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Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium 111 4

Johannes Zachhuber

1. The fourth tome of Gregory’s third book against Eunomius is not a self-
contained text. It continues a discussion Gregory had started in the previ-
ous tome, with which our current part forms a close thematic and structural
unit. Its centrepiece is the exegesis of Acts 2, 36, a passage of which Eunomius
had made heavy use in his Apology against Basil.! In the early part of Contra
Eunomium III 3 Gregory offers a summary of Eunomius’ exegesis and of the
rather serious theological accusations against Basil’s position resulting from
it.2 He then deals in varying detail with these objections throughout the latter
part of the third and the early part of the fourth tome?® only to return even-
tually to Acts 2,36 for a conclusive interpretation of this verse demonstrating
its full compatibility with Nicene orthodoxy and exposing at the same time
the many errors, blasphemies, and outright contradictions entailed, Gregory
wishes his readers to accept, in Eunomius’ understanding of this biblical text.#

In view of this fact, I shall not offer a running commentary of Gregory’s
argument in this particular text, but rather try to consider some outlines of
his elaboration in a more systematic manner. The topic is Christology—in
response to Eunomius, Gregory for the first time has to cope with the specific
theological challenges of the doctrine of the Incarnation. It was not to be his
last time as he was drawn, subsequently, into the Apollinarian controversy; the
Catechetical Oration too offers substantive reflections on the same issue. One
might therefore expect that the Contra Eunomium 111, while not necessarily
providing the most considered Christological exposition Gregory was capable
of (he may have improved on his arguments while considering them further),
offers a glimpse of the specific point of departure Gregory adopted in his
attempt to formulate an answer to the perennial question of the relationship
between divine and human in Christ. In fact, I shall argue that this precisely is
what we find in our text and what makes it worthy of intensive and sustained
study.

1 Eunomius had already drawn on this verse in his first Apology (26,1215 [Vaggione 70]) elicit-
ing a rebuttal from Basil at Adversus Eunomium 11 3 (PG 29, 576 D-577A). See further below at
n. 10.

2 Gregory of Nyssa, CEIII 3,12—29 (GNO I 111,12-118,13).

3 CEIIl 3,30—-4,35 (GNO 11 118,14-147,24).

4 CEIII 4,35b—64 (GNoO I1147,24-159,6).
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314 ZACHHUBER

Generally, scholarly work on Gregory’s Christology has not been extensive.?
And those scholars who have directed their attention to this area have usually
found it wanting. Tixeront is a well-known example:

In several passages [Gregory]...seems to distinguish two persons in
Jesus: the man, in the Savior, is a tabernacle where the Word dwells;
the divinity is in Him who suffers. (Contra Eunomium II], 3, 51 (GNO II2
(Leiden, 1960), p. 126); ibid. 62 (130); Antirrheticus adversus Apollinarium
54 (GNO III I (Leiden, 1958) 222f.)). However, the contrary tendency—
the Monophysite tendency—is more striking and at times makes us feel
somewhat uneasy.®

More recently, Brian Daley has attempted a more positive evaluation of
Gregory's teaching on Jesus Christ—or this is at least what he announced at
the outset of his article:

[...] 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, cre-
ation, and the mystery of salvation.”

Daley’s paper is important and helpful in many ways; yet note how he ends:

I 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 infinite and saving reality of God touches us all: with pre-
serving the transcendence of the God who is present in him, and with

5 J.-R.Bouchet, “Le vocabulaire de I'union et du rapport des natures chez saint Grégoire de
Nysse”, Revue Thomiste 8 (1968) 533—582; B. Pottier, Dieu et le Christ selon Grégoire de Nysse.
Ftude systématique du Contre Eunome avec traduction inédite des extraits d’Eunome, Namur
1994, esp. ch. 3; B. Daley, “Divine Transcendence and Human Transformation. Gregory of
Nyssa’s Anti-Apollinarian Christology”, Modern Theology 18 (2002) 497—506.

6 J. Tixeront, Histoire des dogmes dans lantiquité chrétienne 11, Paris 1912, 128 (ET: History of
Dogmas 11, St. Louis 1914, 127). Quoted from Daley, Divine Transcendence, 497.

7 Daley, Divine Transcendence, 498.
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CONTRA EUNOMIUM III 4 315

emphasizing the transformation of that human reality which God, in the
man Jesus, has made his own.8

I fear that the real point Daley wishes to make here is partly obscured by his
choice of later theologians. If Gregory is merely concerned with the preserva-
tion of divine transcendence (that is, the full divinity of the Son) and his sal-
vific presence with us, then he is not only far removed from the thought world
of Cyril, Severus, or Leontius of Byzantium. He is then not either ‘concerned
with Christology in the same sense’ as Athanasius, Apollinarius or probably
even Irenaeus had been. In other words, what is at issue is not merely a kind
of terminological refinement, which obviously cannot be presupposed in a
fourth century author; the problem appears to be, according to Daley, that the
more specifically Christological issue of the unity of God and man in Christ,
the understanding of John 1,14 and its theoretical conceptualisation, seems
largely absent from Gregory’s writings. Gregory’s overriding doctrinal concern,
Daley suggests, is always theological (in the narrower sense of that word) and
soteriological; he is therefore at pains to explain against Eunomius that human
salvation depended chiefly on the presence in human nature of the second
person of the Trinity. Christ’s full and undiminished divinity is as absolutely
indispensable for his salvific efficacy as his real presence in the flesh. It is
for this reason that he considers Eunomius’ (and later Apollinarian) charges
against Basil's and his own Christological teaching at best merely technical
pedantries and at worst malicious slander.

It is easy to reach such a conclusion; I have done so myself.? Yet I think
that careful attention to the development of the argument in Gregory’s anti-
Eunomian treatise demonstrates that the Cappadocian was more aware than is
often perceived of the need to address the unity of divine and human in Christ.
I shall seek to show in the following that and how key passages in our present
tome indicate the kind of answer Gregory wished to give to that challenge. He
does not, I think, offer a fully developed version of that answer, and even if one
were to give him credit for implications of his position that he did not care
further to work out, his theory would display some considerable weaknesses.
This notwithstanding, his attempt is significant not only insofar as it evidences
Gregory's perceptiveness and a willingness to face a substantial theological
challenge on the basis of his own theological premises, but by providing, in

8 Daley, Divine Transcendence, 503 (emphasis in the original).
9 J. Zachhuber, Human Nature in Gregory of Nyssa. Theological Background and Theological
Significance, SVigChr 46, Leiden 2000, 192; 212—217; 222; 230f.
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316 ZACHHUBER

spite of its shortcomings, some concepts that were to become important for
later developments of the doctrine.

2. The problem Eunomius had raised in his writing against Basil, by any
measure, was a real and intricate one. We might call it the problem of the sub-
ject of the salvific dispensation. Who was the one of whom St Paul had said
that he ‘emptied himself taking on the form of a servant’ (Phil. 2,7)? And again,
of whom had St Peter declared that ‘God has made him Lord and Christ’ (Acts
2,36)? Eunomius’ own contention was that these and many similar statements
throughout the Bible were necessarily said of the pre-existent Christ whom he
calls, with John 1,18, puovoyevi|g 8e66'° and the image and seal (eixv, o@payis) of
God’s own power and energy.!! Christ therefore must have been both different
from, and subordinate to, the one and single God and, as far as Eunomius was
concerned, this fact could only be expressed by relating him to God’s évépyela
since all attempts to derive the being of the Son from the ousia of the Father
led to a number of absurd and blasphemous consequences.?

