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Abstract

This dissertation explores the soteriological gwf the trinitarian theology of
Gregory of Nazianzus and establishes a consisiektin his thought between the
spheres obikonomiaandtheologia His writings are studied against the backgrouind o
contemporary theological and philosophical trenldsstdemonstrating the context
within which he elaborated his main theological agpts as well as their novelty.
Although Gregory drew heavily on the heritage of mtellectual master Origen, he
significantly changed his perspective from cosmiglalgspeculations to reflections on
the historical embodiment of Christ’s salvific adtly. This shift was to lead Gregory
towards a positive view of the body and of bodigside which he considered a vital
force in human existence capable of union with Godhe process of deification.
Gregory thus fully identified Christ with humanity its total manifestation, including
the human mind with its fallen and rebellious desirow assumed and redeemed in the
incarnation. Hence Gregory placed the sufferinggenaf Christ at the heart of his
trinitarian theological construction. As this treargues, around this image evolves the
whole dogmatic edifice of Gregory’s theology. Chsisdivine sovereignty is
understood not in separation and independence tinenpassion on Cross. Rather, its
full manifestation is only possible because of thess, because of Christ’s free and
willing acceptance of it. The whole set of inteatgnships between the suffering
Christ and the Father and the Holy Spirit are deplicaccording to the logic of
coincidence of sovereignty and humiliation. It iseq@sely in this combination of
theological themes — expressed with our new congkftenotic sovereignty” — that
the focus of the present thesis is located. Thisvative spiritual disposition shapes
both Gregory’s theological epistemology and hisntemmeutical strategy. Arguing for
the possibility of knowing the divine in and thrdudpuman bodily existence and
corroborating this view with suitably interpretedriptural evidence, he opens the
horizons for the human ascension to the realmefikine trinitarian life. In this way
Gregory envisages access to the transcendent gyead the Trinity which is
understood by him in purely personal terms, insdar it implies the intimate
conversation of God with us “as friends” (Or. 38.This unique reworking of classical
and Christian themes is possible because of Griagansistence that divine
sovereignty and transcendence become intelligikdéusively in the context of Easter.
Thus the habitually neglected narrative of the €rasd resurrection of Christ in the
thought of the Theologian is the only key to unldu& understanding of the luminous
mystery of the Trinity.
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Introduction

This study aims to explore the ways of formationtlwé trinitarian theology on the
basis of the divine economy in the thought of Grggef Nazianzus. There is a story
how Thales could not notice a pit and fell in itilelobserving the sky. So during the
centuries and even now there prevails the tendémayonceive the doctrine of the
Trinity as a sky of abstract intellectual specwias that deprives us from seeing the
actual problems in our interrelationship with Godlawith our fellow human beings.
The last century, however, has seen a revival énstindy of the Trinity. Prominent
theologians of various Christian confessions beggploring the vital importance of
the Trinity for the life of the Church as well ag £ach human person. Their striving to
respond to the challenges of contemporary life lay wf returning to the wisdom of
the Church tradition is a very valuable enterpriget, sometimes one is obliged to
acknowledge that what people are finding in thditian is what they already know.
Thus modern theories of the so called social aifranism have failed to justify their
claim to be heirs of the Trinitarian theology oét@hurch Father and especially of the

Cappadocian Fathers.

This agenda in contemporary theology inspires tlesgnt study as well. The spiritual
disposition of the theologians of that past whiels motivated them to construct such a
paradoxical vision of God represents great chaiéog our minds today. Chief among
the patristic thinkers who fall in this categoryGsegory of Nazianzus. Perhaps more
than anywhere else it is in his writings that wedfian understanding of the Trinity
which is at the same time an unreachable final enysand an attainable “crown” of

our saving confession.

a) The scope of this study

The research will be engaged with the elucidatiérthe link between the divine
economyand the trinitariartheologyas expressed by Gregory of Nazianzus. The study

will explore Gregory’s concept of God's creation darcare for a man, his



anthropological and soteriological views, the doetrof deification of man. Next we
will turn to demonstrate how the Theologian enveshghe involvement and the
interrelationship of the divine persons of the Tyirin this economic activity. We will

examine the role and the application of Scripturedéaling with these theological
matters. A question to which we will be returningaughout the thesis is to what
extent and in what ways the Theologian’'s thougtgpldiys his debt to Platonic
philosophy. Our main task will be to illustrate thieeological strategies used by
Gregory which gathers together the major themesntétom the realm of the economy
for the construction of the doctrine of the Trinityfaithfulness to his commitment to

the Pro-Nicene theology.

b) The contributions of this study

All our endeavor in the search for the reconcibiatof the realms of the economy and
theology will serve tacausa finalisof support building of the bridges between the
different poles the Christian life: the spirituadperience of belief and the theological
thought about the Triune God, the revelation offere and the dogma of the Church
tradition, the heritage of the Christian past ame inquiry of a modern man. To this
purpose is also closely related the ecumenicaleronef contributing to the discovery

of the common roots of the Western and Easternc@iesrin the patristic theology.

The examination of the theological thought of Grggof Nazianzus we believe will
shed light on the deep insight that penetratesptietic cover of his language the
elusiveness of which has been less attractivehisrmistorians of theology. However,
exactly this flexible approach to the languagedsslf part of his theology as it is now
becoming more obvious (see. Norris, 1993, p.237-ZA%refore, this study will try to
emphasize the inseparable unity of Gregory’'s antinogrammar and his way of
thinking. The implications of these consideratiovii contribute to the invention of
new forms of imagination for the deployment of Ghien belief in the different

cultural environments.



c) The methodology and structure of the dissertatio

The writings of Gregory of Nazianzus will be settime historical context of the
contemporary theological and philosophical trend&e will try to demonstrate the
originality of Gregory’s thought against the baakgnd of the historical development
of the previous tendencies. We will analyze hisniaplogy, exegetical attitudes and

patterns of argumentation and searched the trddbs mfluence on his theology.

But our main methodological approach, which sereethe clarification of the link
between the levels of the economy and the thedlodgiye thought of Gregory, will be
embedded in the structure of the dissertationfit¥éke thesis will be divided into three
parts. We start from observation of the soteriadagfoundations of anthropology and
Christ’s salvific activity, and then pass througfe tinterrelationship of the persons of
the Trinity in this salvific activity to the inneealm of the trinitarian theology. This
direction fromad extrato ad intra will make evident the ways Gregory elaborated his

trinitarian theology in the economic and scriptdramework.

d) Literature Review: The complexity of the definiion of Greqgory of

Nazianzus's theology

Although during many centuries the greatest mirfdb® prominent Christian thinkers
were occupied with the matters of what can be daheology, it is not clear anymore
for modern mind what place could be yielded to tbgy in its thinking space. The
way of our thinking hesitates between modern dedcHneutral”, “objective”
knowledge and the post-modern knowledge as a ptaafuour desire, passion, i.e.
knowledge involving us in itself. In the contextsafch a mental tension it is not easy
task to answer on the questions: what was the pppte object of the theological
thought of the Church Fathers? In what way is duted from knowledge of the
revelation given to us? And is at all possible dar limited mind to grasp something

beyond the things designated direddy us?

Indeed, many contemporary famous theologians ahdlas are at pains to provide

with the responses on these questions, but as lveegino one of them are free from
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all of the above mentioned extremities. This pradient could be clearly illustrated in
theories dealing with an interpretation of theitanan theology of the Cappadocian

Fathers, and, especially, of tiikeologianramong them, Gregory of Nazianzus.

St. Gregory was the theologian, as Daley put ithdwoffered the clearest, most
economical, and perhaps the most paradoxical paeasnir articulating this Mystery
and who most influently emphasized the centralitths Trinitarian confession for the
whole of Christian life” (Daley, 2006, p. 42). Netheless, his theological
epistemology has not gained much interest amongalréstic scholars yet. Perhaps,
the reason for this is exactly “the most paraddxparameters” of his trinitarian
language that verges to silence and thus evadesotifnes of the modern scientific

analysis.

The essay will review the current studies on therrelation betweewnikonomiaand
theologia in the theology of the Nicene Fathers with speéigius on Gregory of
Nazianzus, and demonstrate that while one kindasfdspositioned by some scholars
wholly dissolves the theology into economy, anotapproach tends to annihilate

theology faced with incomprehensibility of the ngrstof Trinity.

First, we will underline the ambiguousness of thieiirelation between theology and
economy in the writings of Gregory that provoketligue of the scholars who charged
the Nicene and especially Cappadocian theologyissodiation of theology from the
scriptural ground ofoikonomia Second, the essay will analyze the defensive
arguments of the scholars who refute the existericevidences of the distinction
between theology and economy in the writings of tineologian. Finally, we will
demonstrate the irrelevance of the current intéagions for the proper understanding
of the theological vision of Gregory of Nazianzusm both sides (supporters of the
unity as well as of the distinction theology an@mamy) and the necessity of further

exploration of his writings.

In the fourth-century Arian controversy the mystefyTriune God was increasingly

attracting the most devoted Christians until cagduentirely and took up from this



world the mind and the heart of the bishop of Nazies, who contemplated it in the

brightness of its light and yet remaining an abstyuunresolved paradox for him:

No sooner do | conceive of the One than | aumilhed by the Splendour of the
Three; no sooner do | distinguish Them than Icamied back to the One. When |
think of any One of the Three | think of Himthe Whole, and my eyes are filled,
and the greater part of what | am thinking sfapes me. | cannot grasp the
greatness of that One so as to attribute agyrgetatness to the Rest. When |
contemplate the Three together, | see but aih,tand cannot divide or measure out
the Undivided Light

Oration XL

But what was more paradoxical, Gregory did notkHhimat the contemplation of the
wholiness of the mystery of triune God was a luximya few with the higher calling
than mere believers, for him it wasnditio sine qua noffor salvation as he put it:
“For whatever you may subtract from the Deity a frhree, you will have overthrown

the whole, and destroyed your own being made p&rf@cation XLI).

Thus, the trinitarian formulation represented “opencise proclamation of our
teaching, an inscription intelligible to all.” (OXLII, 15) He witnessed that people “so
sincerely worships the Trinity, that it would soorsever anyone from this life, than
sever one of the three from the Godhead: of one@nuhequal zeal, and united to one
another, to us and to the Trinity by unity of dowt” (ibid.) But when he follows to
these words “brief run over its details”, someoredmes astonished how it could be
possible for simple flock of Church to understand devote himself so eagerly to the
doctrine exposed in such highly sophisticated mgnaspecially, if we take into

account his sensitivity to the audience (See. Npt993, p.246):

That which is without beginning, and is the inaeghg, and is with the
beginning, is one God. For the nature of wiath is without beginning
does not consist in being without beginnindp@ing unbegotten, for the

nature of anything lies, not in what it is hott in what it is. It is the assertion

~0Q~



of what is, not the denial of what is not. Aheé Beginning is not, because
it is a beginning, separated from that whick ha beginning. For its
beginning is not its nature, any more thanbdieg without beginning

is the nature of the other. For these aratitempaniments of the
nature, not the nature itself. That again Whgcwith that which has

no beginning, and with the beginning, is notthimg else than what

they are. Now, the name of that which hasewgirining is the Father,
and of the Beginning the Son, and of that wisclith the Beginning,

the Holy Ghost, and the three have one Nat@ed:- And the union is
the Father from Whom and to Whom the orderes&Pns runs its course,
not so as to be confounded, but so as to beepssd, without

distinction of time, of will, or of power. Fadnese things in our

case produce a plurality of individuals, sieeeh of them is separate
both from every other quality, and from evetiger individual

possession of the same quality. But to Thdse mave a simple nature,
and whose essence is the same, the term Ooregeh its highest

sense.

ibid.

In what ways could Gregory ground this kind of #ing on his faith of salvation
preached by simple-hearted fishermen? The denséaaitybof the passages like that
above quoted questioned in terms of biblical episiegy the legitimacy of the Nicene
trinitarian theology and particularly that of wotkeut by the Cappadocian Fathers.
The distinction between the revelation of one Goddsus Christ communicated in his
Spirit and the doctrine of the triune eternal bed@od seems to be so sharp that it is
easy to doubt whether there exists any bridge leivtlee good news of salvation and

theologiaat all.

Thus, Studer recognises danger of such doubt amsl mat willing to justify drawing
of line so sharply between theology and economyit dgppened in IV century.
According to his view the council of Nicea marké&é margin that changed the way of

theological thinking and from this period onward Veze the development of “the



antithesis” between these two inseparable parttheftheology (Studer, 1993, p.2).
Although he is quite aware of the importance teebghasized the equality of Father,
Son and Holy Spirit against decreasing hierarchyAréin doctrine, but afterwards it
became an impediment for the theologians to dematestinner coherence” of the
theology and the economy (ibid., p. 113-114).

However, Studer does not draw conclusion from thpeesuppositions without
limitations. He states that the Cappadocian Fatkd@snot pursue aim to deepen
trinitarian theology further than based on baptistaith; rather they were occupied by
economic Trinity and determined the interest oft&asChurch along these lines (ibid.
p. 152).

Yet, LaCugna is not ready to accept this conclusinod she develops the critique of
the Cappadocian Fathers to its extremities. SHg &dsumes Rahner’s thesis: “The
“economic” Trnity is the “immanent” Trinity and th&mmanent” Trinity is the
“economic” Trinity” (Rahner, 1970, p.22). But thssthe only point that is common for
her and Rahner, she is far more preocuppied wihntbtion of “God for us” than
Rahner. Therefore, LaCugna conducts her examinatiotine interrelation between
theology and economy along the lines of irrecodilyy of these terms with each
other.

First, she proposes the following definitions fothbterms: “Theology is the science of
“God in Godself’; the economy is the sphere of Godondescension to the flesh”.
(LaCugna, 1991, p.43) Then, she states that theideof Trinity strictly deals with
theologia that was elaborated by Athanasius and the Cappaddeathers and it
remained unchanged from this period onward dufiireghistory of the Greek patristic
theology (ibid.). Thus, for her the beginning ofetiNicene theology marks the
threshold that separates two periods in the histbriheology: pre-Nicene and after
Nicene. While she pais respect to the first phae,neglects the value of the second
one. Although she recognises that theology wasdboabout as a result of reflection
based on economy of salvation, afterwards the wgound of the reflection was
abandoned (ibid.). Therefore, theological reflettcaused the “incongruity” between

God’s inner existence and his work of redemptiod deification of man (ibid. p. 53).



So, she makes strict judgmeniheologia not a biblical concept at all, acquires in
Athanasius and the Cappadocians the meaning of sGoaier being beyond the

historical manifestation of the Word incarnatebidi p. 43)

There is to be pointed out that likewise Rahneogezes impressive formalism of the
Cappadocian theology even more than that of Augesto, but he is also quite aware
that this theology has strong ties to economy bfas®n and these abstract trinitarian
formulas in the Greek patristic theology were alsvayonsidered in the scriptural
framework. These terminological work solely dealgih language that expressed
“only abstract, formal part” of the dogmas and with the mystery of God’s being as
such and of His hypostases. Then he evaluates #stema development of the
trinitarian theology as reducing the whole theolégyhese abstract formulas without

being conscious of their soteriological foundatigiiahner, 1970, p. 18-19)

By contrast, LaCugna is unwilling to consider theitarian formulas elaborated by the
Cappadocians as naturally presupposing its ecombniiasis and claims that the
Cappadocinas as well as Augustine later moved tlediection beyond scriptural

teaching of economy when they placed relationsktwben Father, Son and Holy
Spirit at the “intradivine” level. (ibid. p.54) TBushe denies the possibility that after
Nicea theology was perceived after the economy @early kept in mind, now it

could be realized vice-versa: theology was consmi@s a starting point for reflection

and, hence, without need of soteriological confisidl.).

These contemporary sharp charges against traditiongarian theology reminds us
the old one of Schleiermacher. He also recognited vialidity of the Trinitarian
doctrine to a very reduced extent, since it makksmrcthe soteriological and
ecclesiological foundations of Christian belief,mey, the presence of “divine
essence” in the human person of Jesus Christ andrédsence of deity in the Church
through the Holy Spirit. But according to him weosld stop at this point inasmuch
the further refinement of the dogma — concept ef ¢ternal distinct persons of the
Trinity — will imply incompatibility with the religpus awareness of a Christian
believer. (Schleiermacher, 1976, p. 739).



Weinandy challenges the arguments of LaCugnia lrif but weighty response. For
him the concept of “God for us” is not in last degvaluable than for LaCugna and, as
he claims, the very foundations of this concepfsuisat stake when economic trinity is
not rooted in ontology: theology “guarantees” thality of the revelation in economy.
According to his view the main contribution of tN&cene theology consists in giving
the link between theology and economy and thusrtasgehat “the one who is wholly
within the economy is the same one who is wholljeotthan the economy”
(Weinandy, 1995, p.136). So, incapacity of the kbgical enterprise of LaCugnia to
recognize the significance of this claim “ultimgtaluns aground on the rock of

homoousios” (ibid.).

Along the lines of the argumentation offered by Wasidy is to be observed the
majority of the defence of the Cappadocian doctohdrinity developed in current
scholarship that seeks to balance between bilgiehises of the notion of “God for
us” and the ontological reality of the “persons” thie revealed Trinity. Thus, for
Leonardo Boff the trinitarian theology provides aigertainty that the ways in which
God appears to us is the same in its eternal idghence, “God is a Trinity (Father,
Son, Holy Spirit) not just for us, but in itselB¢ff, 1988, p.96). But, among modern

studies the theological approach that deservegplart attention is that of John Behr.

At the beginning of his opus he claims that heasquite happy about using the term
“Trinitarian theology” since it risks to reduce thehievements of IV century to “the
shorthand formulae”, such as “three hypostasesoaedousia” of “the consubstantial
Trinity” and diminishes its soteriological contef@ehr, 2004, p.3). Therefore, these
abstract formulae should be considered in the tscapframework in which they were
worked out and are to be understood as it waseeaipposed by Rahner. But, Behr
not only supposes, he provides us with deeply etdbd hermeneutical methodology
of Christian theology. And for this enterprise afenis frequently stressed “slogan” is
represented by Kirkegaard’s aphorism: “we only ustdand life backwards but we
must live forwards”. This means that while we awgtimg to meet Christ coming from
the eschatological future we will become aware a$ Herson and interpret our
experience of meeting with him in the light of past Scripture, that serves as a

treasure, “thesaurus” providing with the meaning this new experience of



encountering with Christ (Behr, 2006, p.21-28). ffom this approach he defines the
Christian theology, especially developed in theiqeeof Nicene and Constantinople
councils, not as a reflection on the abstract conoeGod, but as “an exegetical task”
(Behr, 2004, p.16). In view of this general defonit he offers “the epistemological
order of theological reflection” that begins frolretwork of Christ has been done for
us and then proceeds towards grounding on it tlstification of Him with true God
(ibid. p.212). This task is achieved successfully“partitive exegesis” elaborated at
full length by Athanasius that allows to discern @rist, on the one hand, His
becoming man “for the needs of humans”, and, omother hand, His being, essence
(Ibid. p. 208-215).

Seen from this perspective, he responds to thegebaof LaCugna interpreting the
famous passage of Gregory of Nazianzus that de#tistme reflection on Christ (See.
Or. 29, 18). Behr states that even in this shargrasting the eternal being of Christ
with His work accomplished in the flesh, Gregongjgaking in two different ways but
on the same subject and thus distinguishing in SChmetween His engagement with
economy and His nature without separating them feawh other (ibid. p. 7-8). The
clear case is the argumentation of the Cappadé@#rers against Eunomius, that God
is not to be understood as an object requiring gpate words for its proper
determination, but He is only comprehensible inagmas He reveals Himself within

which is to be grasped who is He (ibid. p.16).

Thus, the deceptive impression about the ways okimgatheology by Nicene
theologians is brought about when we detach thestract theological formulations
from “the scriptural grammar” lied under them aneidook the very matrix in which
worked these theologians and is always preservetiaim language (ibid. p. 8). In
avoidance of this, he calls for permanent returthéoscriptural roots of the Trinitarian
theology in order not to allow separation of itsvét dimensions”, economic and

immanent (ibid.).
However, in spite of apparent value and legitimatguch approach to the Trinitarian

theology of the Church Fathers supported by thdemdes from their writings it seems

to fails to interpret properly some passages invthiings of Gregory of Nazianzus.
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Long times before Behr Winslow tried to apply dtsiceconomical reading of the
theological discourses of Gregory of Nazianzus., Bt it will be shown the result

could evaluated as violence committed againstekie t

First, Winslow distinguishes two meanings of thggidhat we find in the writings of
Gregory. While first one is defined as a doctrifi€God and hence Trinitarian theology
in strict sense, it does not offer to theologiany goositive knowledge and
comprehension, and he “ends ultimately in humbdknse before the divine mystery”
(Winslow, 1979, p. 30). Therefore, this type ofdlogy does not deserve any attention
from the scholar, so he quickly abandons it andstuo second concept of theology,
which he understands as a doctrine of “God as har igs”. In this perspective God is
seen not in His inner life but as He reveals Hifg®elus, condescends to us in His

activity as a Creator and Redeemer (ibid.).

Yet, he also recognizes Gregory’s notoriety duditotheological discourses on the
Trinity, especially worked out in his five Theolegl Orations. But he points to the
economical basis (second type of theology) liedeurtds theological doctrine (first
type theology), what he calls “conceptual theolofiid., p. 31). In contrast with this
abstract theology he develops dynamical understgndif Gregory’s economic
theology. It comprises two phases of God’s activitis own “descend” to us and His
“drawing [us] up”. This dynamic aims to bridge bgiaf God with us that enables us
to grasp Him “to some extent”. As a result of th&pd becomes at the same time
subject and object of theology, the process embr&ma’s activity and our strive for
His search and hence “the distinction between timst™ and “second” kinds of
theologia is eliminated”, and “God and those wheks&od are ultimately joined
together” (ibid. p. 32-33). Nevertheless, Winsloweg up his reflections at this point
and does not develop this new integral understgndfrntheology, but again focuses

solely on the second type of theology -- econoiméology.

The clear illustration of such reduction is repréged by his attempt to interpret
Gregory’s widely known passage from"2Dration that questions his thesis about
prevailing position of economy in the thought oeGory. So, we will quote the whole

passage and then run through the main points o§Miiris argumentation:



Philosophize as you will about the world or worlds,
about matter, the soul, about good and bad rational
natures, about resurrection, judgment and reward,
about the sufferings of Christ. For, in such matter

to hit the mark is not useless, nor is it dangetousiss.

(Or. 27.10. cit. ibid, p. 37)

In spite of clear assumption that provides the W¥iislow offers striking reading of it.
He asserts that this passage “indicates that sulgleds as “world or worlds, matter,
soul, good or evil rational natures, the sufferiog<hrist,” etc., must be approached
with theological caution” (ibid. p. 38). As a suppof this he recalls Gregory’s another
text from his second oration where discourse omathest the same list of subjects is
indeed declared as “no slight task” for a pastoowindertakes “distribution of the
word” on these matters (Or. 2, 35). Hence, it igiolbis that Gregory held these topics
dealing with economy in no less esteem than theegssoncerned with the Trinitarian
theology. Another point emphasized by the schotaiGregory’s broad vision of
economy not allowing to determine his interest Igoly “suffering of Christ” but
embraces the whole spectrum of God'’s salvific &gtim which it has its real sense.
This explains why the theologian does not pay paldr attention to it but rather
merely puts it in the list of God’'s other works,chuas creation, providence,

incarnation, resurrection and final judgment (lpd40).

To sum up, all these what tries to state Winslothad “the diverse elements which go
to make up this oikonomia are therefore not of legsortance when compared, let us
say, to the doctrine Trinity, but form the veryf§tout which this doctrine grew” (ibid.
p. 41).

Although this statement might be true for Gregotysology in general, it is not clear
from Winslow’s analysis at all in what ways is repented the importance of economy
compared with trinitarian theology and why is thenify as such so important for

Gregory while he could be content with simple dotegical doctrine and not growing



out of it so much sophisticated and logically th@sinambiguous doctrine. This
guestion will become even sharper in the light leé demonstration of Winslow’'s

apparently misleading interpretations of the abhoestioned texts.

First, in 27" oration there is stressed clear contrast betwkenetonomical issues
enlisted here and the discourse about God. If e tilae whole logical unit of the text
and continue to read it from the point where stésmslow, it will become

unquestionable. Therefore, we quote the text wéthoigical end:

Philosophize as you will about the world or worlds,
about matter, the soul, about good and bad rational
natures, about resurrection, judgment and reward,
about the sufferings of Christ. For, in such matter

to hit the mark is not useless, nor is it dangetousiss.
But with God we shall have converse, in this life
only in a small degree; but a little later, it nias,

more perfectly, in the Same, our Lord Jesus Christ,

to Whom be glory for ever. Amen.

Thus, permission for speaking on economic mattejsxtaposed with the restriction
of theological discourse. So, it is impossible tates relied on this evidence that
Gregory “did not intend to belittle ‘the doctrind salvation™ (ibid. p.38). Further,
when Winslow recalls for support of his thesis setwration, he also fails to
recognize that Gregory here as well obviously gwederence to “think of the original
and blessed Trinity” (Or. 2, 36). In this case te®are obliged to quote it lengthy:

In regard to the distribution of the word, tontien last the

first of our duties, of that divine and exaltgdrd, which everyone
now is ready to discourse upon; if anyone etddly undertakes it and
supposes it within the power of every man'sllietg | am amazed at
his intelligence, not to say his folly. To meléed it seems no

slight task, and one requiring no little spiaitpower, to give in

due season to each his portion of the word tamegulate with
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judgment the truth of our opinions, which are@erned with such
subjects as the world or worlds, matter, souhdnintelligent

natures, better or worse, providence which htuidsether and guides
the universe, and seems in our experiencetoflé governed
according to some principle, but one which igatance with those of

earth and of men.

Again, they are concerned with our original ¢@ongon, and

final restoration, the types of the truth, tleenants, the first and
second coming of Christ, His incarnation, suffgs and dissolution,
with the resurrection, the last day, the judghzam

recompense, whether sad or glorious; I, to crallrwith what we are

to think of the original and blessed Trinity.

But, then Gregory emphasizes the importance ofitérian doctrine and moves on the

warning about “a very great risk” to talk on theinlty, and enlists the possible

distortions and “dangerous errors” concerning teology:

Now this involves a very great risk to those whe enarged
with the illumination of others, if they are to agio

contracting their doctrine to a single Person, ffear of
polytheism, and so leave us empty terms, if we sspp

the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit to l=amd the
same Person only: or, on the other hand, sevérintp three,
either foreign and diverse, or disordered and unggpled, and,
so to say, opposed divinities, thus falling frora tpposite side
into an equally dangerous error: like some distbgiant if bent

far back in the opposite direction.

Or. 2. 36

In view of this evidences it is quite clear in hawch high esteem held Gregory the

Trinitarian theology and even privileged it comghmeith economy. Therefore, we



should deem as more accurate interpretation ofteke that of proposed by Jean
Plagnieux whose reading does not suffer from swarsimplifications of the matter,
in contrary, he is quite aware of the risking di¢tdestiny of Christology in favor of
the Trinitarian doctrine”, at first glance it seemmat Gregory “sacrifices something
accessory to the essential” (Plagnieux, 1951, p.I#&n, he offers possible solutions

of this problem.

First, there is to be taken into account the hisadly conditioned theological agenda:
in this period Gregory was not faced with chrisgptal errors and, hence, he has no
“doctrinal prejudices” on this subject; Gregory dan“justified” by the absence of the
christological controversies in his époque (Ibidyhat was felt as a real danger by
him, distortion of the Trinitarian doctrine, forcé@m to “sacrifice” everything to the
elimination of it, even “passions of Christ” (Ibip.179). But even when the priority is
given to the trinitarian issues over the soterigl@nd christology not in order to
downsize the significance of these topics but rathestrengthen them since Gregory
considered them as being comprised (as he put Z%mwration, the “crown” of the
whole Christian doctrine) by the former. Therefomacing the sound trinitarian
theology at the head of the doctrine made Gregorgxpect that whole body of the
Christian theology would be sound as well. Furtremen his equal respect paid to the
divine economy might be demonstrated by the faat When Gregory’s expectations
had been failed and unanimity in the trinitariaedlogy had not achieve accordance in
the doctrinal matters of the economy in the casé\wdllinarius, he rushed in the
struggle not allowing distortion in christology whde called overturning of
Christianity (lbid. p. 180).

Thus, given all these considerations, in the pectfrthe interrelationship between the
theology and the economy according to Gregory tiete be suggested that he drew
line of the link not from the side of economy todsirtheology but vice-versa. This
model seems to matches with the view of Yves Condpr while agrees fully with the
first part of Rahner’s thesis — “the economic Tiging the immanent Trinity” — he is by
no means ready to sign on the second part of dnd ‘vice versa”. As he put it, the
Church Fathers in their combat against Arians &éeddhe absolute independence of

the existence of the persons of the Trinity frora #tt of creation. Furthermore, he



denies the possibility for the mystery of God todngirely exhausted in His revelation
(Congar, 1983, p.13). So, he poses legitimate gprestthe economic trinity thus
reveals the immanent trinity — but does it revéadatirely?” (Ibid. p. 16).

However, in the recent scholarship on Gregory dfiélazus Beeley has tried to restate
Rahnerian thesis. In his view Gregory’s vision ofite economy “implicitly contains
the sense” of theology. Although Gregory placeslibgy in the centre of his interest,
he develops discourse on economy even far tham Gygpadocians (Beeley, 2008, p.
196). He criticizes Karl Holl for his charges agditGregory’s seemingly separation of
the theology from economy, and tries to refuteumderstanding of Gregory’s concept
of theology along the lines of Aristotle’s purelyesulative character as it is defined in
his “Metaphysics” (Ibid. p.199). He denies the ploidisy to understand Gregorian
theology in terms of “Being as it is”, since he doeot recognise the distinction
between theology and economy as “two different rsaafehuman knowing”, for they
are not “parallel or rival epistemological categsfi (Ibid. p. 201). Although he points
to the possibilities of an alternative interpregatof the texts where the theology seems
to stand without referring to economy, as it ishia oration on Epiphany, one will wait
in vain for such alternative offer from him. At tlead of his discussion on the theme
he simply coins ready-made definition for Gregosytsieology — a “the theology of the

divine economy” (lbid. p.201).

Thus, his study, valuable in many respects, suffess1 lacking of the sufficient

clarification of this matter. At this point it i®tbe stated that the concept of the
economicaly founded theology has failed to gainpsupfrom the evidences in the
writings of Gregory the Theologian. On the othendhathere is proposed another
model of the interrealtionship. Zizioulas is morelined to accept Congar’'s thesis
about impossibility to express the whole theologyeconomy. He turns back to the
recent trend in theology and patristic scholashgt tdentifies these two spheres with
each other, and appeals to the “traditional” dafins of the theology and economy:
“the ‘theology’ proper, refers to how God is in tself”, while economy “refers to how

God is for us” (Zizioulas, 2008, p. 70). First, on the grounfl ®reek patristic

apophatic approach to God’s being he insists onlevincomprehensibility of God’s



substance — “we can have no theology of God’s eatufhen, he recognizes
possibility to affirm the knowledge concerning tpersons of Trinity: we are not
grasping their existence logically, but rather ijograting in their living personal
relationships existentially — “we speak about Ggddiking about his Trinitarian life,
rather than about his ‘nature™. Howsoever it seg¢h& Zizioulas provides clear link
between economy and theology, namely the conceptivahe person, who could
enable us to end this hesitation between God's aadf His “for us”, he does not
develops his thought in this direction (though dlisvorks apparently pursue this very
aim). Rather he ends by entering apophaticism @vienthe personal relationships:
“for the immanent Trinity we cannot say anythindidigve about the attributes of the
persons. Here there must be a proper element ghagioism” (Ibid. p. 72). Thus, the
gap emerges again, now proper life of the persbiiseoTrinity is to be understood as
divided into their intertrinitarian being and the@vealed attributes freely taken on for
our sake (Ibid.).

