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JRERIIEE)

HE Oratio Catechetica exhibits perhaps better than

any other single work the characteristic features

of the mind and thought of its author. As such it

serves as an introduction to the study of Gregory of

Nyssa. The present edition is intended to render as-

sistance to students in placing the treatise in its proper

historical setting, and to supply such illustrative com-
ment as seemed necessary.

While much has been written in recent times upon
Gregory’s teaching, the problems connected with the
text and exegesis of his works have received scant at-
tention. The labours of Krabinger, Forbes, and Oehler
are the only serious contribution in modern times to
the former, while the volume of translations in the
Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers is the first
English contribution to the latter.

The text of the present edition is based upon a
collation of the more important MSs of the treatise,
the majority of which have not hitherto been used for
the purposes of an edition. The editor is indebted to
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the Managers of the Hort Fund for the grants which
have made it possible for him to obtain collations or
photographs of these Mss. e has also to acknow-
ledge much kindness and personal assistance rendered
to him by the authorities of the various libraries to
which he has had access. In this connexion a special
debt of gratitude is due to Dr Mercati of the Vatican
Library, and to M. Omont of the National Library,
Paris. To Mr C. H. Turner he is indebted for valuable
information and suggestions in connexion with the
textual problems of the treatise. His thanks arc also
due to Dr H. Jackson for useful references and sugges-
tions, and to the Rev. J. F. Bethune-Baker for criticisms
and discussions of particular passages. Above all he
has been indebted throughout to the unfailing courtesy
and kindness of the General Editor of the present series
of Patristic Texts, Dr A. J. Mason, who has placed his
advice unreservedly at the service of the present editor,
and who has read through the whole work in manu-
script and proof, and offered numerous suggestions and
criticisms.

The more important works to which reference has
been made are mentioned in the Notes, and more fully
in the List of Books given in the Introduction.

J. H. S.
FEaster, 1903.
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INTRODUCTION.

§ 1. ON THE CHARACTER, DATE, GENUINENESS,
AND LITERARY HISTORY OF THE ORAZ/0O
CATECHETICA.

THE central period of the literary activity of Gregory of
Nyssa falls within the years 379—394. Within those
years must be placed nearly all his more important
works. It was the death of Basil in 379 which brought
him prominently forward, and placed him in the position
of the champion of Catholicism in Cappadocia. The
time was rich in opportunities. The year which pre-
ceded the death of Basil had witnessed the fall of
Arianism and the triumph of the Nicene cause, for
which Gregory had borne his witness not only in
teaching, but by submitting to banishment at the hands
of an Arian governorl.

In the stirring events of the years which followed
Gregory played an important part. It was his own
position as one of the foremost leaders of the Nicene
cause in the East, rather than the importance of his sece,
which led to his being summoned to the Council of
Counstantinople in 381, and to his being named in the
edict of the Emperor as one of the bishops with whom
communion was required as a test of orthodoxy.

1 See Basil Zpp. 237, 239. Cp. Greg. Naz. Zp. 72 (ed. Ben.).
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At Constantinople he made the acquaintance of
Jerome, who had been attracted thither by the fame of
Gregory of Nazianzus, and it was on this occasion that
Jerome heard Gregory recite his work against Eunomius?.
The period which followed the Council of Constantinople
was full of hope for the leaders of orthodoxy. Arianism,
though still fairly strong in the East, had received its
death-blow at Adrianople. The way was opened for the
restoration of the Catholic faith. In that task Gregory
of Nyssa played a leading part. But with the restoration
of the faith a fresh presentation of it in the terms of a
scientific theology became necessary. That was a con-
viction which had already begun to occupy the minds
of Basil and Gregory of Nazianzus. They were both
students of Origen, whose theological system, though
not accepted in its entirety, was the only adequate form
of Christian scientific thought known to that age. The
compilation of the Philocalia® is a testimony to their
belief that Origen’s thought contained the principles by
means of which the faith might be presented as a rational
theology. It is in their attempt to realize this dream of
a ‘league between Faith and Science®’ that the importance
of the Cappadocian Fathers largely consists. Gregory of
Nyssa shared this belief4 and was more deeply imbued
with the spirit of Origen than either Basil or Gregory of

! Jerome d¢ Vir. /. c. 128. The work which Jerome heard recited
was probably an earlier draft of the work which we possess. See 2nfra.

2 On the Philocalia see the letter sent by Gregory of Nazianzus (about
382) to Theodosius, Bp of Tyana (Zp. 115). On the obligations of both
Basil and Gregory of Nazianzus to Origen see Socrates /7. /. iv 26.

3 Cp. Harnack 7. of Dogma (Eng. tr.) iv 8g.

1 See de Vita Moysis (written in old age), p. 336 (Migne). &7 vdp 70
kal 775 éw mawdeligews wpos auvylay Hudy els Tekvoyoviav dpetdis ovk dmwb-
B\nrov.  Kkal yap H HOwyp Te kal GuowT phoTopia yévoTo dv more T
Uymhotépy Biw aufvyds Te kal gy kal kowwyds Tis {wijs.
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Nazianzus. The Oratio Catechetica approaches more
nearly to the spirit of the de Principiis than any other
work of the fourth century®,

The attempt to establish the doctrines of orthodoxy
by rational thought was both opportune and necessary.
In the first place current religious conceptions had been
profoundly affected by the influence of Necoplatonism.
It was rather as an attitude of mind than as a philo-
sophical system that Necoplatonism played a part in the
moral culture of the heathen world. It influenced men’s
way of looking at religious truth, by leading them to
dwell upon the inner world, the life of thought and
spirit, and to find in it the explanation of the universe.
The result was a more spiritual conception of God.
According to Plotinus the Divine Being is of the nature
of thought and is indivisible®’. This marked a great
advance upon the materialistic conceptions of Deity
which characterized Stoic teaching and popular thought,
even within the Church? and it rendered casier the task
of those who had to state the Christian doctrine of the
Trinity and defend it against the unitarian or tritheistic
conclusions which so readily followed from a materialistic
view of being. Again, the speculations of philosophers
on the existence of hypostases within the Divine Being*
had made it easier to present to men’s minds the unity
and co-eternity of the Persons of the Godhead®. Once

1 Cp. Harnack A. of Dogma (Eng. tr.) iv 334.

2 See e.g. Lnnead. v 1. 3sq. Cp. Bigg Negplatonism (S. P. C. K.),
p. 166 sq.

3 Tertullian is an example. We have a later illustration in the anthro-
pomorphism of the Egyptian monks.

4 On the Trinity of Numenius see Bigg Bampton Lect, p. 251. On the
Trinity of Plotinus see Znnead. v 1. 6 sq.

5 There is of course a wide gulf between the Trinity of Plotinus and the
doctrine of the Church, The former taught the unity and co-eternity of
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more, the widespread fatalism! of the age and the
existence of Manichaeism? called for some adequate
treatment of the Divine Providence?, the origin of
evil, and the nature and destiny of man+  Lastly
there was the task of justifying to current thought
the Christian doctrines of the Incarnation and Atone-
ment.

Such were the circumstances under which the Oratio
Catechetica was produced. The purpose of the treatise
is stated in the opening words of the Prologue. It is
intended not for catechumens, but for catechists, in
order to enable them to present in a rational form to
those whom they taught the contents of the Christian
revelation.  Yet it does not profess to set forth a com-
plete system of doctrine. While it abounds in philosophic
thought, the aim throughout is practical. The object of
the writer is to enable the catechist to remove objections
and to win conviction. When he calls to his aid the
speculations of philosophers, he does so, not so much
because he regards them as the necessary form of truth,
as because they provide a common ground for argument.
The apologetic character, in fact, is strongly marked
throughout.

the hypostases, but excluded the idea of their co-equality. The Intelligence
is inferior to the One, and the Soul is inferior to the Intelligence. Both
Intelligence and Soul are emanations from the One, which is infinitely
raised above them both. Cp. Bright dge of Fathers i p. 93.

1 See Gregory’s treatise mwepl eluapuévns.

2 Cp. Or. Cat. prol. % wpds Tov Maviyalov pdxn, c. 7 ol Tois Maviyat-
kols d6yuact mapacupévres. Edicts were issued against them thronghout
this period.  See reff. in Gleseler Zce/. Hist. (Eng. tr.) i 369 note 3.

3 See further notes on cc. 2—8.

4 Gr.’s polemic against Manichaeism also throws light upon his language
on the drokardoracts in ¢. 26 (see notes) and his defence of human genera-
tion in c¢. 28.
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The work falls roughly into four divisions :

I. Chs. 1—4, in which he expounds the doctrine of
the Trinity.

II. Chs. 5—38, in which he treats of the creation of
man and the origin of evil.

II1. Chs. 9—32, which deal at length with the
Incarnation, removing objections, and showing its con-
sistency with the moral attributes of God. In the same
section Gregory treats of the method of the Atonement.

IV. Chs. 33—40, which treat of the Sacraments of
Baptism and the Eucharist, and the moral conditions
(faith and repentance) which are necessary for their
right use.

The only indication supplied by the book itself as to
its date is the reference in c. 38 (7n:2.) to his earlier con-
troversial treatises on the faith. This has generally been
taken to refer, or at least to include a reference, to his
work against Eunomius. That work had been taken in
hand as a reply to Eunomius, who had answered Basil’s
refutation of his former apology by an ¢ Apologia Apo-
logiae” Eunomius’ book had appeared either shortly
before or shortly after the death of Basil. The rough
draft (ra oyebapia) of Gregory’s reply, as we gather
from the prefatory letter to his brother Peter? had
already been made before Gregory’s return from Ar-
menia, where he had been towards the end of the year
380, probably, as Tillemont thinks, for the consecration
of his brother Peter as bishop of Sebasteia® It was
only in response to the urgent requests of friends that

! For a discussion of the question see Heyns (p. z3, note 1) and
Diekamyp Gotteslehre d. i, Gregor. v. Nyss. p. 126, note 2.

2 p. 237 (Migne).
3 See Tillemont A/m. Eccl. ix z78.
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Gregory was led to publish his book. How far it was
advanced at the time when Jerome heard Gregory recite
it at Constantinople? it is difficult to say, but it scems
probable that the completed work, which is by far the
longest of all Gregory’s works, was not published before
382 or 3832%  In 383 Gregory was present at a synod at
Constantinople and delivered his oration de Dettate Filit
et Spiritus Sancti, which also contains an attack upon
the Anomceans®. These works fully satisfy the de-
scription which Gregory gives in c. 38 of his previous
controversial and critical works on faith® Thus the
Or. Cat. would seem to be later than 383. But it is
probably not much later. Though the danger from the
Anomcean teaching does not occupy a prominent place
in the book, it is still before his mind® It is probable
then that the Oratio Catechetica was written in one of
the years immediately following 383.

The title is given in the best MSS as Aoyos watnyn-
Tiros. Similarly Photius (5767, Cod. 233) and Maximus, in
his comment on Ps.-Dionys. de Eecl. Hier. iii. § 11, allude
to it as o kaTnynTecos®. But in some MSs and in the Paris
editions the words o uéyas have crept into the title’.

Uy, supra p. x.  Rupp’s suggestion (p. 134, note 4) that the last two
books of Basil's Refutation, which are wrongly attributed to him, are the
work which Gregory read to Jerome and Gregory Nazianzen, is devoid of
any support. See Diekamp op. ci2. p. 123, note 4.

2 For a discussion of the relation of Gr.s work to the apologies of
Eunomius see Diekamp op. cit. p. 126, note 3.

3 On the date of this work see Ceillier Auteurs sacrés viii 333.

4 His shorter treatises de Fide, Quod non sint tres dii, and de S. Trinitate
(which probably belongs to Gregory, rather than to Basil) were addressed
to private individuals.

5 See prol. and cc. 38, 39.

6 Similarly Euthymius and the ¢ Disputatio Theoriani.’

7 The earliest Ms which has the words 0 uéyas is the Paris codex
Gr. 12068 (Omont 294).
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[ts genuineness is well attested, as it is referred to
by a succession of later writers. It is quoted by
Theodoret! in his Dialogues, and by ILecontius of By-
zantium in his treatisc against Nestorius and Eutyches.
John of Damascus in the de Fide Orthodoxa borrows
largely from its language on the Trinity and again on
the Eucharist. Germanus, Patriarch of Constantinople
(ob. 733), in a work which Photius had read (2520
Cod. 233), refers to it. There are also clear reminiscences
of some of its language on the Trinity in Ps.-Cyril de S.
Trinitate. Euthymius Zigabenus in the twelfth century
incorporates large sections of it into his Panoplia Dog-
matica. In another twelfth century work containing the
account of a discussion held between Nerses or Noreses,
the Catholicos of Armenia, and Theorianus, who had
been sent by the Emperor Manuel Comnenus to win
him over to the doctrines of Chalcedon, there is a re-
production of Gregory’s chapter on the Kucharist. But
though the work is frequently cited as belonging to
Gregory, a careful perusal of its contents excited the
suspicions of orthodox readers. The traces of Origenistic
teaching, especially on the amoxardoraots, in the writings
of one who ranked amongst the three great Fathers of
the Eastern Church, needed explanation.  Accordingly
an attempt was made to prove that Gregory’s writings
had been interpolated by the Origenists. This idca first
appears in the book written by Germanus, to which
Photius refers. The work was entitled *AvramodoTinos
» "Avofevros. In the first part of the book Germanus
refuted the teaching of Origen on the purgation of
wicked spirits. In the latter part he maintains that
the works of Gregory of Nyssa had been falsified by

1 For fuller reffs. see énfra.
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the Origenists, who had inserted many passages from
Origen’s writings. The works to which he referred are,
according to Photius, the de Awnima et Resurrectione,
the Oratio Catechetica and the de Vita Perfecta. But the
idea of a universal restoration occurs too frequently in
Gregory’s writings! to be disposed of by a theory of
interpolation, which further reccives no support from
any change of style.

An objection of a different character has been raised
against the concluding chapter of the treatise by Au-
bertin? on the ground that Gregory, after trcating of
Baptism in cc. 34—36, and of the Eucharist in c. 37,
again returns to Baptism in c. 40. But the objection is
of little value, as the whole section, cc. 38—40, deals
with the moral conditions which are essential to the life
of grace, and as baptism marks the initiation into that
life it is naturally chosen as the point of reference for
his remarks.

The spurious addition to c. 40, found in the Paris
editions and in some late manuscripts, is an extract
from a work on the Incarnation by Theodore of Rhaithu,
a monk of the seventh century, and its prescnce in the
text is due to a blunder of transcription.

The Oratio Catechetica has received considerable at-
tention in modern times as representing more adequately
than any single treatise the characteristic features of
Gregory’s teaching. Ueberweg, who in his History of
Philosoplyy (p. 320) speaks of Gregory as ‘the first who
sought to establish by rational considerations the whole

L Other passages in which Gregory teaches an dmoxardoracts are dr
Hom. Opif. c. 21, in Psalmos i 9, Or. in tllud Tunc ipse Filius (of doubtful
genuineness) p. 1316 (Migne), o Jlortuis pp. 324, f. (Migne), 212 Chr.
Resurr. Or. 1 pp. 609, f. (Migne).

2 de Sacram. Eucharist. ii 487 (quoted by Rupp p. 147).
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complex of orthodox doctrines,” devotes a special section
to this work.

Gregory’s style has been frequently praised for its
excellence. Photius speaks of it! as syAvkdratos xai
Napmpos xai Ndovis @air amostalwr. His rhetorical
training?® is manifested in the elaboration of his periods,
his frequent use of digressions, and above all his love of
similes®. At the same time these features combine to
make his language often obscure and difficult of inter-
pretation.

§ 2. ON SOME POINTS IN THE TEACHING OI
GREGORY OF NYSSA.

The purpose of the Oratio Catechetica is to set forth
in a manner suited to the needs of those engaged in the
instruction of converts the contents of the Baptismal
Creed. Gregory starts from the religious beliefs of the
Greek and the Jew, and maintains that the Christian
doctrine of God is the mean between Greek polytheism
and Judaism., The former recognised a distinction of
hypostases, the latter the unity of nature, in the Divine
Being.  He refers to non-Christian conceptions of a

v pibl. Cod. 6.

# See the letter of Gregory of Nazianzus (£p. 11, ed. Ben.) written to
Gr., reproving him for his excessive devotion to rhetorical studies, which
had led him to resign his office of dvayrdorys.

3 The Or. Cat. abounds in similes. Especially eharacteristic are the
following : the mixture of water with the oil of a lamp (c. 6), the mind of
man wandering at will over the universe (c. ro), the flame of the wick
(207d.), the dog letting fall his food to catch at its reflection in the water
(c. 21), the comparison of Satan to a ravenous fish who swallows both
hook and bait (c. 24}, the doctor waiting for the disease to come to a head
{c. 29), the snake which has received its death-stroke, but still shows signs
of life (e. 30).
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\Word of God, and further sceks to convince the Greek
of the existence of a Word and Spirit of God by an
appeal to ‘general ideas,” based on the facts of human
nature’. On the other hand he seeks to lead the Jew,
from indications contained in the Old Testament?, to
accept, as consonant with his earlier teaching, the Catholic
faith. In dcaling with the Greek his treatment is specu-
lative. In dealing with the Jew he appeals to Scripture.
In both cases he makes use of the facts of history. The
miracles of Christ, the rise, growth, and extension of the
Church?® all are adduced to confirm the impression of
the truth of Christianity which has been gained from an
examination of its contents. The argument from pro-
phecy and Old Testament types, which played such an
important part in earlier apologies, does not find a place
in his treatment. But he states in the clearest way, when
treating of the Incarnation, the moral argument. Again
and again he appeals to the moral glory exhibited in
God’s plan of redemption®. The Incarnation was an
exhibition of the Love of God and was consistent with,
and worthy of, His moral nature. This he regards as
the sole and sufficient answer to all objections. It is
consistent with God’s honour to succour the needy.
Such a work supplied the most splendid occasion for
the exercise of His power. That His power could
condescend so low was a grcater miracle than any of
the wonders of Creation. That Gregory appeals to each
of these three classes of arguments, speculative, historical,
and moral, is, as Rupp says?, a proof of the impartiality
of his judgment and of his theological acuteness.

