyre: CfF I, 552BC (Porphyre est dit commenter un texte de Platon sor le Bien) et CF
I, 353B-C. La deuxi#me citation est méme reprise par Cyrille dans les termes suivants; ‘Platona
montre et mis en relief.,." (I, 48, 3530, Platin; CF IV, T24A, Numenios: CJF VIIL 9178 (Cyrille
déclare qu'il n'y a aucun inconvénient 3 citer d’auires auteurs qui ne §'opposent en aucune
maniére aux opinions de Platon).

2O, 42, 548D Pythagore; 54%AB: Porphyre, Histoire philosophique TV, frpt. XV (éd,
A, Smith, Leipzig, 1993, n* 220F); S48D-349A: Platon, Timée 28c3-5. CJ VITI, 908B: Plutargue,
Sur I'E de Delphes; B08CD: Platon, Timde, 31al-5; 912D-913A; Timée 40db-e3.

3OS 1, 45, 552, Cf. aussi VI, 908B.

¥ OJ 1,47, 553B. Cette citation esl aussi repase en OF VI, 916B. Mais alors que dans le
premier cas, Cyrille a cenainement 6iné sa citation de Didvme, D¢ Trinitare, PG 39, 7608, dans
le livre VLI, des modifications textuelles et la précision supplémentaire que ce passage cst tiré du
livre 1V de I'Histaire philosaphique semblent prouver que Cyrille a été consulter le texte méme
de Porphyre.

¥ Porphyre. fret. XVII (Smith n® 223F: &F 1, 552BC.

* Platon, Epinomis 986c1-7: CF VIIT, 916D ¢t Lenre VI 323c7-d5: CJ VIIL 916D-917A.
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auteurs comme Numenius et Plotin, ont précisé ses relations avec le premier
dicu: selon la lecture de Cynlle, Numenius affirme "'umté indivisible des trois,
ils sont méme 1"un (& £ig) et le premier dieu est appelé le “pére du démiurge’™;
quant & Plotin, il décrit lui aussi la trés grande immédiateté (npoceyEotata)
des hypostases entre lesquelles rien ne s'interpose’®. Cyrille retrouve ainsi
chez Plotin une idée fondamentale de sa triadologie, & savoir que 'engendré et
I"'engendrant se distinguent non par leur nature, mais par le seul fait que ['un
engendre et que I'autre est engendré®. Précisons que dans sa présentation de
Plotin, Cyrille 1"avait justement décrit comme “un homme aimant beaucoup la
recherche et particuliérement subtil (1o vog) ™,

Aprés I'hypostase du Verbe, c’est la présence de 1'Esprit Saint qui est a son
tour traquée dans les éerits de Porphyre et de Plotin®: ceux-ci témoignent
gu'il existe un troisiéme dieu, ou une troisiéme cause identifiée 4 "ame du
monde qui vivifie toute chose, sans étre elle-méme confondue avec qui est mi,
ni étre fragmentée (dpepiotme). S'avancant plus encore dans la description
des relations intra-tmadiques, un texte de Plotin présente ['dme comme
‘I'image (glymv) de l'intelligence’ et recourt aux métaphores de la parole pro-
férée et de la chaleur qui sort du feu®. On touche sans doute dans ce texte et
dans 1"analyse qu’en fait Cyrille la plus grande proximité entre la triade philo-
sophique et la Trinité chrétienne, si 'on a dans Pesprit I'importance que
Cyrille accorde & ces mémes images pour exprimer les relations entre les
hypostases®,

Mais si Plotin est 'auteur qui donne licn aux analyses trinitaires les plus
fines, il est aussi celui qui fournit le plus d’occasions & Cynille de marquer les
limites du concordisme. De fait, cette réflexion critique est un aspect majeur
de son ceuvre apologétique et sur lequel il se distingue de ses prédécesseurs, en
particulier d"Eusébe qui est pourtant une de ses sources principales®. Non seu-
lement Cyrille analyse davantage les textes et transpose plus souvent les

¥ Numeniuos, Fragments 11 et 12: COF VIIL 917C,

¥ Plotin, En, V, 1, 6, 50-53: CJF VIII, 920C.

- Cyrille, Thesawrus VIIL PG 75, 100 D. Cyrille distingue entre les propnétés communes qui
sont de 1'ordre de la nature, et les propriéiés hypostatiques qui définissent chacune des personnes.
Cf. M.O. Boulnois, Le paradoxe trinitaire ches Cyrille d’Alexandrie. Herniéneutigue, analyses
philosophigues, ef argumenialion théologique (Paris, 1994), p. 325,

WS VI, 917D, Or cl'est la qualing principale gue requiert toute réflexion sur des concepls
aussi délicats que celui de la Trinité (VIII, 921B).

4 Porphyre, frgt XVT et XVII (Smith a® 221F et 222F): Cf 1, 5538 et 553C.

4 Plotin, Ea V, 1, 2, 1-9: CF VI, 921BC; En 'V, 1, 2, 27-38: CS VI, 921 D-9244

4 Plotin, Ea ¥, 1, 3, 4-10: CF VII1, 924B.

# Cf. Le paradoxe trinitaive. .., p. 121-146 et p. 548-562.

4 Cependant, il faut nuancer ce que dit R.M. Grant, “Greek literature in the treatise De Trini-
tate and Cyril Contra Julianum’®, Journal of Theological Sdies, 15 (1964), p. 269-270, car
Cyrille ne dépend pas uniguement d'Eusébe pour ses citations de Platon et de Plotin, Certaines
viennent de la Cohortatio ad Graecos oude Clément d°Alexandrie, d'autres semblent propres 4
Cyrille lui-méme.
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termes philosophiques en termes chrétiens que 1'évéque de Césarde, mais il
n'hésite pas non plus & mettre en évidence les erreurs des doctrines platoni-
ciennes.

3) Platon accusé d’arianisme

Méme s1 les philosophes platoniciens sont ceux qui se sont le plus appro-
chés de la vérité, ils n'ont pu empécher leur vue d’étre trouble (G06AwToC) €t
de loucher (mopafiiaoy ). s ont parlé des choses divines certes avec finesse
(LemTdS), mais non de maniére irréprochable (Gpmpmtmc). La critique fon-
damentale que leur oppose Cyrille est d’avoir introduit i la fois une hiérarchie
(bmofacic, Dpeoic) et une division (Siaipel) entre les hypostases. Platon
n'est donc pas totalement fidéle 4 Moise et préfigure déja I'hérésie d’Arius,
puisque, selon les termes de Cyrille, ‘il divise et subordonne (les hypostases) &
I'égal des sectateurs de I'arianisme’™®. C'est pourguoi, & chaque fois que
Cyrille analyse les textes platoniciens et reprend les termes ‘premier’,
‘deuxiéme’, ou ‘troisieme’, il prend bien soin de préciser qu’il s'agit 14 de lewr
maniére de parler* et qu'il n'y a aucune infériorité ou secondarité du Fils par
rapport au Pére ou de I"Esprit par rapport au Fils®,

Qutre ces travers trithéistes®! et subordinatiens®?, Cyrille critique également
I"idée plotinienne selon laguelle 1'intelligence et I'dme auraient besoin de
contempler I"hypostase qui les précéde pour atteindre la perfection®. Or pour
Cyrille, le Pére, le Fils et le Saint-Esprit sont parfaits en eux-mémes, de par
leur propre nature (oOTo@ELOS)* et non en raison de leur relation extrinséque
(oyxfoer) & un terme supérieur™?. Il n’aurait donc rien manqué aux philosophes

# CJ 1, 50, 556CD. La raison donnée par Cyrille est que Platon a eu peur de la cigu et n'a
pas eu le courage d'aller jusqu’an bout de la profession de foi en un Dicu un et tring,

3 CT VI, 9138,

W LS 1 48, 553D, Séparation et subordination sont aussi les deux reproches que Cyrille
oppose aux philesophes platoniciens en CF TX, 9534,

O TI, 6498, Voir aussi CF VL 9170: ‘Parler d'un deuxigme et dun Lroisikme n'est pas
correct”. Clest sur ce type de textes que D, Petan, De Trinitate s appuie pour prouver que Platon
sl la spurce de toutes les erreurs ¢f particuliérement de 'arianisme, Cf A, Le Boulluec, 'Anti-
platonisme et théolopie patristique. Quelques acteurs et moins des controverses trinilaires aux
AVHe et XVIle siecles’, Contra Plato. T, 1 Le Platonisme dévoilé, Textes réunis par M., Dix=
saut (Paris, 1993), pp. 415-436.

M oCJ VIO 916C: v peiod.

AT VL 913D tpondés; CF VI 9160 tpeis Beoe.

* Ces deux accusations sont précisément celles que Cyrille lance contre 1"arianisme. CF fn foan-
nene 1, 3, 21be; Diglogues sur la Trinigg, 111, 465c (mthéisme), Diel. Trin. V1, 636¢; “Toule cspece
de référence 4 une supéniorité {tng 15 10 duewvov dvopopas) est absolument superficielle’.

O VL 9130 et 920A.

 OF VIII, 920B.

O VI, 916A,
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5'ils avaient le concept de consubstantialité™® qui leur aurait évité de tirer les
hypostases vers la ‘dissemblance des natures™'.

En conclusion, contrairement aux allégations de Julien, la doctrine de la Tri-
nité n'est pour Cyrille ni contradictoire avec le monothéisme de Moise ni tota-
lement innovatrice par rapport a ['hellénisme, puisque Platon, & la suite de
Moise, affirme que la substance divine s’étend jusqu’a trois hypostases. Néan-
moins, la tache de I'apologiste n'a pas privé Cyrille de tout son sens critigue
en matiére théologique™ et la triade philosophique ne décrit pas avec une par-
faite exactitude le paradoxe de 'unité de nature dans la triade des hypostases.
On pourrait résumer, de maniére lapidaire, cette mise en rapport de la triado-
logie philosophique et de la Trinité chrétienne en disant que, pour Cyrille, Pla-
ton se situe en quelque sorte entre Moise et Arius, au sens ol il a hérité des
intuitions du premier et ol il préfigure certaines erreurs du second.

W 0 VI, 9130,

O VI 920A.

% 11 differe ainsi d"Eusébe de Césarée, dont il reprend certaing textes, mais avec un sens cri-
tique plus développé. De ce point de vue, ['hypothése de L. Wilken selon laguelle le rdle
d'apologéte d”Busébe aurait influé sur ses théses triadologiques est séduisante. Cf. R.L. Wilken,
‘Pagan criticism of christianity: greek religion and christian faith’, Early christian literamre and
the classical intellectual tradition, éd. W.R. Schoedel, R.L. Wilken (Paris, 1979), pp. 117-1234, en
particulier, pp. 133-134.




Das Offenbarungsverstindnis Theodors von Mopsuestia
im Zwolfprophetenkommentar

Peter Bruns, Bochum

Der nordafrikanische Bischof Facundus von Hermiane nennt in seiner Ve =
teidigungsschrift der Drei Kapitel' drei Anklagepunkte, die gegen Thtr.::dﬁr
von Mopsuestia vorgebracht werden:
— er sei in der Trinititslehre dem Sabelliamsmus verfallen und habe die Drei-
heit der Personen geleugnet;
— er habe in seiner Christologie zwei Sthne angenommen und damit die Tﬁﬁ
nitdt zu einer Quaternitiit erweitert;
— und schlieBlich habe er die {iber Christus gemachten prophetischen Wels-
sagungen verstimmelt und sich damit des Judaismus bzw. des Mmuchalsmiﬁ
schuldig gemacht?,

Wenngleich die Darlegung und Verteidigung der Theodorschen Christolo-
gie das Hauptanliegen des nordafrikanischen Bischofs ist, so ist sich Facundus
stets auch der Eigenart der Propheten- und Psalmenaunslegung Theodors® be-
wubt gewesen. Denn offensichtlich bestehen zwischen der Exegese und dem
chrmmlngﬁchen Ansatz des Bischofs von Mopsuestia enge Beziehungen, l:ll_,.
Gegnern wie Freunden glemhan‘na.ﬁen nicht verborgen bleiben konnten®, Eﬂ-
geht etwa Kaiser Justinian in seiner senfentia, die er den vierzehn hnalhcmarﬁ,l

b oAusg.: LM, Clément/R. Vander Plaetse, Facundi episcopi Ecclesiae Hermianensis opera
amata (= CCL 904 ; Tumholt, 19745).

* Vgl defens. 9,120 *Der dritte Punkt aber ist, dall sie behaupten, er habe alle iiber Christus
gemachien Prophezeiungen abgeschnitien, was das Kennzeichen des manichiiischen [riwms ist,
Diese sind, wic wir wissen, in iibler Weise dem jiidischen Unglauben entgegengesetzt. Denn dis
Juden verachten das Neuwe (Testament), nehmen aber das Alte, wie sie sagen, an; die Manichiier
verwerfen das Alte, nehmen, wig sie sagen, aber dag Neoe an®. (OCL 904 262).

3 Theodor rechnet auch die Psalmen unter die Propheten, Ausg.: H.N. Sprenger, Theodort
Mopsuesteni Conpnentarius in XII Prophetas (= GOF 371, Wieshaden, 1977); R. Devreesse, Le
commentaire de Théodare de Mopsueste sur lex Praumes .i' LAEXX (= 5T 93: Rom, 1939%; L. Dﬁ
Coninck, Theadori Mopsuesteni Expositionis in Psalmos Juliano Aeclanensi interprete in Lati=
i versae guae supersunt (= CCL BEA; Turmholr, 1977,

* Die exegetische Methode des Bischofs von Mopsuestia ist Gegenstand zahlreicher Mono-
graphicn: K. Bultmann, Die Exepese des Theodor von Mopsuestia (Stutgart 1984 [Marburg
19101} R.A. Greer, Theodor of Mopsuestia, Exegete and Theslogian (London, 1961); H. Kihn,
Theodar von Mapruestia und Junilins Africanus als Exepeten (Freiburg, 18800 L. Pirot, L emre
exéacdtigue de Thévdore de Mopsueste (Rom, 1913); K. Schilerdiek, Das fohannesversidndnis
des Theoder von Mopsuestia (Diss,, Bonn, 1958),
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iiber die Drei Kapitel vorausschickt, auch kurz auf die Exegese Theodors ein
und wirft thm vor, die iiber Christus gemachten Weissagungen abgelehnt und
dadurch das Mysterium des géttlichen Heilswaltens aufgelist zu haben?. Ohne
Zweifel trigt Theodors Exegese eine polemische Handschrift, er versteht sie
als Gegenstiick zur allegorischen Methode der Origenisten®. Und es war ge-
rade der Kreis um den origenistischen Hoftheologen Theodor Askidas, der ein
lebhaftes Interesse an der Verurteilung des Bischofs von Mopsuestia zeigte’,
Mit Theodor von Mopsuestia sollte nicht nur emne bestimmite Christologie,
sondemn auch der wohl bedeatendste Repriisentant der antiochenischen Exege-

tenschule® getroffen werden.

In den katechetischen Homilien verweist Theodor auf den Umstand, dall die
alttestamentliche Prophetie gleichsam nur im ritselhaften Gleichnis {(aiviypo)
und Symbol {onueiov, onpavrikoy) existierte”, Dies hat fiir die Christologie
zur Folge, dali die Juden von der Gottheit des Messias keine Kenntnis besalen
und lediglich einen Menschensohn als Heilsbringer erwarteten. Die Essenz der
prophetischen Verkiindigung, so restimiert der Bischof von Mopsuestia weiter,
bestehe in der Anerkennung der Einheit und Einzigartigkeit der giulichen
Matur, die iiber allen Wandel erhaben sei und alles aus dem Michts erschatfen
habe!". Yon emner Dreifaltighkeit hitten die Propheten noch nichts gewult, sie
sei erst mit dem Missionsbefehl Jesu (Mt 28,19) gegeben. Diese Sicht der
Dinge wird auch an anderer Stelle, etwa im Psalmenkommentar!!, mit Vehe-
menz verireten. Diese dogmatischen Erwiagungen flielien zu emnem nicht gerin-
gen Teil in den Zwiilfprophetenkommentar’? ein. An drei Stellen befabt sich
Theodor mit dem Problem einer vermeintlich trinitarischen Offenbarung der

* Prophetias enim, quae de Christo sunt, reiiciens, fextinavit dispensationis pro nosira salute
gt mvsterium, guantum ad se pertinet, reprabare: ] Alberigo (wa)), Conciliorum wou-
menfcorum decreta (Bologna, 1973}, 5. 109; vgl. auch: LM, Vosté, "L'euvre exépétique de
Théndore de Mopsueste au [le Concile de Constantinople’: RB 38 (1929), 5. 382-305, 542-554,

% Facundus, defens. 3.6,13 (CCL 90A,95f) erwiihnt cin gegen Ongenes gerichtetes Werk De
allegoria, von dem allerdings nur Fragmenie dberkommen sind. Vel dazu L. Van Rompay,
Fragmenis syriagues de commentaire dex Prawmes (CSC0 435; Louvain, 1982), 5. 1-14,

T Mach Facundus, defers. 1,24 (CCL 90A B, acht der ganze Skandal der Drei Kapitel aof
die Rache des Ongenisten Theodor Askidas zuriick.

* Val. C, Schaublin, Ustersuchungen zur Methode und Herlunfi der Antiochenischen Exe-
gese {Theoph. 23; Kéln/Bonn, 1974), 5. 84-155; M. Simonetti, ‘Note sull’esegesi veterotesta-
mentaria di Tesdoro’; VerChe 14 (19773, 5. 69-102; A, Vaccari, 'La Beopic nella scuola esege-
tica d'Antiochia™: ik, 1 (19200, 5. 3-36; D. Zaharopoulous, “Theodore of Mopsuestia; Views on
prophetic inspiration’, GOTR 23 (1978), 5. 42-52.

? Vgl hom. 1,14, Syr. Text bet B Tonneaw/R. Devreesse, Les homélies catéchétiques (SIT
[45; Rom, 1949), 5. 22 dt. bei P. Bruns, Theador von Mopsiestia. Katechetische Homilien I-1f
(Freiburg, 1994/95), 5. 85.

9 Vol hierzu from. 1,14-17, hom. 2,1-4 (85-93 Bruns).

Y Vol comm. in Ps 32,6b {146-149 Devreesse),

T Wal. daza die Einleitong bei H M, Sprenger, Commentarins 115-149; R. Devreesse, Essai
sur Théodore de Mopsuesre (51T 141; Rom, 1948), 5. T8-93,
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Propheten: comm. in loel 2,28 und comm. in Agg 2,5 beschiftigen sich mig
Aussendung des Geistes, comm. in Za 1,8 mit der Frage, ob der dort erwé
Reiter auf dem Feuerrol mit dem Gottessohn identisch sei. Bei allen Einzel
terpretationen zeigt sich Theodor bemiiht, die Weissagungen der Propheten
ihrem historischen Kontext heraus, d.h. von ihrer Stellung innerhalb der
schichte des Alten Testamentes her, zu lesen. Fir die AusgieBung des Geiste
in Joel 2,28 heilit dies, dall hier weniger eine pneumatologische Darstellur
vorliegt als vielmehr eine Beschreibung der giittlichen Gnade. [vebua g
so argumentiert Theodor, habe im Alten Testament nicht den Sinn einer eig
stindigen gdttlichen Person (Umootooig), sondern meine ganz allgﬁ:m&m ds
Cinadenhandeln (ydmc) bew. die Heilssorge (kndepovie) Gottes fiir sein "-"nllr.‘
Zu dem gleichen Ergebnis kommt er auch bei seiner Auslegung von Hag 2.5,
wenn er sagl, daB ‘Geist” und *Gnade’ in diesem Falle identisch seien. An ]-;ei;,_,
ner der beiden genannten Stellen sei ‘Geist Gottes” im Sinne von ‘Heili pem
Geist’, d.h., als dritte géttliche Hypostase zu verstehen, da eine solche Si .-"
alttestamentlich nicht miglich sei'®, Die theologische Begrifflichkeit ist i
Theodors Schrifttum, im Prophetenkommentar wie auch etwa in den kalechm
tischen Homilien'® hoch entwickelt. So spricht er von Wesen und Natuir.
(oboia, obowg), wenn er auf die ontische bzw. natiirliche Einheit in Gott Ell..
sprechen kommi, Uﬂmmumg bzw. npdcwnov verwendet er, wenn er anf m
unterschiedlichen Personen in der Gottheit eingeht. Es fillt auf, daf im Pro-
phetenkommentar wie in den Homilien tmootaoig und npdowomov waltgﬁ--_
hend synonym verwendet werden, Darin zeigt sich die Angleichung in der:
Terminologie zwischen dem altnizinischen und jungnizinischen Fliigel in in
Antiochien. Theodor, von seiner eigenen theologischen Herkunft eher dem
jungnizinischen Fliigel zuneigend, hat doch immer wieder die Briicke zu den
Altnizéiner zu schlagen versucht. Moglicherweise ist es gerade dieses Be-
mithen, welches in der engen Verflechtung des iméotamg- mit dem npoco-
nov-Begriff zum Ausdruck kommt, gewesen, das ihm, wie Facundus berichtet,
villig zu Unrecht den Verdacht anf Sabellianismus eingetragen hat. Denn so-
wohl im Prophetenkommentar als auch in den Homilien lassen sich bei beiden
Termini leichte Nuancen erkennen. So verweist mpocemnov eher, wobei hier

13 Val. comm. in Toel 2,28 (95,16-21 Sprenger).

" Dieser Gedanke deckt sich im wesentlichen mit den Ausfhrungen Theodors in hom. 2,2
(89F Bruns). Vel comm. in Agg 2,2-3: 'Den Heiligen Geist also in eigenstindiger Scinsweise
(v i tmootdoel) aus Goul konnten sie nicht kennen, Weder war ndmlich der, der solcher=
mabien eingig (povaediedy) war, den dienstbaren Geistern zuzurechnen, noch behaupten sie (die
Propheten), ihn als eigene Person (&v 8le wpoadng) Gott beizuordnen (ouvzarteiv), da sie
nichts dergleichen wubiten, Dies hat wns der Herr Christus gelehrt, der seinen Jingern dberlie-
ferte, .. (Mt 28,19)... Der Alte (Bund) glanbte, wie ich bereits sagte, den Heiligen Geist nicht in
eigener Person (&v 16l mpoodna) und eigener Seinsweise (&v 16ig Gmootioel) von Goit
geschiaden. .. (311,4-18 Sprenger),

5 Ygl, dazu Bruns, Katechetische Homilien, 5. 42-44,
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noch die urspriingliche Bedeutung “Antlitz’ durchschimmert, auf die offenba-
rungstheologische Seite der einzelnen géttlichen Person, wihrend imootascic
mehr die immanente Subsistenzweise meint, obgleich sich eine exakte Grenz-
zichung nicht in allen Fillen durchfiihren 1ilt. Fir den alttestamentlichen
Zusammenhang ist dies auch weniger von Belang, da es Theodor hier nur auf
das Handeln Gottes in der Geschichte seines Volkes ankommt, nicht aber auf
die innergottlichen Relationen. Die Unterscheidung von Sein und Sendung des
Geistes, wie sie sich bereits alttestamentlich andeutet, ist fiir die Interpretation
des Neuen Testamentes im Zuge der pneumatomachischen Kontroverse nicht
unerheblich, gibt sie doch dem Bischof von Mopsuestia ein Gegenargument
segen die Eustathianer in die Hand, die von der heilsgeschichtlichen Sendung
des Geistes durch den Sohn auch auf die seinshafte Unterordnung des Geistes
unter den Sohn geschlossen haben'®, Freilich, eine Deutung verbietet sich
hereits schon fiir das Alte Testament: den Geist oder die Gnade Gottes unter
die geschaffenen und dienstbaren Geister zu rechnen'”. Die Folgen, die sich
daraus fiir die Gnadentheologie ergeben, sind von der Forschung richtig er-
kannt worden: Der Bischof von Mopsuestia scheint tatsiichlich so etwas wie
eine ‘ungeschaffene Gnade''® zu kennen.

In eine idhnliche Richtung geht die Argumentation Theodors beziiglich der
Vision in Sach 1.8, welche gemeinhin auf den kiinftigen Gottessohn ausgelegt
wird, Auch hier setzt sich der Bischof von Mopsuestia in derb-polemischer
Weise von anderen Deutungen ab'®. Eine christologische Auslegung sei schon
allein deshalb unmiéiglich, weil vor dem Kommen Christi keine Kenntnis von
Vater und Sohn vorhanden gewesen sei. Wenn némlich das Alte Testament
von Vater und Sohn spricht, dann sei dies eben nicht ontologisch in bezug auf
die gittlichen Personen zu verstehen, sondern, ganz analog zur Rede vom
Geist Gottes, rein relational in bezug auf Gott Vater und seine Schipfung. Es
gehe, so Theodor, gar nicht um den wesensmiilligen Sohn Gottes, sondem um
die vielen Sohne, die per adoptionem der Hausgenossenschaft (olkeimag)
Gottes gewiirdigt worden sind. Eine tiefere Deutung lieB der damalige Stand
der Offenbarung auch nicht zu. Die Propheten kannten vor Christus nur den
einen Gott und die Schipfung, die wesenhaft voneinander geschieden sind.

16 Ypl, dazu from. 10,8-10 (225-228 Bruns) mit Rekurs aufl Joh 735, Der Geist existiens
immer schon gleichewig mit dem Vater und dem Soha. bevor er dann durch den Sohn titig
wurde, Joh 7,39 ist daher nicht auf die Hypostase und Natur des Geistes, sondermn auf sein Wirken
zu bezichen: non personam Spiritus Saneni eiusgue noturam designare, sed efus aperationem
elusgue gratiam (CSCO 116.115).

T Val. comm. in Agg 2. 2.5 (310 Sprenger).

15 Zur Gnadentheologie vel, 1, McWilliam Dewart, The Theology of Grace of Theodore of
Mopsuestia (SCA 16; Washington, 1971). Die geschaffene Gnade kommt dann i Blick, wenn
man den Geist nicht nur alttestamentlich als Gnade Gottes betrachiet, sondern neutestamentlich
als Spender einzelner, kreatiirlicher Gnaden, vgl. dazu G. Koch, Die Heilsverwirklichung bel
Theodar von Mopsuestia (MThS.H 31; Minchen, 1965), 5. 103-114, 141-158,

% Val. comm, in Za 1.8 (325 Sprenger),
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Gott ist als ewige Wesenheit die Ursache aller Dinge, und unter Schijpfung
versieht Theodor die Gesamtheit all jener einzelnen Seienden, die aus dem
Nichts ins Sein gelangt sind®". Den Offenbarungsvorgang selber begreift Theo-
dor als einen Akt gottlicher ‘Pidagogik’®!, die dem Menschen ‘Erkenntnis®
(yvidorig) mitteilen will. Und es liegt ganz im Sinne dieser Erziehung, den
Stoff gleichsam auf mehrere Etappen der Heilsgeschichte zu verteilen. Die
entscheidende Zisur komm! dabei der Auferstehung und dem nachosterlichen
Missionsbefehl zu; hier liegt der Wendepunkt vom bloBen Eingotiglauben
zum Dreifaltigkeitsglauben®, Fiir die Apostel heiBt dies, dal sie sich zwischen
den Testamenten bewegen. Denn auch ihre Gotteserkenntnis ist wihrend des i
dischen Lebens Christi unvollkommen, von seiner Gottheit sind sie erst nach-
dsterlich iiberzeugt®,. Dahinter verbirgt sich ein Schlufh vom Griberen zum
Kleineren: Wenn schon die Apostel die Gottheit des Messias erst so spit
erkannten, um wieviel weniger konnten dann die Propheten des Alten Bundes
davon gewuBt haben!?

Entsprechend seiner heilsgeschichtlichen Schau, die zwischen dem gegen-
wiirtigen und dem kiinftigen Aon® unterscheidet, kennt Theodor zwei Stufen
der Offenbarung: die erste ist die des Alten Testamentes und betrifft die Ein-
heit und das Schopfersein Gottes, wie es die Propheten verkiindigten, die
zweite ist die des Neuen Testamentes und betrifft die Sendung Christi und die
Ausgielung des Geistes, wie sie von den Aposteln iiberliefert wird. Doch wie
verhalten sich nun beide Stufen zueinander? In hom. 12,2 fithrt der Bischof
von Mopsuestia aus, dall Gesetz und Propheten Schatten des Kiinftigen (oxié
oy peddovrov) seien. Der Schatten bietet im Unterschied zum Bild (&lxdwv)
kein genaues Abbild des Gegenstandes, sondern zeichnet niir die duBeren
Umrisse eines nahenden Korpers. Fiir die Exegese des Alten Testamentes und

A Vel camm. in Za 1,8-11 {325 Sprenger). Zur Goneserkenntnis in den katechetischen Ho-
milicn vgl. Bruns, Katechetische Homilien, 5. 35-44.

o Val comm. in Za 1,8-11 (325,11-15 Sprenger). Theodor spricht von der Erziehung (moi-
deiely) des Gottesvolkes und der Erkenntnis (yveopilewy) der gitlichen Wesenheit. Nach comm.
in Ps 44,7a (288 Devreesse) ist die Kirche ‘Braut Gottes' und ‘Gott durch Erkenntnis zugeignete
Yersammlung'.

“ Ich stimme der Einschiitzung von Sprenger, Einleitung, 5. 126, nicht zu, da Theodor einen
dreistufigen Offenbarungsvorgang angenommen habe, Dics ist nicht nur aus formalen Grilnden
it dem dualen Denken Theodors in zwel heilsgeschichtlichen Ordnungen nicht zu vereinbaren,
vgl. dazu Devreesse, Essad, 5. 89, sondern auch inhaltlich nicht, da die Apostel keine eigene Fr-
kenntnisstufe haben, vielmehr beiden gleichzeitig angehéiren. Als Angehtrige des jiidischen Volkes
sirwl s1e Hitrer der Propheten und Empfanger messianischer Weissagung, als Schiiler Christi werden
sic der Offenbarung des dreifaltigen Gottes gewiirdigt,

#* Philippus” Aufforderung ‘zeig uns den Vater' (Joh 14,8) wire, so argumentient Theodor,
unverstindlich, wenn der Apostel um die volle Gottheit Christi gewulbt hiitte, vel, comm. in Za
1.8-11 (325f Sprenger).

H Vol comm. in ZA 1,8-11 {326 Sprenger).

= Vgl dazo U. Wickert, Stedien zu den Pauluskommentaren Theodors von Mopsuestia
(BNZW 27: Berlin, 1962).
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speziell der Propheten bedeutet dies, dall nur sehr wenige Stellen von Theodor
ausdriicklich als tomog verstanden werden, denen ein neutestamentliches Ge-
genstilck (dvritumoc) entspricht?®, So konnte etwa die Jona-Christus-Typolo-
gie kaum ignoriert werden, war sie doch im Neuen Testament von Jesus selbst
angewandt worden®”. Mithin bleiben die heilsgeschichtlichen Kategorien von
VerheiBung (&moyyesio) und Erfiillung (aAnbeion) auch fiir Theodors Exegese
konstitutiv?®. Der Offenbarungsweg fiihrt allerdings weniger direkt vom Alten
zum Neuen Testament, vielmehr fillt umgekehrt von der endgiiltigen Offenba-
rung in Christus Licht auf die frithere, auch seinsmiiBig niedrigere Stufe, die
einen Abglanz (pipmoig, pnveoig) der hoheren enthdlt®. Dies ist die innere
Kontinuitdt der beiden Testamente, die dullere Einheit wird durch die Person
des einen Schopfers garantiert™. Doch in Analogie zur dyophysitischen Chri-
stologie?! zeigt sich Theodor auch in der Exegese noch vor der Darlegung der
Einheit an der Zweiheit der Testamente interessiert.
Zusammenfassend 146t sich sagen:

Theodors historisch-grammatische Exegese der Zwolf Propheten versteht sich
als Gegenentwurf zum extremen Allegonsmus der Ongenisten, schlielit aber
eine mabvolle typologische Betrachtung der Heiligen Schrift keineswegs aus.
Sie resultiert aus einem gestuften Offenbarungsverstindnis, wonach Gesetz
und Propheten lediglich als Schatten des Kiinftigen zu werten sind. Diese
heilsgeschichtliche Schau sichert dem Alten Testament eine gewisse Eigen-
standigkeit gegeniiber dem Neuen und fiihet zu einer Zuriickdringung der
christologischen und pneumatologischen Interpretation einschlagiger Propheten-
texte. Das christologische Schema der “Zweiheit vor der Einheit® spiegelt sich
in dem Verhdlinis der beiden Testamente zueinander wider.

% Zur typologischen Exegese bei Theodor vgl. auch Sprenger, Einleitung, 5. 97-110.

T Vol praef. in lonam (169-176 Sprenger). Ahnliches Bt sich auch von der paulimschen
Adam-Christus-Typologic sagen, vil. dazu Devreesse, Essal, 5. 921

% Vol dazu Sprenger, Einfeitung, S. 129, Yor allem geht es in Theodors apologetischen Den-
ken um die Abwehr eines alten heidnischen Vorwurfes, wonach das Christentum eine Neuerung
sei, die aus dem Aufstand gepen die jiidische Uberlieferung hervorgegangen sei.

¥ Vol dazu auch Devreeesse, Essai, 5. 176.

W Vgl praef. in fonam (169 Sprenger).

M Vel. dazu aoch P. Bruns, fen Menschen mit dem Himmel verbinden. Eine Studie i den
kitechetischen Homilien des Theodor ven Mopsiestia (CSCO 549; Louvain, 1995).




L.a Théologie trinitaire de Denys I’ Aréopagite

Ysabel pE ANDIA, Pans

CQuelle est la théologie trinitaire de Psendo-Denys I'Aréopagite? Quelles
sont ses sources? Comment la situer par rapport 4 la tradition de théologie tn-

nitaire grecque antérieure et en particulier par rapport & la doctrine des Cappa-
dociens? (est 4 ces trois questions que je voudrais répondre en montrant 1'in-
fluence du néoplatonisme sur la théologie trinitaire de Denys.

La théologie trinitaire de Denys a été relativement peu étudiée. Bermard
Brons lui consacre un chapitre dans son livre Gort und die Sefenden', Sal vatum
Lilla un article dans I’ Augustinianum?® et Werner Beierwaltes expose ['Unité et
la Trinité (Einkeir und Dreiheir)® selon Denys et Jean Scot. La discussion

modeme a davantage porté sur la christologie de Denys que 'on a Larﬂﬂiénsée

par rapport au monophysisme. La question trinitaire est restée dans [ ombre

car elle ne semblant pas centrale,

Pourtant ce n’est pas en vain que la Théologie mystique commence par une
invocation 2 la Trinité: ‘O Trinité suressentielle, plus que divine et plus que
bonne™ (MT 559 C) et que les Noms diving considérent, au second chapitre, la
théologie trinitaire avant la procession des noms divins, Denys traite de ]i'tf'
théologie trinitaire dans la ‘théologie affirmative’ qu’il distingue, au troisiéme
chapitre de la Théologie mystique, de la ‘théologie négative™ et dans la *théo-

logie unie et distinct’, ['une concernant le Dieu un et autre, le Dieua trine, an

second chapitre des Noms divins.

' B. Brons, Gott whd die Seienden. Untersuchungen zum Verhdlimis von neuplatonizcher Meta-
physik und christlicher Tradition bei Dionysins Areopagita (Gottingen, 1976}, 11, Kapitel: Gort:
Einheit, Dreiheit und Yiclheit in Gott, pp. T8-130.

£ 5. Lilla, *“Terminologia trinitaria nello Pseudo-Dionigi 1" Arcopagita, Suol antecedentn € Sui

influenza sugh scrittori successivi', Awgwsifnianuwm 13 (1973), pp. 6049-623. Voir aussi C, Pera;

‘Denys le mystigue et la [hmmﬂt:h[a KSPT 25 (193a), pp. 1-75.

* W. Beierwaltes, Eriugena, Grundziige seines Denkens (Frankfurt, 1994), Kapitel: Einheit
und Dreiheit, pp. 204-261.

+ Cette triple invocation de la Trinité avec des noms en fiyper s"adresse 4 elle en tant qu’Unité
car ‘ce qui de la DEE toute entidre est uni (T fjveopéva), cest I'au-deld du Bien, de la Déitg, de
I"Etre, du Vivant et du Sage ot tout ce qui appartient 4 la Négation transcendante’ (Hrepoyikn
dipripeee, DN IT, 640 B),

> An chapitre 11T de la Théologie mystigue, Denys divise la théologie en 1. ‘théologie affir-
mative’ qui traite de toutes les affirmations sur Dien — que ce solent les affirmations sur la Tri-
nité, le Christ et la création, dont il a parlé, dit-il, dans les Esquisses théologigues, les noms de
Dview qutil “explique’ dans les Noms diving ou les métaphores de la Théolopie svmboligue —, ¢l
en 2. ‘théologie négative” qui s"éléve de négations en négations jusqu'a 1'wnion avec |'Ineffable.
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C'est la distinction entre Evoalg et duakpioic qui est au fondement de la
théologie trinitaire de Denys et c'est elle qui va ére au centre de notre
réflexion: d'ol vient cette distinction? Comment est-elle le principe non seu-
lement de la théologie trinitaire de Denys, mais aussi de sa théologie des noms
divins? Permet-elle de rendre compte du mystére trinitaire? Ou bien s'écarte-
t-elle de la tradition de la théologie grecque antérieure et ouvre-t-elle une nou-
velle tradition? Nous étudierons donc

I. lathéologie trinitaire de Denys dans les Noms divins,

Il. ses sources néoplatoniciennes, en particulier Proclus,

1. et enfin sa comparaison avec la théologie des Cappadociens.

I. La théologie trinitaire de Denys dans les Noms divins

L ordre des chapitres des Noms divins indique la méthode de Denys: aprés
avolr défini le but (oxordg)® du traité des Noms divins, au premier chapitre, il
pose, au second, la question fondamentale: Tig ) Beila Evooig xoi Siakpiog;
S réponse développe toute une théologie trinitaire. 1 faut d’abord faire appa-
raitre la structure du texte de Denys (DN II, 640 A 10 - 644 D 2) avant de s'in-
terroger sur les sources de sa pensée.

Ce texte se divise en deux parties qui traitent

[. de I'hénade au-deld de toute umité (§ 1)

IL. et de I'onion et de la distinction (§ 2 4 5),

d*abord *selon 'union’, au § 4, puis ‘selon la distinction’, au § 5.

Je voudrals seulement faire une remarque de vocabulaire avant d'exposer la
théologie trinitaire de Denys,

Denys fait une distinction entre quatre termes pour dire 1'Unité de la Trinité:
I"hénade: Evag’, unité: Evotng, union: Evaxois, la permanence: povi.

L. D'abord "I'"Hénade au-dessus de toute unité (T Dmeprvaopdvn Evic) gui
est dite de la Déité toute entiére’ () 8An Dedng) (DN 637 A 2),

2. "1'Unité au-deld du principe d'unité’ (1) bnép Evapyiov Evotng) qui ne
fait gu'un (\vopévov Eati) avec la Trinité' (DN 641 A 7-8),

® Le but (akondg) du traité est 'explication des noms diving intelligibles, Le verbe oxoném
! oxbrtopot, signifié 4 la fois celui qui puette, le guetteur, et ce que l'en vise, la cible {cf.
M. Harl, "Le guetteur et la cible’, REG 74 (1961), pp. 455-456). Cest un terme technigue de
I'éxege néoplatonicienne et chréticnne: of. les deux articles de M.-J. Rondeau, ‘Exégése du psautier
et anabase spintueclle chez Grégoire de Nysse', Epektasiz. Mélanges J. Danidlou (Paris, 1972),
pp. S17-531, et: 'D'ol vient la technique exégétique utilisée par Grépoire de Mysse dans son
traité Sur les titves des Praumes', Mélanges d'histoire des Religions offerts & Henri-Charles
Puech (Paris, 1974), pp. 263-287, surtout pp. 264, 267 ct 286-287, ainsi que article de I Hadot,
‘Les introductions aux commentaires exégétique chez les auteurs néoplatoniciens et les auteurs
chrétiens’, Les Régles de Iinterprétation, éd. M. Tardieu (Paris, 1927), pp. 99-122.

tEvig est emplové en CH 212 C; DN 588 B2; 589 D: 503 D 637 A: 802 D.
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3. I'Union divine (1] Peie Eveoig) concerne les réalités de la “théologie
suressentielle’ el s oppose & la ‘distinction’ qui apparait avec la distinction en

Dieu des trois Hypostases. Elle est I"*Union surressentielle’ ou 1"*Union trans-

cendante’ () mavtoy omepnppévn Evaoig: DN 641 C) des Hypostases.

4, enfin la Permanence — ou la "Manence’, selon la traduction de Trouillard®
— et le Fondement (poviy xai (6puoig), des Hypostases les unes dans les
autres,

L’ EvoTne caractérise 'imapiig. Movn kol Tdpoaig caractérisent les Hypo-
stases ‘les unes dans les autres’, 1"Evooig Umepotowog caractérise Munité des
Hypostases au-deli de toute essence. Donc la relation entre les Hypostases est
pensée comme unité d'une double manidre: soit comme povi), permanence
des unes dans les autres, soit comme £veots, unité semblable & la lumiére des
lampes qui est fondue dans une unique lumiére, et pourtant c’est une unité
‘sans mélange’, ni confusion.

La distinction entre £vag et tpuag ne correspond pas a la distinetion entre

Evinoig et dudkproig qui est i la fois intérieure 4 la Trninité (la distinction des

Hypostases) et extéricure i Elle (la distinction des processions). La premiére
distinction est ‘selon 'umion méme’ (kKot’ ooty v Evooiy). Clest la “dis-
tinction divine’ (Beioe Sidkpioig)® des Hypostases, 4 lintérieur de 1'Union
divine, du point de vue de la Fécondité divine (Beoyovia), Cette distinction
entre les trois Hypostases divines ‘sans confusion et sans mélange’ est aussi
celle des propriétés qui ne sont nullement interchangeables. Les deux autres
distinctions, ‘convenant au Bien” (dyaBonpenic), concernent la procession ‘la
procession de 'union convenant au Bien' (1) dyoBompennc npdodog TS
Evmosmc) et ‘I'action, convenant au Bien, de Dieu & I'épard des hommes® (]
ayaBorpannc slg fuag Beovpyia).

Enfin, derniére remarque, il n'a pas été question de 1'Un (£v)' qui ne carac-
térise pas 'unité de la Trinité, mais une ‘propriété de la Déité’. L'Un est le
demnier dans des noms divins par lequel le traité s’achéve, au chapitre XIIL On
peut dire que le mouvement des Noms divins va de 'union et de la distinction,
principe de procession des noms divins, au chapitre II, & I'Un, au chapitre
X De I'Evoaig a I'Ev.

Aprés ces quelques remarques, je voudrais étudier les six passages Irini-
taires du second chapitre que posent les six problémes suivants:

* Selon la traduction de J. Trouillard. Voir, par exemple, L'Un er I"Ame selon Proclos (Paris,
1972), p. 92.

% 1. Trouillard traduit Sidxprow par “déploiement’, dans son article sur ‘La notion de Siwvi-
wig chez Damascios”, REG &5 (1972}, p. 355, Il faudrait, dans la question trinitaire, garder les
deux sens de ‘division’ et “déploiement’.

0 Naoter les trois adjectifs kowvdv kal fivepévovy kol Ev pour caractériser la “propriété cornmune
el unie, ne faisant gu’un avee la Déité toute entitre’ et le premier emploi de &ven DN 644 A,
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1 IMattribution des noms divins a la Déité toute entiére {§ 13,

2% la distinction de ‘ce qui est uni’ et de ‘ce qui est distinet” (§ 3},

37 les propriétés des unions divines (§ 4),

4° les propriétés des Hypostases théarchiques (§ 5),

3% le secret de la génération en Dieu (§ 7)

67 1'appropriation aux trois Hypostases des trois “dois’ de paternité, filiation
et divinisation (& 8).
Mous allons examiner ces six passages pour pouvoir caractériser la théolo-

gie trinitaire de Denys'l,

1) Attribution des noms divins a la Déité tout entiére (§ 1)

"Parce que la Déité toute entiére posséde la Seigneurie de 1"Univers, il n'est méme pas
passible de dire, @ mon avis, d'une part au sujet de la Déité génératrice ou de la Déité
filiale, combien de fois dans la théologie, le titre de Seigneur est répété pour le Pére et
pour le Fils; et I'Esprit lui aussi est Seignenr'®,

D autre part les utres de ‘beau’ et de ‘sage’ sont aussi célébrés de la Déité toute
entiere, et ‘lumiére’ et ‘déifiant’ et ‘cause” el toul ce qui appartient & la Théarchie toute
entiere, les Oracles les attribuent & toute |"hymnodie théarchique, d'une fagon globale,
comme quand ils disent: ‘Tout vient de Diew', mais encore en détail, comme quand
Us disent: "Tout a é18 créé par i et pour lui er towt subsiste en i’ et "Tu enverras
fon Esprit et (tout) sera créé™s. Et pour le dire en un mot, le Verbe théarchique lui-
méme a dit: ‘Le Pére er moi sommes un'®, el "Towt ce gu'a fe Pére est ¢ moi’" et
Tout ce qui est d mol est 4 Iof et toul ce qui ext & toi est @ moi™',

Et de nouveau tout ce qui est au Pére et & Lui, il "attribue a I"Esprit théarchique en
communion et union: les ceuvres divines, 'adoration, et, comme une source inépui-
sable, la causalité et la répartition des dons gui conviennent & la Bonté.

Er je pense qu’aucun de ceux qui ont ét¢ nourris dans les divins Oracles par des pen-
sées qui ne sont pas dévoyées ne contrediraif ceci: toul ce qui convient a la Déité s"ap-
plique & la Théarchie toute entiére, sous le rapport de la parfaite Déité’ (DN 637 AEC).

I1 s*agit du titre divin de *Seigneur’ par lequel sont nommés, dans 1" Ecriture,
le Pere, le Fils et I'Esprit, et, dans le Credo de Nicée-Constantinople, a la fois
le Fils qui est dit kipog et 'Esprit, x0piov. Pour montrer, d’une maniére
cenérale, que tout ce qui est dit du Pére peut étre dit du Fils et réciproguement,
Denys s appuie sur Jn 10, 30, 16, 15 et 17, 10 et sur les affirmations du *Verbe
théarchique” qui attribue & 1"*Esprit théarchique’, ‘en communion et union’

U La traduction frangaise des Noms divins est ma traduction qui doit paraitre dans Soarces
chréfienmnes.
ETEe3:17.
T Co 11, 12,
1# Col 1, 16.17.
15 Ps 103, 30.
o In 10, 30,
T Jn 186, 15
Im 17, 100,

e
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(Kowvvik®g kel fvopgvec), les mémes noms. Les noms divins qualifient
donc Ia DEILé toute entiére, car, dit Denys: ‘Ces dénominations qui conviennent
4 Dieu sont toujours célébrées par les Oracles non de fagon partielle (o pe-
pL@c)’, mais selon “toute I'intégrité de la Déité enticre et compléte’ (636 C),
L adverbe pepirag, ‘de fagon partielle’, s'oppose 4 I'adjectif A, qui carac-
terise la DEié qui est qualifiée dans sa totalité ou son intégralité. En revanche
les deux adverbes mepidnnnikdy - Sieodikic ne s’opposent pas car un nom
peut &tre & la fois attribué de fagon globale (mepuinmrixdc) 4 la Théarchie toute
entiere et ‘en détail’ (Srefodikidg) 4 chaque Personne divine (DN 637 B).

2) Distinction de ce qui est wni et de ce gui est distinct (5 3)

‘D'une part, ce qui de la Déité toute entidre est wni, comme nous | avons montré plus
longuement dans, les Esguisses théologiques, d’aprés les Oracles, c'est I'Au-deld du
Bien, de la Déité, de I'Etre, du Vivant et du Sage et ce qui appartient A la négation
lranscendante e1, avec cela, toutes les qualités causatrices; l¢ Bien, le Beau, I'Etre, le
Vivifiant, le Sage et toutes ces dénominations que recoit la Cause de tous les biens
d’apris les dons qui conviennent 4 sa bonté,

Drautre part, ce qu'il y a de distinct, ¢’est la dénomination et la réalité suressentielles
de Pere, celles de Fils et celles d’Esprit, sans qu'il soit possible le moins du monde
d’introduire entre elles une réciprocité ou un caractére commun. 11 ¥ a encore en plus
de cela, comme chose distincre, 1existence humaine parfaite et sans altération de Jésus
Bt tous les mystires essentiels de son amour des hommes, selon son existence humaine’
(DN 1L, 3, 640 BC).

Dans ce chapitre “sur la théologie unie et distince’, Denys deéveloppe toute
une réflexion sur ['unité.

1. Ce qui est uni (td fjvopusva),

¢’est ce qui qualifie la DEité tout entitre, ¢est-a-dire les termes en umép,

comme dans le Prologue de la Théologie mysitigue, et ‘toutes les qualités cau-
satrices’ (10 aitwwhoyikd waveo), ¢’est-a-dire les noms divins (ui procédent
du Bien: le Beau, I'Etre, le Vivifiant et le Sage.

2. D’autre part, Denys place dans “ce qui est distinct’ (1 52 GLOKEKPLUEVT)
aussi bien

a) "la dénomination et la réalité (Gvopa kol ypfijpa) suressentielles de Pére,
celles de Fils et celles d"Esprit’; b) que ‘I'existence humaine de Jésus’ (1} timap-
Zig wad” fudg Tnoon),

Le fait que Denys caractérise la Déité comme Onepoioiog pose ici deux
problémes trinitaire et christologique et, d'une maniére générale, une question
sur le statut ontologique des noms divins.

I. bmepotioog-dpooioiog

Le premier probléme est celui de 1'incompatibilité de la caractérisation de la
Déité comme drepovorog et de la relation entre le Pére et le Fils dpootoioc
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au Pere. Le Pére est dit ‘source unique de la suressentielle Déité’ et non source
de la génération du Fils et de la spiration de I'Esprit (Denys n’emploie jamais
le terme de ‘procession’ (mpdodoc) pour les relations trinitaires ni celui de
génération (yévvnoig) du Fils par le Pére). Le Pire n'est pas ‘source’ dans
I"ordre des relations trinitaires, qui sont définies par leur origine, mais source
de la Déité suressentielle.

La définition de la fedtne comme bmepotolog lui interdit de parler de
“substance” (obola) divine et, par la méme, de ‘consubstantialité’ du Pere et
du Fils. Tl ¥ a donc une éviction du ‘consubstantiel’ duy symbole de Nicée au
profit du ‘suressentiel’ néoplatonicien, La doctrine de Denys est cohérente:
son silence sur le ‘consubstantiel’ ne signifie pas qu’il ne confesse point le
symbole de Nicée, mais qu’il ne veut pas employer le terme de ‘consubstantiel’
car 1l a vu la contradiction entre Uhyperousios et | homoousios.

Cette contradiction philosophique ne sera pas vue ou retenue par des théo-
logiens qui, 4 la fois, invoguent la Trinité comme *suressentielle’ et confessent
le *consubstantiel’ nicéen. Ainsi Sophrone de Jérusalem!® reprend invocation
du Prologue de la Théologie mystigue de Denys®® dans un ordre différent:

"0 Trinité, au dela du Bien, de 1'Etre ot de “Tpuitg bmepoiae, imepiyabe, bnipbee,

Dieu, toute-puissante et toule-connaissan- rovioblivape, revieriokons, ddpate,

te, illumine-moi, ton indigne serviteur’, GreTEAnTTs. .. Aapyov kapoi avotio
dohhm oou’,

2. 10 imepotowv- 1 Brapéic

La seconde question qui se pose est une question christologique:
que signifie cette distinction dans le Christ

a) de la réalité suressentielle de Fils (16 brepotoiov oM R vion)?!

b) et de I'existence ‘selon nous’ ou humaine de Jésus (N Dmepgig kel fpdc
‘Incob)?

Ce texte n’a pas été I'objet de beaucoup de commentaires.