To sum up our review of the contemporary trendshi@ scholarship of patristic
theology concerning the Cappadocian, and spedific@regory of Naziansus’s,
Trinitarian theology, there is to be maintained the studies does not provide us with
convincing response on the question of how Gregfined the task of theology in
relation with biblical revelation. As it was suppdsat the beginning of the essay the
scholars have tended to choose one of the alteesateither define theology as a
matter of God’s being in itself as opposed to Hisrmmy “for us” and hence deny any
possibility oflogosaboutTheos(Zizioulas), or place whole theology in economyl an
thus reducing it to only “for us” (LaCugna), at thest recognizing its function only in
ontological grounding of economy i.e. what is givenrevelation to us is really

existing in itself (Rahner, Behr, Weinandy, Wins|d@eeley).

But, as above exemplified texts have illustrate@dery is unwilling to keep only
silence on the theological matters and this cameoexplained by purely polemical
motivations, for him Trinity is primarily a mattef adoration and contemplation (e.g.
Oration XL). However, he does not allow us to siyniplentify doctrine of Trinity with
the economy, he apparently grants it with prioatser the topics of economy (Or. 2;

Or. 27) and this does not mean that he wants telpngace economy to its ontological



ground, in this case there is to be suggestedhibadiscourse on Trinity would start
intensively from the economical matters and thety dimit it by pointing to its
ontological background, while the texts withesghe opposite case. Thus, it is clear
that definition of the notion of theology in Greg writings is not easy task since as
a result of its formation it bears complicated aatation in relation to its biblical and
philosophical sources. It is “stumble rock” for ngaminds when Gregory declares
about the nature of Trinity like that: “separatelye and united separate”, so we find
such evaluations of their enterprise: “it canndtlfabe claimed that they (i.e. the
Cappadocians — Z.J) found any philosophical satutmtheir problem” (Wiles, 1967,
p. 139. cited in O’Donnell, 1990, p. 43). Even Rat recognizes “unresolved
contradictions evident in the Cappadocian theoldg¢likan, 1971, p.224). Therefore,
further study is required to establish clearly theaning and value of the Trinitarian
theology in relation with the biblical foundatiofthe Christian faith in the thought of

Gregory of Nazianzus.



Part One: The Interrelationship between the Son o€50d and Human
Nature

Gregory’s theory of the economy of God has a veilyal meaning. After he has
finished dealing with the theology in the strichse in Or. 38, he declares: “For now,
there is no time, because theologecoyia) is not our theme but economy
(oikovopia)”. And he re-tells the story beginning with thesation of the world and
ending with the Incarnation of Christ. Thereforege wnust assume such an
understanding of economy that includes in it “tHeole range of divine activity, from

creation to the eschaton” (Winslow, 1979, p. 39).

Gregory with his high skill in rhetoric playing withe words “oikos” — “oikonomia”
manages to associate his concept of economy withpéitable in the Gospel about
finding a lost piece of money: “Because He lightedandle — His own Flesh — and
swept the house, cleansing the world from sin; smht the piece of money . . . And
He calls together those initiated in the mystenthef economy” (Or. 38, 14, 12-18).
Thus, he provides us with an impressive image @fhole economy of God as caring
for the world, with the world as the house Goddiwe. It is evident here that Gregory
combines together both meanings of economy disdusgePrestige: the providential
activity of God comprising the whole universe ahd history of humankind with the
Incarnation of the Son of God (Prestige, 1936, jpiéi7the indebtedness of Gregory’s
idea of economy to Origen see. Trigg, 2009, ppl@4&}. It is also to be noted that in
this image the “oikonomos” is the second hypostasithe Trinity. Although the task
of economy concerns all the persons of Trinitys ibnly the Son who accomplishes it
(cvpmAnpovuevov), he even calls the Son “creator Wor@@nuiobpyog Adyog),
andin his late “Poemata Arcana” — “the founder of theverse who steers its course”
(koopoBétng vopevg) (On the First Principles, 401.3., ed. and trabglSykes and
Moreschini, 1997, p. 4).

Further, we will explore the interrelation betwedre persons of the Trinity in

providential and salvific activity. But the speciale of the Son played in the economy

represents the matter of particular attention enttireology of Gregory and the point of



departure for every kind of theological reflectidmerefore, first the economic activity

of the Son of God will be examined in relation torfan nature.

1.1. The Anthropological Foundations of the Interréation between the Son of
God and Human Nature.

Gregory’s “dynamic of salvation” is inseparablerfrdiis dynamic understanding of
the human being. The description of the creatiorargels as “second splendours”
(Aapmpotnreg devtepat), “rational cosmos” ¢ vontog koopog) that is “akin”
(oikiog) to the nature of the creator runs easily in thglmge of emanation and is
named as the first “flow” (ebfijva1) of the “goodness” of God. But, when Gregory
moves on to the creation of the visible and seasitbrid, the logic of creating His
akin is broken and we enter from the Platonic wamtd “the strange”§évog) world

of Bible, where there rules not so much a logidiafectics, as a logic of paradox. But
the most paradoxical being is a man: a “fusiorheftivo”, kpaua €& appotepwyv, a
“certain mingling of the contrariestic niéig Tov evavtiov, - a “sign of the greater
wisdom” and an “illustration of the whole richnaeffsgoodness” mag mlovtog T1ig
ayofotntog yvapipog (Or. 38. 11). Thus, there was formed the being twhic
consisted of the noetic substance of soul thatlkén™ to God and the body formed
from “strange” matter. Later on there will be dersivated the important role played in
his rhetoric by this contrasting of what is akinGod and lofty with what is strange
and low. But, now it will be asked, what kind ofatonship is established between the
Creator and this new creature? Let us begin by rolmge the part with which
Gregory’s seems to deal much more easily — thematkipart of man. Afterwards we

will enquire into the relationship between Logosl éime human body.

1.1.1. Interrelation of Logos with the Human Soul.

In this case Gregory seems to be faithful to Oridgear him as for Origen the image of
God is definitely placed in the soul of man andsimilarly reads Gen. 1, 26 as a
creation of an image of the Image of God, the Wadr@od. But Origen’s complicated
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anthropological structure does not seem to attaegory since it does not quite fit his
poetical construction of theology, and he rathefgns to Origen’s trichotomic nature a

more simple though no less dynamic dichotomic desig

Origen in addition to the soul-body division digfiishes in the soul its higher
element, for which he uses Platonic “nous”, or Stbiegemonikon”; or sometimes the
biblical term “kardia” (Crouzel, 1989, p. 88). THewer part of the soul is not
considered to have been initially created by Gad,duided as a result of a primitive
fall. From it stem the irrational instincts and fhessions, and sometimes Origen talks
about it in terms of the Platonic trichotomy andates it to the “thymos” and
“epithymia”. He also finds its biblical equivaleim Rom. 8, 6 — “phronema tes
sarkos”, “setting the mind on the flesh”, what iea suggested by the meaning of
what he calls “sarx” or “caro” (in Latin translatip And it is to be separated from the
strict meaning of body, which for Origen has bymeans a negative ethical meaning
(Ibid., p. 89). But this static structure of theusbecomes transformed in “dynamic or
tendential order” when it is placed in relationtl® highest constituent element of

Origen’s trichotomy, spirit, “pneuma” (Ibid. p. 88)

Although Gregory applies trichotomy occasionallpmetimes even a four-partite
division (See. Or. 32. 9, PD 10.2; Ellverson, 19821), nonetheless he mostly prefers
philosophical reflections on the Pauline words fbuim his first epistle to the

Thessalonians (5, 23) and another expression ofdinge Paul with more apparent

soteriological stress:

What is man that thou art mindful of him’ (Bs5)? What is this new mystery
concerning me? | am small and great, lowly exalted, mortal and immortal,
earthly and heavenly. | share one conditiomwit lower world, and another with
God; one with the flesh, the other with ther&pi must be buried with Christ (cf.
Rom. 6: 4), rise with Christ (cf. Rom. 6: 8;IC2 12), be joint heir with Christ (cf.
Rom. 8: 17), become a son of God (cf. Rom43; & god myself.

Or. 7. 23; cf. Or.14. 23



It is clear that Gregory is not so much interestednthropology as in soteriology, or
more correctly in anthropology on the light of sailgy. In his thought the human
being has more direct and equal access to the ippodstential poles of God and
“the lower world” or even death, than in the caB®ngen. For Gregory there does not
exist such an intermediary element between thdleoteof man and the Holy Spirit as
it was with the spirit for Origen. As we will seatér on in dealing with his
pneumatology and mystical experience, he connéetssoul of man to the Spirit in
immediate participation in His activity. Sometintes talks of the creation of the soul

and its mingling with the earthly nature of the paadla very striking way:

He took a portion of the new-formed earth astdlalished with His
immortal hands my shape, bestowing upon itaaesin his own life.
He infused Spirit, which is a fragment of thedBead without form.

From dust and breath was formed the mortal emaghe immortal”

On the Soul, 70-75, Poemata Arcana.

Such a vision of the nature of the soul, where distinction between creature and
creator is blurred to some extent, makes the husnahopen upward to the activities
of the Holy Spirit: “Therefore to adore or to praythe Spirit seems to me to be simply
Himself offering prayer or adoration to Himself” {O31.12). On the other hand,
Gregory’s soul is also much more vulnerable to itifeuence of the body and, in
contrast to Origen, he seems not to make a digiimbietween bodys@upa) and flesh
(cap&), and he uses as well the words qalyr) and spirit(rvedpa) with identical
meaning (Or. 2.17-18, 18. 3, 7.21, 38.9, 7.23, 38092), except in some texts, where
the spirit is opposed to the “dust” in the contextderlining its moral content
(Ellverson, 1981, p.21). But he like Origen emphesithat the soul as an image of
God was initially created as rationalveegpav yoxnv kot €ikova @god (Or. 38. 11.
12). We can also find in at least one place an allugiathe Clementine and Origenian
understanding of “phronema tes sarkos” in Or. 3B.12: “removing impure and
material spirit from the souls when they had wipedl adorned their soulsTq
akdfapov kal LAIKOV TVEDHO TAV YuxdV ANEAACOVIEG KOl TOAG EALTAV

Yuxas Th Emyvedoel copwoavies kol koopnoavieg). But these examples



represent exceptions that only affirm the rule tBeggory held the dichotomic view of

man.

After marking the central points of Gregory’s amhology we can turn to the more
detailed analysis of his theory concerning therietationship between the soul and its
creator. As was mentioned above, Gregory follomtlpahe same approach to this
matter as is found in the system of Origen. Origeew heavily on texts taken from
Scripture when he ascribed the title of image $nfitst meaning to the Son of God
(OT: Wis. 7, 25-26; NT: Col. 1, 15; Heb. 1,3). Thisfinition provided him with the
clear understanding of the begetting of the Somftiee Father in an impassionate and
immaterial way. Thus, among the other images iaistg the procession of the Son
from the Father Origen uses the concept of theecedin by image gix@®v) of its
archetype (Crouzel, 1989, p. 186). For him the ®arrors in Himself all the
properties which are characteristic of the diviregune of God; therefore He is the
“invisible image of the invisible God” in contrast Irenaeus’s association of the image
of God with “the Incarnate Word in his double natufibid., p. 93).

Here attention should be paid to Origen’s spedfctrine about the soul of Christ in
the context of his image theology that will help us examining Gregory’s
understanding of the role of the soul in the Inasion. According to Origen the soul
of Christ was created in the pre-existent statettogy with other souls. Though only
this soul remained “faithful and united” to Goda#nhis creation, and that enabled the
Word of God to become united with him in his Inatran (Harl, 116). As a result of
this original unity the soul of Christ was “fuseddatransformed into the Logos” and
became “the Image of the Logos, the Image of Godaisecond degree”, thus
representing the pattern for all souls of belie@souzel, 1955, p. 137). And this
pattern was revealed in the Incarnation of the lsoge a model for imitation that
measures the degree “we participate in the divaiere” (De Princ., IV, 4, 4, cit in
Harl, p. 118). The intermediacy of the soul of Ghralso solved the ontological
problem in Christology, since for Origen unity tody “does not contradict to the

nature of soul” (Harl, 116).
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Now we are able to highlight the reasons that lagdath the famous expression of
Gregory that the Word of God is conjoined to humature “by the intervention of an
intellectual soul, mediating between the Deity @he corporeity of the flesh”8ia
néong youxig voepdg peottevovong Bedtett kal capkog mayvrntt (Or. 38, 13,
29-30). So, we can turn to the analysis of theraugon of anthropology and
Christology in Gregory’s thought.

R. Hanson has argued that when the Christologhefpto-Nicene theologians places
human soul and mind between Godhead and humanibddg person of Christ, they
aimed to “shield the divine Word from human expeci&’, and therefore, the Arian
criticism of the doctrine of “mere manijihog avbpwrog, ascribed to their Nicene
opponents was justified since they attacked ithenfirm soteriological basis that “the
divine Logos directly experienced human emotionsl @&xperiences and was not
shielded from these”, otherwise “a mere man whondithave the divine Logos as his
mind could not save mankind” (Hanson, 1985, p.192}1Thus, the scholar evaluates
the achievement of Arian theological thought as ifaportant insight into the witness
of the New Testament”, which pro-Nicene fatherslethi to recognize, and
“unanimously shied away and endeavoured to exg@laiay the scandal of the Cross”
(203). In contrast to Arian bishop Asterius “neith&hanasius nor Hilary nor the

Cappadocians could ever have envisaged the selfyergmf the Son” (Ibid.)

However, even if this assertion is true, in theecat Gregory “the shielding of the
divine Word” should be sought not so much in higi€hlogy as in his Platonic and
Origenian metaphysical assumptions displayed im#reative of the creation that was
illustrated above according to which soul by itsuna is “akin” oikelog, and “like”,
opolwog, to the supreme being of God, while “the corpgrait flesh” is “strange”,
E€vog. The intermediary state of spiritual being is athg established in the order of
creation, when God “first conceived the Heavenlg @&mgelic Powers”, “and so the
secondary Splendours came into being, as the Misistf the Primary Splendour” (Or.
38, 9). And there is also Origenian sustenancdl i@ rational being by the power of
Logos: “And He is called Life, because He is Liginid is the constituting and creating
Power of every reasonable soul” (Or. 30. 20). Tdraes order is seen in man since only

soul is to be named as “after the image”, i.e. f&r dogos. In the view of these



presuppositions it is natural to expect the sange |l the interrelation between the
divine Logos and human nature in the Incarnatiars tichoing Origen’s theory on the

soul of Christ.

But here lies one of the points of the CappadocinQtis put it, “abandoning the
Origenist anthropology” (Otis, 1958, p. 113). Gmagshifts Origen’s unity of the soul
of Christ with the divinity of Logos from the begiimg of the creation to the time of

the Incarnation of Logos. And in this we can suggfest he follows Athanasius.

Athanasius’s early anthropology demonstrates cifseity to Origen and the Platonic
metaphysical tradition. For him as well the ima§&od is Logos and man as image is
created only according to Him and by Him, who traits his power to him expressed
asuetddooig t1i¢ duvduewg Tod Adyov. Thus the human personality is realised in
his relation to Logos, which makes hwv avbpwnov Aoyikdv (Dragas, 2005, p. 9).
Kannengiesser discovers the three main pointsadf similarity in his first theological
treatise “De Incarnatione Verbis”. First he empheasithe original state of Adam
“idealized in Platonic terms” that makes evidenh#asius’'s indebtedness to the
tradition of Alexandrian thought of Christian (Clent, Origen) and maybe
Neoplatonic writers. Further, there is no mentidntlee existence of the soul and
instead he speaks of “(Adam’s) mind fixed on Goddv vodv €oxéknvarl TpoOg TOV
Béov). As a result, he even follows Origen in spiritaalg the original state of Adam,
when he attributes what isut’sikdva. in a man not to the soul, as Origen does, but to
the mind; and therefore he breaks with Origeniastirtition betweencat’ €ixova
andkat’ opowwotv, and bestows the latter on man already in histioreacontrary to
Clement and Origen who preserve it for the finabstof spiritual growth. Therefore,
Kannengiesser recognizes him as “the only one énvithole Origenist tradition who
did not make such distinction” (Kannengiesser, 19/ 3%-7). But there seems to be a
reasonable explanation offered by Khaled, that Adisaus was preoccupied “to find
correspondences rather than discontinuities betwiben orders of creation and
redemption” (Khaled, 1998, p. 57). In this the veanterest of Athanasius in
soteriology forces him to abandon this kind of rpétsics and turn to pondering the

Incarnated Logos and his relationship with us. Nleevimage of God is revealed not in



the purely divine state of Logos, but rather in Hssumption of a human body. As a
result, “the salvation of man henceforth takes @laot through purification and
spiritualization according to Origen’s model, blataugh their personal encounter with

thegikwv of God who has become a man” (Kannengiesser, 19738,

Now, it becomes possible to shed light to somergxta the theological grammar of
Gregory of Nazianzus as influenced by this Athaarashift towards soteriology. As
Ellverson maintains Gregory does not make anyraistn between €ixov ” and
“opowwoig” (Ellverson, 1981, p.24). Therefore, we could assuhat this is one point
that makes his thought resemble that of Athana&usEllverson has not provided us
with any evidence from Gregory’s writings, whereegh two terms are used with
identical meaning. Indeed, Gregory seems to avaixtaposition of the term
“opowwotg” with “€ikwv ” at all. Apart from €ikwv”, Gregory also uses, as Ellverson
points out, the wor@eoeid1ig, which she tends to consider as a synonymeodav”
(Ibid.). But all the examples that she draws, regné this term in the obvious dynamic
context in contrast to the static ontological magrof “éikwv”. Thus, in Or. 38. 7.18
we readBeoe1dgic pydlntar; in Or. 39.9.22 Beoe1d€ig epydlopevor; in Or. 40. 5.
17 —6eoe18éatepot. In all these cases an intentional ascetic andtgglieffort on the
part of man is presupposed, rather than a gifolesd on the part of God. Yet, at least
one passage with apparent static and “ontologitedaning has escaped her attention.
In his second “Theological Oration” Gregory speakshe redemption of the human
soul by Christ shaping it in the following way:

“What God is in nature and essence, no manyatdias
discovered or can discover. Whether it will elve discovered is a

guestion which he who will may examine and decith my opinion it

will be discovered when that within us whictgdlike (6sog18¢¢) and
divine(0giov), | mean our mind and reason, shall have mingled itg Like, and
the image shall have ascended to the Archetfpehich it has now the
striving. And this | think is the solution dfdt vexed problem as to

"We shall know even as we are known." But in pr@sent life

all that comes to us is but a little effluenarg as it were a small

effulgence from a great Light”.
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Or. 28. 17. 1-7.

But this eschatological fulfillment of the “strivgfl, &peocig towards our inmost
ontological depth finds its ground only in the smtl®gy of Gregory as is clear from
his Or. 1. 4-5:

Let us give back to the Image what is made aftedriage. Let us recognize
our Dignity; let us honour our Archetype; letkasow the power of the Mystery,
and for what Christ died. Let us become likei€hsince Christ became like us.

Let us become God's for His sake, since He tios became Man.

Here we come to recognize the affinity of GregomhwAthanasius’'s abovementioned
shift from metaphysical speculation to reflection the salvific activity of the
Incarnated Word of God. Before man “will discovegipnoel, godlike, beoe1deg,
and divine,6€iov, Logos “lighted a candle - His own Flesh - and swie house,
cleansing the world from sin; and sought the p@cmoney, the Royal Image that was
covered up by passions. And He calls together knds the powersdpvdueig) on
finding (ebpéoet) the coin, and makes them sharers in His joy, witerhad made to
be initiated in the mysteries of the economijg oikovopiag pvoTidog nEROINTO)
(Or. 38. 12-18).

In view this perspective Gregory’s sharp oppositiorthe Apollinarian Christology
must be explained not as motivated by “shieldirng divinity of Logos from human
suffering”, but rather on the basis of his sotemjital presuppositions, as is aptly
formulated in his famous passage: “the unassuméteisinhealed; only that which is
united to the Godhead is saved” (Ep. 101.32). ©iss will be shown, the result of
his shift from metaphysical interest in the oridietate of creation to reflection on the
history of salvation, or rather, as Khaled has sstgg concerning Athanasius, finding
the link between creation and redemption. Indeeeg@y’s language of “discovery”
must be understood as nothing other than an obs@rs that he held the view of

redemption as a regeneration and restoration obtlggnal pre-lapsarian state of a



man. Moreover, Or. 2. 23-24 supplies not only anslgut it leaves no room for any

doubt. So, it is worth citing it at full length:

This is the wish of our schoolmaster the lafithe prophets who intervened
between Christ and the law, of Christ who &sfilifiller and end of the spiritual
law; of the emptied Godhead, of the assumesth flef the novel union between
God and man, one consisting of two, and botime. This is why God was united
to the flesh by means of the soul, and natsweseparate were knit together by
the affinity to each of the element which méetisbetween them: so all became
one for the sake of all, and for the sake &, @ur progenitor, the soul because of
the soul which was disobedient, the flesh beeai the flesh which co-operated
with it and shared in its condemnation, Chkigho was superior to, and beyond

the reach of, sin, because of Adam, who beampect to sin.

This is why the new was substituted for the wldy He Who suffered was for
suffering recalled to life, why each properfyHis, Who was above us, was
interchanged with each of ours, why the newterystook place of the
dispensation, due to loving kindness which sl@ath him who fell through
disobedience. This is the reason for the geioerand the virgin, for the manger
and Bethlehem; the generation on behalf ottkation, the virgin on behalf of the
woman, Bethlehem because of Eden, the mangaube of the garden, small
and visible things on behalf of great and hidtténgs. This is why the angels
glorified first the heavenly, then the eartiihy the shepherds saw the glory over
the Lamb and the Shepherd, why the star led/hg to worship and offer gifts, in
order that idolatry might be destroyed. Thiw/fksy Jesus was baptized, and

received testimony from above.

Here is represented the whole arsenal of imageminging “recapitulatio” of the
bishop of Lyons. Adam-Christ typology also includee environment in the midst of
which the events took place and comprises the mistances that accompanied them,
in order to draw detailed parallels and thus paiwivid picture giving us the assurance

of returning to the lost paradise.



Nevertheless, new features have appeared in theargicln his rhetoric Gregory
responds to the charge of “shielding the divinifyLogos” as if in anticipation of it,
ceaselessly repeating as a refrain - “this is whg’, for our salvation. And here we
encounter something new that could not be foundrénaeus’s typology — a link
between the souls of Adam and Christ. For Irendleeientire salvific activity of the
Incarnated Logos aimed “to recapitulate all thiagsl to raise up anew all flesh of the
whole human race” (Adversus Haereses, |, Il. nitMingren, 1959, p. 192), with clear
stress on the salvation of the flesh. But Gregagjuides into this consummation the
human soul as well. And here again we should @stairegory’s Origenian vision of
the order of creation and ontology: “God was unitethe flesh by means of the soul,
and natures so separate were knit together byffingyato each of the element which
mediated between them”. In this case this ordee&n in the interrelationship between
Logos and human soul, and this also recalls Orggeanhcept of the soul of Christ as
has been shown above. But now the unity of the wathl the Logos is shifted from
pre-existence to the Incarnation. Gregory creativekhapes Origen’s cosmos in the
light of Irenaeus’s history, and as a result o tthie theology of both of them obtains
perfect maturity in the hands of Gregory. Thus,axe faced with an obvious novelty

that could not be found even in Athanasius dudagdltogos-sarx” Christology.

However, here we must acknowledge the truth ofntbeds of Brooks Otis: “It seems,
in fact, a law of the history of thought that n@at thinker of past generations can be
revived except through the medium of the subseqglesser thinkers who provide, so
to speak the channel though which the return optst can be made. In the case of the
Cappadocians and Origen this lesser thinker waslatee third-century bishop of
Philippi, Methodius. It is indeed not too much &yghat the Cappadocian system is a
tremendous reworking of Methodius in the light loé tHomoiousian theology” (Otis,
1958, p. 118). At this moment it will suffice tosk the “reworking” and the further
development of Methodius’s soteriology drawing be tomprehensive study of Otis’s

disciple, Lloyd Patterson.
Seemingly, before Gregory it was Methodius who ttiok step from Origen towards

Iraeneus. He, in his not always sound and justimih of Origen, assumed the crucial

points of Iraeneus’s soteriology and from this posireshaped the Origenian system.



He displays the Incarnation and salvation of mathévery terms of recapitulation of
his “new master”: “Christ became the very same dam through the descent into him
of the Word [who existed] before the ages", becditseas fitting that the firstborn of
God, his first offspring and only-begotten Wisdosiould become human and be
joined to the first-formed human being, the firstdafirstborn of humanity”
(Symposium 111.4.60, cited in Patterson, 1997, p. This identity of Christ with Adam
has confused scholars, Patterson explains by anglyre context of the discourse
where the parable about lost sheep is interprekedgathe lines of the Origenian
exegesis. Methodius relates the Incarnation tcstiepherd leaving ninety nine sheep
and descending from the mountain to find his os¢ $beep, and he talks about Adam
as "created incorruptible” prepared to enter "teks of the even and perfect number
of immortal creatures” who "join the antiphon oethngels in praising God". After
failing to fulfill this goal, Christ "who really waand is, being in the beginning with
God and being divine [Jn. 1:1], came down to seéociman, who remained included
in this number. . . and put him on his shouldeid @arried him back that he might not
again be overwhelmed by the mounting waves andptiecs of pleasure” (6.6365).
Then, Methodius expresses the Clementine as welDrgenian concept that all
rational creatures are participating in Logos usbrggen’s interpretation relating the
number of sheep one hundred to the perfect numbeational creatures of which
humanity is part. So, the restoration of humanityGhrist depicted by the analogy
between Christ and Adam is accomplished for theepgon of the relationship
between Adam and Christ which Adam possessed ibelgening of creation. Thus,
Patterson concludes: “the version of the Adam-Ghyisology offered by Thalia is a
nice example of the way in which Irenaeus' broadupe of the divine economy is
reworked in the light of an Alexandrian view of therfection of humanity which is to

be its final outcome” (Ibid. p.79).

In conclusion we can state that there is clearesad that Gregory was not the first
ground breaker to rework Origen’s and Irenaeuslibgy. Nevertheless it is true in
no less a degree that Gregory made a significamt t®@mpared with Methodius, and
this is, we suggest, due to Theologian’s much npostive attitude and indebtedness
to Origen’s legacy. Thus, the following passagenfror. 38. 13. 17-37 bears witness
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to the perfect Christianization of the Platonic gyr intellectual concept of

“oikeiosis™:

The Imprint €0 éxpaygiov) of the Archetypal Beauty, the immovable Seal,

the unchangeable Imaf@ anapdiraktog eikwv), the Father's Definition and
Word, came to His own Imageédiav gikdéva), and took on Him flesh for the sake
of our flesh, and mingled Himself with an intgéint soul(yvyfi voepd) for my
soul's sake, purifying like by likg® opoi® to dpoov avaxkabaipwv). And in all
points except sin was made man. . . | partieghat the imagé€uetéraBov 1fig
g1kovog); | did not keep it; He partakes of my fle@letaloppdver 1fig Epfig
copkdg) that He may both save the image and make the iflestortal.

Here almost all Hellenic tools are used in theiseref Christian salvation, or, to recall
his own words, “laid down to the feet of Christ’nQhe one hand cold spiritual
metaphysics is transformed into the dynamics of aithent in the event of history
and literally in the flesh of man, and on the othand, it contributes to this event with
fresh poetic and at the same time philosophic @dion. As a result of this
“mingling” of the two different ways of thinking éhperspective on things is changed:
instead of thinking “protologically,” seeking “arehof being and detaching your mind
from your actual existential state as far as péssitow everything is perceived from
the perspective of the Christ event that involves wihole being with “flesh” and
“intelligent soul”. This last point is of immensgsificance since it presupposes that
there has been a change of perspective in thirdooyit things not of the very things
of thought. It means that “arche” is not abandomgdall, but now the point of
departure in seeking it is a human body, and thusing in so far as it is” is
contemplated through the history of the Incarnatbthe Logos, and this point is of
crucial importance in establishing the interrelatletween theology and economy in

Gregory’s writings.



1.1.2. The Interrelation between Logos and the Human Body.

After turning from the spirit to the body Gregorytisought is in a predicament: his
dealing with bodily existence reminds us of Plat&inition of grasping the essence
of the matter by “bastard thought”. The determimratof the meaning and destiny of
the body makes Gregory’s thought complex and cotigtanakes it problematic. But
while the “strange” grossness of the body andutssate, matter, forces the spiritual
intellect of Plotinus to be inclined towards astripevil to it, the Christian concept of
God as the creat@x nihilodoes not allow Gregory to surrender to this tetnraHe
cries and complains about the sufferings imposeldionby his weak and mortal body
and yet “honours” it as a “friend” (Or. 14. 6-7)i$tparadox of bodily existence leads
him to find a proper place for the body in the pal realm through contemplation of
the Incarnation and the Sufferings of Christ. $e, question arises: in what ways did
Gregory’s change of perspective as examined in ptevious section affect his

understanding of the meaning of the body in refatmlLogos?

First, we will analyze the point of view from whigbregory observes the problem of
the human body. Then, we will demonstrate the Tdgiah's evaluation of the benefits

brought by the salvific activity of the Word of Géat solving this predicament.

The most obvious example to illustrate his feelafgbeing uprooted and alienated
from the world, yet, to which he is tied with hisdily “chains”, could be taken from

his poem “On Human Nature”. Anxiously Gregory, whes escaped from “the others”
(people with whom he could not deal all his lifegks to obtain comfort for his soul to
“speak quietly” with himself in the depth of natuk¢e describes nature in its beautiful

and harmonious adornment:

And the breezes whispered while the birds sang,
granting from the branches a sound slumber,
though for a soul quite weary. While, from thees,
deep chanting, clear-toned, lover of the sun,
whirring locusts made the whole wood to resound

Nearby flowed cold water by one’s feet,



gently coursing through the cool grove. Butaasme, . . .

(5-11)

But then comes the vision of another world, dar#t harrible, - “a mind cloaked round
with sorrows”, being torn into pieces by the quassi “Who was I? Who am |I? What
shall I be?”; and in response the cry of despdirden’t know clearly. Nor can | find

one better stocked with wisdom. But, as throughkitiog, | wander every way, with

nothing, not a dream, of the things | long for” {271); all over his existence death
rules: “I am. Think: what does this mean? Sometlohgie’s gone by, something I'm
now completing, another thing I'll be, if I'll beNothing’s for sure. I'm indeed, a

troubled river’s current” (25-28).

In Gregory’s “an exquisite sensibility, almost imetpathological sense of that word”
(L. Buyer, 1960, p. 412. cit. in Winslow, 1979,2).exemplified here we can discern
the Theologian’s attitude to the human body. Wdesth that makes him perplexed: he
tastes death in all this worldly being, no mattewhwonderful and eye-catching the
beauty of its “cosmos” is, for everything fadeglie face of death and this constantly
corrupting beauty sharpens his painful feelingsnemmre. However, what strikes us
most of all in Gregory is his standing firm in tfeee of death, although full of sorrow,
lamenting, even hesitating, nevertheless, finalbt, escaping from it in the impassible
heavens of metaphysics. Indeed, as Plagnieux yigiaiihts out: “Gregory is not sure
that the particular illness of our flesh was thatfof original sin . . . in contrast to
Gregory of Nyssa, our doctor is not certain that tlody was closer to the good state
before the fall than it is in present”. So, thedah concludes that in his writings “we
are far from Plato, Philo, Plotinus and Origen, amdm Augustine himself”
(Plagnieux, 1951, p. 427).