1 See prol. cc. 3, 1, z. 3 S8 @ 4o 3 See ce. 12, 18.

t See ce. 8 (sub finl), g, 15, 17, 20, 24, 26.
> Gregors Leben und Meinungen p. 2406.
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Gregory, as has been already remarked, does not
attempt a complete scientific treatment of his subject.
His aim is not to produce a de Principiis suited to the
needs of the fourth century and based upon the Nicene
Creed. He has in view the immediate, practical needs
of Christian teachers. Yet there are at least the outlines
of a theological system in the Oratio Catechetica, and it
is to this fact that its resemblance to the work of Origen
is due.

The influence of Origen upon Gregory’s work is seen
in three points.

1. In the first place his general treatment of his
subject shows how deeply he had imbibed the spirit of
Origen. His attempt to illustrate and explain Christian
truth with the help of the philosophical conceptions of
Greek thought is inspired by Origen'. Like his great
master he too would seck to claim the philosophy of the
heathen world as a friend and partner in the pursuit of
the higher life2.

2. Again, Gregory’s exegesis of Scripture is derived,
like that of Basil, from Origen. He expounds the
principles of the allegorical method of interpretation
in c¢. 32 of the Or. Cat, where he is dealing with ob-
jections to the manner of Christ's death. All words
and acts of the Gospel have, he declares, a higher and
more Divine meaning?® than that which lies upon the

1 Cp. Rupp, Z.c. “Origen is great by virtue of the single thought of
bringing philosophy into union with religion, and producing thereby a
theology. With Clement of Alexandria this was still a mere instinct.
Origen gave it consciousness, and so Christianity began to have a science
of its own.’

2 Cp. de Vit. Moysis, l.c. supra.

3 kara TOv DYnhbéTepbr Te kal BetbTepor Noyov.

S. 1
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surface. There is in all passages alike an admixture of
the Divine element with the human. The voice or
action proceeds after a human manner, while the hidden
meaning® manifests the Divine element. So in the
Death of Christ we can recognize the human element,
the shame and weakness, while the outstretched arms of
the Sufferer preach the Divine lesson of the all-embracing
love of God. The early chapters of Genesis he treats, as
Origen had done before him, as allegories. The stories
of Paradise and the coats of skin? contain doctrines
written in the form of a narrative and after the manner
of history®. The coats of skin do not refer to literal
skins. The inner meaning of the story, expressed in
veiled language?, is that physical death was appointed
by God as a merciful provision for undoing the effects
of man’s fall. Once more Gregory accuses the Jews of
having misunderstood all that the Law had expressed
in veiled language for those who were able to under-
stand the inner meaning® Such a method of exegesis
was common in the age of Gregory. Allegorism was
practised by all parties alike, when it suited their
purpose. Some of these mystical interpretations of
particular passages had passed into the current tradition
of the Church® The allegorical method was, moreover,
particularly suited to the work of the apologist. It
enabled him to claim the Old Testament in support of
Christian belief and to harmonize it with the doctrines of
the Church. At the same time it afforded him a weapon

1 7o) kaTd TO KPUTTOY YoOUUévOU. 2 cc. 5, 8.

3 igTopLkdTEPOY. 48 alveyndrwy (c. 8).

5 boa maps Tol véuov 8 alviyudTwy TOls pmuoTiKDS émalewy émioTauévors
SuppnTat.

§ E.g. in c. 32 Gr. claims to have received the interpretation which he
gives of the Cross éx mapadboews.
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wherewith to repel the counter-claims of Judaism. Be-
hind Gregory’s use of allegorism, however, there is often
a profoundly spiritual conception of the meaning of
Scripturel

3. Once more it is in his whole conception of the
Divine Providence that Gregory shows himself the
disciple of Origen. To him, as to Origen, the history
of the world represents a vast movement from a be-
ginning to an end, embracing all created beings, and
advancing towards a final unity in which God will be
all in all®.  To both alike it is God’s goodness which is
the cause of Creation®. In the system of Origen, how-
ever, man does not occupy quite the same central
position in Creation as he does in the teaching of
Gregory. According to Origen man is but one factor
in the world of spirits®. Gregory returns to the view of
earlier Fathers and regards man as the sole cause and
the end of Creation®. In him the two worlds of sense
and spirit find a meeting-point®. Origen’s view was
necessitated by his belief in the pre-existence of souls

1 See a fine passage in ¢. Eunom. vii p. 744 (Migne) 8i& rofiro mdoa
ypagpy febmyvevaros Névyetai, Sia 7O Tis Oelas éumveloews elvar didackaliav.
el mepuatpelein TO cwuatikoy Tob Noyov mpokdAvuua, 16 Newrbuevor Kipibs
éoTi Kal (wh kal wvelua, kard 7€ TOv méyav Ilablov, xal kard Tiw TOD
edayyeNov ¢wviv. For further passages illustrating Gr.s principles of
exegesis see in Cant. Cantic. p. 756 sq. (Migne), and (on the cvykardBacts
of Scripture) de Comum. Not. p. 181 (Migne).

2 St Paul’s words, 1 Cor. xv 28, are a favourite text with Gr. as with
Origen. Cp. e.g. de An. et Res. p. 104 (Migne).

¥ See Or. Cat. c. 5. Cp. Origen de Princ. ii g. 6.

¥ See ¢. Celsum iv g9 (Philocalia, c. 20, p. 150, ed. Rob.) oluar 7
dmodedeixévat ix TOV wpoepnuévwr, Tos arfpdTe kal TavTi Noyikg T4 TdrTa
TemolnTal.

5 Or. Cat. c. 5.

§ Or. Cat. c. 6 1ol aloOnTol wpds 76 voyrdv ylveral Tis kard Gelav gopiav
wiEis Te kal dvdkpasts.

b2
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and a pre-temporal fall, which Gregory rejects. But in
his treatment of free-will and the origin of evil Gregory
again shows himself the disciple of Origen’. The pos-
session of free-will was necessary to the perfection of
that ‘image of God*’ in which man was made. The
result of its possession was that the participation in
good was made the reward of virtue. It is through
this endowment of free-will that evil becomes possible.
For evil springs from within and is due to the action of
man’s will in turning away from what is good. Evil has
no substantive existence but arises from the absence of
virtue. The insistence on man’s free-will, which had
characterized Origen’s teaching when face to face with
the predestinarian views of the Gnostics, was no less
important at the time when Gregory wrote, in face of
the fatalism which characterized heathen thought, and
above all in view of the danger from Manichaeism.
The conception of the negative character of evil Gregory
shares with other teachers of his age. It appears in
Athanasius and Basil, and is an indication of their
common debt to Origen. At the same time it marks
a point of contact with Platonism? originating as it
does in the identification of 7o ayafér and 7o dv*. But
it is in the application of these two ideas of man’s free-
will and the negative character of evil to the larger
question of the Providence of God that Gregory far
outdistances his contemporariecs and shows himself a
thoroughgoing disciple of Origen. It is one of the
merits of both tecachers that they are able to assign a

L For Origen’s treatment of free-will see de Principiis Bk iil (Philocalia,
c. 21).

2 For the whole of what follows see Or. Cat. c. 5.

3 See notes on c. 3.

4 Cp. Archer Hind Zimacus of Plato pp. 31—33.
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real importance to man’s free-will in their system of
thought. But man’s free-will cannot defeat the final
purpose of God, and evil, from its unsubstantial character,
cannot be eternal. God must finally be ‘all in all” The
purpose of God includes the redemption and restoration
to God of all created spirits, Satan included. The puri-
fication of man is the work of grace. But those who
have not passed through the gate of Baptism have none
the less their own appropriate purification. The Divine
Power in contact with evil acts as a refining fire. Satan
himself will be purged by it and be led to acknowledge
the justice and redemptive power of God. Then, when
the purifying fire has done its work, there will arise from
all Creation a chorus of praise. This doctrine of amro-
katacTades, which proved such a stumbling-block to
later ages and led to the suggestion that Gregory’s
works had been interpolated, shows how completely
Gregory had made his own the main outlines of Origen’s
system® In their conception of a purifying discipline
in the after-life both Origen and Gregory are re-echoing
the thoughts of Plato in the Gorgias®, but the former
certainly believed himself to be interpreting the language
of Scripture’, while the great text of St Paul, already
referred to, supplied them both with the Scriptural basis

1 See cc. 8, 26, 35.

2 For reff. to Origen see notes on the passages quoted above. For other
passages in which Gr. adheres to traditional language on the subject of
future punishment see notes on c. 26.

3 For refl. see notes on c. 8.

+ E.g. 1 Cor. iii 15. For other reff. see Bigg Bampton Lect. p. 230.
Gr.’s teaching on the kdfapais applies to a different stage in the history of
the soul from that of the Western doctrine of Purgatory. The former
takes place after the resurrection, the latter between death and judgment.
Again the former deals with the purification of the bad, the latter with the
purification of the good. See Mason Zurgatory pp. 18—20.
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which they sought for their belief in the final restoration
of all created spirits to God.

In his treatment of human nature in the Or. Car.
Gregory departs from Origen, who adopted St Paul’s
terminology of ‘body, ‘soul, and ‘spirit.” It suited
better the purpose of Gregory’s apology to adopt the
simpler division into ‘intelligible’ and ‘sensible’ or
‘invisible” and ‘visible,” in order that he might exhibit
man as the centre of creation and the meeting-point of
the two worlds of matter and spirit. At the same time
his method enables him to assert the closeness of the
union between the twol.

Once more Gregory appears to emphasize more
clearly than Origen the antithesis of God and the world.
Thus when dealing with Creation in its relation to God
he no longer uses the antithesis of 70 vopror and 7o
alaOnrov, which would place all spiritual beings in the
same category, but abandoning here Plato and Origen,
he draws a contrast between ‘created’ and ‘uncreated?’
This enabled him to assert the transcendence of God,
an idea on which he is continually dwelling in his other
works®.

It is a sign of Gregory’s independence of thought
and versatility of mind that, while he has shown himself
a true disciple of Origen and has followed him in some

1 He uses the words uikis, dvdrpaas, gvvavdkpaoes of this union. See
c. 6. Gr.’s treatment of the union of soul and body, and the relation of
his thought to that of Plotinus is discussed by Bergades de Universo et de
Anima hominis doctr. Greg. Nyss. §§ 9—13.

4 & 8%

3 Cp. de An. et Res. p. 92 sq. (Migne), esp. the words 'Emel §¢ olw
mavros ayadol émékewa 1) Bela pvais.  See also . Eunom.ii p. 473 (Migne),
iii p. 6o1, de fom. Op. c. t11. This feature, which Gr. shares with
Athanasius and Gregory Nazianzen, marks a point of contact with the
Neoplatonists.  See, however, Diekamp op. ci¢. pp. 183, 184.
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of his most daring speculations, he has also shown him-
self susceptible to influences from another teacher who
led in his day a reaction from Origen, and even figured
as one of his most determined opponents.

The influence of Methodius upon Gregory’s thought
in the Oratio Catechetica is unmistakeable, and extends
not only to important conceptions, but even to similarity
of literary expression'. In the first place Gregory shares
Methodius’ conception of the place occupied by death in
the Divine order. According to Gregory® death was a
temporary institution?, not a necessity of man’s nature.
It affects only the physical or sensuous part of man, and
the work which it fulfils in the remedial purpose of God*
is to frce man'’s physical nature from the evil implanted
in it by sin, by dissolving it and refashioning it® in its
original beauty. He illustrates this by the case of a
potter, who, when he finds that some ill-disposed person
has filled with molten lead the vessel which he has
fashioned, breaks up the unbaked clay and remodels it.
Methodius’ account is similar. According to him ¢ God
devised death that by this means we might be rendered

! The illustration of the potter in Or. Cat. c. 8 appears to be derived
from Methodius e Resurrectione Lib. 1 c. 44 (ed. Bonwetsch, p. 146).
Again the description of death in Or. Cat. cc. 16, 35 recalls the language
of Method. de Resurr. 1ib. 1 c. 38 (ed. Bon. p. 132) ovdér yap &\Xo o
Odvaros 7 Sudkpiots kal xwpiouds Yuxis amd cwuaros. Gr.’s description of
the ‘angel of the earth’ and the ¢8ovos of Satan (Or. Cat. c. 6) recalls the
passage in Method. de Resurr. 1ib. i c. 37 (ed. Bonw. p. 130). For the
coats of skin (Or. Cat. c. 8) cp. Method. de Resurr. Lib. i c. 39 (ed Bonw,
p- 136). The illustration derived from human generation (O7. Cat. c. 33)
is found in Method. @ Resurr. Lib. ii c. 20 (ed. Bonw. p. 233).

2 Or. Cat. c. 8.

3 olx ws del wapapuévew and bid. wpos kaipbdr.

i Tov Ty kaklay Hudv latpedovTa, 2bid.

3 wpos TO €& dpxiis kdANos dvacTouyetdaeL.
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altogether free from blemish and injury'’; and he ex-
plains his meaning by the two illustrations of the worker
in metal and the potter. Yet in adopting the point of
view of Methodius with regard to the physical nature of
man, Gregory shows his originality by combining with it
the idea of the purification of the soul by the practice of
virtue in this life and the purificatory discipline of the
after-life”. Starting from this conception of the re-
demption of the body, we find that both Methodius
and Gregory take the same view of the redemptive
work of Christ. According to the somewhat confused
language of Methodius, Adam represents the whole of
humanity which was assumed by Christ®. When man
went astray, Christ the Shepherd came to seek him and
‘bare him up’ and ‘wrapped Himself around him*’ that
he might not again be overwhelmed and swallowed up
by the waves and deceits of pleasure. ‘For in this way
the Word assumed man, in order that, overcoming the
serpent, He might through Himself destroy the con-
demnation which had followed upon man’s ruin. For
it was fitting that by no other should the Evil One be
overcome, but by him whom he had deceived and over
whom he was boasting that he had gained the mastery ;
for in no other way was it possible that sin and con-
demnation should be destroyed, unless that same man,
on whose account it had been said, “ Earth thou art and
unto earth shalt thou return,” should be refashioned® and

Y de Resurr. Lib. i c. 42 sq. {ed. Bonw. pp. 1425q.).

2 Or. Cat. c. 8 év uév 1y mapobey {wi 76 Tis dpetijs pdpuakor eis Bepa-
welay TGV TowbTwy mpooeTéln TpavudTwy. el 8¢ dbepdmevros wévol, €v TY
uera TabTa Pig Teraulevrar 7 fepameta.

3 See Conviv. ili 6 olTw &) mwdlw kai év 1¢ aveppére Xpword 7oV
*Adap wavtes {woronfGow (ed. Jahn, p. 19). Cp. also il 4, 7, 8.

3 ibid. BagTdoavTos abTov Tol Kuplov Kal dugiecauévou.

5 dvamhacfels.
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undo the sentence which on his account had issued forth
upon all, that, as in Adam formerly all die, even so
again in Christ, who assumed Adam, all should be
made alive®’

There are resemblances in this exposition to the
carlier teaching of Irenacus®, but the many points of
contact with Methodius’ conceptions and the form in
which he illustrates them?® seem to show fairly con-
clusively that Gregory chose the latter as his model.
According to Gregory* Christ assumed humanity for
the purpose of knitting together in an inseparable union
the body and soul which had been severed in death, and
recalling the primal grace® which had belonged to
human nature. As the principle of death had passed
throughout the whole of human nature, so the principle
of life resulting from Christ’s Resurrection passes to all.
He first united the soul which He had assumed in an
indissoluble union with His own body by His resurrec-
tion. Then on a larger scale® he inaugurated the same
union for all humanity. Thus He becomes the ‘meeting-
ground”’ of life and death, by arresting the process
of dissolution in man’s nature, and Himself becoming

! ¢bid. Cp. also the words in c. 7 8mws 6 Kipos, % d¢fapoia
vikjoaca Ty dvaror, elmyws THy drdoTacw uehwdhoy Ty capki, uh dbdoas
avTiy k\npovounfivar wd\w wo rhs phopds. See also the mystical appli-
cation to the Church of the story of the creation of Eve, 7bid. c. 8. The
reff. throughout are to Jahn’s edition.