L opposition 16 bnepotoiov - brapEig kal” fuds indique pourtant qu’il
y & une double ‘réalité’ du Christ: il est ‘suressentiel’, comme Personne
divine, et a une ‘existence’ comme la nétre. La distinclion entre la divinité et
I"humanité du Christ correspond donc i celle de bnepoboiov-tinupiic. Denys
parle ici (640 C) d'une UnopZig ke’ fipds de Jésus, et, au paragraphe suivant
(§ 4), d’une brepotioiog Hrupkic (641 A) de la Déité. 1 y a donc une ‘exis-
tence humaine” de Jésus et une ‘existence suressentielle’ de la Trinité, (Denys

" Saphrone de Jérusalem, Sancti Sophronii Oratio, PG 87, Pars Tertia, 4001 C-D,

M MT 997 A: Tpafic fmepoioe kol bréplse kol trepayafe. Sophrone ne reprend pas les
L B

I Moter le caractiére vague du terme P aui sert ici seulement d*appui & "adjectif bmep-
DOaLoY,
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parle d’une ‘nature’ (pooig)® divine et jamais d'une ‘nature”’ (phoig) humaine
de Jésus, mais d'une ‘nature selon nous’ (oboio kaf’ fudc) de Jésus).

c) Ce passage du ‘suressentiel” divin de la seconde Personne de la Trinité &
I'existence humaine de Jésus est réalisé dans |'Incarnation ol ‘le Verbe sures-

sentiel a pris entigrement et véritablement de nous une essence conforme & la

nétre” (obowbijvar kab” fpoc) (DN 11, 6, 644 C). Le terme important ici est
obo@idnvat, ‘étre substantifié’ ou “prendre essence’. Clest un terme tech-
nigue néoplatonicien, comme ['a bien montré Pierre Hadot** & propos du Com-
mentaire sur le Parménide. Denys emprunte encore une fois au vocabulaire
néoplatonicien un terme ontologique pour dire 1'Incarnation du Verbe,

3) Les propriétés des unions divines (§ 4)

Lorsque Denys, au § 4 du ch. I, se propose d'exposer le mode parfait de
I"'union et de la distinction divines, il se fixe trois buts:

a) le point de vue synoptique: eDGUVOTTOS O Adyog

b) 1'absence de toute équivogue ou d'absence de clarté: doopig

¢) et la définition des propriéés: tit olkeia (DN 640 D 3-6).

Denys définira d’abord les propriétés des unions divines, au § 4, puis, au §
3, celles des Hypostases.

Tout d’abord, il définit, d’aprés ‘les saints initiés’ de “notre tradition théolo-
gique’, les ‘propriétés” des unions divines:

“Ils disent, 4 la suite des saints oracles, qu'il y a des qualités propres (Towe) 4 la susdite
union, mais qu'en revanche, il y a des wrions er des distinctions propres (Tivig 18k
fvmoeis kol dekpiosig) qui appartiennent & la distinction,

Ainsi, dans le cas de 'union divine, c'est-a-dire de la Suressentialité, ce qui ne fait
gu'un avec la Trinité, principe d'unité, et lui est commun, ¢’est I"Existence suressentielle,
la Déité plus que divine, la Bonté plus que bonne, 1'Identité au-deli de tout de 'entiére
Propriété qui est au-deld de tout, "'Unité au-deld du principe d'unité, |'Ineffable, la

22 Denys emploie le terme @i & la fois pour la nature divine, dans la Théalagie mysiigque:
*Comment la nature divine et bonne #51 dite une (nde 7 fele xal dyelfy piaig vkl Adyato)
et comment elle est dite tring’ {1033 A) —, et pour la nature des choses, dans les Noms diving, 1l

définit le mal comme ce qui est ‘contre nature’ {mopi @Gow) el le bien, comme ce qui est

‘conforme & la nature” (kati goaw), 1 parle de la résurrection comme ce qui est “supérieur  la
nature visible qui est la nbtre (Inep poowy &2 Ty kol fpas gnu oy Spopévnv), non & (la
nature) toute puissante de la vie divine (o0 tijy tavalevi] tic Oeiag [oig): car pour cette
nature (poaer), en tant qu'elle est celle de toutes les vies et surout des vies les plus divines,
aucune vie n'est contre nature ou supérieure 4 la nature (Topd poow 1 dnép ooy’ (DN 857
A). Ce texte pose un probléme théologique car on attendrail le terme “grice” 14 ol Denys écrit
‘supérieur & la nature .

3 Cf. P. Hadot, Martes Victorinus. Recherches sur sa vie et sex ewvres (Paris, 1971), vol. 1L
Textes, Porphyre sur le Parménide, p. 102 et 103, note 5: Fragm. X1, 6 (oboidafloy) et 8
{ebommpévov); Porphyre, Senterces 39 (oboudabal) et 41 (odowopévov), p. 47 et 52 de 1'édi-
tion de E. Lambertz (Leipeig, 1973).
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Muluplicité des noms, |'Inconnaissance, "absolue Intelligibilité, 1" Affinmation de tout, 1a
Négation de tout, ' Au-deld de toute Affirmation ¢t Négation, la Permanence et le Fon-
dement, pour ainsi dire, des Hypostases principes d’unité** les unes dans les autres, d une
fagon entiérement surunifiée, mais sans confusion en aucun point, comme les lumidres
des lampes — pour user d’exemples sensibles et familiers —, étant dans une unigue mai-
som, sont aussi toutes entiéres chacune en chacune toute entiére et gardent exacre dis-
tinction, subsistant selon son caractére propre, des unes par rapport aux autres, (les
lumigres) étant wndes dans la distinction et distinctes dans 'unité’ (DN 640 D - 641 A),

Bernhart Brons comprend cette Permanence comme la ‘périchorése’ entre
les trois Hypostases: ‘Die unvermischie Emnheit (Perichorese) der drei Hypo-
stasen, die durch einen Verghech aus dem Bereich des sensiblen veranschau-
licht wird (Lampenvergleich)'®. Denys ne parle pas de ‘périchorése’, mais il
emploie un vocabulaire philosophique néo-platonicien: la ‘Permanence’ et le
‘Fondement’. Cependant il parle bien d'une Permanence ou d'un fondement
des Hypostases les unes dans les qurres () &v dddNdoig povn kol tdpucic:
DN 641 A), ce qui indique bien I'idée de la perichorése, méme si le terme est
absent.

L interprétation de 1"*Union transcendante’ comme Périchorése trinitaire se
fonde sur 'exemple des lampes: ce serait ‘le fait, pour les Hypostases prin-
cipes d’unité, de demeurer et d'étre fondées les unes dans les antres’, dans une
Union suressentielle, comme les lumiéres de plusieurs lampes, rassemblées
dans une seule pi¢ee, sont fondues dans une unique lumiére,

La encore I'image est déroutante: les trois Hypostases sont-elles trois sources
distinctes d’une unique lumigre? Et I'Union des Trois serait-elle seconde par
rapport aux Trois Hypostases, comme 'unique lumigre qui serait la fusion de
lumigres venues de trois sources différentes? 11 est clair que telle n'est pas la
théologie trinitaire de Denys qui réserve le terme ‘source’, nnpyi (DN 641 D),
pour le Pére et ne saurait admeltre une antériorité des Hypostases par rapport
a 'Union divine, 11 serait plus juste de parler avec la liturgie byzantine d’une
lumiére au triple éclat’. Ou d'invoquer un vers des Poemata Theologica® de
(Grégoire de Nazianze:

*Fuyons g towte vitesse au ciel od de multiples
splendenrs jaillissent de la lumiére ingffable autour des Trois™.

MMpotponiadny pebyouey sic obpavdy fri T8 molli
KaAlen poppoipovia gdos tepl TPoTOV GQpuaTow,

M oriv Evapyieoy Trootioeny povi) kel [Bpuai dlikde bmspnvopévn: I'emploi du
lerme néo-platonicien povry (premier terme de la trilogie ‘Permanence-Procession-Conversion”,
est accompagne par expression “si 'on peut dire” (el ofitw ¢pi) dvin) qui apparsit aussi en
DN 645 B 20, 648 B 20, 648 B 19 et 697 B 14. Dans tous les cas, cela semble e une maniiére
d'excuser le langage néo-platonicien,

“ B. Brons, Gout und die Seienden, p. 91 n* 73 et p. 92,

4 Grégoire de Nazianze, Theol. Carminum, Liber - Poemara Historfca 11, 30, 55-56: PG
37, col. 1304-1305.
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4) Les propriétés des Hypostases divines (8 5)

‘Mais il existe également, dans les théologies suressentielles, une distinction qui ne
consiste pas seulement, comme je 1'ai dit, en ce que chacune des Hypostases principes
d’unité, selon ['union méme, est éablie sans mélange ni confusion (duiydc kel
GaauyyLTms), mais encore en ce que les (propriétés) de la Fécondité divine suressen-
tielle {t1j¢ imepovoiow Beoyoviag) ne sont pas interchangeables entre elles.

Or la Source unique de la suressentielle Déité, ¢'est le Pére, le Pére n'étant pas Fils, ni
le Fils, Pére, mais les hymnes réservant pieusement 4 chacune des Hypostases théar-
chiques leurs propriétés, Ce sont 13 les unions et les distinctions selon 'union et 'exis-
tence ineffables’ (DN 641 D),

Il s'agit maintenant des propriétés des Hypostases théarchiques™ (T olksin

v bmootiosov Deapyikov) (641 D 8) qui caractérisent chacune d’entre elles.
Nous powvons faire trois remarques de vocabulaire:
L. Sur emploi de différents termes pour qualifier les qualités propres (Idia) &
I*union, celles propres (1&ikac) 4 'union et & la distinction et les propriétés (T
olkein) des Hypostases: ‘1l y a des qualités propres (idwa) 2 la susdite union,

mais, en revanche, il v a des unions et des distinctions propres (tTivog 16l Kol

Eviosic kol doxkpioeig)’ (DN 641 A 1-2) et des ‘propriétés des Hypostases
divines’ (it olkeio TV brootacens Yeapyuidv) (DN 641 D 8-9). Qu'indi-

quent ces différences de vocabulaire? Pour Denys, le terme approprié pour dire

les ‘propriétés’ des Hypostases est T olkeiuw et non 1didtng comme pour Basile.

2. Sur la distinction des Hypostases:

a) Le premier trait de la distinction entre les Hypostases est done 1"absence
de mélange et de confusion’: *Selon 'union, chacune des Hypostases est éta-
blie sans mélange ni confusion’ (Guiyods Kol QouTEoTmg).

b) Le second est le caractére non interchangeable de leurs propriétés: "Les
(propriétés) de la Fécondité divine suressentielle ne sont pas interchangeables
entre elles’ (GAh’ OT1 Kol Td T Drepouciov Beoyoviag ouk AvTigTpEPEL
npog diinia) (DN I, 5, 641 D).

3. Sur Uemploi de 'expression ‘la Fécondité divine suressentielle’ (1) dng-
polauog Beoyovia ou yovipdtnc) qui est 4 la fois

4) comme la source féconde des trois Personnes divines, en DN [, 4, 592 A
1-3: la Théarchie est célébrée ‘comme Trinité & cause de la manifestation en
trois Hypostases de la Fécondité suressentielle (Dmepotolon yovipotnToc),
de laguelle toute paternité, au ciel et sur terre, regoit son étre et son nom™".

b} et comme la relation méme du Pére et du Fils, en DN 11, 5, 641 D 4-7:

‘Les (propriétés) de la Fécondité divine suressentielle (Gmepouvgiou Beoyoviag) ne
sont pas interchangeables entre elles. Or la source unique de la suressentielle Déité,
c'est le Pére, le Pére n'étant pas Fils, ni le Fils, Pére’.

Ainsi d’une part, la Fécondité divine englobe ou est I'unité des trois Hypo-
stases dont les propriétés ne sont pas interchangeables, et, de "autre, le Pére

o L

La Théologic tnnitaire de Denys 1" Ardapagite 287

est la *source unique de la suressentielle Déité’, cette propriété du Pére le pla-
cant & I"origine non seulement de la génération du Fils, mais également de la
‘suressentielle Déité’ (DN 641 D: Méovn 68 mnyn ¢ bnspovciov Bedtntog
6 motnp et DN 645 B: anyaia Bedtng & motnp).

5) Le secret de la génération en Dieu (§ 7)

[Tadav, 6T pév goti ‘En outre nous avons bien regu des saints
Oracies que,

d’une part, le Pére est o diviniré fontale®,
le Fils et 1'Esprit, d’autre part,

les pousses divines®,
si 'on peut dire,

anyeio Beotns & matnp,
b 88 vlog Kai TO TVEULL
t1ig Beoydvou Oedtntog,
el olitw ypn edva,
Praatoi Beopuron kai ofov dvin de la Déité génératrice de Dieu

Kol DIEpOToLE QOT, cl, en quelque sorte,

TpOC TV lepdy Aoyl TepeiAfeapey.  ses flenrs et ses lumiéres suressentielles™.
"Onwe 88 tavth SaTiy, Mais comment cela est on ne peut le dire,
ofite slreiv olite Evvofioal Suvatdyv. ni le penser’ (DN 11, 7, 645 B).

% LYmage de la ‘sowrce” se retrouve dans un grand nombre de passages du Corpus dicny-
sien: myyoilos: CH 260 D; EH 480 AB; DN 637 C; 645 B; 696 B; 701 AC; 704 A; 909 C;
anyf: EH373 C; DN 641 D; EP 9, 1104 B; 1105 A; nmnyaio: DN I, 1, 645 B. ‘La Trinité est
la source vivifiante' (EH 373 C). ‘Dans la suressentielle Déité, le Pere seul est source’ (DN 641
D). ‘Certe source de vie qui s"épanche en soi-méme et gui demeure en soi-méme’ (EP 9, 1104
B, Le Scholiaste commente ainsi: 11 est dit dans le Psaume: “prés de tof est la fontaine {mryn)
de fa vie™ (Ps. 35,100 et dans Jérémie: “Is m'onl abandonnde, moi, la Fontaine d'eau vive” (2,
13). Par conséguent Diew est dir " Source”, une sorte de matrice, Principe et Canse de toutes les
choses qui apparaissent et viennent 4 'existence. En fait, les divines Ecritures appellent * Cause
fontale” fes choses que quelgues-ung ont ['habitude d’appeler universelles, pénérales, tofales et
comprenant toul, en tant qu’elles embrassent les Processions particlles qui dérivent d'elles: ainsi
justement on appelle 1'Esprit Saint Cavse fontale, parce que toutes les choses qui existent par le
moven de 1'Esprit existent grice & sa puissance créatrice qui est continue, i parce que 1'Esprit
Saint est lui aussi cause de (tous) les &mres, comme il est dit dans le Livee de lo Sagesse (12, 1;
15, 11} La continuité du Fait de créer, comprends-la & partir ces paroles: “Mon Pére n'a jamais
Sini de travailler jusqgi’d maintenant ef moi aussi fe travaille”™ (In 5, 17). Ainsi aussi U'Esprit
Saint, avec le Pére et le Fils, depuis toujours, ceuvre incessamment. En fait, il est dit; ¥ Envaole ton
Esprit et ils sevont créés” (Ps, 103, 300" (PG 4, 213 A-C). Les "opérations divines” (DN 11, 1, 637
C) zont les miracles que Jésus Christ accomplit avee I'Esprit Saint, comme lorsqu'il dit: *Je
chasse les démons dans U'Esprit Saint® {Le 11, 207 cité en PG 4, 213 A),

M § 32 vidg (texte éabli par B.R. Suchla et non & 82 “Inoois, comme dans la Patrologie
grecque de Migne) xoi 1o nvedpa, the Bzoydvon Bedmnrog Practol Bedgpurton: expression
‘pousses de la divinité (Bedtnrog Blootol)” peut provenir des Ovacles Chaldalgues & travers
Proclus: ef. H.-I2. Saffrey, *Nouveaux licns objectifs entre le Pseudo-Denys et Proclus’, REPT 63
(19793, p. 13. Cependant fcdtnrog fhactol peut aussi avoir une source seripturaire: “éx fAag-
ton, vig pou, dvifng’ (Gn 49.9); o'est pourguoi Denys parle des métaphores bibliques des
“bourgeons” et des “flewrs” dans la Lemre 9, 1105 A,

W Proclus, De malorum subsisteniio (X1 26-34, 1saac): ... et nihil alivd entes quam -entium
unitates el meira et bonitates et summitales, s velis, ef velwt flores et supersubstantialia luming
el omne guod tale, participabiles quidem sunt secundum enter ens et primam substantiam...".
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Denys établit au paragraphe 7 une opposition entre le Pére, qui est la ‘divi-

nité fontale’, et le Fils et I'Esprit, qui sont les ‘pousses divines” de la ‘Déité
génératrice de Dieu’. Est-ce que cela voudrait dire qu'il ¥ a une identité entre

le Pére, ‘Divinité fontale’, et la “Déité génératrice de Dieu’?

Denys parle, en DN 641 D comme en EP 9, 1104 C, d’une *Théogonie sur-
essentielle’ (1) imepodoLog Beoyovia) et, en DN 645 B, d’une ‘Déité généra-
trice de Diew’” () Beoyovog Bedtng). Mais la premiére expression qualifie la
Déité toute entiére, la seconde, le Pére, Donc il y a 2 la fois une fécondité de
la Déité en tant que telle, et & intérieur de la Trinité, une priorité du Pére qui
est la source de toute fécondité. Le Peére est toujours caractérisé comme
Source, ici, comme au paragraphe 5 on Denys dit que ‘la Source unique de la
suressentielle Déité, c’est le Pére’ (641 D).

Denys reprendra sous forme métaphorique les images de la génération en
Dieu dans la Lettre 1X:

‘En ce qui conceme, par exemple, la géndration suressentielle de Dieu, les Ecritures nous
représentent le “ventre de Dieu™ engendrant Dieu de fagon corporelle (Ofov &mi pév whg
brepougiou Beoyoviag yeotepe Bedv coponikdg Bedv yevvdooy dvarhartotions)
(Ps. 118, 3} et le Verbe méme sortant comme un “souffle d’air”™ d'une poitrine humaine
(Ps. 44, 1). Elles nous décrivent I'Esprit comme “expiré” par la bouche (Ps. 32, 6). Elles
parient du “sein divin™ (kdAnovg Deoyovoukols) qui engendre le Fils de Dieu, nous le
représentant sous forme corporelle par des images physiques. Elles usent d'images telles
que celles d’arbres, de bourgeons, de fleurs, de racines ou encore de fontaines d°eaux jail-
lissantes, de sources lumineuses, et toutes ces autres allégories (lepoypapiag)™ par les-
quelles 1'Eeriture révéle les mystéres de Dieu surressentiel” (EP 9, 1104 C-1105 A).

La ‘théogonie suressentielle’ est exprimée par des images telles que le ‘ventre
de Dieu’, le ‘sein divin’, et d'autres allégories. L'Ecriture use d**images physi-
ques’ pour exprimer la ‘génération suressentielle de Dieu’ et les ‘mystéres du
Dieu suressentiel’. Quant & 'image des ‘pousses divines’, elle se trouve bien
dans I'Ex:rlture, mais €galement chez Proclus, comme |'a montré le Pere Saf-
frey, et dans les Hymnes de Synesius™?,

N Traduction de M. de Gandillac, Le mot dhinyopio est absent des fndices de van Daele, ce
qui est un indice!

2 Bynésios de Cyréne, L L, Hymnes, texie éiabli et traduit par C. Lacombrade (Paris, 1978), —
Hymne 11, 4-11: 'C'est dans les ineffables desseins du Pére qu'a genmé la naissance du
Christ. L auguste enfantement de l‘tpﬁuh‘l& i révElE sous sa forme humaine celui gui est venu dis-
pensger la lumigre issue de la source (poTog moyeiov). Et pountant ton (il s’agit du Pére) ineffable
surgeon a connu la racine des sigeles (& 8" Gpprtoc oew flicte aldvey oléey pilev)’ (p. 700
— Hymnes ¥, 25-36: ‘L umque source, 'unique racine rayonne sous la forme d'une triple clarté,
car, i, oi se trouve "abime du Pére, 14 se trouve aussi le Fils glorieus, mystérieus enfantement
de ce coeur, sagesse artisane de 'onivers; et 1A rayonne €galement la lumiére unifiante de ['Ins-
piration sante, L'unique source, |"unique racine produit au jour la profusion de ses bienfaits avec
le surgeon suressentiel (brepobody te Phaotav) qui bouillone en £lans créateurs” (p, 81). Cet
hymne s achéve par le souhait suivant; *Que, prenant, au contraire, un libre essor, je puisse dan-
ser autopur des trés incftables mystéres du surgeon issu de toi’ (V. 89-91, p. ¥3).
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6) L appropriation des ‘dons' aux trois Hypostases divines (§ 8)

*Mais & cela se borne toute la puissance de notre activité intellectuelle: toute paternité
et filiation divine nous a é1é donnée, & nous el aux pulssances supra-célestes, & partir
de la paternité principietle et de la filiation principielle séparées de toul, grice aux-
quelles les intellects déiformes deviennent dieux, fils de dieux et peres de dieux et sont
ainsi nommeés, cette paternité et cette filiation se réalisant bien siir d'une maniére spi-
rituelle, ¢’est-a-dire incorporelle, immartérielle et intelligible, 1'Esprit théarchique étant
étahli au-dessus de toute divinisation intelligible et immatérielle, et le Pére et le Fils
séparés de toute paternité et filiation divine, d'une manigre éminente’ (DN 6435 C),

Le demnier passage trinitaire du chapitre II, 8 des Noms divins concerne la
divinisation. En effet, dans I'@uvre de la divinisation de I'homme, Denys attri-
bue aux différentes Personnes divines un réle qui correspond a leurs propriétés
personnelles. Les intellects déiformes deviennent ‘dieux’, ‘fils de dieux’ et
‘péres de dieux’, cette paternité ou cette filiation spirituelle étant données par
le Pere et le Fils, I'Esprit étant celui qui accomplit la divinisation elle-méme.

Mais dans la divinisation, la filiation et la paternité, I'Esprit reste "établi au-
dessus’ (Drepidpupévov) de toute divinisation intelligible, et le Pére et le Fils,
séparés de toute paternité et filiation divine de maniére éminente. Denys
msiste ici, comme dans la participation, sur le fait que Dieu demeure au-dela
de ses dons et de ses participations. La conjonction des deux termes Omep-
opikmg EEqpnuévay (645 C) souligne encore la transcendance de Dieu dans
la divinisation de 1'homme.

Enfin ce passage du § 8 ne s’oppose pas i celui du § 1 ou Denys affirme:

“Tout ce qui est an Pére et a lui, il I"attribue & I"Esprit théarchigue en communion et
union; les ceuvres divines, la vénération et, comme une source inépuisable, la causalité
et la répartition des dons qui conviennent & sa bonté’ (DN 637 C).

Les ‘ceuvres divines’ (Beouvpyici) sont faites ‘en communion et union’ par
les trois Personnes divines, et ce qui est dit de ‘fagon globale” (mepuimntikac)
de la Déité peut étre dit ‘en détail’ (Srefodixms) de chacune des trois Per-
sonnes ou Hypostases, cependant on peut rapporter par appropriation a cha-
cune d’elles une ceuvre ou un don qui correspond & sa ‘propriété’: au Pere, la
paternité, au Fils, la filiation, & I'Esprit Saint, la sanctification ou la divinisa-
tion.

Pour caractériser la théologie trimtaire de Denys, reprenons ses propres
termes. Sa position est double: d'une part il affirme se situer dans ‘notre tra-
dition théologique’ (640 B), mais, d’autre part, il est conscient de la nouveauté
de son langage, ¢’est pourquoi il ajoute un ‘si 'on peut dire’ (g1 olta 3pn
pivar) avant 'emploil de termes néoplatoniciens comme povn et {6puaig,
Permanence et Fondement, (DN 641 A) ou d'images comme celle de “pousses

La comparaison avec Synésius se borne & cet emploi de la métaphore de “pousse’ ou de “sur-
geon’ car il n'a pas du tout la méme théologie trinitaire que Denys, |'Esprit étant, pour lui, ‘le
centre du Pere et du Fils’



290 Y. DE ANDIA

divines, de fleurs et lumiéres essentielles’ (fAuctol Bzdgpuror kai oiov tiviin
kol dnepoiole pota) (DN 645 B) pour parler des Hypostases divines,

MNous allons engager notre réflexion dans cette double direction: tout
d’abord en voyant la nouveauté de son langage trinitaire & partir de ses sources
néoplatoniciennes et, ensuite, en nous demandant s'il est dans la ligne de cette
‘tradition théologique’ dont il se réclame.

1I. L*Union et la distinction chez Proclus

Quels sont les licux oi Proclus expose sa doctrine sur ['union (£voaig) et la
distinction (thdxproig)? Eugenio Corsini®? signale le Commentaire sur le Par-
menide et la Théologie platonicienne V1, 12, Nous voudrions ajouter le Com-
mentaire sur le Timée (Livee 11) ot Proclus reprend la question de 'union et
de la distinetion des Genres de 1'Etre et donne 'exemple des lampes qui sera
reprs par Denys dans les Noms divins.

1y Le Commentaire sur le Farménide

Proclus a été amené a penser la relation de ["union et de la distinction & pro-
pos soit de la communauté des Genres entre eux soit des hénades entre elles.
Nous trouvons ces deux idées exposées aux Livres I et VI du Commentaire
sur le Parménide.

1* Au Livre II, Proclus commente le passage sur la communauté des
Genres dans Parménide 129 d;

‘Socrate, dit-il, st remonté & I'hypothése la plus parfaite concemant la communauté
des espéces, en disant qu’elles sont toutes mélées ensemble; car ces deux choses exis-
tent & la fois dans les choses divines, 4 savoir [union sans confusion et la distinction
sans séparation, afin qu'elles soient & la fois les unes dans les autres el gardent leur
propre pureté. C'est done celui-la qu'il admire, ¢’est-A-dire celui qui peut démontrer
gue les espéees intelligibles sont ef unifiées et distingudes (Tjvotm Kal Makstpuoa),
et qu’elles ne perdent ni leur pureté sans mélange par suite de lewr wnion (Sul ™V
Eveoaiy), ni leur communauté divine par swite de lewr distinction (61 v Suaxpuoy),
mais qu'elles sont i la fois et distinguées et mélangées entre elles par le lien d'un divin
amour (Beopm Epotog dyarnntol), selon I'Oracle: (De PAmonr) “qui s’est élancé le
premier de |'Intellect, ayant revét de feu son few, dont la nature est de conjoindre

# ‘La dottrina della Evoo e della Subkpreg & sviluppata da Procle specialmente nel 1T
Libro del Commento al Parmenide 768, 34 sgg., Cousin, ¢ nella Tealogia Platonica VI, 12, Per
la identificazione della duwaxpioig con la mpoodos, cfr. fast. Theo!. 35, p. 38, 12, Dodds’, E. Cor-
sini, f Trattato De divinis Nominibus dello Pseudo-Dionigi e { comment] neoplaronici al Parme-
nide (Torino, 1962), p. 40, n, 3.
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(fooapevos mupl mip cuviéopiov), afin de faire le mélange dans les Coupes
Sources, en ajoutant la fleur de son propre feu” (£ot woupog dvBog Emiaydv)™,

Vould dong espéee de mélange aocompagné de distinction, que Socrate veul voir dans
fes fiypostases indivisibles et intelligibles; ¢’est vers lui gu'il provogque attention des
personnages; c'est cette théorie qu'il admire, & savoir celle qui & la fois unit et dis-
ringue les puissances intellectuelles et intelligibles, ¢'est-a-dire la ressemblance intelli-
gible et la dissemblance, la pluralité intelligible et |"un, le repos divin et le mouvement’
(fn Parm, 11, 768-769)%,

L'hypothiése que Socrate défend ici est celle d'un mélange (alyxpaois) des
espéces intelligibles, car dans les choses divines existent  la fois *“umion sans
confusion et la distinction sans séparation (Evoaiv te dolyyutov kol dud-
kplowy ddwaipetov), afin qu'elles soient & la fois les unes dans les autres et
gardent leur propre pureté’. Ce mélange se fait par le lien de I’Amour dont
Proclus parlera dans le Commentaire sur le premier Alcibiade.

La doctrine néoplatonicienne de |'union entre les intelligibles dérive de la
théorie stofcienne du ‘mélange’® et Proclus fait largement usage de cette doe-
trine lorsqu il éclaircit les relations entre les formes-idées dans 'intelhgence,
entre les différentes facultés de "ime et entre les hénades.

2% Au Livre VI, Proclus parle de *I"union sans confusion’ et de la “distinc-
tion’ également A propos des hénades suressentielles:

*Clest hénades hypersubstanticlles sont, comme guelqu'un I'a dit, les sommirés et les
Hewrs (de substances) (bnepotoioy yap al Evedes abto kai, Og pnaoi g, dvin Kol
drpotnteg). Or, puisqu'il ¥ a en elles, comme nous 'avons dit union et distinction
(kai thg fviorms kol Thg Sakpicems), Parménide se proposant précisément de
dérouler au grand jour toute leur procession en partant d’en haut, de ["hénade séparée
des choses et €levée an-dessus d'elles, pose pour hypothése |'un gui lui est propre,
c'est-a-dire celui qui est pergu dans les étres et vu tantft en tant que un, tantdt en tant
que participé. 11 conserve toujours la méme majeure™ en 'envisageant sous plusieurs
points de vue; mais la conséquence varie, afin de montrer par ['identité de la majeure,
Uunion des hénades divines, (car quelle que soit celle que tu prendras, tu la prends
identique aux autres, parce qu'elles sont toutes les unes dans les autres, qu’elles ont

H Cf. Proclus, fn Alcih., p. 63, L. 47, Sur le premier Alcibiade de Platon, 1. 1, Texte £tabli et
traduit par A. Ph. Segonds (Paris, 1985), p. 53; °Et de fait le lien {Secudc) est unification
(Evesong), mais avec davantage de distinction, raison pourqued les Oracles ont dénommé unissant
le fen de cet amour: L gui, de Uinteflect, le premier jailiit, Vétant son fex unissans du few'. Voir
Oracles chaldaigues 42, 1-2 des Places (p. 25 Kroll) et le commentaire de H. Lewy, Chaldean
Oraeles and Thewrgy, Nouvelle &dition par M. Tardien (Paris, 1978}, p. 127 et 128 n. 235: ‘As
T mwﬁéupmv 145 the substance of Eros himself et p. 180 et n. 14,

¥ Traduction de A.E, Chaignet, Proclus le Philosophe, Commentaire sur le Parménide, t. 1
(Paris 1901, pp. 227-228.

I Cf, SVF I, 471-473 et H. Désmrie, Porphyrios” Symmikia, pp. 25-27.

T 1o fyovpevoy indique la proposition qui contient le ‘si’ de 'hypothése envisagde par Par-
ménide.
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leur racine enfongée dans 1'un; car de méme que les arbres par leurs ¢étes™ ont leur
fondement dans la terre, et par elles sont terrestres, de méme les choses divines, par
leurs propres sommités, ont leur racine dans 'un, ¢ chacune d’elles est hénade et un,
par son union avec 1'un, quoiqu’elle ne se confonde pas avec lui) et de démontrer ef
par la variété et le changement de la conséquence, ot il prend tantdt le tout, tantdt la
figure, tantdl quelquautre caractére, et cela par des propositions ou affirmatives ou
négatives, la distinction de ces hénades et la propriété caractéristique de chacun de ces
ordres divins; enfin de prouver, par 'argument hypothétique tout entier, a la fois la

communauté de ces ordres divins ef la pureté sans mélange de chacun d’eux’ (/n Parm.

VI, 10507,
Proclus distingue ici:

— 'hénade séparée des choses et élevée au-dessus d’elles, "

— Dunion des hénades divines, qui ont leur racine enfongée dans U'un; cha-
cune d’elles est hénade et un, par son union avec I'un, quoigu’elle ne se
confonde pas avec hai (ko Exeotov abtov Evag Eomt kai Ev dul iy mpog
0 Ev dovyyutov Evooy), :

— la distinction de ces hénades et la propriété caractéristigue de chacun

de ces ordres divins (tfjv Sikpioly abtov kol v iwomte 1dv Delay

thewy ExGatng);
— la communauté (xowvovie) de ces ordres divins et la pureté sans
mélange de chacun d'eux.

L’union entre les hénades est due a leur unité dans 1'Un et au fait qu'alle,s;:-_'

sont les unes dans les autres:

‘Car toutes les hénades sont les unes dans les autres et unies les unes aux autres (migal

vip al vades &v allfhog elal kai fjveovio npog dlAniaig); et leur union est

beaucoup plus grande que la communauté et I'identité qu'on trouve dans les éu—es:--::ﬁrf-:;
dans ceux-ci, il ¥y a mélange des espéces, ressemblance, amitié, participation mutuelle;

mais I'union de celles-1a étant une union d’hénades, est le beaucoup plus uniforme,
ineffable, et au-dessus de toute autre uniton” (In Parm. VI, 1043, 1. 11-14)", '

Nous retrouvons les divisions que Denys avait introduites dans sa réflexion

rinitaire:
— Au sommet 1"hénade (£vig) divine

— puis 'union et la distinction des Hypostases divines qui sont les unes

dans les autres (2v dAAniiog), selon la perichorése qu'il v a entre elles,

— la distinction des Hypostases selon leurs propriétés caractéristiques (Tt

olxein),

— leur ‘union suressentielle’ (Denys ne parle pas de kowvovia) el le fait

qu’elles soient sans confusion (Gouyyitog). Dans le contexte dionysien, c€

B Le tétes (kopugals) sont ici les racines par lesquelles les arbres s’enfoncent dans la terre.

% Traduction de AE. Chaignet, Proclus le Philosophie, Commentaire sur le Parménide, t 1
(Paris 1901), pp. 251-25).

40 Ibid., p. 249,
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terme ne renvoie pas & la définition dogmatique de Chalcédoine, mais 4 Pro-
clus.

La théorie proclienne des hénades®! a done servi de modéle pour la réflexion
trinitaire de Denys 1" Aréopagite. Cependant H.-D. Saffrey a raison de dire que
Denys "ne pouvait naturellement pas recevoir comme telle la doctrine des
hénades et qu’elle ne devait apparaitre dans son ceuvre qu’en filigrane ™2,

2} Le Commentaire sur le Timée (Livre T)

17 Dans le passage du Commentaire sur le Timée sur la composition de
I"Ame du Monde", Proclus traite des Genres constitutifs de 1'Ame (4e point):
ce sont les cing Genres de I'Etre selon le Sophiste de Platon: 1'Essence, le
Méme, I’ Autre, le Mouvement et le Repos,

Et ¢’est & propos de la formation de I'Ame selon Je Méme et 1"Autre et de
la mixtion des cing Genres de I'Etre (3e point), que Denys prendra I"exemple
des lampes.

La muxtion des deux Genres du Méme et de U'Awtre (In Tim. T, 2544,

Si I’Ame est formée des deux cercles du Méme et de I Autre, I’objection qui
se présente est alors celle de " homéomérie” de I'Ame: comment ' Ame peut-
elle étre homéomeére si elle est formée du mélange du Méme et de |’ Autre?

Cette objection est 'objection classique du mélange des Genres & laquelle
Syrianus, avant Proclus, avait déja apporté une solution. Celui-ci distinguait
deux sortes de mixtions: la mixtion immatérielle ot les composants demeurent
unis et distincts, mélangés et non-mélangés, et la mixtion matérielle ob les é1é-
ments ne sont plus distincts 1'un de 1"autre.

C'est alors qu'il donne Uexemple des lampes mudtiples qui, bien qu'elles ne
produisent quune senle lumiére, demeurent distinctes les unes des autres,

‘Notre Pére (Syrianus) a estimé qu’il fallait considérer le mélange des Genres d’une
maniére appropriée aux réalités immatérielles et incorporelles, Or ce mélange-1i ne se
fait pas en vertu d’une confusion des essences ni d'une destruction simultanée des
pgisse!nces, mais résulte, les unes et les autres se conservant, de leur union et inm.—Pé,
nefration. ..

' La contribution [a plus importante sur le rile de 1a théorie des hénades sur la formation du
systéme dionysien est "article de I Sheldon-Williams, ‘Henads and Angels: Proclus and the Ps.-
Dionysius® (Texte und Untersuchungen, Band 108, Berlin 1972), pp. 65-71, L'auteur montre
qu'il ¥ a une analogie entre la procession des dieux hénadiques cher Proclus et célle des puis-
sances du Dieu unique chez Denys.

¥ H.-D. Saffrey, ‘Nouveaux liens objectifs entre le Psendo-Denvs et Proclus®, in: Recherches
sur le néoplatonizme aprés Platin (Paris, 1990, p. 247 et C. D" Ancona, ‘Proclo: Enadi & nell or-
dine sovrasensible’, Rivista di Storia della filosofia 2 (1992), p. 294,

4 Procli Diadochi, In Platonis Timaeum commentaria, edidit E. Diehl (Diehl), t. [I { Amster-
dam, 1965) In Tim. T, p. 119, 25 2 p. 155: La composition de I'Ame, maduction par A -J. Festu-
giere, Commerttaire sur le Timée, t. 111, Livre 111 (Paris, 1967), pp. 158-197. Les majuscules sont
celles du texte de Festugiére,

* CF. Proclus, fn Tim. I, Diehl, . 11, p, 254; trad. Feswgigre, 1. [11, p. 297.
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Cest en effet le propre de la mixtion immatérielle que les composants demeurent iden-
liquement unis et distincrs, mélangés et non mélangés, mais de la mixtion matérielle
que les éléments mélangés ne soient plus distinets I'un de autre: car la mixtion se fait
alors en vertu d'une destruction simultanée. Et qu'il y ait possibilité quiexistent des
mixtions immatérielles telles que celles dont nous parlons, il est aisé de s'en rendre
comple par les sciences, les principes créatifs physiques, le luminaire que constifue une
grande quantité de lampes. Car ces lampes multiples, bien que ne produisant qu'une
sewle homiére, demewrent distinctes les unes des autres, et les principes créatifs mul-
tiples, bien que ne faisant tous qu'un méme ensemble, n'en sont pas moins SEPArés
U'un de 'autre selon la propriété physique de chacun d'eux, et les sciences multiples,
malgré leur compénétration, n'en restent pas moins non mélées l'une a Pautre, (Pro-
clus, Commentaire sur le Timée, Tome HI, 254, 13-317%,

J*ai cité longuement ce texte car il est la source de 'exemple des lampes que
Denys donne au § 4 du Chapitre 1l des Noms divins (641 B) a propos de
I'union des trois Personnes ou Hypostases divines:

‘Ainsi. dans le cas de 'union divine, c’est-i-dire de la Suressentialité, ce gui ne fail
qu'un avec la Trinité, principe d'unité, et lui est commun, ¢ est I"Existence suressen-
tielle, la Déité plus que divine, la Bonté plus que bonne, ['ldentité au-deld de tout de
Ientidre Propriété qui est au-deld de tout, |'Unité au-deli du principe d’units, I'Inef-
fable, la Multiplicité des noms, 1'Inconnaissance, 1'absolue Intelligibilit, I Affirmation
de tout, la Négation de tout, 1" Au-deld de toute Affirmation et Mégation, la Permanence
et le Fondement, pour ainsi dire, des Hypostases principes d’unité les unes dans les
autres, d 'une fagon entitrement surunifiée, mais sans confusion en aucun point, coptme
les lumiéres des lampes — pour user d exemples sensibles et familiers —, étant dans
uite unique maison, Sont aussi tout entiéres chacune en chacune tout entiére et gardent
P'exacte distinction, subsistant selon son caractére propre, des wnes par rappoert aux
autres, (les lumitres) étant anies dans la distinetion et distinctes dans 'onité.

Et de fait nous voyons, quand il ¥ & de nombreuses lampes dans une maison, les
lumitres de toutes nnifices en une seule lumiére (Tolhdy 2vovioy LaprThpoy TROZ
v 1L g Evoupeva) et rayonnantes d'un seul éclat sans distinction (ko pioy alphny
déidkpitoy dvalaumovta), si bien que personne, je crois, ne saurail distinguer la
lumigre de cette lampe-ci de celle des autres, d’aprés I'air qui enveloppe toutes ¢es
lumigres. ni voir l'une en dehors de 1"autre, toutes se mélangeant en toutes 5ans
mélange; mais si 'on enléve de la pidce un des flambeaux, loute sa lumigre s'en ird
avee lui, sans rien entrainer en elle des autres lumigres, ni rien laisser aux autres de la
sienne propre. En effet, comme je I'ai dit, "union parfaite gu il ¥ avait entre elles, deé
lotalité 3 totalité, était absolument sans mélange, sans la moindre part de confusion, et
ceci réellement dans un corps, & savoir I'air, la lumiére dépendant du feu qui est maté-
riel’ (DN II, 4, 641 B-C).

L'exemple des lampes multiples ne produisant qu’une seule lumiére, tout en
demeurant distinctes les unes des autres, est, pour Proclus, celui des Genres de
I'Etre qui se compénétrent dans I'Ame, toul en conservant leur propre forme.

15 Cf, Proclus, In Tim. T, Dichl, t. 11, p. 254, 13-31; trad. Festugiére, t. 11, pp. 297-298.
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Le Genre commun aux différents Genres ¢’est I'Etre, mais tantét le Méme
domine, tantdt 1 Autre.

Denys prend les ‘lumigres des lampes’ pour se servir d'‘exemples sensibles
et familiers’ (clobntoic kol olksiow mopudsiypaciv), pour montrer que,
comme plusieurs lampes (modldv ot pov) dans une maison sont unifices
sans étre confondues en une seule lumiére (mpdg Ev T QMC), ainsi les trois
Hypostases divines sont unifiées sans étre confondues dans ['unique Déite. Le
probléme platonicien du passage du multiple & I'Un (rpdg £v) se trouve main-
tenant transposé au niveau trinitaire. L'exemple des différentes lampes ou
flambeaux dont les lumiéres sont fondues en une seule lumigre n'est plus ici le
paradigme de 1'unité des Genres dans 1I"Ame, mais de I'Unité en Dieu des trois
Personnes divines,

Denys I’ Aréopagite et Damascios

Dramascius est-il ézalement une source de la théologie trinitaire de Denys?
Salvatore Lilla*¢ 1’affirme*” tout en reconnaissant que les influences de Proclus
et Damascius sont conjuguées. Cependant, 4 part une comparaison de termes
semblables, la seule ‘convergence’ explicite est Paffirmation de Denys, au
chapitre XII1 des Noms divins et de Damascius, dans le Traité des Fremiers
Principes, de la transcendance de Dieu ou du premier Principe qui ne peut étre
nommé ni Monade ni Triade:

— DN XIIIL, 3 (Suchla, p. 229, 1. 6-8): ‘810 xai povig bpvoupévn ol
i 1) bmép mavea Bedtng obk Eotv obde povig oLHE Tpac’.

— De prim. princ. 117 (III, 133, 22-23): ‘obdev vap gotv 2kel OV
TOLOOTOV ... O TpLic, ob povag'.

‘Les trois sont-ils donc la méme chose ou sont-ils différents, et la monade est-elle
triade? — se demande Damascius — Rien de cela n’est conforme & la vérité, car il n'y
a la-haut aucune chose de ce genre, ni identité, ni altérité, ni triade, ni monade oppo-
sée A une triade (o Tpuic, ob povas N mpds TpLdde Gvrtikeuevn ) car aucune oppo-
sition n'est dans 'intelligible ™.

# (Of la communication écrite de S, Lilla sur ‘Pseudo-Denys ' Aréopagite, Porphyre et Damas-
cius' au Collogue sur Denys UArdopagite of sa postérité en Orient et en Occidens (3 parailre en
| 9465,

7 | ‘convergence” entre Denys et Damaseius se laisserait voir, d'aprés Lilla, surtout (1) dans
la conception de |'Un-tout, {2) I'emploi de la ‘méthede négative’, (3} la comparaison enire le pre-
mier Principe de Denys et I'Ineffable de Damascius et (4) enfin ‘Vinfluence de la conception tri-
nitaire de Damascius concernant la premitre triade intelligible’. 'Comme la Trinité de Denys, dit
Lilla, la premizre triade intelligible de Damaseius formée par I"Un-tout, la puissance et Punifie
(Ev-mavre, Sivapg, fvapdvoy) est profondément marquée par I"unité’,

% Damascius, Traité des Premiers Principes, texte établi par G. Westerink et traduit par
I. Combés, CUF, tome 111 D¢ la Procession (Paris, 1991), p. 133,
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Malgré ‘certaines analogies entre la doctrine mystique de Denys et celle de
Damascius’, ¢’est plutdt leur divergence qui apparait face i 1'Unité-Trinité:
Denys ne partage pas, dit Lilla, le ‘scepticisme total de Damascius concernant
la correspondance entre la conception humaine de 1'Un qui est simultanément
trine et la nature méme de I'Un: selon Damascius, les concepts d’unité et de
trinité ne correspondent pas au caractére véritable de 1'Un ou des trois pre-
miers Principes, mais sont simplement des raisonnements inadéquats que |'es-
prit humain emploie pour expliquer des réalités qui restent au-dessus de toute
intelligence "9,

Aprés avoir montré 1'influence de la doctrine proclienne des hénades sur la
doctrine dionysienne de 'union et de la distinction des Hypostases, il nous
reste & nous demander si cette doctrine dionysienne est dans la ‘tradition théo-
logique’ grecque dont il se réclame.

1II. Comparaison avec la doctrine trinitaire des Cappadociens

Deux auteurs ont indiqué une comparaison entre la théologie trinitaire de
Denys et les Cappadociens: Ceslas Pera qui, dans son article de 1936 sur
‘Denys le Mystigue et la @EOMAXIA™Y, a voulu montrer que le mystérieux
auteur du Corpus Areopagiticum est issu du milieu des Cappadociens® et

Endre von Ivanka qui, dans Plato christianus, compare Denys et Grégoire de

Nysse,
Je voudrais reprendre brig¢vement cette comparaison tout d’abord avec Gré-
goire de Nysse et ensuite avec Basile,

1) Grégoire de Nysse et Denys 'Aréopagite

1. La Letire 38

Tout 'argumentation de Ceslas Pera sur 'identification de Denys et d’un
disciple de Basile repose sur la Lettre 38%2 longtemps attribuée 3 Basile, mais
(ui maintenant est attribuée i son frére Grégoire de Nysse®, Pera a essayé de le
prouver a propos des trois questions de la connaissance de Dieu, de la question

4 8. Lilla, art. ¢ir,, p- 151.

- C, Pera, “Denys le Mystique et la @EOMAXIA®, RSPT 25 (1936), pp. 5-75,

3 *l semble donc légiime de conclure que, si I'on explique et défend I3 une doctrine de
famille, cette exigence nous conduit en méme temps & la famille d’origine, au milieu d*opposi-
tion, aw temps de la composition’, Thid., p. 49,

# Basile, Lettrex, 1. 1, CUF (Paris, 1957).

# CI. R, Huebner, ‘Gregor von Nyssa als Verfasser der sog. Ep. 39 des Basilius. Zum unter-
schiedlichen Verstindnis der “ousia™ bei den kappadozischen Briidem', Epekrasis. Mélanges
patristiques afferes d f. Daniélow, publiés par I. Fontaine et Ch, Kannenpiesser (Paris, 1972), pp.
463-400.
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des propriétés des Hypostases divines™ et de celle de la distinction unie et de
I"union distincte. Prenons le troisiéme point,

Lorsque, en DN 11, 4, 641 B, 4 propos “des choses unies selon la distinction et
des choses distinctes selon 'union” (fveopéva T Sokpiosl kal 1) Evost -
kexpipéva), Denys fait appel aux auteurs ‘de notre tradition théologique® (tfjg
kB fuas Beodoyikie napadocsems, 640 D), Pera pense qu'il s’agit de Basile
et cite le passage de la Letrre 38,4 ol “Basile® affirme que, dans la Trinité

"On saisit & la fois en eux une communaute de natwre ef une distinction quasi inexpri-
mables et incompréhensibles, sans que la différence des hypostases rompe la continuité
de la nature, sans gue la communauré selon 1'ousia élimine la particularité des marques
distinctives, et ne t'étonne pas si nous disons gue le méme est a la fois uni et séparé, et
si nous concevons, comme dans une énigme, une sorte de nouvelle et extraordinaire
distinction unie en méme temps qu’urion distincie’ (Tvd .. Kovhy Kol nepadolov
ddrproiy 18 cevnupévny Kol hukekpipévny ouvagelay) (p. 87, L 83-91)%,

Remarquons que I'auteur de la Lettre 38, & savoir Grégoire® et non Basile,
n'emploie pas le terme Evooig, mais ouvipela pour dire 1"*union distincte’
des Hypostases.

2. Le Discours catéchétique

D’autre part, ¢’est Endre von Ivanka qui, dans Plaro Christianus®’, a établi
une comparaison entre Grégoire de Nysse et Denys sur la question de la dis-
tinction Evaglg - dwipemg ou dubkkprioig. Grégoire de Nysse, en effet,
oppose ‘Tunité de nature’ (f) g @ioemg Evotng), et ‘la distinction des
Hypostases’ (f] kot Tig OMOSTATELS Huitkpioig)™s,

# Ailnsi, d'aprés C. Pera, ‘Denys répondant & une acewsation de sabellianime, le fait d une fagon
el avec un accent qui rappellent élonnamment [a maniére et "accent de saint Basile. De celui-ci, il
emploie la terminologie trinitaire: “Dans les Mnsiuions théologigue, nous avons expliqué ... ce que
d’aprés la théologie affimative on appelle patermnité (Mapdong) et Aliadon (Yoo

* Cette doctrine remonte 4 la Legatio pro Christianis (c. 12) d”Athénagore qui avait posé Ia
question tig 7 Tov tocolitoy Eveag Kol sieipemg Svoupd v,

% Parallélement & la Letrre 38, il faudrait reprendre "étude des peties rafiés irinitaires de Gré-
goire de Nysse, fate par: T. Ziegler, Les petits traités friritaires de Grégoire de Nysse. Témoins
d’un irinéraive théologigue (379-383). These 3e cycle dactylographiée de I'Université de Stras-
bourg, Faculté de Théologie protestante, 1987). Sur les petits Traités trinitaires, voir la thise de §,
Gonzales, La formmula ‘mia susia treis uposiaseis’ en San Gregorio de Nisa (Diss., Rome, 1939} et
son armicle: 'La wdentidad de operacidn en las obras extenores v la unidad de la natoraleza divina
en la teologia mnitaria de 5. Gregorio de Nisa', Gregorianum 19 (1938), pp. 280-301, 11 faudrait
reprendre toute |a question trinitaine chez Grégoire de Nysse, ce qui n'est pas "objet de cette Stude.

T E. von Ivinka, Plato Christianus. La récepiion critigue du Platonisme chez les Pores de
J'E'gff,m {Paris, 19900), p. 226, n. 2.

# (3) ‘Gardons de la conception juive la notion de 1unité de nature, et de la croyance paienne
retenons seulement la divtinciion des personnes, en corrigeant de part et d’autre UVimpiélé par le
remide correspondant. Le dénombrement de la Trinité est, pour ainsi dire, le reméde de ceux qui
s"égarent au sujet de 'unité, et la doctrine de I'unité, celui des esprits que disperse leur crovance a
la pluralig’, Grégoire de Nysse, Discours catéchérigue 3, Texte grec, waduction francaise par L.
Méridier, coll. Texres ef Documents, H. Hemmer et P, Lejay (Paris, 1908), pp. 19-21; PG 45, 17 C,
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Mais 'opposition que font les Cappadociens entre ['unité (Evotng) de la
substance et la distinction des Personnes ne correspond pas a celle qu’établit
Denys entre {'union (Evoyaig), qui n’est pas I'unité de la substance, et la dis-
tinction des Personnes. L’opposition pour Denys — et c'est 1a ce qui me
semble le point fondamental — n'est pas entre 1'unité ou la communauté de
nature et les trois Personnes divines, mais entre 'union et la distinction des
Personnes ou Hypostases divines.

On peut m'objecter que les termes £vortng et Evinglg pourraient étre €qui-
valents dans le vocabulaire trinitaire de Denys (bien que ma longue étude des
textes et des termes de Denys tende & montrer la spécificité des emplois de ces
termes) et que. dans ce cas, 1 ‘unité’ divine est identique a I"*union’ entre les
Personnes; mais 1'‘unité divine’, pour les Cappadociens, est une unité de
nature ou de substance (obeia) et, [ oll il n'y a pas de nature commune, il n'y
a pas de communauté de nature, et ¢’est cette xowvevin caractéristique de la
théologie trinitaire des Cappadociens (mot absent dans la théologie trinitaire.
de Denys) qui différencie leur théologie trinitaire de celle du Pseudo-Denys
I’ Aréopagite.

Cest cette différence d’approche entre ces deux théologies trinitaires gue je
voudrais montrer (la démonstration ne peut étre développée ici) A partir du De
Spiritu sancto de Basile de Césarée.