While there is good reason to consider the latter link in Eunomius’ chain of
arguments fairly idiosyncratic and, arguably, the cause of the wide and aggres-
sive rejection his theology faced even in his own time, the same was not true of
his initial premise. As it turned out, this was enough to put Basil and Gregory in
an acutely embarrassing situation. For while tradition may not have supported
Eunomius’ rather extreme version of subordinationism, it certainly did con-
sider the evidently subordinationist language of the Bible one good argument
against the charge that the mere idea of the Incarnation violated very nearly
everything that was universally agreed about God.!® In other words, the fact
that kenosis was predicated not of the supreme God himself, but of his Son,

10  Iam not aware that scholars have as yet studied Eunomius’ understanding of this famous
verse. That the original wording was deemed problematic from a post-Nicene position
seems to be indicated by its replacement in the Byzantine text of the NT (and hence in
most later translations) to the more familiar povoyevg viég, unigenitus filius etc. The fact
that Eunomius connects his reference to Jn 1,18 with a use of yewwoog would indicate that
he reads the phrase as ‘begotten God, which for him would have been equivalent, appar-
ently, with an interpretation of Christ as ‘made’ (motjoag) in the image of God’s power. For
the difficult exegetical problems cf. from a NT perspective: D. A. Fennema, “John 1,18: ‘God
the Only Son’”, NTs 31 (1985) 124-135.

11 Eunomius, Apologia 26, 8-15 (Vaggione 69—70).

12 M.R. Barnes, “Abvapug and the Anti-Monistic Ontology of Nyssens’ Contra Eunomium’”, in:
R. C. Gregg (ed.), Arianism. Historical and Theological Reassessment, Patristic Monograph
Series 11, Philadelphia 1985, 327334, here: 228-230.

13 A paradigmatic case is that of Eusebius of Caesarea; cf. A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian
Tradition, London 19752, 177-185.
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CONTRA EUNOMIUM III 4 317

removed at least some of the scandal aroused by incarnational teaching. This
argumentative prop was taken from the Cappadocians once they adopted the
view that qua divinity Father and Son were the same,* and to replace it they
employed the exegetical ‘trick], originally invented by Marcellus of Ancyra, of
applying to Christ’'s humanity those biblical passages that seemingly empha-
sised the Son’s inferiority to the Father.!> This is how Basil in his anti-Eunomian
writing had explained both Acts 2,36 and, implicitly, Philippians 2,6-10:

The Apostle’s word (Acts 2,36) does not refer us to the pre-temporal
hypostasis of the Only-begotten, with which the current argument is
concerned. Nor, evidently, does he deal with the very being of God the
Word, who was in the beginning with God (Jn 1,1), but with the one who
emptied himself in the form of a slave (Philippians 2,7), became similar
to the body of our own lowliness, and was crucified out of weakness (cf.
Philippians 2,8).16

With this answer Eunomius was not satisfied, and we can easily see why.
The point he makes in his Second Apology seems reasonable enough: the sub-
ject of the kenosis mentioned in Philippians 2,7 cannot be the human being as
this would make nonsense of the logic of Paul’s argument or, for that matter, of
Peter’s statement in Acts 2,36:

For if it is not the Word who was in the beginning, and who is God, that
the blessed Peter speaks of, but the visible one who has emptied him-
self, as Basil says, and the visible man emptied himself into the form of a
slave, and the one who emptied himself into the form of a slave emptied
himself into becoming man, then the visible man emptied himself into
becoming man.'”

14  Johannes Zachhuber, Human Nature, 53-55.

15  For the relationship between the Cappadocian position and Marcellus’ views cf.
R. M. Hiibner, “Gregor von Nyssa und Markell von Ankyra’, in: M. Harl, (ed.), Ecriture et
culture philosophique dans la pensée de Grégoire de Nysse, Leiden 1971, 199—229.

16  Basil, Adversus Eunomium 11 3 (PG 29, 576D—577A): €1t 003¢ 1) T00 AmoatéAov Sidvota T
npd aldyvog réotaoty Tod Movoyevods iy maplomat, mepl fig 6 Adyog év @ mapévrt. 0082
Yap mept i ovalag adtis Tod Oeod Adyov, Tod €v dpyfj dvtog mpog Tov Bedv, A Tept Tod
XEVWTAVTOG EQUTOV €V Tf} S0UAOU ROPPT}, KAl YEVOUEVOU TUUUOPPOL T TOUATL THS TATEIVWTEWS
M@V, xol aTowpwdévtos €& dabevelag, copds Stukéyetat.

17 Apud Gregory of Nyssa, CEIII 4,39 (GNO I1149,10—-23): El yap p) mept Tod év dpyfj 8vtog Adyou
xat Be0d Bvtog 6 paxdptog Stadéyetat TTéTpog, GMG Tept Tod BATOUEVOL KA KEVRTAVTOG EXVTOV,
xafig erow 6 BaaiAetog, éxévwaey 8¢ 6 BAemdpevog dvlpwmog Eautov eig Sovdou popewy, 6
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318 ZACHHUBER

It is this challenge Gregory seeks to address in much of tome four. He is in no
uncertainty as to Eunomius’ wrongness, whose objective, he repeatedly asserts,
merely is to drive home his own theory of Christ’s essential difference from the
Father, which according to Gregory would make salvation utterly impossible.!®
Yet Gregory struggles with an appropriate reply nonetheless.

Why is this so? It may help us appreciate Gregory’s difficulties if we perceive
that they result directly from a deep ambiguity within the biblical tradition
itself. The New Testament presents its reader essentially with two parallel nar-
ratives of which one is historical relating the biography of a human individual,
Jesus of Nazareth, who is born, brought up, teaches, gathers disciples, is tried,
executed and then raised from the dead. The other one is the quasi-mythologi-
cal, or in any case supra-historical, story about a pre-existent divine being, who
‘comes down’ in human form to effect the salvation of humanity and through
his own suffering and dying brings about the eventual reconciliation between
God and his creation. To be sure, these two narratives are never meant to be
dealing with different subjects, but just how those two can really be one with-
out collapsing one into the other is far from clear, and one might not go totally
wrong in saying that the Church has never been able to offer a fully satisfactory
answer to this question.!?

The problem before Gregory then is not an imaginary but a real one. How
does he address it? He is adamant, as we have seen, not to compromise the full
divinity of the transcendent agent involved in the salvific process; he is equally
clear that salvation requires a real contact between Christ’s divinity and our
humanity—hence this too cannot be played down. Right at the outset of the
present tome, Gregory gives a concise summary of these two basic tenets:

When we hear that he is Light, Power, Righteousness and Life, and that
all things were made by him, we regard all these and similar things as
credible, attributing them to the Word as God; when on the other hand
we hear of pain, sleep, want, distress, bonds, nails, spear, blood, wounds,
burial, tomb, and other such things, even though they are contrary to the

3¢ xevioag qvtov elg dovAov pHopey €l AvBphimoy Yéveaw éxévwaey Eautdy, 6 BAembuevog
divBpuwmog €ig dvBpwmov Yéveay Exévwaey EquTdv.