2 See Harnack /ist. of Dogma (Eng. tr.), vol. iii p. 105 (cp. ii 239 ff.).

3 See supra, p. xxv, note 1.

4 Or. Cat. c. 16.

5 @s &v ) mpdTy mepl TO dvbpdmwor xdpis dvakinfeln. Cp. c. 35 doTe
Tis kakias év T StaNboer Tol cduartos kal Tis YuxFs éxpvelans Tdw Sie THs
dragragews olov kal drafdi kai dxépatoy kai wdons Ths kard xaklay émutias
\NéTprov dvacTouxeiwdfvar Tov dvfpwmor.

6 yevikwrépw Tl Noy@.

7 pebbprov.
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the originating principle of the union of the severed
portions®.

In these somewhat realistic expositions of the work
of redemption we find certain clearly marked concep-
tions which are held in common by Methodius and
Gregory. There is the same idea of the purpose of
death as a means of removing the evil which had
entered man’s physical nature through the IFall. There
is the same idea of Christ’s union with humanity as a
whole. And lastly there is the same conception of the
reconstitution of human nature through the Resurrection
of Christ. These conceptions form the leading features
of Gregory’s doctrine of redemption.

Gregory’s treatment of the Incarnation exhibits in
detail many points of resemblance to that of Athanasius.
As we have seen his general conceptions follow in the
main those of Methodius. It is rather on the apologetic
side that his expositions recall those of Athanasius.
Both writers recognize the importance of history. They
both appeal to the miracles of Christ? and to His Virgin-
Birth and Resurrection ; also to the witness of facts as
exhibited in the rise and growth of the Church and in the
decline of heathenism and Judaism?® They both deal
with the question ‘ Why did not God restore man by a
mere fiat?’, though they answer it in different ways®.
Both appeal to the immanence of God in Creation in
order to justify the idea of an Incarnation®. Both treat

1 See further the expositions in Or. Cat. cc. 32, 33, esp. the words in
. 32, ) Tob pépous dvdaTacts éml 1O mwav delépxeTat, KatTh TO guvexés Te Kal
wwuévor Ths piaews éx Tol uépous éml TO GNov ouvexdidouévn.

2 Or. Cat. cc. 12, 13. Cp. Ath. de Jnc. cc. 18, 38, 49, s0.

3 O, Cat. cc. 13, 18.  Cp. Ath. de Juc. cc. 40, 46, 55.

4 Or. Cat. cc. 15, 17. Cp. Ath. de Inc. 44, Or. c. Ar.ii 68.

5 Or. Cat.c. 25. Cp. Ath. de Jnc. cc. 41, 42.



INTRODUCTION XXiX

of the necessity of the death of Christ’, but Gregory has
emphasized more clearly than Athanasius the fact that
death was necessary in order that Christ’s assumption
of human nature might be complete. The particular
manner of the death, Crucifixion, is also discussed by
both writers, though more fully by Athanasius®. Both
sce in the outstretched arms of Christ a manifestation
of His purpose to unite all men to Himself?. While
Athanasius asserts that man’s ills could not be cured
by any cxternal remedy®, Gregory maintains that man
needed to be touched in order to be cured® On the
other hand Athanasius emphasizes far more clearly
than Gregory the purpose of the Incarnation to restore
in man the knowledge of God which had been blurred
by sin®. In one or two respects Gregory added to the
expositions given by Athanasius, as when he deals with
the question why the Incarnation was delayed, and
answers it by the analogy of the physician who waits
till the discase has reached a climax before applying a
cure’.

Gregory deals with the question, why sin has not
ceased to exist since the Incarnation, by adducing the
simile of a serpent® which has received its death-blow,
though life continues for a time in its extremities. And
again he answers the question why grace has not come
to all by saying, in language that recalls Butler in later
times, that God has left something to man’s initiative
and made him free to accept or refuse God’s offer®. On

1 Or. Cat. c. 32. Cp. Ath. de Inc. cc. 21, 22.

2 Or. Cat.c. 32. Cp. Ath. de Inc. cc. 23—25.

3 Or. Cat.c. 32. Cp. Ath.de Inc. c. 25.

4 Ath. de Inc. c. 44. S (0IR (Bl & Do 8 de Inc. cc. 11—1g.
7 Or. Cat.c. 2g. Cp. Ath. Or. c. A7. i 29, i1 68.

8 Or. Cat. c. 30. 9 fbid.
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the whole, however, Gregory’s treatment of the Incarna-
tion lacks the completeness and profundity which is
found in Athanasius’.

What has been said above of Gregory’s relation to
Origen has served also to bring into notice the debt
which both Fathers owe to Plato. Gregory’s other
works exhibit his intimate acquaintance with Plato’s
Dialogues? and show how freely he employed Plato’s
thoughts in setting forth the doctrine of the Trinity®
Yet Gregory fully understood the limits within which
Platonism might be of service to the theology of the
Church. It was at best a useful ally, which might be
enlisted to strengthen and illustrate his exposition of
the faith. It is thus that he employs the Platonic
psychology to illustrate the doctrine of the Trinity in
the opening chapters of the Oratio Catechetica®.

1 In his treatment of the Divine Word in Or. Cat. c. 1 Gr. uses
language which resembles that of Athanasius, e.g. his statement that God
was never without a Word (cp. Or. ¢. Ar. 1 19g), and his contrast between
the Divine Word and its transitory, human counterpart (cp. Or. c. Ar.
ii 35).

2 See passages quoted by Diekamp Gotteslehre d. h. Gregor. v. N.
p- 33-

3 E.g. in the treatises ¢. Zunomium, Quod non sint tres dii and de Comm.
Notiontbus. See Rupp Gregors Leben und Meinungen p. 136. Barden-
hewer (lutrologie p. 278) speaks of him as ‘anticipating the extreme
Realism of the Middle Ages.’

* Of the influence of the later Platonists there is in the Or. Car.
apparently little trace. Similarly there is only a sparing use made of
Aristotle.  In his chapter on the Eucharist (c. 37) Gr. employs the Aris-
totelian antithesis of dtvauts and évépyera, and ‘form’ (eldos) and matter.
But in this case he was probably only availing himself of terminology
which had entered into the current eclectic philosophy of the day. 1lis
treatment of eldos in other works (e.g. de Hom. Op. c. 27) shows the
influence of both Methodius and Origen. See Diekamp op. cit. p. 44,
note 2. See further notes on dA\owwrikijs and reff. to Aristotle’s doctrine
of nutrition in c. 37.
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We may now proceed to consider some points in the
teaching of the Oratio Catechietica in which Gregory’s
independence of earlier Fathers is most apparent. First
in order stands his presentation of the doctrine of the
Trinity. His treatment of the subject is somewhat
slight when compared with the length at which he
discusses the Incarnation. There were two reasons for
this. His earlier works had expounded at full length
his ideas upon the subject’. And again it is assumed
by him that in an apologetic work such as the Oratio
Catechetica professes to be, there was less need to deal
at length with objections to this doctrine than was the
casc in the doctrine of the Incarnation. The ‘general
ideas’ of the Greek might be regarded as predisposing
him to believe that there was a Word of God and a
Spirit of God, while the indications in the Old Testa-
ment of hypostases within the Godhead might serve to
convince the Jew2 DBut in what he does say his treat-
ment is original and suggestive. He is the first Father
to illustrate the doctrine of the Trinity from the psy-
chology of human nature. Starting from the Platonic
analysis of human consciousness as consisting of vobs,
Aayos, Yrvyy, he proceeds to argue that in the case of the
Godhead this implies three distinct hypostases within
the Divine Being. The Divine Logos and Spirit must
correspond to the Divine Nature and be proportionately
higher than their human counterparts. They must ac-
cordingly be living and have life in themselves. And
in order to have life in the fullest sense they must be
personal, possessing will and the power to perform what
they will.  Gregory’s illustration is based upon the

1 Cp. c. 38.
2 Cp. the opening words of c. 5, where he also states the difficulties
likely to be felt about the Incarnation. Cp. also c. g.
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belief, which he exhibits in other works, that human
nature is a mirror, which faithfully reflects the traits of
its Divine archetype'. At the same time Gregory is
conscious of the inadequacy of our faculties to explore
the mode of the existence of Deity, and he acknowledges
that we can only attain a moderate degree of appre-
hension of the Divine Being®

Another contribution which Gregory makes to Chris-
tian thought in the Oratio Catecletica is his treatment
of the relation of the work of redemption to the attri-
butes of God®’. These he represents as four, power,
righteousness, goodness, and wisdom®. The goodness
of God was shown in his desire to rescue man, His
wisdom in the method chosen to carry into effect this
desire’.  The power of God, which is not in its exhi-
bition divorced from love®, was shown in the surpassing
wonder of God’s condescension, which enabled Him to
come down to the level of man. Such humiliation was
a wonder no less than that a flame should stream down-
wards, instead of upwards”’. The righteousness of God
was displayed in His manner of dealing with the great
adversary of man®. In treating of this question Gregory

1 Cp. de An. et Res. p. 41 (Migne) olirws év 19 Bpaxiryre 7hs nuerépas
Ploews TV appdoTwy éxelvwy TR BebTyTos StwpdTwy al elkbves éxNdumovay
de Mortuis p. 509 (Migne) émi uév yap 7is év 76 karbmrpy poppis 7 eixdby
wpos TO dpxérumoy oxmpartiferar éml 8¢ Tob THs Yuxds xapaxripos, 70
Eumalw vevorikaper: katd yap 7O felov kdN\hos 7O Tis Yuxfs €ldos dmewovi-
ferar. olkodv 8rav wpos TO dpxéTumov éavtiis BAEmy N Yuxh TéTe 8 dkpiSeias
éavrhp kabopg. There are many such passages. The passage in Quid sit
ad imag. Dei p. 1333 (Migne), which recalls Gr.’s language in the Or. Cat.,
cannot be adduced in illustration, as the treatise is almost certainly a later
work, probably by Anastasius Sinaita. See Ceillier viii 248.

2 c. 3 init. 3 cc. 19—26.

4 ¢, 20, 5 ¢. 23 sub fin. Cp. c. 20.

§ Cp. c. 24, T8 épetiis To0 pvaTnpiov diackomhowuer, év ols udMoTa
Seikvurar cvykekpauévn Ty pavbpwmia i Sivaus.

7 7bid. 8 cc. 21—23, 26.
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is led to discuss the nature of the Atonement, and in so
doing he develops in a highly original manner the
theory which earlier Fathers had framed upon the
subject’. His teaching finds a parallel in that of
Ambrose and later writers, and the idea of a ransom
paid to Satan and a deception practised upon him,
though rejected by one or two important Fathers,
became widely current in East and West until Anselm
brought it to an edifying end% His argument is as
follows. As we had freely sold ourselves to evil, He
who sought to restore us to liberty could not resort to
arbitrary and tyrannical methods, but must proceed by
methods of strict justice. This involved the payment
to Satan, as owner of mankind, of such a ransom as he
was willing to receive. The spectacle of Christ’s miracles
led the adversary to select Him as the ransom-price,
while the veil of Christ’s human nature, hiding the God-
head, removed all cause for fear, and led him to desire
Christ as his prey. In reply to the argument that this
involved an act of deception, since the Godhead of
Christ was veiled from Satan, Gregory replies that it
was an act of strict justice. Satan was requited ac-
cording to his deserts, in that the deceiver was in turn
deceived. But he adds a further answer. Behind the
justice of God and this apparent act of deception there
was a beneficent purpose. Just as a physician deceives

1 For these earlier theories see reff. in notes on c. 23. It isa significant
fact that in his exposition of the atonement Gregory does not treat of the
ideas of propitiation or satisfaction, or of the relation of the sacrifice of
Christ to the sacrifices of the Old Testament. In the passage in Chr.
resurr. Or. i p. 612 (Migne) he speaks of the sacrifice of the lamb but
only in connexion with the Eucharist. In ¢. Ewunom. ii p. 473 (Migne)
the shedding of the blood is the ‘ransom price’ by which we are delivered
from death.

2 See notes on c. 23.
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his patient by mixing a drug with his food, so the pur-
pose of the deceit practised in the Incarnation was to
benefit the adversary himself. Satan himself will be
purged by the Divine power, acting as a refining fire,
and will be led at last to acknowledge the saving power
of Christ’s work of redemption’. In this exposition, with
its combination of the thoughts of his master Origen
and his own ingenious fancies, Gregory’s imagination
attains its highest flight. In his whole treatment of
the Atonement Gregory falls far short of the more
profound and Scriptural teaching of Athanasius.

The concluding section of the Oratio Catecletica is
devoted to an exposition of the doctrine of the Sacra-
ments?  Gregory defends the principle involved in the
Divine working through sacramental channels on general
grounds by the same appeal to the Divine immanence
which he had employed in dealing with the Incarnation®
But the assurance that God is present and works through
such means is based upon His promise to be present in
this particular way* The validity of the sacramental
rite accordingly depends upon the cooperation of our
wills with the promise of God to act through these
means. The prayers which are offered by us at baptism
neither effect nor hinder the validity of the Sacrament,
which depends upon the promise of God®.

Another feature in Gregory’s treatment of the Sacra-
ments is his insistence that through them there is a
continuation of the process of the Incarnation. Thus

1 ¢. 26.

2 cc. 33—40.

3 cc. 34, 36, esp. the words in c. 30, 7is yap wdpesTe wovos 74 wpdyuare,
TieTeboar wavraxol Tov Oeov elvar;

4 c. 34, xal Qeod mwapéoedbai Tols ywouévols émnyyehuévov kal THy wap’
éavrod SUvauw évrefetkbros T Epyyw, kalb' d wemaTEKaUEY.

5 ibid.
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he says of Baptism!: ‘ Since the method of our salvation
was made effectual, not so much by instruction in the
way of teaching, as by the very acts of Him who has
established a fellowship with man, and has effected life
as an actual fact, in order that, by means of the flesh
which He has assumed and at the same time deified,
everything kindred and related to it may be saved
along with it, it was necessary that some means should
be devised by which there might be in the baptismal
process a kind of affinity and likeness between him who
follows and Him who leads the way. Similarly, in
dealing with the Fucharist?, he says that the Incarnate
Christ ‘infused IHimself into our perishable nature, that
by communion with Deity mankind might at the same
time be deified” Then he proceeds: ‘ For this end it
is that by dispensation of His grace He disseminates
Himself in every believer through that flesh, whose
substance is from bread and wine, blending Himself
with the bodies of believers, that by this union with
that which is immortal man too may be a sharer in
incorruption.’

In both passages the idea is that the process of ‘dei-
fication’ which was consummated in the humanity of
Christ by the hypostatic union of the Word with it, is
continuously effected in mankind at large through union
with Christ in the Sacraments. Gregory’s language pre-
sents a fairly close parallel to the similar treatment of
the question in the de 7rinitare of St Hilary.

In his treatment of Baptism Gregory emphasizes the
importance of a right faith for the practical needs of the
Christian life. By his reference to his former contro-
versial works on the Trinity?® he clearly shows the inner

lec. 35. 2 c. 37 sub fin. 3 c. 38.
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spiritual significance of the battle which the Church had
been fighting with Arianism. It is of importance that
he who is regenerate should know what is his spiritual
parentage and into what manner of life he is born in
baptism'. To believe that the Son and Spirit are
created beings is to make a man’s salvation dependent
on something which is imperfect and which itself needs
redemption His exposition of the inner significance of
Baptism® recalls the language of Cyril's Cafec/eses and
is based on St Paul’s teaching. Baptism involves re-
pentance and a dying with Christ unto sin. It is also
the beginning of a resurrection unto a life of blessedness.
But he realizes the incapacity* of man at present for a
complete reproduction in himself of the death and resur-
rection of Christ. Still baptism marks the first stage.
It is a break with evil’ and a preliminary rehearsal® of
that which will be completely accomplished hereafter.
He insists strongly on the necessity of baptism for the
resurrection to the life of blessedness. All will rise
again, but there will be a difference. Each will go to
his appropriate place. He who has been purified in the
waters of baptism will pass to a passionless life of bless-
edness.  For him who lacks such purification there
waits the refiner’s fire, which shall purge the nature
through long ages and restore it at last pure to God”.

It is however in his treatment of the Eucharist that
Gregory’s teaching is most distinctive, His chapter on

1 wapd rivos yevvirar kal molov ylverar {Gov.

2 c. 39, whmwore Ndfy 77 ENNrel pUael kal deouévy Tob dyafivorros éavrov
eloTolov. 3 c. 35.

4 rocoiTov wmovuela Tis Umepexoloms Suvduews, doov xwpel Hudy %
mrwyeta TS PpUoews, tbid.

5 duakomiy. $ mpouekerijoac.

7 7bid. On the kdBapais of souls see antea.
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the subject marks an epoch in the history of the doctrine
of the Eucharist in the Eastern Church. The frequency
of its occurrence among patristic selections in later
manuscripts, and the use made of it by John of Da-
mascus, Euthymius Zigabenus, and the author of the
dialogue Z/eoriani disputatio cum Nersete shows the
importance assigned to it.

Gregory begins! by stating the distinction between
Baptism and the Eucharist. In Baptism the soul is
knit to Christ through faith. But the body needs no
less than the soul to be brought into union with its
Saviour, and the Eucharist is specially intended for the
body. This is the significance of the bodily participa-
tion of the KEucharistic food, which must be eaten, in
order that the communicant’s body may be transformed
into the nature of the immortal Body of Christ. We
notice here the same method of treatment which has
characterized Gregory’s doctrine of redemption? In
thus insisting on the effect of the Eucharist upon the
body he is using language which undoubtedly finds
parallels in earlier Fathers® and which asserts an im-
portant principle, i.e. that the whole man shares in the
healing and life-giving work of grace. But his one-
sided treatment has the effect of seeming to lower the
Eucharistic gift to a mere principle of life for the
body. At the same time, however, he insists on the im-
portance of faith in the recipient*.