2y Le Traité sur le Saint Esprit de Basile

Je voudrais seulement indiquer quatre points de comparaison entre la théolo-
gie trinitaire de Basile dans son Traité sur le Saint Esprit et celle de Denys,
dans les Noms divins:

1. la propriété des Hypostases (] 16161ng 1@V drootaoeny),

2. la communion de la Divinité (kowvevia tfig Bedtnrog),

3. I'absence du terme ‘procession’ (mpdodog) pour exprimer la relation du
Fils ou de I'Esprit au Pére,

4. la différence de signification du terme ‘union’ (Evogic).

1. la propriété des Hypostastes (1] ibuotng tév bnogtdocg)

Denys semble ignorer tout le développement théologique de la notion
d'1616ne par Basile, depuis le Contre Eunome jusqu’au Traité du Saint Esprit,
qui est un effort pour penser les relations trinitaires A partir de leurs propriétes
communes et de leurs propriftés distinctes. Pour dire les ‘propriétés™ des
Hypostases' (1@t olkele tov Grogtacenv), Denys n'emploie pas le terme
Aot e, mais T olkein et il les caractérise senlement en disant que ces pro-
priétés ne sont pas ‘interchangeables’. Quant au terme 1B1dTncl, il 'emploie

W DN 641 D, voir aussi les avtres emplois de té olkein: DN 640 D; 641 ABD: 643 AC.
& f idwotng: DN 641 A; 696 B; 937 C; 952 BC2; EP 9, 1105 A.
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dans le sens didenuté (641 A)*'. Cependant, Denys, comme Basile, affirme
que le Pére est Source, mais sans reprendre le terme de “Monarchie™2,

2. la communion de la Divinité (kowvmvia tijg feotnog)

De méme il ignore le développement de la théologie (rinitaire de Basile qui
conduit celui-ci & passer de la considération de ‘ce qui est commun de la
nature” (10 Kowov TS eOoEmg) 4 la ‘communion de la Divinité' (xoivovio
tie Bedtntog). Clest & partir des ‘propriétés des Hypostases' que Basile
considére la ‘communion’ de Celles-ci dans la Divinité,

Or le terme wowvevia®, ‘communauté’ ou ‘communion’, n’apparail pas
dans la théologie trinitaire de Denys qui n’est pas une théologie de commu-
nion; celui-ci emploie les adjectifs ou adverbes kovovikdg - Kowvovikme™,
‘en communion’, et koivoc®, ‘commun’: il parle de ce qui est d'une maniére
‘commiune et unie’ (kowevik®s kil fivepévas), en DN 637 C, ou de ce qui
est ‘un et commun’ (v xai kowvov), en DN 644 A.

Denys est donc resté étranger au développement théologique trinitaire
d’avant le Concile de Constantinople [ (381) qui, selon Zizioulas®, a éé rendu
possible par deux ‘émergences’ dans la pensée théologique: a) la distinction
entre la ‘théologie’ et ‘I’économie’, b) le passage d’une réflexion sur I'Essence
(oboio) divine 3 une réflexion sur la Personne (iméotaoig) divine ¢) et, par
conséguent, d'une contemplation de 'unité ou de la ‘nature’ de la Divinité &
celle d’une ‘communauté’ de la Divinite.

3. 'absence du terme ‘procession’ (mpoodoc)

De méme Denys ne fait pas — et il ne peut pas faire — la distinction entre
I'oboia divine et les relations trinitaires, ce qui I'empéche également de parler
de ‘procession’ des Personnes divines au sein de la Trinité, le terme “proces-
sion’®” étant réservé A la procession des noms divins ad extra.

¢ Tdentité des étants (952 B), des mobiles (952 C), de Péternité (937 ) ou “propnétés dans
les intelligibles sortis de Dien” (EP 9, 1105 A).

62 DN 641 D,

& wowvaovia: DN 388 D; 644 C; 684 A; 704 ABC; 717 A; 892 C; EP 9, 1112 D

& xowviovikds-iog: DN 637 C; TOB A; T02 D; 713 B; EP &, 1085 D.

85 wowvoo: DN 641 A; 644 A; 649 AD: 652 AL

s J.D. Zizoulas, ‘The teaching of the 2nd Ecumenical Council on the Holy Spirit in Histoni-
cal and Ecumenical Perspective’, Crede in Spiritum Sanctum, At del congresso tealogice infer-
nazignale di Pnenmatologia (Vatican, 1983), pp. 32-55.

5 Le terme de ‘procession’, npoodog ou Exmdpevmg, du Fils et de 'Esprit & partir du Pére
est absent du vocabulaire de Denys qui n'emploie le verbe Zxropedopm que dans la citation de
Jn 15,26, & propos de 1"Esprit qui procéde du Pére: *6 nopd ol [otpog Exmopedstar (DN
637 A) et les verbes apoeyu (cf. DN 597B, 704D, T05B, 713A, 721D, 824D, 8258, 8920, 916C,
937E, 949B, 9524, 956B), ‘provenic” ou ‘sortir de’, et Sujkewy (cf, DN 697 C et 932 A), “se
répandre’, pour parler des processions ad exird.
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4. la différence de signification du terme ‘union’ (£voeig)

Quant au terme d’#veois, il n'a pas du tout la méme signification chez
Basile et chez Denys. Ce terme n’apparait qu'une seule fois dans le Trairé du
Saint Esprir, 4 1a fin du chapitre XVIIl. La question posée ¢tait celle de la non
contradiction de la confession du ‘caractére propre des Hypostases® et de la
fidélité & la *‘doctrine de la Monarchie divine’, ¢’est-d-dire "affirmation face
aux Juifs et aux patens du mystére du Dieu Un et Trine. Et la réponse de
Basile était la suivante: *C'est dans la communauté de la Déité que réside le
principe d’unité (£v 17 kowavig thg Bedtnrog Eotiy Eveaig)’ (XVIIL, 45).
Done 1" #veac divine est trouvée dans la ‘communion de la Divinité’,

Telle n'est pas la réponse de Denys pour qui I'Evincig n'est pas une
KOV

Conclusion

De cefte bréve comparaison enire la théologie trinitaire de Basile et celle de
Denys, on pourrait conclure que la premigre est une théologie de la relation et de
la propriété (idiotne) des Hypostases, d'une part. et de la communion
{(xowvavic) de la Divinité, de I'antre. Celle de Denys, au contraire, est fondée sur
la distinction entre 'union et la distinction (Evaoc-ouxkpuoc) des Hypostases,
du caractére commun (Kowov) de ‘ce qui est uni’ et des propriétés (olkeia) des
Hypostases. L'une est une théologie de Ia kowvwvia, autre du kowvov.

11 faut souligner que la théologie trinitaire de Denys est restée dans le cadre

néoplatonicien car, non seulement Denys a emprunté au néoplatonisme, pour

caractériser les Hypostases, des termes procliens comme les ‘pousses divinies®
— ce qu'a bien vu le Pére Saffrey —, mais aussi parce que sa réflexion théo-
logique sur les Hypostases est tout & fait différente de celle des Cappadociens:
ceux-ci partent d'une réflexion sur les propriétés communes et distinctes des
Hypostases pour arriver & la considération de la kowevia de la Divinité,
celui-la part de I'opposition entre 1'union divine et la distinction des Hypo-
stases pour s'interroger sur attribution des noms divins “globalement” a la
Déité toute entiére et ‘en détail’ a chaque Hypostase. D’autre part, 1'image
méme des ‘pousses divines’ montre que Denys a envisagé les relations L:rinli~
taires dans le cadre d’une ‘théogonie suressentielle’, mais non d’une théologie
dogmatique qui réserve la notion de ‘génération’ & la relation du Peére et du
Fils, mais non & celle du Pére et de 1"Esprit, que Grégoire de Nazianze nom-
mera EKTOPEuTLE,

La ‘procession’ qui intéresse les Cappadociens est celle du Fils et celle de
I'Esprit & partir du Pére, la ‘procession’ qui'envisage Denys est celle des noms
divins. La pensée de Denys demeure dans le cadre néoplatincien de la povr-
npoodoc-émotpogl; la théologie des Cappadociens aboutira au Concile de
Constantinople 1.
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Conluons: nous avons relevé deux phrases de Denys pour caractériser sa
théologie trinitaire, la prétention de se situer dans ‘notre tradition théologique’
et I'aveu: *Si HMon pent dire. ..’ pour excuser son usage du vocabulaire proclien
pour dire le mystére Irinitaire. L'une marque son originaliré dont il a con-
science, 'autre, sa velonté de demeurer dans la tradition de la théologie
grecque. Est-il demeuré dans cette tradition ou a-t-il ouvert une voie nouvelle
qui sera suivie par son traducteur Jean Scot? Et ce doute sur 'audace de son
langage n'est-il pas dépassé par sa théologie négative qui le conduit, & la fin
des Noms divins comme dans la Théologie mystique, a s'unir a celui qui est au-
dela de tout langage, 1'Ineffable?

L'invocation ‘@ Trinité suressentielle, plus gue divine et plus que bonne’ est
I"affirmation de cet Au-dela divin qui, dans son éminence, ne peut étre dit *ni
Monade, ni Triade’.



Jean Chrysostome et ses ‘amis’ d’apres
le nouveau classement de sa Correspondance

Roland DELMAIRE, Lille

Dans un travail publié en 1991, j"ai tenté de reprendre 1'étude de la chrone-

logie des lettres écrites par Jean Chrysostome durant son second exil, de 404 &
407! Rien n'avait été fait sur ce sujet depuis Tillemont (1706), Montfancon

(1738) et Stulting pour les Acta Sanctorum (1753). Or, il s’avére qu'un reclas-

sement des lettres par ordre chronologique, rompant avec 'ordre tout & fait

arbitraire des éditions actuellement disponibles, permet une nouvelle et fort
instructive vision des relations entre Jean et ses correspondants.

Le premier point & souligner est la répartition trés irrégulicre et déséquili-
brée des lettres durant la période qui va du départ de Constantinople le 20 juin
404 4 la mort de Jean le 14 septembre 407, Nous avons au total 220 lettres ad

diversos: les 242 de la Patrologie, moins les 17 & Olympias, 5 dues au prétre
Constantius (237-241), 2 inauthentiques (125, 233) mais plus la lettre I a
Innocent et la lettre aux évéques, prétres et diacres en prizon®. Sur ces 220
lettres, 5 sont écrites avant d'arriver 4 Cucuse, 97 entre septembre et
novembre 404, 40 durant ['hiver de cette année, 24 en 405, 43 en 406 (dont

29 pour plaider sa cause devant les Occidentaux), enfin une seule en 407. On
voit déja par ces chiffres que les liens se distendent vite entre Jean et ses cor-

respondants et que peu de relations ont survécu a ['hiver de la premiére année

d’exil. Outre le temps qui passe, il faut en rendre responsables les difficultés
croissantes i trouver des messagers d partir de 403, quand les brigands isan-
riens se font menacants autour de Cucuse, et surtout d partir de 'hiver

405/406 qui voit Jean fuir Cucuse pour errer dans les montagnes, se réfugier

i Arabissos avant qu’une nouvelle fuite I’améne finalement dans une citadelle

indéterminée. Il était difficile de trouver des volontaires préts i risquer leur
vie sur des routes peu siires pour porter des lettres & un exilé dont on n’était

méme plus certain de 'adresse du moment.

En tenant compte de ces réserves, on peut néanmoins étudier I'évolution des
relations épistolaires en classant les correspondants en six catégories (Evéques,
clergé de Constantinople, clergé de Syrie, laics d’ Asie mineure, laics de Constan-
tinople, laics de Syrie) et en essayant de voir le comportement de chacune.

| R. Delmaire, ‘Les Lettres d'exil de Jean Chrysostome. Etudes de chronologie et de proso-
pographie’, Recherches augusiiniennes, 25, 1991, pp. 71-180,
: PG OS2, 591%-547%,
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[. Les éviques

A son arrivée i Cucuse, Jean apparait encore décidé 4 lutter. A peine in-
stalle, 11 expédie deux séries de lettres pour rallier & sa cause les évéques de
Palestine d'une part (85-90), ceux de Cilicie d’autre part (108-112, 235). Au
début de novembre, 1l pense encore que ceux de Palestine et de Phénicie sont
avec lui (204). Mais toutes ces lettres restent sans suite: aucun de ces évéques
ne recevra une seconde lettre par la suite. Pas plus de succés auprés de
Magnus, d'une cité¢ indéterminée, sans doute en Syrie, que Jean relance en
vain en octobre au nom d’une vieille amitié (25), d"Heorthius contacté a la fin
de "automne (30) et de Callistrate d’'Isaura durant 'hiver (200). Un évéque
Domnus lui envoie bien en octobre un prétre avec une lettre (27) mais il n’ap-
parait plus par la suite. Ce silence s’explique par la loi du 18 novembre 404
(Code Théodosien XV1,4,6) obligeant les membres du clergé i communier
avec Arsace, Théophile et Porphyre: les évéques fidéles a4 Jean jusque la
durent se soumettre et rompre toute relation avec lui ou se démettre: ¢’est ainsi
que Cyriacus de Synnada et Palladius d’Helenopolis, qui recoivent encore des
lettres en Asie mineure durant 1'automne (64, 202; 113), devront fuir & Rome
ol les rejoignirent Eulysius d*Apamée et Demetrius de Pessinonte (148). Deux
evéques de cités indéterminées (Galatie ou Cappadoce) ont encore des contacts
avec Jean durant hiver 404/405, Seleucus qui lui rend visite & Cucuse (37) et
Tranguillinus qui lui envoie des nouvelles et un messager qui d'ailleurs n’ar-
rive pas jusqu’a Jean (47, 63). En fait, un seul évéqu
reste fidéle 4 Jean et correspond avec lui jusqu’au bout; il s’agit d'Helpidius
de Laodicée qui préféra renoncer a son siége épiscopal plutdt que de renier son
anclenne amitié.

II. Le clergé de Constantinople

Ledit impérial du 18 novembre 404 marque ici aussi une rupture dans les
rapports épistolaires. Nous avons 16 lettres adressées aux membres du clergé
(sans compter les diaconesses), mais aucune n'est postérieure & novembre 404,
Le principal lot (203-218) qui est envoyé dans la seconde quinzaine de
novembre probablement, contient encore des incitations & résister, qui prou-
vent que Jean ne connait pas encore 1'édit du 18 novembre car, & partir de cette
date, les clercs fidéles doivent eux aussi se soumettre ou se démettre et 5"exi-
ler; Palladius, dans son Dialogue sur saint Jean Chrysostome, XX, 68 sq en
cite quelques-uns dont trois sont parmi les correspondants de "automne { Theo-
philus, Philippus, Sallustius). En dehors de Theophilus (3 lettres) et d"Hypa-
tius (2 lettres), il s"agit toujours pour ces prétres d’une lettre unique et Jean s'y
plaint généralement de n’avoir rien requ d'eux depuis son départ (101, 208,
211, 213, 214, 216). A notre avis, cet envoi d'un nombre important de lettres
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i des clercs et des laics influents de la capitale (122, 180, 199, 203-218) =g
place au moment ou Jean apprend la mort de 'impératrice Eudoxie, survenue
le 6 octobre (et donc connue & Cucuse environ un mois aprés), qui lui rend
espoir dans la mesure ol les rapports tendus qu’il avait avec |'impératrice pou-
vaient apparaitre comme la cause premiére de son exil. Il relance donc ceux
sur qui il croit pouveir compter; 1l sera dégu du cété des nobles, comme on le
verra plus loin, et I'édit du 18 novembre |'empéchera de poursuivre toute
approche du coté du clergé de la capitale car s'opposer 4 la teneur d'un édit
impérial est un crime de ése-majesté. Fatalement, aucun clerc de la capitale ne
pouvait continuer i rester en relation avee Jean aprés cet édit,

Du cdté des diaconesses, trois sont restées en relations avec Jean: Amprucla

recoil trois letires en septembre-octobre 404, Pentadia trols aussi jusqu'au

début de 405 (date & laquelle elle semble quitter Constantinople) et surtout

Olympias en recevra 17 durant tout 'exil, jusqu’au printemps 407, L arrét des

relations avec les deux premiéres est sans doute dii i leur fidélité & Jean quiles

obligea 4 s'exiler. On sait par Palladius que ce fut le cas pour Pentadia (Dia-
logue, X, 51); pour Ampruela, si elle est bien 4 identifier avec celle que les

biographes de Jean appellent Procla ou Procula, elle semble étre une occidens

tale (sa langue maternelle n'est pas le grec: 103) et elle a pu regagner 1"'Ocel-
dent. _

En conclusion, aprés novembre 404, Jean n’a plus aucun ami dans le clergé
de la capitale; ses partisans sont en fuite ou en prison et ceux qui sont restés
se sont ralliés a Arsace et ont rompu tout contact avec Jean.

II1. Le clergé de Syrie

Le 4 juillet 404, avant de quitter Nicée, Jean écrit une longue lettre au prétre
Constantius a4 Antioche, avec des recommandations sur la maniére d’agir a
I'égard des paiens et des Marcionistes (221). Comme nous 'avons souligné
par ailleurs, cette lettre semble indiguer que, dans Pesprit de Jean, Constantius
est appelé a succéder prochainement & Flavien — que celui-ci soit mort ou
qu'il soit & sa derniére extrémité — et Palladius indique que ¢’était aussi 1'opi-
nion des fidéles d’ Antioche (Dial, XV1, 63 sq). On sait que, finalement, ce ne
fut pas le cas car un coup de force mené par surprise par les ennemis de Jean
durant 1"été plaga Porphyre sur le siége d”Antioche. Le clergé d’Antioche ne se
rallia pas d’emblée au nouvel évéque sacré avec 'appui des autorités offi-
cielles. Constantius lui-méme vint rejoindre Jean & Cucuse ol il resta jusqu’a
la fin de automne (114, 224, 237-241). Obligé de rentrer & Antioche pour s
défendre, il fut soumis a des vexations sans doute conséquences de |'édit de
communion du 18 novembre qui 'oblige & communier avec Porphyre (60, 62,
76) et 1l finit par fuir & Chypre, probablement vers février-mars 405 lors de la
réouverture de la navigation.
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Peu aprés son arrivée a Cucuse, Jean regoit I'appui de quatre autres prétres
d’ Antioche, Castus, Valerius, Diophantes et Cyracus (222), amis de Constan-
tius qui leur écrit également durant son séjour & Cucuse (239-241). Les rela-
tions épistolaires avec ces quatre prétres vont se poursuivre jusqu’au printemps
406. Durant 1"automne 404, quelques autres clercs d’Antioche ou de sa région
manifestent leur solidarité avec 'exilé: Libanius, envoyé par une noble dame
d" Antioche, Carteria, passe quelques jours auprés de Jean (225, 229-232, 239);
i la demande de Castus, Jean entre en rapports avec le prétre Romanus qui
semble lui rester fidéle ensuite malgré les pressions (91, 23, 78), comme le
furent Castus et ses compagnons. Un autre clerc de I'entourage de Carteria, le
diacre Theodotus, garde aussi des rapports amicaux: ses lettres vont d’octobre
404 au printemps 405, mais surtout Theodots rend visite a Jean & 'hiver
405/406, avant que 1'évéque ne soit contraint de fuir Cucuse a cause des [sau-
riens, et Jean recevra encore deux lettres de lui avant 1'été 406 (68, 67). Un
autre Theodotus, simple lecteur, est aussi avec Jean durant 'hiver 405/406 et
obligé de le quitter pour les mémes raisons. En revanche les tentatives pour
nouer en octobre 404 des relations avec les prétres Basilius et Constantius (un
homonyme de celul mentionné plos haut) restent sans suite.

Il semble donc que Jean a pu compter sur plus de fidélité et d'amitié dans le
clergé d"Antioche que dans celui de Constantinople. Nous ne savons pas si —
i part Constantivs — les clercs de Syrie furent contraints a renoncer & leur
charge en cas de fidélité a Jean ou si Porphyre fut plus accommodant & leur
épard qu'on le fut & Constantinople, le récit de Palladius sur les événements
dans cette cité étant passablement perturbé et peu siir en matiére de chronolo-
gie des faits (Dial. XV, 64 sq.; arrestation de Cyriacus et Diophantes signalée
en XVI, 925-97 mais placée durant 1’été 404, au moment du coup de force de
Porphyre; rien dans les lettres de Jean ne semble indiquer qu’ils soient empri-
sonnés pendant les années 405-406).

Le méme sentiment de fidélité 4 Jean apparait a |'intérieur de deux commu-
nautés monastiques que 1'on peut, griice & I"Historia religiosa de Théodoret,
situer & Zeugma et Apamée-de-1'Oronte. A Zeugma, Jean conserve le soutien
et I'amitié de Nicolas, Theodotus, Chaereas et Aphtonius qui s’occupent sur sa
demande de poursuivre 1'évangélisation de la Phénicie et gardent un contact
épistolaire jusqu'au printemps 406. Le prétre Theodotus qui rend visite & Jean
durant I"été 405 est — a notre avis — i identifier avec ce Theodotus et le Rufi-
nus que Jean exhorte & reprendre la tiche en Phénicie en 405, probablement lui
aussi un moine de Zeugma (il faudrait corriger en ce sens nos nofices proso-
pographiques; Theodotus 1 = Theodotus 5, Rufinus 2 = Rufinus 3). A Apa-
mée, Jean écrit en hiver 404/405 i des moines également impliqués dans les
missions de Phémcie (55-56). A la méme date, d’autres moines de localisation
inconnue recoivent une lettre qui restera sans suite (36, 92),

L application de 1'édit impérial de communion n’a di ére mis en applica-
tion en Syrie qu’au début de 405, compte tenu des délais de transmission el
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d’enregistrement qui sont toujours trés longs comme on le voit par les sous-
criptions des lois des codes théodosien et justinien. Contrairement 4 Constan-
tinople, oi toute relation épistolaire avec le clergé fut interrompue par cet édit,
Jean va cependant garder en Syrie des amis fideles jusqu’en 406, et la com-
munauté monastique — comme ce fut souvent le cas en matiére religieuse —
n'a guere suivi les injonctions des autorités officielles. L'interruption de la
correspondance en 406 est due au fait que Jean tombe de nouveau malade puis
doit quitter Arabissos pour une nouvelle forteresse, & I'abri des Isauriens mais
probablement trop isolée pour permettre des relations épistolaires normales,

IV. Les laics d’Asie mineure

Au cours du voyage de Constantinople 4 Cucuse, Jean s'est arrété 4 Nicée,
a Ancyre et & Césarée, 1l y a fait la connaissance de quelgques notables locaux.
Si les deux premiéres villes sont éloignées de Cucuse, Césarée est assex
proche; aussi Jean tenta-t-il d'inciter les gens rencontrés dans cette ville & res-
ter en correspondance avec lui (groupe de lettres probablement déposées a leur
retour par les praefectiani qui I'ont escorté jusqu’a Cucuse). Carterius était
gouverneur de Cappadoce, Hymnetius chef des médecins de la cité, Firminus
peut-étre le sophiste ancien éléve de Libanius connu i cette date i Césarée,
Helladius probablement un des notables de ce nom cités & Césarée a la fin du
Ve ou début du Ve siécle. Ces appels resteront sans suite: manifestement,
aucun d’eux n'a jugé bon de poursuivre plus loin des relations de passage;
seul le médecin Hymnetius recevra une seconde lettre mais trés distante, dans
laguelle Jean lui recommande un évéque malade (38), Un autre médecin de
Césarée avait manifesté son désir de le rejoindre & Cucuse (IV a Qlympias).
Jean y a-t-il cru séricusement? En tout cas, vers la fin de septembre ou le
début d’octobre, Theodorus s’excusa de ne pouvoir venir, retenu par ses occu-
pations, et Jean se contente d’espérer en vain des lettres de lui (228). Aucune
des relations nouces bricvement sur le chemin de 'exil ne survit plus de
quelques semaines,

V. Les laics de Constantinople

Jean pouvait espérer trouver chez les Grands de la capitale des amis assez
influents pour faire rapporter son exil, obtenir un nouvel examen de sa cause
ou, & détaut, un lieu d’exil plus agréable et moins éloigné. Il n’est donc pas
etonnant qu’a 'automne 404 il ait multiplié les démarches pour solliciter un
certain nombre de ces nobles susceptibles de 1'aider, Nous ne connaissons pas
toujours leur position a cette date mais les qualificatifs utilisés prouvent qu'il
s'agit de hauts dignitaires présents ou passés.
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Peu aprés son arrivée & Cucuse, il écrit cing lettres qui furent probablement
ramenées & Constantinople par son escorte, 4 Brison, cubiculaire de 1'impéra-
trice qui avait lutté aux cdiés de Jean contre les Ariens de la capitale et ’avait
ramené de son premier exil {234}, & Paeanius (193), Gemellus (194), Aetius
(196) et Hesychius (223), demandant & chacun de lui écrire le plus souvent
possible. Un peu plus tard — fin septembre/début octobre — une seconde
série de lettres est envovée 4 Alypius (en réponse & une lettre de Iui: 186), Pro-
copius qui est sans doute un parent par alliance de 'ancien empereur Valens
(187), Marcellinus (188), les cubiculaires Antiochus (189) et Brison de nou-
veau (190), ainsi qu'a Hesychius (198). Jean leur reproche leur silence, réclame
de nouveau des letires et des nouvelles. Ces démarches resteront vaines: a part
Gemellus et Paeanius, aucun ne réapparait par la suite dans la correspondance
et il est clair qu’ils ont préféré leur carriére 4 1'amitié.

Au mois de novembre, Jean envoie une troisiéme série de lettres dont nous
avons déja parlé i propos du clergé de la capitale; & coté des clercs, on trouve
parmi les correspondants le préfet de la ville Studius, Pacanius (gui a regagne
la ville avec une promotion), Anatolius, Salvio, Theodorus, le tribun Marcia-
nus, Arabius, Valentinus (qui a éé nommé maitre de la milice d'Orient),
Euthalia, Romula et Severina. Cette nouvelle tentative de renouer les liens
avec des ‘amis’ restés silencieux (Valentinus, Salvio) ou de les inciter & des
échanges épistolaires fréquents n’aura pas plus de succés que les deux préce-
dents: la plupart des correspondants ne regoit plus aucune lettre par la suite.
Méme Paeanius, qui semblait un ami siir, disparait et a d privilégier sa car-
ritre de fonctionnaire. Le cas de Valentinus est particuliérement caractéris-
tigue de la position de ces ‘amis’: Jean a appris sa promotion, il I'en félicite
mais pour le ‘punir’ de son silence lui donne un gage, celui de s’occuper des
veuves et des orphelins privés de leurs subsides par le nouvel évéque parce
qu'ils sont restés attachés & Jean (116, 217). Valentinius ne répondra jamais
aux lettres de Jean, mais celui-ci apprendra plus tard qu’il a agi selon son
désir. Nous savons par Palladius que Valentinus, aprés avoir pris sa charge a
Antioche, aida Porphyre & lutter contre les amis de Jean (Dial. XVI, 123 sq):
tenaillé entre ses devoirs de chrétien, une ancienne relation avec Jean et un
souci de carriére, Valentinus s’est donc finalement rallié a la ligne officielle et
a rompu avec Jean pour ne pas déplaire au pouvoir, tout en assurant a la
demande de I'évéque exilé un devoir de charité qu’il ne pouvait refuser d’as-
SUITET.

L'échec des démarches de novembre 404 semble avoir marqué Jean; apres
cette date, il cesse pratiquement tout contact avec la capitale. La lettre 42 &
Candidianus est de date incertaine (405 peut-étre, mais elle pourrait aussl §'in-
sérer & I'automne 404). Deux lettres de circonstance sont encore expédiées i
I"été 405 pour féliciter Gemellus devenu préfet de la ville (124) et Anthemius
nommé préfet du prétoire (147). Le premier reste en contact avec Jean jus-
qu’en 406 mais sa charge ne lui donne aucune influence au palais. En revanche,
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le préfet du prétoire d’Orient était le vrai maitre de la politique: la letire de

félicitations de Jean, pompeuse et unique en son genre dans la correspondange, |
prouve qu’il a dil nourrir quelque espoir dans cette nomination. I1 sera cruelle-

ment dégu: Anthemius ne se contenta pas de laisser Jean en exil; il fera reje-
ter les demandes de conciliation des Occidentaux, infliger de cruels traite-

ments aux évéques restés liés a Jean et, en 407, 1l aurait donné des instructions
pour que 'exilé meure durant son déplacement vers un nouveau lieu d’exil

(Palladius, Dial. X1, 101 sq).

Ainsi, & de rares exceptions prés, Jean fut totalement abandonné par les gens

de la capitale; la plupart de ceux auxquels il s'adresse encore a I'automne 404

ne lui ont pas écrit depuis son départ et presque personne ne répond & ses
lettres. 11 est probable que la plupart des notables et dignitaires, excédés des
troubles qui ont agité la ville pendant un an, avaient été soulagés de le voir
partir et n'avaient nul désir de le voir revenir pour provoquer de nouvelles
querelles. La position des clercs et laics de Constantinople montre aussi que
Jean n'a pas réussi i se faire réellement adopter par les gens en place, gu'il
n'avalt pas la souplesse nécessaire pour s intégrer dans un milieu de courtisans

que ses diatribes contre le luxe avaient dii éloigner de lui encore plus.

¥I. Les laics de Syrie

[l s'agit ici de notables, hommes ou femmes, que Jean connaissait avant de
quitter Antioche pour Constantinople, avec lesquels il avait donc des relations

d’amitié fort anciennes et & priori plus solides que celles qu’il avait pu nouer
dans la capitale. Seule Severa (229) ne lui est pas connue personnellement et

Jean entre en contact avec elle 4 la demande du prétre Libanius, A son arrivée

A Cucuse, il écrivit & une dizaine de ces anciens amis pour signaler son arrivée,
les inviter & lui écrire fréquemment, voire & venir 4 Cucuse puisque le trajet
n'est pas tres long et la saison encore bonne. Mais Jean se fait au fond pen
d’illusions et, souvent, il prévoit les excuses des ses correspondants: difficulté
du chemin, santé fragile, crainte de I"hiver qui approche, ‘affaires’ qui retien-
nent en ville et surtout la peur des brigands répandus dans la région entre
Césarée et Cucuse (133, 20, 72, 75, 134, 242, 224, 65). Effectivement, aucun
des amis espérés ne fera le voyage, méme si quelques-uns lui déléguent un
prétre on un diacre ou lui font parvenir des cadeaux qu’il refuse. Les échanges
épistolaires vont se poursuivre plus longtemps qu’avec les laics de Constanti-
nople, en gros jusqu'd 'hiver 404/405. Ils se raréfient avec 'année 405.
Aucune des quatre dames qui avaient mené en 404 des échanges assidus ne
poursuit cet échange en 405; Adolia, qui était gravement malade, est peut-étre
morte (52, 33), Carteria est partie pour une destination lointaine (44), Chalci-
dia et Asyncritia — qui étaient liées au prétre Constantius (Tillemont suggere
qu’elles pourraient étre sa mére et sa sceur) ont peut-étre fui & Chypre avec lul.
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Du cité des hommes, il ne reste en 405 que les freres Marcellinus et Marcia-
nus, un Diogenes dont nous ignorons la position et 'adresse (il ne doit pas
habiter Antioche) mais qui doit étre un haut dignitaire d’aprés la terminologie
employée. Une lettre de 405 au consulaire de Syrie Theodorus reste sans suite,
En revanche, 1'an 406 voit apparaitre de nouveaux correspondants (Theodotus,
Polybius, Marinianus) mais ["absence de tout renseignement sur eux empéche
de savoir s'il s'agit aussi d’anciens amis ou de relations nouvelles, par
exemple des notables possédant des terres & Cucuse ou 3 Arabissos et qui
auraient pu entrer en contact avec Jean i une date récente.

Conclusion

Le reclassement chronologigque des lettres de Jean permet de mieux com-
prendre la situation de 1'évéque exilé et, dans une certaine mesure, comprendre
la raison de ces lettres répétitives que nos prédécesseurs jugent sans intérét.

Déja condamné une fois & 1'exil et rapidement rappelé, Jean a quitté
Constantinople sans avoir perdu espoir, Jusqu'en novembre 404, il apparait
prét & lutter et & réagir. 1l incite ses amis de Constantinople — ou ceux gu’il
croit &tre ses amis — & lenir bon contre les attaques et les pressions; il invite
des évéques qu'il croit &tre avec lui & résister; il attend de chacun des lettres,
beaucoup de lettres, qui lui permettront de supporter ["exil (101 demandes
dans 142 lettres écrites avant la fin de "hiver). I1 croit avoir & Constantinople
et 4 Antioche des amis siirs dans le clergé comme chez les nobles, il espere la
visite de ses amis syriens (incitations & venir & Cucuse: 19, 20, 24, 47, 56, 57,
63, 72, 74, 75, 92, 133, 134, 176, 179, 224, 226, 242). Il recoit des visites de
prétres et de moines: Constantius en septembre, Libanius en octobre, un prétre
mconnu envoyé par 1'évéque Domnus, la diaconesse Sabiniana (la tante de
Jean?), le prétre Sallustius durant [hiver (219). Mais cette période d'illusions
dure peu. L'édit impérial du 18 novembre améne la plupart des correspondants
de Constantinople a interrompre leurs relations, qu’ils abandonnent Jean ou
qu’ils soient contraints & exil. La reprise des brigandages des Isauriens et la
neige interrompent les contacts avec Cucuse: Jean €prouve alors une impres-
sion d’affreuse solitude et d’abandon. Longtemps malade, il ne reprend que
tard et péniblement les relations épistolaires & la fin du printemps 403, et seu-
lement avec quelques amis fidéles. Désormais le ton est désenchanté et le pes-
simisme régne: maladie, brigandage, solitude reviennent le plus souvent.
Aprés les ‘amis’ de Constantinople, ceux d’Antioche se font plus rares et il ne
reste guére qu'une dizaine de correspondants. La fuite & Arabissos et Ierrance
dans les montagnes d'Arménie i la fin de 405 vont interrompre presque toute
relation, L espoir de la tenue d'un concile & Thessalonique en 406 va encore
amener Jean a écrire des lettres adressées a des évéques d'Occident et de
Macédoine qui sont maintenant ses ultimes espoirs. L' échec de cette démarche
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Soteriological Motifs in the Catechetical Lectures
of St. Cyril of Jerusalem

Hamilton Hess, San Francisco

St. Cyril of Jerusalem is one of the more intriguing episcopal figures of the
fourth century. Bomn in Palestine, perhaps in Jerusalem, in about 315, -::tji_i-
secrated bishop of the mother church of Christendoem in about 350, generally
held in high esteem by his peers, exiled from his see three times, and in atten-
dance at the Council of Constantinople in 381, the whole of Cyril’s career with
the exception of the last few years before his death in 386 was contained
within the tumultuous period of the Arian controversy, The extent of his con-
tribution to the settlement at Constantinople is debated, but Reinhart Staats has
plausibly argued that Cyril played a central role'.

The extant works of Cyril are unfortunately few in number. They are the pre-
baptismal Catecherical Lectures, the Homily on the Paralytic, a Letter to Con-
stantiuy, and possibly another sermon and another letter presently under appraisal

for their authenticity®. The Mystagogical Lectures, given to the recently baptized,

are less certainly from the single hand of Cyril-.

The Catechetical Lectures provide the material for the present essay.
Although their dating is indeterminate (between 343 and 3509, and while it is

open to question whether the received text represents one series of lectures or
has been drawn from several, they are generally regarded as presenting Cyril's
own teaching, and are described by Johannes Quasten as ‘one of the most pre-
cious treasures of Christian antiquity ™.

The Lectures, eighteen in number m their present form, preceded by a Pro-

tocatechesis, consist of an explanatory exposition of the Creed of Jerusalem?®.

' *The Etemal Kingdom of Christ: The Apocalvptic Tradition in the "Creed of Nicaea-Con-

stantmople™', Patrisiic and Byzantine Review 9 (1990), pp. 19-21.

* Sce M. Aubinean, ‘Un “Sermo acephalus ineditus” — CPS 4272: “Sévérien de Gabala?™
— restitué & Cyrille de Jérusalem’, Vigiliae Christiamae 41 (1987), pp. 285-289; and P, Wain-
wright, ‘The Auothenticity of the Recently Discovered Letter Attmibuted to Cyril of Jerusalem?,
Vigiliae Chrisiianae 40 (1986}, pp. 286-293,

1 A recent brief review of this guestion 15 given by A -G, Hamman in Cyrille de Jérusalem.
Les Catéchéses baptismales et wystagogigues (Paris, 1993), p. 21.

4 Patrolopy, 1, p. 363.

5 The primary text used for this study i the cotical edition of W.C. Reischl and J. Rupp,
Cyrilli Hierosolymarum achiepiscopi opera guae supersunt onia (2 vols., 1848 and 1860; re-
print, Hildesheim, 1967). Except as otherwise noted, the English translation 14 that of L.P. McCauley,
5.1, and A A. Stephenson in Vols, 61 and 64 of The Fathers of the Church senics. References are
given by lecture and paragraph numbers.
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Cyril's treatment throughout is rooted in salvation history with constant refer-
ence and allusion to the meamng within that history of the saving work of God
in Christ®.

Cyril’s soteriology lies at the heart of his catechesis, It is pervasively pre-
sented in his lectures by means of a variety of motifs, mainly biblical, which
are expressed in three ways: first, a listing in Lecture 12 of the reasons for
Christ’s coming among us; second, titles atinbuted to the incarnate Son: and,
third, statements regarding the ways in which the world’s salvation from sin
and death have been effected. While not at all systematized by Cyril — apart
from his general adherence to the outline provided in his exposition of the
Jerusalem creed — the many motifs are capable of being drawn together into
a smaller number of themes, and of being further organmized mto the three
aspects of Chnist’s saving work: deliverance from the power and penalties of
evil, restoration to communion with God, and the exalted state of the re-
deemed.

Cyril’s stated reasons for Christ’s coming are as follows:

I. *Jesus Christ ... came in the flesh (&v copki) and was made man (EvovBp-
wrtoevta); for we could not receive him otherwise® (12.13).

2. ‘He became what we are, that we might be allowed to enjoy (drolalicar,
or better, “receive benefit from™) him' (12.13).

‘that men might be taught more easily’ (12.14).

‘that he might be baptized and might sanctify baptism’ (12.15).

5. ‘that he might work wonders, walking upon the waters of the sea’ (12.15)7,
6. ‘Through Eve, yet a virgin, came death; there was a need that through a
virgin, or rather from a virgin, that life should appear’ (12.15).

7. ‘Men, having abandoned God, fashioned images like men. Since, therefore,
the image of man was falsely worshipped as God, God became truly man that
the falsehood might be destroyed’ {(12.15).

8. “We have been saved by the very weapons (the flesh) which the devil used
to conguer us. The Lord took from our likeness that through (our) humanity®
we might be saved’ (12.13).

9. ‘He assumed our likeness that he might bestow the greater grace on that
which was lacking, that sinful humanity® might be made partaker (xowvevog)
of Ged’ (12.15).

10. ‘It behoved the Lord to suffer on our behalf” (12.15),

e

& See Pamela Jackson, ‘Cyril of Jerusalem's Use of Scopture in Catechesis’, Thealogical
Studies 52 (1991), pp. 431-450.

7 Cyril further explains here that while the sea formerly fled and Jordan mmed back at the
sight of God (Ps 113.3), with the taking of 2 human body the Jordan might receive him without
fear. This reason for the Lord's coming is made clear by reference to 3.11, in which we are told
that the heads of the dragon of death in the Jordan (Job 40 and 41 (Seprweaging)) were crushed as
he descended into the Jordan at his baptizm.

i dvlpomotnTos: the English translations inaccurately render this as ‘human nature’

¥ The same case as in note 8 above,
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We note that the first, second and ninth of these reasons for the Lord’s comi
are varants of the familiar patristic theme initiated by Irenaeus that the dwmq
Son became what we are that we might become what he is.

Cyril established the identity of the Saviour in the minds of his hearers i in

twenty-three functional titles, many of which he does not present in ah'mluta.

terms, but simply as images or -r.‘lmmplwe symbols of the Lord’s saving po

or activities which are limitless in number and available to all. In 10.5 C}rn]
tells us that *“The Saviour comes in various forms to each man for his profit .
He becomes all things to all men, remaining in his own nature (phawv) whaﬁ
he 1s’.

In order of occurrence the titles are: Life (giver of life, 3.11); Judge [crfﬂ}é
living and dead at his final coming, 4.15); Door (a spiritual, living, dlsccrnmg
door to the Father, 10.1, 3.5); Way (leading to the Father, 10.3); ShEap
(whose blood cleanses the world of sins [blood purification imagery] 10.3, and
as a sacrifice for “those who sin’, 10.5): Shepherd (because of the loving-
kindness of the Godhead, 10.3); Lu:m (10.3 — under three aspects: first, as
Kingly, steadfast and confident; second, as in opposition to ‘our adversary the
lion” of I Peter 5.8; third, as Lion of Judah); Stone (as chief comer stone,
10.3); Christ (as anointed by the Father to the high priesthood, 10.4, 113
Dead (as alone ‘free among the dead’ [Ps. 88.5], 10.4); Son (as ‘coming upm:
the clouds of heaven’ as judge, 10.4); Son (as naturally (puoik@g) begotten,
10.4); Vine (to those who lack joy, 10.5); mediating High-Priest (for those
who offer prayers, 10.5); Physician'® (of soul and body, 10.5, 13; 12.1, 8);
Teacher (as a child among children to mstruct the unwise, 10.5; 12.1); Bread
of Heaven (12.1); King (12.1); Head (13.23 — in three dsﬂ‘uent Wilys: head
of the Church, head of every man, head of every principality and p-:-war}
Bridegroom and Suitor of Souls (the beloved of the women who sought the
Lord at the tomb, 14.12). Each of these is pertinent to the dimensions of
Cyril’s theology of Salvation.

Among the deliverance motifs employed by Cyril the cross is central. The
cross is the greatest cause for glory among the actions of Christ, for *The glory.

of the cross has at one and the same time led into the light those blind through
ignorance, has delivered all bound in sin, and has ransomed!! all mankind

(L13.1). The cross is the ‘saving emblem (tpomoov) of Jesus® (13.40), which
Cyril sees as typologically prefigured in many ways in the Old Testament'®.

" For a treatment of the widespread use of this title in New Testament apocryphal and early
Christian writings see G. Dumeige, ‘Le Christ Médecin', Revista df Archeologia Christiana 48
(1972). pp. 115-141,

A maore fitting translation of £hutpdoato than ‘redeemed’ because of its consistency with
Proto. 16, cited below.

2 See 13.2, 19, 20, and 21, See also “The Cross in the Old Testament According to Athanasius,
Cyril of Jernsalem and the Cappadocian Fathers' in C, Andresen and G. Klein, Theologia Cricis -
Signum Crucis. Festschrift fiiv Evich Dinkler zum 70. Geburestap (Tiibingen, 1979), pp. 23-24.
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Christ was crucified for us (13.23, 24), and *He stretched out his hands on the
cross to encompass the ends of the world, for this Golgotha is the very center
of the earth’ (13.28). Cyril rejoices in the site of the crucifixion, which was
within the precincts of the church where his lectures were given: "The Head
was crucified in “the place of the skull”. O great and prophetic appellation!’
(13.23).

Our deliverance from sin by the cross is attributed or clearly implied by
Cyril in a number of passages. The concepts employed in these texts — explicitly
stated, for instance, in 13.28 and 33 — are the familiar Pauline notions that sin
has brought the penalty of death to the human race, that Jesus bore in his own
humanity the sins of all, and that the sins of all died and the penalty of death
was cancelled by his suffering and death on the cross.

Cyril makes imaginative and significant use of the ransom motif, expressed by
various forms of the verb Autpom, When Christ descended into the nether world,
he tells us, death “fled away’ and all the just whom death has swallowed up
were ransomed (14.19, 4.113. On the cross, Christ used the flesh, which the
devil had used ‘as an instrument against us’, as the “bait to death’ for the
release of those whom he had already devoured (12.15). Cyril's statement in
Prota. 16, ‘the prize set before you in baptism: ransom for captives...” in-
dicates a direction in his imagery that was certainly his intent in 13.1 (see above),
and might well have been his intent in 3.10, 4.13, 13.2 and 13.4, calling for a
translation of the forms of Avtpom in these passages as ‘ransom’ rather than
their rendering in the English translations as ‘redeem’. This suggestion is further
strengthened by Cyril's citation of the I Tim 2.6 reference to Jesus as a ‘ransom’
in 13,2 (here abbreviated): ‘Do not wonder that the whole world was re-
deemed (Ehutpitin — more properly, ‘ransomed’?), for it was ... the Only-
begotten Son of God who died for it ... shall not Jesus, who ... “gave himself
a ransom {dvrirutpov) for all” take away God’s wrath against man?’

A motif of purification from sin by Christ’s blood is expressed in 2.5, 10.3
(the blood of Christ the Sheep), 13.33 and 14.20. In a single occurrence, Cyril
provides a motif regarding the piercing of Christ’s side for the redemption of
women, the woman having been formed from the side of man (13.21), The re-
surrection also is treated as a deliverance motif in the statement that he who
wore the crown of thoms “has risen to crown himself with the band (Suddnpa)
of victory over death” (14.1).

For the most part, Cyril is fairly conventional for his period in his treatment
of the themes of restoration and exaltation. It is made clear in the Protocate-
chesis 16 and 17.12 that Cyril understands the restored and exalted state to
begin partially, but in a true sense, with baptism and with the gift of the Holy
Spirit. Again in order of occurrence, the motifs are as follows. Salvation brings
a new birth of the soul (Profo. 16, 1.2 and 3.4); illumination or enlightenment
(numerous occurrences exemplified in FProto. 1, 11.9, 16.16-18); a holy or
spiritual seal, or seal of the Holy Spirit (Proto. 16; 3.3, 4, 12; 4.16; 5.6; 16.24,
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er alia); delight of Paradise {Proto. 16); adoption as sons of God (Proto. 16,
3.14, 7.7, 11.9, 19, ¢t alia), and the same motif under different images: heir of
God and joint heir with Christ (3.15) and kinsman of the master (3.16). Further
motifs of restoration and exaltation are holy and spiritual flock of Christ (1.2);
set apart on his right hand (1.2); heirs of eternal life (1.2; 4.32); grafted into
the good olive tree and partaker of the holy vine (1.4); united to the spiritual
bridegroom (3.1); enrolled in the army of the great king (3.3); inetffable
crowns (4.21); crown of the kingdom (15.1); partaker of God’s title, *faithful®
(5.1); raised in mighteousness (13.28); raised from dead sins (14.30); the
names of the saved will be written in the book of the living (14.30),

Cyril makes considerable use of clothing or garment imagery in connection
with a variety of motifs'?: ‘our physician girded himself with the cloth of our
humanity” (12.1): “in his second coming, Christ will be “robed with light as
with a garment (fpatwov)”™" (15.1); *you will rise clothed in your sins or in
your just deeds’ (15.25); he who is clothed by the gift of Christ’s grace is
completely enfolded by his robe (orodn) (17.12): with the coming of the Holy
Spirit the apostles were clothed with a ‘divine and saving vesture’ (17.15); he
who believes his body will rise again is careful of his robe (18.1).

In Lecture 14 on Jesus' resurrection and ascension, and in Lecture 15 on the
final judgement and the kingdom, Cyril dwells repeatedly on the motif of
renewal: “The things that are seen, therefore, will pass away and there shall
come things to be looked for, a fairer world’, (14.4); as spring time was the
season of creation and the season of the Pasch, it is also the season of the
expulsion from Paradise and the season of restoration (14.10). In 15.3 we are
told that the created world is to be made anew; that the Lord will *fold up the
heavens ... to raise them up more beautiful’: and that *we look for the resur-
rection, as it were, of the heavens also’. In Lecture 18.15-18 Cyril speaks at
length of the transformation of the present body into a spiritual, immortal and
eternal body which will rise into ‘the new world which will come into being”.

For Cyril, the Holy Spirit is centrally involved in the process of salvation.
The Spirit is a divine being, living and intelligent, the sanctifying principle of
all things made by God through Christ (16.3); the Holy Spirit comes to save,
heal, teach. admonish, strengthen, exhort, and enlighten the mind (16.16); he
is the ruler from God, the teacher, the sanctifier (16.23).

In summary analysis, Cyril's soteriology is fundamentally rooted in and
formed by biblical texts and teaching, and it is expressed in a rich array of
motifs and imagery. It shows heavy indebtedness to the teachings of Paul, but
diverges from Paul, and also from the mainstream of Patristic soteriology, in

13 Clothing metaphor was wsed during the fourth century especialy in the Syrnac tradition, and
most particularly by St Ephrem. (See 5.P. Brock, ‘Clothing Metaphors as a Means of Theological
Expression in Syrisc Tradition' in M. Schmidt (ed.), Tvpus, Symbol, Allegorie bei den dsilichen
Vidrern und ihven Parallelen im Mittelalter (Eichstitter Beitriige 4: 1982), pp. 11-40). Syrian -
fluence on s use by Cyril seems likely.
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15 virtual omission of sacrificial imagery and the sacrificial motif in its treatment
of the deliverance theme. Cyril only once (in 10.5) invokes the sacrificial motf,
and then almost incidentally. His soteriology also diverges from Paul in the em-
phasis which its places on the ransom motif, which he may have assimilated
from Origen, but with his own distinctive approach!®. Cyril’s emphasis on the
renewal of creation is of course Pauline, but likely draws on Methodius and
perhaps also directly on Irenaeus.

4 For Origen it is the soul {life) or blood of Christ that is offered in ransom (Com, fn M
16,8, GCS 10, 498-499: Com. in Joh. 6.33, 8C 157, 338), whereas For Cyril it is Chnst’s body.
Although it is probably inaceurate to attribute literalism to Crigen, e is more graphic in his reatment
of the ransom (Com. in Rom, 213, PG 14, 911), whereas Cyril is more clearly metaphorical,
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The Incarnational and Hypostatic
Significance of the Maleness of Jesus
Christ according to Theodore of Stoudios

Valerie A, Karkras, Brookline, Mass.

St. Theodore, abbot of the monastery of Stoudios in Constantinople in the

early ninth century, found himself leading the intellectual defense of the icons
during the second phase of iconoclasm. His response to state-sponsored icono-
clastic theology was a series of three treatises known as the Antirrhetics,
which used Aristotelian terminology and logic to support the depiction of
Christ and the saints in images and the veneration of those images. The first
Antirrhetic, structured as an imaginary debate with an iconoclast over the issue of
whether Christ can be circumscribed, and the third (more loosely organized) are
most relevant to the topic of this paper. In contrast to the pragmatic and didactic
approach to icons espoused by the Carolingian court in the Libri Carelini,
Theodore — like his opponent the Byzantine emperor Constantine ¥ before
him — recognized that iconoclasm was an extension of the christological con-
troversies of the fifth through seventh centuries!. Thus, the heart of Theodore’s
argument is a systematic and theological defense of the depiction of the person
of Jesus Christ.

To support the validity of Christ’s depiction, Theodore articulates a com-
plicated vet coherent christology, part of which touches on the maleness of
Jesus. It is that aspect which I find interesting as another thread in a tapestry
of Greek patristic views on gender, a project with which I have been con-
cerned for some time in an attempt to derive a theology of gender faithful 1o
the past which nonetheless speaks to our modem situation. Theodore 1s almost
unique among the Byzantine fathers in dealing with the question of Jesus
Christ's gender, vet his anthropology and christology are consonant with those
of the Cappadocians, John Chrysostom and Maximos the Contfessor.