Already at the beginning of the creation of a maagéry includes the weakness of the
body in his paradoxical “mixture of the oppositesid not without reason. It is worth
guoting at length the whole passage of the creatia man, in order to follow to the

inner logic of Gregory’s thought:
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Mind, then, and sense, thus distinguished franhether, had
remained within their own boundaries, and borthemselves the

magnificence of the Creator-Word, silent pregsamd thrilling

heralds of His mighty work. Not yet was theng aningling of both,

nor any mixtures of these opposites, tokensgreater Wisdom and
Generosity in the creation of natures; nor dswae the whole riches

of Goodness made known. Now the Creator-Waetkrchining to exhibit
this, and to produce a single living being dubath--the visible and

the invisible creations, | mean--fashions Marg &aking a body from
already existing matter, and placing in it adhetaken from Himself
which the Scripture knew to be an intelligentlsand the Image of

God, as a sort of second world. He placed pnest in littleness
on the earth; a new Angel, a mingled worshipfegly initiated (§xéntnv)

into the visible creation, but only partia(lydostnv) into the intellectual;

King of all upon earth, but subject to the Kadgpve; earthly and
heavenly; temporal and yet immortal; visible getlintellectual;

half-way between greatness and lowliness; odela samérov adtov)

spirit and flesh; spirit for grad@wa thv yxdpwv) ; flesh for pride

(8o v €érapoig); the one that he might continue to live and prhise
Benefactor, the other that he might suffer, lapguffering be putin

remembrance, and correc@koniuvioketoan kol tadevntar) if he became
proud of his greatness. A living creature trdif@xovopodvuevov) here, and then
moved elsewher@Alayod pebistdpuevov); and, to complete the mystery, deified
by its inclination to Godkai mépag Tod pvotnpiov Tf TPog Oeov vevoel
Bsovpevov). For to this, | think, tends that Light of Truthich we here possess
but in measure, that we should both see andiexpe(idsiv ka1 tadev) the
Splendour of God, which is worthy of Him Who teai us [with body], will separate
and will unite us again after a loftier fashi@vvéncavrog ka1 Avcavrog kat

aviig cLVSEGAVTOG LYNAOTEPOV).

Or. 38.11

Gregory no more sees in the creation of body resfufall, but rather revelation of

God’s more abundant wisdom and “the whole richeldisfGoodness”. So his positive



attitude towards body is firmly established alreadyhe creation of a man. Therefore,
“placing in it” of His “Breath” has nothing to doitli declination and fading of His
light and divinity in the emanation, but forms “artsof second world”"ziva k6cpov
devtepov. But this is more than “microcosmos”: it break® throportions of the
harmonious world of ancient Greeks, since it ise&rin littleness on the earth”.
Further, we are again in the world of languagehaf Greek mysteries, but only to
strangely spread these mysteries on the profané vedr‘temporal” and “visible”.
After this the Theologian sheds light on the megrof this “mixture” for our life:
“spirit for the gracqdwa v ydpw); flesh for pride(dwa v érapoig)”, - here, we
believe, he provides us with a key for proper ustderding of the place of body in his
thought. For him the intelligent soul is created praise his Benefactor” and in this to
“continue to live”, but here the modern Englishngkation does not transfer precisely
the meaning put by Gregory in the warevn, it becomes clear when it is juxtaposed
to its counterpart designated by him for fleshmeesyn. Gregory makes contrast
between bodily life in suffering and instabilityn adhe one hand, and impassible and
stable intellectual life, on the other hand. fseyn should be translated more literally,
“to stay” or “to remain”, i.e. to live unchangedaltered. Now, we are much closer to
Gregory’s perception of the meaning of human badsepresents the dynamic aspect
of human existence: in contrast with soul it isri@elforce of a man not giving rest to
him neither when he is living in the fallen stater even in paradise. Thus, flesh by
imposing on a man the “suffering” of change does altow him to “remain” self-
satisfied in his pride, but breaks the shell off ssbnstantly “putting him in
remembrance” and “correcting”. And this is notwtsrk after fall, but even in the pre-
lapsarian state, where man is “a living creatuagnad (oikovopobtugvov) here” —
mingled with this bodily and earthly being, - by ans of this body he is “moved
elsewherdaAlayod pebiotduevov)” for his task “to complete the mysteryitgpag
00 pvotnpiov) and, as a result of this, be “deified by its ination to God"(tf
npog @eov vevoel Heobpevov). But in what way does Gregory relate “suffering” i

flesh with the notions atoaidsia andoikovopio?
Here it is worthwhile to examine his concept okfreill for which he designates, like
Origen, the wordavte&ovola. Man was placed in paradise not only to enjoy the

benefits bestowed upon him, but rather “having beemoured with the gift of Free
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Will” to undertake the cultivation of “the immortalants, by which is meant perhaps
the Divine conceptionsy¢voi®dv), both the simpler and the more perfect”. It seems
that for Gregory free will is nothing else than #epression of free choice between
obedience to the prohibition of “law” not to eabrt the “Tree of Knowledge” and
transgression of the commandment. And this wouldeXgected from the man who
was one of the editors of Origenian “Philokalia’have one chapter is specially
devoted to the issue of free will, where free wéllepresented as the only cause of evil
and the following definition of it is given: “fof ive were to ask him (man, - Z.J.) what
Free Will is, he would say that my will is free whé purpose to do something, and
nothing from without opposes and incites to thet@g” (XXI, 4). Then the author
draws on scriptural examples, where free will isxdastrated as the capacity of man to
choose between good and evil, in order to protect ffom blaming him as a cause of
evil and proving that only human free will is a s of it. Therefore, Winslow
naturally ascribed to Gregory’s concept of “autesiall “the assertion that we were
endowed by our Creator with the natural abilitycttoose between good and evil,
between God and ourselves” (Winslow, 1979, p.5iyleed, Gregory talks about

human will as “free to act in either direction” (Qr17).

To establish the link between free will and body st®uld appreciate the work of
Winslow, where he insightfully points to the impante of body for the dynamics of
the realization of free will: “the body, in a wordssumes a pedagogical role in its
relation to the soul, testing it and forcing itgmasp the good through its own efforts”
(Ibid., p. 55). Nevertheless, later the scholarcevinced that the pedagogical
measures and sufferings inflicted upon a man throlig bodily life on the earth

aiming at his “correction” was “in fact, a failurat least at this stage of the oikonofia
(ibid., p. 74), since there was not any positivieafseen in human life. In order to
explain this discrepancy in the thought the Thealogwe should observe his vision of

the interrelation between body and free will morefpundly.

Let us return again to Or. 38. We have seen thetitam attributed by Gregory to his
mortal human body is the correction of a man arsddniving towards deification. In
the same passage Gregory envisages the partiaduneeavision of this divine light as

a cause for this movement towards God. Exactlyl#iuk of fullness causes “striving”,
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nd0og, which is a constitutive element in his whole agtcoftheognosiaas is quite
clear in the following passage, where he suggdstseiplanation of “measured”,

netpiwg, comprehension of God:

... in order as | conceive by that part of tieh we can comprehend to draw us to
itself (for that which is altogether incomprehibiesis outside the bounds of hope,
and not within the compass of endeavour), anthalypart of It which we cannot
comprehend to move our wonder, and as an objeebiader to become more an
object of striving £o0ftat), and being desirethofovpevov) to purify, and by
purifying to make us like Godgos18gic £pydalntat).

Or. 38. 7. 14-18.

Here is represented the gradual involvement otttan of the human faculties which
in the knowing of God leads man towards deificati®his way of knowing will be
explored in detail in a separate chapter, wheremilledeal with the Cappadocian’s
theological epistemology, but now this place mightve as sufficient evidence for
maintaining the crucial significance of the faculiy “striving” for contemplation,
deification and, hence unquestionably, for the &#dwn of a man. But what must be
emphasized at this stage is Gregory’s double-sigsbciation of the striving: 1)
striving originates from the mortality of flesh; 2jriving is directed towards God.
Such a concept of striving, we assert, revolutiesithe understanding of free will. It
becomes clear that for Gregory free will is by neams reduced to free choice between
good and evil, God and death, but rather it istified with striving rooted in human

nature that finds its fulfillment only in God.

In view of these considerations, there is no dolbiét mentioning the mortality of man
already in the narrative of his creation and ligkihwith “striving” leaves no room for
any negative ethical or ontological understandimglesh even if it is mortal and
suffering. So, it is an obvious misunderstandingtieé Theologian by Otis, who
ascribes to him the view that sin was “a propeftihe low and synthetic” (Otis, 1958,
p.111-112) (here must be recognized that his fieskation of Gregory’s wordsng

Kat® ovvBecewg, does not necessarily suppose “property of” butval “derived
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from”, which allows us to ask: under what condi#®@h The question should be posed:
in what ways does the weakness of flesh contribustriving towards God? The flesh
by its capacity of suffering and mortality providie gap and distance that serves as a
space for a free realization of striving. The fertlanalysis of Gregory’s thought will

prove this thesis unequivocally.

If we turn to the fallen state of man, we shoulk:: as what ways the sufferings of the
flesh provide a positive meaning to our life? Byavineans does it “correct” and lead
us towards God? Gregory offers to look at all desasand benefits of this fallen world
with the eyes of Ecclesiastes: “Vanity of vanitiaB,is vanity and vexation of spirit”,
which makes him suggest in this state the meanirfgame unreasoning longing of
the soul, and distraction of man condemned to filwis1 the original fall”; but here
comes a turning point for the soul: “but hear, hgss the conclusion of the whole
matter, Fear God”. From this he draws the followammclusion: “This is his stay in
his perplexity, and this is your only gain frorelifiere below, to be guided through the
disorder of the things which are seen and shakethe things which stand firm and
are not moved” (Or. 7. 19). Thus, for the ChurclthEathe very earthly and fleshly
suffering and lack of stable and impassible lifgo@is “striving” towards God and in

this way this very “perplexity” and “disorder ofehhings” “guides” the soul.

However, if we cut this idea from the entire contekhis thought, we will be obliged

to recognize the influence of Origen. But insofama have been convinced, Gregory
ascribes to the striving and flesh the crucial mldeification, while Origen reduces its
pedagogical role solely to the fallen state. Thanesfwe must state that the Church

Father has gone far beyond his master.

Gregory definitely determines bodily sufferings dadk as a cause of striving and
desire towards God, so we can even put it intoracfoLacanian formula: “Lack of

being (manqué a l'etre) causes desire”. Moreoveeg@y could agree with Lacan,
when the latter maintains the constant lack ofs&attion and frustration in the
fulfillment of desire. But for Gregory there existaother world, or precisely, another

aeon with its different logic, where this endlesssice will be fulfilled no less
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endlessly. And this begins, for him, in the histalievent of the Incarnation of the
Word of God.

This section has began with a quotation of his pé&m Human Nature”, where he
lamented the sufferings and mortality of this nafuhen through the whole poem we
are unceasingly coming to the depths of Gregorg'spdir, but suddenly in the very
heart of “Tartarus”, we hear him shouting: “StopleEything is secondary to God.
Give in to reason. God didn’t make me in vain”. Saam turning my back upon this
song: this thing was from our feeblemindedness. 'Maavfog, but afterwards the
Word, and you'll know all” (124-127). Thus, theiging before Christ is nothing other

than the labor of Sisyphus, work on “the cursedl’lahat grows only thorns.

However, the fruitlessness of striving by falleristence does not mean for Gregory
that all previous efforts were not worth undertakille insists that God is unwilling to
give us His deifying grace “as the gift of God. Fhindeed, was the will of Supreme
Goodness, to make the good even our own, not adguse it is sown in our nature,
but because it is cultivated by our own choice, aythe motions of our will, it is free
to act in either direction” (Or. 2.17). Thus, thatial “immaturity” and seeming
weakness of man is in fact the precondition fomop the sovereignty, this is the
other side of the coin: “The second reason [foating the body] is that it may draw to
itself and raise to heaven the lower nature, bggmlly freeing it from its grossness, in
order that the soul may be to the body what Go ithe soul, itself leading on the
matter which ministers to it, and uniting it, as fiellow-servant, to God” (Ibid.). This
we can call a kind of “kenotic sovereignty”, thaffully revealed in the salvific activity
of the Son of God and demonstrating, at the same, tthe archetypical activity for
imitation on the part of man. Therefore, this “sedoeason” becomes lucid only when
the Word of God “partakes of my flesh that He mathbsave the image and make the
flesh immortal”. So, in this way He bestows on uthwhe restoration of our original
capacity to “till the immortal plants” and “to rdaenaturity of habit fovg v £&wv
tedlemTéPOLG) to enter” into the contemplation of God (Or. 38.15); He transforms
in his suffering and resurrection the suffering wesss of the flesh into the creative
power of the human free will after which “union twithe resurrected Christ guarantees
the resurrection” (Mossay, 1966, p. 173).
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Indeed, the Theologian “initiates” us in his visi@i the ultimate goal of this

transformation:

Then, a little later, it receives its kindred flegthich once shared in its pursuits
of things above, from the earth which both gave laad been entrusted with it,
and in some way known to God, who knit them togeéimel dissolved them,
enters with it upon the inheritance of the glorgréh And, as it shared, through
their close union, in its hardships, so also itd&s upon it a portion of its joys,
it up entirely into itself, and becoming with it@spirit and mind and god, the

mortal and mutable being swallowed up of life.

Or.7.21

There Gregory talks about the unity of flesh withulsin the same language as in the
case of the unity of the human nature with the rdivin Christ: “since [human
existence] was blendedyvavekpdbn) with God and he was born as a single entity
(€i¢), because the one who is more powerful prevdilgiEittovog £KViKHoOVTOG)
[over his assumed humanity], so that we might belendivine to the same extent
(rocobtov) that(dcov) he was made human” (Or. 29.19). However, this “pileng”

of the “powerful” or “swallowing up” by no meansditates absorption. If we set this
text in the context of the analysis set out in ¢hpages, then it will become clear that
this “dangerous” language describes not the ahisortf the weak by the powerful,
but rather quite the other way round: strengthettiegweak by the powerful by means
of making it paticipate in his own power and thansforming the suffering weakness
and mortality of the body and, accordingly, thatfess striving of the free will into its

successful growth and fulfillment in the life of &t.

This new concept of free will establishes an exoepl view on the interrelationship
between the whole existence — soul and body - of ara God in the salvific act of
restoration which shapes our entire theologicastepiology to an immense extent. If
in the previous section observing the Theologiawteriology of soul we stated the

change of perspective from metaphysical and prgtoéb to historical and existential,
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now we are witnessing his turning to and “strivintgivards the spiritual. However,
this turning is achieved not in a state of disendddpiritual contemplation, but the
very flesh is what drives man towards its oppogpitde, God. And we believe this
concept will contribute to shedding light on Gregsrfoundations for his theological

vision of the Trinity.

1.2. The Christological Foundations of the Interredtionship between the Son of
God and Human nature.

Having established the anthropological structun@npses for the interrelationship
between Logos and human nature, it is now possiblgemonstrate in what ways it
was activated in and by the person of Christ. Adwaee seen Gregory is not so much
preoccupied in finding the original ontological ocactions between God and human
being (he only points to the kinship of one, spalt aspect of our existence).
Moreover, even when he discusses the creation of ima turns our attention to the
weakness of the flesh of man that became latepparant in our fallen state and he
finds its remedy, or more precisely “maturity” apdsitive realization solely in the
salvific action of Christ. So, we can state thattion Christ is an axis around which is
concentrated his whole theological vision. Althodgh Gregory the incorporeal light
of the Trinity was the central object of contemialat he calls us to “look at and be
looked at by the Great God” through the historyhisf earthly life which ended with
his crucifixion, death and resurrection (Or. 38, $8e for comment Plagnieux, p. 191-
192); after this he declares that this “Great Gisd*worshipped and glorified” in the
Trinity. So, he apparently assumes the biblicaratare about God incarnate as a
foundation and a point of departure for his trinéa reflections. But, how does the

embodied Christ provide the vision of the eternahily?

We assume that the peculiar features of Gregoryigstological views are in
accordance with his trinitarian theology and seagea bridge connecting with the
uncreated realm of Godhead. First, we will obsehie terminology used for
emphasizing the unity of the person of the Incatdtogos. Afterwards, we will try to
demonstrate the soteriological logic of the unitilygamics in Christ that at the same

time sets forth the way for proceeding towardsTiirity.
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1.2.1. The Unity of Christ.

Gregory coined his Christological terminology inshipolemics carried out
simultaneously against such mutually exclusive litgioal trends as were represented
by Eunomius, Apollinarians and silently presuppos@tiochienes. But what is more
surprising, against all of them he deployed hisig€blogical insights in one and the
same strongly unitive language. Therefore, it wdgdright to suggest that, as Beeley
puts it, “the unity of Christ is the central terétGregory’s Christology and lies at the
heart of his disagreement with all three of hisanahristological opponents” (Beeley,
2009, 17:3, p. 188). But what kind of economic antkriological intuition led him in
this direction? In order to answer this questior, must clarify several points of his

theological strategy as they apply to the conswuoatf his Christology.

So, first we will demonstrate the ways this uniti@aguage operates in the exposition
of his Christological principles, mostly drawing d@eeley’'s examination (Beeley,

2009, 17:3). In the next section we will move onthe analysis of the themes that
conditioned the formation of this language whichestvise remains vulnerable to the

charges raised against it.

Gregory prefers to talk about two states of thestexice of the Word, before
incarnation as purely divine being and in incawmtas “composite” being, thus
aiming to preserve his unity: “The one who is nowman was at one time not
composite ¢ovvletoc)’; and these two stages interrelate in an uniofged
continuity of the existence of Word: “what he was, continued to be; what he was
not, he assumed” (Or. 29.19). But for this “assuamjthe uses such strong unitive
terms that seemingly do not leave a room for amyg kif distinction of human nature
from the divinity in Christ, in so far as it “wasebded 6vvavekpdbn) with God” and
hence Christ “was born as a single entifig)’ (Ibid.). He uses the sam@&ykpaoig
insisting in Or. 37. 2 that in Christ there aret‘two sons”, and calls us not to give “a
false account of the blending”. Beeley points dttalthough Cyril of Alexandria
drew on Gregory’s Christology in his early writingsater he was forced even to

oppose this “mixture language” to reconcile withtidohenes who suspected in it
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Apollinarianism (Beeley, 2009, 17:3, p. 416). Nsrsupposes that this term, and the
similar one - “intermingling”,ui€ic, describe the unity understood along the lines of
Stoics thought “in which a new whole was formedheiit a change in the elements

that composed it” (Norris, 1991, p. 50).

However, it seems that Gregory does not allow usterpret this unity in this way. He
denies the possibility for the natures, or moreaxily the human nature, to remain in
the same state as it was before the unity: “Not teabecame two things, but he
deigned to be made one thing out of twd Vo yevouevog, dAL’ &v €k TV dVo
yvevéosOal avacyouevog). For both are God, that which assumed and thathwvas
assumed, the two natures meeting in one thig @voeilg €1¢ &v cuvdpapodoar).
But not two sons: let us not give a false accodihe blending®{ ctvykpacig)” (Or.
37. 2). From this Beeley concludes that “almoshuiit exception, Gregory signifies
two natures when he is describing the elemé&ots which Christ was composed, as
distinct from Christ’s incarnate state as God-maderan” (Beeley, 2009, 17:3, p.
401). Thus, in opposition of Antiochenes’ two-natuChristology Gregory asserts:
“The things out of which the Saviour [is composadd different things, . . . but not
different entities ¢AAo pev xai dAlo . . . ovk dAlog 8¢ kot dArog)” (Ep. 101.
20). Here as well Beeley sees Gregory’s absteffitan “making two-nature language
a technical christological construction and he Igoledicates the elements “out of
which” Christ is composed (Ibid., p. 402). Gregdigtinguishes the natures in Christ

only in “conceptions” -t pYoelg Stictavrar Tdig émvoioig (Or. 30. 8. 9).

Yet, these “dangerous” formulations for Gregoryveepnly one aim, to assert as
strongly as possible that “we do not separate timaam being from divinity, but we
teach one and the same God and Son” (Ep. 101). e&tel points out, this phrase
obtained “a programmatic technical meaning” first lrenaeus, whom Gregory
followed though most likely mediated by Apollinasiand Eusebius of Caesarea (Ibid.,
p. 393).

There is also another term that fourth-century litgians mainly preserved for intra-
trinitarian discourses, but Gregory became forcgdhie Apollinarian controversy to

apply it to Christology only in order to respondhis opponent in their own language
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(Ibid. p. 391). Thus, Gregory speaksé&tooig of Christ in Ep. 101.30 and 102, 28.
Beeley traces the same usage back to Origen tleanhiisgly shaped Gregory’'s
understanding of the unity in Christ. So, Origerintans in defence of Christian faith
against Celsus that Jesus’s “mortal body and theanusoul in him received the
greatest elevation not only by communisoivevia) but by union and intermingling
(Evmwoig ka1 avakpdoet), SO that by sharing in His divinity he was tramsied into
God” (Contra Celsum, 1980, p. 156, cit. in Bee[@391).

And here we find the logic of this unity which iBuminated by the concept of
deification. Indeed, in Ep. 101 Gregory directlyimi® to the unity in Christ
conditioned by deification: “For both natures are doy the combination, the Deity
being made Man, and the Manhood deified or howewer should express it.” But
now we should ask whether this deification leaveg eoom for the actual human
being in Christ. Beeley sees in such terminology idication of “the crucial
asymmetry between God and creation in incarnat{thitl. p. 400). Indeed, Gregory
apparently speaks of “the prevalence” of “powetfulivinity over his creature in
Christ: “since [human existence] was blendedvvekpdbn) with God and he was
born as a single entitysig), because the one who is more powerful prevailed
(xpeitTovog éxkviknoavtog) [over his assumed humanity]” (Or. 29. 19). Andsth
dominance of divinity leads Gregory, as Beeley fwwut, “to speak only of Christ's
divine nature, using other terms instead to refehis humanity” (Ibid. p.400). The
scholar states that the Theologian’s “single-natarguage” is “fundamental to the
rationale and saving purpose of the incarnatiod,@nce to the theological definition
of who Christ is”, in so far as Gregory is willitig stress that in the Incarnation “God
is made visible” (Ibid., p.401). But this theologypplied to explain “ignorance and
growth” in Luke 2:52 (See. Or. 43.38) according ttee judgment of Winslow

illustrates “a kind of “revelatory docetism,” if yawill” (Winslow, 1979, p. 94).

However, one aspect of Gregory’s christology is tlefit does not match at all with this
“monophysite” and “docetic” picture. By contragt,eiven might be called “a nascent
Nestorianism” (Norris, 1991, p. 48). First Masostdd twelve passages within the
Theological Orations in which there is not seen d@mypersonality of his [Christ’s]

human nature apart from the divine” (Mason, 1899, XVI-XIX, cit in Ibid.). Norris

~ 48 ~



adds one passage where is expressed with muchyctag subjectivity of his

humanity:

For His will cannot be opposed to God, being whéidtyn God; but conceived
as from the nature according to us, inasmuch ashthean will does not
completely follow the Divine, but for the most pattuggles against and resists
it. For we understand in the same way the wordsthér, if it be possible, let
this cup pass from Me; Nevertheless let not whatlllbut Thy Will prevail’
(Matth. 24, 39). For it is not likely that He didtrknow whether it was possible

or not, or that He would oppose will to will”.

Or. 30.12

Norris does not agree with Mason, who appeals ¢o“pioetic sense or grammatical
slips” of the passage, in contrast he consideais gvidence that Gregory had in mind

the subjectivity of Christ’'s humanity (Ibid. p. 49)

In view of these perspectives, we are faced wislergous predicament in orienting in
the Christological thought of the Theologian. Or ttne hand, he makes a strong
affirmation of the unity of Christ, and even thestence of the human soul in Christ
does not prevent him from using “one-nature langlamd finding a solution in the
particular Origenian concept of christological d=ftion. Nevertheless, he
paradoxically includes the concept of a human iilthis christology. So, we should
pose the question: has this paradox any solutioshould we simply recognize the
still non-mature character of Gregory’s christoldgyo answer on this question we
should first explore Gregory's christological de#tion in the light of its

anthropological foundations examined by us in t&vipus sections of this chapter.

1.2.2. The Deification of the Humanity in Christ

It is quite clear from Gregory’s writings that heddnot envisage forming his
Christology on the basis of an internal structumahblysis of Christ's person. He

altogether avoids thinking about Christ along timed what Khaled calls “analytical
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Christolgy”, and instead he prefers to use the téesignated by the same scholar for
Athanasius, tva Christology” (Khaled, 1998, p. 147) or what we ntigball
“teleological Christology”. Wherever the Theologiapeaks of the humanity assumed
by Christ, he almost always highlights tteeson d’etre— “for us”, “that you might be
saved”. Therefore, in order to find the answerht® question that has arisen, hbes
understands the unity in Christ, we should seest &f all his response to the question,

why was it necessary?

We will demonstrate that Gregory’s Christology aimes respond to the need for
salvation and deification on the grounds of thénaogological premises that have been

observed in the previous sections.

Our argument falls into two parts. First, we wiiturn again and analyze Gregory’s
concept oftepiywpnotlg in connection with above-mentioned peculiar featof his
exegesis. Afterwards, we move on to explore in wiays Gregory’s anthrolopology
finds its fulfillment in his Christology and thusqvides a clear account of his concept
of deification raising human existence from thednisal realm of economy up to the

eternal realm of the trinitarian theology.

Sometimes Gregory speaks of the revelatory and atiedi function of the flesh
assumed by the Son of God, thus “conversing witlthosugh the mediation of the
flesh as through a ve(rpanetdopatog); since it was not possible for that nature
which is subject to birth and decay to endure Hiigeiled Godhead (Or. 30. 13. 16-18;
see also his poem “On the Testaments and the Codfirghrist”, 54: netdopatt
dappikalvebdeic). Yet, he is by no means willing to reduce the psm of this
assumption to any kind of instrumental function avel can even feel the polemical

tones in his words as if he has someone in mind:

So He is called Man, not only that through Bisgly He may be apprehended by
embodied creatures, whereas otherwise thisdumelimpossible because of His

incomprehensible nature; but also that by Himselfly sanctify humanity, and
be as it were a leaven to the whole lump; and tiyngnto Himself that which was

condemned may release it from all condemnatiominérg for all men all things



that we are, except sin,—body, soul, mind andhatiugh which death reaches—

and thus He became Man, who is the combinatiofl tiese.

Or. 30. 21. 3-9.

Thus, what Gregory tries to express by his unitargguage is nothing other than to
indicate that by means of this unity God aims ‘@tease” the human being and this
unity is realized by “becoming for all men all tgsithat we are”; then he lists what he
means by “we”: “body, soul, mind”, since “all thrghi’ this “death reaches”. So, in
this way he asserts the necessity of His “coming{mpéil - in such a play of the

antinomies: “who is full emptied§ ninpec kevodton (Or. 38. 13. 32).

In this case Gregory is but one theologian 'Btdntury who based his Christology on
God’s entry into human history and participationit® sufferings with exceptional
strength. This will become obvious if we compare &pproach to two prominent pro-

Nicene theologians, Athanasius and Apollinarius.

Thus, Athanasius sees it as a “truly paradox that&s He himself who suffered and
did not suffer. He suffered, because his own badfesed, and he was in that which
suffered. Yet he did not suffer because the Woethd by nature God, is impassible”
(Ad Epict, 6; PG 26, 1060C, cit in Khaled, 1998,144). Anatolios tries to protect
Athanasius from charges of not taking “Christ’s taunity seriously” and to explain
this “tension” in Christ according to the view th#he human attributes of Christ are
not simply juxtaposed to the divine; they are tfarmeed . . . into an orientation toward
the divine attributes” (Ibid, p. 149). Beeley riyhtriticizes this view since it does not
respond to “the crucial question of the identityttod redeemer, and thus the means of
redemption” (Beeley, 2009, n. 165, p. 411-412)cémtrast to Athanasius, Gregory
discerns “the paradox”, or, precisely, “more greatadox”,mtapado&otépav, in the
“communion” of the Son of God with humanity exactiyhen He “participates in the

worse”, netalappdvel Tod xeipovog (Or. 38. 13. 40).

On the other hand, the opposite is to be founchenthought of Apollinarius, who

asserted unity in Christ with such strength thadigenot speak of “the assumption of



the man” in his critique of Gregory of Nyssa, as tatter reports (Behr, 2004, p. 392).
Apollinarius seems to have envisaged the exchahtiee@roperties in Christ in such a
way that he attributed an eternal being to the hufiesh of Christ, and he stated: “the
man Christ pre-exists, not because the spirit, thatGod, is other than him, but
because the Lord, the divine spirit, is in the matof God man” (Frag. 32, 33 (GNO
3.1, p. 147. 12-15; p. 148.6-10), cit in Behr, 2004 393). Gregory of Nazianzus
understood this kind of statement as asserting tilsa[Christ’s] flesh descended from

heaven, but is not from here and from us” (Ep. 30)L.

Gregory, as we have seen, stresses the unity atClar less than Apollinarius and he
also deploys his Christology in the languagecommunicatio idomaturmHowever,
according to Behr his concept of “singularity does legitimize a confusion about
how, or in what respect, we speak of him; we carsagt for instance, that it was
humanthat Christ created the world or that divinityeifshas its origin in Mary”;
consequently, the interchange of properties operatéh respect to the one subject
about whom we are speaking in various ways, ndt vaspect to a coalesced, unified
nature (Behr, 2004, p. 405). Indeed, it seems @ragory is ready to make such a
distinction between subject and “speaking in vagisways” in his famous statement:
“the Saviour consists of one [thing] and anotléhro kol dAAo ta €€ dv O
Ywtp) — the invisible is not the same as the visible,the timeless as the temporal —
but not one [person] and anothebdk dAlog 8¢ kal dAAog) (Ep. 101.5, cit. in Behr,
2004, p. 403). Grillmeier evaluates this passag&adast step towards a conceptual
distinction of “person” and “nature”. But he immatily makes a reservation that
Gregory’s Christology “springs not so much from @gdative theological reflection as
from his spiritual disposition” (Grillmeier, 197%. 370). So, what is Gregory’'s
“spiritual disposition™?

The Theologian expresses it in a striking way whenspeaks of the need of “an
Incarnate God, a God put to death, that we mighe”|i édenbnuev Gcod
capkouévov kol vekpovuevov; so Christ is “God crucified®eo¢ otavpodpevog
(Or. 45.28-29), “God capable of sufferin@®gog nadntog (Or. 30. 1. 10). God enters
into our humble and suffering condition and assuihés its fullness, but with only

one aim: to bestow on us his divine power and intaiity. He recognizes in Christ's



very sufferings and emptiness the revelation ofréfteemptive power of God, which is
His love of humankind, his “philanthropia” and ohigh Gregory’s opponents are

unaware:

Do you reproach God with all this? Do you on thigount deem Him lessened,
because He girds Himself with a towel and washesdisiciples’ feet, and shows
that humiliation is the best road to exaltationZ&ese for the soul that was bent
to the ground He humbles Himself, that He may raisevith Himself the soul
that was tottering to fall under a weight of sinhy\Most thou not also charge
upon Him as a crime the fact that He eats with ieabt and at Publicans’ tables,
and that He makes disciples of Publicans, thatddentay gain somewhat...and

what?...the salvation of sinners.

Or. 38. 14.

And this redemptive power of love acts accordindpgic: “like purifies by like”,T®
opoiw 10 dporov avakabaipwv (Or. 38. 13. 21). Therefore, his “perichoresis” and

communicatio idiomatuns embodied in the particular order:

And He Who gives riches becomes poor, for Heimes the poverty
of my flesh, that | may assume the richneddisfGodhead. He
that is full empties Himself, for He emptiesridelf of His glory for

a short while, that | may have a share infHikess.

Ibid. 13.

Thus, this is a movement with double directiontgigrfrom “above”. It might be also
called as a movement of “double-assumption”. Sothiy logic the meaning of his
vision of Christ’'s agony in the garden of Gethseenhacomes quite lucid, which is a
“stumbling block” for many scholars. It seems Gnggaould agree with his
contemporary Arian Alexandrian bishop Lucian wherstates: “But if he [Christ] also
had a [human] soul, the impulses from God and fteensoul would necessarily have
conflicted. For each of the two is self-determiniagd strives towards different
activities” (Doctrina Patrum, ed. Diekamp, 65, ¥5-2it. in Grillmeier, 1978, p. 245).