A sccond feature of his teaching is his clear assertion
of the fact that the consecration of the elements is
ceffected by the prayer of consecration. It is ‘by the

1c. 37 2 See antea, pp. xxvil, xxviii. 3 See reff. in notes.

4 E.g. the phrases: rals Togabrais 7Gv moTdv pupidoi—er §oows 1) wiores
éoTi—maoe Tols memoTevkbaL Ty oikovoulg THs xdpiros—rols cwmac. TV
MEMOTEVKOTWY KATAKLPYAUEVOS.

2
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power of the blessing®’ that the Word transforms the
nature of the visible elements to the immortal Body
of Christ. Thus the change effected is, according to
Gregory’s view, an objective change.

A more difficult question is the relation in which,
according to Gregory’s teaching, the consecrated ele-
ments of bread and wine stand towards the Body and
Blood of Christ, and the exact nature of the change
which he regards them as having undergone by conse-
cration. From the days of the Paris editor, Fronto
Ducaeus, Gregory’s words have been used to support
the Western doctrine of Transubstantiation®. The ques-
tion which Gregory sets himself to answer in his chapter
on the Eucharist is as follows. How can the one Body
of Christ, while continually distributed to multitudes
of believers, become in its entirety the possession of
cach through the portion received, and yet remain an
undivided whole? In order to answer this question he
makes use of an analogy derived from the process of
nutrition. Bread and wine are potentially flesh and
blood, since they become such by the process of diges-
tion. In the case of Christ’s earthly Body bread and
wine became in this way IHis Body and His Blood,
while that Body, whose substance was from bread and
thus in a manner was bread, was consecrated by the in-
habitation of God the Word. So now in the Eucharist
the bread and wine, which are consecrated by the Word,
become the Body of the Word, no longer by eating,
as in His earthly life, but immediately. The purpose
of Gregory’s illustration is to compare the relation in

L 77 7és edNoylas dwwduee (c. 37 fin.).  On the question of what is meant
Ly the etAoyia, and the use which Gr. makes of the words of institution,
see notes.

? See reff. in notes.
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which bread and wine stand to the person of Christ
in the Eucharist with that which the bread eaten by
Him while on ecarth had to His ecarthly Body. The
change in both cases is a change of relation. His
language suggests a real change!?, but does not indicate
the exact manner of the change. In view of the use
which has been made of Gregory’s language, and the
ambiguity which attaches to such words as ‘nature,
‘form,” ‘change, it is important to grasp clearly the
conceptions which underlie the terms employed by him
in his illustration from the process of digestion. Gregory
is availing himself of ideas upon the body’s flux and
the relation of its ‘elements’ to its ‘form, which he
has treated of at length elsewhere® In the background
of his thought there is a perfectly consistent theory of
etdos and ororyela, and the terms which he employs
are correctly used and implicitly involve such a theory,
even though they do not explicitly state it. He is
thinking of the change effected when the constituent
clements (orovyeia) of bread and wine are, in the pro-
cess of digestion, rearranged under a new form (eidos),
so that they acquire the properties of ‘body.” With
this idea his use of the words eidos, ploes, peramoreiofar’
is perfectly consistent. The elements of bread and

! Gr.’s language goes beyond that of Theodoret Dzal. i p. 25 (Schulze)
ob Thy Plow peraBalwy, dNN& Ty xdmv T @boe wpooTedexds. But the
word ¢voes is here used in a different sense from that in which Gr. uses it,
as is shown by the same writer’s statement in Zial. ii p. 126 (Schulze),
OV8¢ yap petd Tov dyaocudy Ta pvoTika cvudoha Tis olkelas ¢tioTara Ploews
uéve yap émi Tijs wpotépas ololas kal Tol oxrHuaTos kal Tob eldovs, kal dpard
éoTw kal arra ola kal wpbTepor 7.

2 On the flux of the body see Or. Cat. c. 16 and the reff. in notes. On
the relation of the o7ocxeta of the body to its eldos see de Zom. Op. c. 27.

3 See notes on these words and on peracrorxetoly in c. 37, and esp. the
discussion of the relation of €ldos, groixeta and ¢vats in the note on eldos.
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wine are brought into a new relation and acquire fresh
qualities. Similarly in the Eucharist there is a change
of the bread and wine, which acquire by their new
relation to the person of Christ the properties of His
Body and Blood. Harnack accordingly is right in his
statement’! that Gregory teaches ‘a qualitative unity’
between the bread and wine and the Body and Blood
of Christ. Thus it is unjustifiable to argue® that the
words peramoelofar and peraoToryetody involve the idea
of a change of substance, or a change of the elements
(oTovyeta) or constituent parts of the bread and wine.
Gregory’s language points to a change of ‘form’ only.
He does not teach, as do the later schoolmen, a change
both of ‘material’ and ¢ form™.

The Western doctrine of Transubstantiation, to
which Gregory’s language has been supposed to ap-
proximate, moves in a completely different circle of
idcas, and is an attempt to explain the manner of the
change by the help of the scholastic distinction of
‘substantia’ and ‘accidentia.’

On the other hand Gregory’s language must not be
minimized* by comparing it with what he says in the

v Hist. of Dogma (Eng. tr.) iv p. 290.

2 As is done e.g. by the writer in the Dublin Review quoted by Pusey
Real Presence pp. 166, 167, and by Hilt des 4/, Gr. won Nyssa Lehre vom
DMenschen p- 208. The latter says that Gr. teaches ‘eine vollige und
wirkliche direkte Umwandlung der Substanz des Brodes in den Leib,” and
he maintains that expressions like peraroceiofar and ueragroryeodv exclude
any other supposition. He renders, quite unjustifiably, the concluding
words of c. 37, ‘durch die Kraft des Segens in jenen—seinen Leib—das
Wesen der Gestalten verwandelt habe,” and says, ¢ Hier haben wir ganz
klar die Wesensverwandlung des Brodes und Weines, wie auch die
Hervorhebung, dass von Brod und Wein nur noch die Gestalten (ra
¢awépera) iibrig bleiben, da ihr Wesen jetzt der Leib Christi ist.

3 Cp. Harnack Hist. of Dogma (Eng. tr.) vi p. 237.

* As Neander e.g. does, Ck. /7ist. (ed. Bohn) iv 438.
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in Baptismum Christs’.  In that work he is simply
adducing instances in which natural things, when taken
into sacred uses, acquire a heightened efhcacy, like that
of the water in baptism. He illustrates his meaning
by reference to the consecration of stone to be an altar,
of oil for the purpose of chrism, of a man to be a priest
in ordination, and of bread to be the Body of Christ.
But his argument does not require us to assume that
he understood each of these changes to be identical in
character.

In his assertion of the vital character of the change
effected in the eclements by consecration it may be
doubted whether Gregory’s language intentionally goes
beyond that of Cyril of Jerusalem and Chrysostom?
It finds perhaps its closest parallel in the language of
the de Mpysteriis (ascribed to S. Ambrose).

Gregory’s treatment of the question, however, gave
a direction to the Eucharistic doctrine of the Kastern
Church which finds its most complete expression in
John of Damascus® He starts from Gregory’s language
on the subject, and, like him, illustrates the change in
the elements by the transformation of food in our bodies
through digestion. But in several important respects he
advances beyond Gregory’s teaching. Thus he teaches
the complete identity of the consecrated elements with
the Body and Blood of Christt.  Gregory’s illustration,

1 p. 381 (Migne).
2 On the use of the words weramowely, uerarifévar, mebiordvar, uera-
oTouxetoby see notes on c. 37. On the similar use by other patristic writers
of perafBdN\eww, uerappubuifew, peraskevd{ew, transfigurare, see Pusey
Real Presence pp. 162 ff.

3 de Fid. Orth. iv 13.

4 thid. Ovk &1 TOmos 6 lpTos kal 6 olvos ToU owuartos Kal aluaros Tod
Xpiorob (uh yévoro), AAN alrd 70 cdpa Tob Kuplov Tefewuévov: ibid. rai
oUk elal dUo, AN & kai 70 adTo.
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on the other hand, is offered tentatively?, and he has no
intention of denying that the elements still exist in their
natural substances after consecration. John of Damascus
further goes beyond Gregory in asserting the identity
of the Eucharistic with the historical body of Christ,
a question which Gregory does not discuss. But the
statement of the former that the Body of Christ ‘does
not descend from Heaven, but the bread and wine are
changed into the Body and Blood of God?’ accords with
Gregory’s idea of an assumption of the elements into the
Body of the Word. From the points of contact between
the two writers it will be seen that Gregory’s teaching
has had considerable influence upon that of John of
Damascus?®.

The above discussion of the points handled in the
Oratio Catechetica, while it serves the purpose of showing
Gregory’s indebtedness to carlier Fathers, also illus-
trates his individuality and independence. He is never
a mere copyist, but while adopting the thoughts of
others he makes them his own, and frequently gives
to them an original turn. It is this originality which
gives to the Oratio Catechetica its pecuiiar character,
and makes it one of the most interesting treatises of
the fourth century.

1 raxa Tolvur éyyls Tob eikbros Néyov ywbueba.

2 olx 87i TO dvaknglév cdua €& ovpavol karépxerar, NN 7t avTds &
Gpros kal olvos meTamorolvTar els cdua kal aiua Geod.

3 The doctrine of John of Damascus became the recognized doctrine of
the Eastern Church, as expressed in the Second Council of Nicaea in 587.
The term perovoiwoes was first adopted under Roman influence in the
seventeenth century, and does not appear to have gained universal accept-
ance in the East.
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§ 3 HISTORY OF THE TEXT.

The ecarliest printed cdition of the Greek text of
Gregory’s works was preceded by several Latin versions
of separate or collected trcatises. Among these there
appeared a version of the Oratio Catechetica, made by
P. Morel of Tours, and published at Paris in 1568.
A few years later, in 1573, therc appeared at Paris an
edition of several treatises, including the Oratio Cate-
chetica, in a Latin version made by Gentianus Hervetus,
Canon of Rheims. The Greek text, accompanied by
a Latin version, was printed for the first time in the
Paris edition of 1615 under the editorship of the Jesuit,
IFronto Ducaeus. The work was in two volumes and
the Oratio Catechetica occupies pp. 475—542 of the
second volume. In 1638 appecared a second edition,
published at Paris by Morel. This latter work was
a reprint of the edition of 1615 with the addition of
Gretser's Appendix, which had been published in 1618.
It consisted of three volumes, the Or. Cat. being found
in vol. iii, pp. 43—110. The work was done in
a careless and mechanical manner, as Dr Loofs has
pointed out (Hauck Realencyklop. vii 147). The Latin
version in these editions is based upon that of Gentianus
Hervetus, but has been subjected to revision. In the
notes of Fronto Ducaeus upon the Oratio Cateclhetica
he mentions three MSS employed by him in his work
as editor:

I. A MS supplied by Dn J. Vulcobius.

2. A Ms supplied by F. Morel, ¢ Regius Professor.

3. A s from the Royal Library.

The readings of the last two Mss, as quoted by
Ducaeus, exhibit a superior character to those of the
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first, but the text presented in these editions is very
corrupt, and is disfigured by a series of lacunae (see
below).

The text of the Oratio Catechetica contained in
Migne (£ G. xlv) is a reprint of the edition of 1638.
The only attempt that has been made since the days
of the Paris editors to produce a critical text of the
Oratio Catechetica is that of Krabinger, whose edition
was published at Munich in 1838. He made use of
three Mss, which, though of late date, exhibit a far
purer text than that contained in the Paris editions.
He also used the help afforded by some fragments of
the Or. Cat. contained in three Mss of the Panoplia
Dogmatica of Euthymius Zigabenus. With these re-
sources he was able to fill up the lacunae exhibited in
the common text and to remove many of the corruptions
which had hitherto disfigured it. Krabinger’s critical
work was of great value, though a wider examination
of Mss, and, above all, a study of their history, would
have corrected many of his conclusions. Unfortunately
his text is disfigured by some bad misprints.

The amount of material available for a reconstruc-
tion of the text of the Or. Cat. is considerable. The
Mss which have been either collated in full or examined
for the present edition are as follows :

a=Cod. Monac. 23. Royal Library, Munich. Saec. XVI. chart.
415 foll. It is a folio MS and the Or. Cat. is contained in
foll. 107—145. See Hardt, Catalogus Codd. BSS. Graec.
Bibl. Reg. Bavaricae tom. 1 p. 105. It is quoted by Krabinger
as A, and by Forbes, in the preface to his text of the Apologia
in Hexaemeron (tom. i fasc. i p. i), as a.

6=Cod. Monac. 84. Royal Library, Munich. Saec. XVI. chart.
476 foll. In folio size. The Or. Cat is contained in foll.
138vo—170. See Hardt, 0p. cit. tom. i p. 477. [Krab. B.]

¢=Cod. Monac. 538. Royal Library, Munich. Saec. XVI. chart.
125 foll. In guarto size. The Or. Cat is contained in foll.
1—26. The MS was written for the use of David Hoeschel
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by Maximus Margunius, Bishop of Cythera, about 1590, and
the margin contains the conjectural emendations of the latter.
See Hardt, op. ¢i¢t. tom. v p. 348. It was formerly at Augs-
burg and appears in Reiser’s catalogue (/ndex MSS. Bibl.
Augustanae) as No. 77. [Krab. C.}

d="Trinity College, Cambridge, B. 9. 1. membr. 213 foll. In folio
size (147 % 10 in.), written in a beautiful hand. It consists of
two parts, which are of various dates:

(i) A life of St Alexius, of the eleventh century.
(i1) Various works of St Gregory of Nyssa and Anastasius,
of the twelfth century.

It is one of the MSS brought by Bentley from the monastery
of Pantocrator, Mt Athos. The Or. Cat. is contained in foll.
130 vo—162 vo.

¢=Codex Regius. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 1268 (Omont 294).
Saec. XII. membr. 304 foll. Size of page 7Lxs5%in. It con-
tains works by Justin, Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, and others.
M. Omont informs me that in the fifteenth or sixteenth century
it belonged to a Greek monastery, from which also came
several other volumes that are found in different libraries of
the West. On fol. 6 there is the ex-libris: 5 Bi{3\os airy To
I'aknaiov méXe.. The Ms was acquired in the sixteenth century
by Antonius Eparchus, who on one of the covering leaves has
written with his own hand a table of contents, concluding with
the following ex-libris, also by his hand: Krijpa 'Avreviov tod
‘Emdpyov, 6 0éSwkev eis onueiov ebyapworias T¢ €mipavesTdre
Ppaykiokw 7@ kparaiep [Puoihel Ketov. It has successively
borne the numbers CIOCCCCLXX, 1603, and 2879, in the cata-
logues of the King’s Library, drawn up by Rigault, Dupuy and
Clément in the seventeenth century. The Or. Cat. is contained
in foll. 152vo—188vo. [Forbes ¢.]

/=DBritish Museum, Add. 22509. Saec. X. or XI. membr. 93 foll. It
was presented to the Library by Sir G. C. Lewis in 1858.
It contains various works of Gregory of Nyssa and the ¢
Spiritu Sancto of Basil. The Or. Cat. is contained in foll.
1—s5r1vo. The opening sentences are missing, the first words
being o0 yap 8 &v. There are also two leaves missing in
c. 37.

g=Cod. Cromw. I1X. Bodleian Library, Oxford. ‘Saec. XIII et
X1l ineuntis’ (Coxe). membr. 342 foll. It is in gquarto size.
At the end there is the inscription in a later hand: o mapor
Bi3\iov éudv éorw Tob Mavikaitou )ILX(II’])\, and in the margin
of p. 682 there is a note stating that the owner was presented
with the book wapd Tob...pov Seamirov vikovperikol mwarpuipyov
KvpiA\ov. It contains various works of Gregory, including the
Or. Cat. (foll. 1—71). It is mutilated at the beginning, the

59

opening words being «kai 10 pj Siagpéperv, which occur in
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the latter part of c. 1. There is another large gap in
cc. 32—33. The Ms contains many corrections made by
the original hand, and taken from a MS whose readings
frequently support the text of £ Another feature of this MS
is the peculiar system of chapters, which number 21 instead
of 40 and have in consequence distinct headings from those
found in other MSs.

/=1Imperial Library, Vienna. Gr. suppl. 10 (Kollarii suppl. xviii,
Fabricius, IX. 112). Saec. XV. chart. 413 foll. It is in folio size,
and was presented, as the inscription states, to the Emperor
Charles V1. in 1723, by Apostolo Zeno, his court poet and
historiographer. The O7. Cat. is contained in foll. 127—172.

/="Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 587 (Omont 137). Saec. XV—XVI. chart.
280 foll. In folio size. The Or». Cat is contained in foll.
1—40.

£=Cod. Barocc. ccxil. Bodleian Library, Oxford. Saec. XVI.
chart. 410 foll. In quarto size. The Or. Cat. begins fol. 336.