Theodore’s christology consists of two major components. First, — consistent
with Cyril of Alexandria and the Fifth Ecumenical Counci] — he exphicates what
Georees Florovsky would have called an asymmetrical christology. His firm
adherence to this chrstology allows him to refute charges of both Nestorianism
and monophysitism. The Studite abbot declares that the Son of God did not

b Ep. 2,21 (2.0, 99, 1181000, See Patnck Henry, “Theodore of Studios: Byveanting Chorchman’
{Ph.D. dissertation, Yale University, 1968), p. 178, n. 2.
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become a mere human being?, which, he explains, means that Christ is not
simply another human being among many, but rather 1s God become huma:ul:
... ob yikoc dvilponog: ob yip eig Ty toliov, dAid Beog dvipomobeis’.
In other words, the person of Jesus Christ is the person of the Son of God, who
takes on human nature. Theodore thus denies the Nestorian notion that the
divine Son of God subsists in a particular human person or hypostasis; rather,
the Son ‘assumed man in general, or the whole human nature’>. :

But the absence of a separate, human hypostasis in Christ does not for
Theodore mean that the Son’s assumption of humanity is generic or ;iﬂc&liclin
nature, as some of the iconoclasts would have it. At its core, iconophile chris-
tology is incamational®. Thus, Theodore, with language similar to that of
Leontius of Byzantium and Maximus the Confessor®, sets forth as the second
component of his syllogism the proposition that the human nature the Son ta:rcfk
on is manifested in an individual manner9. The individualized manner 1s
necessary because otherwise Christ’s humanity would not be perceptible’. In
fact, Christ’s humanity, if not subsisting in an individualized manner, could
not exist. As Theodore argues:

Generalitics have their existence in particular individuals ... If the particular indiuidu_alﬁ
did not exist, man in general would be eliminated. Therefore humanity is nol in Christ,
if it does not subsist in Him as in an individual, and in that case we would have to say
that He became incarnate in fantasy.. .5

Although Theodore does not explicitly refer to it, this argument about 1_]1[:
relationship of Christ’s human nature to His person is derived from an earlier
debate. The Studite has applied Cappadocian trinitarian theology — that the
essence (oboia) of the Godhead does not exist apart from the three hypostases
of the Trinity — to christology, with the crucial distinction menl_ic:mtd earlier.
The hypostasis of Jesus Christ is the Son of God, who becomes incarnate.
Theodore is insistent on Christ’s possession of the full properties — 101071
11 — of both divinity and humanity, as paradoxical as this h-a-:::::mms“. For
example, Christ is uncircumscribed (Grepiypuntog) in His divinity [::!_H IIIE
can be portrayed in images because he is circumscribed (meprypanTog) In

r Antirehetic 1, 4 (PG99, 332D, y ; ! . |

I b yip Ty Tiva dvBpdroy dvalefeiv gain by nig tov etizefolvion Tov & wab
Ghov, fitor THY SAnv giay’, ibid. Translation in St. Theodore the Studite. On the Holy Icons,
trans, Catharine P, Roth {Crestwood, N.Y., 1981), p. 23,

+ Cf. Henry, op. cit., pp. 177-183. :

* Leont. Byz., adv. arg. Sev. (P.G. 86, 1917A); Max. Conf., Ep. 12(P.G. 91, 488B).

5 «Obwatv £l kol Ty xabohoo gioy dvékafev, dhli piy thy v dropue Beopoupavnv’,
Antivrheric I, 17 {P.G. 99, 397C), d ' . . : .

TR pv T v dedpn Bepoupfvny mibg yap fv kol Ot Amtircheric 1, 4 (PG
99, 332D-3334A).

& Antirrhesic T, 15 (P.G. 99, 396D-397A); Rath, p. 83. ;

@ Antirrhesic 10, 34-38 (P.G. 99, 405A-408B). See. too, Ep. 2, 199 (PG99, 1612C).
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His humanity. Theodore’s exposition of these contradictory attributes is neither
Nestorian in the sense of dividing the person of Jesus Christ nor monophysite
in terms of conflating the two natures, because the full and particular properties
of each nature are united in the person of Jesus Christ. The one hypostasis of
the Son of God incamate possesses all the attributes of both of His natures. Ag
the saint explains, *Christ is circumscribed in respect to His hypostasis, though
uncircumseribable in His divinity "% Ultimately, the reality of the incarnation
15 denied if one denies any aspect of human nature because of its contradiction
with divine nature. The two mutually exclusive natures, incorporeal divinity
and corporeal humanity, subsist in a paradoxical tension, united in the person
of the Son of God incarnate!!,

Another attribute of the somatic nature of humanity is gender. Theodore
applies to the question of Christ’s maleness the same line of reasoning he used
with respect to His circumscription: Christ is male because gender is an attribute
of physical human nature'?, In fact, the Studite monk argues that Christ’s male-
ness is proof of his full and complete humanity since, ‘if Christ were uncircum-
scribable, as being without a body, He would also be without the difference of
sex’1?, Theodore here uses the specific instance of gender to support the same
argument his contemporary, Patriarch Nikephoros, makes on a more general
level against the iconoclasts: “What, I ask you, gives you this power to disregard
the other specific properties (1dwbparta) of Body...? (The) humanity of Christ if
bereft of one of its properties is a defective nature, and Christ is not a perfect
(human being) at all, but is lost altogether if He cannot be circumseribed and re-
presented in art™, For Theodore, Christ’s maleness is thus a necessary element
of His incamation and a proof of the reality of that incarnation.

But Christ’s maleness per se is significant to Theodore only in one respect. As
with Gregory of Nazianzus, the Studite alludes to a common Messianic proof
text, Is. 8:3: "And I went to the prophetess, and she conceived and bore a son'™.

0 TIzpypantac dpo & Xpuotog kel indotamy, kiv 1 Oedtnn dreplypansog’, Antir-
riesic 111, 34 (PG, 99, 405C); Roth, p. 91, Migne, in n. 20, has missed the significance of the
prionty of the person, interpreting the phrase xul” indateoiy as ‘proprietates exteriores Christum
distinguentes a reliquis hominibus',

' Patriarch Nikephoros makes substantially the same christological arguments. For an exam-
mation of them, sec John Travis, fn Defense of the Faith: The Thealogy of Patriarch Nikephoros
af Constantinaple (Brookline, Mass., 19849, ch. 7, pp. 66-86.

12 Aptirrhetic 111, 45 (P.G. 99, 409CD).

¥otOikotv gl & Xpotdg anepiypantons, b3 ELn copartog, EEm dv eln kai thg mpodi-
ACLUEVTC dragopds’, ibid. (PG, 99, 409D); Roth, p. 94.

" Nikephores, Amtirrheric 1, 20 (P.G. 100, 244 BC). English translation in Paul Alexander,
The Patriareh Nicephorus of Constantinaple (Oxford, 1958), pp. 198-199.

¥ Theodore states, “Alka pfv GEpomv texfcic, dc gnow "Houiog, £ the mpopimdog
oDk vl weprypantds”, Andrvheric T 45 (PG, 99, 40900, Cf. Gree. Naz., Second Oration on
Easter (O, 43}, 13 (P.G. 36, 641 A) However, Gregory also interprets Christ's maleness typologi-
cally in terms of the Paschal lamb and allegorically in terms of power over the sin of Adam, See
Verna Harmison, ‘Male and Female in Cappadocian Theology’, J.T.5., ns., 41 (1990), pp. 457-458.
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Other than fulfilling Seripture, Christ's maleness has no significance for Theo-
dore beyond a general notion of proving the personal manner of His assumption
of human nature — in other words, that the Son of God took on all the personal
properties of a human being, This is clear from the statement quoted above,
that ‘if Christ were uncircumscribable, as being without a body, He would also
be without the difference of sex'1% Moreover, in his introductory sentence (o
this paragraph, Theodore declares that “(mjaleness and femaleness are snught
only in the forms of bodies, since none of the differences which charactenze
the sexes can be recognized in bodiless beings'.

Thus, Theodore — while Aristotelian concerning the relationship of image
to prototype — here concurs with Platonic thought and the anthropology of the
Cappadocians and other Greek church fathers'®. Gender 15 not simply a property
of human nature, but it is a property of only the physical element of human
nature, that is, a property of physical bodies. In this, gender corresponds to the
ability to circumscribe or depict the human person, which Theodore notes
applies to the physical body but not to the soul’. We do not deny the ability
to depict a human being simply because we cannot depict his or her formless
soul. At the same time, our depiction of the physical body of a person cannot
be construed to imply that we can depict or circumscribe the human soul. We
must recognize the properties appropriate to each aspect of each nature. These
properties are, to use Chalcedonian terminology, united unconfusedly in each
person or hypostasis.

Reapplying this to christology, it is clear that, for Theodore, Christ’s as-
sumption of a male human body was necessary in the sense that a gendered
body was necessary o the Son’s complete assumption of human nature.
Because of the hypostatic union, Theodore emphasizes that Jesus Christ 15
male, while recognizing that His gender is a property of His human, not
divine. nature. In similar tashion, the Church calls Mary the Mother of God
hecause of the hypostatic union, but this is no way implies that she is the
mother of Christ's divine nature. Even more analogous is the theopaschite
formula (that one of the Trinity suffered). Leontios of Jerusalem, defending
the formula, avers, “The Word is said to have suffered according to the hypo-
stasis, for within his hypostasis he assumed a passible essence beside his own

1 Antirehedic 111, 45 (P.G. 99, 409D); Roth, p. 94 "

17 A ngev kal Bfjku, pdvows &v tolg iy copdtey Sntelto oynpacy proe ptic £v TOIG
deauitors Suxgopic pvepilopévng, g yepakmpiotong dupotepa’, ibid. (409C); Roth,
ihad.

% See, c.g., Harrison, op, cit., pp. 441-471; Rosemary Radford Ruether, ‘h-iis-::g;.-'rfimn a_n_d
Virginal Feminism in the Fathers of the Church’, in Religion and Sexism. Images af Woman in
the fewish and Christian Traditions, ed. Rosemary Radford Ruether {Mew York, 1974), pp. 151-
183: Valerie Karras, ‘Patristic Views on the Ontology of Gender’, in Personhood: Orthodox
Christianity and the Conrection between Body, Mind, and Soul, ed. John T. Chirban (Westport,
Cr., 19%6), pp- 113-115.

9 Anrireheric T, 34 (PG, 99, 4058).
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impassible essence, and what can be asserted of the passible essence can he
asserted of the hypostasis'®. So, the qualities of Christ’s hurman nature, including
gender, may be said to belong to the person of Jesus Christ, However, the
hypostatic union cannot be misunderstood to confuse the properties of the two
natures. Theodore’s own reasoning categorically excludes any attempt to
extrapolate back from Christ's male humanity to some sort of maleness in the
Son of God. Therefore, it would be wrong to ascribe to Theodore any notion
that it is important or necessary for Jesus Christ to be male per se. Christ's

maleness has incarnational and hypostatic significance for Theodore since it
supports the fullness of the Son’s assumption of human nature, in particular
the physical aspect. However, given his beliefs that the Son of God took on
human nature generally (though in an individualized manner) and that gender
has no existence beyond the physical level, Theodore gives Christ’s maleness
no more ontological significance than the color of His eyes. '

1_ M Adversus Nestorigmnos VIL % (P.G. B6(1), IT68hA). Translated in Leo Donald Davis, The
First Seven Ecumenical Councils (325-787): Their History and Theology (Collegeville, Minn.,
1983, reprint 1990), p. 232

L’Esprit comme amour selon Grégoire Palamas:
Une influence augustinienne?

Jacques Lison, o.p., Ottawa

Dans ses Chapitres', Grégoire Palamas décrit Dieu comme un Intellect
(voig) de la bonté duquel naissent un Verbe (Aéyog) qui Pexprime et un
souffle (vebua) qui accompagne nécessairement ce Verbe. Ce Souffle est
comme un éros indicible (olov tig Epog doriv aroppntog) du Pére envers le
Verbe engendré, et dont le Fils, qui est ce Verbe, se sert (xphTar) envers le
Pére. L'éminent byzantiniste Martin Jugie voyait 1i ‘une théorie identique i
celle de saint Augustin et de saint Thomas', et il pensait que ‘I'idée-mére’ de
cette théorie €tait venue 4 Palamas ‘de saint Augustin par la traduction du De
Trinitate de Maxime Planude, peut-étre de saint Thomas par la traduction du
Contra gentes de Démétrius Cydonés, terminée la veille de No#l 13543, L'h ¥-
pothése d’une influence augustinienne était depuis communément admise®;
mais elle a quand méme suscité des réserves®, et Robert E. Sinkewicz vient de

' Voir Chap., 35-37; (Chap. = Chapitres physiques er théologiques; édités par R.E, Sinke-
wice (éd.), Saint Crregory Palamas. The One Hundred and Fifty Chapters, A critical Edition,
Translation and Swdy (Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, “Studics and Texts?, 83;
Toronto, [988), XI-288 p.; voir pp. 118-125).

M. Jugie, art. ‘Palamas Grégoire’, dans DTC, 11 (1932}, col. 1766; nous soulignons.

i Ihid,

" Signalons B, Bobrinskoy, Le Mystére de la Trinité. Cours de théologie orthodoxe (*Théolo-
aies’, Paris, 1986), p. 304; L., Bouyer, Le Consolarenr. Esprit-Saint er vie de grdce {Paris. 1980,
p. 321; O Clément, ‘Apergu sur la théologie et Pexpérience de 1"Esprit Saint dans I"'Orient Chré-
tien', dans Viens Espric Saint, Renconire spirituelle et théologique 1987 'Centre Notre-Dame de
Vie, Spiritualité’, 4, Venasque, 1988), p. 109; M.-J. Le Guillou, ‘Lumiére et charité dans la doc-
trine palamite de la divinisation’, dans [sting, 19 (1974), pp. 337-338; G.L. Mantzaridis, ‘La doc-
trine. de saint Grégoire Palamas sur la déification de |'8tre humain®, traduction par M.-I. Mon-
saingeon, dans Saint Grégoire Palamas. De la déiffcation de 'érre humain, traduit par M.-J.
Monsaingeon et J. Paramelle, suivi de Georges I, Manizaridis. La docirine de vaint Grégoire
Palamay sur la déification de '&re hwmain (*Sophia’, Lavsanne, 1990), p- 59, Yoir aussi Y.
Congar, fe crais en I'Esprit Saint, . 3- Le Fleuve de Vie {Ap 22, 1) coule en Orient et en Oeci.
dear, deuxibme édition révisée, Paris, 1983, p- 132 (o I'influence angustinienne n'est cependant
pis clairement affirmée).

* Voir A. Radovie, “Le “Filioque" ot Uénergie incréde de la Saime Trinité selon la doctrine
de saint Grégoire Palamas’, Messager de Uexarchar du patriarche russe en Ewrope occidentale,
no 82-90, pp. 37-39, qui argumente en faveur d’une influence d*Augustin sur cette image psy-
chologique de 1'éros (en n. 115; ce que ne semble pas avoir remarqué J.-C. Larchet dans sa
recension de notre ouvrage en Contacts, 46 (1994), P 233} mais qui souligne combien son
emplol par Palamas différe radicalement de celui qu'en fait Augustin, Voir aussi MLE, Hussey,
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la réfuter carrément dans la préface de son édition des Chapitres®. L’ argumen-
tation de cette derniére intervention emporte & premiére vue ’adhésion”, mais
un examen plus attentif nous semble devoir la nuancer quelque peu. Elle s’ap-
puie sur deux observations principales: premigrement, la ressemblance entre [a
figure trinitaire de Palamas et celle d’Augustin n'est qu’apparente; en second
licu, les fondements qui ont inspiré Palamas se trouvent sans trop de peine
dans sa propre tradition, ce qui rend le recours # Augustin superflu. Nous com-
mencerons par |"éude de cet argument-ci.

L arri¢re-fond patristigue

Le dossier que Sinkewicz constitue prouve que |'idée d'une image trinitaire
de Dieu en 1'étre humain est déji au moins ébauchée dans certains écrits des
Péres grecs. Il apparait quand méme que ce rapprochement entre |"analogie tri-
nitaire et 'image de Dieu n'a pas trouvé grand écho en Orient avant le XITVe
sigcle byzantin®. Selon Sinkewicz, deux raisons expliquent ce fait. D'une part,
les discussions patristiques sur 'image de Dieu, qui se développérent abon-
damment avant les grands débats trinitaires du IV® siécle, étaient plutdt préoc-
cupées par la localisation de cette image en |"étre humain et par 1" identification

“The Palamite Trinitarian Models®, dans Sr. Viadimir's Theological Quarterly, 16 (1972), pp. 85-
48, qui plaide pour une influence seulement indirecte d'Auvgosting et 4 sa suite 1, Mevendorff,
“The Holy Trinity in Palamite Theology®, dans MLA. Fahey et J. Mevendorfl, Trinitarian Theo-
logy East and West. 8. Thomas Aguinas — 8. Gregary Palamas (*Patriarch Athenagoras Memo-
rial Lectures’, Brookline, 1979, p. 40 (voir déja Id., Inrreduction a Udmde de Grégoire Palamas
(Patristica sorbonensia, 3, Paris, 19593, p. 316).

% Voir R. E. Sinkewicz, Saint Gregory Palamas..,., pp. 16-34,

! Mous I'avons suivie spontanément en J, Lison, ‘L'Energie des trois hypostases divines selon
Girégoire Palamas’, dans Science ef Esprir, 44 (1992), p. 70; et en Id., L'Espriv répandu. La pren-
matolagie de Grégoire Palamas, préface de IMR. Tillard, o.p. (*Patrimoines. Crihodoxie’,
Paris, 1994), p. 39,

% Mous n'avens pas & reproduire ici tout le dossier gu’on trouve en R.E. Sinkewicz, Sain Gre-
gory Palamas..., pp. 21-24. Signalons au moins que les premigres tentatives pour expliquer la
doctring trinttaire au moyen des analogies humaines se rouvent dans la distinction des apolo-
gistes entre MNoug et Adyos. La crise pneumatomaque conduisit les cappadociens 2 intéerer le
[Tvetua dans cette analogie. L'idée que cette méme analogie trinitaire se fonde dans la création
de 'Etre humain 4 I"image de Dieu (Gn 1, 26-27) ne trouve que quelgues rares attestations dans
la tradition patristique: voir notamment Théodoret de Cyr, Quaestiones in Genesim, 1, 20, PG 80,
col. 108an; Ps.-Grégoire de Nysse, Ad imaginem dei et ad similitiiudinem, PG 44, cal, 1320¢D,
1333m-p, 1340CD, 13418 (que R.E. Sinkewicz, Saint Gregory Palamas. .., p. 24, n. 69 identifie 4
Anastase le Smaite, Homilia | de creatione hominis); ps.-Anastase, fn hexaemeron, b, PG 39,
col. 93 1a; Maxime le Confesseur, Ambigua, PG 91, col, 1088 et 11984; Jean Damascéne, De
imaginibus, I, 20, dans B. Kotter (&), Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskes, t. 3- Contra
imaginum calwmnigtores ovationes fres (Patristiche Texte und Swdien’, 17, Berlin/New York;
1975, p. 128,
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de ses principales caractéristiques®. D'autre part, 1'affirmation &unmnli&nne
d’une pleine intelligibilité de 1'essence divine avait conduit les cappadociens a
insister sur I'attitude apophatique face au mystére de Dieu. Cela rendait sus-
pecte toute spéculation qui aurait tenté de retrouver les traces des processions
irinitaires dans I'image de Dieu en 1'étre humain. Mais, toujours d’aprés Sin-
kewicz, lorsque Barlaam développa au XIV® siécle une pms;lic}n Lot Iﬁ lfir-’l.ii
opposée 4 celle d’Eunome, en refusant 4 1'étre humain la moindre possibilité
d’une connaissance directe de Dieu, il était normal que Palamas retrouvit ¢t
développat la doctrine, latente dans sa tradition, de 1'image trinitaire. Il le fit
pour souligner ‘la haute dignité de I"homme, qui le place au-dessus des anges
et qui lui accorde un accés direct & Dieu’ .

Cette démonstration est probante. Mais elle nous semble conclure un peu
irop rapidement que les fondements de I'enseignement palamite sur !‘in1nge
trinitaire de Dien sont ‘entidrement (thoroughly)'!! patristiques; autrement dit,
qu'ils ne sont pas augustiniens, puisque Sinkewicz se réfere visiblement au
dossier de patristique grecque qu’il vient d’exposer. N'est-il pas nxﬁme permis
d’argumenter au contraire, en faveur d'une influence de la traducum} du .E.'E
Trinitate, qu'aucun des passages du dossier patristique invogqué n’u!cnh_ﬁ&
|'Esprit & 1'amour comme le fait Augustin'®? En réalité, 'enquéte de R.E. Sin-
kewicz réserve sur ¢e point une nouvelle surprise.

Deux paralléles contemporains de Palamas

L'éditeur et traducteur des Chapitres repére des développements sur |'image
riadigue de Dieu en Iétre humain sous la plume de deux auteurs qui exercerent
fort probablement une influence directe sur le cheminement de Gr_égmre Pala-
mas. 11 s’agit de Grégoire le Sinaite et de Théolepte de Philadelphie. Une ana-
lyse serrée de tout ce dossier ne laisse & peu prés aucun doute sur "inspiration

* Vair I, Kirchmeyer, art. ‘Grecque (Eglise)’, dans DS, 6 (1967), col. 813-81%; H. Merki, art.
“Ebenhildichkein”, dans Reallexiton fiir Antike wid Christentum, 4 (1959), col. 439479,

0 R E. Sinkewicz, Saint Gregory Palamas. .., p. 24. Selon Palamas, 1'image de Dieu en I'élre
humain est supéricure i celle qui se trouve dans les anges, parce que ceux-ci sont incorporels e
ne peuvent done refléter que la Trinité immanenie: tandis que |'Ere humain peut r:fﬂéier en outre
la Trinité éconormique. En effet, contrairement aux anges, 'esprit de [étre humain est ‘r'l".'lrl.ﬂljlli
(Cwomoioy), capable de communiquer s& vie 2rice au corps augu-zl il est uni; .'l Pl dﬂ!l_'!l;‘ reflé-
ter aussi la communication de la vie trinitaire dans 1"économie du salut (voir Chap., 38; 63)

U R.E. Sinkewicz, Sainr Gregory Palamas. .., p. 24. Sy

12 11 est vrai que M.E. Hussey mentionne, sais I'identifier précisément, un passage du I_mle.ré
dis Saint Esprit de Didyme 1" Aveugle (récemment édité par SC, 386} qui parlerait de 'Espnt “as
the first gift of the Father and the Son because he is lowe' (Art. cit., pp. ET-EH}. Npus ni:-wulma pas
trouvé ce passage. 1l y a bien i¢i et 13 un lien entre la caritas divine et I'Esprit (voir Didyme
I"Aveugle, Traité du Sain-Esprit, 49, 50, 73, 77, 78, BN, mais cela nous semble &re plutdt pour
dire gue 1"amour est un don oo un fruit de PEspnt.
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que Palamas a pu trouver chez ces deux maitres pour sa conception de I'image
trinitaire de Dieu, Surtout, |'identification de 1'Esprit & 1'érds est clairement
attestée dans les Discours monastiues de Théolepte™. Cela résoudrait done la
difficulté que représentait ce point de I’analogie: Palamas aurait emprunté la
notion de 1'Esprit comme amour 4 Théolepte plutét qu'a Augustin.

Cette abservation renforce la conviction d'un enracinement de 1'analogie
palamite dans sa propre tradition. Cependant, elle laisse entiére Ia question
d’une éventuelle influence augustinienne, puisque Grégoire le Sinaite et Théo-
lepte de Philadelphie ont trés bien pu connaitre la traduction du De Trinitate
de Maxime Planudés!'. La chose est particulitrement plausible pour Theéolepte,
Celui-ci se distingua en effet par sa résistance farouche i I'Union des Eglises,
établie au Concile de Lyon (1274) et défendue par Michel VIII (+1282). Clest
precisément dans ce contexte que Planudés iraduisit le De Trinitate d” Augus-
tin. Il est difficile d’imaginer alors que Théolepte n'aurail pas eu en mains
cette traduction qui semble avoir bénéficié d’un grand retentissement,

Tout cela signifie an moins que, jusqu'a preuve du contraire, 1'identification
de I'Esprit 4 I'amour n’apparait pour la premiére fois dans la tradition grecque
que sous la plume de Théolepte, aprés la diffusion de la traduction du De Tri-
nritafe augustinien dans les milieux byzanting, Grégoire Palamas peut donc trés
bien avoir subi I'influence d”Augustin au moins par Iintermédiaire de Théolepte.
Autrement dit, la question qui nous occupe reste nécessairement ouverte:
ucun argument passé en revue jusqu’a présent ne parvient i ruiner [hypo-
thése de cette possible influence augustinienne. Celle-ci n’est évidemment par
prouveée pour autant. Peut-étre la comparaison directe entre les doctrines pala-
mite et augustinienne apportera-t-¢lle d’autres lumiéres,

Y Vaoir d'abord Grégoire le Sinaite, Homélie sur la Transfiguration, 18-21 (publiée par D
Balfour, *Saint Gregory the Sinaite; Discours On the Transfiguration”, dans @eeiowi, 52 (1981),
pp. 631-681; et Id., Chapitres acrostiches, 30-31, PG 150, col. 1248D {tracluit par Philocalie des
Péres neptigues, fase. 10, Introduction, traduction et notes par Jacques Touraille, Bégrolles-en-
Muauges, 1990, p. 66); selon 'analyse de R.E. Sinkewicz, Saint Gregory Palamas., ., pp. 27-28.
Yoir ensuite Théolepte de Philadelphie, Discours monasiigues, 23, 1-2.7.13-15.18.55-59: voir
wussi Discours monastiques, 1, 23-25 (voir R.E. Sinkewicz (éd,), Thealepros of Philadelpheia.
Fhe Monastic Discourses, A Critical Editien, Translation and Study (Pontifical Institute of
Mediaeval Studies, 'Studies and Texts', 111; Toronto, 1992), VII-418 p.); selon I'analyse de
R.E, Sinkewicz, Saint Gregory Palamas.... pp. 29-33. Pour le lien de Palamas 4 Grégoire le
Sinaite, voir D. Balfour, “Was St Gregory Palamas St Gregory the Sinaite’s Pupil?", dans St. Via-
dimir's Thealogical Ouarterfy, 28 {1984, pp. 115-130. Quant 3 'infleence de Thiéolepte sur
Palamas, elle est démontrée par R.E. Sinkewicz, Saint Gregory Palamas. pp. 33-34

* Sur ce swvant philologue bvzantin, voir M.H Congourdeaw, art. *Planudés (Manuel)’, dans
Cathelicizme, 11 (1988), col. 488-490, L'influence de la traduction du Contra Gentiles sur ré-
goire le Sinaite et sur Théolepte est i exclure, puisque celle-ci n'apparut gu'en 1354, ¢ est-d-dire
apres la mort de Théolepte {1322) et probablement de Grégoire,
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Aucune ressemblance avec la doctrine trinitaire angustinienne?

Dans le détail, ['analogie palamite révéle de profondes différences par rap-
port 4 la doctrine trinitaire augustinienne. Dans ses Chapitres (35 et 36), Gré-
goire Palamas élabore des distinctions entre le verbe comme p:‘{rﬂ]ﬂ proférée
(mpogomkds Loyog), parole immanente et parole pensée ou innée; el entre le
souffle (mvedue) en tant qu'il accompagne la parole des lévres, en tant que
parole intérieure passant incorporellement par la pensce, et en tant qu‘ém's‘.
Selon 1'Hésychaste, le Verbe et I’Esprit ne sont analogues respectivement qu 4
notre parole innée et au souffle éros. Cette épuration des concepts est sans rap-
port avec les spéculations incessantes d”Augustin sur les actes mentaux pour y
discerner la triade qui refléte le plus parfaitement possible I'image de la Trinité
divine!s. R.E. Sinkewicz remarque surtoul que, contrairernent a Augustin, Pala-
mas ne conclut pas trés clairement, ‘que le Saint Esprit est la relation d’amour
entre le Pare et le Fils''®. 5i 'on suivait la démonstration de Radovic, on pour-
rait méme envisager que Palamas ne rapporte pas I'éros & I'Esprit en tant
gu’hypostase, mais en tant qu’énergie divine!”.

Cependant, méme dans le cas de cette différence extréme entre les deux
positions, une certaine identification de 1'Esprit 4 I'éros est bien attestee dans
les Chapitres de Palamas, ¢t elle rappelle spontanément 'affirmation conti-
nuelle d"Augustin selon laquelle le Saint Esprit est le lien, I'amour ou la com-
munion consubstantielle du Pére et du Fils'®. Dailleurs, |'apparition de la
représentation de I’Esprit comme un certain éros au Chap. 36 marque une tran-
sition abrupte par rapport i 'image antécédante de 1'Esprit souffle. Ce pourrait
stre |'indice d'un enchevétrement dans 1'exposé de Palamas entre une repré-
sentation plutét ‘ontologique’ de 'association du souffle au verbe et une repré-
sentation ‘psychologique’ de |'interaction entre la connaissance et l’umpur. Cette
observation de M.E. Hussey semble argumenter en faveur d’une }nﬂucncﬂ
augustinienne au moins indirecte, Comme 1'écrit le méme auteur, ‘il slen_'lblr.t
que Grégoire a combiné ici une représentation, commune dans la patristique
arientale, de 1'Esprit comme “souffle de la bouche du Pere™ (...), avec une

15 Vair surtout la recherche de 'image trinitaire la plus parfaite inscrite dans le mens, i tra-
vers la progression ascendante suivante: ‘amans, ef quod amatier, el amor” (De Trin. ‘_n."!'!'l> :-:,lﬂfl}:
‘mens. motitia, aior’ (voir De Trin, 1X); ‘memoria sui, intelligentia suf, voletas sui' (De TF_H{-
XV ‘memoria Dei, intelligentia Dei, amor in Deum' (De Trin, X1V, viu, 1 [-:f.[r,lllfr]. Sulr le De Tri-
nitate d"Augustin, et en particulier sur l¢ theme de 'image de Dieu dans cet écrit, voir D.J. Er'r'IEI.'-
riel, To rFi'l:"‘f.li'i-E,_s,{E.' of the Trinity. A Study in the Development of Aguinas' Teaching (Pontifical
Institute of Mediaeval Swdies, *Studies and Texts', 96, Toronto, 1990), pp. 13-35.

16 B.E. Sinkewicz, Saint Gregory Palamas. .., p. 18,

7 Voir A. Radovic, Art. cit., pp. 37-39. Sur cette distinction entre I’Esprit en tant qu'Hypo-
stase et en tant qu'énergie, voir J, Lison, L'Esprit répanda...., pp. 63-T1, nolamment,

¥ (On trouve un inventaire des références augustiniennes concernant |'Espril comme amour
en F. Cavallera, ‘La doctrine de Saint Augustin sur 1'Esprit-Saint A propos du “De Trinitate™,
dans Recherches de théologie ancienne ef médidvale, 2 (1930), pp. 382-386.
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représentation “augustinienne” de 'Esprit comme amour mutuel du Pére et du
Fils* ™,

Quol qu'il en soit, le développement sur 'image trinitaire de Dieu en ’&tre
humain est trés circonscrit dans 1'ensemble de 1'ceuvre de Grégoire Palamas®®,
Surtout, ce dernier garde sans faille toute la cohérence de sa théologie trini-
taire, selon sa tradition. Notamment, la quasi-identification de I'Esprit 4 éras

ne ['oriente nullement vers une position filioguiste, tant s'en faut. D'ailleurs, la

premigre préoccupation de I"Hésychaste, dans sa réflexion ol apparait |"analo-
gie de |"éros, est d’insister sur la nature de 'image de Dieu en I’homme, pour
contrer le scepticisme de ses adversaires & propos de la possibilité de connaitre
Dieu®. On est done dans un tout autre climat que celui du De Trinitate d” Au-
guatin. Celui-ci cherche en 1'occurrence A distinguer la personnalité propre de
I"Esprit par rapport au Pére et au Fils, dans |'intime de la vie trinitaire surtout,
Ses affirmations abondantes sur 1"Esprit comme amour sont alors étroitement
liées & sa doctrine de 'origine de 1'Esprit a Patre Filiogue. $'il ¥ a donc une
influence augustinienne sur la représentation palamite de I"Esprit comme éros,
elle est assez superficielle.

Notre reprise & nouveaux frais du dossier de la représentation palamite de
I"Esprit comme amour chez Palamas ne pouvait que confirmer I'erreur du P.

" M.E. Hussey, Art. cit., p. 88, La transition abropte que cel auteur remarque est en réalitg
plus complexe que ce que nous rapportons en centrant notre attention sur la notion d’Esprit éros,
Chn lit: *But the unexplained and abrupt transition from “word™ o “knowledge™ in Chaprer 35,
and the equally abrupt and unexplained transition from “breath” 10 “love™ in Chapter 36, suggest
that Gregory has interwoven an “ontological” word-breath figure and a “psychological” knows
ledge-love higure' (fbid., pp. 85-86), Cette argumentation vise en réalilé 3 prouver que, contrai-
rement 4 ce que pense opinion dominante, Pinfluence augustinienne n'est pas la seule; ¢ est-3-
dire que Palamas a aussi puisé dans sa propre tradition la figere, commune dans la patristique
orientale, de I'"Esprit comme souffle de la bouche du Pére, Mais analyse de Hussey indique
quand méme avssi une influence de la fgure, peut-&ire augustinienne, de 1'Esprit amour; comme
nous le soulignons.

' En plus des Chap., 36-37, auxquels nous nous sommes surtout attard€, voir ['homélie pour
la féte des lumitres (Hont., 60, 3-4; voir Grégoire Palamas, "Anavra ta Eppa, 1. 11, édité et tra-
duit par P.K. Chréstou (“"ElAnveg [Norépeg the Exkhnoioc’, 79, Thessalonique, 1986), pp:
5310-312; reproduite et traduite par R.E. Sinkewicz, Saint Gregory Palamas. .., pp. 25-26: signa-
lons aussi la traduction vulgarisée de Grégoire Palamas, Donze Somdlies powr les fétes, Tniroduc-
tien et traduction de Jéréme Cler (‘L'Echelle de Jacob’, Paris, 1987, pp. 67-68), qui est & notre
connaissance le seul autre passage ob Grégoire Palamas développe sa conception triadigue de
UVimage de Dieu, mais sans y identifier '"Esprit & "amour. Cette identification n'apparait qu’une
seule autre fois, et seulement furtivement, en Contre Becoos, 2 (voir Grégoire Palamas, up-
ypuggeara, 1o 1, &ditd par PK. Chréstow, Thessalonique, 1988, p. 164, 1. 14-15).

2 Sur cette préoccupation polémique des Chap., voir 1. Lison, L'Esprit répandi. ., pp. 13-14.
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Jugie lorsqu’il identifiait sans plus cette théorie & celle d” Augustin. Mais notre
analyse nuance "argumentation de Sinkewicz qui risque d’étre trop radicale en
sens inverse. Aucun argument ne nous semble en tout cas infirmer la possibi-
lité d’une influence augustinienne, Certains indices suggérent méme cette in-
fluence, sans pour autant la prouver: surtout le fait que la notion d'Esprit
amour n’apparait dans la tradition grecque avant Palamas que sous la plume de
Théolepte; et aussi le hiatus qui apparait dans le texte méme des Chapitres de
Palamas entre les notions de souffle et d amour, Quoi qu'il en soit, méme §il
n'y avait effectivement aucune influence augustinienne, les courts développe-
ments de Théolepte et de Palamas sur I'Esprit €ros, entre autres, “suffisent,
comme 1 écrivait le regretté P. Y. Congar, & créer un lien (entre ['Orient et
I'Occident), & manifester une ouverture. “Les murs de séparation ne montent
pas jusqu'au ciel! ",

2 ¥, Congar, Op, cit., p. 132, qui cite en fait avssi des expressions de |'Esprit comme amour
trouvées sous la plume de Boulgakov et d'Evdokimoy; en reconnmssant toutefols que "ces témoi-
onages ne suffisent pas 4 constituer une tradition théelogique” (fhid. ).




St. Maximus the Confessor
between East and West

Andrew LouTH, London

According to Hans Urs von Balthasar, Saint Maximus the Confessor is ‘the
philosophical-theological thinker between East and West” — “der philosophisch-
theologische Denker zwischen Ost und West'!. It is a view often echoed in the
scholarly literature on Maximus, though with a more restricted meaning than
that intended by the great Swiss theologian. For Balthasar goes on to say: ‘he
(Maximus) shows in his humble serenity, and also in the daring of his truly
free spirit, how and whence both come together. And East means not only
Byzantium and West not only Rome, but East really means Asia and West das
Abendland — the whole of the West’, Few scholars attempt such a world-
historical breadth of canvas: between East and West mostly means between
the Greek East and the Latin West. Even in the Western Middle Ages when
Maximus was perceived as little more than the scholiast of Dionysius the
Areopagite, he was respected as someone who linked in his person Byzantium
and the West. As Dom Polycarp Sherwood affirms, such veneration for Maximus
in the West was due in part to ‘*his belonging to the “Catholic”, that is
ecumenical tradition of an earlier period when East and West were still part of
one undivided church™. More recently there has been a tendency to stress
parallels between Maximus and 5t Thomas Aquinas: a tendency that seems to
have begun in 1907 with an article by Straubinger® and became very popular
in the 1970s in a series of books by Catholic scholars, mainly Dominicians,
especially Juan Miguel Garrigues who spoke of ‘eastern and western tradition
being united in the persons of their most important witnesses, Maximus and
Thomas Aquinas™. Maximus became a kind of honorary Byzantine Dominican,
or Thomist, at any rate. This idea of a spectrum between East and West that
Maximus evokes, and on which he represents a significant position, accessible

! Hans Urs von Balthasar, Kosmische Liturgie (Einsiedlen, 1961, p. 1%

* As reporied by DU, Geanakoplos, “Some aspects of the influence of the Byzantine Maximos
the Confessor on the theology of East and West', Church History 38 (1969), pp. 150-63; here
164,

1 H. Straubinger, ‘Die Lehre des Patriarchen Sophronius von Jerusalem diber die Trinitiit, die
Inkarnation und die Person Christi. Mit hesonderer Beriicksichtipung seiner Bezichungen zu
Maximus Confessor in ihren Hauptpunken zugleich verglichen mit den Siitzen des hl. Thomas’,
Der Katholik, drntte Folge, 35 (1907), pp. 81-109, 175-98, 251-65.

* LM, Garrigues, Mavime le Confessenr, La charité avenir divin de "honne (Pads, 1976), p- T
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from both ends, so to speak, is clearly very compelling, and often the source of
striking shafts of illumination. To return to Balthasar — he finds in Maximus
a decisive point in the development of a tradition which makes the onental at
home in western consciousness, something he finds again in the Russian novelist,
Dostoevsky:

A supracosmic and mystical conformity with God on the one hand, and nature envisaged
as sin on the other: there are here two aspects that constitute an essential rhythm of the
oriental religious sentiment, a rhythm that we unguestionably find m The Brorhers
Karamazov and The Devils, but which is already there in Origen, in the two Gregories
and in Maximus... The rhythm of such a vision of the world can only be an ecstatic
rhythm, let us say even irrational and emotional, because the object of final approbation
is absolutely the same as the object of repudiation, because it carries in its very essence
as if engraved with red-hot iron, the mark of grace and reprobation. The ecstatic joy
over the world in Gregory of Nyssa and his mental flight beyond the sensible are an
exact anticipation of Alyosha’s ecstatic kissing of the earth and his angelic character,
liberated from sense®.

It is not, however, such world-historical parallels, exhilarating though they
are, that [ wish to pursue in this lecture. As an historical theologian, [ have set
myself the rather more prosaic task of trying to take this notion of a spectrum
between East and West back into the historical reality of Maximus' own
earthly life. Even in such an investigation | think we shall find some surprises.

‘May you live in interesting times’: that is said to be a Chinese curse. But
Maximus himself certainly lived in ‘interesting times’. He was born in 580 in
a Roman Empire that was still basking in the successes that had been achieved
during the reign of the Emperor Justinian. Justinian, who had died fifteen years
earlier, had sought to restore to the Roman Empire something of its former
glory as a Mediterranean empire, and to some extent he had succeeded: he had
reconguered North Africa and Italy and even established Roman rule in the
south of Spain. He had also rebuilt much of Constantinople, including the
Great Church, the cathedral of the Holy Wisdom, that still stands today. But by
the time of Maximus' death, in 662, the Empire had lost its Eastern provinces
— Syria, Palestine and Egypt — to a newly-established Arab Empire that had its
capital in Damascus and already stretched East as far as the valley of the Oxus,
Asia Minor was regularly subject to raids by the Arabs and Constantinople
itself was soon to face an Arab blockade. The reigning Emperor, Constans I1,
had settled in Sicily and was in fact contemplating moving his court there per-
manently. The Arab conguest, however, was only a further blow to the Roman
Empire. Constantinople had already lost its Eastern provinces for some twenly

5 Taken from the French ranslation of the first German edition (the only access to that which
I havel: H.U. von Balthasar, Lirurgie Cosmigue (Paris, 1947), pp. 126-8. It is somewhat modi-
fied in the second edition, and related much more closely to Maximus as mediator with the Asian
East! op. cit. {n. 1), pp. 187-89,
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years between 610 and 630 to its traditional Eastern neighbour and enemy, the
Persian Empire. The latter half of the sixth century had seen repeated out-
breaks of plague in Asia Minor and Constantinople, and consequent depopulation,
The first two decades of Maximus' life had seen the over-running of the Balkan
peninsula by the Slavs and the Avars, with a consequent break-down of land-
communications between Constantinople and Traly, with the result that Justinian’s
new Empire was split in two. Alongside all this — as consequence, or maybe
cause — the traditional basic unit of the civilisation of the Mediterranean
world, the city, had decayed, and with it the traditional educational and career
structure, Constantinople — and a weakened Constantinople, at that — came
to dominate what remained of a once-great Roman Empire, that had felt in
contact with its traditional greatness not all that long ago. All this must have
raised huge questions of identity for the inhabitants of the Roman or Byzantine
Empire: and these questions were to remain, at least until the ninth century,
and maybe for the rest of its long life. But it is in the seventh century, the
century of Maximus® maturity, that these questions are first posed with their full
force. This is my first main observation: that the seventh century is not a century
where people felt at home with a comfortable tradition; it was a century where
there were few, perhaps no certainties, and where a sense of identity (or of
identities) needed to be fashioned afresh.

This must lead us to question some of the assumptions that lic behind the
kind of judgments about Maximus *between East and West” that I quoted at
the beginning of this lecture: at least if these judgments are to be taken as
reflecting anything of the historical reality of the seventh century. Let us take,
to begin with, the idea that veneration of Maximus in the Western Middle
Ages had to do with his belonging 10 a period “when East and West were still
part of one undivided church’. If there was any period when the Church was
‘undivided’ it can hardly have been the seventh century. This was a century in
which an Ecumenical Council anathematized not only four patriarchs of Con-
stantinople and a patriarch of Alexandria, but also the bishop of Rome, Pope
Honorius!

Or take an appellation that all aseribe to Maximus, wherever they place him
on the East-West spectrum: “Byzantine'. In the context of the seventh century
that would be a decidedly odd term to apply o Maximus. He may have been
born in Byzantium, that is Constantinople, and have bheen ‘hyzantine’ in that
sense, but the “byzantine theologians’ of the seventh century were the Mono-
thelite theologians of Constantinople, those who brought about his condemnation,
mutilation and death, and maybe even managed to make sure that when
Maximus® teaching was finally vindicated in Constantinople at the Sixth
Ecumenical Council in 680-1, that vindication did not extend to his person.
Though having said that, one thinks of a curious passage towards the end of
the account of Maximus’ first trial in 655, Maximus was asked by the sacellarius
“Why do you love the Romans and hate the Greeks?’, meaning why has he
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cast his lot with the church of Rome and the Lateran Council that had con-
demned monothelitism in 649, and refused to enter into Eucharistic communion
with his fellow-Greeks in Constantinople? But it is a puzzling question, for the
Greeks of Constantinople, the new Rome, thought of themselves as ROMARS,
‘Popaiot, and later on even adopted the Latin word, Romant, into Greek 10
designate those who belonged to the city of Rome (so Constantine Porphyro-
penitus, in his de administrande imperio}®. And yet here a hlghIF"PllﬂCEd
Roman official uses his own proud self-appellation of those he regards as LTaitors.
Maximus' reply was: ‘We have a precept, not to hate anyone: | love thf': Rﬂmﬂ"fl-
as sharing the same faith, and the Greeks as sharing the same language’. Perhaps
in that reply Maximus was defining Roman — Byzantine — in terms of faith
in a way that foreshadows its later use. At any rate this r:::-:r:h&.nge glves some
impression of confusion of identity in seventh-century Constantinople:

Or finally, take the very notion of a spectrum between East and West, t :
Maximus is said sorehow to bridge in his own person and theology- It seems
to me that to talk of East and West in the context of the seventh century Is o
allow oneself too few points of the compass. West may be Rome, but what
about North Africa (not to mention Spain)? It was only a few decades earlier
that the North African Church had anathematized Pope Vigilius for s sub-
servience to the Emperor Justinian over the matter of the Three EhaP'ﬂj“""; And
where is the East? Constantinople? Syria? Palestine? Egypt? Ammenia: n'}e
Church of the East itself — the so-called ‘Nestorian' Church — mainly 1n
Iraq? No single point of the compass will embrace all the differencts s
presented by these geographical areas (and even the geographical des12nations
obscure local differences). I am not simply suggesting that it is all more com-
plicated than convenient labels indicate: you would all expect that 1© ‘?E’d‘t_'*
case. What I really want to argue is that the seventh century was a penod i
which historically important understandings ot (different) Christian identities
were being fashioned, and in particular that Maximus the Confessor played a
decisive role in the fashioning of one of these senses of identity, that which
has come 1o be called *Byzantine’ or (though unfairly, so far as many Oriental
Christians are concerned) ‘Eastern Orthodox’. Maximus® apparent acCessibility
to many Western Christians is not because he in some way stands aside fmﬂrn
the ‘Byzantine’ tradition, thus understood: rather it says something about the
richness of that theological synthesis, the lineaments of which he and c?thcrs:
forged in the ‘interesting times’ of the seventh and eighth centuries, in Maximus
case, at the cost of his lite,

Perhaps the easiest way to pursue this will be to take that last pol :
the need for more points of the compass than just East and West. Let Us move
around clockwise: from New Rome to Old Rome.

hat

nt — about

; . : i
& Eg., op. cit. 29: in Constantine Porphyrogenitus, de Administrando Imperio, ed. G- Moravesl

ted. 2, Dumbarton Oaks Texts, 1; 1967), p. 121.
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First, Constantinople. As a recently published volume of Grillmeier's mas-
sive and impressive work has revealed — part 2 of vol. 2 of his Jesus der
Christus im Glauben der Kirche’ — Constantinople played an enormously
important role in the development of Christology in the sixth century. This
was mainly because of the lead taken by the Emperor in such matters, and
especially the emperor Justinian, For the Council of Chalcedon had left the
Christian Emperor with a divided Empire on his hands. Many Christians in the
East felt that that council had betrayed Saint Cyril of Alexandria, veneration
for whom was such that he was later to be known as the ‘Seal of the Fathers’:
they were called monophysites (that is, those who believed that Christ had one
sole nature) by their enemies, and for convenience, but with some reluctance,
[ shall so call them. What took place in Constantinople in the sixth century
was a serious attemnpls to allay their anxieties. The condemnation of passages
from three theologians of the Antiochene School, Theodore of Mopsuestia,
Theodoret of Cyrus and Ibas of Edessa, two of whom had been accepted as
orthodex by the council of Chalcedon — the so-called condemnation of the
“Three Chapters’, which was endorsed at the Fifth Ecumenical Council — was
part of this attempt to reassure the monophysite followers of Cyril. More
important, however, was the endeavour to read the Definition of Chalcedon in
terms of the theology of Cyril — it had, after all, been acclaimed by the
Fathers of the Coungil as faithtul to Cyril — an attempt sometimes called Neo-
Chalcedonianism, though better called, following Jean Meyendorft, Cyrilline
Chalcedonianism®. This involved making clear that the hypostasis that had
become incarnate was indeed the eternal hypostasis of the Son, something that
it can be argued is not crystal clear in the Chalcedonian Definition. But Jus-
tnian went further than this. One of the flash-points between the monophysites
and the Chalcedonians had been the so-called Theopaschite addition to the
Trisagion. This hymn — Holy God, Holy Strong, Holy Immortal, have mercy
on us — had become part of the liturgy of Constantinople and the East in the
fifth century. In Synia it was understood as addressed to the Second Person of
the Trinity, and the Syrian monophysites had added to it the clause ‘who was
crucified for us’. In Constantinople, however, the Trisagion was understood to
be addressed to the Trinity as a whole, and such an addition would imply the
heretical notion of the passibility of the divine substance. Despite this, the
theopaschite addition became the badge of monophysite piety, and Justinian’s
predecessor but one, Anastasius, had signalled his monophysite sympathies by
ordering the monophysite form of the Trisagion: this provoked a riot and

T Alois Grillmeier, fesus der Christuy im Glauben der Kirche, Band 2/2: Die Kirche von
Konstantinapel im 6. Jahrhundent (Freiburg-Basle-Vienna, [989), The English translation has just
appeared (1995).

% Bee, e.g., John Meyendarff, Byvzanrine Theology. Histarical trends and doctrinal themes
{London, 1975), pp. 34-5.
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nearly cost him his throne. Gibbon, as you might expect, devotes a splendid
page to this incident;

The Trisagion, with or without this obnoxious addition, was chanted in the cathedral
by two adverse choirs, and, when their lungs were exhausted, they had recourse to the

more solid arguments of sticks and stones; the aggressors were punished by the
emperor, and defended by the patriarch; and the crown and mitre were staked on the

event of this momentous quarrel?,

Justinian did not compromise over the Trisagion, but he did accept the
theopaschite formula — ‘One of the Trinity suffered in the flesh’ — incorpo-
rating it in the canons of the Fifth Ecumenical Council, and perhaps more sig-
nificantly in the hymn "0 povoyevijg vidg, ascribed to the Emperor himself,
and now a fixed part of the Byzantine liturgy, which includes the words: “You
were crucified, Christ God, by death trampling on death, being one of the Holy
Trinity, ... save us!'"

This Christological development was fully accepted by Maximus. But not the
further developments that were essayed in the seventh century. For Justinian’s
efforts had made little impact on the monophysites. On the contrary, by the
time of Justinian’s death there was a separate monophysite hierarchy of bishops
serving the needs of those who refused to accept Chalcedon: they were strong
especially in Syria and Egypt, and the persecution they had suffered at the
hands of the imperial forces can hardly have sirengthened their loyalty to the
imperial throne. When Chosroes, the Persian Shah, invaded the Eastern
provinces of the Roman Empire at the beginning of the seventh century, he
tried to capitalize on these religious differences. The response from Constan-
tinople was to try again to make Chalcedonian orthodoxy acceptable to the
monophysites. Sergius, the patriarch of Censtantinople, took some care over
this, approaching one of the monophysite bishops of Egypt, George Arsas, for
theological ammunition. The proposal this time was what has come to be
called monenergism: the doctrine that in Christ there are two natures of divin-
ity an¢d humanity, united in one person and expressed through a single activity,
or energy. It must have seemed a brilliant solution, for not only would it allay
maonophysite fears about Chalcedon undermining Christ’s unity, it was also a
formula that could be accepted by the Church of the East, those Christians who
had refused to accept the condemnation of Nestorius at the council of Ephesus
in 431 and had found a home in the Persian empire. When Heraclius retumned
from defeating the Persian empire at Ctesiphon in 628 and recovering the true
Cross, that had been taken from Jerusalem after its surrender to the Persians in
614, it was his doctrine of monenergism — and the possession of the relic of

¢ Edward Gibbon, The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, ch. 47 (World
Classics ed., vol. 5, 1904, p. 155).

0 Translation taken from The Divine Liturey of our Father amang the Saints John Chrysosiom
(Cheford, 19957, p. 11
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the Cross — that formed the basis for the incorporation of the Armenian
Church into the Imperial Church in 630, and union with some monophysites at
least in Syria and Mesopotamia a little later,

It 15 not then surprising that Constantinople became attached to monenergism
and later to the refinement of that doctrine called monothelitism, according lc:
which the two natures of Christ were united in one person and one will,
Although it lost imperial support in 680, when the sixth Ecumenical Council
wias convened, and monothelitism condemned (without, as we have seen, any
mention of the confessors who had opposed it with their lives, Pope Martin
and [Ihil' monk Maximus), it again became imperial policy at the beginning of
1.'1": eighth century and gained support from distinguished Byzantine n:]iur::hrnen,
including the future patriarch Germanus and St Andrew of Crete. Monothelitism,
then, became the hallmark of the theology of the capital in the seventh century.
:'ft]flﬂrl from that we know little. But we do know from Maximus that theologians
in the capital were criticizing Rome over the matter of the filicgue: and that
Maximus defended the Roman doctrine, arguing that it does not make the Son
a source (titic) of the Spirit, but simply means that the Spirit proceeds through
(G} the Son, and citing Cyril of Alexandria in support. Two centuries later a
theologian in Constantinople — Photius the patriarch — was to accuse Rome
of heresy over the filiogue clause in the course of the heated exchanges
F‘.’«E[Wﬂt‘:ﬂ Fome and Byzantium during the so-called Photian schism; one wonders
if there was not here the resurfacing of a long-standing tradition about the
errors of Rome from the theologians of the Byzantine court.