But in contrast, he deliberately places a humamhisoQhrist expecting this very effect
of “striving towards different activities”, whiclsiexpressed in the words of Matth.
24,39. (See. Or. 30.12). And he responds to hiomgpts who seemingly shared the

arguments of Lucian in this way:

But look at it in this manner: that as for my edke was called a curse,
Who destroyed my curse; and sin, who took awaysth of the world;

and became a new Adam to take the place of thgust so He makes

my disobedience His own as Head of the whole badylong then as

| am disobedient and rebellious, both by denfigod and by my passions,

(raBeo1v) so long Christ also is called disobedient on myoaat.

Or. 30.5

Here we can find apparent traces of Origen’s doetaf the obedience of Christ’s soul.
But we are also witnessing Gregory’s significantedigence from Origen as was
demonstrated by us in the previous sections: vibilgen’s soul of Christ exercises his
obedience to Logos in its primordial state, Gregoakes a shift from the origins of
creation to the history of redemption. This obedefor Gregory first takes place now
in the earthly life of Christ. Moreover, accorditg Origen the soul of Christ is a
distinct person and chooses his faithful obedig¢adbe Logos freely and deliberately,
but for Gregory there is only one subject of obetligill, the Logos himself; and this
is possible because of his concept of assumptignwifat we may call, the
“psychological world of a man”. Further, from thexjaposition of this passage to the
Jesus’s prayer in Gethsemane, where his “strugglefinintw, and “resistance”,
avtitalaiow, is referred to “the human will’avBpomixn OeAnpa, it becomes
beyond doubt that Gregory in this “will” meant nioilp other than “my passion”,
ndbog, that is denying God, rebellious and hence has fadtie cure. Consequently,
we face here not the will of a human subjeaizoeovota, but the assumption of
human natural property, though very close to subjgc and, therefore, capable of
determining the subjective feelings and experienfethe divine person in his

voluntary assumption of it:
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And thus He Who subjects presents to God thattwhe has subjected,
making our condition His owavtod molovpevog 10 fuétepov). Of the
same kind, it appears to me, is the expreséidn God, My God,

why hast Thou forsaken Me?” It was not He wlasviorsaken either

by the Father, or by His own Godhead, as saawe thought, as if It
were afraid of the Passion, and therefore wéwdtself from Him in His
Sufferings (for who compelled Him either toll®n on earth at all, or to
be lifted up on the Cross?) But as | said, e w His own Person
representing Ugv avt@ 8¢ ... Tumoi 10 fuétepov). For we were the
forsaken and despised before, but now by tlifeiswgs of Him Who
could not suffer, we were taken up and savedil&@ly, He makes His
own our folly and our transgressions; and sdyat follows in the Psalm,
for it is very evident that the Twenty-firstehs refers to Christ.

Or. 30.5.

After this examination it would be a great mista@esuspect Gregory of any kind of
“docetism” or even “a nascent Nestorianism”, sifee states but true Christian
soteriology based on the experience of Easter #satye maintain, reaches its climax
in the articulation in his concept of “double-asguion”.

Yet, this concept of assumption is conditioned byedéry’s theological and
anthropological presuppositions. His understandifighe divine being of the triune
God will become the topic of exploration in the héwo parts of the thesis, though
now we can only make some remarks about it, whiehafready obvious. As we have
recalled above Grillmeier's words, Gregory makemasa@ttempts to distinguish person
and nature in Christ, and he especially makes amcimpression when he speaks of
the Incarnation in the following way: “what [Chiistas he set aside; what he was not
he assumed” (Or. 37. 2). It looks as if he sete tree person of the Logos from his
divine nature in order to make him capable of thesuanption of humanity.
Nonetheless, he states: “what he was, he continaede; what he was not, he
assumed” (Or. 29.19). Thus, there is no eviden@dl #hat Gregory knows the person

as existing prior to his substance, transcendimdpaundaries and freely determining



his relations with it. His way of thinking has nisty) to do with that of Sartr, though he
has strong existential motivations as we have séerthis stage we might only
suppose that his understanding of the substandgrniamic and flexible enough to
follow the free will of the person in his descertrh his glory and in his assumption of
the “strange” gevog, nature. After our exploration of the anthropol@jitoundations
of his Christology there should be no doubt thathhe the dynamic concept of man

and this dynamics achieves its realization in thiéahtion in Christ.

We have seen that the weakness and grossnesshafrtfan flesh caused the feeling of
lack and hence striving in the soul towards Godriter to find its fulfillment in him.
Now in the above passages this bodily lack andffexct — desire of deification (what
we have called above “psychological world of mamhjch is fallen and hence causes
rebellious passiomabog, and denial of God instead of strivingy8og, towards Him,

is assumed by the divine Logos, the fulfillmentdfich Gregory expresses in the old
Judeo-Christian (certainly accepted through Clemant Origen) language of
ascension and transition: “He ascended that He tnaigiw to Himself us, who were
lying low in the Fall of sin (Or. 1. 5.); he “wasdarnate—yes, for it is no worse thing
to say, was made Man, and afterwards was alsceexdlhe result will be that you will
abandon these carnal and grovelling doctrines,l@ach to be more sublime, and to
ascend with His Godhead” (Or. 29. 18); and finally will conclude our observation
with the passage where the ascension as conditiopéuke salvation is directly linked
with the fulfilment of desire towards the knowledgé “nature and essencetnv
@Yo kal v ovoiav, of God: “In my opinion it will be discovered whémat within
us which is godlike and divine, | mean our mind aedson, shall have mingled with
its Like, and the image shall have ascended tdtbetype, of which it has now the
desire(épeov)” (Or. 27. 17. 4-7).



1.3. Conclusion

As we have seen Gregory paints very dynamic pictiirthe divine economy. The
human being is open for a relationship with Godhis/her very constitution of soul-
body. Flesh with its vulnerable nature bearing ¢hpacity of suffering (pathos) and
mortality is not any more considered as somethinigfe@m which we should seek an
escape as if from the “tomb”. By contrast, Greg@mains very optimistic even in the
midst of his personal sufferings, insofar as the peminds and drives him towards the
fulfillment of humanity’s high destiny (like for Nalis), the economy of deification.
Without a material body man would be without “deSifefesis) and “striving”
(pothos) towards God, but self-sufficient beingseld in his “pride” (eparsis). The free
will and sovereignty of man (autoexousion) is tofashioned and exercised in free

acceptance of this “wound” open to Other.

Such a revolution in the Platonic - and to somem@xOrigenian - anthropology was
caused by reflection on the object of human stgwithe incarnate and crucified God.
Indeed, we can state that Gregory took the inspirdor his whole theological edifice

from the contemplation of his God on the Cross,herfelt the need for “an Incarnate
God, a God put to death, that we might live”. Tpasadoxical fusion of the ultimate

power of divinity with the weakness of man in thergon of the Son implied the
formation of an understanding of the sovereignst tienounces itself for the sake of
other. Therefore, for such a concept of supremaeyhave devised the name of
“kenotic sovereignty”.

Thus, the economy of salvation and deification @&nnis achieved in such mutual
openness and mutual sacrifice of God and man, whashits source in God. The
“equality” of man with God (for such a view on tHeification see. e.g. Or 40. 43) and
his/her ascension is possible only by means ofidseent to humility and obedience.
And because since the original fall this stranggcl@s already obscured and we affirm
our dignity in rebellion, God himself reveals andes us his absolute supremacy by
assuming our rebellion and disobedience in himaelf transforming it in its initial
state. This is, we believe, what Gregory was wantonmaintain by his sophisticated
language of Christology.
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Part Two: The Interrelationship between the Person®f the Trinity

in the Economy

The Son of God is who acts the salvation of hurgamt His assumption and
deification of human nature; nonetheless He doéswvook alone, but in co-operation
with other persons of the Trinity. For Gregory thetive subject of the whole
economy, beginning from the creation of the wordits redemption, always is the
second person, but in his work there is alwayslirew the other persons of Godhead
in different ways. Thus, in the economy we do sl the sight of all persons of the
Trinity in contrast with ante-Nicene (and even sopme-Nicene) theologians, who
ascribed the revelatory function exceptionally togbhs. Therefore, there arises a
qguestion quite logically whether this economic itdrian interrelations has any

substantial relation with the eternal immanentriaiations.

For Gregory the point of departure for his theatagreflections on the Trinity always
is the revelation of the Trinity and he establisttesimmanent interrelations between
the persons of the Trinity on the ground of thaikeractionsad extra However, for
such operation the interrelations in the econonoukhnot only reveal the ontology of
the Trinity as something additional to His being,steemming from the self-sufficient
source of the Godhead, but also involve the receiéhe revelation in the very being
of the Trinity and grant him with the participationit. Indeed, we state, Gregory does
not consider the trinitarian theology in the isethtranscendence and establishes it by
no means apart of an actual involvement of a maherinner life of God. As a result
of this, the economy is represented as owing itscgoin Trinity as well as having its
ultimate goal not in itself but rather in transimi¢t a man beyond itself towards
intimate life of God.

The demonstration of this thesis will be based twn dbservation of two kind of the
interrelations revealed in the economy. First, w# explore the language and the
logic that is used for the definition of the intdation between Son and Father. Then,
we will turn to the same kind of analysis of theaperation between the Son and Holy
Spirit in the economy.



2.1. The Interrelation between the Son and the Fagr

Gregory’s language deployng Son’s relation to théh&r has many similarities with
the terminology of the Middle Platonics and the Hdmosian theologians. As it is
widelly acknowledged, he was a promoter of the mgman model of the Trinity,
which presuppoeses moderate suborditionism: Fadiseran origin and cause is
considered as “greater” than the other personhefTrinity. Besides, he seemingly
holds linear and emmanational views about the ardeording to which the persons of
Trinity interrelate with each other. This places Khought in the Platonic tradition.
Especially, this could be exemplified in the in&ationship between Logos and
Father.

Yet, this is only part of the truth. Gregory’s it philological knowledge and free
linguistic approach to the theological truths akolwm to explose and deconstruct the
conceptual grammar of the Platonic language skillfand take critical attitude to the
contemporary philosophical and theological trenfls.a result, he constructs new
theological rhetoric by means of which he artitedathe tenets of the Nicene faith at
full length. This creative work is observable first all in the exposition of the
interrelationship between the Father and the Sahdreconomy, where he offers total

rethinking of the concept of the supremacy and isgaty.

In order to demonstrate this, we will examine tlféetent aspects of his theology of
the mediatorship of the Son. We will begin with #seamination of His intermediary
activity in the creation of the world. Then we wshift on his mediating role in the
comprehension of the knowledge of God. After theswill observe the ways the Son’s
activity relates to the will of the Father in thenk of redemption, which, finally, leads

us to the analysis of Gregory’s theory of the Sqmissthood.

2.1.1. Mediatorship in the Creation

Gregory was the one of the theologians who insigidcace the involvement of all the

persons of the Trinity in every kind of the actvitf God with the greatest force of



consistency. So, in the economic narrative of @ra88 there is quite apparent that
creation of the world is a work of all the persafsTrinity. Yet, the immediate agent
of the activity is the Son, he is one who “fulfillhe work. Thus, one of the names
Gregory designates for him as expressing his patsparticularity emphasizes His
exceptional activity in the creation of the worldthe creator” dnuiobpyog, while the

Father in functional relation to Him bears the nashéthe cause”gitiov (Or. 34. 8).

Here is not quite clear the ways of the relatioh et it becomes obvious when the
concept obtains its place in wellknown metaphystcadiition: Gregory uses another
set of names in conceptional complementarity tsehenes — “the Mind'and “the

Logos”. There are two passages in Gregory's writitigat represent the functional
roles of this set of names played in the creatiomejposition of which with each other

reconstructs the whole picture.

Thus, in Or. 30. 11 Gregory asserts the equalityhef Son with the Father against
Eunomius on the ground of equal engagement botheoh in the activity of economy

and the sameness of this activity. He arises guestaving in mind the words of
Christ in John 5:25 and provides responces fromptigtion of whom L.Ayres calls

“the theologians of the true wisdom” (L.Ayres, 20p43):

But how does He see the Father doing, andkdwise? Is it like those who copy
pictures and letters, because they cannahdkta truth unless by looking at the
original, and being led by the hand by it?t Bow shall Wisdom stand in need of
a teacher, or be incapable of acting unlasght®? And in what sense does the
Father "Do" in the present or in the past?l Bé make another world before this
one, or is He going to make a world to corde®l did the Son look at that and
make this? Or will He look at the other, anake one like it? According to this
argument there must be Four worlds, two madiad Father, and two by the Son.
What an absurdity! He cleanses lepers, aridetelmen from evil spirits, and
diseases, and quickens the dead, and walksthpcsea, and does all His other
works; but in what case, or when did the Ratleethese acts before Him? Is it not
clear that the Father impressed the idedsesit same actions, and the Word brings

themto pass...?



The another passage makes less stress on thetgagumliunity between the Son and
the Father, but demonstrates more analitical glatihat bears far-reaching
metaphysical significance and deserves speciabeaqpbn, but now we will suffice to

treat it concerning our scope of interest. Nonetb®l it is worth to be quoted at full

length:

The world-creating Min@kocspoyovog Nobg) was stirred and gazed
within his mighty thoughtigieydioiotr vorjpacaot) upon the forms of

the world to come into existence later, aldvpresent to God.

All things stand before God, future, past @resently existing.

For me, time has created division betweamn&s/which come

before and after. But where God is concerattdhings come together

into unity and within the arms of his poweérGodhead they are supported.
Therefore, | ask you, my listeners, to tbenxpmy mind has reached.

It was Mind Nobtg) which brought forth the universe when later, atright
time, the fruit of travail burst into existge, the mighty Wordugyag Adyog)
revealing it.

On the Universe, 67-76.

Everyone unaware of Gregory’s authorship of thesgsages but acquainted with the
Neoplatonic thought without any doubt could atttéothem to the letter. So, these
passages once more witnesses against R. Rueth@gsment: "we would be wrong if
we were to suppose that Gregory either acknowledgés aware of any dependence
of Christianity on those [philosophical] traditidn®uether, 1967, p. 174, cit in Norris,
1984, p. 455). This concept of mediatorship we tace back to Numenius of
Apamea, who discusses in one of his fragments aibterrelation between primary

and secondary gods:

Now if essence and the idea is discerned &yriimd, and if it was



agreed that the mindddc) is earlier than this and the cause of it,
then mind itself is alone found to be the géadayabov). For if
God the Creator is the beginning of generatios good is the
beginning of essence. And God the Creataleged to the good,
of which He is an imitator, as generatioroig$sence, of which it
is a likeness and an imitation. For if the&oe who is the author
of generationdmpiovpyog 0 T1ig yeveosewc) is good yabog), the
Creator also of essen8gfiiovpyog 0 tfi¢ ovoiag) will doubtless

be absolute good§toayabov), innate in essence.

(fr. 16, see also fr. 15, cit in Hagg, 2006, p.)107

Hagg rightly points to the influence of such thedMle Platonic interpretation of
famous dialogues of Plato on the thought of Clenm@nAlexandria (Hagg, 2006,
p.71), but among the evidences supporting thisighee has not mentioned one
passage from “Protrepticos” which illustrates, ba bne hand, close similarity to the
concept of Numenius, and, on the another hand,abitity of being the source of
Gregory’s passages: “The Icon of God” is his Logo®] the Son of Mind is the true
divine Logos(kat viog tod Nod yvnotog o 8gog Aoyog), the light of archetypal
light” (36). However, there is also to be supposedilability of direct source for
Gregory as well, through Eusebius of Caesarea, evli&eparatio Evangelica”
preserved the most of fragments of Numenius’'s iwg# (including above quoted
one). As we will see later there is to be recoghiagh probability that Gregory was
acquinted with Eusebius’s works very well. Nevelgls, the christian reworks of this
theory in Clementian style is also evident in Onid€f. De Principiis 1, 2, see also
Crouzel, 1989, p.186). And the traces of it we fiad in Basil as well, who calls the
Fatheraitia and the Son $nuwovpyog, who creates the world according to the will

stemming from the “first cause” (Contra Eunomius2L, 7-33).

Now, here we should acknowledge that dealing witsé passages we are faced with
some kind of paradox: the theologian who strugglgdinst “Arians” of all sorts with
great zeal and did not allow any shadow of unetubktween the persons of Trinity,

uses the concept with apparent subordinationistacher the aim of which was



preserving of the transcendence and supremacy @fifG@lation to the world; and the
socondary god’s function was to fill this ontolaglicgap. Indeed, his prominent
opponent, Eunomious could sign under this theomh \great pleasure. He strove to
protect the supremacy of the “unbegotten” God wibhless strength. In his survived
“Brief Confession” he calls the Son with the folliog titles: “most perfect Minister of
the whole creation and will of the Fath@rrovpyov telelotdtov mpog macov
dnuovpylav kol yvédunv motpiknv), ministering for the maintenance and
preservation of all existing things . . . for thedering of the world and for all
providential car§npog oikovopiov kol tdcav wpovoiav)’ (Eunomius, Apologia
Apologiae, Vaggione, 2002 p. 70-71). Then, afterscdgtion of the Son’s
accomplishment of the salvific economy in obedienet the will of the Father, he
concludes: “In all these things the pre-eminencd aole supremacy of Gogfig
vepoyfic Tob Oeod ka1 povapyiag) is preserved” (lbid.). Elsewhere he clarifies
interrelation of the Son with the Father in his rfdargic” activity that resembles to
Gregory’s view to some extent: “For we acknowledge;onformity with the blessed
John, that “all things were made through Him” sinie creative powertfig
dnuovpyikfic duvdpemsg) was begotten coexistentially in him from above;ibe
therefore the Only-begotten God of these thingscivltiame into existence after him
and through him” (Ibid. p. 52-53). Thus, we aretba ground that is common to the
both opponents and it was provided by the abovetioreed Middle Platonic
metaphysical tradition, that seemingly served to déhtury thought as a matrix
conditioning knowledge, a sort of Foucaultian ‘seme”. This becomes
unequivocally evident, when we move on the straageé eclectic gnostic world of
Evagrius of Ponticus, who was proud of being discgé Gregory. His concepts of the
double creation of the world and the mediatorsHigChrist's demiurgic role in the
creation of sensible material world (see. Konstausky, 2009, p. 120) makes us
suggest that he and Gregory shared in the same oifrceadings or he substantially re-
shaped the views of “the very mouth of Christ” leadby his personal spiritual

disposition.
M. Barnes also acknowledges this unity of anti-KN&end pro-Nicene theologian’s
opinions on the demiurgic role of the Son in catbut he points to the difference of

the conclusions drawn from this: while for the ffins is the evidence of the



subordination of the Son to the Father, the latesert that “any creative power must
be united to the essence” (M. Barnes, 2001, p..246)gives to the Cappadocian’s
argumentation such formulation: “where there is powthere is the essence” (lbid.).
However, Gregory’s application of this concept anty demonstrates the unity of the
essence between the Son and the Father, but ashedllifference of the functional
roles and the degrees of them in the involvemenhefact of the creation: from the
above-quoted passages it is quite clear that farthe Son not so much shares in the
creative activity of the Father as He is creatotha strict sense of the word as it
denotes his particular hypostatic faculty not traitsble to any other persons of the
Trinity (See especially Or. 34.8 where he lists tlaenes revealing the distinctiveness
of the persons). Therefore, there is to be sumpts in this case he was concerned
with “power” terminology less than his friends, esplly Gregory of Nyssa. So, we
should seek another way of articulation of theybgtween the Father and the Son in

the act of the creation.

Since Gregory pursued aim to protect Nicene faithamly from Arianism but no less
from “Sabelianism”, i.e. from elimination of thestinctiveness of the persons in the
Trinity, the emphasis on these different roles amahsequently, names of the Father
and the Son in the creation matched well enoudfig@econd interest. Indeed, this is
clear from the passage where, in the set of nanfietheo Trinity, he keeps the

distinction between the persons delineating thespective functions in the creation:

The Former is called God, and subsists ired@IiGreatest, namely, the
Cause, the Creator, and the Perfecteramtee Father, the Son, and
the Holy Ghost, who are neither so sepdrften one another as to be
divided in nature, nor so contracted aset@ircumscribed by a single
person; the one alternative being thahefArian madness, the other
that of the Sabellian heresy; but theyar¢he one hand more single
than what is altogether divided, and ondtieer more abundant than
what is altogether singular. The otheigion is with us, and is
called Creation, though one may be exaltsal/e another according to

the proportion of their nearness to God.
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Or. 34.8

It seems that for Gregory the language of medihiprserved the purpose of clarifying
the personal distinction between the Father andstire The same was in the case of
Eusebius of Caesarea. This latter even gave upg usitalogy of radiance-light
interrelation of his admirable master, Origen, ttess distinctiveness of the Son: “the
radiance is inseparable from the light of sensdlewthe Son exists in Himself in His
own essence apart from the Father” (Eusebius, Dstraiio Evangelica, 1V,3 cit. in
Robertson, 2007, p. 48); and “the ray has its rasfgactivity solely from the light,
whereas the Son is something different from a cabohenergy, having His being in
Himself” (ibid.). So, he is forced to find other agery and “takes refuge in the
alternative metaphor of a fragrant odour” (Stea€l7/11 p.91, cit in Ibid. p.49).
Supposedly, this intention to underline the perserestence of the Son is discernable
long before he attacked Marcelius, in the “Apolo@f’the common authorship with
his master, where there is made an attempt to def@mgen from the charge of
teaching that the Son was “underived” (innatusjnfrine Father (Behr, 2004, p. 55).
Afterwards this theological preoccupation to digtiish the personal existence of the
Son from the Father becomes more mature in hisgguagainst pro-Nicene

Marcellus:

If they coexist, how is the Father the Fatmat the Son the Son? Or how is
one the first and the other the second? Amwdis one unbegotten while the
other is begotten? For if the two were equatiexisting each with the other,
both would be considered worthy of equal hwnas | said, each would be

unbegotten or begotten. But neither of thveseld be true, for neither would

there be the unbegotten or the begotten.
(The Letter to Euphration of Balanea, 3.1. citRimbertson, 2007, p. 79).
However, here we see how Eusebius tries to legiénby this logic of distinction his

another concern, which was probably the initialpase of the whole mediatorship

language: protection of the sole sovereignty of @ad his transcendence from the



world. He like later Eunomius is unwilling to shaeed’s supremacy and monarchy to
anyone else as well as to come in touch with hestoon directly. For him the latter
supposition is the same as if the sun “came doam theaven and lived among men, it
would be impossible for anything on Earth to remamdestroyed, for everything alive
and dead would be destroyed together by the rusitioge of light”. From here he
makes conclusion for his exclusive sovereignty: ywimen, are you surprised to learn
the like about God (Whose work is the sun, andwhele heaven, and the Cosmos)?
That it is impossible for any to exist to have delship in His unspeakable and
inexplicable Power and Essence ...” (Demonstrat@ngelica, 1V, 6. cit in Robertson,
p. 45). Now we will approach closer to Gregory'soad concept of the creation
recalling the following passage, where Eusebiusatly compares God the Father to
mind “living apart like a sovereign in his unappebable inner chambers, he alone
decides what must be done, and from him proceexsrily-begotten Logos, begotten
from the most private, innermost recesses of thaefeby indescribable means and
unnamable power.” (ibid.). Thus, we stand agairthencommon ground with Gregory
and anti-Nicene Eusebuis. But, after this we sbedl to what extent reworks Gregory
this language in order to grant the Nicene faitthwieological-cultural legitimacy, i.e
makes it persuasive and expressible in the cutténking milieu. This operation

might be called the deconstruction of the language.

The main point unacceptable for this language afiatership is the Nicene assertion
of the sameness of the divinity of the Son andRather. For Eusebius, as we have
seen, it is beyond the question that the unbegaiteh the begotten could to be
“considered worthy of equal honor”, while Gregorysgerest is exactly this. So, how
could he manage to accept the mediatorship of mef& securing his distinctiveness
and at the same time assert his absolute equalitythe will” and “the power” in
eternity? Apparently not without explosion of thehale logical system of his
contemporary language. We have abrupt intentiorialyabove-quoted passage taken
from Or. 30.11 exactly at the point where he statdting in the concept of
mediatorship something new and alien for it. Atteg comparative analysis has been
accomplished by us the omitted part of the passdljeshed light on his masterful

work of deconstruction. We continue from the lasitence of the quotation:



Is it not clear that the Father impresseddbas of these

same actions, and the Word brings them ts,peet not

in slavish or unskilful fashion, but with filinowledge and

in a masterly way, or, to speak more propdiite the Father?

For in this sense | understand the wordswinattsoever is

done by the Father, these things doeth tindiewise; not, that is,
because of the likeness of the things douaeinrespect of the
Authority.

Or. 30.11.

After offering his solution of the question stemmifrom John 5:25 Gregory is
hurrying to make qualification of his theory forshpro-Nicene position and scatters
any doubt that this dependence of the Word’s dgtion the Father might imply
diminishing the former’s honor and equality witke tRather. But, on the other hand, he
is ready by no means to make void the Father'shtaity”. His designation of the
term “cause” for the Father, recognition of Hisqmerality as a “union” of the Trinity
(see Or. 42.15) and his stress on the suprematyedFather with the more strength
than other pro-Nicene fathers did, renders us ggest that he was not forced at all to
use this the Middle Platonic subordinationist laamggi unless it was “to a certain extent
compatible with Jewish-Christian thinking” (HaggQ(5 .p. 116). Although Hagg
makes this conclusion for Eusebius of Caesareaybuielieve it might be justified in

the case of Gregory as well, yet with significaggervations.

So what we see is an obvious inconsistency indbe lof Gregory. But at this stage
our aim is to show that Gregory accepts traditiolzlguage and the ways of
argumentation, however, not uncritically and triesexpress something new that
proceeds beyond the expressive capacities of threrduanguage, yet, not deserving
to be kept in silence. Further we will demonstithte Gregory does not add simply his
reservations about equality of the Son with thén&aGod to the idea of the supremacy
of the Father, but he totally transforms the vewtion of supremacy and sovereignty.

This new concept not only matches with equalityt,duen logically demands it.
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2.1.2. The Mediatorship in the Knowledge of God

In the above-quoted passage from the poem “On theetke”, 67-76 the Son’s
demiurgic activity is delineated in the term of e&tion: in the creation of the world
the Word does nothing else than reveals the “mighbughts” within which were

“stirred and gazed” by the Mind “upon the formstbé& world”. Elsewhere Gregory
sets forth clear definition of the divine Mind-Lagmterrelationship: “He is called the
Word, because He is related to the Father as Wolkinid; not only on account of His
passionless generation, but also because of tloa,usmnd of His declaratory function”
(Or. 30. 20). But the word does not reveal onlyutiias of the Father-Mind about the
world, but His very being as well. Gregory goesinrthe same passage clarifying

more and more this kind of relationship:

Perhaps too this relation might be comparatdabbetween

the Definition and the Thing defined sincesthiso is called Logos.
For, it says, he that hath mental perceptiche Son (for this

is the meaning of hath seen) hath also pezxdeive Father;

and the Son is a concise demonstration andsedisng forth

of the Father's Nature. For every thing thdtegotten is a silent
word of him that begat it. And if any one ghibsay that this
name (Only-Begotten, z.j.) was given Him beseaHe exists in all

things that are, he would not be wrong.

Thus, Gregory's attempt is apparently constructidnhis pro-Nicene theology by
reworking the old purely cosmological understandafighe function of Logos. Here
should be noticed that he makes this shift appgalinthe traditional philosophical
epistemology. But the most striking thing in thispage is that he returns back to the
cosmological background and allows it to coexighwiis new functional concept of
the Logos, since it is not deemed by him as a “gtoAs a result of the marriage of
these concepts the Word of God is represented nmigtas revealing the being of the

Father but the being of the world as well. Thisdkior activity of the Son in two



different directions will become more lucid when wrgamine another aspect of his
notion of the mediatorship, the priesthood of Ghris

The revelatory function of the Word is naturallyncected by Gregory to another one,
the concept of the image of God. After listing somaenes of the Son that unfolds the
meaning of his title “Only-Begotten” and providintgwith pro-Nicene interpretation,

he moves on more detailed analysis of the named@&ha

And the Image as of one substance with Hmd, lzecause He is of the
Father, and not the Father of Him. For thisf the Nature of an
Image, to be the reproduction of its Archetygpnd of that whose name
it bears; only that there is more here. iRardinary language an
image is a motionless representation ofwath has motion; but in
this case it is the living reproduction oé thiving One, and is more
exactly like than was Seth to Adam, or any phis father.

For such is the nature of simple Existenttes, it is not correct to

say of them that they are Like in one paléicand Unlike in another;
but they are a complete resemblance, anddhather be called
Identical than Like.

(Ibid.)

Here we see the concept of image developed toxtreneities. The image not only
bears in himself signs of the resemblance of theragters with his archetype, but
expresses his very substance and existence irehisubstance and life. So, according
to this logic the substantial identity is formed dhe ground of “complete
resemblance”. This resemblance is very paradoxaal completely deconstructs
Hellenic understanding of the image. According he tPlatonic theory the image
reflects and reveals an inaccessible archetype tmlysome very weak extent.
Movement from the letter to the former is alwaygpidted in terms of declension, that
of oneness, power, sovereignty, beauty, goodnéss)review of these changes, we
can maintain that “overturning of Platonic undemsiag of the image” took place not

in XX century Post-Structuralist philosophical tighti, as claimed Deleuze, but long



before accomplished by pro-Nicene church fathethénstruggle with Arianism. This
process started already at the beginning of tharAtbntroversy as it is evident in the
argumentation of Alexander of Alexandria based lo@ motion of Grapaidktov
€ikoVv’ (the greatness of the change is illustrated ley ftct that the same term was
used by Arian Asterius but with traditional meanirand afterwards developed by
Athanasius. But in the hands of the Cappadocianaderwent new changes and was
enriched with new meaning once more, insofar theyewconcerned to articulate the

distinction between the Son and the Father mome Althanasius.

Indeed, Gregory struggled to find path between |&cyhd Charibda, to avoid at the
same time errors of “Arian madness” and “Sabeliaresy”. But he did not undertake
this task first. It seems that before him had bewank on this problem another

Cappadocian. Basil proposes the following doctahthe Son as an icon of God:

“the image of the invisible God” should be argtood not as artificial images
made later in accordance with archetype, bexisting and subsisting with
the archetype by substarfeavundpyovcav Kal TOPEPEGTNKVIOV

1@ vrootdvTt), and being that the archetype is, fashioned namitgtion,

but as upon a seal signed the whole natutieeofFather upon the Son.”

Contra Eunomius, 11, 16.33-38 (SC. 305, 64).

This obviously more emphasis on the more indepeandgistence of the Son (the
whole context of the passage makes it more evideom)pared with Athanasius
already points towards further refinement of thaitarian terminology. But it will

become clear when we deal with the interrelatiothefwill of the Son with that of the
Father in the salvific activity of the former, théasil’'s influence on Gregory’'s
thought will become beyond any doubt. Thereforerehshould be recognized the
maturity of Gregory’s thought in Or.30.20, where deaws parallels between
Archetype-Image relationship and Adam-Seth persmlationship. In this analogy the
image is already fully personalized. So we shoulgitvior His distinct free will

expressed in the relationship with the Father.

~ 70~



2.1.3. The Mediatorship of the Son in the Salvific Activity and Will

The above examined different aspects of the intdiang activity of the Son between
the Father and the world might be assumed as prelisn steps introducing and
leading to the quintessence of the whole economtyithsalvation and deification of a
man. Moreover, it seems that for Gregory the sahécttivity itself was the model for
any kind of economic activities. Indeed, in thevaéibn and deification there takes
place the renewal of the act of the creation of than what Gregory calls
“regeneration” (see e.g. Or. 34.12; Or. 41.14)cfeation” (Or. 45.19), and the most
full knowledge of God is revealed to us by the Imagf God only through his
Incarnation, as we have seen this in the first @rapn the interrelationship between
the Word and the human soul. Therefore, we shoafgk lthat Gregory will disclose
his vision on the mediatorship of the Son in thpasition of His salvific activity and
hence, provide us with the possibilities to “asCetm the inmost depths of his
trinitarian theology.