18 Gregory of Nyssa, CEIII 4,3 (GNO 11134,21-135,6).

19 Cf. the interesting argument in J. Milbank, “The Name of Jesus. Incarnation, Atonement,
Ecclesiology”, in: The Word Made Strange. Theology, Language, Culture, Oxford 1997, 145—
168. One may also compare Maurice Wiles’ account: “Christianity without Incarnation?”,
in: J. Hick (ed.), The Myth of God Incarnate, London 1977, 1-10, for a well-argued presenta-
tion of the aporiae entailed by classical Christology.
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CONTRA EUNOMIUM III 4 319

previous conclusions, we accept that these are no less credible and true,
having regard to the flesh, which we have received in faith associated
with the Word.20

Yet a statement such as this only serves to underline the urgency of finding an
appropriate reply to Eunomius’ charge that the Cappadocian position implied
the teaching of ‘two Lords and two Christs’?! Gregory’s uncompromising
emphasis on the undiminished divinity of the Logos and the equally complete
humanity of the Incarnate only throws into sharp relief the apparent lack of
a concept of unity that binds those two together in the person of the saviour.
This was the problem Eunomius had identified in Basil’s response to his origi-
nal Apology; does Gregory have anything of a solution to offer?

3. Ithink that one can indeed identify in Contra EunomiumIII 4 an attempt
to address the issue of the saviour’s divine-human unity, an attempt more-
over that is broadly in keeping with the principles of Gregory’s contempo-
rary approach to the soul-body problem in his De anima et resurrectione and
therefore, arguably, more than a mere ad hoc solution.?? In analysing it, it is
significant, first of all, to note Gregory’s exposition of the problem. For him
the question of Christ’s unity primarily is one of soteriological co-operation
or collaboration between the divine and the human element in the saviour. In
other words, given that neither Christ’s full divinity nor his full humanity must
be compromised in our reconstruction of his salvific work, how we can under-
stand their joint contribution to it? It is important, I think, to perceive this as
the specific angle of Gregory’s approach. By contrast, he seems fairly blind to
the issue of personal or individual unity of Christ; given that his explicitly and
extensively developed theory of the latter explains it as the hypostatisation
of a common nature, the mere recognition of this issue would have exposed
theoretical problems it took later theologians centuries to solve.?3

20  CETIl4,7 (GNO IT1136,1-10): §tav uév yap dxodwpey 8t g Eattxal Stvapug xat Steatoabvy xai
ooy wearl A Beter ot &t dvor 81 adTo éyéveto, mévra Tarbar wal T Told T TETA TTOLOVMED
elg Tov Adyov [Tov Bedv] dvagpépovteg, dtav 8¢ AbTnv ot Brvov xal Evietay xat Tapaiy kol SeTd
werd ihoug ol Adyymv xod ofuer xord Tpordpartar ol Tapiv xoil pwyuelov xol oo dMhar TotedTar, %dv
drrevavtiwg &y tols mpoamodedopévors, 0082y firtov miaTd Te xai dAnB7 elva Sexdueba mpdg Ty
adpxo BAémovteg, #iv Tf) miote petd tod Adyou mapedekdpedo.

21 Eunomius, A4, cited in Gregory of Nyssa, CEIII 3,15 (GNO 11 112,14-16).

22 Cf for the latter J. Zachhuber, “Die Seele als Dynamis in Gregor von Nyssa. Uberlegungen
zur Schrift De anima et resurrectione’, in: C. Sedmak — M. Bogaczyk-Vormayr (ed.), Patristik
und Resilienz. Frithchristliche Einsichten in die Seelenkraft, Berlin 2012, 21-230.

23 Cf. J. Zachhuber, “Universals in the Church Fathers’, in: R. Chiaradonna/G. Galluzzo
(eds.), Universals in Ancient Philosophy, Pisa 2013, 425—470.
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320 ZACHHUBER

Gregory's first and in a way chief reply, therefore, relates divine and human
in Christ by associating them with the active and the passive aspect of the sal-
vific process respectively:

And we say that, inasmuch as the Son is God, he is of course impassible
and pure, but if any suffering is attributed to him in the Gospel, he car-
ried out such an act through the humanity, which was of course suscep-
tible to suffering. The Godhead quite certainly carried out the salvation of
the world through the body he wore, so that the suffering belonged to the
flesh, the action to God.24

Gregory's point is easily missed in English given that we do not automatically
perceive the link between ‘suffering’ and ‘being passive, which becomes imme-
diately evident in the Greek. Equally deceptive (although linguistically correct)
is the rendering of energeia with action. What Gregory is trying to express here,
I believe, is the complementarity in Christ between divine power as the ener-
getic, active principle, and the human side as the receptive, passive one. If this
is not perceived, it can easily appear as if Gregory was here merely restating
the case he had made right from the beginning of his argument that, namely,
in Christ divinity and humanity are to be kept apart and distinguished in their
respective properties. He would then simply continue with the doomed effort
of a ‘divisive’ Christology, as Grillmeier has called it.25

Yet his emphasis on activity and passivity moves beyond a mere duality and
indicates a relation between the two; both are needed insofar as their roles
complement each other in salvation. The active works while the passive is
worked upon. Twice in this brief passage he uses the verb gvepyelv with the
preposition 3id to express this relationship: the divine ‘carried out’ (2wjpynoev)
the suffering ‘through the humanity, which was of course susceptible to suf-
fering’ (310 tod dvbpwmivov mavTwg Tod deyouévov To mAdog). Then again: ‘The
Godhead quite certainly carried out the salvation of the world through the
body he wore’ (évepyel yap wg dAnbig ¥ edtyg did tod mept adTv TwpaTog ™V
T mavtog cwtnplav). The same idea is then appropriately summed up in

24  CE I 4,8-9 (GNo II 136,18—24): xal gauev &1, xadd 8edg 6 vidg, dmadig mavtwg éotl xal
dxnpatog, €l 3¢ Tt mdbog év T edaryyeAiw mwepl adtod Aéyorto, Sid Tob dvBpwtivou TavTwG Tod
Sexopévou 10 Tadog T TolobTov Evipymaey. Evepyel yap wg dAnbag v) Bedtyg did Tod mept ad TV
ahpartog Ty Tod TovTdg cwtnplay, G elvat ThH pev capxds T abog, Tod 8¢ Beod Ty évépyetav.

25 Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 299 and passim (Grillmeier does not, however,
apply the term to Gregory!).
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CONTRA EUNOMIUM III 4 321

a perfectly symmetrical statement: elvat tig pév capxds T mdbog, Tod 3¢ Heod
TNV VEpYELO.

Elsewhere in the same tome, Gregory elaborates the same point further.
Different predicates are employed by St Paul for the divine and human in
Christ, Gregory argues, so Scripture ‘yields the human part to sufferings,
while achieving through the divine power the resurrection of the one who
had suffered’?6 Once again the statement neatly expresses the equilibrium
between the human element, which is associated with passivity and suffering,
and the divine on the other hand, which is powerful and active in the com-
pound. With this argument, then, Gregory arguable strikes a double-blow. On
the one hand, he addresses the notorious issue of why and how Christ could
have suffered while with and through his response to this criticism he also
hinted at the rationale behind God’s choice to save us specifically through a
divine-human compound.