Let us now move round the compass to Syria. We have already learnt some-
thing about the theological situation here. For a few years Antioch had pro-
vided a patriarchal throne for Severus, the greatest monophysite theologian,
and indeed the greatest theologian of his age. But Syria produced another
theologian, whose works survive under the name of St Paul’s convert and dis-
:_::iplﬁ:, Dionysius the Areopagite. These works were destined to exercise a vast
influence on Christian theology, both in the East and the West, but they first
appear on the historical stage in Constantinople in 532, cited by the Severan
mmnuphysite theologians in support of their argument that, as there was a single
dn«:inerhuman (theandric) energy in Christ, so there must be a single nature
(pucig). This reading is found in none of the Greek manuscripts of the fourth
letter of Dionysius, which all read ‘a certain new theandric energy’. But that
leads us further round the compass to Palestine,

For Palestine was a centre in the East of lovalty to Chalcedon. This is
largely due to the monks, but is also doubtless due to the importance of
Jerusalem as a centre for pilgrimage and a place that enjoyed much imperial
patronage. It is important for Maximus, for though he may never have set foot
in Palestine (though according to the Syriac life he was born in Samaria and
I:ntgan his monastic life at the Old Lavra), his spiritual father was Sophronius,
onginally a monk of the monastery of St Theodosius, and later patriarch of
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Jerusalem. Tt is the Palestinian experience — of monasticism and attachment
to Chalcedonian orthodoxy — that lies behind Maximus. It was Sophronius
who first raised the alarm about monenergism, initially by his personal
protests, and then by his Synodical Letter, his confession of faith sent to the
other patriarchal sees after his election as patriarch of Jerusalem n 634, But
Palestine is important for Maximus in another respect. For the works of
Dionysius the Areopagite were edited by the leamed bishop of Scythopolis,
John, who published the Corpus Areopagiticum in a critical edition, with a
prologue and scholia. The purpose of this edition — as will become clear in
Beata Suchla’s eagerly-awaited edition of the prologue and scholia to the
Dionysian Corpus, and in the English translation and discussion of John's
scholia prepared by Paul Rorem and John Lamoreaux — the purpose of this
edition was to present Dionysius as a Cyrilline Chalcedonian, and wrest him
from the hands of the monophysites. Maximus continued this work of com-
mentary on Dionysius, and indeed the scholia and prologue were eventually all
ascribed to him. What Dionysius gives to Maximus is a vision of the whole
ereated order as a cosmic liturgy celebrating the love of God. But Palestine is
not only important to Maximus as providing perhaps the firmest anchor of his
spiritual and intellectual life, it is also important as building on the work of
synthesis that we find in Maximus. But more of that later.

If we move further round the compass, we come o Alexandna. At the
beginning of the seventh century, a friend of Sophronius, John the Mercitul,
had been the much-loved Chalcedonian patriarch of Alexandria: after his
death, Sophronius and another friend, John Moschus, had written his life. But
John had served a small minority of the Christians of Egypt: most of them
were monophysites and rejected his authority. In 631, however, Cyrus, a
native of Lazica on the Black Sea, where Maximus finally ended his life, and
a friend of the Constantinopolitan patriarch, Sergius, was appointed Patriarch
of Alexandria and Augustal Prefect of Egypt with the job of reconciling the
local monophysites to the imperial policy of monenergism. He achieved a
remarkable success, and in 633 published a pact of union, a carefully worded
statement of monenergist orthodoxy, and presided over the reconciliation of
many monophysite clergy. But it was this staternent, denounced as Apollinarian
by Sophronius, that sparked off the Christological controversy that was to end
in Maximus® exile and death.

If we move still further round the compass, we come to North Afnica. The
Morth African Church, that had been restored to the bosom of the Roman
Empire as a result of the overthrow of the Vandal occupation by Justinian’s
general, Belisarius, in 534, still remembered its greatest luminary, Augustine,
and regarded itself as a pillar of orthodoxy. As we have seen, a century earlier
it had excommunicated a pope, Vigilius, for his participation in the condem-
nation of the Three Chapters. Maximus lived there for at least fifteen years,
after his flight from the monastery at Cyzicus on the Sea of Marmara betore
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the Pctzsian advance on Constantinople in 626. When the monothelite contro-
versy hinally broke out after the publication of the impenial edict, the Ecthesis, in
?35’, the North African Church supported Maximus and the cause of orthodoxy
in a series of synodical acts. It was with this support that Maximus made his
way (o fome mn 645 or early 646. Maximus® relation to the Church of North
Aiin_r.'u 15 a puzzle. It was a Latin-speaking Church, and Maximus lived in North
Africa in a Greek monastery founded by his spiritual mentor, Sophronius. But
it is hardly likely that he was ignorant of Latin (he even seems to have had
some knowledge of Slavonic: the only source I can think of for his oceasional
pun on the name Severus as indicating something northern, frozen and
deprived of light)!!, and yet he never mentions Augustine by name, and there
is no absolutely convincing evidence of any kind of Augustinian influence on
the theology of Maximus. It was, however, the North African Church that first
supported Maximus in his fight against Monothelitism.

We had better let our compass swing round rather quickly through Spain
and Gaul, not that there was nothing of theological interest going on in that
comner of the compass, far from it. There may even be a Maximian connection,
in that it is possible, even likely, that Theodore of Tarsus, Archbishop of Can-
terbury (668-690), had come to know Maximus during the Lateran Council of
6495, But that brings us to Rome, where our compass comes to rest. It was
there that Maximus went, as we have seen, in 645 or 646 and there that the
Lateran Council took place in 649, which condemned monathelitism. Earlier
(and later) Rome did not stand so firm. It was Pope Honorius in his reply to
Sergius who had first used the phrase ‘one will of our Lord Jesus Christ’, the
key term of the monothelite confession, Curiously, Maximus is resolute in his
deftfml::: of Honorius, arguing that the pope meant simply that there was a single
undivided human will in Christ, in contrast to the divided will found in fallen
humanity*. And later, after the deposition of Martin by the Emperor, his succes-
sors, Popes Eugenius I and Vitalian, seem to have compromised and entered
mto communion with the monothelite patriarch of Constantinople, Peter, who had
praailded at the trial of Martin. It was the same patriarch, Peter, who challenged
Maximus’ ecclesial standing in terms of the theory of the Pentarchy, since by

then, with the defection of Rome, he was no longer in communion with any of .

the five patriarchates!?,

W See opuse. 3 (PG 91.52A) opusc. 7 (ibid, 724, This pun would make sense if Maximus
Wi dwane of the Slavonic word for the north, sever. Such knowledge is not perhaps impossible,
If M_ﬂ};]mus was protoasecretis from 610, he may have picked up some words of the language of
the MT{' tribes who had by then settled in the Sklaviniae, and with whom diplomatic sources in
Lhn:_::ar_ma] n_'iJI certainly have had some contact and presumably knowledge of their language.

= dee Michael Lapidge in idem, Archbishop Theodore, Commemorative Studies on his Life
and Influence {Cambridge, 1995), pp. 22-3,

5 In the Diclogue with Pyrehus: PG 91.329AR.

5 PG 90: 1324,
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This almost literal tour o ‘horizon has depicted a world of complex and shifting
religious allegiances. What was it that Maximus created out of his life and
witness? There are some odd features, not least what seems at first sight a
startling contrast berween Maximus and his spiritual father, Sophronius: whereas
Sophronius immediately denounces monenergism when he encounters it in
633 (and if he had spent most of the previous decade in North Africa, it may
well have been his first encounter with it), Maximus does not begin to raise his
voice against the imperial religious policy until after the publication of the
Ecthesis in 638. And it is not that he had no occasion, or that he was in some
way unqualified, So far as qualification is concerned, even before he arrived in
Africa (sometime, therefore, between 626 and 630), he was already known as
a champion of Chalcedonian orthodoxy, for while on the island of Crete he
had engaged in discussions with Severan bishops'®. So far as occasion is con-
cerned, in late 633 or early 634 Maximus had rephied to a letter of Pyrrhus,
later patriarch, about Sergius’ patriarchal judgment, in response to Sophronius’
protest — the psephos — that forbade mention of either one or two energies in
Christ, and supported Sergius’ psephos as a rejection of the Alexandrian pact of
union. This is almost as extraordinary as his attitude towards Pope Honorius,
for Sergius’ psephos was no repudiation of the Alexandrian pact, but rather
covert support. Nevertheless, the actual exposition of Christological doctrine
that this letter contains is entirely consistent with his later teaching. There is
then no guestion that Maximus in any way failed to recognize the error of
monenergism and monothelitism from the beginning, but it was not untl the
promulgation of the Ecthesis that he began to speak out,

| think there are two points to make about this reluctance. The first has to do
with any approach to the history of Christian doctrine from a Catholic or
Orthodox perspective: from such a perspective we know where we are Z0ing,
so that it is often difficult for us to realize that to those whom we are studying it
may not have been so clear, The christological issues of the sixth and seventh
centuries separated various Christians one from another, but the differences
were often very slight — a matter of words and phrases in which were con-
centrated centuries of deeply felt allegiance. It is not, indeed, obvicus that
Cyrus’ pact of union is wrong: it is very carefully phrased, and if crucial terms
are ambiguous — notably the key term, &vEpysia — it is not least because
such terms had only recently come to bear the weight of theological reflection.
It is just this point that Maximus makes in his letter to Pyrrhus. Just how close
streams of christological reflection can run emerges from his nearly contem-
porary Ambigua ad Thomam. The fifth of that later set of difficulties discusses
Dionysius’ notorious fourth letter that includes the phrase about a “theandric
energy’. In that discussion Maximus gives an interpretation of Christ’s walking
on water: ‘Clearly water is unstable, and cannot receive or support material

15 45 Maximus himsell savs: opuse. 3 (PG 91.49C).



342 A, LouTH

and earthly feet, but by a power beyond nature it is constituted as unyielding,
If then with unmoistened feet, which have bodily bulk and the weight of matter,
he traversed the wet and unstable substance, walking on the sea as on a pavement,
he shows through this crossing that the natural activity of his own flesh isg
inseparable from the power of his divinity’'®. This is remimscent of Severns®
own interpretation of the same episode: ‘For how will anyone divide walking
upon the water? For to run upon the sea is foreign to the human nature, but it
15 not proper to the divine nature to use bodily feet. Therefore that action 15 of
the incarnate Word, to whom belongs at the same time divine character and
humanity indivisibly'"". Perhaps the strength of Maximus' theological synthesis
lies partly in his capacity to sense the truths affirmed by those with whom he
ultimately disagrees, and to accommaodate that in his own more careful formu-
lation. That, too, might explain his caution and apparent reluctance to engage
I COntroversy.

But there may be something deeper here that could emerge if we put this
caution in speaking out in the context of his whole writing life. Maximus®
writings fit into a relatively short span: apart from documents connected with
his trial in 653, everything 15 contained in the period from 624 to 649, twenty-
five years. His earliest writings are all spiritual exhortation — eithers letters or
treatises like his Centuries on Love. His main theological works — the Mysra-
gogia, Ambigua, Quaestiones ad Thalassium — belong to half-a-dozen years
from the late 6205 to 635, and most of his controversial theological tracts
belong to the first half of the 640s. All his non-controversial theology comes
first, and virtually all of this takes a form that is suited to catechesis, especially
monastic catechesis — it 1s rooted in his life as a monk, and it is directed
towards the monastic life, or let us say more directly the Christian life. His
Centuries, such as his Centuries on Love, take over a genre that was especially
popular in monastic circles: a hundred brief paragraphs, mainly exhortatory,
sometimes capturing the essence of some aspect of Christian teaching, pre-
sented as food for pondering, for meditation. His favoured theological genre 18
not the traditional one of the commentary (though he wrote commentaries on
Ps 59 and the Lord's Prayer), but of discussion of difficult passages — in
Scripture or the Fathers (in fact, overwhelmingly Gregory of MNazianzus, the
Theologian). In the case of the earlier Ambigua, or ‘Difficulties’, we are told
that they grew out of discussion with the local bishop, John of Cyzicus. It 1s
theology as conversation, though conversation with one possessing a well-
stocked memory and very sharp mind. The Ambigua are interesting, for not
only are they abour tradition, in the form of passages from the Fathers, but
they are often compaesed of tradition, in that Maximus endlessly quotes (often

5 PG 91.1049BC.
1T Severus, Ep. 1| ad Sergivm (trans. in Tain R, Torrance, Christelogy after Chalcedon, Severus
af Antioch and Sergins the Monophvsive (Morwich, 1988), 154).
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very freely) and alludes to those he calls ‘the saints’. In this Maximus is part
of a tradition: a tradition that reaches back through the florilegia of the fifth and
sixth centuries to the Phifokalia put together by Basil the Great and Gregory
of Mazianzus, and continues in the painstaking efforts of the councils of the
seventh and eighth centuries (the sixth Ecumenical Council has been called “the
council of antiquarians and palacographers™)'® and scholars such as Saint John
Damascene. Such theology is about tradition, the preservation and identifying,
as well as the rethinking of tradition. It is essentially unsystematic, though it may,
as it does with Maximus, serve the articulation of a vision of God, creation and
the human person. Explicit theological controversy is much less important: (o
be engaged in reluctantly, and only when matters of fundamental importance
are at stake.

Maximus® connection with Sophronius is significant: for Sophronius
belongs to the tradition of Palestinian monasticism, a tradition that in the great
monasteries around Jerusalem kept the patriarchate a beacon of Chalcedoman
orthodoxy, even if sometimes tarnished in the person of the patriarch himself.
I have already suggested that it was the monasteries of Palestine that kept faith
with Maximus: it was certainly through John Damascene, that monk of the
Great Lavra, that several of Maximus® insights became the property of the
Church as a whaole. But the importance of the hink with Palestine is this: it was
in Palestine that Christians committed to Chalcedonian orthodoxy, as inter-
preted at the sixth and seventh ecumenical councils, worked out what Byzan-
tine orthodoxy stood for, in this taking Maximus as their guide (so that such
Christians were known, by their enemies, as ‘Maximians")?. For after the
Arab conquest, Chalcedonian Christians found themselves stripped of power:
no longer able to rely on the secular arm, they had to defend their beliefs
apainst monophysites, monothelites, Nestorians, not to mention Jews and
eventually Muslims. Controversy with the monothelites, especially, spawned
an interest in logic, for as is evident from Maximus’ tracts against the
monothelites, much turned on definitions of terms. It was for these purposes
that hand-books of logic. evidently intended for Christians, were produced in
the seventh century (some of them masquerade as some of Maximus® “theo-
logical opuscula’)?. They had to scour the tradition for support for disputed
questions, and in this they built on the already existing florilegia. All these
tendencies reach their apogee in John Damascene’s "Fount of Knowledge'. It
is not until the ninth century that the Queen City of Constantinople became in-
terested in all this, once it had finally repudiated iconoclasm. How late Maximus

Ik NG Wilson, Scholars of Byzantient (London, 1983), p. 62, citing an unnamed authority.

1 See, e.p., A, Guillawmont, Les “Kephalaia Grostica” d'Evagre le Pontique (Pamistica Sarbo-
nensia, 5: 1962), p. 176,

M See Mossman Roueché, ‘Byzantine Philosophical Texts of the Seventh Century”, Jahrbuch
der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik 23 {1974), pp. 61-76 and other articles by the same scholar.
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came to be known in Constantinople is evident from Photius’ Bibliothecq:
codices 192-5 deal with various works of Maximus that he has read, and absent
from them is perhaps the most important of Maximus® works, the earlier Am-
bigua ad Joannem,

[t 1s only then, in the ninth century, it seems to me, that we can begin to
speak of “Byzantine’ orthodoxy, and we need 1o recognize that the lineaments
of that orthodoxy were hammered out by Palestinian monks faithful to Maximus
and their Christian heritage, living under the rule of the caliphs.

Hans Urs von Balthasar began the first edition of his work on Maximus with
these words:

The vision of the world that Maximus the Confessor has left us in his writings is, from
more thin one perspective, the final achievement and the full maturity of Greek mystical,
theological and philosophical thought. It appears at that happy and fugitive moment
which unites for the last time, before the decomposition that is already close at hand,
the riches patiently acquired and developed by the effort of an entire culture: like a rose
in full bloom which awaits only the next breath of air 1o shed its petals, or the serenity
of a cloudless autumn day, whose decline is already proclaimed by the gathering
shades and a light mist®.

And Balthasar goes on to speak of the ‘decadence and sterility of Byzantine
scholasticism’ with ‘its dead and mechanical accumulation of the past in florile-
gia, anthologies, encyclopaedias, that Maximus multiplied in the margin of his
works’. On the contrary, it seems (o me that Maximus is not so much the end
as a beginning, and that he is most faithfully understood by those who appreciate
his method of rethinking the fruits of the tradition by commentary and pondering.
What are these florilegia to which Balthasar referred so scornfully? They should
be taken as including some of the finest liturgical poetry of the Byzanting
church, much of which is composed as a kind of catena of citations from
patristic sermons®:. And later on these Byzantine compilations include the
remarkable Evergetinas, compiled in the eleventh century by Paul Evergetis,
and the even more remarkable Philokalia, compiled in the eighteenth century
by 5t Nikodimos of the Holy Mountain and St Makarios of Corinth (the fourth
volume of the English translation of which has just appeared)®. It is a tradition
that is far from dead thirteen centuries after the time of its demise as
announced by Urs von Balthasar, and if it is true that this vast tradition — not
least the Byzantine liturgical tradition — is not much studied, that is at least in
part because there are better things to do with it than subject it to scholarly
scrutiny.,

1 Hans Urs von Balthasar, Litergie cosmigue (Paris, 1947), p. 11. Omitted from the second
edition, but quoted by L-H. Dalmais in his preface o Maximus the Confessor, Selected Writings,
trans. G.C. Berthold (Mahwah and London, 1985), p. xi,

=t See St MNikodimos of the Holy Mountain, "Eoprodpopilov {most recent edition: 3 vols,,
Thessaloniki, 1987).

= Both first published in Yenice: the Evergetinos in 1783, the Philokalia in 1782,
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Among the names of those scholars cited as having brought about what is
often called a ‘Maximian renaissance’ in this century, there is one glaring
omission, that of the great Romanian theologian, Fr Dumitru Staniloae — may
his memory be eternal! Fr Dumitru devoted his life to the Elud-".' n::quMzu:r;lrnu:-';
in the spirit of Saint Maximus: to translation, commentary, elucidation. Some
of that vast work is now becoming available in the West: lis commentaries on
the Ambigua were published in French translation gnly last year®, This, 1
would suggest, is the way we should approach Maximus: not as the end of
some distant historical epoch, but as one who played a supreme role n sl:rapmg i
tradition of Christian reflection and prayer that embraces not only Bast and
West. but several other points of the compass: the tradil:iunlc?f Byzantine or
Eastern Orthodoxy that was formed in the crucible of political defeat and

reaches up to the present day.

¥ Saint Maxime le Confesseur, Ambigua, introduction par Jean-Claude 1_an:h¢[, avant-propos,
traduction et notes par Emmanuel Ponsoye, commentaires par le pere D. Staniloge (Paris-Suzesncs,
1994).




L’Hypomnesticon de Joseph de Tibériade:
une euvre du [Véme siecle?

Simon C. Mpvoun, Paris

L"Yrowvnonuxov fLisiov Toannrou est un écrit qui prétend, sous forme
de questions ¢t réponses, faire connaitre ce qu'il importe de savoir du christia-
nisme & une certaine époque, de sa littérature comme de son histoire,

Malgré un important article de Jacques Moreau — remontant aux années
cinguante — & qui nous devons la redécouverte relativement récente de cette
cuvre, ['intérét des chercheurs, fort curicusement, ne s'est guére porté, au
cours de ces derniéres décennies, sur I"Hypomnesticon',

Dans toute la littérature chrétienne ancienne, J. Moreau ne voit qu'un seul
genre auquel on puisse rattacher ce Libellus memorialis: celui des quaestiones
et reponsiones ou "Epwranoxpiceig, qui a connu un grand développement i
partir du IVeéme sigcle®. Mais, un tel rattachement est A peine acceptable: 1'Hy-
pomnesticon, en effel, contrairement aux guaestiones et responsiones, envi-
sage les problémes de maniére simpliste et mécanique, se refusant & aborder
des questions controversées ou discutables. Cet ouvrage est done véritable-
ment une sorte d’hapax (selon 'expression de J. Moreau), ce qui permet de
comprendre, en partie, les difficultés rencontrées par les savants qui ont voulu
lui assigner une datation et une attribution. On pourrait se demander, tout
contexte et proportion mis 4 part, si I'Hypomnesticon ne reléve pas du méme
genre littéraire que les Hypomnemara d’Hégésippe, qui ne nous sonl acces-
sibles que par les trop rares extraits conservés dans |"Histoire ecclésiastique
d'Eusébe de Césarée’.

L*Hypomnesticon n’est connu que par un seul manuserit datant du Xéme
siecle, il s’agit du Cambridge, University Library 1157, £ 104-196% 11 a été
edité pour la premiére fois par J.A. Fabricius, en 1741, i la suite de la seconde

! Cf. 1. Moreaw, ‘Observations sur | Yaopvmonikdy fiiiiov Teofnrou’, in Byvzantion 25-
27 (1955-1957), pp. 241-276.

* Au sujet de ce penre littéraire, cf. G, Bardy, ‘La littérature patristique des "Quaestiones et
Responsiones’ sur I'Ecriture sainte’, in Reviee bibligue 41 (1932), pp. 210-236, pp. 341-362,
Pp. 515-537 et 41 (1933), pp. 14-30, 211-229, 328-352.

* Au sujet des Hypomnemata d'Hégésippe, of. N. Hyldahl, *Hegesipps Hypomnemara’, in
Studia theologica 14 (19600, pp. 70-113.

* Une copie du Cambridge, faite an XVIITEme sidcle, se trouve i la Bibliothéque universitaire
d'Utrechr.
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édition de son Codex pseudepisraphus Vereris Testamenti®. Gallandi accueillit
I'ouvrage dans sa Bibliotheca parmi ceux du Xéme siecle. Migne, dansg sa
Patrologia Graecorwm, le suivit dans cette voie, en le faisant figurer dans un
volume consacré a des ceavres tardives, Ce qui explique que depuis lors 1'ffy-
pomnesticon n'ait que fort rarement suscité intérét des chercheurs?,

L' Hypomnesticon se compose actuellement de 167 chapitres qui fournissent
des renseignements trés divers, notamment sur I"Ancien et le Nouveau testa-
ment’, mais aussi sur des sujets apparemment éloignés des préoccupations
chrétiennes comme par exemple la philosophie et la mantique grecques au
chapitre 144, Parmi la masse d’érudition que ['on trouve dans ['Hypomnesti-
con, certains chapitres sont d'un intérét considérable pour 'historien: en par-
ticulier, ceux dans lesquels 'auteur dresse la liste des persécutions (au chapitre
139) et celle des hérésies (au chapitre 140). C’est pourquoi, il €5t avant tout
important de situer exactement cette ceuyre dans le temps si ce n'est dans ['es-
pace, En effet, Iinterprétation de certains de ses chapitres dépend, dans une
large mesure, de sa datation et, dans une bien moindre mesure, de son attribu-
Lomn.

Les limites imparties a cette contribution obligent 4 une simple mise au
point sur les délicates questions de datation et d’attribution. Méme si ces deux
questions sont évidemment liées, 1] ne parait pas inutile, en bonne méthode, de
les examiner séparément.

I. Datation de I’Hypomnesticon

Les critiques ne sont pas d’accord quant & la datation de |'Hypomnesticon,
dont les dates proposées varient d’entre la seconde moiti€ du IVeme siecle et

le XI¢me siecle.
J.A. Fabricius datait I'Hypomnesticon du XIéme siécle, i cause de la men-

tion, dans cet ouvrage, d Hippolyte de Thebes, lequel cite lui-méme Syméon le

Des chapitres isolés sont conservés dans plusieurs manuscrits des Xéme et Xléme siecles (cf,
E, Dickamp, Hippolvtos var Theben. Texte und Untersuchungen (Miinster, 1E08), p. 147 et p. 149,
n. 1). La comparaison enfre les numéros affectés aux chapitres du Cambridge et ceux dont sont
pourvus les chapitres isolés, reproduits dans ces divers manuscrits, montre que 47 chapitres au
mains ont dispare au cours du temps — c'est du moins 'avis de F. Diekamp.

% 1A, Fabricius, Codex psendepigraphus Veteriy Testameni, t. 1 Accedit Josephi Veteris
Christiani Hypomnesticon (Hambourg, 1741),

¢ Actuellement le texte est communément accessible en PG 106, col. 15-176. Migne a reprs
I"édition de Gallandi que non pas celle de Fabricius,

" En réalité, I'Hypomnesticon ne compte que 166 chapitres car le chapitre 136 est un extrait
de la Chronigue d'Hippolyte de Thibes,

Sur ces 166 chapitres, 131 concernent 1" Ancien Testament et le judaizme, 35 le Mouveau Testa-
ment et le christianisme.
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Métaphraste®. Mais 1. Vossius en 1680 et G. Cave en 1699 avaient précédem-
ment proposé de fixer la composition de cette ceuvre vers 380 pour le premier
et vers 420 pour le second®, En revanche, Gallandi, en 1781, suivi par Migne,
en 1863, plagait I'Hypomnesticon au Xéme siécle'”. La position de Gallandi
reposait sur le scepticisme de Le Nain de Tillemont & 1'égard de la proposition
de Vossius'!. En 1898, F. Diekamp démontrait que le manuscrit unigue postu-
lait un archétype remontant au plus tard & la fin du IXéme sigcle'”. D’aprés ce
meme critique, le passage le plus tardif de cet écrit ne saurait étre postérieur a
la fin du Veme siécle. Cependant, il préférait ne lui assigner aucune date pré-
cise entre ces deux termini: fin Véme et fin [Xéme'?, En 1903, H. Hurter se
pronongait en faveur d’un écrivain inconnu de la fin du IVéme sigcle, posté-
rieur & Epiphane de Salamine'®. Une hypothése semblable avait déja été pro-
posée d'une part par C. Oudin en 17229, d’autre part par P. Lambeck et AE.
Kollar en 1776'%. En 1955-1957, J. Moreau, se fondant sur une analyse serrée
de certains chapitres, notamment ceux sur les hérésies et les persécutions, par-
venait 4 assurer une datation relativement haute: aux environs de 3807,
Comme les arguments de J. Moreau nous paraisse convainguants, il n'est
pas inutile de les reprendre rapidement. Aprés avoir démontré que le chapitre
136 de I'Hypomnesticon n'est qu'un extrait de la Chronigue d'Hippolyte de
Thébes'®, J. Moreau confirme sa datation A partir notamment d’une étude des

* Cf, LA, Fabricius, ap. cit., t. II: Accedit Josephi Vereriz Christiani Hypomnesticon {Ham-
bourg, 17413, p. 289, n. a.

? O L Vossius, De Sibyllinis Qraculiy (Qxford, 16800, p. 18 et G. Cave, Scriptorum ecole-
siasticorum historia linteraria (Genigve, 1699), pp. B3-84,

W Soulignons que 1B, Gallicciolli, I"éditeur du volume XIV de la Bibliotheca Gallandianag
— paru aprés la mort de Gallandi — mais non pas de |a préface, avait pris position en faveur
d une datation remontant au [Véme sigcle et méme d une attribution 4 Joseph de Tibériade. Sur
ce point, cf. I. Moreau, op. cif., in Byzantion 23-27 (1955-1957), p. 243,

" Cf. 8. Le Namn de Tillemont, Mémpires pouwr servir @ 'hisioire ecclésiastique des six pré-
miers siéches, 1. VIL{1G696G), p 28

2 Cf. F. Diekamp, op. cil. (Miinster, 1398), pp. 145-151.

3 Pour F. Dickamp, op. cit, (Miinster, 1898), p, 149, 'emploi du titre Theotokos dans 1'Hy-
pompesticon (sans compter le chapitre 136, on le rencontre deux fois: en 1, 5 et en 16, &) était la
preuve gue sa date de composition ne saurait 8tre antérieure au concile d'Ephése de 431, Un telle
asscrtion ne parait plus fondée, on sait maintenant que ce titre était usuel an IVéme siécle: il @
méme £té utilisé par Apollinaire de Laodicde.

" Cf. H, Hurter, Nomenclator literarius Theologiae Catholicae, vol. 1 {Innsbruck, 1903), col-
210,

B Cf C. Qudin, Commentarius de scriptoribus Eeclesiasiicis, vol. TI (Leipzig, 1722), col.
1060-1062.

6 (°f P, Lambeck et A.F, Kollar, Peiri Lambecii Hamburgensis Commentariorum de Augus-
tissima Bibliotheca Caesarea Vindobonens! Liber [T (Vienne, 1776), p. 85, n. C.

-, J. Moreau, op. cit., in Byzantion 25-27 (1935-1957), pp. 242-254,

" Sur ce peint, J. Moreau ne fait que reprendee la démonstration de F. Diekamp, op. cil.
{Miinster, 1898), p. 150, qui considérait que le fragment d"Hippolyte de Thébe est en réalité uné
note marginale introduite dans le texte de I Hypaninesticon.
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chapitres 139 et 140: il montre, par exemple, que la présentation du régne de
Julien comme un temps de persécution, absente de I'Hypomnesticon, est pos-
térieure & 380", A noter en particulier qu'il fait aussi appel, entre autres, & des
arguments contenus au chapitre 122, celui consacré aux traductions grecques
de la Bible.

Au chapitre 122, Pauteur de I'Hypomnesticon énumeére donc les versions
connues de son temps, elles sont au nombre de six: la Septante, celles d” Aqui-
las, Symmague et Théodotion, la méuntn anonyme découverte a Jéncho et
I’£x1n semblablement anonyme provenant de Nicopolis. Cetle notice est assez
proche de celle que I'on trouve dans le De mensuris et ponderibus d"Epiphane
de Salamine. Dans de nombreux manuscits grecs de la Bible, il est vrai, on
rencontre, en guise de préface ou de postface, une notice assez semblable a
celles figurant dans |’ Hypomnesticon ou le De mensuris et panderibus, Cepen-
dant, il ¥ est question, non point de six mais de sept traductions, la derniére
étant celle de Lucien d"Antioche, Selon J. Moreau, si 'auteur de I"'Hypomnes-
ticon n'a pas connu cette dernigére version, ¢’est qu’il éerit bien avant 1'époque
des discussions sur la valeur relative des recensions origénienne, hésychienne
et lucianéenne, dont 1’échos se trouve chez Jérome". En effet, toujours selon
J. Moreau, auteur de I Hypomnesticon écrit & une épogue antérieure a la crise
origénienne, représentant le background de cette discussion, qui devait
conduire, en Palestine, & 1’abandon de la version d’Origéne au profit de la ver-
sion de Lucien — il n'a pas connu, au sujet de cette derniere, la tradition de
son invention & Nicomédie, sous le régne de Constantin, dont I’émergence date
de 'extréme fin du [Véme siécle™.

Il est donc possible de se rallier & la datation proposée par Jacques Moreau,
deji retenue par Isaac Vossius, & savoir les environs de 380 — plutdt avant
qu'aprés cette date.

[In autre arcument, avancé par F. Diekamp et retenu par J. Moreau, intervient,
par ailleur, en faveur d’une telle datation: il s’agit de 'opinion doctrinale de
"auteur de 1'Hypomnesticon™. A partir d'une étude du chapitre 140 de I'Hy-
pomnesticon, qui fournit une liste des hérésies du temps, et de celle du Pana-
rion d’Epiphane, F. Diekamp avait conclu que "auteur de 'Hypommnesticon était

% Dans I"Hypomnesticon, il est certes question, au chapitre 140, d'une douzitme perséeution
due & Julien, mais 1"auteur précize que 'empereur ne persécuta pas, qu'il combattit les chretiens
seulement par ses écrits. Les sources mentionnant des martyrs sous Julien (3 ce sujet, cf. B. De
Gaiffier, “Sub luliane Apostata dans le Martyrologe remain’, in Analecta Bollandiana 74 {1956),
pp. 5-7) seraient done postérieures & la composition de U'Hypemnesticon,

2. Cf. J. Moreau, op. cit., in Byzantion 25-27 (1955-1957), pp. 250-252.

2l Le chapitre 25, concernant la liste des livres de 1"Ancien Testament comptant 22 occur-
rences, représente un état relativement ancien de la discussion relative & la place de 'épisode de
Ruth et au caractére du livre d'Esther, ¢'est-a-dire le TVEme sitcle.

2 f, F. Dickamp, op. ci. (Miinster, 1898), pp. 147-148 ¢t . Moreau, ap. cir, in Byzantion
25-27 (1955-1957), pp. 247-248,
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apollinariste, ou qu'il utilisait des documents provenant de cetle tendance™, Le
fait qu’il passe sous silence les Dimoerites et les Antidicomarianites, hére-
tiques cités par Epiphane, pourrait étre considéré, en effet, comme un €lément
en faveur de cette hypothése, d’autant que dans le Panarion, les Apollinaristes
sant désignés sous le nom de Dimoerites et que les Antidicomarianites parais-
sent tirer leur doctrine de "apollinarisme. Dre plus, au chapitre 139, qui fournit
une liste des persécutions, |'auteur de I'Hypommnesticon mentionne |"hérésie des
Anthropolitres qui ne figure pas au chapitre 140, Pour J. Moreau, autre argu-
ment en faveur de |"hypothiése de F. Dickamp, cette appellation €tait utilisée
par les Apollinaristes pour désigner leurs détracteurs, elle ne peut donc avoir
&1é utilisée que par un auteur apollinariste de la fin du IVeme siecle, surtout
qu'd partir du Véme sigcle ce méme vocable sera employé pour désigner les
Nestoriens, dont 1’absence est i souligner™. Ces dernitres précisions permet-
tent de penser que I'Hypomnesticon est certainement antérieur au Panarion.

D’autre part, 1'auteur de 1'Hypomnesticon, de par les informations rappor-
tées au chapitre 144, avait des compétences certaines en philosophie et en
martique grecques. Ses connaissances en ces domaines, notamment de Por-
phyre et de Jamblique, renvoient aussi au IVeme sitcle®® — en tout cas la
rédaction d’une telle notice est impossible aux Xéme ou Xléme siecles,

L'auteur de I'Hypomnesticon était, selon toute vraisemblance, apollinariste, il
devait done étre nécessairement un farouche opposant & 'arianisme. Une telle
thi-se renforce, d’une certaine maniére, une datation proche des environs de 380.

Il n’est pas possible, en tout cas, de considérer que ce texte date des Xéme
ou Xleme sigcles, ni méme des Véme ou VIgme sidcles: les informations, sur
lesquelles il se fonde, remontent dans 1’ensemble au IVéme siecle, et ignorent
les problématiques postérieures®’.

B Le Panarion compte 60 hérésies chrétiennes alors que U'Hypomnesiican en énumére 62. La
différence entre ces deux listes provient du fait que 'anteur de I'Hypomnesiicon commence 501
catalogue par les Hérodiens et 'achéve par les Anthropomorphites alors que |*auteur du Para-
ripn mentionne les premiers parmi les hérésies juives que non pas chrétiennaes et ne parle aucu-
nement des seconds.

L’ Hypomnesticon signale dos hérésies sous d’autres noms que le Panarion: Marianites (H) =
Collyridiens (P); Macédoniens (H) = Pneumatomagues (F); Movatiens {H) = Cathares (P Elka-
saftes (H) = Sampséens (P), Figurent dans |’ Hypomnesiicon ¢t nan dans le Panarion: Theudien,
Mage d'Egypie, Byrilliens (Béryllicns), Artémiens. Figurent dans le Panarion et non dans I'Hy-
pomnesticon: Dimoerites (¢’est le nom donné par Epiphane aux Apollinaristes), Antidicomaria-
nites, Encratites, Moétiens.

* Dans la notice 12 du chapitre 139, celle concernant la persécution de Julien, |'auteur ren-
voie dos-i-tlos, en tant qu'ennemies de |'Bglise, les hénésies arienne et anthropolitre.

2 Au chapitre 139, 43, 1'auteur de 'Hypomnesticon rappetle gu'Crigéne a faibli devant |3
perséeution. Apallinaire a combattu certaines des idées d'Origgne. Rien d’élonnant qu'un parti-
san des tendances apollinaristes s’altaque, en passant, au célébre docteur.

% A ce sujet, il faudrait signaler, au chapitre 144, 58, une bréve citation du §27 de la lettre de
Porphyre & Anéhon, qui en st apparemment la seule attestation en grec.

2 Erant donné la date de |'unigque manuscrit connu, les Xéme ou Xlgme siccles sont de loule
fagon & exclure parmi les hypothises & envisager.
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1l resterait encore a déterminer si I'Hypomnesticon est antérieur ou poste-
rieur au Panarion d'Epiphane de Salamine. Dans |"état actuel de la recherche,
il est difficile de répondre de guelcongue maniére pour I'ensemble de I'euvre,
Toutefois, un peint est relativement certain: la liste des hérésies, figurant au
chapitre 139, parait antérieure i celle d’Epiphane elle serait d'ailleurs &
comparer avec celle de I' Anacephalaiosis, avec qui elle entretient nombre affi-
nités™®,

11. Atiribution de I'Hypomnesticon

Dans le seul manuscrit connu, 1'eeuvre est attribuée a un ce rtain Joseph, sans
plus de précision. Contrairement a la question de la datation, gui releve de la
critique interne, la question de Iattribution repose essentiellement sur la cri-
ligue exierne.

[saac Vossius, en 1680, est le premier & avoir proposé d’identifier le Joseph,
auteur de I'Hypomnesticon, avec Joseph de Tibériade, qui avait le tire de
comte. Jacques Moreau, dans ce méme article des années 1955-1957, reprend
et partage 1'opinion d'Isaac Vossius™.

Joseph de Tibériade n'est pas aulrement connu que par un récit conserve
dans la Panarion d’Epiphane de Salamine™. Les études sur Joseph de Tibé-
Hade ne sont pas abondantes en dehors de celles de F. Manns et de T.C.G.
Thornton, qui ignorent tout d’une quelcongue attribution de 1'Hypomnesiican
i ce personnage’’. Dans le récit d’Epiphane, en aucune facon, il n’est question
de I'Hypontnesticon.

Le récit sur Joseph de Tibériade se trouve en Panarion 30, 4-12. La notice 30
du Panarion d'Epiphane de Salamine contient une longue €t confuse description

™ Dans I"Anacephalaiosis, lut comme dans |"Hypomnesticon, il est, par exemple, question
des Flkasaites el non pas des Sampséens, comme dans le Panarion (en fai auteor de ' Hypom-
nesticon connait les deux appellations). Ce qui pourrait remetire cn guestion la these de Ianté-
riorité du Panaricn par rapport 4 ' Anacephalaiosis.,

#® O 1, Moreau, op. cit., in Byzantion 25-27 (1955-1957), pp. 254-25Y,

' Joseph de Tibériade, apparemment un grand personnage de la Palestine du 1¥Veme sitcle,
fut ignoré apres sa mort,

Bien gu'il n'existe aucune attestation de son culte dans 1 Antiquité, au XVIeme siicle, il fur
inserit au 22 juillet du Martyrologe romain par Raronius, qui se fondait uniquement sur le récit
d'Epiphane dans le Pararion,

Ce personnage a fort peu retenu attention des éditeurs des grands dictionnaires théologiques
de notre épogue en dehars de la courte notice de R. Gazeau, "Toseph (aint} de Scyvthopolis', in
Cathallcisme 6 (1967), col. 1007,

3 F, Manns, ‘Joseph de Tibériade, un judéo-chrétien du quatncme sigcle’, in G.C. Botlini, L.
di Segni, B, Alliata (Ed.). Christian Archaeolagy in the Holy Land. New Discaveries (Jérusalem,
1990), pp. 353-559; T.C.G. Thormen, “The Stories of Joseph of Tiberias', in Vigilige Christia-
nae 44 (1900), pp. 54-63.
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du groupe judéo-chrétien des Ebionites™. En plein milieu de cette description,
apparait une parenthése sur un certain Joseph de Tibériade. Cette disgression
fourmille d’informations aussi curieuses que précieuses, a laquelle méme les
archéologues 8"y réferent parfois puisqu’il y est question de la construction des
premieres églises de Galilée,

Joseph de Tibériade nayant rien d’un Ebionite, on peut déji se demander
pourquol Epiphane a inséré ce récit en plein milieu de cette notice. Selon F.
Manns, le but principal de cette disgression est d’éclaircir le probléme de 'ori-
gine des livres hébreux en usage chez les Nazoréens et les Ebionites dont il est
question en aval, en 30, 3, 9 et dont il sera encore question en amont, en 30,
13, 1 — il sagit en fait des livres utilisés chez les Nasaréens et non pas chez
les Nazoréens™,

Apres quelques éléments de critique littéraire et de critique historique sur le
récit d’Epiphane concernant Joseph de Tibériade, la question de 1'attnbution
de I'Hypommnesticon a ce dernier est abordée,

Eléments de critique lintéraire.

Epiphane. aprés avoir indiqué que de nombreux juifs possédent des traduc-
tions hébraiques des Evangiles et des Actes, commence son récit sur Joseph de
Tibériade.

A la mort d'Hillel. patriarche juif qui s'était fait baptiser sur son lit d’ago-
nie, Joseph fut chargé de la tutelle de son fils Judas, son successeur. Guéri de
fagon miraculeuse par 'intervention du Christ, sauvé de graves dangers par la
meéme entremise, Joseph, qui avait exercé d’importantes fonctions dans la
communauté juive, entre autres en Cilicie ol Judas 1’avait envoyé comme
apdtre — c'est-a-dire n*5¥ — afin de collecter 1'impot pour le patriarcat, se
convertit au christianisme. Il se rendit 4 la cour impériale, gagna ’amitié de
Constantin, recut le titre de comte (contes) et des lettres 1'autorisant 4 bétir des
¢glises a Tibériade, Diocésarée (= Sepphoris), Nazareth, Caphamaiim et dans

Il est aussi question du récit sur Joseph de Tibériade dans M. Avi-Yonah, The Jews wnder
Roman and Byzanune Rule. A Folitical History of Palestine from the Bar Kokhba War 1o the
Aral Conguest (Jérusalem, 1984}, pp. 167-169.

Un trouve des léments de crtique chez les nombrenx auteurs gui se sont intéressés au judéo-
christianisme ancien, On en rencontre aussi chez les spécialistes d'Epiphane de Salamine et des
Evangiles judéo-chrétiens,

¥ Sur cette notice, of, en particulier A.G. Koch, A Critical Investigation of Epiphaniies Know-
ledge of the Ebionites! A Transfation and Critical Discussion af *Panarion’ 30 (Londres, 1976;
These de Doctoral inddile).

Les élments contenus dans la notice sur les Ebionites ont souvent &ié considérés dans lear
ensemble comme non-historigues depuis Uouvrage de B.A, Lipsius, Zur Quellenkritik des Epi-
phanius (Vienne, 1865) — position gui demande & étre nuancée depuis 1'émde de A G. Koch.

** La confusion entre ces deux groupes est courante, méme les copistes des manuscrits du
Fanarion la commetiaient parfois.
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d*autres villes habitées uniquement par des juifs. A Tibériade, il rencontra une
telle résistance de la part des juifs qu'il y laissa I'église inachevée et se retira
A Seythopolis, La, il se révéla comme 1'un des plus fermes soutiens de 1"ortho-
doxie face au parti arien alors tout puissant grice a 'influence de I'évéque
Patrophile — il donna asile & I'évéque Eusébe de Verceil, un des plus célébres
opposants a 1'arianisme oceidental. : . 0 A

Malgré quelques inévitables disgressions, classiques dans l'ceuvre d Epi-
phane, le récit sur Joseph de Tibériade forme une unité litiéraire assez bien
construite. Mais contrairement 4 ce qu’affirme F. Manns, il est peu vraisem-
blable qu'elle ait eu précédemment une forme indépendante™, d’antant
qu’'Epiphane indique explicitemnent qu’il regut tous les éléments v figurant de
la bouche méme de Joseph.

Eléménts de critigue historigue.

Ce n'est pas le lieu d’examiner en détail I'authenticié historique de tous les
éyénements rapportés dans ce réeit, aussi se limite-t-on & de simples notules
sur "origine et la valeur du récit,

1. L’origine du récit.

Dans une disgression figurant au milieu du baptéme d'Hillel (en Panarion
30, 5, 1-8), Epiphane rapporte qu’il entendit ce récit de Joseph Illiamc‘imﬂ alors
que ce dernier était septuagénaire et vivait a Scythopolis. L‘éveque: L’JL Sa?a—
mine affirme aussi que Joseph était un chrétien orthodoxe, opposé a l'ana-
nisme. Il s'agit donc d'une source orale dont 'orthodoxie de son auteur est
incontestable aux yeux d'Epiphane. De plus, il semble que Joseph était encore
en vie — mais trés dgé, aux alentours de 90 ans — au moment ol I"évéque de
Salamine écrit le passage qui lui est consacré™,

Le récit a été raconté par Joseph i Epiphane, lors de sa visite & Eusébe de
Verceil, alors qu’il était 4gé d"environ 70 ans (donc entre 355 et 360). Les évé_-
nements rapportés sont vieux de 20 2 30 ans (donc entre 324 et 337). Epi-
phane, dans son Panarion, les relate quelgues 15 a 20 ans aprés son séjour a
Scythopolis, et de mémoire (donc vers 375).

2. La valeur du récit.

Le récit sur Joseph de Tibériade n’est pas d’un grand intérét théologique: il
illustre simplement la foi, la morale et la piéié du personnage central. Outre
certaines raisons particuligres sur lesquelles on reviendra, il est rapporté & des fins

M (f F, Manns, op. cit., in G.C. Bottini, L. di Segni, E. Alliata (Ed.). Christian Archagalogy

in the Holy Land. New Discoveries (Jérusalem, 19907, p. 554.
¥ D'apcune fagon, dans le récit, il n'est fait allusion & la mort de Joseph.
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d'instruction et d’édification. Ces caractéristiques ne 'empéchent nullement
de refléter aussi une réelle connaissance du backeground juil au IVéme siécle.

Les détails historiques sont dans leur ensemble considérés comme authen-
tiques par F. Manns et T.C.G. Thomton. en dehors peut-étre de ceux figurant
dans le passage concernant les patriarches Hillel et Judas.

Dans ce passage, il est notamment question de la conversion du patriarche
Hillel (Panarion 30,4, 4-7 et 6, 1-3). Les historiens ont donné des interpréta-
tions divergentes — toutes peu satisfaisantes d’ailleurs — de ce passage dont
I"originalité est de ne pas cadrer avec les données générales de I'histoire (au
[Véme siecle, aucun Judas n’a suceédé 4 un Hillel dans ordre de succession
des patriarches juifs}®. F. Manns et T.C.G. Thornton ne se prononcent nulle-
ment sur 'authenticité de la conversion au christianisme du patriarche Hillel,
au sujet de laquelle les sources juives sont du reste absolument silencicuses’,

Le passage relatant la tentative de séduction — par I'intervention de pra-
tiques magiques — d’une dame chrétienne par le jeune patriarche Judas aux
bains de Gadara, dont il est largement question (Panarion 30, 7, 5-8 et 8, 1-
10), méme s'il sert 1'apologétique chrétienne, pourrait étre historique en ce
[Veme siécle™ — en tout cas les détails sur le rituel magique paraissent
authentiques (Panarion 30, 8, 1-107%,

Pour T.C.G. Thornton, le récit sur Joseph de Tibériade apporte deux infor-
mations historiques majeures: 1. les grandes villes de Galilée (Tibériade, Dio-
césarée (= Sepphoris), Nazareth et Capharnaiim). au début du TVime sigcle,
Etaient habitées uniquement par des juifs: 2. Mattitude de Constantin & I"égard
des juifs, officiellement tolérante, était officieusement encourageante quant &
la conversion des juifs par les chrétiens.

* A.G. Koch, ap. cit. (Londres, 1976). p. 374, considére qu’Epiphane parle en fait de Judas
11 (230253} et de son frére Hillel qui a éé patriarche sous le nom de Gamaliel 1V (295-320), La
littérature rabbinique, il est vrai, a conservé le souvenir de ces deux fréres dont la vie aurait 618
scandaleuse (cf. Toselta Mo'ed Qatan 2, 15-16, TJ Pes 30d, TB Pes Sla et TJ Qid 6da).

Joseph étant né vers 283, il apparait difficile de penser qu'il ait ¢1é chargd de Ia utelle du fils
de Judas 1, décédé en 295. En revanche, il se peut fort bien que ce fut le cas i la mort de Gamg-
liel IV en 320, dont le fils, Judas 111, & éé patriarche de 320 4 345, Si une telle hypothése 5 avé-
rail, il faudrait considérer qu'Epiphane aurait retenu dans son récit le prénom du pére de Judas
III.]], Hillel, et non pas son nom de patriarche, Gamaliel [TTT]. N'v aurait-il pas un rapprochement
a fare avec la tradition sur fa conversion au christianisme de Gamaliel le maitre de Paul, qui fait
800 appantion an cours de la premidére meitié du IVEme sitcle?

T Clest le probléme historique le plus difficile que pose le récit sur Joseph de Tibériade., A
noter 'hypothése de B, Wallach, ‘The Textual History of an Aramaic Proverb®, in Journal of
Biblical Literature 60 (1941), pp. 403-434, qui, & partir de TJ Sab 116a, considire la conversion
du patriarche juif comme une création légendaire provenant des milicux éhionites, 1 serair plus
simple de penser qu’Epiphane aurail omis de rapporter le caractine secret de cette conversion, qui
aurait figuré dans le récit oral de Joseph — mais ce n'est i évidemment gu'une hypothése.

* Selon TI Qid fda, Hillel ben Gamaliel, le frére de Judas T, aurait fréquenté les bains de
(Gadara — trés renommés dans 1" Antiquité — en compagnie d'un certain Jenathan ben Eléazar.
. " Ce rituel magique, qui est un envoutement a des fins sexuelles, n’a jamais retenu 1°atten-
tion des spécialistes de ce domaine,
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En ce qui concerne la premiére assertion, 1l serait plus exact de dire que ces
villes étaient habitées i cette épogue non seulement par des juifs mais aussi
par des judéo-chrétiens™.

Mais le grand intérét de ce récit est de raconter la conversion de Joseph de
Tibériade, un riche notable juif proche de la cour patriarcale. Cette conversion
repose sur celle du patriarche Hillel, et sur quatre apparitions du Christ dont a
bénéficié Joseph dans ses réves — en accord d'ailleurs avec ce que disait Ori-
séne au sujet des réves gui étaient une source fréquente de conversion®. Il
convient aussi de relever |'importance des informations concernant le pouvoir
du nom de Jésus et le pouveir du signe de la croix dans les exorcismes — en
accord avec les croyances du I'Veéme siecle,

Une derniére précision est & souligner. Contrairement & ce qu'avance F.
Manns dans sa contribution, il n’est pas possible de considérer Joseph de Tibé-
riade comme un judéo-chrétien. Cest uniquemnent un juif converti au christia-
nisme. Si Epiphane 1'évoque dans la notice consacrée aux Ebionites, ce n'esl
pas qu'il le considére comme un judéo-chrétien, ¢’est pour de tout autres rai-
sons dont nous allons A présent nous occuper.

Selon F. Manns, ¢’est done A propos des livres hébreux utilisés par les Nasa-
réens et les Ebionites qu'Epiphane insére le récit sur Joseph de Tibériade®™. En
effet, ¢’est au cours de recherches dans le tréyor d"une synagogue de Tibériade
— c¢'est-i-dire dans la genizah — que Joseph découvre des livres chrétiens
écrits en hébreux, Ces livres hébreux sont I'Evangile selon Jean, les Actes des
Apdtres et 'Evangile selon Matthien — ces demiers n’onl rien en commun
avec les livres canoniques, nous précise Epiphane®. T.C.G, Thornton §"étonne
que I'on puisse trouver des ouvrages chrétiens dans une synagogue juive. 11 se de-
mande s'ils ne devaient pas servir a la controverse entre juifs et chrétiens. F,
Manns, considérant que ces livres sont éhionites, note qu’il est curieux qu’ils aient
é1é retrouves dans la genizah d une synagogue judéo-chrétienne de Tibériade alors
que les ébionites — aux dires d’Epiphane — semblent absents de Galilée.