/=DBritish Museum, Royal 16 D 1. Saec. XIII. membr. 479 foll.
Size of page 9}in.x6%in. The Ms contains the inscription
éx Tédv MnTpopavovs iepopovayot Tob Kpiromotlov. Metrophanes
Critopulus was sent to England by Cyril Lucar in 1616. It
contains various works of Gregory, including the Or. Cat.
(foll. 283 vo—309). The original text has been subjected to
many corrections and erasures by a later scribe, who had
access to a MS containing a much purer type of text.
[Forbes ¢.}

m=British Museum, Royal 16 D XI. Saec. XIV. chart. 372 foll.
Size of page 12k x 8}in. It contains various works of Gregory,
including the Or. Cat. (foll. 40—95 vo). It is the only MS in
the present list which contains the spurious addition to c. 40
found in the Paris editions.

n=Vatican Library, Pii ii, cod. gr. 4. Saec. XI. membr. 316 foll.
In folio. Stevenson says of it (Codices MSS. Gr. regin. Suec.
et Pii P.P. il Bibl. Vaticanae, p. 134): ‘In imo margine
folii primi et ultimi legitur Tod rpomawo¢pdpov, i.e. monasterii
S. Georgii. Olim S. Silvestri” It contains 31 works of
Gregory, including the Or. Caz. (foll. 151—197), and is written
in a beautiful hand.

p=Codex Venetus. Venice. Bibl. Marciana, Gr. 67. Saec. XL
(circiter, Zanetti, p. 45). membr. 432 foll. In quarto size. [t
contains various works of Gregory. The Or. Cat is found
foll. 338 vo—366. [Forbes 4.]

¢=Codex Vaticanus. Rome. Vat. Gr. 423. Saec. X. A fragment
of c. 10 is contained in foll. 36 vo—37.

»=Codex Coislinianus. Paris. Coisl. cXxX olim ccIx (Montfaucon,

p- 193). Saec. X. Contains the same fragment as ¢ in fol.
22—22 Vo.
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The following Mss of the Panoplia Dogmatica of

Euthymius Zigabenus contain considerable fragments
of the Or. Cat.

1=Cod. Monac. 55. Munich. Saec. xv1. [Krab. Euth. 1.]

2=Cod. Monac. 367. Munich (formerly at Augsburg=Reiser
No. 10). Saec. xiit. [Krab. Euth. 2.]

3=Cod. Monac. 551. DMunich (formerly at Augsburg= Reiser
No. 55). Saec. Xxv. [Krab. Euth.]

4=Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 1230 (Omont 171). Saec. XIII.
5= Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 1231 (Omont 170). Saec. XIlI.
6=Imperial Library, Vienna, Gr. 76 (Nessel). Saec. XII.
7 =Imperial Library, Vienna, Gr. 40 (Nessel). Saec. XV.

The above list does not contain all the extant MSS
of the Oratio Catechetica, but it includes the earliest
which are known. In addition to the above Mss the
Vatican Library contains three Mss of the thirteenth
century, one of the fourteenth, two of the fifteenth, and
three of the sixteenth. The Laurentian Library at
Florence contains a Ms of the fourteenth century, and
the National Library at Turin one of the fifteenth,
and another of the sixteenth century. The treatise is
also contained in one or more Mss of the fifteenth or
sixteenth century in the National Library at Paris.
But most of these are too late to be of much service.

The quotations of later patristic writers, with the
exception of those found in Euthymius Zigabenus, do
not add much to our knowledge of the text. There
are a few brief quotations, extending only to a few lines,
in the Dialogues of Theodoret. The greater part of
c. 37 is reproduced in 7Veorian: disputatio cum Nersete,
printed in Mai Secrgpt. Vett. vi 366 ff, the text of which
is much purer than that of the Paris editors. There is
also a short extract from c. 10 in the treatise of Leontius

1 See notes on cc. 10, 16, 32.
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of Byzantium ¢. Nestor. et Eutych. Bk iii.  See Galland
Bibl. Vet Patr. xiii p. 699. In the work de S. Trinitate,
falsely ascribed to Cyril of Alexandria, and in the de
Fide Orthodoxa of John of Damascus, there are remi-
niscences of the Prologue and of cc. 1 and 2, but they
are of no value for critical purposes. There appear to
be no extracts from this treatise in the Sacra Paralicia
of St John of Damascus.

The evidence as to the text afforded by a study of
the MsS may be briefly summarized as follows®.

The Mss fall into two groups :

(1) a, d g /% n p and (as far as their readings have
been observed) 7 and 4.

(2) o fy !, m.

The two MsS ¢ and 4 (which is dependent on ¢)
contain a mixed text, deriving features from either
group in turn.

1. The former of these two groups may be sub-
divided into two smaller groups containing respectively
a, g, pand /, n.

The remaining MS & appears to incorporate elements
from both these divisions.

In the group a, g, #, a is directly descended from p,
while g exhibits a text closely allied to .

With the text of the second group, comprising /%, #,
the text of the fragments of Gregory preserved in
Euthymius presents a close affinity. The distinctive
readings of this group, with one exception? appear to

1 For a fuller discussion of the text of the Or. Cat. see the present
writer’s article in the Journal of Theological Studies Vol. iii, No. 11,
pp- 421 ff.

2 I.e. the words in c. 23, kai TH» T&v katadikwy drdppvew, which have
apparently fallen out of the other Mss and are preserved only in ¢ % 7.
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be due to corruption or revision. The tendency to
revision is still more marked in the distinctive readings
of the text of Euthymius.

2. In the second of the two larger groups mentioned
above, the text of ¢, /, m2 is closely allied to that of the
Paris editions, with which it has in common a number
of corrupt readings and the same series of lacunael.
These Mss in fact present a late recension of the text,
which f exhibits in its ecarlier and purer form. For
the purposes of criticism the readings of f or f / are
alone important, as ¢ and #z are only later and still more
corrupt forms of the same original text.

We thus get as our primary authorities for the text:
in Group 1, p and #; in Group 2, f and /, with which
the readings of the corrector of g are frequently in
agreement.  Of these two groups the former exhibits
traces of corruption at some early stage, while the
readings of the latter show the influence of revision.
But on the whole the readings of f / commend them-
selves as generally more likely to be genuine.

In the present edition it has not been thought
necessary to give the readings of the late MSS a, 6, ¢,
Z, &£, m, as they possess no independent value. The Mss
of Euthymius have been quoted collectively as Zuth.;
where they differ as FZuth. 1, 2, 3 etc.  An asterisk is
used to denote the first hand of a MS, the figure 1 to
denote the corrector’s hand, e.g. g%, ¢, /* /. For con-
venience the readings of the Paris edition of 1638 have
been cited as vwfg.  Sirmond’s edition of Theodoret and
the Roman edition have been quoted respectively as
Thdrts™ and Thdrtrom,

1 For these lacunae see cc. 3, 4, 5, 8 (bis), 9, 29 (app. crit.).
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The following books may be found useful for
reference :

Select Writings and Letters of Gregory, DBishop of Nyssa,
Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers. Ser. ii. vol. 5, 1893.

Dictionary of Christian Biography, vol. ii, Art. on Gregory of
Nyssa.

Hauck, Realencyklopadie, vol. vii, 1899, Art. on Gregory of
Nyssa by Dr Loofs.

Bardenhewer, Patrologie, pp. 272 ff.

Harnack, History of Dogma, Eng. Tr. vols. iii and iv.

Tillemont, Mémoires pour servir a ['Histoire Ecclésiastique,
vol. 1x.

Ceillier, Auteurs Sacrés et Ecclésiastiques, vol. viii.

Oudin, de Script. Eccl., vol. i diss. 4, pp. 584 sq.

St. P. Heyns, Disputatio historico-theologica de Gregorio
Nysseno. Lugd. Bat. 1835.

J. Rupp, Gregors, des Bischofs von Nyssa, Leben und Meiniigen.
Leipzig, 1834.

E. G. Moller, Gregorii Nysseni doctrinam de hominis natura
et tllustravit et cum Origeniana comparavit E. G. M. Halae,
1854.

1. C. Bergades, De wuniverso et de anima hominis doctrina
Gregorii Nysseni.  Thessalonicae, 1876.

A. Krampf, Der Ursustand des Menschen nackh der Lehre des
hl. Greg. v. N. Wirzburg, 1899.

¥. Hilt, Des kl. Greg. v. N. Lehre vom Menschen. Kiln, 1890.

F. Diekamp, Die Gotteslehre des hl. Gregor. won Nyssa.
Miinster, 18g6.

W. Vollert, Die Lehre Gregors v. N. vom Guten und Bosen.
Leipzig, 1897.
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TpoEaTNKOTL TOU puaTnplov Tis evoefelas, ws Av TA-

/ ~ ’ ~ 14 € 3 7 ~
Obvorto T3 wpoabiky TV cwlonévwr 7 éxkAnaia, Tol

\ \ \ ~ ’ ~ 3 ~ ~ 5 4
Kara Tnv BLSQX’?)I’ Lo TOV XO’YOU T aAKON) TWV ATICTOV

TPOGayoueévov.

) \ 4 3\ ~ ’ ’
oV Uny o0 avTtos TS SLBG,O'/CG/)\,L(I,S‘ TPOTOS

LR ’ . ’ ~ ’ -~ ’ ) \ \
€ETTL TAVTOV APUOTEL TWY TTPOTLOVTWV TW )\O’y(‘i), ar\a kaTa

ITp.
in f.
v akony |

Desunt folia nonnulla in g

Prologue. 77w iniportance of cate-
chetical teacking.  Variety of method
is necessary in dealing with the
different standpoints of heresy and
unbelicf.  Thns in dealing with
atheism we shall adduce the art and
wisdom shown i the ordering of the
world as a proof of the existence of
God.  In dealing with polytheists
we shall wrge the perfection of God’s
attributes as a proof of the unity of
God.

1. 'O THs  kar. Néyos] “the
catechetical  method of  discourse.”
The gen. defines the character of
Noyos. Karnxeir is used of Chris-
tian oral instruction in Lk. 1 4,
Acts xviil 25, 1 Cor. xiv 19, Gal.
vi 6. An early example of a
manual of Christian instruction is
found in the Pidacke, of which
Athanasius says (Zest. £p. 39) that,
though not included in the Canon,
it was appointed for the instruction

S.

1 Verba o 795 kar. usque ad pvfomouas (p. 2, 1. 13) deperdita sunt
2 wpvornprov] Bov vulg || 4 7 akon)

of new converts. Under the in-
fluence of the School of Alexandria
such instruction developed into a
philosophical presentation of the
faith to meet the needs of cultured
heathen. The present Or. Cat. is
a manual for catechists who are
engaged in the instruction of edu-
cated converts.

2. mwpoeaTyrbal] ‘ those who have
charge of > or ‘the ministers of.
Cp. Rom. xii 8, 1 Thess. v 2,
1 Tim. v 17.  Similarly Justin M.
speaks (Apol. 1 67) of 6 wpoeaTs
in the Christian assembly.

7b. Tob puaT. T. €va.] 1 Tim. iii 16.
To pvor. is often used alone to de-
note the Christian religion or creed.

3. mwpootnky T. ocwl.] a remini-
scence of Acts 1i 47.

i. Tobkara Ty 8. w. N.] Tit.ig.
‘H 8idaxs 1s the Apostolic deposit
of faith.

5
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Tas Tov Bpnoreidr Siadopas pebapuilew mwpooijrer rai
\ \ \ ¢ A &
TNV KATYNOLY, TPOS TOV aUTOV WMEV OP@YTAS TOD AGyou
¢ \ o - 3
aKoToV, 00X opoLoTPiTWS b€ Tals kaTackevals € éxdaTou
/7 % \
KEXPIMEVOUS.  ANNals  yap
TpoelANTTAL Kal o T® EANgvicuen ovlodv éTépats, ¢ Te
P ] (s nVLa LG pats, o

vmohireawy o {ovbaifwy
"Avépoios kai 6 Mavvyalos xat ol xata Mapriwva xai
Odarevrivor xai Bagiheldny xal o Nowmros xatdloyos
TOV kaTd Tas alpéoels mhavouvwy (diais €kacTos Umo-
Aijrect mpoel\nppuévor drayykalav mwoLobaL TNV TPOS TAS
éxelvwr Umovolas pdxmy: Kata yap TO €100s Tis Vécov Kal
TOV TPOTOV TH)S Ocpateias TpoTapuosTéor. ol Tols alTols
('}epa,')rezfo’:'ts‘ Tov "EAAyros Thv mohvbelay kal Tob lovdalov
Y Tepl Tov povoyeviy Oeov amioTiav, 0vde dmo THY avTdY
Tols KaTa Tas at'péaets‘ Wewxavn#évom c’wané\{feLs‘ Tas
Nratnuévas mepl TAY Suvypdtwy wvbomoilast od yap O

1 om kat | vulg | 3 om ep exaoTov 1 vulg
5 0 7w eAN.] om o vulg ' 9 mpoet\puueros d
1

5 ov yap] incipit f

3. katackevois] Krabinger rightly
gives the sense ‘non eodem modo in
singulis probando et conhrmando.’
Karaskev =“a constructive argu-
ment,” ‘a proof.,

5. wpoel\nmwTan] ‘is pre-possessed
with!

ib.  ovi@vl ‘he that is born and
bred in Hellenism. Cp. de Bapt.
p. 425 (Migne) ol rals drkafapoias
auiOpTES.

6. ’Avbuoros] i.e. the extreme
Arian position, which Gregory at-
tacks in his work against Eunomius.
The starting-point of Iunomius’
theology was the idea that the Divine
Being is incapable of movement or
self-communication, and that the
being (oveia) must be distinguished
from the energy (évépyea) of God.
It was by the latter that all things
were called into being.

76, Mawvixalos] whose dualistic
teaching Gr. has in view continually

4 xpwuevovs efl vulg
11 Gepametas] tarperas !

throughout the present book. See
esp. his treatment of the origin of
evil in ce. 3—%, his defence of
human generation in c. 28, and his
teaching upon the dwoxardorasts in
c. 26.

13. movoyeri feév] Johui 18. See
Hort's  Dissertation  on  uovoyevis
feds in Scripture and  tradition.
The phrase wovoyevns febs is found
repeatedly in Athanasius, and was
also used Dby Basil.  Ewen Arius
and Eunomius employed it, giving
to it, of course, their own interpre-
tation.  Tor Gr.’s use of the plirase
see c. 39, and cp. Quod non sint
tres didy, pp. 129, 132 (Migne); de
Fide, pp. 130, 137 (Migne).

2. o0de dmd T. av.| ‘Nor will
you, in the case of those who have
gone astray among heresies,overthrow
by the same arguments in eackh case
thetr deluded romances concerning
their doctrines.’
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Tor Safé\hwov, Sia TOV

ki ~ k] 4 \ A ? ’ 2 \ ¢ \ A
aldTdr odeljoer rkal Tov 'Avopoov, oude 1) wpoés Tov

? % 3 ’
wl  ay TIS e’rravopﬁa)oarro

~ ~ 7’
Maveyaiov payn xal tov lovdalov ovivnaiw, aXka xpn,
» \ \ ’ ~
ka@os elpyTas, mpos Tas wpolirers Tadv avfpoTwy [BAE-
\ \ ’ ~
TEW Kal KaTa TNV EykeLuEVNY éxdaTe mAdvny mowelola
TOV NOyov, Apxds Tivas Kai wpoTdaeLs eVNOyous € éxaaTis
Suanéfews mpoBariouevor, @s dv Sa TV mwap' dudoré-
pots opoloyovuévwy éxkalvpleln rkata To drxolovbor 1
> ’ > = o ’ ~ e 7 3
aXipfeia. ovkobv éTtav mwpos Twa TV ENAMqulovTov 1)
’ 3 ~ N S / ~ ~ ’
Bm)xefw 7, KaA@S av €xo. TavTny motelaBar ToD Aoryov

Y ApXIY.
abéwy oupdépeTar Soypare ;

1 eravopfwooro dnp

’ 5 \ ~ 3 7 A ~ ~
woTepor elvar 7o Oelov Umel\ner, §) To THY

3 \ il \ 3 4 )
€L EV 0DV U7 €ivaL NEyot, €K

4 vrodpbes 1 vulg | g aAnfew] diavowa vulg |

orar] exstant seqq in euth 12436 | 10 Tavryy apx. m. 7. A. dhnp* euth

12 (ravryy Tyv 4) 26

1. ZaBé\\wv] used, as often,
for an adjective, ‘Sabellian.” Sabel-
lius maintained that the three per-
sonal names, Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit, represent mere phases
and energies ot One Divine Being.
But, beyond the fact that he denied
the essential Trinity and identified
the Father and the Son, ‘there is
considerable obscurity about his
teaching.  Athanasius (Or. c. Ar.
iv 2x) attributes to him the state-
ment: domep Slatpégers xapiopudTwy
eloi, 70 8¢ alrd mrebua, ofTw Kkal
6 marhp 6 alTés uév €oTi, wAaTy-
veTar 0¢ els viov kal wredpa, and
he implies that Marcellus held the
same view (Or. c. Ar.iv 13). DBut
it is probable that Athanasius in
attacking Marcellus and proving that
his teaching led to Sabellianisin has
not carefully distinguished the views
of the two teachers. See Zahn Ja-
cellus, 1867, pp. 198 sq., Robertson
N.and P.N. F. vol. iv, p. 431 sq.