4. The present interpretation of Gregory’s answer to Eunomius’
Christological challenge is further strengthened and substantiated, I should
claim, when the Cappadocian’s frequent references in the current tome
to Christ as the ‘power’ (d0vauig) of God are taken into account. Of course,
Gregory is fond of using this particular epithet of the second Person of the
Trinity throughout his works,2? and yet there is a special emphasis on it in the
present context. This emphasis indicates, I think, that Gregory saw the rela-
tionship between divine and human in the Incarnation as analogous to that
observed in the world more general between God’s immanent, providential
power and created reality, which is directed and governed by the former with-
out affecting its very nature:

Observing his power penetrating (Stjxovoay Stvapy) all things, in sky and
air, on earth, and in the sea, and whatever is above the heaven and what-
ever is below the earth, we believe he pervades all things everywhere,
but we do not say that he is any of those things, for the one who mea-
sures out the universe with all- embracing hand-span is not the sky, nor
is the one who grips the circle of the earth, earth, nor water the one who
contains all the liquid in existence. In just the same way, when he went
through what are called the sufferings of the flesh, we do not say that he
is passible, but as cause of all things and grasping the universe, and by

26  CETII 4,15: 8136vtog pév tolg mabpaaty té dvlpwmivov uépog, evepyodvtog 3¢ Ty Tod memovBétog
dvdartaaty did g Belog Suvduews.

27  Cf. M. R. Barnes, The Power of God. Ajvauus in Gregory of Nyssa’s Trinitarian Theology,
Washington D.c. 2001
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the indescribable power of his own majesty steering all that moves and
keeping firm in its place what stands still.28

It is interesting to recall here a strikingly similar passage from De anima et res-
urrectione, probably written shortly before the Contra Eunomium 111:29

Just, then, as we have no doubts, owing to the display of a Divine myste-
rious wisdom in the universe, about a divine nature and a divine power
existing in it all which secures its continuance (though if you required
a definition of that Nature you would therein find the deity completely
sundered from every object in creation, whether of sense or thought,
while in these last, too, natural distinctions are admitted), so, too, there is
nothing strange in the soul’s separate existence as a substance (whatever
we may think that substance to be) being no hindrance to her actual exis-
tence, in spite of the elemental atoms of the world not harmonizing with
her in the definition of her nature.30

In the latter passage, Gregory seeks to exploit the well-known analogy of mac-
rocosm and microcosm?! to urge his own conclusion that from the observation
of life and sense perception in the human body we must infer the existence of
a life principle effective in the body yet not identical with it in its ontological
constitution.32 An analogous point, then, would seem to underlie the former

28  CEIII 4,30 (GNO II 145,12—25): Gomep Toivuv v did mdvtwy adtod dujxovoav Sovauy
XOTOV00DVTES €V 0Dpav® TE xal &épt xal Y xal Qahdioay) xat €l Tt émovpdiviov al €l Tt xartayBdviov,
movTop oD pév xal Sid Tdvtey adTov elvat TiaTeVopE, 0088V 8¢ TobTwY TAV &V olg EaTiv éxelvoy
ebval gapev (00 yaip dpovés Eotwv 6 Stethneig adtdv T TepixpatnTied) Tod movtdg omibapf) ovdE
Y1 6 xartéywv oV yBpov TS i 003¢ Uwp AW 6 T bypdv TEpLEXWY pUaY), 0iTwg 0ddE Sta
OV Aeyopévwy TS oapxds mabnudtwy EABSvTa éumabh adtév elval gapey, SN W TAV Svtwy
attiov xal Tod Tovtog TEpLdedparyuévoy xal Tf) dppdaTte Suvdpet TAS idiag ueyaAeldTyTog TV O
Te xwovpevov olaxilovra xal 16 £0tag v Taryla cuvtypodvta Tf) BdoeL.

29 On the date of An et res cf. I. L. E. Ramelli, Gregorio di Nissa. Sullanima e la resurrezione,
Milano 2007, 7.

30  An. et res. (PG 46, 44B—C): "Qamep odv Sid tiig dmoppyitov coplag tod Ocod ThHg T@ movtl
Epgatvopéws T Belov puot e xad Shvapty év ot tolg odaty elvat olx dpgLBdhopey, 6g &v &v
6 elvan 6 vt wévot: xal Tof Ye el Tov ThS puoEWS dmartotyg Adyov, TaumAYfuwg dméxet odota
Oe0d Tpdg T xad’ ExaaTov &v ) xtioel Seuevupéva Te xol vooupévar: BN Bjuws v TovTolg Elvart
70 S1EaTOS XoTd THY QUL Gpooyeltat: oltwg 00deV dmiatov xal v TS Ypuydjs odaiav, dAko Tt
%’ Eavy oboaw, 8 Tl mote xal v ebedleTa, un Eumodileabar mpds T8 elvat, TAV oTotEAS
&V TQ) x6a e BEwpovpévey 00 TUUBAVOVTWY DT XATd TOV AdYOV THS PUTENS.

31 Gregory cites it equally in Op. hom. 16 (PG 44, 177D—180A).

32 Cf. An. etres. (PG 46, 25A—29B).
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passage as well: from the observation of a certain kind of activity in Christ it
follows that the power active in him must be divine and thus ontologically
different from the object of our observation. Not only is this co-existence of
different kinds of being in the same individual object possible, then, it is what
we must conclude from a considered reflection of what we see and experience.

Thesignificance of Christ’sidentity with the Father'swisdom (cf.1Corinthians
1,24) for Gregory’s Christology is further confirmed by his (idiosyncratic)33
exegesis of Psalm 77,10.3* The ‘change of the Right Hand of the Most High),
according to Gregory, points to the Incarnation. The ‘Right Hand of the Father’
(as Gregory subsequently substitutes) is, he argues, ‘the power that makes the
universe, which means the Lord.3%> With this phrase, the biblical writer denotes
the Son who, ‘while being from the [Father], is conceived of by himself as his
own individuality (hypostasis)’.3¢ That the text ascribes a ‘change’ (dMoiwatg)
to him, then, cannot mean that he undergoes a transformation in his divinity
(any more than something like this would be possible in the Father himself),
but merely that he became incarnate:

We claim that, as far as the definition of his nature is concerned, the
Right Hand does not differ from him whose Right Hand he is, nor can any
other variation be attributed to it than the fleshly economy. For the God
manifested in the flesh was in truth himself the Right Hand of God, seen
through the flesh itself by those of clear vision: as the one who did the
works of the Father, he was, and was considered to be, the Right Hand of
God; but inasmuch as he was robed in the veil of flesh in his visible form,
he was perceived as varying from what by nature he was.37

Once again the analogy with the argument encountered, for example, in the
passage from de anima et resurrectione cited above is evident. The dynamis

33 The (near) lack of a parallel is noted in NPNF II/5, 298, n. 782.

34  Ps 76,10 in LXX: xol elmo NOv pEduny, o ¥ ddholwotg thg Sekidg tod dplatou.

35  CEIIl 4,24 (GNO I1143,6-8): Tv dMoiwaoty Tis 3e&g tod Oiorov—3e&idy 8¢ Tod martpds Thv
700 B0 Aéyopev Svauy T TTom ey To0 VTS, IS €0Tiv 6 )DPLog.