When we examined Gregory’'s exegesis of the accamtshrist, we have found that
his approach was characterized by preferring toenthgtinction between two states of
the person of the Word to that of between the diviand the humanity in Christ, as it
was in the case of Marcellus and Athanasius. Amlwias conditioned by his concern
to protect the sameness of the person of the Sus.f@ature of his exegesis has been
pointes out by scholars (especially by Norris), ddther peculiarity of his approach,

we suppose, has not been accentuated yet.

The Theologian unfolds his understanding of the efithe Son in relation to the will

of the Father in his discussion of the salvific sios of the former that seemingly
diminishes his honor and refutes his equality i Father. First, Gregory contradicts
to the arguments of his opponents on the basistiohrfasian partitive exegesis: “He
was sent, but sent according to His manhood (fowlle of two natures), since He was
hungry and thirsty and weary, and was distresseldvwapt, according to the laws of
human nature” (Or. 45. 28). Though afterwards heegyto his opponent’s supposed



exegetical treatment of the mission: “but even & Were sent also as God, what of

that?” Then he undertakes the task to defeat hinguss own weapon:

Consider the mission to be the good pleastitiee Father, to

which He refers all that concerns Himsetfthothat He may

honour the eternal principle, and that He myid the appearance

of being a rival God. For He is said on the dand to have

been betrayed, and on the other it is writtett He gave Himself

up; and so too that He was raised and tagdmyuhe Father,

and also that of His own power He rose anérded.

The former belongs to the Good Pleasurelatiter to His own
Authority; but you dwell upon all that dimshies Him, while you ignore
all that exalts Him. For instance, you sati He suffered, but you
do not add "of His own Will." Ah, what thiadhas the Word even now
to suffer! By some He is honoured as Gadcbafused with the Father;

by others He is dishonoured as Flesh, ase\isred from God.

Or. 45. 28

Here we see the Son represented with clear featird®e distinctive self-conscious
will. He is not a tool in the hands of God as itswthe Logos of Philo, but rather He
freely “refers” to and “honours” Father, that paind his potentiality to be — ability to
choose to be — “rival God”. Moreover, Gregory preg® here with ultimate clarity
(which we have already found above) what we ca# t@oncept of “kenotic
sovereignty”: one’s suffering does not affect hesexeignty if he wills it. In fact, the
suffering that aims to make void ones strength fieddom turns into much more
strength and freedom when it is received freelg: $lon “have been betrayed”, but “he
gave himself up”. In addition, the free consentht® dependence of one’s life on the
other’s will does not diminishes ones freedom §tlalt instead it bestows one with
other's same power: the Son’s life is dependedhenRather’s activity to “raise and
take him up” from the death, but at the same tihee $on stands on the side of the
Father, on the opposite side to his own self whHtestiand dies, and he also himself

raises and ascends himself up.



What we face here, might be called deconstructibthe traditional notion of the
sovereignty and freedom, which has the theologoal philosophical implications of
the immense importance and deserves special stitdymwach broader scope. So, we
should suffice for the interest of our thesis totice that according to this
understanding of the will of the Son there is necdrnable any division between the
Son’s and the Father’s personal interrelationshighe eternal realm of Godhead and
their interrelationship in the historic mission thfe salvation. Concerning probable
origins of this doctrine, we should mention Bak# iGreat. In his famous treatise “On

the Holy Spirit”, 7, we are reading:

Therefore, the economy that accomplishedte should be assumed
not as involuntary service of the slavisimitation, but as free care, with
which the Son bestowed his creation by mdiess and love of humankind

in accordance with the will of the Fathed &od.

There might be suggested that Basil owed this tegcho his “homoiousian”
background, since we find the notion of the “agreeth cupewvia as a principle of
the unity in substantial likeness of the personghefTrinity in the creed of Dedication
council. If this is true, then we cannot agree WitbGuckin’s supposition that Gregory
unlike Basil was not “burdened” with “traditionaCappadocian theology that bore
Homoiousianism in “embryonic form” due to the hagé of Gregory Thaumaturgos
(McGuckin, 2001, p. 106). On the other hand, inseguite plausible that this doctrine
“goes back to Origen” (L.Ayres, 2004, p.119. seenita Celsum 8.12).

There should be acknowledged that this doctrinelshight on the other side of the
economical relations, namely, on the interrelatigmeetween divine and human wills
in the Christ. Concerning human will of Christ, wiave demonstrated that this
problem is to be solved on the basis of Gregorgmscept of the salvific activity of

Christ as a “double-assumption”. In the previouapthr we have answered to the
qguestion “what”, i.e. what happened in the Christw this concept allows us to
provide answer on the question “how”, how is it gibe and be conditioned on the

part of the person of the Son, how is it accomplishy his distinctive property of the



Sonship. Here Gregory offers as a key another qarafemediatorship, the concept of
the priesthood of Christ that represents the wamdnity is involved in this free
voluntary interrelationship between the Father ti@dSon, and thus participates in the

eternal being of Godhead.

2.1.4. The Priesthood of the Son

The scholars of Gregory’s soteriology usually témdlocus on the Easter narrative and
the effects of the salvation accomplished by an@hnist, but then there is left without
attention another narrative, or more correctly heapmeaning of the narrative that lies
underneath the former. In fact, in Gregory's solegy we face one narrative of
salvation but unfolding interplay of the two diféert levels of the meaning. If we do
not take into account this two-fold character of soteriology, we will not be able to
reconstruct the whole picture of his doctrine, sitmose clear understanding of some

his crucial passages.

We can illustrate this by his famous but very depassage from Or. 45.22. The
exceptional importance of the matters discussed far Gregory is stressed by him
right at the beginning: “now we are to examine hrofact and dogma, neglected by
most people, but in my judgment well worth enqurimto.” Then he poses the
question which had already received answers from different perspectives in his
time, but he is not content of them at all and tigczes them from the point of view

of compassioante love and justice of God the Father

So the question is: “to whom was that blood offetteat was shed for us, and why was
It shed? | mean the precious and famous blooduofGod and High priest and
sacrifice.” Afterwards he restates the questiodentying his “understanding of Christ
as a ransom”, so significant for him as rightlymeiout Winslow (Winslow, 1979, p.
108): “We were detained in bondage by the evil awd under sin, and receiving
pleasure in exchange for wickedness. Now, sin@maom belongs only to him who
holds in bondage, | ask to whom was this offered] or what cause?” The first

alternative is “to the Evil One”, but that is “antoage”. The second — “to the Father”
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(the idea we meet in “On the Mysteries” 5.10 by iCgf Jerusalem). However, “on
what principle did the blood of His Only begotteonSdelight the Father, Who would
not receive even lsaac, when he was being offeyetid Father, but changed the
sacrifice, putting a ram in the place of the humatim?” Yet, Gregory does not offer
third alternative answer, but stops on this ladied interprets it in the way that renders
the apparently horrible and sadistic image of théhér into the absolutely opposite

one, the liberator of the humankind from the tyrant

Is it not evident that the Father accepts Hiut neither asked

for Him nor demanded Him; but on accounthef Incarnation,

and because Humanity must be sanctifieth&yHumanity of God,
that He might deliver us Himself, and owne the tyrant, and draw

us to Himself by the mediation of His Son.

This is one aspect of the economical interrelatlmetsveen the Son and the Father, that
reveals what was done “for us” by them. The theialog and the scholars, who deal
with this passage, usually notice this one asptthe passage. Thus, Lossky solely
points to the meaning of the liberation of a mamnfrthe power of the death (Lossky,
1991, p.152-153). Winslow comes closer when heodess deep insight in this
refashioning of the “popular soteriological metaghdthe divine oikonomia has God,
not only as its object, but also as its subjedtices “Gregory’s insistence that the Son
is God stems from his assertion that God himsedtts/e in the economy of salvation”
(Winslow, 1979, p.111). So, next step should beertalknd be recognized in this
passage the reflection of the eternal activity itd Subject”, the Son, exactly because
he is God. But, there is needless to apply any c@adumethod, if we continue reading
of the passage, Gregory himself will expose thie s well: the Son “also arranged
this to the honour of the Father, Whom it is mastithat He obeys in all things” (Or.
45.22). Thus, in the picture intervenes the intatienship of the wills of the Father
and the Son, which has been analyzed in the pregeation. The complexity of the
picture of the salvation becomes more obvious, weggory puts human will in the
midst of it. The best illustration of this widenid horizons comes from the Oration
on the Son:



Take, in the next place, the subjectiomibych you subject the Son to the
Father. What you say, is He not now sttbjgr must He, if He is God, be
subject to God? You are fashioning yagument as if it concerned some
robber, or some hostile deity. But lookt @n this manner: that as for my sake
He was called a curse, Who destroyed unge; and sin, who taketh

away the sin of the world; and becamewa Adam to take the place

of the old, just so He makes my disobeckeHis own as Head of the whole
body. As long then as | am disobediewt @ebellious, both by denial

of God and by my passions, so long Clatist is called disobedient on

my account. But when all things shalsbhédued unto Him on the one
hand by acknowledgment of Him, and onatier by a reformation, then
He Himself also will have fulfilled Hisibmission, bringing me whom He
has saved to God. For this, accordingyoview, is the subjection of

Christ; namely, the fulfilling of the Fegr's will.

Or. 30.5.

As we see, here again Gregory does not reject tegetical methodology of the
opponent, but follows to his non-partitive treatmehthe accounts on the Christ: if the
Son’s relationship with the Father is depictedhie tanguage of the subjection and
submission, he is not against to refer this todtegnal position in relation with the
Father. But the point that is unacceptable for fgnto imagine another person with
free will along side of the Father as “some robbmr,some hostile deity”. The
emphasized “disobedient and rebellious” mode ofdoen has its place only in the
fallen condition of a man, where “passion” has tsinitial direction (on the passion
in Gregory’'s thought in details see above 1.2). ddenwhen Christ “makes my
disobedience his own” and he himself becomes édatlisobedient”, this reveals by
no means his personal will and freedom, but ratirerassumed human will, that is in
fact nothing else than the expression of our shavikedience to “the tyrant”.
Therefore, the only way that brings us freedonmésitientification of our will with his
divine will: to the act of rendering me “subduedtainthe Father follows His own

“submission” and in this way He brings me to th¢éhEa



However, at this stage there is not seen any eaptan how is it possible for

obedience and subdual to be understood as an tétoihane freedom and sovereignty,
there has not appeared yet an assurance that edreobe to God will be turned into
authentic freedom. But Gregory does not leave tBinvsuch ambiguity and initiates

us in the mystery of his paradoxical notion of fleen as obedience. So he goes on:

But as the Son subjects all to the Fag®does the Father to the Son;

the One by His Work, the Other by Hisd@leasure, as we have already said.
And thus He Who subjects presents to tBatiwhich he has subjected,

making our condition His own. Of the gakind, it appears to me, is

the expression, "My God, My God, why hBisou forsaken Me?"

It was not He who was forsaken eitheth®yFather, or by His own

Godhead, as some have thought, as iéfewfraid of the Passion, and
therefore withdrew lItself from Him in H&ufferings (for who compelled

Him either to be born on earth at allfambe lifted up on the

Cross?) But as | said, He was in His &enson representing us.

Thus, there is reciprocal movement of subjectibe: Eather does the same in relation
to the Son. There is difference only in the modeshe subjection: while the Son
subjects “by His work”, the Father responds “by Igsod pleasure”. Now, it is not
difficult to recognize in this kind of interrelatiship that what Gregory uncovered was
an idea of freedom as mutual life-bestowal. Heeedom is not exposed in terms of
self-affirmation, but rather affirmation of the eth And in the heart of this loving
communion is brought a man by the Son’s priestlyise by “representing us in His

own person”, i.e. at the same time being Himsedttgice”.

We suggest the concept of the priesthood of the Gagory owes to Eusebius of
Caesarea insofar as in the writings of the lateeican find the striking simirality of the

concept:
He then that was alone of those who ex&ted, the Word of God,

before all worlds, and High Priest oégvcreature that has mind

and reason, separated one of like passiith us, as a sheep or lamb
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from the human flock, branded on himoali sins, and fastened on him

as well the curse that was adjudged bgéd’ law, as Moses foretells:
‘Cursed is every one that hangs on&'tiiéhis he suffered ‘being made

a curse for us; and making himself sindur sakes who knew no sin,” and
laid on him all the punishments due ddar our sins, bonds, insults,
contumelies, scourging, and shamefulvb]@and the crowning trophy of the
cross. And after all this when he haerefd such a wondrous offering and
choice victim to the Father, and saceifi for the salvation of us all, he

delivered a memorial to us to offer todZontinually instead of a sacrifice.

(Demonstatio Evangelica, 1.10. cit. in Robertsd@02, p.67)

Yet, there is to be found substantial differencena$i. Although the Word by His
subjection to the Father in His priestly serviceamds His eternal relationship with
Him (for Eusebius this priesthood was eternal &s @vident in his Demonstratio. 5.3)
and in it He involves humanity representing us afidring our humanity as a “choice
victim” to the Father, nevertheless we cannot sge shadow of mutuality, there is
definitely one way subjection. And this is not sigimg since for Eusebius the Father
is sole monarch, “living apart like a sovereigrhis unapproachable inner chambers,
he alone decides what must be done” (Laudes Cadirgtaxll.3. cit. in Robertson,
2007, p.45).

By contrast, Gregory turns on its head this idegaaMereignty and offers absolute re-
thinking of it: the Father is “greater” and the Serisubjected” to Him, “honors” His
“authority”, and “fulfills His will”, not because faHis “pre-eminence”, mepoyn, that
does not leaves any room for equality (EunomiusetiApologeticus, Vaggione,
2002, p. 46-47), or His destructive “unspeakable iaexplicable Power and Essence”
(Eusebius, Demonstratio Evangelica, 4, 6, cit ilhé&ttson, 2007, p.45), but quite vice-
versa, “because He has His Being from Him beyohtina¢, and beyond all cause (Or.
30.11); and insofar as this being is very beinghef Father, “their Being itself is
common and equal, even though the Son receiverit the Father” (Ibid.). As a result

of this the logic of causality is totally deconstied:



| should like to call the Father the greabecause from him

flows both the Equality and the Being of Egpuals (this will be
granted on all hands), but | am afraid te e word Origin, lest |
should make Him the Origin of Inferiors, ahds insult Him by
precedencies of honour. For the lowerinthoée Who are from Him
is no glory to the Source. Moreover, | loikh suspicion at your
insatiate desire, for fear you should taél lof this word Greater,
and divide the Nature, using the word Greatall senses, whereas it
does not apply to the Nature, but only tggiDation. For in the
Consubstantial Persons there is nothingtgrea less in point of

Substance.

Or. 40. 43

One can read this passages but in admiration, hastarly uses Gregory his rhetoric
skills relaying on the cultural values of the stgiand yet essentially transforming
their meaning by softly shifting the accents anastbhanging the grammatical matrix
of the articulation of the idea. As a result, hepgmses new definition of the idea of
monarchy, that bears the implications of decisiignificance for ethico-political

thinking: “monarchy that is not limited to one Rarsfor it is possible for Unity if at

variance with itself to come into a condition otiglity; but one which is made of an
equality of Nature and a Union of mind, and an tdgrof motion, and a convergence

of its elements to unity” (Or. 29. 2).

This rework of the concept of sovereignty allowstasgrasp the revelation of the
eternal loving communion between the Son and ththeffain their economic
interrelation. However, since the logic of thisemtlationship remains not fully
comprehensible in terms of systematic thinking aaddes encapsulation in any kind
of syllogism, we can perceive it not by reflectmgit, but by receiving it in its lucidity
and then following beyond itself in the participatiof the Son’s priestly sacrificial
ascend to the divine bosom of the Father. In thigectdon leads us Gregory’s

pneumatological vision.



2.2. The Interrelationship between the Son and thEloly Spirit in the Economy

In the writings of ante-Nicene theologians we candly find in the definition of the
third person something substantially different fridmt of the Word of God. Hence it
was not easy task for the Alexandrian (Athanasidymus) and the Cappadocian
Fathers to defend the divinity of the Spirit amitifia place for Him in the eternal realm
of Godhead when they encountered various sorts Rifetimatomachians” and
Eunomians. Yet in the second half of the centuryaneewitnessing mature formation
of the pneumatology in the theological thought eé@dry of Nazianzus. Indeed, the
significance of the dogmatic confession of the H8pjrit was elevated by him to such
a high and articulated with such clarity that hader taken place before in the history
of dogma. As a result he formed the doctrine wihuiar features that are not evident
in the treatises of other contemporary theologiagen in that of his closest
Cappadocian friends and collaborators.

Gregory asserts the divinity of the Spirit along tfines of the argumentation of the
previous Nicene theologians as belonging to the 8whthe Father and received from
them in the economy of salvation, but at the same he affirms the independence
and sovereignty of the Spirit, who acts “where hilsW The latter effort of Gregory
leads him to puzzling language and imagery deptpyire relationship of the Spirit
with the Son as well as his own activity in the remmy.

The analysis of the interaction between the Saird the Son provides us with the link
between economic and eternal interrelationshipsw&atate that this link is straight
and not mediated by adjustments to the weaknefeeafomprehension of a man or to

any kind soteriological plans.

The examination will be divided into two parts. Wll begin by focusing on
Gregory’s exegesis for the determination of thermlation between the Son and the
Spirit. Then, we will move on to the consideratiointhe status of the Spirit in this

interrelation with reference to His cause, the Eath



2.2.1. The Spirit as a Gift of the Salvation

The order of the names proposed by the Gospels raadg theological tradition
suggest to define being of the Holy Spirit in closkation with the previous person, the
Son, and sometimes even subordinate to him. Therefehen Athanasius faced the
group of the people called by him “Tropici”, who Itheviews on the Spirit that
diminished his divinity, considering him as a cteator superior angel, he deployed
the argumentation against them in the same langtiemygh now reshaping it on the
ground of his Nicene logic. As a result his aseertiook the form of the following
analogies: “such order and nature has the Spirglation to the Son as the Son has in
relation to the Father” (Ad Serap. 1, 21. cit. wme$e, 1876, p.91). Therefore, the Spirit
is “united with the Son as the Son is united with Father”, because the Son is “own
of the substance of the Father”, insofar as hér@sri' the Father”, so the Spirit is “own
according to the substance to the Son”, since He il “from the God” (ibid. 25).
Even Basil in his mature pneumatology uses the dameulations: “in what manner
relates the Son to the Father in the same manlagesdhe Spirit to the Son” (De Sp.S.
cited in ibid., p. 99).

But for the opponent of the Cappadocians, Eunomid® did not accept Nicene
premises of the consubstantiality of the Son wihth Father this analogy served quite
well for arguing the Spirit’s subordination to ti&®n: “In all these things the pre-
eminence and the sole supremacy of God is presefoethe Holy Spirit is clearly
subject to Christ, as are all things, while the ®anself is subject to “God and the
Father” (Apology, 27, Vaggione, 2002, p. 70-71).

Nevertheless Gregory still continued to employ tiisological strategy against him
(see for example Or. 31. 4.). However, he also domesxpose the salvific role of the
Spirit shadowed by the figure of Christ. So whenphevides the argument for His
sharing activity with the Son with the Scripturarratives depicting the crucial events
for our salvation, he accentuates his activityhia way that enables affirmation of the
essential importance of these activities for theoawplishment of his mission by
Christ:



Look at these facts: Christ is born; 8perit is His Forerunner.
He is baptized; the Spirit bears witneldg is tempted; the Spirit
leads Him up. He works miracles; th@iSaccompanies them.
He ascends; the Spirit takes His plaathat great things are

there in the idea of God which areindtlis power?

Or. 31. 29.

There is apparent that using such emphatic wordsleasling”, “accompanying”,
“taking Christ’'s place” Gregory is not willing tollew any idea of the Spirit's
subordination to the Son and in his attempt heigdesva new basis for argumentation
different from that of Athanasius. This novelty ts be found in his view on the
liturgical life and baptism as a milieu where théakes place the appropriation of the
salvation bestowed by Christ to humankind. Thusta¢es: “I would honour the Son
as Son before the Spirit, but Baptism consecratiaghrough the Spirit does not allow
of this”, inasmuch as in baptism we are bestowdt thie gift of salvation which is the
Spirit (Or. 40. 43).

Certainly, the Spirit as a gift of salvation hadeady been known very well. In the
theological trend in which can be situated Gregarg, can point to Origen who
defined the activity of the Spirit in the followingay: “I think, the Holy Spirit bestows

upon those who, through Him and through particgpain Him, are called saints, the
material of the gifts, which come from God; so tha said material of the gifts is
actuated by God, is ministered by Christ, and oitgeactual existence in men to the
Holy Spirit” (Comm. On John. II. 10.77). The samecttine of the Spirit as primary
gift or as “the substance” of the gifts and graoestowed by God we find in the early
pneumatological elaborations of the Nicene Fath@isus Didymus repeats the
terminology of his master: “himself is substancetlué gifts that is given by Lord”

(ipse subsistens in his bonis quae a Domino largii(De Spiritu Sancto, I. 11).

Elsewhere he represents the Spirit in strikingrdedin: “flowing (£€yxeev) as if water

proceeding consubstantially from Him (God)” (Deriltate, Il. 2. cit. in Swete, 1876,
p. 93). Athanasius as well in his “Letters to Sevapthe primal concern of which is to



defend the divinity of the Spirit this task is angaished by broadening of the “idios”
terminology over the Spirit-Son interrelationsh#fd(Serap. |. 25.) applied before to
the Father-Son interrelationship (see Louth, 1987,99-200) and defining the Spirit
as a gift given by the Father through the Son: J[ldespoken to be proceeded from the
Father, insofar as He shines for#ikXdunet), is sent and given by the Son confessed
as being from the Father” (Letters, 20, cit in ilpd 92).

From such descriptions of the divinity of the Spas having the nature of passive,
“liquid” and dependent character it was very diificto refute the arguments of those
who assumed him as an energy and activity of Ged. (Eunomius, Apology 25-26),
which finally reduced the Spirit to the “not essalitexistence as for Eunomius the
action “cannot be unending” (Apology 23:7-8, citBarnes, 2001, p.194). Therefore,
Gregory was definitely in need of much higher pnatotogy which would be

nonetheless compatible with the soteriologicalstbiogical presuppositions of the

scriptural and traditional “gift-pneumatology”.

The Theologian finds solution in the same concdpsavereignty that, as we have
seen, was elaborated by him in the descriptionhef $on-Father interrelationship.
Thus he elaborates the same two-fold understarafitite sovereignty for the being of
the Spirit and his interrelation with two other gams of the Trinity what we have
called “kenotic sovereignty”. The best illustratiohthe interplay between these two
levels — obedience-sovereignty — of the “kenotieeseignty” applied to the Spirit is

set forth by him in the following passage:

| will ask the Father, He says, and He sd&lhd you another Comforter,
even the spirit of Truth. This He said tH&t might not seem

to be a rival God, or to make His discoarsethem by another
authority. Again, He shall send Him, husiin My Name. He leaves
out the I will ask, but He keeps the Skalid, then again, |

will send,--His own dignity. Then shallroe, the authority of

the Spirit.

Or. 31.16.



Gregory clearly extends the interrelationship hasages for the Father and the Son to
the interrelationship between the Son and the tSpitiere is preserved the main
principle of the dependence of the Spirit's misstonthe Son that was underlined by
the previous pneumatology and founded on the sgdpharrative. Yet his focus on

the word “come” allows him to discover another daelgvel in the plain sense of the
Scripture suggesting the sovereign will and divaghority of the Holy Spirit. In the

following passage on the basis of this kind of estg there is established the

definition with far reaching implications for thehale Trinitarian theology:

Coming because He is the Lord; Sent, because
He is not a rival God. For such words no less
manifest the Unanimity than they mark the satear

Individuality.

Or. 41.11.

Here is everything that is necessary for maturaugraology, and moreover, there is
already formulated general rule for articulationtb& unity and distinction of the
persons in the Trinity on the ground of the ecomointerrelations depicted in the
Scripture. The level of obedience in the salvifiassion represents the unity,
“unanimity” of the persons in the Godhead, while thilling assent and acceptance of
the same obedience reveals their freedom of disteress in eternal life of the

Trinity.

In view of these observations, we can agree wighjtidgment of Beeley only partly
that Athanasius and Basil “neither developed therféuinge of doctrinal and practical
dimensions of the doctrine of the Spirit that Gmygwould show to be fundamental to
Christian theology”. Insofar as, when the scholaoppses the evidences of his
statement, he misleads reader. Thus he makes snoghyi bold rejection of the

dependent character of the Spirit on the Son (Be&l@08, p. 281. note 52).
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By contrast, Gregory does speak of the Spirit dsriggng to the Son in Or. 31. 29:
“He is called the Spirit of God, the Spirit of Cétri the Mind of Christ, the Spirit of
The Lord”, but then immediately makes a qualifioatiin faithfulness to the above
examined logic: “and Himself The Lord”. Moreoverhan Gregory undertakes the
demonstration of the soteriological importance efitecost to his flock, although he is
willing to stress the divine sovereignty of the i@mnd calls him “my Lord” as equal
with the Christ, yet he in the same place calls $p&it as the Spirit of Christ and
makes very striking shift from the theme of the i€t's salvific activity on the earth to

the coming of the Spirit:

We are keeping the feast of Pentecost andeo€oming of the

Spirit, and the appointed time of the Proméswe] the fulfillment of
our hope. And how great, how august, is tlystetry! The
dispensations of the Body of Christ are endedather, what belongs
to His Bodily Advent (for | hesitate to sayetBispensation of His
Body, as long as no discourse persuades mé thdetter to have
put off the body [4236] ), and that of the8ps beginning.

Or. 415

Thus the coming of the Spirit is the final stagetloé salvation of the mankind for
which the Christ’s earthly life was only a promisdiile the great and exalted mystery,
the fulfillment of Joel's prophecy is preserved fibre dispensation of the Spirit.
However, this is not another dispensation differfeoin that of the Christ as Lossky
thought (Lossky, 1991, p. 156), but rather it is ame dispensation although the first
took place according to his “Body” while the secaasdaccording to his “Spirit”. So
again the Spirit remains belonged to Christ evermhe is coming independently by
his free will to reveal and teach us the mysteth@s the Christ apparently could not do

before him.
So Gregory does not designate any new ontologgealihology for the Spirit rejecting

the notion of his being as a gift of salvation bestd by the Christ. Gregory
apparently establishes the interrelationship betvibe Christ and the Spirit as Giver-



Gift in the work of the salvation: “As Christ thewv@r of it is called by many various
names, so too is this Gift” (Or. 11. 4). Moreovee,associates the Spirit with breath of
Christ (even calling the Spirit directly “the brikaif his mouth”, Or. 41.14), when he
discusses His permanent accompaniment and co-aperaith the Christ in his
earthly life:

Now the first of these manifests Him--the heglaf the sick and
casting out of evil spirits, which could not d&ygart from the Spirit;
and so does that breathing upon them after ésaifRection, which

was clearly a divine inspiration.

Or. 41.11 (see also Or. 31.26).

Yet we can agree with Beeley that Gregory avoidsnecting the Spirit with the
anointing of the humanity in the Christ (lbid.) ¢dontrast to Basil. So Gregory states:
“He was anointed with Godhead, for this anointiagi the manhood” (Or. 30.2), and
he apparently associates anointing not with theitSput with the Son’s personal
“presence in his fullness” in humanity (Or. 30. .2BYy contrast Basil argued for the
soteriological importance of the Spirit and henoeHis divinity by claiming that the
one who anoints humankind is precisely the Spffitst of all He accompanied
(ovvijv) the flesh of the Lord, being anointing and insaplr presenting according to
the written: “He on whom you see the Spirit descasc dove from the heaven, and it
remain on him, He is my beloved Son” (John. 1,138;3, 22). And also: “Jesus from
Nazareth, whom God anointed by the Holy Spirit” (Bpiritu, 16, 39). Here it is
noteworthy, how Gregory changes the exegesis ok#émee account according to his

pneumatological concerns:

And the Spirit bears witness to His Godhéadhe descends
upon One that is like Him, as does the Véioem Heaven (for
He to whom the witness is borne came fromdbg and like a
Dove, for He honours the Body (for this aléas God, through
its union with God) by being seen in a bodiym.

Or. 39.13.



There is clear that Gregory is willing to emphadize personal distinctiveness of the
Father and especially that of the Spirit in relatim the Son articulated by the
terminology of “bearing witness”. As for the Spirite goes beyond the limitations of
the concept of the inwardness of the Spirit in@eist aiming to stress the activity of
the Spirit as of the person accompanying and wsingsto the Christ as one like him,
i.e. of equal divinity with Him. Nevertheless, thimagery of descent does not deny
actually the internality of the Spirit to the Samwsell as Basil's above quoted passage
also points to the accompanying activity of theri®po the Son -euvfjv. Moreover,
we can suggest that Gregory’s two-fold pneumatologed its development to Basil,
who devotes the whole 27 chapter of his “On theyHgpirit” to the question of two

kinds of doxologies, where the Spirit is mentiomsd'with” and “in” respectively.

In view of this consideration, we will try to infmet Gregory’s sophisticated
theological reflections on Pentecost. He represtmsSpirit's coming as a gradual
process developed in manifold stages. First He tght” (Evepyet) in the creation of
the world, then in inspiration of the Old Testampatriarchs and prophets, and at the
end with Christ. His revelation in the works ofrShis crowned in breathing him by
Christ onto the disciples. But although the lati@nifested Him “more distinctly”
compared with Old Testament manifestations, neet#s both of them were equally
the presentation of Him “only in energyévgpyeiq), while His coming in Pentecost
presents Him “in its very beingo§oi0d®d¢), so to speak, associating with us and
dwelling among us” (Or. 41. 11). This distinctioetlween his breathing from Christ
and his substantial indwelling are not to be untdexs as a distinction between the
Spirit in the economy and in the theology, since Hidwelling among us cannot take
place but in the economy. On the other hand, ahavwe seen, in the same sermon
Gregory calls this personal coming the coming ef $ame Christ, but now according
to his Spirit (Or. 41.5). Therefore, the only vakdplanation needs to provide the
recognition of the same concept of two-fold perdionas it is in the case of the Son as
well as the Father: breathing of the Spirit by @f&ist points to the “low”, “kenotic”,
relative dimension of the personality of the Spivithich emphasizes His non-rival
attitude to Him, concordance, communion and uniitthwdim, while His coming

ovcoddg which He elsewhere also calls a “clearer dematstr of Himself” (Or
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31. 26), reveals His sovereign, free dimensioneétlGregory illustrates the play with
these aspects even in the account of the divididongues on the Pentecost: “And the
tongues were cloven, because of the diversity dfsGand they sat to signify His

royalty and rest among the saints, and becausehthribim are the throne of God”
(ibid. 12).

To sum up Gregory’s pneumatological strategy, we state that he crowns the
striving of the theological trend (especially tlditDidymus and Basil) at full length
aiming to express not only the divinity but the eegglity and sovereignty of the
Spirit. His success in this undertaking was coondid by broadening his two-fold
christology based on his particular exegesis ovex pneumatology. Thus, he
established two-fold understanding and hermenduotiche being of the Spirit. So
there is to be distinguished the two dimensionsi®being. On the one hand, the Spirit
as a gift of the salvation accomplished by Chrisd Aence bestowed, “breathed” by
him represents not the particular activity thatetllace only in the economy and is
designated for the specific purposes of the samatbut this is the revelation of the
very being of the Spirit and his eternal relatiapshith the Son. However, this does
not diminish the being of the Spirit as a fully idie# person. In addition, there is left
another important question the exploration of whwebuld contribute to the more
clarification of the Spirit's status in Godhead,nmay his interrelationship with the
Father.

2.2.2. The Dwelling of the Spirit in the Son in Their Relationship with the
Father

We should acknowledge that Gregory does not offigr @arification concerning the

interaction between the Spirit-Father and the Sfion relationships. Nevertheless,
there are some traces in his writings that allowonstruction of this side of his

pneumatology. Here will help us his understandihthe interplay of the lofty and low

aspects of the Spirit’s being.