4. mpoNges] ¢ preconceptions,’
almost ¢ prejudices,” answering to
mpoelAnmwrar  above,  The Stoics

distinguished  between  mpohijies,
conceptions  built on  experience
without elaborate reasoning, and
évvorar, conceptions reached by the
consciously applied reason.

apxds Twas] ‘ propounding in
each discussion certanne principles
and reasonable propositions.

9. ovkolv] In dealing with the
representatives of Ilellenic thought
the first step is to make sure that
they recognize the existence of
God. Thenext step is to lead them
to acknowledge the unity of God.
The section which follows, as far as
the end of c. 3, is found in Euthy-
mius Zig. Pan. Dogm. pt i, tit. 1,
PP- 33 sq. (Migne).

. EXMquiovTwr] "EX\gy practi-
cally = “heathen’ as opposed to
Jew, as in the N.T., e.g. Gal. i 28.

12. dféwr] such as the later Aca-
demics.  ‘The Epicureans too were
practical atheists, not denying the
existence of the gods, but contend-
ing that they took no part in the
government of the world.

I—2
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TOV TEXVIKGS Kal GoP@dS KATa TOV KOOV OLKOVOUOUME-
\ \ \ / ’
vov mpocaylncerar mwpos To Oa ToUTwy elval Twa
Svvauw Ty €v TovTows Siadetkvvpérny kal Tod Tavtos
e ~ \ 3
Urrepreluévny opoloyfioar: e 6¢ TO wev elvar uy dudpi-
~ A ~ ~ ’
Bdahot, els mAHbos 8¢ Bedv Tals Umovoiars éxdépoito,
/ ’ \ ~ b ’
TotavTy ypnowpelda mpos adTov T axohovbia. miéTepov
/- N 3 A\ 4 ~ \ ~ ~ \ \ \ b \
Té\etov 1) éNNtTrEs nyeiTar To Oelov; Tod 8¢ kata To elkds
~ ~ ’ / A
THY TENEWTNTA TpoouapTupodvTes 77 bela ¢ioel, To dia
\ ~ 14 -~ ’ /-
mdvTwy altov ToOV Evbewpovpévwv T BeoTnTi TéNetov
A \ / b ~ b 7
amaiTicouer, ©s Av un TUOUUKTOY €k TOV €vavTiwy
~ ~ ~ ’ b
fewpoito To Ociov, €E éANvmols ral Telelov. aAN elTe
~ ~ ’
kata Thy Svvamw, eite kata THr Tov ayalol émivoav,
¥ \ \ 4 A 3 A 3/ A\ b
€iTe KaTa To codov Te wal ddpbapTov xal aidiov xal el
- \ 4 ~ ’ ’ /
Tt dA\No Oeompemes vonua T Oewpla mpockeipevor TUXoL,
3 \ \ 14 ~ \ \ ’ /
év mavTi Ty TehetoTnTa Gewpelabar wept Ty Geiav Piaw

3 Owabewr.] Servuvuerny ehn euth
Oewv] feornrwv fl vulg |
~opar 1 -wupar f

I 4 apgiBalo fh
6 xpnoouefa p euth
12 emwoiar] evvoia efl |

5 mApbur d
10 amatrnooper p euth
14 Tvxn ef

Eunomius’ second book Gr. dis-
cusses this word. Eunomius had

1. Texmkws k. copws] Texv.
refers to the finished and artistic

skill displayed in individual parts
of Creation, while cogpds refers to
the wise adaptation of means to
ends.

3. Otvaur]

‘a certain  power

which is  plammly manifested  in
created things and transcends the
whole.”

5. €ls whfjfos] * e led astray by
his notions to belteve in a plurality
qf ,;’011'5.’

6. dkolovBig]
ment.’

7. 700 O8€é] ‘And if he, as is
pr 0/)(1/)/5, testifies to the perfection of
(lit. testifies perfection to) the Divine
Nature, let us require him to grant
that this perfection extends through
everything that is observed in the
Deity.”

12.

“course of argu-

érivorar] In his answer to

disparaged émivora on the ground
that the faculty denoted by it was
untrustworthy and created monstro-
sities. e thus appears to have
used it in the sense of ‘fancy.” Gr.
however defends éwivota and defines
it as €podos elperky TGV dyvoou-
uévwy, O TGV mwpoocexdy TeE Kal
dkohotfwy TY wpdTy mEpl TO GMOU-
dafouevor vornoer TO €pelns €éfeupi-
grkovoa. It is in his view an in-
ventive faculty and at the same time
it is more trustworthy than ‘fancy.’
It is Dbest represented here by
‘imagination’ or ‘conception.” See
further on the word Wilson V. and
P. V. Fathers, vol. v, p. 249.

13. €l T d\No) “any other thought
worthy of God that might happen
o be connected with the subject of our
contemplation.’
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\ A b ~ b 14 / ’
kata To eVhoyov Tis axohovlias TavTns cuykatabrcerad.
/ A\ 4 LA\ ” \ A 4
ToUTOU 8¢ 80févTos 0UKéT Av eln yahemwov TO éokedaguévoy
Tiis Stavolas els mwAijflos Gedv mpos mas BedTnTos mept-
aryayetv opohoyiav. € yap o Té\etov év Tavti Soly wept
\ J ’ 4 ~ \ A\ 3 \ 7
TO Umoxelpevor omohoyetoBat, modka O¢ eivar Ta Téhea
~ ~ ! ’ ~
Sia Tdv adTdv xapaxTnpilopeva Néyol, avdykn maca éml
~ ~ ~ 7 3y > bl ~
TOv  undeud mwapaiiayn Siaxpwouévey AAN év  Tols
k) ~ 14 N ks ~ \ b b4 b ,
adrols fewpovpuévwy 7 émibetfar To Swv %, e undev
b 4 4 4 b4 Y3 T \ ~
Srafovrws katakauBdvor 1) Evvola €d Gy To Sarpivov
o0k €oTi, py Umovoelr THv Suikpioty. €l yap unTe Tapa
\ ’ Ay - \ \ bl ’ 14 \
70 TAéov kal énaTTov THr Siadopav éfevpiakoi, buoTi T
ENATTWTLY 0 TI)S TEAELOTNTOS 0V TapadéyxeTar Noyos, uiTe
~ ’ 2
THY Tapa TO XELPor Kal WPOTLUOTEPOV' OV yap av €Tt
’ ’ ~
OeomnTos vmolrr axom ob 1) Tol Yelpoves oUk dmeaTe
’ \ ~
mpoayoplar wite kata TO apyalov kal wpocdaTov: TO
\ \ 3N A }id ~ \ \ 9 ~t b ¢ 14
yap py ael ov éfw Tijs mwept To Oelov éoTiv VmoMrews*

3 doblevros| + nuewr fl
14 vroAqww] + Tis £ 7is oxoun vrornyuw |

o rataafBor flvulg | (3 om 7yv euth 126

2. 70 éoxedaouévov] ‘the thought — feristics.”
which he has dissipated over a 5. 710 Umokelmevor] here =‘the
plurality of gods.” subject matter of our discourse.’
el ydap] The argument of 6. émli TOV pmd.)] ‘in the case

Gr. in the following passage is as
follows. The perfection of God’s at-
tributes prevents us from attributing
to the Divine Nature any diversity
or plurality. For such diversity could
only arise from the differences of
degree in which the separate entities
possessed these attributes.  Other-
wise there would be no reason for
maintaining  their  distinct and
separate existence. But such differ-
ences of degree, involving ‘more’
and ‘less’ are excluded by the very
idea of ‘perfection.” ¢ For if le
were to admit that he acknowledges
absolute perfection in the being of
whom we speak, but were to maintain
that there are many of these perfect
entities, marked by the same charac-

of things which are distinguished by
o variation, but are observed to
possess the same attributes.

S. el pndév] Cif thought grasped
nothing in the way of peculiarity in
beings between whom no distinguish-
ing mark extsts, he should cease to
assume such distinction.’

13. ot ydp] a parenthesis. The
main sentence is resumed after mpoo-
7yopia, and again broken by an-
other parenthesis 76 ~yap...0moNg-
Yews.

14. Uwé\pywr oxoin] Some Mss
insert 7is, but the subject is the an-
tecedent of od. * For a being, with
reference to whom the term *“ worse”
is not excluded, could 1o longer be
supposed to be God.
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QAN €ls kal o avTos Ths BeoTyTos Adyos, oddeutds (Oio-
T)TOS €v oU8erl kata TO eUNoyov elpiokouévns, avdyky
~ ~ ! et ’ ~
maga Tpos uds BedtnTos opohoyiav auv@ifBivar Th
memhavnuévny mwept Tod whipbovs THY Oedv pavraciar.
b \ A b \ \ A ’ / \ \ \
el yap To ayabov kai To Sikatov, TO Te codov xal TO
\ L4 / 4 14 ) ’ \ 4 A !
SuvaTov woalTws Néyouto, 1) Te ddpbapaia kal i adidTys
kai mwaca evoefns Stdvoia kaTa TOV adTOV OuONOYOITO
’ 14 ~
Tpomoy, wdons KaTa TavTa Noyov Siapopds Vdatpovuévns
~ > ~ ~ ~ ~
cuvvdarpeitar kat avayeny 70 7Y Gedv mARBos amwo Tov
SorypuaTos, ThHs Sta TdvTwY TAYTOTYHTOS €ls TO &v THY TiaTIV

TEpLAyoUaTs.

1.

1 dioryTos] awd- d
7 d euth 5 vulg

U AN €ls] “but the idea of
Godhead is one and the same, no
particularity, natwrally  enough,
being discovered in any one re-
S‘Zﬁc’:l.’

2. avaykn] ‘the mistaken fancy
of a plurality of gods cannot help
betny reduced to confess that Deity

CHaps. I-—1IV.

L. [n refuting polytheism, how-
ever, we must defend ouwr argument
against Fudaism. 1t will be granted
that Deity has a Logos; otherwise
God would be without reason (6Xoyos).
Bul this Logos corvesponds to the
nature of God, and as God’s nature
is infinitely higher than that of man,
so must the Logos of God be propor-

tionately higher.  Man is mortal
and his logos transitory. [In God

the Logos corresponds to I1is nature
and is eternal and  self-subsistent.
At the same time the Logos is living
and does not share life, but possesses
it absolutely.  This further involves
the possesston of will and the power
to effect what He wills.  The will of

THE CHRISTIAN

TANN émedy kal o THs evoeBelas Aoyos 0ldé Tva

3 mav Beornros dehnp euth | 6 n aidorns] om

is one.’

6.  Woalbtws  Néyoiro]
ascribed to it in an equal degree]
The argument of this passage is re-
produced, and the language closely
followed in Ps.-Cyril de 7rin. 4
and alsoin lo. Damasc.de Fid. Orth.
iz

6 o
were

DOCTRINE OF GOD.
the Logos is directed to good ends, for
goodness is an attribute of God. 7he
Universe exhibits the wisdont, potver,
and  goodness of the Logos.  1he
Logos, moreover, is distinet from Ilim
Whose Logos He is.  Thus is our
position defined against the eriors
alike of Hellenism and Judaism.
The Logos is living and active, and
yet is one in nature and altributes
with the Father from Whom Ie is
dertved.

12. 6 77s eve.] ‘the doctrine of
our religion.’

76, olde] Kr. renders ‘solet,” but
it may mean simply ‘is able’ to
perceive.
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OpWVUp@S NéyeTar Noyos.

1. 3 vrevextnoerat e

[. Umosrdoewr] For a full dis-
cussion of the history of this word
see  Bethune-Baker Zexts and
Studies, vol. vii, no. 1, p. 75. In
its earlier sense it was synonymous
with ofeia, as in the anathema of
the Nicene Creed (¢ érépas Umoord-
oews 7 ovoias). Both Basil and Gr.
occasionally employ it in this earlier
sense.  Cp. infra c. 4 sub fine. Noyoy
év oboig kal wrelua €v UmoTTdoEL.
The later formula however to which
currency was given by the teaching
of the Cappadocians was uia odoia
év Tpwoiv UmooTacesw. Lor the
distinction of vmwéorasts and oloia
according to this view cp. Dasil Zz.
coxxxvi 6 olela 6¢ kai UmwboTacts
TalTyy Exe Tiv Stagopav Ty Exe
TO Kowov wpos TO kaf éxasTor: and
still more precisely in Zp. xxxviii
3 To0TO olw éoTiv W VméoTAsLs, ovy
M dopoTos Tijs ovclas évvoaa, unde-
plav €k Tijs KowdTNTOS TOU GHUALIO-
pévou oTdow evplokovaa, @GN B TO
Kooy Te Kai damepiypamrToy v TQ
Twi Tpdymart OLd TV ETLPavouévwy
diwpdTwy TaploT@oa Kal wepLypd-
¢ovoa. It thus denotes ‘a par-
ticular centre of conscious being.’
As Dr Moberly (Atoncment and

ersonality, p. 158 sq.) has pointed
out, the word is free from many of
the associations which have gathered
round the word ‘person’ in its later

ax\a unv kal o av@pwmiwos
odroly € Néyor ka@ ouooTyTa

7 Otopfwaer d

Western sense.

#b. guoews] It is not necessary to
assume that ¢vows is here used
loosely in the sense of olcia. The
latter word denotes ‘being,” while
@vats denotes the ‘quality” of such
‘being,” and has reference to the
attributes. But in many cases where
the writer might have used ovola,
his thought is sufficiently expressed
by ¢iats.

3. UmevexOeln] ‘our argument
may not lapse into Judaism,” i.e.
a barren monotheism, admitting of
no distinction in the Divine Being.

(b, BwaoToNy 7. 7.] ‘a skilful
distinction,” such as is involved in
the duanpioes vrr. referred to above.

5. 7ois ¢£w] ‘The most conspicuous
example is Philo.  But the belief in
a Word as a mediating influence
was not confined to Alexandria. In
Palestine it affected the language of
the Targums.

2. dNoyov] implies the absence
of ‘reason’ as well as * word.’

7. Owaptpwoel] ‘will make our
argument sufficiently clear.’

10. oukolw] “If then he were to say
that he formed his tdea of the 1Word
of God exactly on the analogy of
our human  counterparts, he will
thus be led on to a higher notion.
With this illustration from the hu-
man Néyos cp. Tert. adz. Prax.c.s
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émiknpos oboa kal émwiknpov TOv Aoyov €Exel, oUTwS 1)
¥ \ A\ 4 ~ 7 3/ ¥ Y * ~
dpBaptos kal ael éaTdoa Ppvats aibiov éxel kal VpeaTdTA

! o ;
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5 T avfpwrwa d | 6 Towavryr]4Twa d | 13 avrge vulg | 14 om xae fh

euth || 17 emwnpos] avvrapkros f

3. KkatdAN.] ¢ corresponding to. nitude’ see c. 2, p. I4.

‘it will not be

8. ocwrar.] Such words as
‘power,” ‘life,” ‘wisdom’ have a
lower significance in the case of men
than in that of God.

10.  wkbuopos] ¢ feeting.

ib. avvmwéoraros] ‘unsubstantial,
i.e. having no separate existence
of its own. Ilence ‘shadowy,” ‘un-

real.’
11.  dmayys] lit. ‘not fixed,’ “z-
stable.  Similarly Ath. c. A7 ii 34,

35. Cp. Iren. c. Haer. i 13. 8.

7b.  Umepkeuévns] “lranscendent.’
See antea, p. 4, 1. 3 dvauw Th...
Tol TavrTds Umepketuévny.

12. T peyahelw) ‘along with the
greatness of the object of our con-
templation. For peyakelov = “mag-

14. UmbéaTacty)
thought to have its subsistence in the
expression of hin who speaks.” "Two-
gracts is here ‘that in virtue of
which a thing is what it is,” the
essence or being of a thing. A
human word is merely the ex-
pression of the speaker’s mind. It
has no Vméorasts apart from such
expression, and in the utterance it
passes out of existence (ueraywplv
els avimapkror). The Divine Logos
is dldwos and vperTs.

16, d\N domep] The argument
of this chapter is partly reproduced
in Ps.-Cyril Al de 7rin. c. 3,
and in Io. Damasc. de Fid. Owth.
i6
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it is dvvwooTaros like the human
Aoyos, which Gr. has declared to be

1. €v {wy...eval] ‘that the sub-
sistence of the Word s living.

For the phrase elvar év see c. 24
del yap S wavTwy TO Helov év
Tals mpemovoals UmoNfes eivat.
Gr. is illustrating the doctrine of
distinctions in the Divine Being by
an analysis of human consciousness.
But it might be urged that the
human analogy does not suggest
the idea of distinct hypostases.
This further step Gr. attempts to
prove by showing that all relation-
ships within the Divine Being must
be living, and in order to be living
in the full sense they must be per-
sonal.  Augustine approached the
same question from the moral con-
sciousness and the idea of Divine
Love. See de Zrin. vi 3, viii 10,
ix 2.

6. oUd¢ év vmooTagel] ‘it does not
possess any subsistence at all,’ i.e.

émwikmpos.

10.  GuwNomv] ¢ dowbleness.”  Ac-
wAén is used of that which has a
double character, e.g. the fold of
a garment, or the overlapping of the
bones in the skull. Here it is used
of the combination of different ele-
ments.