36 CEII 4,24 (GNO I1143,9-10): M\ e €& éxetvou pév odoa, £¢’ autig 8¢ xat’ 1Slay dmédortaow
Bewpoupéwy.

37  CEIll 4,24 (GNO 11143,10-9): T0074 apey 8tt olite ¥ Sekid xartd tov Adyov Tiig ploews exelvou
mopManctat, 00 éott Sekid, ofite dMolwatg adtiic &My TIc Tapd TV ThHS Tapxds olxovopioy
AéyeoBou Shvorta. v yp wg dAnOQS 1) Sekid Tob Beod alitds 6 &v oopxd pavepwbels Beds, 8t adtiig
Thig oopxds Tols Slopartixols xabopwitevos, xafd ey émolel té Epya Tod martpds, Sekid Tod beod xal
v xal voodpevos, v @ 8¢ meptelyeto T@ TS Topxds TPOXAADMpMATL XorTd TO BAETpEVOV, dNholog
nop’ 8 ) gUoeL Hv Dewpoduevos.
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that becomes visible in and through the flesh permits the perception of his
divine nature in the ‘veil of flesh’ (t¢ tijg copxog xaAdupatt) within which he
was robed (mepteixeto) in his ‘visible form’ (xata 10 Aemdpevov). Christ as the
‘right hand’ of God, the Father, is his consubstantial power and, as such, the
active element in the incarnational compound.

The same line of reasoning, finally, leads Gregory to a specific use of John
14,9.38 Jesus’ word to Philip (‘He who has seen me has seen the Father’) is
expounded by the Nyssen as follows:

Look through what varies to the invariable, and if you look at that, you
will see the Father himself, whom you seek to see; for he who has seen
me, has seen, not the one who appears in the variation, but the true me,
who am in the Father, his very self, in whom I am, for he will perceive the
same stamp of Godhead in us both.3?

Once again, the significance of this exegesis for Gregory’s Christological argu-
ment comes out fully only by linking the concept of the divine-human rela-
tionship as active and passive aspects in the person of the saviour, which he
develops in the present context, with his wider idea of dynamis as the expe-
riential foundation of transcendence. As the world becomes transparent for
God on account of the presence and immanence of his power in it, and the
human body by its display of vital and sentient functions points the observer
to the existence of a soul, so the one who properly ‘sees’ Jesus penetrates the
material surface and discovers the divine within it. Yet as in the other cases,
this discovery does not invalidate the original, sensual perception so much
as it transforms and enriches it. This is why Gregory believed that the same
model could be applied to Christology; the dynamis perceived in visible reality
is strictly immanent in that reality even though, according to the Cappadocian,
it must be understood ontologically and axiologically to be of a different kind.

At the same time, nothing proves as distinctly as this particular pas-
sage how little Gregory is aware of some of the most controversial issues in
future Christological debate. He can only perceive John 14,9 as a handy proof-
text for his argument because he does not even remotely realise the severe
consequences potentially following from his argument. For Gregory, nature

38  CEIIl 4,25 (GNO I1143,19-26).

39  CEIII 4,25 (GNO II 143,20-6): BAéme S1d 100 dMotwbévtog T dvadhoiwTov, xdv tobto 1By,
abTov ToV Tartépa, v {ytels ety Ewpaxdg Eay: 6 Yap Ewpaxag &, ob ToV &v Tf) dANOLWTEL
PavSpEVOY, BANG TOV GANORS Epe oV &v 1@ matpl Svta, adTdY Exelvov Ewpanag Eotan TOV &y @
elut, TQ TOV adToV Yaponethpa THG BedTiTog M’ dupoty xabopdabat.

This is a digital offprint for restricted use only | © 2014 Koninklijke Brill NV



CONTRA EUNOMIUM III 4 325

is universal and hence to say that the Incarnate partakes of divine nature is
tantamount to saying that he participates in those properties which all three
Persons share, ‘the same stamp of Godhead’ as he calls it here. Yet if this is true,
what prevents us from predicating the Incarnation of Father and Spirit as well?
Of course, Gregory had made it clear a little earlier that the Incarnation pre-
cisely was the one ‘change’ (dMoiwaig) setting the Son apart from the Father,*°
but his willingness to illustrate his point by reference to John 14,9 without feel-
ing the need to qualify this exegesis, is in itself telling.

5. It may be helpful for the purpose of further elucidation and clarification
of Gregory’s Christological argument to recall at this point that a time-hon-
oured philosophical tradition had given complementary roles to active and
passive principles in the functioning of the world. Already Aristotle’s dualism
of matter and form could be read in such a way, but it was in particular stoicism
that had introduced 16 motodv and 16 mdayov as fundamental principles (&pyal)
of natural philosophy:

They [the Stoics] think that there are two principles of the universe, that
which acts [10 moto0v] and that which is acted upon [t0 mdoyov]. That
which is acted upon is unqualified substance, i.e. matter; that which acts
is the reason [Adyog] in it, i.e. god. For this, since it is everlasting, con-
structs [dnuiovpyelv] every single thing throughout all matter...#

The active principle is ‘constructing’ or creating everything by virtue of its
immanence in matter. I leave aside Gregory’s view of the latter; it is a sepa-
rate topic that would need full consideration within the context of Gregory’s
overall (ontological as well as cosmological) appropriation of these theories.*2

40  CEIIl 4,24 (GNO I1143,12-3).

41 svF 185 (p. 24,5-8); English translation: A. A. Long — D. N. Sedley (eds.), The Hellenistic
Philosophers 1, Cambridge 1987, 268: doxel & ardtolg dipyds elvat tév Shwy 800, 16 motodv xarl o
Téayov. T pév odv dayov elvat Ty drotov odatay iy SAny- 16 8¢ ooy Tov &v adtf) Adyov Tov
Bebv. TodTov yap didiov Svtar Sia Tdiav)g adTig Snutovpyely Exaata.

42 Asiswell known, Gregory in a number of places denies the existence of matter: An. et res.
(PG 46, 124C-D); Hex. (PG 44, 69B—C); Op. hom. 24 (PG 44, 212D—213C). In this he prima
facie follows Basil: Hom. in hex. (PG 29, 21A-D). Cf. also Plotinus, Enn. II 4,11,1-13; Origen,
Princ. IV 4,7 (Koetschau 357,29ff). The problem is discussed by A. H. Armstrong, “The
Theory of the Non-Existence of Matter in Plotinus and the Cappadocians’, StPatr. 5 (1962)
427-429 (= A. H. Armstrong, Plotinian and Christian Studies, London 1979); R. Sorabji,
Time, Creation and the Continuum, London 1983, 290—294; ]. Zachhuber, “Stoic substance,
non-existent matter? Some passages in Basil of Caesarea reconsidered”, StPatr. 41 (2006)

425-431.
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Be this as it may, as for t0 motodv the parallel becomes even more distinct and
impressive when other texts are taken into account, which equate this princi-
ple not only with the terms God and logos (as we have here seen), but also with
dynamis.*3 Gregory’s preferred phrase for its immanence, dixew, is also a Stoic
favourite;** expressions typical for the Nyssen, such as ‘the power of God that
pervades the universe’*® definitely have a Stoic ring to them. It is significant,
then, that he explicitly identifies this kind of item with the divine element in
the saviour.