As we have seen, Gregory represents the differectuets of the Scripture on the

Spirit in analogy to that of the exegetical apptodo the accounts on the Son.

However, we can notice that in spite of the idgnit the exegesis in general there is



to be perceived a difference of the mode of itsliagfpon. Thus, while in the Son-

Father interrelationship there are representedasipects of the obedient activity and
equal sovereignty, the Spirit’s interrelationshiptibhe other persons of the Trinity is
deployed in the same high-low logic although theele are depicted in the different
fashion. Here the Spirit is situated either inititernality of the person as “breath” and

“indwelled”, or out of him, “accompanying” and “beag witness” to him.

Consequently, Gregory is aware as well of the dhalracter of the inspiration of a

man by the Spirit's indwelling and bestowal upomlas a gift:

As to the things of the Spirit, may the Sgdetwith me, and grant
me speech as much as | desire; or if not yledtas is in due
proportion to the season. Anyhow He wilvogh me as my Lord;
not in servile guise, nor awaiting a commaagisome think. For
He bloweth where He wills and on whom He syilind to what
extent He wills. Thus we are inspired botlhiok and to speak
of the Spirit.

Or. 41.5

Thus, on the one hand, the Spirit is subjectedytddasire”, yet, on the other hand, he
is “my Lord” with his sovereign free will inspiringot only my speech but my intimate
thoughts as well. He reigns over me in my veryriméty, exactly in his state of being
owned and desired by me. So “I am an instrumeniGofl”’, and yet “rational
instrument” (Or. 8. 1).

Now we will turn to the relationship of the Spiwith the divine persons and will see
whether this logic works in eternity. When Gregafiscusses the gift of divine
knowledge bestowed upon us by the Spirit, he regmtsshim as coming to our

internality from another internality, from the inmdaess of God:

To search all things, yea, the deep thirigsan s,
according to the testimony of Paul, thecefbf the Spirit,



not because He is ignorant of them, buabse He

takes delight in their contemplation”.

Or. 43. 65.

The picture will become more lucid if we quote tlverds of Paul which he has in
mind: “For the Spirit searches everything, even dieeths of God. For what person
knows a man’s thoughts except the spirit of the mvaith is in him? So also no one
comprehends the thoughts of God except the Sgdirbad” (1 Cor. 2. 11). So this
internality, belonging and passivity of the Spsitould be considered as the dynamic
of the intimate “search” of the inmost depths o ferson not for taking knowledge
from him as from higher than he but rather “takitdight” in the contemplation of his

beauty as from one whom he loves.

This general view should be awaited to be founcklation of the Spirit to the Father
and to the Son. First should be noticed that Gsedesignates for the characteristic
features of the Holy Spirit the two sets of thie§itin the same way as in the case of the
Son, — in low and exalted names, although not omthe description of the Spirit-Son
relationship, but that of the Spirit and the Father

All the less exalted expressions which tdlkie being

given, sent, divided, or his being a gracgiftaan inspiration, a promise,
a means of intercession or anything elsé@same character — all these
are to be referred back to the Primal Caaséndicating the Spirit's
source and preventing a polytheistic behethree separate causes.

It is equally irreligious to make them a candal personality, like

Sabellius, as to disconnect them like theAgi
Or. 31. 30.
What is also noteworthy here, Gregory “refers battidse “low titles” to the Father

not to the Son in contrast with previous Nicenetbgians. Indeed, this matches to his

logic by means of which he expresses the unityad,Gvhen he recognizes the Father



as cause and origin of the Trinity to whom obeyseotpersons, yet with necessary
reservation that He himself pays the obediencei$gbod pleasure to no less extent.
Thus, first Gregory gives list of the lofty titlesnphasizing the Spirit’s self-sufficiency

and divine dignity:

Invisible, eternal, incomprehensible, unchabiga
without quality, without quantity, without fornmpalpable,
self-moving, eternally moving, with free-widielf-powerful,

All-powerful.

But afterwards he adds immediately: “even thougthak is of the Spirit is referable to
the First Cause, just as is all that is of the cdgotten” (Or. 41.9). So when the
Spirit is presented by His low names, this alsootiesy His being caused from the

Father in addition to his status as given by the. So

Now this notion of the Spirit's “referring back tiee primal cause” leads us to consider
the Spirit as proceeding from the Father as amisfierson and yet remaining in him
as “searching”. In the same way, as we have beewirazed, he is in the Son as his
own “breath”, “mind” and “spirit”, and yet the sanf&pirit accompanies him as a
distinct being from and out of him. But if so, wimevents us from supposing that the
Spirit comes out from the internality of the Fatlaad dwells in the internality of the
Son? Certainly, Gregory’s age was not anxious ohsoncern and he does not offer
any clear speculation on this matter, nonethelesgives us some additional hint. In
Or. 41.11 the Theologian describes the activitytha Spirit in creatures beginning
from the “perfection” and bestowing the “brightnesgpon the angels, then goes
through inspiration of the patriarchs and proptsetd reaches the disciples of Christ,
where the logic of the discussion forces him noetve the matter of the Christ as a
blind spot and provides clarification: “I omit toemtion Christ Himself, in Whom He
dwelt, not as energizing, but as accompanying lgisal. It is clear that the Spirit
could not work in the Son in the same way as incné&atures purifying, “molding”
their mind, “leading” and “carrying them away” byshstrength (ibid. 11-13). This
would mean placing the Son in the rank of creatudevertheless, it is no less obvious
that He “dwells” in the Son, pointing to the difégice of the mode of indwelling,



compared with that of creation, and this mode #ndd as accompanying his equal.
So we can assume that in each case when Gregorytionenthe term

“accompaniment” or its synonym, “bearing witness’is meant to suggest not denial
of the application of the notion of dwelling in t®n but rather the exceptional mode

of it that takes place only in the divine personh&f Godhead.

In view of this established equation of the measimj the accompaniment and
indwelling, Gregory’'s theology of Jesus’ baptism Jdardan will shed light on the
eternal role of the Spirit in the Father-Son irg&ationship. Thus in Or. 39.13, quoted
above, Gregory paints the following icon of thenlty. The Holy Spirit “descends
upon one that is like him”, i.e. here we face m& Spirit-humanity relationship in the
incarnated Christ, but the communion grounded @rndly. In addition owing to the
incarnation he descends on “the body” as well “hwwimg” it as “God through its
union with God”, so the humanity is involved inghind of relationship as well as it
happens for the Father-Son eternal relationshipvashave seen in the previous
chapter. But where does the Spirit descend from&Ating to Gospel from the same
place as the voice of the Father, from heaven hrsdwould suffice for linking the
Spirit to the Father as his point of descent, brgtg@ry makes further clarification not
allowing any shadow of the doubt and matching hisage of the Trinitarian
relationships to the narrative in details: the Eatiears withess from heaven in order
to point to the place “from thence came” the Sam,the Father who sent him that also
reveals the eternal origination of the Son fromRha¢her in the economy. Now we can
suggest that the Theologian understood the etgmualession of the Spirit from the

Father as “descent” and “dwelling” of him in thenSo

Our statement will find further support, if we drgarallels with the dense theological

reflections provided by Didymus on the same episode

And with Him there was presdmipfiv) the Holy Spirit as well

as the Father. The latter from the heawvesis bearing witnegspoptipet)
to the genuineness of his own offspring, whilettady Spirit, when the
heavens were opened for him, as being &imd above the nature of the

angels, descended and rested upon thefSeod(katel0ov Eénépevey £m



Tov Y10v toD ®eoD) . . . So ponder who is the Holy Spirit, who makes h
own temple, us, to be enthroned, gladi@d being king with the highest

God, whenever He regtgvel) upon the only-begotten Son.”

De Trinitate 2.12.

Here we can find whole set of the interrelatiorst thive believe, served for Gregory as
the material for the development and formation isf dwn two-fold concept of the
Spirit, that make us suggest Didymus as an impbsauarce for his pneumatological
reflections. Nevertheless in Gregory we never fimodion of the Spirit in which the

Son is¢€eikoviletar in the same way as the Father in the latter (D Tr 5.26).

However, there is also imagery in the writings ofe@ry to which A. Golitzin
recently called for attention, the “family imagergiming the clarification of the
procession of the Spirit. Fr. Alexander tries todfiparallels in the Syriac sources.
Certainly, we acknowledge the importance of thisréf but here we see closeness to
Didymus as well. The latter found the analogy fog mode of derivation of the Spirit
from the Father in the form of the derivation ofaBvom Adam being as different as
that of the begetting of their offspring. So hesaskand how is it written that they are
begotten and she is neither his child nor callegister of the born children?” (ibid.
5.27). Gregory pursued the same aim and poseduisigns in the same rhetoric style
(Or. 31.11) and he repeated the same argumentatibis late poems: “Eva was not
begotten, while Seth was, yet both were equally dninrand warns us: “With this in
mind, refrain from dishonouring Godhead in any wagaring in mind this your
analogy drawn from below” (On the Spirit, 37-43)hi§ analogy strengthens the
position of the Spirit to such extent that, as Gongghtly pointed out, “if it is taken
further, then it would have to be said that the 8@s begottem Patre Spirituque
(Congar, 1983, p. 33). Therefore, Gregory’'s pneoingy should be considered as
successive restoration of “a sense of the recifyragithe relations between the Son
and Holy Spirit” (Golitzin, 2001), or in his own s, as “being glorified by Him, and
giving back glory to Him” (Or. 41. 13). However, vetate again that this does not

mean for Gregory the abandonment of the Spiritsspe, “breathable” characters, but



they are to be considered as only one, “low”, oerf@itic” dimension of the same

personality.

So we maintain that Gregory establishes the diviaitd sovereignty of the Spirit on
the basis of the interrelationship of the divinespas in the economy as it was in the
case of the Son. In this work the Theologian agphies well elaborated exegetical
approach, which allows him to deal with the differaccounts of the Scripture without
causing a split in the personality of the Spiritiethwould depict him as acting
somewhat differently from his authentic persondl-sgpression, as if his true face
were hidden under a deceptive mask. In contra#ti$p the Spirit in the economy is
represented as revealing himself in his relatignshith the Son and the Father as
absolutely identical with what is implied in the nmnent realm of Godhead. This
operation shapes his understanding of the perdmay of the Spirit, which is to be
once more defined by the terminology of “kenotiges@ignty” that we have devised in

relation to Christ.

2.3. Conclusion

So Gregory broadens the paradigm of God-man “kehatlationship in and through
Christ over the trinitarian relationship in the romy. On the other hand, this
economic relationship does not differ from theieratal inner life but directly reflects
it. According to his concept of the sovereignty aeldhtionship each divine person has
two dimensions, “kenotic” and “sovereign”. The Sancomplishes his economic
activity of the creation of the world and the salva of it in obedience of the will of
the Father and this reflects His eternal suboriinato the Father. Yet, the Father's
sovereign will aims nothing else than obedienceahet Son. Thus in this kenotic-
sovereign relationship is consisted their careth@ creation as well as their life.
However, for Gregory the person of the Spirit repréas the dimensions in different
modes compared with that of the Son and the Fatherdow” dimension of the Spirit
could be defined as allowing himself to be in pgsgm in the inwardness of one’s
person and acted by him as his life “breathed” bestowed as “gift” and hence the

means of a deep existential communication with fa@operson (or persons). As a
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result, this relative dimension of the will alloasguing the unity of the persons on the
basis of the following principle, as Barnes puts'inity of the operation proves the
unity of nature” (Barnes, 2002, p.489). In addititims latter capacity of the Spirit is
revealed to us in his being divided conditionatitoitwo phases: on the one hand, he is
“before”, “above” the Son proceeding from the Fatéwed resting upon the Son, on the
other hand, he is after and from the Son in hisathieg him out. And we cannot
reduce the completion of his personal processioeitteer of these phases, since his
personality consists in both of them; or ratheriqydoth of them authentically and
wholly without any division and separation. So tkenotic dimension of the Spirit
might be called as “extensiveness”. Yet exactlyhis “extensiveness” he overflows
and transcends the margins of distinction of eagma& person and “blows” in his

absolute freedom, — this is another side of histerce.

Therefore, we face quite different logic from tha¢ usually expect in Trinitarian
relationship. So we agree with Bolotov when he idsgbat “the historical order of the
revelation contains the reflection of the mysteiryhe internal interrelationships of the
Trinity” (Bolotov, 1914, p.82). However, we by noeans accept the idea that this
order presupposes the logic of sequence, espeuihliyn the scholar tries to illustrate
this on the basis of Gregory’s well-known passagenfOr. 29. 2 where he describes
the Trinitarian eternal movement the symbolicablaage of Platonic arithmetic (Ibid.
p.83). Gregory’s two dimensional logic rather ebslles something like “trinitarian
equilibrium” (Boff, 1988, p. 6), which brings abothe “re-invigoration” of strong
pneumatology (Barnes, 2006, p. 5). Moreover, weele] in Gregory’s pneumatology
we witness a far more coherent doctrine built e fihm exegetical ground, than we
find in early Judeo-Christian strong pneumatologydj. Consequently, this does not
allow us to evaluate the achievements of pro-Niceneumatology as a “little

progress” (Ayres, 2004, p.217).



Part Three: The Knowledge of the Immanent Trinity

The exploration of the relations of the personsthe Trinity in the economy has
unequivocally demonstrated that we should not seekuggest any kind of different
interrelationships between them beyond their réi@laAs we have seen, the freedom
and sovereignty of each person is not preservedfdhie relation with each other, but
rather in the very midst of the relation, moreovers constituted in and conditioned
by the very relationship. So, why we must assuime, the same open relations of the
persons of the Trinity with us and the whole cr@ativould violate their freedom (Cf.
Zizioulas, 2008, p.72)? So there is the only arte for the divine relationship without
exception: the sovereignty and immanent being efdivine person should be sought

only in the revelation of Godhead.

However, there can be envisaged the contradictidgheonotion of person with that of
substance as of freedom with necessity in exististtimanner. Consequently, nothing
prevents us to suppose: maybe the divine persaeslr¢heir authentic existence in
their striving to transcend the boundaries of thgibstance. But here Gregory is
adamant against such assumption. He turns redloctio ad absurdunEunomius’s
contrast of will and nature. So he asks: “the Ratise God either willingly or
unwillingly; and how will you escape from your owexcessive acuteness? If
willingly, when did He begin to will? It could ndtave been before He began to be,
for there was nothing prior to Him . . . And if uifimgly, what compelled Him to
exist, and how is He God if He was compelled--amat to nothing less than to be
God?” (Or. 29. 7) Thus, the substance of God shdmgldunderstood as being in
concordance with his will and following his persbaativity in his eternal realm as

well as in the external communication with the tcea
In view of this considerations, then we shouldetise question about the conditions
of the knowledge of the triune substance, i.e.ltdwoin proper sense of the word, and

hence the nature of the divine transcendence.

First, we will examine Gregory's epistemologicalingiples and his concept of

revelation through the historical narrative of davation of Scripture that will allow



us to find the ways of penetration from the econadmtp the sphere of theology.
Afterwards, we will undertake an analysis of thatemt of the trinitarian vision as it is
comprehended and experienced by theologian by mefassccessful application of

his epistemology.

3.1. The Theological Epistemology

In the previous chapters we have witnessed theesspre coherence of Gregory’s
thought notwithstanding his fascination with verysystematic, poetic style of
expression. So the same unpredictable situatiotsvi@i us in his mystical exaltations
towards the Trinity. At first glance his vision thfe triune God seems to breaks every
rule of logic and takes us in the world of para@dmd pure contingency: we should
accept the Trinity only because it is revealed erperienced as a reality and if we
cannot understand, it does not matter, there isadded from our reason only
obedience. Yet, Gregory truly was “a champion afhua liberty in the face of God”
(Plagnieux, 1951, p. 75) and the capacity of hukaowledge reaches its full self-

realization exactly in his trintarian paradox.

The first sign of the consistency of his theoloyEgistemology is already discernable
in its anthropological ontological foundations theaive been discussed in our first
chapters. Furthermore, he draws the close conmechetween these anthropological
tenets and the above examined concept of two-diimeals'kenotic sovereignty”. And
when this perfectly elaborated knowledge conditignédifice works in concert with
his exegetical theory, then emerges the light ef Thinity with all its characteristic

features that shapes his language of dogmatic fations.

Thus, the aim of this chapter is to demonstratavimat ways Gregory involves the
above mentioned concepts in the construction otrm#arian epistemology. Hence,
the task will be divided into two parts which wenceall conditionally philosophical
and theological premises of the knowledge. So & fitst part we will analyze his

understanding of the human existential need andaigpof the comprehension of the
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divine reality. After this we will try to determinthe role of the Scripture which it

plays in this comprehension.

3.1.1. The Desire for the Substance of God

Usually the scholars of Gregory begin the studyisftheological epistemology from
the notion of purification that is recognized as first stage for acquiring the divine
knowledge. Thus, for Beeley Gregory “typically hegjiwith the purification that is
required in order to know God” (Beeley, 2008, p).@agneux ascribes to his thought
the evaluation of the purification as “the moralifidations of the apostolic doctrine”
(Plagnieux, 1951, p. 83), and Spidlik calls it ‘jpity to illumination” (Spidlik, 1971,
p.119).

However, the texts that serve the illustrationto$ tstatement are mostly taken from
Gregory’s orations (especially “Theological Orastnthat have more polemical

character and are intended to refute Eunomius’'ssedo and self-sufficient

epistemology. Therefore, here Gregory “deals castiowith” the weakness of human
knowledge more than in his other writings (Norti®91, p. 116). Moreover, in these
sermons he is willing to stress not only limitagoaf human knowledge but even
limited access to this limited knowledge as welhdAhence enters his aristocratic
concept of purification (Or. 28.2. See also Or. 20.and fear as “the beginning of
wisdom” (Or. 39. 8).

But in the same set of his texts we can also fordething that betrays the other side
of Gregory’'s view on human knowledge that is mucbrenoptimistic and less
rigorous. Thus, in Or. 39 where he speaks aboufehe and purification we come

across with the understanding of the divine knogeds satisfying our desire:

For we must not begin with contemplation &ale off with fear
(for an unbridled contemplation would perhppsh us over a

precipice), but we must be grounded and jgari&nd so to say
made light by fear, and thus be raised tdight. For where

fear is there is keeping of commandments;vamekre there is



keeping of commandments there is purifyinghefflesh, that

cloud which covers the soul and suffers ittocdee the Divine Ray.
And where there is purifying there is lllumiioa; and Illlumination is
the satisfying of desire to those who longtfa greatest things, or

the Greatest Thing, or That Which surpasdagetness.

Or. 39. 8.

There are the stages gradually leading to the lkeuhyd of God: fear, keeping
commandments, purification flesh. The reward fasthefforts is the illumination. But
this illumination is “satisfying desire” somethitigat seemingly should be counted as a
totally contradicting to the restrictions of pucition: which desire will be satisfied if |
have rejected it from the very beginning as somethimpure and dangerous like
“beast”? It is impossible to solve this conundrdnvé do not take into consideration
his specific understanding of mind-body duality.tihe previous chapter, dealing with
the anthropological premises of the soteriology e demonstrated the crucial
significance of the body with its weakness for atibn of man and we have suggested
the immense impact of this concept on his theoklgapistemology. Now we can

observe the ways this anthropology affected Greégagognosia

Gregory is fully aware of the sovereign positionaofman in the universe — “great in
littelness”, “a new angel”, “king of all upon ther¢h”, and yet he is “subject to the
king above”. Then exactly this antinomic conditmihis sovereignty fashions the dual
constitution of his existence: “earthly and heaygetémporal and yet immortal; visible
and yet intellectual”, so personality of a manptdetween these extremities: “half-
way between greatness and lowliness; one and the(sav avtov) spirit and flesh”.
Nevertheless Gregory does not merely leave a mémsrhalf-way” and in the brief
formula delineates the dynamic concept of the caimn of these parts with each
other in the interrelation with God: “spirit forahgrace(dwa tv yxdpw); flesh for
pride (8o, tnv €érapoig)”. This primordial state of tension in which Godsdged us

is already beginning of gaining the divine knowledmd the unity with God:

in order as | conceive by that part of it @thive can comprehend to



draw us to itself (for that which is altogetlincomprehensible is outside
the bounds of hope, and not within the cormpd€ndeavour), and by

that part of It which we cannot comprehendhtave our wonder, and as
an object of wonder to become more an olgedesire, and being desired
to purify, and by purifying to make us like@&so that when we have thus
become like Himself, God may, to use a bajoression, hold converse
with us as Gods, being united to us, andphdtaps to the same extent as

He already knows those who are known to Him.

Or. 38. 7.

Thus, the first stage is not an compulsory asafort imposed on our nature from
outside, but our very existence, more preciselyilpadesire and strive towards the
comprehension of God in order to achieve its f@alization in the dignity of
becoming God and conversing with him as equal. Pbefication intervenes as

naturally linked to this desire as an intermedistage and a means of its fulfillment.

However, since Gregory recognizes the possibilftgltange of the direction of the
same striving, the purification serves as a bomterbetween the right and wrong
directions of bodily desire: while the right dirieet leads to its natural fulfillment, the
wrong pushes in thirst and dissatisfaction withexd. Therefore, the purification and
the associated virtues with it, such as “fear”, éfgi;mg commandments” and
“obedience” do not restrict the desire but, in cant, provides its restoration in right
path. Hence, Gregory’s understanding of Law isnegjative in relation to free will but

it is “a material” for will “to act upon”:

This Law was a Commandment as to what plaetmight partake of,

and which one he might not touch. Thislattas the Tree of Knowledge;
not, however, because it was evil fromliaginning when planted; nor
was it forbidden because God grudged iisto. Let not the enemies of
God wag their tongues in that directioninoitate the Serpent...But it
would have been good if partaken of atgtoper time, for the tree was,

according to my theory, Contemplation, updnich it is only safe for those

~ 100~



who have reached maturity of habit to erat which is not good for those
who are still somewhat simple and greedyh@ir habit; just as solid food is

not good for those who are yet tender, e need of milk.

Or. 38. 12.

Here we face an obvious paradox: the prohibitiondetire by law leads to its
satisfaction. We should abstain from the pursuibwf desire in order to fulfill it. God
bestowed us with the “gift of free will”, yet we @hid obey him and keep the
commandment “in order that God might belong to kisnthe result of his choice, no

less than to Him who had implanted the seeds d¢fbtdl.).

To find solution we should remember our formulaidett for Gregory’s theory of
bodily desire: “lack causes desire”. The weaknesksaffering, i.e. lack of fullness of
life and mortality of flesh (Lacan’'manque a l'etreauses desire and drives a man
towards divine light as the source of “life of eyeeasonable” being (Or. 30.20). But
at the same time lack marks, fixes distance andlgaween subject and object of
desire. So Law and the prohibition is not to bearatbod as something external to our
existence but as the very constituent element obodily desire, - it is another side of
the same coin. Consequently, the obedience of Evotés the voluntarily acceptance

and recognition of our current condition of ladkisisomething likamor fati

Such dialectical nature of desire was already disaa by Plato for whom loving
desire was the offspring of Penia (poverty) andré®(wealthy). First he proposes
definition already containing contradiction: “Théswhat it is to love something which
is not at hand” (Symposium, 200 d), therefore, laweeds good and beautiful things,
and that's why he desires them — because he nkeds ({bid. 202 d). Afterwards
Plato illustrates the double nature of love, thensadesire, in resemblance with
Gregory: “Then, what could Love be?’ | asked; ‘A mad?’ ‘Certainly not’ ‘Then,
what is he?’ . . . He is in between mortal and iontal’ (Ibid.). And directed towards
ultimate Goodness, i.e. God it plays intermediag:r“Gods do not mix with man;
they mingle and converse with us through spirittdad, whether we are awake or

asleep. . . . these spirits are many . . . andbtieem is Love” (lbid. 203 a). Moreover,
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this love and striving towards God is because “Lawast desire immortality” (Ibid.
207 a). But Plato is not willing to ascribe to exmre the faithfulness to love although
everyone desires good for himself and thus partakésve: “we divide out a special
kind of love, and we refer to it by the word thagans the whole — ‘love’; and for the
other kinds of love we use other words” (205 b),wou may say generally that all
desire of good and happiness is only the greatsabtle power of love; but they who
are drawn towards him by any other path, whether ghth of money-making or
gymnastics or philosophy, are not called lovers—thme of the whole is appropriated
to those whose affection takes one form only—thieye are said to love, or to be
lovers” (205 d). InPhaedrushe draws sharper line of division between lovésrirue

sense and its distorted, fallen state:

Now a sick man takes pleasure in anythingdioas not resist him,

but sees anyone who is equal or superiomoas enemy.

238 e.

So there is clear that the distortion of love ispéthed by nothing else than
contradicting to the very nature of love which detssin desire of what “he has not”,
i.e. what is “opposed to him” and hence is “equalsoperior”. Therefore, in such
corrupted state of love and desire man “goes aifteratural pleasure” (250 e). And
again we can find in the spiritual contemplatiorose affinity with Gregory’'s
“wonder” and tension: “recent initiate, howevergeonho has seen much in heaven —
when is he seea godlike face or bodily form, that captured Beawwil, first he
shudders and a fear comes over him like thoselhatfthe earlier time; then he gazes

at him with the reverence due to a god” (251 a).

Such tension between “I” and “other”, “already” aridot yet” is intrinsically

constitutive of Gregory’s whole theology and epistdogy. So he has strong feeling
of, what Lunea calls, “constructive nature of timguneau, 1965, p. 155, cited in
Winslow, 1979, p. 65). And here we face crossroativeen Plato and Gregory. For

Plato this tension will be eliminated after “awakw®gi of the inherent knowledge of
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eternal Truth and Beauty in soul, insofar as “kremlge — true knowledge — is
remembering what the soul once knew” (Louth, 2@0Y). Hence, the striving towards
knowledge is nothing else than “its homecoming'idltp. 3). Therefore, it is even
hard to perceive it as a real striving and movemsinte in fact you are always at
home. To such logical conclusion afterwards puskéatinus for whom as well
“knowledge implies desire” (Ennead. V.3.10.), bohatheless he rejects any “coach
or ship” for this intellectual journey, and onlyrdands to “close the eyes and call
instead upon another vision which is to be waketthiwiyou, a vision, the birth-right
of all, which few turn to use” (1.6.8-9, cit. in uth, 2007, p.39).

By contrast, Gregory’s Truth is eternal “Other” andnsequently, striving and moving
towards Him faces real gap — “Law”. So the obedtetw law is nothing else than
recognition of this condition of de-centralizatiohour existence and discontinuity in
our consciousness. While the fall is neglect of ttap (maybe from fear of it), violent,
“immature” reduction of the distance between presan future, and taking in “greed”
what still belongs to “Other”. And he quite lucidigsociates this gap to human body:

Therefore this darkness of the body has beareglaetween us and God,
like the cloud of old between the Egyptians HrelHebrews; and this is

perhaps what is meant by "He made darknessadretsplace”.

Or. 27. 16.

Thus, for Gregory human body is an epistemologicaistructive element even when
he insists that it is obstacle for our comprehamsibGod. Yes, it is an obstacle, since
it causes problems to our consciousness, but coarsmuess must be problematized in
order to operate properly, i.e. face other in iteemmess. Such understanding of
consciousness that demands awareness, “obedieofcéfs limitations for its full
realization can be called “kenotic consciousnessii@ous (or identical) of the notion

of “kenotic sovereignty”.

Yet, our consciousness not limited only in relattonGod whose incomprehensibility

could be justified in view of his transcendence, ®tegory finds “other” in creation as
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well and attacks Eunomius in long discourse ovemmhey him by the mysteries of
the nature like book of Job: “But | would have ymarvel at the natural knowledge
even of irrational creatures, and if you can, expits cause” (Or. 28.25Y herefore,
for him it is ridiculous to claim to know God’'s esge and even name it (though
negativg by “unbegotten”. It seems that Eunomius was syhgi& to the
philosophical tradition interpreting Plato’s Cratglas giving to name the capacity of
revealing inner meaning of thing (R.M. van der B&g08, p.54). On the other hand,
Gregory might found something common in the cam@lefkandrian Neoplatonists
who accepted Aristotelian approach and underst@wdenas purely human invention
(Ibid.).

In view of these considerations, it is not surpgsihat the activity, the pursuit of
virtue, praxisfor Gregory is of crucial importance in contrasfotinus who “draws a
distinction between civic virtues, which are esigiyt concerned with the conduct of
life here on earth, and purificatory virtues, whiap the soul to detach itself from the
world and prepare it for contemplation (see I.2vB)ch is tranquility — “where will be
no battling in the soul’ (1.2.5) (Louth, 2007, B)4 Naturally this worldview should be
totally acceptable for Gregory whose “whole se#tfication as a Christian” was “in
monastic terms of ascetical withdrawal” (McGuck2001, p. 169), and who dreamed:
“to be free of practical affairs and to devote nifypeacefully to the contemplative
life” (Or. 10. 1). However, his self-identificatioas Christian “considered as the
imitation to Christ” forced him to “practice all@hvirtues of the Savior and follow him
‘by action and contemplationffym xai Bewpiq)” (Spidlik, 1971, p.127). As a result
of this tension in him, there was “equally self-scious” both his longing to escape the
world and his “desire to “return” into the worldWinslow, 1979, p.15). Indeed,
paradoxically in Or. 25 Gregory, suffering from tilaess of his body, praises Hieron
who “encompassed in every action private and conatfiand he goes on arguing the

priority of socially active life developing the wieoChristian doctrine of charity:

For everyone received his being not fordathbut for everyone,
who has the same nature as he and is drbgtene Creator, and
for the same reasons. In addition, | hasnghat the anachoretic

life in desert that escapes relations wehbple, although is important
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and high, even exceeds the human capadititd is reduced only
by the persons who succeeds in it and tejetations and com-
passion — properties of love . . . By castty communal life, which is
pursued in the surrounding of other peapl@ddition to being judge
of virtue, is spread over many and it mdosely approaches to the
providence of God, who created everything ted everything

by the bonds of love, and our generatifter dosing its goodness
by entering the sin, called again back biing and being in

communion with us.

Or. 25. 5.

Indeed, the communal life is a real imitation oé ffrinity whose “movement of self-
contemplation alone could not satisfy GoodnessGnad must be poured out and go
forth beyond lItself to multiply the objects of keneficence, for this was essential to
the highest Goodness” (Or. 38. 9). Therefore, hisnahd of purification for
theological contemplation although has obviousnéifito Neoplatonism nonetheless
Gregory deployed in this language purely biblicatiderstanding of “keeping
commandments” (Or. 39. 8). Here again we face wigatan call the deconstruction

of Platonism.

Consequently, his objection to Eunomius’s gnosaosdgptimism is far from being
something negative as diminishing the value of hurkaowledge, insofar as this
recognition of the limitations, i.e. the obedient® the bodily law by keeping
commandments is a necessary pre-condition for mgicomplete knowledge in future.
So a man is “a living creature trainédikovopovpuevov) here, and then moved
elsewhere(aAlayod pediotduevov); and, to complete the mystery, deified by its
inclination to God(kat Tépag T0d puoTnpiov T TPog eov vevoel Beobuevov)
(Or. 38.11). Thus, a man enters into the very mifsthe divine nature in his
movement of deification and “partaking” of the Tret Knowledge “at the proper
time” (Or. 38. 12):

What God is in nature and essence, no man etdrag
discovered or can discover. Whether it will elve discovered is a
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guestion which he who will may examine and decith my opinion it
will be discovered when that within us whiclgadlike and divine, |
mean our mind and reason, shall have minglell iatlike, and the
image shall have ascended to the Archetype haftwit has now the
desire. And this I think is the solution of tivexed problem as to

"We shall know even as we are known" (1 Corl23:

Or. 28. 17

Here we should search for his source of the trilsitatheology. But first we should ask
how could he achieve the reconciliation of theseesmities of unmerciful skepticism
and naive “rationalism”? Does it not make void tlesion which is so crucial for his
epistemology? In order to answer on this questiensivould remind his concept of
two-dimensional personality devised by him for theine persons: “low” aspect does
not diminish the “high”, but rather affirms it. Gyery is willing even to draw direct
parallels between the divine persons and deifiedaruperson: we will come to know
God in such extent as it is known by the divinespas {vdon tocovtov, dcov LT’
aAlMAov yivdokovtal) (Or. 25. 17). But what happens with the transceodeof
God? First of all Gregory denies understanding ofl'€ transcendence in terms of
“resentment” of our knowledge by God: “it is noatte treasures his own fullness of
glory, keeping his majesty costly by inaccesshailitt would be utterly dishonest,
utterly out of character not merely for God but &or ordinary good man with anything
of a proper conscience about him to get the topeplay keeping others out” (Or.
28.11). And exactly moved by such ultimate kindnesd compassion God meets our

counter movement towards him and, so to put ihstands his own transcendence:

And Jesus Himself in an Upper Chamber gave tirar@union of the
Sacrament to those who were being initiated tineohigher Mysteries,

that thereby might be shewn on the one hand3bdtmust come down to
us, as | know He did of old to Moses; and ondtieer that we must go

up to Him, and that so there should come to pg8smmunion of God
with men, by a coalescing of the dignity. Fotas) as either

remains on its own footing, the One in His Gltdrg other in

his lowliness, so long the Goodness of God camigle with us, and
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His loving kindness is incommunicable, and thsra great gulf
between, which cannot be crossed; and whichratgsanot only the Rich
Man from Lazarus and Abraham's Bosom which hgddor, but also the

created and changing natures from that whielidmal and immutable.