0 Npus laissons de coé la question des éplises construites par Joseph dans les villes de Gali-
lées. Le récit d'Epiphane n'est d'ailleurs pas triés explicite sur ce point. Il signale sealement, au
sujet de Tibériade, que Joseph pensa convertir en église un temple, dédie 4 lempereur Hadrien,
et qui n'aval pas élé achéve,

1 Cf, Origéne, Conrre Celse 1, 46.

211 s'agit des livres utilisés par les nasaréens de la nonce 18 du Panarfon et non pas par les
nazordens de la notice 29,

A, Schmidtke, Newe Fragmente wund Untersuchungen zn den Judenchristlichen Evangelien
(Leipzig, 1911}, a mis en évidence les relations littéraires entre la notice 18 sur les Nasaréens et
la notice 30 sur les Ebionites. Sans aller jusqu’i prétendre qu’Epiphane a divisé en deux ce qui
n"était & "origine qu’un seul groupe (c’est la thése de A. Schridike que I'on trouve déja dans
EJ.A. Hor, Judaistie Cheistianiry (Londres, 1894)), il est possible d'envisager que le groupe juif
des Nasaréens a constitué le hackground du groupe chrétien des Ebionites; d'autant gue ces deux
oroupes partagent des affinités rituelles, notamment les prafiques baplistes.

8 une telle affirmation vaut peut-étre pour I'Evangile selon Matthicu en hébrew ou en ara-
méen (documentée par ailleurs), elle parait absolument gratuile pour les deux autres ouvrages.



356 5.C. WliMouMe

Il est possible que ces livres, qui sont des traductions réalisées i partir du
grec (c'est Epiphane qui ['affirme), aient €té en usage non pas chez les Ebio-
nites, encore moins chez les Nasaréens qui étaient des juifs hétérodoxes, maig

plutdt chez les Nazoréens*. Leur présence dans la genizah d’une synagogue

n'implique pas que celle-ci soit judéo-chrétienne. 1l se peut fort bien qu'ils
aient été utilisés par des juifs & des fin d'information, et rangés 14 afin de ne
pas &tre divulgués*,

En résumé, Joseph de Tibériade, qui naguit aux alentours de 285 et mourut
aprés 375, est un juif converti au christianisme durant le régne de Constantin
(entre 324 et 337). Apres avoir assuré la charge d'apdtre pour le compte du
patriarche juif, il regut le titre de comre de la part de I'empereur?,

Que penser de Uattribution de U'Hypomnesticon a Joseph de Tibériade?

Divers éléments sont, on I'a vu, en faveur d’un auteur palestinien, écrivant
avant 380, et méme vraisemblablement bien avant 375. Cet écrivain s'intéresse
particuliererment 4 1’Ancien Testament dont la connaissance de ’hébreu lui
permet d’avolr un saveir aussi étendu que profond, mais aussi au Nouveau
Testament. D’autre part, la philosophie et la mantique grecques ainsi que les
hérésies et les persécutions chrétiennes retiennent son attention. Enfin, ses ten-
dances doctrinales 1'opposent A D'arianisme et le rapprochent de 1'apollina-
risme. Pour sa part, Joseph de Tibériade était un notable juif, converti au chris-
tianisme — ce n’était pas un judéo-chrétien®’, 1 était d’une grande érudition,
connaissant le grec comme 'hébreu. Son orthodoxie érait incontestable; de par
son opposition virulente a I'égard de 1’arianisme, 1] aurait trés bien pu étre un
partisan des idées antiariennes d”Apollinaire de Laodicée. Sans pouvoir abou-
tir & une conclusion définitive, ces éléments paraissent former néanmoins le
tissu d'une argumentation en faveur de "attribution de |"Hypomanesticon 2
Joseph de Tibériade.

Evidemment, il est difficile de ne pas penser que le Joseph figurant dans le
titre soit le fruit d’une interpolation faisant simplement référence 4 Flavius
Joséphe et n'ayant rien 4 voir avec Joseph de Tibériade. Mais est-il possible
qu'un copiste connaissant 1'ceuvre de Flavius Joséphe ait pu croire qu’un écrit
parlant de 'empereur Julien pouvait étre attribué & cet auteur?

* 1l est douteux, par exemple, que les Ebionites, qui étaient antipauliniens, aient accepté parmi
leur Ecritures saintes les Actes des Apdtres dont plus de la moiti€ est consacrée & Paul, [ en est
de méme pour 'Evangile selon Jean dont la présentation du caractére divin de Jésus ne pouvail
qu'aller & U'encontre de leur doctrine qui n'acceptait strictement que son caracténe humain,

* Comme on sait, ils ne pouvaient pas &tre détruits car contenant le nom de Dieu,

A noter que le titre de comes était accordé, entre avtres, aux fonctionnaires du fisc. Clest
exactement la charge qu'exercait Joseph pour le patriarcat juif, selon les prérogatives édictées par
I"Empire.

“ La confusion entre Ebionites et Nazoréens, commise par auteur de |'Hypormesticon, en
139, 6, montre qu'il n"était pas judéo-chrétien.
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Conclusion

Quoi que 'on pense de 1’attribution de ' Hypomnesticon 4 Joseph de Tibé-
riade, il est certain que I'ouvrage a €té composé avant 380*. Ce document,
maleré son ancienneté n’a pas été jusqu’ici exploité par les historiens du chris-
tianisme ancien, en dehors des seuls spécialistes des persécutions — 1l mérite
par conséquent d'&tre pris en considération™.

J. Moreau espérait qu'd la suite de sa contribution, I'Hypomnesticon ne
serait plus négligé. Tel ne fut pas le cas. Nous osons penser que ce lexte, chlml
une nouvelle édition est nécessaire, n'attendra pas encore une quarantaine

5 . = g X £500
d’années avant qu'un autre chercheur s'intéresse de nouveau i ui™.

% A relever que . Moreau, op. cit., in Byzanien 25-27 (1955-1957), p. 238, n. 1. propasait
de comparer I"Hypomnaesticon de Joseph de Tibériade aux Ouaestiones Veteris et Novi Testamenti
de 1" Ambrosiaster, 4 condition que ce soit bien I'meuvre du juif converti Isaac de Rome,

# |4 courte notice 49 du chapitre 140 de I'Hypomnesticon, concernant les Marianites, csl
absolument nécessaire pour comprendre la longue notice 7% du Panarion, concernant les Colly-
ridiens. Au sujet de Videntification Collyriens = Marianites, cf. F.X. Dolger, "Die cigenartige
Marienverehrung der Philomarianiten oder Kollyridianer in Arabien’, in Antike u.-mf Christentin,
[ {Miinster, 19293, pp, 107-142 et p. 160 (I'auteur ne connait pas I'Hypomnesicon).

Die plus, si la datation retenue de I'Hypomnesticon se trouvait confirmée, dans la notice 49 '.l”
chapitre 140, on aurait la plus ancienne attestation de I"assomption ::ln::* Murie (R Pty avTmy
ele olpaviy avelAfjpBo — une telle précision est absente de la notice du Panarion U, pour-
tant s intéresse au sont final de Marie), qui était alors considérée comme Une Croyance hr:ré_ngur:-
Auguel cas, on pourrail se demander 51 1'on ne serait pas en pr_és_enm de I'{mgm!:ldes Lrn-.*:_mcms
et croyances sur le sort final de Marie, autrement dit: & I"origine de la Dnrmﬂmn SeTdil une
Assomption aux normes considérées comme hérétiques, celle-ci aurait €4¢ reprise plus tard avec
des normes tout autres, Ne connaissant pas cette courte notice de I'Hypomnesticon, une telle
éventualité n'avait pas é1é soulevée dans notre ouvrage (cf. 5.C. Mimouni, Dormition et Assamp-
tion de Marie, Histoire des tradifions anclennes, Paris, 1993). L

% Notre contribution est largement redevable 3 U'éude de J, Moreaw, dont la consultation de-
menre toujours nécessaire, surtout pour son analyse pénétrante du chapitre 139 sur les perséoutions.




Kenosis or Impassibility:
Cyril of Alexandria and Theodoret of Cyrus on
the Problem of Divine Pathos

John J. O'KEeErE, Omaha, Nebraska

I. Introduction

Many text book accounts of the christological debates of the fifth century
continue to propagate a caricature with considerable influence': Alexandrian
christelogy, they imply, missed the point of the incarnation by denying the
Word a full human nature, while Antiochene chrstological thought really
grasped the essentials. Antiochene theologians were the cool-headed exegetes
who resisted allegorical readings of the text, refused to allow philosophy to
dominate their christology, and insisted on the historical significance of Jesus as
a4 human being. The Antiochenes, according to this view, appear surprisingly
modern, almost anticipating contemporary christology from below?,

Although most recent scholarly studies of the chnistological debates of the
fifth century do not make this mistake, it seems to me that we have not vet put
enough distance between ourselves and this distortion. One reason for this 1s
that we still tend to think that a desire to defend the full humanty of the Word
exclusively defines the Antiochene position. As a result we have not focused
sufficient attention on the similar, and I think more central, Antiochene desire
to defend the impassibility of God. Both issues are central to the christological
debate, but if we forget 1o talk about impassibility, we will be tempted to interpret
the controversy along the lines outlined above.

Contrary to what we may think, the impassibility of God was not taken for
granted in the patristic period, even by many ‘orthodox” theologians. One recent
study demonstrates convincingly that a significant number of patristic authors
made surprisingly ‘theopaschite’ remarks, including Clement, Tertulhan, and

I Cf., T. Bokenkotter, A Concise History of the Carholic church, révised ed. {New York.
19900; D. Camody and J. Carmody, Christtanitv: An Introduction, 3nd ed. (Belmont, CA, 1995).
p. 47 1. Gonzdlez, The Story af Christianiry, vol. 1, The Early Church 1o the Dawn of the Refor-
mation (5an Francisco, 1984), pp. 232-257: T. Helm, The Christian Religion (Englewood Cliffs,
NI, 1921), pp. 75-77.

? This tendency is noted by 1A, McGuckin, 8. Cvril of Alexandria: The Chrisiolopical Con-
troversy. Ity History, Theology, and Texts (Lewden, 1995), p. 190; cf. R. Wilken, “Exegesis and
the History of Theology: Reflections on the Adam-Christ Typology in Cyril of Alexandria’,
Church History 35 (1966), p. 140,
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Origen’. Likewise, studies of the fourth century have noted that divine suffering
raised serious theological questions during the theological debates of the fourth
century?. After the council of Nicaea, with the Son’s divine status as:-_;ured. the
questions become more difficult: to what extent did the human suffermg of the
Son touch the divine nature? If Jesus Christ is God as Nicaea said, and if Jesus
Christ suffered, as Scripture said, does this not imply that God suffered in
some way? Not surprisingly, God’s impassibility remained a key 1ssue through-
out the christological debates of the next century?, .

If we assume, as we often do, that all ancient authors embraced the :!_u-ulnnf;
of divine impassibility without question, we can easily fal 1o notice the
sionificant amount of attention the primary literature of the controversy devotes
to it. To understand the debate, however, we must do more than note that 1:.11&
key theologians were concerned about impassibility; we must also recogmze
that concerns about impassibility go to the heart of the controversy itself, s‘l_h]-
though I do not want to press this point oo far, the basic problem 15 a 'I:D1I‘.Llﬂli:l
between the Scriptural narrative and certain philosophical presuppositions
aboul what God can and cannot be like, The Alexandrians wanted to say that
when philosophy and the biblical narrative collide, preference ought to be
given to the narrative. Antioch did the reverse. In any case, the problem of
divine suffering gets priority attention from both camps. :

To illustrate the extent to which the problem of divine suffering permeated tljr.-;
debate T will, in the remaining pages, focus attention briefly on the f.:hri::l:lﬁlngm:s
of Cyril of Alexandria and Theodoret of Cyrus, arguably the best theologians on
each side of the controversy. Cyril, T suggest, while affirming the impasmbl!ny
of God, defers to the scriptural narrative: God is poured out in Jesus Lll‘zke.lnnsm_}l.
and in some way can, and must, be said to have made human suHml-mg his
own. For Cyril, the Bible interprets the philosophy. In contrast, :I\FT Antm{:ﬁﬂ:na
christology of Theodoret derives its primary energy from his desire :m delt;nd
the impassibility of God. For him, the Cyrillian, or ‘rp:}nnphysne position
dangerously compromised Nicene orthodoxy by implying that the Son was
somehow affected by passion and thereby reduced in u:_lwme, status. |Il'l a way,
Theodoret’s philosophical commitments drive his reading of the biblical text.

1 1ML Hallman, The Descent of God: Divine Suffering in History and Theotogy i Minneapolis,

19491}, — _ ) _
¢ R.P.C. Hanson reviews the evidence in The Search for the Chrisiian Doctring af Crond (Eddin-
burgh, 1988), pp. 109-116. . _ :

Tﬁg H. Chadwick has observed how important this issue was for the Antiochenes, *Eucharist and
Christology in the Nestorian Controversy”, Jowrnal of Theological Studies. n.s, 2(1951). pp. 145-
164, Likewise, M. Anasios says that Nestorius was primarily concemed with protecting God from
suffering, “Nestorius was Crthodox”, Dumharion Oaks Papers XV (1962}, p. M-E!. Cf., 1. Pelikan,
The Christian Tradition: A History of the Development of Docirine, vol. |, The Emergerice ?f the
Carholic Tradition {Chicago, 1971), p. 231: F. Young, From Nicaea to Chalcedon: A Guide 1o
the Literature and its Backgrownd (London, 1983), pp. 274275,
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One of the most interesting documents illustrating Cyril’s perspective on the
conflict survives as his Second Letter to Succensus®, Composed between 434
and 438 “when Cyril is engaged in combating the continuing opposition of such
Antiochenes as Theodoret™, the letter contains a remarkably succinct assessment
of what he thought the Antiochenes found unacceptable in his theology. As Cyril
explains it, they pressed him with four basic objections: 1) the phrase ‘one in-
carnate nature of the word” implies that Emmanuel suffered in his own nature:
2) his notion of one nature implies mixture and confusion, ‘with the human
nature in {the Word) being diminished or stolen away’; 3) if there is no enduring
human nature, can the Word be said to be consubstantial with us? and finally,
4) if the Lord suffers only at the level of the flesh, then his suffering is mind-
less and involuntary.

According to Grillmeier, this letter underscores Cyril's vulnerability to the
charge of Apollinarianism®. Undeniably Cyril’s opponents suspected Cyril’s
orthodoxy on this point. However, it seems to me odd to focus attention only
on Antiochene concerns about the complete humanity of the incarnate Word
when a careful reading of the text reveals that Cyril understood the charges to
be equally rooted in Antiochene fears that he was a theopaschite. The charpes
themselves imply such a fear, and Cyril’s response to them confirms i,

[f we consider the charges carefully, it is clear that on the ‘flip side’ of the
anti-Apollinarian rhetoric rests a theological concern to keep the divine nature
safe from contamination. The first objection reflects a fear that the Word suffered
in his own nature, not just that the humanity was overrun. The theologians
behind the second objection worry about watering down the divine nature by
mixing with humanity. Likewise, the third objection indicates not only that the
Antiochenes feared eradication of the human nature, but also that without the
presence of a complete human nature, only the divinity would be left to absorb
the suffering of Jesus. Even the fourth objection — that Cyril's conception of the
incarnation makes the Son’s suffering mindless and involuntary — seems to
come back around to protecting God from suffering. If the suffering of the Lord
was voluntary ‘there is nothing to prevent one from saying that he suffered in

the nature of the manhood™?; by implication, suffering is kept safely away
from God.

® References are 1o the critical text of LR, Wickham, wril of Alexandria: Select Letters
(Oxford, 1983), pp, 84-93. All translations are taken from MeGuckin, S5t € yril of Alexandria,
pp. 359-363,

T MeGunkin, p. 352, n. 1.

% A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. 1, From the Apostolic Age to Chalcedon,
trans. J. Bowden (Atlanta, 1975), pp. 472-478. However, few scholars would still agree with with

the: motion that Cyril was a secret Apollinarian. See Young, pp. 259-263.
' Wickham, 92.1.
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In this way, the Second Letter to Succensus suggests 1!1ﬂ1t -El?"-:il'iﬂ impassibility
lurked at least as an important subtext in the ﬂbj&ﬂttqﬂs_nf Cyril's opponents, and
it would be an easy matter to produce examples of mnlular CONCEMS FnI:rm a cross
section of Cyril’s corpus, both exegetical am:II doctrinal. The most llﬂEEI‘f:?tlll_';g
aspect of this letter, however, 15 the way C;ml chooses to defend !11]'”5:&! . He
seoffs at the notion that his chrstology demes E;hl'lst a full humanity: “If any-
one took away from the Son his perfect humanity’, he wrote,

‘he could rightly be accused of throwing the economy nverh-lr'uar-:l, and of Qtl}ymglme
incarnation. But if, as I have said, when we say that he was incamated this 1s I;:_:: ear
and unambiguous confession of the fact that h&lb&camc man, then there is .nhmi |:_n|:‘% -.-1':;
all to prevent us from thinking that the same Christ, the One and Only Son, is both Go

; : AR T
and man, as perfect in humanity as he is in deity’'"

Again and again he denies any validity to the charges that he :-:w;reﬂ:,_r eﬁpc{usled
Apollinarian views. However, the charge that his doctrine implied divine
ing strikes closer to home. ot
ﬁﬂ%i:?ugn;g on some of his favorite texts (e.g. John I.lfll, Ph1i1pp1ans‘3r.;:{
Hebrews 2,163, Cyril tumns the accusations upside down: his opponents erres
not in their instance on the full humanity of the incarnate W{frd, but in L‘r}m.r
exaggerated fear of attributing suffering to God. "They do not , he f:ﬂnl}fplgma,l
‘understand the economy, and make wicked attempts to displace the Sll.l] i erings
ta the man on his own, foolishly seeking a piety that does thn._=.:m ‘r_mnn S True,
Cyril himself did not attribute suffering di[{.—::%lly to the Word in his own Tli?.tl:lrll,
but for him, such distinctions fade to insignificance after the incarnation: w:e]r
recognize two natures in ham, . ., but we divide them only at i me:}retlri'a] leu:a
(v ynhoic Siehdvrag Evvoiaig), agd_ by subtle spcculatmn {‘é]\.rl fu;:m-;:
fzwpionc), or rather we accept the distinction ﬂ[‘t%}" In our menta 1!3 l'mT
(vou goviaciaig)...''2. When we encounter Chl‘!ﬁt,, ‘:iia'E: gncounter a Rm%he
subject, the Word made ﬂesh”.fl—[at;lce. Eynl explains, ‘we do not rule out the
st + of sayi at he suffered...”!*. bt oo ]
lbﬂé?l;:;;?fic?:iﬁltﬁth God’s kenosis provides the basis for his critique of
his opponents objections. In the economy, in the arena where the myst,sré rﬂ;
God's salvific plan for human life is manifest and enmunﬁ:ad, w_r:,1 m:\:et o
emptied out in, to quote Philippians 2, “the form of a sl;wa 3 Cyril's mr?'u:;llt-
ment to the implications of the biblical narrative led him to speak awkwardly

10 Thid., 91.4-10.
! Thad., 91.17-20.

12 [hi 3 .

i ﬁ:?{;ucii;qk? ::5.!?5'225, containg an excellent discussion of Cyril's defense of the single
subjectivity of Christ and its place in his christological thought.

¥ Wickham, B6.24-25,

17 Thid., 86.21.
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about "impassible suffering’'®, But failure to allow the text to speak is; he
implies, precisely the reason that the theology of his opponents fails:

The God-inspired scripture tells us that he suffered in the fiesh (1 Pet. 4.1) and it would be
betler for us to speak this way rather than [say he suffered] in the nature of the manhoaod,
even though such a statement (unless it is said uncompromisingly by certain people)
does not damage the sense of the mystery ... And so they are simply splitling hairs
when they talk about him suffering in the nature of the manhood, which serves only to
separate it from the word., .17

According to Cyril, the Antiochenes imply that the great gulf separating God and
the World has not been bridged after all and this *shakes the whole rationale of
the fleshly economy’'®, In the Second letier to Succensus, these are the concerns
Cyril returns to his critics.

This is, of course, Cyril's point of view. We may well ask, is his assessment
fair? Were his Antiochene opponents as concerned with the problem of impassi-
bility as Cyril seems to think? For a representative counter voice, it will be use-
ful to consider the mature Antiochene theology found in Theodoret’s Eranistes.

ITl. Theodoret

Eranistes, written in 447 or 448", probably represents Theodoret's response
te Eutyches and the growing chorus of more strident monophysite voices
emerging in the years leading up to the council of Chalcedon. Nevertheless,
Frances Young has argued convincingly that Theodoret’s christology did not
really change much from the days when he was contending with Cyril, and |
personally am not convinced that Eutyches was the only single-nature theologian
Theodoret had in mind when he was writing this text. In any case, Eranistes
represents Theodoret’s mature thought, Clearly he has read and understood the
arguments of his opponents; he even gives them a fair hearing, despite the
sarcastic title?”. But what does this treatise tell us? Is Theodoret's primary
concern the protection of the full humanity of the Word or is it the protection
of the impassibility of God? While both are clearly present, divine impassibility
seems to be the more dominant theme?!. Theodorel was obviously worried that
any compromise in the language referring to the divinity of the Son would lead

" See Cynil's Schalia, pp. 33-35,

" Wickham, 92.21-29,

B Ihid., 90,24,

" References are to the critical text of G.H. Ettlinger, Theadaret af Cyrus: Eranistes (Oxford,
1975}, All translations are from NENF, vol. 3. On the dating of Eranistes, see Ettlinger, p. 4.

™ Young, p. 275.

" Young, p. 277, observes that ‘the emphasis of Theadoret’s work is much more pointedly
and consistently directed towards the preservation of God’s Godness'.

‘T
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inevitably back to Arianism®. While these concems permeate the entire treatise,
they are embedded with particular force in the titles of the three dialogues that
comprise the Eranistes: the immutable (dtpentog), the unconfused (douyyu-
toc), and the impassible (drabnc). These titles hardly reflect the mind of a
man precccupied with the humanity of Jesus.

In the first dialogue, ‘the immutable” Theodoret’s mouthpiece, Orthodoxus,
atlempts to point out the silliness of Eranistes’ efforts to claim that God the
Trinity cannot change while al the same time clinging to an overly literal mter-
pretation of John 1.14: ‘the Word became flesh’. Eranistes wants to stick with
the biblical language, but Orthodoxus presses the point, insisting that the pas-
sage must be understood to mean that the Word took a complete humanity.
Without this qualification, he reasons, the Word is either changed into flesh —
which would compromise his immutable nature as God — or he only appeared
to be human — which is docetism. In a similar way, Orthodoxus suggests, we
must interpret a variety of texts, including Philippians 2. Undeniably, the dialogue
does indicate that Theodoret feared a one nature christology would overwhelm
the humanity of the incarnate word. However, he fears at least as much that such
a christology leaves God defenseless against mutability, change and suffering.
The dialogue makes clear that Theodoret is asking a very basic question: if we
accept as a point of departure the conclusion that God the Word cannot change,
what kind of Christology must we have?* In other words, his commitment to
divine apatheia pushes his christology in a certain direction. The problem for
Theodoret, or at least Orthodoxus, is that this full humanity must not be al-
lowed to come too close to the immutable God.

In the second dialogue (the unconfused), Theodoret seems to give the mono-
pliysite position of Eranistes a fair hearing. Both agree at the beginning that any
christological synthesis must avoid the twin perils of Arius and Apollinarius.
For Orthodoxus, however, only uncompromising insistence on the two-nature
formula will accomplish this; he seems especially worried about degrading the
dignity of the Godhead. *Is it not impious and shocking”, he declaims,

“while maintaining that a soul united to a body is in ne way subject W confusion, to
deny to the Godhead of the Lord of the universe the power to maintain its own nature
unconfounded or 1o keep within its proper bounds the humanity which he assumed? Is
it not, I say, impious to mix the distinct, and to commingle the separate? The idea of
one nature gives ground for suspicion of this confusion’,

In this dialogue Orthodoxus and Eranistes really do not disagree about the full
humanity of the Word incarnate, bul, in Theodoret’s view, Eranistes fails to
protect the divine nature from mutation or contamination.

2 This point is made guite explicitly in the prologue, Ettlinger, pp. 61-62.
3 Eutlinger, 65.
# Thid., 139.33-140.4,
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The final dialogue, ‘the impassible’, cuts, as Frances Young says, ‘nearer the
hone’®, Clearly Orthodoxus understands that suffering must be attributed to
the one Christ, but he recoils at Eranistes’ willingness to say that God suffered,
even when he does so with qualification. When challenged to explain how he
could say this, Eranistes falls back on the old formula of Cyril: *we say that
the Word suffered impassibly’. To this Orthodoxus retorts:

Who in their senses would ever stand for such foolish riddles? No one has ever heard
of an impassible passion or an immortal mortality. The impassible has never under-
gone passion, and what has undergone passion could not possibly be impassible®s,

Theodoret simply cannot understand what Eranistes could possibly mean. Ac-
cording to John McGucekin, for Cyril, affirming that the impassible suffered im-
passibly was his way to "deliberately (state) both sides of the paradox with equal
force and absolute seriousness of intent, refusing to minimize either reality’#,
For Theodoret, this could only be a foolish intellectual sloppiness that blasphemed
the Trinity and compromised God's transcendence. Theodoret's intellectual com-
mitment to divine impassibility made it impossible for him to rest in the paradox
of the incarnation. This, not a deep concern for the history and humanity of
Jesus, best accounts for the form and shape of his christology.

Clearly then, the issue of divine impassibility figured prominently in the
debate between Cyril and Theodoret in particular and between Alexandrian
and Antiochene thought in general. On the one hand, this conclusion does no
more than draw attention to a detail of doctrinal history that has already been
well-mapped, even if insufficiently explored; the essental contours of the
debate remain the same. 5till, even though scholars have noted the attention
Antiochene thinkers gave to this issue, we have failed to appreciate how close
to the center of the debate it actually was. Why? It seems to me that despite
our best efforts we always find in ancient texts something that reminds us of
ourselves. For vears Antiochene christology has appealed to us for the same
reason that Antiochene exepgesis has appealed to us: it seems to be more attentive
to the importance of history, be it the history of the human Jesus or the historical
detail of the biblical text. Similarly, to those of us committed to classical theistic
statements, Antiochene defense of divine impassibility would seem so obviously
correct that its central role in the debate could easily be missed, resulting in a
distorted understanding of the debate. Focusing attention on the central role
the doctrine of impassibility played in the controversy can help correct this
misunderstanding.

While trying to make such a correction we may, of course, be gazing back-
ward in time only to see reflected there the image of how we ourselves have
changed. In the last few years, the dominance of the historical critical model

¥ Young, p. 282,
¥ Eulinger, 218.30-34,
4 MeGuckin, p. 185
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has been giving way to a new interest in traditional exegesis and to a more
literary approach to ancient texis. Recent studies of patristic exegesis have
revealed that classical rhetorie, not historical consciousness, powered the
hiblical ¢riticism of Diodore, Theodore, and, to a lesser degree, even Theodoret,
Cyril's exegesis, which attempted to see the whole Bible as the single narrative
of the economy of the Logos, is less constrained by the rule associated with
the rhetorical schools, but 15 no less, and no more, interested in history.

In just this way, I think we must rethink the standard distinction between
Antiochene and Alexandrian christology. For the Antiochenes, a prior commit-
ment to the impassibility of God drives their two nature formula. Cyril’s
christology, on the other hand, develops from the narrative of the economy of the
Waord, a narrative that implies the Word experienced suffering. The Antiochene
position interprets the text in the light of philosophy, the Alexandrian position
interprets the philosophy in the light of the text

When viewed through a more “post-modem lens’, the standard portrait depicting
Alexandrian Christology as dominated by philosophical concerns and Antiochene
thought as dominated by historical concerns is turned upside down. The Ant-
ochenes, not the Alexandrians, both in their exegesis and in their chnstology, are
the theologians more firmly ensconced in philosophy. As modern theology
hecomes more interested in the hermeneutics of narrative®® and less interested
in ‘salvation history'® it seems to me inevitable that Alexandrian thought will be
more and more attractive. I think the time 15 long past for a renewed appreciation
for the depth of the Alexandrian christological vision.

% For an interesting example of this see D, Burton-Christie, The Word in the Desers! Seripture
and the Quest for Holiness in Early Christian Monasticism (New York, 1993), pp, 3-32. CL Do
Dawson, Allegerical Readers and Cultural Revision in Ancient Alexandria (Berkeley, California,
[ 992).

“'}‘SHI-.-:uinn History” is an important theme in Grllmeier's Cheist in Christian Tradition, and
hiz reading of the source material is heavily influenced by his commitment 1o it; see, for example,
val, 1, 33, 95, 102, 308, 554.




John Moschus as a Source for the Lives of
St. Symeon and St. Andrew the Fools

Tosé Simon PaLmer, Barcelona

It has been pointed out' that some stories from the Spiritual Meadow (hence-
forth, Pratum)®, the well-known ascetic work written by John Moschus in the
second or third decade of the seventh century, consist of a narrative development
of certain Apophrhegmata. The aim of this paper is to show that there are also
stories and motifs in the Spiritual Meadow that, in their turn, represent the
basis of a later narrative development in Byzantine hagiography. | shall take as
examples two of the most original saints” Lives ever written in Byzantium,
especially the first one: The Life of Svmeon the Fool, by Leontius of Neapolis,
from the mid-seventh century (henceforth, V8S), and the Life of Andrew the
Faol, from the mid-tenth century, according to L. Rydén (henceforth, VAS)®.

There are two episodes in the second part of V&S, where Symeon’s deeds
and virtues (wpaéeic ol dpetai) in Emesa are vividly described, which seem
to be based on the Pratunsr. The first one is an appearance of Symeon’s former

' Vid, R. Maisano, "Tradizione orale ¢ sviluppi narcativi nel Prave di Giovanni Mosco™, BRGE
xxxviii (1984), p. 11.

2 John Moschus, Pranm Spiriteale, PG Bexxvii, ter., 2847-3116. For the su pplementary chaprers,
vid. Ph. Pattenden, “The Text of the Pratm Spiriteale’, JThSE NS xxvi (1973, p. 39

* References to Vita S, Symeonis Sali are by page and line of L. Rydén’s cdition, Das Leben
aes heiligen Narren Symeon (Uppsala, 1963), reproduced with a simplified apparatus in Léontios
de Néapolis, Vie de Syméon le Fou et Vie de Tean de Chypre, ed. A1 Festugiere (Paris, 1974).
Om Symeon as an aiter Christus and an alter Dicgenes at the same time, vid, D, Krueger, Svieon
the Holv Foal: Leantius® Life and the Lare Antigue Ciry (Berkeley, California, 1o appear in 1996},

4 L, Byiden's edition of VAS not yet being published, refercnces 1o Vita 8. Andreae Sali are by
column nos. of £, cxi, 627-888. On the date of VAS. wid. L. Evdén, ‘The Date of the Life af
Andreas Salow”, DOP o (1978), pp. [27-153; for C. Mango the most likely time of -:u-m[:u:.-,_si-
tion is between 674 and 695, wid. “The Life of Andrew the Fool Reconsidered®, RSBS ii (1982)
(Miscellanea A, Pertusi, vol, 11}, p. 308,

* For parallels of language and content between the Pratum and VSS, see L. Rydén, Bemerkun-
gen zum Leben des heiligen Narren Symeon van Leontios von Neapolis (Uppsaia, 19700, pp. 39,
48, 533, &7, 01 fo. 1, 113, 129, 131 and esp. 111 and 117-8: see also A.-J. Festupiére, op. cir.,
pp. 172, 185, 192, 196, etc. A “holy fool® appears in the Prame, ch, 111 (2976, A13, B1: caioc)
As for Emesa, it is remarkable that in a story attributed to Moschus by F. Nau (ROC vii (1902),
p. 605) and published by L. Clognet (ROC x (1905), pp. 51-54), this city is the scene of a night-
mare. It appears crowded with horrible Ethiopians who celebrate a wedding with trumpets, ket-
tle-drums and castanets.
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higumen, Nikon (155.4 ff.). We leamn that Symeon asked for his help every time
the demon of fornication assailed him in the desert, “so that he (se. Nikon)
would relieve him from the battle with unchastity’ (ive xoupioq altov €k
100 moAfuon thc topveing, 155.6). One day Nikon appeared to him and, after
smiling, took some water from the holy Jordan and put it beneath Symeon’s
navel (broKdte 1o dupuiov, 155.10), while making the sign of the cross.
From that moment on, the saint did not experience further ‘bodily arousal’
(kivnolc copetiky, 155.12). This miracle was very important for s activity
as a ‘holy fool’ in Emesa, because, thanks to it, he was able to consort with
loose women without being sexually aroused (148 ;154 £,

The origin of this episode seems to be John the Baptist’s appearance to Conon
in the Prarum (chap. 3), the scene being the same: near the Jordan riu:&r.
Conon is a priest who, in spite of having the responsibility of administering
baptism in his monastery®, has withdrawn from his community, because every
time he tries to anoint a beautiful woman he feels sexually aroused. John the
Baptist tells him in a gentle voice to go back to his community, promising ‘Lo
relieve him from his struggle’ (kovpicw o& o0 Tokipon, 2836, A, see also
7853, D4-5). Then he makes him sit down, strips him of his clothes and ma]m?_s
the sign of the cross three times beneath his navel (bnOKATO TOU OPpEAoY,
2856, A11-12). Thanks to this, Conon can safely return to his monastery,
where he anoints and baptises many women until his death, without suffering
any physical arousal (pite xivnBeig 1o oope, 2856, B3

The maotif of the miraculous salvation of an innocent man condemned to the
gallows, which was very popular in the iconography and literature of the Middle
Ages, can be found already in a preliminary stage in the Pratum (ch. 72, 2924,
[31-2925. B10Y". Here an old pagan commits a murder and, when captured,
falsely accuses a Christian young man of being his accomplice. The innocent
man is condemned to die at the gallows with the old man, but, when the soldiers
are hanging the pagan, a horseman (1800 kofodhdprog...) sent by the prefect
arrives and tells the soldiers to release the young man (2923, B1-4).

In VS5 (159.16 ff.) John the deacon is also falsely accused of murder and
condemned to the gallows, but when he is about to be hanged (the verb used
here is @oupkilm, as in the Pratum)®, Symeon’s prayers are heard. Some
horsemen (1600 kofaiidpot...) arrive and order John's release because the
true murderers have been discovered (160.5). It is remarkable that Moschus

6 Very little is known of Conon’s monastery of Penthoucla. It was near the Jordan river (vid.
Th. Nissen, ‘Unhekannte Erzihlungen aus dem Pratum Spirituwale’ BZ xxxviii (1938), p. 368.26)
and not far from Jericho (Prafem 14, 2861, C5).

7 Vid, B. de Gaiffier, ‘Un théme hagiographique: le pendu miraculeusement sauvé’, Revue belge
d’archéologie et d’histoire de 'avt xiii (1943}, pp. 123-148, The presence of the miraculous element
is more evident in B, de Gaiffier's examples,

¥ Pramm 72, 2924, D10-11; 2925, BI; VS8 159,20, 24 and 160.5,
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and Leontius are, with the historian Evagrius, the only examples quoted in
Lampe’s Patristic Lexikon for the noun kafoiiapioc (s.v., 2)°.

We can thus conclude that it seems very probable that Leontius used the

Pratum not only (as O. Kresten has shown)'" in the Life of John the Almsgiver
b}

which he conceived as a supplement to the biography of this Patriarch written
by Moschus and Sophronius!', but also in VSS.,

# . I

When_ the author of VAS described the first vision of his saint (633, AR-637
A}, wh;c]_n determined his vocation as a *holy fool’, he probably hutji in min:i
chapter 66 of the Pratum (2917, A/B)2. We learn here that 1 monk called
Theodosius decided to become a hermit after having a vision of a struggle
between the devil, represented by a gigantic ugly Ethiopian, and himself The.
struggle takes place in a theatre crowded on one side with Ethiopians dréssed
in black, and on the other with distinguished spectators dressed in white. A
young man of resplendent appearance encourages Theodosius to fight against
the giant, then helps him to obtain the victory and eventually gives hitbn the
crown. The mass of Ethiopians disappears moaning and groaning, while the
other faction acclaims Theodosius!®. 3 E ‘

.-“-'L_ii these elements are present in Andrew’s vision, which is much more
nii_;-,tml-a_d: qthr: fight in a theatre against the devil, represented by a terrible
gigantic Ethiopian; the two factions of black and white spectators: the h&m‘l:
some young man who encourages the new David to fight against the new
G_ulmth (cfi T Sam. 17), and then helps him to obtain the crown: the sudden
d}SE!:ppﬂi?:TﬂTI{JE of the Ethiopians and the acclamation of the winner by his
distinguished supporters, dressed in white, The end of the vision, however 1'~.1
completely new in VAS. the young man, that is, Christ, promises Andrew 1Ehe
wealth of the heavens if he runs the ‘beautiful race’ of the fioxnoic naked (cf:

! Vid, 1. Simén Palmer, ‘Latinismos eén el léxico del Pratm spiri TH )
{I"rila_;.'-i-rr.:.y Occidente en la Edad Media, ed, P. Bidenas, T.M. ngzﬁl.l[n‘:’:;g‘rff ;j;J;Ea]I;]}M';E;]U -
¥ r.“;' 0. Kresten, *Leontios von Neapolis als Tachygraf? Hagiographische 'I:c:;t-s a]s Qu;:[!-:n
eu Schrftlichkeit und Buchkulter im 6. und 7, Jélhrhun::ieﬂ_', Scrittura e civiltd 1 (1977 161-
2 H.Lnld 170 fo. 45; see also A.-J. Feslugitre, op, cif., . 397-99, b
Ax*-::xrpr:.:s.sed in the Greek title of Leontius® Vite 8. fognnis Eleemosynarii (Elc ti Le1mo-
peve Ton flow..., :mi. Festugitre, p. 342.1) and explained in the prologue (p. 341.31"1}1’,1 k;f;-l' C
Mango, "A B}'?Alll'lllﬁc Hagiographer at Work: Leontios of Neapolis®, in Bvzanz weid .:f.-_-.rlw}:z.-;fn“
ed.. I, Hl‘lrh:.‘r (¥ienna, E‘J:ﬁﬂi:l, pp. 33-35. The first fifteen chapters of the Life by Moschus nn{[
'Sn]:lhmm_us have been edited by H. Delehaye, A8 xlv (1927, p. 5 ff. An Epiiun{i: from another
maﬁumjnpt has been published by E. Lappa-Zizicas, AB [xxxviii (1970), pp. 265-278.
13 Vid. L. Rydén, Efr?:af'rk.'f.rz,ee.r.l__.. p- 26, and C. Mango, “The Life of St Andrew_..", p. 299.
Hon) UJ; ﬂ;la Ethiopians in :rhe F.-:.:.r.r:.rm, ef. 1. Simdén Palmer, El monacate oriental en el Pratum
:{ ,I'.:'(:J;-";r;:uprp ;?jﬂl'g:—i-:é.[r;{'lrfﬂm'ﬂ (Madrid, 1993), p. 361 (reviewed by H. Chadwick, JThS, N.S., xlv
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1 Ep. Ti. 6.12; Ep. Hebr. 12,1) and becomes a ‘holy fool” for his sake (oohog
o’ Eug, 636, D9).

The origin of the grave robber episode in VAS (744, C1-748, B13) is also to
he found in the Pratum. In VAS the young daughter of a rich couple dies and
a robber follows the cortége (8E66iov, 744, C10) to find out where she is
soing to be buried. At night he breaks into the tomb and strips the corpse of
the outer garments; but at the last moment, when he is about to leave, the devil
persuades him to take the shroud (686vn, 745, C1-2, Dd; 748, A2) as well,
thus leaving the body completely naked. At this stage, the dead girl comes to
life and slaps him in the face, leaving him blinded. After reproaching him
severely for his misdeed, she puts all her funereal garments on and lies down
again o sleep forever.

The Bollandist C. Van der Vorst pointed out at the beginning of the century
that this story is based on chapters 77 and 78 of the Pratum, although he did
not specify in what measure', The author of VAS takes from chapter 77 (2932,
B2-C17) the reference to the following of the cortége (EEodiov, BY) by the
grave tobber, the plunder of the shroud (606viov, B14, C2.4) at the last
moment, the blindness of the bandit caused by the hand of the resurrected
victim and the telling of the story by the grave robber himself; from chapter
78 (2933, C1-2936, C8), the reference to the sex, age, and social condition of
the deceased person, the moral exhortation of the naked young girl and her
recovery of the funereal garments's,

= £ M

The fact that the authors of both Lives had recourse to the Pratum as a
source of inspiration for their stories shows that Moschus™ work was highly
appreciated, not only from the religious point of view — especially because of
his defence of the dogma of Chalcedon and the worship of the icons of the
Virgin and the saints —'®, but also because of its literary value. The intrigue
and the astomishing, often macabre content of some of its stories, the detaled
descriptions of the povopoyie or single combat that some monks wage against

14 yid AR xaxii (1913), p. 80, in a review of Sara Murray, A Study of the Life of Andreas, the
Fool for the Sake of Christ (Boma-Leipzig, 1910), as noted by L. Rydén, “The Life of Basil the
Younger and the Date of the Life of 5t. Andreas Salas', in Okeanos; Essavs Presented to Thor
Sevienke on His Sixtieth Bivthday, ed. C. Mango, O. Pritsak ¢(HLES:, vil; Cambridge, Mass.,
1984, p. 582, fn. 54. See also L. Grosdidier de Matons, 'Les thémes d'édification dans la Vie
d' André Salos’, TM iv (19700, p. 319 and fn. 173.

5 As L. Rydén ohserved, in the Prarwm the dead body is buried outside the city. according (o
antique custom, whereas in VAY it is in a chapel located in the vinevard of a mpototewov. VAS
reflects thus ‘Middle Byzantine circumstances”, vid. L. Rydén, "The Life of Basil...", 582. On the
“motif itinérant’ of the grave robber, wd. L Sovéenko, ‘L' Agiografia bizantina dal TV al IX sec”,
in La civitta bizanting dal IV al 1X secolo (Bari, 1977), po 105,

% 1. Simon Palmer, op. cit., pp. 317-27,
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the devil in the desert, the use of the drpoaddxntov or the unexpected, and, in

-‘”'U_"L I'“-"Iﬂﬁt‘fllt-‘r-’_zirl as story-teller, are probably some of the keys to the extra-
ordinary popularity of the Prafwn, both in Eastern and Western Christendom!?

1Ty s : - / !
Vid. H. Chadwick, *John Moschus and His Friend Sophronius the Sophist’, /TASt., N.5.,

XXV . P, | i : i . ; !
ookt 55125‘.;‘;:' p. 41 ff, On the editions of the Prado espiritual in Spain, of. J. Simén Palmer,

?'7

Vision of God according to Theodoret of Cyrus

1.L. StewaArDsoN, Adran, Mich,

What does one actually see when one is said *to see’ or “to have a vision® of
God? Theodoret of Cyrus deals with this question when as an exegete he must
explain the prophets’ accounts of their visions. His distinctive explanations of
the prophetic oracles take us to the very heart of his Antiochene theology.
According to the Bishop of Cyrus, there are no visions of the nature or essence
of God itself: it is indeed impossible for a creature, heavenly or human, to
hehold God as he is. What the prophets saw in their visionary experiences
were divine creations which accommodated their human limitations. Such a
view is part and parcel of the Antiochene School’s metaphysical framework
which features a fundamental duality between God and creation. This is a
point that Giinter Koch has underscored as the basis for the ‘problematic” of
Antiochene theology!,

Theodoret’s interpretation of Biblical visions of God may be seen primarily
in several of his works such as the early apologetic work Graecarum affec-
tionum curatio written before 431 A.D., several commentaries on prophetic
books written in the 440°s, and in his main Christological work entitled
Eranistes written in 447-448 A.D.

In his apology Theodoret says that although God could have displayed his
power openly, he showed the justice of his providence by revealing himself in
ways which the limited capacities of humans could understand. Since they
were not able to comprehend the divine nature itself, God made "appearances
commensurate with (or proportionate to) those who saw’ (Luppétpoug Toig
dpdot tieg Emgaveing)? Theodoret’s concept of vision appears more clearly
in his interpretation of the prophet's temple vision in Isaiah 6:1. The prophet’s
description of the Lord on the throne does not mean, says Theodoret, that
the prophet saw the nature of the Lord. He goes on to say that the prophet
‘witnessed to the different forms of the visions (T dibpopu tov dpemv orf-
peeta), since no one has ever seen the divine nature. For he was seen in one
manner by Abraham and in another manner by Moses, in (yet) a different manner
by Micah and in another manner by Daniel, and indeed Ezekiel saw another

b Glinter Koch, Strukmuren und Geschichte des Heils in der Theologie des Theadoret von
Kyras (FTS, 17 Frankfurt am Main, 1974) pp. 64-68, 232-233, 257-260.

I Théodorel de Cyr, Thérapeutique der maladies hellénigues, ed. Pierre Canivel Yol. | (8C,
57; Paris, 1938) p. 282, no. 79.
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h::_arrn_ (Etepov ... oyfjue)’. Theodoret hastens to clarify this statement by in-
cl_1canng that God is not polymorphous but is invisible, formless, uncompounded
simplex, unseen and unattainable. *For as he (God) desires he forms visiﬂns:
(erynpatifl)el tig Swyeig)®. Such a passage leads Jean-No#l Guinot in hig
Sources chrétiennes edition of the Isaiah Commentary to say that such an
explanation of visions is ‘almost a “topos™ in the e:-r.egésis of Theodoret™.

The same concept of vision and similar phraseology crops up in other com-

mentanes such as the Commentary on Ezekiel. Commenting on the phrase in
I:5— "and in the midst as a likeness of four living beings’ — Theodoret says:
‘For he (the prophet} did not simply say that he saw four living beings nor in-
d&Fd the likeness (dpoiope) of living beings, but “as a likeness of four living
beings™; thus it is to be clear that the marvelous prophets did not behold the
Very natures (adTag ... toc pooEelg) of the invisible ones but certain likenesses
(elkdopoare) and figures in relief (Extundpata) shown by the munificent one
to each need (ypeia); therefore he speaks to us of the forms (oyfpata) of the
living beings seen by him'?,
. E.Isay.fhtrc in this commentary Theodoret touches on the same cluster of ideas
mw:l*.rm_g human weakness, divine transcendence, and God’s use of forms to
create visions®. The Bishop of Cyrus constantly stresses that these visions are
not revelations of God’s nature or essence. ‘Everywhere the divine prophet
portrays the likeness (Gpoimpa) teaching us to view a certain sketch (oxio-
pagiay) of the divine and not the nature of the invisible itself’”. At the beginning
of chapter two, he makes this point again very strongly®,

Th.& commentaries on Daniel, Hosea, and Zechariah express the same under-
standing of prophetic visions in much the same language. In Daniel 7:9-10
which speaks of the vision of the Ancient of Days, the God who is formless
and uncircumscribed is said to ‘fashion visions many times suitable to the use

3 Théadoret de Cyr, Commentaire sur Isaie, Vol. 1 i v i
, . Wol. I (sectiong 1-3), ed. Jean- i .

476 Paree, 15900 2ot ed. Jean-Néel Guinot {(SC,

¢ [bid., pp. 258-259,

* PG &1, 824C,

5 a) PG 81, B32C thix mv pioenc doliéveiny : i

: svelay (on Ez, 1:26); 832D-833A yps :

s h 3 833A ypeiav (on Ez

b _EBEID ‘When therefore you hear of the different visions of God, do not understand the divine
s having many torms, For (it is) completely bodiless (domputov) and formless (dveideiov),
simple {@raouw), uncumpuunld-slj {agtvbetov), shapeless (doynuetiotov), invisible (Gdopa-
TOV). UNSEEN {dE'IE:umv}, and circumscribed by no limil (odevi neprypogpopevey Spa)’; 8A2C.

iy Eiﬂ?.:i f:pqufupiu. oxaypapiay; 8328 elxdvog; 8320 eldos: $32D0-8334A t‘h;mimhu: H360-
O r_:;q,;;gl?cru; v Sy, Also vide supra 824C: elkdopatn, dxtumhpato, oyfipart.

£ Com n-'l-::ntil'lg on the phrase in verse one 'This is the visi i '

G ; ; sion of the likeness of the glory of the
Lord', Theodoret fa}-.a:: I'ﬁ.n:i he (Ezekiel) did noi say this is the nature of the Lord, nor the glory
of the Lord, but “a vision of a likeness of the glory of the Lord". For thus he (God) willed, he
zald, when he (God) shaped the vision, he made me worthy of the spectacle’, §36-12,

Vision of God according to Theodoret of Cyrus L

(ypricuiov) as he chooses™. A key text for Theodoret is the prophetic oracle in
Hosea 12:10 in which God says: “And I spoke to the prophets, and I multiplied
visions, and in the hands of the prophets | was compared'". Part of this text also
appears in quotation in the commentaries on Isaiah and Zechariah!!, Clearly
the Bishop of Cyrus sees this text as a substantiation for his understanding of
the phenomenon of prophetic vision. He paraphrases his understanding of the
passage in God’s words, saying: ‘I also used different revelations not showing
my nature {for it is invisible) but fashioning the spectacle in relief suitable to
the need, For I was not seen by all in the same way™'?, Citing the passage from
Hosea 12:10 in the Daniel Commentary, Theodoret wants to make clear that
God said ‘T was compared’ (or [ was made a comparison — (uoidbnv) by the
prophets, not ‘T was seen’ (debnv)'. Even the invisible powers which were
seen by the prophet Zechariah in the vision of the man and the horses (I :B-11)
were not seen in their natures. ‘But it was not their natures which are seen, for
they are bodiless; but according 1o each need, the Lord of these things and of
all things fashions in relief (2xTumoi) the contemplation of them. And this the
divine Scripture wisely teaches us, by giving a glimpse of the difference of
their forms'!*,

Theodoret’s explanation of the phenomenon of vision in these passages ac-
counts for the differences in the experiences of various Old Testament worthies.
In fact, in each text cited, he gives a short list of names, each of which contains
most of the same persons: Abraham, Moses, Micah, Daniel, Ezekiel, Isaiah'®.
However, lest one draw the wrong conclusion from these varied visions, Theo-
doret iz quick to make clear that the differences in each case do not mean that
the Divine is polymorphous!®,

Turning to the Christological dialogue Ergnistes written in 447-448 AL,
we see that the Bishop of Cyrus has recourse to an explanation of visions of God
again, this time 1o maintain his dyophysite Christology against his monophysite
opponent. In reply to scriptural references which speak of persons seeing God,
Theadoret’s mouthpiece Orthodoxus replies: ‘“They saw what it was possible
for them to see’. Citing John 1:18 ‘no one has ever seen God’, he goes on (o
say ‘they did not see the divine nature but certain visions conformed to their
capability (Swelg Tivitg Tf] opdyv duvipet guppétpong)’. Even the angels of

U In Darnrelis, PG 8L, 14218-C.

W Iy Owee, PG B, 1620C-1D,

W Commentaire sur Isale, T. 1, p. 258; In Zachariae, PG-81, 1880C-D.

2 fn Osee, 1620C-D.

13 1412C-D,

14 In Fachariae, PG 81, 1880C-D. A few lines further he stresses that things seen in various
prophetic visions are actually “bodiless intelligible natures’ (dodpatol ol vonoel poaEIsh

15 Commentaire sur lsafe, T. 1, p. 256 — Abraham, Moses, Micah, Daniel, Ezekicl; PG 81,
In Dan.. 1421 B.C, — Mases, Isaiah, Ezekiel: In Osee, 1620C-D Hosea, Damel, Ezekiel, Tsaiah,
Micah, Moses, Abraham: I Zack., 1880C-1 — Daniel, Bzekicl, Isaiah, Micah,

¥ Comm. swr Tsaie, T_ 1, p. 258,
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Matt, 15:10 who are said to sce the face of the father do not see the divine
essence but rather ‘a certain glory commensurate with their nature''7, The re-
ference in I Timothy 3:16 to the one ‘who was manifested in the flesh, justified
in the spirit, seen by angels’, etc. is taken to refer o the incarnate Lord who is
visible, since the divine nature is invisible'®, When Stephen at his martyrdom
saw the Son of Man standing at the right hand of God (Acts 7:36), what he
saw was ‘the visible not the invisible nature™. Thus when the Apostle Paul
speaks of finally ‘seeing face to face’ in I Cor. 13:12, he means: ‘we will not
see his unseen nature invisible 1o everyone, but that nature taken from us'20,
What we sce in these passages is how Theodoret’s theory of visions is
parallel with — and indeed undergirds — his Christological dualism. As the
forms of the Biblical visions convey divine reality indirectly, so Christ’s visible
human nature conveys divine reality also indirectly. What is divine in Christ
remains unchangeably divine; what is human remains human?!,
: Theodoret’s understanding of the nature of visions 15 by no means an original
idea with him. The concept has roots deep in the tradition of Antiochene
'[h'i.":Erlﬂg}-'. A very briel comparison with one work by John Chrysostom proves
this point, Chrysostom’s On the Incomprehensible Nature of God 1s a series of
five homilies which he delivered in Antioch during 386 A.D.22. The theme of
these homilies is that God cannot be seen or comprehended by any of his
creatures, not even by heavenly beings. God can only be known by the divine
Son and Holy Spirit. This argument, of course, is directed against the Anomoeans
who claim to be able to grasp and define the essence of God.