Why such a concept would appeal to Gregory in the present context becomes
immediately clear when one recalls that, as John Rist writes, ‘the two principles
[are] physically inseparable, so that this duality is reached by a logical, or con-
ceptual, distinction’46 In other words, we would here have an analogy for a real
unity which, however, still allows for, even requires, analysis into two radically
different yet complementary, components. Precisely this, of course, had been
the challenge Eunomius had presented to Basil’s affirmation of Christ’s full
divinity alongside his real participation in human nature. In order to meet this
challenge, I had argued, Gregory had to address the problem of the saviour’s
divine-human unity, and it appears now that the duality of active and passive
principles offered him a model for the explanation of the latter. Given that,
moreover, Gregory had availed himself of the same or at least a similar model
in a variety of other contexts, we cannot be surprised to find him using it in the
present context as well.

Interestingly, Gregory himself makes the point about the physical insepa-
rability of the two principles explicitly with regard to two parts of the divine-
human compound in Christ:

The mind separates what out of love for humanity is taken into unity, but
kept distinct in thought.#7

It is mind (émivowx) and thought (Adyog) that separate the two; otherwise they
form a complete unity. This statement of principle is followed by a list of
phrases used by St Paul for the divine aspect of Christ on the one hand, for the

43 svrIl1047 (p. 308,37—40).

44 svrlis3(p. 41,22—24); I 473 (p. 155,24—30).

45  CEIII 4, 30 (GNO I1145,13): Tv S1a TdvTtwy adtod Stxovaay Sovauy.

46 J. ML Rist, The Stoics, Berkeley, London 1978, 139.

47  CEII 4,15 (GNO I11139,6-8): T odv émvolag Stapotong o xartd prravBpwmion pév vwpévov,
T4 3¢ Adyw Saxpvopevoy.
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human on the other*8 only to lead to a reaffirmation of Gregory’s fundamen-
tal idea of the relational duality of an active divinity and a passive, suffering
humanity within the salvific work accomplished by Christ:

[...] yielding the human part to sufferings (toig Tafyuactv), while achiev-
ing (évepyodvtog) through the divine power (3w Tig Oelag duvdpews) the
resurrection of the one who had suffered (v 100 memovBdtog dvdortaawv).*?

Even Gregory’s occasional use of the term ‘mixture}5® which has sometimes
been taken as indication for his weak notion of divine-human unity,? points to
the same intellectual background: the Stoics were happy to describe the rela-
tionship between soul and body as mixture while in the same context using
many of the terms Gregory has been drawing on in his present discussion of
Christology.52 While it is true that their philosophical opponents denied that
mixture could produce actual unity,5® and while it is also true that this kind of
terminology later on became associated with Nestorianism, it would appear
that for Gregory it was acceptable and unproblematic insofar as it conveyed
the same general notion of unity he had been developing throughout his dis-
cussion. Given the way he employs it in the present context, it seems hardly
justified to suspect that he believed it to weaken the unity of divine and human
in Christ let alone that he used it for that very reason.

I take it then that Gregory under the condition, in which he found himself, was
attracted to an application to Christology of the Stoic model of a unified world
made up of an active and a passive principle. It is not difficult to see why: he
believed that this model neatly fit the twin challenge he perceived: that neither

48  CEII 4,5 (GNo I1139,8-15).

49  CEI 4,15 (GNo I1139,19—21).

50  CEIII 4,13 (GNO I1138,18): dvdxpaatg.

51 See n. 6.

52 SVFII 473 (p.155,25—28).

53  Cf. Nemesius of Emesa, De natura hominis 3 (Morani 38,12—39,11), which Heinrich Dérrie
has argued draws on Porphyry (Porphyrios’Symmikta Zetemata: Ihre Stellung in Geschichte
und System des Neuplatonismus, nebst einem Kommentar zu den Fragmenten, Zetemata
20, Munich 1959). Cf. the copious references to philosophical parallels in: Nemesius, On
the Nature of Man, transl. with and introduction and notes by R. W. Sharples — P. J. van der
Eijk, Liverpool 2008, 78—8o.
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one nor the other side in the compound should be compromised, but at the
same time their unity be maintained.

Perhaps the biblical passage Gregory struggled to explain also played its
part. Peter, after all, says that God ‘made’ the crucified Jesus Lord and Christ.
The use of the term motelv had evidently been crucial for Eunomius’ exegesis;>*
it would not perhaps be far-fetched to see it as important for Gregory’s argu-
ment as well; in other words, his insistence on the dialectics between God’s
active power and energy and the passive and receptive human nature might
well reflect his reading that, according to St Peter God ‘made’ Jesus something,
that is Lord and Christ. The divine thus is moodv in the Incarnation according
to the very words of the apostle.

The question of course is whether this model does not take Gregory way
too far in the direction of what would later be called miaphysitism. The Stoic
theory presupposes, as we have seen, that the passive principle is what it is
because it is unqualified matter (&motog UAv)). Within this model it makes sense
to identify the thing itself with the active principle—all that can be said about
it is what God has made of it; the passive principle has to be presumed there
but is otherwise nothing. In his exegesis of John 14,9, which has been discussed
above, Gregory seems to come close to this point of view as he calls Jesus’
divinity his ‘true me’5% Yet how can this be a legitimate explanation of God’s
Incarnation? Can Jesus’ humanity be fully affirmed if it is treated as mere pas-
sivity? Obviously, from either a Stoic or an Aristotelian point of view it makes
little or no sense to identify an item such as humanity per se with the passive
principle. Gregory would have to argue that in relation to the immense power
of God humanity is reduced to something like quasi-passivity (the famous
drop of vinegar in the vast ocean),56 yet it ought to be noted that he operates
with more than one notion of ‘passivity’: the passions Jesus undergoes as part
of his human life, suffering, and death may involve the possibility of passivity,
but are not identical with it. On the contrary, they can only be understood if
the subject that experiences them is in some ways an active agent. Quite how,

54  Cf. Eunomius, Apologia 26,1314 (Vaggione 70): to0 pév odv memotfodar pdptug dEémioros 6
map’ adtod Tod xuplov paptupnBels éx Beod Ty yvdaw Eyew ITétpog. ..

55  CEIIl 4,25 (GNO I1143,23): Tov GANB&G Eué.

56  Theoph. (GNoO III1,126,17—-21). Or again, one may be reminded of Friedrich Schleiermacher’s
argument that in relation to God man is ‘absolutely dependent’ (The Christian Faith, tr.
H. R. Mackintosh - J. S. Stewart, Edinburgh 1999, § 4, p. 12). I note only in passing that for
Schleiermacher’s Christology it is central to assume that Christ is God-man because he
was fully dominated by this absolute dependency (op. cit. pp. 377-424 and cf. esp. § 97)—
surely more than a passing influence of the later Greek tradition.
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then, the relationship between active and passive principles can meaningfully
be applied to Christology is far from clear in our present text.

Still, Gregory does offer an intuition that was to become highly influential
in later Christological debate. Giulio Maspero has, in a recent paper, rightly
drawn attention to the fact that and how the Christology developed in the
present tome was used by Justinian in the context of the Second Council of
Constantinople (553).57 Yet much further work was needed to explain what
this particular model could explain, and with which qualifications, with regard
to the divine-human relationship in the person of Christ.