Or41.12.

But this communication becomes much stronger arabecl in another “Upper
Chamber” on Pentecost (Ibid.) - the Holy Spirit fia very being ¢vc108®¢), so to
speak, associating with us and dwelling among uSt. (41.11). Thus, the
transcendence is overcome by the personal actif/itye Son and in the Spirit we have
already access to the substance of the Trinityremidnly to the divine persons. And
this is quite consistent with the logic of Gregarigo does not contradicts persons and
substance with each other, but the latter is amernabthe voluntary activity of the
former. Though this seems to be inconsistent im$eof philosophical reason: there is
abolished the definition of the substance of Godtlas only truly simple reality” in
contrast with creation, which Pro-Nicenes were ‘@l bearing in mind” (Ayres,
2004, p.278). But Gregory is quite happy rejectimgnotion of God’s simplicity being

well aware of its uselessness for his epistemology:

Even though one may conceive that because bfeaisimple Nature
He is therefore either wholly incomprehensibigerfectly comprehensible.

For let us farther enquire what is implied by 8f a simple Nature?" For
it is quite certain that this simplicity is nitgelf its nature, just as composition

IS not by itself the essence of compound beings.

Or. 45. 3

In contrast to Basil, who distinguished God’s aitfiv(évepyein) and work
(rompara) of God with their gnoseological correlate, Origani‘epinoia”, from the
divine essence (Hanson, 1988, p.690), Gregory pexpdhe concept of “limitless
substance” which certainly exceeds human comprédrerend “is outlined by the
mind” not “by things that represent him completebyt by the things that are

peripheral to him as one representatipaytacta) is derived from another to form a
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kind of singular image of the trutBv t1 1fig aAnfeiag wdaipa): fleeing before it
can be mastered, escaping before it can be comestning on our guiding reason
(provided we have been purified) as a swift, flegtflash of lightning shines in our
eyes” (Or. 38.7). However, Gregory by no means thes‘periphery” from the divine
essence as well as “image of truth” from truthlifdsut he attains the wholeness of the
knowledge in unceasing dynamics, movement from kedge to knowledge thus
making us friends equal (on deification as makingat to God see e.g. Or. 34.12;

45.13) to the persons of the Trinity:

And he does this, it seems to me, so that to tlienexhat the Divine can be
comprehendedt® Annte ) it may draw us to itself—for what is completely
incomprehensibleanntov) is also beyond hope, beyond attainment; andtthat
the extent that it is beyond our comprehensiap §Annt®) it might stir up our
wonder, and through wonder might be yearned fothal more, and through our
yearning might purify us, and in purifying us mighake us like God; and when we
have become this, that he might then associate wgtintimately as friends—my
words here are rash and daring! — uniting himseth us and making himself
known to us as God to gods, perhaps to the sareateakiat he already knows those

who are known by him.

Ibid.

Thus, the concept of God'’s infinitude we shouldsider as Beeley insightfully states,
not only limiting our intellectual capacities bus avell bringing “a direct and
continuous relationship between God’'s being and htbman knowledge of God”
(Beeley, 2007, p.107). So we should assume thah\@regory stresses the limitation
of human intellect, he is willing to deny encapsola of the truth (even of creaturely
order) in the totality of rationalism, but instehd wants us to “walk in the paths of
infinite” (Or. 27.12).

This concept of endless desire for and approadhiaglusive essence of God we also

find in Gregory of Nyssa. According to him Moseshis unsatisfied desire of the

knowledge of God “demands to obtain, beseechesotb t& manifest himself not in
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measure according to which he could participeite géteyev dvvartai), but how he

is in himself(dg €éxewvdg €ot1)” (Life of Moses, XLIV, 401 C, cit in Danielou, 194

p. 303). In this passage Danielou sees the twoatitatinge elements of Nyssa’s notion
of epectasis: “this is preciselly the union of teal participation and growing in
duvvdpueig, but which remains at the same time tending tos/éind infinity ofovcia”
(Danielou, 1944, p. 304). Yet, Nazianzen seemstohch bolder since he is willing
to build his trinitarian dogmatics on this epistdogy and his vision of a human
person in the community of the divine persons asddefinition articulated by the
same logic of two-dimensionality already points émds positioning a man beyond the
economy in the realm of the theology of trinitarigght. But for Gregory even this
widening of human boundaries takes place on thés lEsthe history of salvation
revealed in the Scripture and, therefore, now vaikhexamine how does respond his

exegesis to his epistemological demands.

3.1.2. The Spirit of the History of Salvation

Gregory develops his exegetical attitudes mostlgmwhe deals with “a strange and
unscriptural God” — the Holy Spirit (Or. 31. 1). Iaérly acknowledges that “Scripture

does not very clearly or very often write Him Godeixpress words (as it does first the
Father and afterwards the Son) (Or. 31. 21), sedwns to be forced to find the
justification for his argumentation of the deitytbe Spirit from non-scriptural sources
as it was in the case of Basil. Therefore, he aggethe doctrine of gradual unfolding

of the “order of theology"1d&1g Bcoloyiag) of the Trinity in the history:

The Old Testament proclaimed the Father opemlgl,the Son more
obscurely. The New manifested the Son, andestgd the Deity of the

Spirit. Now the Spirit Himself dwells among as\d supplies us with a
clearer demonstration of Himself. For it was safe, when the

Godhead of the Father was not yet acknowledgadly to proclaim the
Son; nor when that of the Son was not yet reckte burden us further

(if I may use so bold an expression) with thdyHBhost.

Or. 31. 24
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Scholars unequivocally recognize here influenc®ngen (Cf. Hanson, 1988, p. 782;
Beeley, 2007, p. 170; McGuckin, 2001, p. 309), waiks about “gradual advance”
and “ascension”, and calls the Old Testament lawsdg of schoolmaster” which

conducts “to Christ, in order that, being instracend trained by it, they might more
easily, after the training of the law, receive there perfect principles of Christ” (De

Princ. 3.6.8). This process of ascension to its saoimation he envisages
accomplished sometimes in the end of history gsoasession” of “a truth that Gospel
which is called everlasting, and that Testamerdgr eew, which shall never grow old”

(ibid); sometimes this “truth of the events desedin the historical books” is revealed
by “Christ who came and embodied Gospel, and detyling as Gospel according to
Gospel”, and this truth is “that “God is spirit” @8 im. Jn. 1.6. 34-35). So, there is

unity of the spiritual and eschatological dimensiof Scripture.

Although here is apparent similarity to Gregoryisw on the Scriptural revelation, we
are witnessing again the conceptual rework of @rig&'hile for Origen “spirit” is
“divine attribute common to the Father, the Son #re Spirit” (Harl, 1958, p. 278),
for Gregory if the substance of God is named adritspnd “holly” only by
contribution of the person of the Holy Spirit (&1.4). And this changes Gregory’s
reading of Scripture significantly: while for Origespiritual sense of Scripture as an
purely intellectual truth is to be achieved by asten, for Gregory it is rather brought
to the earth by the Spirit himself and is commut&dan his living dwelling in a man.
This change of general perspective can be demeedtia his concrete readings of
Scripture.

The application of this Origenian methodology t@ ttoctrine of the Holy Spirit
Hanson evaluates as “serious and honest answerisigrounded not so much on
Scripture itself as on its interpretation “in thentext of, the religious experience of the
church and of the Christian individual” (Hanson8&9p. 783). Certainly, this is true
and Gregory sees the stumbling at the word of theptsire in his opponent’s
ignorance of the Spirit, calls them to “meet onethar in a spiritual manner” (Or.
41.7) and promises them “bringing back from th&eleto the sense, as we do with the
Old and New Testaments” (Or. 42.16). However, heoswilling to detach from the
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literal “earth” of Scripture unlike Origen for whotwltimate truth of Scripture does
not belong to the historical order, but must belemghe spiritual” (Crouzel, 1989, p.
105). By contrast, Gregory clearly refutes the idéand of “dispensation of the body
of Christ” — “as long as no discourse persuadeghatit is better to have put off the
body” - presumably having in view some of his comperaries (Or. 41.5). So, in the
clarification of his exegetical approach he dravesaplels between human bodily

existence and the literal level of Scripture likeg@n but with different conclusion:

For in that Mount itself God is seen by mentlsmone hand through
His own descent from His lofty abode, on thesotthrough His drawing

us up from our abasement on earth, that therpcehensible may be
in some degree, and as far as is safe, comptetidoy a mortal nature.
For in no other way is it possible for the demess of a material body
and an imprisoned mind to come into consciousnés§od, except by

His assistance . . .

But we, standing midway between those whose snamd utterly
dense on the one side, and on the other thoseawvery

contemplative and exalted, that we may neitbarain quite idle and
immovable, nor yet be more busy than we ougid,fall short of and be
estranged from our purpose--for the former c®usslewish and very
low, and the latter is only fit for the dreansusayer, and both

alike are to be condemned.

Or. 45. 11-12.

Thus, Gregory avoids any allegorical extremities amstead of Origen’s “heavens”
(who mentions another heaven even after the heaeanth of saints) he prefers image
of raised earth — mountain. So, on the one handebegnizes dissociation of the
words from their corresponding realities in somacpk of Scripture: “Some things
have no existence, but are spoken of; others wihickexist are not spoken of; some
neither exist nor are spoken of, and some botht exid are spoken of” (Or. 31.12).

But when he provides with concrete examples ilatstg “difference in terms and
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things” to “a slave to the letter”, and “a followef syllables at the expense of facts”,

we are surprised seeing mere human logic insteadroé kind deep spiritual gnosis:

But if, when you said twice five or twice sevérpncluded from your
words that you meant ten or fourteen; or if, wigeu spoke of a rational

and mortal animal, that you meant Man, should tyink me to be talking

nonsense?

Or. 31. 24.

Indeed, Gregory in his pneumatological argumemtadifier seemingly going beyond
the plain sense of Scripture in fact gives “a ddypgacked and beautifully expressed
cento of biblical allusions” (Hanson, Basil’'s Dace of Tradition, p. 254, cit. in
Beeley, 2007, p. 181). But this faithfulness toi@are is indebted to deeply personal
understanding of its ultimate truth which meang th# things should be taught us by
the Spirit when He should come to dwell amongst arsdd “of these things was the
deity of the Spirit Himself (Or. 31. 27).

To sum up Gregory’s epistemology, we should stad he constructs communicative
concept of knowledge. For him knowledge by no meafers to static, objective truth
lying beyond human historical condition and its ifttiral narratives for access to
which the earth serves as a starting point thatilshbe abandoned once you are
detached from its surface. Rather the Theologiamsages human bodily existence as
well as its Scriptural historical correlate as atrinsic dimension of human cognitive
constitution and it serves as a mean of interrogatf the ultimate truth which
responds in the same “kenotic” way coming out frbiis transcendence and thus
placing His very transcendence, i.e. sovereigntyhia disclosure, i.e. the Spirit in
history, in body. We maintain that only such coricepthe theological truth could
form Gregory’s doctrine of the Trinity the ontologi foundations of which will be

explored in the following chapter.
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3.2. Theology: The Ontology of Paradox

The doctrine of God deployed in the trinitariandaage seems to aim at intensifying
the feeling of the weakness of the human mind énféite of God’s ultimate supremacy
and transcendence. The shocking contradictioneofriltaculous one-and-three leaves
us without hope of achieving any solution and pesed our mind, the Kantian
autonomougatio. Yet, we can suggest that as modern quantum phygemanded a
substantial revision of Kant's epistemology withowjecting the very notion of
comprehensibility (See. Heisenberg, 1971, pp.115)%120 the Trinitarian “physics”
guestions us almost in the same way when it “ddited our epistemic ‘certainties”
(Ayres, 2004, p.322). This instability is also faum the thought of Gregory of
Nazianzus where it is destined to eventually fitedway “back to non-positivistic
knowledge of God” (Douglas, 2006, p.87).

As we have seen, Gregory’s concept of knowledgdi@mphe direct participation in
the being of the object of knowledge: the exis@rdommunication with it rather than
simply the gathering and analyzing of neutral infation about it. This might be
formulated in such way: during the experiment thsesver affects the object of his
observation and the received information mirroesititervention of the observer in the
“life” of the object. So, if we ascribe this typef @aining knowledge to the
Theologian’s contemplation, then we should awag tlontent of knowledge to be

shaped by the God-human interaction.

However, in contrast with physics, in theology trexy possibility of knowledge is
conditioned by the initiative on the side of théject” — God, who confers knowledge
to us and after our loss of it restores it againthle light of this presupposition, the
object of our knowledge is to be perceived in theryvact of the theological
observation as constantly preceding and thus rgnaway beyond the temporal
horizon of our grasp. Therefore, the divine knowledot only bears the signs of the
“purification” of our mind but by provoking the des it “draws near to him” (Or.
23.11.), and bestowing the property of sonshiphefdivine “archetype”, the Son, in
the deification (Or. 1.4; 27.17.) stretches us bely@urselves and enables us to

identify ourselves with “the object”. As a resuite become able to attain the two-fold
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knowledge of God: on the one hand, knowledge ablimt in His relation to us, and
on the other, about Him “before” hesl extrarelation, yet not in his being, but in his
archetypal “drawing” us as his icons for the idéecdition with him in the deification.
So the language describing this experience wouttsisb from two interchangeably
used grammars: the one describing “God for us” andther - God in his sublime
existence towards which he calls us. In this way fivel two interconnected

“grammars of participation” (Ayres, 2004, p.322).

We argue that Gregory’s doctrine of the Trinitybigt a result of pushing to its logical
conclusion the biblical and the pro-Nicene visidnGod. In this vision, God is an
absolutely transcendent and self-sufficient beind get disclosing himself in the
events of the Incarnation and Pentecost with neeleiiliness. The latter point allows
us to assume the transcendent and absolute substaribe subjects of the divine
revelation in the very disclosure, the structurembich is constituted by the eternal

Trinitarian relations¢yéoeig) of the same subjects.

In order to demonstrate the plausibility of thiedts, we will investigate Gregory’s two
kinds of construction of the trinitarian relatiofsh Our focus will be on the dynamics
of the light of revelation and on the inner moveinainthe Trinity. We will start with
the ontological meaning of Gregory's light imageaypd then will turn to his

understanding of the Trinitarian movement.

3.2.1. The Triune Light

Gregory sometimes designates the name of “theoldbgta someone who has
knowledge about God seemingly in the abstract dtedian sense and hence he sees
no problem to ascribe it to everyone who is recogghias being such outside the
boundaries of pro-Nicene orthodoxy and even Clangly (See. Beeley, 2004, p.196).
Yet, his view on the proper way of theologizing risstricted by the particular
conditions of personal as well as communal wayifef These preconditions are fully

summarized in the following passage:
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Approach [God] by the way you live, for whsipure can only be acquired
through purification. Do you want to becoantheologian someday, to be worthy
of the Divinity? Keep the commandments. Mg&ar way forward through
observing the precepts, for Christian pcackpagic) is the stepping-stone to

contemplationBgwpia).

Or. 20.12.

Further, if we ask about the meaning and signifteanf contemplation (which is a
synonym of the illumination), he unfolds it by thole set of scriptural concepts of
the salvation before his congregation on Epiph#mg/,'Feast of the Lights”:

lllumination is the splendour of souls, tteaversion of the life, the question
put to the Godward conscience. It is tlietaiour weakness, the renunciation
of the flesh, the following of the Spitiihe fellowship of the Word, the
improvement of the creature, the overwhegf sin, the participation of light,
the dissolution of darkness. It is the ie@e to God, the dying with Christ, the
perfecting of the mind, the bulwark of Raithe key of the Kingdom of heaven,
the change of life, the removal of slaveng loosing of chains, the remodelling
of the whole man. Why should | go into hat detail? lllumination is the

greatest and most magnificent of the Gift&od.

Or. 40.3

Thus, the contemplation of God as an ultimate gbahe practical effort is itself “the
Gift” of salvation. As such it retroactively creatghe very conditions for its
attainment. So without forceful attempts on ourt peltich embrace the whole of our
existence, theology remains a sealed book. Yepullattempts are but the work of
Sisyphus unless “the aid” comes to “our weaknessdeed, Gregory states such
retroactivity of the theological contemplation agfily: “It appears to us to the extent
that we are purified; it is loved to the extenttthappears; and in turn it is conceived
to the extent that it is loved” (Or. 40.5).
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This awareness of the retroactivity of the goatetation to the efforts leading to it
shapes the very consciousness of a theologian. @otimg on the famous verse from
Psalm 41(42), Gregory writes: “I proceed from oeettl to another, calling upon deep
after deep, and finding light after light” (Or. 83), i.e. finding light as a result of my
effort after light bestowed upon me. This reduplma of the object of the

contemplation into the object itself and the mebpswhich it is accomplished has
already been discernable in Gregory’s reading efShripture: the double account of
the divine persons in the revelation paradoxicalyweals what is beyond the
revelation, the source of this revelation — intr&ifarian relationships. So this type of
exegesis might be called Trinitarian as well asisEtblogical. With the help of this

hermeneutical tool Gregory builds a particular @pioof sovereignty which has a far-
reaching effect on the formation of his trinitaritrought in the strict sense of this

word.

Firstly, the persons of the Trinity are perceivesl the different stages of light
stemming from and leading back to its originatimghi. Secondly, the substantial
identity of these lights turns this ladder of liglom its vertical to a horizontal
dimension and recapitulates its linear unfoldingvaods the creation into eternal
reciprocal relationship. This could be illustratedth great clarity in Gregory’s
juxtaposition of the trinitarian interpretationt@fo biblical imageries, what we can call

Davidian and Johannine imageries of light:

With David be enlightened, who said to the LightThy Light shall we see
Light, that is, in the Spirit we shall see trenSand what can be of
further reaching ray? With John thunder, songdorth nothing that
is low or earthly concerning God, but what ighhand heavenly, Who is
in the beginning, and is with God, and is Gael\tord, and true
God of the true Father, and not a good fellowa® honoured only
with the title of Son; and the Other Comfortether, that is, from
the Speaker, Who was the Word of God). And wyanread, | and the
Father are One, keep before your eyes the WhiBubstance; but

when you see, "We will come to him, and make &wwde with him,"
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remember the distinction of Persons; and whensge the Names,
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, think of the THPeesonalities.

Or. 34. 13.

Here Gregory climbing on the Davidian ladder ohtigeaches the Johannine “arche”,
where no previous step is lost but all of them mmeresented in parallel order, in
absolute equality and substantial unity with eaitielo So, we can assume the reversal

order as well;

The Father was the True Light which lightensrgwvean coming

into the world. The Son was the True Light whiicfntens every

man coming into the world. The Other Comforteswhe True Light
which lightens every man coming into the woias and Was and
Was, but Was One Thing. Light thrice repeated;®ne Light and
One God. This was what David represented to dlinfeng before
when he said, In Thy Light shall we see Lightdow we have both
seen and proclaim concisely and simply the duwewf God the Trinity,
comprehending out of Light (the Father), Ligthte(Son), in Light (the
Holy Ghost).

Or.31. 31

Gregory uses the imagery of light not only witheaelatory function; light for him has
an ontological ground as well. But it is noteworttyat Gregory does not separate
these imageries and grammars from each other amckehgs ontology is not to be
perceived as objectification of the Trinity. So agree with Beeley’'s objection to the
view of Lossky and Williams who criticize Gregorgrfabandoning the soteriological
grammar and for shifting to the grammar which rée/¢ine doctrine of the Trinity “to
the simple human subject-divine object antithegiilliams, 1990, p.67, cit. in
Beeley, 2004, p.225). However, we suggest that é&elway of argumentation,
somewhat oddly, supports in fact the view he wamtgject: the first grammar he calls
“inclusive of the believer” within intra-Trinitaria relations, while the second -

“exclusive”, “properly unitive, consubstantial afdnitarian” (Ibid.); then the first is
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“gquasi-subjective” and the second — “quasi-objextiflbid. p.226). In fact, what we
face here is the logic of retroactivity of the “eb§” of the contemplation which
enables to hold together the two grammars of ppdiion — the participation of man
in the Trinity and the unity of the persons of ity in the eternal realm. This latter
suggestion is further clarified by Gregory’s usetwd revelatory language of light for
the purpose of defining the divine transcendenineat

God is light — supreme, inaccessible andaf$ — which can be neither
comprehended with the mind nor uttered iresheand which illumines
every rational nature. It is among intelligibthings what the sun is among

sensible things.

Or. 40.5.

Here again we see the apparent emphasis on thedantnuity between God’s being
in his incomprehensible transcendence and His saiste of rational creatures
articulated by the concept of divine light. On tlegidence, we support Beeley’'s
refutation of Egan‘s view that “light” for Gregolig not an ontological term. Beeley
rightly refers light not only to the communicatiohthe divine nature but to His inner
being as well and summarizes Egan’s point that ligltGod’s illuminative causality

and human being’s resemblance to him, as in th& wPlotinus” (Ibid., p.104; Egan,

1971, pp.134, 141). Despite the impossibility teegt Egan’s conclusion, however,
the question that he raises, regarding the affioitregory’s light imagery to that of
Plotinus, deserves more attention. It is to thisne@tion that we now turn in order to

shed more light on Gregory’s usage of light imagery

We agree with Moreschini’'s judgment that Plotinusifuence on Gregory “must be
assessed in individual instances, rather than as$um some general way”
(Moreschini, 1997, p.75), and that under the |at&atonic language one should
expect to find exclusively Christian content (IBid¢et, in the case of the language of
light, we believe, the borrowed language itselfrppts the thought towards further
elucidation of the Christian doctrine. Concerninght imagery Hanson notes the

difference of the stress made by the Cappadocianthe usage of the imagery
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compared to the earlier writers: the latter undedi “derivation within unity while the

Cappadocians employ the same image to emphasizétam®ous co-existence of the
source and that which is derived from it” (Hansb®82, p.110). For this aim Origen’s
heritage could not help Gregory since Origen wageqgbhappy to call the Son

devtepog Oedg (ibid.); moreover, the Alexandrianagisterdoes not place “the title of

‘light among the great divine attributes”, but ludnced by his exegesis of the
prologue of John gave it the meaning of Logos asason (Harl, 1958, p.135). By
contrast, Gregory broadens the attribution of lightwell as the notion of rationality
from the Johannine Logos over to all the divinespas. And here he founds very
helpful the famous passage from PlatBepublic508C quoted above which draws
him closer to Plotinus (Or 40.5).

Thus, Plotinus applies light imagery to the exartiamof the primordial state of the
One. Plotinus poses the questions:

From such a unity as we have declared Thet®he, how does anything at all
come into substantial existence, any muttifylj dyad, or number? . . . What
happened then? What are we to conceiveiag isthe neighbourhood of that

immobility?”

(Enn. V. 1.6.)

And he provides the following answer:

It must be a circumradiation — produced fittve Supreme but from
the Supreme unfaltering — and may be comp@aréuk brilliant light
encircling the sun and ceaselessly genefedadthat unchanging

substance.

All existences, as long as they retain thkaracter, produce — about
themselves, from their essence, in virtuthefpower which must be
in them — some necessary, outward-facing $igsis continuously

attached to them and representing in imagetigendering archetypes:
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thus fire gives out its heat; snow is cold merely to itself; fragrant
substances are a notable instance; for,nasdse they last, something is
diffused from them and perceived wherevey tie

present.

(Ibid.)

Here the light produced by the One is not subjedrty causation but rather it is the
very cause of everything that comes after the Orfeus, the One, in its pure
transcendent existence, is already represented bene with its activity (V1.8.7.47),
with its will (VL8.13.56-7), and with its "essenc@V/1.8.12.14-17)" (Bussanich, 2006,
p. 48). Yet, Plotinus makes reservations for thdentity by “as if”, olov [cf.
VI1.8.16.15-18, 25] (lbid.). In our passage this Iication is made by expression
“about themselves, from their essence”, i.e. atithis light should not be understood
as the One’s self and essence. So in the end,nmetcnd any logical solution for the
conundrum of the causation from the One and ingpeagoses the apophatic concept
of “ontogenetic wonder” (Slaveva, p.30): “Oh, ydsis a wonder thaumg how the
multiplicity of life came from what is not multigity” (Enn. 111.8.10.14-19; cit. in
ibid.).

After the preliminary observation of some importaotints of Plotinus’s concept of
emanation, we can turn to Gregory’s light and utader a comparative analysis of his
famous passage from the Second Oration on Eagtés.td@xt contains all the main

tenets of Gregory Trinitarian ontology and desetedse quoted at full length:

God always was and always is, and always will beather, God always Is. For
Was and Will Be are fragments of our time, andh&rgyeable nature. But He is
Eternal Being; and this is the Name He gives HimskEn giving the Oracles to
Moses in the Mount. For in Himself He sums up amatains all Being, having
neither beginning in the past nor end in the futdilee some great Sea of Being,
limitless and unbounded, transcending all conceptidime and nature, only
adumbrated by the mind, and that very dimly anaiga.not by His Essentials but

by His Environment, one image being got from ong&rs® and another from

~ 120~



another, and combined into some sort of presentafiohe truth, which escapes us
before we have caught it, and which takes to fllggfore we have conceived it,
blazing forth upon our master-part, even when ithateansed, as the lightning flash
which will not stay its course does upon our sighih order, as | conceive, by that
part of it which we can comprehend to draw usdelft(for that which is altogether
incomprehensible is outside the bounds of hope nabavithin the compass of
endeavour); and by that part of It which we carmorhprehend to move our
wonder; and as an object of wonder to become @ombject of desire; and being
desired, to purify; and purifying to make us likeds so that, when we have
become like Himself, God may, to use a bold expoasshold converse with us as
God; being united to us, and known by us; andkataps to the same extent as He

already knows those who are known to Him.

Or. 45.3

Here it becomes truly difficult to resist a tempiatto accept Harnack’s thesis about
“intrusion of the Hellenic spirit in the soil of Gpel”. First, Gregory postulates God as
an absolute being and borrows the image of “the skdeing” from Plato’s
Symposium, 210d, which in all its transcendencpasgly accessible to mind solely.
Then we see Greogry using Plotinus’s distinctioomeen essence and its “what are
peripheral to him “¢x T®v mwept avtdv, which is translated by S. Mackenna and B.S.
Page as “about themselves” (See. above quoted\Eh6.). The manifoldness of the
images in the process of comprehension of the $wptaeing by the mind is also a
well-known Middle Platonic concept which is furthdeveloped in Plotinus. Thus
when Plotinus raises question about the way ofvdgon of the many from the One,
he imitates the stand of the Divine Mind and bedibg considering the images
stationed at the outer precincts, or, more exdctlthe moment, the first image that

appears”. He gives the general rule for a cognjinceess:

...there can be no intellection except of somethiogtaining separable detail and,
since the object is a Reason-principle [a discratéd Idea] it has the necessary
element of multiplicity”, consequently, “the Intetitual-Principle, in the act of

knowing the Transcendent, is a manifold. It knokes Transcendent in very essence
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but, with all its effort to grasp that prior as ar@ unity, it goes forth amassing

successive impressions, so that, to it, the oljecomes multiple” (Enn. V,11).

Immersed in this language, Gregory fills the ganobmprehensibility by the concept
of thauma almost in the same way as does Plotinus (See.eaBown. 111.8.10.).
However, notwithstanding these obvious similarjti€egory turns on its head all
Platonic tradition by adding his favourite “bold%mression: “God may . . . hold
converse with us as God; being united to us, amavkrby us; and that perhaps to the

same extent as He already knows those who are ktomwim” (Or. 45.3).

The assumption that Gregory is here more of a Risttthan a Christian is challenged
by the obvious impossibility, in the Platonic sclegrto hold “converse” with the One
and to be, at the same time, in “equal” ontologasalvell as gnoseological status with
him, i.e. as God, the One. Would this not split treness of the One and hence
eliminate its transcendence once and for all? Butva have seen in the previous
chapter, Gregory can live with this split withoutyaproblem, or more precisely he
does not perceive this problem as something negatRiotinus constructs his
philosophy by invoking “God Himself, not in loud wbbut in that way of prayer
which is always within our power, leaning in soalwards Him by aspiration, alone
towards the alone” and seeks “the vision of thaagBeing within the Inner Sanctuary
- self-gathered, tranquilly remote above all el@ehn. V. 1.5). By contrast, Gregory
breaks this tranquility of the sanctuary by hisnitdgrian noise: “Glorify Him with the
Cherubim, who unite the Three Holies into One Lo(@r. 34.13.).

The difference, therefore, between Gregory andirRistlies not in the consistency of
their concepts of Goodness as maintained for exarbpgl Spidlik (Spidlik, p.18).
Because, to quote Bussanich, for Plotinus the ¢temdent One “simply causes the
existence of everything by the principle that wimtperfect produces” and “this
perfection is the Good's freedom to be itself belyoecessity, to which all its products
are subject” (Bussanich, 2006, p.50). Thus, coptiarSpidlik’s view, the One can in
this way “communicate itself without coming out uriity” (ibid.), and there is not to
see in this view any inconsistence in terms ofgsuaphical logic. On the other hand,

Spidlik quite rightly defines Gregory’s understamgliof Goodness adiffusivum sui
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“if the goodness of God and his beatitudedifusivum sui,this is in the eminent
fashion: towards the Son and the Spirit” (SpidliR,/1, p.18). Exactly such theory of
goodness — different in spirit and not in logicahsistency from that of Plotinus -
pushes Gregory to ascribe to the Supreme bein§¢satemplation” which was alien
for Plotinus’s One, and moreover, to define thislf‘sontemplation” as “movement”
(Or. 38. 9.), while Plotinus logically denies annd of movement in the One: “origin
from the Supreme must not be taken to imply anyenwent in it” (Enn. V.1.6.). Such
diversification of the being of God in the inner vement and self-contemplation for
Gregory corresponds to the intra-Trinitarian relasi. It becomes accessible to us as a
result of Gregory’s essential reworking of the &tat ontology on the ground of the
biblical doctrine of salvation. Therefore, we wilbw proceed to an interpretation of
the famous passage from Or. 29 depicting the dycsraf the origination of the
Trinity and thus contribute to the further clar#ton of Gregory’s theology in the light

of the above explored ontological elaborations.