11, Katd perovaiav] ‘consider the
Word as living by a participation in
Lfe”  This, ace. to Gr., would
involve durhéy and ovvbeats, whereas
he maintains that the Word is av-
To{wh. The Word does not partake
of life, as we do. Life is absolutely

His.  Cp. infra abrofwyv...ob (wis
ueTovaiar.
15. €l otv] As a result of the

possession of life we must postulate
that the Word possesses will and the
power to carry out what Ie wills,

-

o
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12 exe dnp euth om eyor vulg

wpoatpeaty vulg

15 0 7¢ mep] omep e | 17 mwpobeauy]

4. Karackevdoel] ‘he will prove’
or ‘establish. Cp. katackevals prol.
]'). 2.

6. TOv dmeupawbvtwr] ‘Ameu-
paivewr 1s ‘to present a diffevent
appearance,” ‘to be incongruous,’

a common word in Gr. Cp. c. 10
doov eimpemés éaTi...Bekduevos, TO
dmeppaivor dwomotelofw. Cp. also

C. 13 @5 drapuosTd Te Kal ameppal-
vovta wepl T7s Oelas ploews doyuari-
{ovTwr.

8. wpbbeots] used
equivalent to mpoatpeats.

12. mavra 6¢] A further step in
the argument, postulating goodness
as a necessary quality of the activity

as  almost

of the Word. 'Pom#4=‘inclination,’
oppry = “impulse.’

17, dvevépymrov]  ‘inoperative,
“Inactive’ A common word in Gr.
Cp. c. 4 dvevépynrd Te kal dvumé-
orata Ta wap Nulv pRuara.

18. dyafor] The outcome of
the activity of the Word is to be
seen in the Universe, which is the
expression of His character.

19. gopws] For this predicative
force of adverbs and adverbial
clauses with fewpetv cp. c. 2, p. 14
pera mrebparos fewpovuévov, and esp.
c. 16 10 & doov €év TR loe...
Siefodikws Bewpelrar.
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15 Tots 7€ vulg || om 7wv hl vulg
The Christian doctrine of God is
unique, but it presents points of
contact with Hellenism and Judaism.
Cp. the summary of Gr. in c. 3.

i, éxe¢.] i.e. the personal sub-

4. Kpelrrovos  onuacias] ‘and
everything else that indicates ex-
cellence.”

9. TGy wpbs Ti] ‘a relative term.’
We cannot understand the term

‘Word” without reference to some
other Being.

11. cwvrakoveafad] ¢ wunderstood’
or ‘implicd along with the Word.

12, 7 oxETIKG ThHS anu.] ‘owing
o the relative character of the term.’
Sxéaus denotes ‘ relation.’

15. 716 & 1. wpeaPetovat]  those
who pay honour to the belicts of the
Jews.  llpecBevew here = aéBew or
Tidv.  Cp. Plato Symp. 186 8 dp-
Eouar 8¢ dmwd THs laTpikis Neéywy, a
kal mwpeaBedwuey THy Téxwmr. Cp.
Aesch. Clo. 488.

16, ouvevextivar] ‘agree with.

ject implied in 7als ‘B. pay. 0.

17. 76y 1e {wwra)] The article
belongs also to évepyér and wouy-
Tikov.  ‘Confessing the living and
active and creative Word of God,
a thing which the [Jew does not
admit.” 1le is referring to lleb. iv
12, which was understood by many
of the Fathers to refer to the Per-
sonal Word. The Logos doctrine
of Philo is the nearest approach to
the Dbelief of which Gr. is speaking.
But in Philo the Logos is rather an
abstraction than a personal power,
and could not be said to be {@v.

IO
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1. kal 70 wmh &wagp.] Though
distinct from the IFather, the Word
possesses the same nature. This is
illustrated by the relation of the
human word to the mind of him who
utters it.

6. 1o O0€] ‘but owing fto the
fact that it manifests the mind itself.

8. 1@ Vmokeévw] With Gr.
70 Uwokelpevoy practically always is
used in a sense approaching to otaia.
See ¢. Funom. i, p. 520 (Migne)
vl 7 Umoketudvw Tpels Epapudovres
mpogyopias. Cp.c. 3 of this treatise
diakékpirar T UmosTdael, kal ol Oud-
picTar T Umokewévy (note). On
account of Gr.’s strict use of terms,
Rupp (Gregor won Nyssa, p. 168)
thinks that the present passage con-
tains a gloss, but there is no variation
in the Mss, and the assumption is
quite unnecessary, as 7@ Umoket-
uévew may have its common Aris-
totelic sense of ‘subject.” The word

8 wr] ov 1 vulg

om T

13 ayatornra—Owauy—aopiay

14 Kakws K. ¢. av. kat favarov g

is one ‘subject,” and the mind
another. Cp. for this sense of 1o
vmok. prol. p. 5 € yap 10 Té\ewow
...0oln wepl TO Vmokelpevov opolo-
yewbar.  For a similar use of the
word cp. Basil £p. ix 2, and see
Bethune-Baker Zexts and Studics,
vol. vii, no. 1, p. 82.

13.  elpakouévy] ‘who is known
by’ or ‘who is discerned by the
possession. of’ the same distinctive
characteristics.

ib. dryaBérns] The construction
is broken. The text of Euthymius
(which reads dyaférnra...80vamw. ..
gogiar against the unanimous verdict
of the Mss of the Or. Cat.) repre-
sents an attempt to correct the
grammar of the passage. Prob.
Gr. intended to make the words
the subject to a verb, but in com-
pleting the sentence he has given it
a different turn. For a similar
break of construction cp. c. g.
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1. elte Tu TowolTov] ‘whatsocver
of this kind is made an indication
of the way of apprchending the
Lather.

3. O Tov avtdr] The unity of
nature gives to the Word the
same characteristic qualities as the
Father possesses.

ih. €& éxetvov UpesTwTa]
subsists from Him.

2. Human nature supplies also
an analogy to the existence of the
Spirit in the Godhead. [ man
breath (wvebua) accompanies the ut-
terance of the human word (Aoyos).
So 7n God the Spirit cannot be
separated from the Word. But while
the human breath issomething foreign
to man’s nature, the Spirit of Godis
one with God in being, and at the
same time, like the Word, is self-
subsistent, possesstng will, activity,
and power.

5. dvaywywds] The alterna-
tive reading drvaloyik@s is a cor-
rection of the text. “Avaywy#® or
avaywyy proTikn is a phrase which
constantly occurs in Origen. See
Philocalia (ed. Rob.), 1 22, xxvi 4, 8.
It is used by him to denote the
process by which the reader of

“that

3 evppoers vulg

5 avaloyicws fl vulg | 6 em]

Scripture ‘ascends’ from the literal
and moral meaning of Scripture
to its spiritual significance. Here
the phrase is used of ‘ascending’
from the experience of human
nature (ra kaf’ Nuas) to the nature
of God. *Just as, by an ascent from
the facts of our own nature, we
recognized in the transcendent nature
the existence of the Word.

9. aAN' €é¢’ Hudv] This passage
isadapted in the form of a paraphrase
by Ps.-Cyr. AL de Zr7n. c. 6 and
To. Damasc. /. O.1 7. In the case
of our bodies the breath which we
inhale and breathe out is some-
thing foreign to our nature. The
Divine Ilvebua, however, is one
with God.

10. 6N\kn] ‘drawing.’

7b.  dN\orplov wpdyuaros] i.e.
Tob dépos, which is foreign to the
nature of the body. 1lpés is governed
by dX\orpiov. Cp. c. 5 dANoTpiw-
feioa T¢ dvomoly wpos TO dpxérumor
(note).

12. Gmep] i.e. 70 mwrebua, which
becomes ¢wry, ‘a voice’ or ‘utter-
ance,’ revealing the ‘force’ or
‘meaning’ of the word.
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5. elmep ToTov] 7od7or refers  after it has been uttered. It ‘exists

to the human word, the expression
of which is always seen to be ac-
conpanied with breath (uera mwved-
paros bewpovuévov).  The Divine
Word (éketvos), which certainly does
not fall short of its human counter-
part, must similarly be accompanied
by mveiua.

6. aN\orpiey 7] We are not to
suppose that in the case of the Divine
mvetua something foreign has an
influx from without (éwfev émep-
petv) into God, and that this be-
comes in Him the Spirit.

14. olowwdws vgesTwra] The
Divine Word has no mere transi-
tory existence. It does not come
to exist in the Godhead as the result
of instruction. It is not a mere
utterance of the voice, passing away

after the manner of real being’ (o0-
cuwdds vpeaTdTa). Cp. C. 4 oloiwdws
Ugpearwaas Svvdues.  In both places
the phrase ovg. v¢. denotes that the
existence is real and not merely
relative or contingent.

15.  pepafnrores) ‘having learnt
that there is a Breath or Spirit of
God.” T euumapopaprotv 1s an
explanatory clause, ‘whick accom-
panies’ &c.

17. mwvonw dab. | “wedo not concerve
of it as an emission of breath. The
sentence is resumed by dAXd below,
the clanse 7 yéap...vmovooito being
parenthetical.

18. Tamewdrnral Cf. antea c. 1
wpos TO THs Ploews TR NueTépas
HETPOY TUYTAT EWOUVT AL,

i. peyakeor] Cp. c. 1, p. 8.
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2. Svwauw olowddn] ‘as a power  (kard 7O amdppyrov) apprehension of

really in being, to be regarded as
existing 1n ils own right in a sub-
sistence of its own.”  For twéoracis
in this sense cp. ¢. t 2nit. dakpuowy
Voo TATEWY.

5. avaxeouévnv] ‘dissolving into
non-existence”  Cp. Greg. Naz. Or.
xxviil 13 Noyov...xebuevov ; Gxvw
~ap elmety Nvouevor. Avvm.  Cp.
C. I, p. 8 ueTaxwplv €ls AviTapKTOY.

6. «xab’ UmocTacww] ‘after the
manner of an individual subsist-
ence,” almost="‘as a person.’

8.  Zus doctrine of God is full of
mystery.  Yet it is the mean between
the opposing doctrines of Fudaism
and Hellenism.  1With Fudaism it
preserves the unily of the Divine
nature.  With Hellenism it teackhes
the distinction of DPersons. At the
same time 1t is a safeguard against
the errors of both.

1. ¢év uév 7. Y.] The corre-
sponding clause is uh uévror. It is
possible to have an inner, secret

the nature of Deity in the mind
(Yuvxn), without being able to ex-
press it in words.

b, Yuxy] used here as comm. in
Plato for the organ of the vols.
Cp. Plat. Zin. 30 B volv & all xwpis
Yux7s ddivatov mapayevéofar Tw.

ib.  perplav Twa] ‘a moderate
degree of apprehension.”  Gr. is
conscious that the doctrine of the
Trinity is a mystery. e does not
claim that his argument is in any
sense a ‘proof” of it.  Iis analysis
of man’s nature is only an illustration.

15. dpfunrov] ¢ admits of being
numbered.”  Cp. Just. Mart. Dial.

128, where the Son is spoken of as
apifu Erepby i, and 7bid. 52, where
he says that the God Who appeared
to Moses érepés éori To0 T4 WdvTa
moucavros Beol, dpifug Néyw arN’ ov
yr@uy. Such expressions are in-
tended to mark the individual exist-
ence of the Persons in the God-
head.
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1. Ouppnuévws] ‘is perceived in
a way that involves division.’

2. Owakérpirad] ‘7t is distinct as
regards person, and not divided as
regards subject-matter.”  Cp. Greg.
Naz. Or. xxxi 14 (Mason, p. 163)
duépioros €y pepepiouévors, el el
cuvTépws elmety, 1 Gebrys.

. To Vmokeyévyw] To umok. is
used in Aristotle to denote ‘subject’
or ‘subject-matter.” For instances
of such use in the Or. Cat. cp. prol.,
c. 1 sub fin., and c. 5. The Stoic
writers used the word to denote the
¢substratum’ of things, the real
existence lying behind that which
was perceived by the senses.  Cp.
Sextus 4. M. 7, 346 sq. alobnoeot
mév obv pbvars NaBetv Talnbés ov
dvvarac...cvvéceds Te del kal uvipuns
wpos  AvTINyYw TQr  vmoketuévwy,
olov avfpwmov, ¢urol, TWr €okb-
rwv. Thus it comes to be a sy-
nonym for odgia. The glosses 79
ovoig and 19 ¢voe found in some
Mss of Euthymius, where this passage
is quoted, are attempts to interpret
70 vmokelpuevov.

7. ov wpoglerar] ‘does not admnit
of division,” in the sense of the
polytheists, who are here in view,
although the Arian opinion led to

ws] woTe

the same result.

b, 1O THs pov.] ‘the might of the
Divine sovereignty is not split up by
bedng divided into different kinds of
Godhead.”  Gr. has to be on his
guard against the charge of tri-
theism, which was actually brought
against his teaching. Ilis two
works, Quod non sint tres Dii and
the de Commaunibus Notionibus, are
intended to gnard against miscon-
ceptions of the Tripersonality of the
Godhead.  On the worvapyia see
Ath. e. A7 iv 1 doTe 8o pév elvar
Harépa kai Tibv, povada 8¢ fedbryros
ddaipeTor kai doxiwoTor. Nexfeln
8’ dv kal olitw ula dpxh Bebryros, Kal
ol dvo dpyaic Gfev Kuvpiws ral pov-
apxia éoriv. Cp. Greg. Naz. Or.
xxix 2, where the uwovapxia is defined
as oly 7w & weptypdder mposwmov. ..
dAN v plgews duoriuia cuvvicTyot,
kal yvduns clumvowa, kal TadTéTNS
Kwioews, kal wpds TO €v TGV €& alTol
olyvevots.

9. ovpBalvew] ‘agreewith.’ For
this use of the word see c. 17 Tip
Nogw Tots wpohaSBoiot suuBatvovaar.
G & 25

10. da uéoov] Acc. to Gr. the
Christian doctrine of God mediates
between opposite errors. Itsstrength
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lies in presenting truth in its proper
proportion, and in setting forth both
sides of the antithesis exhibited by
the Tripersonality and Unity of
God.  Cp. Bern. Zract. de Errore
Abael. 3. 7 Novit pietas fidei...
medium iter tenens, regia incedere
via.

1. aipéoewv] Alp. is here used
in its earlier and non-ecclesiastical
sense = ‘a school of thought,” ‘a
sect of philosophy.’

3. kabapetrad] ‘Is overthrown.!
This passage is reproduced by To.
Damasc. de Fid. Orth. i 7.

6.  mapaypagpouérys)
¢ew="‘to draw a line
‘cancel,’ ‘annul.’

b, w\nb. pavt.) ‘fancyof a plu-
rality.” davrasia, a term found both
in Plato and Aristotle, is the process
by which objects are presented to
the mind, so that 1t may receive
impressions from them. Then it is
used of impressions received in this
way. It is a favourite word with
Stoic writers, who distinguish ¢gav-
Tacia, which may be fallible and
have no real object behind it, from

Iapa~ypd-
across,’

S.

kaTaAgmwTiky pavrasia, which is in-
fallible and the equivalent of xard-
Agyes. In the present passage the
word suggests an unreal imagina-
tion.

9. KataANjAws] ‘an appropriate
remedy being found for the wrong
opiition entertatned on cetther side.’
For kara\Ajlws cp. c. 1 kard\Anhov
...T] @loel Tov Noyov.

12. éoked.] ‘the doctrine of the unity
isa remedy for those whose allegiance
has been divided amongst a plural-
iy, lit. “who have been scattered
amonygst a plurality.” The word
éoxed. as compared with the pre-
ceding mhavwueévwy may suggest the
thought that polytheists had not
merely ‘wandered’ from the truth,
but had become ¢scattered’ by the
very nature of their creed. There
is possibly also the thought of a
distraction of mind.  Cp. prol. p. 3
TO €oKkedaguévor TS Siavoias els wA7-
Gos Gewr.

4. The Few may be further con-
vinced by an appeal to Scripture. 1o
take one passage out of many, the
words “ by the Word of the Lord

2
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were the heavens established, and all
the power of them by the breath of
His mouth’ point to the existence of
the Word and the Spirit as personal,
self-subsistent powers.

1. vyevoerar] For this use of dv
with Fut. Indic. see Goodwin Greek
Moods and Tenses, § 37.

4. obowdws vp.] Cp. antea c. 2
[Aéyor] ovoiwdds tpecTdTa with note.

8. TEPEKTIKGS Twy SrTwy] ‘con-
taining all things which exist.” The
single quotation which Gr. gives only
illustrates the existence of Aéyos and
wrelpa as mworikal Suvduers. But
he is thinking of other passages of
the O.T. which speak of the Divine
Spirit as upholding and containing
all things.  Cp. Ps. civ (ciii) 29, 30,
cxxxix (cxxxviii) 7, Job xxxiii 4,
and esp. Wisd.i 7.

7. ¢uNoTiorépors] i.e. more ambi-
tious for complete investigation.
The Paris edd. read ¢c\omorwrépois
which is a correction of the text.

8. Tg Noyw] from Ps. xxxiii (xxxii)

6. In the original passage there

8 evpeaw] epeaww f ||

is no reason to suppose that a refer-
ence to a personal Word is intended,
though the passage may have influ-
enced the Logos doctrine. ‘The
word for ‘breath’ is identical with
that for ‘spirit’ in Gen. i 2, but the
parallelism suggests that the ‘breath
of His mouth’ is synonymous with
*word.”  Gr. interprets the passage
acc. to the methods of his time.