6. The analysis of Gregory’s Christological argument in the fourth tome
of Contra Eunomium III cannot, however, end here yet. For the Cappadocian
evidently did not think that the interpretation of the Incarnation in terms of
a mixture (dvdxpaotg)®® of active and passive principles was sufficient for his
present purpose. After all, he had to explain Peter’s word that God made Jesus
Lord and Christ; evidently this referred to some kind of change or transforma-
tion. Eunomius had argued that this was the transformation from non-being
to being, the initial creation of the pre-existent.>® Gregory, I think rightly, sees
that this makes little sense exegetically. After all, the verse does not use the
word ‘to make’ (motelv) just with an object (i.e. ‘God made Christ’) but uses
a predicative construction, ‘God made this Jesus Christ and Lord. Yet while
his close attention to the text supports his claims against Eunomius, it adds
a further element to be considered for his own solution. The unity of divine
and human in Christ, Gregory believes, cannot simply be considered in static
terms, but has a dynamic dimension as well.

Arguably, Gregory did not need much to be persuaded of such a reading.
After all, we know from many other contexts not least his theory of creation,
how fond he was of a ‘dynamic’ understanding of divine agency in the world.°
Given the specific constituency of created being, Gregory thought, it was proper
for God to execute his eternal and immutable will in creation through a regu-
lar, evolutionary development, for which Gregory famously employed the term

57  G.Maspero, “La cristologia de Gregorio de Nisa desde la perspectiva del II Concilio de
Constantinopla’, Scripta Theologica 36 (2004) 385-410, esp. 389—9o.

58  CEIIl 4,33 (GNO I1138,18).

59  Eunomius, Apologia 26,7-10 (Vaggione 68).

60  Cf. ]J. C. M. Van Winden, “Notiz tiber AYNAMIX bei Gregor von Nyssa”, in: H. Eisenberger
(ed.), EPMHNEYMATA. Festschrift fiir Hadwig Horner zum sechzigsten Geburtstag,
Frankfurt 1991, 147-150.
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dxoroudio.®! In a way, this principle makes its reappearance as a Christological
concept in the present context. Gregory, in other words, thinks of the unity of
divine and human in Christ in such a way that the divine progressively works
on and transforms the human element.

In this sense he comments that the ‘creation’ St Peter refers to really is a
‘re-creation’ as it refers to the gradual transformation of human nature in the
Incarnation,

[...] the mutation and remaking of the human into divinity; [this remak-
ing] the apostle calls ‘making’.62

Elsewhere the same point is made again:

So just as he who knew no sin is made sin (2 Corinthians 5,21), so that he
may take away the sin of the world (John 1.29), so conversely the flesh,
which received the Lord, is made Christ and Lord, which by nature it was
not, transformed [= ‘recreated’] into it by the mixing. By this we learn
that the God would not have appeared in the flesh (1 Timothy 3.16), if the
Word had not been made flesh (John 1,14), nor would the human flesh he
wore have been transformed [‘recreated’] into the divine, if the visible
had not been made Christ and Lord.®3

In passages such as this, it could be argued that Gregory does no more than use
the terminology of divinization, which Athanasius had put into the classical
formula that God became man so that we might become gods®+ and which by
Gregory's time had become fairly conventional. The Nyssen clearly is aware
of this theological tradition, which he uses extensively across a variety of his
writings.65

61  Cf. the classical paper by J. Daniélou, “Akolouthia chez Grégoire de Nysse”, RevSR 27 (1953)
219-249.

62  CEIII 4,20 (GNO I 141,9-10): 16 3¢ dia v 1pdg 10 Oelov Tod dvlpwmivou petaforny Te xai
peTamoinaw. moinaw yap 6 dméatodog AEYEL THY HETATIOMTLY.

63  CE Il 4,46 (GNoO Il 151,1-9): Gomep odv 6 i) yvois duaptiov duaptio yivetay, tva dpy iy
apaptioy ToD xbapou, oltws A 1) SeEapévy Tov xlptov odipl Xptotds xai xVpLog yivetat, 8

a2

v T @Uoel, elg To0T0 peTamotovpéwy Sid Ths dvaxpdaewg. S M puavBdvopey 8t ot dv év capxl
6 Bedg epavepbn, el wi) 6 Adyos odipk yéveto, olt’ dv petemotBy) mpds 1o Belov 1) mept adToV T0d
dvbpwmov adpk, el i) T pavduevov eyéveto Xptatds e xal xHpLog.

64  Athanasius, De incarnatione 54,3 (PG 25,192B).

65  The classical and most elaborate example is Perf.
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And yet, the context of his argument here makes it evident that Gregory’s
reference to the logic of the divine-human reciprocity in the Incarnation
is merely auxiliary to his main interest, which is quite different. Notable
is his use, twice in the present passage, of cognates of the word ‘recreation’
(peTamotovpévy, petemowfn). Gregory, as we noted a moment ago, argues that
this is precisely how St Peter meant the word ‘to make’ in Acts 2,36. Gregory
then is still very much concerned with his interpretation of this very verse!
What he is aiming at, then, through the use of the Athanasian deification-lan-
guage is an emphasis on the character of the Incarnation as a process in the
course of which human nature is gradually transformed into something more
divine:

When therefore I learn from Peter that this one has been made, I do not
hesitate to say that the one before our eyes has become Lord and Christ,
since the saints agree with one another especially about this part; for just
as he says that the crucified has been made Lord, so Paul also says that he
was highly exalted after the passion and resurrection, not exalted insofar
as he is God—for what is exalted above the height of God, so that one
could say that God is exalted to it?—but he is saying that the lowly aspect
of the human nature is highly exalted, the text indicating, I think, the
assimilation and union of the man assumed with the exaltation of the
divine nature.66

It is not difficult at this point to perceive quite what made Gregory so inter-
ested in the step-by-step transformation of human nature in the Incarnation.
It is the specific mention in Acts 2,36 of ‘this Jesus whom ye crucified’. Gregory
is quite explicit: ‘the crucified has been made Lord, he writes, and brings in
Philippians 2,9, which mentions the exaltation after (and as a consequence of)
Christ’s obedient suffering.

66  CEIII 4,55-56 (GNO Il 155,12—23): Tobtov odv pabav nemotfjodot mapd 0 Ilétpou xdptov xal
Xptotov 1oV €v 0@Baipoils NuUAY yeyevnuévov Aéyewv obx duetBdMw, émedy) xai cuppwvodat
PG dMNAoug of dytot Tolg Te dMotg mdat xal mepl TodTO TO UEPOG. GG YA oDTOS TOV
aTopwévoy xVplov memotfjabat Aéyel, obtw xai Iadiés eyow avtév dnepupdabor petd o
ndbog xal T dvdaTaaty, od xadd Beds ati, xat’ xelvo vhodpevov (Tl yap dmépxertal Tod Belov
Uoug dvawtepov, (hate mpog éxelvo Aéyew Tov Oedv Lihodabat;) GG T Tamedy Tiig dvlpwtivyg
pvoews Umepupodabor Aéyet, detvivrog olpat Tod Adyou Ty Tod dvaknedévtog dvbpwmov TTpdg
10 Bog Tiig Belag pioewg eEopoiwaty Te xal Evway.
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Two ideas, then, are combined in Gregory’s argument: on the one hand, his
interpretation of Christ’s salvific work in the Incarnation in terms of the dei-
fication of human nature; on the other hand, the notion that the exaltation
of Christ’s humanity reaches its climax only with his resurrection.5” It is the
latter more than the former that deserves attention in the present context. For
while few would perhaps deny that such a view has solid biblical support, by
the standards of fourth-century orthodoxy it clearly smacked of adoptianism.
As we shall see in an instant, Gregory was quickly taken up on this problem.