3.2.2. The Triune Movement

Before we begin our discussion of Or. 29, we rnteedlarify the two main ontological
categories of Gregory’s Trinitarian theology: infynand eternity. As we have seen, he
favours the former more than the latter, since nibfi suits better his open
epistemology. In this regard, as we shall seeTtteologian diverges his thought from
that of Platonism due to his pro-Nicene commitm&hts in Or. 45. 3 he interprets (or
maybe more precisely accepts as already interpreked divine name revealed to
Moses borrowing Plato’s imagery: “He is eternalnigei . . like some great sea of
Being” (Beeley points to Symp. 210d as a sourcel®g 2004, p. 95). This imagery
of the sea serves as a definition for Gregory’seusinding of infinity as “limitless
and unbounded, transcending all conception of time nature”, which he relates to
the contemplation by mind, which is overflowed ke tmultitude of the images
stemming from it. Such concept of infinity, as wavl seen earlier, was taken by
Gregory not so much for the demonstration of Gadsstantial ineffability but rather
to show God’s dynamic (or partitive) accessibililyman. In general, the concept of

infinity was not unusual for Plato and Plotinus,damaybe Gregory was also
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influenced by them as is the case with the gresitdp of Nyssa. Yet, as far as Plotinus
is concerned, there is still a debate among schaarhis understanding of infinity
which is not a “central and constant topic” in Warks (Rist, 2006, p.399).

In contrast, Gregory’s intention was not merelye&iablish openness of the divinity
towards creation, but constitution of its ontolaiground in the intra-Trinitarian
openness, which can solely condition any genaish@xtrarelationship. Indeed, what
Balas points out about Gregory of Nyssa could bpliegh to Nazianzus as well.
Against the doctrine about “more and less” relaidetween the persons of Trinity
preached by Eunomius, Nyssa asserts equal diwhitye persons as being one perfect
infinite substance excluding any inner gradatioal@B, 1966, p.130-132). On the basis
of similar argumentation Gregory constructs thdofeing formulation: “the infinite
conjunction of Three Infinite Ones, each God whenstdered in Himself; as the
Father so the Son, as the Son so the Holy Ghost; Tiree One God when
contemplated together” (Or. 40.41).

The next question to address is how Gregory retatdss kind of infinity the category

of eternity. For him eternity is the “measure” ofinity:

And when Infinity is considered from two poimtsview, beginning
and end (for that which is beyond these andimited by them is
Infinity), when the mind looks into the depth®m&ae, not having where
to stand, and leans upon phaenomena to formeandf God it calls the
Infinite and Unapproachable which it finds thbyethe name of
Unoriginate. And when it looks into the depthdveand at the future,
it calls Him Undying and Imperishable. And whedraws a conclusion
from the whole, it calls Him Eternal. For Etdynis neither time nor
part of time; for it cannot be measured. But wtlhlae measured by the
course of the sun is to us, that Eternity igi@Everlasting; namely

a sort of timelike movement and interval, coastee with Their
Existence.

Or. 45.4.
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In this passage we encounter again Plato for whiemigy is “exemplar and archetype
of time”. However, in spite of drawing a similaradogy between eternity and time,
Gregory confers on the notion of infinity connotais quite different from those found
in Plato. This crucial point is misunderstood byaimlicos. Recognizing Origen’s
vocabulary in Gregory’s linguistic usage, Tzamaiaharges Gregory with distorting
in an un-Origenist and virtually Platonic vein Wiews of themagister(lbid., p. 265-

6). But Tzamalicos treats the issue very supetficidle builds all his argumentation
on the one short passage from Gregory: “the Adwat, interval which is coextensive
with the eternal things"svpnapekteivopevov 10ig aidioig (Or. 29.3.). It is clear

that Gregory was aiming at something special bylyapg “aion” to eternity. This use

is in sharp contrast to Origen’s position for whone term denoted “a purely and
exclusivelynatural reality, a spatio-temporal reality” (Danielou, D9P. 198). Similar

here is also Nyssa, who designates “aion” as a fernspace and time in creation
(ibid.). Gregory, on the other hand, defines “ai@s’a “timelike movement”, unlike
Parmenides’ unmovable being (Parmenides, XXlll)clSeomplex operations with
infinity and “aion” served Gregory’'s purpose toadish a kind of ontology which
would admit movement in eternity. With this, we ibeé, he succeeds in the

preparation of good foundations for tieoriaof the paradoxical being of the Trinity.

Let us now look at how all these work together. aksillustration, we suggest, the
most suitable would be the following passage thmroents on which will help us to

develop our argumentation:

Monarchy is what we value — not Monarchy thatas limited to one person,
(after all, self-discordant unity can become glity) but one which is made

of an equality of natur@voemwg opotinia) and a harmony of wilfyveépung
ocvunvole), and an identity of movemefitadtétng Kivioewe), and a
convergencéobvvevoig) towards unity of what springs from it — a thing i
is impossible to the created nature — so tlamigh numerically distinct there

is no severance of substarfc@ ovoig pn téuvesbar). Therefore Unity having
from all eternity arrived by motion at Dualifipund its rest in Trinity govag an’

apyfc, €1g dvdda kivnbeica, péypt Tprddog €otn). This is what we mean by
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Father and Son and Holy Ghost. The Father i8dgetter and the Emitter; without
passion of course, and without reference to,tame not in a corporeal manner.
The Son is the Begottepévnua), and the Holy Ghost the Emissifmpopinpa);
for 1 know not how this could be expressed immig altogether excluding visible

things.

For we shall not venture to speak of "an overftd goodness"inépyvotv
ayabotnrog) as one of the Greek Philosophers dared to safjtasare a bowl
overflowing(olov kpathip t1¢ Onepeppun), and this in plain words in his
Discourse on the first and second Causes. Labusver look on this generation as
involuntary(axovociov tnv yévvnowv), like some natural overflow, hard to be
retained oiov mepitTmpRd T1 PLOIKOV KAl Suckdbektov), and by no means

befitting our conception of Deity.

Or. 29.2.

A number of scholars have laboured identifying gmesNeoplatonic sources for this
dense passage (Moreschini, 1974, pp. 1390-1391ttaker, 1975, pp. 309-313;
Majercik, 1998, pp. 286-292). Of importance forhese, however, are not the sources
for Gregory’s idea but what he does with it. Regdihe passage we witness a
fundamental deconstruction of the concepts adafaedhe purposes of Christian
theology. Firstly, the concept of “monarchy” waécourse, a common ground shared
not only by the Christian Gregory and his forefashthe Platonic philosophers, but
also by the pro-Nicene Gregory and the anti-NicEneomius as well. As we have
seen in the previous chapters, the latter attabkeedpponents precisely because of his
strong believe that the only way to defend the §iam monotheism was the
affirmation of the monarchy of the Father (See. &gnomius, Apologia Apologiae,
Vaggione, 2002 p. 70-71). However, here Gregorytraglicts this idea by expounding
his different understanding of monarchy as a mdnaaf equal nature, concordant
will and identical activity of three persons. lieses that Gregory not only contradicts
Eunomius but his own writings as well. Beeley dezdaon the basis of clear evidence
that “the monarchy of God the Father . . . liethatheart of each of Gregory’s major

doctrinal statements, and it proves to be the foreddal element of his theological
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system” (Beeley, 2004, p.206). He charges Meyehdorf‘grossly” misrepresenting
Gregory (Ibid. p.212) by envisaging him as onehaf supporters of the “personalistic
emphasis” in the Trinity. This emphasis, Meyendatfims, is contrary to “the post-
Augustinian West” which instead, favoured “commasence” (Meyendorff, 1987, p.
203). Yet, Beeley reasserts the same presuppasifiora softer version: although
Gregory unites the divine essence and hypostasigifrather aarche of the Trinity,

he rejects “any notion of Trinitarian perichore#igt conceives of the divine life as
being purely reciprocal and not eternally basetha& monarchy of the Father” (lbid.
p.212). The apparent weakness of this argumerfiaright of our passage leaves us
without alternative explanation: what does #ehe of the Trinity represent: the

person of the Father or the nature equally shayeddlIthe three persons?

Let us consider the synonymous expressions usé&iréyory concerning the “equality
of nature”. The list includes: “harmony of will”,identity of movement” and a
“convergence towards unity of what springs from. i&ll of these notions as
encountered in the inner “space” of God have alrdmn examined in the preceding
sections devoted to the interrelationship betwéendivine persons in the economy.
Our conclusion there was that the key to unloclr thewer in Gregory’s thought lies
in his reliance on what we called “kenotic sovengy) According to the logic of this
new type of sovereignty, the “harmony of will” atite “identity of movement” are
established in the affirmation of the sovereign aild activity of the persons in their
mutual obedience and service. Concerning the natfdiconvergence” ¢bvvevoig),
although Ayres detects here the influence of PlistiAyres, 2004, p.246), we should
notice also Gregory’s use of the biblical distinatbetween the created and uncreated.
In this case, the “convergence” means nothinglais@ur well-known “reference back
to the Primal Cause” (Or. 31.30). Moreover, thisrfeergence” towards the cause of
the caused entities reflects Gregory’s understandincausality that revolutionizes
Platonism, as witnessed mainly in his anti-Eunompotemics. This concept is
expressed in the following concise formulas: “th@u€e is not necessarily prior to its
effects” (Or. 29.3.) and “that which is from sucl€ause is not inferior to that which
has no Cause; for it would share the glory of thifigjinate, because it is from the
Unoriginate” (Or. 31.7). Hence, the Theologian’sought revolves around the

paradoxical affirmation of simultaneous existentbath greatness and equality:
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| should like to call the Father the greatecduese from him flows

both the equality and the being of the equais ill be granted on

all hands), but | am afraid to use the word @ritest | should make

Him the Origin of Inferiors, and thus insult Himy precedencies of honour.

For the lowering of those Who are from Him isgtory to the Source.

Or. 40.43.

Here we see unambiguously what drove Gregory tosveadical reworking of Plato:
his radically new understanding of “honour” anddigf’. The Supreme sovereign
seeks his glory and honour not in his supremacy duite the contrary, in humble
equality with his inferiors and thus abolishingithiaferiority by the very exercise of
his sovereignty over them. Consequently, the “kersxtvereignty” is what forms this
paradoxical co-existence of the supremacy of thadfand the equality of the Three.
So again there are two levels: “high” level — ttagHer “before”, “above” the Son and
the Spirit, causing their being, and “low” levelthe Father being equal with them
serving them by his good pleasure and thus stiinctinis divine nature in the relations
with them (see chapter 2.1.3. above). Then thev8um shares in an absolute way in
the divinity of the Father is also a God who “lacighing” and the same can be said
of the Spirit as well. The sole difference whiclmeens, or, more correctly, is to be
affirmed, lies in the “manifestation’ or mutuallagonship eyéoic)” (Or. 29.16.).
Consequently, the Father is not only cause of tlualepersons but also cause of their
very equal relationship as explicitly stated by gamy: the Father is from whom
“flows” not only “the being of equals”, of the Samd the Spirit, but “the equality” as
well, i.e. “equality of nature” of the Trinity.

This situation logically redoubles the position ®@bd the Father as simultaneously
being outside and inside of the relationship:

When we look at the Godhead, the primal causesthe sovereignty, we have a

mental picture of the single whole, certainly. Bidten we look at the three in whim
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the Godhead exists, who derive their timeless apwléy glorious being from the

primal cause, we have three objects of worship.

Or. 31.14.

This passage has become a stumbling block fordhelars of Gregory. Norris after
the survey of the unsatisfactory views of Meijeriagd Meyendorff issues the

following verdict declaring Gregory guilty of incsistency:

Nazianzen is neither consistent nor ontologicalgngirating at these points. His
attempt to provide a framework in which Biblicalatgments, theological and
soteriological theory, and liturgical practice makest sense has serious weakness . . .
occasionally he falters badly at the metaphyseal, such as here with the concept of

a primal cause (Norris, p. 199).

However, in the light of the above demonstratectsiseconcept of causality we fully
accept the solution proposed by McGuckin: “Cauga$tthe Father’'sproprium and
the root of the inner dynamic of trinitarian retats” (McGuckin, 1991, p.22, cit. in
Egan, 1993, p.27). So, this reconciliation of thethér's causality and reciprocity
depends on the following logic: the Father exesisech kind of “kenotic” causation
which causes reciprocity; He places himself indbsolute openness towards the Son
and the Spirit in his infinite “trust” in them ak"hoping and awaiting” from them the
affirmation of his own self as a cause and onlthis way retroactively being affirmed
in his own being as well as in his primacy. It seeitmat Gregory does not recognize
any other way of the affirmation of the sovereigmtigen he assumes the monarchy
“limited to one persolftpocwnov)” to be “self-discordant unity” and hence “become
plurality” (this is, we believe, another strikingample of Gregory’s rework of Plato’s
arguing against Thrasymachos’s unjust ruler inRlepublic). According to this logic
then the status of “Monarchy” shifts from the persof the Father to the “equal
nature”. This intuition leads Gregory to employ dfhus’s non-personalist
metaphysical language” for the construction of bigological framework for the
Biblical personalism of covenant. This personalisve, note, is neither Cartesian nor
Sartrian but Biblical. Thus, the concept of “kenctovereignty” provides us with a key
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for solving the trinitarian paradox which Gregorgeliberately embraces” (Noble,
1993, p. 99).

After this analysis we can return with fresh sttbngp the interpretation of the

similarly dense expression in the above quotedgugstom the Oration on the Son:

Unity having from all eternity arrived by motion Rtality, found its rest in Trinity.
This is what we mean by Father and Son and HolysGho. . For we shall not
venture to speak of "an overflow of goodne@stépyvowv ayabdétntog) as one
of the Greek Philosophers dared to say, as if itewse bowl overflowing(oiov
kpatip TG Umepeppin), and this in plain words in his Discourse on tinst fand

second Causes.

Or. 29.2.

Norris agrees with Moreschini’s suggestion thas iki“probably an echo of Plotinus”
(Norris, p.134), and Majercik traces the imagerylmwl” to the “Chaldean Oracles”
which Porphyry linked to Plotinus’s Enn.V.2.1. (Mggik, 1998, p. 292). However, a
note should also be made of the almost literal mwf it in lamblichus’s “The

Theology of Arithmetic”:
just as the sap of the fig tree congeal liquitkk because of its active and
productive property, so when the unificatooyver of the monad approaches
dyad, which is the fount of overflowing anduidity, it instills limit and gives
form (i.e. number) to the triad.
lamblichus, The Theology of Arithmetic, tr. Wateitti, 1988, pp.41-42.
Nevertheless, Gregory’s connection of the contetigpldo the movement in Or. 38. 9
prompts us to investigate the parallels with thmeitarian ideas of Plotinus. Thus,

among the ontological categories list by Plotinesakso find those of Gregory’s:

Thus the Primals [the first "Categories"] agersto be: Intellectual-Principle;
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Existence; Difference; ldentity: we must inaualso Motion and Rest: Motion
provides for the intellectual act, Rest presendentity as Difference gives

at once a Knower and a Known, for, failing tfal is one, and silent.

Enn. 5. 1. 4-5

The category of motion, which is duality and creatof the Intellectual-Priniciple, is
conceptualized in Plotinus’ “Indefinite Dyad”. Thatter is “the indefinite doristos,
V.1.5.8), shapelessainorphos|l.4.4.20) productive effluence from the One resgit
in movement and otherness from the Okmgsis kai heterotgs (Slaveva-Griffin,
2007, p. 69). For Plotinus this “act of Dyad” talgace when:

... seeking nothing, possessing nothing, lacking ingtithe One is perfect and, in
our metaphor, has overflowed, and its exuberance graduced the new: this
product has turned again to its begetter and bdkd fand has become its
contemplator and so an Intellectual-Principle. Tdtation towards the one [the fact
that something exists in presence of the One] kstes Being; that vision directed
upon the One establishes the Intellectual-Princgtiending towards the One to the

end of vision, it is simultaneously Intellectualfi®iple and Being.

Enn.5.2.1.

As we see, the perfect One in its overflowing @bove Or. 29.2.) moves towards
production of the second hypostasis, as “an Irdeld-Principle” which in its turn
rests in contemplation towards the One and “esab$” itself with the third one,

“Being”. The latter is also called by Plotinus “Nber” and “Soul” (Enn. V.1.6.).

In spite of an impressive echo of this Plotiniantapéysics in Gregory, the echo is
merely on the level of language. Gregory in faacgeds to totally deconstruct this
language and his Trinitarian thought unfolds inerse order. While Plotinus ascribes
the perfectness to the One and all other hypostas#isipating in it stand in the lower
degree, Gregory clearly prefers three to one aiftsshe perfectness from the One to
the Three:
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A perfect Trinity consisting of three perfe@®pidda teleiav £k TEAEI®V TPIBV),
we must abandon a concept of a monad for theafgidenitude 1o to

nAoveiov) and go beyond a dyad (for God is beyond the duafia matter and a
form which constitutes material things), andmuest define God as a Trinity for the

sake of completenes®ig 10 téAgiov).

Or. 23.8. trans. in Ayres, 2004, p. 245

Thus, for Gregory each step beyond the monad leatise completeness. Firstly, he

“abandons” the monad, because it is “narrow”, “sama&t grudging and ineffectual”
(Or. 25.15-16) and leads to a “Judaizing” kind adrrarchy. For him the source, i.e.
the Father moves towards begetting the Son, whalhtivizes His being and
supremacy in a dyad since He as the Father exiisrorelation to the Son. Secondly,
Gregory turns to the procession of the Spirit. Eessthe main attribute of the Spirit as
“perfect-making” ¢eleotomoinoig) which is by no means reduced to the realm of the
economy but is the Spirit's eternal quality; itis eternal contribution to the Godhead,
without whom there would be an “imperfect Godheé&dt. 31.4.). In addition, if we
take into account the conclusions of chapter Zo2ve, we can suppose that the first
phase of “emission” already takes place simultaslgoun a voluntary “overflowing”
towards the begetting of the Son and hence “the pteteness” represents the
completion of “procession” as well. Finally, Gregar strong emphasis on the
voluntary process of this origination makes it clémw far removed he is from
Plotinus and from the whole Platonic metaphysicadlition. Even if Plotinus admits
the existence of freedom and will in the One, tisiso be understood as a self-
affirming will: “He is, then first himself his will (Enn. VI.21, 14-16; see also
Armstrong, 1982, p. 397-406). This vision of theeGnself-affirming will is in sharp
contrast with Gregory’s understanding of the willthe Father as that by which the
Father is serving the “Other”, the Son.

Gregory’s theological ontology could be briefly smarized in the following way. The

person of the Father is the first cause who bypgssonal will begets and emits

simultaneously the Son and the Spirit, and thustitoiees His own being exclusively
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in terms of his relations with them. Yet, precisatythis exercise of His kenotic
sovereignty as a cause of the equality of persodglze equality of nature, the Father
subjects Himself to the other persons and to there@aat the same time. Hence, it is
only in the substantial relations with the Son #mal Spirit that the Father receives the
affirmation of his own sovereignty. The Son and 8perit on their turn freely obey to
the Father in the recognition of His primacy. Tistbbedience they contribute with
their own properties received in their derivatioonii the Father. This contribution is
made simultaneously to the Father and to each dtiveugh the same substantial
relations. According to this logic of reciprocitwe can discern in the Trinitarian
interrelationship how one divine person can appat@r‘an attribute or an action that
is common to the Godhead and thus to all divinsqes” (Ayres, 2004, p. 207). This
exceptional kind of reciprocity, however, not omlativizes the persons due to the
“low” dimensions of their personality, but alsoigfis their absolute independence. In
the midst of this very relativization “low” becomethe same “high”, a true
coincidentia oppositorumrherefore, with the appropriation coincides thatdbution.

In this representation the Trinity is a free ongad@l structure. Each constituent
element is at the same time freely situated outeifd&. The relational structure is
conditioned by the person of the Father and as kecits outside of it. Through the
very process of conditioning the Father offerssitagift to the Son and the Spirit who
in its reception receive the very freedom fromTiey are thus enabled to offer their
personal gift to the Father through this structoferelations. The Son’s gift is
rationality and power; the Spirit's gift is sangtiand spirituality. The definition of
Trinitarian theology is thus extended with one &ddal element: the “ontology of

gift”.

3.3. Conclusion

Our argument has shown that in the constructiontha epistemological and
ontological foundations of Gregory’s trinitarianetiiogy the term “kenosis” is of
utmost importance. Of course, we advance our csiaiuon the key role of “kenotic
sovereignty” in full awareness that Gregory avoatly attempts at systematizing his

positions. The “kenosis” in the comprehension ofdGorns the process of gaining
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knowledge into a living communication with God. Aitmess to this type of
communicational knowledge is found in the strearhwhan history and in the divine
economy described in Scripture. Gregory’s skepticoncerning the usefulness of
theological language is driven exactly by this opess towards transcendence: no
word and thought can exhaust the truth of being ¢mdy of the divine but of created
beings as well) since this would mean the breathefcommunion, abolition of the
otherness of the “other” and the encapsulation ha self-sufficiency of pride
(Emapoig). This openness towards God is represented indhwpletion of the “law’ of
obedience and humiliation and it leads humanitytite innermost realm of the
Godhead. This participation in the life of the Twynis possible insofar as the very
nature of God is constituted by the relationshig ahe mutual openness shared
between the divine persons. Thus, in the revelatioGod to man the divine persons
are revealed in their relationship to each othed man moves from one degree of
revelation to another revelation, from opennessp@nness, from glory to glory, from
the history to the eschatology, from the letterSafipture to the spirit of Scripture,
from the Cross to the Trinity, and thus from theremmy to theology.
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General Conclusion

Under the largely unsystematic presentation of Gmgg writings, and beneath his
rhetorical and poetic pathos, one quickly noticemlaust and coherent theological
vision. We can even assume that the Theologian ggefplly chose such free
associative forms of conceptualization as moreablétto the true aims of theology as
a humanlogos about God, who cannot be reached by way of rigiliogistic
constructions. No other Pro-Nicene theologian wasmaich preoccupied with the
paradoxical nature of the Trinitarian God and hetinegr views are deployed in less
antinomic and more explanatory language. But Gregokeen to use antinomies not
only when he deals with questions of Trintarianotbgy but also in relation to
anthropological and soteriological themes as weElerefore, it would not be an
exaggeration to say that his work is not just aenae for a display of his rhetorical

training but is, rather, a manifestation of his stant spiritual disposition.

Although Gregory does not explicitly provide us lwthe key for his thought, we can
discern the permanent existence of such a key potime®ugh all his theological work.
For this concept we have devised the name of “kenstbvereignty”. We have
demonstrated how this idea permeates his thoughinmieg from “below” —
anthropology and the interrelationship of the pessof the Trinity in the economy of

salvation — to “above”, the Trinitarian theologysagh, and vice-versa.

We began in the first chapter with the examinatbthe anthropological foundations
of Greogry’s soteriology, where argued that hisovisvas a development of the earlier
thought of Athanasius rather than of his main teac®rigen. Thus, although
remaining interested in the pre-historic cosmitestd “the second lights”(the angels),
Gregory is by no means downgrading the “third liflhimanity) as lower in the purely
intelligible realm. In contrast to Origen, humamdiis for Gregory an initially
embodied creation living in the visible, materiabd. Here lies the first paradox in
the Theologian’s vision: the spiritual effluence thie divine light which becomes
mixed with strange matte£gvoc). Humanity is thus a world “greater in the littlein
intelligible creature with the sensual grossneasmbiity is for Gregory the ultimate

expression of God’s creative power and wisdomiviis-fold constitution conditions
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its problematic position towards its Creator: ore thne hand, with its intellect
humanity is capable of receiving God’s grace angéwidng near” to Him, but, on the
other hand, “the grossness” of the flesh (intrialljcbearing the possibility of death)
creates an obstacle in the way of deification. Tpésadoxical state of existence
naturally forms the appropriate psychology. Fordérg the hindrance of the flesh is
turned into the force which promotes and even cetaplthe movement towards God.
The flesh pulling back down to the earth causesdnity's lack of awareness of the
presence of God. This tension gives the soul isireldor life (to8o¢, £épeoig), which

for Nazianzen is equivalent to the will (free ire thre-lapsarian and redeemed state and
“rebellious”, “passionate” in the fallen state). ¥lhuman being needs, therefore, is to
freely accept the grace bestowed by God. Then #heatson is envisaged being
nothing else than a response of this longing Willus the “divided self” of a human
being is constituted by the mutually penetratind aopporting dimensions of a free
acceptance, or sovereigniypte€ovoiov, and humility, or openness in the striving
towards God represented by the soul and the flespectively. This “mixture” of

opposites we called the “kenotic sovereignty” oihma

After the initial clarification of the anthropolaml foundations of Greogry’s
soteriology, we turned, in chapter two, to his ustending of the Christological side
of salvation. What we encountered here, was, Yirdtie novelty in the exegetical
strategy of the Theologian. Alongside the well-kmoarcellian-Athanasian partitive
exegesis Gregory applies a strategy for readingptsce which refers the different —
“exalted” and “low” — accounts on Christ not to hitvine and human natures, but to
the pre-existent and incarnated states of the pes$dhe Son. This allows him to
stress the sameness of the person of Christ agldliorate a type of Christology which
we have called the Christology of double assumpfidius Gregory develops further
what Khaled calls the iva. Christology” of Athanasius: the “names” of Chrisfer
not to the static ontological entities, the natutag to the phases of the dynamics of
the Son’s personal will and activity. Such a thegalal strategy represents Christ
assuming humanity and thus identifying himself wittiully including the soul and
hence the whole “psycho-emotional” world of a martrebellious” will (which
express itself in the garden of Gethsemane) andtétie of abandonment by God. This

first phase of assumption aims to elevate humauptyo the divine realm after which
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comes the re-assuming of the divinity “set asidg’Qod (Or. 37.2) for the purpose of
the incarnation. In this dynamics of the doubledagstion the will and the activity of
the Son become divided into “exalted” and “low” é¢v like that of the embodied

existence and sovereignty of man.

Thus the first part of our thesis illustrates thenteal role played by the concept of
“kenotic sovereignty” in the construction of a theof the salvation. The two sides,
the Saviour and the saved, exercise a mode ofngilvhich is open and strives
towards the other in order to obtain affirmatioanfr the other. Although this mutual
strive, certainly, is to be understood asymmetgcavhile a man strives towards God
seeking sustenance of his/her being in Him, Gadestitowards a man to give His own

life to him/her.

In the second part we have undertook an investigadf the interrelationships of the
divine persons in the economy of the salvatiorst fithe interrelationship between the

Son and the Father, afterwards, the place of timé 8pthis interrelationship.

The interrelation between the Father and the Seeate the same logic articulated in
the mutual affirmation and “service” of the Fatlaed the Son. Here it becomes clear
that Gregory takes his second kind of exegesis seriously even to the extent of
coming to an agreement with his opponents. For thienSon pays obedience to the
Father not only under the guise of the assumed hitynlaut in the pre-existent eternal

state as well. He draws heavily on the “mind-loglasiguage of the Middle Platonists,

especially Numenius of Apamea (supposedly througiseBius of Caesarea, also
borrowing the idea of Christ’s eternal priesthoozirf him). However, he reverses this
subordination of the Son to the Father and as#eetservice carried out by the Father
for the Son by His “good pleasure”. Thus Gregortalelishes something similar to a
dynamic equilibrium in the interrelations inscrigirthe feature of humility and

obedience in the very notion of the Father who asafchos” retains his supreme

sovereignty.

Analogous is the interrelation and hence the egerof sovereignty in the case of the

Holy Spirit. Indeed, the key concept of kenotic ex@ignty helps Gregory to “elevate”
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the previously diminished status of the Spirit with denying His soteriological
dependence on the activity of Christ. The Spir# igift of salvation owned, bestowed
and sent by Christ but at the same time He hintsmifies and is given by His own
sovereign will. Moreover, Gregory spreads the sdowggc over the interrelations
between the Spirit and the Father: the Spirit isa¢do the Father and yet He is
obedient to Him in His “reference to the Primal €gusince He owns everything to
the Father. This type of exegesis identifying treysvthe divine persons relate to each
other in the economy to that of eternity allowstasassume that for Gregory the
descent of the Spirit from the Father on ChristHis baptism reveals His eternal
descent and dwelling in the Son. Consequently,“itv” dimension of the Spirit
could be divided into two phases: (1) “obediencetite Father due to the procession
from Him and (2) “obedience” to the Son in whom ®irit dwells and from He is
bestowed on the world. Therefore, if in the casthefFather-Son interrelationship the
service of the Son is equalized by the servicehef Father's good pleasure, the
sovereignty of the Spirit is also affirmed by thegerty of “extensiveness”: the Sprit
overflows the margins of the distinctiveness offeperson, in whom He dwells and to

whom He belongs.

This direct revelation of the eternal interrelatbips in the economy aims at nothing
else than at humanity’s involvement in it as “a maember”. Hence in the third part of
the thesis we turned to the way in which scripturtdrpretation provides the basis for
a movement towards the inner theology of the TyiniWe began this exploration by
analyzing the epistemological and scriptural caoodg for such a movement. Here we
focused on the way Gregory elaborates the commiivecaoncept of knowledge
which becomes accessible through the historiclifle$ Scripture. What is involved in
this way of comprehension of the infinite esserm@gyio. — or what is around God,
nept avTov — is the “lacking” bodily existence of humanity ieh therefore gains
divine knowledge “kenotically”. On the other hariiod responds to human search in
the same “kenotic” way placing His very transcererand sovereignty in His

revelatory disclosure.

In view of this perspective, the inner structuraénifa-Trinitarian relations which is for

Gregory the theology in its strict sense is to lsea/ered in the revelation and at the
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same time paradoxically beyond it. This paradoxalyzed in the second chapter — is
presupposed by Gregory’s understanding of the atieel as a means of the
transformation of our existence, i.e. its deifioatiby granting the identity of the
sonship of the second person in the Spirit. Theeefthe participation in the deifying
knowledge of God simultaneously involves us inskeond type of communication of
the Son and the Father. So the interplay of thesetypes of interrelation causes the
effect of the retroactive presence of the intratirian relationship in the God-man
relationship. Thus Gregory keeping together thes@ ‘grammars of participation”,
and applying them in his trinitarian interpretatiointhe Johannine and Davidian light
imagery achieves the successful formation of higitarian ontology firmly on
scriptural ground. The involvement in the innee Idf the Trinity in its turn enables the

Theologian to grasp the very structure of God'siitarian being.

The Father as a sole “arche” of the divine persortsthe Trinitarian interrelationship
bestows the very notion of his “arche” to this mes of causation and relation with the
other persons. This is described by Gregory asakguf the nature”. Hence in the
inner life of the Trinity life there takes placgparmanent shift of “monarchy” from the
person of the Father to “the equality of the ndture. the nature structured in the
relations of the mutual obedience and service efwtils of the divine persons. Thus,
the concept of “kenotic sovereignty” is represeniedhe activity of the Father as
causing “the equality and the being of the equél®” 40.43). So we can say that the
theology of the Trinity is also built on the contep “kenotic causality”. Further, the
structure of the relations caused by such kenatipkaces the Father at the same time
inside and outside of His relations with the otpersons: outside as a cause of the
relationship and inside due to the kenotic charaaftéhis very causation. According to
this logic, the caused persons of the Son and piré Eceive their sovereignty from
the Father in the latter's self-relativisation fretrelations with them: the Father does
not exist prior to the Son insofar as He is fathiethe Son, and God is holy and spirit
due to the eternal divine existence of the Spgdt.in this reciprocal self-bestowal and
mutual affirmation there is a double movement: peesons of the Trinity, as fully
sovereign, appropriating the attributes of the cammature, as well contributing their

own attributes to that nature.
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The results of this study are relevant to the dismn of classical Christian theology.
They can, however, be used also as outlines oflpessolutions to problems faced by
contemporary theology. There are at least two reagbat substantiate this claim.
There is, firstly, the close reading of Scripturel dhe engagement with the world one
lives in without which Christian theology is meagiiess. Gregory is here a preeminent
figure among the ancients. As our thesis has detradad, his theology is a constant
dialogue between scripture and the current culamdl philosophical trends. Secondly,
we can use Gregory's key concept of “kenotic sagetg” upon which stands the
whole edifice of his theological thought. This umgunderstanding of sovereignty
reveals a new dimension of monotheism, one that byaso means obvious in the
fourth century and is not obvious today, and it cariainly contribute to the deepening
of modern ecumenical dialogue. Finally, in the eyggaent with wider contemporary
issues, kenotic sovereignty could be used for ahfrengagement with modern
philosophical and psychoanalytic thought. But theskejects are worthy of their own

treatment to which we hope to return in a futuregemt.
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