10. dvwaws] in the original pas-
sage means ‘host’ and refers to sun,
moon, and stars,

11. piipa] The Word is not mere
‘utterance,” ueither is the Spirit
mere ‘breath.” These ideas he has
refuted in cc. 2 and 3.

13. éfavbpwmiforo] further de-
fined by kat’ éu. 7. 9. ploews. Cp.
infra 7o Octov kardyovres. Translate
“would be lowered to the level of
man.’

14. Ooyuarifoer] used freq. by
Gr. with reference to the doctrines
held by heretics. Cp. c. 9 (sub
Jfin.), c. 15.
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1. 7is 8¢] Mere ‘utterances’ and  active and wunsubstantial’ For ka-
‘breath’ would not suffice for the  raokevdfew cp. c. 1 karackevdoe

framing (otoracw) of heaven and
the powers therein.

6. a\xa pnv] In our case the
utterances and the breath which

(note) and xarackevals (prol.).
13. owéarnke] ‘is established.
14. Umoordoed] used here as a
synonym for oboig. Cp. the ana-

accompanies them are ‘inoperative’
and ‘unsubstantial.”  Cp. antea,
c. 1, of the power of the Word, dvva-
pévny 8¢ un dvevépymTov elvat

9. «dketval i.e. the Divine Noyos
and wvebua:—"* prove that the Divine
IWord and Spirit are absolutely in-

CHaprs. V—VIIL

THE CREATION

thema of the Nicene Creed €& érépas
UrosTdaews 1 ovalas. ¢ Tvacking ws
to speak of a Word in actual being
and a Spirit in subsistence.’

15. Ugpyyolpevor] T = ‘to guide,’
‘instruct.” Cp. Plat. Kep. 403 E nuels
8¢ daov Tols TOToUs VpnynTaluea.

OF MAN AND

THE ORIGIN OF EVIL.

5. Qur next step is to vindicate
the fucarnation against the objections

of Greeks and Jews.

Man, like the

rest of Creation, owes his existence to
the activity of the self-subsistent Word
of God. The motive of man’s crea-

B=—0

15



o

20 GREGORY OF NYSSA

~ ~ ~ e s A\ \ ~ ~ r
TOV kowdv évvodv o "EAAny kal Sua TAV ypadikdv o
3 ~ s/ 3 k) ! \ \ \ 14
lov8alos lows olx avrinéferr THv 8¢ rata dvlpwmov

-~ ~ ! \ \ 14 ~

olkovoplav Tob Beod Noéyov kata To {oov éxdTepos avTdV

4 Vé 7 - \ ~ ~

amodokiudoer ws amibavor Te kai ampemh mwept Oeod
~ bl e / k) ~ A\ bl \

odkody €E éTépas apyhs kal €ls THY Tepl

14
Aoy

/
AéyeaBat.

/ 4 \ 3 / ’
ToUTOV TioTY TOVS avTiNéyovTas mpocakoueba.
\ ~ \ \ ~ ~
Ta wavta yeyevijofar xal codpla mwapa Tod TO Tav

1 ypagikwr] ypagwy h* (| 2 Tor avfpwmor {1 vulg

4 QWPETES eg

5 erepas] exatepas f || 6 mpocafwueda degnp

tion twas not any necessity, but the
superabundance of love, and the desire
to impart the perjections of the Divine
Being.  Muan’s nature accordingly
was fashioned in a way that fitted
lidm lo participate in those perfections.
Thais man was equipped with various
gifts and amongst them wilk innor-
tality. The Scriptural expression
“the image of God’ and the account
of Creation indicate these truths, and
show that man’s nature was origin-
ally good and surrounded with good.
70 the objection that man’s actual
state is the reverse of this we reply
that man’s present cvil condition is

due to another cause than the will of

God. Being in ‘the image of God’
involved the possession of free-wrill
and self-determination, so (hat the
participation in the Divine blessings
should be the reward of virtue. Whence
then did evil spruig? Not from the
Divine will, but from mai’s free
choice and his withdrawal from good.
For evil has no substantive existence,
but is the absence of good.

1. Kowaw évvorwy] ‘general ideas.’
The expression kowal €vvotar occurs
freq. in Origen in the sense of moral
or religious notions which are com-
mon to mankind. Cp. Philocal.ix 2
(p. 36 ed. Rob.) 6 vyap ypawrés év
Tals Kapdiaws vbuos rai €v €Bvikols
@loet Ta Tob véuov Tooloty ol dANos
éori Tob kaTa TAS Kowas €vvolas plceL
EYYEYPAUMEVOU TQ TrYEUOVIKG TUEY.

In the present passage Gr.is referring
to the 1iliustrations, derived from the
facts of human nature, given in cc.
1—3.  On the points of contact be-
tween Greek thought and Christian
theology sce Introd. pp. xi, xvii.

2. 7w 8. k. d&. olkovoulav] Oix.

is used commonly in patristic writers
of the plan or * dispensation’ of God
in the Incarnation. Hence Theo-
doret Dial. il p. 129 (Migne) says
Ty €vavfpdmnow ToU Beot Aiyou
rKahobuev oivovouiav. The source of
the phrase is Eph. i r1o. See
Lightfoot Notes on Epp. p. 319, for
a valuable note on the word. The
fuller expression 7 xard dvfpwmor
olkovouia occurs also twice in ¢. 20
and in Zp. ad Eustathiam, p. 1020
(Migne).  The expression kara dv-
Opwmov refers to the form which the
olkovouia took. It was a dispensa-
tion ka7’ avfpwmwor ‘after a huwman
manner’ i.e, in the form of an Incar-
nation. Other expressions to denote
the Incarnation found in patristic
writers are 7 Kara cdpka olKkovouia
(Greg. Nyss.), 7 évaapkos oinovouia
(Chrys., Ath., Thdrt.), % aréperivy
olkovoula (Chrys.). The gen. in Tob
Oeol Adyov is subjective, and the
whole expression is equivalent to * the
Incarnation of God the Word.’
5. dpx#s] te. a starting point
or basis of proof. Cp. prol. dpxds
Twas Kal TPoTdoeLs.

6. Noyw] here=‘reason.
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4. émworigovaw] ‘they will set up
unreason and unskilfulness to rule
over the beginning of the Universe.

7. ¢bdoasw] i.e.inc. . Adro

and mpoexkTikrp.  The former is ob-
viously a correction. Hesychius (i
370) and Suidas (ed. Gaisford,
p. 3091) regard the form wpoexTikés
But

7. p. i.e. ‘just this—an utterance,’
and nothing more.

8. &s] ¢ possession.’  Cp. c. 6,
where blindness is called mpohaBov-
ans éfews arépnow. The exact phrase
éks émeTiuys in the sense of ‘having
possession of knowledge’ occurs in
Plat. 7heact. 197 A (cp. Arist. £t/.
vit 3. 7) where é&s is contrasted
with krias.

(1. ayabob 8¢ ‘and it has been
showie that, since the world is good,
its canse Is the power which offers
and creates all good things. The
Mss are divided between épexTirny

as a corruption of mwpoerikds.
here it may quite well be derived
from mwpoéxewr or wpoéxesfar in the
sense of ‘hold forth, ‘offer.” Its
sense wauld thus be similar to mpo-
ek, So it appears to have been
understood by P. Morel, who in his
Latin version has ‘vim illam, quae
bona largitur et efficit.’

14. €qmrad] ‘depends on.” Cp.
C. 23 Tob ydp GvTos €EfmTaL Td dvTa.

19. ol dwowrduetial in pass. sense,
¢we shall not differ’ or ‘quarrel.’

20. & 7t ydp k7TA.] i.e. whatever

‘word’ or ‘name’ we use to express.

20
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the idea of God. For 1o im.= 8. dydwns mepovaig] The love

“subject’ cp. prol. el ydp 16 TéNewow
év mwavtl Soin mepl TO Umoxelpevoy
ouoNoyetabad. i

3. ouvektwcy] fr. ouwéxew, ‘to
hold together,” ‘maintain.” Cp.
Greg. Naz. Or. xxviii 6, with

Dr Mason’s note.

5. 0 feos Noyos] This is the cor-
rect reading. The variant 6 Aéyos
arose from a desire to bring the
passage into closer harmony with
the preceding words ToiTov 8¢ elre
Noyov, eite gogplav ktA. The ex-
pression ¢ feos Aéyos is common in
Athanasius, e.g. de /nc. cc. 18, 19.
Cp. also olkovouiav Tod Beod Noyouv in
this chapter. ¢So then this Deing,
who is God the Word, Wisdou,
Lower.”

6. odk dvdyky] The world and
man are not parts of some necessary
evolution from the Divine Being, as
in the Gnostic theories of emana-
tions.

of God is with Gr. not only the
cause of man’s creation, but it also
renders possible the self-humiliation
of the Word in the Incarnation, in
which there was exhibited ovyxexpa-
wévn T phavbpwmia 7 Svvaus (c. 24).
Cp. also cc. 19, 20. The same
standpoint is taken by Athanasius
de Tuc, cc. 4, 0.

13.  €émi rovrois] ‘for these ends,
“for this purpose.” Cp. infra émi
T7...dmoNalaeL.

15.  émrndelws...éxewr] In what
follows Gr. shews that man is fitted
to enjoy Divine Dblessings by his
possession of reason, wisdom, and,
above all, immortality. 1Ile illus-
trates this from the way in which
the natural organs and the life of
animals are adapted to their sur-
roundings.

16.  kaldmep ~ydp] ‘ For just as
the eve by means of the bright beam
which is planted by nature in it
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comes to partake of the light, attract- 6.
ing by its innate capacity that which
is akin to it.’”  (Gr. conceives of the
eye as possessing a light within itself,

aXéywr] In irrational animals
we find the same adaptation to their
intended environment. Each is con-
stituted in a way that corresponds

by which it is cnabled to attract
light from without. The idea is
found in Plato 77m. 43 B—D, and
is commented on by .Aristotle de
Sensu c. 1. Dr 1. Jackson, to
whom I am indebted for the above
references, has also called my atten-
tion to a passage in a fragment of
Theophrastus de Sensibus § s (see
Diels Doxographi Graeci, p. z00)
where Plato’s view is set forth.

4. 0w 7. kat.] ‘in order that by
means of this corrvesponding gift it
might have a desire for that which is
akin to it”  For kareX\. cp. c. I
kardAAp\ov... Ty pUioer 6 Noyos. The
possession of the higher faculties
leads man to seek after communion
with God and the divine life.

with (kaTaAA9Aws) its manner of life.

8. @s olkelov] ‘so that in conse-
quence of the particular formation
of the body, each finds its own proper
and kindred elemient, the one in the
air, the other in the wwater.” For
this use of the indefinite adj. mouos
cp. de Hom. Op. c. 27 ai woal T7s
kpaoews wapa\hayal.

b, oubpuNov] ‘Aindred’ i.e. cor-
responding with its manner of life.

to. ¢mity] Cp. supra éml Toirors.

13. feowper.] ‘appropriate to
God.”

18. 76 dfdvaror] is that part of

man which is immortal, while d¢e6-

775 denotes the actual possession of

immortality which belongs to God.
/6. ws dv] Man’s innate capacity

w
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(éyxetuévns duvdpews) for immortality
was intended to enable him to re-
cognize that which transcended his
nature (76 Umepkeiuevor), and lead
him to desire the immortal life of
God. For 70 tmwepreipevor cp. prol.
dvvapw ... ToU TAvTOS UTEpKELpéEP Y.

2. wep\gwTiky] Cconmiprehensive.’
The phrase kar’ elxéva Oeod (Gen. i
27) sums up all that Gr. has been
saying.

. Omotdoel.. . €lkoval ‘7 the life-
ness according to the image there is the
enumeration of all that characterises
the Divine Being.” Gr. does not
appear to observe the clear distine-
tion between elkdw, the natural image
of God in man, and ouolwats, the
supernatural likeness resulting from
grace, which is found in Origen.
This distinction is, indeed, attributed
to Gr. by ilt (Des £l Greg. v.
Nyssa Lehre won Menschen, pp. 77
sq.), but the only passage which can
be quoted in support of it is /1 verba
Fuctamus, p. 273 (Migne), where
the writer says ket eikova yap éxw
70 Noyikos elvat, kaf’ Suoiwgw 8¢
yivopar év T¢ Xpioriavds yevéobar,
But this work, though quoted as

Gr.’s by Harnack (Hist. of Dogma,
Eng. Tr.iii 277, note 2), is of very
doubtful authorship, and Barden-
hewer (Zatrol. p. 200 {.) thinks that
it cannot be assigned either to Basil
or to Gregory. Inc. 21 infra, Gr.
certainly uses ouoiwsts with reference
to the natural endowments of man,
and especially free-will, without any
necessary reference to moral like-
ness.

6. dmwapifp.] almost=‘the sum
total.’

8. Obyuaral ‘setting before us
doctrines in the form of narrative.
This is an instance of the application
of arvaywy# to the narrative of the
O.T. See note on dvaywyw@s c. 2
Zt. For a similar treatment of the
narratives in Genesis see Origen &
Lrine. iv 16 (LPhilocal., ed. Rob.
p- 24)-

ib.
teacking.

0 vap mapdd.] The story of
Paradise is a representation of the
truth that man’s nature as created
was good and surrounded by good
(év dyabols).

éxerad] ‘ belongs to the same
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2. d\\ armiNéye] It may be
objected that man’s present condi-
tion is the reverse of good. In what
follows Gr. argues that man’s actual
state is due to another cause than
the creative agency of God. 'The
evil in man springs from within (éu-
pverar €vdobev), and is the result of
his possession of free-will.

6. awmdbea] ie. freedom from
‘passions’ rather than from ‘suffer-
ing.’

7. axbpopov] ‘Man is a fleeting
betng, subject to passions, a prey to
death, exposed to every form of suffer-
ing in body and soul’ ‘The adjs.

are neuter, and the subject has to be
supplied from the preceding rév dv-
Opwmor.  For dxluopor cp. c. 1
@Kbpopos 1 {wi.

9. Kkatarpéxwv] ‘inveighing a-

gainst.’ Cp. c. 13 kararpéxew Tis
mioTews.
13. 70 viov k7\.] The remainder

of this chap. is quoted by Euthym.
Zig. Pan. Dogm. pt i, tit. 6.

17. ok Gv 7is] ‘one could not
with any good reason suspect that he,
whose constitution has tfs source in
goodness, was created by his Maker
112 a stateof evil.

19.  dAX &repov] The fact that

20



(923

10

26 GREGORY OF NVSSA

~ ~ \
Ty mpoTpmoTépoy Epnuwlijvat.  dpyn 8¢ mwakw kal wpPos
ToDTOY Nuly Tov ANoyovr oUk EEw THS TGOV AVTINEYOVTOY €GTL
. , . 2
cvykaTabéoews. o yap émwl petovola Tey (blwy ayablov
morjoas Tov dvlpwmov kal wdvTOY alTE TOV Kaldy Tds
. 5 g 1
dgoppas éykatackevacas T ¢roe, o5 av & ékagTou
7 \ \ e ey . 2 N ~
kaTa\Mjh s mpos To Guotov 1) bpefis dépoito, 0k av Tob
o - 2
KkaA\ioToV Te kal TyuwTdaTov TOY ayaldv dmweaTépnae,
z ;
Méyw 81 ThHs kaTd To adéamoTov kal avtefovoioy XapiTos.
e ap Tis avaykn Tis avlpomivys émeoTater {wihs,
7 A e bl \ RN ) ~ \ 4 b ~
Sierevatn av 1) elkwv kaT éxelvo To wePos, aANoTpiweloa
-~ + ’ \ 3 14 ~ \
To avouoly wpos TO apyérvmwov: Tis yap [Bacilevolens
/ ’
Puoews 1) dvaykars Tioly Umelevyuérn Te Kai Sovhevovoa

A A LI 3 ’
mes av elxkwy ovoualorTo;

1 mporepwy 1 euth

2 etwbev fl vulg

~ \ \ 4 M \
OL’I/COUV TO 8Ll1 mayTewy 7Tp0€ TO

4+ om Tas euth 6 om

karaN\pAws {1 vulg | 9 79 avfpwmwn...fwn 1 vulg

man is in his present condition
(raira viv wepl fuds eivar), and that
he has lost his more desirable estate
(r&v  wporiworépwy  Epnuwbirar) is
due to a different cause than the
creative action of God.

3. ovykarabésews] ‘assent.’ The
argument starts from a principle with
which Gr.s opponents will find
themselves in agreement.

5. agopuds] Krab. translates ‘ oc-
casiones.” 'Agopu is freq. used by
St Paul in the sense of ‘occasion,’
‘opportunity.”  Cp. Rom. vii 8,
2 Cor. xil 12, Gal. v 13, t Tim. v
14. In the military sense it="‘a base
of operations.” In the present pas-
sage Gr. 1s referring to man’s pos-
session of the higher faculties, which
become the ‘starting-point’  or
“means’ of acquiring all forms of
excellence. For its use in this pas-
sage cp. ¢ O sub fin. Ths dpxis
éxelvns Tol TowobToU TéNOUS TAS dpop-
pas Tapasxolars.

ib. 8¢ éxdorov] i.e. through each
endowment of his nature which is an
dpopun Tdv kaA&v. The following
word kaTaXAfAws is omitted by one

important group of 