As far as the Contra Eunomium 1II 4 is concerned, however, Gregory evi-
dently is unconcerned about any such risk. On the contrary, it appears that he
finds the idea of such a gradual divinisation of humanity in Christ attractive
beyond the need to interpret Acts 2,36:

We should therefore consider what is more devout and logical: of which
is it religiously correct to say that by advancement he shares some exalted
status, the God, or the Man? Whose mind is so infantile that he thinks the
divinity progresses towards perfection? It is not unreasonable to think
such a thing of the human nature, when the gospel text attests his growth
as a human being: Jesus advanced, it says, ‘in stature, wisdom and grace’
(Luke 2,52). Which then is it more reasonable to suppose is meant by
the apostle’s word, that the God who is in the beginning became Lord
by advancement, or that the lowly status of human nature was taken
up by its fellowship with the divine into the highest rank?68

That Gregory here moves a step beyond the exegesis of Acts 2,36 is clear above
all by his use of the word mpoxomy. Gregory, in other words, does not content
himself with the observation that somehow the divinisation of human nature

67  Cf. on this K. Holl, Amphilochius von Ikonium in seinem Verhiltnis zu den grofsen
Kappadoziern, Tiibingen, Leipzig 1904, 229. Different: J. Lenz, Jesus Christus nach der Lehre
des hl. Gregor von Nyssa, Trier 1925, 17. Cf. the summary in: R. ]. Kees, Die Lehre von der
Oikonomia Gottes in der Oratio Catechetica des Gregor von Nyssa, SVigChr 30, Leiden 1995,
285.

68  CETIl4,59—60 (GNO I1157,8—20): 0dxodv émioxemuebo to pudMov edaefeg xal dudAovbov. Tiva
XOUTO TIPOXOTIVY METEXELY TIVOG TAV DPNAOTEPWY EDaYES €Tt A€YELY, TOV Oedv 1) Tov dvBpwmov; Tig
oltw mals v Sidvotay wg oleadat o Oelov éx Tpoadung émi o Téhelov pépeadat; Tepl B¢ Thg
dvbpwrivng @ioEwS T TololTov UIovoely odx E&w Tob elnétog eotl, Tapds T xvpiw TAS Tod
ebaryyeiov puwviis TV xatd T dvBpwmivov aliEnow mpoopaptupodons: Ineods yap mpoéxomtey,
enaty, NAuca xal copia xat ydptrt. Tt Toivuy edAoywTepdy éotty €x Tig Tod dmoaTéAou puwviig
YrotiBeabou, Tov €v dpyfj Svra Oedv €x mpoxoTis xVptov YevéaBat 1) TO Tamevoy ThS dvlpwtivyg
PuoENS &x THS TPdg O Belov xotvwviag el To Bog Thg diag dvaauBdvesdar;
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lasted for a certain number of years, which would explain the duration of the
Incarnation; rather he brings in here a reference to the moral and religious
improvement Jesus underwent throughout his earthly life. Characteristic is
his reference to the famous verse Luke 2, 52 ('Inoolg mpoéxomtev...). Given
Gregory's interest in his ascetic writings in establishing Christ as the exemplar
of human ascetic virtue, one should not, perhaps, be too surprised about such
a move though it also proves, if proof be needed, that Gregory was perfectly
capable, when energised by his speculative eros, of overlooking a great many
warning signs that were posted by his time along the road of theological reflec-
tion. Epiphanius ascribes the notion of Jesus’ ethical ‘advancement’ to the
Ebionites®® while other fourth-century bishops condemn this as a view held
by the followers of Paul of Samosata.”® Gregory’s own Epistle 3 shows how he
himself was challenged over this issue by angry opponents in Jerusalem, prob-
ably only slightly after writing the Contra Eunomium 111, who forced him into a
humiliating recantation.”

7. Be this, however, as it may, the outlines of Gregory’s argument in Contra
Eunomium 111 4 should by now have become reasonably clear. In order to dis-
prove not only Eunomius’ own exegesis of Acts 2,36, but also his charge against
Basil of teaching ‘two Lords and two Christs, Gregory offers a very specific
interpretation of the Incarnation. By drawing on his favourite view of Christ as
the ‘power’ of God as well as Stoic notions of the ontologically complementary
nature of active and passive principles, he conceptualises the Incarnation as
the unity of God and man in precisely this sense. This helps him defend Basil
against the charge of a divisive Christology without having to give up either
the anti-Eunomian commitment to Christ’s full divinity nor the corresponding
need to maintain his humanity.

Furthermore, in line with ideas about the dynamic character of God’s
agency in creation developed elsewhere, Gregory thinks of this divine-human
unity within an evolutionary framework. Hence, the transformation of human
nature, worked through the Incarnation, which Gregory thinks very much
analogous to Athanasius, progresses gradually and is only complete, as both
Peter and Paul intimate, in his resurrected state. This notion of a progressive
divinisation of humanity in the Incarnation, apparently, appeals to Gregory

69  Epiphanius, haer. 30,18 (Holl I 358,3-6).

70  Ekthesis Macrostichos IV (Hahn 11-112).

71 J.Zachhuber, “Gegen welchen Vorwurf muss Gregor von Nyssa sich in seinem Dritten
Brief verteidigen? Neuerliche Gedanken zu einer viel diskutierten Frage”, in: ‘O Tyoods
Xptatog el Ty Seodoyiav o0 dylov Ipyyoplov Niaoys. Ipaxtixa $' dtedvols cuvedpiov mepi Tl
aylov Ipyyopiov Nbooys (ASfvar 7-12 Xemreufpiov 2000), Abfjvar 2005, 385-396.
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not only in view of his exegesis of Acts 2,36, but also allows at least a glimpse
on the significance of Jesus’ own spiritual and ascetic life, whose theological
relevance Gregory develops in some other writings.

It is when viewed in its complete form that strength and weaknesses of this
conception become strikingly obvious. I think the charge often levelled against
Gregory's Christology that he has no notion of the unity of human and divine
in Christ, cannot be upheld. It is evident that he quite understands the chal-
lenge to Basil’s teaching from Eunomius’ polemic and that he seeks to counter
it. His model, if its reconstruction as presented in my paper has any claim to
accuracy, addressed this point by understanding the unity of divine and human
in analogy to that of the active and the passive principle in Stoic philosophy.

However, by the same token the inadequacy of Gregory’s approach is seen
in full light as well. It is not by coincidence that the Stoic model of active and
passive principle is, in Stoic philosophy, part of physics. It is geared towards
explaining the physical universe. It is not, in other words, meant to explain
human, personal existence. Now, one might argue that Stoic parallels do not
indicate that Gregory’s own reasoning is necessarily Stoic, but I should argue
that even if one allowed this qualification, the problem in Gregory’s thought
would still be the same. His approach to Christology is conceived in terms of
‘natures'—Christ’s divine nature must be seen as being fully part of the trini-
tarian Godhead, whereas his human nature is of one being with us (to use the
later phrase, for which Gregory paves the way). Their unity, again, is seen as the
‘physical’ problem of how two different principles can make one unified being.
The question, however, how all this produces Christ as one individual person
is completely absent from Gregory’s reasoning. In a sense, neither the divine
nor the human are conceptualised in his argument as something like personal
agents; this I think is the failure from which his Christology really cannot be
acquitted and which, I believe, gives it the unsatisfactory character which most
readers have, for different reasons, felt and acknowledged over time.
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