'_7 'I:!uendrirﬂ of Cyrus, Ergnistes, ed. Gerard H. Ettlinger (Oxford, 1975}, p. 75.28-29; 8dkav
T 1T bty QUoEL SULPETpouLEY)Y (p. 76.2-3), Later in the dialogue Theodaret hearkens
back to lsaiah's vision with slightly different wording: ‘The prophet of Ged did not see the
essence of God itself but a certain vision which corresponded (oupPoivousoy) to his capability
(or power-suvapst)” p. 150.4.

% Ihid., p. 73.26-27.

19 fhid., p. 150.13-14,

0 neerpretatio epist. § ad Cor., PG 82, 3360-337A.

! For Theodoret even the resurrection body of Christ remains a body with bodily characteristics,
aven ﬂjuu_gh it 15 glorified, incorruptible, and impassible, Eranistes, p. 260.2-14; p. 148.1561; p. 149,
Also Ep. 146, 'To the Monks of Constantinople” in Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance, T. 1T, ed.
Y. Azéma (SC 111; Paris, 1965) p. 184, The resurrection body of Christ remains a major problem
for 'I"h!:ﬂd-:-rct‘s theological consistency, namely, his concern to maintain a sharp distinction hetween
1J'|_|:'. divime and human natures. L. Stewardson, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyus According to
his Eranistes {Diss,, Northwestern University, 1972) pp. 273-280, As Giinter Koch says, salvation
COmCs through the feman part of Christ; Strukeuren und Geschichte des Heils, pp, 238-240,

% Jean Cheysostome, Swr Uincompréhensibilitd de Diew, T, | (Hom. 1-¥), 2¢ ed.. intro. de
Tean Duniélon, Texte crit. et notes de Anne-Marie Malingrey, trad. de Robent Flacelidre (5C 28
bis; Paris. 1970) pp. 92-322; St. John Chrysostom, O the Incomprehensible Nature of God,
trans. by Paul Harkins (FC 12; Washington, D.C., 1984} pp. 22-23.

* I refer primarily to Homily ITT which condenses his thoughts about visions. Sur !'incom-
g;;.iw;;;biﬁfé de Diew, p. 190.53-59; p. 208.266-268. See also Homily V — pp. 272-276, 290-

: , e,
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In the case of Isaiah’s vision, Chrysostom says in Homily III that the
seraphim covered their faces because they could not endure looking at God.
‘And indeed they did not see the pure light itself nor the unmixed essence itselt,
but that which was seen was a ouykotdfecig (a condescension or accom-
modation). But what is a ovyketdPooic? When God appears not as he is, but
as one is able to see him, like as he is, thus he may show himself, measuring
out to the weakness of those who see the exhibition of the vision™*, It is clear
from the words, says Chrysostom, that Isaiah saw exactly such a condescension,
for to say that the Lord was seated on a throne is a “configuration’ (G MUOTITHOS).
‘So even if you hear the prophet saying, “I saw the Lord”, do not suspect that
he saw that very essence, but the condescension itself and more indistinctly
than the powers above, for he was not able to see as well as the cherubim’3,
The rest of Homily 111 attempts to explain the visionary accounts of Daniel and
Ezekiel, making use of the idea of vision as accommodation to human weal-
ness.

The parallels in thought and vocabulary on the subject of visions between
Theodoret and Chrysostom should be obvious. However, the dominant term in
Chrysostom ouykotafiacig (condescension) is not found in the passage of
Theodoret's which we have examined. The only reference I have found using a
related word with similar meaning is in the Eranisies; in this case the participle
of cupfuive — cuppaivovaay — which means that the vision is ‘fitting” or
‘corresponding to' the prophet’s capability®®. For Chrysostom the term ouy-
katiPoois is the chief expression which explains what God does in creating a
vision. Theodoret uses different terms to convey the same idea, except that his
focus is more on the actual forms, models, or images featured in the visions.
Chrysostom’s term stresses more the act of God in reaching down to humans
beings, but it also refers obliquely to the content of the vision.

It is clear that Theodoret’s concept of a vision of God is indebted to the
greal Chrysostom and most likely Lo other patristic forbears as well*.

# fhid,, p. 200,

5 hid., p. 200. For other passages containing the word guykoetafame: Hom. IV, p. | 28.314-
115 Hom. II, p. 212,308 (ref. 1o Ez. 1:4-28); p. 314.332; Hom. IV, p. 234,79-82 {ref. to Ez
1:28); pp. 242-244.181-185; p. 246.228-234, The verb auykatofeiv is used with the same
meaning: Hom. TV, p. 244.191-192 (Hosea 12:11), p. 246.228-233; Hom. V. p. 2E8.198-200.

% Eranistes, p. 150.3-4, Two other passages apply the term to the correspondence between
type and reality in the history of salvation (209.25: 210.9).

' Both church fathers use the same armay of texts to refer w limitations in human knowledge
of God, Sur Pincompréhensibilisé de Dien, pp. 274-208 (and elsewhere). Compare Theodoret's
Tsaiah Commentary, previously cited, and his Inrerp. epist. I ad Cor, PG 82, 332C-D - 33TA.



Isidore of Pelusium and the Grammaticus Ophelius

Ursula TrEU, Berlin

Isidore of Pelusium was born around 370, probably in Alexandria, and died
after 431: the last known date of his life is his letter to the emperor Theu;:dosiu% Il
in which he warns him against disorder during the Council of C::nnsmm[nn}:nfé
_I:;admr: studied in Alexandria and later became priest in Pelusium, a hﬂrbuuz.-
m the East-Delta of the Nile, half way berween Jerusalem and Alexandria.
From there he was expelled by the bishop Eusebius, a4 Monophysite, and his
supporters, Isidore went then into a monastery in the mountains in the hinter-
land, where he lived till his death, There, he was an important person, but he
was not abbot. Nothing is known about his family: whether he was a Christian
from birth, as for instance Origen was, or was baptized later in his life, like
Clement. 1

He does not belong to the group of eminent church-fathers in his time, such
as for instance the Cappadocians, the Alexandrines or John Chrysostom with
his friends, He is not first of all a theologian, but more a parish priest, who has
alwa_q.fs to care for his sheep: but this function alone cannot give a true picture
of him.

I." contrast to the Orthodox churches, where Isidore is a saint and a bishop
of importance, to us he is mainly known through his letters. He wrote no books
as _tzlr as we know, he left no homilies, but a big colleetion of letters, from
:.uhan:h more than 2,000 are preserved: there must have been more than 3,000
in all. More than 300 people are known by name, who received one or n:mrr:
letters: a great number of letters are without any name of the recipient. The
only edition till now is that in the Patrology of Migne, from 1855, which goes
rhar:k to the seventeenth century. A new edition is being prepared by Dr Fvieux.
[he letters are divided into 5 books of different size. Their sequence is in
chaos: Dr Evieux has tried to put them in order. But without a new edition of
the letters the new order is of little use.

The letters are very different in length, from two lines to 4 columns (Migne).
The name of the addressee is given in the beginning of the letter, if there is an
a:_‘]{irﬂrss_ﬁ;; often a letter begins without. Sometimes there 15 an indication of
his position or status, for instance, bishop, deacon, soldier, and so on. Isidore
hllmﬁclf names two single writings of his own, which may possibly be identified
with two extremely long letters: if not, they must have been lost,

There 15 no lime to speak about technicalities, as for writing — or maybe dic-
tating? — copying and sending letters, of such a different size too. Remember:
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there was no official postage except the imperial one. Therefore it must be
enough to know that letters could be written and received by the addressees,

Isidore was well educated. He was a good theologian; he knew the books of
the fathers by heart and liked to quote them. But he also knew the works of
Greek literature and philosophy and quoted them also. The list of authors he
guotes is very long, and not all his quotations have been identified. As was
usual, he does not give the name of the author, if he quotes a book, or very
rarely. Isidore uses Greek literature in the same way as Christian texts. He
corroborates his words with Christian and Hellenic evidence,

Here only a short example of his method can be given. There is a small
packet of letters, distributed all over the whole book of his letters, directed to
a certain Ophelius, who is mostly called Grammaticus by profession, some-
times also Scholasticus — this means almost the same. Ophelius remains un-
known as a person, as is almost always the case with the addressees of Isidore,
except such well-known persons as the emperor or the patriarch Cyril, of course.
Nothing is said about the life of Ophelius, his whereabouts, or his relations to
[sidore. He was an old friend or disciple; he seems to have been a Christian,
(oo,

There are more than 25 letters written to Ophelius, A few of them are 100
short to be of any use; they have only one sentence. 50 only 20 letters remain.
0 of them have a Christian character; 11 are written without any trace of 1t

Quite unusual for [sidore is one letter (11 42) about his Christian ideal, John
Chrysostom. There is first a short eulogy of him; then Isidore quotes a short
letter — maybe only part of it — almost as evidence for his words, written by
the famous orator and teacher of John, the Greek Libanius, who extols the
eloquence of John and concludes with a short summary of Attic rhetoric. This
letter is unusual for several reasons: it is the only guotation of a contemporary
writer {or nearly contemporary); this letter to Ophelius is written after the
death of John (f 407), when Libanius had been dead for some years (T 393),
and the writer's name is given: the praise of a Greek writer 15 of such a great
importance for the Christian [sidore. And this letter shows, like quite a lot of
them. the interest of the writer in grammar and philology. In a letter about an
exegetic problem (III 31) about the word (and its sense) mpwTotoxog that
means ‘firstborn’ (Gen. 4,4; Col. 1,15 “the firstborn of all creatures’), Isidore
changes the stress of this word mporotokeg. This changes also its sense; now
it means ‘who gives first hirth’. As proof of this — very rare — use lsidore
gives a verse of the lliad (17.5) where this is said of a mare, also not of a human
being. He explains a definite Christian expression with Greek literature.

[sidore writes always as a Christian, of course, but Chnistian thought 15 Not
prominent in the letters to Ophelius. So he gives him, for instance (I 97)
advice for a coming discussion with a Jew, what Biblical text shall be used
(Num. 18.,15). Here he is surely answering a request of Ophelius, how to

proceed,
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In an exegetic letter (I'V 162) about Ex. 12,11 *you must eat in urgent haste’,
Isidore refers to a piece of Isocrates (ad Dem. 1,1). Isidore likes lsocrates very
much, and most of all his works the treatise to Demonicus for i1s pedagogic
value. He could not know that this treatise was not written by Isocrates at all,
but put later inte the Corpus [socrateum.

Another letter to Ophelius defines the three steps of philosophy: Tpaxtikn,
Aoy, BeopnTien, but for Isidore the peak of philosophy is ebaéPew, ‘piety’
as a Christian quality (11 201). As this shows, here again is a mixture of Greek
literature and Christian thought.

In two shert letters to Ophelius, Isidore declares aitioloyin as most im-
portant for history and for contemplation (V 430; 544): he was never afraid to
repeat himself, but he did it mostly in a different way,

Some letters deal exclusively with grammatical questions, the necessity of a
concise style (for instance ¥ 133) and the right way of speaking (V 121).

A longer letter (11 273) speaks about problems which cannot be solved by
the human mind. But this must not trouble you, because this does not matter at
all. The only important thing is what is necessary for the salvation of men. It
does not matter how the sky is formed, if it is a sphere or an hemisphere, how
the stars are moving, how the earth is formed — all these questions are of no use.
Justice, courage, understanding, self-control, that is what brings real happiness.
This could mean a direct negation of the science of this time as it was taught
in Alexandna. In one most personal letter to Ophelius (111 70) Isidore com-
plains, as he often does in letiers to other addressees, about the evil deeds of
Zosimus, who is the right hand man of the bishop Eusebius of Pelusium, the
most bitter enemy Isidore ever had. In this letter [sidore bases his complaints
on a quotation of the Qdvssey (X1 238/39). His quotation is not quite correct,
but we have to remember that most quotations did not come out of books, but
from memory. But the sentences, used by Isidore in wrath and grief are very
sophisticated, his style here is very rhetorical. It is clear that the person to
whom he 1s writing is a man of especially high erudition, but also of friendly
attitude and kind interest. As this letters shows, Ophelius is very well
instructed about Isidore’s long fight against the bad bishop and his bad clergy
of Pelusium. It seems likely that Ophelius was not only addressee, but a real
friend, maybe a fellow-student of old time in Alexandria. None of Isidore’s
letters let us know anything about his personal life.

There are also some letters to Ophelius about special problems of the Christian
community, as (V 517) about the danger for the Christians of going to the
theatre or the hippoedrome, not a new problem at all, and surely not a warning
tor Ophelius personally. Isidore wishes not so much to warn the Christians
against plays or performances because they were things of the heathen and
irreligious. This was self-evident and people did know this. But people are
losing their dignity, their self-esteem at such things — and maybe laughing at
them.
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In another letter to Ophelius (V 200) Isidore speaks zngﬂimlat the use of jewellery
by women, He does not begin explaining this [’r:;-tn the Bihle, whrs,rf: pant}r of
examples are to be found, but from the history of Sparta, where the Taw m.h.adz
the use of jewellery for honest women. It was only ﬂ]ILﬁIWE:d for r.nrm?ntut_ﬁa and
loose women, who tried to catch young men, But a biblical explanation follows
in the same letter (I Tim, 2.9). It might astonish you, bu:_Ltus small survey u.i‘
letters to Ophelius as a single person is a survey also — in a very small way,
of course — of the whole corpus of Isidore’s letters. Nearly all his themes are

to be found in these letters to Ophelius,




The Earliest Slavonic Translations of John Chrysostom

Andrius VaLevicus, Sherbrocke

After excellent advances during the second half of the 1%th century, the
work of studying patristic texts in Slavonic translation and of compiling
descriptive catalogues has experienced a sixty-year interruption in this century.
In Russia alone, there are thousands of patristic texts in Slavonic translation
and until recently, very little scholarly research had been done on them.
Tatjana Certorickaja in the Introduction to her catalogue of Old Church
Slavonic homilies' offers some reasons for this delay:

... the great number of manuscripts and their dispersion over the immense territory of
Russia, the Balkans and Western Europe, and sccondly, the fact that these manuscripts
are in the museums and archives of Slavic states where, for a long time, conditions
for the study of old texts were not favourable and where manuscripts of a patristic,
theological, or of a general religious content were not compatible with the common
ideology and were not considered to be a part of science or culture?,

A first combined catalogue was published in 1984 covering the 11th to 13th
centuries®. It was twenty-four years in the making, Further catalogues covering
up to the 18th century are planned and the catalogue covering the 14th-15th
centuries is near publication, but this is still only touching the tip of the iceberg,
since relatively litle textual work or critical editions have appeared considering
the large number of manuscripts. Notwithstanding, some excellent work has
been done such as the edition of the Uspenskij sbornik? which is noted in the
Clavis Patrum Graecornm?® or the Izbornik of 10765, a compilation of texts with

' Tat'jana Certorickaja, Vorlaufiger Katalog Lirchenslavischer Homilien dex beweglichen
Jahreszykius. Aus Handschriften des 11, - 16, Tahrhunderts vorwiesend astslavischer Provenienz
(Abhandlungen der Mordrhein-Westfilischen Akademic der Wisscnschaften Band 91, Patristica
Slavica Band 1; Opladen, 1994),

2 Thid., p. 33.

P CaodHbil RAMAI0E CAGEARD-JVCCREY PYROAECHBY Kite xpanatgexes ¢ COCP 11-13 as.
C.O. Myuar (rnasdeit pepastop) (Mocksa, 1984).

* Vemencwwid coopryse 12-130a,, OA. Knnaenckan, BT, Jemsnor, MB. JTamon (Mockna.
1971).

* Maurice Geerard, editor, vol. Il (Tumhout, 1974).

* Hafapr 1076 zoda, C.M. Korkor peparrop (Mockea, 1963), It has also been published
in English translation with a history of the text: The Edificatory Prose of Kievan Rus', translation
and antroduction by William B. Veder {Harvard Library of Early Ukrainian Literature, English
Translations: volume V1; Cambridge, Mass,, 1994),
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excerpts from Basil the Great, Athanasius of Alexandria and John Chrysostom
and for which no Greek equivalent 15 known. b 1

The work of the pioneers in this field of *Slavic Patristics™ such as M.5.
Arkhangel’skii with his Fathers of the Church in (Md Russian Writing’, N.L
Petrov®. AL Ponomarev? and M.N. Speranskii'® and others, all 19th century
authors, almost drifted into oblivion until Evgenia Granstrem dared to call Fcnr
a return to pre-Revolutionary scholarship in her 1970 article “Byzantine
Manuscript Heritage in Old Slavic-Russian Litﬁrmun:’“ and _hr:r 1974 article
“John Chrysostom in Old Russian and South Slavic Manuscripts of the 11th-
14th Centuries™. -

When E. Granstrem called for a retum to the study of patristic texts (from
the point of view of the Russian cultural and philological heritage), Ferhapﬂ she
chose 1o concentrate her efforts on John Chrysostom because he is the most
important author in Slavonic. In Tat'jana Certorickaja’s lfm-fx'iuﬁgw Katalog,
1729 texts are indexed of which more than 40% of them are written under the
name of John Chrysostom. What E. Granstrem wanted 1o do was to create an
index of John Chrysostom in Slavonic and then separate the Slamnﬂu: pseudo-
Chrysostom from the authentic Chrysostom and from the pseudo-Chrysostom
found in J.-P. Migne'? and as listed in J.A. De Aldamal®, H:.:r_ main interest
was in locating and identifying original Russian compositions in order better
to understand the history of Old Russian literature. In 1980, as a follow-up to
her 1974 article, she published an index of 121 Chrysnhﬂmm._but not belonging
to him'5. Here she attempted to identify the works of Slavic authors such as
Clement of Ochrida (9th century), who imitated John Chrysostom quitc
successfully in style and content, Bishop Cyril of Turov (11th century) and
others.

T AC, Apxanrenscriil, Teopenue omyos YEPREU & dpesHe-pyCckon nuchMernoctin, 4
sei., Kazans, TRED-18M). | ,

8 L. [Terpos, O npoucxoxcdema o cocmage cAaaand-preonazo Mpagoza. Huozemiie
wermoyrur, Winen, 18735 ; ! .

¢ AW, TMonomaper, Hassmuusu dpeshepyeckon Heproaio- yuumetblioll SUmeQar i,
semn, 1-4, CITE,, 1894-1898, ' o .

0 WM.H. Cnepanckuil, [Hepesodume coprmky Wpeweuuil 8 CAABARG-PYECROH HuCHALEN-
moemu (Mockra, 1904), o

Il E.E. [pancrpens, 'BraanThdckoe PYKONHCHOE HACHGINE H NpeRHAR CNABARO-PYCCKAR
I“"-TEWT"'P*r m fIvnan wavio s r,lpglf,:,ngf-p_'p.;'{'rc{_lﬂ AWTHEFEIATY IR B A RN OGN, Jlenunrpa,
1970, crp. 141-143. | .

12 *Hoaan 3naToyeT B Opeksedl pyceroi B IOGRHOCTABAHCKOH THCEMEHHOCTH L_l 1-14BE.3",
TOAP ( Tpyou omdesa dpesrie-pycckol] gumepamype) 29 (1974), (Jlesunrpai) crp. I 86-
193, i

1} Patrologia Graeca (Paris, 1803). ) ) i

4 Repertarium Psewdochrysostomicum, Editions du centre national de Ja recherche scientifique
{Paris, 1963). I :

15 Modans IMETOVET B PEBHEA PYCCKOR 1 HMHOCTABAHCKON NHCLMEHHOCTH (11-14p8.)",
TOgPT 35, (1980), cTp.
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In the process of searching for old Slavonic compoesitions E. Granstrem
began to put together a remarkable, although incomplete index of John
Chrysostom in Slavoenic, This index was never published and its existence was
not even known until the author of this article discovered it, comprised of
some 700 handwritten and typed pages, among the many boxes of Dr.
Granstrem’s personal archive which was given to the 5t. Petersburg daushter
house of the Institute of History of the Russian Academy of Sciences afier her
death about three or four years ago. The manuseript is currently being revised
and edited for future publication's,

The sermons of John Chrysostom in manuscripts of the |1th-14th centuries
were united into collections called the Zlatousry (Chrysostomos), Zlatosirui
(The Golden Stream), Zlataja tsep (The Golden Chain), fzmaraed (The Emer-
uld), Margarit (The Pearl) and others. The distinction between the Zlatousty
and the [zmaragd is not easily definable. It seems that the first were collections
of readings around the Sunday Gospel or on feast days. The second is of a
mixed character not having any special systematic content. It seems that they
were meant for the private use of the laity in their own homes and not for use
in churches'. The Zlatostrui is a collection of 136 Chrysostomian homilies
translated in Bulgaria during the reign of Symeon (893-927). This collection of
homilies in its compilation does not have a Greek equivalent either. There is
reason to believe that Symeon selected the texts himself and then had them
translated’®. This collection. originally from the 12th century, contains any
extracts from authentic Chrysostom texts (In epistolam ad Ephesios homilia ii,
i, ivy In epistolam ad Romanos homilia it In Genesim homilia xiii, Sermo
vi in Genesim, In epistolam primam ad Corinthios homilia xi, and many more)
but also a number of unidentified texts for which no Greek original has been
tound. Today, there is no complete copy of the Zlarosirui; it has been pieced
together from different versions ranging from the 12th to 17th centuries,

In the fzbornik of 1076, the third oldest Slavonic book in existence, there are
numerous sentences laken from John Chrysostom. Most are one sentence long
quotations inlegrated into other texts. There are, however, several larger extracts
ranging from a paragraph to two pages in length taken from the following
works: De predicatione oratio ii; Homilia 13 in Matthaewm: Homilia 86 in
Johannen'®,

In her 1974 publication, E. Granstrem located 82 manuscripts from the 11th-
[4th centuries containing about 287 homilies, In the 15th century the number

"% The Homilies of S, Jokn Chrysostom in Slavonic: Repertoive, E.E. Granstrem, OV, Tvorogov
and A, Valevicivs. Publication is planned by Dmitrij Bulanin Publishing House, St Petersburg,

7 Arkhangel'skii, op. cit.

# For a complete analysis of the sources of the Zlatestrud see Francis J. Thomson, *Chrysos-
tomica Paleoslavica. A Preliminary Swdy of the Sources of the Chysorrhoas (Zlatostruy) Collection’
in Cyrillo-Methodianaem, vol, 6 (1982) pes. 1-63.

* For complete information see William R, Veder, The Edificatory Prose of Kievan Rus'.
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of manuscripts increases greatly with collections of the so-called Margarit and
Adriantis (the Homiliae 21 de statuis ad populum Antiochenuwm habitae CPG
4330) although the Adriantis was know to the Slavs well before the 15th century.

Out of these 287 homilies the results were the following: 65 were uncertain
texts not bearing the name of any author. From the 222 that rc:t}ainﬁi 48 were
compositions of Russian-Slavic and Bulgarian authors atiributed to John
Chrysostom, as, for example, Clement of Ochrida; 73 were paraphrased mlmtllcjns
from the works of John Chrysostom; 87 were pseudo-Chrysostom homilies
known in Greek literature (based on De Aldama); 8 were texts attributed to
John Chrysostom due to a mix up of name or due to some other unclear reason.
For example, John Chrysostom is sometimes confused wil:lh John Damascene
or with John, Bishop of Constance and disciple of Epiphanius of Cyprus. John
Chrysostom was the Patriarch of Constantinople and John the disciple of
Epiphanius was the bishop of Constance which is on Cyprus. Lastly, 6 were
authentic compositions of John Chrysostom. They are as follows: De s. .ii?mm-
martyre Phoca®™, although the title is *On Phoca the Dishonest EI'I'I[.}EIDI' a_ﬂ.rhﬂ
lived 200 years after John Chrysostom, but the text which follows is the right
one: De ligno, an ex eo cognitionem boni et mali Adamus adeptus est (In
Genesim sermo VIP'; De paenitentia homilia [P, Ejusdem oratio de elee-
mosyna, et in decim virgines (De paenitentia homilia IHI7; Cum‘_m Judeos in
tubas paschatis eorum (Adversus ludaeos orationes | Tr’}l'f; 31_1-::1 De JH:»'."E* el heato
Iob (In Iob sermones 1-4)5. Later, in her 1980 publication, Dr. Granstrem
added one more authentic Chrysostom homily, De ss. martyribus™. _

Thus, the Slavs translated even pseudo-Chrysostomian homilies, wmc‘te:-:ts of
which were written by enemies of John Chrysostom wu}:: as Severian of Gahfala
or by heretics such as Nestorius. These texts were part of the s:_l;mdard Byzantine
ecclesiastical heritage and no one seems to have known the difference.

As far as selections or extracts from the works of John Chrysostom were
concerned, many were prepared by Konstantin Preslavskii {ch-‘l Oth century).
It is interesting to note that when John Chrysostom is preaching on one or
another topic of sacred history on the basis of Sacred Scrlptlura. it 1% Lh:_ﬂ part
of the homily which concerns morality that was translated into Slavonic and
the rest was ignored. This is a general fact of Slavonic patristic translations:
predominantly moral and social texts were translated and almost nothing of a

2 PG 50, 699-706.
2 PG 54, 604-607,
2 PG, 49, 283-292
1 PG, 49, 201-300,
PG, 48, 371-882.
5 PG, 56, 570-574.
® PG, 50, T05-712.
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speculative or metaphysical nature?’. Likewise, in the Symeon’s Zlatostrui,
many of the excerpts from John Chrysostom are of a moral nature. This is
obviously the reason for John's popularity among the Slavs, since he was the
social and moral preacher ‘par excellence’. The Slavs were not as interested in
scriptural exegesis as they were in forming a society in accordance with Christian
moral teaching, and they were even less interested in the dogmatic debates of
the early church, having received Christianity in a ‘ready-made form'8, What
they needed were practical, pastoral sermons and what they wanted was a
‘simple and clear teaching that every Bulgarian could understand'2?,

Another theory concering the popularity of John Chrysostom among the Slavs
was proposed by Georgii Kurbatov in 1958 in a most interesting article, “The
Nature of Class in the Teaching of John Chrysostom™, In it Prof. Kurbatov
goes against the commonly held notions about John Chrysostom, from
Chrysostomus Baur®! to Hans von Campenhausen®, that always portray him
as a great defender of the poor, more the saint than the very capable political
strategist as Kurbatov sees him. Kurbatov maintains that Chrysostom enjoyed
wide popularity among the Slavs because he was a congenial author to the
powers that be and therefore, church and state promoted his works above all
others. For example, in the homilies Ad populum Antiochenum, which were
delivered during the uprising in 387, John Chrysostom tells the Antiochians
that it is useful to fear the authorities®® and he exhorts them to thank the
authorities for the subsequent repressions™,

Thus, since there is so much to do, not only with regard to John Chrysostom,
but in the area of ‘patristica slavica’ in general, it 1s a fascinating field, one of
the last archeographical frontiers of patristic scholarship where it is still possible
to make discoveries. Furthermore, the study of patristics texts in Slavonic is
uniquely nteresting in that one can see how the Fathers of the Church shaped
and influenced an entire culture (which did not happen in Western Europe
where the classical tradition was much stronger). Tat'jana Certorickaja
writes: ‘Patnstic literature was read by princes, boyars, and monks. It not

** Cf. Francis J. Thomson, “The Nature of the Reception of Christian Byzantine Culture in
Russia in the Tenth to Thirteenth Centuries and its Implications for Russian Cultre’, Slavica
Crandensia, vol. 5 (1978) pes. 65-139,

B Granstrem (1974), p. 191,

= Arkhangel'skil, op. cit. p. 62.

L Kypbaror, ‘Knaccopas cymuoers ywenna Hoansa Inartovera', Escesodnuk
MYIEA UCTROPUL PEAUSHN 1 amenziva, ToM 2 (1958), crp. 80-106. English translation by A.
WValevifins (as yet unpublished).

3 P.Chr. Baur, Der heilige Johannes Chrysostoms und seine Zeir (2 vols,, Minchen, 1929-1930).

%% Hans von Campenhausen, Les Péres grecs (Fditions de I'Orante, 1963), p. 188, This book,
however, does not figure in Kurbatov's article.

PG, 49, 81,

= PG, 49, 38,
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only influenced the norms and morals, but it also formed the aest_hf:tﬁc t?_:gte
of society’®. Thus, the well known preference for social ideas in Russian
: 36
Ph'?‘?iiuf]i};is‘ of the author of this present article is that it is not ljust it]he
‘Fathers of the Church’ who influenced the norms and‘ mﬂr_al::a _uf 1the: ;Edgvﬂsj,l u’f
especially one of the Fathers, John Chrysostom wlhu, with his ml’?‘lhm m'l mms
can be seen as precursor to the Marxst Russian Rew_:lupqn‘. v.; soil wa
prepared over nine centuries and through hundreds of homilies by :j e nr}g:lng
voice of John Chrysostom calling for social justice and questioning 1:5 vali r|lt;,a
of the immense possessions of the rich and even the validity ul’%]‘era_u, pmléneth:,:
itself. Among the first Marxists in Russia were many repreamtatw&?hp ﬂe.f,
clergy who quickly saw the similarity of communist ideas Lo thelt-:car. u?f]"n
‘our Holy Father John Chrysostom’, only with a difference; Marx was providing
te political plan. gk _
p ngﬁnnhﬁﬁg an ill'?dt::t of the works of John Chrysostom 10 Slavonic, éﬂi
followed by critical comparisons between the :Drlgmal Greek lext o e
Slavonic translation, with any possible rnmlijﬂ::almns that ma;-:r exist Igﬂ:g’; 2
adapting the text to the Slavic mentality, will then permmt the systema Sl
cation and establishment of the thesis here stated which, hopefully, will ;
some of the enthusiasm which the great Antiochian preacher used to enjoy.

35 (Certorickaja, op. cit. p. 135 . . :
6 (f, Frederick Copleston, Philasophy in Russia (Notre Dame, Indiana, |986),




Musical Aestpetics and Biblical Interpretation
in John Chrysostom

Amanda Berry WyLii, Elizabeth, New Jersey

In hl.::‘ first homily on the fourth gospel, John Chrysostom compares the
evang_ehst to a popular musician. The evangelist appears on the world-stage
h-u:auhfully costumed, not in gold, but having put on Christ. His voice rcac::unﬁa
w:rhl the grace of God, and the sound is *sweeter and more desirable than all
mu:nf:al harmony™. He has no need for instruments such as the cithara or lyre
fclrr his voice a]DI'IlE is lovelier and more profitable. He has formed in himse};f E;:
wr_h{raﬁus soul which becomes like a jeweled golden lyre that is plucked hljrf the
Spirits. The words that come from the mouth of this singer, i.e. the text of the
gmpgt,_ are not his own. Thus John's use of this musical metaphor announces
the divinely inspired nature of the biblical text?,

In John's introduction of the fourth evangelist as 4 minstrel of the divine son
the utterance of the inspired text marks the beginning of its interpretatinné*
This notion that in the recitation of a text the process of interpretation hm;
he_guﬂ is at _1&.&5! as old as Plato’s Jon. In the Jon, the thapsodist who recites
epic poetry 1s once removed from the divinely inspired poet. Like the evangelist
in our homily, the poet in the fon is infused with words through divine di;-a
pensation. The poet then, by giving expression to the divine poetry, gives a
reqdltlnn (as £punvnc) of the utterances of the god, who uses the 11:tl‘dil'l3.l'}'
voice uf. the poet. The rhapsodist in turn interprets the utterances of the poet b
Pﬁrfunmng another rendition®. The stylistic expression of poetry is akin tg
mt?rpretam::r:. at least linguistically, where we find in Epunveiey, this sense
of “to render’ as well as “to interpret'®. In the context of poetry it includes LE{:

| . ;

.I_n Joh, Ham._ I:I. Pf_: 32:25, On the evidence that the Prologue 1o the gospel was a hymn
SUTE M carly Christian circles, see Raymond Brown, The Gospel According o John (Gard
City, NY. 1966), pp. 3-4 (text) and pp. 20-23, : o

E In Joh. Hom, 1.1, PG 5926,
* In so doing he supplics a standard apologeti i i
. 1Ic com ng
WAoo S i pologe parizon 1o ather literature, arguing for the
* That John himself would then become the int 1
" That John him: erprefer as rhapsodis i ;
1n_gi-::ai implication, though he does not state the clﬂjan FRELe R
* Flato fon 534b-e. Some have scen this as an indication that the rhapsodist was lecturing on

:jhe text; our reading :-‘.]'!ulws that this is an unnecessary explanation. The rhapsodist interpreted not
y means of some additional commentary but by repetition.

® For this usage, see Ps-Plutarch De Musice 11383 and 11444,
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iranslation of ideas into verse and the reinterpretation of the meaning through
the style of recitation.

John begins the musical analogy by announcing the evangelist’s rendition
and continues by addressing how one ought to listen to the biblical text: like a
music student learning to play a tune. With this musical metaphor (which
achoes the work of Clement if it does not borrow directly from 1it)" John says
that the text cannot be appreciated fully by an immature listener who wishes to
find only pleasing entertainment; the harmony of this music can only be heard
rightly by those who are attentive®. Only the quiet soul can learn to play the
mystical melody®. To achieve this quiet, the people must swab out the ears of
their souls which are clogged with lust, anger, and other passions'. Such guidance
as John will provide in his preaching on the gospel will be fruitless if heard by
careless souls, but the musical illustration provides more than inducement to
pay attention to the sermons that follow. It supplies the hermeneutical key —
that personal harmony leads to higher understanding'’.

The aptness of the musical metaphor for the biblical text lies in the parallels
between music and language!2. This study will suggest that for John similar par-
allels exist between musical performance and textual interpretation, specifically,
that the musical vocalization of text can be seen as a form of interpretation. On an
elementary level, setting biblical passages to music aids in learning the text. On a
more profound level, the parallel between music and language can elucidate what
interpretation entails.

in the Greek philosophical and pedagogical contexts, both music and grammar
were part of the curriculum which had as its goal the formation of civic virtue.
John turns the skills acquired through rhetorical training to the mblical text
with similar aims for Christian moral formation'®. Likewise, his comments on

7 Clement Protrepticus 1. The similarities could alsoe mdicate a common excgetical source on

the fourth gospel.

¢ In Joh. Hom. 1.1, PG 59:26.

% In Joh. Hom. 1.2, PG 59:27: ‘it is the hearing of the soul which 1 require’.

W n Joh Hom. 1.2, PG 59:27, Ears tuned to fleshly pleasures cannot hear the beautiful
gtrains or benefit from them.

It Sec p. 276 in Everett Ferguson, “Toward a Patristic Theology of Music', SP 24 (1993,
pp. 266-83. Ferguson discusses hammony with God in terms of spirituality, The hermeneutical
dimension is an elaboration of the spiritual relationship.

12 Edward A. Lippman, Musical Thought in Ancient Greece (New York, 1964), pp. 92-100.
For a convincing discussion of the practical and theoretical similarities between music and
poetry, see James Anderson Winn, Unsuspected Eloquence: A History of the Relations between
Poetry and Music (New Haven and London, 1981).

15 Far a discussion of how the methods of the rhetorical schools informed Antiochene CREZELS,
see Frances Young, “The Rhetorical Schools and Their Influence on Patristic Excgesis’, in The
Mating of Orthodoxy: Essays in honour of Henry Chadwick, ed. Rowan Williams (Cambridge,
1989), pp. 1¥2-99, Young also shows (p. 1847 the relation between the analysis of language in
that context and its use in moral formation.




3ol AB. WyLn

the pedagogical aspects of music reflect the Platonic/Pythagorean tradition'
In the context of classical education, music is a form of mimesis in which thel.
student first learns to perform by copying the technique of the instructor and
auhsequ_ﬁ?tly gains instruction through imitating the moral character of the
composition and its subject'?. Engaged in the performance and charmed b

melody and rhythm, the player is shaped by the song’®. A survey of selecmg
passages fmlm John's writings will show that he stands within this tradition in
his expectation that music is imitative, participatory, and formative.

Because music is imitative, the initial choice of music is important, for the
wrong rfhm-:e in music can have potent ill effects. John uses the cunv::nr.i{}nal
distinction hetwr:..lan two kinds of music: 1) the profane music of theatres and
b-EIﬂEEI]L‘.T.l ha]ls,_wh:ch was usually instrumental, and 2) sacred music, psalms, and
hy:lnna including but not limited to their use in a liturgical :-H:tting.‘ﬁ SUEpfcinn
of msuulmentaj music was not new with Christian writers. For the philnq:nphe:[s
the music of the aulos in particular was seen as dangerously immoral i:ecauser
it lacked words and preyed upon the passions'’. Likewise, John declares that
the music of the aulos is ‘satanic pomp’, which is inarticulate, without meanin
and Lh‘us shameful™, Those songs played with aulos and lyre after a ﬂumpiuuugs:
HIEEJI are none other than songs to demons’'®, The songs heard on the streets
and in public places raise strong objections for their sexual content. Such
amorous songs sung by beggars on the street ‘engender sins in our character*?

rT‘ha powerful psychological influence of music has mechanically more to d[;
with the rhythm and melody than the song lyrics, even though all three —
words, melody, and rhythm — were denoted in the term povowkr]. The same
potency that makes immoral music dangerous can make ‘good’ music beneficial
as well. One related application is that those who are reluctant to read the
Bible can bE led to it through music. God used rhythm and melody to make the
psalms enticing®. John takes it for granted that musical pleasure is natural to

Y For this, see especially Li il
1 his, : ppman, ap. ci.; Warren D, Anderson, Ethos and Education in
?rl-::.. ek Music [Cambndg_,c, 1266}, For a broader treatment of Chastian attitudes toward music, see
[uw r;n_c:s Quasten, Music c.-n.r.li Warship in Pagan and Christian Antigquity, trans, Boniface 'Ru.n:r-‘.i:.}'
¢ as ulng;ﬁrt: D.C., 1983; orig. 1973). A helpful collection of texts is found in James McKinnon
we:eiﬂ: in Early Christian Ll.lrmrnm- (Camnbridge, 1987). The musical context s described in Gi:inme;
Jm[“I; ﬂusm:lrrﬂrﬁmaha;u: Die Bedewtung der Musik imt Leben der Rémer { Amsterdam, 19673 also
ountford, “Music and the R ? ' i I I

ey omans’, Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 47 {1964-65),

5 Plato Legp. 668 and 802c-d.

1% Plaws Rep, 10,601,

Y Lippman, 50-51; Plato Rep. 33049,

8 fn Coloxs. Hom. Hom. 12.5, PG 62:380

% Jn Coloss. Hom. 1.5, PG 62:305. This is i

. A SR 2:300. This 15 In contrast to the thankf
rah!;::]s of the poor. See also Quasten, pp. 128-32 binaoia omintin
fn I Thess. Hom, 11.3, PG 62:465. Also th lascivions :

WSt s st the reference to *lascivious and voluptuous' songs,

N Expos. in Psal, 41.1, PG 535:156.
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the soul, which melody frees from the chains of the body. The effect is demon-
strated in the way infants are entranced by lullabies®?, It is here that aesthetic
considerations enter in: the beauty of music accounts for its allure. His
respect for the enchanting sway of music makes John cautious. Songs that
appeal merely to human senses may be quite seductive for their sensuality, but
they lack a higher spiritual beauty. While ethical considerations are primary —
whether the words are edifying or obscene — the ethical value of the music
will make it more aesthetically pleasing to those with cultivated sensibilities?,

Faor good or ill, music exerts a transformative power over those who hear it.
In an attack on the ‘satanic’ music of the theatre, John compares what a person
becomes by hearing the depraved songs in the theatre with what one becomes
by hearing the psalms®. Any words set to music can alter the soul, making the
soul more anery and passionate or sober and meek, depending on the choice of
songs. John says that the words of scripture ‘resounding in the ears’ can
‘soften the callous soul'®, but elsewhere he wams, *...when any obscene and
sweet melody is uttered, it softens the mind, and corrupts the very soul itself™".
John is both cautious and pragmatic.

Another benefit of music for the preacher’s purposes is that it makes the text
ore memorable. Indeed John complains that members of his congregation
can remember and sing by heart the songs from the theatre, though they are
ignorant of the biblical text. Still, the attentiveness of the singer to the biblical
text being sung determines its ultimate effectiveness. John speaks of singing
from the heart or with the heart and mind to indicate that full participation in
musical performance entails internalization of the meaning of the text®. He
says that the people ought to sing the psalter responses in the hturgy more
carnestly so that the letters being written on the wax tablets of their souls by
the Spirit will not be obliterated by devilish impressions elsewhere?,

John enthusiastically recommends active participation in the singing of
spiritual songs, especially the biblical text, for such performance leads to even

% Expos. in Psal. 41.1, PG 53:156.
2 While this allure of music is what makes the secular music so dangenous in John's mind,

he does not disapprove of God's use of this form of pleasure o atiracl souls and transform them.
Compare in Coloss. Hom. 12.6, PG 62: 389, where John condescends to allow beautiful music at
wedding celchrations, as long as it is spiritual {certainly not aulos music).

2 Compare Plawo Legg, 1 65%4-6504 and 7.802. The beauty in harmony lies in its symmetry
and good measure, The quality of beauty in ather arts is similarly defined: Plato Politicus 284
and Rep. 3.401. See also Lippman, p. 107.

35 Jn Matt. Hom. 2.6, PG 57:30-31. Compare Plato Legg- 7.802d. Quasten, pp. 135-37.

% Iy Man. Hom. 2.6, PG 57:3L.

3 In § Thess. Hom. 11.3, PG 62:463.

3 E.g. in I Cor. Hom. 35.3, PG 61:300 (commenting on 1 Cor. 14:15); fn Eph.
PO A2 129 in Coloss. Hom. 9.2, PG 62:363-04.

3 In Matr, Hom. 11.6, PG 57:200-201; in Joh. Hom, 3.1, PG 59:37.

Hom. 192,
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wers™. Yet, the orderliness of their souls exhibits itself in their bodies. Their
hands are always clean, they sleep lightly, without snoring (or exposing their
bodies), and they rise again quickly to sing. In the desert ‘everything is full of
prayer, of hymns, and of a spiritual fragrance; there is nothing carnal . While
others are laughing and indulging in sport and gluttony, the monks sing psalms
and hymns at regular hours. The equilibrium demonstrated in their control of
their bodies is matched by their harmonious singing of psalms:
nent makes such sweet melodies,

And neither cithara nor pipe nor other musical instri
ones in their deep solitude in the

45 the ones you hear from the singing of these haly
desert™®,

For laborers and monks alike, participation of the whole self in musical
recitation of the biblical text is disciplinary and thus formative, which in tum
prepares them for a clearer understanding of the text. This gradual training
with music finds a place in the education of Christian children as well*.
Aware of their pedagogical value, John wants parents to teach their children to
sing the psalms, for they are full of philosophy. Teaching children to eXercise
restraint and temperance and to refrain from excess and lust for power, the
psalms will gradually lead them forward to higher lessons™. Musical instruction
‘< for John an example of considerateness, for it appeals to a child’s sensibilities®.

The same concept of accommodation 1s a central notion in John's approach
to scripture. Music accommodates lessons to a child’s level just as the language
of scripture accommodates truth 10 a level of human understanding through its
embodiment in the text. John says that God ‘modulates’ (pudpiZen) the langnage
of the psalms to meet human limitations, or in other words, God arranges the
divine music for human ears®. To move beyond the body of text to a more

% fn Mart, Hom, 8.5, PG 57:88. Thus the ideal of sacred singing is to move like angels
beyond bodily perception. John gives the example to show how completely the presence of the
infant Jesus during his flight 1o Bgyp transformed the Egyptians who formerly sai around the
‘fleshpots’ (¢f, Exod. 16:3).

% fn 1 Tim, Hom. 14.5, PG 62:377.
s Iy ] Tim. Hom. 144, PG 62:576. Note the cimilarities in this description and that of the

fourth evangelist above.
¥ John recognizes music as part of the curriculum in his On Vainglory, SC 188, 124-26. Like

his precedents, John hints that the very foundations of education are musical in nawre when he
says that formation of young Chnstians 1s about “the origin and education and thythm of the
warld’. The sacred songs of the Bible are chosen replacements for traditional poetic materials, Just
as the stories of the Old Testament are suggested as appealing stones for voung children, the
psalms are recommended as approved music, John complains that their children sing the songs of
Satan, like “cooks and caterers and choms dancers’ (in Coloss, Hom. 9.2, PG 62:362). See also in
Mart, Hom, 2.5, PG §7:30. On this question in other Christian writers, see Quasten, pp. 137-39.
8 jp Coloss, Hom. 9.2, PG 62:363, Cf. Plato Legg. 2.65%-660a,

W [n Coloss. Hom. 9.2, PG 62:362.

i Pyai. 112.2, PG 55:303, For this refercnce (p. 5) and & helpful discussion of the erm, I am
indebied to Robert Hill, *On Looking Again at sunkarabasis’, Prudentia 13 (1981}, pp- 3-11, The
suppestion that the body becomes the lyre is to be seen 45 Progress from the accommodation
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spiritual comprehension through application is the goal of mterpretation. John's
exegetical strategy remains Antiochene in his insistence on the meaning and
usefulness embodied in the narrative’. As an alternative to allegorical fancy,
he would have it that purer understanding comes when submission of the body
lo the soul prepares one to hear the text and to imitate the models of virtuous
conduct contained therein. Higher understanding and application of the text
proceeds from the absorption or internalization of the text.

Again the parallel between music and language is drawn. This leads us to
three concluding points. First, as more than just an analogy 1o illustrate his
view of scripture, singing becomes an effective method for discerning the
meaning of the text. As a result of its imitative, participatory, and formative
functions, singing is also interpretive. When executed artfully, with a modulated
self-control that keeps body and soul in harmonious balance, the singer finds
meaning in the song that goes beyond human utierance. Secondly, John's
program of musical exegesis is holistic: the singer conforms the whole self to the
source of divine music, and thus mimesis is more than an intellectual exercise??,
The abstractness of music facilitates the expression of the ineffable truth
contained in the text and allows the singers to internalize the meaning, if they
move beyond the fleshly sense of hearing. Finally, this view of the utility of
music, rooted in the context of classical education, provides a theoretical
framework for John's interpretive exercises., but their practical execution
potentially extends to a wider, less-literate audience. A more personalized
rendition of the text was permitted, although the bishop’s preaching defined the
parameters of meaning, and fanciful allegorizing was clearly discouraged, We
may nonetheless find in John's use of music a democratization of Interpretation
— one in which even weavers, drovers, and farmers work with the text.

made to the Israelites in the use of musical instruments. See Reiner Kaczynski, Das Wort Gettes in
Litwrgie und Alltag der Gemeinden des Tohannes Chrysostomes (Freiburger theologische Studien
94; Freiburg, 1974), pp. 263-64. Quasten, pp. 92-93, presents a less sympathetic condescension,

! Young, pp. 183-84, describes this method as rooted in the rhatorical schools.

# The notion of personal harmony as an imitation of cosmic harmony is well-represented in
patristic as well as classical sources. See. e.g. Augustine De Musica 6. Discussion of the text is
found in Robert 1. O'Connell, Art and the Christian fmtelligence in 5i. Augustine {Cambridge,
Mass., 1978), See also the more recent res panse by Carol Harrison, Beauty and Revelation in the
Thought of Saint Augustine (Oxford, 1992), Harrison’s treatment of the role of scripture and the

importance of the rhetorical context are of particular interest for the parallels in our study of JTohn
Chrysostom, See also Lippman, p. 92: Ferguson, *Theology', p. 271.

Le omelie di Giovanni Crisostomo
“De prophetiarum obscuritate™

Sergio ZINCONE, Rome

La tradizione precedente

Nella letteratura cristiana antica dei primi secoli & ben Priiﬂr:ﬂﬂ”pf;‘;;‘;’i';
dell’oscuritd del linguaggio biblico con particolare ﬂlm?ztﬁfjc&tive testimo-
veterotestamentarie. In questa sede accennerd ad aicum: ?tg'hn modo da inqua-
nianze patristiche che hanno affrontato tale prﬂblr.:ma:md i ip e
drare in modo pil compiuto dal punto di vista SIOTICO-IETIETANO 1 :
del discorso erisostomiano . - inalita dell’oscuriti biblica, con

Nel Dialoge con Trifone, a proposito della ftndl_t e f ot ;—111r:wa
specifico riferimento a quanto hanno o ;’ St pr? ft: atel*_:';cm com-
che essi si sono serviti di parabole € figure* percheé nm: u r;j%a C.D]'.I s
prendere facilmente sicché la verita fc_:a:ﬁt 'rrmfalm let ﬁfgsé i av&sj
mediante un'adeguata preparazione®. Egli osserva no UE'Lf turi Ii avrebbero
sero compreso le Scritture relative a Cristo e agli Eximml o] t::u'i cristiani, &
fatte sparire®; & questo un argﬂmmlm che ':11 ntrc‘:rva dw; lﬂ tr:gt;';zig : 3
viene ripreso da Crisostomo, per spiegare 'oscurita delle p )

: - 3 - b y o cm
Per freneo i giudei non avrebbero esitato a bruciare le Scritture s¢ avess

i arte dei cristiani® :scovo di
conosciuto la loro utilizzazione futura da parte dei cristiani®. I1 ves

' itture scosto Cristo, indicato “per typos €1
Lione sottolinea che nelle Scritture & naacg:;tn _(, . ila e e
parabolas’ che non potevano essere compresi prima de R e
& questo dunque |'evento che svela il senso profondo delle Serittu

1 itd ed incertezze.
alle profezie oscurita ed incer ; i iy
GI!:; Alessandrini estendono il concetto di oscurita biblica al complesso d

i il significato delle
Seritture’. Clemente enumera varie Cause del fatto che il significato

; : : B A
| Per maggiori dettaghi si veda il mio studio "La funzione dell’oscurith delle profezie secon

Giovanni Crisostomo’, Annall di storia ﬂrmrfﬁgﬁi{hiﬁfilﬁﬁ]ﬂiﬂﬁl-f-sf:;f""“"‘”fﬂﬂf” i
] 2 I Cr X . s
: Cfr. (G, Otranto, La terminalogla esegelica
"“'f' ”E;ll'll ff;ﬁgr'rﬂegﬁﬂi:c]:ﬁfliﬂt ::I I, p. 82. Si veda anche 5. Gustino. Dialogo con Trifemne
[ 14Ti. =y v oW gy ka '

' [ . Mi 282,
{Letture cristiane del primo millennio, 3, a cura di G. Visona; Milano 1988), p

¢ Dial 120.5; ed. cit, p. 218, 5

5 Adv, haer, 121,15 5C 211, p. 400. \ i .

& i:i ;:::i: IV.26.1; SC 10042, pp. 712-714. Questo tema sard ripreso '?ahcnfr?fgﬁn;?bﬁque‘.
' ‘Cr'r.l".-'!l I-Ela.rl :ﬂr]géne. el les interprétations patrisiiques grecques de 1" obse

Vigiliae Christianae 36 (1982), p. 346,
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Scritture risulta nascosto; cid innanzitutto, come si & visto in Giustino, ha lo
scopo di stimolare la ricerca e la scoperta degli insegnamenti che recano la sal.
vezza. Inoltre non a tutti era conveniente comprendere il senso delle Scritture
perché non ricevessero danno dal recepire in modo distorto e parole salvifiche
dello Spirito santo. L’Alessandrino rileva poi che il genere parabolico della
Scrittura si trovava larsamente nei profeti perché lo Spirite santo mostrasse
che 1 filosofi greei e i sapienti barbari avevano ignorato la futura venuta del
Signore e 'insegnamento che avrebbe trasmesso: era quindi opportuno il ca-
ratiere coperto delle profezie relative al Signore, perché non fossero travisate e
mal comprese. Infine Clemente accenna al motivo per cosi dire prudenziale
dell’occultamento del significato delle predizioni concernenti Cristo, ricor-
dando che tutti i profeti che avevano predetto la venuta del Signore e i santi
misteri che lo riguardavano furono perseguitati e uccisi®,

Per Origene una causa dell’oscurita biblica va ricercata in un certo tipo di
stile della Scrittura che talvolta salta rapidamente da un discorso su un argo-
mento ad un altro su un tema diverso, il che rende oseuro soprattutto il testo
dei profeti®, Secondo I’ Alessandrino lo Spirito santo non ha voluto che quanto
s1 trova negli seritti profetici fosse €5posta apertarente, ma ha fatto in modo
che 1'oscurita dell’espressione lo custodisse riposto nel mistero, tutelandolo
dagli ignoranti®. i noti poi che Origene specifica che i profeti hanno E5posto,
senza nasconderne il significato, tutto cid che poteva essere utilmente com-
preso m ordine alla riforma dei costumi, mentre hanno indicato oscuramente
quanto richiedeva una comprensione superiore!!: un ‘analoga argomentazione
sara sviluppata da Crisostomo.

Origene ha lasciato cadere la tesi secondo cui 1'oscurith della Serittura
aveva la finalita di salvaguardare i profeti dalle persecuzioni dei giudei. Egli
piluttosto mette in evidenza la valenza positiva di tale oscurith che, per cosi
dire, rivela nascondendo'?, sollecita un‘adeguata preparazione per la compren-
sione dei misteri adombrati nei testi sacri, spinge ad una ricerca attenta della
veritd, induce ad intravedere in Cristo la luce che dissolve 0gni OsCuriti,

Eusebio, in un’opera apologetica quale la Dimostrazione evangelica, rileva
che alcune cose sono state dette per mezzo di enigmi, altre in modo piii chiaro
¢ osserva che i giudei avrebbero distrutto la Serittura se avesse indicato mani-
festamente il loro ripudio!s,

Basilio, a proposito di I Cor. 3,14 sgg., spiega che chi toglie come una cortina
oscurith della lettera, imita Mosé che si toglieva il velo quando parlava con
Dio; questo velo viene quindi inteso nel senso dell’oscuriti degli insegnamenti

® Strom, VI126-127: GCS, Cl. Alex. I, pp. 495-404,
* Philoc. 7,1; §C 302, p. 326.

W I Num, hom. 18 4: GCS, Or. VI, p. 175,

" C. Cels. 7,10; SC 150, pp. 36-38.

2 Cfr. M. Harl, art. cit., p. 356,

“ Dem. ev. VI, Prol.; GCS 23, p 251,
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della legge, mentre al gesto di volgersi verso hil .Eli.ignum mfrlspﬂg;vavli ;;:?11;
templazione spirituale'®, Crisostomo sviluppera ’interpretazione s t;
senso dell’oscuritd, in rapporto alla legge e al suo cnmpm{:gm Ta crﬂli iﬂ.a o
i 1o di Missa 1’1 di Dio & nascosto, come da u
Per Gregorio di Nissa ['intento : : 201 . :
COrpo titllag Scrittura. Pereid, osserva riferendosi a [f tili,m. 3,13 r:.gli.,ialicggﬂ?_:.:
~ONS ' della Scrittura hanno un velo ! _
che coloro che considerano il corpo rit Hin | : o
non possono guardare la gloria della legge SplrltUHEL, in quI;E.I'IT.ﬂ- SON0 08ta
dal velo che era stato posto davanti al viso del legislatore’™=.

| De prophetiarum obscuritate: elementi di cronologla

' ‘oscuri i specifi-
Nelle due omelie dedicate alla pmhlﬂmmma‘dell oscurita deil ﬂ'Il‘}t? fm;] 3
camente delle profezie Crisostomo riprende ]':]i : ﬁ;mittmsul :1:: 11;3[.10 “dr::ll.a e
' i Origene nel senso del carattere O .
essere stato usato prima di Ong : L it T
tura. A li;ll'-f'. riguardo si noti che questo termine, rifernito all’muu_nla dﬂllii 3 i
; ' ' 2 app. 1-
' : lla Philocalia, che conserva i ca|
tura, appare nel titolo del cap. I de lia, che conserva 1. 1 :
m::ggigf parte del cap. 3 del 1.IV del De principuis ongeniano; ora ].1 :;ecgg
simo termine & presente nel titolo della seconda mnmlm_unanstﬁmml o
prophetiarum obscuritate a proposito dell’AT, mentre nel titolo Ctljrli 1;: 1;11'11;1 a;ﬁ
trova |’aggettivo dougels, in rapporto alle profezie riguardanti Cristo, 1 pag
il ripudio dei giudei. - — :
) Qusqm omelie furono pronunciate verosimilmente gd Antiochia, 11n 211}1&21;
Crisostomo, niel contesto della preghiera dei fe::t_r:!j per il vcscnv;b, par 5“ ; I?ﬁm
sto come di una persona diversa da se stesso'®; il nostro autore unqlgr o o
stato ancora elevato all’episcopato di Cmat:_antmqpuh_. La prima ome ml S
recedere di poco la seconda; in questa infatti'? si fa riferimento Hdd' > u:;:
Enmrattu recentemente dall’oratore con il suo uditorio € |I1un ancora ??ATIEE dpm
amplezz: . ento. Si tratta del motivo per cul 1
a causa dell’ampiezza dell’argoment . i
oscuro del Nuovo: Crisostomo si rifi a quanto aveva esposto in 'ﬁﬁm, ”
nella prima omelia, riprendendo la tﬁstimqﬂ1anzajl [;a::;hn*g {ij IT C]'a;:l &3 b [_{jy][]gE;lﬂl
confermando 1'interpretazione del velo di Mose, di cul parla |"Apo :
senso dell’oscuritd della legge. . 3 —
Possiamo inoltre stabilire che la samndz Im;c}m{ t'uE F::r{':.l:ﬁléll.?ilr:.l:ulijll.ﬂmm_
' | evi ima omelia De diabolo tentaiore™,
nica, come si evince dalla prima o B i
1 1 1 -edente, quando aveva esorta _
cheno menziona la domenica precedente, D
la maldicenza, richiamando argomentazioni ed esempl seritturistici di cul s1

14 De Spir. 21,52; 5C 17, pp. 434-436. Cfr F:.: Cavalcanti, L'cs;;gg:;zm ..::l'rﬁ if;.lm nei Padri
grect, I wrattate “Sullo Spirite Sanio” _-.-J'r' Basilio di Cesarea (Foma, . p. L83

15 ¢ Eun 1Lt W, 9: ed. Jiger (Leiden, 1960), p. 163

It g |r..|.rr_:l||';'h. ahseur. 11.5; PG 56, 182,

T fhid, 11,15 176,
1% e digh. tent. 11; PG 49, 245,
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servito nella parte finale della seconda omelia De prophetiarum obscuritate'®
e ricorda altresi gli applausi che accolsero la fine del suo discorso. Pub ES‘?L‘:!‘E;
interessante notare che in molti codici alle omelie De prophetiarum f}b.-r::ec;'a'—
tate segue immediatamente proprio la prima omelia De digbolo tentatore |

Non eMErgono elementi decisivi che possano indicare una precisa darta di
composizione delle omelie De prophetiarum obscuritate®®; troppo generico &
ad es. 1 annuncio da parte di Crisostomo, nella prima omelia, di rinviare ad un
altro giomno il discorso su Melchisedek che era stato introdotto a proposito di
Hebr. 7,1-31! con sviluppi in senso antiariano. Gia Montfaucon, nel suo Moni-
fum. aveva rilevato la difficolta di stabilire 'anno di composizione sulla base
di questo accenno a Melchisedek. Sembra dunque pinn prudente C.{'.-nf_'lurjttrle
senza ulteriori specificazioni, che queste omelie risalgono con ogni pmbuu?::nilitﬁr
al periodo antiocheno dellattivitd crisostomiana.

La trasmissione del testo

Savile fa riferimento ad un cod. Regio che va identificato con il Parisinus
gr. 759 del s. XI. Nella sua edizione, ripresa da Migne in PG 56 163;IE'EI
Montfaucon cita esplicitamente due mss. che indica con la segnﬁtl_;ra Rﬁgi{;
2_3413 ¢ Colbertino 1030; essi corrispondono rispettivamente al pia citato Pari-
sinus gr, 759 e al Parisinus gr. 768 del s. XIII. Questi codici contengono en-
rramberl& omelie. Il ms. che & alla base dell’edizione di Montfaucon, come del
resto di quella di Savile, & sostanzialmente il Parisinus gr. 759 che effettiva-
mente si pud considerare uno dei codici migliori. A volte le note in apparato di
Mﬂm.fﬂumﬂ s?ng alguanto approssimative; ad es. egli osserva che le parole
TOUTETTL NOoEUfprogs mancano nel mss., o rir 3 il ri
g ol Eus c; s nel mss., mentre sono aggiunte sopra il rigo

Pﬂr_l‘ﬂdiz[_ﬂm: critica che sto attualmente preparando ho potuto reperire e
n::}llazmnam integralmente 26 mss., la cui datazione va dal X s, (Vat. gr. 450)
fino al }_-i"':-’l s.; 18 di essi si possono collocare tra 1'X1 e il XII s., ghi a.ILri_ in
un arco di tempo fra 1l XIII e il XVI s. 18 contengono entrarnbe:, le omelie:
Vat, gr. 450 (s, X), Vat. gr. 555 (5. XI), Angel. gr. 110 (s. XI), Laur. Plut. & lij
(s. XI), Laur. S. Marco 679 (s. XI), Genuens. Urbani 13 (s, XI), Paris. gr. 754
(3. XI), Paris. gr. 759 (s. XI), Mosq. Bibl. sinod. 109 (Vlad. 171: s. J{I-}{Ii]
Petropol. GPL Sobr, gr. 234 (222; s. XI), Ath. Iviron gr. 4375.255 (s. Kl'v’j:

1: De proph. obscur. 1LE-9; [88-190,
g I Lenain ru:[e _I'l[lnamnl L (Mémoires pour servie & Ulistoire ecclésiastique dey six premiers sig-
“.; ﬁ:. t. Jl:'.l [‘-r.em:u:, 1732). PP- 84-86) fa riszalire queste omelie al 388; C. Baur (Der heilipe
ohaires Chrysestomus wnd seine Zeir, vol. [ (Miinchen, 1929), p. 238) si limita a farle rentrare

u % II:I 5 Ei-| 1 ] i d’EI]ﬂ

- De proph, ebscur. 1,3; 167,
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Cantabrig. cod. Nn. L. 22 (2551: s. X1-XII), Ath. Stavron. gr. 897.32 (s. XII),
Paris. gr. 768 (s. XI11), Oxon. Auct. T.3.4 (s. XVI), Matrit. ms. 4747 (5. XV1),
Oxon. Holkham 42 (5. XVI, con molte omissioni), Pans. Suppl. gr. 400 (5. XVI).
3 conservano soltanto la prima omelia; Cantabrig. cod. B.8.11 (195: 5. XI),
Oxon. Roe 24 (s. X1}, Taurin. B.IL21 (Pasinus gr. 0. 5, XI): 5 contengono
solo la seconda omelia, integralmente (Berolin. cod. Phill, 1439, s. XI-XII)
o parzialmente (Taurin. B.L.10, Pasinus gr. 12, s. XI: Vat. gr. 1223, 5. X3
Hicrosol. S. Sabae 32, s, XI-XII, cui sono stati restituiti da Aubineau 14 fogli
del ms. Photios 47 contenente frammenti della seconda omelia??; Vat. gr. 385,
5. XV).

La costituzione del testo delle omelie si presenta notevolmente complessa
non solo per il numero dei testimoni della tradizione manoscritta, ma soprat-
tutto perché mentre alcuni raggruppamenti di codici sono abbastanza chiara-
mente individuabili, di altri mss. appare pill incerta e problematica la colloca-
zione. Inoltre, a prescindere dal fatto che, come si & visto, non tutti i mss.
hanno entrambe le omelie, a volte alcuni apparentamenti di codici che si
riscontrano in un’omelia, non trovano conferma mell’altra; la situazione non
appare quindi del tutto omogenea nelle due omelie, per cui il discorso deve
essere necessariamente differenziato,

Tra le numerose questioni che emergono dal punto di vista filologico, vor-
rei soffermarmi. a titolo di esempio, su di una che mi sembra particolarmerte
significativa. Nel suo Moniturn Montfaucon, ricordando la prima omelia De
diabolo tentatore, in cui Crisostomo si rifi alla parte finale della seconda ome-
lia De prophetiarum obscuritate, dove aveva condannato la maldicenza e, per
contrasto, aveva riportato alcuni esempi di personaggi che avevano accusalo I
propri peccati senza occuparsi di quelli degli altri, rileva che 1"Antiecheno
enumera nello stesso ordine i passi scritturistici addotti nell’omelia precedente,
tra cui Le. 5,8. Ora perd gia Tillemont aveva lamentato che questo passo non
appare nel De prophetiarum obscuritate, ipotizzando che Crisostomo, nel De
diabolo tentatore, avesse ritenuto di aver invece citato il suddetto brano evan-
gelico nel De prophetiarum obscuritate insieme ad altri passi che sono comuni
ai due scritti®®. A questo punto Montfaucon osserva che il passo in questione &
restituito dal cod. Colbertino, vale a dire il Parisinus gr. 768, ¢ lo riporta nella
forma seguente: tov [Tétpov Afyovio "EEeafe an’ dpob, Gt dvip apap-
rwhoc elpt, facendolo precedere dal verbo “Axovgov, con cui egli integra il
brano perché possa reggersi sintatticamente. In realtd questo verbo & atiestato
da tre mss. nella forma tov TI&Tpov dxoucov e da un altro che scrive: dKoL-
aov xui tov [Tétpoy forse per influsso del periodo seguente: "AKOUGOV TG

2 M. Aubineaw. ‘Restituiion de quatorze folios du eodex Hierosolymitain, Photios 47, an codex
Saint-Sabas 32, Prédications de Chrysostome & Constantinople et notamment & Sainte-Iréne’, The
Tournal of theological Studies 43 (1992), pp. S28-344.

1 Cfr. Lenain de Tillemont, ap. cir, p. 576 n. 31,
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kil MoutBatog... Altri mss. omettono "Axoucov oppure tutto il passo, mentre
un nltrl-::r sPﬂsra la frase poco pit avanti riportandola in questo nm-du:."{:.‘lpu ITe]l
E:E kol tov [Meétpov Aéyovra... Molto incerta appare dunque la collocazione
di questo passo nel De propheriarum obscuritate, mentre nel De digholo ten-
tatore I’as_pressiﬁnﬂ tov [Tétpov Aéyovia ... elyn e le altre relative a vari
personaggi biblici che accusarono i loro peccati, si inseriscono naturalmente
nel dgs;cnrsn essendo rette tutte da waptyoyov con cui Crisostomo introduce
questi esempi*. C'¢ poi da osservare che la costruzione di dxodw con I'accu-
sativo del participio presente, secondo la lezione di alcuni mss. e di Montfau-
con, = Iestrﬂnea all'wsus seribendi di Crisostomo che sistematicamente in que-
sti cast adopera il genitivo, come si pud rilevare abbondantemente ztne:he]ne,i
Le ,?:-‘J"{Jpﬁfﬂﬂrhm abscuritate, ad es. poco pii avanti sempre nel medesimo
contesto di cui ci stiamo oceupando: "Axkouve Kai TOUTDV ... q}ﬂf:*,"fﬂuéw:ﬂv?ﬁ
Poiché comunque il passo tov IléTpov Aéyovta ..., dal punto di m‘istzilﬁimat—.
Pct:, deve essere retto da un verbo, & sigmificativo che uno del mss. che omette
A}mucrm:r avverta la necessitd di aggiungere in margine okOmEsl, mentre
come al:jhmmn visto, un altro ms. fa reggere il passo da "Opa lo 'i..',{]llDL‘Et ir;
r[mdn:: riwﬁrsu. Si tenga presente poi che nella maggior parte del mss. che
riportano |! brano in questione al De prophetiarum obscuritate segue lal sud-
detta omelia De diabolo tentatore, mentre ¢id non si verifica in cTua:si lm;tti i
nls.q. che‘ﬂmutmnu tale brano. Da quanto & stato esaminato finora si ricava
IMimpressione che I'inserimento di questo passo sia avvenuto, un po'malde-
stramente, per armonizzare, mediante la citazione di Le. 5, 8, il De prophetia-
rum obscuritate con il De diabolo tentatore in cui effettivamente Crisostomo
n.&pllc.:lgandm gl esemm addotti nella seconda omelia De propheriarum ﬂh'ﬁ't‘u:
ritate, e nello stesso ordine, cita il predetto brano evangelico tra i rifﬂrimcrlui a
Ffmlu e a Matteo. | contesti perd appaiono alquanto differenti. Infatti nel De
diabole tentarore 1" Antiocheno parla in generale di coloro, come Paoclo, Pietro
Matteo e altrl, che accusarono se stessi senza pensare di chiamare in :éaun:a ia:
colpe alll‘.t'ui?"‘. Nel De prophetiarum obscuritare Crisostomo non si Iimita il
questo lipo di argomentazione, ma pii specificamente mette in eﬁdenza che
sia Paolo sia Matteo, rispettivamente 1'uno nell'epistolario®’, 1'aliro nel van-
gelcﬁf“.: poiché non potevano accusare se stessi di nulla che avessero commesso
dopo il battesimo, ricordavano cid che avevano fatto di male in precedenza
mnsegnando che non ci si deve occupare delle colpe altrui, ma delle pl‘{)p]‘ilﬂ:;!“r
Cfm ame sembra che in questa ottica non si inserisca in modo congruo la {:ita;
zione di Le. 5,8 perché qui non & Pietro a fare un discorso retrospettivo sul suo

A De diah, tent., cit., ibid.

# e proph. ebseur. 11,9 189,

De digh. tent., cit., ikid.

2L Timo 1,12-13.15: I Cor. 15.9.

B AMr 99: 10,3

¥ De proph, obscur. 11L8-9; 188- 189,
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passato e a ricordare 1 peceati commessi prima del battesimo, ma & piuttosto
Luca a rammentare 'umilia dell’ Apostolo che 1 riconosce peccatore davanti
al prodigio della pesca miracolosa operata da Cristo. In conclusione pare pii
probabile che Crisostomo nel De diabolo tentatore, sintetizzando un po’ som-
mariamente cid che aveva discusso in modo pill articolato nel De prophetia-
rum obscuritate, abbia inserito la citazione di Lc. 5.8 che si adattava bene a
quel contesto, allargando ulleriormente la gamma degli esempi biblici gia uti-
lizzati nell’opera precedente.

Per questi motivi ritengo che sia preferibile espungere dalla seconda omelia
De prophetiarum obscuritate il passo in guestione.

La struttura delle omelie. I temi principali

Queste omelie affrontano il tema, ampiamente presente, COMe i & visto,
nella letteratura cristiana antica, dell’oscurita delle profezie dell’ AT relative a
Cristo e alla nuova economia di salvezza. Di esse soprattutto la prima s1 sof-
ferma su tale problematica, mentre la seconda, dopo aver ripreso e sviluppato
ulteriormente le argomentazioni esposte nella prima, a partire dal par. 3 passa
a trattare altre questioni prevalentemente di carattere maorale.

All'inizio della prima omelia, con un linguaggio metaforico che ritroviamo
anche nell’esordio della seconda, sia pure con immagini ed espressioni
diverse, Crisostomo annuncia programmaticamente di voler imbandire ai suoi
ascoltatori la mensa dei profeti ¢ di accingersi ad affrontare il mare della
sapienza di Isaia. In realta solo pid avanti compaiono tre citazioni tratte dal
libro di Isaia (53.8:; 1,2; 1,15: L3; 65.1: L6, Altre citazioni si rovano nella
seconda omelia), in contesti differenti, mentre, fra i profeti, & piuttosto la
figura di Geremia che emerge &, insieme alla testimonianza di Paclo, occupa
un posto centrale nell’argomentazione crisostomiana sull oscuriti delle profe-
sie. Invece quindi di soffermarsi su Isaia, il nostro aulore, in un quadro pla
ampio, mette in luce la profondita del messaggio profetico e in generale delle
Seritture, la cui interpretazione ha bisogno di esperienza e di esercizio, cosi
come deve avvenire sia nella navigazione, per non lasciarsi travolgere dallo
sgomento di fronte al mare aperto e ai flutti tempestosi, sia nel caso dello sca-
tenarsi delle passioni, perché I'animo non venga dominato da esse, ma riesca
al contrario ad imporre loro il freno della ragione come un esperto nocchiero
al timone della sua imbarcazione (11).

Questa introduzione, in cui prevalgono le immagini desunte dal mondo
marino e dai suoi fenomeni, & funzionale alla dimostrazione della tesi secondo
cui il discorso elaborato dalla Scrittura risulta di difficile comprensione non
per sua natura, ma per la debolezza e 'inesperienza di coloro che I"affrontano
senza la dovuta preparazione. A tal fine Crisostomo adduce 'esempio di Mel-
chisedek su cui, come si evince da Hebr. 5,11, ampio & 1l discorso e difficile
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da spiegare; ma ¢id dipende non dalla natura di questo discorso, ma dalla |
tezzla nell"apprendere di quelli che |'ascoltano. Per rendere -::cmpm 1or e?? ;
cacia tale concetto, ' Antiocheno si serve della similitudine de; rﬁﬁati >rIT
quali occorre preparare cibi differenziati allo scopo di superare la loro ﬁt?{: i
a nutnr.*-.'.lln:'usdmnm la vaneta delle vivande; analogamente, nel caso del '[Ef'ﬂI
mento _&'.plntl._mlﬂ, & necessario elaborare un discorso zumpic:;: variato, con t:::ulllt;
zz?]zgig-imﬂnti che lo rendano accessibile e quindi utile a coloro che sono
La figura di Melchisedek offre lo spunte a Crisostomo per inoltrarsi in una
-:_il_ﬁllﬂ numerose digressioni di cui sono costellate queste omelie; egli infawi
11fal-::f:n+:ln§1 a Hebr. 7,1-3 ¢ applicando a Cristo, sulle orme dcll&iqtmsa lette ‘
agli Ebrei, le prerogative di Melchisedek di essere senza padre a-en.za dml
senza g;ﬂfﬂﬂlugiﬂ, mette in rilievo, polemizzando contro gli al‘lani 11;1:; -
sumt::iblht.aldi entrambe le generazioni del Figlio di Dio, quella divinla e qu?:?;;;
Lol E' in questo contesto che si inserisce la prima citazione di Isaia (53,8):
Chlt raccontera la sua generazione?’, cui il nostro autore fa riferimenm‘ e;'
contermare il carattere arcano di entrambe le generazioni di Cristo (1,2). I.’l[':!rb
EHEI;::G E:ffer:na con I'_-:m:,%t che queste ma]m s1 possono accogliere soltanto con
e, :‘-:_Lwen_dom di verbi quali moivmpaypoveiv, nepiepyilecta
altacca 1l I:'E.Z!Dnahﬂl'ﬂﬂ teologico degli eretici, In cui si p'nsannn:r raif[fr?sare i
pzuﬂml?rﬂ egli eunomiani™, che cercavano di indagare con vana curiositi ~-1I_llllrl
generazione celeste del Figlio di Dio, il
Rinviando genericamente ad altra occasione il discorso su Melchisedek, il
nostro au[nre af_frcmta il tema centrale dell’omelia rilevande la maggiore dii;f"l -
colta del% ,ﬂtTlnsptlm al NT, benché questo parli di realtd superiori quali il
:;t:]_g“rlm dm_r:mh, la resurrezione dei corpi, i beni ineffabili che tl“dSCﬂni;anE: lla
3 prﬁﬁfﬁlﬁﬁﬁ si pone specificamente il problema del motivo per cui
ESﬂ:‘mrlllamu imnanzitutto in via preliminare che cosa intenda Crisostomo per
pmfezla11n queste omelie. Egli osserva che la qualith della profezia cnnqi[:f:fe
non nell’annunciare gh avvenimenti presenti, ma nel predire quelli fi uLuriL r.h
non possono essere ancora conosciuti (IL1). Per questo non considera mfazjﬁ
la previsione, da_parte di Geremia, della conguista di Gerusalemme :]:ugrché I:&
grave situazione in cui versava la citth assediata dai babilonesi era a ‘Lulti TThar
fe.sta ¢ quindi era evidente la sorte che sarebbe toccata ad essa (I, 3) deﬂE
Te"-:]}f d] profezie Crisostomo -_:iLa le parole di Gest a1 giudet, I'i]]ﬂl"f.ﬂl{ﬂ in ?r:-.
.1,19. Distruggete questo tempio e lo fard risorgere in tre giorni’, perché
si era ancor w-:;jﬁczltcr I'evento della croce e della resurrezione (111 IELSECGEEE
questa impostazione dunque la profezia si configura come un annl_imclin di fatti

LAt L . L

amm:;_ir'.nglgémrllumunc u:l:‘I. Daniélou all’edizione delle omelie -V di Crisostomo contro gli

P r-;-,'ﬂ'- 5 s, p. 26. Sulla problematica relativa ally controversia arfana cfr, M. Simonett
rist arigna nel IV secolo (Roma, 1975); E. Cavalcanti, Stedi ecwnoniiani (Roma .19?61 :
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non altrimenti noti se non attraverso esposizioni pili 0 meno oscure ed enig-
matiche in relazione al tipo di evento che si vuole indicare®!,

Perché allora le profezie sono oscure? Inserendosi, come abbiamo visto, nel
soleo della tradizione precedente, Crisostomo osserva che tale oscuriti assolse
la funzione di tutelare i profeti che sarebbero stati uceisi dai giudei se quest
avessero compreso con chiarezza il significato di quelle profezie che prean-
nunciavano tutti i mali che sarebbero loro capitati, come la conguista di Geru-
salemme, la distruzione del tempio, la dispersione del popolo giudaico. Che
questo sarebbe stato 1l comportamento dei giudei nei confronti dei profeti &
dimostrato. secondo il nostro autore, da vari passi sia dell’ AT sia del NT che
attestano la convergenza delle testimonianze bibliche su tale punto®. Molto
forte & in questa parte dell’omelia (L, 3) la polemica antigiudaica che raggiunge
uno dei livelli pii alti guando Crisostomo rileva che finché i giudei non ucci-
sero il Signore, avevano sperania di salvezza, ma dopo averlo ucciso ed aver
respinto colui che era venulo a rimettere i peccati, persero ogni speranza’,

Per dimostrare ancora pit chiaramente che i giudei avrebbero eliminato i
profeti & non avrebbero nemmena risparmiato le Scritture se si fossero resi
conto delle sciagure che i avrebbero colpiti, 1" Antiocheno si sofferma a lungo
culla storia di Geremia ¢ sulla sua predizione della conguista di Gerusa-
lemme, mettendo in rilievo la persecuzione che subi il profeta a causa di que-
sto annuncio e la distruzione, da parte del re di Giuda loakim, del rotolo seritto
da Baruc su ordine di Geremia, perché in esso si parlava dei mali che sareh-
bero toccati ai giudei. La vicenda di Geremia dimostra dunque per il nostro
autore che era rischioso per i profeti esporre chiaramente ai giudei le loro scia-
gure future, perche se annuncio della temporanea cattivita di Gerusalemme
aveva provocato Una reazione cosi violenta sia contro Geremia, sia nei con-
fronti di quanto egli aveva fatto serivere al suo discepolo Baruc, a MAaggior
ragione non §i sarebbe sopportato di venire a conoscenza di una cattivitd per-

petua, della dispersione del popolo giudaico, del suo disonore in contrapposi-
sione all’onore ¢ alla gloria che avrebbero Heevuto i pagani. Anche dagli
ayveniment relativi a Geremia Crisostomo non manca di trarre lo spunto per
una digressione, concentrando la sua attenzione in particolare su fer. 43,3
(LXX) ove il Signore, prescrivendo al profeta di scrivere le sue parole, dice:
‘Forse ascolteranno i mali che penso di fare loro € abbandoneranno il loro
modo di agire malvagio’. Questo versetto offre I'occasione all’ Antiocheno sia

Sy questo punto cft. il mio studio La funzione dell’oscuritd ... cit.. p. 368 e la n. 50, anche

per quanto conceme altri autor antiocheni,
st Cfr, I Reg. 19,10; Mr. 23,37, f5. 1,15: Leo 11,47 (anche Mr. 23,29,
PG 56,168,
¥ Jer. 43,1 sgg. (LXX).
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di polemizzare contro coloro che accusavano di ignoranza 1'Unigenito™, sia di
precisare che la prescienza divina non determina i1l comportamento L;manu
non elimina la responsabilith delle scelte individuali, come nel caso di Giuda
che non & diventato traditore perché Gesii I’ha predetto, mentre al contrario &
stato predetto il suo tradimento proprio perché si sarebbe poi verificato
HEH&:[ parte finale della prima omelia Crisostomo sviluppa la pmpri:; ATEO-

mentazione sulla base di due testi paolini. Egli cita innanzitutto Rom. lD.EE e
pone I"accento sul fatto che " Apostolo, rifacendosi a fs. 65,1, ammira il cﬁ:rag-
gio del profeta e ne mette in luce 1'ardimento in quanto non esita ad alludere
all'onore e alla glora che avrebbero avuto i pagani ed al disonore invece che
sarebbe toccato a1 giudei (1,6). Ma & soprattutto su If Cor. 3,12 sgg. che il
nostro autore si sofferma per approfondire il discorso sull'oscurita di quelle
pIDfﬂElff dell’AT concernenti la chiamata della Chiesa, 1'abbandono della sina-
goga, I"abrogazione della legge; in particolare su quest’ ultimo aspetto egli
ums:llr: fortemente, anche in chiave antieretica®®, rilevando altresi il valore e la
I'unzm_ne della legge nella prospettiva della venuta di Cristo in cui essa avrebbe
avuto il suo compimento. Da questo punto di vista la legge era provvisoria, ed
€ proprio tale concetto che per Crisostomo & adombrato nel suddetto br;a_tm
paolino, dove si parla del velo che rimane sulla lettura dell’ AT, non rimosso
perché in Cristo viene eliminato. Secondo il nostro autore il velo, che richi;;;-m;
quello che Mosé aveva sul volto da cui rifulgeva una gloria inct"l‘fabilf:” mndica
che la legge, identificata in questo contesto con I'AT, era oscura r;crn per
qu_u:lfa parte di essa che concorreva a formare la condotta morale dell'uomo
{g1a Origene, come abbiamo visto, si era espresso in modo analogo), ma erano
state occultate quelle parti, mediante le quali si poteva apprendere che la legge
.E abrogata per mezzo di Cristo, Ancora contro gli eretici®® che avevano accolto
11_ prﬂldetm passo paoclino perché vi ravvisavano un’accusa contro la legge
1 ﬁnltmchenu replica rivendicando al contrario la grandezza della legge, la su;[
Iglf'ma che consiste nel poter insegnare che & abrogata in Cristo, nel gu’[d:ﬂ‘r: a
ui.

Se Crisostomo accenna polemicamente al fatto che i giudei non possono
contemplare la gloria della legge, come, all'epoca di Moség, non erano in grado
di vederel la gllm-ia del suo volto, coperto dal velo, attacca con maggior insi-
stenza _gi: ereticl, rilevando che la legge non solo non & cattiva né in contrasto
con Cristo, ma anzi costituisce il punto di partenza per la fede in lui.

** 5i pud qui intravedere un’allusione agli ariani i i
i : | e gli ariani ¢ alla loro dottrina dell‘inferiorith del Figlio
n|;1 :_.nnfmnn del Padre: ':.I_T' m proposito B, Bouwlarand, L hérérie d’Avins ef fa ol de M‘.r.-ﬁ’ge [
(I :LJ::S,F]Q?E:I, pe 20; M, Simonetti, op. cir., pp. 74,384, I
Somiro. marcioniti iched; il mi i a) ! (] '
R e HH;[-! e manichei: ofr, il mie studio La funzione dell'oscuritd. . cir. p. 370 n. 56
# De praph. obscur. 1,7 174-175. Cir. la n, 36,
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Con il ringraziamento a Dio per la sua bonta e provvidenza, 'esortazione a
vivere in modo degno di tale generositi ¢ la consueta dossologia finale Criso-
stomo conclude 1a prima omelia in cui sviluppa il tema dell’oscurita delle pro-
fezie partendo dalla motivazione tradizionale secondo la quale essa doveva
salvaguardare 1'incolumita dei profeti e U'integrita delle stesse Scritture &
approfondendo successivamente il discorso con 1l metiere in evidenza che tale
opscurity riguardava in particolare la provvisorieta e precarieta della legge, la
cui gloria era costituita dal fatto di essere propedeutica a Cristo e di essere in
lui abrogata. Da un punto di vista esegetico in questa prima omelia emergono
la figura di Melchisedek, la cui chiave di lettura & funzionale alla polemica
antiariana, la storia di Geremia che ha lo scopo di illustrare compiutamente |l
motivazione tradizionale dell’oscurita delle profezie, il brano di If Cor. 3,12
sgg., interpretato nella prospettiva della funzione svolta dalla legge In rapporto
con la venuta di Cristo.

Come si & osservato in precedenza, la seconda omelia fu pronunciata di
domenica. Nell’esordio Crisostomo, con una sorta di captatio benevolentiae, sl
rallegra per la quantiti e qualita del pubblico che ascolta la sua predicazione
paragonando la propria gioia a quella del mandriano e dell’agricoltore che
esultano nel vedere 1'armento pieno di vigore e le messi rigogliose. Servendosi
delle immagini della semina e della pesca il nostro autore metle in luce come
la fecondita del suo insegnamento non dipenda dalle proprie capacita, ma dalla
buona predisposizione, dalla docilita, dalla sapienza del suo uditorio; cosi
anche se si spargono pochi semi, si ricava ugualmente un raccolto abbondante
se la terra & fertile ¢ grassa, e nonostante 1'imperizia dei pescatori, se il mare &
ricco di pesci, si potranno catturare molte prede. Pur consapevole quindi della
sua inadeguatezza e insufficienza, |'Antiocheno, nella certezza che la sua
parola fruttifichera nell’animo dei fedeli in virtd della loro prontezza nell"ac-
coglierla, si accinge a riprendere e completare I'esposizione del tema affron-
tato nell’'omelia precedente.

Innanzitutto egli riassume quanto aveva osservato sulla MAaggior oscuritd
dell’ AT rispetto al NT e ritorna sulla testimonianza di Paolo che in [f Cor.
3,14 parla del velo che rimane sulla lettura dell’AT e che viene eliminato n
Cristo. Ribadendo 'interpretazione del velo nel senso dell’oscurita, Criso-
stomo rileva che la legge aveva un velo perché non polevano €ssere ancord
compresi gli insegnamenti perfetti relativi a Cristo, adombrati ¢ racchiusi,
come in un tesoro, nell’AT. In questo modo la legge, di cui viene messa
ancora in evidenza la valenza positiva, si mostrava condiscendente e conser-

vava in sé tutta la ricchezza di cui era portatrice, affinché il velo fosse rimosso
con la venuta di Cristo e le profezie su di lui raggiungessero il loro compi-
mento (IL1).

A questo punto Crisostomo, proseguendo nella linea di attenuazione della
polemica antigiudaica, come abbiamo constatato nella parte finale della prima
omelia ove 1'accento & spostato piuttosto sugli eretici, nota che i giudei non
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erano passibili di accusa se non comprendevano quelle profezie su Cristo che
s1 sarebbero svelate solo dopo la sua venuta, ¢ a tal riguardo cita significativa-
memff la prima parte di fo. 15,22, ove Cristo dice: *Se non fossi venuto e non
avessi parlato loro, non avrebbero peccato’. I giudei non avevano percid colpa
in quanto tali profezie erano oscure; ma, pur nella loro oscuritd, le profezie
avevano una precisa finalitd che consisteva nel fare in modo che, al momento
della venuta di Cristo, i giudei avessero al loro interno i maestri che 1i spro-
nassero ¢ facessero comprendere ad essi che 'evento relativo a Cristo rien-
trava nel plano provvidenziale divino ed era stato preannunciato molto tempo
prima, 1l che contribui ad attirare alla fede in lui (I1,2). Si noti che in questo
contesto Crisostomo non mette in luce esplicitamente, come nell omelia pre-
u:-.&n:lesur:, la provvisorieth e I'abrogazione della legee in Cristo, ma piuttosto la
sua torza propulsiva che avrebbe spinto gli wvomini a volgersi verso di lui.
Il nferimento ai profeti come maestri che il popolo giudaice aveva al suo
interno per prepararsi ad accogliere Cristo, riappare nella sezione dell’omelia
che illustra un altro motivo che rende I'AT piit difficile del Nuovo (11,2-3)
vale a dire il fatto che il primo & stato tradotto dall'ebraico in greco; ora qua:
sto passaggio da un sistema linguistico ad un altro & alla base dell’ impossibi-
lit di rendere in tutta la sua chiarezza una lingua, con le sue proprieta costitu-
tive, nel momento in cui viene tradotta in un’altra. Ad ogni modo, nonostante
questa difficolta, la traduzione dell’AT in greco si & rivelata utile ¢ provviden-
ziale perché, superando 1'ostacolo rappresentato per molti popoli dall’oscurith
dﬂl[:} lingua ebraica, ha fatto conoscere, prima della venuta di Cristo, numerose
profezie che lo riguardavano, affinché tutte le genti, e anche i giudei che,
sparsi per il mondo, avevano abbandonato la lingua ebraica, potessero trarre
vantaggio da questa traduzione ed avere la strada aperta alla conoscenza di
Cristo. Di conseguenza il pagano & arrivato alla fede contemplando i segni dei
giu_dei e d’altra parte gli apostoli non avrebbero potuto cercare di attrarre a sé
I giudei se non avessero presentato loro i profeti come maestri che proveni-
vano dal loro interno; cosi il contenuto del messaggio cristiano, anticipato
dalle predizioni dei profeti, conosciute piii chiaramente attraverso la tradu-
zione dell’AT, si inseriva nel solco della tradizione precedente e poteva essere
pit facilmente accolto. In questo contesto il concetto di oscurith si sposta dal
contenuto delle profezie alla loro concreta espressione linguistica (1'ebraico):
la traduzione in greco finisce con 'essere anch’essa uno strumento pmp-t:daui
tico all’accoglimento di Cristo da parte di pagani e giudei, accomunati in un
unico disegnoe di salvezza,

Il fatto che sia stato necessario tradurre dall’ebraico in greco I'AT perché
risultasse pit comprensibile induce Crisostomo a mettere da parle la questione
qglll’nsil:uritﬁ delle profezie per affrontare invece la problematica relativa all’o-
riginaria unita linguistica, perduta successivamente dall'uomo che non se ne &
rnm;tralm degnn; lo svolgimento di guesto tema, sia pure interrotto da nume-
rose digressioni, occupa la maggior parte della seconda omelia, da 11,2 a [1.8,
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per poi lasciare ampio spazio all’esortazione ad evitare la maldicenza con cui
¢i conclude ’omelia. Per il nostro autore la perdita dell’unita linguistica, che
ha deteriorato il sisterna dei rapporti sociali e ha innalzato fra gl vormini il
muro della divisione, & un’ulteriore prova dell’'ingratitudine degli esseri umam
nei confronti di Dio; essi a causa della loro negligenza sono stati disonoran
rispetto agli animali irrazionali che hanno conservato, clascuno nel proprio
ambito, la voce che era stata assegnata ad essi fin dal principio.

Crisostomo pone diversi problemi chiedendosi fino a quando ci fu una sola
lingua e quando si mutd in molte, se quella originaria spari o imase guando le
altre furono introdotte, per quale motivo avvenne la confusione delle lingue e
se PAT fu composto nella lingua originaria oppure in quelle introdotte succes-
sivamente, In realtd il nostro autore, e ne & ben consapevole, non da una nspo-
sta esauriente a nessuno di questi interrogativi nella presente omelia; egh
comungue non tralascia di accennare ad essi affinché 1"uditorio, nell’attesa, lo
abbia continuamente nel suo animo. Questa situazione, che gli da la certezza
di poter fruire dell’amore e quindi anche della preghiera del popolo che assiste
numeroso alla sua predicazione, offre lo spunto a Crisostomo di sviluppare una
digressione sulla preghiera, soprattutto guella ecclesiale, di cui mette in evi-
denza la grande capacitd di intercedere presso il Signore, servendosi specifica-
mente degli esempi degli apostoli Pietro e Paolo che trassero molti benefici
dalla concorde preghicra della comuniti cristiana®. Se si tiene presente che la
seconda omelia fu pronunciata di domenica, si comprende meglio perché Cri-
sostomo dia forte rilievo all'efficacia della preghiera della moltitudine riunita
in chiesa per supplicare Dio con la forza derivante dal vincolo dell’amore
vicendevole, nel contesto di un’esortazione a partecipare con sollecitudine alle
sinassi eucaristiche, durante le quali I'intero corpo della Chiesa unanimemente
cleva le preghiere alla presenza dei sacerdoti che le offrono al Signore (IL4).
Per attestare la grande forza della preghiera comunitaria, tanto pid se mserita
nell’ambito della celebrazione eucaristica, il nostro autore incentra la sua
attenzione sulla preghiera dei fedeli guidata dal diacono che esorta a rivolgere
suppliche a Dio per il vescovo, per il mondo, per la Chiesa estesa fino ai con-
fini della terra; questo invito pub essere accolto efficacemente proprio dalla
comuniti ecclesiale riunita in preghiera, consapevole della forza che promana
da tale assemblea e fiduciosa quindi di essere esaudita (I15).

Dopo questa digressione sulla preghiera, Crisostomo ntoma al tema dell’o-
riginaria unitd linguistica e fa riferimento a Gen. 11.1 sottolineando che in
questo passo, con linguaggio metaforico, si allude al genere umano nel suo
complesso, designato con il . ‘terra’ in guanto da essa ¢ derivato. Invece di
sviluppare e approfondire la problematica inerente a Gen. 11,1 sgg.. cul

w De propk, obscur. 114,5; 181-182. Cfr. il mio studio *Valore ¢ funzione della preghiera
comunitaria secondo Giovanni Crisostomno’, Stedi sul cristianesing antico € moderng in onore di

MG, Mara (Augustinianum XXXV 1995), pp- 705 sgg.
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accenna alquanto cursoriamente rilevando "arrogante presunzione di coloro
che progettarono di costruire la torre di Babele, I’ Antiocheno prende lo spunto
dalla menzione del t. ‘terra’ per ribadire la duplicith della costituzione del-
I"uome, composto da due sostanze, 1'una sensibile e ’altra intelligibile, 1'a-
nima e 1l corpo che hanno affinita rispettivamente con il cielo e con la terra;
I'essere umano & quindi presentato come il legame dell'intera creazione perché
¢ partecipe delle potenze celesti mediante la sostanza spirituale, mentre per
mezzo di quella sensibile si ricollega alle realtd terrene??,

Ma il t. “terra’ viene applicato anche all'uomo in quanto peccatore, come
Crisostomo desume, oltre che da (Gen. 11,1, in cui per lui il termine suddetto
viene a denominare i costruttori della torre che con folle temerarietd si erano
accinti alla loro vana impresa, anche da altri passi quali Gen. 3,19, dove
Adamo dopo il peccato & qualificato come terra, Mal. 3,24 e [s. 114, ove la
terra che viene colpita & intesa nel senso del peccatori (11, 5-6).

Inoltre il richiamo alla terra, presente in Gen. 11,1, induce secondo il nostro
autore a meditare sulla fragilita e precarieti della natura umana, il che costi-
tuisce un insegnamento di umiltd, capace di placare le passioni e riportare la
tranquillitd nell’animo. Di gui la citazione di Sir. 29.20 (LXX), Gen. 1827 e
ancora Sir. 10,9 che invitano a frenare 'orgoglio dell’uomo che, abbagliato
dall'mmganno dei beni esteriort quali la bellezza fisica, lo sfarzo delle ricchezze,
il fasto del potere, si cura soltanto della vita presente e non pensa affatto a
quella futura. Con immagini assai efficaci Crisostomo delinea la superbia del
potente che con il suo atteggiamento altezzoso e arrogante non si rende conto
del carattere effimero e caduco della sua esistenza, e mette in luce la vanita che
& alla base dello splendore che circonda il re, la cui natura non ha nulla di pit
della massa dei suoi sudditi. La riflessione sulla pochezza e caducita della
natura umana, considerata nella sua finitezza e contrassegnata dalla mortaliti,
contribuisce dunque a reprimere alterigia, a distruggere I'arroganza e a pla-
care altre passioni che possono essere suscitate dalle ricchezze o dalla bellezza
femminile.

A guesto proposite Crisostomo offre un altro vivace ritratto, deserivendo il
fascino e lo splendore della grazia e della leggiadria muliebri, ma anche il loro
carattere transeunte, esortando a non fermarsi alle apparenze, a riflettere pid a
fondo, a non farsi travolgere dal desiderio verso cid che in ultima analisi & di
poco conto ed effimero, tanto pil se si pensa a come tale bellezza possa sfio-
rire con il passare del tempo o 'insorgere di malattie. Il nostro autore tiene
comungue a sottolineare che queste sue considerazioni intendono non svilire o
deprezzare la natura (con riferimento in questo caso specificamente a quella
femminile), ma a combattere la dissolutezza, e sottolinea che la bellezza fisica

* Su questo punto cfr. i miei “Studi sulla visione dell'uomo in ambito antiocheno (Diodoro,
Crisostomo, Teodoro, Teodoreto)', Ouaderni di Studi e Mateviali di Stovia delle Reliyioni n.s.l.
(L*Aquila-Roma, 1988), pp. 22 spp.
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da un lato indica 1a sapienza del Creatore che ha saputo realizzarla anche con
il fango (evidente & il richiamo a Gen. 2,7), dall"altro proprio a causa della sua
fragilith costituisce un incentivo a frenare le passioni (11,7). . ;

Ritornando a Gen. 11,1 e puntualizzando che in questo passo il t. ?';ﬂl?uﬂl;
indica il linguaggio, il nostro autore, con un’ultr:,riﬂrj& digIESﬁiDnb‘,_ﬂﬂg!lﬂl 0eC-
casione per polemizzare con i manichei*! che consideravano cattivo il corpo
prendendo a pretesto alcuni luoghi della Scrittura in cui 1 cattivi impulsi :11:3]-
|’animo sono designati mediante le membra corporee. Come dunqge in Gen.
11.1 il termine suddetto va inteso metaforicamente nel senso del linguaggio,
cosi in altri passi, quali Ps. 140 (139), 4; 57 (56), 5; 12 (11), 3; 3, 10), alT.rFt-
tante metaforicamente con i termini ‘lingua’ ¢ ‘gola’ sono indicate le cattive
parole che causano un danno maggiore di quello provocato dalla ﬁpadq (IL7).
Di qui I'invito, che proletticamente prepara |'esortazione finale ad evitare la
maldicenza, a non esternare per mezzo delle parole i malvagi pensieri che,
come belve feroci, si annidano nell’animo e, se non sono prontamente soffo-
cati, i realizzano nelle azioni cattive (118). .

Dopo aver soltanto posta il problema del motivo per cui furono mtr{?dnue
molte lingue, il nostro autore abbandona definitivamente questo tipo di pro-
blematica e con ’espressione programmatica tov filik@TEpOY YUUVAGOUEY
Joyov affronta, nell’ultima parte dell’omelia, 1l tema mv.:nrzltle dlt;:_lla _dmlzlp}ma
della lingua che deve essere tenuta a freno perché non manifesti indiscrimina-
tamente tutto ¢id che proviene dall’animo e non sia indotta a |:IE.I:'|EI-:1'E male del
prossimo. Della maldicenza Crisostomo mette in luce sclrpmtt_uttn il fatt-u:- che,
mentre altri peccati hanno delle motivazioni, sia pur.cinrragmnexfuh,,tssﬂ al
contrario &, per cosi dire, puramente gratuita perche si i'{.'!l'lf.l_ﬂ su nient’altro se
non sull'invidia ed il malanimo. L'unica maldicenza che viene elogiata nelly
Scrittura, come si evince da fs. 43,26 ¢ Prov. 18,17 (LXX), & :lur:_lkla rivolta
contro 1 propri peccati; se dunque si accusano gli altri, si virlzne. puniti, mentre
se ¢i si autoaccusa, si viene premiati. A sostegno della propria argomentazione
I" Antiocheno fa riferimento a quei giusti che erano soliti non parlare male
degli altri, ma di se stessi e cita alcum pcrs.cmag'gi esemplari in tal senso,
traendo spunto dall’ AT e dal NT; come abbiamo gid osservato, quest esempi
saranno ripresi nella prima omelia De diabolo tentatore™. Chi percio accusa i
suoi peccati si procura la giustificazione e il perdono del Signore; di qui l'in-
sistente esortazione di Crisostomo a non essere indagatori delle colpe del pros-
simo, ma delle proprie, e non solo a non parlare male degli alu_-i, ma a non
ascoltare nemmeno le maldicenze altrui (11,.9). Con una fine notazione psu_:nlu—
gica Crisostomo rileva che, mentre altri peccati, perlla loro r-?ahzzaz.mn:‘.:,
hanne bisogno di tempo e di preparativi, durante i quali a volte viene meno il
cattivo impulso iniziale e non si attua il proposito peccaminoso, la mildicenza

A Cfr. Comm. in Gal. ¥.,3; PG 61, 663-669.
42 e diah, renr. 1,1 PG 49, 245,
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invece non richiede preparativi, ma agisce assai rapidamente, perché & suffi-
ciente soltanto la decisione di sparlare: ne consegue che occorre vigilare con
maggior attenzione per fuggire un morbo cosi pericoloso. Avviandosi verso la
conclusione il nostro autore, servendosi di un’alira immagine assai realistica,
paragona i maldicenti alle mosche perché come queste si pongono sulle ferite
¢ procurano malattie ai corpi su cui si posano, cosi quelli con il loro riprove-
vole comportamento finiscono con I"aggravare le ferite dei peccatori divul-
gando le loro colpe invece di curarle mediante la correzione fraterna, seconda
Uindicazione di M:. 18.15, e contribuire al recupero dei peccatori (I1,10),
Anche questa omelia si conclude con la consueta dossologia.

La seconda omelia si presenta assai varia e COMpOosita, meno omogenea
della prima, in quanto prende in considerazione diverse tematiche non sempre
ben articolate fra di loro. Essa infatti, dopo aver ripreso la questione relativa
all’oscurita delle profezie, di cui & messa in rilievo la funzione propedeutica
nella prospettiva dell’accoglimento di Cristo, esamina un secondo motivo che
rende I’AT se non oscuro, senz’altro perd pil difficile del NT, vale a dire il
problema della traduzione dall’ebraico in greco. Ma ben presto Crisostomo
sposta la sua attenzione sull’originaria uniti linguistica, perduta dall'uomo
all’epoca della costruzione della torre di Babele, richiamandosi a Gen. 11.1
5gg. che in realta utilizza soprattutto per sviluppare un discorso di carattere
morale, prendendo lo spunto dal ¢ *terra’ in cui intravede 1'indicazione della
realta sia del peceato sia della precarieta e fragilitd della natura umana, Come
abbiamo rilevato, frequenti sono le di gressioni come quella sulla preghiera che
se indubbiamente & di per s¢ assai significativa e risponde alle esigenze pasto-
rali del nostro autore, ha perd un legame molto tenue con il complesso dell ar-
gomentazione crisostomiana. Da un punto di vista strutturale si pud notare che
I"esortazione finale contro la maldicenza dppare in un certo senso come la
logica conclusione dell'impostazione parenetica con cui Crisostomo affronta il
suddetto testo genesiaco che viene continuamente ripreso e accantonato senza
essere oggetto di esegesi globale.

Montfaucon, nel gia citato Meonitem, da risalto in modo particolare all’a-
spetto morale sviluppato in queste omelie osservando: ‘Has duas conciones
inter nobilissimas commemaoramus: hic multa ad morm institutionem prae-
clara™. Certamente tale giudizio si pud condividere soprattutto per quanto
riguarda la seconda omelia. Dal punto di vista pi strettamente esegetico mi
sembra assai suggestiva I'interpretazione di /f Cor. 3,12 sgg. che offre a Cri-
sostomo I'occasione di superare in qualche modo la polemica antigiudaica, in
chiave antieretica, di sottolineare la funzione positiva dell’oscurita delle profe-
zie cristologiche, propedeutiche all’accettazione dell’annuncio del Figlio di
Dio, mettendo in evidenza quindi non solo I"abrogazione, ma anche la gloria

* PG 56, 163-164,
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della legge che ha guidato a Cristo. In ultima an:?!isi a]ll’ﬁntim‘tmn{} !:.ta mag-
giormente a cuore mettere in luce la valenza cristologica dell oscurita delle:
profezie e il suo carattere pedagogico, teso ad aprire I_a via zu_l]a_ conoscenza di
Cristo a beneficio di pagani e giudei. Tale respiro unwﬂrsah:srucq appare uno
dei tratti caratteristici pitl incisivi e stimolanti di queste omelie crisostomiane,
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